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Abstract

We extend the concept of a Sasakian structure on a cooriented contact manifold, given
by a compatibility between the contact form η and a Riemannian metric gM on M , to the
case of a general contact structure understood as a contact distribution. Traditionally,
the compatibility can be expressed as the fact that the symplectic form ω = d(s2η) and
the metric g(x, s) = ds⊗ds+s2gM (x) define on the coneM = M×R+ a Kähler structure.
Since general contact structures can be realized as homogeneous symplectic structures ω
on GL(1;R)-principal bundles P → M , it is natural to understand Sasakian structures
in full generality as related to ‘homogeneous Kähler structures’ on P . The difficulty is
that, even locally, contact distributions do not provide any preferred contact form, so the
standard approach cannot be directly applied. However, we succeeded in characterizing
homogeneous Kähler structures on (P, ω) and discovering a canonical lift of Riemannian
metrics from the contact manifoldM to P , which allowed us to define Sasakian structures
for general contact manifolds. This approach is completely conceptual and avoids ad hoc

choices. Moreover, it provides a natural concept of Sasakian manifold products which
we develop in detail.
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1 Introduction

The idea of a contact manifold can be traced back to Huygens, Barrow, and Newton. Although
the theory of contact transformations was already developed by Sophus Lie [25], the modern
study of contact structures began with the influential paper of Boothby and Wang [6] in
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1958. One year later, Gray [20] introduced the notion of almost contact structures. Nowadays,
a contact structure is viewed as a field of hyperplanes on a manifold M of odd dimension
2n + 1, which is locally given as the kernel of a contact form, i.e., a 1-form η such that
η ∧ (dη)n is a volume (it is nowhere-vanishing). If such a 1-form can be chosen globally, we
call the structure coorientable or trivializable. For contact structures, we refer to the book by
Geiges [9]. Including non-trivializable contact manifolds into the picture is necessary, since
many canonical and important contact structures, e.g., those on first jet prolongations of line
bundles, are not trivializable.

In [19], the second author has defined symplectic R×-bundles over a manifold M , where
R× is the multiplicative group of invertible reals, and has shown that symplectic R×-bundles
and contact manifold are equivalent concepts (see also [1]). Symplectic R×-bundles associated
with a given contact manifold (M,C) are all isomorphic and called the symplectic covers of
(M,C); we will recall these constructions in Section 3. Later, in a series of papers [10, 11, 12],
they were applied to geometric mechanics with the mindset that the contact structure is better
viewed as the homogeneous symplectic form rather than the odd-dimensional counterpart of a
symplectic structure. This greatly simplifies the relation of these two old subjects in differential
geometry.

Symplectic structures and complex structures have also been studied as integrable G-
structures, but this approach is not possible in the case of contact structures. Sasaki [30]
noticed that starting from an almost contact metric structure on a manifold M , and then
considering the product manifold M × R, which can be identified with the M-cone M =
M × R+, it is possible to construct an almost complex structure on M and then investigate
its integrability. Indeed, connecting the realm of differential geometry on M to the complex
differential geometry on M, and then asking the integrability question, has made it possible
to introduce a new notion, called after Sasaki a Sasakian structure. The most clear approach
to Sasakian structures is to start with a metric contact structure (M, η, gM), and to consider
the Riemannian cone M = M ×R+ with the metric g = ds2 + s2gM and the symplectic form
ω = d(s2η). Then, (M, η, gM) is Sasakian if and only if (M, ω, g) is Kähler.

This approach uses the symplectic form ω = d(s2η) which is 2-homogeneous, and the
compatible Kähler metric g being also 2-homogeneous with respect to the principal R+-bundle
structure on M. Of course, we can also consider ω′ = d(sη) and g′ = ds2/s+ sgM on the cone
M = M × R+ which are 1-homogeneous. This is important because the symplectic form ω
on the symplectic cover τ : P → M of a contact manifold (M,C) is always 1-homogeneous.
On the other hand, 1-homogeneous tensors g on R×-bundles are never Riemannian, as by
multiplication by −1 ∈ R× they go to −g. We resolve this issue by introducing properly a
concept of 1-homogeneous (almost) Kähler structures on R×-principal bundles, called (almost)
Kählerian R×-bundles, in which the Riemannian metric g is positively homogeneous.

We prove that such homogeneous Kählerian structures are associated with a metric gM on
the contact manifold and certain principal connections on the R×-bundle P . Usually, there
are many such connections for a given metric gM but there is one which is privileged and
canonically determined by gM . It defines a canonical lift of gM to a positively homogeneous
Riemannian metric g̃M on P . Now, like in the cooriented case, we say that (M,C, gM) is almost
Sasakian if (ω, g̃M) are compatible (almost Kähler), and define Sasakian if (ω, g̃M) define a
Kähler structure on P . On the level of the contact manifold, the compatibility condition is
associated with the existence of a CR-like structure on the contact distribution which allows
for writing the metric gM as a kind of a Levi metric. This way, we achieve our goal of extending
the concept of a Sasakian structure to a general contact manifold. Let us stress that we resign
from calling Kählerian R×-bundles ‘homogeneous Kähler manifolds’ to avoid confusion, as
homogeneous Kähler manifolds appear in the literature in a completely different sense.

To sum up: in this paper, we introduce a definition of an (almost) Sasakian manifold, derived
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from a natural principle of homogeneity on the symplectic cover of a contact manifold. This
belongs to the same family of defining geometrical concepts by means of homogeneity like
viewing contact manifolds as homogeneous symplectic structures or, more generally, Jacobi
structures as homogeneous Poisson structures. The new class of (almost) Sasakian manifolds
has much better categorical properties and allows for defining Sasakian products, a canonical
association of a Sasakian manifold to a given pair of Sasakian manifolds. We illustrate our
framework with a topologically nontrivial examples associated with the Möbius band.

2 Line and R×-principal bundles

Vector bundles with one-dimensional fibers will be called line bundles. If τ : L → M is
a line bundle over a manifold M , then the submanifold P = L× ⊂ L of nonzero vectors,
where L× = L \ 0M , is canonically a principal bundle over M with the structure group
(R×, ·) = GL(1;R), i.e., the group of invertible reals with multiplication. The R×-action on L×

comes from the multiplication by reals in L. If (xi) are local coordinates in U ⊂ M and (xi, t)
are affine coordinates in τ−1(U) ⊂ L, associated with a local trivialization τ−1(U) ≃ U × R,
then to distinguish L from L× we will use local coordinates (xi, s) in L×, where s is the
restriction of the function t to R×. The R×-action reads hν(x

i, s) = (xi, ν · s). Actually, any
principal R×-bundle P is of the form L×

P , where LP is the canonical line bundle associated
with P .

Example 2.1. The trivial bundles are L = M × R and P = L× = M × R×. Probably, the
simplest example of a line bundle that is not trivializable is that of the Möbius band. The
Möbius band, as a line bundle B → S1, can be described by two charts. We take

O = {(x, t) ∈ R2 : x ∈]0, 1[}

and
U = {(x, t) ∈ R2 : x ∈]1/2, 3/2[}.

Our Möbius band is the topological space B obtained by gluing these two strips by a local
homeomorphism

Φ : O ⊃ {(x, t) ∈ O : x 6= 1/2} → {(x, t) ∈ U : x 6= 1} ⊂ U ,

which reads

Φ(x, t) =

{
(x, t) if x ∈]1/2, 1[
(x+ 1,−t) if x ∈]0, 1/2[ . (1)

Hence, we can view O and U as coordinate charts in B, and Φ as the corresponding transition
map which, clearly, turns B into a smooth manifold. It is easy to see that B is a line bundle
B → S1 = R/Z, with the projection induced by (x, t) → x in the charts O and U . These
charts give us local trivializations over S1 without a point.

This line bundle would be trivializable if and only if there had existed a global nonvanishing
section σ : S1 → B; suppose it exists. Then, in the chart O, the section σ is represented by a
function FO :]0, 1[→ R which is positive or negative. Suppose the positivity. In U , the section
σ is represented by a non-vanishing function FU :]1/2, 3/2[→ R. But due to the form of the
transition map Φ, the function FU is FO on ]1/2, 1[ and FU(x) = −FO(x− 1) on ]1, 3/2[, so it
vanishes at some point. Of course, we can use the same charts for B×, with the only difference
that t 6= 0.

For R×-bundles (or R+-bundles) P we have a natural concept of homogeneity.
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Definition 2.2. Let τ : P → M be a principal G-bundle, where G = R× or G = R+, with
the G-action s 7→ hs. A tensor field K on P we call homogeneous of degree k ∈ Z if

h∗
s(K) = sk ·K for all s ∈ G.

Here, h∗
s(K) is the pullback of the tensor field K associated with the diffeomorphism hs.

Covariant tensors which are 1-homogeneous we will call, simply, homogeneous.

Example 2.3. On the trivial R×-bundle P = M × R×, homogeneous functions are of the
form A(x)s and homogeneous 1-forms read A(x)ds + sα(x), where s is the fiber coordinate,
A is a function on M and α is a 1-form on M .

Remark 2.4. With the described equivalence of line and R×-bundles, we can view morphisms
in the category of R×-bundles as morphism in the category of line bundles. This is not
a full subcategory of the category of vector bundles, where morphisms are not necessarily
isomorphisms on fibers.

The R×-action h : R× × P → P on an R×-principal bundle τ : P → M can be lifted to a
principal action on the cotangent bundle T∗P , which we call the phase lift and denote dT∗h.
Note, however, that this lift is not the standard cotangent lift of a group action. It is defined
by the formula

(dT∗h)ν = ν · (Thν−1)∗.

Starting from local coordinates (xi, s) in P associated with a local trivialization, we get the
standard adapted coordinates (xi, s,pj, z) on T∗P in which

(dT∗h)ν(x
i, s,pj, z) = (xi, νs, νpj , z). (2)

In other words, for the lifted action, all these coordinates are homogeneous, xi and z of degree
0 (R×-invariant), s and pj of degree 1. The lifted action provides T∗P with the structure of a
principal bundle whose base is the bundle J1L∗

P of first jets of sections of the line bundle L∗
P ,

dual to LP (cf. [19]). Local coordinates (xi, z) on L∗
P induce coordinates (xi, pj , z) on J1L∗

P .
We have therefore the following.

Proposition 2.5. Let L be a line bundle and L∗ its dual. Then the cotangent bundle T∗L×,
equipped with the R×-action dT∗h, where hν is the multiplication by ν in L, is an R×-principal
bundle over the manifold J1L∗ of first jets of sections of the line bundle L∗. The projection

τ : T∗L× → J1L∗

in the adapted coordinates takes the form

(xi, s,pj, z) 7−→
(
xi, pj = pj/s, z

)
. (3)

3 Contact structures

In the literature on the subject (see, e.g., [9]), a contact structure is a contact distribution,
i.e., a maximally non-integrable distribution C ⊂ TM of corank 1 on a manifold M of odd
dimension 2n + 1. Traditionally, the hyperplanes forming this distribution are called contact
elements. The maximal non-integrability means that the bilinear map

ΩC : C ×M C → TM/C , ΩC(X, Y ) = ϑ([X, Y ])

is non-degenerate. Here,
ϑ : TM → L = TM/C
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is the canonical projection onto the line bundle L = TM/C, and [X, Y ] is the Lie bracket
of the vector fields X, Y ∈ C. This short-hand notation means that these vector fields take
values in C. It is easy to see that ΩC is well defined as a bilinear form on C with values in L.
Note that ϑ can be viewed as a 1-form on M with values in L, and the two-form Ω on C can
be viewed as ‘dϑ’.

The distribution C is locally the kernel of a non-vanishing 1-form η onM , and the maximal
non-integrability condition is then expressed as

η ∧ (dη)n 6= 0. (4)

Such a form is called a contact form and is not uniquely determined by C, since the kernels
of η and fη are the same, provided f is a nonvanishing function. From (4) it is now easy to
see that a 1-form η is a contact form if and only if fη is a contact 1-form. The contact form
fη we call (conformally) equivalent to η. It defines the same contact distribution C = ker(η).
The local picture of contact forms is fully described.

Theorem 3.1 (Contact Darboux Theorem). Let η be a 1-form on a manifold M of dimension
(2n + 1). Then η is a contact form if and only if, around every point of M , there are local
coordinates (z, pi, q

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

η = dz − pi dq
i. (5)

Any contact form η on M determines uniquely a nonvanishing vector field ξ on M , called the
Reeb vector field, which is characterized by the equations

iξη = 1 and iξdη = 0.

The Reeb vector field for the contact form (5) is ξ = ∂z .

Proposition 3.2. A contact structure on a manifold M of odd dimension 2n+ 1 is a distri-
bution of hyperplanes C ⊂ TM such that C is locally a kernel of a contact form.

A contact structure is often understood as a manifold equipped with a global contact form η.
We will call such contact structures C = ker(η) trivial or cooriented. Note that (4) implies
that any trivializable contact manifold must be orientable.
To work with contact structures, we shall use the language of symplectic R×-principal bundles,
due to the following observation (see [1, 7, 10]).

Proposition 3.3. Let η be a 1-form on a manifold M . Then, η is a contact form if and only
if the closed 2-form

ωη(x, s) = d(sη)(x, s) = ds ∧ η(x) + s · dη(x) (6)

on M = M × R+ is symplectic.

Here, s > 0 and R+ is viewed as the multiplicative group of positive reals. It is easy to see
that ωη is 1-homogeneous with respect to the R+-action hν(x, s) = (x, νs),

h∗
ν(ωη) = ν · ωη. (7)

The symplectic form (6) is called the symplectization of η. The homogeneity of ωη can be
equivalently described by £∇ω = ω, where ∇ = s∂s is the generator of the R+-action and
£ denotes the Lie derivative. Conversely, every homogeneous symplectic form ω on M =
M × R+ reads as in (6) for some contact form η on M . Of course, we could also consider
ωη on M × R×, which seems to be superfluous, as the latter manifold has two diffeomorphic
connected components. However, if we want to glue a non-trivializable bundle out of such
symplectizations, the use of R× instead of R+ is unavoidable.
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Remark 3.4. We consider R+-bundles rather than R-bundles. Of course, both pictures are
equivalent, but it is more convenient to see (R+, ·) ≃ (R,+) as a subgroup in R×. Standard
symplectization is often considered on the cone M = M ×R instead of M = M ×R+, so (6)
takes the form

ωη(x, t) = d(etη)(x, t) = et
(
dt ∧ η(x) + dη(x)

)
. (8)

For a general contact manifold (M,C), we do not have a global contact form η determining
the contact distribution C as its kernel. The analog of η is ϑ : TM → L = TM/C, and
L∗ = Co ⊂ T∗M , where Co denotes the annihilator of the distribution C. Now, it is easy to
see that C is a contact distribution if and only if P =

(
Co

)×
is a symplectic submanifold of

T∗M with its canonical symplectic form ωM . Note that P is additionally an R×-bundle with
respect to the standard multiplication hs in T∗M by non-zero reals, and its symplectic form
ω = ωM

∣∣
P
is 1-homogeneous, h∗

s(ω) = sω. This is the canonical symplectization of (M,C).
The properties of (P, ω) lead to the following general concept (cf. [7, 19]).

Definition 3.5. A symplectic R×-bundle is a principal R×-bundle τ : P → M equipped with
a 1-homogeneous symplectic form ω, h∗

ν(ω) = ν · ω for all ν ∈ R×.

Any symplectic R×-bundle (P, ω) carries additional canonical structures: the infinitesimal
generator of the R×-action, denoted with ∇ and called the Liouville vector field, and the
nonvanishing semibasic form θ = i∇ω called the Liouville 1-form. It is a ‘vector potential’ for
ω, dθ = ω. The contact distribution C on M is the image of the distribution ker(θ) under the
projection τ : P → M . Note that the Liouville 1-form θ can be viewed as a map Φ : P → T∗M
(cf. [11, Theorem 2.17]). Indeed, θ is semibasic, so we can put

τ ∗
(
Φ(px)) = θ(px),

and it is easy to see that Φ yields a canonical isomorphism of the symplectic R×-bundle (P, ω)

onto
(
L∗

)× ⊂ T∗M with the restriction of the canonical symplectic form ωM on T∗M . Under
this embedding the Liouville 1-form θ is the pullback Φ∗(θM ) of the canonical Liouville 1-form
θMon M . In other words, we can view P as embedded in L∗ = Co ⊂ T∗M .

Let us stress that the Liouville 1-form is a geometric object on P , so the distribution ker(θ)
does not depend on the trivialization and projects onto a contact distribution C on M , so
we call (P, ω) a symplectic cover (symplectization) of (M,C). In fact, any contact manifold
(M,C) admits a symplectic cover that is unique up to isomorphism.

Theorem 3.6 ([19]). There is a canonical one-to-one correspondence between contact mani-
folds (M,C) and isomorphism classes of symplectic R×-principal bundles (P, ω) over M , with
the canonical projection τ : P → M = P/R×. The canonical representative of this class is

P =
(
L∗

)× ⊂ L∗, where L = TM/C, with its canonical symplectic form.

In this correspondence, the contact distribution C is the projection of the kernel of the Liouville
1-form, C = Tτ

(
ker(θ)

)
.

Symplectic R×-bundles are generally not trivializable. Any local trivialization induces a coor-
dinate s in fibers, and a local contact form η on M such that

ω = ds ∧ η + s · dη, (9)

For coorientable contact manifolds, the Liouville vector field is in these coordinates ∇ = s∂s,
and the Liouville 1-form is θ = sη. The contact form η on M can be obtained as the
restriction of the Liouville 1-form θ to the submanifold M̃ of P being the locus s = 1 which is
canonically diffeomorphic with M via the projection τ : P → M . Equivalently, this locus is
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the image of a (local) section α : M → P of P , M̃ = α(M). Since we can view α as a 1-form
α̃ = Φ ◦ α : M → T∗M on M ,

ηα ≃ θ
∣∣
α(M)

= α̃∗(θM ) = α̃. (10)

The latter identity follows from the universal property of the Liouville 1-form θ: for any 1-form
β : M → T∗M on M , we have β = β∗(θM). Note also that the 1-form α̃ can be viewed as the
map

α̃ = α ◦ ϑ : TM → R,

where we understand α as a linear function ια on L. This way we get the following proposition
which we will use for local descriptions in the general case.

Proposition 3.7. Let (P, ω) be a symplectic cover of a coorientable contact manifold (M,C)
with the projection τ : P → M . Then, there are canonical one-to-one correspondences between

(a) sections α : M → P ;

(b) contact forms ηα on M representing C, C = ker ηα, determined by the condition τ ∗(ηα) =
θ on the submanifold α(M) ⊂ P ;

(c) regular 1-homogeneous functions s : P → R×, given by s ◦ α = 1;

(d) regular linear functions ια : L → R on L = TM/C;

(e) regular linear functions α̃ : TM → R vanishing on C, given by α̃ = ια ◦ ϑ.

Remark 3.8. The above interpretation of contact structures as symplectic R×-bundles (P, ω)
is very useful in contact Hamiltonian mechanics [10, 12], simplifying the traditional approaches
using contact forms. We simply define contact Hamiltonians as 1-homogeneous functions H on
P . Then, the corresponding Hamiltonian vector field XH on P is R×-invariant, thus projects
onto a contact vector field on the base contact manifold M . Note that, alternatively, we
can view 1-homogeneous functions on P as linear functions on L∗, thus as sections of the
line bundle L. Also, reductions of contact Hamiltonian systems can be carried out in this
framework [11]. All this can be easily extended to Jacobi structures (known also as local Lie
algebras [24] or Jacobi bundles [26]), understood as Poisson R×-bundles [7, 19]. Note also that
it is often much easier to interpret contact manifolds as symplectic R×-bundles, than trying
to define the contact structure directly.

Example 3.9. For a manifold M , the cotangent bundle T∗M with the zero section removed,
(T∗M)×, is an R×-bundle with respect to the multiplication by reals in T∗M . The canonical
symplectic form ωM restricted to (T∗M)× is still symplectic and 1-homogeneous, so we deal
with a symplectic R×-bundle. According to Theorem 3.6, this defines a canonical contact
structure on the projectivized cotangent bundle PT∗M = (T∗M)×/R×. This structure is
coorientable if and only if M is odd-dimensional. If we quotient (T∗M)× by R+ instead of R×,
we get a contact structure on a bundle of spheres (T∗M)×/R+ over M , this time coorientable.

4 Canonical contact structures on jet bundles

Let L → M be a line bundle with local affine coordinates (xi, t), and L× be its R×-subbundle
with coordinates (xi, s) and the standard R×-action, hν(x, s) = (x, νs). As we already know
(see (3)), T∗L× is canonically an R×-bundle with the lifted R×-action dT∗h which in the
adapted local coordinates is (2). The base manifold is J1L∗ with local coordinates (xi, pj, z).
The canonical projection τ : T∗L× → J1L∗ reads as in (3).
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On T∗L× we have the canonical symplectic form ω = dpi ∧ dxi + dz ∧ ds. It will be
convenient to use as coordinates in T∗L× the pullbacks of (pi), so the coordinates will be
(xi, s, pj, z). The canonical symplectic form ω on T∗L× in these coordinates reads

ω = dxi ∧ dpi + ds ∧ dz = dxi ∧ d(s pi) + ds ∧ dz (11)

= ds ∧
(
dz − pidx

i
)
+ s · dxi ∧ dpi,

so it is explicitly 1-homogeneous. This shows that T∗L× is canonically a symplectic R×-bundle
over J1L∗, so J1L∗ is canonically a contact manifold. It is easy to see that the local contact
form associated with these coordinates is η = dz − pidx

i (cf. (9)). We get therefore the
following.

Proposition 4.1. For every line bundle L → M , there is a canonical contact structure on the
jet bundle J1L∗ for which the symplectic R×-bundle T∗L× is a symplectic cover. This contact
structure is trivializable if and only if the line bundle L → M , thus the R×-bundle L×, is
trivializable.

Remark 4.2. The jet bundle π1 : J1L∗ → M is a vector bundle, and it is easy to see that the
contact structure on the vector bundle E = J1L∗ is linear, i.e., it is locally induced by linear
contact forms. Equivalently, in a more advanced geometrical language, the contact distribution
C ⊂ TE is a double vector subbundle in the double vector bundle TE (cf. [17, 18]), i.e., it
is also a vector subbundle with respect to the projection Tπ1 : TE → TM . One can show
[19] that all linear contact structures are of this type, like all linear symplectic structures are
isomorphic to cotangent bundles with their canonical symplectic forms.

Example 4.3. Let us consider again the Möbius band B → S1 from Example 2.1. The line
bundle structure on B∗ → S1 has a dual description by two charts, O∗ and U∗, completely
analogous to that in (Example 2.1) for B. As the domains of two charts in J1B∗, we take
Ō = (β)−1(O∗) and Ū = (β)−1(U∗), where β : J1B∗ → B∗ is the canonical projection. The
adapted coordinates in Ō are

(x, p, z) ∈ ]0, 1[×R× R,

while the adapted coordinates in Ū are

(x′, p′, z′) ∈
]
1/2, 3/2

[
× R× R,

with the transition map

(x′, p′, z′) = Φ̄(x, p, z) =

{
(x, p, z) if x ∈]1/2, 1[
(x+ 1,−p,−z) if x ∈]0, 1/2[ .

The coordinate p changes sign in the same way as z, because if a section σ is given in chart
O∗ as x 7→ (x, z(x)), then p(j1σ(x)) = ∂z

∂x
.

The structure of the cotangent bundle πB× : T∗B× → B× can be again described in two charts
Õ = π−1

B×(O) and Ũ = π−1
B×(U), with the adapted coordinates (x, s, p, z) and (x′, s′, p′, z′) (cf.

(11)), taking values in ]0, 1[×R× × R × R and ]1/2, 3/2[×R× × R × R, respectively. The
transition map is (cf. (1))

(x′, s′, p′, z′) = Φ̃(x, s, p, z) =

{
(x, s, p, z) if x ∈]1/2, 1[
(x+ 1,−s,−p,−z) if x ∈]0, 1/2[ .

As expected, the symplectic form (11) does not depend on the choice of coordinates. However,

the contact form η = dz − pdx in Õ, changes under the transition map into η′ = dz′ − p′dx′
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for x ∈]1/2, 1[, and into −η′ for x ∈]0, 1/2[. Since the 1-forms η and η′ are basic, we can view
them as contact forms on the charts Ō and Ū in J1B∗. Of course, ker(η) and ker(η′) agree on
the intersection of charts and define the canonical contact distribution C on J1B∗. In other
words, we can view the contact structure on J1B∗ as represented by the contact form η on
Ō, and η′ on Ū . These local contact forms on J1B∗ agree on one, and differ by a sign on the
other connected component of Ō ∩ Ū , so we are in the situation of Proposition 5.4. Any other
choice of contact forms in the equivalence class is obtained by multiplication of η and η′ by a
nonvanishing function. Therefore, we cannot agree them on the intersection of charts, so the
contact distribution C is well defined, but there is no global contact form for C. Of course,
it follows also from the general fact (see Proposition 4.1). The contact distribution over Ō is
spanned by {∂x+ p∂t, ∂p}, and over Ū by {∂x′ + p′∂t′ , ∂p′}. On the common part of the charts,
these distributions coincide.

It is interesting that the non-coorientable contact structure lives on the vector bundle
J1B∗ → S1 which is trivializable. Let us consider the following two sections of the bundle
B∗ → S1, written in coordinates from the chart O∗ as

σ1(x) = (x, sin(πx)), σ2(x) = (x, cos(πx)).

It is easy to check that they are well defined globally, since

sin
(
π(x+ 1)

)
= − sin(πx) and cos

(
π(x+ 1)

)
= − cos(πx).

Now, in the chart Ō, we can write the first jet prolongations of σ1 and σ2 as

j1σ1(x) = (x, sin(πx), π cos(πx)), j1σ2(x) = (x, cos(πx),−π sin(x)).

The two sections j1σ1 and j1σ2 are global, non-vanishing, and linearly independent sections
of J1B∗ → S1. This shows that the vector bundle J1L → M may be trivializable even for a
non-trivializable line bundle L → M .

5 Calibrations and paired structures

Any R×-bundle τ : P → M is of the form P = L× for a line bundle τ : L → M . Let us choose
a VB-metric gL on L. Recall that a VB-metric on a vector bundle E is a symmetric form
gE ∈ Sec(S2E∗) on inducing scalar products on fibers. The metric gL is completely determined
by the norm,

s : L → R+, s(v) = ‖v‖ =
√

gL(v, v). (12)

The function s is positive and positively homogeneous on P = L×, i.e., s(tv) = ts(v) for
t > 0. Conversely, any positive and positively homogeneous function s on P = L× defines a
VB-metric gL via (12). Such functions on an R×-bundle P we will call calibrations, and (P, s)
– a calibrated R×-bundle. It is well known that VB-metrics always exist, so calibrations do
exist on every R×-bundle. They differ by a factor being a (pullback of) a positive function on
M . Since in the case of non-trivializable P we do not have non-vanishing sections, these are
calibrations that are a surrogate for the latter.

It is obvious that any calibration is a regular function, ds 6= 0. This immediately implies the
following.

Theorem 5.1. Every calibration s on an R×-bundle τ : P → M defines a horizontal foliation
Fs on P whose leaves M̃c are the level sets s = c > 0. The leaves of Fs are 2-sheet covers of
M under the projection τc = τ

∣∣
M̃c

, and they are connected if and only if P is not trivializable;

otherwise, they consist of two components. The pullback bundle P̃c = τ ∗c P of P over M̃c

is a trivial R×-bundle, with the tautological global section σc : M̃c → P̃c: if y ∈ M̃c, then(
P̃c

)
y
= Pτ(y) and σc(y) = y ∈ Pτ(y).
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Remark 5.2. The foliation Fs is R×-invariant and can be viewed as a flat principal connection
on P called s-connection. The corresponding R×-invariant horizontal distribution Hs consists
of vectors tangent to the leaves of the foliation. It is the kernel of the connection 1-form
ζs = ds/s on P . The connection 1-form is a true 1-form, since the Lie algebra of R× is R,
with the canonical fundamental vector field (more precisely, the negative of the fundamental
vector field) ∇ on P . The horizontal lifts of vector fields X on M we will denote Xs, and

the pullbacks to P of symmetric or skew-symmetric differential forms β on M with β̂. Given
a calibration s, in a neighbourhood U of each point of M we can find a local trivialization
τ−1(U) ≃ U ×R× such that the fiber coordinate s satisfies s = |s|. Since in such coordinates,
we have (

fa(x)∂xa

)
s

= fa(x)∂xa and
(
ha(x)dx

a
)̂
= ha(x)dx

a,

we will sometimes identify, with some abuse of notation, vector fields X on M with their
horizontal lifts in P , and differential forms on M with their pullbacks to P . This should be
clear from the context.

Fixing a calibration s, we easily get the following (see, e.g., [14, 16]).

Proposition 5.3. On every R×-bundle τ : P → M with a fixed calibration s, there is a unique
maximal atlas of local trivializations of P , consisting of an open cover {Uα}α∈Λ of M , and local
trivializations

ϕα : τ−1(Uα) → Uα × R× (13)

such that the fiber coordinate sα associated with ϕα satisfies |sα| = s

∣∣
Uα

. For this atlas, the
transition maps are reduced to a sign change in the fiber coordinates,

ϕαβ : (Uα ∩ Uβ)× R× → (Uα ∩ Uβ)× R× , ϕαβ(x, s) = (x,±s) .

The atlas of local trivializations of P , described in Proposition 5.3, we call the s-atlas and the
fiber coordinates s of the corresponding local trivializations (i.e., satisfying |s| = s) s-normal.

Corollary 5.4. Let (M,C) be a contact manifold, and let (P, ω) be its symplectic cover. If s a

calibration on P , then the pullback contact structure p∗C on the 2-sheet cover p : M̃ = M̃1 →
M admits a canonical global contact form η̃ which locally, on the two sheets covering Uα, is
±ηα. In other words, we can find an open covering {Uα} of M and local contact forms ηα
inducing C on Uα such that ηα = ±ηβ on Uαβ = Uα∩Uβ. The contact form η̃ is the restriction

to M̃ of the Liouville form θ on P .

Remark 5.5. We can also view η̃ as a horizontal submanifold of T∗M being a 2-sheet cover
of M , In other words, η̃ is a section of the fiber bundle

|T∗M | =
(
T∗M

)×
/Z2 → M.

Such sections we will call paired sections of T∗M ; they are non-vanishing by definition. Simi-
larly, the Reeb vector field ξ̃ of η̃ can be viewed as a paired vector field |ξ| on M . Of course,
this definition makes sense for any vector bundle E → M or, more generally, for any fiber
bundle with a canonical action of Z2 in fibers. In [14, 16] it was applied to the case of line
bundles to show that paired sections exist for all line bundles.

More generally, we can consider paired structures on a manifold M which are locally repre-
sented by pairs of structures up to a sign. More precisely, if a certain geometric structure
is locally represented by a system of nonvanishing tensor fields Tα = (T 1

α, . . . , T
k
α) satisfying

certain compatibility conditions which are invariant with respect to the sign change, then the
family of local pairs {Tα,−Tα} which coincide on the intersections of charts define a paired
structure. Such a paired structure we will denote |T | = |T 1, . . . , T k|. This is generally different
from (|T 1|, . . . , |T k|). It is clear that any paired structure |T | on M corresponds to a standard

structure T on a 2-sheet cover M̃ of M .
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Example 5.6. Let τ : E → M be a vector bundle, and let GL(E) → M be the bundle of
linear automorphisms of fibers, i.e., the subbundle in Hom(E;E) = E∗ ⊗M E → M consisting
of linear automorphisms. It is a bundle of Lie groups. Let w(x) ∈ R[x] be a polynomial of
the form w(x) = 1 + a1x

1 + · · · + anx
n. A w-structure on E is a section φ : M → GL(E)

such that w ◦ φ = 0. If w is an even function, w(x) = w(−x), then a paired w-structure is a
section |φ| : M → |GL(E)| such that w ◦ |φ| = 0, where |GL(E)| → M is the quotient bundle
GL(E)/Z2, with Z2 interpreted as the normal subgroup {± id} in each fiber.

In this way, we can obtain a paired complex structure on E, with w(x) = 1+x2, or a paired
product structure with w(x) = 1− x2. The definition makes sense, as any paired w-structure
is locally represented by a pair ±φ of w-structures on the vector bundle E and w is insensitive
to the change of sign in the argument. Note that paired complex structures can live on a
wider class of vector bundles than complex structures; the bundles may be non-orientable,
i.e., ΛtopE → M may be a nontrivial line bundle.

6 Levi and Sasaki structures

Let M be a cooriented contact manifold with a contact form η, and let ξ be the corresponding
Reeb vector field,

ιξη = 1, and ιξdη = 0.

Consequently, the tangent bundle TM has the decomposition

TM = 〈ξ〉 ⊕ C,

where C = ker(η) is the contact distribution and 〈ξ〉 is the line subbundle generated by ξ.

Definition 6.1. A Riemannian metric g on (M, η) is an associated metric for the contact
form η if

η(X) = g(X, ξ),

and there exists an endomorphism φ of TM such that φ2 = −idTM + η ⊗ ξ and

dη
(
X, Y

)
= g

(
X, φ(Y )

)

We refer to (φ, ξ, η, g) as a contact metric structure and to M with such a structure as a
contact metric manifold.

In particular, the contact subbundle is orthogonal to the Reeb vector field, φ(ξ) = 0, and
φ(C) = C, so φ can be seen as an endomorphism φC of C = ker(φ), satisfying φC

2 = −idC ,
and extended trivially to the whole TM = 〈ξ〉 ⊕ C. We will often use this point of view.

Remark 6.2. Note that this definition strongly depends on the choice of η in the conformal
class of η, so it has no clear meaning in the contact distributional setting.

Except for contact and contact metric structures, there are a lot of papers in the literature
devoted to many of such ‘almost’ structures and, in our opinion, making a sort of mess in the
subject, as logic rules for terminology are not respected.

Definition 6.3. Let M be an odd-dimensional manifold. An almost contact structure on M
consists of the following:

1. a 1-form η,

2. a vector field ξ,

11



3. an endomorphism φ : TM → TM ,

such that they satisfy ιξη = 1 and

φ2 = −idTM + η ⊗ ξ.

A manifold M2n+1 endowed with an almost contact structure (φ, ξ, η) is called an almost
contact manifold.

Remark 6.4. Generally, the phrase ‘almost A’ usually suggests that the object in question
is ‘not quite A’ and, logically, ‘A’ is always ‘almost A’. The concept of an almost contact
structure does not satisfy this logic rule: a contact manifold is generally not almost contact,
as there is no canonical φ associated with a contact structure. On the other hand, such φ
which makes a contact manifold into an almost contact one always exists. In any case, the
name ‘almost contact’ has historical origins and is commonly used in the above sense, so we
will respect this convention.

Before we discuss the traditional approaches to the concept of a Sasakian manifold, we briefly
recall the relation of contact geometry to CR geometry; for more details see [3, 5, 22, 28, 29].

Let us recall that a (1, 1) tensor J ∈ E∗ ⊗M E on a vector bundle π : E → M is called a
complex structure on the vector bundle E if J2 = −idE , where we understand J as a VB-
morphism J : E → E. This means that we have complex structures in fibers Ex of E, i.e.,
Ex can be viewed as a complex vector space, where the multiplication by i is represented by
J . A complex structure on the tangent bundle TM is called an almost complex structure on
M , and it is called a complex structure on M if it comes from a complex manifold structure
on M . In this case, we say that J is integrable.

The integrability of J can be characterized by the celebrated result of Newlander and
Nirenberg [27] in terms of the Nijenhuis torsion NJ of J : an almost complex structure J
is integrable if and only if NJ vanishes. Recall that the (1, 2) tensor NJ is defined for any
(1, 1)-tensor J : TM → TM by

NJ(X, Y ) = [JX, JY ]− J
(
[JX, Y ] + [X, JY ]− J [X, Y ]

)
, (14)

which for J2 = −id takes the form

NJ(X, Y ) =
(
[JX, JY ]− [X, Y ]

)
− J

(
[JX, Y ] + [X, JY ]

)
. (15)

Let us stress that we will make use the torsion Nφ also for φ2 = −idC or φ : C → C, where C
is not the whole TM but a distribution. Actually, the concept of a CR structure, introduced
in 1968 by Greenfield [21], came from an attempt to develop complex-like geometry for general
distributions C replacing TM .

Definition 6.5. If M is a smooth manifold and H is a complex subbundle of the complexified
tangent bundle TCM such that H ∩ H = 0, then the pair (M,H) is called an almost CR
manifold if H⊕H is involutive, and integrable (or a CR manifold) if H is involutive.

Alternatively, we can start with a subbundle C of the tangent bundle TM , together with a
complex structure φC on C, φ2

C = −idC . Then, (C, φC) is an almost CR structure if

[φC(X), φC(Y )]− [X, Y ] ∈ C (16)

for all X, Y ∈ C. Since φC
2 = −idC , it is easy to see that (16) is equivalent to

[φC(X), Y ] + [X, φC(Y )] ∈ C. (17)
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An almost CR structure is called integrable (or a CR structure) if additionally the tensor
NφC

vanishes. This is the definition we will use in the sequel. Of course, the tensor NφC
is

well-defined only if φC is an almost CR structure. Note that some authors understand almost
CR structures (C, φC) as simply complex structures on the vector bundle C, φC

2 = −idC .
The relation to Definition 6.5 is clear: one can define H = {X − iφC(X) |X ∈ C}, and it

is easy to show that H ∩H = 0, and that H is involutive if and only if NφC
= 0. Conversely,

viewing TM as canonically embedded into TCM , we have C = H∩ TM and H (or H) equals
{X − iφC(X) |X ∈ C}. The case dim(M) = 2n + 1 with a subbundle C of rank 2n is
particularly interesting to us, as it is related to contact distributions. Starting from an almost
contact structure (φ, ξ, η) on M and restricting φ to the subbundle C, one obtains a complex
structure φC = φ|C on C.

Remark 6.6. Instead of almost CR structures on C we can consider paired almost CR struc-
tures (cf. Example 5.6) represented locally by pairs of almost CR structures {φC ,−φC}. This
concept is correct, as

(
± φC

)2
= −idC and the condition (16) is insensitive to the sign before

φC . In the complex setting, we have locally a pair of complementary subbundles {H,H} of
CC = C ⊗ C ⊂ TCM ,

C ⊗ C = H⊕H = H⊕H.

Above, we wanted to make clear that this pair is unordered, H = H. The relation to the
previous setting is by putting

H = {X ± iφC(X) |X ∈ C}.

Also, the concept of integrability works for paired CR structures, since (14) and (15) are
sign-insensitive.

This ‘paired’ concept is related to the fact that i =
√
−1 is by no means uniquely deter-

mined, as we are unable to distinguish between two square roots of −1 in the field of complex
numbers. Consequently, holomorphic and anti-holomorphic functions in complex analysis are
exchangeable. The distinction we use comes from the model C = R ⊕ iR. Paired complex
structures on vector bundles (maybe local complex structures would be a better name) form
a weaker concept (complex analysis makes sense only locally) but they can work for non-
orientable vector bundles.

Let φC be a complex structure on a corank 1 distribution C and C = ker(η), where η is a
nowhere-vanishing 1-form. Note that this condition admits only coorientable distributions,
i.e., the line bundle TM/C must be trivializable. The Levi form gC is defined by

gC(X, Y ) = dη
(
X, φC(Y )

)
, (18)

and if it is nondegenerate, then η is a contact form.

Proposition 6.7. The following are equivalent:

(a) The 2-form dη is φC-invariant, dη
(
φC(X), φC(Y )

)
= dη(X, Y );

(b) The Levi form gC is symmetric, gC(X, Y ) = gC(Y,X);

(c) The Levi form gC is φC-invariant, gC
(
φC(X), φC(Y )

)
= gC(X, Y );

(d) (C, φC) is an almost CR structure.
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Proof. (a) ⇒ (b) We have

gC(X, Y ) = dη
(
X, φC(Y )

)
= dη

(
− φC(X), Y

)
= dη

(
Y, φC(X)

)
= gC(Y,X).

(b) ⇒ (c) follows from

gC
(
φC(X), φC(Y )

)
= gC

(
φC(Y ), φC(X)

)
= dη

(
φC(Y ),−X

)

= dη
(
X, φC(Y )

)
= gC(Y,X).

(c) ⇒ (d) We have

η
(
[X, φC(Y )]

)
= −dη

(
X, φC(Y )

)
= −gC

(
X, Y )

)

= −gC
(
φC(X), φC(Y )

)
= dη

(
φC(X), Y )

)
= −η

(
[φC(X), Y ]

)
,

so
η
(
[X, φC(Y )] + [φC(X), Y ]

)
= 0

and
[X, φC(Y )] + [φC(X), Y ] ∈ C.

The equivalence (d) ⇔ (a) follows from

η
(
[φC(X), φC(Y )]− [X, Y ]

)
= dη(X, Y )− dη

(
φC(X), φC(Y )

)
= 0.

A complex tensor φC on C = ker(η) is called strictly pseudoconvex if the Levi form is sym-
metric, positive or negative definite. Proposition 6.7 immediately implies that in this case
the (C, φC) is an almost CR structure. The strict pseudoconvexity does not depend on the
choice of η in its conformal class, however, the Levi form does. To simplify the terminology,
we propose the following definition.

Definition 6.8. A Levi structure on a cooriented contact manifold (M, η) is a complex struc-
ture φC on the contact distribution C = ker(η) such that the Levi form (18) is symmetric and
positive definite. In this case, on M we have a canonical Riemannian metric given by

gM = η2 + gC , (19)

where η2 = η⊗η and the sum refers to the canonical orthogonal decomposition TM = 〈ξ〉⊕C.
This metric we will call the Levi metric.

Remark 6.9. The endomorphism φC acts on C, but in the presence of η we have the canonical
splitting TM = 〈ξ〉 ⊕ C, where ξ is the Reeb vector field. As ξ is a contact vector field,
[ξ, C] ⊂ C. In what follows, we will use the canonical extension φ̄C of φC to the whole TM ,
trivially extending φC , by putting φ̄C(ξ) = 0.

This immediately implies that our Levi structures are nothing but contact metric structures
from Definition 6.1. As we are working exclusively with contact structures, in our approach
we will ignore almost contact structures and use the simplified notation (η, φC), instead of
(φ, ξ, η, g) appearing Definition 6.1, as the superfluous parts ξ, g are completely determined
by η and φC .

Proposition 6.10. Let (M, η, φC) be a Levi structure. Then, Nφ̄C
= 0 if and only if φC is

integrable and, additionally,
[ξ, φC(X)] = φC

(
[ξ,X ]

)
(20)

for every vector field X ∈ C. The condition (20) can be rewritten as £ξφ̄C = 0 and is
equivalent to the fact that the ξ is a Killing vector field for the Levi metric (19).
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Proof. Obviously, Nφ̄C
= 0 implies immediately NφC

= 0. Since φ̄C(ξ) = 0, we get from (15)

Nφ̄C
(X, ξ) = [ξ,X ] + φ̄C

(
[ξ, φ̄C(X)]

)
= 0

for all vector fields X ∈ C, which is another form of (20). The converse is obvious. We have

φ̄C

(
[ξ,X ]

)
− [ξ, φ̄C(X)] = φ̄C

(
£ξX

)
− £ξ

(
φ̄C(X)

)
= −

(
£ξφ̄C

)
(X),

so £ξφ̄C = 0. As the Reeb vector field respects η, we have £ξη
2 = 0, so it remains to show

the equivalence of (20) with £ξgC = 0. We have

£ξgC = £ξ

(
dη ◦ (id⊗ φ̄C)

)
= (£ξdη) ◦

(
id⊗ φ̄C

)
+ dη ◦ (id⊗ £ξφ̄C)

= dη ◦ (id⊗ £ξφ̄C) = 0,

and our statement follows, as dη is nondegenerate on C.

Note that ξ is a contact vector field, [ξ, C] ⊂ C, so it makes also sense to write £ξφC instead
of £ξφ̄C , etc.

Definition 6.11. We call a Levi structure (M, η, φC) integrable or a Sasakian structure if
Nφ̄C

= 0. Paired Sasakian structures are defined in an obvious way.

Proposition 6.10 implies that, in the case of Sasakian structures, the Reeb vector field is a
Killing vector field for the Levi metric gM on M .

One could ask what is the Nijenhuis torsion Nφ̄C
. It is easy to see that, for X, Y ∈ C,

Nφ̄C
(X, Y )−NφC

(X, Y ) =
(
id + φ̄2

C

)(
[X, Y ]

)
= η

(
[X, Y ]

)
ξ = −dη(X, Y )ξ.

This way, we end up with a traditional definition of a Sasaki manifold.

Corollary 6.12. A Levi structure (M, η, φC) is Sasakian if and only if, for every vector fields
X, Y ∈ C,

Nφ̄C
(X, Y ) + dη(X, Y )ξ = 0. (21)

Remark 6.13. In 1961 Sasaki [30] defined what we just called a Sasakian structure. It
is common in mathematics that, after some studies on an introduced concept, the original
definition is transformed into a simpler and more appealing form. Since Sasaki’s initial paper,
many discovered properties have been used to rephrase the definition of a Sasakian manifold,
and we shall mention a few in this article.

Let (M, η, φC) be a Levi manifold. Any vector field on the product manifold M = M × R
can be written as (X, f∂t), where t is the coordinate on R, X is a vector field tangent to the
foliation t = const, and f is a smooth function on M. Define a tensor J on M by

J
(
X, f∂t

)
=

(
φ̄C(X)− fξ, η(X)∂t

)
. (22)

It can be shown that the tensor J is an almost complex structure on M. If J is integrable,
the Levi structure is called normal. We have the following (cf. [22]).

Theorem 6.14. A Levi structure (M, η, φC) is a normal if and only if it is integrable
(Sasakian).
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In the computation of NJ in [3, 5], the authors consider four tensors, often denoted by
N1, N2, N3, and N4, given by

N1(X, Y ) = NJ(X, Y ) = Nφ̄C
(X, Y ) + dη(X, Y )ξ, (23)

N2(X, Y ) = (£φ̄C(X)η)(Y )− (£φ̄C(Y )η)(X),

N3(X) = (£ξφ̄C)(X),

N4(X) = (£ξη)(X),

where X, Y are vector fields on M . If N1 vanishes, then J is integrable, but it is important to
notice that in this case also N2, N3, and N4 vanish. A contact structure (M, η) for which the
tensors N2, N3, N4 vanish is called in the literature a K-contact structure (cf. [8]), a concept
which is useless for our purposes. The condition N1 = 0 is exactly our condition telling that
(η, φC) is a Sasakian structure (Corollary 6.12).

Example 6.15. ConsiderM = R2n+1, together with global coordinates (x1, · · · , xn, y1, · · · , yn, z)
and the Darboux contact form

η = dz −
n∑

i=1

yidxi.

One can show that the Riemannian metric

g = η ⊗ η +
n∑

i=1

(
dxi ⊗ dxi + dyi ⊗ dyi

)

defines a contact metric structure on R2n+1, and we have the tensor

φ =
n∑

i=1

(
dyi ⊗

(
∂xi + yi∂z

)
− dxi ⊗ ∂yi

)
. (24)

It is easy to check that (22) defines a complex structure on M, so the contact metric structure
(φ, ξ, η, g) is Sasakian, where ξ = ∂z is the Reeb vector field in this case.

Another example is S2n+1 with its canonical Riemannian metric and the contact form being
the restriction of the Liouville 1-form on R2n+2,

θ =
1

2

∑

k

(
qkdpk − pkdq

k
)
, (25)

to S2n+1; for more details and examples see [3, 5]. Such odd-dimensional spheres are canonical
contactifications of complex projective spaces CPn with their canonical symplectic forms (cf.
[13]). The latter symplectic manifolds play a fundamental rôle in quantum physics as manifolds
of pure quantum states (for geometry of quantum mechanics see [15]).

As we mentioned earlier, Sasakian manifolds in the traditional setting can also be charac-
terized by means of other properties; the following theorem provides an example.

Theorem 6.16. [3] A contact metric structure (φ, ξ, η, g) is Sasakian if and only if

(DXφ)(Y ) = g(X, Y )ξ − η(Y )X,

where D is the Levi-Civita connection associated with g.

Another approach, perhaps one of the most instructive ones, is due to Boyer and Galicki, see
[5] and references therein, and relates Sasakian geometry with the Kähler one.
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Definition 6.17. Let ω be a symplectic form and g be a Riemannian metric on a manifold
M. We say that they are compatible if the (1, 1) tensor field,

J =
(
ω♭
)−1 ◦ g♭,

is an almost complex structure on M, i.e., J2 = −idTM. Here, we consider ω♭, g♭ : TM →
T∗M as given by the contractions in the second argument. In other words, J is uniquely
determined from the identity

g(X, Y ) = ω
(
X, J(Y )

)
. (26)

The identity (26), where J2 = −idTM, g is a metric, and ω is a symplectic form, can serve
as well as a definition of compatibility for any pair from {ω, g, J} in an obvious way. In this
sense, an almost Kähler manifold is a manifold M equipped with a metric g and a symplectic
form ω (equivalently, with g and J , or ω and J) which are compatible. It is a Kähler manifold
if J is integrable, i.e., J is a complex structure on M. We have the following result [5], which
can be viewed as an alternative definition of a Sasakian manifold in the traditional setting.

Theorem 6.18. Let (M, gM , η) be a contact metric manifold, and let M = M × R+ be the
Riemannian cone over M , together with the metric

g(x, s) = ds2 + s2gM(x)

and the symplectic form ω = d
(
s2η

)
. Then, (M, gM , η) is a Levi (resp., Sasakian) structure if

and only if (M, g, ω) is almost Kähler (resp., Kähler).

In this case, one can look at the relation of Kähler structure on M and Sasakian structure on
M , and think of a Levi structure as ‘almost Sasakian’ with the integrability condition being
normality of the contact metric structure, which agrees with the terminology used in [33].

7 Riemannian R×-bundles

Inspired by the homogeneous approach to contact geometry via homogeneous symplectic struc-
tures on R×-bundles, one may try to extend it to the case of Riemannian metrics. The metric
g(x, s) = ds2 + s2gM(x) on the Riemannian cone M = M × R+, that plays a dominant
rôle in the traditional setting of Sasakian manifolds, is 2-homogeneous with respect to the
R+-action on the cone. On the other hand, the homogeneous symplectic structure associated
with any contact structure must be 1-homogeneous. However, a serious problem occurs: a
1-homogeneous symmetric covariant tensor field g on an R×-bundle cannot be positively de-
fined, as g(x, s) = −g(x,−s). We remove this obstacle by starting from a properly defined
notion of a 1-homogeneous Riemannian metric.

Definition 7.1. Let τ : P → M be an R×-bundle with the principal R×-action s 7→ hs. A
tensor field K on P we call positively homogeneous of degree k ∈ Z if

h∗
s(K) = |s|k ·K for all s ∈ R×.

In other words,
£∇(K) = k ·K and h∗

−1(K) = K.

Here, h∗
s(K) is the pullback of the tensor field K associated with the diffeomorphism hs, and

∇ is the Liouville vector field. Covariant tensors which are positively 1-homogeneous we will
call simply positively homogeneous.
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Example 7.2. On the trivial R×-bundle M × R×, the forms |s|kα(x) are positively homo-
geneous of degree k, the forms d|s| ∧ α(x) = sgn(s)ds ∧ α(x) are positively homogeneous (of
degree 1), and functions A(x)|s| are positively homogeneous. In fact, all positively homoge-
neous functions are of this form.

In the sequel, we will use the following description of positively homogeneous symmetric forms.
Here, symbols like α̂ denote the pullbacks of differential forms α on M to P ,

Proposition 7.3. Let s be a calibration on an R×-bundle τ : P → M . Then, a symmetric
k-form β on P is R×-invariant if and only if

β =
r∑

l=0

(ds
s

)l

∨ α̂l, (27)

where αl is a symmetric (k − l)-form on M . Here, ‘∨’ denotes the symmetric tensor product,
α ∨ β = (α⊗ β + β ⊗ α)/2.

Moreover, a symmetric form γ on P is positively homogeneous if and only if γ/s is R×-
invariant.

Proof. Let r be the biggest integer such that
(
i∇
)r
β 6= 0. If r = 0, then β is basic and

R×-invariant, thus a pullback from M . Inductively with respect to r, we write

β =
(
β −

(
ds/s

)
∨ i∇β

)
+
(
ds/s

)
∨ i∇β,

and as i∇
(
ds/s

)
= 1, we have

(
i∇
)r(

i∇β
)
= 0 and

(
i∇
)r(

β −
(
ds/s

)
∨ i∇β

)
= 0.

The rest is obvious.

One can easily derive an analogous result for skew-symmetric forms.

Corollary 7.4. If s is a calibration on P , then any positively homogeneous symmetric 2-form
g on P has a unique decomposition

g = Â
(ds)2

s

+ 2ds ∨ µ̂+ s · γ̂ , (28)

where A is a function, µ is a 1-form, and γ is a symmetric 2-form, they all on M .

Definition 7.5. A Riemannian R×-bundle is an R×-bundle τ : P → M endowed with a
positively homogeneous Riemannian metric g.

Example 7.6. Let us notice that, for every Riemannian metric gM on M , the metric

g(x, s) =

(
ds

)2

|s| + |s| · gM(x)

on the trivial R×-bundle P = M × R×, which plays the fundamental rôle in the Sasakian
geometry, is positively homogeneous.

Proposition 7.7. For every positively homogeneous Riemannian metric g on an R×-bundle
P , the function s = g(∇,∇), where ∇ is the Liouville vector field on P , is a calibration, called
the g-calibration.
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Proof. Indeed, the Liouville vector field ∇ is R×-invariant, thus homogeneous of degree 0,
and g is positively homogeneous, so g(∇,∇) is positively homogeneous and positive, as g is
Riemannian.

Proposition 7.8. A Riemannian metric g on an R×-bundle τ : P → M is positively homoge-
nous if and only if g = s · g0, where s = g(∇,∇) is the g-calibration and g0 is a R×-invariant
metric on P of the form

g0 =
(
ds/s+ µ̂

)2
+ ĝM , (29)

where gM is a Riemannian metric on M , and µ is a 1-form on M .

Proof. Let s = g(∇,∇). Being positively homogeneous, g is of the form (28), with A = 1.
But g is positively defined, so for any non-vertical vector X ∈ TP and any t ∈ R we have

g(∇+ tX,∇ + tX) = s

(
1 + 2t · µ̂(X) + t2 · γ̂(X,X)

)
> 0,

thus
µ̂(X)2 − γ̂(X,X) < 0

for X 6= 0. Hence, γ̂ − µ̂2 is positively defined and R×-invariant, thus of the form ĝM for a
Riemannian metric gM = γ − µ2 on M , and we have (29).

Note that the Riemannian metric gM on M is uniquely determined by the positively homoge-
neous metric g on P . We will call it the shadow of g.

If we change the calibration to s
′ = ûs, where u is a positive function on M , then

ζ = ds/s + µ̂ (30)

will change to

ζ ′ = ds′/s′ +
(
µ+ du/u

)̂
.

This means that ζ is a connection 1-form of a principal connection on P uniquely determined
by the R×-invariant metric g0 on P . In Ehresmann terms, the connections are given by the
R-invariant horizontal distribution H = ker(ζ) which does not depend on the choice of the
calibration. It is easy to see that H is simply the g0-orthogonal complement of the vertical
subbundle VP (spanned by the Liouville vector field ∇) and that g0(∇,∇) = 1.

Definition 7.9. A positively homogeneous Riemannian metric g on an R×-bundle τ : P → M
we call calibrated if ζ = ζs = ds/s is the s-connection (cf. Remark 5.2), where s = g(∇,∇) is
the g-calibration. In other words, µ = 0 and

g = s

((
ds/s

)2
+ ĝM

)
, (31)

for some Riemannian metric gM on M , the shadow of g.

8 Kählerian R×-bundles

To consider Kählerian R×-bundles, let us observe first that, given an almost contact structure
(φ, ξ, η) on M , we can define a (1, 1)-tensor J on M = M × R+ by

J(X) = φ(X) + η(X)∇, J(∇) = −ξ, (32)

where ∇ = s∂s is the generator of the R+-action on the cone M. It is easy to see that J is
an almost complex structure on M and the tensor J is R+-invariant; in particular, £∇J = 0.
Since on R×-bundles we consider Riemannian metrics which are positively homogeneous and
symplectic forms which are homogeneous, a proper generalization of J to R×-bundles should
be a (1, 1)-tensor which is R×-invariant up to a sign.
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Definition 8.1. Let τ : P → M be an R×-bundle with the principal R×-action s 7→ hs. A
tensor field K on P we call half-invariant if

h∗
s(K) = sgn(s) ·K for all s ∈ R×.

For a (1, 1)-tensor J : TP → TP , this is equivalent to
(
sgn(s) · J

)
◦ Ths = Ths ◦ J.

It is easy to see that, on trivial R×-bundles, K is half-invariant if and only if K = sgn(s)K0,
where K is R×-invariant.

Example 8.2. On the trivial R×-bundle M × R× the form ds/|s| is half-invariant.
Definition 8.3. An almost Kählerian R×-bundle is a symplectic R×-bundle (P, ω), equipped
additionally with a compatible almost complex half-invariant structure J . Such a structure
we call Kählerian R×-bundle if J is integrable. (Almost) Kählerian R+-bundles are defined
analogously; we replace the half-invariance condition with the invariance.

Let us recall that the compatibility means that the tensor field g on P , defined by

g(X, Y ) = ω
(
X, J(Y )

)
, (33)

is a Riemannian metric. The calibration s = g(∇,∇) can be described in terms of ω and
J as s = ω

(
∇, J(∇)

)
. In the case of ω being 1-homogeneous, this Riemannian metric is

automatically positively homogeneous. Since J2 = −idTP , we have also

g
(
J(X), J(Y )

)
= ω

(
J(X),−Y

)
= ω

(
Y, J(X)

)
= g(Y,X) = g(X, Y ), (34)

so J is an isometry. Similarly, we show the invariance of the symplectic form,

ω
(
J(X), J(Y )

)
= ω

(
X, Y

)
. (35)

Proposition 8.4. An (almost) Kählerian R×-bundle can be equivalently defined as a sym-
plectic R×-bundle (P, ω) endowed with a positively homogeneous Riemannian metric g on P ,
which is compatible with ω, i.e., the (1, 1)-tensor J determined by (33) is an (almost) complex
structure on P . In this case, J is automatically half-invariant.

Remark 8.5. Let (M,J, g) be a Hermitian manifold, i.e., J is a complex structure and g is
a Hermitian metric. The manifold (M,J, g) is called a locally conformal Kähler manifold if
there exist an open cover {Ui}i∈I of M and a family {fi}i∈I of smooth functions fi : Ui → R,
such that the local metrics

gi = e−fig|Ui
(36)

are Kähler with respect to J .

Now, let Ω = g(X, JY ) be the associated 2-form (resp., let Ωi be associated with gi). From (36)
we obtain Ωi = e−fiΩ|Ui

. The 2-form Ω is therefore nondegenerate but generally not closed,
dΩ = α ∧ Ω. This leads to concepts of a locally conformal symplectic form (cf. [34]), and has
been extensively studied since the 1970s (see [29] and references therein). In [35], Vaisman
investigated conformal changes of an almost contact structure (φ, ξ, η, g), i.e., changes of the
form

φ′ = φ, ξ′ = efξ, η′ = e−fη, g′ = e−2fg, (37)

and discussed a notion of locally conformal Sasakian manifold.

In the above locally conformal approach to Kähler structures, the metric is fixed and we deform
conformally the associated 2-form to get local Kähler structures. In our case, the situation is
different. We have a fixed symplectic form on a symplectic cover of a contact manifold, and
we look locally for Kähler metrics satisfying additionally the homogeneity assumption.
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Example 8.6. Let us go back to the Möbius band B → S1 and the corresponding symplectic
R×-bundle T∗B× from Example 4.3. We have two charts, Õ and Ũ , on T∗B×, equipped with
coordinates (x, s, p, z) and (x′, s′, p′, z′) taking values in ]0, 1[×R××R×R and ]1/2, 3/2[×R××
R× R, respectively. The transition map is

(x′, s′, p′, z′) =

{
(x, s, p, z) if x ∈]1/2, 1[
(x+ 1,−s,−p,−z) if x ∈]0, 1/2[ ,

and the canonical homogenous symplectic form ω in these coordinates reads

ω = ds ∧ η + s · dη = ds′ ∧ η′ + s · dη′, (38)

where η = dz − pdx on Õ, and η′ = dz′ − p′dx′ on Ũ .
It is easy to see that the Riemannian metric g, given in Õ by

g =
ds2

|s| + |s|
(
(dp)2 + (dx)2 + η2

)
,

coincides on the intersection Õ ∩ Ũ with the Riemannian metric g′, given in Ũ by

g′ =
(ds′)2

|s′| + |s′|
(
(dp′)2 + (dx′)2 + (η′)2

)
.

Consequently, we have a well-defined Riemannian metric on T∗B×, which will be denoted with
g. It is clear that this Riemannian metric is positively homogeneous.

Proposition 8.7. The Riemannian metric g is compatible with the symplectic form ω, and
the (1, 1)-tensor field

J : TT∗B× → TT∗B×, J =
(
ω♭
)−1 ◦ g♭,

is a complex structure. In other words, the ingredients of (ω, g, J) on T∗B× give rise to a
Kählerian R×-bundle.

Proof. We will work with local coordinates in Õ. The form of ω in (38) suggests using

ds/s, η, dp, dx as a basis of invariant 1-forms on Õ. The dual basis of vector fields is ∇ =
s∂s, ∂z, ∂p, X = ∂x + p∂z. Let us recall that ∂p and X span ker(η). We have

g♭(∇) = sgn(s)ds, g♭(∂z) = |s|η, g♭(∂p) = |s|dp, g♭(X) = |s|dx;
ω♭(∇) = −s η, ω♭(∂z) = ds, ω♭(∂p) = s dx, ω♭(X) = −s dp.

Hence, J =
(
ω♭
)−1 ◦ g♭ acts as follows:

J(∇) = sgn(s)∂z , J(∂z) = − sgn(s)∇, J(∂p) = − sgn(s)X, J(X) = sgn(s)∂p .

In other words,

J = sgn(s)
(ds
s

⊗ ∂z + dx⊗ ∂p − dp⊗X − sη ⊗ ∂s

)
. (39)

The transformation (x, s, p, z) 7→ (x + 1,−s,−p,−z) leaves the above (1, 1)-tensor field J
invariant, so (39) defines properly a globally defined tensor field J on T∗B×. It is easy to see
that J2 = −id, so we deal with an almost complex structure.

The complexified tangent bundle TCT∗B× splits into two J-invariant subbundles V±,
TCT∗B× = V+ ⊕ V−. The subbundle V+ consists of eigenvectors with the eigenvalue i, and is
spanned by the complex vector fields A1 = sgn(s)∂z + i∇ and A2 = sgn(s)∂p + iX , while the
subbundle V− consists of eigenvectors with the eigenvalue −i, and is spanned by the complex
vector fields B1 = ∇ + i sgn(s)∂z and B2 = X + i sgn(s)∂p. It is easy to check that all the
vector fields A1, A2, B1, B2 pairwise commute, so V± is involutive and J is a complex structure.
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One of our main results in this paper is the following theorem, describing trivial Kählerian
R+-bundles.

Theorem 8.8. Let
ω(x, s) = ds ∧ η(x) + s · dη(x) (40)

be a homogeneous symplectic structure and g be a homogeneous Riemannian structure on a
trivial R+-bundle M = M × R+ such that g(∇,∇) = s. Let ξ be the Reeb vector field of the
contact form η and C = ker(η) be the contact distribution.

Then, g is compatible with ω if and only if there exists a function a(x) on M and a Levi
structure (M, η, φC) with the Levi metric gM , such that

g(x, s) = s
((

ds/s+ a(x)η(x)
)2

+ gM(x)
)
. (41)

In such a case, the distributions C and W = span〈ξ,∇〉 on M are invariant with respect to
the corresponding almost complex structure J on M, and JW = J

∣∣
W

in the basis (ξ,∇) reads

JW =

(
a(x) 1

−
(
1 + a2(x)

)
−a(x)

)
. (42)

Proof. We will regard M as embedded in M as the section s = 1 and identify vector fields on
M with horizontal vector fields on M and differential forms on M with their pullbacks to M.
We have,

ω(x, s) = ds ∧ η(x) + s · dη(x)
and (see (29))

g(x, s) = s
((

ds/s+ µ(x)
)2

+ gM(x)
)
,

where µ is a 1-form on M and gM is a Riemannian metric on M . The tensor J is defined from
the identity

g(X, Y ) = ω
(
X, J(Y )

)
.

First, assume that J2 = −idM which implies (34) and (35).
To show J(C) = C, suppose that J(C) * C, so there is a non-zero vector X ∈ Cx for some

x ∈ M such that J(X)⊥Cx. Then,

0 = g
(
Cx, J(X)

)
= ω(Cx,−X) = dη(Cx,−X),

so dη would be degenerate, which contradicts the fact that η is a contact form. Note that
φC = J

∣∣
C

satisfies φ2
C = −idC . Let gC be the restriction of g to C. For all vector fields

X, Y ∈ C, we have

gC(X, Y ) = g(X, Y ) = ω
(
X, J(Y )

)
= dη

(
X, φC(Y )

)
,

which proves that gC is the Levi form for (C, φC). Moreover,

g(ξ, C) = ω(ξ, J(C)) = dη(ξ, C) = 0,

and similarly for ∇ replacing ξ. The distribution W = span〈ξ,∇〉 is therefore orthogonal to
C. But J acts as isometry (cf. (34)), so J(W ) ⊂ W and TM splits into the orthogonal sum of
two J-invariant distributions, TM = W ⊕ C. Note also, that ∇ ⊥ C implies that the 1-form
µ vanishes on C, i.e., µ = aη for some function a on M . Consequently, g(∇, ξ) = sa(x).

Since W is J-invariant and, due to the skew-symmetry of ω, we have Y⊥J(Y ) for any vector
field Y , the vector fields ∇ and J(∇) form an orthogonal basis of W . Moreover, g(ξ, J(∇)) =
ω(ξ,−∇) = s. But

s = ‖∇‖2 = g(∇,∇) = g
(
J(∇), J(∇)

)
,
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which implies ξ = J(∇) + a∇ and ‖ξ‖2 = s
(
1 + a2(x)

)
, so µ = aη.

Conversely, let φC : C → C define a Levi structure on (M, η), with the Levi form gC(X, Y ) =
dη(X, φC(Y )), and g reads as in (41), where a(x) is an arbitrary function on M . Computing
explicitly g♭, ω♭ : TP → T∗P for vector fields ∇, ξ, and X ∈ C, we get

g♭(∇) = ds+ sa(x)η , ω♭(∇) = −sη ,

g♭(ξ) = a(x)ds+ s
(
1 + a2(x)

)
η , ω♭(ξ) = ds ,

g♭(X) = s · g♭C(X) , ω♭(X) = s · (dη)♭(X).

Hence, for J =
(
ω♭
)−1 ◦ g♭, we get

J(∇) = ξ − a(x)∇ ,

J(ξ) = a(x)ξ −
(
1 + a2(x)

)
∇ ,

and for X ∈ C,

J(X) =
(
(dη)♭

)−1(
g♭C(X)

)
= φC(X).

The matrix of J in the basis (ξ,∇) is therefore (42). But J2
W = −idW and φ2

C = −idC by
assumption, so J2 = −idTP and J is an almost complex structure.

The integrability condition for the above almost Kähler structure is described by the following

Theorem 8.9. The almost Kählerian structure described above is Kählerian if and only if
a(x) is constant and (M, η, φC) is a Sasaki manifold.

Proof. The condition for the almost Kählerian structure to be Kählerian is the vanishing
of the Nijenhuis torsion NJ . Since TM = W ⊕ C with W and C being J-invariant and
orthogonal distributions , we can discuss JW = J

∣∣
W

and JC = φC separately, and then look
for NJ(X, Y ) for X ∈ C and Y ∈ W . Since W has rank 2, NJW is automatically 0, as
NJ

(
X, J(X)

)
is always 0. Moreover, NφC

= 0 means that φC is integrable. As generally
NJ

(
J(X), J(Y )

)
= −NJ(X, Y ), for the mixed tems it is enough to check that NJ(X,∇) = 0

for all X ∈ C.
We have

NJ(X,∇) =
(
[J(X), J(∇)]− [X,∇]

)
− J

(
[J(X),∇] + [X, J(∇)]

)

= [J(X), J(∇)]− J
(
[X, J(∇)]

)
,

because ∇ commutes with vector fields on M . Using (42), we end up with the condition

[J(X), ξ − a(x)∇]− J
(
[X, ξ − a(x)∇]

)

= [J(X), ξ]− J(X)(a)∇− J
(
[X, ξ]

)
+X(a)

(
ξ − a∇) = 0.

Since ξ is a contact vector field, [ξ, C] ⊂ C, so from the decomposition TM = W ⊕ C we get
finally

[φC(X), ξ] = φC

(
[X, ξ]

)
, X(a) = 0,

to be satisfied for all X ∈ C. The contact distribution C is maximally nonintegrable, so
[C,C] = TM , and hence X(a) = 0 for X ∈ C simply means that a = const. The other
condition is (20) and, together with NφC = 0 means that the Levi structure (M, η, φC) is
integrable (Proposition (6.10)).
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Note that we can view ζ = ds/s + µ as a connection 1-form of a principal connection on
M satisfying C ⊂ ker(ζ), and additionally ξ ∈ ker(dζ) in the integrable case. The following
corollary is a generalization of Theorem 6.14 (cf. also (22)).

Corollary 8.10. Let (M, η, φC) be a Levi manifold, and a ∈ C∞(M). Then, a (1, 1)-tensor
J on M = M × R given by

J(X, f∂t) =
(
φ̄C(X)−

(
aη(X) + f

)
ξ,

(
af + η(X)(1 + a2)

)
∂t

)
(43)

is an almost complex structure. It is a complex structure if and only if a is constant and
Nφ̄C

= 0.

Now, if we consider (almost) Kählerian R×-bundles in the whole generality, then their local
trivializations are described by Theorems 8.8 and 8.9. Alternatively, one can view them as
those homogeneous (almost) Kähler structures on the trivial 2-sheet cover P̃ → M̃ which are
projectable onto P → M . Both viewpoints lead to the following local description.

Let g be a positively homogeneous Riemannian metric on a symplectic R×-bundle (P, ω) with
the projection τ : P → M , and let s be the g-calibration, s = g(∇,∇). Consider an s-chart
over U ⊂ M with the fiber coordinate s : P → R×, |s| = s. Then, PU = τ−1(U) consists of two
components, P+

U = U×R+ and P−
U = U×R−. Since P

+
U are canonically R+-bundles, we get the

picture described in Theorem 8.8 for ω± and g±. The diffeomorphism h−1 (the multiplication
by -1 in fibers) identifies the R+-bundles P

+
U and P−

U , and under this identification ω+ goes to
−ω+ and g+ to g+, so

g = s

((
ds/s+ µ̂

)2
+ ĝM

)
.

The compatibility between ω and g means their compatibility in both connected components
but, clearly, the compatibility of ω+ and g+ is equivalent to the compatibility of −ω+ and g+.

Theorem 8.11. Let (P, ω) be a symplectic cover of a contact manifold (M,C), let g be a
positively homogeneous Riemannian structure on the R×-bundle τ : P → M , let s = g(∇,∇)
be the g-calibration on P , and |η| be the s-induced paired contact form on M (cf. Corollary
5.4) with the paired Reeb vector field |ξ|. Then, ω and g are compatible, i.e., they give rise to
an almost Kählerian R×-bundle, if and only if

g(x, s) = s

((
ds/s + µ̂(x)

)2
+ |η|2(x) + gC(x)

)
, (44)

where µ is a 1-form on M vanishing on the contact distribution C = ker(|η|), and gC is a
Riemannian metric on C such that

gC ◦ (idC ⊗ |φC |) = d|η|

for a paired almost CR structure (C, |φC|) on M .

This almost Kählerian R×-bundle is Kählerian if and only if |φC | is a paired CR structure,
|ξ| is a paired Killing vector field for gC (thus gM), £|ξ|gC = 0, and dµ vanishes on |ξ|. In
particular, µ = 0 if P is non-trivializable.

The description of the structures induced on the base contact manifold (M,C) by Kählerian
R×-bundles needs more attention, as it will lead to a natural concept of a Sasakian manifold
for general contact structures.
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Remark 8.12. The above results show that an (almost) Sasakian manifold, understood as
cooriented contact manifold (M, η) equipped additionally with a compatible metric gM , admits
many extensions to homogeneous (almost) Kählerian structures on the cone M = M × R+,
enumerated by arbitrary functions a(x) on M in the almost Kähler case, which reduce to
arbitrary constants in the integrable case. Therefore, we should decide whether to understand
Sasakian structures as those homogeneous (almost) Kähler structures, thus accept that these
functions/constants are parts of the (almost) Sasakian structures, or to remain with the tradi-
tional terminology and just accept that we have many ”Kählerianizations” of these structures.
We decided on the second option which does not destroy the traditional terminology.

9 General Sasakian manifolds

Instead of proposing an ad hoc definition of a Sasakian structure on a general contact manifold
(M,C), i.e., a manifold endowed with a contact distribution, we will derive a conceptual
approach to this question via homogeneous Kähler structures on R×-bundles. To this end, we
characterized in Theorem 8.11 almost Kählerian and Kählerian R×-bundles playing the rôle of
the latter. The structure of an (almost) Kählerian R×-bundle τ : P → M over a manifold M
determines a certain geometric structure on M which we will call a general (almost) Sasakian
structure. Of course, a part of this structure is a contact distribution C determined by the
homogeneous symplectic form, the other is the Riemannian metric gM on M .

Note that the metric gM = |η|2 + gC in Theorem 8.11 does not depend on the choice of the
connection 1-form ζ = ds/s+ µ̂, where µ could be an arbitrary 1-form vanishing on C, so we
can use the easiest choice µ = 0 for which the connection ζ = ζs = ds/s is flat, dζs = 0. In
other words, we can choose the metric g being calibrated (cf. Definition 7.9). It turns out
that the corresponding calibration s is completely determined by the metric gM on the contact
manifold (M,C).

Let τ : P → M be a symplectic cover of a contact manifold (M,C), and let gM be a
Riemannian metric on M . Then, the orthogonal complement C⊥ of the contact distribution
is a rank 1 distribution canonically isomorphic with the line bundle L = TM/C. Indeed, let

pr⊥C : TM → C⊥

be the orthogonal projection. The kernel of pr⊥C is C, so pr⊥C induces an isomorphism TM/C →
C⊥ and a VB-metric gL on L, being the restriction of gM to L ≃ C⊥, with the corresponding
norm ‖ · ‖ : L → R≥0. Since the metric gL induces also an isomorphism L ≃ L∗, we have
the induced metric gL∗ on L∗ with the corresponding norm ‖ · ‖∗ : L∗ → R≥0. Locally, the
metric gL can be written as gL = α ⊗ α for a local nowhere vanishing section α of L∗. As
P ≃

(
L∗

)×
(cf. Theorem 3.6), we can view α as a local section of P and, in turn, as a local

calibration s on P (see Proposition 3.7). The section α is determined up to a sign, so the
local s is determined uniquely, thus giving rise to a global calibration s on P . Moreover α can
be identified with the corresponding local contact form ηα for C (Proposition 3.7 again), so
locally gL = |ηα|2, and globally gL = |η|2 for a paired contact form |η| on M . Summing up,
we get the following.

Theorem 9.1. Let τ : P → M be a symplectic cover of a contact manifold (M,C). Any
Riemannian metric gM on M gives rise to a uniquely determined calibration s on P , thus to
a positively homogeneous Riemannian metric

g̃M = s

((
ds/s

)2
+ ĝM

)
. (45)

The calibration s is the restriction of the norm ‖ · ‖∗ to P ⊂ L∗, i.e.,

s(yx) =
|yx(vx)|
‖vx‖

, (46)
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for every yx ∈ Px ⊂
(
L∗

)×
x
, vx ∈ L×

x . In other words, we have locally s = |ξ|, where ξ is any
local section of L of length 1, viewed as a homogeneous function on P .

The calibration (46) and the positively homogeneous metric (45) on P we will call gM -induced.
It is easy to see that the metric (44) in Theorem 8.11 is gM = (|η|2 + gC)-induced if we put
µ = 0. This makes natural the following definition.

Definition 9.2. Let (P, ω) be a symplectic cover of a contact manifold (M,C). We say that
a Riemannian metric gM on M is an almost Sasaki metric if the induced metric g̃M on P
is compatible with ω, i.e., (P, ω, g̃M)is an almost Kähler structure. We call (P, ω, g̃M) the
Kählerianization of (M,C, gM).

If the latter is integrable, we speak about a Sasaki metric. A contact manifold equipped with
an (almost) Sasaki metric we call an (almost) Sasakian manifold, and (C, gM) an (almost)
Sasakian structure.

It is clear that in the case of cooriented contact structures (M, η) we recover the traditional
definition.

In the case of an almost Sasakian metric, we have the paired setting gM = |η|2 + gC , where
|η, φC| is a paired Levi structure such that C = ker(|η|), and gC is the corresponding Levi
metric

gC ◦ (idC ⊗±φC) = ±dη.

In the integrable case, the paired Levi structure is integrable.

Example 9.3. The Kählerian R×-bundle structure on T∗B× → J1B∗ from Example 8.6
induces a Sasakian structure on the non-orientable contact manifold M = J1B∗. The elements
of the structure on O are:

• the contact distribution is
C = span{∂p, X},

where X = ∂x + p∂z, and the paired contact form is |η| = ± η, with the paired vector
field |ξ| = ± ∂z;

• the metric is
gM = |η|2 + (dp)2 + (dx)2;

• the corresponding paired CR structure (C, |φC|) is

|φC|(X) = ± ∂p, |φC |(∂p) = ∓X .

In particular, (∂z, ∂p, X) form and orthonormal basis for gM . On U , we have the same formulae
with primes over coordinates. It is easy to see that our paired structures coincide on the
intersection O ∩ U .

10 General Levi structures

As we already know, the condition for a Riemannian metric gM on a contact manifold (M,C)
to be compatible can be expressed in terms of paired structures. Now, we will propose an
alternative description of a Levi structure for general contact manifolds formulated directly in
terms of the ‘contact 1-form’

ϑ : TM → L = TM/C (47)
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and its ‘differential’ Ω,

Ω : C ×M C → L , Ω(X, Y ) = ϑ([X, Y ])

which can be represented by the morphism of vector bundles

Ω♭ : C → C∗ ⊗ L.

Theorem 8.11 suggests that |φC| is paired in the non-coorientable case, so cannot be repre-
sented by a global VB-morphism φC : C → C. We will show that it should be replaced with
a VB-morphism

ΦC : C → C ⊗ L.

Indeed, if ΦC is a VB-isomorphism, we can canonically associate with it a tensor field gC ∈
Sec(C∗ ⊗ C∗), represented by g♭C : C → C∗, such that

ΦC =
(
(g♭C)

−1 ⊗ idL

)
◦ Ω♭. (48)

Another ingredient of a general Levi structure will be a calibration s on P represented
by a positively defined VB-metric gL on the line bundle L, gL ∈ Sec

(
L∗ ⊗ L∗). Since L∗ is

interpreted as Co ⊂ T∗M , we can view gL as a non-negatively defined symmetric 2-form on M .
Moreover, iXgL = 0 for all X ∈ C, so local vector fields ξ on M such that gL(ξ, ξ) = 1 span a
copy of the line bundle L in TM . In other words, gL induces a decomposition TM = L⊕ C.
Of course, ξ is determined up to a sign. These data are related locally to the paired Levi
structure |η, φC| by

gL = η ⊗ η, ΦC(X) =
(
± φC(X)

)
⊗ (±ξ).

Moreover, ϑ = η ⊗ ξ and Ω(X, Y ) = dη(X, Y )ξ. As η(ξ) = ±1 and C = ker(η), we get easily
that ξ is a contact vector field, [ξ, C] ⊂ C. In the presence of gL, with ΦC we can associate
another VB morphism, namely

Φ′
C : C ⊗ L → C, Φ′

C(X, v) = (idC ⊗ gL)(ΦC(X)⊗ v).

Now, we can write an analog of φ2
C = −idC as

Φ′
C ◦ ΦC = −idC .

Such ΦC we will call gL-complex structures on C.

We already know (see Remark 6.6) that the concept of an (almost) CR structure makes sense
also in this setting. For instance, ΦC is an almost CR structure on (M,C, gL) if

Ω̃
(
ΦC(X),ΦC(Y )

)
= Ω(X, Y ),

where Ω̃ is a natural extension of Ω to C ⊗ L,

Ω̃ : (C ⊗ L)×M (C ⊗ L) → L , Ω̃(X ⊗ v, Y ⊗ w) = gL(v, w) · Ω(X, Y ).

Writing NΦC
in this setting is also possible, as we can define the corresponding Lie brackets

locally by
[X, Y ⊗ ξ] = [X, Y ]⊗ ξ, [X ⊗ ξ, Y ⊗ ξ] = [X, Y ]⊗ ξ ⊗ ξ.

Globally, we can use the canonical connection D in the vector bundle L, expressed locally by
DX(fξ) = X(f)ξ. This is exactly the Levi-Civita connection of the VB-metric gL. Conse-
quently, we get for all X, Y ∈ C,

[ΦC(X),ΦC(Y )]− ΦC

(
[ΦC(X), Y ] + [X,ΦC(Y )]− ΦC([X, Y ])

)
∈ Sec(C ⊗ L⊗ L).

Applying gL to L ⊗ L we end up with a tensor NΦC
: C ∧ C → C, the Nijenhuis torsion of

ΦC .
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Definition 10.1. Let (M,C) be a contact manifold, let gL be a VB-metric on L = TM/C,
and ΦC be a gL-complex structure on C. Then, we call (M,C, gL,ΦC) a Levi structure if gC
defined in (48) is a Riemannian metric on C. The metric gM = gL + gC on M , defined as the
orthogonal sum with respect to the canonical decomposition TM = L ⊕ C, we call the Levi
metric. The Levi structure we call integrable if the tensor NΦC

vanishes.

It is now straightforward to prove an equivalent characterization of (almost) Sasakian struc-
tures.

Theorem 10.2. Let gM be a Riemannian metric on a contact manifold, and let TM = L⊕C
be the corresponding orthogonal decomposition. If we write gM = gL + gC with respect to
this decomposition, then (M,C, gM) is an almost Sasakian manifold if and only if the tensor
ΦC : C → C ⊗L defined by (48) is a gL-complex structure on C, and gM is the Levi metric of
ΦC . This structure is Sasakian if and only if, additionally, NΦC

= 0.

11 Sasakian products

The Cartesian product of two Sasakian manifolds is even dimensional, so cannot carry any
contact structure. The contact product of contact manifolds has one additional dimension.
For cooriented manifolds, a nice reference is [23], however, the product there is defined ad
hoc. A canonical approach is related to an obvious product of symplectic R×-bundles, which
are symplectizations of contact manifolds [1, 7, 19]. The appropriate definition of the contact
product follows from a more general concept of a product of general Jacobi structures [37],
understood as Poisson R×-bundles [7, 26, 36].

We can apply a similar idea to define a Sasakian product of Sasakian manifolds. In Section
9, we associated (almost) Kählerian R×-bundles with (almost) Sasakian manifolds. It is well
known that the Cartesian product of two (almost) Kähler manifolds is canonically again
(almost) Kähler. The point is that if the ingredients are homogeneous, the product is also
homogeneous with respect to the diagonal R×-action, so it defines a canonical product of
(almost) Sasakian manifolds.

To be more precise, let us start with the products of R×-principal bundles, τi : Pi → Mi,
i = 1, 2, with the principal R×-actions hi. The Cartesian product P1 × P2 is again an R×-
principal bundle, with the diagonal principal R×-action h,

hs(x1, x2) =
(
h1
s(x1), h

2
s(x2)

)
. (49)

The dimension of the baseM1×!M2 of this product’s principal bundle is dim(M1)+dim(M2)+1.
From now on, we will denote this product’s principal bundle with

τ : P1 ×! P2 → M1 ×! M2.

The smooth manifold M1×!M2 is actually an R×-principal bundle over M1×M2 [39], however,
in a non-canonical way. Actually, M1 ×! M2 is a principal G = (R× × R×)/R×-bundle, where
R× is embedded as the subgroup of diagonal elements . This is because the quotient group G,
although isomorphic to R×, does not have a privileged R×-parametrization. One can consider
the parametrizations coming from the left or the right factor in R× × R×, but we will use
also other parametrizations. Note that, in the cooriented case, it is sufficient to consider R+-
bundles instead of R×-bundles, as in this case the R×-bundles consist just of two copies of
R+-bundles.

Suppose now that the R×-principal bundles P1 and P2 are symplectic covers of contact mani-
folds (Mi, Ci), i = 1, 2, with homogeneous symplectic forms ω1 and ω2. The Cartesian product
P1 × P2 carries then the symplectic form

(ω1 ⊕ ω2)(y1, y2) = ω1(y1) + ω2(y2),
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which is also homogeneous with respect to the diagonal R×-action. Hence, the product M1 ×!

M2 carries a canonical contact structure C = C1×!C2, so we obtained a contact product
(M1×!M2, C1×!C2) of contact manifolds (Mi, Ci), i = 1, 2.

Remark 11.1. In Section 2, we made clear that there is a canonical correspondence between
line bundles and R×-principal bundles, which defines an equivalence of the corresponding
categories (see Remark 2.4). Let Li → Mi be a line bundle corresponding to the R×-bundle
Pi, i = 1, 2. As the product P1 ×! P2 is again an R×-principal bundle, there exists the
corresponding line bundle L1×!L2, understood as the product in the category of line bundles.
In [31, 39], the authors discuss this product and its properties in detail.

Example 11.2. The simplest situation is given by cooriented contact structures, so let us
consider manifolds Mi equipped with contact forms ηi, i = 1, 2. As symplectic covers we can
take Pi = Mi × R+ with homogeneous symplectic forms

ωi(xi, si) = dsi ∧ ηi(xi) + si · dηi(xi).

We have then

ω(x1, s1, x2, s2) = ds1 ∧ η1(x1) + s1 · dη1(x1) + ds2 ∧ η2(x2) + s2 · dη2(x2).

Parametrizing R+ × R+ by (ts, s), where t, s ∈ R+, we get

ds ∧
(
tη1(x1) + η2(x2)

)
+ s · d

(
tη1(x1) + η2(x2)

)
,

so on M1×!M2 = M1 ×M2 × R+ with coordinates (x1, x2, t) we get the product contact form

η(x1, x2, t) = tη1(x1) + η2(x2). (50)

The contact distribution is

C1×!C2 = C1 ⊕ C2 ⊕ 〈ξ1 − tξ2〉 ⊕ 〈∂t〉,

where ξi is the Reeb vector field of ηi, i = 1, 2. The Reeb vector field of this contact form is
ξ2. If we had used the parametrization (s, t′s) of R+ × R+, then we would get

η′(x1, x2, t
′) = η1(x1) + t′η2(x2),

with
C1×!C2 = C1 ⊕ C2 ⊕ 〈t′ξ1 − ξ2, ∂t〉,

and the Reeb vector field ξ1. Note that t′ = 1/t, so C1×!C2 is the same in both cases:

t′ξ1 − ξ2 =
1

t
ξ1 − ξ2 =

1

t
(ξ1 − tξ2), ∂t′ = −t2∂t,

so the vector fields (t′ξ1−ξ2) and (ξ1− tξ2) span the same distribution. It follows directly from
the definition of the contact structure on M1×!M2, but this shows that the contact product
is coorientable, however, without a uniquely determined representative contact form. The
concept of the contact product is indeed a concept in distributional contact geometry.

Similarly, starting with (almost) Kählerian R×-bundles, we can define a notion of a Sasakian
product of (almost) Sasakian manifolds. Again, we work with distributional contact structures
and use the obvious fact that the Cartesian product of (almost) Kählerian R×-bundles is also
an (almost) Kählerian R×-bundle.
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Let Mi be general (almost) Sasakian manifolds, represented by (almost) Kählerian R×-bundles
(Pi, ωi, gi), i = 1, 2. We want to define the Sasakian product of these (almost) Sasakian mani-
folds as represented by the product P1×!P2 of (almost) Kählerian R×-bundles, so the product
(almost) Sasakian structure will be defined on the contact manifold M = M1×!M2. A variant
of this idea for quasi-regular Sasakian manifolds has been proposed in [4] (see also [38]). The
problem is that the Riemannian metrics of the (almost) Kählerian structures corresponding to
Sasakian manifolds are canonically induced from Sasakian metrics, so to interpret the product
of homogeneous Kähler structures as corresponding to a Sasakian manifold we need to show
that the product metric g1 ⊕ g2 is induced from a metric on M = M1×!M2.

To this end, consider two Sasakian manifolds (Mi, Ci, gMi
) with the induced metrics

gi =
(dsi)

2

si

+ si · gMi
(xi), i = 1, 2.

The product metric g = g1 ⊕ g2 on P1 × P2 reads

g =
(ds1)

2

s1
+ s1 · gM1

(x1) +
(ds2)

2

s2
+ s2 · gM2

(x2).

Define a calibration s on P1×P2 and a positive function t on M from the system of equations

{
s1 =

ts
t+1

s2 =
s

t+1
.

After short calculations, we get

g =
ds2

s

+ s ·
( dt2

(t+ 1)2
+

t

t + 1
· gM1

(x1) +
1

t + 1
· gM2

(x2)
)
,

which proves that g is induced from

gM(x1, x2, t) =
dt2

(t+ 1)2
+

t

t + 1
gM1

(x1) +
1

t + 1
gM2

(x2). (51)

This way we have obtained the following.

Theorem 11.3. If (Pi, ωi, gi) is the Kählerianizations of an (almost) Sasakian manifolds
(Mi, Ci, gMi

), i = 1, 2, then (P1×!P2, ω1 ⊗ ω2, g1 ⊕ g2) is a Kählerianiztion of a uniquely
determined Sasakian manifold (M = M1×!M2, ω, gM).

The above described Sasakian manifold (M = M1×!M2, ω, gM) we call the Sasakian product
of the Sasakian manifolds (Mi, Ci, gMi

), i = 1, 2.

Example 11.4. Let us consider two cooriented Sasakian manifolds (Mi, ηi, gMi
), where gMi

=
η2i + gCi

, i = 1, 2. As their Kählerianizations are Pi = Mi × R+ with the Kähler structures
given by

ωi(xi, si) = dsi ∧ ηi(xi) + si · dηi(xi), gi(xi, si) =
(dsi)

2

si
+ si · gMi

(xi),

to get the Sasakian product, we have to use the product symplectic and Riemannian structures.
Reparametrizing like before,

(s1, s2) =
( ts

t+ 1
,

s

t+ 1

)
,
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we get the contact form

η(x1, x2, t) =
t

t+ 1
η1(x1) +

1

t + 1
η2(x2) (52)

on M = M1×!M2 = M1 ×M2 ×R+ which represents the contact distribution C1×!C2. There-
fore, we have

C = C1×!C2 = C1 ⊕ C2 ⊕ 〈ξ1 − tξ2, ∂t〉
and the Reeb vector field is ξ1 + ξ2. The product metric on P1×!P2 in this parametrization is
(51), which can be rewritten in the form

gM(x1, x2, t) =
dt2

(t+ 1)2
+

t

t+ 1

(
η21 + gC1

)
(x1) +

1

t + 1

(
η22 + gC2

)
(x2).

In view of (52),

t

t + 1
η21(x1) +

1

t + 1
η22(x2) = η2(x1, x2, t) +

1

(t+ 1)2
(
η1(x1)− η2(x2)

)2
,

so
gM(x1, x2, t) = η2(x1, x2, t) + gC(x1, x2, t),

where

gC(x1, x2, t) =
dt2

(t+ 1)2
+

(
η1(x1)− η2(x2)

)2

(t+ 1)2
+

t

t + 1
gC1

(x1) +
1

t+ 1
gC2

(x2).

Since

dη(x1, x2, t) =
1

(t + 1)2
dt ∧

(
η1(x1)− η2(x2)

)
+

t

t+ 1
dη1(x1) +

1

t + 1
dη2(x2),

it is easy to see that
gC = dη ◦ (idC ⊗ φC),

where φC is a CR structure on C = C1 ⊕ C2 ⊕ 〈ξ1 − tξ2, ∂t〉 given by

φC(x1, x2, t) =
t

t + 1
φC1

(x1) +
1

t+ 1
φC2

(x2)

+
dt

t+ 1
⊗

(
ξ1(x1)− tξ2(x2)

)
−

(
η1(x1)− η2(x2)

)
⊗ ∂t.

The last two terms define a CR structure on the rank 2 distribution 〈ξ1 − tξ2, ∂t〉.

12 Conclusions and outlook

Various approaches have been used to define a Sasakian structure on a contact manifold.
However, the considered contact structures were exclusively cooriented, i.e., endowed with
global contact forms. In this paper, we defined (almost) Sasakian structures for general,
possibly non-trivializable, contact manifolds M .

To achieve this goal, we used the general principle saying that contact (more generally, Ja-
cobi) structures are nothing but homogeneous symplectic (resp., Poisson) structures on prin-
cipal R×-bundles [1, 7, 10, 11, 19]. To this end, we studied homogeneous (almost) Kählerian
structures on R×-bundles. We were motivated by the fact that an elegant approach to defining
a Sasakian structure for a contact metric manifold (M, η, gM) is to require that its Rieman-
nian cone carries a canonical Kähler structure. We obtained a complete description of (almost)
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Kählerian R×-bundles in terms of geometric structures on their base contact manifolds and
some principal connections. The principal connections can vary but we discovered that one of
them is fully determined by the metric on the contact manifold (M,C). A Riemannian metric
gM on M is compatible with the contact structure if it is a Levi-like metric for a local CR
structure on C. This way we get a well-motivated definition of (almost) Sasakian structures
for general contact manifolds. Moreover, using a natural concept of the product in the cat-
egory of principal R×-bundles, we were able to introduce a concept of the Sasakian product
of Sasakian manifolds. Deeper studies on a properly defined category of Sasakian manifolds
and related ideas, as well as studies on Sasakian structures for canonical contact structures
on first jet prolongations of line bundles, we postpone to a separate paper.
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