arXiv:1702.01849v2 [gr-qc] 28 Apr 2017

RESCEU-1/17, RUP-17-2

General invertible transformation and physical degrees of freedom

Kazufumi Takahashi,^{1, 2} Hayato Motohashi,^{1, 3} Teruaki Suyama,^1 and Tsutomu Kobayashi^4 1Research Center for the Early Universe (RESCEU), Graduate School of Science, The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan 2Department of Physics, Graduate School of Science, The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan 3Instituto de Física Corpuscular (IFIC), Universidad de Valencia-CSIC, E-46980, Valencia, Spain 4Department of Physics, Rikkyo University, Toshima, Tokyo 171-8501, Japan

An invertible field transformation is such that the old field variables correspond one-to-one to the new variables. As such, one may think that two systems that are related by an invertible transformation are physically equivalent. However, if the transformation depends on field derivatives, the equivalence between the two systems is nontrivial due to the appearance of higher derivative terms in the equations of motion. To address this problem, we prove the following theorem on the relation between an invertible transformation and Euler-Lagrange equations: If the field transformation is invertible, then any solution of the original set of Euler-Lagrange equations is mapped to a solution of the new set of Euler-Lagrange equations, and vice versa. We also present applications of the theorem to scalar-tensor theories.

I. INTRODUCTION

It had been believed that the Horndeski theory [1], also known as the generalized Galileon theory [2, 3], is the most general healthy (single-field) scalar-tensor theory. This was because it forms the broadest class that yields second-order Euler-Lagrange (EL) equations both for the metric and the scalar field, and thus trivially evade so-called Ostrogradsky ghosts associated with higher-order equations of motion [4]. However, the myth was destroyed: The second-order nature of the EL equations is just a sufficient condition and not a necessary condition for the absence of Ostrogradsky ghosts [5]. Gleyzes, Langlois, Piazza, and Vernizzi (GLPV) then constructed a healthy theory beyond Horndeski [6]. The key for healthy theories beyond Horndeski is that the EL equations are a priori of higher order, but can be rearranged into a second-order system [7], which is realized in the presence of appropriate degeneracy conditions or a sufficient number of constraints [8–10]. Thus far many efforts have been made to construct healthy theories beyond Horndeski, which include quadratic/cubic degenerate higher-order scalar-tensor (DHOST) theories [9, 11] and extended Galileons [12, 13].

Along this line, the transformation properties of these theories under the disformal transformation have been investigated in Refs. [5, 6, 11, 13–17]. A disformal transformation is a kind of frame transformation that generalizes conformal transformation. The law of transformation is defined by g̃_{μν} = A(ϕ, X)g_{μν} + B(ϕ, X)∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ, ϕ̃ = ϕ, (1) where X ≡ −(∇_μϕ)^2/2, and the functions A, B are chosen so that the transformation does not change the metric signature and is consistent with the existence of the inverse matrix of g̃_{μν} [14, 18]. It was shown in Ref. [5] that there exists the inverse transformation of Eq. (1) if A, B satisfy some additional condition (see §IV A for detail). One naturally expects that the number of physical degrees of freedom (DOFs) is not changed by such an invertible transformation because there is a one-to-one correspondence between the old and new sets of variables. On the other hand, since the disformal transformation contains derivatives of the scalar field, the EL equations derived from the transformed action contain higher-order derivatives, and thus the equivalence between the two frames is not clear. There are some works that addressed this issue: In the special case where the original action is of the Einstein-Hilbert form, the authors of Refs. [5, 19] showed that the EL equations in the new frame containing higher-order derivatives can be recomposed to yield second-order equations. The disformal invariance of cosmological perturbations and their number of DOFs are investigated in Refs. [20–23], and it was clarified in Ref. [24] that the disformal transformation in a cosmological setup amounts to a rescaling of time coordinate, and thus leaves physical observables unchanged. The authors of Ref. [25] proved the equivalence between two sets of EL equations for disformally related frames for an arbitrary scalar-tensor theory. The equivalence between the old and new frames has also been confirmed by Hamiltonian analysis in the unitary gauge ϕ = t [26], though the similar analysis without gauge fixing remains unaddressed. They also showed that the Hamiltonian structure is unchanged under a broad class of invertible field transformations. However, there exist infinite different types of invertible transformations that are not covered by their analysis. Also, the equivalence between EL equations for two frames related through general transformations has not been clarified. These facts motivate us to explore the nature of generic invertible transformations that depend on fields and their derivatives.

Besides the above, there is another motivation to address the issue on invertible transformations: It is related to noninvertible transformations, i.e., a class of transformations that are not invertible. The so-called mimetic gravity model [27] is known as an example of a theory resulting from such a noninvertible transformation. This theory is obtained by performing a particular noninvertible disformal transformation on the Einstein-Hilbert action in general relativity, and was shown to have three DOFs [28]. Hence, in this case the noninvertible transformation increases the number of DOFs by one. In general, a noninvertible transformation could map a theory to one with a different number of DOFs as opposed to the case of invertible transformations. It is intriguing to investigate how the number of DOFs of a given theory changes by a generic noninvertible transformation. Although this problem is beyond the scope of the present paper, the methodology for analyzing the nature of invertible transformations developed in this paper may be extensible to noninvertible transformations.

In light of this situation, we show the following theorem on invertible transformations: If two frames^{*1} are related by a general invertible transformation, the EL equations in the new frame are completely equivalent to the original-frame EL equations written in terms of the new fields. In other words, the new-frame EL equations are derived from the original-frame EL equations without any loss/gain of information of the equations, and vice versa. Combining this result with the property of invertible transformations that the fields in the two frames are related by a one-to-one correspondence, it can be concluded that any solution of the EL equations in the original frame is mapped to a solution in the new frame by the invertible transformation. The application of the theorem is not restricted to scalar-tensor theories, but rather extends to any field theory.

This paper is organized as follows. In §II, we provide two examples to illustrate the role of (derivative-dependent) invertible transformations. Then in §III, we prove the main theorem to clarify the relation between invertible transformations and EL equations. Furthermore, we present applications of our theorem to scalar-tensor theories in §IV, which include the class of disformal transformations mentioned above. Finally, we draw our conclusions in §V.

II. EXAMPLES

Before proceeding to general arguments in field theories, we give two examples which are useful to get a flavor of the main theorem.

A. Analytical mechanics

First, we consider a simple model in analytical mechanics. Let us start from the Lagrangian L(Ẋ, Ẏ ) = 1 2 Ẋ^2 + 1 2 Ẏ^2. (2)

As is obvious, the equations of motion (EOMs) obtained from this Lagrangian

E_X ≡ −Ẍ = 0, E_Y ≡ −Ÿ = 0, (3)

are a pair of second-order ordinary differential equations, and thus we need four initial conditions, i.e., the system has two DOFs. Now we perform a derivative-dependent frame transformation with X = x − ẏ, Y = y. (4) Note that this transformation is invertible: It can be uniquely solved for x, y as

x = X + Ẏ , y = Y. (5)

Since X has ẏ in its transformation rule, the new Lagrangian contains a higher-order time derivative: L^′(ẋ, ẏ, ÿ) = 1 2 (ẋ − ÿ)^2 + 1 2 ẏ^2, (6)

and so do the EOMs:

E_x ≡ −ẍ + y^{(3)} = 0, E_y ≡ −ÿ − x^{(3)} + y^{(4)} = 0. (7)

*1 Although the use of the word “system” would be more appropriate than “frame,” we use the latter in connection with disformal transformations.

At a first glance, this new system of equations seems to require more initial conditions than Eq. (3), but this is not true. Indeed, one can eliminate the higher derivative terms by taking linear combinations of the EOMs together with their time derivatives:

E_x + Ė_y − Ë_x = −ẍ = 0,

E_y − Ė_x = −ÿ = 0. (8) This system of equations has the same structure as the original one (3). Therefore, we need the same number of initial conditions to fix the dynamics of x, y as in Eq. (3). The above equivalence between the two frames can also be understood as follows. Written in terms of the original set of variables (X, Y ), the left-hand sides of Eq. (7) become

E_x = −Ẍ, E_y = −Ÿ − X^{(3)}. (9)

Then, they are combined to give E_X and E_Y , i.e., the original set of EOMs (3), as

E_X = E_x, E_Y = E_y − Ė_x, (10)

while (E_x, E_y) is expressed in terms of (E_X , E_Y ) as

E_x = E_X , E_y = E_Y + Ė_X . (11)

Equations (10) and (11) imply that the new-frame EOMs written in terms of the old variables are completely equivalent to the old-frame EOMs. Hence, any solution in the old frame (X, Y ) is mapped to a solution in the new frame (x, y) and vice versa, meaning that the two theories (2) and (6) have a common number of physical DOFs. Note also the similarity between Eqs. (4), (5) and Eqs. (10), (11). We shall clarify the origin of the similarity in §III.

One may notice that the transformation (4) basically captures the essential nature of the disformal transformation (1). The crucial difference between them is that the disformal transformation is more complicated so that it is not always invertible. When it is invertible, the logic is the same as the above discussion.

B. Scalar-tensor theory

The second example is the case of scalar-tensor theory. For the Einstein-Hilbert action with a canonical scalar field ϕ̃ and some matter fields Ψ^I ,

S[g̃_{μν} , ϕ̃; Ψ^I ] = ∫ d^4x √ −g̃ [ M^2_{Pl} 2 R̃ − 1 2 ~∇_μϕ̃ ~∇^μϕ̃ − V (ϕ̃) ] + S_m[g̃_{μν} ; Ψ^I ], (12)

let us consider the following transformation: g̃_{μν} = g_{μν} , ϕ̃ = ϕ − f(R), (13) where f(R) is an arbitrary function of the Ricci scalar associated with the metric g_{μν} . The inverse transformation is given by

g_{μν} = g̃_{μν} , ϕ = ϕ̃ + f(R̃), (14)

where now R̃ is computed from g̃_{μν} . For this transformation, the original action (12) is transformed as

S^′[g_{μν} , ϕ; Ψ^I ] = ∫ d^4x √ −g [ M^2_{Pl} 2 R − 1 2 ∇_μ (ϕ − f(R)) ∇^μ (ϕ − f(R)) − V (ϕ − f(R)) ] + S_m[g_{μν} ; Ψ^I ]. (15)

Introducing a Lagrange multiplier, one can recast this S^′ into the form of S^{′′}[g_{μν} , ϕ, χ, λ; Ψ^I ] = ∫ d^4x √ −g [ M^2_{Pl} 2 R − 1 2 ∇_μφ∇^μφ − V (φ) + λ(χ − R) ] + S_m[g_{μν} ; Ψ^I ], φ ≡ ϕ − f(χ), (16)

which manifestly yields second-order field equations. The action (16), which contains three scalar fields ϕ, χ, and λ, describes a specific model of tensor-multiscalar theory defined in Ref. [29]. Although such a theory has 2 + 3 DOFs in general, the specific theory defined by S^{′′} is expected to have only 2 + 1 DOFs as it is obtained via the invertible transformation (13) from the action (12) containing only one scalar field. Actually, we can explicitly show that the EL equations derived from S^{′′} are completely equivalent to those derived from the original action S in the following way. The EOMs obtained from S^{′′} are E_{μν} ≡ 1 √ −g δS^{′′} δg^{μν} = 0, E_Φ ≡ 1 √ −g δS^{′′} δΦ = 0, (Φ = ϕ, χ, λ), (17)

where E_{μν} = M^2_{Pl} 2 ( R_{μν} − 1 2 Rg_{μν} ) + 1 2 g_{μν} [ 1 2 ∇_σ φ∇^σ φ + V (φ) − λ(χ − R) ]

− 1 2 ∇_μφ∇_ν φ + ∇_μ∇_ν λ − g_{μν} □λ − λR_{μν} − 1 2 T_{μν} , (18)

E_ϕ = □φ − V^′(φ), (19) E_χ = λ − f^′(χ) [□φ − V^′(φ)] , (20) E_λ = χ − R, (21)

with T_{μν} ≡ −^{2√}_{−g}^{δSm}_{δgμν} being the energy-momentum tensor for the matter fields. The EOM for the Lagrange multiplier E_λ = 0 implies χ = R. Combining E_ϕ = 0 and E_χ = 0, one obtains λ = 0. Thus, the metric EOM E_{μν} = 0 is written as

M^2_{Pl} 2 ( R_{μν} − 1 2 Rg_{μν} ) + 1 2 g_{μν} [ 1 2 ∇_σ φ∇^σ φ + V (φ) ] − 1 2 ∇_μφ∇_ν φ − 1 2 T_{μν} = 0. (22)

This equation and E_ϕ = 0 are nothing but the Einstein and Klein-Gordon equations derived from the original action (12) with the replacement ϕ → φ. Hence, for any solution (g_{μν} , ϕ) = (g^{(0)}μν , ϕ^{(0)}) of the original EOMs, the set (g_{μν} , φ) = (g^{(0)}μν , ϕ^{(0)}) satisfies the new-frame EOMs. Once (g_{μν} , φ) is fixed, the solution for the new-frame variables (g_{μν} , ϕ, χ, λ) is also fixed as follows:

g_{μν} = g^{(0)}_{μν} , ϕ = ϕ^{(0)} + f(R^{(0)}), χ = R^{(0)}, λ = 0, (23)

where R^{(0)} denotes the Ricci scalar associated with g^{(0)}_{μν} . Therefore, the system of EOMs (17) is essentially the system composed of the Einstein equation (22) and the Klein-Gordon equation E_ϕ = 0, and thus has the same number of DOFs as the original system.

What we can learn from these simple examples is that, even if we perform a derivative-dependent transformation to obtain a Lagrangian with higher derivatives, it has the same number of DOFs as the original one as long as the transformation is invertible. In the subsequent section, we prove this statement for general field theories.

III. PROOF OF THE THEOREM

A. Setup

Let us consider a general field theory in D-dimensional spacetime: S = ∫ d^D x L[ϕ], L[ϕ] ≡ L(ϕ^i, ∂_μϕ^i, ∂_μ∂_ν ϕ^i, · · · , ∂_{(n)}ϕ^i), (24)

where i = 1, · · · , N labels the fields and ∂_{(k)} ≡ ∂_{μ1} · · · ∂_{μk} . Transforming ϕ^i to a new set of fields ψ^i by^{*2}

ϕ^i = f^i[ψ] ≡ f^i(ψ^j , ∂_μψ^j , ∂_μ∂_ν ψ^j , · · · , ∂_{(m)}ψ^j ), (25)

*2 Although it is natural to begin with the expression of the new variables in terms of the old ones, i.e., in the form of ψ^i = g^i[ϕ], we instead start from Eq. (25) which is more convenient for later arguments.

we obtain a new theory, symbolically written as

L^′[ψ] ≡ L[f[ψ]], (26)

which consists of at most (m + n)th derivatives of ψ^i. It should be noted that the transformation (25) depends only on ψ^i and their derivatives evaluated at the same point in the spacetime. A field transformation between ϕ^i and ψ^i is called invertible if ψ^i are uniquely determined from ϕ^i and vice versa. As such, Eq. (25) can be solved for ψ^i in the form of

ψ^i = g^i(ϕ^j , ∂_μϕ^j , ∂_μ∂_ν ϕ^j , · · · , ∂_{(ℓ)}ϕ^j ). (27)

Hereafter we require that the number of ϕ fields be the same as that of ψ fields, because otherwise one cannot define an invertible transformation between ϕ^i and ψ^i.^{*3}

In general, the transformation law (25) could be quite nonlinear. However, as we shall see below, if the invertibility is considered only locally in field space, the invertibility of the transformation can be judged within the language of linear algebra. Let us consider infinitesimal changes δϕ^i, δψ^i from configurations of ϕ^i, ψ^i that satisfy the relation (25). Then Eq. (25) is linearized as

δϕ^i = P̂^i_j δψ^j , (28)

where P̂^i_j is a derivative-operator-valued matrix determined from the functional form of f^i:

P̂^i_j =^m ∑ s=0 u^{i(s)}_j ∂_{(s)}, u^{i(s)}_j ≡ ∂f^i ∂(∂_{(s)}ψ^j )

. (29)

A system of equations of the form (28) is called linear differential-algebraic equations (DAEs), since it consists of coupled linear differential and algebraic equations. The solution to Eq. (28) is generically not unique as it may contain integration constants. On the other hand, if the transformation (25) is invertible at least locally, then one can uniquely solve the system of DAEs (28) for δψ^i in the form of

δψ^i = Q̂^i_j δϕ^j , (30)

where Q̂^i_j is a derivative-operator-valued matrix satisfying^{*4}

P̂^i_j Q̂^j_k = Q̂^i_jP̂^j_k = δ^i_k, (31)

and hence plays the role of the inverse operator of P̂^i_j . In the present paper, we restrict ourselves to such a special class of field transformations. For the detailed arguments on the unique solvability of DAEs, see Ref. [30].

B. Main theorem

In §II, we saw that an invertible transformation does not change the number of physical DOFs in two simple models. Below we prove the following theorem for general field theories:

Theorem. Suppose two sets of fields ϕ^i and ψ^i are related by an invertible transformation of the form ϕ^i = f^i[ψ]. If a configuration ψ^i_{(0)} satisfies the EL equations for ψ^i, then its transformation f^i[ψ_{(0)}] satisfies the EL equations for ϕ^i. Conversely, if a configuration ϕ^i_{(0)} satisfies the EL equations for ϕ^i, then its inverse transformation (f^{−1})^i[ϕ_{(0)}] satisfies the EL equations for ψ^i.^{*5}

Proof. Let us consider the variation of the action in two different manners. If we vary the original action written in terms of ϕ^i, then we obtain δS = δ ∫ d^D x L[ϕ] = ∫ d^Dx E^{(ϕ)}_i δϕ^i. (32)

*3 We also require that the dynamics of ϕ^i is restricted within the codomain of f^i.

*4 If there exists a derivative-operator-valued matrix Q̂^i_j for which Q̂^i_jP̂^j_k = δ^i_k, one can prove P̂^i_j Q̂^j_k = δ^i_k and the uniqueness of such Q̂^i_j in the same manner as c-number matrices.

*5 The symbol (f^{−1})^i[ϕ] stands for the configuration of ψ^i that satisfies ϕ^i = f^i[ψ].

Here, E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 denote the EOMs for ϕ^i. Meanwhile, if we rewrite the action in terms of ψ^i by the relation (25), the variation yields δS = δ ∫ d^D x L^′[ψ] = ∫ d^D x E^{(ψ)}_i δψ^i, (33)

where E^{(ψ)}_i = 0 are the EOMs for ψ^i. Note that, in deriving the EL equations, we have imposed independent boundary conditions for ϕ^i and ψ^i: ∂_{(k)}ϕ^i = 0 (k = 0, 1, · · · , n − 1) and ∂_{(k}′_)ψ^i = 0 (k^′ = 0, 1, · · · , n + m − 1), respectively. This is because we need only the relation between the old- and new-frame EL equations obtained in such manner. Now we impose Eq. (28) on δϕ^i and reexpress Eq. (32) by δψ^i:^{*6} δS = ∫ d^D x E^{(ϕ)}_i P̂^i_j δψ^j = ∫ d^D x ( P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i ) δψ^j . (34)

Note that, as a result of integration by parts, here we have the adjoint of P̂^i_j which satisfies

P̂^{†i}_j w_i =^m ∑ s=0 (−1)^s∂_{(s)} ( u^{i(s)}_j w_i ) , (35)

with w_i being an arbitrary vector function. After this, one can compare Eqs. (33) and (34). Since δψ^i are arbitrary, one obtains the following relation between E^{(ϕ)}_i and E^{(ψ)}_i :^{*7}

E^{(ψ)}_i = P̂^{†j}_i E^{(ϕ)}_j . (36)

The relation (36) can be regarded as the adjoint DAE system to Eq. (28). Now the problem is whether the original set of EOMs E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 follows from P̂^{†j}_i E^{(ϕ)}_j = 0. To prove this, one can follow the arguments on the unique solvability of adjoint DAEs given in Ref. [30]. Since the operator matrix P̂^i_j has its inverse Q̂^i_j without integral operator, one can take the adjoint of Eq. (31) to obtain P̂^{†i}_jQ̂^{†j}_k = Q̂^{†i}_jP̂^{†j}_k = δ^i_k, (37)

which means that the inverse operator of P̂^{†i}_j is independent of integral operators and given by Q̂^{†i}_j . Therefore, from Eq. (36) we obtain

E^{(ϕ)}_i = Q̂^{†j}_i E^{(ψ)}_j , (38)

which is the adjoint DAE system to Eq. (30). By multiplying both sides of P̂^{†j}_i E^{(ϕ)}_j = 0 by Q̂^{†i}_k yields E^{(ϕ)}_k = 0. Hence, if a configuration of ψ^i that satisfies the new set of EOMs (40) is transformed by the relation (25), then the resulting configuration of ϕ^i satisfies the original set of EOMs (39). Moreover, the opposite direction is also true. This completes the proof of the main theorem. □

In deriving the relation (36), we have not used explicit expressions for the EL equations in each frame. Although technically more complicated, it is also possible to show the relation by a direct comparison between the explicit expression of E^{(ϕ)}_i and that of E^{(ψ)}_i as follows. The EOMs for ϕ^i are formally written as

E^{(ϕ)}_i ≡ δL[ϕ] δϕ^i = n∑ q=0 (−1)^q ∂_{(q)}v^{(q)}_i = 0, v^{(q)}_i ≡ ∂L ∂(∂_{(q)}ϕ^i)

. (39)

On the other hand, the EOMs for ψ^i become^{*8}

E^{(ψ)}_i ≡ δL[f[ψ]] δψ^i = m+n∑ p=0 n∑ q=0 (−1)^p∂_{(p)} [ v^{(q)}_j ∂(∂_{(q)}f^j ) ∂(∂_{(p)}ψ^i) ] = 0. (40)

*6 Hereafter ϕ^i and ψ^i are freely replaced with each other via the relation (25). *7 The relation (36) itself holds even if the transformation is not invertible.

*8 Note that E^{(ψ)}_i = 0 is different from what one obtains by substituting Eq. (25) into E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0, though these two sets of equations are equivalent by virtue of the relation (36).

By using the relation^{*9}

∂(∂_{(q)}f^j ) ∂(∂_{(p)}ψ^i) = ∑ 0≤k≤q 0≤p−k≤m

( q k ) ∂_{(q−k)}u^{j(p−k)} i , (41)

the expression of E^{(ψ)}_i becomes

E^{(ψ)}_i = n∑ k=0 k+m∑ p=k n∑ q=k (−1)^p ( q k ) ∂_{(p)} [ v^{(q)}_j ∂_{(q−k)}u^{j(p−k)} ] , (42)

where we have interchanged the summations. With the aid of the Leibniz rule,

E^{(ψ)}_i = n∑ k=0 k+m∑ p=k n∑ q=k k∑ r=0 (−1)^p ( q k ) ( k r ) ∂_{(p−k)} [ ∂_{(r)}v^{(q)}_j ∂_{(q−r)}u^{j(p−k)} ]

= m∑ s=0 n∑ k=0 n∑ q=k k∑ r=0 (−1)^{k+s} ( q k ) ( k r ) ∂_{(s)} [ ∂_{(r)}v^{(q)}_j ∂_{(q−r)}u^{j(s)} ] , (43)

where we have defined s ≡ p − k. Interchanging the summations as ∑_n k=0 ∑_n q=k ∑_k r=0 = ∑_n q=0 ∑_q r=0 ∑_q k=r and using the formula q∑ k=r (−1)^k ( q k ) ( k r ) = (−1)^qδ_{qr}, (44)

we finally obtain

E^{(ψ)}_i = m∑ s=0 n∑ q=0 (−1)^{s+q} ∂_{(s)} [ u^{j(s)}_i ∂_{(q)}v^{(q)}_j ] = P̂^{†j}_i E^{(ϕ)}_j , (45)

which is nothing but Eq. (36).

C. Remarks

According to the Theorem, if one can define an inverse transformation between ϕ^i and ψ^i, then the solution space for ψ^i is mapped to a subspace of the solution space for ϕ^i, and vice versa. Therefore, the two solution spaces have the same number of DOFs.

One may naively think that the proof for the equivalence between E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 and P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 becomes simpler if the field transformation is reduced to one without field derivatives. Such a reduction is realized by introducing auxiliary fields with Lagrange multipliers and then replacing the derivatives contained in the field transformation by the auxiliary fields. However, this method is not helpful for comparing E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 and P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 as the EOMs of the resulting theory apparently do not coincide with P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0. For the detailed arguments, see the Appendix.

There are several other remarks on the Theorem. If a given transformation law ϕ^i = f^i[ψ] can be solved for ψ^i without integration constant but with branches of solutions, one can still apply the Theorem by choosing any one of the branches. For instance, the transformation ϕ = ψ^2 has two inverse transformations, ψ = ± √ ϕ. In this case, P̂ = 2ψ and Q̂ = ±1/(2√ϕ). After choosing either of the branches of Q̂, one can apply the Theorem.

The original- and new-frame EL equations (E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 and E^{(ψ)}_i = 0) are at most (2n)th- and (2n + 2m)th-order differential equations, respectively. We have seen in Eq. (38) that the latter can be reduced to the equivalent (2n+m)thorder differential equations by operating the regular matrix Q̂^{†i}_j . Since the Theorem states that the DOFs of the

*9 Equation (41) can be verified by repeated use of the following identity for Φ[ψ] = ∂_{(r)}f^j [ψ] (r = 0, 1, · · · , q − 1):

∂(∂_{(1)}Φ[ψ])

∂(∂_{(p)}ψ^i)

= ∂_{(1)} ∂Φ[ψ] ∂(∂_{(p)}ψ^i) + ∂Φ[ψ] ∂(∂_{(p−1)}ψ^i) , which can be checked by expanding the both sides using the chain rule.

reduced equations are the same as the ones of the original-frame EL equations, it is natural to expect that the reduced equations can be further reduced to the manifestly equivalent (2n)th-order differential equations by some manipulations. While the total number of required initial conditions is the same in both frames, it does not mean EL equations in the new frame are reducible to the set of equations each of which has the same orders of derivatives as those for EL equations in the old frame. To see this, let us consider the following Lagrangian in analytical mechanics depending on (X, Y ): L = 1 2 Ẋ^2 + 1 2 Ẏ^2 + XY. (46)

Clearly, the EOMs for (X, Y ),

E_X ≡ −Ẍ + Y = 0, E_Y ≡ −Ÿ + X = 0, (47)

are two second-order differential equations, which require four initial conditions. Now we perform a transformation of variables (X, Y ) → (x, y) defined by

x = E_Y = X − Ÿ , y = Y, (48)

which has the inverse transformation

X = x + ÿ, Y = y. (49)

Note that x = 0 and is nondynamical by definition. The Lagrangian is then transformed as

L^′ = 1 2 (ẋ + y^{(3)})^2 − 1 2 ẏ^2 + xy, (50)

where we performed integration by parts. The EOMs for (x, y) are given by

E_x ≡ −ẍ − y^{(4)} + y = 0, E_y ≡ −x^{(4)} − y^{(6)} + ÿ + x = 0. (51)

Due to our main theorem, the EOMs in the new frame are equivalent to those in the old frame through the relation (38) with the replacement (49). Indeed,

E_X = E_x = −ẍ − y^{(4)} + y = 0, E_Y = E_y − Ë_x = x = 0.

(52)

Hence, the EOMs for (x, y) are x = 0, which is consistent with Eq. (48), and a fourth-order differential equation −y^{(4)} + y = 0 obtained by substituting x = 0 into E_X = 0. As such, the two second-order equations (47) are transformed into one zeroth-order equation and one fourth-order equation. Obviously, the new EOMs are not reducible to two second-order differential equations. Nevertheless, the two sets are still related through Eq. (36) or Eq. (38), and have the same number of DOFs. In this case, the EOMs in both frames indeed require four initial conditions. This example demonstrates that in general the old and new sets of EOMs have different derivative structures.^{*10} To clarify their structures, one has to investigate on a case-by-case basis.

Another thing to note is that if the original theory has gauge symmetries, then Eq. (36) is not the only way to express E^{(ψ)}_i in terms of E^{(ϕ)}_i . This is because there exist identities among the EL equations corresponding to the gauge symmetries, i.e., Noether identities. If the original theory is invariant under an infinitesimal gauge transformation in the form of

Δ_ϵϕ^i = Ĝ^i_I ϵ^I , (53)

where I = 1, · · · , M labels the gauge symmetries, then the Noether identities are written as^{*11}

Ĝ^{†i}_I E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0, (54)

*10 This type of situation happens whenever one defines an invertible transformation in such a way that a part of the new fields becomes nondynamical. The above example has a problem that the Hamiltonian obtained from the Lagrangian (46) is not bounded below. Such a model was chosen just for simplicity in calculation.

*11 The number of the gauge symmetries M is smaller than that of the fields N.

which reduces the dimensionality of the old-frame EOM space by M. Correspondingly, the new system also has gauge symmetries under the infinitesimal transformation ψ^i → ψ^i + Δ_ϵψ^i, where Δ_ϵψ^i = Q̂^i_jĜ^j_I ϵ^I . Therefore, the new-frame EOMs satisfy the corresponding Noether identities Ĝ^{†i}_IQ̂^{†j}_i E^{(ψ)}_j = 0, which means that the new-frame EOM space also has dimension N − M. Even in this case, the proof of the main theorem still holds since it relies only on the invertibility of P̂^{†i}_j . On the other hand, combining Eqs. (36) and (54), we obtain

E^{(ψ)}_i = (P̂^{†j}_i + F̂^I_i Ĝ^{†j}_I )E^{(ϕ)}_j ≡ R̂^j_i E^{(ϕ)}_j , (55)

with F̂^I_i being an arbitrary derivative-operator-valued matrix. Note that this arbitrariness of the relation between the EOMs does not spoil the proof of the main theorem. For some choice of F̂^I_i , the matrix R̂^i_j may become singular, in which case R̂^i_j is a projection operator onto the (N − M)-dimensional constrained surface in the N-dimensional EOM space defined by the Noether identity (54). Nevertheless, the singularity is not problematic since it is only this constrained surface that is physically relevant.

Before closing this section, let us remark that not all the variables relevant to an invertible transformation have to be dynamical, in which case however the transformed theory acquires redundant DOFs in general. We consider the following Lagrangian as an example:

L(Ẋ) = 1 2 Ẋ^2, (56)

with the invertible field transformation of the same form as Eq. (4). Note that Y does not appear in the original Lagrangian (56). In this case, the new Lagrangian takes the form L^′(ẋ, ÿ) = 1 2 (ẋ − ÿ)^2, (57)

which has a gauge symmetry under x → x + ξ̇, y → y + ξ, (58) with ξ being an arbitrary function of time. Once the gauge is completely fixed by setting y = 0, we recover the original Lagrangian. In other words, introducing a gauge DOF y to the original theory defined by L is an invertible transformation, whose inverse is fixing the gauge completely by setting y = 0 in the resultant new theory described by L^′, and vice versa.

This example is related to the Stückelberg formalism for a massive vector field. We start from the Proca Lagrangian

L_{Proca}(Ã_μ, ∂_λÃ_μ) = − 1 4 F̃_{μν}F̃^{μν} + m^2Ã_μÃ^μ, F̃_{μν} ≡ ∂_μÃ_ν − ∂_νÃ_μ. (59)

One can restore U(1) gauge symmetry via introducing a Stückelberg scalar ϕ by promoting Ã_μ → A_μ − ∂_μϕ, (60)

and assuming the following gauge transformation law A_μ → A_μ + ∂_μΛ, ϕ → ϕ + Λ. (61) Indeed, the new Lagrangian

L^′_{Proca}(A_μ, ϕ, ∂_λA_μ, ∂_λϕ) = − 1 4 F_{μν} F^{μν} + m^2(A_μ − ∂_μϕ)(A^μ − ∂^μϕ), F_{μν} ≡ ∂_μA_ν − ∂_ν A_μ (62)

is invariant under the transformation (61). In this case, the replacement (60) can be regarded as an invertible transformation by identifying it as the following field redefinition: Ã_μ = A_μ − ∂_μϕ, ϕ̃ = ϕ. (63)

The inverse transformation is given by A_μ = Ã_μ + ∂_μϕ̃, ϕ = ϕ̃. (64) Hence, as it should be, the Stückelberg formalism just introduces a redundant DOF and it does not change the number of physical DOFs. On the other hand, imposing a complete gauge fixing ϕ = 0 in L^′_{Proca} can be identified as performing an invertible transformation (64) on L^′_{Proca}.

Similarly, in the context of scalar-tensor theories, any additional scalar/vector/tensor fields can be introduced without changing the number of DOFs. This may be related to the recent work [31], which suggested a connection between tensor-multiscalar theories [29], generalized Proca theories [32] and bigravity [33].

IV. APPLICATIONS TO SCALAR-TENSOR THEORIES

In the previous section, we have shown that the new-frame EL equations can be made equivalent to the original-frame EL equations by using the regular matrix P̂^{†i}_j . In this section, we consider two types of invertible transformations in the context of scalar-tensor theories and present explicit forms of the matrix P̂^{†i}_j .

A. Disformal transformation

Let us consider the disformal transformation mentioned in §I: g̃_{μν} = A(ϕ, X)g_{μν} + B(ϕ, X)∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ, ϕ̃ = ϕ. (65) One can define the inverse matrix of g̃_{μν} as

g̃^{μν} = 1 A ( g^{μν} − B A − 2XB ∇^μϕ∇^ν ϕ ) , (66)

as long as A(A − 2XB) ≠ 0. Note that any composition of disformal transformations is again a disformal transformation. The necessary and sufficient condition for the invertibility of the disformal transformation is given by [5]^{*12} A(A − XA_X + 2X^2B_X ) ≠ 0, (67) which ensures the Jacobian determinant for the metric transformation is nonvanishing. If this is the case, the inverse disformal transformation is written as g_{μν} = Ã(ϕ̃, X̃)g̃_{μν} + B̃(ϕ̃, X̃) ~∇_μϕ̃ ~∇_νϕ̃, ϕ = ϕ̃, (68) where ~∇_μ denotes a covariant derivative with respect to g̃_{μν} , and the canonical kinetic term of the scalar field in the original frame is related to the new variables by X̃ ≡ − 1 2 g̃^{μν} ~∇_μϕ̃ ~∇_νϕ̃ = X A − 2XB . (69)

The functional forms of Ã, B̃ are given by the following relation:

Ã(ϕ̃, X̃) = 1 A(ϕ̃, X) , B̃(ϕ̃, X̃) = − B(ϕ̃, X) A(ϕ̃, X) , (70)

where X should be written in terms of (ϕ̃, X̃) by solving Eq. (69). As it should be, the solvability of Eq. (69) for X is guaranteed by the condition (67) as ∂X̃ ∂X = A − XA_X + 2X^2B_X (A − 2XB)^2 ≠ 0. (71)

For some known classes of scalar-tensor theories, the transformation properties under disformal transformations have been well studied. The authors of Ref. [14] showed that the Horndeski class is closed under disformal transformations with A, B depending on ϕ only. If one proceeds to X-dependent B, the Horndeski theories are transformed to GLPV theories [6, 15], and GLPV theories themselves are closed under the same class of disformal transformations. Further introduction of X-dependence into A results in quadratic/cubic DHOST theories [11].^{*13*14} These papers explicitly showed that an invertible transformation does not change the number of physical DOFs. In what follows, we show this for an arbitrary scalar-tensor theory as an application of our main theorem. For the disformal transformation (65), the linearization yields [ δg̃_{μν} δϕ̃ ] = P̂ [ δg_{αβ} δϕ ] , P̂ = [ a^{αβ}_{μν} b̂_{μν} 0 1 ] , (72)

*12 The condition A(A − 2XB) ≠ 0, which guarantees the existence of the inverse matrix g̃^{μν} , automatically follows from Eq. (67). *13 To the best of our knowledge, it remains an open question whether these DHOST theories are closed under generic disformal transformations.

*14 Apart from this line of research, the authors of Ref. [31] specified all the theories obtained via invertible disformal transformations from the Horndeski class in the language of differential forms.

where a^{αβ}_{μν} ≡ 1 2 (A_X g_{μν} + B_X ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ) ∇^αϕ∇^β ϕ + Aδ^α_{(μ}δ^β_{ν)}, (73)

b̂_{μν} ≡ (A_ϕg_{μν} + B_ϕ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ) + [ 2Bδ^σ_{(μ}∇_{ν)}ϕ − (A_X g_{μν} + B_X ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ) ∇^σ ϕ ] ∇_σ . (74)

The symmetrization for two indices is defined by T^{αβγ···}_{(μν)σ···} ≡^1_2 (T^{αβγ···}_{μνσ···} + T^{αβγ···}_{νμσ···} ), with T^{αβγ···}_{μνσ···} being an arbitrary tensor. Similarly, the inverse disformal transformation (68) is linearized in the form of [ δg_{μν} δϕ ] = Q̂ [ δg̃_{αβ} δϕ̃ ] , Q̂ = [ c^{αβ}_{μν} d̂_{μν} 0 1 ] . (75)

Here, the matrix elements c^{αβ}_{μν} and d̂_{μν} can be written in terms of (g_{μν} , ϕ) as c^{αβ}_{μν} ≡ − 1 2A(A − XA_X + 2X^2B_X )

(A_X g_{μν} + B_X ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ) ∇^αϕ∇^β ϕ + 1 A δ^α_{(μ}δ^β_{ν)}, (76) d̂_{μν} ≡ −c^{αβ}_{μν} b̂_{αβ} . (77) As it should be, this Q̂ defines the inverse matrix of P̂ : One can check that [ a^{ρσ}_{μν} b̂_{μν} 0 1 ] [ c^{αβ}_{ρσ} d̂_{ρσ} 0 1 ] = [ c^{ρσ}_{μν} d̂_{μν} 0 1 ] [ a^{αβ}_{ρσ} b̂_{ρσ} 0 1 ] = [ δ^α_{(μ}δ^β_{ν)} 0 0 1 ] . (78)

Now we confirm the equivalence between the old- and new-frame EOMs using the relation (36). Starting from a generic action S[g̃_{μν} , ϕ̃], the EOMs for the metric and the scalar field are derived as Ẽ^{μν} ≡ δS δg̃_{μν} = 0, Ẽ_ϕ ≡ δS δϕ̃ = 0. (79)

On the other hand, if the action is written in terms of the new variables as S^′[g_{μν} , ϕ], the resulting EOMs are E^{μν} ≡ δS^′ δg_{μν} = 0, E_ϕ ≡ δS^′ δϕ = 0. (80)

Then the relation (36) reads [ E^{αβ} E_ϕ ] = P̂^† [~ E^{μν} Ẽ_ϕ ] , P̂^† = [ a^{αβ}_{μν} 0 b̂†_{μν} 1 ] , (81)

where the scalar equation E_ϕ acquires higher derivative terms due to the contribution b̂^†_{μν}Ẽ^{μν} . However, Eq. (81) can be solved for the old-frame EOMs as [~ E^{αβ} Ẽ_ϕ ] = Q̂^† [ E^{μν} E_ϕ ] , Q̂^† = [ c^{αβ}_{μν} 0 d̂†_{μν} 1 ] , (82)

which means that the lower-order EOMs (79) in the old frame can be recovered from the higher-order EOMs (80) in the new frame. The authors of Ref. [25] gave the same result based on a heuristic approach, but our method has an advantage that the equivalence between the old- and new-frame EOMs can be verified in a systematic manner.

B. Mixing with derivatives of the metric

Contrary to the case of disformal transformations where only the metric is nontrivially transformed, here we consider a nontrivial transformation of the scalar field, namely, g̃_{μν} = g_{μν} , ϕ̃ = F (ϕ; g_{μν} , ∂_λg_{μν} , ∂_λ∂_σ g_{μν} , · · · ), (83) where F is an arbitrary scalar quantity constructed without derivatives of ϕ. Note that the transformation (83) generalizes the transformation (13) in §II B. If ∂F/∂ϕ ≠ 0, one can solve F (ϕ) = ϕ̃ for ϕ in the form of ϕ = F̃ (ϕ̃; g_{μν} , ∂_λg_{μν} , ∂_λ∂_σ g_{μν} , · · · ), (84) which defines the inverse transformation as g_{μν} = g̃_{μν} , ϕ = F̃ (ϕ̃; g̃_{μν} , ∂_λg̃_{μν} , ∂_λ∂_σg̃_{μν} , · · · ). (85) As we did in the previous section, we check the recoverability of the original-frame EOMs. Following the prescription, Eq. (83) is linearized as [ δg̃_{μν} δϕ̃ ] = P̂ [ δg_{αβ} δϕ ] , P̂ = [ δ^α_{(μ}δ^β_{ν)} 0 p̂^{αβ} F_ϕ ] , p̂^{αβ} ≡ ∑ s ∂F ∂(∂_{(s)}g_{αβ} )

∂_{(s)}, (86)

and its inverse transformation (85) as [ δg_{μν} δϕ ] = Q̂ [ δg̃_{αβ} δϕ̃ ] , Q̂ = [ δ^α_{(μ}δ^β_{ν)} 0 −^1_{Fϕ} p̂^{αβ 1}_{Fϕ} ] = P̂^{−1}. (87)

Now we find the relation between the old- and new-frame EOMs in the same manner as in the previous section: [ E^{αβ} E_ϕ ] = P̂^† [~ E^{μν} Ẽ_ϕ ] , P̂^† = [ δ^α_{(μ}δ^β_{ν)} p̂^{†αβ} 0 F_ϕ ] . (88)

In this case, the metric equation E^{αβ} becomes of higher order due to the contribution p̂^{†αβ}Ẽ_ϕ. Nevertheless, the new system has the same DOFs as the original one because the EOMs in the old frame can be recovered as [~ E^{αβ} Ẽ_ϕ ] = Q̂^† [ E^{μν} E_ϕ ] , Q̂^† = [ δ^α_{(μ}δ^β_{ν)} −p̂^{†αβ 1}_{Fϕ} 0^1_{Fϕ} ] . (89)

V. CONCLUSIONS

Despite the common belief that an invertible transformation should not affect the number of physical DOFs, its validity is not clear if the transformation depends on derivatives of fields. This is because the EL equations in the new frame consist of derivatives of order higher than in the original frame. To address this issue, we showed in §III that there is a one-to-one correspondence between solutions in the two frames, which implies any pair of theories related by an invertible transformation has a common number of physical DOFs.

We also presented two examples of invertible transformations in scalar-tensor theories of gravity: One is the disformal transformation, and the other is the transformation that contains derivatives of the metric. We discussed these two types of transformations separately in §IV, but one can further consider their compositions. Such a composition of transformations generically take highly nontrivial form in which the metric and the scalar field are mixed with each other. For example, the following transformation

g̃_{μν} = e^{2ϕ}g_{μν} , ϕ̃ = ϕ + e^{−2ϕ}(R + 12X − 6 □ϕ) (90)

has its inverse transformation and it is given by g_{μν} = e^{−2(ϕ̃−R̃)}g̃_{μν} , ϕ = ϕ̃ − R̃. (91) As such, the space of invertible transformations on scalar-tensor theories has quite a rich structure.

Based on the main theorem, a class of theories which is obtained by an invertible transformation of some known healthy theories of gravity, such as the Horndeski class, could also be a class of unknown healthy theories. In general, the resulting theories are seemingly by far beyond any known class due to the diversity of invertible transformations. Although such theories themselves are not essentially new, they could provide some hint for new types of couplings in Lagrangian, and may lead us to construction of new theories that are not related to any known class by invertible transformations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

H.M. is supported in part by MINECO Grant No. SEV-2014-0398, PROMETEO II/2014/050, Spanish Grant FPA2014-57816-P of the MINECO, and European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant agreements No. 690575 and No. 674896. T.S. is supported in part by Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) Grant-in-Aid for Young Scientists (B) No. 15K17632, Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research on Innovative Areas “New Developments in Astrophysics Through Multi-Messenger Observations of Gravitational Wave Sources” No. 15H00777, and “Cosmic Acceleration” No. 15H05888. The work of T.K. was supported by MEXT-Supported Program for the Strategic Research Foundation at Private Universities, 2014-2017, and by the JSPS Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research No. 16H01102 and No. 16K17707. H.M. thanks the Research Center for the Early Universe, where part of this work was completed.

Appendix: Removing field derivatives from field transformation

We showed in §III B that one can recover the original EOMs E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 from the new EOMs P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 if the field transformation is invertible. Here, P̂^{†i}_j contains derivative operators arising from derivatives in the field transformation, which is the origin of the nontriviality when proving the equivalence between the original- and newframe EOMs. To circumvent this problem, one may want to reduce the derivative-dependent transformation to a transformation without field derivatives by introducing auxiliary fields and Lagrange multipliers. Naively, such a transformation allows us to obtain the new-frame EOMs in a more concise form and facilitates the proof of the equivalence between E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 and P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0. However, it is actually not the case for the following reasons.

Let us go back to the Lagrangian (24) and the derivative-dependent transformation (27). To remove derivatives from Eq. (27), we introduce auxiliary fields χ^i_{(s)} ≡ χ^i_{μ1···μs} with Lagrange multipliers λ^{(s)}_i ≡ λ^{μ1 ···μs}_i and obtain the modified Lagrangian as L̃ ≡ L(ϕ^i, ∂_μϕ^i, · · · , ∂_{(n)}ϕ^i) +^ℓ ∑ s=1 λ^{(s)}_i (χ^i_{(s)} − ∂_{(1)}χ^i_{(s−1)}). (A.1)

Here, ℓ denotes the highest order of derivative in the transformation (27), and χ^i_{(0)} is understood as ϕ^i. The EL equations are

Ẽ^{(ϕ)}_i ≡ E^{(ϕ)}_i + ∂_μλ^μ_i = 0, (A.2) Ẽ_{χi(s)} ≡ λ^{(s)}_i + ∂_{(1)}λ^{(s+1)}_i = 0, (A.3)

Ẽ_{λ(s)i} ≡ χ^i_{(s)} − ∂_{(1)}χ^i_{(s−1)} = 0, (A.4)

where λ^{(ℓ+1)}_i ≡ 0. Equations (A.3), (A.4) yield λ^{(s)}_i = 0, χ^i_{(s)} = ∂_{(s)}ϕ^i, respectively, and thus we obtain E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 from Eq. (A.2). Now we formally replace the derivatives contained in the field transformation (27) by χ^i_{(s)}, namely,

ψ^i = g^i(ϕ^j , χ^j_μ, · · · , χ^j_{(ℓ)}). (A.5)

Assuming that χ^i_{(s)} and λ^{(s)}_i remain unchanged when transformed into the new frame, Eq. (A.5) defines an invertible transformation between extended field sets (ϕ^i, χ^i_{(s)}, λ^{(s)}_i ) and (ψ^i, χ^i_{(s)}, λ^{(s)}_i ) without field derivatives. This is because the determinant of J^i_j ≡ ∂g^i/∂ϕ^j is nonvanishing due to the invertibility of the field transformation (27).^{*15} One may thus expect that (i) the relation between the old- and new-frame EOMs becomes clearer than considering the derivative-dependent transformation (27), and (ii) it would alleviate the proof of the equivalence between E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 and P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0. Indeed, (i) is the case. If we perform the transformation (A.5) on the modified Lagrangian (A.1),

*15 The condition det J^i_j ≠ 0 is only a necessary and not a sufficient condition for the field transformation to be invertible. For details, see Ref. [30].

the variation of the action becomes as δS̃ = ∫ d^DxδL̃ = ∫ d^Dx ( Ẽ^{(ϕ)}_i δϕ^i + Ẽ_{χi(s)} δχ^i_{(s)} + Ẽ_{λ(s)i} δλ^{(s)}_i )

= ∫ d^Dx [ Ẽ^{(ϕ)}_i (J^{−1})^i_j δψ^j + ( Ẽ_{χk(s)} + Ẽ^{(ϕ)}_i (J^{−1})^i_j ∂g^j ∂χ^k_{(s)} ) δχ^k_{(s)} + Ẽ_λ(s)_i δλ^{(s)}_i ] . (A.6)

Then, the resulting EL equations are

(J^{−1})^i_jẼ^{(ϕ)}_i = 0, Ẽ_χk_{(s)} + (J^{−1})^i_j ∂g^j ∂χ^k_{(s)} Ẽ^{(ϕ)}_i = 0, Ẽ_{λ(s)i} = 0, (A.7)

which are obviously equivalent to Eqs. (A.2)-(A.4), and thus the original EOMs E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0. However, (ii) is not the case since Eq. (A.7) does not address the equivalence between E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0 and P̂^{†i}_j E^{(ϕ)}_i = 0. Therefore, the idea of removing field derivatives from the field transformation does not lead to a simpler proof.

[1] G. W. Horndeski, Int. J. Theor. Phys. 10, 363 (1974).

[2] C. Deffayet, X. Gao, D. A. Steer, and G. Zahariade, Phys. Rev. D 84, 064039 (2011), arXiv:1103.3260 [hep-th]. [3] T. Kobayashi, M. Yamaguchi, and J. Yokoyama, Prog. Theor. Phys. 126, 511 (2011), arXiv:1105.5723 [hep-th]. [4] R. P. Woodard, Scholarpedia 10, 32243 (2015), arXiv:1506.02210 [hep-th]. [5] M. Zumalacárregui and J. García-Bellido, Phys. Rev. D 89, 064046 (2014), arXiv:1308.4685 [gr-qc]. [6] J. Gleyzes, D. Langlois, F. Piazza, and F. Vernizzi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 211101 (2015), arXiv:1404.6495 [hep-th]. [7] C. Deffayet, G. Esposito-Farèse, and D. A. Steer, Phys. Rev. D 92, 084013 (2015), arXiv:1506.01974 [gr-qc]. [8] H. Motohashi and T. Suyama, Phys. Rev. D 91, 085009 (2015), arXiv:1411.3721 [physics.class-ph]. [9] D. Langlois and K. Noui, JCAP 1602, 034 (2016), arXiv:1510.06930 [gr-qc].

[10] H. Motohashi, K. Noui, T. Suyama, M. Yamaguchi, and D. Langlois, JCAP 1607, 033 (2016), arXiv:1603.09355 [hep-th]. [11] J. Ben Achour, M. Crisostomi, K. Koyama, D. Langlois, K. Noui, and G. Tasinato, JHEP 12, 100 (2016), arXiv:1608.08135 [hep-th].

[12] X. Gao, Phys. Rev. D 90, 081501 (2014), arXiv:1406.0822 [gr-qc]. [13] T. Fujita, X. Gao, and J. Yokoyama, JCAP 1602, 014 (2016), arXiv:1511.04324 [gr-qc]. [14] D. Bettoni and S. Liberati, Phys. Rev. D 88, 084020 (2013), arXiv:1306.6724 [gr-qc]. [15] J. Gleyzes, D. Langlois, F. Piazza, and F. Vernizzi, JCAP 1502, 018 (2015), arXiv:1408.1952 [astro-ph.CO]. [16] M. Crisostomi, K. Koyama, and G. Tasinato, JCAP 1604, 044 (2016), arXiv:1602.03119 [hep-th]. [17] J. Ben Achour, D. Langlois, and K. Noui, Phys. Rev. D 93, 124005 (2016), arXiv:1602.08398 [gr-qc]. [18] J. D. Bekenstein, Phys. Rev. D 48, 3641 (1993), arXiv:gr-qc/9211017 [gr-qc]. [19] N. Deruelle and J. Rua, JCAP 1409, 002 (2014), arXiv:1407.0825 [gr-qc]. [20] M. Minamitsuji, Phys. Lett. B 737, 139 (2014), arXiv:1409.1566 [astro-ph.CO]. [21] S. Tsujikawa, JCAP 1504, 043 (2015), arXiv:1412.6210 [hep-th].

[22] Y. Watanabe, A. Naruko, and M. Sasaki, Europhys. Lett. 111, 39002 (2015), arXiv:1504.00672 [gr-qc]. [23] H. Motohashi and J. White, JCAP 1602, 065 (2016), arXiv:1504.00846 [gr-qc]. [24] G. Domènech, A. Naruko, and M. Sasaki, JCAP 1510, 067 (2015), arXiv:1505.00174 [gr-qc]. [25] F. Arroja, N. Bartolo, P. Karmakar, and S. Matarrese, JCAP 1509, 051 (2015), arXiv:1506.08575 [gr-qc]. [26] G. Domènech, S. Mukohyama, R. Namba, A. Naruko, R. Saitou, and Y. Watanabe, Phys. Rev. D 92, 084027 (2015), arXiv:1507.05390 [hep-th].

[27] A. H. Chamseddine and V. Mukhanov, JHEP 11, 135 (2013), arXiv:1308.5410 [astro-ph.CO]. [28] M. Chaichian, J. Kluson, M. Oksanen, and A. Tureanu, JHEP 12, 102 (2014), arXiv:1404.4008 [hep-th]. [29] T. Damour and G. Esposito-Farèse, Class. Quant. Grav. 9, 2093 (1992).

[30] H. Motohashi, T. Suyama, and K. Takahashi, Phys. Rev. D 94, 124021 (2016), arXiv:1608.00071 [gr-qc]. [31] J. M. Ezquiaga, J. García-Bellido, and M. Zumalacárregui, Phys. Rev. D 95, 084039 (2017), arXiv:1701.05476 [hep-th]. [32] L. Heisenberg, JCAP 1405, 015 (2014), arXiv:1402.7026 [hep-th]. [33] S. F. Hassan and R. A. Rosen, JHEP 02, 126 (2012), arXiv:1109.3515 [hep-th].