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EULER–POINCARÉ EQUATIONS WITH SYMMETRY BREAKING

NONHOLONOMIC CONSTRAINTS

JORGE S. GARCIA AND TOMOKI OHSAWA

Abstract. We extend the method of Controlled Lagrangians to nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré

equations with advected parameters, specifically to those mechanical systems on Lie groups whose

symmetry is broken not only by a potential force but also by nonholonomic constraints. We in-

troduce advected-parameter-dependent quasivelocities in order to systematically eliminate the La-

grange multipliers in the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations. The quasivelocities facilitate

the method of Controlled Lagrangians for these systems, and lead to matching conditions that are

similar to those by Bloch, Leonard, and Marsden for the standard Euler–Poincaré equation. Our

motivating example is what we call the pendulum skate, a simple model of a figure skater developed

by Gzenda and Putkaradze. We show that the upright spinning of the pendulum skate is stable

under certain conditions, whereas the upright sliding equilibrium is always unstable. Using the

matching condition, we derive a control law to stabilize the sliding equilibrium.

1. Introduction

1.1. Motivating Example: Pendulum Skate. Consider what we call the pendulum skate shown

in Figure 1. It is a simple model for a figure skater developed and analyzed by Gzenda and

Putkaradze [13], and consists of a skate—sliding without friction on the surface—with a pendulum

rigidly attached to it.

Following [13] (see also Section 2.1 below), the configuration space is the semidirect product Lie

group SE(3) := SO(3) nR3, or the matrix group

SE(3) =

{
(R,x) :=

[
R x

0T 1

]
| R ∈ SO(3), x ∈ R3

}
. (1)

The gravity breaks the SE(3)-symmetry of the pendulum skate, just as in the well-known example

of the heavy top in the semidirect product theory of mechanics [8, 15, 17, 18]. Hence Gzenda and

Putkaradze [13] used the unit vector Γ—the vertical upward direction seen from the body frame as

depicted in Figure 1 as in the heavy top equations—as an advected parameter vector, and derived

its equations of motion as nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations with advected parameters on

se(3)× (R3)∗, where se(3) is the Lie algebra of SE(3) and the dual space (R3)∗ of R3 is for advected

parameters Γ that take care of the broken SE(3)-symmetry.

It turns out that it is not just the gravity that breaks the symmetry. The constraints imposed by

the rink—including the nonholonomic constraint that the skate cannot slide sideways—also break

the symmetry as well. We shall treat this in detail later, but here is an intuitive explanation of

why it breaks the symmetry: When we start off with the configuration space SE(3) without the
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2 JORGE S. GARCIA AND TOMOKI OHSAWA

Figure 1. What we call the pendulum skate here is a simple model for a figure

skater developed by Gzenda and Putkaradze [13]. The unit vector Γ—the vertical

upward direction seen from the body frame {Ei}3i=1—is the advected parameter here.

gravity nor the rink, we have an ambient space without any preferred direction or orientation—

hence the SE(3)-symmetry. However, by introducing the rink to the setting, we effectively introduce

a special direction—the unit normal vector to the rink—to the ambient space, thereby breaking the

SE(3)-symmetry. This is just like how the gravity breaks the symmetry by introducing the special

“vertical” direction to the ambient space that would be otherwise uniform in any direction.

The main motivation for this work is to stabilize nonholonomic mechanical systems on Lie groups

with such broken symmetry. We shall show in Section 5 that, for the pendulum skate, the upright

spinning and upright sliding motions—ubiquitous in figure skating—are equilibria of the nonholo-

nomic Euler–Poincaré equations derived in [13]. As the intuition suggests, the spinning equilibrium

is stable only under certain conditions, whereas the sliding equilibrium is always unstable.

Motivated by the problem of finding a control law to stabilize the sliding equilibrium, we would

like to extend the method of Controlled Lagrangians of Bloch et al. [3] to the Euler–Poincaré

equations with symmetry-breaking nonholonomic constraints. Particularly, our main goal is to build

on the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré theory of Schneider [20] (see also Holm [14, Section 12.3]) to

derive matching conditions for the Controlled Lagrangians applied to such systems.

The pendulum skate indeed necessitates a slight generalization of [20] because it does not fit

into the most general setting of [20, Section 2.1 and Theorem 1]. We note that Gay-Balmaz and

Yoshimura [12] made such a generalization in a more abstract and general Dirac structure setting.

Our focus is rather on first having a concrete expression for the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré

equations, particularly on a systematic way to eliminate the Lagrange multipliers in the equations

of motion arising from the constraints.

Developing a general method of controlled Lagrangians for nonholonomic systems is challenging,

particularly because of the Lagrange multipliers. Indeed, extensions of the method of Controlled

Lagrangians to nonholonomic systems are limited to a very special class of Lagrange–d’Alembert

equations; see, e.g., Zenkov et al. [24, 25, 26, 28]. To our knowledge, an extension to nonholonomic

Euler–Poincaré equations has been done by Schneider [20] only for the so-called Chaplygin top.

1.2. Main Results and Outline. We build on the work of Schneider [20] to develop matching con-

ditions for mechanical systems on Lie group S with symmetry-breaking nonholonomic constraints.
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Particularly, we assume: (i) The left S-invariance of the Lagrangian is broken, but can be recovered

using an advected parameter Γ; (ii) the nonholonomic constraints are not left-invariant either, but

this broken symmetry is also recovered by using the same Γ. We shall explain the details of this

setting in Section 2 using the pendulum skate as an example.

In Section 3, we formulate the reduced Lagrange–d’Alembert principle and derive the nonholo-

nomic Euler–Poincaré equations with broken symmetry as Proposition 5, giving a generalization of

the General Theorem of Schneider [20, Theorem 1]. However, as mentioned earlier, it is a special

case of the Dirac reduction for nonholonomic systems by Gay-Balmaz and Yoshimura [12], and is

included here only for completeness.

The ideas that nonholonomic constraints may be symmetry-breaking and that the broken sym-

metry may be recovered using an advected parameter are not new; they were discussed in [20] as

well as Tai [21], Burkhardt and Burdick [6], and Burkhardt [7]. Our treatment is more systematic

as in [12] and applies to more general constraints than those of [20].

The above result leads to the notion of Γ-dependent quasivelocities in Section 4. Quasivelocities

have been often used in nonholonomic mechanics; see, e.g., Ball et al. [2], Bloch et al. [4], Zenkov

[23], Zenkov et al. [27] and references therein. However, to our knowledge, the idea of advected-

parameter-dependent quasivelocities is new. Those Γ-dependent quasivelocities help us eliminate

the Lagrange multipliers in the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations derived in Proposition 5.

In Section 5, we apply the result from Section 4 to the pendulum skate, find a family of equilibria

including the upright spinning and upright sliding ones, and analyze their stability.

In Section 6, we show that the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations written in the Γ-dependent

quasivelocities help us extend the Controlled Lagrangians of Bloch et al. [3]—developed for the

standard Euler–Poincaré equation—to our nonholonomic setting. Indeed, the derivation and ex-

pressions of the resulting matching conditions in Proposition 13 are almost the same as those in

[3] thanks to the formulation using the quasivelocities. The result also generalizes the simpler and

ad-hoc matching of [20] for the Chaplygin top and our own for the pendulum skate in [11].

Finally, in Section 7, we apply the Controlled Lagrangian to find a feedback control to stabilize

the sliding equilibrium, and illustrate the result in a numerical simulation.

2. Broken Symmetry in Lagrangian and Nonholonomic Constraints

In this section, we would like to use the pendulum skate of Gzenda and Putkaradze [13] to describe

the basic ideas behind mechanical systems on Lie groups with symmetry-breaking nonholonomic

constraints.

2.1. Pendulum Skate. Let {e1, e2, e3} and {E1,E2,E3} be the spatial and body frames, respec-

tively, where the body frame is aligned with the principal axes of inertia; particularly E1 is aligned

with the edge of the blade as shown in Figure 1. The two frames are related by the rotation matrix

R(t) ∈ SO(3) whose column vectors represent the body frame viewed in the spatial one at time t.

The origin of the body frame is the blade-ice contact point, and has position vector x(t) =

(x1(t), x2(t), 0) at time t in the spatial frame. However, we shall treat the position x of the contact

point as a vector in R3 and impose x3 = 0 as a constraint. Hence, as mentioned earlier, the

configuration space is the semidirect product Lie group SE(3) := SO(3) n R3 from (1), where the

multiplication rule is given by

(R0,x0) · (R,x) = (R0R,R0x + x0).
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Let us find the Lagrangian of the system. If t 7→ s(t) = (R(t),x(t)) is the dynamics of the system

in SE(3), then

s−1ṡ =

[
RT Ṙ RT ẋ

0T 0

]
=:

[
Ω̂ Y

0T 0

]
=: (Ω̂,Y) ∈ se(3),

where Ω̂ := RT Ṙ is the body angular velocity; Y := RT ẋ is the velocity of the blade-ice contact

point seen from the body frame.

Suppose that the center of mass is located at lE3 in the body frame as shown in Figure 1,

and hence, in the spatial frame, is located at xcm(t) := x(t) + lR(t)E3. Then, the Lagrangian

Le3 : TSE(3)→ R is given by:

Le3

(
R,x, Ṙ, ẋ

)
:=

1

2
tr
(
ṘJṘT

)
+
m

2
‖ẋcm‖2 −mgeT3 xcm

=
1

2
tr
(
RT ṘJṘTR

)
+
m

2

∥∥∥ẋ + ṘlE3

∥∥∥2
−mgleT3 RE3

=
1

2
tr
(

Ω̂JΩ̂T
)

+
m

2

∥∥∥Y + lΩ̂E3

∥∥∥2
−mgl(RTe3)TE3,

where m is the total mass, g is the gravitational acceleration, ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm, and J is

the inertia matrix.

We also identify Ω = (Ω1,Ω2,Ω3) ∈ R3 with Ω̂ ∈ so(3) via the hat map [16, §5.3]:

(̂ · ) : R3 → se(3); Ω 7→ Ω̂ =

 0 −Ω3 Ω2

Ω3 0 −Ω1

−Ω2 Ω1 0

 .
Then we have the following correspondence with the cross product: Ω̂y = Ω× y for every y ∈ R3.

So we may use (Ω,Y) ∈ R3 × R3 as coordinates for se(3) ∼= R3 × R3, and we have

Le3

(
R,x, Ṙ, ẋ

)
=

1

2
ΩT IΩ +

m

2
‖Y + lΩ×E3‖2 −mgl(RTe3)TE3,

where I := tr(J)I− J = diag(I1, I2, I3) with I being the 3× 3 identity matrix is the (body) moment

of inertia tensor; see, e.g., Holm et al. [16, §7.1].

The Lagrangian does not possess the full SE(3)-symmetry due to the gravity. Indeed, if RT0 e3 6=
e3 then, in general,

Le3

(
R0R,R0x + x0, R0Ṙ, R0ẋ

)
6= Le3

(
R,x, Ṙ, ẋ

)
, (2)

although the equality holds if RT0 e3 = e3. In the next subsection, we shall discuss a general theory

on how to recover the full symmetry of such a Lagrangian with broken symmetry, and come back

to the pendulum skate as an example.

2.2. Broken Symmetry in Lagrangian. Let Lγ0 : TS→ R be a Lagrangian with a fixed param-

eter γ0 ∈ X∗, where X∗ is the dual of a vector space X. For each s0 ∈ S, let Ls0 : S→ S; s 7→ s0s be

the left translation, and TLs0 : ṡ 7→ TLs0(ṡ) =: s0ṡ be its tangent lift. Suppose that the Lagrangian

is not S-invariant, i.e., Lγ0 ◦ TLs0 6= Lγ0 for some s0 ∈ S. We also assume that we can recover the

broken symmetry as follows: Define the extended Lagrangian L : TS×X∗ → R so that

L(s, ṡ, γ0) = Lγ0(s, ṡ) ∀(s, ṡ) ∈ TS,

and suppose that there is a representation

S×X → X; (s, x) 7→ sx. (3)
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as well as its induced representation (s, γ) 7→ sγ on X∗, i.e.,

S×X∗ → X∗; (s, γ) 7→ sγ such that 〈sγ, x〉 =
〈
γ, s−1x

〉
∀x ∈ X. (4)

We assume that we can recover the (left) S-symmetry as follows: For every s0, s ∈ S and every

γ ∈ X∗,

L(s0s, s0ṡ, s0γ) = L(s, ṡ, γ).

As a result, we may define the reduced Lagrangian as follows:

` : s×X∗ → R; `(ξ,Γ) := L(e, ξ,Γ), (5)

where s is the Lie algebra of S.

Example 1 (Lagrangian of pendulum skate [13]). For the pendulum skate from Section 2.1, we

define the extended Lagrangian L : T ∗SE(3)× (R3)∗ → R as follows:

L
(
R,x, Ṙ, ẋ,γ

)
=

1

2
ΩT IΩ +

m

2
‖Y + lΩ×E3‖2 −mgl(RTγ)TE3

so that L
(
R,x, Ṙ, ẋ, e3

)
= Le3

(
R,x, Ṙ, ẋ

)
.

We also define an SE(3)-representation on R3 by setting (R,x)y := Ry. Then, identifying (R3)∗

with R3 via the dot product, we have

((R,x)γ) · y = γ ·
(
(R,x)−1y

)
= γ ·

(
R−1y

)
= (Rγ) · y.

Therefore, we have

SE(3)× (R3)∗ → (R3)∗; ((R,x),γ) 7→ Rγ (6)

using the standard matrix-vector multiplication.

Then we see that the SE(3)-symmetry is recovered: For every (R0,x0), (R,x) ∈ SE(3) and every

γ ∈ R3,

L
(
R0R,R0x + x0, R0Ṙ, R0ẋ, R0γ

)
= L

(
R,x, Ṙ, ẋ,γ

)
.

Therefore, we may define the reduced Lagrangian

` : se(3)× (R3)∗ ∼= R3 × R3 × R3 → R;

`(Ω,Y,Γ) :=
1

2
ΩT IΩ +

m

2
‖Y + lΩ×E3‖2 −mglΓTE3,

(7)

which agrees with [13, Eq. (1)]. Since γ0 = e3 for our Lagrangian, the advected parameter is

Γ = RTγ0 = RTe3, which gives the vertical upward direction (essentially the direction of gravity)

seen from the body frame; see Figure 1.

Remark 2 (Intuition behind symmetry recovery). Here is an intuitive interpretation of how the

symmetry recovery works in Example 1 above. When we talked about the broken SE(3)-symmetry

in (2), the vertical upward direction e3 (essentially the direction of gravity) was fixed, and the

SE(3)-action (R0,x0) · (R,x) = (R0R,R0x + x0) rotates the pendulum skate by R0 and translates

it by x0 but left the direction of the gravity unchanged, resulting in a system whose direction of

gravity is different from the original configuration (R,x); hence the symmetry is broken. On the

other hand, when we introduced γ as a new variable in the Lagrangian above and let SE(3) act

on γ as defined in (6), we co-rotated the direction of the gravity along with the pendulum skate,

resulting in a system with the same relative direction of gravity as the original one; hence the

whole system—now involving the variable direction of gravity—possesses the SE(3)-symmetry.
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2.3. Broken Symmetry in Nonholonomic Constraints. Following Gay-Balmaz and Yoshimura

[12, Section 4.2], we assume that the system is subject to nonholonomic constraints with a fixed

parameter γ0 ∈ X∗, that is, the constraint is defined by a corank r smooth distribution Dγ0 ⊂ TS

so that the dynamics t 7→ s(t) ∈ S satisfies ṡ(t) ∈ Dγ0(s(t)). In other words, we have one-forms

{Ψa
γ0}

r
a=1 on S such that the annihilator D◦

γ0(s) = span{Ψa
γ0(s)}ra=1, i.e., ṡ(t) ∈ ker Ψa

γ0(s(t)) for

any a ∈ {1, . . . , r}.
We assume that Dγ0 is not S-invariant, i.e.,

TsLs0(Dγ0(s)) 6= Dγ0(s0s) for some s, s0 ∈ S,

or in terms of the one-forms,

(L∗s0Ψa
γ0)(s) 6= Ψa

γ0(s) for some s, s0 ∈ S and some a ∈ {1, . . . , r}.

We also assume that we may recover the S-symmetry in a similar way as above: Defining

D : S×X∗ → TS with D(s, γ) ⊂ TsS and D(s, γ0) = Dγ0(s) ∀s ∈ S,

we have the S-invariance in the following sense:

TsLs0(D(s, γ)) = D(s0s, s0γ) ∀s, s0 ∈ S ∀γ ∈ X∗.

In other words, we have the following r one-forms on S with a parameter in X∗:

Ψa : S×X∗ → T ∗S with Ψa(s, γ) ⊂ T ∗
s S ∀s ∈ S ∀γ ∈ X∗ ∀a ∈ {1, . . . , r}

satisfying D◦(s, γ) = span{Ψa(s, γ)}ra=1 and

(L∗s0Ψa)( · , s0γ) = Ψa( · , γ) ∀γ ∈ X∗ ∀a ∈ {1, . . . , r}. (8)

We may then define the following parameter-dependent subspaces in s and parameter-dependent

elements in s∗:

d(Γ) := D(e,Γ) ⊂ s, ψa(Γ) := Ψa(e,Γ) ∈ s∗ ∀a ∈ {1, . . . , r} (9)

so that the annihilator d◦(Γ) = span{ψa(Γ)}ra=1 ⊂ s∗.

Example 3 (No-side-sliding constraint of pendulum skate). The skate blade moves without friction,

but with a constraint that prohibits motions perpendicular to its edge. This means that the spatial

velocity ẋ has no components in the direction perpendicular to the plane spanned by {RE1, e3},
i.e., 〈ẋ, RE1 × e3〉 = 0 as shown in Figure 2. In other words, setting Ψe3(R,x) = (RE1 × e3)Tdx,

one may write the constraint as ẋ ∈ ker Ψe3 . It is easy to see that the SE(3)-symmetry is broken:

If we take (R0,x0) ∈ SE(3) with RT0 e3 6= e3, then

(L∗(R0,x0)Ψe3)(R,x) = ((R0RE1)× e3)Td(R0x)

=
(
(RE1)× (RT0 e3)

)T
dx

6= Ψe3(R,x)

in general, although L∗(R0,x0)Ψe3 = Ψe3 if RT0 e3 = e3.

One notices that this is the same type of broken symmetry as in the Lagrangian from Example 1

caused by the gravity. This suggests the same remedy applied to the Lagrangian would recover the

SE(3)-symmetry of the constraint too. Indeed, define

Ψ: SE(3)× (R3)∗ → T ∗SE(3); Ψ((R,x),γ) := ((RE1)× γ)Tdx
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Figure 2. No side sliding.

so that Ψ((R,x), e3) = Ψe3(R,x). Then we see that, for every (R0,x0), (R,x) ∈ SE(3) and every

γ ∈ R3,

(L∗(R0,x0)Ψ)((R,x), R0γ) = ((R0RE1)× (R0γ))Td(R0x)

= ((RE1)× γ)Tdx

= Ψ((R,x),γ).

Therefore, we define the Γ-dependent element

ψ3(Γ) := Ψ((I,0),Γ) = (0,E1 × Γ) ∈ se(3)∗ ∼= R3 × R3,

where we used the superscript 3 because there are two other constraints as we shall see in Example 8.

Remark 4. Why does the same advected parameter Γ—which we used to recover the broken sym-

metry due to the gravity—work in order to recover the broken symmetry due to the nonholonomic

constraint as well? The nonholonomic constraint is characterized by how one introduces the rink

into the system. In this problem, we introduced the rink as a horizontal plane—perpendicular to

the direction of gravity. So Γ gives both the direction of gravity and the orientation of the rink

seen from the body frame.

3. Nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré Equation with Advected Parameters

This section gives a review of the reduced Lagrange–d’Alembert principle for mechanical systems

with broken symmetry. Our result gives a slight generalization of the General Theorem of Schneider

[20, Theorem 1]. However, as mentioned earlier, ours is a special case of Gay-Balmaz and Yoshimura

[12, Theorem 4.3] as well, and so we include this result only for completeness.

3.1. Reduced Lagrange–d’Alembert Principle with Broken Symmetry. We would like to

find the reduced equations of motion exploiting the recovered symmetry. For our setting, one needs

to turn the variational principle of Holm et al. [15, Theorem 3.1] (see also Cendra et al. [8, The-

orem 1.1]) into a Lagrange–d’Alembert-type incorporating the symmetry-breaking nonholonomic

constraints. We note that this is done in Schneider [20, Theorem 1] with a semidirect product Lie

group S = Gn V assuming a special class of nonholonomic constraints.
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Before describing our version of the reduced Lagrange–d’Alembert principle with broken symme-

try, let us introduce some notation used in the result to follow. For any curve t 7→ s(t) ∈ S, we define

t 7→ ξ(t) := s(t)−1ṡ(t) ∈ s; conversely, given t 7→ ξ(t) ∈ s, we define t 7→ s(t) ∈ S via ṡ(t) = s(t)ξ(t)

with the left translation. Similarly, for any (infinitesimal) variation t 7→ δs(t) ∈ Ts(t)S of the curve

t 7→ s(t), we define t 7→ η(t) := s(t)−1δs(t) and conversely as well.

We shall also use the Lie algebra representation

s×X → X; (ξ, x) 7→ d

dε
exp(εξ)x

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=: ξx,

and

s×X∗ → X∗; (ξ, γ) 7→ ξγ so that 〈ξγ, x〉 = −〈γ, ξx〉 ∀x ∈ X, (10)

as well as the momentum map K : X ×X∗ → s∗ defined by

〈K(x,Γ), ξ〉 = 〈Γ, ξx〉 = −〈ξΓ, x〉 ∀ξ ∈ s, (11)

where ξx is defined in the similar way as in (10) using (3).

Also, for any smooth function f : E → R on a real vector space E, let us define its functional

derivative δf/δx ∈ E∗ at x ∈ E such that, for any δx ∈ E, under the natural dual pairing

〈 · , · 〉 : E∗ × E → R, 〈
δf

δx
, δx

〉
=

d

dε
f(x+ εδx)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

.

Proposition 5 (Reduced Lagrange–d’Alembert Principle with Broken Symmetry). Let γ0 ∈ X∗

be fixed, and suppose that the Lagrangian Lγ0 : TS → R and the distribution Dγ0 ⊂ TS defining

nonholonomic constraints satisfy the assumptions on symmetry recovery from Sections 2.2 and 2.3.

Then the following are equivalent:

(i) The curve t 7→ s(t) ∈ S with the constraint ṡ(t) ∈ Dγ0(s(t)) satisfies the Lagrange–d’Alembert

principle

δ

∫ t1

t0

Lγ0(s(t), ṡ(t)) dt = 0

subject to δs(t0) = δs(t1) = 0 and δs(t) ∈ Dγ0(s(t)) for any t ∈ (t0, t1).

(ii) The curve t 7→ ξ(t) ∈ s along with

t 7→ Γ(t) := s(t)−1γ0 ∈ X∗ (12)

and with the constraint

ξ(t) ∈ d(Γ(t)) ⇐⇒ 〈ψa(Γ(t)), ξ(t)〉 = 0 ∀t ∈ [t0, t1] ∀a ∈ {1, . . . , r} (13)

satisfies the following reduced Lagrange–d’Alembert principle in terms of the reduced La-

grangian ` : s×X∗ → R defined in (5):

δ

∫ t1

t0

`(ξ(t),Γ(t)) dt = 0, (14)

where variations of t 7→ (ξ(t),Γ(t)) are subject to the constraints

δξ = η̇ + adξ η, δΓ = −η Γ (15)

for every curve t 7→ η(t) ∈ s satisfying

δη(t0) = δη(t1) = 0, 〈ψa(Γ(t)), η(t)〉 = 0 ∀t ∈ [t0, t1] ∀a ∈ {1, . . . , r}. (16)
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(iii) The curve t 7→ (ξ(t),Γ(t)) with ξ(t) ∈ d(Γ(t)) satisfies the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré

equations with advected parameter Γ:

d

dt

(
δ`

δξ

)
= ad∗

ξ

δ`

δξ
+ K

(
δ`

δΓ
,Γ

)
+ λaψ

a(Γ), (17a)

Γ̇ = −ξΓ (17b)

with Γ(t0) = s(t0)−1γ0, where {λa}ra=1 are Lagrange multipliers.

Proof. Let us first show the equivalence between (i) and (ii). First, let us show that the two action

integrals are equal. Indeed, using the definition (5) of `,

Lγ0(s, ṡ) = L(s, ṡ, γ0) = L
(
e, s−1ṡ, s−1γ0

)
= `(ξ,Γ).

It is a standard result in the Euler–Poincaré theory that all variations of t 7→ s(t) with fixed

endpoints induce and are induced by variations of t 7→ ξ(t) of the form δξ = η̇ + adξ η with η

vanishing at the endpoint; see, e.g., [15, Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 3.2]. Also, δΓ = −ηΓ easily

follows from the definitions (10) and (12). Finally, one can show the equivalence between the

nonholonomic constraints on δs and η as follows: For every a ∈ {1, . . . , r},

δs ∈ Dγ0(s) ⇐⇒ 0 = 〈Ψa(s, γ0), δs〉

=
〈
Ψa(s, γ0), ss−1δs

〉
= 〈(L∗

sΨ
a)(e, γ0), η〉

=
〈
Ψa(e, s−1γ0), η

〉
(∵ (8))

= 〈ψa(Γ), η〉 (∵ (9) and definition of Γ).

It remains to show the equivalence between (ii) and (iii). As is done in the proof of [15, Theo-

rem 3.1],

δ

∫ t1

t0

`(ξ(t),Γ(t)) dt =

∫ t1

t0

(〈
δ`

δξ
, δξ

〉
+

〈
δΓ,

δ`

δΓ

〉)
dt

=

∫ t1

t0

(〈
δ`

δξ
, η̇ + adξ η

〉
−
〈
ηΓ,

δ`

δΓ

〉)
dt

= −
∫ t1

t0

〈
d

dt

(
δ`

δξ

)
− ad∗

ξ

δ`

δξ
−K

(
δ`

δΓ
,Γ

)
, η

〉
dt.

Therefore, the reduced Lagrange–d’Alembert principle (14) with the nonholonomic constraints (16)

yields (17a), whereas taking the time derivative of (12) yields (17b). Conversely, it is clear that (17a)

implies (14) with the constraints imposed in (ii), and integrating (17b) with the initial condition

on Γ given in (iii) yields (12). �

Example 6 (General Theorem of Schneider [20, Theorem 1]). Let G be a Lie group, V be a vector

space, and construct the semidirect product Lie group S := Gn V under the multiplication

s1 · s2 = (g1, x1) · (g2, x2) = (g1g2, g1x2 + x1),

where G× V → V ; (g, x) 7→ gx is a representation. In what follows, we shall use the other induced

G- and g-representations on V and V ∗ defined in the same way we did for X and X∗ above, as

well as the associated momentum map J : V × V ∗ → g∗ defined in the same way as K was in

(11). Indeed, it is also assumed in [20] that X = V and the S-representation on X∗ is defined

as (g, x)γ := gγ using the G-representation on V ∗ induced by the above G-representation on V .
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Hence, writing ξ = (Ω, Y ) ∈ s = g n V , it follows that ξγ = (Ω, Y )γ = Ωγ as well. It is then

straightforward to see that, for every (Ωi, Yi) ∈ s = gn V with i = 1, 2,

ad(Ω1,Y1)(Ω2, Y2) := [(Ω1, Y1), (Ω2, Y2)] = (adΩ1Ω2, Ω1Y2 − Ω2Y1),

What correspond to ξ, η ∈ s = gn V in this example are

(Ω, Y ) := (g, x)−1(ġ, ẋ) =
(
g−1ġ, g−1ẋ

)
,

(Σ, Z) := (g, x)−1(δg, δx) =
(
g−1δg, g−1δx

)
,

respectively. Then the constraint on ξ in (15) becomes

(δΩ, δY ) = (Ω̇, Ẏ ) + (adΩΣ, ΩZ − ΣY ), (18)

In [20], the nonholonomic constraints are assumed to be in the form

〈Ψ((g, x), γ), (ġ, ẋ)〉 = ẋ− Ψ̄((g, x), γ)ġ = 0 with Ψ̄((g, x), γ) : TgG→ V

with the following (left) S-invariance:

Ψ((g0, x0) · (g, x), (g0, x0)γ) = Ψ((g, x), γ) ∀(g0, x0), (g, x) ∈ S ∀γ ∈ X∗.

Hence we have

〈ψ(Γ), (Ω, Y )〉 := Y − ψ̄(Γ)Ω with ψ̄(Γ) := Ψ̄(e,Γ),

and thus the nonholonomic constraints (13) and (16) applied to (Ω, Y ) and (Σ, Z) yield Y = ψ̄(Γ)Ω

and Z = ψ̄(Γ)Σ. Substituting these expressions into the second equation in (18) yields

δY =
d

dt

(
ψ̄(Γ)Ω

)
+ Ω ψ̄(Γ) Σ− Σ ψ̄(Γ) Ω,

which was in (2) of the General Theorem of Schneider [20, Theorem 1].

Example 7 (The Veselova system [22]). Let S = G (not a semidirect product). We still assume that

the same broken left symmetry and the recovery of left symmetry for the Lagrangian Lγ0 described

in Section 2.2, but with X = g so that γ0 ∈ g∗ and the adjoint representation gγ := Ad∗
g−1 γ

on X∗ = g∗. We also assume that the constraint distribution D ⊂ TG is corank 1, and is right

G-invariant:

TgRg0(D(g)) = D(g0g) ∀g, g0 ∈ G,

where R : G → G is the right translation. So we may rewrite the constraint ġ ∈ D(g) in terms of

ω := TgRg−1(ġ) =: ġg−1, i.e., the spatial angular velocity in the rigid body setting:

ω ∈ d := D(e).

We then further assume that d = ker γ0 with the same parameter γ0 ∈ g∗ for the Lagrangian, so

that

ω ∈ d = ker γ0 ⇐⇒ 〈γ0, ω〉 = 0.

This is an example of the so-called nonholonomic LR systems [9, 10, 22].

In short, the right invariant constraint is breaking the left invariance of the system. Indeed,

noting that

ω = ġg−1 = gg−1ġg−1 = Adg Ω with Ω := g−1ġ,

we may rewrite the above constraint as follows: Setting Γ = g−1γ0 = Ad∗
g γ0,

〈γ0,Adg Ω〉 =
〈
Ad∗

g γ0,Ω
〉

=
〈
g−1γ0,Ω

〉
= 0 ⇐⇒ 〈ψ(Γ),Ω〉 = 0 with ψ(Γ) := Γ,
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Particularly, with G = SO(3) as in [22], we have X∗ = so(3)∗, and so under the standard

identification so(3) ∼= so(3)∗ ∼= R3, we have

ad∗
Ω Π = Π×Ω, K(y,Γ) = y × Γ, ΩΓ = Ω× Γ,

and hence (17) gives

d

dt

(
∂`

∂Ω

)
=

∂`

∂Ω
×Ω +

∂`

∂Γ
× Γ + λΓ, Γ̇ = Γ×Ω

with constraint Γ · Ω = 0. This gives the Veselova system [22] with the standard kinetic minus

potential form of the Lagrangian.

Example 8 (Pendulum skate [13]). As discussed in Section 2.1, S = SE(3) = SO(3) n R3 here.

The system is subject to two more constraints in addition to the no-side-sliding constraint from

Example 3 (see [13]). The following constraints are actually holonomic as the derivations to follow

suggest. However, we shall impose them as constraints on s for the Euler–Poincaré formalism.

• Pitch constancy : The blade does not rock back and forth. Specifically, the direction RE1

of the blade in the spatial frame is perpendicular to e3 (see Figure 2):

0 = (RE1)Te3 = (RE1)TRΓ = ET
1 Γ = Γ1. (19)

Taking the time derivative and using (17b) (which is Γ̇ = Γ×Ω here)

0 = ET
1 Γ̇ = ET

1 (Γ×Ω) = (E1 × Γ)TΩ,

giving

ψ1(Γ) := (E1 × Γ,0) ∈ se(3)∗ ∼= R3 × R3.

• Continuous contact : The skate blade is in permanent contact with the plane of the ice, i.e.,

x3 = eT3 x = 0. Taking the time derivative,

0 = eT3 ẋ = (RTe3)TRT ẋ = ΓTY,

giving

ψ2(Γ) := (0,Γ) ∈ se(3)∗ ∼= R3 × R3.

Combining the above two constraints with the no-side-sliding constraint from Example 3, we have

d◦(Γ) = span{ψa(Γ)}3a=1 ⊂ se(3)∗.

We also have, for every (Ω,Y) ∈ se(3) ∼= R3 × R3 and every (Π,P) ∈ se(3)∗ ∼= R3 × R3,

ad∗
(Ω,Y)(Π,P) = (Π×Ω + P×Y, P×Ω),

and for every (y,Γ) ∈ X ×X∗ ∼= R3 × R3,

K(y,Γ) = (y × Γ,0). (20)

Hence the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations with advected parameter (17) give

d

dt

(
∂`

∂Ω

)
=

∂`

∂Ω
×Ω +

∂`

∂Y
×Y +

∂`

∂Γ
× Γ + λ1(E1 × Γ),

d

dt

(
∂`

∂Y

)
=

∂`

∂Y
×Ω + λ2Γ + λ3(E1 × Γ),

Γ̇ = Γ×Ω,

(21)

which is Eq. (8) of [13], and also gives Eq. (9) of [13] with the reduced Lagrangian (7).
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4. Eliminating Lagrange Multipliers

One may algebraically find concrete expressions for the the Lagrange multipliers in the nonholo-

nomic Euler–Poincaré equation (17). However, they tend to be quite complicated, even with a

rather simple Veselova system as shown in Fedorov and Jovanović [9, Eq. (4.3)]. Such a complica-

tion is detrimental when applying the method of Controlled Lagrangians, because it is difficult to

“match” two equations if their structures are unclear. In this section, we introduce Γ-dependent

quasivelocities and systematically eliminate the Lagrange multipliers in (17).

4.1. Γ-dependent Hamel Basis. We decompose the Lie algebra s into the Γ-dependent con-

straints subspace d(Γ) and its complement: Setting n := dim s,

s = d(Γ)⊕ v(Γ) with d(Γ) = span{Eα(Γ)}n−rα=1, v(Γ) = span{Ea(Γ)}ra=1.

Note that we are using Greek indices for d, whereas a, b, c, . . . for v and i, j, k, . . . for the entire s.

So we may use Einstein’s summation convention to write ξ ∈ s as

ξ = vi(Γ)Ei(Γ) = vα(Γ)Eα(Γ) + va(Γ)Ea(Γ),

and refer to {vi(Γ)}ni=1 as the (Γ-dependent) quasivelocities. For brevity, we shall often drop the Γ-

dependence in what follows. The advantage of this constraint-adapted Hamel basis is the following:

ξ ∈ d ⇐⇒ va = 0,

where it is implied on the right-hand side that the equality holds for every a ∈ {1, . . . , r}. Hence

we may simply drop some of the coordinates to take the constraints into account.

Given a standard (Γ-independent) basis {Ei}ni=1 for s, we may write {Ei(Γ)}ni=1 as

Ej(Γ) = E ij(Γ)Ei ⇐⇒ Ei = (E−1)ji (Γ) Ej(Γ), (22)

where we abuse the notation as follows: E is the n× n matrix whose columns are {Ej}nj=1 so that

E ij denotes the (i, j)-entry of E as well as the i-th component of Ej with respect to the standard

basis {Ei}ni=1.

Suppose that we have the structure constants {ckij}1≤i,j,k≤n for s with respect to the standard

basis {Ei}ni=1, i.e.,

[Ei, Ej ] = ckijEk.

Then the structure constants with respect to {Ej}nj=1 are also Γ-dependent:

[Ei(Γ), Ej(Γ)] = Ckij(Γ) Ek(Γ) with Ckij(Γ) := E li(Γ) Emj (Γ) cplm (E−1)kp(Γ). (23)

4.2. Eliminating the Lagrange Multipliers. Let us eliminate the Lagrange multipliers and find

a concrete coordinate expression for (17a) in terms of the Γ-dependent quasivelocities.

Imposing the constraint ξ ∈ d and using the Γ-dependent basis {Ei}ni=1 for s, we write

µ :=
δ`

δξ

∣∣∣∣
c

, pi := 〈µ, Ei〉, (24)

where the subscript ( · )|c indicates that the constraint ξ ∈ d(Γ) is applied after computing what is

inside ( · ). As a result, {pi}ni=1 are written in terms of {vα}n−rα=1.

Let {ei}dimX
i=1 be a basis for X and {ei∗}dimX

i=1 be its dual basis for X∗, and write

Γ = Γi e
i
∗, ξΓ = κkij ξ

j Γk ei∗

using constants κkij that are determined by the s-representation (10) on X∗. Then we have:
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Theorem 9. The nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations (17) are written in coordinates as

ṗα = −Biαβ(Γ) pi v
β +Kk

αj

∂`

∂Γj

∣∣∣∣
c

Γk, (25a)

Γ̇i = −κkiβ(Γ) vβ Γk, (25b)

where

Kk
ij :=

〈
K
(
ej , e

k
∗

)
, Ei
〉
, κkiβ(Γ) := κkij E

j
β(Γ), (26)

Biαβ(Γ) := Ciαβ(Γ) + F iαβ(Γ) with F iαβ(Γ) := DjE lα(Γ) (E−1)il(Γ)κkjβ(Γ) Γk, (27)

and DjE iα stands for ∂E iα/∂Γj.

Remark 10. As explained above, {pi}ni=1 are written in terms of {vα}n−rα=1, and so (25) gives the

closed set of equations for {vα}n−rα=1 and Γ.

Proof. It is straightforward to see that (25b) follows from (17b): Since ξj = vβ Ejβ for every ξ ∈ d,

using the definitions of κ and κ from above,

Γ̇i = −(ξΓ)i = −κkij ξj Γk = −κkiβ(Γ) vβ Γk.

It remains to derive (25a) from (17a). Imposing the constraint ξ ∈ d to (17a) and using µ defined

in (24), we have

µ̇ = ad∗
ξ µ+ K

(
δ`

δΓ

∣∣∣∣
c

,Γ

)
+ λaψ

a(Γ).

Then, taking the paring of both sides with Eα, we have

〈µ̇, Eα〉 =
〈
ad∗

ξ µ, Eα
〉

+

〈
K

(
δ`

δΓ

∣∣∣∣
c

,Γ

)
, Eα
〉

+ 〈λaψa, Eα〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
0

.

The left-hand side becomes

〈µ̇, Eα〉 =
d

dt
〈µ, Eα〉 −

〈
µ, Ėα

〉
= ṗα −

〈
µ, Ėα

〉
= ṗα −

〈
µ,DEα(Γ)Γ̇

〉
= ṗα + 〈µ,DEα(Γ)ξΓ〉,

but then

DEα(Γ)ξΓ =
∂E lα
∂Γj

(ξΓ)jEl

= DjE lα(Γ)κkjβ(Γ) vβ Γk (E−1)il(Γ) Ei(Γ)

= F iαβ(Γ) vβ Ei(Γ).

Therefore, using the definition of pi from (24), we obtain

〈µ̇, Eα〉 = ṗα + F iαβ(Γ) pi v
β.

On the other hand, a straightforward computation yields〈
ad∗

ξ µ, Eα
〉

= Ciβα pi vβ = −Ciαβ pi vβ.
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Moreover, using the bases {ei}dimX
i=1 for X and {ei∗}dimX

i=1 for X∗ introduced earlier, we have

K

(
δ`

δΓ

∣∣∣∣
c

,Γ

)
= K

(
∂`

∂Γj

∣∣∣∣
c

ej ,Γk ek∗

)
= K

(
ej , e

k
∗

) ∂`

∂Γj

∣∣∣∣
c

Γk,

and so 〈
K

(
δ`

δΓ

∣∣∣∣
c

,Γ

)
, Eα
〉

=
〈
K
(
ej , e

k
∗

)
, Eα
〉 ∂`

∂Γj

∣∣∣∣
c

Γk = Kk
αj

∂`

∂Γj

∣∣∣∣
c

Γk. �

4.3. Lagrangian and Energy. In what follows, we assume that the reduced Lagrangian ` from

(5) takes the following “kinetic minus potential” form:

`(ξ,Γ) =
1

2
Gij ξ

iξj − U(Γ) (28)

with a constant n× n matrix G and U : X∗ → R. Since ξi = E ij(Γ) vj(Γ), we have

1

2
Gij ξ

iξj =
1

2
Gij(Γ) vi(Γ) vj(Γ) with Gij(Γ) := Gkl Eki (Γ) E lj(Γ). (29)

Then we see that

∂`

∂ξi
= Gij ξ

j = Gij Ejk v
k =⇒ µi =

∂`

∂ξi

∣∣∣∣
c

= Gij Ejβ v
β

=⇒ pi = µk Eki = Gkj Eki E
j
β v

β = Giβ vβ,

giving the concrete relationship between {pi}ni=1 and {vα}n−rα=1 alluded in Remark 10. Then the

constrained energy function

E : Rn−r ×X∗ → R; E (vα,Γ) :=
1

2
Gαβ(Γ) vαvβ + U(Γ) (30)

is an invariant of (25) because this is the energy of the system expressed in the quasivelocities.

5. Pendulum Skate

Let us now come back to our motivating example and apply Theorem 9 to the pendulum skate.

5.1. Equations of Motion. The Γ-dependent Hamel basis for the pendulum skate is an extension

of the hybrid frame introduced in [13]:

se(3) ∼= R3 × R3 = d(Γ)⊕ v(Γ),

where

d = span{E1 := (E1,0), E2 := (Γ,0), E3 := (0,E1)},
v := span{E4 := (E1 × Γ,0), E5 := (0,Γ), E6 := (0,E1 × Γ)}.

(31)

Note that, due to the pitch constancy condition (19), these define orthonormal bases for d and v,

and also they together form an orthonormal basis for se(3) as well.

Since the commutator in se(3) ∼= R3 × R3 given by

ad(Ω1,Y1)(Ω2,Y2) = [(Ω1,Y1), (Ω2,Y2)] = (Ω1 ×Ω2, Ω1 ×Y2 −Ω2 ×Y1),

whereas (31) yields

DE2 =

[
I

0

]
, DE1 = DE3 = 0, (32)
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the Γ-dependent structure constants Ckαβ defined in (23) are actually independent of Γ here:

Ckαβ pk =

 0 −p4 0

p4 0 p6

0 −p6 0

 ∀(p1, . . . , p6) ∈ R6.

Note that we do not need the full 6× 6 matrix Ckij pk.
We may then write ξ = (Ω,Y) ∈ se(3) in terms of quasivelocities {vi}6i=1:

Ω = v1E1 + v2Γ + v4(E1 × Γ), Y = v3E1 + v5Γ + v6(E1 × Γ),

where, by the orthonormality,

v1 = Ω ·E1 = Ω1, v2 = Ω · Γ, v3 = Y ·E1 = Y1,

v4 = Ω · (E1 × Γ), v5 = Y · Γ, v6 = Y · (E1 × Γ).
(33)

Then the constraint ξ = (Ω,Y) ∈ d(Γ) is equivalent to va = 0 with a ∈ {4, 5, 6}.
On the other hand, the Lagrangian (7) becomes

`(Ω,Y,Γ) =
1

2
ΩT IΩ +

m

2
‖Y + lΩ×E3‖2 −mglΓTE3

=
1

2
ΩT ĪΩ +mlΩ · (E3 ×Y) +

m

2
‖Y‖2 −mglΓ3,

(34)

where

Ī := diag(Ī1, Ī2, I3) with Īi := Ii +ml2 for i = 1, 2.

Then

∂`

∂ξ
=

(
∂`

∂Ω
,
∂`

∂Y

)
,

∂`

∂Ω
= ĪΩ +ml(E3 ×Y),

∂`

∂Y
= ml(Ω×E3) +mY,

and thus we have

µ =
δ`

δξ

∣∣∣∣
c

=



Ī1v
1

Ī2Γ2v
2 +mlv3

I3Γ3v
2

m(lΓ2v
2 + v3)

−mlv1

0


,

and p1

p2

p3

 =

 Ī1v
1

(Ī2Γ2
2 + I3Γ2

3)v2 +mlΓ2v
3

m(lΓ2v
2 + v3)

 ,
p4

p5

p6

 =

(I3 − Ī2)Γ2Γ3v
2 −mlΓ3v

3

−mlΓ2v
1

mlΓ3v
1

 .
Let us find the right-hand side of (25a). We find

Ciαβ pi vβ =

 −p4v
2

p4v
1 + p6v

3

−p6v
2

 , ξΓ = Ω× Γ = v1

 0

Γ3

−Γ2


since Γ1 = 0. Hence we have, using (32),

F iαβ(Γ) pi v
β = 〈µ,DEα(Γ) ξΓ〉 =

〈
µ,DjEα(Γ) (ξΓ)j

〉
=

[
0

(Γ3 p2 − Γ2 p3)v10

]
.
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Therefore, we obtain

Biαβ pi vβ =
(
Ciαβ + F iαβ

)
pi v

β

=

 −p4v
2

p4v
1 + p6v

3 + (Γ3 p2 − Γ2 p3)v1

−p6v
2

 =

(Ī2 − I3)Γ2Γ3(v2)2 +mlΓ3v
2v3

mlΓ3v
3v1

−mlΓ3v
1v2

 .
Using (20), we also have

Kk
αj

∂`

∂Γj

∣∣∣∣
c

Γk = mgl

Γ2

0

0

 .
As a result, the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations (25) becomeṗ1

ṗ2

ṗ3

 =
d

dt

 Ī1v
1

(Ī2Γ2
2 + I3Γ2

3)v2 +mlΓ2v
3

m(lΓ2v
2 + v3)


=

(Ī2 − I3)Γ2Γ3(v2)2 +mlΓ3v
2v3 +mglΓ2

mlΓ3v
3v1

−mlΓ3v
1v2

 (35a)

coupled with [
Γ̇2

Γ̇3

]
= v1

[
Γ3

−Γ2

]
. (35b)

5.2. Invariants. One can see by inspection that (35) implies

d

dt
(p2 − lΓ2p3) = 0,

which shows that

C1 := p2 − lΓ2p3 = (I2Γ2
2 + I3Γ2

3)v2 (36)

is an invariant of the system—called J1 in [13, Eq. (20)].

We also notice by inspection that

ṗ3 = − mlC1

I2Γ2
2 + I3Γ2

3

Γ̇2.

However, since Γ2
2 + Γ2

3 = 1 (due to the pitch constancy Γ1 = 0 from (19)), we have

ṗ3 = − mlC1

(I2 − I3)Γ2
2 + I3

Γ̇2 =⇒ dp3

dΓ2
= − mlC1

(I2 − I3)Γ2
2 + I3

.

Therefore,

p3 = −mlC1

∫
1

(I2 − I3)Γ2
2 + I3

dΓ2,

implying that

C2 :=
p3

m
+ lC1

∫
1

(I2 − I3)Γ2
2 + I3

dΓ2

= lΓ2v
2 + v3 +

l

I3(I2 − I3)
C1 arctan

(√
I2 − I3

I3
Γ2

)
(37)
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is also an invariant of the system—called J2 in [13, Eq. (21)], where we assumed I2 > I3 (and shall

do so for the rest of the paper) because this is the case with realistic skaters as mentioned in [13,

Proof of Theorem 2].

5.3. Equilibria. We shall use the following shorthands in what follows:

z := (Ω,Y,Γ), ζ :=
(
v1, v2, v3,Γ2,Γ3

)
.

Note that z denotes the original dependent variables in the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equa-

tions (21) with Lagrange multipliers, whereas ζ denotes those in (35) using quasivelocities. Now,

let us rewrite the system (35) as

ζ̇ = f(ζ) with f(ζ) :=

(((
Ī2 − I3

)
Γ3(v2)2 +mgl

)
Γ2 +mlΓ3v

2v3

Ī1
,

2(I3 − I2)Γ2Γ3v
1v2

I2Γ2
2 + I3Γ2

3

, − 2lI3Γ3v
1v2

I2Γ2
2 + I3Γ2

3

, v1Γ3, −v1Γ2

)
. (38)

Then one finds that the equilibria are characterized as follows:

v1 = 0 and
(
(Ī2 − I3)Γ3(v2)2 +mgl

)
Γ2 +mlΓ3v

2v3 = 0. (39)

Note that, in view of (33), v1 = 0 is equivalent to Ω1 = 0.

Let us impose the upright position, i.e., Γ3 = 1 or equivalently Γ = E3. Then the constraints

va = 0 for a = 4, 5, 6 yield Ω2 = Y2 = Y3 = 0, i.e., Ω = Ω0E3 and Y = Y0E1 for arbitrary

Ω0, Y0 ∈ R. Furthermore, the second equation in (39) reduces to v2v3 = 0. If v2 = 0 then Ω3 = 0

and thus we have the sliding equilibrium

zsl := (0, Y0E1,E3) or ζsl := (0, 0, Y0, 0, 1), (40)

whereas v3 = 0 gives Y1 = 0 and gives the spinning equilibrium

zsp := (Ω0E3,0,E3) or ζsp := (0,Ω0, 0, 0, 1). (41)

5.4. Stability of Equilibria. Let us first discuss the stability of the spinning equilibrium:

Proposition 11 (Stability of spinning equilibrium). Suppose that I3 < I2.

(i) If I3 +ml2 < I2, then the spinning equilibrium (41) is unstable.

(ii) If

I3 +ml2 > I2 and |Ω0| >
√

mgl

I3 +ml2 − I2
, (42)

then the spinning equilibrium (41) is stable.

Proof. See Appendix A.1. �

On the other hand, the sliding equilibrium is always unstable:

Proposition 12 (Stability of sliding equilibrium). The sliding equilibrium (40) is linearly unstable.

Proof. The Jacobin Df of the vector field f from (38) at the sliding equilibrium (40) is

Df(ζsl) =


0 mlY0

I1+ml2
0 mgl

I1+ml2

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0

 ,
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and its eigenvalues are {
0, 0, 0,±

√
mgl

I1 +ml2

}
,

The presence of a positive eigenvalue implies the assertion by the Instability from Linearization

criterion (see, e.g., Sastry [19, p.216]). �

6. Controlled Lagrangian and Matching

The goal of this section is to apply the method of Controlled Lagrangians to the nonholonomic

Euler–Poincaré equations (25). Our formulation using the Γ-dependent quasivelocities helps us

extend the method of Controlled Lagrangians of Bloch et al. [5] to our system (25). Indeed, the

arguments to follow in this section almost exactly parallel those of [5, Section 2].

6.1. Controlled Lagrangian. Our motivating example is the stabilization of the sliding equilibria

of the pendulum skate—shown to to be unstable in Proposition 12—using an internal wheel; see

Figure 3.

Figure 3. Pendulum skate controlled by an internal rotor attached to the center

of mass. Its axis of rotation is aligned with E1, i.e., the edge of the skate.

Following [5], let H be an s-dimensional Abelian Lie group and h ∼= Rs be its Lie algebra;

practically H gives the configuration space of s internal rotors, i.e., H = Ts. We shall replace the

reduced Lagrangian (28) by

`r : g× h×X∗ → R; `r

(
ξ, θ̇a,Γ

)
:= K

(
ξ, θ̇a

)
− U(Γ), (43)

where

K
(
ξ, θ̇a

)
:=

1

2
Gij ξ

iξj + Gia ξ
iθ̇a +

1

2
Gab θ̇

aθ̇b

with a constant symmetric kinetic energy tensor G, i.e., Gba = Gab; also Gai and Gia, seen as

matrices, are transposes to each other.

Then the equations of motion with control inputs (torques) {ua}sa=1 applied to the H-part (in-

ternal rotors) are

ṗα = −Biαβ(Γ) pi v
β −Kk

αj

∂U

∂Γj
Γk, (44a)

π̇a = ua, (44b)

Γ̇i = −κkiβ(Γ) vβ Γk, (44c)
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where {pi}ni=1 and {πa}sa=1 are (re-)defined as follows using the modified Lagrangian (43):

pi :=

〈
δ`r
δξ

∣∣∣∣
c

, Ei
〉

= Giβ vβ + Gia θ̇a, πa :=
∂`r

∂θ̇a

∣∣∣∣
c

= Gaα vα + Gab θ̇
b, (45)

where

Gia(Γ) := Eji (Γ)Gja, (46)

and Gai is the transpose of Gia. Notice that Gia is slightly different from Gij defined in (29) and

should be distinguished based on the type of indices just like the G’s defined above.

Again following [5], we consider the controlled Lagrangian of the form

˜̀
r

(
ξ, θ̇a,Γ

)
:= K̃

(
ξ, θ̇a

)
− U(Γ) (47a)

with

K̃
(
ξ, θ̇a

)
:= K

(
ξi, θ̇a + τai ξ

i
)

+
1

2
σab τ

a
i τ

b
j ξ

iξj

+
1

2
(ρab −Gab)

(
θ̇a + (GacGci + τai )ξi

)(
θ̇b + (GbcGcj + τ bj )ξj

)
,

(47b)

where τai , σab, and ρab are all constant matrices and the last two are symmetric.

Let us define

p̃i :=

〈
δ ˜̀

r

δξ

∣∣∣∣∣
c

, Ei

〉
= Giα vα + Giaθ̇a + (Gib + σab T ai )T bα vα + Gab ρ

bc π̃c T ai

+ (ρab −Gab)ρ
ad π̃d

(
GbcGci + T bi

) (48)

and

π̃a :=
∂ ˜̀

r

∂θ̇a

∣∣∣∣∣
c

= ρab

(
θ̇b + GbcGci ξ

i + τ bi ξ
i
)∣∣∣

c
= ρab

(
θ̇b + GbcGcα vα + T bα vα

)
. (49)

See Appendix A.2 for the derivation of the expression for p̃i, where we defined

T ai := τaj E
j
i . (50)

Then the nonholonomic Euler–Poincaré equations (25) with the controlled Lagrangian ˜̀
r are

given by

˙̃pα = −Biαβ(Γ) vβ p̃i −Kk
αj

∂U

∂Γj
Γk, (51a)

˙̃πa = 0, (51b)

Γ̇i = −κkiβ(Γ) vβ Γk. (51c)

6.2. Matching and Control Law. It turns out that the same sufficient condition for matching

from [5, Theorem 2.1] works here:

Proposition 13. The controlled Euler–Poincaré equations (44) and the Euler–Poincaré equations

(51) with the (reduced) controlled Lagrangian ˜̀
r coincide if

τai = −σabGbi and σab + ρab = Gab. (52)

Then the resulting control law is

ua = Gab

(
T bi F iαβ vαvβ − T bα v̇α

)
. (53)

Proof. See Appendix A.3. �
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Remark 14. One can eliminate the acceleration v̇α from the control law (53) using (44a).

Example 15 (Pendulum skate with a rotor). Going back to the motivating example from Figure 3,

we may write the reduced Lagrangian with a rotor as follows:

`r : se(3)× T1S1 × (R3)∗ ∼= R6 × R× R3 → R;

`r

(
Ω,Y, θ̇,Γ

)
:= Kr

(
Ω,Y, θ̇

)
−mglΓTE3

(54)

with

Kr

(
Ω,Y, θ̇

)
:=

1

2

(
(I1 +ml2)Ω2

1 + J1

(
Ω1 + θ̇

)2
+ (I2 +ml2)Ω2

2 + I3Ω2
3

)
+ml(Ω2Y1 − Ω1Y2) +m‖Y‖2

=
1

2

(
(I1 +ml2)Ω2

1 + (I2 +ml2)Ω2
2 + I3Ω2

3 +ml(Ω2Y1 − Ω1Y2) +m‖Y‖2
)

+ J1Ω1θ̇ +
1

2
J1θ̇

2,

(55)

where

Ii := Ii + Ji

with Ji (i = 1, 2, 3) being the moments of inertia of the rotor; note that m now denotes the total

mass of the system including the rotor. Hence we have

Gij =



I1 +ml2 0 0 0 −ml 0

0 I2 +ml2 0 ml 0 0

0 0 I3 0 0 0

0 ml 0 m 0 0

−ml 0 0 0 m 0

0 0 0 0 0 m


, Gia =



J1

0

0

0

0

0


= J1e1, Gab = J1.

Note that σab =: σ and ρab =: ρ are all scalars because there is only one internal rotor (s = 1).

Then the matching conditions (52) give

τai = −J1

σ
eT1 ⇐⇒ T ai = τaj E

j
i = −J1

σ

[
eT1 E1 · · · eT1 E6

]
= −J1

σ

[
1 Γ1 0 0 0 0

]
= −J1

σ
eT1 ,

noting that Γ1 = 0, and
1

σ
+

1

ρ
=

1

J1
⇐⇒ ρ =

J1

1− J1/σ
.

Then (53) gives the control law

ua =
J2

1

σ
v̇1 =

J1

σ

Γ2

(
mgl +

(
ml2 + I2 − I3

)
Γ3(v2)2

)
+mlΓ3v

2v3

(I1 +ml2)/J1
, (56)

which is what we obtained in [11, Eq. (15d)] (with σ = −J1/ν) using a simpler and ad-hoc controlled

Lagrangian.

Let us find the controlled Lagrangian. First, again using Γ1 = 0,

Gai = GajEji = J1e
T
1 ETi = J1

[
1 Γ1 0 . . . 0

]
= J1e

T
1 .
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Then (49) gives

π̃a = J1v
1 +

J1

1− J1/σ
θ̇.

Since π̃a is conserved according to (51b), we impose that

π̃a = 0 ⇐⇒ θ̇ =

(
J1

σ
− 1

)
v1 =

(
J1

σ
− 1

)
Ω1,

and substitute it to (47) to obtain

˜̀
r

(
Ω,Y,

(
J1

σ
− 1

)
Ω1,Γ

)
=

1

2
ΩT ĨΩ +

m

2
‖Y + lΩ×E3‖2 −mglΓTE3,

where

Ĩ := diag

(
I1 +

J2
1

σ
, I2 + J2, I3 + J3

)
. (57)

Notice that this controlled Lagrangian takes the same form as the Lagrangian (7) of the original

pendulum skate without the rotor, with the only difference being the inertia tensors I and Ĩ.

7. Stabilization of Pendulum Skate

7.1. Stabilization of Sliding Equilibrium. Recall from Proposition 12 that the sliding equilib-

rium (40) was always unstable without control. The control law obtained above using the controlled

Lagrangian can stabilize it:

Proposition 16. The sliding equilibrium (40) of the pendulum skate with an internal rotor from

Figure 3 is stable with the control (56) if

− J2
1

I1 +ml2
< σ < 0. (58)

Proof. See Appendix A.4. �

Remark 17. In terms of ν := −J1/σ, the control gain in view of (56), the above condition (58) is

equivalent to ν > (I1 +ml2)/J1, which is what we had in [11, Eq. (18) in Theorem 4].

7.2. Numerical Results—Uncontrolled. As a numerical example, consider the pendulum skate

with m = 2.00 [kg], l = 0.80 [m], (I1, I2, I3) = (0.35, 0.35, 0.004) [kg ·m2] with g = 9.80 [m/s2]. As

the initial condition, we consider a small perturbation to the sliding equilibrium (40):

Ω(0) = (0.1, 0.1 tanφ0, 0.1), Y(0) = (1, 0, 0), Γ(0) = (0, sinφ0, cosφ0), (59)

where φ0 = 0.1 is the small angle of tilt of the pendulum skate away from the vertical upward

direction. Figure 4 shows the result of the simulation of the uncontrolled pendulum skate (35) with

the above initial condition. It clearly exhibits instability as the pendulum skate falls down.

7.3. Numerical Results—Controlled. We also solved the controlled system (44) (see also Ex-

ample 15) with the control (56) using the same initial condition (59). The mass of the rotor is

1 [kg], making the total mass m = 3 [kg]; we also set (J1, J2, J3) = (0.005, 0.0025, 0.0025) [kg ·m2].

The lower bound for σ shown in (58) in order to achieve stability is −J2
1/(I1 +ml2) ' −1.10×10−5;

hence we set σ = −10−5 here. Figure 5 shows that the system is indeed stabilized by the control.
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Figure 4. Numerical results for the uncontrolled pendulum skate (35) with

m = 2.00 [kg], l = 0.80 [m], (I1, I2, I3) = (0.35, 0.35, 0.004) [kg · m2]. The initial

condition (59) is a small perturbation from the sliding equilibrium (40). The pen-

dulum skate falls down, i.e., Γ3 = 0 at t ' 1.025 exhibiting the instability of the

sliding equilibrium shown in Proposition 12.
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(c) Vertical upward direction Γ

seen from body frame

Figure 5. Numerical results for the controlled pendulum skate (44) (see also

Example 15) with m = 3.00 [kg], (J1, J2, J3) = (0.005, 0.0025, 0.0025) [kg ·m2]. The

solutions are shown for the time interval 0 ≤ t ≤ 10. One sees that the system is

stabilized by the control in comparison to Figure 4; particularly, Γ3 stays close to

1, indicating that it maintains its position almost upright.
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Appendix A. Some Proofs

A.1. Proof of Proposition 11. The Jacobin Df of the vector field f from (38) at the spinning

equilibrium (41) is

Df(ζsp) =


0 0 mlΩ0

I1+ml2
mgl−(I3+ml2−I2)Ω2

0

I1+ml2
0

0 0 0 0 0

−2lΩ0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

 ,
and its eigenvalues are 0, 0, 0,±

√
mgl − (I3 +ml2 − I2)Ω2

0

I1 +ml2

 .

If I3 + ml2 < I2 then by the Instability from Linearization criterion (see, e.g., Sastry [19, p.216]),

ζsp is unstable. On the other hand, if I3 +ml2 > I2 then the linear analysis is inconclusive, and so

we would like to use the following nonlinear method:

Energy–Casimir Theorem (Aeyels [1]). Consider a system of differential equations ζ̇ = f(ζ)

on Rn with locally Lipschitz f : Rn → Rn with an equilibrium ζ0 ∈ Rn, i.e., f(ζ0) = 0. Assume that

the system has k + 1(< n) invariants E and {Cj}kj=1 that are C2 and submersive at ζ0, and also

that the gradients {DCj(ζ0)}kj=1 at ζ0 are linearly independent. Then ζ0 is a stable equilibrium if

(i) there exist scalars {cj ∈ R}kj=1 such that D(E + c1C1 + · · ·+ ckCk)(ζ0) = 0; and

(ii) the Hessian H := D2(E + c1C1 + · · · + ckCk)(ζ0) is sign definite on the tangent space at

ζ0 of the submanifold {ζ ∈ Rn | Cj(ζ) = Cj(ζ0) ∀j ∈ {1, . . . , k}}, i.e., for any w ∈ Rn\{0}
satisfying DCj(ζ0) · w = 0 with every j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, one has wTH w > 0 (or < 0).

We note that, despite its name, the above theorem does not assume that the invariants are

Casimirs: any invariants—Casimirs or not—would suffice.

In order to use the above theorem, we set the constrained energy (30) as E and use the invariants

C1 and C2 from (36) and (37) as well as C3 = (Γ2
2 + Γ2

3)/2 with k = 3. Now, since

DE (ζsp) =


0

I3Ω0

0

0

I3Ω2
0 +mgl

 , DC1(ζsp) =


0

I3

0

0

2I3Ω0

 , DC2(ζsp) =


0

0

1

2lΩ0

0

 , DC3(ζsp) =


0

0

0

0

1

 ,
setting (c1, c2, c3) = (−Ω0, 0, I3Ω2

0 −mgl), we have

D(E + c1C1 + c2C2 + c3C3)(ζsp) = 0.

Then we also see that

H := D2(E + c1C1 + c2C2 + c3C3)(ζsp)

=


I1 +ml2 0 0 0 0

0 I3 0 0 0

0 0 m mlΩ0 0

0 0 mlΩ0 Ω2
0

(
I3 +ml2 − I2

)
−mgl 0

0 0 0 0 −mgl

 .
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The relevant tangent space is the null space

ker

DC1(ζsp)T

DC2(ζsp)T

DC3(ζsp)T

 =

w = s1


1

0

0

0

0

+ s2


0

0

0

1

0

 | s1, s2 ∈ R

.
Hence we have the quadratic form

wTH w = (I1 +ml2)s2
1 +

(
(I3 +ml2 − I2)Ω2

0 −mgl
)
s2

2,

which is positive definite in (s1, s2) under the assumed conditions (42).

A.2. Derivation of (48). We can obtain the expression for p̃i in (48) as follows: Let us first

rewrite its definition as

p̃i :=

〈
δ ˜̀

r

δξ

∣∣∣∣∣
c

, Ei

〉
= Eji (Γ)

〈
δ ˜̀

r

δξ

∣∣∣∣∣
c

, Ej

〉
.

Performing the same computations as in [5, Eq. (16)] and using ξk = Ekl vl, one has〈
δ ˜̀

r

δξ
, Ej

〉
= Gjk ξ

k + Gja

(
θ̇a + τak ξ

k
)

+ Gab ρ
bc ∂

˜̀
r

∂θ̇c
τaj

+ σab τ
a
j τ

b
k ξ

k + (ρab −Gab)ρ
ad ∂

˜̀
r

∂θ̇d

(
GbcGcj + τ bj

)
= Gjk Ekl vl + Gja

(
θ̇a + τak Ekl vl

)
+ Gab ρ

bc ∂
˜̀
r

∂θ̇c
τaj

+ σab τ
a
j τ

b
k Ekl vl + (ρab −Gab)ρ

ad ∂
˜̀
r

∂θ̇d

(
GbcGcj + τ bj

)
,

and so

p̃i = Eji

(
Gjk Ekl vl + Gja

(
θ̇a + τak Ekl vl

)
+ Gab ρ

bc ∂
˜̀
r

∂θ̇c
τaj

+ σab τ
a
j τ

b
k Ekl vl + (ρab −Gab)ρ

ad ∂
˜̀
r

∂θ̇d

(
GbcGcj + τ bj

))∣∣∣∣
c

= Giα vα + Gia
(
θ̇a + T aα vα

)
+ Gab ρ

bc π̃c T ai

+ σab T ai T bα vα + (ρab −Gab)ρ
ad π̃d

(
GbcGci + T bi

)
,

where we used (49).

A.3. Proof of Proposition 13. One can obtain the matching conditions (52) almost the same

way as in the proof of [5, Theorem 2.1]. Indeed, the controlled Euler–Poincaré equations (44) and

the Euler–Poincaré equations (51) with the (reduced) controlled Lagrangian ˜̀
r match if pi in (45)

and p̃i in (48) are equal, i.e.,

(Gib + σab T ai )T bα vα + Gab ρ
bc π̃c T ai + (ρab −Gab)ρ

ad π̃d

(
GbcGci + T bi

)
= 0.

Let us assume T ai = −σabGbi, which is equivalent to to the first matching condition in (52) using

the definitions (46) and (50) of Gai and T ai . Substituting T ai = −σabGbi into the above displayed

equation, we obtain

Gai = ρab(Gbc − σbc)Gci,
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but then this is satisfied if we assume the second matching condition in (52).

For the control law, we again mimic [5, Section 2.2] as follows: Notice from (45) and (49) that

πa −Gab ρ
bd π̃d = −Gab T bα vα.

Using (44b), (51b), and the above equality, we have

ua =
d

dt

(
πa −Gab ρ

bd π̃d

)
= −Gab

d

dt

(
T bα vα

)
= −Gab

d

dt

(
τ bj Ejα vα

)
= −Gab τ

b
j

(
DkEjα Γ̇k v

α + Ejα v̇α
)

= Gab τ
b
j

(
DkEjα κlkβ Γl v

αvβ − Ejα v̇α
)

= Gab τ
b
j

(
Eji F

i
αβ v

αvβ − Ejα v̇α
)

= Gab

(
T bi F iαβ vαvβ − T bα v̇α

)
,

where we used (51b) and the definitions of F and T from (27) and (50) in the third last three

equalities.

A.4. Proof of Proposition 16. We employ the same Energy–Casimir method from Appendix A.1.

Recall from Example 15 that the controlled system is equivalent to the original system (38)

whose inertia tensor I = diag(I1, I2, I3) is replaced by Ĩ shown in (57):

(I1, I2, I3)→
(
I1 +

J2
1

σ
, I2 + J2, I3 + J3

)
.

Therefore, the controlled system possesses invariants Ẽ and {C̃i}3i=1 defined by making the above

replacement in E and {Ci}3i=1 (see (30), (36), and (37)); note that C̃3 = C3 = (Γ2
2 + Γ2

3)/2 because

it does not depend on (I1, I2, I3). More specifically, we have

DẼ (ζsl) =


0

0

mY0

0

mgl

 , DC̃1(ζsl) =


0

I3 + J3

0

0

0

 , DC̃2(ζsl) =


0

0

1

0

0

 , DC̃3(ζsl) =


0

0

0

0

1

 .
Setting (c1, c2, c3) = (0,−mY0,−mgl), we have

D
(
Ẽ + c1C̃1 + c2C̃2 + c3C̃3

)
(ζsl) = 0.

Then we also see that

H := D2
(
Ẽ + c1C̃1 + c2C̃2 + c3C̃3

)
(ζsl)

=


I1 +ml2 + J2

1/σ 0 0 0 0

0 I3 + J3 0 −mlY0 0

0 0 m 0 0

0 −mlY0 0 −mgl 0

0 0 0 0 −mgl

 .
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The relevant tangent space is the null space

ker

DC̃1(ζsl)
T

DC̃2(ζsl)
T

DC̃3(ζsl)
T

 =

w = s1


1

0

0

0

0

+ s2


0

0

0

1

0

 | s1, s2 ∈ R

.
Hence we have the quadratic form

wTH w =

(
I1 +ml2 +

J2
1

σ

)
s2

1 −mgl s2
2,

which is negative definite in (s1, s2) under the assumed condition (58).
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