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Abstract: We study the motion of a rotating tripod sliding over a smooth surface. The tripod
is important and unique in that it is the only case where all aspects of the motion can be
solved for exactly. From the three constraint equations we calculate the three normal forces
and friction forces, which we then use to calculate the trajectory and other physical quantities
of interest. We report novel results: the normal force has an interesting form when the

sliding speed and the speed of rotation are almost equal; the tripod can execute serpentine
trajectories; trajectories can have large lateral deflections; the translational kinetic energy

can decrease and increase during a full rotation; the tripod can tip at a very late stage of its
motion. The tripod trajectories are compared to trajectories of rotating, sliding cylinders that
have continuous contact rings. We discuss significant implications of our results.

Résune: [to be translated into French] We study the motion of a rotating tripod sliding

over a smooth surface. The tripod is important and unique in that it is the only case where
all aspects of the motion can be solved for exactly. From the three constraint equations we
calculate the three normal forces and friction forces, which we then use to calculate the
trajectory and other physical quantities of interest. We report novel results : the normal force
has an interesting form when the sliding speed and the speed of rotation are almost equal ;
the tripod can execute serpentine trajectories ; trajectories can have large lateral deflections;
the translational kinetic energy can decrease and increase during a full rotation ; the tripod
can tip at a very late stage of its motion. The tripod trajectories are compared to trajectories
of rotating, sliding cylinders that have continuous contact rings. We discuss significant
implications of our results.

[Traduit par la Rdaction]

1. Introduction

In this paper we investigate the motion of a sliding, rotating tripod. This is a unique case in that it is
the only sliding, rotating object for which all aspects of the motion can be calculated exactly, with no
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approximations. In order to accurately predict the motion of a sliding object, the contact geometry and
pressure distribution are critical parameters that require either an experimental evaluation or a solid
theoretical prediction [1,2]. Indeed, the real contact area of a sliding object is one of the main concerns
in the friction of unlubricated solids [3]. In the present study, the trajectory and associated normal force
distribution for a tripod are examined analytically, without the need to assume any pressure distribution.
Further, it is shown that the motion of a continuous contact ring can be approximated, under certain
physical conditions, by that of a tripod. This has implications towards the calculation of trajectories for
more complicated sliding contact rings, such as curling rocks [4-16].

We calculate the exact normal forces on the three legs of the tripod and derive the equations of
motion for the tripod with only basic assumptions. The possible trajectories we report have novel
features. For example, in the rapid rotation regime we find “looping” trajectories where the tripod is
found to curve through large angles. The extreme case yields nearly circular loops. We show that the
tripod can follow serpentine paths; for example, the tripod can curl to the right and then back to the
left during its motion. Such serpentine paths show oscillations in the lateral direction of motion and
can even end with a sudden reversal in lateral direction. We find thaatigationalkinetic energy of
the tripod can oscillate: increasing and decreasing over a full rotation, while still being monotonically
decreasing over any full cycle of rotation. When the translational speed of the center of mass (CM)
and the speed of rotation of the contact points are almost equal the normal force of the tripod has an
interesting structure (see Fig. 3). The tripod can also rotate and slide with stability until a time near the
end of its motion, at which point the motion becomes unstable and the tripod tips.

We compare the tripod trajectories to trajectories of rotating, sliding cylinders that have continuous
contact rings. We find that these trajectories can be almost the same for the extremes of “slow” rotation
and “rapid” rotation, which supports results reported in previous works. Moreover, when the transla-
tional speed and rotational speed are almost the same we find that the trajectories of the tripod and the
cylinder having a continuous contact ring are, in general, almost the same.

We also discuss significant implications of our results, including: normal forces and motions of
cylinders with more than three contact points; comparison of the exact normal force for the tripod with
the normal force around a continuous contact ring; the motion of a flat, smooth sheet of material sliding
over a number of identical spheres.

We find no material in the literature about the motion of a rotating, sliding tripod. There are, how-
ever, a number of papers that study the motion of sliding, rotating cylinders and disks that have a
smooth contact pattern [4-16].

2. Equations of Motion

We study the motion of a tripod with total mas$ uniformly distributed in a circular cylinder of
heightH and radiusR. The tripod rotates and slides on a smooth surface, and has three legs that make
contact with the surface. For convenience, we take the contact pointsig@bepart and located on
a circle of radiug- whose center is directly beneath the CM. The cylindrical symmetry simplifies the
calculations while retaining important physical features. The CM is at a heighbve the surface and
located on the axis of symmetry of the circular cylinder, which also passes through the center of the
circle of radius-. We take the coefficient of friction to have a constant value

The force exerted on each leg is the sum of the normal fEﬁc&nd the force of frictiorﬁ-, where
1 = 1,2,3 for the three legs. Thenly assumptions we make are that the magnittidef F,is s
and that the direction of, is opposite to the instantaneous direction of motipiof the contact point
of leg i relative to the surface.

We define an inertial frame as follows: thyeaxis is in the direction of the initial velocity, of
the CM of the tripod, the:-axis is perpendicular to thg-axis, and the:-axis is normal to and away
from the surface. We also define a sequence of instantaneous inertial frames with unit &eetuits
ér such thag, is in the direction of the instantaneous veloaity) of the CM, ér is transverse té,,,
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with é7 x é, = é,, whereé, is a unit vector in the positive direction. Note that the origins of the
instantaneous inertial frames are located on the surface and directly beneath the instantaneous positions
of the CM.

The initial angle between the positiveaxis and the first leg of the tripod,, specifies the initial
locations of the tripod’s legs, and is in the ran@e< 6y < 27 /3. At later times, the anglé; of
the first leg is measured from the positigg axis to the first leg of the tripod in the instantaneous
inertial frame. The tripod is given an initial velocifiy and set spinning counter-clockwise with initial
angular speedy. The magnitudes of the instantaneous velocity and angular velocity are given by
andw, respectively. An overhead view of the initial configuration of the tripod is given in Fig. 1 and an
overhead view of the tripod in the instantaneous inertial frame including the forces and torques on one
of the tripod legs is given in Fig. 2.

y19

Vo

Fig. 1. Overhead view of the initial configuration of the tripod. Tfaxis is in the direction of the initial velocity
vp of the CM of the tripod and the tripod is set spinning counter-clockwise with initial angular velggityhe
initial angle between the positiveaxis and the first leg of the tripodés. The tripod has a total madg uniformly
distributed in a circular cylinder of heighf and radiusR. The contact points are20° apart and located on a
circle of radiusr whose center is located directly beneath the CM of the tripod.

For smooth motion we require that the tripod legs always remain in full contact with the surface.
Any net force in the vertical direction would cause the tripod to accelerate away from the surface and
any net torque in the plane would cause the tripod to tip. This implies that the forces on the legs of the
tripod are such that the net force in thalirection is zero and that the net torques in ¢heandé,
directions are zero. The stability equations for smooth motion are therefore
Fz:()a TT:O; T’L):O (1)
Stable motion will allow net forces in the plane of the surface and a net torque in the vertical direction.
The equations of motion for the tripod are therefore
Fr = Mar, F, = Ma,, 7. =1la, (2)

where Fr is the force in the direction transverse to the direction of motignjs the force in the
direction of motion, and, is the torque in the direction. The variables; anda,, are the accelerations
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Fig. 2. Forces and torques in the instantaneous inertial frame acting on one of the contact points of the tripod. The
physical quantities are as follows:is the velocity of the CM of the tripody,..: is the rotational velocity of the
contact pointii = ¥ + ¥+ iS the instantaneous velocity of the contact point relative to the underlying smooth
surface. The frictionﬁf is in the direction opposite td@ and has magnitude N wherey is the coefficient due

to friction andN is the normal force acting on the contact point. The friction gives rise to a torque which has a
component’; in theé,-ér plane, as showriiy denotes the torque due to the normal force. The tail of the vector

7 is at the center of the circle on which the contact points lie. The contact point is located at the tip of the“vector
The angle® andn are used in the calculations as described in the text.

in theér andé, directions, respectively, and, is the angular acceleration in thalirection. Since the
mass is uniformly distributed throughout the cylinder, the moment of inéisajiven byl = %MRQ.

The three stability equations allow us to completely solve for the motion of the tripod. By requiring
that the contributions t&, from the three legs add t&/ g and that the contributions ta- andr, from
the three legs add to zero we can solve for the normal forces on the three legs (three equations in three
unknowns). This is why the tripod is a unique case - if we had four legs we would have the same three
stability equations bubur unknowns. We will discuss this further later in the paper. Once the normal
forces are known we can calculate the forégsand F;, and the torque,. Then, using the equations
of motion (2), one can completely describe the motion of the tripod. To illustrate how one finds the
normal forcesVy, Ny, and N3 on legs one, two, and three of the tripod, respectively, we consider the
case where > rw and the tripod legs are located in quadrants I, Il, and Ill. Referring to Fig. 2 we find
the following forces and torques on the tripod leg in the quadrant I:

Téﬂl) = +rNysinfy — phNy cos [14-(01)] ©
70 = —rNj cos 01 — phNysin [, (61)] o
70 = —ruNy cos [0 — 04 (61)] ©
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Fél) = 4Ny sin [y (61)] -
F® = — Ny cos [y (61))] o
FY =N :
where

9)

ni(e):tan_l( rwsin @ )

v+ rwcosf

and0 < 0; < /3 to guarantee that quadrant IV has no contact point. In a similar fashion we find the
forces and torques on the tripod leg in quadrant Il

D = Nysin Ny cos . (6) (o
7$?) = 47Ny cos 3 — phNy sin [1— (62)] ()
7—§2) = +7ruN3 cos [92 + - (02)] €2
Fy? = +uNg sin - (62)] -
F®) = N3 cos [ (62)] o
F® =N, o

wheref is the angle measured from the negativeaxis to the second tripod leg. We requirg6 <
0> < /3 to ensure that quadrant IV has no contact point. The forces and torques on the tripod leg in
quadrant Il are given by

7}3) = —rN3sinf3 — phN3 cos [n_(03)] (16)
753) = +rN3 cos 3 + ph N3 sin [n_(63)] a7
72(3) = +7ruNs cos [93 +n- (93)] (18)
F®) = — Ny sin [ (63)] oo
FI9) =~y cos (0 o
F® =Ny o

wherefs; is the angle measured from the negatiyeaxis to the third tripod leg. We require/3 <

03 < /2 to ensure that quadrant IV has no contact point. We note that the equations above can all be
written in terms of a single angle because the tripod legs are evenly spaced. For example, to write the
equations in terms of; only we use the relation®, = 7/3 — 6, andfs = =/3 + 6, which can be

found readily from the definitions af, andfs. The stability equations (1) can be applied to the case
described above to yield

Ny + Ny + N3 —Mg=0 (22)
a1N1 + asNy +a3N3 =0 (23)
by N1 + ba Ny +b3N3 =0 (24)

whereg = 9.81 m/s’ is the acceleration due to gravity and
ay = +rsin(fy) — phcos [1n4(61)] (25)
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= +rsin(fy) — phcos [n—(62)] (26)
= —rsin(f3) — phcos [n—-(03)] (27)
= —rcos(f1) — phsin [ny(61)] (28)
= +rcos(fz) — phsin [n_(62)] (29)
= +rcos(f3) + phsin [n_(63)] (30)

wherefy = n/3 — 6; andfds = /3 + 6, in equations (25-30). Solving for the normal forces is
straightforward. We find that

agba — azbs
(a2 — a3)by + (a3 — a1)ba + (a1 — az)bs

N, = Mg (31)

a1bs — azby
(a2 — a3)by + (a3 — a1)ba + (a1 — az)bs
azb; — arbs
N (ag — ag)b1 + (CL3 — a1)b2 + (CL1 - ag)b;g Mg (33)
Note that these expressions for the normal forces on the three legs are valid when quadrant IV has no
contact point. To completely describe the normal forces for all valuésaef need to also look at the
cases where quadrants lll, Il, and | have no contact points. These correspond to rediogsef by
m/6 < 6 < w/3 (quadrant Ill has no contact point}/3 < 6; < w/2 (quadrant Il has no contact
point), andr /2 < 6; < 27/3 (quadrant | has no contact point). A similar calculation to that presented
above is done in each case and the normal forces are found on each of the three legs. Piecing together
the normal force on the first leg in the ran@ec 6; < 27 /3 and the normal force on the second leg in
the range2n/3 < 0 < 47 /3 and the normal force on the third leg in the rarge’3 < 03 < 27 we
obtain the normal force for afl from 0 to 2.

However, some simplification is possible. We find that taking the normal force found for the first
region 0 < #; < «/6) over all angles fron®) to 27 reproduces the piecewise normal force described
above. This result was expected because the forces and torques calculated in quadrant | of Fig. 2 should
change sign accordingly when extended into the other quadrants. This confirms our calculations to this
stage. We next write the following expressions for the normal forces which are valid for any tripod leg
in the range from) < 0, < 27 wheref; is measured counter-clockwise from the positiyeaxis:

N, =

Mg (32)

agbg — a2b3
N Y 34
- (az —az)bi + (a3 — a1)bz + (a1 — a2)bs ! 0
and
c3ds — cads
N’U rw — M >
= (ca —c3)di + (c3 — c1)d2 + (c1 — c2)d3 ! >
where
= +rsin(01) — phcos [0 — vy (61)] <o
= +rsin(fz) + phcos Bz + v_(62)] D
cs = —rsin(f3) + phcos [0 + v_(03)] 59
dy = —rcos(6y) — phsin [0 — v (61)] =
dy = +rcos(b2) — phsin [0z + v_(62)] “0
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d3 = +rcos(f3) + phsin [03 + v_(03)] 0

and

vi(6) = tan™! Ln& 2
+ - rw +vcosf

where, for conveniencé; designates the location of any leg (in the rafge 6, < 27), 02 = 7/3—06;
and93 = 7T/3 + 0.

Plots of the normal force versésshow that, as expected, the normal force is greater at the “front
of the tripod than it is at the “back”. The normal foréé(#) has interesting structure whew /v is
close to one as shown in Fig. 3.

N(8)/Mg

0.28 \ B

1 15 2
o/t

Fig. 3. For rw close tov, the normal force exhibits an interesting structure. The continuous curve is for
rw/v = 1.01; the dashed curve is far = 0.99. The parametesx = ph/r = 0.1 in both curves. Note that the
normal force at the “front” of the tripod)(< 0 < ) is greater than at the “back” of the tripod € 6 < 27).
The structure nedt = 7/3, § = w, andd = 57/3 is discussed in the text.

The structure of the normal force nefar= 7 /3, ,57/3 whenrw ~ v can be understood by
examining the force of frictior";” on leg2 near = 7 and the torque’;” due toF{*. Consider
first the case where the anglefor leg 2 is slightly less thanr, as measured from the positigg axis.

The direction of motion of the contact point relative to the surface is giveiitby= 7 + Eff)i with

|U£i1| = rw. For 0, slightly smaller thanr, the direction ofii(?) will be very close to the negative,
direction, giving a torque in thé,-é; plane of magnitudeu N, in the negativeé, direction. Forf,
slightly greater thamr, () is close to being in the positive, direction, and the torque of magnitude
ruNo is in thepositiveé, direction. Thus, the torque goes froaruNoé, to +ruNsé,, whenf, goes
from just slightly less thamr to slightly more thanr. This large change through a small angle of
rotation is the reason for the structure in Fig. 3.

A straightforward calculation gives the following expressions for the normal forces in the special
casev = rw when the second tripod leg is at an angie:

T+ 1+a+a+a?
N(IT) o irazazay, 4
(3 ) 3t2a+a2 Y (43)
1+ a?
N(rt)= —— "% 44
(W) 3+ 20+ a? (44)
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5mE l-a+ 2

N(T)loetaFar, (45)
3 3+ 2a+ a?

where the symbof refers to the limits from the right and the left, respectively. In Figy 25 uh/r =
0.1, giving the following values foV (0) /M g:

Of /3= | =/3t | «= | =% | 5x/3~ | 57/3"

N/Mg || 352 | .377| .359| .315 .288 .308

We also find that the normal force on the legs of the tripod has simple asymptotic forms when the
rotation is very rapid and also when the rotation is very slow:

1
N(Q)Hg(l+asin9+bcost9)Mg, v <L rw (46)
1 2uh
N(B) - 5 <1 + Pl in 9> My, V> rw (47)
T
where

2

CIORNNCORT

= ’"7“’2 b= _’“7“"2 (48)
1+ (“Th) 1+ (“Th)

We can write the equations for the net force on the tripod in the instantaneous inertial frame. We
recall that the force in the direction of the instantaneous velocity,isthe force transverse to the
instantaneous velocity iB7, and the torque in the direction ist.. There are again eight cases that
depend on which quadrant has no contact point and ik v or rw > v. We do not list all of these
cases explicitly but note that in each case we fihd F’,, and7, and each of these depends on three

guantities that arise from the contribution of each leg of the tripod. For the case ofv and quadrant
IV has no contact point we find

Fr = 4N (62)sin [, (00)] + uV(6) s [ (62)] — s (0,) sin [n_(6s)] (49)
Fy = =pN(0a) cos [n4.(61)] — uN (0p) cos [1-(02)] — pN(6c) cos [n—(03)] (50)
T, = —ruN(0,) cos [0 — 04 (01)] + ruN(0y) cos [2 + n—(02)] + ruN(6.) cos [05 + n—(65)] (51)

whered,, 6,, andd,. are the angles to the first, second, and third legs of the tripod respectively, measured
counter-clockwise from the positivig- axis andd, = 0,, 02 = 7/3 — 61, andf; = 7/3 + 6;.

Now that theexactexpressions for the normal forces, net force, and torque are known we can derive
the equations of motion of the tripod. To proceed, we choose a sequence of inertial frames such that, at
any timet, é, is in the instantaneous direction of motia@n, is transverse té,,, andy(¢) is the angle
between the initial direction of motion and the instantaneous velocity. The driglean be written
explicitly as

() = tan™! {Zzgm (52)

To translate from the instantaneous inertial frame back to the fixed inertial frame we use
F,(t) = +Frcos [t(t)] + F, sin [1(t)] (53)
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Fy(t) = —Prsin[(t)] + Fy cos [(0)] (54)

These equations are easily derived [4]. Using the equations of motion (2) we can integrate to find the
velocity and angular velocity as a function of time:

t
_ i AP
ve(t) = /O ~p Fe(t)at (55)
b1
! !/
vy(t) = v +/0 MFy(t )dt (56)
1 t
w(t) = wo + 7/ . (t')dt' (57)
0
Integrating again we obtain the position of the tripod as a function of time:
t
x(t) = / v () dt (58)
0
t
o) = [ o (erar (59)
0

We have succeeded in obtaining the exact formulae that describe the motion of a rotating tripod sliding
over a smooth surface with no approximations.

3. Results

To proceed with a tripod run we fix the parameters?, h, andu. We set the initial values af,

Yo, Vo, wWo, andéy = 61 att = tg and then use a nhumerical program to calculate using (55-59) the
following quantities:xz(t), y(t), w(t), Fy(t), Fr(t), 7.(t), N1(t), Na2(t), N3(t), Tianst), andTre(t),
whereTyandt) andT;qi(t) are the kinetic energies of translation and rotation, respectively.

We consider first the case of rapid rotation and slow slidingrive> v. The tripod’s CM follows
“looping” trajectories as shown in Fig. 4. In the limit of extremely rapid rotation and a somewhat large
value of uh/r we obtain nearly circular trajectories for the tripod. We compare the rapidly rotating
tripod results to the results reported previously [4] for a rapidly rotating circular cylinder having a con-
tinuous circular contact ring. We will refer to a circular cylinder having a continuous circular contact
ring as a CCR from hereafter. We look specifically at a special case described in Ref. [4] that produces
a purely analytical result for the trajectory of a rapidly rotating CCR. Comparisons of the trajectories
for a rapidly rotating tripod and a CCR are shown in Fig. 4 for increasing values=ofw, /vo. The
first set of plots is fors = 5 and we require the rati®/r = 8.32 to use the analytical result for the
CCR from Ref. [4]. The second plot is fer= 10 and we require the rati®/r = 9.6. Similarly the
plots fors = 15 ands = 20 require the ratiog?/r = 9.92 andR/r = 10.08, respectively.

We expect a rapidly rotating tripod to give results similar to a rapidly rotating CCR because the
rapidly rotating tripod samples all the angles in a circle of radidsring a very small time, thus sim-
ulating a rapidly rotating CCR. The trajectories are in very good agreement. We note that the deviation
between the trajectories occurs near the end of the motion. A possible explanation for this is that, near
the end of the run, the tripod has slowed down considerably due to friction and will no longer sample
all angles over a short time and thus will no longer exhibit the behaviour of the sliding, rotating CCR.

The agreement in Fig. 4 for the trajectories of a tripod as compared to a CCR indicates that the
normal force for the latter can be taken to be the same, or almost the same, as the normal force for
the tripod. It is important to recognize that the normal foréecr(#) for such a cylinder cannot be
calculated for a continuum of contact points at all pothta the range) to 2. Instead, on@assumes
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Fig. 4. Comparison of the trajectories of a rapidly rotating tripod (dashed curve) and a rapidly rotating cylinder
with a circular contact ring (continuous curve). The trajectories are ferrwo /vo = 5, 10, 15,20 with vg = 2.5

m/s,0p = 0, = 0.0625 m, h = 0.625 m, andu = 0.5. The values ofR change slightly with the value af See
text for details.

that Nccr(f) = Nuipod(6). Such an assumption seems reasonéaBlerther discussion is given in the
next section of this paper.

We next look at the behaviour of the tripod in the slowly rotating regime & v). We again
compare the tripod and CCR trajectories. Here we do not necessarily expect the trajectories to match
because the tripod does not sample all angles in a short time and might not exhibit the behaviour of a
CCR. Comparison of the trajectories in the slowly rotating regime are given in Fig. 5; the trajectory for
the CCR is given by analytical expressions derived in Ref. [5].

That the two trajectories in Fig. 5 are so close is significant. Given that the rotation is slow, and
therefore that the tripod does not sample all angles, it is not unquestionably expected that the trajecto-
ries agree. That they do agree supports the use of the normalXgieg(¢) for the CCR. Moreover,
the trajectories of the tripod and the CCR are in good agreement evenwtserdv are almost equal.

The implications of this agreement go beyond this, and we will discuss this more fully in the next two
sections of this paper.

We also point out that a cylinder with a flat, circular contact area, with radargl arearr2, will
not follow the same trajectory as the tripod with radiusr the CCR with radiug:, given the same
initial conditions.

We find additional novel physical features. The first example is serpentine paths for the CM of the
tripod. A serpentine trajectory is shown in Fig. 6. In this plot we see that the motion of the tripod has
oscillations in the lateral direction of motion. Even more peculiar is the complete reversal in the lateral
direction toward the end of the run. Trajectories of a similar serpentine form are seen for a number of
tripod runs where the ratib/r is small. In Fig. 6 this ratio is 0.07.

The serpentine trajectory can be understood with the following picture. Consider having two of the
contact points in the “back” (quadrants 1l and V) and the other contact point in the “front” (quadrant
| or Il). For a counter-clockwise, rotating, sliding tripod the force of friction on the “front” contact
point has its¢; component in th@ositiveér direction whereas the forces of friction on the “back”

2For Necr(f) = Nriipod(9), given thatr, = 0 andrr = 0 for the tripod, it automatically follows that, = 0
andrr = 0 for the CCR.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of the trajectories of a tripod (dashed curve) and of a cylinder (continuous curve)=with
rwo/vo = 0.1, v9 = 5.0 M/s,0p = 0, r = 0.0625 m, R = 0.14 m, h = 0.0625 m, andy = 0.25. Note that the

two trajectories are very close. The valuescgfy andysing are almost the same for the two trajectories. See text
for full discussion.

60 T T T T T

y (cm)

O 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6
X (mm)
Fig. 6. Serpentine trajectory of a tripod. The parameterssate rwo/vo = 0.45, vo = 1.0 m/s, 0y = 0,
r = 0.0625 m, R = 0.069 m, h = 0.0044 m, andu = 0.1. The explanation is given in the text.

contact points have thedér- components in theegativeér direction. The component of the net force
of friction in the ér direction isnegative causing the tripod to curve to the left. Indeed for both swings
to the left in Fig. 6 there are two contact points in the back and one contact point in the front. During
both swings the contact point in quadrant Il goes from slightly more thaf ttB8pproximately 240
and the point in quadrant IV goes from about*6 (°. Also, the contact point in the front goes from
about 60 to 120°.

For the initial conditions of Fig. 6, the trajectory of a CCR was found to be a smooth curve, as
expected. This shows that the serpentine nature of the trajectory of a tripod is directly due to the tripod
having only three contact points.

For a suitable choice of parameters we find that the translational kinetic energy of the tripod os-
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cillates. Plots of the translational, rotational, and total kinetic energies versus time are shown in Fig.
7.
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(a) The rotational kinetic energy versus time. (b) The total kinetic energy versus time.
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(c) The total kinetic energy versus time.

Fig. 7. The kinetic energies of the tripod as a function of time. The parametegs-arevo /vo = 3.0, vo = 6.25
m/s,fp = 0, = 0.0625 m, R = 0.056 m, h = 0.39 m, andu, = 0.8. Full details are given in the text.

Oscillations in the translational kinetic energy are found in tripod runs where theuatiois large
and the kinetic energy is low. In Fig. 7 the rati@ /r is 5.0.

This effect can be understood with the following picture. Consider having two of the contact points
on the “left” (quadrants Il and Ill) and the other contact point on the “right” (quadrant | or 1V). Note
from Fig. 7 thatrwy = 3vy, i.e. the rotational speed is significantly larger than the sliding speed. For
a counter-clockwise, rotating, sliding tripod the force of friction on the “right” contact point has its
component in th@egativeé,, direction whereas the forces of friction on the “left” contact points have
their é, components in theositiveé, direction. The component of the net force of friction in the
direction ispositive giving the tripod a “push”, increasing its translational kinetic energy. However,
over any full cycle of rotation the translational kinetic energy decreases as shown in Fig. 7(a). Note
that this requiresw significantly larger tham, as a simple sketch will illustrate.

We emphasize that the oscillations in Fig. 7(a) moédue to numerical round-off errors. Indeed,
Trot(t) is monotonic non-increasing in time in all cases studied, BRa(t) = Tiranst) + Trot(t) is
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monotonic decreasing in time even through a single full rotation and even on a time scale smaller than
that of Fig. 7.

We see that thé&ranslationalkinetic energyTiandt), can oscillate in time, which would seem to
imply that therotationalkinetic energy/i.(t), must also oscillate in time. Consider the magnitudes of
the translational and rotational kinetic energies shown in Fig. 7irasreases frond.4 s t00.5 s, the
oscillations inTyandt) are of orden.01 J, whereas the drop ifi;andt) during this time is slightly more
than6 J. The drop irl«(t) is so rapid that, despite the small oscillationginngt), the total kinetic
energy is monotonically decreasing in time, even thdligtit) itself does not have oscillations. This is
readily understood by considering the following functigin): y(z) = —x + esin(z) with 0 < e < 1;
we have that the slope i&y/dx = —1 + ecos(z), which is always negative providédl < ¢ < 1.

Thus, Tiotal(t) andTrot(¢) can both be monotonically decreasing in time wHilgn4(t) exhibits small
oscillations, all of which is manifest in Fig. 7.

The tripod can be found to tip at a very late stage of its motion. For several runs we found that the
tripod would exhibit stable motion for a large time and then, near the end of the run, the normal force
on one of the three legs would become negative. A negative normal force implies that the surface has
to pull on the tripod leg in order to maintain smooth motion. Since this does not happen, the tripod tips
at this point. An example of such a run was found with the following parameters:w, /vy = 30.0,

v = 6.25 m/s,r = 0.0625 m, R = 0.19 m, h = 0.39 m, andp = 0.8. In this particular run the tripod
tips at atimet =~ 175 s, at which point the total kinetic energy is only 0.08% of its initial value.

4. Normal Force for a Circular Cylinder with a Continuous Contact Ring

In a previous investigation [4], the motion of an extremely rapidly rotating cylinder sliding slowly
(i.e.rw > v) on a smooth surface was studied. The normal force for the continuous contact ring was
assumedo be the same as the normal fol¥gpeq(6) of the tripod, namely

dN(0) = (1 + asind + bcosb) ]\/[g;l—e (60)
T

The reasoning behind this assumption was that, in rotating rapidly, the continuous contact ring could
be regarded as a huge number of triples of contact points, each triple having contact pdirgpdr20

thus the normal force on the continuous contact ring could be regarded as being given by the normal
force for an extremely rapidly rotating tripod. Similarly, the normal force for a slowly rotating cylinder
(rw < v) was taken to have the form of the tripod’s normal force, namely [5]:

dé

o (61)

dN(6) = (1 + @ sin9> Mg
The work in this paper supports that assumption.

In light of these extremesw > v andrw < v, consider the normal force shown in Fig. 2, where
rw &~ v. The strange features @&t= 4+ /3 andd = r, while readily understood for the tripod, would
not seem to be applicable to the case of a CCR. The implicit assumption here is that all of the points in
the contact ring play an important role in the motion of the CCR. In the next section we will consider
more carefully this implicit assumption, with the objective of shedding light on the question: what is
the normal forceVecr(6) whenrw =~ v?

5. Normal Forces and Trajectories of N-pods and Cylinders with Continuous
Contact Rings

One question that emerges from the study of the tripod is: what are the normal forces and trajecto-
ries of cylinders havingVv contact points, wher&/ > 4? ForN > 4, we have more than 3 unknowns
and only 3 equations of constraint. Are there additional equations that will hold in general, or is it the
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case that théV normal forces can vary in an unpredictable manner? Further, how does one calculate
the normal force for a cylinder with a continuous contact ring, or other continuous contact patterns?
In general, when we are presented with a situation where there are more unknowns than equations
dictated by the constraint equations, we have a statically indeterminate system [17]. The purpose of
this section is to highlight some implications of such a system by way of two simple experiments.

First, we take the simplest example of a statically indeterminate system: a linear rod supported by
three supports. In this case, it is only required that two supports exist for the rod to be held up.

The experiment consists of three precision weigh-scales, a linear rod, three supports and a heavy
steel mass to vary the position of the center of mass of the system.

The supports are placed such that two hold the linear rod at the ends and the third support is
placed roughly at the center. The heavy mass is placed at a position roughly between two of the three
supports. The measurement of the normal force measured by each scale is recorded. The heavy mass is
then removed, the scales are zeroed, and the mass is replaced. By taking the sum of the measurements
and comparing to the mass itself, the measurements are believed to be highly accurate. The mass is
removed and again replaced by hand as accurately as possible to the original position and another
measurement of the normal forces is taken. Repeating this procedure 20 times gave measurements for
the normal force at each support. The error of the measurements was observed to vary by anywhere
from 20 to 80% of the value itself.

Of importance to note here is that the variability is very large. This result suggests that having
more supports than necessary to support the rod leads to normal forces that are highly variable and
potentially difficult, if not impossible, to predict.

In the second experiment, we examine the next level of complexity from the first experiment. We
now consider the case of a plane, held by multiple supports. In this case, if we have a plane that is
supported at more than three points, it is a statically indeterminate system. The question we would like
to raise at this point is: What is the effect on the normal force distribution under the supports for such a
configuration? Are they highly variable for this case, as they are for the linear rod experiment outlined
above?

The simple experiment for this case is to take two optically flat pieces of glass (0.635 cm thick,
and approximately 15 cm x 10 cm) and place approximately 15 chrome steel balls betweérthem.
steel balls are used to provide a point contact support.

One of the pieces of glass is laid flat on a table, and leveled. The chrome steel balls are dispersed
randomly on the glass surface. The second piece of glass is carefully placed on top of the steel balls.
Without pushing down on the glass significantly, the top glass plate is pushed in one direction in the
plane of the table, and which balls carry the weight of the glass is observed by noting which ones roll
with the plate. The result is very counter-intuitive: Otthyeespheres roll with the glass! That s, of the
many balls between the plates, only three will be supporting the weight of the plate at any givén time.
Variation in ball diameter as the cause is discounted by observing that taking the three that roll with the
plate at any given time, and moving them to a different location on the plate, it will be a different set
of three that roll. Warping of the glass is discounted by flipping the top glass-plate over and repeating.
The same was done with the bottom plate. All results indicate that three balls are all that is required,
and all that will support the weight of the glass plate, except in situations where sometimes four will
support the plate. The fact that four sometimes support the plate is explained by noting that when the
center of the mass is on, or close to the edge of the triangle formed by the three supports, it is unstable,
and may require the fourth for stability over short rolling displacements.

These results are presented to illustrate the complexities in dealing with an N-pod system when

%Precision chrome steel balls were obtained from Kaman Industrial Technologies.
“4In some cases four steel balls move, but only for a very short lateral displacement after which only three steel
balls move with the glass plate.
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N > 4, and further, for why the tripod is an important structure to investigate.

What are the implications of this experiment? Could it be that the continuous contact ring of a
rotating circular cylinder sliding over a smooth surface has only three, or only a small number of
points that are actually in contact with the surface at any given time? If so, this would explain why the
trajectories of the tripod and the cylinder with a continuous contact ring are almost the same, whether
rw >> v Of rw < v Or even when the ratiow /v is of order unity. Moreover, if the motion of the CCR
is due to only three or a few contact points when= v then the normal force shown in Figv&uld
be applicable for the motion of the CCR, contrary to what one may well have expected.

We point out that cylinders with CCRo have the same trajectory given the same initial conditions
(i.e. the sameyy, andwy). If this were not so, the sport of curling [4-9,13-15], for example, would not
be very popular! Again the following question arises: Will an N-pod (&/g= 5) have, at any given
time, only three legs making contact with the surface, or willainake contact, with variable normal
forces? This and related questions can be addressed experimentally.

6. Summary and Outlook

In this paper we investigated the motion of a sliding, rotating tripod, which is unique and important
because it is the only sliding, rotating object for which all aspects of the motion can be calculated
exactly. We calculated the exact normal forces on the three legs of the tripod and derived the equations
of motion for the tripod. The possible trajectories we reported had novel features. For example, a
rapidly rotating tripod{w > v) can execute trajectories with large lateral deflections. We also showed
that the tripod can follow serpentine paths; that is, the tripod can start with lateral deflection to the right,
for example, and then swing back to the left during its motion. Serpentine paths with even more lateral
oscillations are possible. We also found thattifa@slationalkinetic energy of the tripod can increase
during part of the motion while still being monotonically decreasing over full cycles of rotation. When
the translational speed and the speed of rotation were almost equal the normal force of the tripod
displayed an interesting structure (shown in Fig. 3). For several tripod runs we found that the tripod
could exhibit smooth motion for a time until near the end of the motion, at which point the normal
force would become negative and the tripod would tip.

We compared the tripod trajectories to trajectories of rotating, sliding cylinders having continuous
contact rings. We found that these trajectories can be almost the same for the extremes of slow rotation
and rapid rotation, which supports results reported in previous works [4-9]. We also found that the
trajectories can be quite close when the rotational and translational speeds are comparable. We also
discussed significant implications of our results, including normal forces and motions of cylinders
with more than three contact points (N-pods). We also compared the exact normal force for the tripod
with the normal force for a continuous contact ring. We reported some very interesting observations
of the motion of a flat, smooth sheet of material sliding over a number of identical spheres, and raised
guestions about the motions of N-pods that emerged from these observations.
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