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Abstract. This paper investigates the dynamics of nonholonomic mechanical systems,
focusing on fundamental variational assumptions and the role of the transpositional rule.
We analyze how the Cetaev condition and the first variation of constraints define compatible
virtual displacements for systems subject to kinematic constraints, including those nonlinear
in generalized velocities. The study explores the necessary conditions for commutation
relations to hold, clarifying their impact on the consistency of the derived equations of
motion. By detailing the interplay between these variational identities and the Lagrangian
derivatives of constraint functions, we elucidate the differences between equations of motion
formulated via the d’Alembert—Lagrange principle and those obtained from extended time-
integral variational principles. This work aims to provide a clearer theoretical framework
for applying these core principles to nonholonomic dynamics.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The dynamics of nonholonomic mechanical systems remains a foundational challenge
in analytical mechanics. Unlike holonomic systems, where integrable constraints al-
low for a straightforward reduction of degrees of freedom, nonholonomic systems in-
volve non-integrable kinematic constraints dependent on generalized velocities. This
non-integrability requires a re-evaluation of fundamental principles, particularly con-
cerning virtual variations and their compatibility with motion restrictions. Conse-
quently, the formulation of equations of motion for these systems has historically
sparked academic debate, resulting in diverse and sometimes conflicting theoretical
approaches.
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This study provides a cohesive understanding of these systems by focusing on the
transpositional rule. This identity serves as a bridge between various conventions
used to handle variations in nonholonomic dynamics. We analyze how this rule,
alongside Cetaev’s condition for ideal virtual displacements and the first variation of
constraints, influences the formulation of the equations of motion. Our investigation
explores the interplay between these principles and the implications for the resulting
dynamic models.

A central theme is the analysis of the commutation relations between variational
and time-derivative operators. We clarify how different assumptions regarding these
relations are not merely formal, but fundamentally affect the consistency and physical
validity of the derived equations. By comparing the d’Alembert-Lagrange principle
with generalized time-integral variational principles—such as the Hamilton—Suslov
principle and vakonomic mechanics—this work highlights critical distinctions and
seeks to offer a more unified perspective on nonholonomic dynamics.

1.1. The physical framework. Consider a mechanical system described by gene-
ralized coordinates q = (¢1, .- ., ¢n) and velocities q = (q1, - - -, ¢n), subject to Kk <n
nonholonomic constraints

(1.1) g(a,at)=0, v=1,...k

The constraints are assumed to be regular, satisfying the non-singularity condition:

0 e (Y50

(417"'7q.n)

The functions g, can be linear or nonlinear in the velocities ¢;. In the linear case,
(1.1) takes the form

(1.3) go(@, @, t) =Y ay;(a,t)d; + bu(q,t).
j=1

A constraint is integrable (holonomic) if there exists a function f,(q,t) such that:

~Ofy . Ofyv
2 g, "t "o

(14) gu(qa q, t) = %fu(qv t) =

Condition (1.2) allows us to express (1.1) in explicit form. By re-indexing the vari-
ables if necessary to ensure that the Jacobian of the constraints with respect to

(Gm—+1s - - - qn) is nON-ZETO, We can write

(15) q.m-‘ru:aV(Q17"'7Q7laQI7"'74mat)7 I/Zl,...,ﬁl



where m = n — k. In this formulation, (qi,...,qm) serve as independent kinetic
variables, and the corresponding virtual displacements (dqi,...,0q,,) are likewise
independent.

1.2. Variations and transpositional rule.

1.2.1. First variation and Cetaev condition. We distinguish two types of variations
for a differentiable function F(q,q,t): the Cetaev variation 6(9F and the total
variation 6(") ', defined respectively as

(1.6) VR = Z 5q2, S F = Z (qu—i—f:gj(sqi.
i=1 B

The condition §(")g, = 0 is generally required to derive equations of motion from
time-integral variational principles. Conversely, the assumption 6(9g, = 0, known
as the Cetaev condition [4], defines the constraints as ideal or perfect.

Although primarily a postulate, the Cetaev condition effectively generalizes holo-

nomic theory. For integrable constraints g, = % fv, it reduces to af v (5qZ =0,
matching the standard definition of ideal geometric constraints. For linear kmematlc
constraints (1.3), it correctly reproduces the classical virtual displacement condition

Za,,,jéqj =0 [16]

1.2.2. The transpositional rule. The variations §(©) and §(*) are linked by the trans-
positional rule

(1.7) SO — - (5(e> F) _
z:l

<5ql ) Z D; Féq;

where D;F = %% - g—i denotes the i-th Lagrangian derivative. The term
(6g; — %6%) accounts for the potential non-commutation of the variation and
time-derivative operators. The assumption d¢; = %(6%) defines the standard
commutation relations.

Applying (1.7) to the constraint functions g, allows for a rigorous comparison be-
tween the conditions 6(9) g, = 0 and §(*)g,, = 0, highlighting their dependence on the

commutation relations and the Lagrangian derivatives of the constraints.



1.2.3. Transpositional rule for explicit constraints. For constraints in the explicit
form (1.5), the variations and Lagrangian derivatives become

8(1,1 . 80@ " day, .
099, = 81 — Z ogr, 01 gy = Om - Z - 25,

— 94r
(1.8)
—D;a, fori=1,...,m
Digy = day fori=m-+1,...,n
9q;

Substituting these into (1.7) yields the explicit transpositional rule

d " Do d
W, _ =2 (s — ; _ = _E v s 2
0y = (5 ) [&]m*” dt(‘;qm“’)]  Ogr (5(1’” dtdqr)
" da,
(1.9) + E Dy, 0q, — E « B —mpp-
m-p

Under this framework, the Cetaev condition 6(9g, = 0 and the variation §(*)g, =0
define the non-independent variations d¢,,+, and G+, in terms of the independent
variables (g, ¢ ).

1.3. Equations of motion for nonholonomic systems: an overview. To clarify
the roles of the variations (1.6) and of the transpositional rule (1.7), we briefly out-
line two primary approaches to nonholonomic dynamics: the d’Alembert-Lagrange
principle and generalized time-integral variational principles.

1.3.1. The d’Alembert-Lagrange principle. This principle states that
" /doL oL

1.10 — 6q; =0

(110 ; <dt 0G4 Oq; ) v

for any virtual displacement dq compatible with the constraints (1.1). Using the
Cetaev condition (first condition in (1.6)), the variations dq are restricted to the
subspace orthogonal to span(Vgg,). This leads to the equations of motion with
Lagrange multipliers pu,

doL 0L < Og,
1.11 —— = — = -
(L11) dt 0g; g EZ: " Bd,
Notably, these equations can be derived without explicit assumptions regarding the
commutation relations 6¢; = 4 (6¢;), i =1,...,n.



1.3.2. The equations of motion via a time-integral variational principle. Extending
Hamilton’s principle to nonholonomic systems remains an open and debated issue [3,
6, 10, 11, 15, 22|. To address this, two primary modifications are typically introduced:

1. Constrained Action: the standard stationarity condition is replaced by a
constrained functional using Lagrange multipliers A, :

t1 R
(1.12) 5/ <£+Z/\ng> dt = 0.
to v=1

2. Non-commutation: relaxing the standard commutation relations leads to the
Hamilton—Suslov principle [16], expressed as

f “OL (.. d
(1.13) /t <§L—;8qi<§qi—dt5qi>>dt—0,

where the term §¢; — %5% accounts for the variation of the velocity.

By combining these aspects and defining the constrained Lagrangian Lrp = £ +
> Avgu, the principle takes the form

h " OLp d
1.14 5Lr— > TR (64— ~-dq; ) | dt =0.
(1.14) /to ( R ; 20, (q 7 q)

If the non-commutation (transpositional rules) is modeled via coefficients W; ; such
that

(115) 5%—%5%2214/1,]‘(5(]]‘, izl,...,n

one derives the modified vakonomic equations [13, 20]:
- oL
(1.16) DiLR—ZWj,@'Tﬁ:o, i=1,...,n.
— q;
Jj=1

Together with constraints g, = 0, these form a system of n + k equations.
Special cases and assumptions:

e Standard Vakonomic Mechanics: if W;; = 0, eq. (1.16) reduces to the
classical vakonomic form [1, 21]

doc oL 99, _ d 09, _ 5,99
(1.17) T ; (AV (aqi dt 84@') Av 3%) ,

=1

This formulation differs from the d’Alembert-Lagrange dynamics (1.11),
though both recover standard Lagrange equations in the absence of con-
straints.

ot



e Operative Assumption: following [13], if one assumes
(1.18) Dig —iw--%:o i=1,...on v=1,...,k
. Gy 2 90, ) e e

the equations of motion simplify to

(1.19) D, L — ZWJ, ——ZZWJZ)\Z/ i=1,...,n.

j=1lv=1

The determination of W; ; remains the central theoretical challenge in this framework
[20].

2. THE MATHEMATICAL ASPECT

To clarify the subsequent analysis, we summarize the fundamental conditions:

n 0 »
(4)  6@g, = > P, =0

i=1 04;
69,/ 39u
W) g — =
(B) 6Wg, 1;(9(1 8qi + > ' 96, 5g; =0

d

2.1) (Co)  ddi — —

(5qi):0, i=1,...,n

() 5q-—&(5ql):ZW1j5qj, i=1,....,n
]:
d

(C1) 0, — @(

dgr) =0, r=1,...,m

where (C4) assumes commutation holds only for independent variables.

The specific dynamical approach is defined by the choice of these conditions. For
instance, while (C) assumes that commutation holds only for independent variables,
the Cetaev formulation (1.11) relies solely on (A). In contrast, the combination of
(A) and (Cp) corresponds to the Holder principle [23]. Similarly, the coupling of
(B) and (Cp) underpins the vakonomic equations of motion (1.17) [1], whereas the
broader assumption (C), in conjunction with (B), leads to recent generalizations of
vakonomic mechanics [13], [20].



2.1. Necessary conditions for commutation. The transpositional rule (1.7) re-
veals the necessary conditions for commutation under various assumptions:

Proposition 2.1. If the commutation relations (Cy) hold, then:
e Under (A): §Mg, = — 3 Dig,0qi,

i=1

d n
e Under (B): %(6“)91,) = leigu&lz',

e Under (AB): > D;g,0q; = 0.

i=1
Notably, if

(2.2) > Digbqi =0, v=1,...,k

i=1
is satisfied, then (1.7) implies 6(")g, = 4 (5(°)g,). In this case, (A) and (B) become
equivalent.
The converse of the Proposition does not hold: while any of the three conditions
implies that > 99y (&ji — %6%) =0 for all v = 1,...,k, this does not in turn

i=1 9q;
imply (Cy), despite the fact that k < n.

2.2. The double assumption (4) and (B). Assumption (A) serves a physical
role, characterizing ideal constraints through virtual displacements. In contrast, as-
sumption (B) pertains primarily to the implementation of variational principles and
the formal techniques of the calculus of variations. The combined assumption (AB),
widely discussed in the literature, is common in both classical tratises [14, 19] and
contemporary models. However, there is widespread skepticism regarding the cou-
pling (AB) when applied within the framework of the commutation relations (Cp);
it is often argued that, in this case, only integrable constraints can be considered.
According to recent approaches [13, 20|, replacing (Cy) with a more general assump-
tion (C) (see (2.1)) the transpositional rule (1.7) allows (AB) and (C) to coexist
even in the context of nonholonomic systems. Specifically, we address the following
question: assuming (AB), what conclusions can be drawn regarding properties (Cp)
and (3.9)? An illustration of the case under consideration is provided below:

Proposition 2.2. Assume (AB). If the commutation relations (Cy) are verified,

then Z D;g,0q; = 0.

i=1

Indeed, if (A) and (B) are both in force then the transpositional rule reduces to

(2.3) Z %(Z ( ! t(SQi) = ;Digud%

i=1



and the sum on the left side is zero if (Cp) is verified, whence (3.9) must hold.
Under (AB), the identity (3.9) is a necessary condition for (Cp). Similarly to a
previous remark, the same identity does not imply the commutation (Cy), but only

E 82w (5¢; — &0q;) = 0.

Under the sole assumption of (A), we can prove a useful characterization of condition
(3.9):

Proposition 2.3. Assuming §(°g, =0 forv =1,...,x, the equality (3.9) holds
if and only if

K

9y
) _ (v 15 <
(2.4) Dig, = E:l 0, )371, (i=1,...,n)

for some coefficients op*)(q, 4, t).

Proof.If (3.9) holds for every displacement satisfying (A), then (2.4) follows imme-
diately from the full-rank condition (1.2).Conversely, multiplying (2.4) by d¢; and
summing over ¢ yields

> Digdgi = oV (Z gg."éqi> =0
i=1 p=1 i=1 9%

which vanishes by virtue of condition (4). O

The equivalent condition (2.4) suggests that only linear constraints can strictly satisfy
(Cb), as nonlinear constraints would introduce second-order derivatives §; in the
Lagrangian derivative D;g, .

2.2.1. Geometric structure of displacements. In vector-matrix notation, let A =
[09,/0¢;] and B = [0g,/9¢;], v = 1,...,k, 7 = 1,...,n and let dq,dq € R" be
the variation column vectors. The conditions (AB) correspond to the system

Biq=0 (A)
(2.5)
Adq+ Big=0 (B)

The main results are summarized in Propositions 2.4 and 2.5, which characterize the

linear spaces containing the displacements §dq and variations §¢ under the condition
(AB).

Proposition 2.4. Under (AB), the set of consistent virtual displacements dq is
the (n— r)-dimensional subspace V("~*) = ker B. For a fixed q, the set of consistent



variations ¢ is an affine space A("~") defined by

(2.6) 5q =Y t.w,— Bt Aiq

s=1
where {w} is a basis for ker B and B is a right inverse of B.

Proof. Given that rank B = «, the solution space of (A) is the kernel of B, which
is the orthogonal complement of the space spanned by the rows of B:

991 89n>l

2.7 V(=5 — ker B = 2
(27) . <aq, 2

Thus, 6q = Y -, 0, W, proves the first part.For a fixed dq, equation (B) is a non-
homogeneous linear system for dq. Its general solution is

(2.8) oq = Z Ysws — BT Adq

s=1
where BT € R™** is a right inverse of B, that is BB' = I, (we recall that rankB =
and existence of BT are equivalent conditions and that B*b is a particular solution
of the system Bx = b, see [7]). The first term spans ker B (the space V("~*))  while
the second is a particular solution. This shows that the set of compatible dq is the
affine space A("~%) resulting from the translation of V(»=%), [0
Using the matrices A and B we define D = B — A € R**". The relation (2.3) can
be written in vector-matrix form as:

(2.9) B <5q - jt(éq)) _ Déq

Proposition 2.5. Assume (AB). Then:
(i) (Co) implies Déq = 0.
(ii) If D5q = 0, then 6 — % (6q) € ker B.
(iii) If Déq = 0, then -(6q) € A=), where A""~") s the affine space defined
in (2.6).

Proof. Property (¢) follows directly from (2.9) by substituting the condition (Cp) :
6q = 4(5q). To prove (ii), the assumption Ddq = 0 reduces (2.9) to B(5¢ —

dq) = 0, which by definition implies that the vector difference lies in ker B =
span<w17 ...y W ). For (ii7), we differentiate the consistency condition (A), Béq = 0,
with respect to time:

(2.10) Béq + B d ((5q) =0 = B;l (6q) = —Béq.



Under the assumption Déq = 0 (i.e., Adq = Bdq), equation (2.10) becomes
B%((;q) = —Aédq. This is exactly the non-homogeneous system (2.5) defining the
affine space A(™=*) for §¢. Thus, i d(5q) e Aln=®) O

2.2.2. Remarks on Proposition 2.5. The condition Ddq = 0 is necessary, but not
sufficient, for the commutation rule (Cp) to hold. Physically, Ddq = 0 restricts the
difference 5q— £ (§q) to ker B. Geometrically, this implies that if Ddq # 0, the affine
spaces for 6¢ and 4 4 (6q) are disjoint, as the underlying linear systems share the same
matrix B but have distinct non-homogeneous terms (—Adq # —Bdq). Regarding the
broader assumption (C) in (1.15), often employed to extend vakonomic techniques
to nonholonomic systems, we compare our approach with the k x n conditions (1.18)
proposed in [13]. While (1.18) implies the transpositional rule (2.3) via the identity

gy
(2.11) ZDZg,ﬁql Zag (5% dt(aqj)> =0, v=1,...,K,

the converse is generally false. Specifically, (2.3) imposes only n constraints on the
coefficients Wi, j, whereas (1.18) requires x x n conditions. Consequently, the rela-
tions in [13] constitute additional hypotheses which appear as restrictive requirements
rather than necessary consequences of the dynamics.

2.2.3. Eaplicit constraints and assumption (C1) (partial commutation). For systems
with explicit constraints (1.5), assumptions (A) and (B) yield the transpositional
relation (see (1.8) and (1.9))

(2.12)
d = da d " da, da
6Qm v 76Qm v — = (6 T — 5 ) D rQy — = £ 6Q7‘7
* dt * ; aqr dt Z Z an+,u aQT
where v = 1,...,k and a, = a,(q,41,---,Gm,t). If we further assume (C;), that

is the commutation relations hold only for the m independent variables, equation
(2.12) simplifies to

d " da, O
2.1 .m v~ ;,99m+v = — D v B & .
R s 9 LI oot S I

r=1

This framework, rooted in the Hamilton—Suslov principle [16] and widely adopted
[17, 22|, leads to the following result:

Proposition 2.6. Under assumptions (A), (B) and (C1), the commutation rela-
tions 0G4+, = %(5qm+y hold for the dependent variables if and only if

(2.14) > Digdqi =0, v=1,... K
=1

10



Proof. The result follows directly from (2.13) by noting that its right-hand side is
equivalent to — Y7 | D;g,0¢; (see (1.9)). O

2.2.4. Historical Context and (C1) as a Hypothesis. The choice of commutation rules
defines different approaches to nonholonomic mechanics. The global commutation
(Cp) for all variables, supported by Volterra, Hamel, and Pars [16, 19|, implies d/dt
and § commute throughout. Conversely, the partial commutation (C1), restricted
to independent variables, was introduced by Suslov, Levi-Civita and Amaldi. While
(C1) simplifies the link between global commutation and the condition D;g,d¢q; = 0,
it remains a hypothesis. In its absence, the resulting variational principles and the
correspondence between different formulations of the equations of motion become
significantly weaker.

3. CATEGORIES OF NONHOLONOMIC CONSTRAINTS

We analyze special classes of constraints, distinguishing between linear and non-
linear formulations with respect to generalized velocities.

3.1. Linear Kinematic Constraints. Consider constraints of the form ¢, (q, q,t) =
> ayi¢; + b, = 0. The transpositional rule (1.7) is expressed as

d " dg, (.. d o
31) g, — a5(6)gu =Y 32 (5%‘ - ch5Qj) — i =1"D;g.5q;.
g=1 "%

Under the Cetaev condition (Assumption A), §(©) g, = 0, this formulation overlaps
with the standard treatment of virtual displacements [16]

3.1.1. Explicit Form and Commutation. When constraints are given explicitly as
dmtv = 2oy &urGr + 1y, the transpositional rule becomes

d d “ d
§(v) 1/776(6) v = §m 1/775 m+v | — v,r 57“**6 r
gy = 5079 Qv = 2 0m+ ;5, Gr — 5,04
(3:2) — Y BETada =Y gy
r,s=1 r=1

The coefficients 87:T" and 7% account for the non-integrability and time-dependence
of the constraints. If Assumption (C;) (commutation for independent variables)
holds, the first summation vanishes. For autonomous constraints (1, = 0,9:¢ = 0),

v = 0.

11



3.1.2. Linear Homogeneous Constraints. For constraints g, = > a, ;(q)¢; = 0, the

n
condition ) D,g,dq; = 0 is central. In vector notation, this requires
j=1

dav\" _ dav
dq dq

(3.3) qFASq =0, where A= (

Since A is skew-symmetric, the product is zero if ¢ and dq are parallel.

Case n = 2: Since q and dq both belong to the 1D space orthogonal to a,, they are
necessarily parallel; thus (3.3) is always satisfied.

Case n > 2: The orthogonal space has dimension > 2, so q and dq are not necessarily
parallel, and (3.3) may not vanish.

3.1.3. Ezact constraints. An exact (or integrable) constraint g, satisfies (1.4) for
some function f,(q,t). Such a constraint is linear, with coefficients a,, ; = 25 v and
J
— 9f : Ofy _ Ofu d3fu _ Ofy : f o dof, _ 9fy _
by, = 5. The relations 55, = dq dide — 0q imply D, f, = 9~ 9g — 0.
Consequently, the transpositional rule becomes

. d : " 9f, o d
@4 2 (50 — dlv 2 Sa.
(3.4) N f, i ((5 f,,) jEZI 94, <5q] dt(sqj>'

Since the Cetaev condition for g, coincides with the standard definition of virtual
displacements for holonomic constraints, we have §(¢) fl, = 0 (Assumption A). Fur-
thermore, if the commutation relations (Cp) holds, then 6(*) f,, = 0 (Assumption B).
In standard holonomic systems, all three terms in (3.4) vanish.

Remark 3.1. The necessity of relations (Cy) ) arises from the consistency between

f, =0 and f, = 0. Defining 6 f, =3 gg; 8q;, one finds & (5 f,) = 6 f, if and

only if the operations d/dt and 6(°) commute for any function f,.
3.1.4. Integrable constraints via an integrating factor. A constraint g, is integrable

via an integrating factor ¢,(q,t) if ¢, g, is exact, i. e.

(35) 6u(a g0, 4,1) = 5 fula ).

This implies g, is linear in §q with coefficients a, ; and b, satisfying

Afy
8(]]' ’

afy

(36) ¢l/au,j = ot

(bubz/ =

12



The necessary (and locally sufficient) closure conditions for (3.5) are

o (B Oy, 96, 00,

(3 7) v 8(]]' aQi - a(h o 8(]]'
’ (z) abu o aau,j —a a(bu _ a(bu
v an' ot o ot v 6qj

where ¢, = 1 recovers the standard exactness conditions. Although ¢, = 0 could
theoretically introduce extraneous configurations, (3.7) implies that at such points
the gradients of g, and ¢, are proportional, ensuring the equivalence of g, = 0 and

¢Vgu =0.

Proposition 3.1. If g, satisfies (3.5), its Lagrangian derivative D; obeys

a¢u —gi.) agz/
aqj' v qu ’

(3.8) ®Djgu = gu
Proof: Since Djfl, = 0, expanding D;(¢,g,) yields

d agl/ > 8gu 8¢u ] agv 6(251,
I VA - Qv — Yv - yD‘ v + v~ —gu = 0 ‘:l
dt (¢ o4 ) " oq; g, ~ DI aq; " 0q;

Corollary 3.1. On the constraint manifold g, = 0, we have ¢, D;g, = —¢5,, gng.
Multiplying by dg; and summing over j, we obtain:

Proposition 3.2. Let g, = 0 satisfy (3.5). If the virtual displacements §q; satisty
the Cetaev condition (Assumption A), then

(3.9) > Djg,6q; =0

j=1
wherever ¢,, # 0.

Example 3.1. Consider g1 = g2g1 —q142 = 0. Here D1g1 = 242 and Dag1 = —2¢; -
Individually these are non-zero, but the sum 2(¢20q1 — ¢10q2) vanishes under the
Cetaev condition q20¢: — q10g2 = 0 as it becomes proportional to gy .

In summary, the class of constraints integrable via an integrating factor generalizes
the properties of exact systems, ensuring that the transpositional rule (1.7) reduces

to the form §(")g, = 3 ‘?)—‘Z{_’(éqi — £5g;) (whenever the Cetaev condition holds),
i=1

mirroring the behavior of exact constraints. While exactness (D;g, = 0) is sufficient
for the validity of (3.9), the existence of an integrating factor provides a broader

13



sufficient condition. The reduced form of the transpositional rule is not exclusive to
exact constraints, but extends to any system where an integrating factor allows for a
consistent definition of virtual work. Even though individual Lagrangian derivatives
may not vanish, their weighted sum remains zero.This leads to the interesting inverse
problem: we may wonder whether the fulfillment of (3.9) under Assumption (A)
implies that the constraint is necessarily of type (3.5). If true, this category would
define the exact boundaries for the applicability of the reduced transpositional rule."

3.2. Nonlinear Kinematic Constraints. While nonholonomic mechanics typi-
cally focuses on constraints linear or affine in generalized velocities (e.g., rolling
disks), nonlinear constraints introduce significant theoretical complexities. In these
cases, the compatibility of virtual variations and the principle of ideality—specifically
regarding Cetaev’s conditions—require careful handling, as standard variational prin-
ciples often demand substantial modification.

The first realization of such a model dates back to the Appell-Hamel machine [§],
a benchmark system extensively discussed in literature [12|. Despite the challenges
of physical implementation, nonlinear restrictions arise naturally in theoretical con-
texts, such as constraints on velocity magnitude, parallelism or orthogonality between
velocities, and the nonholonomic pendulum [2].

We focus on two key categories of nonlinear constraints: homogeneous constraints
and those independent of spatial coordinates.

3.2.1. Homogeneous Constraints. A constraint g,(q, q,t) is positive homogeneous of
degree p if g,(q, Aq,t) = APg,(q,q,t). According to Euler’s Theorem, this implies

. Ogy
(3.10) > i 9 — pg, =0 (on g, =0).

The formal affinity between (3.10) and the Cetaev condition (Assumption A) leads
many authors to adopt the latter for homogeneous constraints [5].

Remark 3.2. In terms of explicit functions (1.5), if the constraints are homo-
geneous f any degree, the functions ¢+, = «, are homogeneous of degree 1 with
respect to the velocities g, (k =1,...,m). Consequently, they satisfy Euler’s homo-
geneous function theorem

- ﬁal,q
s k
= O

oy =

14



The combination of Combining (A) with the Euler identity (3.10) yields the system

99,

(3.11) 5’;

0q

q=0

-6q=0

which implies that both the generalized velocities q and the virtual displacements
dq lie within the same vector space defined in (2.7).

3.2.2. Quadratic Homogeneous Constraints. Consider homogeneous polynomial con-
straints of degree 2, which represent a broad class of nonholonomic restrictions:

v = > 1 (@didk = 0.

ik=1

The partial derivatives with respect to the velocities are gg; =3, (V](Vl) + %(V)) G-

Consequently, the Cetaev condition (A), corresponding to the second line of (3.11),
is expressed as

n
899, = lz (42 +2)) qzl dq; = 0.
=1 Li=1

The transpositional rule for these constraints becomes

n 8 5 .
(3.12) §Mg, =>" 82 : (5% —(0g;) ) ZDgguéqg
J

j=1

where Djg, is the Lagrangian derivative of g,. The physical interpretation of (3.12)
depends on the variational hypothesis adopted: if we assume (Cj) (coomutation),

then (3.12) reduces to §(")g, = — 3 D,g,6q; and we expect 6("g, # 0. If (AB)
=1

is assumed, then (3.12) corresponds to (2.3) and the standard commutation (Cp)
cannot be satisfied.

Generally, condition (3.9) is not an identity for quadratic constraints. According
to Proposition 3, its validity would require D;g, to be a linear combination of the
coefficients gﬁ

K

dg
(v)ZIn
Djg, = E Qu 24,

(v )(q, q), which is typically not the case.

for some functions g,
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Finally, combining assumptions (A) and (B) with statement (C') from (2.1)—intended
to reconcile vakonomic and nonholonomic methods [20]—transforms (3.12) into

n

n

99

(3.13) Z (ngy - Z Wi,jaq;> 5g; =0
j=1 =1

where dg; satisfies condition (A). While identifying the n x n coefficients Wi, j

usually yields only one condition per constraint, [13] suggests that each term in the

parenthesis vanishes. This provides £ x n conditions for W; ; in terms of fyi(,”j), their

spatial derivatives, and the accelerations q.

3.2.3. Constraints depending only on velocities. We examine the special case where
the constraint functions depend only on velocities and time:

(314) gv = gz/(Qv t) =0

A physical example of this type is a constraint imposing the magnitude of the velocity
of a point, such as |q| = C(¢), where C(t) is a given non-negative function.
The variations and the Lagrangian derivative simplify as follows:

. agy agy . d agl/
6g, =25 6Wg, = -8 Djg, = —
g 94 qQ, g 94 qQ, 9 dt \ dq;

The general transpositional relation (1.7) then becomes

99y .. d (9g, _ 99y (. d. N\ d (g
(3.15) g %4 dt(aq 6‘1)_ aq (5‘1 dt(sq) dt<8q %q

By assuming the Cetaev condition (A), the requirement (2.4)—equivalent to the

vanishing of the Lagrangian derivative sum (3.9)—takes the form
d (90g, u dg
3.16 — = E =t
(8.16) dt (aq) 2 %9g

where the coefficients g, are functions of (q,t). If hypothesis (B) also holds, relation

(3.15) implies
g, . d _d (9g,
94 (5‘1_ dt‘sq} ~ (aq) 0d

It follows that the standard commutation rule (Cp) is satisfied if and only if the

constraints verify the condition (3.16).

Remark 3.3. The condition %—%’ -0q = 0 is a central component of Jourdain’s
Principle (9], which applies to general constraints g,(q,q,t). The validity of the
commutation relation within the framework of this principle is further discussed in

[18].
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND FINAL REMARKS

In this study, we have provided a rigorous framework for evaluating the consistency
of nonholonomic mechanics by analyzing the interplay between the Cetaev condition
(A), the total variation of constraints (B) and the commutation relations (C). By
utilizing the transpositional rule as a bridge between these formalisms, we have
clarified the role of these fundamental identities in the derivation of the equations of

motion.

4.1. Summary of geometric and analytical results. The core findings of our
analysis, rooted in the geometric characterization provided by Propositions 2.4 and

2.5, can be summarized as follows:

e Structure of variation spaces. Proposition 2.4 establishes that while virtual
displacements dq belong to the subspace V("~%) = ker B, the consistent
velocity variations ¢ reside in an affine space A%, This distinction is
fundamental for the correct application of variational principles: the simul-
taneous validity of conditions (A) and (B) is mathematically restrictive and
generally incompatible with standard commutation relations (Cj).

e Limits of commutativity. Proposition 2.5 clarifies the role of the Lagrangian
derivative matrix. Commutation between the operators 6 and d/dt is not
a general property but depends strictly on the condition ) . D;g,dq; = 0.
If this identity fails, the paths of variation and time-differentiation diverge
into disjoint affine spaces, highlighting a fundamental divergence between
variational (vakonomic) and differential (nonholonomic) methods.

e Linear vs. nonlinear dynamics. For linear kinematic constraints, the Cetaev
condition remains the most consistent approach. However, for nonlinear ho-
mogeneous constraints, the transpositional rule serves as a diagnostic crite-
rion, allowing for a systematic determination of the structural requirements
for consistent variations.

4.2. Comparative analysis and physical insight. A key contribution of this
work is the critical comparison between our minimal geometric approach and the
more restrictive assumptions found in recent literature, such as the coefficients W; ;
used in certain vakonomic models. Our analysis demonstrates that the transposi-
tional rule (2.3) is a more economical and transparent assumption than the k x n
conditions proposed in [13]. While the latter implies our results, the converse does
not hold. Given that the conditions in [13] impose significantly more constraints
without a clear physical justification, we argue that our derivation offers a more
robust foundation for non-classical dynamics.
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4.3.

Future perspectives. The deeper understanding of these mathematical un-

derpinnings opens significant avenues for theoretical and applied mechanics. Future

investigations will focus on:

(1]

[2

3

[4

[5

6

(7]

(8]
[l

[10]
[11]
[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]
[16]
[17]
(18]

[19]

1. the physical interpretation of the W; ; and QELV) coefficients in highly nonlinear
scenarios,

2. the application of these derived necessary conditions to advanced engineer-
ing and robotic systems, where non-classical and nonlinear constraints are
increasingly prevalent,

3. the reconciliation of the vakonomic variational method with the d’Alembert-
Lagrange approach through the lens of statement (C).
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