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We consider a general dynamical, spherically symmetric background in the cubic subclass of
Horndeski theory and obtain the quadratic action for the perturbations using the DPSV approach.
We analyse the stability conditions for high-energy modes and study the issue of the no-go theorem
in the current subclass of Horndeski theory. We formulate the no-go theorem for weak dependence
on one variable (time or radial) and derive its generalization to the cases which could be reduced
by coordinate transformation to scenarios where the scalar field has weak dependence on one of the
coordinates. Moreover we show that wide class of singular solutions are also prohibited within the
cubic subclass of Horndeski theory.

I. Introduction

Scalar-tensor theories (including Horndeski theory) represent a group of models of modified gravity and have a
wide range of applications. We study the stability of classical solutions in Horndeski theory, which is the most general
scalar-tensor theory of gravity with an additional scalar field and second-order equations of motion, which in turn
guarantees the absence of Ostrogradski ghosts [1–5], see [6] for a review. This class of theories is interesting due to
the possibility of violating the Null Energy Condition (NEC) [7], which subsequently allows the existence of stable
(at least locally) solutions with modified gravity such as various cosmologies without singularities [8–13] and compact
objects including traversable wormholes [14, 15]. To build any physically acceptable solution, it is necessary to check
the stability conditions, and this is the main subject of our work.

So far, a full stability analysis in Horndeski theory, at least for the high momenta regime, has been performed only
for static spherically symmetric and cosmological backgrounds [5, 16–18]. The structure of the stability conditions in
these cases allows one to formulate the no-go theorem for a fully stable non-singular solution for a static spherically
symmetric background [15, 19] and cosmological background [20–22] in Horndeski theory, see [23] for a review of studies
on healthy solutions in scalar-tensor theories. The no-go theorem was also proved within the context of multi-Galileon
theory [24, 25]. Existing studies partly cover the case of a general dynamical spherically symmetric background in
which perturbations were considered only in the odd-parity sector (according to the Regge-Wheeler classification of
perturbations [26]) of Horndeski theory [27, 28]. The case of a shift-symmetric scalar field (i.e. π(r, t) = q · t+ ψ(r))
with static background metric functions was separately considered due to its connection to hairy black hole solutions
[29, 30]. However, the stability analysis in the just outlined case was performed only for the odd-parity sector [31].

We consider a general dynamical, spherically symmetric background in the subclass L2 + L3 (cubic subclass) of
Horndeski theory [13, 15]. The only perturbation in the cubic subclass of Horndeski theory that differs from GR is
the scalar mode, which contributes to the even sector of perturbations, both tensor modes are similar to GR because
the gravity is not modified in this subclass. For simplicity, we analyze the behavior of linear perturbations using the
DPSV approach [12, 32]. In higher subclasses of Horndeski theory, the DPSV trick breaks down for a spherically
symmetric background [33, 34] and it is not usable to derive quadratic action in full Horndeski theory.

The background we consider here is covered by the ADM formalism and the method of Hamiltonian analysis [35],
see [36] for a review. Note that the unitary gauge which is often imposed with the ADM formalism assumes the scalar
field gradient is timelike at any point. In this paper we do not make such an assumption.

The Lagrangian of the cubic subclass of Horndeski theory reads as

L = − 1

2κ
R+ F (π,X) +K(π,X)2π , (1)

where κ = 8πG, R is the Ricci scalar, π is the Galileon field, F and K are arbitrary Lagrangian functions, and
X = ∇µπ∇µπ, 2π = ∇µ∇µπ.
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II. Stability conditions

In the current subclass of Horndeski theory, it is possible to integrate out metric perturbations from the quadratic
action using the Einstein equations [15]. This method (DPSV approach) allows one to calculate the quadratic action
for the second derivatives of the perturbation χ of the scalar field π, and it can be used to obtain high-momentum
stability conditions. We derive them in this section. The quadratic Lagrangian for the Galileon reads

L(2) = [FX +KX2π −Kπ +∇ν(KX∇νπ)]∇µχ∇µχ

+ [2(FXX +KXX2π)∇µπ∇νπ − 2(∇µKX)∇νπ − 2KX∇µ∇νπ]∇µχ∇νχ

− κK2
XX

2∇µχ∇µχ+ 4κK2
XX∇µπ∇νπ∇µχ∇νχ ,

(2)

where KX = ∂K/∂X, etc. A dynamical, spherically symmetric background metric in 4-dimensional space-time can
be written in the following form

ds2 = a2(r, t)dt2 − b2(r, t)dr2 − c2(r, t)γαβdx
αdxβ , (3)

where xα and γαβ are coordinates and metric on the unit 2-dimensional sphere. In terms of the background metric
(3), the quadratic action (2) takes the form

S(2) =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
a−2K00χ̇2 − (ab)−1Ktrχ̇χ′ − b−2Krr(χ′)2 − c−2KΩγαβ∂αχ∂βχ+ . . .

]
, (4)

where the omitted terms contain fewer derivatives of χ, dot and prime denote derivatives w.r.t. time and radial
coordinate. The coefficients K are given in the Appendix A. The dispersion relation reads

K00ω2 = Krrkr
2 +KΩkϕ

2 +Ktrωkr. (5)

The necessary conditions for the absence of gradient instabilities, for high momenta are as follows:

Ktrkr
2 + 4K00(Krrkr

2 +KΩkϕ
2) ≥ 0. (6)

Since kr and kϕ are independent, the necessary set of conditions for the absence of gradient instabilities has the form{
KΩK00 ≥ 0

Krr ≥ − (Ktr)2

4K00

. (7)

Additionally we require K00 > 0 to ensure that the scalar perturbation is not a ghost. The speeds of propagation
of perturbations in radial and angular directions are

cr =
∂ω

∂kr
=
a

b

(
Ktr

K00
±
√

(Ktr)2 + 4K00Krr

2K00

)
, (8)

cϕ =
∂ω

∂kϕ
=
a

c

(√
KΩ

K00

)
. (9)

The set of necessary stability conditions for the high momentum regime, specifically the absence of ghosts and
gradient instabilities is as follows

K00 > 0, (10a)

KΩ ≥ 0, (10b)

Krr ≥ − (Ktr)2

4K00
. (10c)

Here we do not study stability for low-momenta perturbations (tachyonic instabilities).



3

III. No-go theorem.

A. Dependence on both variables.

We follow the method shown in [15] to construct an argument for the no-go theorem in the static case. The
main idea is to show that the manually introduced variable Q is always singular when the stability condition (10a) is
satisfied.

The background metric was introduced above in (3). The Galileon field is also dynamical and spherically symmetric
π = π(r, t). In the context of a Lorentzian wormhole which we consider in this section the coordinate r runs from
−∞ to +∞ and the metric coefficients are strictly positive and bounded from below:

a(r, t) ≥ amin > 0 , b(r, t) ≥ bmin > 0 , c(r, t) ≥ Rmin > 0 , (11)

the Rmin here is the effective radius of the throat. The metric coefficients imply the following asymptotic behavior
for the asymptotically flat wormhole

a(r, t) → a± , b(r, t) → b± , c(r, t) → ±r , as r → ±∞ , (12)

where a± are positive constants.
Our purpose is to expand the stability analysis to the dynamical case and check whether there could be a stable

solution with properties (11) within the cubic subclass of Horndeski theory (1). The argument of the no-go theorem
in the static case is quite technical and we show that it does not cover the dynamical case.

We use the expressions for K00 (31a) and the Einstein equations to obtain the following relation

2

a
π′2K00(r, t) = −Q′ − 1

2
κaQ2 + Y(r, t). (13)

Here we introduced an additional function Y which is zero in the case of static scalar field, its explicit form can be
found in the Appendix B. Now all metric functions and the scalar field depend on both t and r. The expression for
Q reads

Q =
1

c

(
2
c

a
KXπ

′3 +
d

κ

c′

a

)
. (14)

In (13) we used the combination of Einstein equations that has form

T 0
0 − T r

r = − 2

kc

(
a

b

(
c′

ab

)′

+
b

a

∂

∂t

(
ċ

ab

))
. (15)

Now we return to (13) and use the stability condition (10a) to get the following inequality.

Q′

Q2
< +

Y(r, t)

Q2
, C =

1

2ka
. (16)

After integration from r to r′ > r it reads as

Q−1(r, t)−Q−1(r′, t) <

∫ r′

r

Y(r, t)− 1
2kaQ

2

Q2
dr. (17)

We write the equation (13) in this particular way because of its similarity to the static case. We will use the
equation (17) to examine the possibility of violating the no-go theorem. In a static case, the variable Q−1 has to cross
zero at some point, so Q is always singular.
This problem can be solved in the dynamical case by choosing the function Y in such a way that the right-hand

side of (17) is strictly positive in the limits r′ → −∞ and r → +∞ for any moment of time.
Suppose that for some r′, Q(r′) > 0 then for each fixed value of t the integral on the right-hand side of the inequality

(17) is positive for r → −∞ and Q−1(r, t) is bounded from above by a positive number, opposite to the static limit
where it is bounded by a negative number. If Q is negative for some value of r, according to the constraint (17), it
could remain negative for r → +∞ (in the opposite case to static case).
On the other hand, in the preceding analysis we have considered only the stability condition (10a), so, in principle,

a different no-go theorem may reappear if more necessary restrictions (10) are imposed on the system.
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B. Dependence on time coordinate.

The case of only time-dependent metric functions a(t), b(t) and the scalar field π(t) also has a no-go theorem.
Note that the metric function c(r, t) can depend on both variables.

2
bc

a
(π̇)

2Krr = − ∂

∂t

(
2c

a3b
KX(π̇)

3 − d

κ

ċ

ab

)
+ κKx(π̇)

3

(
2c

a3b
Kx(π̇)

3 − d

κ

ċ

ab

)
, (18)

The new variable analogous to (14) is introduced as follows

O =
1

c

(
2c

a3b
KX(π̇)

3 − d

κ

ċ

ab

)
. (19)

The proof of this no-go theorem [20] is similar to the static case with simple changes.

IV. No-go theorem for a weak dependence on time

Let us consider a scenario with a weak time dependence for t ∈ G (G is any set of time values) and for any r. We
are going to use the fact that the additional function Y(r, t) = 0 in the case of the static Galileon field π(r, t) = π(r).
We split it as

π(r, t) = π̃(r) + ϕ(r, t), (20)

lim
t→t0

ϕ(r, t)

π̃(r)
= 0, t0 ∈ G, ∀r. (21)

Here and below all functions with tilde depend only on the radial coordinate, while generally functions depend on
both the radial and time variables. The absence of ghost instabilities in dynamical case is provided by (10a). Now
we can use (20) and (21) to turn right hand side of (13) into:

2

a
π′2K00(r, t) = −Q̃′ − d− 1

d
κãQ̃2 + Ãε(r, t). (22)

Here we have used the fact that all terms of Y contain time derivatives of background functions. The left hand
side of (22) is positive, there we do not separate weak time dependence. Due to the weak dependence on t, ε(r, t) is

a small function. In general Q̃ ≠ 0 and due to (10a)

Q̃′

ÃQ̃2
< − 1

2Ã
kã+

ε(r, t)

Q̃2
. (23)

The metric functions ã and c̃ are bounded from below by positive numbers. The last term of (23) is of next order
in comparison to the first one and then the right-hand side of (23) is strictly negative. As a result, the relation (23)
implies that

Q̃′

Q̃2
< −C. (24)

We obtain an inequality similar to the static limit of (16), hence Q̃ should become singular at some r. Note that
the argument works only if time dependence is weak in considered time region for any radial coordinate. Otherwise
the argument breaks – the particular example was discussed in Sec.III A.

Above, we assumed Q̃ ≠ 0. Now, if Q̃ = 0, the argument is not applicable and the equality (22) takes the following
form

2

a
π′2K00(r, t) = Ãε(r, t) > 0. (25)

The main difference from the static background case is in the presence of dynamical perturbations. Due to the
weak dependence on the time coordinate, we can omit all terms that contain higher orders of small functions, and
(25) can be satisfied by choosing ε. However, in the cases of small K00, Krr is of zero order and generally remains
finite, hence the sound speeds (8) and (9) become infinitely large.
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V. No-go theorem for weak dependence on radial coordinate

In full analogy to Sec.IV one can extend the cosmological no-go theorem to the case of weak scalar field dependence
on the radial coordinate

π(r, t) = π̃(t) + ϕ(r, t), (26)

lim
r→r0

ϕ(r, t)

π̃(r)
= 0, r0 ∈ G, ∀t. (27)

The absence of gradient instabilities in the general case is provided by

Krr ≥ − (Ktr)2

4K00
, (28)

Ktr contains radial derivatives and in weak r dependence is of the order ε, so the theorem returns to III B. Sections
IV and V show that any stable non-singular solution should not have regions with a weak scalar field dependence
of any variable, time or radial. Common compact objects in expanding universe have asymptotic regions with weak
radial coordinate dependence, which is commonly used as an asymptotic function behavior. One of the ways to
avoid the no-go for compact objects is to make partial derivatives of the scalar field oscillate similarly in space/time
direction.

VI. Generalized no-go theorem

We note that the additional functions Y(r, t) and J (r, t), as was mentioned before, vanish in the cases of only
time- and radial-dependent the scalar field respectively. In the present section, we study the possibility to set these
functions to zero through the redefinition of coordinates. After making a coordinate redefinition (r, t) → (r̃, t̃) we can
obtain a new set of stability conditions, and the expression (17) from the radial no-go theorem modifies as follows:

Q−1(r̃, t̃)−Q−1(r̃′, t̃) < −C(r̃′ − r̃) +

∫ r̃′

r̃

Y ′[r̃, t̃]

Q2
dr̃. (29)

The main idea is to choose new coordinates in such a way that the scalar field π(r, t) becomes a function with a weak
dependence on the time or radial coordinate to reduce the case to the previous no-go theorems. To achieve this, the
selected curve should always have the gradient of the scalar field close to its tangent vector, while the coordinate lines
of another variable should match the contour lines of the scalar field in the region around the curve. The coordinate
transformation must be diffeomorphic and result in a background metric of the form (3). The chosen integration
curve should be either timelike or spacelike to avoid the changes of metric signature. Due to the existence of both
radial and time no-go theorems, both types of curves are allowed. For the no-go theorem with weak time dependence,
the integration curve should be timelike, and for the weak radial dependence it should be spacelike.

The proposed method shares certain similarities with the choosing of unitary gauge in the ADM formalism [39].
Note, however, that in our case there is no global restriction on the scalar field, while the unitary gauge requires
everywhere a time-like gradient of the scalar field. Our requirement for the gradient of the scalar field is to be
time-like or space-like on a particular curve only.

Below we consider an example of a scalar field that does not satisfy the conditions of the weak no-go theorem but
the generalized no-go theorem is applicable. The ansatz for the scalar field has the form

π(r, t) = cosh (rt). (30)

The proof is shown in the picture, where we find one spacelike curve*1 which is gradient curve for the scalar field,
for this reason it is possible to make a coordinate transformation to replace the integration along the radial axis with
the integration along a selected curve on which the conditions of the no-go theorem IV are met.

*1 This is valid for arbitrary metric functions, at least for large coordinate values, as the metric should be asymptotically flat.
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FIG. 1. The black lines are contour lines of the scalar field that were projected on the coordinate plane. The blue dashed lines corresponded
to the light cone. The red line is the gradient line and the new integration curve. The green area does not affect the integration curve

VII. Conclusion

In this work, we have analyzed the cubic subclass of Horndeski theory using the DPSV approach [12] and derived
the stability conditions for high-momenta modes about dynamic, spherically symmetric background. This approach
does not allow one to get a full set of stability conditions including tachyonic instabilities (low-momenta regime),
but the conditions for high momentum and frequencies was derived, specifically the conditions for absence of ghost
and gradient instabilities, and also the propagation speeds of perturbations were obtained. In the cubic subclass
of Horndeski theory no-go theorems exists for static spherically-symmetric backgrounds and cosmological scenarios
[15, 20], we have generalized it to backgrounds with weak dependence on radial or time coordinate. It is clear that
in many physically viable solutions there should be regions, especially asymptotic, that satisfy the conditions of the
generalized no-go theorem. For example a star in the expanding universe will have weak radial dependence in some
region for any time and it is one appropriate case for applying the no-go theorem for weak radial dependence. Even
though, it was shown that the proof of the no-go theorem is not straightforwardly applicable to the general dynamical
case, we have shown a possible way to bypass the mathematical argument of the no-go theorem in the dynamical
case. However, constructing a stable solution encounters difficulties due to the lack of arbitrary functions to build a
solution without solving the PDE system (36).

We have also derived the further step of generalizing of the no-go theorem which allows us to reduce the dependence
of the scalar field to one variable. This generalization of the no-go theorem includes the wide class of backgrounds
that have mild restrictions only on the scalar field (excluding only exotic examples) and let all metric functions be
fully arbitrary. Now the no-go theorem applies not only to non-singular solutions: cases such as bouncing universe
with black hole are also restricted. The sufficient conditions of the no-go theorem includes the presence of either a
timelike or a spacelike gradient curve which does not contain a scalar field singularity, so it does not contradict the
fact of existence of a singularity in the whole system. These restrictions make almost any ansatz for the scalar field
and metric functions corresponding to a compact object or a cosmological solution incompatible with the stability
conditions in the cubic subclass of Horndeski theory, regardless of the presence of a singularity.
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VIII. Appendix

A. Effective Metric

K00 = FX + 2FXX(π̇)
2
a−2 −Kπ − 4KXc

′π′b−2c−1 + 2KXb
′π′b−3 + 4KX ċπ̇a

−2c−1

+ 2KX ḃπ̇a
−2b−1 − 2KXπ

′′b−2 + 2KXXb
′π′(π̇)

2
a−2b−3 − 2KXX ḃπ̇(π

′)
2
a−2b−3 − 2KXXb

′(π′)
3
b−5

− 4KXXc
′π′(π̇)

2
a−2b−2c−1 + 4KXX ċ(π̇)

3
a−4c−1 + 2KXX ḃ(π̇)

3
a−4b−1 − 2KXXπ

′′(π̇)
2
a−2b−2

+ 2KXXπ
′′(π′)

2
b−4 −KXπ(π̇)

2
a−2 −KXπ(π

′)
2
b−2 −KX

2(π′)
4
b−4k

− 2KX
2(π′)

2
(π̇)

2
a−2b−2k + 3KX

2(π̇)
4
a−4k, (31a)

Ktr = −4FXXπ
′π̇a−2b−2 − 4KXa

′π̇a−3b−2 − 4KXπ
′ḃa−2b−3 + 4KX π̇

′a−2b−2

− 4KXXa
′(π̇)

3
a−5b−2 + 4KXX ḃ(π

′)
3
a−2b−5 − 8KXXπ

′ċ(π̇)
2
a−4b−2c−1

+ 8KXXc
′π̇(π′)

2
a−2b−4c−1 − 4KXX π̇

′(π′)
2
a−2b−4 + 4KXX π̇

′(π̇)
2
a−4b−2

+ 4KXXa
′π̇(π′)

2
a−3b−4 − 4KXXπ

′ḃ(π̇)
2
a−4b−3

+ 4KXππ
′π̇a−2b−2 + 8π̇KX

2(π′)
3
a−2b−4k − 8π′KX

2(π̇)
3
a−4b−2k, (31b)

Krr = FX − 2FXX(π′)
2
b−2 −Kπ

− 4KXc
′π′b−2c−1 − 2KXa

′π′a−1b−2 + 2KX π̈a
−2 + 4KX ċπ̇a

−2c−1 − 2KX ȧπ̇a
−3

+ 4KXXc
′(π′)

3
b−4c−1 + 2KXXa

′(π′)
3
a−1b−4 − 2KXX π̈(π

′)
2
a−2b−2

− 4KXX ċπ̇(π
′)
2
a−2b−2c−1 − 2KXXa

′π′(π̇)
2
a−3b−2 + 2KXX ȧπ̇(π

′)
2
a−3b−2

+ 2KXX π̈(π̇)
2
a−4 − 2KXX ȧ(π̇)

3
a−5 +KXπ(π

′)
2
b−2 +KXπ(π̇)

2
a−2

+ 3KX
2(π′)

4
b−4k − 2KX

2(π′)
2
(π̇)

2
a−2b−2k −KX

2(π̇)
4
a−4k, (31c)

KΩ = FX − 2KXπ
′′b−2 − 2KXc

′π′b−2c−1 + 2KXb
′π′b−3

− 2KXa
′π′a−1b−2 + 2KX π̈a

−2 + 2KX ċπ̇a
−2c−1 + 2KX ḃπ̇a

−2b−1 − 2KX ȧπ̇a
−3

+ 2KXXπ
′′(π′)

2
b−4 − 2KXXb

′(π′)
3
b−5 − 4KXXπ

′π̇π̇′a−2b−2 + 2KXX ḃπ̇(π
′)
2
a−2b−3

+ 2KXXa
′π′(π̇)

2
a−3b−2 + 2KXX π̈(π̇)

2
a−4 − 2KXX ȧ(π̇)

3
a−5 −KXπ(π

′)
2
b−2

+KXπ(π̇)
2
a−2 −KX

2
(
(π′)

2
a2 −Kπ − (π̇)

2
b2
)2
a−4b−4k. (31d)

B. The possibility of algebraic generalization of no-go theorem

We have already discussed two limits of the no-go theorem. The way of generalization should include both of
them. In Sec.III A we see the lack of possibility of building an argument for the no-go theorem using only one stability
condition. The purpose of this section is to find a more general combination and study whether the no-go theorem
holds or not in the dynamical case.

In full analogy with Y in extension of the static no-go theorem (13), for the cosmological no-go theorem we introduce
an additional function J (r, t) which definition has the following form

J (r, t) = 2
b2

a2
(π̇)

2Krr + 2
b

ac

∂

∂t

( c

a3b
(π̇)

3
KX

)
− kKX(π̇)

3 b

a3c

(
2c

a3b
KX(π̇)

3 − 2

k

ċ

ab

)
+ T t

t − T r
r . (32)

The explicit expressions for the additional functions read as
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Y(r, t) = π̈KX

(
−2(π′)

2
a−2b−2 + 2(π̇)

2
a−4

)
+ π̇

[
−2FX π̇a

−2 + 4FXX π̇(π
′)
2
a−2b−2 + 2Kππ̇a

−2 +KX

(
2π̇π′′a−2b−2 + 4c′π′π̇a−2b−2c−1

+4ċ(π′)
2
a−2b−2c−1 − 2b′π′π̇a−2b−3 + 6ḃ(π′)

2
a−2b−3 − 2a′π′π̇a−3b−2 + 2ȧ(π′)

2
a−3b−2

−4ċ(π̇)
2
a−4c−1 − 2ḃ(π̇)

2
a−4b−1 − 2ȧ(π̇)

2
a−5

)
+KXX

(
4π̇′(π′)

3
a−2b−4 − 4π̇π′′(π′)

2
a−2b−4

−8c′π̇(π′)
3
a−2b−4c−1 + 4b′π̇(π′)

3
a−2b−5 − 4ḃ(π′)

4
a−2b−5 − 4a′π̇(π′)

3
a−3b−4 + 8ċ(π′)

2
(π̇)

2
a−4b−2c−1

+4ḃ(π′)
2
(π̇)

2
a−4b−3

)
− 2KXππ̇(π

′)
2
a−2b−2 +KX

2
(
−4π̇(π′)

4
a−2b−4k + 6(π′)

2
(π̇)

3
a−4b−2k

)]
,

(33)

J (r, t) = π′′KX

(
−2(π̇)

2
a−2b−2 + 2(π′)

2
b−4
)

+ π′
[
2FX(π′)

2
b−2 + 4FXX(π′)

2
(π̇)

2
a−2b−2 − 2Kπ(π

′)
2
b−2 +KX

(
−4c′(π′)

3
b−4c−1 − 2b′(π′)

3
b−5

−2a′(π′)
3
a−1b−4 + 2π̈(π′)

2
a−2b−2 + 4c′π′(π̇)

2
a−2b−2c−1 + 4ċπ̇(π′)

2
a−2b−2c−1 + 2b′π′(π̇)

2
a−2b−3

−2ḃπ̇(π′)
2
a−2b−3 + 6a′π′(π̇)

2
a−3b−2 − 2ȧπ̇(π′)

2
a−3b−2

)
− 2KXπ(π

′)
2
(π̇)

2
a−2b−2

+KXX

(
−8c′(π′)

3
(π̇)

2
a−2b−4c−1 − 4a′(π′)

3
(π̇)

2
a−3b−4 + 4π̈(π′)

2
(π̇)

2
a−4b−2 − 4π′π̇′(π̇)

3
a−4b−2

+8ċ(π′)
2
(π̇)

3
a−4b−2c−1 + 4ḃ(π′)

2
(π̇)

3
a−4b−3 + 4a′π′(π̇)

4
a−5b−2 − 4ȧ(π′)

2
(π̇)

3
a−5b−2

)
+KX

2
(
−6(π′)

4
(π̇)

2
a−2b−4k + 4(π′)

2
(π̇)

4
a−4b−2k

)]
.

(34)

The following particular equality has a relatively compact form

2π̇π′
(
a2

b2
Y +

b2

a2
J
)

=− 2a2π̇
∂

∂r

(
KX π̇

2(π′)2
1

b2a4

)
+ 2b2π′ ∂

∂t

(
KX π̇

2(π′)2
1

a2b4

)
+

2

3
π̇π′KXc

6

[
a3

b

∂

∂r

(
(π′)3

1

a3b3c6

)
− b3

a

∂

∂t

(
(π̇)3

1

a3b3c6

))
+ 2

(
(π′)2

b2
− π̇2

a2

)(
−K2

X

(π′)2π̇2

a2b2
k −Kπ + FX

)
.

(35)

Generalization of the no-go theorem argument in the dynamical case with radial dependence is not straightforward
due to non-linearity in the stability conditions (10c).

C. Solving the system of motion equations for background field

It is possible to get a combination of Einstein equations that does not contain Lagrangian functions K, F and
their derivatives

S =
(π′)2

ab

[(
a2c

b

(a
c

)′)′
1

c2
+
∂

∂t

(
1

bc

∂

∂t
(ac)

)
− 2ȧċ

bc

)

+
(π̇)2

ab

[
∂

∂t

(
a2c

b

∂

∂t

(a
c

)) 1

c2
+

(
1

bc
(ac)

′
)′

− 2a′c′

bc

)

+
4π̇π′

b2c

(
ċ′ − ḃ

b
c′ − a′

a
ċ

) (36)

This combination is similar to the one shown in [38] for G4 = 1 and F4 = 0, the absence of Lagrangian functions
there is a feature of the cubic subclass of Horndeski theory.
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The relation (36) is the second-order nonlinear PDE for a, b, c, π with their special asymptotics. The method of
Lagrangian reconstruction that aims to evade PDEs is frequently used to obtain stable solutions in Horndeski theory
[37, 38]. However, in our case (36) does not contain the Lagrangian functions, so it is impossible to avoid solving
PDEs while constructing a solution in the cubic subclass of Horndeski theory opposite to the higher subclasses of it.
The proof of absence of the no-go theorem should include the way to construct stable non-singular solution, and we
do not provide it.
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