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Symmetry under a particular class of non-strictly canonical transformation may be used to iden-
tify, and subsequently excise degrees of freedom which do not contribute to the closure of the
algebra of dynamical observables. Such redundant degrees of freedom may physically be identified
with empirically-inaccessible measures of global scale. In this article, we present a mathematical
framework which extends the symmetry reduction procedure to theories of classical fields, in both
the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian settings. In order to maintain Lorentz covariance, while simulta-
neously working with a finite-dimensional phase space, we employ the De Donder-Weyl formalism,
for which the natural description is formulated in terms of the fibered manifolds of multisymplectic
geometry. We subsequently analyse a number of simple examples, and provide a discussion of the
broader implications of our construction.

I. INTRODUCTION

Our most precise and well-tested description of nature is currently formulated in the language of field theory,
both at a classical and quantum level [1]. Indeed, the advent of a field-theoretic viewpoint has arguably
been one of the most significant shifts in perspective of the last few centuries. The particular mathematical
framework introduced to model the phenomena of interest depends upon context, and, to a lesser extent,
convenience and personal preference. From the perspective of the symplectic description of classical field
theories, we highlight two philosophically-distinct approaches. The canonical formalism, often employed
to construct the quantum theory from the underlying classical framework, studies dynamical evolution, as
defined by the initial-value problem. In particular, one sacrifices Lorentz covariance, selecting a privileged
time coordinate, and considers field variables defined on spatial slices of fixed temporal parameter [2].

The spacetime-covariant formalism, by contrast, treats events at a single spacetime point, considering all
coordinates (including time) equally [3, 4]. Multisymplectic geometry provides a rigorous framework within
which to study classical field theories in just such a covariant setting, which we shall refer to as the De
Donder-Weyl formalism [5–9]. While the canonical approach, or alternative tools, such as variational bicom-
plexes, are often favoured in the literature [10], their infinite-dimensionality presents a significant hindrance
to the study of the class of symmetries of interest in the present work [11], which we shall refer to as scaling
symmetries or dynamical similarities.

Scaling symmetries arise when our mathematical formalism contains more structure than that required to
describe the dynamical evolution of the observable degrees of freedom [12]. Not only is such a scenario
undesirable from the perspective of elegance and simplicity, but the superfluous structure can, at times,
introduce pathological behaviour that is an artifact of our choice of description, and not reflective of the true
nature of the underlying physical system. For example, it is the universally-accepted practice to describe
the dynamical evolution of homogeneous, isotropic cosmologies using a dimensionless scale factor a(t) [13].
It is known that the value of the scale factor by itself cannot be determined by experiment; it is only the
ratio of a(t) at two different times that encodes physical information. It has been demonstrated that one can
formulate an equivalent cosmological description, without ever introducing a scale factor [14, 15]. Moreover,
as alluded to above, this description is perfectly well-defined at those points where the singular nature of
the scale factor causes the conventional theory to break down [16].

We argue that, following the Principle of Essential and Sufficient Autonomy, when seeking a theoretical
description of the natural world, one should first construct a framework which amply describes the phe-
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nomena of interest, before progressively reducing its superfluous structure, until a minimally-sufficient yet
consistent theory remains [17–20]. By considering the multisymplectic formulation of classical field theory,
introduced in section (II), we demonstrate that invariance under changes to a system’s global scale indicates
the presence of a single redundant degree of freedom, corresponding to the generator of these rescalings.
The process by which such structure is excised from our theory is known as ‘contact reduction’, and is
introduced in section (IV). We then dedicate sections (V) and (VI) to the field-theoretic generalisation of
this procedure. Throughout, the multisymplectic framework is indispensable for our construction in two
regards; on the one hand, it is not clear that the more conventional approaches admit a means to assign
a well-defined structure to our theory, after having eliminated a scaling degree of freedom. By contrast,
when the fibered manifolds of the multisymplectic formalism are employed, we shall demonstrate that the
reduced theory is defined on a space naturally identified as a multicontact manifold [21–23]. The second
way in which the multisymplectic framework proves highly fruitful is its finite-dimensionality. In working
with a manifestly finite-dimensional (velocity) phase space, we are able to very easily perform a counting of
the degrees of freedom, showing that the reduction procedure eliminates precisely one.

The ideas presented throughout constitute a necessary preliminary framework that is precursory to a full
treatment of contact-reduced gauge theories. Our principal objective in developing methods for treating
singular theories lies in the study of General Relativity, where it is known that the Einstein-Hilbert action
admits a scaling symmetry [24]. A geometrical constraint algorithm has been developed for singular field
theories described using multisymplectic geometry [25, 26], and the interaction between phase space restric-
tion, and the contact reduction procedure presented here should be examined, prior to analysing scaling
symmetries of gravitational actions.

Finally, we close with a number of examples, in which a scaling symmetry is identified, and the reduction
procedure carried out. These examples have been chosen to be sufficiently involved so as to admit a detailed
discussion of the physical implications of our construction. They are, however, simple enough so as to allow
readers unfamiliar with multisymplectic geometry to follow, without additional contextual complications.
Having presented these examples, we shall indicate a number of more physically-motivated theories to which
our formalism is applicable, as well as discussing several open questions and lines of further investigation.

II. MULTISYMPLECTIC FORMULATION OF CLASSICAL FIELD THEORIES

Our treatment of multisymplectic geometry aims to be self-contained, but by no means exhaustive; since
our objective is to describe classical field theories in a covariant manner, much of the material presented
throughout this section is adapted with this goal in mind. A more complete and in-depth discussion of the
ideas discussed may be found in [27–29], for example.

A. Multisymplectic Manifolds and Multivector Fields

In general, we say that an m-dimensional differentiable manifold M is multisymplectic if it admits a closed,
1-non-degenerate k-form Ω ∈ Ωk(M), with 1 < k ⩽ m [30]. That Ω is 1-non-degenerate means that for
every p ∈ M and Xp ∈ TpM

ιXp
Ωp = 0 =⇒ Xp = 0

If Ω is closed but 1-degenerate, we refer to the pair (M,Ω) as a pre-multisymplectic manifold. Given a
multisymplectic manifold (M,Ω), sections of the kth exterior power of TM define a class of objects known
as multivector fields of degree k on M. We denote the space of all such multivector fields Xk(M) :=
Γ(M,∧k TM). A k-multivector field X ∈ Xk(M) is said to be locally decomposable if, for every point
p ∈ M, there exists an open neighbourhood Up ⊂ M, and vector fields X1, · · · , Xk ∈ X∞(Up), such that

X|Up
= X1 ∧ · · · ∧Xk

We say that an m-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 ∈ Γ(V,∧mD|V), and X ∈ Xm(M) is said to
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be integrable if its locally associated distribution is integrable.

Finally, we define the contraction between a locally decomposable m-multivector field X = X1 ∧ · · · ∧Xm

and a differential k-form Ξ ∈ Ωk(M) as

ιXΞ =

{
ιXm

· · · ιX1
Ξ if m ⩽ k

0 if m > k

B. Lagrangian Field Theory

We begin by introducing a fibre bundle π : E →M over the orientable, d-dimensional spacetime manifoldM ,
with volume form ω, and local coordinates xµ (µ = 0, · · · , d−1). The total space E is a (d+n)-dimensional
manifold, referred to as the covariant configuration space, upon which local coordinates are written (xµ, ya),
with 1 ⩽ a ⩽ n. Introducing the first jet bundle κ : J1E → E of sections of π [31, 32], together with the
map π̂ := π ◦ κ : J1E →M , the Lagrangian density is a π̂-semibasic d-form on J1E, expressed as

L(xµ, ya, yaµ) = L(xµ, ya, yaµ) π̂
∗ω (2.1)

in which L : J1E → R denotes the Lagrangian function. In local coordinates (xµ, ya, yaµ) on J
1E, the volume

form simply reads π̂∗ω = ddx. From the Lagrangian function, we define two Cartan forms ΘL ∈ Ωd(J1E)
and ΩL ∈ Ωd+1(J1E) as

ΘL =
∂L

∂yaµ
dya ∧ dd−1xµ −

(
∂L

∂yaµ
yaµ − L

)
ddx ΩL := − dΘL (2.2)

The quantity dd−1xµ is defined in the obvious manner as dd−1xµ := ι∂µd
dx. We refer to the pair (J1E,ΩL)

as a Lagrangian system, further specifying this to be regular if ΩL is multisymplectic, and singular if it is
pre-multisymplectic [26]. From the Cartan d-form ΘL, we define the following objects, used extensively in
our analysis of scaling symmetries

θµL := − ι∂d−1
· · · ι∂0(ΘL ∧ dxµ) = ∂L

∂yaµ
dya (2.3)

The field equations for a Lagrangian system (J1E,ΩL) may be derived from a variational principle (details
of which can be found in [33]); here, it suffices to note that this variational principle identifies critical sections
ϕ ∈ Γ(M,E), whose canonical lifting j1ϕ to J1E satisfy the following Euler-Lagrange field equations

∂

∂xµ

(
∂L

∂yaµ
◦ j1ϕ

)
− ∂L

∂ya
◦ j1ϕ = 0 (2.4)

If ϕ is expressed locally as ϕ(x) = (xµ, ya(x)), then

j1ϕ(x) =

(
xµ, ya(x),

∂ya

∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

)
(2.5)

In general, a section ψ : M → J1E is said to be holonomic if it may be expressed as the canonical lifting
ψ = j1χ of some χ : M → E. An integrable multivector field whose integral sections all have this property
is itself referred to as holonomic. The field equations may be formulated geometrically seeking locally
decomposable, π̂-transverse multivector fields XL which satisfy ιXL

ΩL = 0. Such multivector fields are
expressed locally as

XL = f

d−1∧
µ=0

(
∂

∂xµ
+ F aµ

∂

∂ya
+Ka

µν

∂

∂yaν

)
(2.6)

for some non-vanishing f ∈ C∞(J1E). In practice, π̂-transversality is most easily enforced by demanding
that ιX(π̂∗ω) = 1, which sets f to unity. When XL is integrable, it is holonomic only when F aµ = yaµ in the
above expansion; if F aµ = yaµ, but XL is not integrable, then we say that it is semi-holonomic.
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C. Hamiltonian Field Theory

When analysing systems invariant under scaling symmetries, it will be of benefit to have at our disposal
both the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian descriptions. Since the contact-reduced Hamiltonian may always be
obtained by performing a Legendre transform of the corresponding Lagrangian, our treatment of the Hamilto-
nian construction will be heavily abridged. The relevant geometrical setting is the restricted multimomentum
bundle σ : J1E∗ → E, which serves as the covariant phase space; further details on this construction may
be found in [34–36]. We introduce the projection σ̄ := π ◦ σ : J1E∗ → M , and write local coordinates on
J1E∗ as (xµ, ya, pµa). The Legendre map FL : J1E → J1E∗ acts on these coordinates according to

FL∗ xµ = xµ FL∗ ya = ya FL∗ pµa =
∂L

∂yaµ
(2.7)

A Lagrangian system is said to be regular if FL is a local diffeomorphism, hyperregular if this diffeomor-
phism is global, and singular if FL is not a diffeomorphism [37–39]. Throughout, we assume all systems to
be (hyper)regular, and will only discuss the treatment of singular Lagrangians in our concluding remarks.

Application of the Legendre map to the Cartan forms (2.2) gives the corresponding Hamiltonian objects

ΘH = pµa dy
a ∧ dd−1xµ −H ddx ΩH = − dΘH (2.8)

in which H : J1E∗ → R denotes the Hamiltonian function. From ΩH , we define the following 2-forms

ωµH := − ι∂d−1
· · · ι∂0(ΩH ∧ dxµ) = dya ∧ dpµa (2.9)

which will again be used extensively in section (VI), and should be compared to (2.3). The equations of
motion may be derived from variational arguments [33], and if a critical section ψ is expressed locally as
ψ(x) = (xµ, ψa(x), ψµa (x)), then we find that

∂ψa

∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

=
∂H

∂pµa

∣∣∣∣
ψ(x)

∂ψµa
∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

= − ∂H

∂ya

∣∣∣∣
ψ(x)

(2.10)

As in the Lagrangian case, these critical sections are integral to a class of σ̄-transverse, multivector fields
{XH}, each of which satisfies ιXH

ΩH = 0.

III. MULTICONTACT FORMULATION OF CLASSICAL FIELD THEORIES

As mentioned previously, the elimination of a scaling degree of freedom leaves a reduced space, which
naturally inherits a multicontact structure [21–23]. Physically, a theory possessing an empirically inaccessible
notion of global scale is dynamically equivalent to a second, simpler theory, with no such scale, but which
is frictional in nature [12, 17, 40, 41]. In this section, we briefly discuss the framework required for the
description of non-conservative field theories.

A. Lagrangian Formalism

Continuing to work with the fibered manifolds π : E → M , and κ : J1E → E, a multicontact (or Herglotz )
Lagrangian density is a d-form on the space

S := J1E ×M ∧d−1T ∗M ∼= J1E × Rd (3.1)

The space S is of dimension 2d + n + nd, and is a bundle over both E, with projection τ : S → E, and
M , with β = π ◦ τ : S → M . We take local coordinates on S to be (xµ, ya, yaµ, s

µ), in which the sµ have

the field-theoretic interpretation of an action density. Pulling back the volume form ω ∈ Ωd(M) to S, the
Lagrangian density is written locally as

L(xµ, ya, yaµ, sµ) = L(xµ, ya, yaµ, s
µ)β∗ω (3.2)
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In close analogy to the multisymplectic case, we have the Lagrangian d-form ΘL, which, in local coordinates,
is given by

ΘL =

(
dsµ − ∂L

∂yaµ
dya

)
∧ dd−1xµ +

(
∂L

∂yaµ
yaµ − L

)
ddx (3.3)

The (d+ 1)-form ΩL is constructed from the dissipation form, expressed in local coordinates as

σΘL
= − ∂L

∂sµ
dxµ (3.4)

We then have

ΩL = dΘL + σΘL
∧ ΘL (3.5)

A holonomic section Ψ :M → S may be expressed locally as

Ψ(x) =

(
xµ, ya(x),

∂ya

∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

, sµ(x)

)
Such objects satisfy the Herglotz-Lagrange field equations

∂

∂xµ

(
∂L

∂yaµ
◦Ψ

)
=

(
∂L

∂ya
+
∂L

∂yaµ

∂L

∂sµ

)
◦Ψ ∂sµ

∂xµ
= L ◦Ψ (3.6)

which should be considered the suitably modified version of (2.4), adapted to accommodate the non-
conservative nature of action-dependent field theories. As in the multisymplectic case, the dynamical evolu-
tion of our system may also be expressed in terms of multivector fields; in the current context, the equations
of motion for locally decomposable β-transverse multivector fields XL ∈ Xd(S) read

ιXL
ΘL = 0 ιXL

ΩL = 0 (3.7)

B. Hamiltonian Formalism

In parallel to the construction of S in (3.1), we introduce

S∗ := J1E∗ ×M ∧d−1T ∗M ∼= J1E∗ × Rd (3.8)

with projection τ̄ : S∗ →M . Local coordinates on S∗ are denoted (xµ, ya, pµa , s
µ), upon which the Legendre

map FL : S → S∗ acts according to

FL∗ xµ = xµ FL∗ ya = ya FL∗ pµa =
∂L

∂yaµ
FL∗ sµ = sµ (3.9)

Similarly, the Hamiltonian d-form ΘH on S∗ satisfies FL∗ΘH = ΘL, and in local coordinates, we have

ΘH = (dsµ − pµa dy
a) ∧ dd−1xµ +H ddx (3.10)

in which the Hamiltonian H : S∗ → R is related to the Lagrangian energy function via EL = FL∗H. When
studying the reduction of multisymplectic field theories to their frictional multicontact counterparts, it will
be of benefit to work with the following 1-forms

ηµ := − ι∂m · · · ι∂1 (ΘH ∧ dxµ) = dsµ − pµa dy
a (3.11)

The dissipation form for action-dependent field theories within the Hamiltonian formalism is given by

σΘH
=
∂H

∂sµ
dxµ (3.12)

which is then used to construct the (d+1)-form ΩH := dΘH+σΘH
∧ΘH , as in (3.5). Given a holonomic section

ψ : M → S∗, expressed as ψ(x) = (xµ, ya(x), pµa(x), s
µ(x)), the suitable modification of the Hamiltonian

equations (2.10), adapted to action-dependent theories reads

∂ya

∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

=
∂H

∂pµa

∣∣∣∣
ψ(x)

∂pµa
∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

= −
(
∂H

∂ya
+ pµa

∂H

∂sµ

)∣∣∣∣
ψ(x)

∂sµ

∂xµ

∣∣∣∣
x

=

(
pµa
∂H

∂pµa
−H

)∣∣∣∣
ψ(x)

(3.13)

The final expression is simply the condition ∂µs
µ = LH , expressed in canonically conjugate variables.
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IV. AN INTRODUCTION TO DYNAMICAL SIMILARITY

We begin by motivating the concept of scaling symmetries for simple theories of particles. In the introduc-
tion, we provided a qualitative account of how many theories are described mathematically, in a way that
represents not only the evolution of observable quantities, but contains additional redundant structure, often
present to reduce calculational complexity. This can be made more precise by considering the phase space of
a mechanical system, where the redundancy manifests itself as a vector field, generating scale transformations
that leave all dimensionless observables invariant, while acting non-trivially on the canonical coordinates.
Such symmetries are not, therefore, simple reparameterisations, which are merely alternative descriptions
of the same underlying mathematical object. A scaling symmetry maps between points that are distinct
elements of the system’s phase space. Such points are identified solely because all relational observables
evolve in precisely the same manner. Further, unlike reparameterisation invariance in relativistic mechanics,
a scaling symmetry does not have the effect of introducing constraints into the system: first-class or otherwise.

To continue our example from the introduction, we consider a flat, homogeneous, isotropic Friedmann model,
sourced by minimally-coupled scalar fields. The phase space of this system consists of the scale factor, the
Hubble rate, the scalar field values and their momenta. However, the physical observables depend only on
the Hubble rate, the scalar fields, and their velocities. The dynamical similarity within this system connects
distinct points on the phase space manifold which have the same values of these observable parameters,
and are thus physically indistinguishable. This is realised by a vector field, which rescales the phase space
parameters in such a way so as to leave the empirically accessible ratios unchanged.

In order to provide a more mathematical description of these ideas, we consider a symplectic manifold (N,ω),
with dimN = 2n. Suppose that XH ∈ X∞(N) is the Hamiltonian vector field associated with the function
H : N → R via

ιXH
ω = dH (4.1)

A vector field D ∈ X∞(N) is said to constitute a scaling symmetry of the Hamiltonian system (N,ω,H) if1

LDω = ω LDH = ΛH

for some Λ ∈ R, referred to as the degree of the scaling symmetry. The first of these properties indicates
that scaling symmetries belong to the set of non-strictly canonical transformations of (N,ω) [42]. Together,
these two conditions allow us to show that

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

so that the vector field D acts to rescale all phase space trajectories by the same non-zero factor. A non-
trivial corollary of this is that there exists an algebra of invariants of the scaling symmetry, whose dynamical
evolution is both autonomous and insensitive to its action [12, 17]. In this sense, a scaling symmetry maps
one physical solution into a second, indistinguishable one.

Assuming that the flow of D acts freely and properly on N , we have a well-defined quotient space C := N/∼,
in which two points are identified if they lie on the same D-orbit [43]. C is a smooth manifold of dimension
2n−1, and the map π : N → C, taking points of N to their equivalence class under D-orbits is a submersion.
Further, ξ := π∗ ker(ιDω) defines a contact distribution on C. Locally, we identify a scaling function
ρ : N → R, defined to satisfy Dρ = ρ ; the contact distribution ξ is then represented as the kernel of the
1-form

π∗η :=
ιDω

ρ
(4.2)

In addition to the 1-form η, we may also introduce a contact Hamiltonian Hc : C → R via

π∗Hc :=
H

ρΛ
(4.3)

1 Here, we use L to denote the Lie derivative, so as to reserve L and L for the Lagrangian density and function respectively.
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The system (C, η,Hc) is a regular contact Hamiltonian system, which faithfully reproduces the dynamics of
the original symplectic system, without reference to ρ, which, physically, we identify with the inaccessible
measure of global scale, whose presence is redundant, from the perspective of the evolution of the observables.

V. CONTACT REDUCTION OF LAGRANGIAN SYSTEMS

Despite having introduced scaling symmetries within the Hamiltonian formalism, our field-theoretic dis-
cussion commences with the (regular) Lagrangian system (J1E,ΘL) over the d-dimensional spacetime
manifold M . In general, when a theory possesses a global measure of scale, whose presence is not re-
quired to describe the evolution of the observable degrees of freedom, there exist coordinates (xµ, ϕ, ψa)
on E, with a = 1, · · · , N , such that under the transformation (xµ, ϕ, ψa) 7→ (xµ, λKϕ, ψa), the Lagrangian
function is rescaled according to L 7→ λΛL for some Λ ∈ R. In order to preserve Poincaré invariance, we
have assumed that the only dependence of L on the spacetime coordinates is through that of ϕ(x) and ψa(x).

It is relatively clear that the vector field

Σ := K

(
ϕ
∂

∂ϕ
+ ϕµ

∂

∂ϕµ

)
(5.1)

reproduces the effect of the rescaling (xµ, ϕ, ψa) 7→ (xµ, λKϕ, ψa); that is LΣL = ΛL. It must also be verified
that Σ satisfies

LΣ θ
µ
L = θµL for all µ = 0, · · · , d− 1 (5.2)

in which the θµL were defined in (2.3). Note that the mathematical requirement for Σ to constitute a scaling
symmetry is simply that LΣ θ

µ
L = CθµL, for some constant C. Imposing that C = 1, as above, merely fixes

an overall normalisation ambiguity.

In order to progress with the reduction process, consider a Herglotz Lagrangian LH , embedded within a
multisymplectic manifold, of one dimension higher, via the expression (we omit all pullbacks via embedding
maps)

L(ρ, ρµ, ϕ
a, ϕaµ) = eρ(LH(ϕa, ϕaµ, s

µ) + ρµs
µ) (5.3)

in which ϕa are a set of scalar fields, and we have made explicit all coordinate dependence. The variable ρ
is defined in such a way that

ρµ := − ∂LH

∂sµ
(5.4)

We shall suppose that this expression is invertible, such that the action density components sµ may be
(uniquely) expressed in terms of ρµ, and possibly other fields. Such an assumption is not excessively restric-
tive, but it does allow us to express the objects on the LHS and RHS of (5.3) in terms of the same variables.
A short calculation then shows that the equations of motion of L imply the corresponding Herglotz-Lagrange
field equations for LH , when L is restricted to the subspace upon which LH is defined. Here, the calculation
is carried out expressing sµ in terms of ρµ and other fields, as determined by (5.4). We thus deduce that,
on this space, LH describes a dynamically equivalent theory to that of L, but does so without reference to
ρ, which in this context, we interpret as the variable corresponding to an unobservable global scale.

In light of this, upon identifying a scaling symmetry Σ of degree Λ, as in (5.1), we define ξ := ϕ1/K , satisfying
Σ ξ = ξ. With this, the vector field Σ is rendered of the form

Σ = ξ
∂

∂ξ
+ ξµ

∂

∂ξµ
(5.5)

Making the identification ξ = eρ/Λ, we find that the Lagrangian adopts the following form [41]

L(ρ, ρµ, ψ
a, ψaµ) = eρf(ρµ, ψ

a, ψaµ) (5.6)
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for some function f which, crucially, does not depend upon ρ. In these coordinates, the scaling symmetry is
simply Σ = Λ∂ρ. The Euler-Lagrange field equation for ρ implies

0 =
∂

∂xµ

[
eρ
∂f

∂ρµ

]
− eρf = eρ

[
ρµ

∂f

∂ρµ
+

∂

∂xµ
∂f

∂ρµ
− f

]
=⇒ f = ρµ

∂f

∂ρµ
+

∂

∂xµ
∂f

∂ρµ

Comparing this expression for f to the Lagrangian L = eρ(LH + ρµs
µ), and recalling that we require

∂µs
µ = LH , suggests that we should identify the action density and Herglotz Lagrangian as follows

sµ =
∂f

∂ρµ
LH = f − ρµs

µ (5.7)

Here, the first equation, defining the action density, is inverted to eliminate reference to ρµ in the function
f from which LH is constructed. We would now like to verify that the Herglotz-Lagrange equation

∂

∂xµ
∂LH

∂ψaµ
− ∂LH

∂ψa
− ∂LH

∂ψaµ

∂LH

∂sµ
= 0 (5.8)

faithfully reproduces the dynamics of the original system, for the unscaled fields ψa. For this, we must make
careful use of the chain rule, accounting for the dependence of sµ on the other coordinates. We then have

∂LH

∂ψaµ
=

∂f

∂ψaµ
+

∂f

∂ρν

∂ρν
∂ψaµ

− sν
∂ρν
∂ψaµ

∂LH

∂ψa
=

∂f

∂ψa
+

∂f

∂ρν

∂ρν
∂ψa

− sν
∂ρν
∂ψa

∂LH

∂sµ
=

∂f

∂ρν

∂ρν
∂sµ

− ρµ − sν
∂ρν
∂sµ

Combining these results, recalling that sµ = ∂f/∂ρµ, the left-hand side of (5.8) becomes

∂

∂xµ
∂f

∂ψaµ
− ∂f

∂ψa
+ ρµ

∂f

∂ψaµ

Multiplying through by eρ, we recover precisely the multisymplectic field equation for ψa

∂

∂xµ

(
eρ

∂f

∂ψaµ

)
− eρ

∂f

∂ψa
= 0

We have thus shown that the Herglotz Lagrangian (5.7) correctly reproduces the dynamics of the original
system, whilst making no reference to ρ, confirming that this scaling variable plays no role in the dynamical
evolution of the observable degrees of freedom.

VI. CONTACT REDUCTION OF HAMILTONIAN SYSTEMS

Suppose that (J1E∗,ΩH) is a multisymplectic Hamiltonian system, with corresponding Hamiltonian function
H : J1E∗ → R. For simplicity, we shall assume that the Legendre map is a global diffeomorphism, so that
our system is hyperregular. A vector field D ∈ X∞(J1E∗) is said to constitute a scaling symmetry of degree
Γ ∈ R if

LDH = ΓH and LDω
µ
H = ωµH for all µ = 0, · · · , d− 1

in which the 2-forms ωµH were defined in (2.9).
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The Hamiltonian reduction may, in principle, be carried out without reference to a Lagrangian function.
However, in practice, it is more convenient to work with the Hamiltonian obtained via the Legendre transform
of L = eρf(ρµ, ψ

a, ψaµ), for this implies that

FL∗pµρ =
∂L

∂ρµ
= eρ

∂f

∂ρµ
= eρsµ FL∗pµa =

∂L

∂ψaµ
= eρ

∂f

∂ψaµ
(6.1)

By virtue of the structure of the Lagrangian scaling symmetry Σ = ∂ρ, we find that the corresponding vector
field D for the Hamiltonian is

D =
∂

∂ρ
+ pµρ

∂

∂pµρ
+ pµa

∂

∂pµa
(6.2)

Here, the De Donder-Weyl formalism greatly facilitates our construction. The scaling symmetry must act
on both the temporal and spatial momenta; the latter do not feature amongst the phase space variables in
the canonical framework. On the reduced space (the details of which will be discussed shortly) we introduce
coordinates

sµ =
pµρ
eρ

Πµa =
pµa
eρ

(6.3)

in which, for simplicity, we have omitted the pullback via the projection map. Finally, we claim that, upon
defining

Hc(ψa,Πµa , s
µ) =

H

eρ
ηµ(ψa,Πνa, s

ν) =
ιDω

µ
H

eρ
= dsµ −Πµa dψ

a (6.4)

we obtain a multicontact structure, whose corresponding Hamiltonian d-form ΘHc is given by

ΘHc = ηµ ∧ dd−1xµ +Hcddx (6.5)

Further, the contact Hamiltonian equations (3.13) for holonomic sections correctly reproduce the dynamics
of the full multisymplectic system, without reference to the scaling variable ρ. In order to prove our claim,
we shall suppose that γ is a holonomic section, written locally as γ(x) = (xµ, ψa(x),Πµa(x), s

µ(x)); from
(3.13), the equation of motion for the momenta Πµa reads

0 =
∂Πµa
∂xµ

+

(
∂Hc

∂ψa
+Πµa

∂Hc

∂sµ

)
=

∂

∂xµ
(
e−ρpµa

)
+

(
e−ρ

∂H

∂ψa
+ e−ρpµa

∂Hc

∂sµ

)
= e−ρ

(
−ρµpµa +

∂pµa
∂xµ

+
∂H

∂ψa
+ pµa

∂Hc

∂sµ

)
= e−ρ

(
∂pµa
∂xµ

+
∂H

∂ψa

)
In passing to the final line, we have used (5.4), noting that if ρµ = −∂LH

∂sµ then ρµ = ∂Hc

∂sµ . It is thus
clear that the contact Hamiltonian equation for Πµa implies the corresponding multisymplectic expression for
the momenta pµa . The proof for the ψ

a equation of motion proceeds analogously, and is thus left as an exercise.

Having presented both the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian constructions of the symmetry-reduced theory, we
close with a discussion of the geometry of the multicontact spaces upon which LH and Hc are defined.
Within the original multisymplectic Lagrangian system, we identified a symmetry of the covariant configu-
ration space E, which was lifted to a vector field on the first jet bundle J1E. Upon adopting coordinates
along the scaling direction, we implicitly revealed that E could be written as the sum of two connected

pieces E± = (M × R±)×M Ẽ, in which Ẽ is a codimension-one subspace of E, identified as a configuration
space comprising all unscaled field variables. M × R± → M is a trivial bundle over M , and relates to a
subtlety not yet discussed. Upon making a change of coordinates, the scaling vector field adopted the form
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(5.5); under the subsequent identification ξ = eρ/Λ, we implicitly assumed that ξ > 0, which may not be
the case. As such, in order that no dynamical information be lost, when the scaling symmetry has been
rendered of the form (5.5), we should consider both ξ = eρ/Λ and ξ = − eρ/Λ. It is precisely these choices
which yield the trivial bundle M × R± →M .

Provided both components M × R± are considered, it is clear that the quotient space under orbits of Σ is

simply Ẽ. The reduction process eliminates only the scaling variable ρ, and not its associated velocities ρµ;
recall that it was necessary to use the expression (5.7) to eliminate reference to ρµ in favour of the action
density. As a result, the reduction takes place at the level of the configuration space, and so the Herglotz

Lagrangian is defined on J1Ẽ × Rd, in which the additional factor of Rd corresponds to the components
of the action density, which have replaced the ρµ. Within the Hamiltonian formalism, the idea is similar;
however, it is now the momenta pµρ that assume the role of the action density, and so the reduced space upon

which the contact Hamiltonian is defined is of the form J1Ẽ∗ × Rd.

VII. FIELD THEORY CLASSIFICATION

The vast majority of physically interesting models are gauge theories [44, 45]; at present, our formalism is
suited only to the reduction of regular theories. However, in anticipation of a need to have at our disposal a
system of classification, based upon the gauge group, we shall briefly discuss the various bundle structures
that arise in different kinds of theory. Our presentation follows closely that of [46] and [47].

All theories we shall consider will possess a metric; however, the precise status of this metric within the
theory of interest will affect the underlying multisymplectic structure. In the simplest of cases, the metric
is a fixed object, so that it neither evolves dynamically, nor does it assume different values. This occurs
most often when considering theories on a flat static background, so that gµν = ηµν . Another possibility
is that the metric enters the theory parametrically; in this case, we may choose to prescribe a particular
background, as the context befits, but once chosen, it is fixed. For this reason, the components of the metric
are included as additional variables, while the corresponding velocities are not. In practice, when a theory
possesses a metric of this type, we modify the configuration space and jet bundle as follows

E −→ E ×M Symd−1,1
2 (M) J1E −→ J1E ×M Symd−1,1

2 (M)

in which Symd−1,1
2 (M) denotes the space of symmetric covariant tensors of rank two and Lorentzian sig-

nature (d − 1, 1) on M ; sections of Symd−1,1
2 (M) correspond to metrics on M . We do not consider the jet

bundle over E ×M Symd−1,1
2 (M), but append the factor of Symd−1,1

2 (M) to J1E; this is precisely so that
the components gµν of the metric are amongst the field variables, but the derivatives gµν,ρ are not.

The final possibility is that of a variational metric, which typically arises in theories coupled to gravity. As
an example, consider a principal G-bundle π : P → M , with gauge group G = U(1); denote by C(P ) → M
the bundle of connections of P , where we may identify C(P ) ∼= J1P/G [48]. Coupling this U(1) gauge theory
to gravity requires us to work with the following covariant configuration space

E = C(P )×M Sym3,1
2 (M)

upon which (xµ, Aµ; gµν) provide local coordinates. For concreteness, we have restricted ourselves to d = 3+1
spacetime dimensions. The gauge-invariant Lagrangian is now a function on

P := J1C(P )×M J1(Sym3,1
2 (M))

The use of the jet bundle J1(Sym3,1
2 (M)) introduces velocity variables for the components gµν , and so local

coordinates on P are given by (xµ, Aµ, gµν , Aµ,ν , gµν,ρ); when evaluated on the jet prolongation j1ϕ :M → P
of some section ϕ ∈ Γ(M,E), the velocity coordinates become the familiar derivatives ∂νAµ and ∂ρgµν .
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EXAMPLE I: N REAL SCALAR FIELDS

As an illustration of the formalism we have developed, we consider an example of N non-interacting real
scalar fields ϕa (with a = 1, · · · , N) moving in a curved, d-dimensional spacetime M , equipped with a
Lorentzian metric gµν of signature (+,−,−, · · · ), taken to be parametric in nature. In accordance with the
discussion above, this requires us to make the replacements

E → E := E ×M Symd−1,1
2 (M) J1E → C := J1E ×M Symd−1,1

2 (M)

where E is the trivial bundle E = M × RN → M , which would be an appropriate covariant configuration
space for a flat background. Local coordinates on C are (xµ, ϕa, ϕaµ; gµν), where we have used a semicolon to
separate the variational and parametric degrees of freedom. The Lagrangian function L : C → R is given by

L =
√
−g

N∑
a=1

[
1

2
gµνϕaµϕ

a
ν −

1

2
m2(ϕa)2

]
(7.1)

Let Xi (i = 1, · · · , N−1) denote local coordinates on SN−1, and na those of the embedding n : SN−1 ↪→ RN .
The induced metric on SN−1, denoted Gij , is the pullback of the flat metric δab via the embedding n.

Introducing a radial coordinate R := eρ/2 ∈ R×, we write ϕa = eρ/2na(X), and the Lagrangian (7.1) may
be expressed as

L = eρ
√
−g

[
gµν

(
1

8
ρµρν +

1

2
GijX

i
µX

j
ν

)
− 1

2
m2

]
(7.2)

From this Lagrangian, and making use of (2.3), we compute the 1-forms θµL

θµL = eρ
√
−g gµν

(
1

4
ρν dρ+GijX

j
ν dX

i

)
It is then apparent that the vector field Σ = ∂ρ satisfies LΣL = L and LΣθ

µ
L = θµL, and so is a scaling

symmetry of degree one. The function f used to construct the Herglotz Lagrangian in (5.7) is trivially read
off from (7.2), and we deduce the action density to be

sµ =
∂f

∂ρµ
=

1

4

√
−g gµνρν

Writing LH = f − ρµs
µ, and eliminating the velocity coordinate ρµ, we find

LH =
√
−g

[
1

2
gµνGijX

i
µX

j
ν −

1

2
m2

]
− 2√

−g
gµνs

µsν (7.3)

Geometrically, upon introducing polar coordinates, we see that E = (M×RN )\{R = 0} ∼=M×(R+×SN−1).
The elimination of the scaling degree of freedom corresponds to forming the quotient space under the one-

dimensional orbits of Σ. We denote this space Ẽ, and deduce that Ẽ ∼= M × SN−1. Consequently, the
Herglotz Lagrangian may be identified as a function on the space

S = (J1Ẽ ×M Symd−1,1
2 (M))× Rd (7.4)

From a conservative theory of N massive, non-interacting scalar fields, a change of coordinates allowed
us to identify a superfluous radial scaling variable. Upon eliminating this variable, we obtain a theory of
(N − 1) massless scalar fields subject to a constant potential, whose strength is fixed by the original mass.
Further, as a consequence of the change of variables, the massless scalar fields acquire a non-trivial internal
metric. Finally, the reduced theory possesses no notion of global scale, and this is compensated by an
action-dependent term, which is frictional in nature. From the form of the Lagrangian, it is apparent that
the massless scalar dynamics appear completely decoupled from the friction-like piece, allowing us to express
(7.3) as the sum LH = LHN−1 + LHfric, in which LHN−1 is the Lagrangian of the (N − 1) massless scalar fields
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on J1Ẽ ×M Symd−1,1
2 (M), and LHfric refers to the frictional component, parameterised by the action density.

Let us now examine the corresponding contact Hamiltonian; the most expedient way to obtain Hc would
be to perform a Legendre transform on (7.3); however, for didactical purposes, we shall compute the full
Hamiltonian from (7.2), and carry out the reduction using the methods of section (VI). The field momenta
pµρ and pµi corresponding to ρ and Xi respectively are

pµρ =
∂L

∂ρµ
=

1

4
eρ
√
−g gµνρν pµi =

∂L

∂Xi
µ

= eρ
√
−ggµνGijXj

ν (7.5)

Accordingly, the Hamiltonian function corresponding to (7.2) is given by

H =
1

eρ
√
−g

gµν

(
2pµρp

ν
ρ +

1

2
Gijpµi p

ν
j

)
+

1

2
eρ
√
−gm2 (7.6)

From (2.9), we have the 2-forms

ωµH = dρ ∧ dpµρ + dXi ∧ dpµi

and, as expected, the vector field

D =
∂

∂ρ
+ pµρ

∂

∂pµρ
+ pµi

∂

∂pµi
(7.7)

is a scaling symmetry of degree one. The contact Hamiltonian and 1-forms ηµ are easily obtained, upon
introducing the following coordinates on the reduced space

sµ =
pµρ
eρ

Πµi =
pµi
eρ

(7.8)

We then find that

Hc =
1

2
√
−g

gµνG
ijΠµi Π

ν
j +

1

2

√
−gm2 +

2√
−g

gµνs
µsν ηµ = dsµ −Πµi dX

i (7.9)

The multiphase space upon which the original Hamiltonian (7.6) was defined is J1E∗ ×M Symd−1,1
2 (M), in

which we recall that J1E∗ is the multimomentum bundle over E ∼= M × (R+ × SN−1). Having made the
contact reduction, Hc is now a function on

S∗ = (J1Ẽ∗ ×M Symd−1,1
2 (M))× Rd (7.10)

where, as in (7.4), Ẽ ∼= M × SN−1. Unsurprisingly, as in the Lagrangian formalism, we observe that our
contact Hamiltonian (7.9) consists of a piece describing a theory of (N − 1) massless scalar fields, with a
constant shift in the energy, together with an action-dependent term, whose dissipative nature serves to
compensate the inaccessibility of the global scale variable.

EXAMPLE II: INTERACTING SCALAR FIELDS

Any field theory of physical interest necessarily contains interactions amongst its components; for this reason,
we shall now consider a simple model of two real, interacting scalar fields ϕ and χ, and focus our analysis more
on the use of multivector fields, so as to ensure an adequate presentation of all facets of the formalism we
have developed. Working over the two-dimensional spacetime manifold M = R1,1, with coordinates (t, x),
and fixed Minkowski metric ηµν = diag(1,−1), we have the covariant configuration space E = M × R2

+.
The first jet bundle J1E admits local coordinates (t, x, ϕ, χ, ϕµ, χµ), and the Lagrangian function we shall
consider is

L =
1

2

(
ϕ2t − ϕ2x

)
+

1

2
ϕ2

(
χ2
t − χ2

x

)
+ ϕ (ϕt − ϕx)(χt − χx)− χϕ2 (7.11)
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While this Lagrangian has mostly been chosen for its pedagogical convenience, as opposed to physical
motivation, it should be noted that it is reminiscent of a non-linear sigma model, with target space metric
diag(1, ϕ2).2 Additionally, there are a number of dimensionful coupling constants, which, for simplicity, have
been set to unity. It is relatively easy to see from (7.11) that the vector field

Σ =
1

2

(
ϕ
∂

∂ϕ
+ ϕt

∂

∂ϕt
+ ϕx

∂

∂ϕx

)

is a scaling symmetry of degree one. Adopting coordinates along this direction, we write ϕ 7→ eρ/2, with
which the Lagrangian becomes

L = eρ
[
1

8
(ρ2t − ρ2x) +

1

2
(χ2
t − χ2

x) +
1

2
(ρt − ρx)(χt − χx)− χ

]
(7.12)

A short calculation shows that the Hessian matrix for this system is given by

W =
eρ

4

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


which is of constant rank four, confirming that L is a regular Lagrangian. The corresponding multisymplectic
2-form ΘL is given by

ΘL = eρ
[(

1

4
ρt +

1

2
(χt − χx)

)
dρ ∧ dx+

(
1

4
ρx +

1

2
(χt − χx)

)
dρ ∧ dt+

(
χt +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
dχ ∧ dx

+

(
χx +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
dχ ∧ dt−

(
1

8
(ρ2t − ρ2x) +

1

2
(χ2
t − χ2

x) +
1

2
(ρt − ρx)(χt − χx) + χ

)
dt ∧ dx

]
We shall now conduct an analysis of the dynamics described by this Lagrangian system, before carrying out
the symmetry reduction. We then conclude by comparing the on-shell behaviour of each of the two theories.
A straightforward computation of the Euler-Lagrange field equations for ρ yields

1

8

[
(∂tρ)

2 − (∂xρ)
2
]
− 1

2

[
(∂tχ)

2 − (∂xχ)
2
]
+

1

4
(∂2t − ∂2x)ρ+

1

2
(∂t − ∂x)

2χ+ χ = 0 (7.13)

Similarly, for χ, we find that

1

2
(∂tρ− ∂xρ)

2
+

1

2
(∂t − ∂x)

2ρ+ ∂tρ ∂tχ− ∂xρ ∂xχ+ (∂2t − ∂2x)χ+ 1 = 0 (7.14)

To illustrate how these equations of motion are deduced from a geometrical perspective, we shall assume
that there exist locally decomposable π̂-transverse multivector field solutions XL ∈ ker2π̂ ΩL, and write

XL =

(
∂

∂t
+ F ρt

∂

∂ρ
+ Fχt

∂

∂χ
+Gρtt

∂

∂ρt
+Gρtx

∂

∂ρx
+Gχtt

∂

∂χt
+Gχtx

∂

∂χx

)
∧(

∂

∂x
+ F ρx

∂

∂ρ
+ Fχx

∂

∂χ
+Gρxt

∂

∂ρt
+Gρxx

∂

∂ρx
+Gχxt

∂

∂χt
+Gχxx

∂

∂χx

) (7.15)

2 We are grateful to the anonymous referee for pointing this out to us.
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Here, π̂-transversality has been enforced through the condition ιXL
(dt∧dx) = 1, which sets the multiplicative

function f in (2.6) to unity. Substituting this local decomposition into the equation ιXL
ΩL = 0, we obtain

0 =
1

8
(ρ2t − ρ2x) +

1

2
(χ2
t − χ2

x) +
1

2
(ρt − ρx)(χt − χx) + χ− Fχt

(
χt +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
(7.16a)

+ Fχx

(
χx +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
+

1

4
(Gρtt −Gρxx) +

1

2
(Gχtt −Gχtx −Gχxt +Gχxx)

0 = F ρt

(
χt +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
− F ρx

(
χx +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
+

1

2
(Gρtt −Gρtx −Gρxt +Gρxx) (7.16b)

+Gχtt −Gχxx + 1

0 =
1

4
(ρt − F ρt ) +

1

2

[
(χt − χx)− (Fχt − Fχx )

]
(7.16c)

0 =
1

4
(ρx − F ρx ) +

1

2

[
(χt − χx)− (Fχt − Fχx )

]
(7.16d)

0 = (χt − Fχt ) +
1

2

[
(ρt − ρx)− (F ρt − F ρx )

]
(7.16e)

0 = (χx − Fχx ) +
1

2

[
(ρt − ρx)− (F ρt − F ρx )

]
(7.16f)

Since the Lagrangian system under consideration is regular, the self-consistency of these expressions is
assured; imposing semi-holonomy of our solutions requires that we set{

F ρt = ρt Fχt = χt
F ρx = ρx Fχx = χx

Clearly equations (7.16c) - (7.16f) are rendered trivial by this condition, whilst the first two may now be
expressed as

0 =
1

8
(ρ2t − ρ2x)−

1

2
(χ2
t − χ2

x) + χ+
1

4
(Gρtt −Gρxx) +

1

2
(Gχtt −Gχtx −Gχxt +Gχxx) (7.17a)

0 = χ2
t − χ2

x +
1

2
(ρt − ρx)(χt − χx) +

1

2
(Gρtt −Gρtx −Gρxt +Gρxx) +Gχtt −Gχxx + 1 (7.17b)

If our multivector field XL = Xt ∧Xx is holonomic, we require that the distribution generated by Xt and
Xx be involutive. In such a case, we have integral sections ψ : M → E, which we represent locally as
ψ(t, x) = (t, x, ρ(t, x), χ(t, x)); then the multivector field components Gρµν and Gχµν satisfy

Gρµν =
∂2ρ

∂xµ∂xν
and Gχµν =

∂2χ

∂xµ∂xν

Upon making these substitutions in (7.17a) and (7.17b), we recover precisely the Euler-Lagrange field equa-
tions (7.13) and (7.14).

Having analysed the multisymplectic Lagrangian system, we may now make the symmetry reduction to
obtain the Herglotz Lagrangian. From (7.12), we immediately read off the function f(ρµ, χ, χµ), from which
we obtain the following action density

sµ :=
∂f

∂ρµ
st =

1

4
ρt +

1

2
(χt − χx) sx = −

(
1

4
ρx +

1

2
(χt − χx)

)
(7.18)
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Constructing the Herglotz Lagrangian LH = f − ρµs
µ, and eliminating reference to the velocity coordinates

ρµ, we find that

LH =
1

2
(χ2
t − χ2

x)− 2
[
(st)2 − (sx)2

]
+ 2(st + sx)(χt − χx)− χ (7.19)

The Herglotz-Lagrange field equations for χ then read

∂t(∂tχ+ 2(st + sx))− ∂x(∂xχ+ 2(st + sx)) + 1 = 2(∂tχ− ∂xχ)
2 − 4(st∂tχ+ sx∂xχ)− 8(st + sx)2 (7.20)

It is a straightforward exercise to show that, with the expressions (7.18) for the components of the action
density, this system correctly reproduces the dynamical evolution of the field χ as described by (7.13) and
(7.14). From this Herglotz Lagrangian, we calculate the 2-form ΘLH

ΘLH =

[
dst −

(
χt + 2

(
st + sx

))
dχ

]
∧ dx−

[
dsx +

(
χx + 2

(
st + sx

))
dχ

]
∧ dt

+

(
1

2
(χ2
t − χ2

x) + 2
[
(st)2 − (sx)2

]
+ χ

)
dt ∧ dx

(7.21)

together with the dissipation form

σΘ = − ∂LH

∂sµ
dxµ = 2

(
2st − χt + χx

)
dt− 2 (2sx + χt − χx) dx (7.22)

The equations of motion could then be recovered geometrically; however, since this analysis is analogous
to that which we have already performed, and the results of the geometric formulation are known to be
equivalent to the content of the Herglotz-Lagrange field equations, we shall not pursue this further.

In contrast to the previous example, the presence of the interaction term (ρt − ρx)(χt − χx) means that
the reduced theory does not decouple into a piece describing the scalar dynamics, and another, independent
component, containing the action density. Here, the Herglotz Lagrangian contains terms which couple χ
directly to the action density, and so upon eliminating the scaling variable, the coupling between the origi-
nal scalar fields manifests as an interaction between the remaining field and the frictional degrees of freedom.

Let us now consider the Hamiltonian formalism for this dynamical system; since our Lagrangian is regular,
we know that the Legendre map is a diffeomorphism, and thus expect that the momenta be invertible,
allowing us to unambiguously solve for the velocities ρµ and χµ. Indeed, we have that

pµρ =
∂L

∂ρµ
ptρ = eρ

(
1

4
ρt +

1

2
(χt − χx)

)
pxρ = − eρ

(
1

4
ρx +

1

2
(χt − χx)

)
(7.23)

and similarly for χ

pµχ =
∂L

∂χµ
ptχ = eρ

(
χt +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
pxχ = − eρ

(
χx +

1

2
(ρt − ρx)

)
(7.24)

We then find that the Hamiltonian is given by

H = 2e−ρ
[
(ptρ)

2 − (pxρ)
2 +

1

4

(
(ptχ)

2 − (pxχ)
2
)
− (ptρ + pxρ)(p

t
χ + pxχ)

]
+ eρχ (7.25)

As expected, the vector field

D =
∂

∂ρ
+ ptρ

∂

∂ptρ
+ pxρ

∂

∂pxρ
+ ptχ

∂

∂ptχ
+ pxχ

∂

∂pxχ
(7.26)

constitutes a scaling symmetry of degree one; introducing the reduced space coordinates

sµ =
pµρ
eρ

Πµχ =
pµχ
eρ
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we see that the contact Hamiltonian Hc may be expressed as

Hc =
H

eρ
=

1

2

[
(Πtχ)

2 − (Πxχ)
2
]
+ χ+ 2

[
(st)2 − (sx)2

]
− 2(st + sx)(Πtχ +Πxχ) (7.27)

A straightforward calculation shows that this contact Hamiltonian is precisely the function obtained from a
direct application of the Legendre map to (7.19). The equations of motion derived from Hc read

∂tχ = Πtχ − 2(st + sx) ∂xχ = −
(
Πxχ + 2

(
st + sx

))
∂tΠ

t
χ + ∂xΠ

x
χ = 2

(
Πtχ +Πxχ

)2 − 4
(
Πtχs

t −Πxχs
x
)
− 1 (7.28)

∂ts
t + ∂xs

x =
1

2

[
(Πtχ)

2 − (Πxχ)
2
]
− χ− 2

[
(st)2 − (sx)2

]
Note that, as must be the case, the final expression for ∂µs

µ yields the Herglotz Lagrangian (7.19), expressed
in momentum variables.

VIII. SINGULAR LAGRANGIANS AND FURTHER APPLICATIONS

Before concluding, we make a number of remarks concerning singular field theories and further applicability
of our formalism. Most field theories within contemporary theoretical physics possess gauge symmetries, and
so are described by singular Lagrangians. The framework developed throughout is, at present, valid only for
regular systems. Whilst the procedure for treating theories with gauge symmetries is, in principle, analogous
to that presented here, there still remain several technical details that are unclear. For instance, given a
singular multisymplectic Lagrangian L, one has two conceivable ways to proceed: direct contact reduction of
L to obtain a degenerate Herglotz Lagrangian, followed by multiphase space restriction via the geometrical
algorithm [25, 26]. Alternatively, the constraint algorithm could be applied at the multisymplectic level,
finding the maximal subset of J1E upon which solutions of the equations of motion exist, before seeking
a scaling symmetry within the constrained theory. More work is required to ascertain the commutative
relationship between these two approaches. Additionally, the geometrical interpretation of the reduced
space, discussed at the end of section (VI), must be suitably modified, when we are confined to work only on
some subset of J1E. Indeed, it must be verified that the reduced space inherits a well-defined multicontact
structure; whilst this was guaranteed for regular systems, it is not, a priori, clear that the same should be
true in the singular case.

Having ascertained the necessary modifications of the current procedure to cases where degeneracies are
present, our formalism is highly applicable to a broad array of contexts, several of which we shall now discuss.
It has been demonstrated that, upon making a conformal decomposition gµν = e2ϕhµν , with dethµν = − 1,
of the spacetime metric, the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian admits a scaling symmetry, in which the scaling
variable is precisely the conformal factor ϕ [24]. It will be of great interest to examine the details of this
dynamical similarity in the first-order vielbein formalism [49, 50]. The use of the first-order construction is
required so that we may work on the first jet bundle, which is multisymplectic; our motivation for employing
the frame field and spin connection is that fermionic degrees of freedom may then be added, and the effects
on the scaling symmetry examined.

In addition to General Relativity, many string-related low-energy effective actions are of a form in which
a scaling symmetry is manifest. Consider, for example, the bosonic contribution to the NS-NS low-energy
effective action of the type II theories [51]

SNS-NS =
1

2κ210

∫
d10X

√
−Ge−2Φ

(
R− 1

2
|H3|2 + 4 ∂µΦ ∂

µΦ

)
The vector field ∂Φ clearly generates rescalings of the action exactly of the type discussed throughout. Of
course, more work is required to ascertain whether this is a true scaling symmetry; however, there is no
obstruction to our calculating the forms θµL, and proceeding with the formal analysis.
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In a similar spirit, there are many low-energy descriptions of non-Abelian gauge theories coupled to dilaton-
like fields. As an example, actions of the form

S =

∫
d4x

[
− 1

4F (Φ)
GaµνG

µν
a +

1

2
∂µΦ ∂

µΦ− V (Φ) + JµaA
a
µ

]
have been studied extensively in [52] and [53]. For certain forms of the function F (Φ), and non-perturbative
dilaton potential V (Φ), this action possesses a scaling symmetry, in which we again identify Φ as the
redundant degree of freedom. Of course, the examples provided are entirely qualitative in their analysis;
however, they serve to appreciate that our construction is widely applicable to many theories of current
interest in high-energy particle physics and relativistic field theory.

IX. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We have advocated throughout that, while the canonical formulation has proved highly successful in the
classical description, and subsequent quantisation of innumerable field theories, greater emphasis should be
placed on dispensing with redundant mathematical structure. To this end, it was shown that, when de-
scribed using the tools of multisymplectic geometry, many classical field theories possess degrees of freedom,
corresponding to a global scale, whose presence is entirely superfluous, from the perspective of the dynamical
evolution of the observables.

Following a brief review of the mathematical framework required to describe classical field theories in
a manifestly covariant manner, we demonstrated that a multisymplectic Lagrangian (or Hamiltonian)
system admitting a scaling symmetry could be reduced to a dynamically-equivalent description on a lower-
dimensional space. This reduced theory was found to be action-dependent, and thus frictional in nature.
Physically, we argued that this dissipative characteristic was to be interpreted as a necessary compensation
in passing to a scale-insensitive description.

Through use of a pair of simple examples, we found that, in general, a theory of N non-interacting massive
scalar fields is dynamically-equivalent to a configuration of (N − 1) massless fields moving in a non-zero
potential, set by the value of the original field mass, together with an independent frictional component.
Further, it was observed that any coupling between the scalar fields of the original theory destroys this
separation into independent pieces, and introduces terms which mix the frictional degrees of freedom with
those of the remaining fields.

From the results presented throughout, we have discussed a number of interesting areas of future work that
may be explored. For example, it is clear that the most immediate requirement is a generalisation of our
construction to singular theories, where the interaction between gauge and scaling symmetries is not fully
understood. Within such a framework, it will of great interest to examine the solution space of a contact-
reduced description of General Relativity, particularly at those points where the conventional formalism
becomes singular and thus ill-defined. It is known, for instance, that within the cosmological sector, both
FLRW and class-A Bianchi models may be extended beyond the initial singularity [16, 54].

Progress has recently been made in the construction of a multisymplectic Hamiltonian description of a
simple two-dimensional supersymmetric field theory [55]. Similarly, generalised Kähler geometries have been
used to construct covariant Hamiltonian formulations of non-linear sigma models [56], and so an extension
of our formalism to encompass both commuting and anticommuting variables appears tractable, and will
undoubtedly prove enlightening.

Finally, we have emphasised several times throughout the advantages presented by the covariant De Donder-
Weyl formulation of classical field theories. Whilst a finite-dimensional phase space, and manifest covariance
are attractive features of this approach, when contrasted with the canonical formalism, it cannot be over-
looked that the latter provides a clear and rigorous path to quantisation, whereas the former does not [57].
In light of this, of particular interest is the development of a standardised framework, within which the
restricted multimomentum bundle may be quantised, in much the same way that geometric quantisation
offers a scheme for performing such calculations on the tangent bundle.
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