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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 Četaev 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.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

60
1.

00
03

2v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
cl

as
s-

ph
] 

 3
0 

D
ec

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2601.00032v1


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 Četaev’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 = (q1, . . . , qn) and velocities q̇ = (q̇1, . . . , q̇n), subject to κ < n

nonholonomic constraints

(1.1) gν(q, q̇, t) = 0, ν = 1, . . . , κ.

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

(1.2) rank
(
∂(g1, . . . , gκ)

∂(q̇1, . . . , q̇n)

)
= κ.

The functions gν can be linear or nonlinear in the velocities q̇i. In the linear case,
(1.1) takes the form

(1.3) gν(q, q̇, t) =

n∑
j=1

aν,j(q, t)q̇j + bν(q, t).

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

(1.4) gν(q, q̇, t) =
d

dt
fν(q, t) =

n∑
i=1

∂fν
∂qi

q̇i +
∂f+ν

∂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
(q̇m+1, . . . , q̇n) is non-zero, we can write

(1.5) q̇m+ν = αν(q1, . . . , qn, q̇1, . . . , q̇m, t), ν = 1, . . . , κ
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where m = n − κ. In this formulation, (q̇1, . . . , q̇m) serve as independent kinetic
variables, and the corresponding virtual displacements (δq1, . . . , δqm) are likewise
independent.

1.2. Variations and transpositional rule.

1.2.1. First variation and Četaev condition. We distinguish two types of variations
for a differentiable function F (q, q̇, t): the Četaev variation δ(c)F and the total
variation δ(v)F , defined respectively as

(1.6) δ(c)F :=

n∑
i=1

∂F

∂q̇i
δqi, δ(v)F :=

n∑
i=1

∂F

∂qi
δqi +

n∑
i=1

∂F

∂q̇i
δq̇i.

The condition δ(v)gν = 0 is generally required to derive equations of motion from
time-integral variational principles. Conversely, the assumption δ(c)gν = 0, known
as the Četaev condition [4], defines the constraints as ideal or perfect.
Although primarily a postulate, the Četaev condition effectively generalizes holo-
nomic theory. For integrable constraints gν = d

dtfν , it reduces to
∑ ∂fν

∂qi
δqi = 0,

matching the standard definition of ideal geometric constraints. For linear kinematic
constraints (1.3), it correctly reproduces the classical virtual displacement condition∑
aν,jδqj = 0 [16].

1.2.2. The transpositional rule. The variations δ(c) and δ(v) are linked by the trans-
positional rule

(1.7) δ(v)F − d

dt

(
δ(c)F

)
=

n∑
i=1

∂F

∂q̇i

(
δq̇i −

d

dt
δqi

)
−

n∑
i=1

DiFδqi

where DiF = d
dt

∂F
∂q̇i

− ∂F
∂qi

denotes the i-th Lagrangian derivative. The term
(δq̇i − d

dtδqi) accounts for the potential non-commutation of the variation and
time-derivative operators. The assumption δq̇i = d

dt (δqi) defines the standard
commutation relations.
Applying (1.7) to the constraint functions gν allows for a rigorous comparison be-
tween the conditions δ(c)gν = 0 and δ(v)gν = 0, highlighting their dependence on the
commutation relations and the Lagrangian derivatives of the constraints.
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1.2.3. Transpositional rule for explicit constraints. For constraints in the explicit
form (1.5), the variations and Lagrangian derivatives become

δ(c)gν = δqm+ν −
m∑
r=1

∂αν

∂q̇r
δqr, δ(v)gν = δq̇m+ν −

n∑
i=1

∂αν

∂qi
δqi −

m∑
r=1

∂αν

∂q̇r
δq̇r

(1.8)

Digν =

 −Diαν for i = 1, . . . ,m
∂αν

∂qi
for i = m+ 1, . . . , n

Substituting these into (1.7) yields the explicit transpositional rule

δ(v)gν − d

dt

(
δ(c)gν

)
=

[
δq̇m+ν − d

dt
(δqm+ν)

]
−

m∑
r=1

∂αν

∂q̇r

(
δq̇r −

d

dt
δqr

)

+

m∑
r=1

Drανδqr −
κ∑

µ=1

∂αν

∂qm+µ
δqm+µ.(1.9)

Under this framework, the Četaev condition δ(c)gν = 0 and the variation δ(v)gν = 0

define the non-independent variations δqm+ν and δq̇m+ν in terms of the independent
variables (qr, q̇r).

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

(1.10)
n∑

i=1

(
d

dt

∂L
∂q̇i

− ∂L
∂qi

)
δqi = 0

for any virtual displacement δq compatible with the constraints (1.1). Using the
Četaev condition (first condition in (1.6)), the variations δq are restricted to the
subspace orthogonal to span(∇q̇gν). This leads to the equations of motion with
Lagrange multipliers µν

(1.11)
d

dt

∂L
∂q̇i

− ∂L
∂qi

=

κ∑
ν=1

µν
∂gν
∂q̇i

, i = 1, . . . , n.

Notably, these equations can be derived without explicit assumptions regarding the
commutation relations δq̇i = d

dt (δqi), i = 1, . . . , n.
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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 λν :

(1.12) δ

∫ t1

t0

(
L+

κ∑
ν=1

λνgν

)
dt = 0.

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

(1.13)
∫ t1

t0

(
δL−

n∑
i=1

∂L

∂q̇i

(
δq̇i −

d

dt
δqi

))
dt = 0,

where the term δq̇i − d
dtδqi accounts for the variation of the velocity.

By combining these aspects and defining the constrained Lagrangian LR = L +∑
λνgν , the principle takes the form

(1.14)
∫ t1

t0

(
δLR −

n∑
i=1

∂LR

∂q̇i

(
δq̇i −

d

dt
δqi

))
dt = 0.

If the non-commutation (transpositional rules) is modeled via coefficients Wi,j such
that

(1.15) δq̇i −
d

dt
δqi =

∑
Wi,jδqj , i = 1, . . . , n

one derives the modified vakonomic equations [13, 20]:

(1.16) DiLR −
n∑

j=1

Wj, i
∂LR

∂q̇j
= 0, i = 1, . . . , n.

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

• Standard Vakonomic Mechanics: if Wi,j = 0, eq. (1.16) reduces to the
classical vakonomic form [1, 21]

(1.17)
d

dt

∂L
∂q̇i

− ∂L
∂qi

=

κ∑
ν=1

(
λν

(
∂gν
∂qi

− d

dt

∂gν
∂q̇i

)
− λ̇ν

∂gν
∂q̇i

)
.

This formulation differs from the d’Alembert-Lagrange dynamics (1.11),
though both recover standard Lagrange equations in the absence of con-
straints.
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• Operative Assumption: following [13], if one assumes

(1.18) Digν −
n∑

j=1

Wj,i
∂gν
∂q̇j

= 0, i = 1, . . . , n ν = 1, . . . , κ

the equations of motion simplify to

(1.19) DiL −
n∑

j=1

Wj,i
∂L
∂q̇j

= −
n∑

j=1

κ∑
ν=1

Wj,iλ̇ν
∂gν

∂q̇j
, i = 1, . . . , n.

The determination ofWi,j remains the central theoretical challenge in this framework
[20].

2. The mathematical aspect

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

(2.1)

(A) δ(c)gν =
n∑

i=1

∂gν
∂q̇i

δqi = 0

(B) δ(v)gν =
n∑

i=1

∂gν
∂qi

δqi +
∑n

i=1

∂gν
∂q̇i

δq̇i = 0

(C0) δq̇i −
d

dt
(δqi) = 0, i = 1, . . . , n

(C) δq̇i −
d

dt
(δqi) =

n∑
j=1

Wi,jδqj , i = 1, . . . , n

(C1) δq̇r −
d

dt
(δqr) = 0, r = 1, . . . ,m

where (C1) assumes commutation holds only for independent variables.
The specific dynamical approach is defined by the choice of these conditions. For
instance, while (C1) assumes that commutation holds only for independent variables,
the Četaev formulation (1.11) relies solely on (A). In contrast, the combination of
(A) and (C0) corresponds to the Hölder principle [23]. Similarly, the coupling of
(B) and (C0) 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].
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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 (C0) hold, then:

• Under (A): δ(v)gν = −
n∑

i=1

Digνδqi,

• Under (B):
d

dt
(δ(c)gν) =

n∑
i=1

Digνδqi,

• Under (AB):
n∑

i=1

Digνδqi = 0.

Notably, if

(2.2)
n∑

i=1

Digνδqi = 0, ν = 1, . . . , κ.

is satisfied, then (1.7) implies δ(v)gν = d
dt (δ

(c)gν). In this case, (A) and (B) become
equivalent.
The converse of the Proposition does not hold: while any of the three conditions
implies that

∑n
i=1

∂gν
∂q̇i

(
δq̇i − d

dtδqi
)
= 0 for all ν = 1, . . . , κ, this does not in turn

imply (C0), despite the fact that κ < n.

2.2. The double assumption (A) 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 (C0);
it is often argued that, in this case, only integrable constraints can be considered.
According to recent approaches [13, 20], replacing (C0) 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 (C0)

and (3.9)? An illustration of the case under consideration is provided below:

Proposition 2.2. Assume (AB). If the commutation relations (C0) are verified,

then
n∑

i=1

Digνδqi = 0.

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

(2.3)
n∑

i=1

∂gν
∂q̇i

(
δq̇i −

d

dt
δqi

)
=

n∑
i=1

Digνδqi
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and the sum on the left side is zero if (C0) is verified, whence (3.9) must hold.
Under (AB), the identity (3.9) is a necessary condition for (C0). Similarly to a
previous remark, the same identity does not imply the commutation (C0), but only
n∑

i=1

∂gν
∂q̇i

(
δq̇i − d

dtδqi
)
= 0.

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

Proposition 2.3. Assuming δ(c)gν = 0 for ν = 1, . . . , κ, the equality (3.9) holds
if and only if

(2.4) Digν =

κ∑
µ=1

ϱ(ν)µ

∂gµ
∂q̇i

(i = 1, . . . , n)

for some coefficients ϱµ(ν)(q, q̇, 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 δqi and
summing over i yields

n∑
i=1

Digνδqi =

κ∑
µ=1

ϱ(ν)µ

(
n∑

i=1

∂gµ
∂q̇i

δqi

)
= 0

which vanishes by virtue of condition (A). □

The equivalent condition (2.4) suggests that only linear constraints can strictly satisfy
(C0), as nonlinear constraints would introduce second-order derivatives q̈i in the
Lagrangian derivative Digν .

2.2.1. Geometric structure of displacements. In vector-matrix notation, let A =

[∂gν/∂qj ] and B = [∂gν/∂q̇j ], ν = 1, . . . , κ, j = 1, . . . , n and let δq, δq̇ ∈ Rn be
the variation column vectors. The conditions (AB) correspond to the system

(2.5)

 Bδq = 0 (A)

Aδq+Bδq̇ = 0 (B)

The main results are summarized in Propositions 2.4 and 2.5, which characterize the
linear spaces containing the displacements δq and variations δ̇q under the condition
(AB).

Proposition 2.4. Under (AB), the set of consistent virtual displacements δq is
the (n−κ)-dimensional subspace V(n−κ) = kerB. For a fixed δq, the set of consistent
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variations δq̇ is an affine space A(n−κ) defined by

(2.6) δq̇ =

m∑
s=1

ψsws −B+Aδq

where {ws} is a basis for kerB and B+ is a right inverse of B.

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

(2.7) V(n−κ) = kerB =

〈
∂g1
∂q̇

, . . . ,
∂gκ
∂q̇

〉⊥

.

Thus, δq =
∑m

r=1 σrwr proves the first part.For a fixed δq, equation (B) is a non-
homogeneous linear system for δq̇. Its general solution is

(2.8) δq̇ =

m∑
s=1

ψsws−B+Aδq

where B+ ∈ Rn×κ is a right inverse of B, that is BB+ = Iκ (we recall that rankB = κ

and existence of B+ are equivalent conditions and that B+b is a particular solution
of the system Bx = b, see [7]). The first term spans kerB (the space V(n−κ)), while
the second is a particular solution. This shows that the set of compatible δq̇ is the
affine space A(n−κ) resulting from the translation of V(n−κ). □

Using the matrices A and B we define D = Ḃ − A ∈ Rκ×n. The relation (2.3) can
be written in vector-matrix form as:

(2.9) B

(
δq̇− d

dt
(δq)

)
= Dδq.

Proposition 2.5. Assume (AB). Then:

(i) (C0) implies Dδq = 0.
(ii) If Dδq = 0, then δq̇− d

dt (δq) ∈ kerB.
(iii) If Dδq = 0, then d

dt (δq) ∈ A(n−κ), where A(n−κ) is the affine space defined
in (2.6).

Proof. Property (i) follows directly from (2.9) by substituting the condition (C0) :

δq̇ = d
dt (δq). To prove (ii), the assumption Dδq = 0 reduces (2.9) to B(δq̇ −

d
dtδq) = 0, which by definition implies that the vector difference lies in kerB =

span⟨w1, . . . ,wm⟩. For (iii), we differentiate the consistency condition (A), Bδq = 0,
with respect to time:

(2.10) Ḃδq+B
d

dt
(δq) = 0 =⇒ B

d

dt
(δq) = −Ḃδq.

9



Under the assumption Dδq = 0 (i.e., Aδq = Ḃδq), equation (2.10) becomes
B d

dt (δq) = −Aδq. This is exactly the non-homogeneous system (2.5) defining the
affine space A(n−κ) for δq̇. Thus, d

dt (δq) ∈ A(n−κ). □

2.2.2. Remarks on Proposition 2.5. The condition Dδq = 0 is necessary, but not
sufficient, for the commutation rule (C0) to hold. Physically, Dδq = 0 restricts the
difference δq̇− d

dt (δq) to kerB. Geometrically, this implies that if Dδq ̸= 0, the affine
spaces for δq̇ and d

dt (δq) are disjoint, as the underlying linear systems share the same
matrix B but have distinct non-homogeneous terms (−Aδq ̸= −Ḃδq). Regarding the
broader assumption (C) in (1.15), often employed to extend vakonomic techniques
to nonholonomic systems, we compare our approach with the κ×n conditions (1.18)
proposed in [13]. While (1.18) implies the transpositional rule (2.3) via the identity

(2.11)
n∑

i=1

Digνδqi −
n∑

j=1

∂gν
∂q̇j

(
δq̇j −

d

dt
(δqj)

)
= 0, ν = 1, . . . , κ,

the converse is generally false. Specifically, (2.3) imposes only n constraints on the
coefficients Wi, j, whereas (1.18) requires κ× 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. Explicit 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)

δq̇m+ν − d

dt
δqm+ν =

m∑
r=1

∂αν

∂q̇r

(
δq̇r − d

dt
δqr

)
−

m∑
r=1

(
Drαν −

κ∑
µ=1

∂αν

∂qm+µ

∂αµ

∂q̇r

)
δqr,

where ν = 1, . . . , κ and αν = αν(q, q̇1, . . . , q̇m, t). If we further assume (C1), that
is the commutation relations hold only for the m independent variables, equation
(2.12) simplifies to

(2.13) δq̇m+ν − d

dt
δqm+ν = −

m∑
r=1

(
Drαν −

κ∑
µ=1

∂αν

∂qm+µ

∂αµ

∂q̇r

)
δqr.

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 δq̇m+ν = d

dtδqm+ν hold for the dependent variables if and only if

(2.14)
n∑

i=1

Digνδqi = 0, ν = 1, . . . , κ.
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Proof. The result follows directly from (2.13) by noting that its right-hand side is
equivalent to −

∑n
i=1 Digνδqi (see (1.9)). □

2.2.4. Historical Context and (C1) as a Hypothesis. The choice of commutation rules
defines different approaches to nonholonomic mechanics. The global commutation
(C0) for all variables, supported by Volterra, Hamel, and Pars [16, 19], implies d/dt
and δ 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 Digνδqi = 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 gν(q, q̇, t) =∑
aν,iq̇i + bν = 0. The transpositional rule (1.7) is expressed as

(3.1) δ(v)gν − d

dt
δ(c)gν =

n∑
j=1

∂gν
∂q̇j

(
δq̇j −

d

dt
δqj

)
−
∑

j = 1nDjgνδqj .

Under the Četaev condition (Assumption A), δ(c)gν = 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
q̇m+ν =

∑m
r=1 ξν,r q̇r + ην , the transpositional rule becomes

δ(v)gν − d

dt
δ(c)gν =

[
δq̇m+ν − d

dt
δqm+ν

]
−

m∑
r=1

ξν,r

(
δq̇r −

d

dt
δqr

)

−
m∑

r,s=1

βm+ν
sr q̇sδqr −

m∑
r=1

γνr δqr.(3.2)

The coefficients βm+ν
sr and γνr account for the non-integrability and time-dependence

of the constraints. If Assumption (C1) (commutation for independent variables)
holds, the first summation vanishes. For autonomous constraints (ην = 0, ∂tξ = 0),
γνr = 0.
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3.1.2. Linear Homogeneous Constraints. For constraints gν =
∑
aν,j(q)q̇j = 0, the

condition
n∑

j=1

Djgνδqj = 0 is central. In vector notation, this requires

(3.3) q̇TAδq = 0, where A =

(
∂aν

∂q

)T

− ∂aν

∂q
.

Since A is skew-symmetric, the product is zero if q̇ and δq are parallel.
Case n = 2: Since q̇ and δq both belong to the 1D space orthogonal to aν , they are
necessarily parallel; thus (3.3) is always satisfied.
Case n > 2: The orthogonal space has dimension ≥ 2, so q̇ and δq are not necessarily
parallel, and (3.3) may not vanish.

3.1.3. Exact constraints. An exact (or integrable) constraint gν satisfies (1.4) for
some function fν(q, t). Such a constraint is linear, with coefficients aν,j = ∂fν

∂qj
and

bν = ∂fν
∂t . The relations ∂ḟν

∂q̇i
= ∂fν

∂qi
, d

dt
∂fν
∂qi

= ∂ḟν
∂qi

imply Diḟν = d
dt

∂ḟν
∂q̇i

− ∂ḟν
∂qi

= 0.
Consequently, the transpositional rule becomes

(3.4) δ(v)ḟν − d

dt

(
δ(c)ḟν

)
=

n∑
j=1

∂fν
∂qj

(
δq̇j −

d

dt
δqj

)
.

Since the Četaev condition for gν coincides with the standard definition of virtual
displacements for holonomic constraints, we have δ(c)ḟν = 0 (Assumption A). Fur-
thermore, if the commutation relations (C0) holds, then δ(v)ḟν = 0 (Assumption B).
In standard holonomic systems, all three terms in (3.4) vanish.

Remark 3.1. The necessity of relations (C0)) arises from the consistency between
fν = 0 and ḟν = 0. Defining δ(v)fν =

∑ ∂fν
∂qj

δqj , one finds d
dt (δ

(v)fν) = δ(v)ḟν if and
only if the operations d/dt and δ(c) commute for any function fν .

3.1.4. Integrable constraints via an integrating factor. A constraint gν is integrable
via an integrating factor ϕν(q, t) if ϕνgν is exact, i. e.

(3.5) ϕν(q, t)gν(q, q̇, t) =
d

dt
fν(q, t).

This implies gν is linear in q̇ with coefficients aν,j and bν satisfying

(3.6) ϕνaν,j =
∂fν
∂qj

, ϕνbν =
∂fν
∂t

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

(3.7)


ϕν

(
∂aν,i
∂qj

− ∂aν,j
∂qi

)
= aν,j

∂ϕν
∂qi

− aν,i
∂ϕν
∂qj

ϕν

(
∂bν
∂qj

− ∂aν,j
∂t

)
= aν,j

∂ϕν
∂t

− bν
∂ϕν
∂qj

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

Proposition 3.1. If gν satisfies (3.5), its Lagrangian derivative Dj obeys

(3.8) ϕνDjgν = gν
∂ϕν
∂qj

− ϕ̇ν
∂gν
∂q̇j

.

Proof: Since Dj ḟν = 0, expanding Dj(ϕνgν) yields

d

dt

(
ϕν
∂gν
∂q̇j

)
− ϕν

∂gν
∂qj

− gν
∂ϕν
∂qj

= ϕνDjgν + ϕ̇ν
∂gν
∂q̇j

− gν
∂ϕν
∂qj

= 0. □

Corollary 3.1. On the constraint manifold gν = 0, we have ϕνDjgν = −ϕ̇ν ∂gν
∂q̇j

.

Multiplying by δqj and summing over j, we obtain:

Proposition 3.2. Let gν = 0 satisfy (3.5). If the virtual displacements δqj satisfy
the Četaev condition (Assumption A), then

(3.9)
n∑

j=1

Djgνδqj = 0

wherever ϕν ̸= 0.

Example 3.1. Consider g1 = q2q̇1−q1q̇2 = 0. Here D1g1 = 2q̇2 and D2g1 = −2q̇1.
Individually these are non-zero, but the sum 2(q̇2δq1 − q̇1δq2) vanishes under the
Četaev condition q2δq1 − q1δq2 = 0 as it becomes proportional to g1.

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 δ(v)gν =
n∑

i=1

∂gν
∂q̇i

(δq̇i − d
dtδqi) (whenever the Četaev condition holds),

mirroring the behavior of exact constraints. While exactness (Djgν = 0) is sufficient
for the validity of (3.9), the existence of an integrating factor provides a broader
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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 Četaev’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 [8],
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 gν(q, q̇, t) is positive homogeneous of
degree p if gν(q, λq̇, t) = λpgν(q, q̇, t). According to Euler’s Theorem, this implies

(3.10)
n∑

i=1

q̇i
∂gν
∂q̇i

= pgν = 0 (on gν = 0).

The formal affinity between (3.10) and the Četaev 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 q̇m+ν = αν are homogeneous of degree 1 with
respect to the velocities q̇k (k = 1, . . . ,m). Consequently, they satisfy Euler’s homo-
geneous function theorem

αν =

m∑
k=1

∂αν

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

(3.11)


∂gν
∂q̇

· q̇ = 0

∂gν
∂q̇

· δq = 0

which implies that both the generalized velocities q̇ and the virtual displacements
δq 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:

gν =

n∑
i,k=1

γ
(ν)
i,k (q)q̇iq̇k = 0.

The partial derivatives with respect to the velocities are ∂gν
∂q̇j

=
∑n

i=1

(
γ
(ν)
j,i + γ

(ν)
i,j

)
q̇i.

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

δ(c)gν =

n∑
j=1

[
n∑

i=1

(
γ
(ν)
j,i + γ

(ν)
i,j

)
q̇i

]
δqj = 0.

The transpositional rule for these constraints becomes

(3.12) δ(v)gν =

n∑
j=1

∂gν
∂q̇j

(
δq̇j −

d

dt
(δqj)

)
−

n∑
j=1

Djgνδqj

where Djgν is the Lagrangian derivative of gν . The physical interpretation of (3.12)
depends on the variational hypothesis adopted: if we assume (C0) (coomutation),

then (3.12) reduces to δ(v)gν = −
n∑

j=1

Djgνδqj and we expect δ(v)gν ̸= 0. If (AB)

is assumed, then (3.12) corresponds to (2.3) and the standard commutation (C0)

cannot be satisfied.
Generally, condition (3.9) is not an identity for quadratic constraints. According
to Proposition 3, its validity would require Djgν to be a linear combination of the
coefficients ∂gµ

∂q̇j
:

Djgν =

κ∑
µ=1

ϱ(ν)µ

∂gµ
∂q̇j

for some functions ϱ(ν)µ (q, q̇), which is typically not the case.
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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

(3.13)
n∑

j=1

(
Djgν −

n∑
i=1

Wi,j
∂gν
∂q̇i

)
δqj = 0

where δqj satisfies condition (A). While identifying the n × n coefficients Wi, j

usually yields only one condition per constraint, [13] suggests that each term in the
parenthesis vanishes. This provides κ× n conditions for Wi,j in terms of γ(ν)i,j , their
spatial derivatives, and the accelerations q̈.

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

(3.14) gν = gν(q̇, t) = 0

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

δ(c)gν =
∂gν
∂q̇

· δq, δ(v)gν =
∂gν
∂q̇

· δq̇, Djgν =
d

dt

(
∂gν
∂q̇j

)
The general transpositional relation (1.7) then becomes

(3.15)
∂gν
∂q̇

· δq̇− d

dt

(
∂gν
∂q̇

· δq
)

=
∂gν
∂q̇

·
(
δq̇− d

dt
δq

)
− d

dt

(
∂gν
∂q̇

)
· δq

By assuming the Četaev condition (A), the requirement (2.4)—equivalent to the
vanishing of the Lagrangian derivative sum (3.9)—takes the form

(3.16)
d

dt

(
∂gν
∂q̇

)
=

κ∑
µ=1

ϱµ
∂gµ
∂q̇

where the coefficients ϱµ are functions of (q̇, t). If hypothesis (B) also holds, relation
(3.15) implies

∂gν
∂q̇

·
(
δq̇− d

dt
δq

)
=

d

dt

(
∂gν
∂q̇

)
· δq.

It follows that the standard commutation rule (C0) is satisfied if and only if the
constraints verify the condition (3.16).

Remark 3.3. The condition ∂gν
∂q̇ · δq̇ = 0 is a central component of Jourdain’s

Principle [9], which applies to general constraints gν(q, q̇, 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 Četaev 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:

• Structure of variation spaces. Proposition 2.4 establishes that while virtual
displacements δq belong to the subspace V(n−κ) = kerB, the consistent
velocity variations δq̇ reside in an affine space A(n−κ). 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 (C0).

• Limits of commutativity. Proposition 2.5 clarifies the role of the Lagrangian
derivative matrix. Commutation between the operators δ and d/dt is not
a general property but depends strictly on the condition

∑
iDigνδqi = 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.

• Linear vs. nonlinear dynamics. For linear kinematic constraints, the Četaev
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 Wi,j

used in certain vakonomic models. Our analysis demonstrates that the transposi-
tional rule (2.3) is a more economical and transparent assumption than the κ × 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. the physical interpretation of theWi,j and ϱ(ν)µ 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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