
Gauge Symmetries, Contact Reduction, and Singular Field Theories

Callum Bell∗ and David Sloan†

Department of Physics, Lancaster University, Lancaster UK

The symmetry reduction of dynamical systems that are invariant under changes of global scale is
well-understood for classical theories of particles, and fields. The excision of the superfluous degree
of freedom generating such rescalings leads to a dynamically-equivalent theory, which is frictional
in nature. In this article, we extend the formalism to physical models, of both particles and fields,
described by singular Lagrangians. In order to work with a finite-dimensional (velocity) phase
space, our construction requires that we treat classical field theories within the De-Donder Weyl
formalism, in which a multisymplectic structure is introduced on the first jets of the bundle of fields.
The results obtained are subsequently applied to a number of physically-motivated examples, as well
as a discussion presented on the implications of our work for classical General Relativity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Singular field theories are often amongst the most interesting class of models encountered in the descrip-
tion of natural phenomena. Indeed, the most precisely tested mathematical theory to date, the Standard
Model of Particle Physics, is a chiral quantum field theory, gauged under local transformations of the group
SU(3)C×SU(2)L×U(1)Y [1]. Further, it is conjectured that in any UV-complete theory of quantum gravity,
all symmetries must be either spontaneously broken, or gauged [2]. It is thus clear that singular theories are
of central importance to modern theoretical physics. In the present context, we take the word ‘singular’ to
refer to any theory whose Hamiltonian (or Lagrangian) description must, in some way, be constrained due
to the presence of degeneracies.

It is often found that classical theories described within the Lagrangian or Hamiltonian framework are
dependent upon a degree of freedom which is entirely inconsequential for the deduction of the dynamical
evolution of the system’s observables. In slightly more mathematical parlance, one may frequently identify
a degree of freedom within the mathematical description of a system, without which the dynamical algebra
of observables continues to close. It is trivially true that changes in a variable that may be excised from a
dynamical algebra without affecting its closedness cannot be deduced from measurements of the remaining
elements of the algebra. It follows, therefore, that there exists a description, entirely consistent with the
dynamics of the elements of the algebra to which we have ontological access, which makes no reference to
this degree of freedom.

As an example of this somewhat abstract line of reasoning, we might consider an isolated two-dimensional
simple harmonic oscillator. The only dimensionful quantity in this system relating to length is the radial
distance of the particle from the origin. Any observer internal to this system may perform measurements,
but has access only to ratios of dimensionful quantities. Indeed, since the only parameter with dimensions of
length is the particle’s radial displacement, it follows that the dynamical evolution of the oscillator requires
knowledge of ratios of the radial displacements at different instants of time, but is wholly insensitive to any
absolute value of this displacement. Stated equivalently, we could rescale the whole experimental configu-
ration by a factor of, say, ten, and the subsequent dynamical evolution would remain unaltered. Referring
to the discussion of the previous paragraph, we would say that the dynamical algebra of observables closes
without reference to the value of radial displacement at a particular instant of time.

We propose that the correct interpretation of this situation is that the conventional description of the oscil-
lator contains a redundant scaling degree of freedom, corresponding to the value of the radial displacement.
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Following the reasoning of Leibniz, a description that grants ontological distinction between two configura-
tions which differ only by unobservable features should be rejected [3]. The hallmark of the presence of such
a redundant degree of freedom is invariance under a class of non-strictly canonical transformations known
as scaling symmetries [4, 5]. Following the Leibnizian line of argumentation, we should seek to remove this
redundant degree of freedom from our ontology. Indeed, this procedure - known as contact reduction - is
well understood for regular theories of particles [6] and fields [7]. The objective of the present article is to
construct a framework in which to analyse singular theories that possess scaling symmetries.

For our study of theories of particles, we utilise the pre-symplectic constraint algorithm developed in [8],
and refer to [9] for a somewhat more practical exposition. This same review also contains a detailed analysis
of the geometry of the constraint surface, as well as a presentation of the analogous geometric constraint
algorithm for pre-contact manifolds, and so we shall limit our discussion to a brief introduction to contact
Hamiltonian systems. The reader familiar with contact geometry and its applications in the description of
mechanical systems may therefore safely skip section (II).

Following a succinct discussion of the formalism of contact reduction for regular systems, the remainder
of section (III) contains novel ideas on how this process may be extended to cases in which degeneracies
require constraints to be placed upon the dynamical system of interest. We also consider the commutative
relationship between excising redundant scaling degrees of freedom, and the restriction of a system’s phase
space, finding that the order of operations is inconsequential for the final dynamics. Our formalism is then
applied to a complete example.

The latter half of our work focuses on classical theories of fields. Both symplectic and contact geometry
may be generalised to accommodate a finite-dimensional, manifestly covariant description of field theories,
in which we work on the first jet bundle over a system’s covariant configuration space. In [7], it was
demonstrated that contact reduction may be extended to a field-theoretic context, and that once a scaling
degree of freedom is eliminated, the multisymplectic structure with which we begin becomes multicontact
[10, 11]. Multicontact field theories have the peculiar feature that they are action-dependent; as a result,
they describe systems which are non-conservative. Drawing upon the results of [7], section (VII) contains
the field-theoretic analogue of the results of section (III).

Finally, in a similar spirit to our treatment of the particle case, we conclude with a second complete example,
in which we analyse a string-inspired, low-energy effective non-Abelian gauge theory [12]. The ideas developed
over the course of this article constitute a foundational framework, within which to analyse singular (field)
theories from a systematic perspective. It has recently been shown that the classical Einstein-Hilbert action
possesses a redundant scaling degree of freedom, which is made manifest upon decomposing the spacetime
metric into the product of a conformal factor and a symmetric rank-two tensor of fixed determinant [13].
Further comments on the application of our work to General Relativity, together with a number of open
questions, are presented in section (X).

II. CONTACT AND PRE-CONTACT GEOMETRY

In the context of analytical mechanics, symplectic geometry is, without doubt, the prevailing framework.
Its even-dimensional manifolds and conserved phase space volumes make it the most appropriate formalism
within which to construct a geometrical description of conservative mechanical systems. Contact geometry,
by contrast receives far less attention within the literature, and so we dedicate this short section to a
summary of the most relevant ideas. The interested reader is encouraged to consult [14–16].

In general, a contact manifold is an odd-dimensional manifold C, together with a maximally non-integrable
distribution ξ ⊂ TC. Locally, this distribution may be described as the kernel of some η ∈ Ω1(U ⊂ C),
referred to as a contact form. If the quotient line bundle TC/ξ → C is trivial, as we shall assume, ξ is
said to be coorientable, and η may be extended to a global contact form on C. With the assumption of
coorientability, we shall henceforth designate a contact manifold via the pair (C, η). Every contact manifold
admits a distinguished Reeb vector field R ∈ X∞(C), defined via

ιRdη = 0 ιRη = 1 (2.1)
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As for symplectic manifolds, around each point p ∈ C, we may always find a local chart of Darboux coor-
dinates (x1, · · · , xn, y1, · · · , yn, z), in which η takes the form η = dz − yi dx

i. We shall refer to this as the
canonical contact form.

The extended cotangent bundle T ∗Q×R of the n-dimensional configuration space Q is the canonical example
of a contact manifold, upon which local coordinates are denoted (qi, pi, S). Here, S refers to the action, and
as described in the introduction, the contact theories we shall study have the particular feature of being
action-dependent. The canonical contact form on T ∗Q×R reads η = dS − pi dq

i, and the Reeb vector field
R follows from (2.1), and will often be taken to be R = ∂/∂S.

If (TQ×R, ηL, EL) is a hyperregular Lagrangian system (that is to say, one for which the Legendre map FL
is a global diffeomorphism) we introduce the unique function H : T ∗Q× R → R, such that FL∗H = EL, in
which EL is the Lagrangian energy function. The triple (T ∗Q×R, η,H) is then said to constitute a contact
Hamiltonian system, and there exists a bundle morphism

♭̄ : T (T ∗Q× R) −→ T ∗(T ∗Q× R)
v 7−→ ιv dη + (ιvη)η

(2.2)

The equations of motion are deduced seeking a vector field XH ∈ X∞(T ∗Q× R), which satisfies

♭̄(XH) = dH − (R(H) +H) η (2.3)

Suppose that we decompose the vector field XH as

XH = Ai ∂

∂qi
+Bi

∂

∂pi
+ C

∂

∂S
(2.4)

then the coefficient functions Ai, Bi, and C satisfy

Ai =
∂H

∂pi
Bi = −

(
∂H

∂qi
+ pi

∂H

∂S

)
C = pi

∂H

∂pi
−H (2.5)

III. CONTACT REDUCTION OF SINGULAR SYSTEMS

Over the course of the following sections, we shall demonstrate how the contact reduction of Hamiltonian
systems is to be modified when the system of interest must also be constrained, due to the presence of
degeneracies. In order to facilitate this, we begin with a brief motivational discussion of scaling symmetries
and contact reduction in a more general setting.

A. Scaling Symmetries of Regular Hamiltonian Systems

In general, mechanical systems possess a multitude of degrees of freedom, the dynamics of which encode how
the system (or parts of) evolve over time. We consider an ‘observable’ to be any quantity that is accessible
via empirical methods to somebody within the system; it is frequently the case that these observables form
a dynamical algebra (with operations of addition and multiplication inherited from those defined on phase
space). Within this algebra, there may also be a number of unobservable quantities, whose presence is
required to make the algebra close. In the introduction, we described how scaling symmetries indicate the
existence of degrees of freedom that play no role in the closure of the dynamical algebra of observables.
Indeed such parameters often arise when one constructs a mathematical framework which introduces super-
fluous structure, such as external rods and clocks, whose sole purpose is to expedite practical computations.

We propose that such an approach to theorising is misguided, and justify our stance from various physical
and philosophical standpoints. In addition to Leibniz’s principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles, to which
we made extensive reference in the introduction, we also appeal to the work of Ismael and van Fraassen
[17, 18]. Here, it is argued that when attempting to construct a theory of the natural world, the resulting
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model should be minimally sufficient to describe the phenomena of interest, without adding any superfluous
elements - even if such elements provide a means to make practical calculations more streamlined. From
a physical perspective, there are also several reasons one should advocate for a minimalistic approach, the
majority of which are exemplified by the field of cosmology. When we study a system in the lab, we may
always justify the introduction of external rods and clocks, claiming that they are external to the system,
but accessible to us as observers. Such reasoning fails when the system of interest happens to be the
universe as a whole - of what kind of apparatus may we conceive, which resides outside of the universe?
A further motivating factor is that classical General Relativity ceases to provide reliable predictions at
points where the spacetime geometry becomes singular. In many instances, the resulting pathologies are
superficial - an artifice of the additional structure, rather than a breakdown of the underlying physical theory.

A particularly simple example of this is the case of a (flat) FLRW cosmology with minimally-coupled scalar
matter. Typically, the scale factor plays a central role in the description of these models, and yet it is
known that the value of a(t) itself carries no physical meaning. Inferences about the underlying spacetime
geometry are made by observing how the matter evolves over time. The only way in which the scale factor
encodes physically observable information is through ratios of its values at different times. In this way, a(t)
is a redundant degree of freedom within the cosmological description. Further, the association of the scale
factor with an overall notion of size becomes highly problematic as one approaches the initial singularity.
Indeed, it has been shown that by working with a contact-reduced system, which makes no reference to a(t),
solutions may be continued predictively beyond this point [19].

After this somewhat lengthy motivational introduction, we turn to a more mathematical discussion of scaling
symmetries and contact reduction. Examples and further comments may be found in [6, 20], for example.
Given a symplectic Hamiltonian system, (M,ω,H), we declare a vector field D ∈ X∞(M) to constitute a
scaling symmetry of degree Λ ∈ R if the following two conditions hold

LDω = ω LDH = ΛH (3.1)

in which L denotes the Lie derivative. As a consequence, we see that if XH ∈ X∞(M) is the unique
Hamiltonian vector field corresponding to H via ιXH

ω = dH, then

ι[D,XH ]ω = [LD, ιXH
]ω = (Λ− 1) dH (3.2)

Since ω is, by assumption, non-degenerate, it follows that [D,XH ] = (Λ− 1)XH , and the generator D acts
only to rescale the Hamiltonian flow. A non-trivial corollary of this is that the equations of motion of the
invariants of D, i.e those quantities ϕ such that LDϕ = D[ϕ] = 0, are unaffected by the action of D. Further,
these invariants are found to form an algebra [4].

If the vector field D is such that its flow acts freely and properly onM , then the quotient spaceM/∼ formed
by identifying points connected by D-orbits has the structure of a smooth manifold of dimension dimM −1;
moreover, the map π :M →M/∼, sending each point of M to its equivalence class, is a submersion [16]. In
addition to being a smooth manifold, the quotient space also inherits a contact structure ξ := π∗ ker (ιDω).
We define a scaling function to be any ρ : M → R+, such that LDρ = ρ ; the existence of a global scaling
function allows the contact distribution ξ to be expressed as the kernel of a well-defined 1-form η on M/∼

π∗η :=
ιDω

ρ
(3.3)

Assuming the existence of a global scaling function, we adopt the notation (C, η) to refer to the contact
manifold M/∼. Orbits of the symplectic Hamiltonian system project to curves on C; more precisely, the
Hamiltonian vector field XH ∈ X∞(M) generates a line field span (XH) on M , which is projected to a line
field π∗ span (XH) on C. Additionally, there exists a contact Hamiltonian function Hc : C → R, which, on
the level-set π(H = 0), is calculated according to

π∗Hc :=
H

ρΛ
(3.4)

Elsewhere, i.e on C \π(H = 0), the appropriate function is |Hc|1/Λ. If XHc denotes the Hamiltonian vector
field of Hc, and R is the Reeb field of η, then the vector field

X := XHc + (Λ− 1)Hc R (3.5)
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generates π∗ span(XH). A contact vector field is one whose flow preserves the contact distribution. Unless
our scaling symmetry is of degree one (which is often the case) or we restrict ourselves to the zero-set of
Hc, the vector field X does not generally preserve ξ = ker η. Further, the presence of the scaling function
ρ introduces a temporal reparameterisation on C. For a scaling symmetry of degree Λ, trajectories on the
symplectic phase space, parameterised by t, are projected to curves governed by τ , with dτ = ρΛ−1dt.
Accordingly, if (qi(τ), pi(τ), S(τ)) describes an integral curve of (3.5), the equations of motion read

dqi

dτ
=
∂Hc

∂pi

dpi
dτ

= −
(
∂Hc

∂qi
+ pi

∂Hc

∂S

)
dS

dτ
= pi

∂Hc

∂pi
− ΛHc (3.6)

This concludes our introductory treatment of contact reduction, and we now apply these ideas to constrained
Hamiltonian systems. Note that there are two ways to proceed: given a Hamiltonian H0, corresponding to
a singular Lagrangian, we may deduce the final constraint manifold, and then make the contact reduction,
or identify a scaling degree of freedom within the unconstrained Hamiltonian system, excise this from our
ontology, and then use the pre-contact constraint algorithm.

B. Singular Systems: Reduction & Restriction

A Lagrangian system (TQ, ωL, EL) is said to be almost-regular if

⋆ M0 := FL(TQ) is a closed submanifold of T ∗Q

⋆ FL is a submersion onto its image

⋆ For every p ∈M0, the fibres FL−1(p) are connected submanifolds of TQ

Given such a system, we begin by deducing the canonical Hamiltonian H0 :M0 → R, defined on the primary
constraint manifold ȷ0 : M0 ↪→ T ∗Q. This is then extended to a function H : T ∗Q → R on the full phase
space, such that H|M0

= H0. We remark, for future reference, that a quantity is said to be weakly-
vanishing if it is zero when restricted to the constraint surface. In local Darboux coordinates, the canonical
symplectic form on T ∗Q reads ω = dqi ∧ dpi. If M0 is described as the zero-set of the primary constraint
functions ϕα (these arise as a direct consequence of the non-invertibility of FL, rather than as a result of
using the equations of motion) we seek a vector field D ∈ X∞(T ∗Q) which satisfies

LDH = ΛH LDω = ω LDϕ
α = Cα

βϕ
β (3.7)

for a set of functions Cα
β ∈ C∞(T ∗Q), with detCα

β ̸= 0. The first two conditions identify D as a scaling
symmetry, while the third ensures that the flow of D maps M0 onto itself. This is essential, as M0 describes
the maximal subset of points at which solutions to the equations of motion could exist; the flow of D must
not, therefore, map points of M0, which are (potentially) dynamically admissible, to points of T ∗Q \M0,
which are not.

In principle, we should now verify that the flow of D acts freely and properly on T ∗Q; supposing that this
is the case, the space C := T ∗Q/∼ is a contact manifold with submersion β : T ∗Q → C, and contact
distribution ξ := β∗ ker (ιDω). The contact form η and Hamiltonian Hc are defined precisely as in (3.3) and
(3.4) respectively, with the result that (C, η,Hc) constitutes a contact Hamiltonian system. We highlight
that this construction does not directly produce a pre-contact manifold, as we have symmetry-reduced the
full phase space, into which the pre-symplectic system is embedded. The map β : T ∗Q → C allows us to
construct functions γα ∈ C∞(C), whose zero-set defines a submanifold κ0 : C0 ↪→ C, which does inherit a
pre-contact structure; in particular, we have

C0 := {y ∈ C | γα(y) = 0 } with β∗γα :=
ϕα

ρΛ
(3.8)

The contact Hamiltonian Hc is restricted to a function Hc
0 := Hc|C0

, and similarly, η0 := η|C0
defines a

pre-contact form on C0, with the result that the triple (C0, η0, H
c
0) is a well-defined pre-contact manifold,

to which the geometric constraint algorithm may freely be applied. While constructed in detail in [9], we
briefly recall that the pre-contact algorithm seeks a vector field solution to the contact Hamiltonian equation
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of motion. At each stage, we have a constraint submanifold κi : Ci ↪→ Ci−1, which is some restricted
subset of C0. Each stage of the algorithm requires that the vector field solution be tangent to the constraint
surface, else the dynamics would tend to evolve off this surface, and the system would cease to respect
the constraints. Recursively imposing this tangency condition is what produces the series of embedded
submanifolds κi+1 : Ci+1 ↪→ Ci. Supposing that the algorithm stabilises on the final constraint surface Cf ,
we eliminate any gauge degrees of freedom, obtaining a physical state space CP , with κP : CP ↪→ Cf , which
inherits a contact form ηP , and Hamiltonian Hc

P .

C. Singular Systems: Restriction & Reduction

In order to carry out the process in which we seek a scaling symmetry within the constrained theory, we
must apply the pre-symplectic constraint algorithm to the system (M0, ω0, H0), which produces a series
of submanifolds ȷi+1 : Mi+1 ↪→ Mi, and terminates on the final constraint surface Mf . We must then
either make a choice of gauge-fixing, or formally quotient out by the action of the gauge transformations.
Since we are concerned with the dynamics of observable, gauge-invariant quantities, this choice is somewhat
inconsequential, and we denote the physical phase space P, with ȷP : P ↪→ Mf . This space is symplectic,
with non-degenerate 2-form ωP and Hamiltonian HP . As such, we now seek a vector field Z ∈ X∞(P), such
that

LZωP = ωP LZHP = ΛHP (3.9)

Note that, by construction, the constraint algorithm produces a surface to which all dynamics remain tangent;
thus, we need impose no conditions on the preservation of the constraints. The dynamical evolution of some
f ∈ C∞(P) is determined via the bracket induced by ωP , that is

ḟ = {f,HP}P := ωP(Xf , XHP )

in which Xf refers to the Hamiltonian vector field associated to f via ιXf
ωP = df , and similarly for XHP .

Assuming the flow of Z acts freely and properly on P, we have the quotient space P/∼, with submersion
σ : P → P/∼ ; if ρ : P → R+ is a global scaling function, the contact form and Hamiltonian read

σ∗ηP =
ιZωP

ρ
σ∗Hc

P =
HP

ρΛ
(3.10)

Supposing that (qi,Πi, S) constitutes a set of local Darboux coordinates on P/∼, so that ηP = dS −Πidq
i,

the symmetry-reduced equations of motion are simply the contact Hamiltonian equations (3.6).

From the constructions given above, it should be clear that the pre-symplectic and pre-contact constraint
algorithms run in parallel. At the ith stage of the former, the submanifoldMi, with inclusion ȷi :Mi ↪→Mi−1,
may be described as the zero-set of the functions ϕα(i), whose projection defines a second set of functions γα(i)

β∗γα(i) :=
ϕα(i)

ρΛ
(3.11)

Up to multiplicative factors, these γα(i) coincide with the constraint functions obtained in ith iteration of the

pre-contact algorithm. These ideas are summarised in figure 1.

IV. AN EXAMPLE

We now apply the formalism developed throughout to a simple example; for completeness, we obtain the
reduced space dynamics via both paths of figure 1, providing an explicit illustration of the commutativity of
the reduction and constraint processes.
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(T ∗Q,ω,H)

(C, η,Hc) (M0, ω0, H0)

(C0, η0, H
c
0) M1

...
...

... Mf

Cf (P, ωP , HP)

(CP , ηP , H
c
P)

β ȷ0

κ0 ȷ1

κ1 ȷ2

ȷf

κf ȷP

σ
κP

FIG. 1. Commutative diagram showing how the two constraint algorithms run in parallel. Starting from the cotangent
bundle, the right-hand path shows implementation of the pre-symplectic algorithm, to deduce the final space P. This
manifold is symplectic, and allows a contact reduction to be carried out. Alternatively, the scaling variable may
be excised from the full symplectic phase space, defining the contact manifold C. Upon projecting the primary
constraint functions that define M0, C is restricted to the pre-contact space C0, and the left-hand path depicts the
implementation of the pre-contact algorithm. Both paths lead to the same final reduced space CP .

A. Restriction & Reduction

For this particular example, we take Q = R4
+, with local coordinates (x, y, u, ϕ), and Lagrangian function

L = 2u̇2 +
1

2
u2
[
ϕ̇2 + (ẋ+ ẏ − ϕ̇)2 − (x2 + y2 − 2ϕ2)

]
(4.1)

Our motivation for choosing this particular Lagrangian is purely pedagogical; we do not consider this to
represent any realistic physical system. Clearly, the Lagrangian is singular (in the sense of the discussion of

the introduction), as the Hessian matrix with respect to the velocities (ẋ, ẏ, u̇, ϕ̇) is

W = u2

 1 1 0 −1
1 1 0 −1
0 0 4u−2 0
−1 −1 0 2


which is of constant rank 3, since u ̸= 0. The non-invertibility of this matrix indicates that, as expected, we
have a singular system. Making the change of variable u 7→ eρ/2, the Lagrangian reads

L = eρ
[
1

2

(
ρ̇2 + ϕ̇2

)
+

1

2

(
ẋ+ ẏ − ϕ̇

)2
− 1

2

(
x2 + y2

)
+ ϕ2

]
(4.2)

This is the most convenient parameterisation of L, and the one with which we shall henceforth work. The
momenta conjugate to (ẋ, ẏ, u̇, ϕ̇) are given by

pρ = eρρ̇ px = eρ
(
ẋ+ ẏ − ϕ̇

)
pϕ = eρ

(
2ϕ̇− (ẋ+ ẏ)

)
py = eρ

(
ẋ+ ẏ − ϕ̇

)
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From this, we see that there is a single primary constraint, defining the submanifold ȷ0 :M0 ↪→ T ∗Q

M0 := {p ∈ T ∗Q | ψ1(p) := px − py = 0 } (4.3)

The canonical Hamiltonian H0 :M0 → R is readily calculated to be

H0 =
e−ρ

2

[
p2ρ + (px + pϕ)

2
+ p2x

]
+ eρ

[
1

2
(x2 + y2)− ϕ2

]
(4.4)

Pulling back the canonical symplectic form ω on T ∗Q to M0, we have

ω0 = dρ ∧ dpρ + dϕ ∧ dpϕ + (dx+ dy) ∧ dpx (4.5)

Applying the steps of the pre-symplectic constraint procedure presented in [9], we find that the algorithm
stabilises after a single iteration, yielding a final submanifold

M1 =Mf = {p ∈ T ∗Q | ψ1(p) = px − py = 0 ; ψ2(p) = eρ (x− y) = 0 } (4.6)

Introducing the matrix of Poisson brackets Jαβ := {ψα, ψβ}, we deduce that ψ1 and ψ2 are both second-class
(non-weakly-vanishing Poisson bracket with some or all other constraints), as J is invertible; indeed

J = eρ
(
0 −2
2 0

)
=⇒ J−1 =

e−ρ

2

(
0 1
−1 0

)
With this, there are no gauge degrees of freedom, and so we write Mf = P. Since we have only second-class
constraints, these may be imposed as strong equalities. In order to be able to do this before computing the
equations of motion, we must introduce a modification of the Poisson bracket, known as the Dirac bracket.
In the current context, the Dirac bracket of two functions f, g ∈ C∞(T ∗Q) reads

{f, g}D = {f, g} − e−ρ

2
{f, ψ1}{ψ2, g}+ e−ρ

2
{f, ψ2}{ψ1, g} (4.7)

The equations of motion for our phase space variables then follow from ḟ = {f,H0}D|P , and we find

ẋ =
e−ρ

2
(2px + pϕ) = ẏ ṗx = −eρx = ṗy

ϕ̇ = e−ρ (px + pϕ) ṗϕ = 2eρϕ (4.8)

ρ̇ = e−ρpρ ṗρ =
e−ρ

2

(
p2ρ + (px + pϕ)

2
+ p2x

)
− eρ

(
x2 − ϕ2

)
These are the dynamical equations that must be reproduced by the symmetry-reduced model. Now, note
that the symplectic form on P is

ωP := ω0|P = dρ ∧ dpρ + dϕ ∧ dpϕ + 2 dx ∧ dpx

We also have the following restricted Hamiltonian

HP := H0|P =
e−ρ

2

[
p2ρ + (px + pϕ)

2
+ p2x

]
+ eρ

[
x2 − ϕ2

]
In accordance with the results of section (III C), we now seek a vector field Z ∈ X∞(P) that satisfies
LZωP = ωP , and LZHP = ΛHP ; a series of short calculations confirms that

Z =
∂

∂ρ
+ pρ

∂

∂pρ
+ pϕ

∂

∂pϕ
+ px

∂

∂px
(4.9)

satisfies both requirements, and is a scaling symmetry of degree one, i.e. it satisfies the conditions of (3.9)
with Λ = 1. An obvious choice of scaling function is eρ; thus, we introduce the map σ : P → P/∼, and
construct the 1-form and contact Hamiltonian as

σ∗ηP =
ιZωP

eρ
σ∗Hc

P =
HP

eρ
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We take coordinates on P/∼ to be (x,Πx, ϕ,Πϕ, S), where

σ∗Πx =
px
eρ

σ∗Πϕ =
pϕ
eρ

σ∗S =
pρ
eρ

(4.10)

It then follows that ηP and Hc
P have the following local coordinate expressions

ηP = dS −Πϕdϕ− 2Πxdx Hc
P =

1

2

[
S2 + (Πx +Πϕ)

2
+Π2

x

]
+ x2 − ϕ2 (4.11)

The contact Hamiltonian equations of motion are deduced in the standard fashion; however, it should be
noted that the multiplicative factor of two in our expression for ηP shows that (x, 2Πx, ϕ,Πϕ, S) provides
the correct set of local Darboux coordinates on P/∼. Consequently, we have

ẋ =
1

2
(2Πx +Πϕ) Π̇x = − (2x+ΠxS)

ϕ̇ = Πx +Πϕ Π̇ϕ = 2ϕ−ΠϕS (4.12)

Ṡ =
1

2

[
− S2 + (Πx +Πϕ)

2

]
− x2 + ϕ2

It is clear that the equations of motion for the coordinates x and ϕ coincide with those given in (4.8); after
some work, it can be shown that the additional action-dependent terms in the momentum equations correctly
reproduce the original dynamics.

B. Reduction + Restriction

In order to obtain the contact Hamiltonian equations (4.12) via the alternative method presented in section
(III B), we return to the canonical Hamiltonian H0 on the primary constraint manifold; in accordance with
our general procedure, we extend H0 to a function H on the full phase space T ∗Q

H =
e−ρ

2

[
p2ρ + (px + pϕ)

2
+ p2x

]
+ eρ

[
1

2
(x2 + y2)− ϕ2

]
(4.13)

The vector field

D =
∂

∂ρ
+ pρ

∂

∂pρ
+ pϕ

∂

∂pϕ
+ px

∂

∂px
+ py

∂

∂py
(4.14)

is a scaling symmetry of degree one, and, crucially, preserves the primary constraint ψ1, since LDψ
1 = ψ1.

Thus, we know that the quotient space C := T ∗Q/∼ is a contact manifold, and we introduce the surjective
map β : T ∗Q→ C, and take coordinates on C to be (x, πx, y, πy, ϕ, πϕ, S), where

β∗πx =
px
eρ

β∗πy =
py
eρ

β∗πϕ =
pϕ
eρ

β∗S =
pρ
eρ

(4.15)

so that the contact form and Hamiltonian on C become

η = dS − πxdx− πydy − πϕdϕ Hc =
1

2

[
S2 + (πx + πϕ)

2
+ π2

x

]
+

1

2

(
x2 + y2

)
− ϕ2

We emphasise that (C, η,Hc) is a contact Hamiltonian system, and that the symmetry-reduced analogue of
the primary constraint manifold M0 is found by projecting the function ψ1, to obtain

β∗γ1 =
ψ1

eρ
=⇒ γ1 = πx + πy

Consequently, the primary constraint submanifold C0 is precisely the zero-set of γ1, and the pre-contact
system (C0, η0, H

c
0) is obtained, restricting η and Hc to this space

η0 := η|C0
= dS − πx (dx+ dy)− πϕdϕ Hc

0 := Hc|C0
=

1

2

[
S2 + (πx + πϕ)

2
+ π2

x

]
+

1

2

(
x2 + y2

)
− ϕ2
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A single iteration of the pre-contact constraint algorithm gives rise to a secondary constraint

C1 = {p ∈ C0 | γ2(p) := x− y = 0 }

As expected, comparing this space to M1 found in (4.6), we see that the constraint γ2 satisfies

β∗γ2 =
ψ2

eρ

Further iteration produces no additional constraints, and so the algorithm stabilises on C1. In order to
compute the equations of motion, we require the matrix of Jacobi brackets [9] Kαβ := {γα, γβ}J

K =

(
0 −2
2 0

)
=⇒ K−1 =

1

2

(
0 1
−1 0

)
The invertibility of this matrix confirms that, as expected, γ1 and γ2 are both second-class constraints; thus,
in order to calculate the equations of motion, we impose such conditions as strong equalities, and introduce
the Dirac-Jacobi bracket. The Dirac-Jacobi bracket is the contact-analogue of the Dirac bracket, which we
introduced above for symplectic systems. Here, this Dirac-Jacobi bracket reads

{f, g}DJ = {f, g}J − 1

2
{f, γ1}J {γ2, g}J +

1

2
{f, γ2}J {γ1, g}J (4.16)

The evolution of a function f is then computed from {f,Hc
0}DJ |C1

, and we find that

ẋ =
1

2
(2πx + πϕ) π̇x = − (2x+ πxS)

ϕ̇ = πx + πϕ π̇ϕ = 2ϕ− πϕS (4.17)

Ṡ =
1

2

[
− S2 + (πx + πϕ)

2

]
− x2 + ϕ2

which coincides precisely with the corresponding set of expressions (4.12), deduced by first restricting the
pre-symplectic system, and then making a symmetry reduction. In this example, we have provided an explicit
illustration of how a constrained Hamiltonian system may be reduced to a simpler, dynamically-equivalent
theory, by identifying and excising a superfluous scaling degree of freedom. Whilst relatively simple in
nature, the system considered has allowed us to present a fully-worked example of the commutativity of
contact reduction and phase space restriction, and thus concludes our treatment of particle dynamics.

V. MULTISYMPLECTIC FIELD THEORY

The use of multisymplectic geometry to describe classical field theories is an area of active research interest, as
the fibred manifolds it employs provide an arena in which a manifestly covariant formalism may be developed,
in a finite-dimensional setting [21, 22]. Despite this, the multisymplectic Hamiltonian formalism of singular
field theories is still not well-understood; for example, there exist certain classes of Lagrangian, for which
the construction of the Hamiltonian is either ambiguous, or ill-defined [10]. Additionally, multisymplectic
manifolds are not, in general, equipped with a well-defined bracket structure, and since the local constraint
algorithm dispenses with such structures, our analysis of singular field theories will favour the Lagrangian
formalism, rather than the Hamiltonian picture employed for particles [23, 24]. In what follows, we provide
a heavily abridged summary of the most pertinent ideas, referring to [7] for further details.

A. Lagrangian Field Theory

In general, anm-dimensional manifoldM is said to be multisymplectic if it admits a closed, 1-non-degenerate
k-form Ω ∈ Ωk(M) (with 1 < k ⩽ m) [10]; the 1-non-degeneracy condition may be expressed locally as the
requirement that for every p ∈ M and Xp ∈ TpM

ιXp
Ωp = 0 =⇒ Xp = 0
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If Ω is closed but 1-degenerate, we refer to the pair (M,Ω) as a pre-multisymplectic manifold. The field
equations of a dynamical system are expressed geometrically in terms of multivector fields. A multivector
field of degree r on M is a section X ∈ Γ(∧rTM) of the rth exterior power of the tangent bundle. We
denote the space of all such multivector fields Xr(M) := Γ(∧r TM), and declare some X ∈ Xr(M) to
be locally decomposable if, around p ∈ M, there exists an open neighbourhood Up ⊂ M, and vector fields
X1, · · · , Xr ∈ X∞(Up), such thatX|Up

= X1∧ · · · ∧Xr. We say that anm-dimensional distribution D ⊂ TM
is locally associated to a non-zero X ∈ Xm(M), if there exists some connected open set V ⊂ M, such that
X|V is a section of ∧mD|V ; further, X is said to be integrable if its locally associated distribution is integrable.

Consider a fibre bundle π : E → M over the d-dimensional spacetime manifold M ; we shall suppose that
M is orientable, with volume form ω. Local coordinates on M are denoted (xµ), with µ = 0, · · · , d − 1,
so that ω = dx0 ∧ · · · ∧ dxd−1 := ddx. The (n + d)-dimensional manifold E is referred to as the covariant
configuration space, and the first jet bundle κ : J1E → E of sections of π is the natural space upon which
to introduce a Lagrangian density [25]; local adapted coordinates on J1E are given by (xµ, ya, yaµ), with

a = 1, · · · , n. Introducing the bundle projection π̂ := π ◦ κ : J1E → M , the Lagrangian density L may be
expressed as a d-form on J1E

L(xµ, ya, yaµ) = L(xµ, ya, yaµ) π̂
∗ω (5.1)

in which L : J1E → R is referred to as the Lagrangian function, and π̂∗ω is the volume form on M ,
pulled back to J1E. The Lagrangian function is then used to define the Cartan forms ΘL ∈ Ωd(J1E) and
ΩL ∈ Ωd+1(J1E); in local bundle coordinates (xµ, ya, yaµ), these are expressed as

ΘL =
∂L

∂yaµ
dya ∧ dd−1xµ −

(
∂L

∂yaµ
yaµ − L

)
ddx ΩL := − dΘL (5.2)

where dd−1xµ := ι∂µd
dx. The pair (J1E,ΩL) defines a Lagrangian system, which is said to be regular if ΩL is

multisymplectic, and singular if it is pre-multisymplectic. Given a regular Lagrangian system (J1E,ΩL), the
dynamical equations are derived from a variational principle [10], which defines critical sections ϕ ∈ Γ(M,E);
the canonical lifting j1ϕ of these objects to J1E are then integral sections of an equivalence class of locally
decomposable, π̂-transverse holonomic multivector fields {XL}, each of which satisfies

ιXL
ΩL = 0 (5.3)

The most general expression for a locally decomposable field XL is

XL = f

d−1∧
µ=0

(
∂

∂xµ
+ F a

µ

∂

∂ya
+Ga

µν

∂

∂yaν

)
(5.4)

for some non-zero f ∈ C∞(J1E). The π̂-transversality condition is most readily enforced by setting
ιXL

(π̂∗ω) = 1, which fixes the multiplicative function f to unity. When XL is holonomic, it is integrable,
and the coefficient functions F a

µ are simply yaµ; if XL has local coordinate expression (5.4), with F a
µ = yaµ,

but is not integrable, it is referred to as semi-holonomic. The critical sections ϕ of the variational problem
are such that their canonical lifting j1ϕ satisfy the Euler-Lagrange field equations

∂

∂xµ

(
∂L

∂yaµ
◦ j1ϕ

)
− ∂L

∂ya
◦ j1ϕ = 0 (5.5)

VI. PRE-MULTICONTACT SYSTEMS

A. Multicontact Lagrangian Field Theory

As described in the introduction, the excision of a superfluous scaling degree of freedom leads to a
theory which is action-dependent, and thus has the interpretation of being non-conservative (The non-
conservative/frictional character arises as a result of the fact that the contact manifolds upon which our
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action-dependent theories are defined do not respect a Liouville-like conservation of phase space volumes
along the Hamiltonian flow). For field theories, this continues to be the case; now, however, the Lagrangian
depends on the action density. The fibred manifolds π : E → M , and κ : J1E → E (with dimM = d and
dimE = n+ d) of the multisymplectic formalism continue to assume a prominent role in the description of
frictional field theories; in particular, the Lagrangian density is now a d-form on the manifold

S := J1E ×M ∧d−1T ∗M ∼= J1E × Rd (6.1)

which is a bundle over both E, with projection τ : S → E, and M , with β = π ◦ τ : S → M . Local
coordinates on S are denoted (xµ, ya, yaµ, s

µ), in which the quantities sµ correspond to the action density
mentioned above. As in (5.1), we write the Lagrangian density in terms of a local function

L(xµ, ya, yaµ, sµ) = L(xµ, ya, yaµ, s
µ)β∗ω (6.2)

In contrast to the multisymplectic case, when the Lagrangian is singular, the d-form ΘL

ΘL =

(
dsµ − ∂L

∂yaµ
dya
)

∧ dd−1xµ +

(
∂L

∂yaµ
yaµ − L

)
ddx (6.3)

does not necessarily define a pre-multicontact structure. It is therefore necessary that a number of additional
criteria be met, which we now introduce. To facilitate this, we let Ξ := β∗ω ∈ Ωd(S). While ΘL endows S
with the formal geometrical structure of a pre-multicontact manifold, Ξ serves as a reference object. Given
a regular distribution D ⊂ TS, we introduce the space of r-forms which annihilate all sections of D

Annr(D) := {ξ ∈ Ωr(S) | ιXξ = 0 for all X ∈ Γ(D) } (6.4)

The Reeb distribution associated with (S,ΘL,Ξ) is then defined pointwise as

DR
p := {X ∈ ker Ξp | ιXdΘL ∈ Anndp(ker Ξ) } (6.5)

Sections of DR are the Reeb vector fields; we denote this space R := Γ(DR). In practice, we shall always
work in coordinates such that Ξ = dx0 ∧ · · · ∧ dxd−1, so that ker Ξ consists of those vector fields whose
vertical components V µ∂xµ are vanishing. The space Annd(ker Ξ) then comprises all d-forms ξ ∈ Ωd(S), for
which ιXξ = 0 for any choice of vector field of the form

X = Aa ∂

∂ya
+Ba

µ

∂

∂yaµ
+ Cµ ∂

∂sµ

In addition to the Reeb distribution, we also have the characteristic distribution C, defined as the intersection
C := ker Ξ∩kerΘL∩ker dΘL. The conditions under which the triple (S,ΘL,Ξ) constitutes a pre-multicontact
manifold are then that, for some 0 < k ⩽ n(1 + d)

⋆ rank ker Ξ = d+ n+ nd

⋆ rankDR = d+ k

⋆ rank C = k

⋆ Annd−1(ker Ξ) = {ιRΘL | R ∈ R }

In practice, when working in adapted coordinates, the local Reeb fields are deduced from ιRµ
ΘL = dd−1xµ;

however, note that this does not determine the Rµ uniquely, for it is possible to add to Rµ an element of
the characteristic distribution, that is to say R = span(Rµ) + C.

From ΘL, the (d+ 1)-form ΩL is not defined as in (5.2) for multisymplectic systems, rather

ΩL = dΘL − ∂L

∂sµ
dxµ ∧ ΘL (6.6)

Given a (pre-)multicontact Lagrangian system (S,ΘL), the equations of motion for sections Ψ ∈ Γ(M,S)
are given by

Ψ∗ΘL = 0 and Ψ∗ιZΩL = 0 for all Z ∈ X∞(S) (6.7)
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We also have a similar pair equations for locally decomposable β-transverse multivector fields XL ∈ Xd(S),
which take the form

ιXL
ΘL = 0 ιXL

ΩL = 0 (6.8)

When (S,ΘL) is multicontact, the multivector field solutions are integrable, with holonomic integral sections;
in local coordinates, such a section may be expressed as

Ψ(x) =

(
xµ, ya(x),

∂ya

∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

, sµ(x)

)
with which the coordinate-free equations (6.7) become

∂

∂xµ

(
∂L

∂yaµ
◦Ψ
)

=

(
∂L

∂ya
+
∂L

∂yaµ

∂L

∂sµ

)
◦Ψ

∂sµ

∂xµ
= L ◦Ψ

(6.9)

We refer to these expressions as the Herglotz-Lagrange field equations [26]. When (S,ΘL) is pre-multicontact,
if multivector field solutions of (6.8) do exist, which is not guaranteed, they are generally not integrable.
Consequently, the goal of the constraint algorithm, is to deduce the maximal submanifold Sf ↪→ S upon
which holonomic multivector field solutions exist, and crucially, are tangent to Sf .

B. The Pre-Multicontact Constraint Algorithm

Recall that the dynamical problem to be solved is the following: given a pre-multicontact Lagrangian system
(S,ΘL), we seek the maximal submanifold Sf ↪→ S, upon which there exist locally decomposable, β-
transverse, holonomic solutions to (6.8). We therefore begin by introducing the space of d-multivector
fields which are solutions to the equations of motion, but not necessarily β-transverse or integrable

kerd (ΘL,ΩL) := {XL ∈ Xd(S) | ιXL
ΘL = 0 and ιXL

ΩL = 0 }

Within this space, we then seek the subset of those multivector fields which are locally decomposable and
β-transverse, denoting the resulting subspace kerdβ (ΘL,ΩL). In practice, as a first step, we shall simply
assume that a solution XL has the local coordinate decomposition

XL =

d−1∧
µ=0

(
∂

∂xµ
+ F a

µ

∂

∂ya
+Ga

µν

∂

∂yaν
+Kν

µ

∂

∂sν

)
(6.10)

which is clearly an element of kerdβ (ΘL,ΩL). Upon substituting this into the dynamical equations ιXL
ΘL = 0

and ιXL
ΩL = 0, we must ensure that the resulting expressions do not contain inconsistencies. Supposing

that we obtain a compatible set of equations, we now restrict kerdβ (ΘL,ΩL) to the subset of semi-holonomic
solutions, which amounts to setting F a

µ = yaµ in the decomposition (6.10); in general, this step gives rise to
further consistency conditions, and possibly to new constraints.

At every stage, we must ensure that the dynamics of the system remain confined to the constraint subman-
ifold; thus, for each local constraint function Φ, if XL is expressed as the product XL = X0 ∧ · · · ∧Xd−1,
we must demand that LXµΦ = 0 for µ = 0, · · · , d − 1. If these tangency conditions themselves give rise to
additional constraints, such functions must again have vanishing Lie derivative along each of the Xµ. The
final step of the algorithm requires us to examine the integrability of our semi-holonomic solutions. Such an
analysis is conducted by considering the constraints which arise as a result of imposing that [Xµ, Xν ] = 0

for µ, ν = 0, · · · , d − 1. This leads to the final subspace kerdH (ΘL,ΩL), consisting of locally decomposable,
β-transverse, holonomic multivector fields, which, in general, will only exist on the submanifold Sf ↪→ S.
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VII. CONTACT REDUCTION OF SINGULAR FIELD THEORIES

Following closely the framework developed in [7], we now present a field-theoretic generalisation of the ideas
of section (III). Let us consider the pre-multisymplectic system (J1E,ΩL), with corresponding Lagrangian
function L : J1E → R. From the Cartan d-form ΘL, we define

θµL := − ι∂d−1
· · · ι∂0

(ΘL ∧ dxµ) = ∂L

∂yaµ
dya (7.1)

The vector field Σ ∈ X∞(J1E) is said to constitute a scaling symmetry of degree Λ if

LΣL = ΛL and LΣθ
µ
L = θµL for all µ = 0, · · · , d− 1 (7.2)

Consider a Herglotz (i.e multicontact) Lagrangian LH , embedded within a multisymplectic manifold of one
dimension higher through the expression

L = eρ(LH + ρµs
µ) (7.3)

in which LH depends upon the scalar fields ϕa (a = 1, · · · , k), and their first derivatives ϕaµ, together with
the action density sµ, and the field ρ is such that

ρµ = − ∂LH

∂sµ
(7.4)

It is straightforward to verify that the equations of motion derived from L directly imply the Herglotz-
Lagrange field equations for LH , when the former is restricted to the subspace upon which LH is defined.
In light of this, suppose that, having identified a scaling symmetry Σ of our pre-multisymplectic system, we
adopt coordinates on J1E in such a way so as to render this vector field of the form

Σ = ξ
∂

∂ξ
+ ξµ

∂

∂ξµ
(7.5)

In these coordinates, the Lagrangian function depends upon both ξ and ξµ, together with a set of unscaled

field variables ψa, and their corresponding velocities ψa
µ. Finally, we make the redefinition ξ = eρ/Λ, so that

the scaling symmetry vector field is simply Σ = Λ∂ρ, and the Lagrangian takes the form

L = eρf(ρµ, ψ
a, ψa

µ) (7.6)

for some function f . The Euler-Lagrange equation for ρ then implies that f may be written as

f = ρµ
∂f

∂ρµ
+

∂

∂xµ
∂f

∂ρµ

which, when compared to (7.3), and recalling that ∂µs
µ = LH , suggests we should identify

sµ =
∂f

∂ρµ
LH = f − ρµs

µ (7.7)

We must now take into account that L was a singular Lagrangian. As such, the d-form ΘLH calculated from
the symmetry-reduced function LH is not guaranteed to be pre-multicontact. Consequently, after making
the ‘näıve’ contact reduction, we must as an additional non-trivial step compute the characteristic and Reeb
distributions. If these do not satisfy the conditions given in section (VI), the symmetry reduction procedure
fails. For most physically interesting cases, this will not occur; however, the conditions must nevertheless be
verified.

Having calculated ΘLH , and confirmed that rankDR = d+ k and rank C = k, for some 0 < k ⩽ n(1 + d), we
have a pre-multicontact manifold (S0,ΘLH ), in which S0 denotes the reduced space obtained upon excising
the scaling variable ρ. Geometrically, if the quantity ξ in (7.5) corresponds to a single field variable on
E, then upon writing the Lagrangian in the form (7.6), E separates into two connected pieces E±, where



15

each of E± is the product of a trivial bundle, and a codimension-1 subspace: E± ∼= Ẽ ×M (M × R±).
The change of variable ξ → eρ/Λ selects only the positive component of ξ; in order to cover the full range,
we must also consider the change of variables ξ → − eρ/Λ. Within each of E±, it is precisely the trivial
bundle that is eliminated by the contact reduction. Thus, provided we consider both components, so as

not to lose any dynamical information, the reduced space is locally isomorphic to J1Ẽ × Rd, in which the

codimension-1 subspace Ẽ is identified as a configuration space comprised of all field variables except ρ.

Note that S0 is not simply J1Ẽ - such an outcome would be dimensionally inconsistent with the elimination
of a single degree of freedom. Instead, the velocities ρµ, which have not been eliminated, span a copy of Rd

as action density components, thereby restoring the expected dimensional difference of dimJ1E−dimS0 = 1.

Supposing that (S0,ΘLH ) does constitute a pre-multicontact system, we calculate the (d+1)-form ΩLH , and
introduce a multivector field XLH ∈ Xd(S0), with local decomposition

XLH =

d−1∧
µ=0

(
∂

∂xµ
+ F a

µ

∂

∂ψa
+Ga

µν

∂

∂ψa
ν

+Kν
µ

∂

∂sν

)
in which we employ notation consistent with the decomposition (7.6), denoting the unscaled fields ψa.
Following this, we compute the constraints that arise as a result of setting ιXLH

ΘLH = 0 and ιXLH
ΩLH = 0,

following the algorithmic procedure detailed in section (VIB). The final constraint submanifold Sf ↪→ S0 is
the maximal space upon which holonomic multivector field solutions exist, and on this space, we faithfully
reproduce the dynamics of the observables of the constrained pre-multisymplectic system.

VIII. EFFECTIVE NON-ABELIAN GAUGE THEORY

The appearance of scalar fields that directly couple to gauge curvature terms is a phenomenon which arises
most notably in string-inspired models [27]. Indeed, the imprint of dilaton-like fields on low-energy effective
actions has speculatively been regarded as a means to offer novel insight into problems such as colour
confinement [28]. In this section, we present an example of a non-Abelian gauge theory coupled to a scalar
field. Having implemented the reduction procedure, we discuss the physical implications of our results.

A. Geometrical Setting

We suppose that the spacetime manifoldM is equipped with a Lorentzian metric g of signature (+,−,−, · · · ),
which is parametric, and non-variational [29], so that physically, our theory is defined on a curved background,
but is not coupled to gravity. The appropriate covariant configuration space for this theory is

E = C(P )×M (M × R)×M Sym1,d−1
2 (M) (8.1)

Here, P is the principal bundle over M , with structure group G, and C(P ) → M refers to the bundle of

connections on P , with C(P ) ∼= J1P/G [30]. Finally, the space Sym1,d−1
2 (M) denotes the set of symmetric

covariant tensors of rank 2 and Lorentzian signature (1, d − 1) on M , and thus parameterises our choice of
metric. Local coordinates on E are denoted (xµ, Aa

µ, ϕ ; gµν), in which the semicolon separates the parametric
and variational degrees of freedom, and the index a runs from a = 1, · · · , dimL(G) := n. The Lagrangian
density is a d-form on the space

Q := J1 (C(P )×M (M × R))×M Sym1,d−1
2 (M) (8.2)

upon which we take local coordinates to be (xµ, Aa
µ, ϕ, A

a
µ,ν , ϕµ ; gµν). The corresponding Lagrangian function

L : Q → R is

L = Tr

[
− ϕ2

2g2
FµνF

µν + 2JµA
µ +

1

2
gµνϕµϕν − V (ϕ)

]
(8.3)

where the trace is taken over the indices of L(G), and F refers to the Lie algebra valued curvature 2-form.
In what follows, we shall consider the dilaton to transform trivially under G, and adopt group-theoretic
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conventions more prevalent in the physics literature, taking the generators Ta of the Lie algebra to be
Hermitian, with [Ta, Tb] = if c

ab Tc. In the fundamental representation, we adopt the following normalisation
with respect to the trace

Tr (TaTb) =
1

2
δab (8.4)

We raise and lower Lie algebra indices with δab and δab, writing fabc = δcd f
d

ab , for example (while we
continue to raise and lower spacetime indices with gµν and gµν). Returning to the Lagrangian (8.3), Ja

µ

is a Lie algebra valued 1-form that couples to the gauge field, acting as a source term, and V (ϕ) is the
non-perturbative dilaton potential. For simplicity of exposition, we shall take V (ϕ) to be a simple mass term
1
2m

2ϕ2, and neglect the source. Thus, we have

L = − ϕ2

4g2
F a
µνF

µν
a +

1

2
gµνϕµϕν − 1

2
m2ϕ2 (8.5)

in which the curvature is expressed locally as F a
µν = Aa

ν,µ − Aa
µ,ν + f a

bc Ab
µA

c
ν . The degeneracy of this

Lagrangian arises as a result of the gauge symmetry; the Hessian matrix is, as expected, non-invertible.
From (6.3), we calculate the 1-forms θµL, finding that

θµL := − ι∂d−1
· · · ι∂0

(ΘL ∧ dxµ) = − ϕ2

g2
Fµν
a dAa

ν + gµνϕν dϕ (8.6)

From the structure of θµL, and the Lagrangian (8.5), it is relatively clear that the vector field

Σ =
1

2

(
ϕ
∂

∂ϕ
+ ϕµ

∂

∂ϕµ

)
satisfies LΣθ

µ
L = θµL and LΣL = L, with which we conclude that Σ is a scaling symmetry of degree one.

B. Contact Reduction

Upon making the change of variables ϕ 7→ eρ/2, the scaling symmetry vector field Σ is now simply ∂ρ, and
the Lagrangia reads

L = − eρ

4g2
F a
µνF

µν
a + eρ

(
1

8
gµνρµρν − 1

2
m2

)
(8.7)

Recall that when the Lagrangian is expressed in the form L = eρf(ρµ, Aµ, Aµ,ν), the action density is found
from sµ = ∂f/∂ρµ, whilst the Herglotz Lagrangian takes the form LH = f − ρµs

µ; for the former, we find

sµ =
∂f

∂ρµ
=

1

4
gµνρν =⇒ ρµ = 4gµνs

ν (8.8)

while the Herglotz Lagrangian for this system is

LH = − 1

4g2
F a
µνF

µν
a − 1

2
m2 − 2gµνs

µsν (8.9)

Geometrically, referring to the decomposition (8.1), we see that the excision of the dilaton corresponds
to the removal of the trivial bundle M × R → M , defining a reduced covariant configuration space Ered.
More formally, since ϕ is a global scaling function, the symplectification Ẽred is a trivial R×-bundle over M ,

composed of two connected components Ẽ±
red, which, with the change of variables ϕ → eρ/2, correspond to

symplectification via ±eρ/2. Provided that both components are considered, we may somewhat informally

write Ered ∼= C(P )×M Sym1,d−1
2 (M). The Herglotz Lagrangian is defined on the space

Qred =
(
J1C(P )×M Sym1,d−1

2 (M)
)
× Rd (8.10)
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where the additional factor of Rd comes from the d velocities ρµ, which have assumed the role of the action
density sµ. The task is then to deduce whether the d-form ΘLH , given by

ΘLH =

(
dsµ +

1

g2
Fµν
a dAa

ν

)
∧ dd−1xµ +

(
− 1

g2
Fµν
a Aa

ν,µ +
1

4g2
Fµν
a F a

µν +
1

2
m2 + 2gµνs

µsν
)
ddx (8.11)

endows Qred with a pre-multicontact structure. Noting that ι∂sµ
ΘLH = dd−1xµ, and that the coordinates

Aa
ν,µ only appear in the antisymmetric combinations Aa

ν,µ − Aa
µ,ν , it is straightforward to deduce that the

characteristic and Reeb distributions are given by

C =

〈
∂

∂Aa
ν,µ

+
∂

∂Aa
µ,ν

〉
DR =

〈
∂

∂Aa
ν,µ

+
∂

∂Aa
µ,ν

,
∂

∂sµ

〉
(8.12)

for µ, ν = 0, · · · , d− 1 and a = 1, · · · , dimL(G) = n. The ranks of these distributions are

rank C = n
d(d+ 1)

2
rankDR = n

d(d+ 1)

2
+ d

which, referring to the discussion of section (VIA), are consistent with a pre-multicontact distribution with
k = d. Consequently, we conclude that ΘLH does in fact define a pre-multicontact structure on Qred, and
so may proceed with the constraint analysis; for the purpose of constructing multivector field solutions, we
introduce the map β : Qred →M , in-keeping with the notation of section (VIB).

C. The Constraint Algorithm

The constraint procedure commences supposing that a locally decomposable, β-transverse solution X ∈
kerdβ (ΘLH ,ΩLH ) to the equations of motion exists, with

X =

d−1∧
µ=0

(
∂

∂xµ
+ Ca

µν

∂

∂Aa
ν

+Ga
µνκ

∂

∂Aa
κ,ν

+Kν
µ

∂

∂sν

)
:=

d−1∧
µ=0

Vµ (8.13)

The contraction of X with the pre-multicontact form ΘLH provides a single equation, as the degree of the
multivector field coincides with that of the differential form. Imposing that ιXΘLH = 0, we find that

Kµ
µ =

1

g2
(
Aa

ν,µ − Ca
µν

)
Fµν
a +

(
− 1

4g2
Fµν
a F a

µν − 1

2
m2 − 2gµνs

µsν
)

(8.14)

Note that the final quantity on the RHS is precisely LH , and the bracket
(
Aa

ν,µ − Ca
µν

)
vanishes upon imposing

semi-holonomy. This expression therefore provides the vector-field analogue of the Herglotz equation ∂µs
µ =

LH (c.f (6.9)). From (8.11), we compute that

ΩLH =
1

g2
dFµν

a ∧ dAa
ν ∧ dd−1xµ +

(
1

2g2
(
Fµν
a dF a

µν − 2Fµν
a dAa

ν,µ − 2Aa
ν,µ dF

µν
a

)
− 4

g2
gµλs

λFµν
a dAa

ν

)
∧ ddx

(8.15)

The contraction ιXΩLH then produces a pair of expressions, both of which must vanish separately

0 = (Aa
ν,µ −Aa

µ,ν)− (Ca
µν − Ca

νµ) (8.16)

0 = gµρgνσ
(
Ga

µρσ −Ga
µσρ

)
+ f a

bc gνρAbµ
(
Cc

µρ − Cc
ρµ

)
+ f a

bc

(
gνρAbµ − gµρAbν

)
Cc

µρ (8.17)

+ f e
bc f

a
de A

bµAcνAd
µ + 4gµλs

λF aµν

The next stage of the algorithm requires that we examine the effects of imposing semi-holonomy; for the
multivector field (8.13), this implies we should set Ca

µν = Aa
ν,µ. With this, (8.16) is rendered trivial, and (8.14)

reduces toKµ
µ = LH , as expected. The first term of (8.17) is then combined with f a

bc

(
gνρAbµ − gµρAbν

)
Cc

µρ
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to produce an object we shall denote gµρgνσF a
ρσ,µ. Finally, a number of the remaining terms vanish as a

result of antisymmetry, with the result that (8.17) becomes

0 = gµρgνσF a
ρσ,µ + f a

bc gνρAbµF c
µρ + 4gµλs

λF aµν (8.18)

In the above, care has been taken to ensure that our notation for the velocity coordinates is merely reminiscent
of a partial derivative with respect to the spacetime coordinates. In particular, until we have examined the
integrability of our system, Aa

ν,µ ̸= ∂µA
a
ν and Ga

µνσ ̸= ∂µ∂νA
a
σ. However, upon imposing the necessary

conditions for span (Vµ) to define an involutive distribution, we may affirm that the multivector field X
possesses holonomic integral sections ψ :M → Qred, whose local coordinate expression is

ψ(x) =

(
xµ, Aa

µ(x),
∂Aa

µ

∂xν
(x), sµ(x)

)
(8.19)

Only after introducing these integral sections may we identify Aa
ν,µ with the familiar ∂µA

a
ν . In light of this,

we now turn to an analysis of the integrability of X; the distribution formed by the Vµ will be involutive if,
and only if it is closed under the Lie bracket; however, since partial derivatives with respect to the spacetime
coordinates commute, involutivity is only guaranteed if [Vµ, Vν ] = 0 for all µ, ν = 0, · · · , d − 1. Thus,
computing the Lie bracket, and demanding that the result be zero, we find that

Ga
νµσ −Ga

µνσ = Aa
σ,µν −Aa

σ,νµ (8.20)

This condition produces no inconsistencies for the coefficients of the multivector field, and so (8.14) and
(8.18) may be reexpressed as

∂µs
µ = LH

∂µF
aµν + f a

bc Ab
µF

cµν + 4gµλs
λF aµν = 0

(8.21)

The first two terms of the second expression form the familiar covariant derivative (DµF
µν)a, whilst the

final term is a common feature of contact-reduced theories which we now explain. The scalar field ϕ is, in
the original theory, the generator of a transformation to which the equations of motion of the remaining
degrees of freedom are entirely insensitive. An observer internal to this system would be unable to detect
rescalings of ϕ via measurement of the quantities to which they have ontological access. This is precisely
the content of the discussion of the introduction, regarding the inaccessibility of changes in any degree of
freedom without which the algebra of dynamical observables still closes. While ϕ is a superfluous degree of
freedom, it still has a mathematical status within the original Lagrangian, coupling to the gauge-kinetic term
Tr (FµνF

µν). When we pass to a description which makes no reference to the dilaton, our theory becomes
action-dependent, and thus non-conservative in nature. This is made manifest by the final term on the LHS
of (8.21).

IX. DYNAMICAL COUPLING PARAMETERS

A. Reduction of Coupled Hamiltonian Systems

In the previous section, we encountered a situation in which the closure of the algebra of dynamical observ-
ables was insensitive to the presence of the scalar field ϕ. This may seem somewhat surprising, particularly
for theories in which dimensionful parameters are determined dynamically by the expectation values of scalar
fields. Let us assume, for the present discussion, that the expectation value ⟨ϕ⟩ determines some coupling
g. The value of g is not directly accessible, but must be deduced via comparison to a reference object that
we call measuring apparatus1. This is entirely analogous to how an object of length 1m is only known to
be such because its size is in a 1:1 ratio with that of a previously-standardised instrument. Consequently,
changes in ⟨ϕ⟩ are accompanied by simultaneous rescalings of the sensitivity of our apparatus, with which we

1 For the purposes of the present discussion, it suffices to consider ‘measuring apparatus’ in an abstract sense.
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would like to ascertain the value of g. It follows that the object responsible for these empirically-inaccessible
changes in g (i.e the field ϕ) is redundant, from the perspective of the physical dynamics. This perspective
also suggests that, since parameter values are necessarily ascertained through use of measuring apparatus
that cannot be decoupled from the system to be measured, a scaling symmetry might also act on these
parameters. Until now, we have only considered the vector field generator to act on the coordinates of phase
space. However, the above line of argumentation is suggestive that we might consider an enlarged space
upon which scaling symmetries can act. At present, a discussion of these ideas has only been formulated
within the Hamiltonian description, while in the current work, we have favoured the Lagrangian perspective.
We shall therefore attempt to outline the relevant ideas of the contact Reduction of Hamiltonian systems,
referring to section (VI) of [7] for further details.

The Hamiltonian is a function H : J1E∗ → R, where J1E∗ denotes the multiphase space, upon which local
coordinates (adapted to our scaling symmetry discussion) read

(
xµ, ρ, ϕa, pµρ , p

µ
a

)
. Here, the ϕa are unscaled

fields, and pµa their corresponding momenta; note that, in stark contrast to more traditional approaches
to classical and quantum field theory, each field variable has d momenta - one for each value of µ. Upon
making a Legendre transform of the Lagrangian L = eρf(ρµ, ϕ

a, ϕaµ) of section (VII), we find that the scaling
symmetry vector field corresponding to Σ = Λ∂ρ reads

D =
∂

∂ρ
+ pµρ

∂

∂pµρ
+ pµa

∂

∂pµa
pµa unscaled momenta (9.1)

This satisfies LDH = H and LDω
µ
H = ωµ

H , in which ωµ
H = dρ ∧ dpµρ + dϕa ∧ dpµa , reminiscent of the familiar

symplectic form in local Darboux coordinates. The reduction is then carried out defining coordinates on
the reduced space, together with a multicontact Hamiltonian function. Letting τ : J1E∗ → Ered denote the
projection to the reduced space Ered, we have

τ∗Πµ
a :=

pµa
eρ

τ∗sµ :=
pµρ
eρ

τ∗Hc(ϕa,Πµ
a , s

µ) :=
Hc

eρ
(9.2)

The equations of motion for such a Hamiltonian read

∂ϕa

∂xµ
=
∂Hc

∂pµa

∂pµa
∂xµ

= −
(
∂Hc

∂ϕa
+ pµa

∂Hc

∂sµ

)
∂sµ

∂xµ
= pµa

∂Hc

∂paµ
−Hc (9.3)

This procedure is applicable to a broad class of Hamiltonian systems; however, there often arise situations
where the Hamiltonian comprises a number of pieces, each of which scales differently. Such a scenario
significantly impedes our ability to reduce the theory, and the present goal is to provide a generalisation of
the reduction framework, applicable to this particular type of theory. In order to make our discussion more
concrete, we consider a Hamiltonian H that is expressed as a sum H = H0 + giHi, for scalar couplings gi

(i = 1, · · · , N , gi > 0). Here, following the definition of 3.9, H0 is a degree-one Hamiltonian under (9.1),
and we assume that the remaining Hi are of degree Λi ̸= 1. It is the varied scaling behaviour of the Hi that
obstructs the standard contact reduction procedure.

Let us temporarily limit ourselves to a single coupling, so that H = H0 + gH1, with LDH0 = H0 and
LDH1 = Λ1H1, for Λ1 ̸= 1. To make the contact reduction, we extend the configuration space from E
to E × R, introducing the coordinate X. On J1 (E × R)∗, we acquire d new momenta Pµ

X , so that our
coordinates become (xµ, ρ, ϕa, X, pµρ , p

µ
a , P

µ
X).

The idea is now to assign the scalar coupling g to some power of the Lorentz-invariant contraction ηµνP
µ
XP

ν
X .

In particular, since H1 is of degree Λ1, we make the replacement

g −→ (εηµνP
µ
XP

ν
X)

1−Λ1
2 (9.4)

in which ε = ±, as befits the signature of ηµν . On the extended space, we introduce D̄ := D + Pµ
X∂Pµ

X
, and

ω̄µ
H := ωµ

H + dX ∧ dPµ
X , writing the Hamiltonian as

H̄ = H0 + (εηµνP
µ
XP

ν
X)

1−Λ1
2 H1 (9.5)
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This construction guarantees that LD̄H̄ = H̄, and LΣ̄ω̄
µ
H = ω̄µ

H , and so we may make a standard degree-one
symmetry reduction on J1(E × R)∗. Since H̄ is independent of X, the field equations (9.3) tell us that
∂µP

µ
X = 0. This is a divergence-free condition, and does not imply that the Pµ

X are constant. We therefore
introduce the following

χ ν
µ (x) := ∂µP

ν
X(x) (9.6)

where we have been deliberately insistent with the x dependence. This is necessary because Pµ
X are, in

general, coordinates on J1(E ×R)∗, and so have no x dependence. It is only on-shell, when we evaluate the
equations of motion along some local section ψ(x) =

(
xµ, ρ(x), ϕa(x), X(x), pµρ (x), p

µ
a(x), P

µ
X(x)

)
, that the

Pµ
X acquire spacetime coordinate dependence. By introducing Pµ

X in place of the constant coupling g, we
have effectively extended our theory, allowing for configurations not compatible with the original formulation.
This extension must be executed with some degree of care, however. In particular, the extended Hamiltonian
H̄ is only well-defined when the quantity P 2

X := ηµνP
µ
XP

ν
X is greater than zero. Consequently, we restrict

attention to a single connected component of the extended space, which we take to be P+ := {P 2
X > 0},

excluding the singular locus P 2
X = 0, and P− := {P 2

X < 0}, where the construction breaks down. Moreover,
Pµ
X appears in the extended symmetry generator D̄ through the combination Pµ

X∂Pµ
X
, so that its action is

given by scalings Pµ
X → λPµ

X , with λ ∈ R+. It follows that the domain P+ is preserved under the flow of D̄,
ensuring consistency of the reduction within this region.

Having extended the dynamical content of our theory, the function χ ν
µ (x) is precisely a measure of the

departure from the dynamics of the constant momentum sector. Clearly χ ν
µ (x) = 0 is a particular case

within a larger space of possibilities. By working with the larger space of theories, we have introduced
sufficient dynamical structure to make the contact reduction, but crucially, we retain the χ ν

µ (x) = 0 case as
a perfectly well-defined special instance, to which we are free to restrict ourselves post-reduction.

An additional observation we must make is that the contraction ηµνP
µ
XP

ν
X is well-behaved only because

we are in flat Minkowski space, and ∂ληµν = 0. When we pass to a general curved background, there
arise two possible scenarios. On the one hand, we could treat the metric gµν parametrically, as in the
Yang-Mills example. Alternatively, for a theory coupled to gravity, gµν is a dynamical variable that features
in the variational calculation. In both cases, we must covariantise our expressions, replacing ∂ → ∇. Thus,
χ ν
µ (x) = ∇µP

ν
X(x), and then ∇λ (gµνP

µ
XP

ν
X) = 0.

All barred quantities, such as the Hamiltonian H̄ and the modified scaling field Σ̄, are defined on J1 (E × R)∗
(restricted, as we have stated above, to P+), and this is the space upon which the reduction is realised.
From the extended configuration space E×R, we eliminate ρ, but the momenta pµρ remain, and become the
components sµ of the action density. Let S denote the space obtained from the reduction of the extended
J1 (E × R)∗, and introduce the submersion τ̄ : J1 (E × R)∗ → S. Define reduced-space coordinates as

τ̄∗sµ :=
pµρ
eρ

τ̄∗Πµ
a :=

pµa
eρ

τ̄∗Πµ
X :=

Pµ
X

eρ
(9.7)

with all field coordinates unchanged: τ̄∗ϕa = ϕa. The contact Hamiltonian we write as τ̄∗H̄c := e−ρH̄,
where the bar on H̄c serves to remind us that we are still on the extended reduced space, and have not yet
reduced the number of degrees of freedom. The equations of motion are then deduced from H̄c precisely
as in (9.3). Temporarily dropping submersions, we note that the vanishing of χ ν

µ (x) may be expressed in
reduced-space coordinates as follows

χ ν
µ (x) = ∂µ (e

ρΠν
X) = eρ (ρµΠ

ν
X + ∂µΠ

ν
X) = eρ

(
∂H̄c

∂sµ
Πν

X + ∂µΠ
ν
X

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:= cχ ν
µ

In the final equality, we have introduced the ‘contact χ-function’. Clearly, we require that cχ ν
µ (x) = 0, since

eρ ̸= 0. Note that, contracting µ and ν, the vanishing of cχ µ
µ (x) is fully consistent with the multicontact

equations of motion derived from H̄c

∂µΠ
µ
X = −

(
∂H̄c

∂X
+Πµ

X

∂H̄c

∂sµ

)
=⇒ ∂µΠ

µ
X = −Πµ

X

∂H̄c

∂sµ
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which is precisely the statement that cχ µ
µ (x) = 0.

The reader will have noticed that we have performed a contact reduction on the extended space J1(E×R)∗.
While the number of degrees of freedom has certainly decreased with respect to this space, the same is
not true of the original multiphase space. That is to say, at present, the reduced space S is such that
dimS > dimJ1E∗. It therefore remains to be justified that we have in fact successfully reduced the
number of degrees of freedom of the original system. In order to be more concrete, the dimension of
the original multiphase space is dim J1E∗ = d + n(1 + d); for each coupling parameter gi, we introduce
one field variable Xi, which is accompanied by d momenta Pµ

Xi
. Consequently, if we have N coupling

parameters, the dimension of the extended space J1(E×RN )∗ is d+n(1+d)+N(1+d). The contact reduc-
tion on the extended space then reduces this by one; however, we still have dimS−dim J1E∗ = N(1+d)−1.

The resolution of this apparent discrepancy lies in the fact that the additional degrees of freedom introduced
to make the reduction are largely redundant. In particular, S carries a natural RN -action generated by the
vector fields Vi := τ̄∗∂Xi

, corresponding to translations in the Xi. As well as this, while the contact momenta
Πµ

Xi
themselves are not constant, we may construct Nd independent invariant quantities by taking ratios of

the components of the momenta. By restricting to a regular level-set of these invariants, and quotienting
out by the (free) RN -action, we remove precisely the excess N(1+ d) degrees of freedom. This gives a space
of dimension dimJ1E∗ − 1, as expected for a contact reduction.

B. A Simple Example

In order to illustrate how this formalism is implemented in practice, we shall consider the example of two
scalar fields ϕ and ψ, with a quartic interaction term. We take the Lagrangian function to be

L =
1

2
ηµνϕµϕν +

1

2
ηµνψµψν − 1

2
m2
(
ϕ2 + ψ2

)
− λ

4!

(
ϕ4 − ψ4

)
(9.8)

Introducing spherical polars ϕ = R sin θ and ψ = R cos θ, we restrict to R > 0 for simplicity, which allows us
to parameterise R = eρ/2, with which the Lagrangian becomes

L = eρ
[
ηµν

(
1

8
ρµρν + θµθν

)
− 1

2
m2

]
+
λ

4!
e2ρ cos 2θ (9.9)

Note that the sign in front of the quartic interaction term has changed; this is due to the fact that we get
a (sin2 θ − cos2 θ) = − cos 2θ term. It is then an easy exercise to calculate the momenta and pass to the
following Hamiltonian

H = e−ρηµν

(
2pµρp

ν
ρ +

1

2
pµθ p

ν
θ

)
+

1

2
m2eρ − λ

4!
e2ρ cos 2θ (9.10)

From our discussion, it is clear we take

H0 := e−ρηµν

(
2pµρp

ν
ρ +

1

2
pµθ p

ν
θ

)
+

1

2
m2eρ H1 := − 1

4!
e2ρ cos 2θ

so that H = H0 + λH1, with Λ1 = 2 under the obvious scaling symmetry

Σ =
∂

∂ρ
+ pµρ

∂

∂pµρ
+ pµθ

∂

∂pµθ
(9.11)

Thus, we introduce (X,Pµ
X), and the exponent of the Lorentz-invariant contraction is (1 − Λ1)/2 = −1/2.

Restricting to the domain {P 2
X > 0}, so that our expressions are real and well-defined, the Hamiltonian

becomes

H̄ = e−ρηµν

(
2pµρp

ν
ρ +

1

2
pµθ p

ν
θ

)
+

1

2
m2eρ −

(
ηλσP

λ
XP

σ
X

)−1/2

4!
e2ρ cos 2θ (9.12)
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The modified scaling vector field

Σ̄ =
∂

∂ρ
+ pµρ

∂

∂pµρ
+ pµθ

∂

∂pµθ
+ Pµ

X

∂

∂Pµ
X

(9.13)

is of degree one for H̄, as expected. Taking coordinates on the reduced space exactly as in (9.7), the contact
Hamiltonian reads

H̄c = ηµν

(
2sµsν +

1

2
Πµ

θΠ
ν
θ

)
+

1

2
m2 −

(
ηλσΠ

λ
XΠσ

X

)−1/2

4!
cos 2θ (9.14)

The equations of motion of the original multisymplectic Hamiltonian (9.10) are

∂µρ = 4e−ρηµνp
ν
ρ ∂µp

µ
ρ = e−ρηµν

(
2pµρp

ν
ρ +

1

2
pµθ p

ν
θ

)
− 1

2
m2eρ +

2λ

4!
e2ρ cos 2θ (9.15)

∂µθ = e−ρηµνp
ν
θ ∂µp

µ
θ = − 2λ

4!
e2ρ sin 2θ

These must be replicated in the reduced system, upon restricting to a suitable regular level-set of the
invariants. The contact Hamiltonian equations that follow from (9.14) are

∂µθ = ηµνΠ
ν
θ ∂µΠ

µ
θ = −

(
2
(
ηλσΠ

λ
XΠσ

X

)−1/2

4!
sin 2θ + 4ηµνs

νΠµ
θ

)

∂µX =

(
ηλσΠ

λ
XΠσ

X

)−3/2

4!

ηµνΠ
ν
X

2
cos 2θ ∂µΠ

µ
X = − 4ηµνΠ

µ
Xs

ν (9.16)

∂µs
µ = ηµν

(
− 2sµsν +

1

2
Πµ

θΠ
ν
θ

)
− 1

2
m2 +

2
(
ηλσΠ

λ
XΠσ

X

)−1/2

4!
cos 2θ

It is then a relatively straightforward (albeit lengthy) exercise to use the definitions of the contact momenta
Πµ to show that the dynamics of the original multisymplectic system is captured by the contact system.
This calculation is carried out after having restricted to a regular level-set of the invariants.

X. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

Many of the most mathematically rich models in contemporary theoretical physics are characterised by the
presence of gauge symmetries, and are therefore described by singular Lagrangians. In this work, we have
shown that a broad class of such theories — namely, those admitting global scaling symmetries — may
be subjected to a contact reduction procedure analogous to that previously developed for regular systems.
A key aspect of this construction is the consistent treatment of degeneracies: we have demonstrated that
the associated constraint algorithm may be implemented either pre or post-reduction, with both procedures
leading to equivalent results. This compatibility reflects the fact that the constraint structure is insensitive
to the global scaling degree of freedom, and from a physical perspective, is unsurprising. Non-commutativity
of the processes of contact reduction and phase space restriction would be in direct contradiction of the
unobservability of changes in a variable that does not contribute to the closure of the algebra of the
ontologically-accessible degrees of freedom.

The reduction of singular field theories was illustrated through the example of an effective non-Abelian gauge
theory coupled to a dilaton-like scalar. It was observed that this field was redundant, and could therefore be
excised from our description. The superfluous nature of this degree of freedom was not in contradiction with
the notion that coupling parameters of a theory are often fixed by the expectation values of scalar fields.
Instead, we argued that the strength of an interaction is only meaningful relative to some choice of scale,
and that any operational procedure conducted with the aim of measuring the strength of such interactions
will be insensitive to a rescaling of their values. This is a direct consequence of the fact that the apparatus
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used is not separable from the system to be measured.

The framework presented throughout provides a systematic approach to the identification and subsequent
elimination of scaling degrees of freedom in singular (field) theories. This is particularly relevant in gravita-
tional contexts, where it is known that, upon expressing the spacetime metric as a product of a conformal
factor and a symmetric rank-two tensor of fixed determinant, the Einstein-Hilbert action possesses a scaling
symmetry, corresponding precisely to changes in the conformal factor [13]. Our results suggest that it is
possible to eliminate this degree of freedom prior to implementing a constraint algorithm, thereby working
directly with a reduced ontology. This raises the possibility of reformulating gravitational dynamics without
explicit reference to scale. Such a description may prove highly advantageous, particularly in those regimes
in which the conventional formulation becomes singular, and therefore ceases to be predictive.

Finally, more work is required to consolidate a fully satisfactory field-theoretic implementation of the promo-
tion of coupling parameters to dynamical variables. Developing the prescription in the Lagrangian framework
would provide a means to analyse a much broader class of singular theories within a unified geometric setting.
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