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Abstract

We present the covariant multisymplectic formalism for the so-called cubic Horndeski theories

and discuss the geometrical and physical interpretation of the constraints that arise in the unified

Lagrangian-Hamiltonian approach. We analyse in more detail the covariant Hamiltonian formal-

ism of these theories and we show that there are particular conditions that must be satisfied for the

Poincaré-Cartan form of the Lagrangian to project onto J1π. From this result, we study when a

formulation using only multimomenta is possible. We further discuss the implications of the general

case, in which the projection onto J1π conditions are not met.
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1 Introduction

The multisymplectic formalism is a generalisation of symplectic geometry for field theories. It provides

a covariant framework of the Lagrangian, Hamiltonian and the Hamilton-Jacobi formulations for field

theories. The geometrical aspects of the multisymplectic formalism for first order theories, and its man-

ifolds and forms have been studied in detail in [1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7]. Throughout this work we go through the

features and results of the formalism that we will need. To understand the formalism at a deeper level,

[8, 9, 10] constitute a good starting point.

It is possible study field theories of up to second-order with this formalism. In particular, [11] covers

the most relevant features of the second-order multisymplectic formalism. However, third and higher or-

der field theories do not have unique Poincaré-Cartan forms, although some efforts in that direction have

been discussed in [12, 13]. Besides this, more problems regarding the non-uniqueness of the geometrical

structures appear in the definition of the Legendre maps associated with higher-order Lagrangians and

also problems arise while trying to impose a multimomentum phase space for the Hamiltonian formalism

of such theories.

The best way to overcome the aforementioned problems is to use the unified Lagrangian-Hamiltonian

formalism. It was first introduced by Skinner and Rusk in [14, 15, 16], and the basic idea is to merge

the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian formalisms into one. Even though Skinner and Rusk’s idea tames some

of the problems, still some arbitrary parameters that appear in the solutions of the higher-order field

equations and in the definition of the Legendre maps must be fixed to guarantee its consistency. A

modification of this framework that clarifies the choice of the jet and the multimomentum bundles and

removes all ambiguity for second-order field theories was developed in [17], and this is the approach that

we shall use throughout this work.

The unified Lagrangian-Hamiltonian formalism allows us to extract all the relevant physical infor-

mation of a given system. First, we identify the geometry, manifolds and bundles of the theory and set

the Lagrangian-Hamiltonian problem. For regular Lagrangians, the field equations that arise are compat-

ible and have solutions on the jet-multimomentum bundle. This is not the case for singular Lagrangians,

where it is needed to implement a constraint algorithm to be able to find the corresponding submanifolds

of the jet-multimomentum bundle on which the field equations are compatible and have solutions. The

constraint algorithm that we will apply was developed in [18].

In regular first-order theories, the holonomy condition is recovered from the local coordinate expres-

sion of the field equations [19]. That is not the case for second-order field theories (even for regular

Lagrangians) and, therefore, it is required to imposed it a priori. Moreover, in the unified formalism the

singularity of the Lagrangian appears also as constraints, in particular, as the definition of the Legendre

transform. This is convenient as the implementation of the constraint algorithm is straightforward.

Another advantage of the unified Lagrangian-Hamiltonian formalism is that one can derive a covari-

ant Hamiltonian formulation, as long as some regularity conditions are meet. Another common construc-

tion of a Hamiltonian formulation for field theories consists on performing a space + time decomposition

of the covariant Lagrangian formalism and then perform an instantaneous Legendre transform. This was

originally performed by Arnowitt, Deser and Misner for General Relativity [20]. This ADM-like ap-

proach, also called the instantaneous Hamiltonian formulation, has been studied from a geometric point

of view [21, 22]. We shall delve into the relation and equivalence between these Hamiltonian formalisms

for theories of gravity in a future work.

For all these reasons the multisymplectic formalism, and particularly the unified Lagrangian-Hamiltonian

formalism, is suitable for studying singular second-order field theories such as certain string theories, the

Korteweg-de Vries model and some of the most relevant theories of gravity, including General Relativity.
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It is known that General Relativity (GR) is one of the most successful theories in the history of

physics. For over a hundred years now, it has been tested and shown to be the standard model of gravity.

However, it is also known that it is is a low-energy effective theory, incomplete in the sense that it is non-

renormalisable [23]. There are different motivations for studying modified models of gravity. From the

phenomenological perspective, the relatively recent detection of the first gravitational waves opens a new

way of testing generalised models of gravity that predict something different from what GR predict [24].

The problem of the fine-tuned cosmological constant needed to explain the accelerated expansion of the

universe in General Relativity is a strong incentive for physicists to explore generalised models of gravity

as well. If we turn to a theoretical point of view, studying modified gravity grants a deeper understanding

of GR. Finally, mathematically speaking, understanding the geometric structure of generalised models of

gravity could impose strong constraints on the theory that could be used by physicists to discard models

or, on the other hand, make them turn their attention to a certain model.

That being said, Horndeski’s theory is an interesting candidate for being the generalisation of GR

since it is the most general diffeomorphism invariant, scalar-tensor theory that leads to second order

equations of motion [25]. It is strongly hyperbolic, at least at weak coupling, and therefore admits a

well-posed initial value problem [26]. Most importantly, this type of theories are causal and hence allow

for the existence of dynamical black holes [27] which could be potentially observed with the current

techniques.

We will be focusing on the construction of the multisymplectic formalism for the cubic subclass of

Horndeski’s theory. This subclass leads to strongly hyperbolic equations [28] and recently has gained at-

tention among cosmologists due to the fact that this model can describe a non-singular bouncing universe

[29]. Besides the importance of this subclass of theories as a physical model, its covariant Hamiltonian

formulation arises relevant geometric and physical consequences, as we shall discuss in the last section.

The multisymplectic formalism of relevant theories of gravity can be found in the literature. Some of

the most relevant examples are General Relativity [30], metric-affine gravity with [31, 32] and without

vielbein [33], Lovelock Gravity [34] and even Chern-Simons gravity and the bosonic string [35].

The aim of the present work is to present the multisymplectic framework for the cubic subclass

of Horndeski theories. A major feature of this formalism is that it provides a recipe for obtaining the

Hamiltonian formulation of generalised theories of Gravity. Hence, we will first establish the geometric

framework of the theory and introduce a suited change of co-ordinates that simplifies the calculations of

the constraint algorithm. Finally we will show how to obtain the Hamiltonian formulation of the theory

and briefly discuss its implications.

All the manifolds are real, second countable and of class C∞. Manifolds and mappings are assumed

to be smooth. Sum over crossed repeated indices is understood. Comas denote partial derivatives and

semicolons covariant derivatives.

2 Setting up the problem

In this section, we will introduce the geometrical structures and the manifolds and bundles that we need

to construct the formalism for cubic Horndeski’s theories. To do so, we will present the Horndeski’s

Lagrangian, explain its main features and justify the importance of the cubic subclass of Horndeski’s

theories. Finally we will set up the Lagrangian-Hamiltonian problem for this theories.
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2.1 Geometry, manifolds and bundles of the theory

Let M be an oriented 4-dimensional spacetime with coordinates xµ, µ = 0, 1, 2, 3 and whose volume

form is denoted by η ∈ Ω4(M). A scalar field is a map φ : M → R or, equivalently, its graph is a

section of the product bundle M ×R over M .

The covariant configuration bundle1 for this system is a fiber bundle π : E → M , with E being the

manifold (M × R)×MS3,1
2 (M) , where S3,1

2 (M) denotes the bundle of symmetric covariant two-tensors

g of Lorentz signature (−,+,+,+) acting on TxM .

The adapted fiber coordinates in E are (xµ, gαβ , φ), (µ, α, β = 0, 1, 2, 3), where gαβ and φ are

the component functions of the metric and the scalar field respectively. The volume form satisfies

η = dx0 ∧ dx1 ∧ dx2 ∧ dx3 ≡ d4x. Provided that the metric is symmetric, it only has ten inde-

pendent components and hence dimE = 15. We shall consider this when we sum over indices on the

fiber, thus it is useful to establish a convention and order the indices as 0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 3.

The kth-order jet bundles of the projection π, Jkπ, (k = 1, 2, 3); which are the manifolds of the

k-jets of local sections Ψ ∈ Γ(π) are equivalence classes of local sections of π [36]. Points in Jkπ are

denoted by jkxψ, with x ∈M and ψ ∈ Γ(π) being a representative of the equivalence class. If Ψ ∈ Γ(π),
we denote the kth prolongation of Ψ to Jkπ by jkΨ ∈ Γ(π̄k). We have the following natural projections:

if r 6 k,

πkr : J
kπ −→ Jrπ
jkxΨ 7−→ jrxΨ

;
πk : Jkπ −→ E

jkxΨ 7−→ Ψ(x)
;

π̄k : Jkπ −→ M
jkxΨ 7−→ x

.

Observe that πsr ◦ πks = πkr , πk0 = πk, πkk = IdJkπ, and π̄k = π ◦ πk. The induced coordinates in J3π
are (xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, gαβ,µν , φ,µν , gαβ,µνλ, φ,µνλ), (0 ≤ µ ≤ ν ≤ λ ≤ 3). We shall use all the

possible permutations, although only the ordered ones are actual co-ordinates.

Now we can explicitly write the total derivative Dτ in these local co-ordinates as

Dτ =
∂

∂xτ
+
∑

α≤β
µ≤ν≤λ

(
gαβ,τ

∂

∂gαβ
+ gαβ,µτ

∂

∂gαβ,µ
+ gαβ,µντ

∂

∂gαβ,µν
+ gαβ,µνλτ

∂

∂gαβ,µνλ

+φ;τ
∂

∂φ
+ φ,µτ

∂

∂φ,µ
+ φ,µντ

∂

∂φ,µν
+ φ,µνλτ

∂

∂φ,µνλ

)
.

Notice that, if f ∈ C∞(Jkπ), then Dτf ∈ C∞(Jk+1π).

Next, consider the bundle J1π and let Mπ ≡ Λ4
2(J

1π) be the bundle of 4-forms over J1π vanishing

by the action of two π̄1-vertical vector fields; with the canonical projections

πJ1π : Λ
4
2(J

1π) → J1π ; π̄M = π̄1 ◦ πJ1π : Λ
4
2(J

1π) →M .

The induced local coordinates in Λ4
2(J

1π) are (xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, pg, pφ, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ),

with 0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 3 and µ, ν = 0, 1, 2, 3.

This bundle is endowed with the tautological (or Liouville) 4-form Θ1 ∈ Ω4(Λ4
2(J

1π)) and the

canonical (or Liouville) 5-form Ω1 = −dΘ1 ∈ Ω5(Λ4
2(J

1π)), which is a multisymplectic form; meaning

1Covariant configuration bundle will be just referred to as configuration bundle from now on. In contrast, there is an

instantaneous configuration bundle that appears in the ADM-like formulation of the theory.
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it is closed and 1-nondegenerate, with the following local expressions

Θ1 = pd4x+
∑

α≤β

(
pαβ,µg dgαβ ∧ d3xµ + pαβ,µνg dgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

)
+ pφdφ+ p,µφ dφ,µ ,

Ω1 = −dp ∧ d4x−
∑

α≤β

(
dpαβ,µg ∧ dgαβ ∧ d3xµ + dpαβ,µνg ∧ dgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

)
− dpφ ∧ dφ− dp,µφ ∧ dφ,µ ;

where d3xν = i

(
∂

∂xν

)
d4x.

Consider the πJ1π-transverse submanifold s : J
2π† →֒ Λ4

2(J
1π) defined locally by the constraints

pαβ,µνg = pαβ,νµg and p,µνφ = p,νµφ . This submanifold is called the extended 2-symmetric multimomentum

bundle and its construction is canonical even though it is defined in local coordinates [37].

Let

π†
J1π

: J2π† → J1π ; π̄†M = π̄1 ◦ π†
J1π

: J2π† →M

be the canonical projections.

The coordinates in J2π† are

(xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, p, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ),

with (0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 3; 0 ≤ µ ≤ ν ≤ 3), and ∗sp
αβ,µν
g =

1

n(µν)
pαβ,µνg , ∗sp

,µν
φ =

1

n(µν)
p,µνφ , where

n(µν) is a combinatorial factor defined by n(µν) = 1 for µ = ν, and n(µν) = 2 for µ 6= ν.

Denote Θs
1 = ∗sΘ1 ∈ Ω4(J2π†) and the multisymplectic form Ωs

1 = ∗sΩ1 = −dΘs
1 ∈ Ω5(J2π†),

which are called symmetrised Liouville m and (m+ 1)-forms. In this case, the local expressions are

Θs
1 =p d

4x+
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg dgαβ ∧ d3xµ +
∑

α≤β

1

n(µν)
pαβ,µνg dgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

+ p,µφ dφ ∧ d3xµ +
1

n(µν)
p,µνφ dφµ ∧ d3xν ,

Ωs
1 =− dp ∧ d4x−

∑

α≤β

dpαβ,µg ∧ dgαβ ∧ d3xµ −
∑

α≤β

1

n(µν)
dpαβ,µνg ∧ dgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

− dp,µφ ∧ dφ ∧ d3xµ − 1

n(µν)
dp,µνφ ∧ dφµ ∧ d3xν .

Last, consider the quotient bundle J2π‡ = J2π†/Λ4
1(J

1π), called the restricted 2-symmetric multi-

momentum bundle, endowed with the following projections

µ : J2π† → J2π‡ ; π‡
J1π

: J2π‡ → J1π ; π̄‡M : J2π‡ →M.

Observe that J2π‡ is also the submanifold of Λ4
2(J

1π)/Λ4
1(J

1π) defined by the local constraints pαβ,µν =
pαβ,νµ and p;µνφ = p;νµφ Thus, the coordinates in J2π‡ are

(xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ),

with (0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 3; 0 ≤ µ ≤ ν ≤ 3). The dimension of this submanifold is dim J2π‡ =
dim J2π† − 1.
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The Horndeski Lagrangian density is a π2-semibasic form LV ∈ Ω4(J2π). Hence LV = LV (π2)∗η,

where LV ∈ C∞(J2π) is the Horndeski Lagrangian function

LV =
1

16πG

√
|g|
(

3∑

i=1

Li

)
,

where, in the coordinates of the manifold:

L1 =R+X ; L2 = G2(φ,X) ; L3 = G3(φ,X)�φ ;

L4 =G4(φ,X)R +G4,X(φ,X)
[
(�φ)2 − gµαgνβφ;µνφ;αβ

]

L5 =G5(φ,X)Gµνg
µαgνβφ;αβ

− 1

6
G5,X(φ,X)

[
(�φ)3 + 2gναgβγgσνφ;µνφ;αβφ;γσ − 3gαµgβνgφ;µνφ;αβ�φ

]
.

Here gµν are the components of the inverse of the metric tensor, that is, gαµg
µν = δνα; g the de-

terminant of the metric tensor; X = −1
2g

µνφ;µφ;ν , and �φ = gµνφ;µν . The Ricci tensor is given by:

Rαβ = DγΓ
γ
αβ −DαΓ

γ
γβ + Γγ

αβΓ
δ
δγ − Γγ

δβΓ
δ
αγ . Hence, the Ricci scalar has the local expression:

R = gαβRαβ = gαβ
(
DγΓ

γ
αβ −DαΓ

γ
γβ + Γγ

αβΓ
δ
δγ − Γγ

δβΓ
δ
αγ

)
,

As we mentioned in the introduction, throughout this work we shall consider the cubic subclass of

Horndeski’s theories, which means we will only preserve up to the L3 term in the Lagrangian, i.e. we

will set G4(φ,X) = 0 and G5(φ,X) = 0.

2.2 The higher-order jet multimomentum bundles

The unified Lagrangian-Hamiltornian formalism is set in a bundle that encompasses the jets and bundles

described in the previous section and hence the manifolds M and E. First, we construct the symmetric

higher-order jet multimomentum bundle W and the restricted symmetric higher-order jet multimomen-

tum bundle Wr as described in [11, 17]

W = J3π ×J1π J
2π†,

Wr = J3π ×J1π J
2π‡.

Here J2π† J2π‡ are the extended and the restricted 2-symmetric multimomentum bundle respec-

tively, as discussed in the previous section. The symmetric higher-order jet multimomentum bundles

have the following natural local coordinates

(xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, gαβ,µν , φ,µν , gαβ,µνλ, φ,µνλ, p, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ),

and

(xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, gαβ,µν , φ,µν , gαβ,µνλ, φ,µνλ, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ),

with (0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 3; 0 ≤ µ ≤ ν ≤ 3), and are endowed with the following projections

ρ1 : W → J3π , ρ2 : W → J2π† , ρM : W →M

ρr1 : Wr → J3π , ρr2 : Wr → J2π‡ , ρrM : Wr →M .
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Moreover, the quotient map µ : J2π† → J2π‡ induces a natural submersion µW : W → Wr.

Now, we define the canonical pairing which will help us determine the Hamiltonian function.

C : J2π ×J1π Λ4
2(J

1π) −→ Λ4
1(J

1π)
(j2xφ, ω) 7−→ (j1φ)∗

j1xφ
ω

,

hence we have can define a new pairing Cs : J2π ×J1π J
2π† → Λ4

1(J
1π) as

Cs(j2xφ, ω) = C(j2xφ, js(ω)) = (j1φ)∗j1xφ js(ω) .

From here we get the second-order coupling 4-form in W , which is the ρM -semibasic 4-form Ĉ ∈
Ω4(W) defined by

Ĉ(j3xφ, ω) = Cs(π32(j
3
xφ), ω) , (j3xφ, ω) ∈ W .

As Ĉ is a ρM -semibasic 4-form, there exists a function Ĉ ∈ C∞(W) such that Ĉ = Ĉρ∗Mη. In co-

ordinates this is written as

Ĉ =


p+

∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg gαβ,µ +
∑

α≤β
µ≤ν

pαβ,µνg gαβ,µν + p,µφ φ,µ +
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ,µν


 d4x .

A 4−form L̂ = (π32 ◦ ρ1)∗LV ∈ Ω4(W), which can be written as L̂ = L̂ ρ∗Mη, where L̂ = (π32 ◦
ρ1)

∗LV ∈ C∞(W), can be used to define the Hamiltonian submanifold Wo

Wo =
{
w ∈ W : L̂(w) = Ĉ(w)

}
o→֒ W ,

which is ultimately defined by the following constraint

Ĉ − L̂ ≡ p+
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg gαβ,µ +
∑

α≤β
µ≤ν

pαβ,µνg gαβ,µν + p,µφ φ,µ +
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ,µν − L̂ = 0 .

This submanifold is µW-transverse and diffeomorphic to Wr, Φo : Wo → Wr. Wo induces a Hamil-

tonian section ĥ ∈ Γ(µW) by ĥ = o ◦ Φ−1
o : Wr → W , specified by the local Hamiltonian function

Ĥ =
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg gαβ,µ +
∑

α≤β
µ≤ν

pαβ,µνg gαβ,µν + p,µφ φ,µ +
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ,µν − L̂ .

that is,

ĥ(xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, gαβ,µν , φ,µν , gαβ,µνλ, φ,µνλ, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ )

= (xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ, gαβ,µν , φ,µν , gαβ,µνλ, φ,µνλ,−Ĥ, pαβ,µg , p,µφ , p
αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ).

This is all summarised in the following commutative diagram
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W

ρ1

��

µW

��
ρ2

��

Wr

ĥ

\\

ρr1

��⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦

ρr2

  ❆
❆❆

❆❆
❆❆

❆❆
❆❆

❆❆
❆❆

❆❆
❆

ρr
J1π

��

ρrM

��

J2π†

µ

��π
†

J1π

⑥⑥
⑥⑥

~~⑥⑥
⑥⑥
⑥⑥
⑥⑥
⑥⑥
⑥⑥
⑥⑥

J3π

π3
1 ''PP

PP
PP

PP
PP

PP
P

π̄3

**
π3

**

J2π‡

π
‡

J1πww♥♥♥
♥♥
♥♥
♥♥
♥♥
♥♥
♥

J1π

π̄1

��
π1

##

M

E

π

OO

The Liouville forms in Wr, Θr = (ρ2 ◦ ĥ)∗Θs
1 ∈ Ω4(Wr) and Ωr = −dΘr = (ρ2 ◦ ĥ)∗Ωs

1 ∈
Ω5(Wr), for second order field theories [17], in these specific co-ordinates, are

Θr =− Ĥd4x+
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µdgαβ ∧ d3xµ +
∑

α≤β

1

n(µν)
pαβ,µνdgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

+ p,µνdφ ∧ d3xµ +
1

n(µν)
p,µνdφ,µ ∧ d3xν

Ωr =dĤ ∧ d4x−
∑

α≤β

dpαβ,µg ∧ dgαβ ∧ d3xµ −
∑

α≤β

1

n(µν)
dpαβ,µνg ∧ dgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

− dp,µνg ∧ dφ ∧ d3xµ − 1

n(µν)
dp,µνg ∧ dφ,µ ∧ d3xν ; (1)

To obtain the form (1) explicitly, we need to calculate the exterior derivative of the Hamiltonian

function. The exterior derivative of a function is the differential of the function. Specifically we have

dĤ =
∑

α≤β

(
gαβ,µdp

αβ,µ
g + pαβ,µg dgαβ,µ

)
+
∑

α≤β
µ≤ν

(
gαβ,µνdp

αβ,µν
g + pαβ,µνg dgαβ,µν

)

+ φ,µdp
,µ
φ + p,µφ dφ,µ +

∑

µ≤ν

(
φ,µνdp

,µν
φ + p,µνφ dφ,µν

)
− dL̂.

The differential of the Lagrangian, provided its dependency upon the metric, the first and second

order derivatives of the metric, the scalar field and the first and second order derivatives of the scalar

field, is
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dL̂ =
∑

α≤β

∂L̂

∂gαβ
dgαβ +

∑

α≤β

∂L̂

∂gαβ,µ
dgαβ,µ +

∑

α≤β
µ≤ν

∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
dgαβ,µν

+
∂L̂

∂φ
dφ+

∂L̂

∂φ,µ
dφ,µ +

∂L̂

∂φ,µν
dφ,µν.

The Liouville forms are degenerate; this is

ker Θr = ker Ωr ⊃
〈

∂

∂gαβ,µν
,

∂

∂gαβ,µνλ
,

∂

∂φ,µνλ

〉

0≤α≤β≤3; 0≤µ≤ν≤λ≤3

. (2)

For a premultisymplectic form Ω, we call (geometric) gauge vector fields to those vector fields belonging

to ker Ω (see [7, 42] for more details). Furthermore, Θr is (π31 ◦ ρr2)-projectable.

2.3 The Lagrangian-Hamiltonian problem

Consider the system (Wr,Ωr).

Definition 1. A section ψ ∈ Γ(π̄k) is holonomic if jk(πk ◦ ψ) = ψ; that is, ψ is the kth prolongation of

a section φ = πk ◦ ψ ∈ Γ(π), and an integrable and π̄M -transverse multivector field X ∈ X
4(Jkπ) is

holonomic if its integral sections are holonomic.

A section ψ ∈ Γ(π̄‡M ) is holonomic in J2π‡ if π̄‡
J1π

◦ ψ ∈ Γ(π̄1) is holonomic in J1π, and an

integrable and π̄‡M -transverse multivector field X ∈ X
4(J2π‡) is holonomic if its integral sections are

holonomic.

Finally, a section ψ ∈ Γ(ρrM ) is holonomic in Wr if ρr1 ◦ ψ ∈ Γ(π̄3) is holonomic in J3π, and an

integrable and ρrM -transverse multivector field X ∈ X
4(Wr) is holonomic if its integral sections are

holonomic.

It is important to point out that the fact that a multivector field in Wr has the local expression (5) (and

then being locally decomposable and ρrM -transverse) is just a necessary condition to be holonomic, since

it may not be integrable. However, if such a multivector field admits integral sections, then its integral

sections are holonomic. In general, a locally decomposable and ρrM -transverse multivector field which

has (5) as coordinate expression, is said to be semiholonomic in Wr.

The Lagrangian-Hamiltonian problem associated with the system (Wr,Ωr) consists in finding holo-

nomic sections ψ ∈ Γ(ρrM ) satisfying any of the following equivalent conditions:

1. ψ is a solution to the equation

ψ∗ i(X)Ωr = 0 , for every X ∈ X(Wr) . (3)

2. ψ is an integral section of a multivector field contained in a class of holonomic multivector fields

{X} ⊂ X
4(Wr) satisfying the equation

i(X)Ωr = 0 . (4)

As the form Ωr is 1-degenerate we have that (Wr,Ωr) is a premultisymplectic system, and solutions

to (3) or (4) do not exist everywhere in Wr.
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3 A suitable change of coordinates

At this point, for the sake of facilitating calculations, it is useful to introduce a new set of co-ordinates on

Wr. The argument is simple; most interesting Lagrangians contain covariant derivative terms, making

it necessary to transform them to terms with partial derivatives and components of the Levi-Civita con-

nection. However, if we choose the velocity, acceleration and jerk co-ordinates of the scalar field on Wr

to be the covariant derivatives of first, second and third order respectively, instead of the partial deriva-

tives, we will reduce significantly the difficulty in further computations. The cost of this co-ordinate

transformation is that the Poincaré-Cartan forms must be transformed to the new co-ordinates.

The suited coordinates on Wr in this case are:

(x̃µ, g̃αβ , φ̃, g̃αβ,µ, φ̃,µ, g̃αβ,µν , φ̃,µν , g̃αβ,µνλ, φ̃,µνλ, p̃
αβ,µ
g , p̃,µφ , p̃

αβ,µν
g , p̃,µνφ ).

They are related to the previous chart by a set of maps. For the coordinates of spacetime we just set

x̃µ = xµ. The metric is left unchanged related, and the scalar field is changed as:

φ̃ =φ ; φ̃;µ = φ,µ ; φ̃;µν = φ,µν − φ,γΓ
γ
µν ;

φ̃;µνλ =φ,µνλ − φ,γλΓ
γ
νµ − φ,γΓ

γ
νµ,λ − φ,γνΓ

γ
µλ + φ,σΓ

σ
γνΓ

γ
µλ − φ,µγΓ

γ
λν + φ,σΓ

σ
µγΓ

γ
λν .

The multimomenta coordinates are mapped via the identity, and they are also unchanged. These

expressions are a mere change of coordinates and hence the manifold and all the geometric structure of

the theory remains intact. From these relations we get

∂

∂gαβ
=

∂

∂g̃αβ
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂gαβ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

,

∂

∂gαβ,µ
=

∂

∂g̃αβ,µ
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂gαβ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

,

∂

∂gαβ,µν
=

∂

∂g̃αβ,µν
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ,µν

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

,

∂

∂φ
=
∂

∂φ̃

∂

∂φ,µ
=

∂

∂φ̃;µ
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂φ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂φ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

,

∂

∂φ,µν
=

∂

∂φ̃;µν
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂φ,µν

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

,

where
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∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂gαβ
=n(αβ)φ̃;γg

γ(αΓ
β)
µ′ν′

∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂gαβ,µ
=
n(αβ)

2
φ̃;γg

γρ
[
δµµ′δ

(α
ν′ δ

β)
ρ + δµν′δ

(α
ρ δ

β)
µ′ − δµρ δ

(α
µ′ δ

β)
ν′

]

∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂φ,µ
=− Γµ

µ′ν′

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂φ,µ
=− Γµ

µ′ν′,λ′ + Γµ
γν′Γ

γ
µ′λ′ + Γµ

µ′γΓ
γ
λ′ν′

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂φ,µν
=− 3n(µν)Γ

(µ
[ν′µ′δ

ν)
λ′]

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ
=n(αβ)

{
−
(
φ;γλ′ + φ;τΓ

τ
γλ′

)
gγ(αΓ

β)
ν′µ′

+
1

2
φ;γ

[
gγ(αgβ)ρ(gµ′ρ,ν′λ′ + gρν′,µ′λ′ − gµ′ν′,ρλ′)

− gγ(αgβ)σgρδgσδ,λ′(gµ′ρ,ν′ + gρν′,µ′ − gν′µ′,ρ)

− gγσgρ(αgβ)δgσδ,λ′(gµ′ρ,ν′ + gρν′,µ′ − gν′µ′,ρ)
]

+ (φ;γν′ + φ;τΓ
τ
γν′)g

γ(Γ
β)
µ′λ′ − φ;σg

σ(αΓ
β)
γν′Γ

γ
µ′σ′

− φ;σΓ
σ
γν′g

γ(αΓ
β)
µ′σ′ + (φ;µ′γ + φ;τΓ

τ
µ′γ)g

γ(αΓ
β)
γ′ν′

− φ;σg
σ(αΓ

β)
µ′γΓ

γ
λ′ν′ − φ;σΓ

σ
µ′γg

γ(αΓ
β)
ν′λ′

}

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ,µ
=− 1

2
n(αβ)

[
gγσgρδδµλ′δ

(α
λ′ δ

β)
δ (gµ′ρ,ν′ + gρν′,µ′ − gν′µ′,ρ)

+ gγσgρδgσδ,λ′(δµν′δ
(α
µ′ δ

β)
ρ + δµµ′δ

(α
ρ δ

β)
ν′ − δµρ δ

(α
ν′ δ

β)
µ′ )
]

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ,µν
=
1

2
n(αβ)n(µν)gγρ

(
δ
(α
µ′ δ

β)
ρ δ

(µ
ν′ δ

ν)
σ′ + δ(αρ δ

β)
ν′ δ

(µ
µ′ δ

ν)
σ′ − δ

(α
ν′ δ

β)
µ′ δ

(µ
ρ δ

ν)
σ′

)

It is important to clarify that we have used the standard notation for symmetrization and antisym-

metrization of indices. To symmetrize on n indices, we sum over all possible permutations of these

indices and divide the result by n! . To antisymmetrize, we go through the same procedure, but weight-

ing each term in the sum by the sign of the permutation. For instance

T (µνρ)λ =
1

3!

(
T µνρλ + T νρµλ + T ρµνλ + T νµρλ + T ρνµλ + T µρνλ

)
,

T µ
[νcd] =

1

3!

(
T µ

νρσ − T µ
ρνσ + T µ

ρσν − T µ
σρν + T µ

σνρ − T µ
νσρ

)
.

Sometimes it is convenient to (anti)symmetrize over indices which are not adjacent. In this case, we

use vertical bars to denote that some indices will be excluded. For instance,

T(µ|ρσ|ν) =
1

2
(Tµρσν + Tνρσµ) .
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From now on, we shall drop the tildes over the names of the co-ordinates, but it must be understood

that the following calculations are performed in the new chart.

The Liouville forms in Wr, in these new coordinates, become

Θr =− Ĥd4x+
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µdgαβ ∧ d3xµ +
∑

α≤β

1

n(µν)
pαβ,µνdgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

+ p,µνdφ ∧ d3xµ +
1

n(µν)
p,µνφ dφ;µ ∧ d3xν

Ωr =dĤ ∧ d4x−
∑

α≤β

dpαβ,µg ∧ dgαβ ∧ d3xµ −
∑

α≤β

1

n(µν)
dpαβ,µνg ∧ dgαβ,µ ∧ d3xν

− dp,µνφ ∧ dφ ∧ d3xµ − 1

n(µν)
dp,µνφ ∧ dφ;µ ∧ d3xν ;

where

Ĥ =
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg gαβ,µ +
∑

α≤β
µ≤ν

pαβ,µνg gαβ,µν + p,µφ φ;µ +
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ;µν +
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ;γΓ
γ
µν − dL̂

dĤ =
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg dgαβ,µ +
∑

α≤β

gαβ,µdp
αβ,µ
g +

∑

α≤β

pαβ,µνg dgαβ,µν +
∑

α≤β

gαβ,µνdp
αβ,µν
g

+ p,µφ dφ;µ + φ;µdp
,µ
φ +

∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ dφ;µν +
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ Γγ
µνdφ;γ +

∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ;γdΓ
γ
µν

+
∑

µ≤ν

(
φ;µν + φ;γΓ

γ
µν

)
dp,µνφ − dL̂,

with

dΓγ
µν = −1

2
gγλgρσ (gνρ,µ + gρµ,ν − gµν,ρ) dgλσ +

1

2
gγρ (dgνρ,µ + dgρµ,ν − dgµν,ρ) .

Provided that we are interested in second order theories, we have

dL̂ =
∂L̂

∂xµ
dxµ +

∂L̂

∂gαβ
dgαβ +

∂L̂

∂g̃αβ,µ
dgαβ,µ +

∂L̂

∂g̃αβ,µν
dgαβ,µν

+
∂L̂

∂φ
dφ+

∂L̂

∂φ;µ
dφ;µ +

∂L̂

∂φ;µν
dφ;µν .

The local expression of a holonomic multivector field X ∈ X
4(Wr) in the new coordinates is

13



X =

3∧

λ=0

∑

α≤β
µ≤ν≤τ

[
∂

∂xλ
+ gαβ,λ

(
∂

∂g̃αβ
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂gαβ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

)

+gαβ,µλ

(
∂

∂g̃αβ,µ
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′

∂gαβ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

)

+gαβ,µνλ

(
∂

∂g̃αβ,µν
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂gαβ,µν

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

)
+ φ,λ

∂

∂φ

+
(
φ;µλ + φ;γΓ

γ
µλ

)( ∂

∂φ̃;µ
+
∂φ̃µ′ν′

∂φ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂φ,µ

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

)

+
(
φ;µνλ + φ;γλΓ

γ
νµ − φ;ρΓ

ρ
γλΓ

γ
µν + φ;γΓ

γ
νµ,λ + φ;γνΓ

γ
µλ + φ;µγΓ

γ
λν

)( ∂

∂φ̃;µν
+
∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

∂φ,µν

∂

∂φ̃;µ′ν′λ′

)

+Fg αβ,µντλ
∂

∂gαβ,µντ
+Gαβ,µ

g λ

∂

∂pαβ,µg

+Gαβ,µν
g λ

∂

∂pαβ,µνg

+Fφ ,µντλ
∂

∂φ,µντ
+G,µ

φ λ

∂

∂p,µφ
+G,µν

φ λ

∂

∂p,µνφ

]
. (5)

and, if

ψ(xλ) = (xλ, ψg αβ(x
λ), ψg αβ,µ(x

λ), ψg αβ,µν(x
λ), ψφ(x

λ), ψφ ;µ(x
λ), ψφ ;µν(x

λ),

ψg αβ,µντ (x
λ), ψαβ,µ

g (xλ), ψαβ,µν
g (xλ)ψφ ,µντ (x

λ), ψ,µ
φ (xλ), ψ,µν

φ (xλ))

is an integral section of X, its component functions satisfy the following system of partial differential

equations

∂ψg αβ

∂xλ
= gαβ,λ ◦ ψ , ∂ψg αβ,µ

∂xλ
= gαβ,µλ ◦ ψ , ∂ψg αβ,µν

∂xλ
= gαβ,µνλ ◦ ψ ,

∂ψφ

∂xλ
= φ;λ ◦ ψ , ∂ψφ ;µ

∂xλ
= φ;µλ ◦ ψ , ∂ψφ ;µν

∂xλ
= φ;µνλ ◦ ψ ,

∂ψg αβ,µντ

∂xλ
= Fg αβ,µντλ ◦ ψ , ∂ψ

αβ,µ
g

∂xλ
= Gαβ,µ

g λ ◦ ψ , ∂ψ
g αβ,µν
g

∂xλ
= Gαβ,µν

g λ ◦ ψ

∂ψφ ,µντ

∂xλ
= Fφ αβ,µντλ ◦ ψ ,

∂ψ,µ
φ

∂xλ
= G,µ

φ λ ◦ ψ ,
∂ψ,µν

φ

∂xλ
= G,µν

φ λ ◦ ψ .

4 Unified Lagrangian-Hamiltonian formalism and the Constraint Algo-

rithm

Now we explicitly calculate the Legendre maps and the corresponding field equations for the multivector

fields in the new coordinates.

4.1 Legendre maps

Proposition 1. A section ψ ∈ Γ(ρrM ) solution to the equation (3) takes values in a 140-codimensional

submanifold LV
: WLV

→֒ Wr which is identified with the graph of a bundle map FLV : J3π → J2π‡,
over J1π, defined locally by
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FL ∗
V pαβ,µg =

∂L̂

∂gαβ,µ
−

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν

)
− 1

2

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µα
φ;γg

γβ +
∂L̂

∂φ;βµ
φ;γg

γα − ∂L̂

∂φ;αβ
φ;γg

γµ

)

=L̂αβ,µ
g ,

FL ∗
V pαβ,µνg =

∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
,

FL ∗
V p,µφ =

∂L̂

∂φ;µ
−

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µν

)
− ∂L̂

∂φ;γν
Γµ
γν = L̂,µ

φ ,

FL ∗
V p,µνφ =

∂L̂

∂φ;µν
.

The submanifold WLV
is the graph of a bundle morphism F̃LV : J3π → J2π† over J1π defined

locally by

F̃L ∗

V pαβ,µg =
∂L̂

∂gαβ,µ
−

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν

)

− 1

2

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µα
φ;γg

γβ +
∂L̂

∂φ;βµ
φ;γg

γα − ∂L̂

∂φ;αβ
φ;γg

γµ

)

=L̂αβ,µ
g ,

F̃L ∗

V pαβ,µνg =
∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
,

F̃L ∗

V p,µφ =
∂L̂

∂φ;µ
−

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µν

)
− ∂L̂

∂φ;γν
Γµ
γν = L̂,µ

φ ,

F̃L ∗

V p,µνφ =
∂L̂

∂φ;µν
,

F̃L ∗

V p =L̂−
∑

α≤β
µ≤ν

gαβ,µν
∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
−
∑

µ≤ν

(
φ;µν + φ;γΓ

γ
µν

) ∂L̂

∂φ;µν

− φ;µ

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µ
−

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µν

)
− ∂L̂

∂φ;γν
Γµ
γν

)

−
∑

α≤β

gαβ,µ

[
∂L̂

∂gαβ,µ
−

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν

)

− 1

2

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µα
φ;γg

γβ +
∂L̂

∂φ;βµ
φ;γg

γα − ∂L̂

∂φ;αβ
φ;γg

γµ

)]
.

The maps FLV and F̃LV are the restricted and the extended Legendre maps (associated with the

Lagrangian density LV), and they satisfy that FLV = µ ◦ F̃LV. For every j3xφ ∈ J3π, we have that

rank(F̃LV(j
3
xφ)) = rank(FLV(j

3
xφ)).

Remember that, according to [37], a second-order Lagrangian density L ∈ Ω4(J2π) is regular if

rank(F̃L(j3xφ)) = rank(FL(j3xφ)) = dim J2π + dim J1π − dimE = dimJ2π‡ ,
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otherwise, the Lagrangian density is singular. Regularity is equivalent to demand that FL : J3π → J2π‡

is a submersion onto J2π‡ and this implies that there exist local sections of FL. If FL admits a global

section Υ: J2π‡ → J3π, then the Lagrangian density is said to be hyperregular. Recall that the regularity

of L determines if the section ψ ∈ Γ(ρrM ) solution to the equation (3) lies in WL or in a submanifold

Wf →֒ WL where the section ψ takes values. In order to obtain this final constraint submanifold, the

best way is to work with the equation (4) instead of (3).

4.2 Field equations for multivector fields

For a generic cubic Horndenski theory we have, at least, the following constraints:

Theorem 1. Consider the Horndeski Lagrangian with G4(φ,X) = 0 and G5(φ,X) = 0, and let

Wf →֒ Wr be the submanifold defined locally by the constraints

pαβ,µνg − ∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
= 0 , pαβ,µg − L̂αβ,µ

g = 0 , L̂αβ
g = 0 , Xτ L̂

αβ
g = 0 ,

p,µνφ − ∂L̂

∂φ;µν
= 0 , p,µφ − L̂,µ

φ = 0 , L̂φ = 0 , Xτ L̂φ = 0 ;

for 0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 3, 0 ≤ µ ≤ ν ≤ 3 and 0 ≤ τ ≤ 3. Then, there exist classes of semiholonomic

multivector fields {X} ⊂ X
4(Wr) which are tangent to Wf and such that

i (X)Ωr|Wf
= 0 , ∀X ∈ {X} ⊂ X

4(Wr) . (6)

Proof. In order to find the final submanifold Wf we use a local coordinate procedure which is equivalent

to the constraint algorithm for premultisymplectic field theories. Bearing in mind (5), the local expression

of a representative of a class of a semiholonomic multivector fields, not necessarily integrable, is, in this

case, 5

then, equation (4) leads to

Gαβ,µ
g µ − ∂L̂

∂gαβ
−
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ;γg
γαΓβ

µν = 0 , (7)

G,µ
φ µ − ∂L̂

∂φ
= 0 , (8)

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Gαβ,µν

g ν − ∂L̂

∂g̃αβ,µ
+ pαβ,µg +

∑

ρ≤σ

φ;γp
,ρσ
φ

∂Γγ
ρσ

∂g̃αβ,µ
= 0 , (9)

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
G,µν

φ ν −
∂L̂

∂φ;µ
+ p,γνφ Γµ

γν + p,µφ = 0 , (10)

pαβ,µνg − ∂L̂

∂g̃αβ,µν
= 0 , (11)

p,µνφ − ∂L̂

∂φ;µν
= 0 . (12)

Expressions (11) and (12) are constraints that define the compatibility submanifold Wc →֒ Wr. If we

require tangency of the multivector field to Wc,

L(Xτ )

(
pαβ,µνg − ∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν

)
|Wc = 0 ,
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L(Xτ )

(
p,µνφ − ∂L̂

∂φ;µν

)
|Wc = 0 ,

we get

Gαβ,µν
g τ = Xτ

(
∂L̂

∂g̃αβ,µν

)
; (on Wc) , (13)

G,µν
φ τ = Xτ

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µν

)
; (on Wc) . (14)

Contracting τ and ν and combining these expressions with (9) and (10) leads to

0 =

3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂g̃αβ,µν

)
− ∂L̂

∂g̃αβ,µ
+ pαβ,µg +

∑

ρ≤σ

φ;γp
,ρσ
φ

∂Γγ
ρσ

∂g̃αβ,µ
; (on Wc) , (15)

0 =
3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
Xν

(
∂L̂

∂φ;µν

)
− ∂L̂

∂φ;µ
+ p,γνφ Γµ

γν + p,µφ ; (on Wc) , (16)

which can be rewritten as pαβ,µg = L̂αβ,µ
g ; p,µφ = L̂µ

φ , respectively. These constraints define the

submanifold WL →֒ Wc. Imposing tangency conditions on these, gives

Gαβ,µ
g τ = Xτ

(
L̂αβ,µ
g

)
; G,µ

φ τ = Xτ

(
L̂µ
φ

)
; (on WL)

If we contract µ and τ , and use (7), (8), (11), (12), (13) and (14), we get

0 =
∂L̂

∂gαβ
−Xµ

(
L̂αβ,µ
g

)
+
∑

µ≤ν

p,µνφ φ;γg
γαΓβ

µν ; (on WL) , (17)

0 =
∂L̂

∂φ
−Xτ

(
L̂µ
φ

)
; (on WL) . (18)

These results hold for the full Horndeski’s theory since up to this point we have only assumed that our

Lagrangian is constructed out of the metric tensor, a scalar field and its first and second order derivatives.

To provide a better insight of the physical meaning of expressions (17) and (18) we shall consider the

Horndeski Lagrangian with G4(φ,X) = 0 and G5(φ,X) = 0 and after carefully computing these

expressions explicitly, we get

L̂,µ
φ =−√−g

{
gµνφ;ν

[
1 +

∂G2φ,X

∂X
+
∂G3(φ,X)

∂φ
+
∂G3(φ,X)

∂X
�φ

]

+
3∑

ν=0

1

n(µν)
gµνgαβφ;α

(
φ;βν + φ;γΓ

γ
βν

) ∂G3(φ,X)

∂X

}
(19)
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L̂αβ,µ
g =

1

2

√−g
{
gρλ,σ

[
− 3gρλgµ(αgβ)λ + 2gρλgµ(αgβ)σ + 2gαβgρσgµλ

+ 3gµσgλ(αgβ)ρ − 2gρµgλ(αgβ)σ − gαβgρλgµσ

− 1

2
gρbgµσgαβ + gµ(ρgλ)cgαβ + gµσgα(ρgλ)β

]

−G3(φ,X)φ;γ(g
γβgαµ + gγαgβµ − gγµgαβ)

}
. (20)

Therefore:

L̂αβ
g =−√

gn(αβ)

[
Rαβ − 1

2

(
R+X +G2 + 2X

∂G3

∂φ

)
gαβ − 1

2

(
1 +

∂G2

∂X
+ 2

∂G3

∂φ

)
gαρgβσφ;ρφ;σ

+
1

2

∂G3

∂X

(
−gρσgαδgβσφ;ρσφ;δφ;σ + 2gαρgβσgγδφ;(ρφ;|γ|σ)φ;δ

)]
= 0 ; (on WLV

) , (21)

L̂φ =−√−gn(αβ)
[
−
(
1 +

∂G2

∂X
+ 2X

∂2G2

∂X2
+ 2

∂G3

∂φ
+ 2X

∂2G3

∂X∂φ

)
gµνφ;µν

+ gµρgνσRµν
∂G3

∂X
φ;ρφ;σ −

(
∂2G2

∂X2
+ 2

∂2G3

∂X∂φ

)
(gµνφ;µνg

ρσφ;ρφ;σ − gρνgσµφ;ρφ;σφ;νµ)

− ∂G3

∂X
(gµνφ;µνg

ρσφ;ρσ − gµρgνσφ;µνφ;ρσ) +

(
2X

∂2G3

∂φ2
+

∂2G2

∂X∂φ

)
− ∂G2

∂φ

+
∂2G3

∂X2
gµσgνρφ;µφ;ν

(
gγδφ;γδφ;ρσ − gγδφ;γσφ;ρδ

)]
= 0 , (22)

Expresions (21) and (22) are the Euler-Lagrange equations, and when they are evaluated on sections

in WLV
we recover the cubic Horndeski equations of motion.

It is important to remark that L̂αβ
g and L̂φ do not depend on any of the momenta. There is a depen-

dence on the velocities and accelerations of both the metric and the scalar field, but not on higher-order

velocities of any of them. Hence, L̂αβ
g and L̂φ project onto J2π and they can be regarded as new con-

straints defining locally a submanifold W1 →֒ WLV
→֒ Wr. Once again, demanding tangency of the

multivector field to this new manifold we get

L(Xτ )L̂
αβ
g |W1

= 0 ,

L(Xτ )L̂φ|W1
= 0 ,

which are just

Xτ

(
L̂αβ
g

)
= 0; (on W1) ,

Xτ

(
L̂φ

)
= 0; (on W1) .
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These are new constraints again that project onto J3π. They define locally the submanifold Wf →֒
W1 →֒ WL →֒ Wr. This manifold Wf is the final constraint submanifold because there exist holonomic

multivector fields, solutions to (6). Finally, the new tangency conditions,

L(Xσ)Xτ

(
L̂αβ
g

)
|W1

= 0 ,

L(Xσ)Xτ

(
L̂φ

)
|W1

= 0 ,

which are explicitly

Xσ

(
Xτ

(
L̂αβ
g

))
= 0; (on W1) ,

Xσ

(
Xτ

(
L̂φ

))
= 0 (on W1) .

These allow us to determine the remaining components of (5), Fg αβ,µντλ and Fφ ,µντλ. Finally, the

complete set of constraints that define the final constraint submanifold Wf →֒ Wr are

pαβ,µνg − ∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
= 0 , pαβ,µg − L̂αβ,µ

g = 0 , L̂αβ
g = 0 , Xτ

(
L̂αβ
g

)
= 0 ,

p,µνφ − ∂L̂

∂φ;µν
= 0 , p,µφ − L̂,µ

φ = 0 , L̂φ = 0 , Xτ

(
L̂φ

)
= 0 ;

In contrasts with the Hilbert-Einstein case, we cannot assume that there exists a holonomic solution

(that is, integrable) in Wf . Depending on the particular choice of G1, G2 and G3, new constraints may

appear when demanding integrability of the multivector field in the constraint algorithm.

4.3 Field equations for sections

Provided that we now know the solution for the holonomic multivector fields, we can evaluate equation

(6) to recover the field equations for sections.
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∂ψg αβ

∂xµ
= ψg αβ,µ , (23)

∂ψg αβ,µ

∂xν
= ψg αβ,µν , (24)

∇µψφ = ψφ ;µ , (25)

∇νψφ ;µ = ψφ ;µν , (26)

∂ψαβ,µ
g

∂xµ
=

∂L̂

∂gαβ
+ ψ,µν

φ ψφ ;γψ
γα
g Γβ

µν , (27)

∂ψ,µ
φ

∂xµ
=
∂L̂

∂φ
, (28)

∂ψg αβ,µν
g

∂xµ
=

∂L̂

∂gαβ,µ
− ψαβ,µ

g − 1

2
ψφ ;γ

(
ψ,µα
φ ψγβ

g + ψ,βµ
φ ψγα

g − ψ,αβ
φ ψγµ

g

)
(29)

∂ψ,µν
φ

∂xν
=

∂L̂

∂φ;µ
− ψ,γν

φ Γµ
γν − ψ,µ

φ , (30)

ψαβ,µν
g =

∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
, (31)

ψ,µν
φ =

∂L̂

∂φ;µν
. (32)

Equations (23)-(26) are the holonomy conditions for the multivector field. Equations (29)-(32) define

the Legendre transformations.

5 Hamiltonian formalism

The covariant Hamiltonian formalism takes place in the image of the Legendre Transformation. For

singular Lagrangian this space could be highly degenerate. The Legendre maps in our case are given by

Proposition 1. Then

Tj3xφ
FLV =




1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

0
∂L̂αβ,µ

g

∂gγδ

∂L̂αβ,µ
g

∂φ

∂L̂αβ,µ
g

∂gγδ,τ

∂L̂αβ,µ
g

∂φ;τ
0 0 0 0

0
∂L̂,µ

φ

∂gγδ

∂L̂,µ
φ

∂φ

∂L̂,µ
φ

∂gγδ,τ

∂L̂,µ
φ

∂φ;τ

∂L̂,µ
φ

∂φ;τλ
0 0 0

0
∂2L̂

∂gγδ∂gαβ,µν

∂2L̂

∂φ∂gαβ,µν

∂2L̂

∂gγδ,τ∂gαβ,µν

∂2L̂

∂φ;τ∂gαβ,µν
0 0 0 0

0
∂2L̂

∂gγδ∂φ;µν

∂2L̂

∂φ∂φ;µν

∂2L̂

∂gγδ,τ∂φ;µν

∂2L̂

∂φ;τ∂φ;µν
0 0 0 0




Notice that, in general, rank(Tj3xφ
FLV) ≥ 59, depending on the arbitrary function G3(φ,X). Also,

locally

ker (FLV)∗ = ker ΩLV
⊃
〈

∂

∂gαβ,µν
,

∂

∂gαβ,µνλ
,

∂

∂φ;µνλ

〉

0≤α≤β≤3; 0≤µ≤ν≤λ≤3

, (33)
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hence FLV is highly degerated.

We denote P̃ = F̃LV(J
3π)

̃→֒ J2π† and P = FLV(J
3π)

→֒ J2π‡, and let FLo
V

be the map

defined by FLV =  ◦ FLo
V

and π̄P : P →M the natural projection. In order to assure the existence of

the Hamiltonian formalism it is needed that the Lagrangian density LV ∈ Ω4(J2π) is, at least, almost-

regular; i.e, P is a closed submanifold of J2π‡, FLV is a submersion onto its image and, for every

j3xφ ∈ J3π, the fibers FL−1
V

(FLV(j
3
xφ)) are connected submanifolds of J3π. For more details in

almost-regular Lagrangians and how to recover the Hamiltonian formalism from the unified Lagrangian-

Hamiltonian formalism, we recommend consulting references [11, 38].

The proof that the Hilbert-Einstein Lagrangian is almost-regular is based on the fact that P is dif-

feomorphic to the first jet of the corresponding fiber bundle[30]. This property is closely related to

the fact that the Euler-Lagrange equations (Einstein’s Field Equations) are second-order, although one

expects fourth-order equations for a second-order Lagrangian. This topic is called order-reduction (or

projectability) of a theory [39, 40, 41]. Horndenski Lagrangians are constructed such that the corre-

sponding field equations are second-order, therefore, one hopes to proceed in a similar way as in the

Hilbert-Einstein case. Nevertheless, the fact that the Euler-Lagrangians equations projects to lower order

doesn’t implies that the geometric structures also project to a lower order. The Horndenski theories that

have this property are characterised by proposition 2.

A form α ∈ Ω∗(J3π) projects to Jsπ, s = 1, 2, if it is π3s -basic, that is, LY α = 0 for all vector

fields Y vertical with respect to π3s . The multisymplectic Lagrangian system is (J3π,ΩL), where ΩLV
=

F̃LV
∗
Ωs
1 is the Poincaré-Cartan form.

Proposition 2. The Poincaré-Cartan form ΩLV
of a cubic Horndeski Lagrangian projects to J1π if, and

only if,
∂G3(φ,X)

∂X
= 0 .

Proof. The necessary and sufficient conditions for the associated Poincaré-Cartan form of a second-order

theory to project on J1π, according to [39] and [40], are that L ∈ C∞(J2π) is an affine function with

respect to the affine structure of p21 : J
2π → J1π, i.e.,

L = Lij
α y

α
(ij) + L0, L

ij
α = Lji

α ∈ C∞(J1π), L0 ∈ C∞(J1π), (34)

and the following equations hold:

2
∂Lhi

β

∂yαa
− ∂Lai

α

∂yβh
− ∂Lah

α

∂yβi
= 0, a, h, i = 1, ...n, α, β = 1, ...,m, (35)

which in cubic Horndeski’s theory translate into

L =
∑

α≤β

Lαβ,µν
g gαβ,µν + L,µν

φ φ,µν + L0, (36)

where
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L0 =
√−g

{
gαβ
[
gγδ(gδµ,βΓ

µ
αγ − gδµ,γΓ

µ
αβ) + Γδ

αβΓ
γ
γδ − Γδ

αγΓ
γ
βδ

]

+X +G2(φ,X) − φ,γΓ
γ
νµg

µνG3(φ,X)

}
, (37)

Lαβ,µν
g =

n(αβ)

2

√−g
(
gαµgβν + gανgβµ − 2gαβgµν

)
, (38)

L,µν
φ =

√−ggµνG3(φ,X), (39)

and the equations (35) hold if, and only, if

√−gφ,δ
∂G3(φ,X)

∂X

(
−2gµνgγδ + gγνgµδ + gγµgνδ

)
= 0. (40)

Equation 40 only holds if
∂G3(φ,X)

∂X
= 0.

If ∂G3

∂X
= 0, then we should expect that the systems behaves like a first-order system. We will study

this particular case first, and then we present the general case.

5.1 Hamiltonian formalism for a particular case

Throughout this subsection we shall consider that
∂G3(φ,X)

∂X
= 0, i.e. G3(φ,X) = G3(φ). Hence

LV =
1

16πG

√
|g| [R+X +G2(φ,X) +G3(φ)�φ] . (41)

Proposition 3. LV is an almost-regular Lagrangian and P is diffeomorphic to J1π.

Proof. P is a closed submanifold of J2π‡ since it is defined by the constraints

pαβ,µνg − ∂L̂

∂gαβ,µν
= 0; pαβ,µg − L̂αβ,µ

g = 0 ,

p,µνφ − ∂L̂

∂φ;µν
= 0; p,µφ − L̂,µ

φ = 0 .

The dimension of P is 4 + 10+ 1+ 40 + 4 = 59 and, as rank(TFLV) = 59 in every point, TFLV

is surjective and FLV is a submersion. Moreover,

ker (FLV)∗ =

〈
∂

∂gαβ,µν
,

∂

∂gαβ,µνλ
,

∂

∂φ;µνλ

〉

0≤α≤β≤3; 0≤µ≤ν≤λ≤3

, (42)

therefore, the fibers of the Legendre map are the fibers of the projection π̄31. As we consider metric with

fixed signature, they are connected submanifolds of J3π.
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Taking any local section φ of the projection π31, the map Φ = FLV ◦ φ : J1π → P is a local

diffeomorphism and it does not depend on the chosen section. Therefore, P and J1π are diffeomorphic.

J3π
FLV //

π3
1

��

P ⊂ J2π‡

J1π

φ

RR

Φ

@@

Then, the µ-transverse submanifolds P̃ and P are diffeomorphic and the diffeomorphism, denoted

µ̃ : P̃ → P, is just the restriction of the projection µ to P̃ . Therefore we can define a Hamiltonian

µ-section as hV = ̃ ◦ µ̃−1, which is specified by a local Hamiltonian function HP ∈ C∞(P); that is,

hV(x
µ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φµ, p

αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ) = (xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φµ,−HP , p

αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ).

This function HV is the Hamiltonian function defined on P and is given byH = (FLo
V
)∗HV; where

H , which is FLo
V

-projectable, is

H =
∑

α≤β

Lαβ,µν
g gαβ,µν + L,µν

φ

(
φ;µν + φ;γΓ

γ
µν

)
+
∑

α≤β

Lαβ,µ
g gαβ,µ + L,µ

φ φ;µ − L, (43)

This is summarised in the following diagram:

P̃ ̃ //

µ̃

��

J2π†

µ

��

W
µW

��

ρ2oo

P  //

hV

77♣♣♣♣♣♣♣♣♣♣♣♣♣♣
J2π‡ Wr

ĥ

XX

ρr2oo

Now, it is possible to define the Hamiltonian forms

ΘhV
:= h∗VΘ

s
1 ∈ Ω4(P) , ΩhV

:= −dΘhV
= h∗VΩ

s
1 ∈ Ω5(P) ,

and thus we have the Hamiltonian system (P,ΩhV
). Then, the Hamiltonian problem associated with this

system consists in finding holonomic sections ψh : M → P satisfying any of the following equivalent

conditions:

1. ψh is a solution to the equation

ψ∗
hi(X)ΩhV

= 0 , for every X ∈ X(P) . (44)

2. ψh is an integral section of a multivector field contained in a class of holonomic multivector fields

{Xh} ⊂ X
4(P) satisfying the equation

i (Xh)ΩhV
= 0 , ∀Xh ∈ {Xh} ⊂ X

4(P) . (45)
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(Here, holonomic sections and multivector fields are defined as in J2π†). The solutions of the Hamilto-

nian formalism can be recovered geometrically from the unified formalism using the adequate projections

(see [17] for more details). Nevertheless, we will continue by presenting the local expression of equations

45.

Formulation using multimomentum coordinates.

The natural coordinates of J2π‡ are

(xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ;µ, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ ),

which contain the multimomenta and the velocities. These are the expected coordinates for a Hamil-

tonian formulation of a second-order regular Lagrangian. Nevertheless, our Lagrangian is singular and

the Hamiltonian formulation takes place in the submanifold P. Since it is diffeomorphic to J1π by

proposition 3, a natural set of coordinates is

(xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ,µ) .

This is an uninteresting coordinate system, as the resulting equations are identical than the Lagrangian

ones. It is customary to write the Hamiltonian in terms of the positions and multimomenta only, so we

need to isolate the velocities to be able to write the Hamiltonian in these terms. The relation between

momenta and velocities is given by

pαβ,µg =− 1

2

√−g
{
G3(φ)φ;γ

(
gγβgαµ + gγαgβµ − gγµgαβ

)

− gρλ,σ

[
− 3gρσgµ(αgβ)λ + 2gρλgµ(αgβ)σ + 2gαβgρσgµλ

+ 3gµσgλ(αgβ)ρ − 2gρµgλ(αgβ)σ − gαβgρλgµσ

− 1

2
gρλgµσgαβ + gµ(ρgλ)σgαβ + gµσgα(ρgλ)β

]}
, (46)

p,µφ =−√−ggµν
{
φ;ν

[
1 +

∂G2(φ,X)

∂X
+
∂G3(φ)

∂φ

]}
(47)

Unlike in General Relativity, where the pαβ,µg and gαβ,µ are in one to one correspondence [30], this

is not generally true even in the particular case where ∂G3

∂X
= 0. To isolate the velocities we would need

to fully specify G2(φ,X) and in some cases it would not even be possible to do so.

To illustrate this procedure, we will consider the case ∂2G2

∂X2 = 0 and 1 + ∂G2(φ,X)
∂X

+ ∂G3(φ)
∂φ

6= 0.

With this in mind, we isolate the velocities in terms of the positions and multimomenta only:

φ;ν =− 1√−g


 p,µφ gµν

1 + ∂G2(φ,X)
∂X

+ ∂G3(φ)
∂φ


 = U,ν (48)

gαβ,µ =
1

3
√−g

1

n(αβ)

{
pλσ,νg − 1

2
p,δφ gδǫ


 G3(φ)

1 + ∂G2(φ,X)
∂X

+ ∂G3(φ)
∂φ



[
gνλgǫσ + gνσgǫλ − gλσgǫν

]}

{
− 2gαλgβµgσν − 2gαµgβλgσν + 6gαλgβσgµν + gανgβµgλσ + gαµgβνgλσ

}
= Vαβ,µ (49)
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Notice that we require that if
∂G2(φ,X)

∂X
+ ∂G3(φ)

∂φ
= −1 , then p,µφ = 0 and there is no hope to use p,µφ

as a coordinate instead of φ;µ.

Now we can set (xµ, gαβ , φ, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ ) as coordinates of P and then rewrite the Hamiltonian function

HV(x
µ, gαβ , φ, p

αβ,µ
g , p,µφ ) = HV(x

µ, gαβ , φ, Vαβ,µ(p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , gαβ , φ), U,µ(p

,µ
φ , gαβ , φ)) .

The Hamiltonian function is hence

HV =
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg Vαβ,µ +
√−gG3(φ)g

µνU;γΓ
γ
νµ + p,µφ U,µ −√−g (X +G2(φ,X))

−√−ggρλ
[
−1

2
gσǫgδζgǫζ,σ (gλδ,ρ + gρδ,λ − gρλ,δ) +

1

2
gσǫgδζgǫζ,λ (gρδ,λ + gσδ,ρ − gρσ,δ) + Γσ

σδΓ
δ
λρ − Γσ

λρΓ
δ
σρ

]

The field equations are derived again from (45) expressed using the new coordinates. Now, the

Hamilton-Cartan form Ωh has the local expression:

ΩhV
= dHV∧d4x−

∑

α≤β

dpαβ,µg ∧dgαβ∧d3xµ−dp,µφ ∧dφ∧d3xµ−
∑

α≤β

dLαβ,µν
g ∧dVαβ,µ∧d3xν−dL,µν

φ ∧dU,µ∧d3xν ,

and the local expression of a representative of a class {Xh} of semi-holonomic multivector fields in P is

Xh =

4∧

i=ν

(
∂

∂xν
+ Fg αβ,ν

∂

∂gαβ
+ Fφ ,ν

∂

∂φ
+Gαβ,µ

g ν

∂

∂pαβ,µg

+G,µ
φ ν

∂

∂p,µφ

)
; .

with Fg αβ,ν , Gαβ,µ
g ν , Fφ ,ν , G,µ

φ ν ∈ C∞(P).

From (45) we obtain

∂HV

∂gαβ
=−Gαβ,µ

g µ +Gρλ,γ
g ν

∂Vδζ,ǫ

∂pρλ,γg

∂Lδζ,ǫν

∂gαβ
+ Fg ρλ,ν

(
∂Vδζ,ǫ
∂gρλ

∂Lδζ,ǫν

∂gαβ
− ∂Vδζ,ǫ

∂gαβ

∂Lδζ,ǫν

∂gρλ

)

+G,ρ
φ ρ

(
∂U,ν

∂p,µφ

∂L,µν
φ

∂gαβ
− ∂U,ν

∂gαβ

∂L,µν
φ

∂p,µφ

)
+ Fφ ,µ

(
∂U,ν

∂φ

∂L,µν
φ

∂gαβ
− ∂U,ν

∂gαβ

∂L,µν
φ

∂φ

)
, (50)

∂HV

∂pαβ,µ
=Fg αβ,µ − Fg ρλ,ν

∂Vab,c

∂pαβ,µg

∂Lab,cν
g

∂gρλ
, (51)

∂HV

∂φ
=−G,ρ

φ ν

(
δνρ +

∂U,µ

∂φ

∂L,µν
φ

∂p,ρφ
− ∂U,µ

∂p,ρφ

∂L,µν
φ

∂φ

)

+ Fg αβ,ν

(
∂Vρλ,µ
∂φ

∂Lαβ,µν
g

∂gρλ
+
∂U,µ

∂gαβ

∂L,µν
φ

∂φ
− ∂U,µ

∂φ

∂L,µν
φ

∂gαβ

)
, (52)

∂HV

∂p,µφ
=Fφ ,µ + Fg αβ,ν

(
∂U,ρ

∂gαβ

∂L,ρν
φ

∂p,µφ
− ∂U,ρ

∂p,µφ

∂L,ρν
φ

∂gαβ
− ∂Vδζ,ǫ

∂p,µφ

∂Lδζ,ǫν
g

∂gαβ

)

+ Fφ ,ν

(
∂U,ρ

∂φ

∂L,ρν
φ

∂p,µφ
− ∂U,ρ

∂pµφ

∂L,ρν
φ

∂φ

)
. (53)

Expresions (50) through (53) would be the classical Hamilton-De Donder-Weil equations for a first

order field theory except by the fact that they contain extra-terms because the cubic Horndeski La-

grangian is a second order theory with respect to the metric and the scalar field, and neither Lαβ,µν
g =

1

n(µν)

∂L

∂gαβ,µν
nor L,µν

φ = 1
n(µν)

∂L
∂φ;µν

vanish.
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5.2 Hamiltonian formalism for the general case

On this subsection we consider the full cubic Horndeski Lagrangian

LV =
1

16πG

√
|g| [R+X +G2(φ,X) +G3(φ,X)�φ] . (54)

We will assume that L is almost-regular. The multimomenta for the general cubic case are

pαβ,µg =− 1

2

√−g
{
G3(φ,X)φ;γ

(
gγβgαµ + gγαgβµ − gγµgαβ

)

− gρλ,σ

[
− 3gρσgµ(αgβ)λ + 2gρλgµ(αgβ)σ + 2gαβgρσgµλ

+ 3gµσgλ(αgβ)ρ − 2gρµgλ(αgβ)σ − gαβgρλgµσ

− 1

2
gρλgµσgαβ + gµ(ρgλ)σgαβ + gµσgα(ρgλ)β

]}
, (55)

p,µφ =−√−ggµν
{
φ;ν

[
1 +

∂G2(φ,X)

∂X
+
∂G3(φ,X)

∂φ
+�φ

∂G3(φ,X)

∂X

]

+ (φ;αν + φ;γΓ
γ
αν) g

αβφ;β
∂G3(φ,X)

∂X

}
= Lµ

φh
. (56)

The multimomentum (56) is not a constraint for the general case, in which G3 6= 0. In contrast, (55)

is indeed a constraint and we must demand tangency of the multivector field to the submanifold defined

by this constraint.

L(Xh τ )
(
p,µφ − Lµ

φh

)
|Wc = 0,

which yields

0 =Gαβ,µ
g τ − 1

2

√−g
{
gρλFg ρλ,τN

αβµ −G3(φ,X)Fg ρλ,τφ;γ
∂

∂gρλ

(
gγβgαµ + gγαgβµ − gγµgαβ

)

− Fφ,τ
∂G3

∂φ
φ;γ

(
gγβgαµ + gγαgβµ − gγµgαβ

)
− gρλ,σFg δζ,τ

∂Mρλσαβµ

∂gδζ
+ Fg δζ,ητ δ

δζ
ρλδ

η
σM

ρλσαβµ

− Fφ ρ,τδ
ρ
γ

(
gγβgαµ + gγαgβµ − gγµgαβ

)}
, (57)

where

Mρλσαβµ =− 3gρσgµ(αgβ)λ + 2gρλgµ(αgβ)σ + 2gαβgρσgµλ

+ 3gµσgλ(αgβ)ρ − 2gρµgλ(αgβ)σ − gαβgρλgµσ

− 1

2
gρλgµσgαβ + gµ(ρgλ)σgαβ + gµσgα(ρgλ)β
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and

Nαβµ = G3(φ,X)φ;γ

(
gγβgαµ + gγαgβµ − gγµgαβ

)
− gρλ,σM

ρλσαβµ.

The second-order multimomenta pαβ,µνg and p,µνφ are completely determined by the constrains defin-

ing P 1. It is not possible, in general, to isolate the velocities in terms of the momenta unless G2(φ,X)
and G3(φ,X) are explicitly specified. Moreover, the momenta depend on the acceleration of the scalar

field, i.e. P does not project on J1π as expected 2. It is impossible, in general, to explicitly isolate the ve-

locities purely in terms of the momenta, so we will use the mix coordinates (xµ, gαβ , φ, gαβ,µ, φ;µ, p
αβ,µ
g , p,µφ , p

αβ,µν
g , p,µνφ )

for the Hamiltonian formulation, which contains a positions, momenta and velocities.

In terms of these coordinates, the Hamiltonian function is

HV =
∑

α≤β

pαβ,µg gαβ,µ +
√−gG3(φ,X)gµνφ;γΓ

γ
νµ + p,µφ φ;µ −√−g (X +G2(φ,X))

−√−ggab
[
−1

2
gcegdfgef,c (gbd,a + gad,b − gab,d) +

1

2
gcegdfgef,b (gad,c + gcd,a − gac,d) + Γc

cdΓ
d
ba − Γc

baΓ
d
ca

]

(58)

The Hamilton-Cartan form Ωh has the local expression:

ΩhV
= dHV∧d4x−

∑

α≤β

dpαβ,µg ∧dgαβ∧d3xµ−dp,µφ ∧dφ∧d3xµ−
∑

α≤β

dLαβ,µν
g ∧dgαβ,µ∧d3xν−dL,µν

φ ∧dφ;µ∧d3xν ,

and the local expression of a representative of a class {Xh} of semi-holonomic multivector fields in P is

Xh =

4∧

i=ν

(
∂

∂xν
+ Fg αβ,ν

∂

∂gαβ
+ Fφ ,ν

∂

∂φ
+ Fg αβ,µ,ν

∂

∂gαβ,µ
+ Fφ µ,ν

∂

∂φ;µ
+Gαβ,µ

g ν

∂

∂pαβ,µg

+G,µ
φ ν

∂

∂p,µφ

)
,

with Fg αβ,ν , Gαβ,µ
g ν ,Fg αβ,µ,ν , Fφ ,ν , Fφ ,µ,ν ,G,µ

φ ν ∈ C∞(P).

From (45) we get

∂HV

∂gαβ
=−Gαβ,µ

g µ + Fg ab,µ,ν
∂Lab,µν

g

∂gαβ
+ Fφ µ,ν

∂L,µν
φ

∂gαβ
(59)

∂HV

∂gαβ,µ
=Fg ab,ν

∂Lαβ,µν
g

∂gab
(60)

∂HV

∂pαβ,µg

=Fg αβ,ν (61)

∂HV

∂φ
=−G,µ

φ µ + Fφ µν

∂L,µν
φ

∂φ
(62)

∂HV

∂φ;µ
=Fφ ,ν

∂L,µν
φ

∂φ
− gρσφ;σFφ ρ,ν

∂L,µν
φ

∂X
+ Fg ab,ν

∂L,µν
φ

∂gab
(63)

∂HV

∂p,µφ
=Fφ ,µ. (64)
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These are the covariant Hamilton equations for the cubic Horndeski’s theory. Depending on the

values of G2(φ,X) and G3(φ,X), these equations may not be compatible and the constraint algorithm

should be continued. The dynamics of the Hamiltonian theory are determined by the Hamilton equations

59 to (64) and the tangency condition of the multivector field to the constraint (57).

6 Conclusion

In this work, we presented a multisymplectic covariant description of the cubic Horndeski theory using

the unified Lagrangian-Hamiltonian formalism. The constraint algorithm was employed to determine a

submanifold of the higher-order jet-multimomentum bundle Wr and the corresponding constraints that

provide the main features of the theory.

The constraints (11), (11), (15) and (16) appear as a consequence of this formalism and define the

Legendre map which further allows to pose a covariant Hamiltonian formulation and the corresponding

Hamilton-de Donder-Weyl-like equations of the theory. Although more constraints appear, they have no

physical relevance and are a mere consequence of the projectability of the theory, as we would expect a

second order Lagrangian to produce fourth-order equations of motion, but it does produce second-order

equations of motion.

We showed that the Poincaré-Cartan form of the theory form does not necessarily project onto J1π,

unless
∂G3(φ,X)

∂X
= 0. This makes it impossible, in general, to obtain a covariant Hamiltonian formulation

with first order equations of motion. Moreover, this is a counterexample that proves that the projectability

of the equations does not implies the projectability of the geometric structures. Hence, the reciprocal of

proposition 1 in [41] does not hold.

With extra assumptions on the Lagrangian, we provide the expression of the velocities in function

of the momenta, providing a covariant formulation of the Hamiltonian formalism which involves only

multimomenta. We also present situation where this is not possible.

For a general cubic Horndeski’s theory, we provide the covariant Hamiltonian formalism and we

present the field equations. In general, they involve velocities of the metric and the scalar field, as well

as the accelerations of the scalar field.

It is yet to be seen the map between our covariant formulation and the instantaneous, or ADM-like,

Hamiltonian formulation of these theories already presented in [26]. Recently, a proof of the equiva-

lence of the symplectic forms derived from the canonical and the covariant phase space formalisms was

presented in [22]. It is yet to be proven if there’s a similar equivalence between the symplectic forms

derived from the instantaneous and the multisymplectic forms in the multisymplectic formalism. If they

are equivalent, it will be needed to determine how to map all these forms. This will be explored in a

future work.
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