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Abstract. Scalar-tensor theories with derivative interactions form backgrounds which spon-
taneously break Lorentz invariance. We investigate the dynamics of free scalar perturbations
on general anisotropic backgrounds — relativistic sound waves or phonons moving in general
media. We demonstrate that the phonons move on null geodesics of an acoustic spacetime
described by its own metric and own connection featuring nonmetricity with respect to the
usual spacetime metric. We give distinct physical interpretations to the covariant acoustic
metric and its contravariant inverse. The first defines acoustic rays with corresponding phase
velocities, wavefront motion and therefore causality. The latter defines four momenta ortho-
gonal to their rays and therefore the dispersion relation. We classify all the possible types of
acoustic geometry and provide a physical interpretation for each of them.

We discuss the phonon properties that general moving observers, inequivalent owing to
the local dynamical breaking of Lorentz invariance, would measure. Ghosts and true gradient
instabilities are to be read off from invariant properties of the acoustic metric — its signature
and determinant — and therefore common to all. However, the choice of the observer’s frame
can cause some confusion and paradoxes, including apparent instabilities. For instance,
complex phonon energies can appear entirely due to the ill-posedness of the Cauchy problem
in the frame chosen. On the other hand, unbounded negative phonon energies can appear,
without ghosts or gradient instabilities, for observers moving supersonically, when phonon
Cherenkov radiation can be emitted.

The action for phonons also gives an acoustically covariantly conserved energy-momen-
tum tensor (EMT) which is, however, not conserved in the usual spacetime. Nonetheless, in
the presence of an acoustic timelike Killing vector, the acoustic Hamiltonian functional is a
conserved charge in both the acoustic and in the usual spacetimes, and even has the same
value in both. Thus, the acoustic Hamiltonian can be used to bound the motion of phonons
interacting with other species living in the usual spacetime.
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1 Introduction

Initial conditions of the universe and the nature of the dark sector remain open problems
in cosmology. Searches for a solution have resulted in the discovery of a rich set of scalar-
tensor theories, such as k-essence [1–4], kinetic gravity braiding [5, 6] or galileons [7, 8] and
generalized galileons [5, 9] which feature first and even second-order derivative interactions.
Eventually it was realised [10] that all these theories belong to the previously discovered class
of Horndeski theories [11], which itself was then extended not in the least to include even
higher-order derivatives and sufficient degeneracy to not propagate extra degrees of freedom
[12–15]. For reviews see ref. [16, 17], but our results are also relevant for other classes of
theories, see e.g. [18–21].

These models are often (almost) shift-symmetric and have solutions in which the deriv-
ative terms are large. Such backgrounds spontaneously violate Lorentz invariance, and, what
is of particular interest to us here, cause small fluctuations of the scalar field to propagate
differently than e.g. light. When viewed in such a manner, k-essence can be understood as
a relativistic perfect superfluid with a non-luminal sound speed for perturbations. This has
been exploited e.g. in cosmology to modify the predictions of standard inflation [22] or to
model the effect of clustering dark energy [23, 24]. The key object which determines such
properties is the acoustic — or effective — metric for perturbations, which in cosmology is
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usually obtained by constructing an effective action for perturbations on the homogeneous
cosmological background. As a result of the homogeneity and isotropy of the background
universe, this acoustic metric can contain up to two time-dependent parameters, the signs
of which describe whether the perturbations are ghosts or not and whether there are gradi-
ent instabilities. Both of these are usually considered to be catastrophic pathologies which
render the background unstable on very short timescales and are used to eliminate such
solutions and theories from further consideration [19, 25]. However, gradient instabilities
can be demoted almost to the level of tachyonic instabilities if UV physics can change the
dispersion relation on scales parametrically lower than the cutoff or the strong coupling scale,
see e.g. [26, 27]. On the other hand, ghost instabilities totally depend on interactions and
can be rather benign, for cosmological applications of ghosty Effective Field Theories (EFT)
see [28–30], while ghosty systems with a finite number of degrees of freedom can even be
manifestly stable [31–33].

The main question we would like to address here is how one should assess the consistency,
in particular stability, of general anisotropic backgrounds. Such questions often arise in
cosmologically motivated setups such as those involving compact objects in these theories,
where screening essentially suppresses the scalar field’s interactions — k-mouflage [34] or
Vainshtein [35, 36], various exact solutions e.g. [37–39], EFT setups for black holes [40–43],
gravitational-wave emission from binaries [44, 45] or gravitational-wave backgrounds in the
presence of dark energy [46], but also in apparently unrelated physics — e.g. in analogue
gravity setups, in which superfluid flows are used as analogues to study curved spacetime
and phenomena such as Hawking radiation are modelled by the physics of phonons in this
medium [47, 48].

The consistency of some choices of coefficients of operators in these theories and therefore
the range of permitted background configurations at low energies has been questioned by
appealing to the analyticity of the S-matrix in the UV [49–52]. For some theories, for reasons
that are still not entirely clear, it is possible to obtain similar bounds in the low-energy theory
itself by requiring that the phase speed be at most luminal [53], or a more sophisticated
version where time advances with respect to the light cone resolvable within the EFT are
forbidden [54–56] — usually called “causality” bounds. In addition, even on the level of
the classical background, in the presence of superluminality there exists a possibility that
a time machine — a background with closed locally future directed signal trajectories —
could be constructed, see e.g. [49, 57]. It is not clear whether such backgrounds can be
constructed within the regime of validity of the EFT. In any case, even without gravity,
backreaction from quantum corrections appears to prevent such problematic backgrounds
from being formed [58–60]. In any case, presence of superluminality on the (semi)classical
level does not necessarily imply a violation of causality [58, 61–65].

As is usually the case, stability is determined by the response of the backgrounds to
small perturbations. The perspective we would like to promote here is that we can abstract
the precise model and background since, as we will show, the physics of interest is contained
in the acoustic metric associated to the particular model and background. In essence, the
background configuration is a medium, and the acoustic metric is the covariant encoding of
the properties of general media relevant to the propagation of relativistic sound waves. In
particular in the limit of high frequencies, the evolution of small fluctuations occurs along
characteristic surfaces of the acoustic spacetime — the acoustic equivalent of light cones.
Using the analogy with standard results in general relativity, we study the properties of the
acoustic cone in detail to determine the physical meaning of its properties and geometry
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and the relation to stable evolution for the fluctuations. Our discussion is similar to that of
[66, 67] where the relative geometry of the light-cone and acoustic cone was used to determine
conditions under which evolution can be stable. We put emphasis on the full 3+1d analysis,
revealing that certain aspects remain hidden or at least ambiguous in lower dimensions.

In section 2.1 we demonstrate that the acoustic metric needs to be Lorentzian if the
fluctuations are to be a proper degree of freedom described by a hyperbolic system of partial
differential equations (PDEs), as may have been expected [68, 69]. What is usually called the
gradient instability actually signifies a loss of this hyperbolicity and a constraint (elliptical)
nature of the equations of motion. Then, we propose that the signature of the acoustic
metric determines whether the fluctuations are ghosts or healthy degrees of freedom. These
are coordinate-invariant statements upon which all the observers will agree and which reduce
to the usual notion for backgrounds with high symmetry.

High-frequency scalar fluctuations propagate in the acoustic spacetime on its null geo-
desics and only depend on the usual spacetime implicitly. In section 2.2, we show for the
first time that the connection of the acoustic spacetime has nonmetricity with respect to
the usual metric of a type that guarantees that vector currents conserved in the acoustic
spacetime, correspond to ones conserved in the spacetime. We also define an acoustically
conserved energy-momentum tensor for fluctuations, which can be used to produce currents
conserved in the spacetime whenever the acoustic metric has symmetries.

Hyperbolicity implies that evolution is causal and is associated with the acoustic cone,
which is generally different to the light cone. There are in fact two such acoustic cones
encoding the same information: one describes rays and the phase velocity of the phonons.
The other — momenta and the dispersion relation. The acoustic metric transforms as a
tensor and therefore the acoustic cones and the observables they determine are not invariant.
This allows us to discuss two effects which can be confused with physical instabilities, but
which are rather only related to coordinate choices. In section 3.2, we discuss whether the
initial value problem (IVP) can well-posed i.e. solved for general initial data with a smooth
dependence thereof. We show that it cannot if the rays point toward coordinate "past", or
equivalently when energies of some modes are complex. Frequently this is misinterpreted as
a breakdown of hyperbolicity or at least evidence of ghosts.

In section 3.4, we discuss the physics when the observer is moving supersonically: we
demonstrate that the appearance of sound horizons and therefore a Mach cone is directly
related to the existence of modes with negative (but real) energy in this frame. Both of these
coordinate problems can become physical in the presence of a second degree of freedom, such
as gravity.

In section 3.3, we consider the Hamiltonian functional for perturbations as is more usual.
We show that the conclusions match those one obtains by considering the geometry of the
cones: for a Lorentzian acoustic metric, the Hamiltonian is bounded provided that the frame
is a good Cauchy frame and the motion is not supersonic. We prove that when the acoustic
metric has a timelike Killing vector, the acoustic Hamiltonian is not only a conserved charge
in the acoustic space-time, but it is simultaneously conserved in the usual spacetime. One
can then use it to bound the motion of phonons even when they interact with other species
moving in the spacetime metric.

Finally, in section 4, we classify the possible acoustic metrics according to the acoustic
eigensystem, explicitly constructing the cones for all Lorentzian acoustic metrics and the
associated dispersion relations. In section 5 by illustrating our construction with worked
examples from simple scalar-tensor theories. We close with a discussion and summary of our
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main results in section 6.

2 Acoustic metric: Construction, Geodesics and Hyperbolicity

2.1 The eikonal ansatz and the acoustic metric

We begin by discussing the propagation of short wave-length modes of a scalar field ϕ in a
general medium provided by a background configuration of the same field or other matter
fields ΨI and gravity gµν . This leads to notions of an acoustic metric along with its associated
characteristic surfaces, cones of influence and dispersion relations. Here we follow the general
consideration from [47, 68, 70–73].

Our general setup comprises some spacetime metric gµν , the dynamics of which is con-
trolled by the theory of gravity, which can be Einstein’s general relativity (GR) or some
modified gravity. Following the well-established tradition, we call the null-cone (also some-
times called isotropic cone) of this spacetime metric gµν the light cone and call the speed of
propagation along this cone as the speed of light which we normalise to unity. However, the
reader should keep in mind that while in the case of vanishing backgrounds ϕ, ΨI including
the electromagnetic field and spacetime curvature, light must propagate on this light cone,
on a general background this might no longer be the case. We assume that observers which
only interact with gravity move on geodesics of gµν and that at least some degrees of freedom
do propagate on the light cone.1

We do not specify the theory of ϕ yet, only assuming that the equations of motion
for all fields involved are second-order in derivatives. For instance, this theory could be k-
essence [2, 3, 74], more general kinetic gravity braiding [5] or ϕ can be non-minimally coupled
through derivatives to other fields such as the electromagnetic tensor, see e.g. [75] and for
more recent works e.g. [76, 77]. The background ϕ̄(xµ) or backgrounds of other fields Ψ̄I(xµ)
will in general be not Lorentz invariant and therefore small fluctuations π = δϕ around it can
propagate at speeds different to the speed of light even in the massless (i.e. gapless) case. One
can understand this as a propagation in an effective acoustic spacetime which has essentially
all the features of the standard one from the point of view of geometry and geodesics. As we
will demonstrate, we are dealing with a theory with multiple metrics. We presume that both
the background solution ϕ̄ and the perturbed one ϕ = ϕ̄+ π satisfy the equations of motion
as do the other fields involved. We can include gravity and ϕ and all other fields as elements
of ΨI = Ψ̄I + πI , so that πI = (π, ψI).

Assuming that the perturbations are small and vary on scales much shorter than the
background we can employ the standard eikonal approximation,

πI = ℜ AI(x) exp(iS(x)/ϵ) , (2.1)

where ℜ means that we take the real part only. In this ansatz the auxiliary parameter ϵ
is then taken sufficiently close to the limit ϵ → 0, to allow us to assume that AI(x) varies
slowly compared to the phase. In the formal limit ϵ → 0, the surfaces S = const are
the characteristic surfaces (or wavefronts) for this linearized system. At the leading order,

1In a situations when gµν is demoted from its usual physical meaning, for instance, when no degrees of
freedom propagate along its light cone, or when no Lorentz invariant vacuum is available, or when observers
are coupled not to gµν but something else, one could use as a fiducial metric the effective metric of some other
degree of freedom.
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O(ϵ−2), the condition that one can find AI(x) from the linearized system of second order
PDE reads

det
(
PIJµν∂µS∂νS

)
= 0 , (2.2)

where PIJµν∂µ∂ν is the so-called principal symbol of the second order differential operator
of the linearized system of equations of motion. In many physically interesting cases, either
for particular backgrounds, or even for all backgrounds as it is in kinetic gravity braiding (as
it was demonstrated in [5]) , equation (2.2) factorises into a product of terms like

Zµν∂µS∂νS = 0 , (2.3)

where Zµν is a tensor formed from functions of the background configurations of the spacetime
metric, the scalar, all other fields and their derivatives. In the rest of the paper we consider
this factorisable situation assuming it is applicable for the fluctuations of the scalar field
under consideration π. For a more mathematically inclined discussion of the non-factorisable
case see [68]. As we will discuss here, Zµν really acts as an (inverse or contravariant) metric
for the fluctuations π.

Our main goal is to concentrate on this physically relevant, but still relatively simple,
case of one factorised scalar degree of freedom to achieve a maximally transparent and phys-
ically intuitive discussion. Other factorised degrees of freedom can be added by induction.
Also note that any tensor conformally related to Zµν is equivalent from the point of view of
eq. (2.3). We will discuss the choice of proper normalisation later, but it has no influence on
most of the discussion in this paper.

We can associate a momentum covector to the characteristic surface,2

Pµ = ∂µS . (2.4)

The momentum Pµ is then a null covector for the inverse metric, and the surface

ZµνPµPν = 0 (2.5)

is a null surface of constant phase S.
We can recover the direction travel of constant-phase surfaces, and therefore the phase

four-velocity, by requiring that on some curve parameterised by λ (the ray)

0 = dS = ∂µS dxµ

dλ
dλ . (2.6)

Thus Pµ dx
µ/dλ = 0 and the constant phase surface with momentum Pµ moves in the

direction dxµ/dλ orthogonal to Pµ. We demand that for any Pµ there be a unique ray,
requiring a linear relationship dxµ/dλ = MµνPν with some non-degenerateMµν . By Eq. (2.3)
one obtains3 that Mµν ∝ Zµν and the conformal factor can be set correctly by the judicious
choice of the λ as an affine parameter. We can thus define the ray vector

dxµ

dλ
= Nµ ≡ ZµνPν , so that NµPµ = 0 . (2.7)

2Strictly speaking, the momentum should be ∂µS/ϵ but the auxiliary parameter ϵ is only used to keep
track of orders of expansion and can be set to unity after that.

3If this proportionality condition were not satisfied, the momentum Pµ would satisfy two independent
quadratic equations which would overconstrain the system.
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In particular, a phonon, as we colloquially call the quasiparticle which is a quantum of
the perturbation π, has four-velocity Nµ and four-momentum Pµ. When this standard
construction is carried out for electromagnetism in vacuum, gµν appears instead of Zµν and
for a light wave with momentum pµ, the ray vector is pµ = gµνpν . The orthogonality of the
ray and the momentum for light is just the statement that the momentum is null, pµpµ = 0
and the ray is just the Poynting vector of the electromagnetic wave.

Instead here, the vectors Nµ and Pµ are not coincident and we have the statement of
orthogonality for NµPµ = 0. Thus, if one of the two vectors is timelike with respect to gµν ,
the other is spacelike. In fact the orthogonality conditions can be interpreted as a kind of
on-shell condition, defining the direction of travel Nµ of a momentum mode Pµ. Propagation
is subluminal provided Nµ is g-timelike4

gµνN
µNν < 0 , (2.8)

while superluminal propagation is described by g-spacelike wave four-velocities

gµνN
µNν > 0 . (2.9)

We stress that owing to Eq. (2.6) the four-momentum Pµ is necessarily g-spacelike for the
usual subluminal propagation.

When the second metric is introduced, there are now two structures mapping vectors
to covectors and one needs to be careful with notation. In this paper, we will always raise
and lower indices using the spacetime metric gµν and its inverse, gµν , as per usual. It can
easily be seen that Zµν = gµαgνβZ

αβ is not the inverse of Zµν . Rather, provided that Zµν is
not degenerate, a new tensor Sµν exists with

ZµρSρν = δµ
ν , (2.10)

and the pair Sµν/Z
µν give an alternative to gµν/g

µν to assign dual one forms (covectors) to
vectors and vice versa. With the definition (2.10), the equation for Pµ (2.5) can be rewritten
as an equation for the rays Nµ,

SµνN
µNν = 0 . (2.11)

The rays are null vectors of Sµν , while the momenta are null covectors of Zµν . As we will
see, the respective null surfaces form cones which are distinct from the point of view of the
spacetime — to distinguish them, we will call them the ray cone or N-cone (2.11) and the
momentum cone or P-cone (2.5) respectively . In the end, both of the acoustic cones encode
the same information, which we will demonstrate.

We also need to be careful about specifying the meaning of timelike, spacelike and null.
We will use the prefix g-, Z- and S- (e.g. Z-timelike) to specify with respect to which metric
the (co)-vectors are timelike/spacelike. Introducing Sµν gives a simple formula

Pµ = Sµν N
ν , (2.12)

inverting the relation (2.7). Later we are going to illustrate our results plotting Nµ and

Pµ = Sµ
ν N

ν , (2.13)

so that the linear operator Sµ
ν can be thought of as playing the role of an effective mass tensor

relating four-velocity with canonical four-momentum even for gapless waves. We discuss this
tensor in section 3.1, showing that detSµ

ν > 0 is required for the existence of acoustic cones.
4We work in the (− + ++) signature for the spacetime metric gµν .

– 6 –



2.2 Acoustic geodesics and nonmetricity
Let us now make the claim that Sµν/Z

µν are really an (inverse) metric more concrete by
illustrating that we can replicate the whole geometrical machinery of general relativity.

We can define a covariant derivative compatible with Zµν and give it a torsion-free
connection; ∇αZ

µν = 0 (e.g. [78])5 Applying this acoustic covariant derivative to (2.5), we
obtain two equations as an analogue of the geodesic equation,6

Nµ∇µN
λ = 0 and Nµ∇µPν = 0 , (2.14)

where we have used the fact that Pµ is a derivative of a scalar and multiplied by Zλν to
obtain the first equation from the second. We should interpret the first equation (2.14)
as meaning that the ray vectors are parallel transported along themselves and therefore,
when integrated, give the Z-null geodesics of the acoustic metric Zµν . The second equation
implies that momentum covectors are parallel transported in Zµν along their associated rays.
Note that there are no such equations for the momentum vector Pµ = gµνPν or for parallel
transport along Pµ.

Using the standard procedure for metric-compatible connections, we can find an explicit
expression for the acoustic Christoffel symbols in the derivative ∇µ

Γα
µν = 1

2Z
αβ (∂µSβν + ∂νSµβ − ∂βSµν) . (2.15)

The difference between the acoustic and the usual Christoffel symbols is given by the dis-
formation tensor7

Lα
µν = Γα

µν − Γα
µν = 1

2Z
αβ (∇µSβν + ∇νSβµ − ∇βSµν) , (2.16)

where ∇µ is the usual covariant derivative compatible with the gravitational spacetime metric:
∇αgµν = 0. On the other hand, the derivative ∇µ is not compatible with the spacetime metric
and gives the nonmetricity tensor Qαµν according to

∇αgµν = Qαµν = −Lµ αν − Lν αµ . (2.17)

Following [80, 81], we expand the acoustic nonmetricity tensor into

Qαµν = gµνWα + ��Qαµν , (2.18)

where ��Qαµν is trace-free in indices µ, ν and Wα denotes the Weyl vector

Wα = 1
4g

µν∇αgµν . (2.19)

The acoustic nonmetricity in (2.17) has

Wα = −1
4Z

µν∇αSµν = −1
4∂α ln

∣∣∣detSν
µ

∣∣∣ , (2.20)

5Compatibility with Zµν implies compatibility with Sµν .
6In the lowest order in eikonal approximation, we know the acoustic metric only up to a conformal factor

Ω. This factor Sαβ → ΩSαβ would change the affinely parametrised geodesic equations (2.14) to the generic,
non-affine parametrisation Nν∇νNβ = −Nβ Nν∂νΩ, with the acoustic null vector still transported parallel
to itself, c.f. [79, pg. 7].

7Note that acoustic geodesics generically do not map to the usual spacetime geodesics, as Nν∇νNβ =
Nν∇νNβ + NνLβ

ναNα so that Nν∇νNβ = −NνLβ
ναNα and generically Nµ is not transported parallel to

itself in the usual spacetime sense.
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where Sα
β is defined8 in eq. (2.13). An implication of eq. (2.20) is the simple relation between

the acoustic and spacetime divergences of a vector:

∇µV
µ = 1√

detSα
β

∇µ

(√
detSα

β V
µ
)
. (2.21)

We can continue this geodetic picture by deriving the geodesic deviation equation —
again, the equation only exists for the closely separated geodesics with tangent ray vectors
Nµ and separation vector ξµ, and not for Pµ. The derivation proceeds as usual, giving

Nµ∇µ

(
Nν∇νξ

α
)

= R[Z]αµνβN
µNνξβ, (2.22)

with R[Z]αµνβ the Riemann curvature tensor of the Sµν/Zµν metric formed from Christoffel
symbols defined by eq. (2.15).

2.3 Acoustic metric signature: hyperbolicity and ghosts

If Zµν is to be a metric, it must be non-degenerate and therefore the consideration for Sµν

is equivalent. To describe a causal structure a metric must have Lorentzian signature. The
same is required to allow for a well-posed formulation of the Cauchy problem, i.e. for the
initial value problem (IVP) for ϕ. This is necessary so that the differential operator describing
the propagation of perturbations be hyperbolic. This is then equivalent to the existence of
cones of influence. We will recover this standard result for the spacetime metric also for
the acoustic spacetime setting up the discussion without making reference to the spacetime
metric.

Let us choose an arbitrary vector Uµ. We only require that it not be null with respect
to Sµν and we do not normalise it. We associate a covector uµ to it,

uµ ≡ SµνU
µ , SµνU

µUν = −α ̸= 0 , (2.23)

We can now define a projector

⊥µ
ν = δµ

ν + Uµuν

α
, (2.24)

onto a subspace orthogonal to Uµ and the associated induced inverse metric on this subspace,
∆µν = Zαβ⊥µ

α⊥ν
β. To be specific, this hypersurface is orthogonal in the Z-metric

∆µν ≡ Zµν + UµUν

α
, ⊥µ

ν ≡ ∆µλ
Sλν . (2.25)

where the expressions here allow for the arbitrary normalisation of Uµ.
The momentum covector can be decomposed,

Pµ = ωZ

α
uµ +Kµ , with Kµ ≡ ⊥ν

µPν , (2.26)

8It is important to stress that detSµ
ν ≡ εαβγσεα′β′γ′σ′ Sα′

α Sβ′

β Sγ′
γ Sσ′

σ /4! is a scalar quantity, contrary to
detSµν ≡ −g εαβγσεα′β′γ′σ′

Sαα′ Sββ′ Sγγ′ Sσσ′ /4!, where εαβγσ denotes the totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita
tensor, and as usual g = det gµν see e.g. [70, pg. 250].
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and we can carry this through to the characteristic equation (2.3),

ZµνPµPν = − 1
α

(
ω2

Z − α∆µν
KµKν

)
= 0 . (2.27)

If there exists any such vector Uµ that the tensor α∆µν is positive definite then the char-
acteristic surface described by (2.27) is a cone. This is only possible if the signature of the
acoustic metric is Lorentzian — (3, 1) or (1, 3) — and then Uµ is S-timelike. Equivalently,
uµ is Z-timelike, a covector lying inside the cone.9

Since Zµν and Sµν are inverses, they have the same signature. We are nonetheless still
left with two possible hyperbolic signatures. We define the ghost as having the acoustic metric
Zµν of the opposite signature to the one of the fiducial spacelike metric gµν . We assume that,
at least some standard healthy degrees of freedom propagate in the usual spacetime metric,
for lack of a better term we call such a standard degree of freedom – a non-ghost. Which one
is which is a just convention, but for this paper:

• Signature (3,1) (mostly plus) represents a healthy degree of freedom,

• Signature (1,3) (mostly minus) is the invariant definition of a ghost.

For both of these cases, and only for these cases, the determinant of the metric Z (and S) is
negative and the null surface (2.27) is a cone and causal evolution is possible.

The null surfaces of metrics with other signatures are not cones. Usually this sort
of pathological situation is referred to as a gradient instability. It means the differential
operator is no longer hyperbolic and the system cannot be solved as an initial value prob-
lem. Attempting to do so leads to exponentially growing modes which rapidly dominate the
solution.

The cone eq. (2.27) is quadratic in ωZ — there are two roots which build the two nappes
of the cone – the future and past. In the Z-frame one root is positive and one negative. If
two acoustic metrics differ only by the overall sign (implying a switch of signatures between
(3,1) and (1,3)), the cones are the same. The difference is that since Nµ = ZµνPν , the upper
nappe of the ray cone is mapped by the acoustic metric to the lower nappe of the P-cone for
a ghost, as opposed to the the upper-to-upper mapping for a non-ghost. This is a Lorentz-
invariant geometrical statement valid in any frame and we propose should be considered the
defining difference between ghosts and non-ghosts. Since they have acoustic cones, ghosts
are proper dynamical degrees of freedom with normal causal evolution — it is only that their
four-momenta are taken from the nappe opposite to that of the non-ghosts.

In solving the Cauchy problem and in any consideration of causality, one has to select
the as future one of the nappes of the ray cone.10 For a single isolated degree of freedom, any
such choice is fine. Whatever we call the future also defines, through the acoustic metric, the
choice of relevant future nappe of the P-cone and therefore the sign of energies of the modes.

However, in the presence of a second metric, e.g. the spacetime metric gµν and other
matter fields propagating in it, the choice of future must be consistent between all the degrees

9Note that we are not guaranteed that α > 0 even when Uµ is S-timelike — this depends on which of the
two Lorentzian signatures S/Z-have.

10Note that any two distinct S-null vectors Nµ
1 and Nµ

2 belonging to the same nappe of their cone have a
negative product in acoustic geometry, i.e. SµνNµ

1 Nν
2 < 0, for non-ghosts. Conversely, SµνNµ

1 Nν
2 > 0 implies

that the vectors lie in opposite nappes. By the maps (2.7) and (2.12), these inequalities apply also to the
covectors P1,2µ and their metric Zµν in the same manner. For ghosts, these inequalities are reversed.
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of freedom. Thus one is forced to designate as the future nappe of the acoustic N-cone that
cone half which has overlap with what is designated as the future nappe of the light cone.
Then the mapping between the P-cone and ray-cone nappes through the acoustic metric,
determines also the relative energies of the modes of the different degrees of freedom and
makes ghosts have physical implications. A situation in which the ray cone overlaps both
nappes is acausal (see section 3.2). On the other hand, if the N-cone does not overlap with the
light cone at all, one cannot uniquely select the future nappe and there are two non-equivalent
time orientations (see section 3.4).

The covector uµ defined in eq. (2.23) describes a surface Σu, uµ = ∂µΣu with induced
metric ∆µν . For Lorentzian Zµν , if Σu is Z-spacelike, i.e. outside of the cone, it provides
a spatial hypersurface on which initial values can be set up for the Cauchy problem. We
will use the shorthand that uµ is a good Cauchy frame for the scalar when this is the case,
i.e. whenever in eq. (2.27) the tensor

Zµν
2 ≡ α∆µν = Zµαuα Z

νβuβ − (Zαβuαuβ)Zµν ≻ 0 , (2.28)

where we use the symbol ≻ to mean positive definite. This condition is quadratic in Zµν and
therefore not sensitive to the overall sign of the metric. (2.28) is purely spatial with respect
to uµ: Zµν

2 uµ = 0. This tensor was obtained in [82] as a test for gradient instabilities — see
our discussion on page 20.

We stress that unless we already know the signature, one cannot identify which of the
directions is timelike by testing the norm of just one of the vectors. Absent prior knowledge
of the ghost status of the background, we have to first determine whether we are in a good
Cauchy frame, and therefore whether ∆µν is spatial or not, and only then check for ghostness.

2.4 Action and the acoustic energy-momentum tensor

Let us illustrate our construction. Given a local action S[ΨI ] describing the dynamics of the
fields ΨI containing no higher than their second derivatives, we obtain as the equations of
motion a system,

EI(∇∇ΨJ ,∇ΨJ ,ΨJ) = 0 . (2.29)

Linearising the above and potentially performing the diagonalisation of the kinetic term as
discussed around eq. (2.3) yields for the fluctuation of the scalar field:

Z̃µν∇µ∇νπ + V µ
π ∇µπ +M2

ππ = V µ
J ∇µψJ + µJψJ , (2.30)

where the tensors Z̃µν , V µ
π , M2

π , V µ
J and µJ depend on background quantities only and the

fields ψJ represent the small fluctuations of the other degrees of freedom, while ∇µ is the
usual covariant derivative compatible with the spacetime metric gµν . Since equation (2.30)
originates from a local action, then V µ

π can only be of the form11

V µ
π = ∇νZ̃

µν , (2.31)

which we will assume from here on.
11For timelike V µ

π this term is similar to friction, which from an action can only appear as fictitious, related
to an explicit time-dependence of the kinetic term, i.e. the metric, like it is the case in cosmology. Otherwise
one cannot obtain friction from the usual local action.
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We are free to change the normalisation of Z̃µν by an overall background-dependent
conformal rescaling without changing the leading eikonal approximation (2.5) along with
causality and stability. When Z̃µν is Lorentzian and non-singular, choosing

Zµν ≡ (det Z̃α
β )−1/2Z̃µν , or equivalently Z̃µν = (detZα

β )−1/2Zµν , (2.32)

we rewrite the equation of motion for perturbations (2.30) as a sourced (or mixed) Klein-
Gordon equation

□π +M
2
π = V

µ
J∇µψJ + µJψJ , (2.33)

where □ ≡ Zµν∇µ∇ν being the d’Alembert operator in the curved acoustic spacetime, with
acoustic covariant derivative ∇µ compatible with the new acoustic metric Zµν . Here the
barred quantities are rescaled by the scalar

√
detZµ

ν as M2 =
√

detZµ
ν M2

π , etc.
In what follows, we will deal mostly with the high-frequency limit of the dynamics.

The choice of normalisation Zµν does not affect the conclusions. The effective background
dependent mass M2 and mixing terms on the right of eq. (2.33) do not contribute in this
limit. However, the V µ

J and µJ terms would lead to the quasiparticle oscillations (similar to
neutrino oscillations in Standard Model) between phonon π and other species ψJ . This would
result in the non-conservation of flux. At the subleading order in eikonal, beyond geometric
optics, both the effective mass M2 and the mixing terms µJ and V

µ
J would contribute.

To simplify our discussion and to concentrate on acoustic geometry let us neglect these
terms. In this simplified case equation of motion (2.33) arises from the quadratic action for
fluctuations,

S2 = −1
2

∫
d4x

√
−S Zµν ∂µπ ∂νπ , (2.34)

where as usual S ≡ det(Sµν) is the metric determinant of the Lorentzian covariant acoustic
metric. This action is still interesting for physical applications. In particular, it is well known
that fluctuations in gapless k-essence/P (X) are described by this action, see e.g. [58] and
older papers for irrotational superfluid [72, 83]. Moreover, cosmological scalar perturbations
of general, not only shift-symmetric, kinetic gravity braiding are also described12 in this way,
see e.g. [85]. Clearly the equation of motion in this case is just a wave equation

□π ≡ Zµν∇µ∇νπ = 0 . (2.35)

On the other hand, by varying this action with respect to the acoustic metric13, we can
obtain an acoustic energy-momentum tensor (EMT) [72]:

Tµν = − 2√
−S

δS2
δZµν

= ∂µπ∂νπ − 1
2SµνZ

αβ∂απ∂βπ , (2.36)

where we have used δZ = −ZSµνδZ
µν . One needs to be careful with raising and lowering

indices here, so we are using the notation

Tµν ≡ SµλTλ
ν , and Tµν ≡ ZµλTν

λ . (2.37)

It is the tensor Tµ
ν that would be obtained through the Noether procedure (see [66]) and it

is the one which, on equations of motion, is covariantly conserved with respect to ∇µ,

∇µTµ
ν = □π ∂νπ = 0 . (2.38)

12The factorisation and the description above may fail, see e.g. [84]
13Even though Zµν is not our dynamical variable.

– 11 –



Notice that the form of the EMT is as for a canonical scalar field with the complications
of the background and non-linear kinetic terms appearing only through the acoustic metric.
The dynamics for small fluctuations in arbitrary scalar-field theories is as for a canonical
scalar field with the space-time metric replaced with the acoustic metric.

This result implies that in regions where Zµν is constant, there is symmetry with respect
to time and spatial translations and therefore the momentum and energy of the fluctuations
π is conserved. This is equivalent to the situation in curved spacetime where quantities such
as momenta and energy are conserved only in regions where the metric gµν can be taken as
constant (or it has Killing vectors with their associated conserved charges).

It should be stressed that the covariant conservation of acoustic EMT using ∇µ gener-
ically does not imply conservation of acoustic EMT with respect to ∇µ. Indeed, using (2.16)
on equation of motion (2.38), the spacetime non-conservation of the acoustic EMT reads

∇µTµ
ν = 1

2Z
αβ (Tµ

α ∇νSβµ − Tµ
ν ∇µSαβ) . (2.39)

However, in the presence of symmetries of the acoustic metric, the covariant acoustic conser-
vation of the corresponding current implies also the usual spacetime covariant conservation,
see eq. (3.47).

Given the rederivation of the all the standard GR machinery for Zµν , we are really
dealing with a theory with two metrics: (i) gµν/g

µν , and (ii) Sµν/Z
µν (inequivalent tensors

with respect to gµν , but really just a metric and its inverse).

Descending in (2.35) to the next order in the eikonal approximation (2.1), O(ϵ−1), we
obtain an equation for the amplitude A

Nµ∂µ |A|2 + ∇µN
µ |A|2 = 0 , (2.40)

which is just a statement of flux conservation in the acoustic metric — the change in the
intensity |A|2 along the direction of propagation Nµ is determined by the divergence of
the bundle of rays in the acoustic metric Zµν . In the eikonal approach, the amplitude
is transported with a material derivative containing the group velocity for the wave (see
e.g. [86, pg. 367]). Since in eq. (2.40) we have the same Nµ∇µ as for momentum transport
(2.14), the phase and group velocities are always equal. Let us remark here that while the
normalisation of Zµν does not influence the speed of propagation and causality, since the
integral curves of Nµ are independent of it, it does seemingly affect the conservation of the
flux, since Nµ is inside the derivative in eq. (2.40). However, a change of normalisation is a
background-dependent conformal transformation of the acoustic metric (2.32) also requires
the redefinition of the acoustic covariant derivative ∇µ. We then obtain an equation with
the same form as eq. (2.40) for a different amplitude. In fact, since the non-metricity is
Weyl-integrable, eq. (2.20), we can exchange the amplitude for a charge density ρ which is
conserved in the spacetime itself, while moving along the acoustic geodesics Nµ,14

∇µ(ρNµ) = 0 , where ρ ≡
√

det(Sα
β )|A|2 . (2.41)

In general cases, even if the principal symbol factorises at O(ϵ−2) and a diagonal basis
for the fields ΨI can be picked, the flux-conservation equation from O(ϵ−1) may remain

14We note that the velocity vector in the conserved current, Nµ, is not normalised, contrary to the usual
practice. This makes the equation agnostic as to its norm in the spacetime gµνNµNν which could even vanish.
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mixed (e.g. see the recent work in refs [87, 88]). The flux in (2.40) would then be not quite
conserved without affecting the stability and causality arguments of this paper.

Since eq. (2.41) is the high-frequency approximation to (2.35) which is in turn an ap-
proximation to the perturbed equation of motion (2.33), ρNµ is just the shift current carried
by small fluctuations in the high-frequency limit and approximately conserved whenever the
effective mass M2 and mixing terms in eq. (2.33) can be neglected, though ρ is not the shift
charge.

For a discussion of the physics of the lowest order in eikonal, beyond geometrical optics,
and the complications arising from kinetic and mass mixing see e.g. [88].

3 Acousic physics: Causality, Stability and Horizons

We now turn to the core of this paper: the geometry of the acoustic cone from the point
of view of some observer which defines their frames and coordinates with respect to the
spacetime metric gµν . In the natural Z-frame we defined in eq. (2.24), the acoustic cone is
isotropic and the discussion usually applied to the spacetime metric is valid. We shall see
that introducing a second metric uncovers new features.

We will begin by discussing what an observer would see, in particular showing that from
their point of view — in the g-frame defined by the spacetime metric and the four-velocity
of the chosen observer — the ray cone and the P-cone are no longer the same surface — for
example, if one is g-spacelike, the other is g-timelike. We discuss the dispersion relation as
perceived by the observer and the phase velocities of the wave fronts as resulting from the
geometry of these cones.

The two cones are nonetheless dual to each other and their geometry encodes the same
information. We demonstrate that the good choice of frame in which information propagates
only into the future is equivalent to requiring that the P-cones cover the spatial hypersurface,
i.e. the energy is real for a mode with arbitrary spatial momentum. This choice of a good
Cauchy surface allows us to determine in the standard manner if the scalar is a ghost. We
then discuss the relation of this frame to the boundedness of the Hamiltonian for fluctuations.

In the g-frame, there is a separate set of conditions which determine whether information
can propagate in all the directions of the spatial hypersurface — whether or not sound
horizons of the scalar are present for an observer. We prove that this is equivalent to having
negative-energy modes be available to this observer. The production of Cherenkov radiation
becomes possible in the frame in which there is a sound horizon.

3.1 The acoustic metric and an observer

Let us introduce an observer with four velocity uµ, associated to the usual matter sector —
this means that we will normalise uµ using the spacetime metric in the usual way gµνu

µuν =
−1. We then have the usual projector onto this observer’s spatial hypersurface

hµ
ν ≡ δµ

ν + uµuν . (3.1)

We can now decompose the momentum and ray vectors analogously to (2.26),

Pµ = ωuµ + kµ , kµ = hν
µPν , (3.2)

Nµ = ℧uµ + rµ , rµ = hµ
νN

ν ,

– 13 –



Figure 1: Relative geometry of the acoustic cones with respect to the light cone in the rest frame of an
isotropic medium with a subluminal sound speed. (a) The light cone is in green. The acoustic ray cone in
orange is inside the light cone and is centred on the observer’s worldline uµ in this frame. A selection of
ray vectors is highlighted on the future nappe of the ray cone. In dark blue we plot the cone formed by the
momentum vectors P µ = gµνPν . The P-cone ig-spacelike and also centred on uµ in this frame. We have
highlighted some momenta in the upper nappe of the P-cone corresponding to the future-facing ray vectors
— the association between these two nappes implies that the scalar is not a ghost. (a) Phase velocity of light
rays (green) and the outgoing scalar modes (orange) plotted as the change in the position of a wavefront in the
chosen frame. The medium is at rest for the observer, so the phase velocity is isotropic around the origin. (c)
Wave-vector surface (nµ, see eq. (3.6)) for the observer at rest: light in green, scalar in blue. The momentum
vectors are spacelike for subluminal sound speeds and centred on the observer. All wave vectors come from
the upper P-nappe for a non-ghost scalar.

(a)

(b)

(c)

with ω the frequency of the mode with four momentum Pµ as would be measured by an
observer with uµ. Thus, the corresponding phonon has energy ω and spatial momentum
kµ.15 For the ray, ℧ gives the time from the point of view of uµ at which the front passes
the point given by the spatial vector rµ.

We can similarly decompose the characteristic equation (2.5), to obtain the explicit
dispersion relation as seen in the frame uµ as its roots, ω±(k).

ω±(kµ) = −Zuνkν

Zuu
∓

√
Zµν

2 kµkν

Zuu
. (3.3)

15Throughout the paper we use Planck units ℏ = c = GN = 1.
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We have used the index u to signify contracting with uµ, so that Zuu ≡ Zµνuµuν = −α.
Note the appearance of Zµν

2 , defined in eq. (2.28), in the square root.
Moreover, we would like to emphasise that Zµν

2 is quadratic in components of Zµν

therefore ω±(k) is invariant under conformal transformations Zµν → ΩZµν . This property
is crucial as ω± is a physical observable, while the acoustic metric in most cases can only be
found up to a conformal factor in the leading eikonal approximation. On the other hand,
the frequency is a first degree homogeneous function of spatial momenta, as ω±(λ2kµ) =
λ2ω±(kµ). This is also a physically crucial property, as due to the scaling symmetry of the
leading eikonal approximation the four-momenta Pµ are also defined only up to rescaling

Pµ → λ2Pµ . (3.4)

The good Cauchy condition (2.28) guarantees that there is a real solution ω± for any spatial
momentum kµ. We discuss how this is related to the usual notion of a Cauchy surface in
section 3.2.

For a wave with ray Nµ we can then define the speed of the wave relative to the observer
or the phase three-velocity as

vµ
p ≡ Nνhµ

ν

−Nαuα
= rµ

℧
. (3.5)

This may seem non-standard, but as opposed to the usual phase-velocity definition from the
dispersion relation, ω(k)/k, vµ

p is a tensor and transforms appropriately even when the speed
of the waves is superluminal. The phase velocity is relative to an observer uµ, but this is
the desired physical property. It can be checked that for light, with lµ a g-null ray vector,
gµνv

µ
p (l)vν

p(l) = 1 with this definition, and therefore the phase velocity is the speed of light
for every observer, as it should be (see the discussion around eq. (3.20)).

In analogy with eq. (3.5), we can also define a similar object based on the momentum
four-covector,

nµ ≡
hν

µPν

−uαPα
= kµ

ω
, (3.6)

for which the on-shell condition NµPµ = 0 gives vµ
pnµ = 1. nµ gives the wave-vector surface

in three dimensions, equivalent to the dispersion relation, and can also be seen as a direction-
dependent refractive index. In fact this object is the key quantity in theory of propagation of
electromagnetic waves in anisotropic media, see [89, pg. 334]. While these observer-dependent
objects are the ones usually discussed in wave optics, and are proper tensors, they nonetheless
transform non-trivially under a change of observer. As a result, operations such as addition
of three-velocities are not particularly natural.

It is worth mentioning that the phase velocity vµ
p and the direction-depended refract-

ive index nµ are both physical observables and are independent of the rescaling of four-
momentum Pµ (3.4) and of a similar rescaling of the rays Nµ.

Again using the decompositions (3.2) and the on-shell condition NµPµ = 0 we have that
an observer uµ would see the rays and momenta as

rµkµ = ω℧ . (3.7)

In general it is possible for the phase velocity to have an antiparallel component to the mode’s
momentum, vµ

pkµ < 0. This occurs whenever the energy of the mode is negative in the frame
of the observer, ω < 0 (see section 3.4) or the mode’s ray points toward the past, ℧ < 0 (see
the section on bad Cauchy frames 3.2). Note that changing the signature of Zµν to a ghost
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one does not change any of these properties — for the same ray vector, both the energy ω
and the spatial momentum kµ are reversed and therefore the phase velocity is the same as
for the healthy mode. We illustrate a simple configuration of the P- and ray cones in fig. 1.

With the definition of phase velocity (3.5), the operator Nµ∇µ in the equation for
transport of momentum (2.14) can be reinterpreted as a material derivative for the phase in
the frame of the observer uµ, with the phase velocity playing the role of the flow velocity,

Nµ∇µ = ℧
(
uµ∇µ + vµ

p∇µ

)
. (3.8)

When Zµν is sufficiently constant, the covariant derivatives reduce to partial derivatives and
we recover the standard expression for a material derivative.

With the projector (3.1) and definition (2.28), we can also rewrite the tensor ∆µν as

∆µν = −Zµν
2

Zuu
=
(
Zαβ − ZuαZuβ

Zuu

)
hµ

αh
ν
β . (3.9)

We can see that, in the g-frame, ∆µν and Zµν
2 are spatial and that ∆µν is in fact the Schur

complement of the uµuν block of the metric Zµν . This observation allows us to use some
standard results for determinants and inverses, in particular,

detZµν = Zuudetu∆µν = −(Zuu)−2detuZµν
2 . (3.10)

where detu signifies that the determinant is taken in the three-dimensional subspace ortho-
gonal to uµ.

The General Acoustic Metric Given the g-timelike uµ, any general symmetric (2,0)
tensor including the acoustic metric Zµν can be decomposed as

Zµν = −Duµuν + Chµν − uµqν − uνqµ + σµν , (3.11)

with, a spatial vector uµq
µ = 0 with norm q2 ≡ qµq

µ ≥ 0 and a symmetric, spatial and
traceless tensor σµν , uµσµν = σµ

µ = 0. While this construction may appear unnecessarily
general, all of these terms are present in the acoustic metric of the kinetic gravity braid-
ing scalar-tensor theory even in the natural unitary-gauge coordinates (see section 5.3) and
therefore can be concretely realised. This is a well-defined set of models featuring consistent
backgrounds for which it is not possible to boost to the rest frame of the medium, where qµ

vanishes. We need the fully relativistic approach proposed here to understand such cases.
Using decomposition (3.11), we can rewrite the characteristic equation (2.5) as a direct

analogue of the Fresnel equation for the refractive index (3.6) as used in crystal optics, see
[89, pg. 334],

(Chµν + σµν)nµnν + 2nµq
µ = D , (3.12)

which implicitly defines the dispersion relation. It is interesting to note that due to the
“drag” qµ this Fresnel equation possesses a linear term in refractive index nµ. This linear
term can be removed by the shift nµ = n̄µ + cµ, provided det (Zµν

2 − qµqν) ̸= 0.
We can define a matrix

Zµ
ν ≡ Zµαgνα , Sµ

ν = (Z−1)µ
ν (3.13)

– 16 –



which is an operator and has the advantage that its determinant transforms as a scalar.16

Then since detZµ
ν = g det(Zµν), if gµν is Lorentzian and itself has cones as characteristic

surfaces, then the requirement of the existence of the acoustic cone discussed in section 2.3
is equivalent to17

detZµ
ν > 0 . (3.14)

with the determinant for the general acoustic metric given by

det(Zµ
ν ) =DC3 + C2q2 − 1

2(q2 + CD)σµνσµν+ (3.15)

+ 1
3Dσ

µνσρ
µσρν + qµqν

(
σρ

µσρν − Cσµν

)
.

We also have the relation det(Sµ
ν ) det(Zα

β ) = 1. We will henceforth assume that acoustic
cones exist and therefore condition (3.14) is satisfied.

In the frame uµ we then have

Zµν
2 = D (Chµν + σµν) + qµqν , (3.16)

and the dispersion relation (3.3) becomes

ω± = qµkµ

D
±

√
Zµν

2 kµkν

D
. (3.17)

We then have for the phase velocity

vµ
p = Ckµ + σµνkν + ωqµ

ωD + qαkα
= qµ

D
± Zµν

2 kν

D
√

Zαβ
2 kαkβ

. (3.18)

We can also recover this phase three-velocity from the usual definition of the group-velocity,
vµ

gr, when starting from the dispersion relation (3.3),

vµ
gr ≡ ∂ω(k)

∂kµ
= vµ

p . (3.19)

As discussed on page 12, the group velocity for this class of theories is equal to the phase
velocity since they are dispersionless and we see this result here. The presence of the tensor
σµν or/and the “drag” qµ makes the phase velocity deviate from the direction of kµ. Only
for such media and in such frames where both qµ and σµν vanish, one obtains from (3.18)
and (3.17) that

vµ
p = ω(k)hµνkν

hαβkαkβ
= ω(k)

k

kµ

k
, (3.20)

16We note the apparent similarity of this matrix to the combination gµλfλν the square root of which appears
as the fundamental new object in massive gravity [90] and in bimetric theory [91]

17In principle gµν could be singular, while Zµν is not, in which case, the determinant (3.14) would diverge
and yet this would not signify an issue for Zµν . For the purpose of this work, we are interested in spacetimes
without singularities, so we will not complicate the discussion to include such edge cases.
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recovering the often used definition of the phase velocity. In particular, even for perfect fluids
this restricted expression (3.20) works only in comoving frames. Following the standard solid-
state physics approach, see e.g. [92, pg. 33], one can also define the “reciprocal effective mass
tensor” as (

M−1
)µν

≡ ∂2ω±
∂kµ∂kν

=
∂vµ

gr
∂kν

= ±

(
Zµν

2 Zαβ
2 − Zµα

2 Zνβ
2

)
kαkβ

D
(
Zαβ

2 kαkβ

)3/2 . (3.21)

Contrary to the “effective mass” eq. (2.13), this tensor is responsible for the inertia of the
phonon in case an external force acts to influence its motion. It is worth noting that this
tensor is (i) obviously symmetric, (ii) purely spatial

(
M−1)µν

uν = 0 due to (2.28), (iii)
transverse

(
M−1)µν

kν = 0 to the three-momentum kµ and (iv) invariant under conformal
transformations Zµν → ΩZµν . Thus, for forces along the spatial momenta of the phonon
or in the limit of very high spatial momenta, the inertia of the phonon diverges. Further-
more, for an arbitrary spatial covector eµ due to positive-definiteness of eq. (2.28) and the
Cauchy–Bunyakovsky–Schwarz inequality one obtains(

Zµν
2 Zαβ

2 − Zµα
2 Zνβ

2

)
kαkβeµeν = (Zµν

2 eµeν)
(
Zαβ

2 kαkβ

)
− (Zµν

2 eµkν)2 ≥ 0 , (3.22)

where equality is only possible for eµ ∝ kµ. Hence the sign of
(
M−1)µν

eµeν is the same as
the sign of ±D. As one can foresee, in a good Cauchy frame the forward P-cone nappe is
given by ω+, see eq. (3.31), thus the sign in (3.21) is “+”. Further, for a non-ghost and a
good Cauchy frame D > 0 so that this “reciprocal effective mass tensor” is a non-negative
contravariant second rank tensor. On the other hand, for a ghost in a good Cauchy frame
D < 0 so that this “reciprocal effective mass tensor” is non-positive definite.

The phase velocity is only defined for those modes for which Zµν
2 kµkν > 0, i.e. for those

for which ω is real; as we will show, the others do not propagate. We stress that this non-
propagation of some modes kµ is observer-dependent and is the outcome of having acoustic
cones which are not invariant with respect to Lorentz boosts.

The condition of positive definiteness of Zµν
2 (2.28) is then equivalent to the statement

that all its tensor invariants are positive, namely:

tr Z2 = 3DC + q2 > 0 (3.23)

(tr Z2)2 − Z2µνZµν
2 = D

(
6DC2 + 4Cq2 − 2qµqνσµν −Dσµνσµν

)
> 0

detuZµν
2 = −D2 det(Zµν) > 0

with the last equality resulting from the Schur-complement relationship (3.9) and always
satisfied for a Lorentzian Zµν . As we will demonstrate in the next section, these conditions
together with the hyperbolicity condition (3.14) are then a sufficient and necessary condition
for uµ to be a good Cauchy frame.

For completeness, the inverse of Zµν
2 is

D(detZα
β )
(
Z−1

2

)µν
=
(
C(q2 + CD) − qρσρκq

κ − D

2 σρκσ
ρκ
)
hµν (3.24)

− Cqµqν + 2q(µσν)ρqρ − (q2 + CD)σµν +Dσµρσν
ρ ,

and this expression can be used to calculate Sµν using the standard results involving the
Schur complement.
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3.2 Acoustic metric and Cauchy surface

We now would like to ask when a g-frame, orthonormal in the metric gµν can be used to
evolve the scalar fluctuations. We take a g-timelike velocity uµ with projector (3.1) as the
induced metric on Σu.

To simplify notation, we pick coordinates adapted to this g-frame with uµ = −δ0
µ, i.e. a

comoving frame. This allows us to write the index 0 as being in the uµ g-timelike direction
and the lowercase Latin indices as being along the g-spatial directions in the standard manner.
Notice that uµ = −gµ0.

Decomposing the ray cone equation (2.11) in these coordinates yields:

℧2S00 + 2℧S0
i r

i + Sijr
irj = 0 (3.25)

with ℧ = −Nµuµ, the time coordinate of the cone at spatial vector ri. Notice that in these
coordinates S00 ̸= S00 = Sµνu

µuν .
The ray cone describes the motion of phase and therefore the propagation of wavefronts.

To be able to set up the Cauchy problem in some coordinates with Σu as the hypersurface
for arbitrary initial conditions, information in these coordinates must not propagate into the
coordinates’ past, i.e. the upper nappe of the ray cone must be completely above Σu, ℧ > 0.
This is only possible if the ray cone does not intersect Σu anywhere but the origin, i.e.

Sijr
irj = 0 ⇒ ri = 0 . (3.26)

This implies that Sij must be either positive or negative definite, since otherwise Sijr
irj = 0

is itself a cone of spatial directions on which Σu is cut.
If the ray cone does intersect Σu along directions ri

∗, we are dealing with a bad Cauchy
frame and propagation of information is instantaneous along ri

∗ or in this particular frame
even into the coordinate past. This means that we are not free to choose any arbitrary set
of initial conditions on the hypersurface Σu. However, if in a different frame the situation is
normal — there exists a good Cauchy frame at all — as a result of general covariance of the
underlying theory, the solution obtained there, appropriately transformed, must also be the
solution in the bad Cauchy frame.

Since ∆µν is a Schur complement (3.9) and spatial, it is the inverse of the spatial part
of the metric Sµν ,

∆µλ
(
Sαβh

α
λh

β
ν

)
= hµ

ν . (3.27)

and therefore by eq. (3.10)

detSij = − Z00

detZµ
ν
. (3.28)

with Z00 = Zµνuµuν = −α ̸= 0. Since we assumed hyperbolicity in the first place, this
selects a sign for the eigenvalues of Sij and therefore gives the good Cauchy condition

1
Z00Sij ≺ 0 (3.29)

independent of whether we have a ghost not. If satisfied, Σu is a good Cauchy surface for
both ghosts and healthy degrees of freedom.

Let us now recover what the above requirement means from the point of view of the
P-cone. In the Z-frame we defined the induced metric ∆µν on the hypersurface Σu (2.25).
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From the point of view of the metric gµν this is just a tensor and not the induced metric on
the same Σu. By eqs (3.9) and (3.27), the good Cauchy condition (3.29) can be expressed in
terms of the tensor Zµν

2 = α∆µν defined in eq. (2.28) as

Z ij
2 ≡ α∆ij = −Z00

(
S−1

)ij
= Z0iZ0j − Z00Zij ≻ 0 . (3.30)

Thus the condition that — in our chosen frame — no information propagates into the past
and therefore we are free to choose arbitrary initial conditions (i.e. the standard setup for
the Cauchy problem) is equivalent to the statement that Z ij

2 is positive definite and the roots
of the dispersion relation (3.3) are real for all modes ki in this frame. Note that having the
same sign for both ω± is a symptom of neither a ghost or a Cauchy-frame problem — see
section 3.4.

In terms of cone geometry, the reality of ω for all ki can be phrased as the P-cone
covering Σu completely, or equivalently uµ being inside the P-cone, as was discussed in [66].
However, since the scalar could be a ghost, the overall sign of Zµν is a priori unknown and
whether uµ is Z-timelike cannot be determined by testing for the sign of Zµνuµuν . In fact,
provided detZµ

ν > 0 and therefore the acoustic metric is Lorentzian, we have the following:

• If Z2 is positive definite, Σu is a Cauchy surface, and Z00 < 0 means that the scalar
healthy and Z00 > 0 implies it is a ghost — as per usual;

• If Z2 is not positive definite, Σu is not a Cauchy surface and Z00 < 0 means that the
scalar is a ghost and Z00 > 0 implies it is healthy — the opposite to the usual case.
This is so since the chosen uµ is Z-spacelike.

Thus prior to answering whether the acoustic metric implies that the scalar is a ghost, one
must first check the status of the Cauchy surface in the chosen coordinates.

The spatial tensor Z ij
2 was already discussed in [82], where it was referred to as a Lorentz-

invariant condition for avoiding gradient instabilities. The gradient instability appears when
there the system is not hyperbolic and there is no cone at all. Here, rather, condition (3.30)
is a statement about the chosen frame uµ and therefore is not a Lorentz invariant quantity.

In particular, when superluminality is present, at least a part of the P-cone is g-timelike.
Then there is no guarantee that even if condition (3.30) is satisfied in one frame, it will be
so in another one, related through a Lorentz boost. Provided that we are not in an acausal
situation we discuss on page 26, we are guaranteed that there will be at least one frame where
condition (3.30) is true.

Bad Cauchy frame Let us give a brief overview of what changes when we have a bad
Cauchy frame for the scalar. The time coordinate of the ray associated to the spatial mo-
mentum ki can be related to the matrix Z ij

2 through

℧± = N0
± = −ZµνPνuµ = ±

√
Z ij

2 kikj . (3.31)

We can see now that when Σu is a good Cauchy surface, the rays with ℧ > 0 all come from
the upper nappe of the ray cone. Intersections of the ray cone with constant time surfaces
(i.e. the wavefronts) are ellipsoids which may or may not contain the origin (see fig. 1b and
section 3.4). In a bad Cauchy frame, with Z ij

2 ⊁ 0, a part of the upper N-nappe points
toward the coordinate past: as a result, the wavefronts are no longer closed – see fig. 2 for
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an illustration. Moreover, the lower N-nappe also has a part pointing to positive ℧, moving
to the coordinate future. Since ℧ = 0 corresponds to Z ij

2 kikj = 0, each of the nappes of the
ray cones is constructed by two branches separated by ℧ = 0, and the momenta for which
Z ij

2 kikj < 0 and are not in the ray cone at all.
To solve for the evolution one must pick the correct retarded Green’s function. In a

good Cauchy frame, this is just given by the upper nappe of the ray cone, which is future-
facing, ℧ > 0. The Green’s function should transform continuously under Lorentz boosts
even when they are large enough to make the frame a bad Cauchy frame, i.e. where the upper
N-nappe faces partially into the coordinate past, ℧ < 0. Thus we should still continue to
construct the retarded Green’s function from the complete upper N-nappe to maintain the
correct covariance of the solutions. The logic of setting up the Green’s function in this way
was demonstrated in ref. [58]. In a bad Cauchy frame, one might be tempted to construct
the retarded Green’s function from the coordinate-future parts of both the N-nappes (see for
example ref. [93]), but appealing to the geometry of the cones shows that this would lead
to an inequivalent solution and in fact is a source of apparent instabilities if one tries to do
it. The complication is that one needs to be careful to include the correct branches of the
dispersion relation and not to attempt to include the modes for which Z ij

2 kikj < 0 — they
do not propagate at all, or equivalently, are not in the ray cone.

Despite the simple geometrical picture above, what is seen by an observer in a bad
Cauchy frame is related to the root structure and therefore not trivial — for the modes with
momenta

Z ij
2 k∗ik∗j = 0 , (3.32)

as a result of eq. (3.7), the phase speed diverges on a cone of spatial directions orthogonal
to the momentum cone (3.32), rik∗i = 0. Moreover, inside this spatial cone, the phase speed
is directed in the opposite sense to that given by the ri (since ℧ < 0). We illustrate this in
fig. 2.

The same tensor Z ij
2 controls the energy difference between the two roots (3.3) of the

dispersion relation,
ω+ − ω− = − 2

Z00

√
Z ij

2 kikj . (3.33)

In a good Cauchy frame, each of the roots corresponds to a different P-nappe. Acoustic
metrics for non-ghosts map future-facing rays onto the what is usually called the forward-
moving upper nappe of the P-cone formed solely by ω+. For ghosts — ω+ still maps to
the future-facing N-nappe but constructs the lower P-nappe — ω+ < 0 and therefore it is
sometimes said that ghosts move backward in time. This is not the correct interpretation,
since the direction of motion is related to the ray and not the momentum. Note that ω± can
have the opposite sign to the expected for some modes even in a good Cauchy frame — we
describe this effect related to supersonic motion in section 3.4.

The frame is a bad Cauchy frame whenever the uµ direction is not Z-timelike. Then, Z00

has the opposite sign to the usual one and intersections of constant energy (ω) surfaces with
the P-cone (i.e. the dispersion relation) do not include the momenta for which Z ij

2 kikj < 0
(see fig. 2c). The modes which in this frame propagate instantaneously have momenta k∗i,
eq. (3.32) and ω+ = ω−, forming the outer edge of the projection of the P-cone onto Σu.
The momenta with Z ij

2 kikj < 0 are then not in the P-cone at all and Σu is not fully covered.
In this bad Cauchy frame, both the roots ω± form parts of both the P-nappes — the future
P-nappe contains both what would naively be called forward- and backward moving modes.
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Figure 2: Appearance of cones in a bad Cauchy frame for a medium with isotropic superluminal sound speed
in its own rest frame. Colour coding of surfaces as in fig. 1. (a) The ray cone (orange) is g-spacelike. Selected
rays in the future nappe are marked in yellow; those in the past nappe are marked in red. In this bad Cauchy
frame, the ray cone cuts the spatial hypersurface (gray plane) and the future nappe propagates information
into the coordinate past; conversely, the past nappe crosses into the coordinate future. For proper Lorentz
covariance of solutions, in this frame the modes corresponding to the complete future nappe (yellow) should
be selected for the retarded Green’s function. For non-ghosts, the acoustic metric maps the upper N-nappe to
the complete upper P-nappe (blue with highlighted modes), even in this frame. The observer’s world line is
outside the P-cone and the P-cone does not cover every spatial momentum. Thus the initial conditions cannot
be set arbitrarily on the spatial hypersurface and therefore it is not a Cauchy surface. (b) Motion of phase in
this frame (phase velocity). Outgoing modes from the upper N-nappe propagating into the coordinate past,
appear as an incoming wavefront (dashed), absorbed during the production of the pulse. In the remaining
directions, an outgoing wavefront is produced (solid orange). The two branches are separated by the (red)
spatial cone of directions with instantaneous propagation speed. (c) The wave-vector surface is g-timelike
and does not contain the frame’s energy/time direction. This means that some of the momentum directions
are not covered by the P-cone, and therefore some spatial momentum modes of this frame do not propagate
at all. The complete upper P-nappe is constructed from both the roots of the dispersion relation (3.3): ω+
(solid) maps onto the coordinate future rays (℧ > 0, solid wavefront in fig. 2b and ω− (dashed) maps onto
the (dashed) apparently incoming rays (℧ < 0).

(a)

(b)

(c)

This results in two branches for phase speeds for the future modes, one outgoing (formed
by the usual ω+ branch) and one apparently incoming (from ω−) as shown in fig. 2. We
have to include the whole future P-nappe (i.e the lower P-nappe for ghosts). This again
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is the natural geometrical construction — the Fourier transform of the Green’s function is
constructed from a single P-nappe and even when we boost to a bad Cauchy frame, this is
still the case. The roots arrange themselves in such a manner that the future N-nappe is
constructed exactly by the same single P-nappe in any frame.

The presence of frames where the Cauchy problem is ill-posed provides a loophole to
the argument from [94]. Indeed, there it was implicitly used that all observers are equivalent.
However, in the superluminal case, the maximal possible boost corresponds to motion along
the P-cone, Z00 = 0. This would correspond to the maximally negative energy density
measured by an observer for whom causality is meaningfully defined. This energy density
is bounded, provided the P-cone is inside of the light cone in the in direction of the NEC
violation. Clearly an observer/source cannot freely create data which makes the Cauchy
problem ill-posed. Thus, superluminality can save us from non-perturbative instabilities
caused by the unbounded negative energies of the whole system. However, the reason is not
the same as in [93]. This issue requires a detailed case-by-case study.

Momentum-space volume The same Z ij
2 also appears when we integrate out the P 0

direction of the Lorentz-invariant momentum-space volume forcing it to be on shell, which
appears in any phase-space integration (e.g. [95]). In our notation the standard expression
for the integral over four-momentum of a quantity O(P ) is given as

I =
∫

d4P

(2π)4H(−Nµuµ)δ (NµPµ) O(P ), (3.34)

where the delta function ensures the momenta are on-shell in the acoustic metric and H(N0)
is the Heaviside function picking out the future part of the of the ray cone and with N0 given
in our chosen coordinates by Eq. (3.31) and the rays should be thought of as functions of the
momenta, Nµ = ZµνPν .

In a good Cauchy frame N0 > 0 for all the rays of the future nappe, Z2 ≻ 0, and this
integration can be performed in the standard manner, giving

I =
∫

d3k

(2π)3
1
℧+

O(ω(kj), ki) =
∫

d3k

(2π)3
1√

Z ij
2 kikj

O(ω(kj), ki) . (3.35)

and the remaining spatial momentum integration can proceed without any further restric-
tions. Z ij

2 appears here quite naturally as the spatial metric induced on Σu by Zµν . Note
that this integral is perfectly well-behaved for ghosts.

However, if the chosen frame is a bad Cauchy frame, the P-cone does not cover all the
spatial momenta and no on-shell modes exist for some ki. The P0 integration leads to a
restricted domain for the spatial momenta, Z ij

2 kikj > 0. Moreover, mirroring the previous
discussion, care would need to be taken to only pick the momenta corresponding to the upper
ray nappe. Taking all this into account, setting up any computation in a bad Cauchy frame
would be at least extremely non-standard if not impossible.

Frames and gauges The previous discussion demonstrated that not all frames are good
for evolving a system causally. Problems can appear in the presence of superluminality and
anisotropy.

One of the corollaries of this is that the unitary gauge might fail. In cosmology, the
unitary gauge is a frequently deployed simplification when describing e.g. physics during
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inflation or for dark energy, in which the slicing is chosen so that scalar perturbations π are
zero. This is equivalent to choosing as the frame the gradient of the scalar,

uµ = − ∂µϕ√
2X

, 2X ≡ −∂αϕ∂αϕ (3.36)

with the requirement that the scalar field gradient be g-timelike. This is now readily extended
to formulate effective field theories for the scalar, by enumerating all operators compatible
with the remaining rotational symmetry on the spatial slice in this frame, for example for
inflation [96] or dark energy [97].

The unitary gauge is perfectly safe on isotropic backgrounds. However, when the back-
ground configuration is sufficiently inhomogeneous (e.g. large spatial derivatives ∂iX), the
tensor Z ij

2 in the frame (3.36) can stop being positive definite – for large enough qµ or σµν one
of the invariants (3.23) can become negative. In such a case, the EFT description defined
in the unitary gauge breaks down. However, it is not true that the underlying covariant
theory has broken down — this problem is the result of the breakdown of the unitary gauge
itself. Provided that on this anisotropic background we still have detZµ

ν > 0 and therefore
the system remains hyperbolic, there exists a good Cauchy frame in which we could evolve
the scalar with such a background successfully. We demonstrate on an explicit example in
section 5.3, that it is possible to pick a theory in which an anisotropic background is perfectly
causal (hyperbolic) and a non-ghost and yet the unitary gauge is a bad Cauchy surface.

Multiple degrees of freedom The setup presented above allows for an easy generalisation
to multiple degrees of freedom. In principle, every field has its own acoustic metric. When
the background are irrelevant, it is the usual spacetime metric. If the principal symbol (2.2)
is factorisable — it takes the form of another tensor such as Zµν . The question of whether it
is possible to sensibly evolve the fields together boils down to whether there exists a choice of
frame in which the upper nappes of all the ray cones are in the future and the lower nappes
of all the ray cones are in the past. Since the relative geometry of cones is Lorentz-invariant,
the existence of such a good choice of coordinates is observer independent.

Equivalently, we need to find a common covector uµ which is timelike with respect
to the P-cones of all the degrees of freedom. Condition (2.28) needs to be satisfied for
each of the inverse acoustic metrics simultaneously. Since at least gravity is always present
and presumably not a ghost, we have already satisfied this condition for all the degrees of
freedom for which the spacetime metric is the acoustic metric by choosing uµ to be g-timelike,
uµu

µ < 0.
If there is no superluminality for any of the fields, then any g-timelike uµ (or g-spacelike

Σu) gives a good Cauchy frame. Notice however, that the covariant g-timelike definition still
can change meaning once coordinates are specified when horizons are present. For example,
inside the Schwarzschild horizon in the static coordinates, timelike means mostly radial. So
bad coordinates can still be chosen without superluminality if one is too naive.

In general, even if there is superluminality and a uµ common to the interior of all the
P-cones (or some Σu exterior to all the ray cones) can be chosen, there is locally at least one
set of coordinates in which the evolution can be calculated in the standard manner. In other
frames, some of the fields may appear to evolve acausally, but this is just a question of trying
to set up the Cauchy problem on a surface which is not a good Cauchy surface and not all
possible initial conditions are allowed. The true solution is related to the one from the good
Cauchy frame by a boost.
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Relation to Well-Posedness The question of well posedness of quasi-linear partial dif-
ferential equations is usually approached in the first-order formalism. We will demonstrate
here that the conditions for weak hyperbolicity for the scalar field are the same as those for
choosing a good Cauchy frame for a hyperbolic operator.

The usual approach (we follow [98]) is to start with the linearised second-order equation
of motion (2.30) in some chosen set of coordinates,

∂2
t π + 2Bi∂t∂iπ −Aij∂i∂jπ = 0 , (3.37)

with Bi ≡ Z0i/Z00 and Aij ≡ −Zij/Z00 where we have assumed that constant-time surfaces
are not characteristic (Z00 ̸= 0), we can perform the factorisation as in eq. (2.2), and we
have already dropped the lower-derivative terms not important for the high-frequency limit
relevant for causality and well-posedness.

The standard procedure then calls for defining w ≡ ∂tπ, taking a Fourier transform
in the spatial directions and rewriting eq. (3.37) as a first-order system for the state vector
u⃗ = (|k|π,w), with |k| the magnitude of the spatial momentum:

∂tu⃗ = P (iki)u⃗ with P (iki) = |k|

 0 1

−Aij k̂ik̂j −2iBik̂j

 (3.38)

with k̂i ≡ ki/|k|. Given the preceding discussion, we note that the Fourier transform for the
fluctuation field π are only well defined if the ray cones originating from any point on the
spatial hypersurface do not intersect it anywhere but their origins.

The system (3.37) is then weakly hyperbolic whenever the eigenvalues of the principal
symbol P (ik) are imaginary, i.e.

λ± = −iZ
0ik̂j

Z00 ± i

Z00

√
Z ij

2 k̂ik̂j (3.39)

By comparing this expression with the dispersion relation (3.3), we can immediately see that
the eigenvalues of the principal symbol should be identified with the energies of the modes,

λ± = i
ω±
|k|

. (3.40)

Weak hyperbolicity therefore is exactly the same requirement as the P-cone’s covering the
spatial hypersurface, i.e. that we are in a good Cauchy frame of a hyperbolic PDE. Usually
to establish weak hyperbolicity, one assumes that the chosen coordinates are spacelike with
respect to any possible ray cones and then the weak hyperbolicity establishes that the system
was hyperbolic in the first place. With possible superluminality, we do not a priori know
that a g-spacelike surface that we pick for the IVP is also S-spacelike. In our setup, the
coordinate-invariant condition on the determinant of the acoustic metric (3.14) establishes
the hyperbolicity of the linearised equation (2.29) and the existence of cones while the usual
weak hyperbolicity condition then confirms that the chosen coordinates are good to evolve
the system further.

A much more difficult question is whether the full linearised system containing the scalar
and gravity is well posed. If it is possible to factorise the acoustic metrics (2.2) for some
chosen background, the principal symbol for the combined state vector of would be block
diagonal and therefore the conclusions for our linearised scalar equation are independent

– 25 –



of those of gravity. Our requirement that the P-cones of all the fields have a common
timelike eigenvector is equivalent to the necessary condition that the system for all the fields
is weakly hyperbolic. Then as a result of the block-diagonal form, strong hyperbolicity can
be ascertained for each field separately.

The well-posedness of the full non-linear system is even more difficult to assess and
beyond the modest aims of this paper. Already the equation of motion for kinetic gravity
braiding is not of the form covered by the Leray theorem (e.g. see [99, pg. 252]). Nonetheless,
some headway has been made confirming this desirable property for the Horndeski theories,
e.g. [100].

Necessarily acausal setups Let us now turn to sound-cone configurations which are truly
acausal — no choice of coordinates exists which would be a good Cauchy frame, or in which
the complete differential operator is weakly hyperbolic. In particular, this occurs whenever
the P-cones do not overlap, not having even one vector that would be timelike for both the
metrics, e.g. gµν and Zµν . This means that there is no spatial hypersurface which would be
covered by both the cones and in all frames the energies ω± of some modes of at least one
of the fields are complex.

This pathological setup is equivalent to the situation when the ray cone of one degree
of freedom intersects both the future and past of the second (see figure 3a). No hypersurface
exterior to both the cones can be found.

To elucidate the acausality, let us imagine an experiment where a grid of detectors is
set up to coordinize the spacetime of some observer uµ. The origin of both the space and
time coordinate is set to the event of producing a scalar pulse at the location of the observer.
A detector upon the passing of the scalar-wave pulse through it responds by sending a light
signal back to the observer which encodes the triggered detector’s coordinates. The observer
can then use this information to reconstruct the path taken by the pulse.

In a good Cauchy frame, the reconstructed path has positive time and space coordinates,
in the usual manner. In a bad Cauchy frame, for a pulse sent in a direction ri which cuts the
spatial hypersurface, Sijr

irj < 0, the reconstructed time coordinate will be negative. This
gives the apparently incoming phase velocity discussed in fig. 2b. However, the signal from
any detector is always received by the observer after the pulse is produced and the problem
is only related to the reconstructed coordinates and not to causal ordering. In the necessarily
acausal setup, the light signal from the detectors arrives before the pulse is produced and
therefore there is no well-defined causal ordering of events. This is the pathological setup.

When more degrees of freedom are present, it is possible to construct situations in which
there exist common Cauchy surfaces for pairs of the fields, but not one for all the degrees of
freedom together. This situation is also pathological.

An interesting direction for further study would be to understand whether it is even
possible within some effective description to evolve into an acausal one from good initial
conditions. The effective theory of fluctuations appears to become strongly coupled whenever
Zµνuµuν → 0, since canonically normalising the fluctuations causes the interaction terms
to diverge. As long as one can change the frame to remove this singularity, this is just
a frame/coordinate problem. However, if the background evolves to the vicinity of true
acausality, no such frame changes exist anymore. Since one should be able to reduce the
evolution of the background over a small-enough time step to that of the fluctuations, such
an acausal configuration should never be reached within the region of validity of the theory.
This is in spirit similar to the setup in ref. [60], where it is argued that any space-dependent
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Figure 3: Cone configurations in which one of the acoustic cones has no common vectors with the light
cone. Colours as in fig. 1. (a) Truly acausal configuration: The future acoustic ray cone (orange) overlaps
with both the future and past lightcone nappes (green). There is no spatial hypersurface outside of both the
ray cones. Thus in any possible frame information propagates both into the future and past and the initial
value problem cannot be set up. Equivalently, the acoustic P-cone (blue) does not overlap with the lightcone
and there is no common timelike-direction for both of them. Evolving this system is impossible. See page 26.
(b) Necessarily transonic configuration : The acoustic ray cone is completely g-spacelike. Equivalently, the
acoustic P-cone intersects both the upper and lower nappes of the lightcone — in any possible frame, there are
always negative energy modes available for both the fields. A Cherenkov-like emission process is kinematically
allowed from any source. Possibly more problematically, there are two disjoint classes of spatial hypersurfaces
which identity different nappes of the acoustic ray cone as the future. See page 38.

(a) (b)

background of a single field which contains a closed null geodesic curve in the acoustic metric
would lead to new irremovable divergences and therefore its formation would be prevented
by divergent quantum corrections.

Summary We have thus demonstrated that even if the acoustic cone exists, it is possible
to choose a frame in which the Cauchy problem cannot be solved. To be able to evolve the
system in the usual manner, we need to make sure that the g-spatial hypersurface Σu is also
S-spacelike. We showed that this is equivalent to picking a Z-timelike covector uµ to define
our frame. This requirement of the good Cauchy frame is equivalent to weak hyperbolicity
of the differential operator. The sign of Z00 depends on both whether the surface is a good
Cauchy surface and on whether the degree of freedom is a ghost. We have shown that uµ is
Z-timelike iff the tensor Zµν

2 is positive definite. In a good Cauchy frame, Z00 > 0 implies we
have a ghost, while in a bad Cauchy frame, this is exactly a non-ghost. When multiple degrees
of freedom are present, these conditions must be satisfied for all of them simultaneously. If
they cannot (there is no timelike covector which common to all inverse metrics) then it is
impossible to set up initial conditions and evolve. This is a truly acausal situation which is
pathological.

3.3 Positivity of Hamiltonian

We have thus far discussed the requirement for the existence of acoustic cones and their
geometric configuration consistent with a unique causality and the possibility of formulating

– 27 –



the IVP. However, the usual discussion about stability focuses on the fact that the Hamilto-
nian for perturbations is not bounded from below. These two properties are closely related
(but not identical) which we will demonstrate here. As usual we will foliate the spacetime
with g-spacelike equal time t hypersurfaces Σ equipped with coordinates x. The Lagrange
functional corresponding to the quadratic action for perturbations (2.34)

L[π] = −1
2

∫
Σ
d3x

√
−S Zµν∂µπ ∂νπ , (3.41)

defines the canonical momentum through the variational derivative with respect to
π̇ ≡ ∂tπ

Π = δL

δπ̇
= −

√
−S

(
Z00π̇ + Z0i∂iπ

)
. (3.42)

Then the Hamiltonian functional given by18

H[π,Π] =
∫

Σ
d3x Π π̇ − L , (3.43)

takes the form

H = 1
2

∫
Σ
d3x

√
−S

(
Z

Z00

(
Π +

√
−S Z0i∂iπ

)2
+ Zij∂iπ ∂jπ

)
. (3.44)

It is straightforward to check that

H = −
∫

Σ
d3x

√
−S T0

0 , (3.45)

where the acoustic EMT, Tµν , is given by (2.37). Note that this Hamiltonian only corresponds
to a conserved charge, when there is a time-like (acoustic) Killing (co)vector field ξµ satisfying
∇µξν + ∇νξµ = 0. Indeed, the corresponding Noether current

J̄µ = −Tµ
βZ

νβξν , is covariantly conserved ∇µJ̄
µ = 0 , (3.46)

and the choice of time coordinate for (3.45) corresponds to Zµνξν∂µ = δµ
0 ∂µ = ∂t. It is

important to stress that owing to relation (2.21), the acoustic-covariant conservation of J̄µ

implies that rescaled current

Jµ =
√

detSσ
γ J̄

µ , is covariantly conserved ∇µJ
µ = 0 , (3.47)

in the usual sense. The conserved charge is then invariant with respect to the rescaling above

H =
∫

Σ
d3x

√
−SJ̄0 =

∫
Σ
d3x

√
−gJ0 . (3.48)

For the conservation of the Hamiltonian we have
dH

dt
= −

∮
∂Σ
d2σi

√
−S J̄ i = −

∮
∂Σ
d2σi

√
−g J i , (3.49)

where the integral is taken over the 2d boundary of the hypersurfaces Σ

J̄ i = −Ti
0 = −Ziαπ̇ ∂απ . (3.50)

18here we assume that π̇ is expressed through π and Π using (3.42).
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Without the timelike acoustic Killing vector the above Hamiltonian is not conserved.
To be bounded from below, the Hamiltonian (3.44) requires that Z00 < 0 and that

Zij ≻ 0 (positive definite). For a more detailed analysis, we use the Schur complement
relations (3.9), (3.10) and definition (2.28) of Z ij

2 to re-express the Hamiltonian (3.53) as

H = σ

2

∫
Σ

d3x√
detZ2

(
detZ2

(Z00)2 Π2 + Z ij
2 ∂iπ ∂jπ

)
−
∫

Σ
d3x

(
Z0i

Z00

)
Π ∂iπ , (3.51)

where
σ = −

∣∣Z00∣∣
Z00 , and det Z2 = det Z ij

2 , (3.52)

and we assumed that Z00 does not change the sign along the hypersurface Σ. As implied by
eq. (3.10), for a hyperbolic system det Z2 > 0 always. Only if the Cauchy problem is well-
posed on Σ is Hamiltonian mechanics meaningful. Then, by the discussion of section 3.2,
Z ij

2 ≻ 0 and the first integral in (3.51) is definite — either positive for non-ghosts (σ = +1),
or negative for ghosts (σ = −1) and therefore bounded from one side. In both these cases,
the dispersion relation (3.3) implies that there are no linear instabilities, i.e. frequencies ω(k)
are real for all spatial momenta kµ. The second term does not depend on σ.

If for a hyperbolic system with superluminality we have chosen a foliation where the
IVP is ill posed, Z ij

2 is not positive definite, and has signature (−,−,+). The dispersion
relation (3.3) will demonstrate linear instabilities (complex energies) for some wave vectors.
The bullet-points discussion on page 20 in this pathological situation implies:

• for non-ghosts σ = −1 and the negative energies are associated with the kinetic term
and the gradient energy along one principal spatial direction. The dispersion relation
(3.3) meanwhile implies that the other two principal spatial directions are associated
with a linear instability

• for ghosts σ = +1 and the negative energies are associated with gradients in two
principal spatial directions, as in the dispersion relation, while the kinetic energy is
positive.

These would-be linear instabilities are artifacts of the incorrect choice of foliation and cannot
be exploited by a local source, see [58]. Nonetheless, preferred symmetric frame (e.g. spher-
ically symmetric and static foliation) may be a frame where the Cauchy problem is ill-posed
as discussed in [39, 66]. Then performing the analysis in 2d, for a ghost one might miss
the negative energies completely. Indeed, one could be satisfied that the radial and kinetic
terms are positive and therefore miss both, the linear instability in two other directions and
the ghost nature of the field π. This can be crucial for investigating stability of spherically
symmetric objects, see e.g. [39, 42, 66, 101].

The Hamilton equations of motion corresponding to eq. (3.51) are

Π̇ = −δH

δπ
= ∂i

(
σ

Z ij
2 ∂jπ√
detZ2

− Z0i

Z00 Π
)
,

π̇ = δH

δΠ =
√

detZ2

(Z00)2 σΠ − Z0i

Z00 ∂iπ . (3.53)

with σ selected as above. Substituting Π from the second equation into the first one obtains
the usual wave equation (2.35).
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Further, one show that the Hamiltonian density

H = 1
2

detZ2

(Z00)2 Π2 + 1
2Z ij

2 ∂iπ ∂jπ −
√

detZ2

(
Z0i

Z00

)
Π ∂iπ , (3.54)

as a function of Π and ∂iπ can violate convexity even on a correct Cauchy surface and in
the ghost-free case for which this expression is written above. If convexity is violated, the
Hamiltonian density fails to be bounded from below. The second derivatives are

∂2H
∂Π2 = detZ2

(Z00)2 ,
∂2H

∂Π ∂∂iπ
= −

√
detZ2

(
Z0i

Z00

)
,

∂2H
∂∂iπ ∂∂jπ

= Z ij
2 . (3.55)

Taking into account the Sylvester criterion and positive definiteness of Z ij
2 one finds that H

is convex, if the determinant of the matrix of second derivatives Ĥ′′ is positive. Using the
Schur formula one obtains that

det Ĥ′′ =
(det Z2

Z00

)2 (
1 − z2

)
, where z2 = (Z−1

2 )ijZ
0iZ0j , (3.56)

with the inverse (Z−1
2 )ij defined as usual, (Z−1

2 )ikZkj
2 = δj

i , see eq. (3.24). Hence for z2 > 1,
for sufficiently large Z0i, the Hamiltonian density is not convex and is not bounded from
below. As we demonstrate in section 3.4, the frame where z2 > 1 corresponds to a su-
personic frame when one measures time along a four-velocity lying outside of the N-cone.
There we also discuss that a particle in this supersonic rest frame can spontaneously emit
Cherenkov radiation, see fig. 4. Thus, the appearance of Cherenkov radiation is in one to
one correspondence with the unboundedness of the acoustic Hamiltonian in a good Cauchy
frame.

For most hyperbolic systems one can find other foliations where Z0i = 0 or where at
least these acoustic shift vectors (using ADM language [102]) are sufficiently small, z2 < 1
and the Hamiltonian is bounded. The only exception is where such a frame does not exist
at all. We have classified exhaustively the possible cone configurations in section 4 and this
problematic situation is described and discussed in fig. 3b, see also fig. 5a for a useful and
more intuitive physical analogy. Thus, without a symmetry or a dynamical preference for
such foliation with large Z0i and without a source, this unbounded from below Hamiltonian
cannot lead to any instability, with the only exceptional case mentioned above. Indeed, an
instability should be visible in an arbitrary frame in which the Cauchy problem is well posed
(Ref. [66] reaches similar conclusions).

The above unboundedness is entirely owing to the second term of eq. (3.51),

Φ =
∫

Σ
d3x

(
Z0i

Z00

)
Π ∂iπ , (3.57)

mixing momentum with the field. It is instructive to calculate the time evolution of this term
giving the negative energies. For simplicity one can assume stationary acoustic geometry.
Taking time derivatives of Π and π and using Hamilton equations of motion (3.53) one obtains

dΦ
dt

=
∫

Σ
d3x Z0i

Z00

[
∂k

(
Zkj

2 ∂jπ√
detZ2

)
∂iπ + Π∂i

(√
detZ2

(Z00)2 Π
)]

− (3.58)

−
∮

∂Σ
d2σi

Z0i

Z00 ΠZ
0k

Z00 ∂kπ ,
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where on the way we have utilized Gauss’s theorem. Furthermore, it is useful to consider suf-
ficiently small spatial volumes where the acoustic geometry is almost constant in comparison
with the high-frequency perturbations. In this approximation of almost constant acoustic
geometry this expression takes the form of the surface integral:

dΦ
dt

≃
∮

∂Σ
d2σi

[
Z0i

Z00

(
1
2

√
detZ2

(Z00)2 Π2 − ΠZ
0k

Z00 ∂kπ

)
+ (3.59)

+ Z0k

Z00
Z ij

2 ∂jπ∂kπ√
detZ2

− 1
2
Z0i

Z00
Zkj

2 ∂jπ∂kπ√
detZ2

]
.

Thus, we have confirmed that time evolution of Φ is given entirely by the data on the bound-
ary ∂Σ under our approximation, as was observed in [82]. Moreover, energy conservation
(3.49) implies then that, in this high-frequency approximation, the evolution of the first σ-
dependent term in (3.51) for H is also given by a surface integral, i.e. entirely by boundary
data. Naively one could think that we can specify boundary data which would fix or even
forbid the growth of Φ providing in this way a lower bound for the Hamiltonian. However,
for the only case in which unbounded negative energies are possible, i.e. in the supersonic
case, a part of the boundary ∂Σ becomes S-spacelike and corresponds to the future of the
evolution. It is not physical to impose boundary data in the future in the IVP and therefore
the boundary character of the time derivative of Φ does not save the system from unbounded
negative energies. One can illustrate the peculiarities of the supersonic regime by considering
static solutions.

Static Waves Let us find static configurations of perturbations (π̄, Π̄) for σ = +1. Ex-
pressing Π̄ from the second Hamilton equation (3.53) and plugging into the first we obtain

∂i

((
Z ij

2 − Z0iZ0j
) ∂j π̄√

detZ2

)
= 0 . (3.60)

This second order PDE can either be elliptic19 allowing only for the trivial solutions com-
pletely determined by the boundary data20 or be hyperbolic — in which case nontrivial solu-
tions are possible. These solutions would be waves “propagating” not in the four-dimensional
spacetime, but just inside of the three-dimension spatial foliation. Crucially the type of this
equation can change from region to region in the Cauchy hypersurface Σ. It may happen
that elliptic an region has holes where the equation (3.60) is hyperbolic.

Let us introduce the spatial covariant derivative ∇⃗i compatible with Z ij
2 so that

∇⃗kZ ij
2 = 0 . (3.61)

Recall that a foliation corresponding to the well-posed Cauchy problem implies that Z ij
2 is

positive definite and corresponds to a proper euclidean contravariant metric in 3d space Σ.
Now we can raise and lower Latin indices using this metric or its inverse. Furthermore, it is
convenient introduce a unit 3d spatial vector

Zi = Z0i

z
, where as in (3.56) we use z2 = (Z−1

2 )ijZ
0iZ0j , (3.62)

19Note that only the static equation of motion can be elliptic, while we assume that the equation of motion
is a usual hyperbolic acoustic wave equation (2.35).

20In simple topology if this equation is elliptic everywhere vanishing boundary conditions imply π̄ = 0 and
correspondingly Π̄ = 0.
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along with the associated orthogonal projector

P ik = Z ik
2 − ZiZk , (3.63)

and decomposition of the covariant derivative

∇⃗k = ZkZi∇⃗i + Pki∇⃗i ≡ Zk∇⃗Z + ∇⃗k⊥ . (3.64)

Using this 3d covariant notation one can write (3.60) as

∇⃗i

((
Z ij

2 − z2ZiZj
)
∂j π̄

)
= 0 , (3.65)

which using (3.64) expands to(
z2 − 1

)
∇⃗2

Z π̄ − ∇⃗⊥
i ∇⃗i⊥π̄ + ∇⃗i

(
(z2 − 1)Zi

)
∇⃗Z π̄ +

(
∇⃗⊥

i π̄
)

∇⃗ZZ
i = 0 . (3.66)

This equation is elliptic for z2 < 1 and hyperbolic — for z2 > 1. Thus, for z2 > 1 this is a wave
equation with “time” in direction along Zi and “speed of propagation” 1/

√
z2 − 1. We show

in section 3.4 that z2 is related to supersonic motion of the observer, see eq. (3.81). The same
object appears in the partition function for phonons obtained in [103]. It is worth mentioning
that a similar emergence of Lorentz signature from disformally transformed euclidean metrics
has been considered in [104, 105].

Now we insert the solution (π̄, Π̄) into the Hamiltonian (3.51) to obtain

H̄ = 1
2

∫
Σ

d3x√
detZ2

(
Z ij

2 − z2ZiZj
)
∂iπ̄∂j π̄ , (3.67)

which on the equation of motion (3.65) becomes just a total derivative,

H̄ = 1
2

∫
Σ

d3x√
det Z2

∇⃗i

((
Z ij

2 − z2ZiZj
)
π̄∂j π̄

)
= 1

2

∮
∂Σ
d2σi

(
Z ij

2 − z2ZiZj
)

√
det Z2

π̄∂j π̄ . (3.68)

Thus, the value of the extremal Hamiltonian is completely determined by data on the 2d
boundary ∂Σ of the 3d Cauchy hypersurface Σ. Note that this is true regardless of the
nature, hyperbolic or elliptic, of equation (3.65).

It is worth mentioning that even in case of the existence of the Killing vector ξµ and
a foliation orthogonal to it, the value of the Hamiltonian for these static solutions can be
nonvanishing. Moreover, the corresponding 2d boundary data can be perfectly compatible
with the vanishing of Hamiltonian time derivative in (3.49) as for staticity π̇ = 0 and current
(3.50) is vanishing. One can expect that the type of equation (3.66) defines the type of
boundary data needed. In particular, in the hyperbolic case, the problem of finding the
static configuration can be ill-posed when trying to provide conditions in the “future” of
Zi. Arguably, the most interesting situation occurs when in different regions of Σ equation
(3.66) have different types. In that case one would need to solve the elliptic equation in some
regions with new internal boundaries separating hyperbolic and elliptic regimes. Note that
this can happen even in a purely stationary case. Crucially the boundary data are usually
not provided on such internal boundaries. Appearance of such "holes" with hyperbolic type
of (3.66) inside of elliptic regions would also allow for nontrivial solutions extending also
in elliptic regions. Of course, these static solutions, if exist, do extremise the Hamiltonian

– 32 –



functional due to vanishing of both functional derivatives in (3.53). Further, it is useful to
note that one can also extremise the local Hamiltonian density (3.44). as a function of Π and
∂iπ. In that case conditions for extremum are the second equation from (3.53) and the first
equation from there without the partial derivative. Thus, the local extremum (saddle point)
is reached on zero eigenvectors of Zik as(

Z ij
2 − z2ZiZj

)
∂j π̃ ∝ Zij∂j π̃ = 0 . (3.69)

For positive definite Zik there are only trivial solutions. However, even nontrivial configur-
ations π̃ existing only for z > 1 have vanishing Hamiltonian (3.67). Clearly π̃ also satisfy
(3.65). However, these algebraic solutions π̃ build a subclass among π̄. The key difference
between these configurations is that π̃ may not satisfy boundary conditions, while π̄ is capable
of that.

3.4 Acoustic metric and sound horizons

In constructing the Z-frame in section 2.3 we chose not to use the spacetime metric. Non-
etheless, in the presence of two metrics, there are two independent ways of mapping vectors
to covectors and therefore we could have chosen a different construction. We can start off
from the four-vector uµ = gµνuν = Sµ

νU
ν and define a new covector

vµ ≡ Sµνu
ν , uµvµ = −β ̸= 0 , (3.70)

i.e. β = −Sµνu
µuν . We can now define a different projector ⊥µ

ν , onto the subspace orthogonal
to uµ, and the associated induced metric on this subspace, ∆µν .

∆µν ≡ Sµν + vµvν

β
, ⊥µ

ν ≡ ∆µλZ
λν (3.71)

It may be somewhat surprising, but this projector is not the same as that defined in the
Z-frame in eq. (2.25), ⊥µ

ν ̸= ⊥µ
ν , since they are projecting orthogonally to distinct vectors

Uµ and uµ respectively. Similarly, the two induced metrics are not inverses of each other,(
∆µν

)−1
̸= ∆µν . Nonetheless, ∆µν is also spatial,

∆µν =
(
Sαβ − SuαSuβ

Suu

)
hα

µh
β
ν , (3.72)

where the u index is a contraction with uµ. Similarly to eq. (3.9), ∆µν is the Schur comple-
ment of the uµuν block of the metric Sµν , and we again have

detSµν = Suudetu∆µν , (3.73)

and we have the inverse relationship between ∆µν and the spatial part of the metric Zµν

∆νρ

(
Zαβhρ

αh
µ
β

)
= hµ

ν . (3.74)

We will call the frame based on vµ with the induced spatial metric (3.71) the S-frame.
Thus, the S-frame decomposition of the momentum and ray vectors is different than in
eq. (2.26) and is the one natural for the rays,

Nµ = ℧S

β
uµ +Rµ , with Rµ ≡ ⊥µ

νN
ν , (3.75)
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and therefore provides also the natural decomposition for the ray null surface,

SµνN
µNν = − 1

β

(
℧2

S − β∆µνR
µRν

)
= 0 . (3.76)

which gives the reality of ℧S in this frame whenever the metric Sµν has Lorentzian signature
and the induced metric ∆µν is spatial. This reality condition informs us about the fact that
the rays can point in any spatial direction and therefore that there are no sound horizons for
the propagation of scalar waves. In other words, whenever the tensor

S2µν ≡ β∆µν = Sµαu
αSνβu

β − Sαβu
αuβSµν ≻ 0 (3.77)

is positive definite, then the ray cone covers all the directions Rµ and the observer with four-
velocity uµ is subsonic (uµ is S-timelike). This is a different condition to (2.28) and both,
neither, but also just one of them could be satisfied depending on the setup. Condition (3.77)
is again quadratic in Sµν , so is satisfied in both the (3, 1) and (1, 3) signatures and it depends
on the choice of observer uµ.

The situation now is analogous to that described in section 3.2, with the metrics Zµν

and Sµν exchanged. We can thus again pick a set of coordinates in which uµ = −δ0
µ. Now,

for the observer uµ = −gµ0, the phase velocity (3.5) is given by vi
p = ri/℧ with ℧ a solution

to the ray null cone eq. (3.25),

℧[±] = −S0
i r

i

S00 ∓

√
S2ijrirj

S00 , (3.78)

with S2ij = S0
i S

0
j −S00Sij in the chosen coordinates, an equivalent of the dispersion relation

(3.3), while the mode’s energy can be expressed through the equivalent of eq. (3.31),

ω[±] = −P0 = −SµνN
µuν = ±

√
S2ijrirj . (3.79)

By the relation between ∆µν and the spatial part of Zµν (3.74),

S2ij ≻ 0 ⇔ 1
S00Z

ij ≺ 0 . (3.80)

Analogously to the discussion in section 3.2, for a subsonic observer, S2ij ≻ 0. Phase velocities
are real for all directions ri, so there is no sound horizon. Note the root subscripts in (3.78)
and (3.79) — the split of the roots here is in principle different than that of section 3.2,
where they are solutions to the dispersion relation (3.3). The roots [+]/[−] split the modes
into positive and negative energies, eq. (3.79). The roots +/− of section 3.2 split the modes
into those moving to the coordinate future and past, eq. (3.31). In the simple case of good
Cauchy and subsonicity, ℧+ = ℧[+] > 0, ω+ = ω[+] > 0 for a non-ghost while ℧+ = ℧[−] > 0,
ω+ = ω[−] < 0 for a ghost.

On the other hand, for a supersonic observer, S2ij ⊁ 0, uµ is outside the ray cone. For
directions with S2ijr

irj < 0 no propagation occurs, phase velocities are not real and these
directions are not in the P-cone. The system has a conical sound horizon given by the spatial
directions ri

∗, S2ijr
i
∗r

j
∗ = 0, constructed by modes with ω = 0 – this is the Mach/Cherenkov

cone which would be produced by a source moving supersonically with velocity uµ and
interacting with the medium. All the propagating modes, both positive and negative energy,
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move inside this cone. For the supersonic observer, the future N-nappe is constructed by
both the roots ℧[+] and ℧[−], which in a good Cauchy frame are both positive and make
up the roots ℧+. For a non-ghost degree of freedom, the acoustic metric still maps this
future N-nappe to the upper P-nappe, but the modes ℧[−] correspond to negative energies
ω[−] < 0, while ℧[+] map onto ω[+] > 0. By eq. (3.7), the phase velocity of the ℧[−] modes
has a component antiparallel to kµ. For a ghost, the [±] indices and therefore the sign of the
energies are exchanged. See fig. 4 for an illustration.

Note that the sign of S00 is not in general the same as that of Z00. Using the Schur
complement form of matrix inverse, we can express

S00 = 1
Z00

(
1 − z2

)
with z2 ≡ Z0i

(
Z−1

2

)
ij
Z0j (3.81)

where z2 already appeared in the Hamiltonian discussion in eqs (3.56) and (3.62). Using the
Sherman-Morrison formula and the matrix determinant lemma we can express this as

(S00)−1 = −(Z00)2 detZµ
ν detZij . (3.82)

We thus find that for Lorentzian acoustic metrics, S00 has the opposite sign to detZij .
S00 < 0 then either implies that Zij ≻ 0, and energies of all the modes are positive and by
eq. (3.74) there are no sound horizons. Or Zij has two negative eigenvalues and therefore
there is a sound horizon and the scalar is a ghost. We recover the statement that z2 = 1 is
the transonic point with z2 > 1 implying the observer is supersonic.21

We reiterate here that since S2ij and Z ij
2 are not directly related, the choice of a bad

Cauchy frame and the existence of sound horizons are in general completely independent
phenomena. Depending on the metric Zµν any one or both can occur.

The sonar metric We can relate S2ij to the acoustic equivalent of the radar metric of
ref. [70, pg. 84]. We can construct a spacetime metric by measuring distances in the us-
ing proper-time elapse at an observer between emission and return of electromagnetic radar
signals bounced off reflectors located throughout the space. Following their setup, but meas-
uring the acoustic spacetime by sending sonar pulses, the overall proper coordinate time
delay d℧ resulting from propagating scalar waves from and then back to an observer located
at coordinate dri away is given by using eq. (3.78) for ℧ which gives us as the sonar metric
γij

dℓ2 = −1
2g

00(d℧+ − d℧−)2 = γijdr
idrj , γij ≡ − g00

(S00)2 S2ij . (3.83)

where we had to assume that we are on a good Cauchy surface, so that we can produce
arbitrary pulses in the first place and we have to make sure we perform the correct mapping
between ℧± and ℧[±] depending on whether we are in a supersonic frame. The g00 =
gµνu

µuν appears from the transformation of coordinate time ℧ to the proper time of uµ in
the coordinates uµ = −δ0

µ, dτ =
√

−g00d℧. As uµ approaches the transonic point S00 = 0,
the time taken for the signal to return diverges, and so does the sonar distance. Past the
transonic point, S2 is not positive definite and therefore distances in some directions become
complex — propagation is not allowed there. Since Sµν appears quadratically, the sonar

21Notice that for a supersonic observer, ghosts modes inside the equivalent of the Mach cone can have
positive energy and therefore their emission would be kinematically forbidden.
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Figure 4: Cone geometry in a good Cauchy frame of an observer moving supersonically with respect to an
isotropic medium. Colour coding of surfaces as in fig. 1. (a) A subluminal ray cone (orange) is g-timelike and
therefore there exist boosted frames in which the time direction lies outside it. The ray cone then does not
cover the whole surface Σu and propagation does not occur in all directions – there is a spatial sound horizon
(Mach cone). The g-spacelike P-cone in this frame cuts the surface Σu — mode energies are not definite. For a
non-ghost, the acoustic metric maps the complete upper ray-cone nappe to the complete upper P-cone nappe
(highlighted with light blue), including the part below Σu, so the outgoing rays have energies of both signs.
The surface of the Mach cone/sound horizon is constructed by the modes with ω = 0. Cherenkov radiation
is the emission of the negative energy modes from a source at rest in this supersonic frame. For ghosts, the
acoustic metric maps the upper N-nappe to the lower P-nappe (highlighted in magenta), so ghosts can have
positive energy for a supersonic observer. (b) Phase-velocity direction and magnitude for outgoing non-ghost
scalar waves (orange) vs light (green). Inset shows complete wavefronts, while the graphic zooms in around the
Mach cone (light blue). The ℧+ rays are constructed by both the positive energy modes (solid, ℧[+] branch)
with phase velocities with a component parallel to the mode’s momentum kµ and the negative energy modes
(dashed, ℧[−] branch), with an antiparallel component, see eq. (3.7). (c) The wave-vector surface formed by
the upper P-nappe ω+ (i.e. for non-ghosts) is hyperboloidal. It is constructed by two branches — the solid
corresponding to positive mode energies ω[+] and mapping onto the solid part of the wavefront in fig. 4b,
and the dashed constructed by modes with negative energies ω[−] and mapping onto the dashed part of the
wavefront. The separatrix is conical and made out of modes with spatial momentum for which the energy is
zero.

(a)

(b)

(c)
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distance is not sensitive to whether the scalar is a ghost or healthy. Given the relation (3.74),
the sonar metric can also be written as

γij = − g00

S00

(
Z−1

)
ij
. (3.84)

Multiple degrees of freedom and Cherenkov radiation So far, we have discussed a
frame issue with no physical implications: we have demonstrated that when a part of the ray
cone is g-timelike, i.e. scalar fluctuations are subluminal in those directions, there are choices
of observers for whom sound horizons exist. However, this has physical consequences once
we have other fields or even just particles coupled to the scalar, not in the least gravity.

In particular, if a massive particle moving with velocity uµ has an interaction vertex
with a subluminal scalar, a sound horizon appears in the particle’s rest frame the moment
uµ is outside the ray cone, Sµνu

µuν > 0 (for a non-ghost scalar). The negative enegies of the
scalar modes are now physical, meaning that it becomes kinematically allowed to conserve
on-shell both energy and spatial momentum while emitting a single scalar mode with negative
energy, a new tree-level three-point process which otherwise would not be permitted. This
leads to Cherenkov radiation. The surface of the Mach/Cherenkov cone is formed by the
scalar modes which have zero energy in the rest frame of the particle, S2ijr

i
∗r

i
∗ = 0, while

the actual energy loss occurs into the negative energy modes inside the cone (see the worked
example in section 5.1 for details). A modern derivation of the rate of this process is given
in e.g. [106, 107]. This is an instability, resulting in the particle shedding momentum. As
a result, the particle slows down toward the rest frame of the medium and the process is
arrested once Sµνu

µuν = 0.
The instability rate depends on the details of the interaction vertex and indeed the cutoff

beyond which the scalar’s background configuration becomes transparent to the particle, but
is finite since the phase-space volume is finite. Moreover, this is really an instability which
only appears in the presence of a source: without a source, a change of frame removes the
negative energy modes, so nothing can happen spontaneously.

Such a Cherenkov-like process is also kinematically allowed when instead of the super-
sonic particle, we have a massless mode, e.g. a graviton, which interacts with the scalar. In
our language, we can pick a graviton with ray lµ (i.e. momentum lµ) and ask if the ray is
outside of the acoustic ray cone, Sµν l

µlν > 0. If so, the graviton is kinematically allowed to
lose energy by producing scalar Cherenkov radiation. In particular, if the acoustic ray cone
is fully inside the lightcone, a graviton of any energy can shed it into the scalar at some finite
rate determined, as for the massive particle, by the vertex, spin dependence and cutoff. The
scale independence of the massless cones means that this process does not stop until all the
supersonic gravitons at energies below the cutoff decay into the slower-moving scalar. Indeed,
any superluminal massless mode would be allowed to decay into the slower graviton/photon
in an equivalent finite fashion. The detailed calculation of rates of these processes is model
dependent (requires knowledge of the interactions) and is outside of the scope of this paper,
but they are finite. In reality the validity of this description is also limited at low momenta by
the curvature scale of the metrics, beyond which acoustic momentum is no longer conserved
in any case.

Let us end this section by considering two more unusual setups: (i) an acoustic metric,
in which the ray cone is partially g-timelike and partially g-spacelike (class II according to
the classification of section 4), and (ii) a situation where the ray cones are completely disjoint
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(class Ib ibid). In both of these cases, common exteriors of the ray cones still exist, so the
Cauchy problem is well-posed in at least some frames — we will assume we have picked the
frame such that this is the case. However, it is impossible to boost to a frame in which the
medium is at rest.

In (i) (see fig. 6a for an illustration), the rays of the scalar which are g-spacelike are all
outside of the lightcone, and therefore they are kinematically allowed to emit gravitons. On
the other hand, the rays of the gravitons which are S-spacelike are outside of the acoustic
ray cone and therefore they are kinematically allowed to decay into the scalar. We thus end
up with a sequestration of the modes by the direction of propagation. Any acoustic P-nappe
overlaps with only a single light P-nappe and therefore a frame can be chosen in which all
mode energies are positive from the point of view of an external observer. As we demonstrate
in section 5.3, such a background with a class II metric can be constructed in the kinetic
gravity braiding model.

In (ii), the situation is even more extreme. Since the ray cones do not contain any parts
of each other, any mode of either species is kinematically allowed to emit modes of the other
(see fig. 3b). In a good Cauchy frame, the phase space volume is still finite and therefore
the rate of instability is also finite. From the point of view of the fluctuations, the decay
process does not stop, but energy would be conserved when the metrics are constant and an
equilibrium would in principle be reached as a result of detailed balance. From this point of
view, this relative cone geometry does not appear a catastrophic pathology.

Nonetheless, there are issues which could be considered problematic and which lead
e.g. [66] to dismiss such configurations. In particular, the P-cones of the two metrics in the
setup (ii) both overlap in both their nappes. This means that there is no frame at all where
the energies of both the degrees of freedom are all positive. This means that a massive particle
with any g-timelike velocity uµ will be able to emit scalar Cherenkov radiation, accelerating
toward the unreachable rest frame of the medium formed by the scalar background. This
process cannot stop without some limit appearing from a cutoff. However, again, this happens
at a finite rate determined by the interaction vertex and only occurs in the presence of an
external source.

Secondly, there are now two inequivalent choices of futures: we can declare that the
upper nappe of the acoustic ray cone is the future, together the upper lightcone, or that it
is the lower nappe of the acoustic ray cone. These two choices lead to disjoint sets of good
Cauchy surfaces, but such surfaces can still be found. The proper resolution of this is to
consider whether at any point in the evolution the background where such that the cones
overlapped. If so, this determines the future acoustic nappe and the proper Cauchy surfaces
to be used.

Whichever choice is made, it is possible to construct a process with total zero acoustic
four-momentum involving only future-facing modes from both the ray cones, since the P-
cones intersect in both nappes. In this sense, this property is similar to the situation with a
ghost in the rest-frame of an isotropic medium: for the correct choice of outgoing momenta of
both the ghosty scalar and e.g. gravity, total acoustic momentum can sum to zero. One could
expect that the such a class Ib background itself would be destabilised by such spontaneous
emission processes with a finite rate dependent on the interaction vertex and might not ever
even form.

Nonetheless, this last problem is not limited to class Ib metrics. It is enough to con-
sider two fluids with subluminal sound speeds moving past each other supersonically but still
subluminally, i.e. with their ray cones inside the light cone (see fig. 5a). The corresponding
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Figure 5: A background configuration formed by two subluminal fluids moving supersonically with respect
to each other. Red ray cone in panel (a) corresponds to the purple P-cone in panel (b), while the orange
ray-cone corresponds to the blue P-cone. (a) Both the future ray cones are inside the light cone, so any
g-spacelike hypersurface is a good Cauchy surface in the standard manner. Despite the non-intersection of
the two ray cones, the larger surrounding lightcone gives an unambiguous choice of the future nappes. (b)
The corresponding future P-nappe of the either fluid’s P-cone intersects both the future and past P-nappe
of the other fluid. This is a coordinate-invariant statement and therefore, in any possible frame, there are
negative energy modes of at least one of the fluids. In the presence of an interaction between the fluids, decay
processes into modes of both fluids with total zero acoustic momentum would be kinetically allowed and in
principle would act to destabilise this supersonic background if the process were fast enough. This relative
P-cone geometry is equivalent to that in the case of the scalar’s ray cone being completely outside of the light
cone, class Ib as in fig. 3b.

(a) (b)

P-cone configuration (fig. 5b) is analogous to the problematic fig. 3b, with each nappe inter-
secting both the nappes of the other P-cone, despite the fact that neither is the light cone.
Thus any such instability arising from spontaneous emission in class Ib should also appear
for these supersonic fluid configurations which are not an unusual laboratory setup.

4 Geometries of acoustic cones and dispersion relations

In section 2.3, we already established that any non-singular acoustic metric with signature
(3,1) or (1,3) — representing non-ghosts and ghosts, respectively — is hyperbolic and there-
fore its characteristic surface is a cone. This boils down to the requirement (3.14), detZµ

ν > 0.
Since the spacetime metric has indeterminate signature, it is not always possible to

diagonalise the matrix Zµ
ν over reals (it is not necessarily symmetric). This happens when it

is not possible to boost to the rest frame of the medium. The eigensystems of the possible
acoustic metrics allow us to classify them. We will demonstrate that the classification is
determined by the relative geometry of the light cone and the acoustic cone.

The eigenvalues λI and eigenvectors vµ
I of the acoustic metric Zµν ,

Zµ
ν v

ν
I = λIv

µ
I , (4.1)

where the capital Latin indices enumerate the eigenvectors. To obtain the eigenvalues, we
solve the standard characteristic equation. In this section we present the full classification of
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possible acoustic metrics according to the eigensystem, discussing its physical meaning and
presenting the possible types of dispersion relations and phase velocities for a dispersionless
system. We will demonstrate that the metric Sµν belongs to the same class as Zµν and that
both have cones are characteristic surfaces (they are bi-hyperbolic) whenever condition (3.14)
is satisfied.

We exploit the the work categorising the possible form of the energy-momentum tensor
in refs [70, pg. 293] and [108], and apply it to the different physics of the acoustic metric.
A similar classification was carried for bimetric theories in [109]. In 3+1 dimensions Zµν

belongs to one of four classes.

I. Zµν is diagonalisable with a real spectrum; none of the eigenvectors are g-null;

II. Zµν is diagonalisable with a complex spectrum; none of the eigenvectors are g-null

III. There is a twice repeated eigenvalue associated to a g-null eigenvector.

IV. There is a thrice repeated eigenvalue associated to a g-null eigenvector.

Only for class I do the eigenvectors form a tetrad. Nonetheless, it is always possible to choose
a canonical form for the other classes of metrics using the appropriate choice of standard
tetrad for the basis. For clarity, we will label the the tetrad directions (ω, ki) for ZIJ and
t, xi for SIJ . In a general frame Zµν has ten independent entries. We can perform three
boosts and three rotations, fixing six of the entries. Thus in general, we should expect to
obtain four free parameters for each metric class. This is true for all metrics, except those in
class IV, where an additional degeneracy reduces the free parameters to three.

The first two classes are of most physical interest, with class III and IV limiting cases.
For completeness we will consider each of the cases in turn. In the relevant 2+1-dimensional
subspace in the coordinates where the metric takes the canonical form, the relative orientation
of the acoustic cone to the light cone can be described as:

I. The acoustic P-cone is centred on the direction ω (class Ia, see fig. 1) or one of the
other principal directions ki (class Ib, see fig. 3).

II. The acoustic cone is tilted in the ω − kx plane so that in one direction it is g-timelike
and in the other — g-spacelike. It is thus impossible to boost to the medium’s rest
frame where the cone would be symmetrical (see fig. 6a).

III. The acoustic cone nappe touches the upper light cone nappe along the eigen-covector
and is completed to either include a part of the upper light-cone nappe (class IIIa) or
not (class IIIb). Limiting case between class I and class II (see fig. 6c).

IV. The acoustic cone intersects the light cone exactly twice. One intersection is along the
g-null eigenvector vµ

0 with the surfaces of the cones tangent to each other there. The
other intersection is along the g-null direction vµ

1 with vµ
1 v1µ = vµ

1 v0µ = 0 with the
surfaces of the cones tangent to each other there. (see fig. 6e).

In the following we will demonstrate by explicit construction that the hyperbolicity
condition (3.14) is equivalent to the existence of the cones, whatever the class of the metric.
For some of the classes the cones will not be obvious in the canonical coordinates because of
the existence of sound horizons and therefore negative energies.
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Figure 6: Relative arrangement of acoustic cones with respect to the light cone for acoustic metrics in class
II, III and IV. For class Ia see fig. 1, for class Ib — fig. 3. Cone colours as in fig. 1a with selected rays
in future N-nappes shaded. Shading of selected momenta in P-cone based on choice of non-ghost signature.
Lower panels are cuts through the cones at a constant height, demonstrating more precisely the intersection
directions and relative arrangement. (a)-(b): Class II metrics have cones that are both partially g-timelike
and g-spacelike and cannot be brought into the rest frame through a Lorentz boost. (c)-(d): Class III metrics
have cones which touch but do not intersect the light cone in exactly one direction (and can intersect in pairs
of others). This is a limiting case between class I and II. (e)-(f): Class IV metrics have cones which intersect
at the null eigenvector with the two cones tangent to each other at one of the intersections.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Class I: Zµν diagonalisable over reals

This is the most intuitive case. Here there are four real eigenvalues λI , and Zµ
ν has four

normalisable orthogonal eigenvectors of which one must be g-timelike, e.g. vµ
0 which is the

observer’s velocity for which the medium is at rest. It is only for this class that the frame
can be chosen so that the medium is at rest, qµ = 0.

In these coordinates, the acoustic metric is diagonal, ZIJ = diag(−λ0, λ1, λ2, λ3) and
its null surface, described by eq. (2.3), is just

0 = ZIJPIPJ = −λ0ω
2 +

∑
i

λik
2
i . (4.2)

This surface is a cone for 0, 2 or all 4 of the λI negative. Setups with an odd number of
negative eigenvalues are not hyperbolic and therefore cannot be solved as an IVP. The SIJ

acoustic metric is diagonal with eigenvalues λ−1
I , so the P-cone and the ray cone for this class

– 41 –



of metrics either both exist or both do not and both lie in the same (sub)class. The tensors
ZIJ

2 = diag(0, λ0λ1, λ0λ2, λ0λ3) while S2IJ = λ−1
0 diag(0, λ−1

1 , λ−1
2 , λ−1

3 ) in these coordinates.
We subdivide the class into class Ia where the central direction of the cone is g-timelike

(illustrated in fig. 1) and class Ib, where the central direction of the cone is g-spacelike, e.g. vµ
1

(see fig. 3a).

Class Ia:

• All λI > 0; non-ghost (signature (3, 1)): cone symmetric around vµ
0 with up to three

distinct sound speeds corresponding to g-spacelike eigendirections vµ
i , c2

s,i = λi/λ0.

• All λI < 0; ghost (signature (1, 3)): The cone is identical to the above case, but for
overall sign difference giving ghost signature.

For class Ia, the tensors ZIJ
2 and S2IJ are both positive definite, and therefore this frame is

a good Cauchy frame with no sound horizons.

Class Ib:

• λ0,1 < 0, λ2,3 > 0; non-ghost (signature (3, 1)): On its own this setup is just a mis-
labelling of the time and space directions, but in the presence of any other degrees of
freedom, the consistency of this setup is fragile. Provided that λ0/λ1 < 1, this is not
acausal and a Cauchy surface can be found, i.e. we are in the configuration of fig. 3b.
Otherwise, no Cauchy surface exists and we have the configuration of fig. 3a.

• λ0 > 0, λ1 > 0, other λ2,3 < 0; ghost (signature (1, 3)): The acoustic metric differs by
an overall sign from the previous and represents a ghost.

In class Ib, neither ZIJ
2 nor S2IJ are positive definite, so this frame is not a good Cauchy

frame and sound horizons are present. When |λ0| < |λ1|, the P-cone does not overlap with
the lightcone and we are in the acausal setup, fig. 3a.

In the whole of class I, the determinant (3.14) is

detZI
J = λ0λ1λ2λ3 > 0 (4.3)

It is easy to see that this condition is identical to the one provided by the above cone
constructions (4.2).

Class II: Zµν diagonalisable with complex eigenvalues
See fig. 6a. There are two real eigenvalues (λ2 and λ3) corresponding to g-spacelike eigen-
vectors and a complex conjugate pair λ′ ± iλ′′ with λ′, λ′′ ̸= 0. The acoustic metric and its
inverse can then be written in a canonical real form as

ZIJ =



−λ′ λ′′ 0 0

λ′′ λ′ 0 0

0 0 λ2 0

0 0 0 λ3


, SIJ = (λ′2 + λ′′2)−1



−λ′ λ′′ 0 0

λ′′ λ′ 0 0

0 0 (λ′2+λ′′2)
λ2

0

0 0 0 (λ′2+λ′′2)
λ3


(4.4)
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with I = 0 corresponding to a g-timelike direction (see [70, pg. 293]). We then have

detZI
J = (λ′2 + λ′′2)λ2λ3 > 0. (4.5)

Hyperbolicity in this class requires that λ2 and λ3 have the same sign but does not constrain
the non-diagonal block. By inspection, SIJ is also class II.

Then, in the canonical frame, the characteristic surface for ZIJ can be written as22

ZIJPIPJ = −λ′
(
ω2 + 2λ′′

λ′ ωkx − k2
x − λ2

λ′ k
2
y − λ3

λ′ k
2
z

)
= 0 . (4.6)

The cone’s opening angle in the ky = kz = 0 plane is π/2 and therefore it always includes
both timelike and spacelike parts of the lightcone in its interior, but it is never acausal and
therefore a good Cauchy frame exists. We have ZIJ

2 = diag(0, λ′2 + λ′′2, λ′λ2, λ
′λ3) while

S2IJ = (λ′2 + λ′′2)−1 diag(0, 1, λ′/λ2, λ
′/λ3) The four possibilities can be categorised as

• λ′ > 0, λ2,3 > 0, non-ghost signature (3, 1). The canonical frame is a good Cauchy
frame and so are sound horizons.

• λ′ < 0, λ2,3 < 0, ghost signature (1,3): as above, but the scalar is a ghost.

• λ′ < 0, λ2,3 > 0, non-ghost signature (3, 1): The canonical frame is a bad Cauchy frame
and has a sound horizon. kx acts as the Z-timelike direction for the acoustic cone.

• λ′ > 0, λ2,3 < 0, ghost signature (1,3): as above, but the scalar is a ghost.

Class III: Double null eigenvector
See fig. 6c. For this class, coordinates can be chosen in which the acoustic metric and its
inverse are both reduced to the canonical form

ZIJ =



−λ− µ µ 0 0

µ λ− µ 0 0

0 0 λ2 0

0 0 0 λ3


, SIJ = λ−2



−λ+ µ −µ 0 0

−µ λ+ µ 0 0

0 0 λ2/λ2 0

0 0 0 λ2/λ3


. (4.7)

ZIJ has two g-spacelike eigenvectors with eigenvalues λ2 and λ3 and a repeated eigenvalue
λ corresponding to the g-null eigen-covector (1, 1, 0, 0) along which the acoustic cone and
the lightcone touch but do not intersect. This configuration of the cones can be seen as a
boundary between class Ia and class II, where the class Ia cone is tilted exactly so as to touch
the lightcone, just before crossing it to become class II or when class II is tilted just before
if becomes class Ib. This canonical choice of coordinates is such that µ has the minimum
possible magnitude, so the medium cannot be put in a rest frame through any boost.

SIJ is also class III with the mapping µ → −µ/λ2 and λ → λ−1, so either both the ray
and P-cones exist or both do not. The determinant of ZI

J is positive when

detZI
J = λ2λ2λ3 > 0 , (4.8)

22P0 = −ω in our convention.
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i.e. whenever λ2,3 have the same sign. We also have ZIJ
2 = diag(0, λ2, (λ+ µ)λ2, (λ+ µ)λ3),

so whenever (λ + µ)λ2,3 < 0 this canonical frame is not a good Cauchy frame. S2IJ =
λ−2 diag(0, 1, (λ − µ)/λ2, (λ − µ)/λ3), so a sound horizon is present in this frame whenever
(λ − µ)/λ2,3 < 0 — constant ω slices of the P-cone are not closed. In class III, there is no
frame which is both a good Cauchy frame and has no sound horizons.

We can perform a boost in the x direction with parameter at least

v >
λ− µ

λ+ µ
,

µ

λ
> 0 (4.9)

v <
λ+ µ

λ− µ
,

µ

λ
< 0

which brings the characteristic surface to the form

Z ĪJ̄PĪPJ̄ = −λ
((

(1 − v2)
(
ω̄2 − k2

x̄

)
+ (1 − v)2µ

λ

(
ω̄2 + k2

x̄

))
(4.10)

+2(1 − v)2µ

λ
ω̄kx̄ − λ2

λ
k2

y − λ3
λ
k2

z

)
= 0 ,

Provided that λ2 and λ3 have a common sign, this surface is a cone, just as in condition
(4.8). Then, in the ȳ = z̄ = 0 plane, the cone is given by

ω̄ = −kx̄,
λ(1 + v) − µ(1 − v)
λ(1 + v) + µ(1 − v)kx̄ , (4.11)

so it always lies on the light cone in one direction.23We can now split this class into two
subclasses, similarly to 4. Subclasses are preserved under inversion of the metric.

Class IIIa: the upper nappe of the acoustic cone includes a part of the upper nappe of the
light-cone. This acoustic metric separates class Ia and class II:

• λ > 0, λ2,3 > 0, non-ghost signature (3, 1).

• λ < 0, λ2,3 < 0, ghost signature (1, 3).
Class IIIb: the upper nappe of the acoustic cone does not include the upper nappe of the
lightcone. We have an extra condition from requiring that the N-cones are not acausal, giving
µ < 0. In such a case, the upper P-cone nappe includes a part of the past light cone. The
two possible cases are

• λ < 0, λ2,3 > 0, non-ghost signature (3, 1).

• λ > 0, λ2,3 < 0, ghost signature (1, 3).

Class IV: Triple null eigenvector
See fig. 6e. For this class, coordinates can be chosen in which the acoustic metric is reduced
to the canonical form

ZIJ = λ



−1 0 σ 0

0 1 σ 0

σ σ 1 0

0 0 0 ρ


, SIJ = λ−1



−1 + σ2 σ2 −σ 0

σ2 1 + σ2 −σ 0

−σ −σ 1 0

0 0 0 ρ−1


(4.12)

23Since P0 = −ω, the first solution in eq. (4.11) is the null eigencovector of this class.
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This ZIJ has one g-spacelike eigenvector with eigenvalue ρλ and the thrice-repeated eigen-
value λ associated with the null eigenvector vµ

0 = (1, 1, 0, 0). The acoustic cone intersects
the light cone in exactly two directions. vµ

0 and vµ
1 = (1,−1, 0, 0), but with the acoustic and

light cones tangent to each other at vµ
1 .

Determinant positivity is
detZI

J = λ4ρ > 0 , (4.13)
which is satisfied whenever ρ > 0 and does not depend on σ. We also have

ZIJ
2 = λ2



0 0 0 0

0 1 σ 0

0 σ 1 + σ2 0

0 0 0 ρ


S2IJ = λ−2



0 0 0 0

0 1 −σ 0

0 −σ 1 0

0 0 0 1−σ2

ρ


(4.14)

ZIJ
2 is positive definite for any σ, so this canonical frame is always a good Cauchy frame. On

the other hand, S2IJ is only positive definite for σ2 < 1. Otherwise there is a sound horizon
and constant ω slices of the P-cone do not close. We can boost the canonical frame in the
kx direction with speed at least

v >
σ2 − 1
σ2 + 1 . (4.15)

In these boosted coordinates the P-cone is described by

Z ĪJ̄PĪPJ̄ = −ω̄2 + k2
x̄ + k2

ȳ − 2γv(1 − v)σkȳ (ω̄ − kx̄) + ρk2
z̄ = 0 , (4.16)

with γv the Lorentz factor. In these new coordinates with v satisfying (4.15), constant ω̄
hypersurfaces are ellipsoids and constant kx̄, kȳ, kz̄ surfaces are hyperboloids, provided that
ρ > 0. Thus we explicitly have a cone for all σ and obtain a condition equivalent to eq. (4.13).
We can also show that

• λ > 0: signature is (3,1) and the scalar is a non-ghost

• λ < 0: signature is (1,3) and the scalar is a ghost.

At first glance it is not clear whether SIJ belongs to class IV. It can be brought to the
standard form by first performing a rotation in the x-y plane by the angle sin θ = σ/

√
4 + σ2

and then boosting in the new y-direction with parameter v = −σ/
√

4 + σ2. In these new
coordinates, we have

SIJ = λ−1



−1 0 − σ√
4+σ2 0

0 1 − σ√
4+σ2 0

− σ√
4+σ2 − σ√

4+σ2 1 0

0 0 0 ρ−1


, (4.17)

an explicit Class IV metric with replacements λ → λ−1, σ → −σ/
√

4 + σ2, ρ → ρ−1. The
constant t sections are ellipsoids and constant x and y sections and z — hyperboloids. Thus
we have shown that condition (4.13) is sufficient to determine if a cone exists also for this
class.
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We have thus demonstrated that for all possible non-singular acoustic metrics Zµν , an
acoustic cone exists whenever detZµ

ν > 0. This is a necessary and sufficient condition for Z
and the P-cone, but also we are guaranteed under this condition that an acoustic ray-cone
will exist for the metric Sµν . Whether it is possible to go into the rest-frame of the medium
created by the background depends on which class the metric falls into. The discussion we
have presented in section 3 is general and applies to all the classes.

5 Acoustic metrics: Illustrative examples

In this section, we will give some examples of acoustic metrics and study their properties.
In particular we will study the Gordon’s metric [110] — the acoustic metric for an isotropic
medium, as well as two classes of scalar-tensor models, k-essence [2, 74] and kinetic gravity
braiding [5, 111].

5.1 Gordon’s metric and the Mach cone

Let us make things concrete using a well-studied example — an isotropic medium with
phonons propagating at sound speed cs. This is a metric frequently used in the analogue
gravity community to model curved spacetime using superfluids (see the review [47]). The
acoustic metric is given by Gordon’s metric [110],

Zµν = c−2
s (c2

sg
µν − (1 − c2

s )uµuν) , (5.1)

where the medium’s flow velocity is given by uµ. Both uµ and cs are in principle all functions
of spacetime location. For the purpose of this section, we assume that uµ is subluminal
(g-timelike), while cs is arbitrary but real. This means it is possible to diagonalise Zµν

over reals and therefore it is class I. In the medium’s rest frame, the acoustic metric is
Sµν = diag

(
−c2

s , 1, 1, 1
)

while its inverse — Zµν = c−2
s diag

(
−1, c2

s , c
2
s , c

2
s
)
, see figure 1 for an

illustration. The dispersion relation given by the P-cone (2.3) is just ω2 = c2
sδ

ijkikj while the
ray cone is given by c2

s℧2 = δijr
irj . As should be expected, the rest frame is a good Cauchy

frame and there is no sound horizon.
Performing a boost with speed v (Lorentz factor γv), the metrics in the new coordinates

take the form

Zµν = γ2
v

c2
s


−(1 − v2c2

s ) (1 − c2
s )v

(1 − c2
s )v c2

s − v2

c2
sγ

−2
v

 , Sµν = γ2
v


−(c2

s − v2) −(1 − c2
s )v

−(1 − c2
s )v (1 − v2c2

s )

γ−2
v

 .
(5.2)

where to save space we have collapsed two dimensions into a single coordinate.
We can compute Z ij

2 and S2ij in this boosted frame according to eq. (3.30) and (3.77),
obtaining:

Z ij
2 = c−2

s

 1 0

0 γ2
v(1 − c2

sv
2)

 , S2ij = c2
s

 1 0

0 γ2
v

(
1 − v2

c2
s

)
 . (5.3)

where again we have suppressed the third dimension, identical to the second.
In the subluminal case, cs < 1, no boost with v < 1 can change the sign of Z00 or

any of the eigenvalues of Z ij
2 . All frames are good Cauchy frames. On the other hand, a

– 46 –



supersonic boost v > cs moves the ray cone out of the time direction of the observer (S00
changes sign). Equivalently, eigenvalues of S2ij change sign and therefore the wave cannot
propagate in directions for which S2ijr

irj < 0; a sound horizon has appeared. Zij changes
the sign of one eigenvalue, giving negative energies in the boosted frame for some modes. See
fig. 4 for an illustration.

When a particle interacting with scalar moves in the boosted frame, it will now produce
a shockwave — the Cherenkov/Mach cone. Its outer surface is given by S2ijr

irj = 0 in the
particle’s frame, or equivalently, by ω = 0 modes in this frame. In particular, we have in the
particle’s rest frame

Nµ
v =

(
γvv(1 − c2

s )√
v2 − c2

s
, γv

√
v2 − c2

s , cs

)
k.

Pvµ = γ−1
v√

v2 − c2
s

(
0,−cs, γv

√
v2 − c2

s

)
k .

The spatial vector N i points along the shockwave in positive 1-direction (let us call this
‘right’), behind the particle, while the spatial vector Pi is orthogonal to it and points forward
(to the ‘left’) in the direction of motion of the particle. Interpreting this through the geodesic
equations (2.14), means that the modes Pi are created at the particle and then in its rest-
frame propagate to the right along the shockwave cone with phase speed

vp =
√
N iN i

N0 = γcs

√
v2 − c2

s (5.4)

The cone opening half-angle in the particle rest frame is given by

cosαv = γcs

√
v2 − c2

s
v

, (5.5)

with the rays pointing right, while momenta point left. Momentum conservation fixes k for
this angle to be zero, so no energy loss occurs at the outer surface of the cone (although see
section 3.3 for a discussion of zero-energy modes living on the Mach cone). However, the
modes with rays moving to the left of the fluid velocity uµ inside the Mach cone have negative
energies from the point of view of the particle and therefore their production is kinematically
allowed, leading to energy loss and the full Cherenkov formula.

Transforming back to the medium’s rest frame, we obtain the expressions for the vectors
in the medium’s frame,24

Nµ =
(

v2√
v2 − c2

s
,− c2

s√
v2 − c2

s
, cs

)
k , (5.6)

Pµ =
(

− c2
sv√

v2 − c2
s
,− c2

s√
v2 − c2

s
, cs

)
k .

The spatial part of these vectors is aligned in the medium’s rest frame (although NµPµ = 0
as required). We recover the standard formula for the Cherenkov cone half-angle,

cosαlab = cs
v

= 1
nv

, (5.7)

24Note the negative sign in P0. In our convention, that is positive energy in the covector.
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with n the index of refraction and the phase speed from Nµ as vp = cs. Since the rays and
momenta are both pointing to the left in the medium’s rest-frame, the shockwave is moving
together with the particle.

Let us briefly discuss the situation when the sound speed is superluminal, cs > 1. The
P-cone is now g-timelike, while the ray-cone is g-spacelike, so their possible behaviour under
boosts is now reversed. It can be seen that a boost with v > c−1

s changes the sign of S11 in
eq. (5.2) and equivalently the eigenvalues of Z ij

2 in eq. (5.3). The ray cone now intersects
Σv and in this frame has directions with instantaneous propagation (see fig. 2) and others
sending information into the coordinate past — an apparent causal paradox for this observer
and therefore a bad Cauchy frame. Equivalently, the P-cone no longer includes the time
direction of this frame, Z00 changes sign and the cone no longer covers all the directions on
Σv – there exist spatial momenta ki which have complex energies ω±.

While we have not derived any new properties here, we have explicitly demonstrated how
our covariant approach allows us to derive the geometry of the Mach cone, phase velocities
and their transformations using standard Lorentz boosts.

5.2 k-Essence
k-essence is a class of scalar-tensor models where with a non-canonical kinetic term involved
only first derivatives of the scalar field ϕ,

L = K(X,ϕ) , (5.8)

where X ≡ −ϕ,µϕ
,µ/2 is the canonical kinetic term. The properly normalised acoustic inverse

metric takes the form
Zµν = 1√

DL,X

(
gµν − L,XX

L,X
ϕ,µϕ,ν

)
, (5.9)

with D ≡ L,X + 2XL,XX . This can be inverted to give the metric for rays

Sµν =
√
DL,X

(
gµν + L,XX

D
ϕ,µϕ,ν

)
. (5.10)

For both the tensors above, ∂µϕ is always an eigenvector. Moreover, it is an eigenvector for
the energy-momentum tensor (EMT) for the k-essence scalar field,

Tµν = L,Xϕ,µϕ,ν + gµνL . (5.11)

The acoustic metric represents a hyperbolic system (i.e. the cones exist) only when detZµ
ν =

L−3
,XD

−1 > 0, which we will assume.
There are three separate cases:

Timelike ∂µϕ: Class Ia
Time-like ∂µϕ corresponds to irrotational hydrodynamics and can be normalised to become a
velocity vector, uµ = −∂µϕ/

√
2X. The lagrangian can be identified with the pressure P = L,

the energy density is E = 2XP,X − P . We can then rewrite the metric (5.9) as

Zµν = 1
E,Xc3

s

(
−uµuν + c2

sh
µν
)
, Sµν = E,Xcs

(
−c2

suµuν + hµν

)
, (5.12)
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with D = E,X and the sound speed given by

c2
s = P,X

E,X
=
(
∂P

∂E

)
ϕ
. (5.13)

When cones exist, the signature implies we have a non-ghost for E,X > 0 and a ghost whenever
E,X < 0. This metric can always be diagonalised with real eigenvalues, with the timelike
eigenvector uµ with eigenvalue E−1

,X c−3
s and three spacelike eigenvectors with shared eigenvalue

E−1
,X c−1

s , i.e. all k-essence metrics with timelike ∂µϕ are class Ia and describe an isotropic
medium — they are equivalent to the Gordon metric (5.1) up to normalisation. The frame
uµ is the rest-frame of the medium and is always a good Cauchy frame with no sound horizon.

Spacelike ∂µϕ: Class Ia
This case is particularly interesting for static solutions, see e.g. ref. [112]. For spacelike ∂µϕ
we can introduce a unit vector lµ ≡ ∂µϕ/

√
−2X, so that

Zµν = 1√
DL,X

(L,Xg
µν + 2XL,XX l

µlν) . (5.14)

The signature then implies that L,X > 0 is a non-ghost, while L,X < 0 is a ghost. The metric
is diagonalisable over reals with non-null eigenvectors and always class Ia.

In the frame of eigenvectors, the sound speed is not isotropic, but rather has a preferred
direction lµ in which it is not luminal, but rather

c2
s,l = L,X + 2XL,XX

L,X
. (5.15)

This is the inverse of the sound speed in timelike case of section 5.2, a result which was first
obtained in ref. [112]. The sound speed is luminal in the other eigendirections.

Null ∂µϕ: Class III
In particular this case is relevant for plane-wave backgrounds ϕ (t− x) which are exact solu-
tions for all shift-symmetric k-essence theories [58]. The gradient ϕ,µ is a null eigenvector
with eigenvalue L,X . Consider a timelike unit vector V µ, then

rµ =
ϕ,µ + Vµ

(
V λϕ,λ

)
V λϕ,λ

, (5.16)

is a spacelike unit vector, rµrµ = 1, orthogonal to V µ. Two other spacelike vectors eµ
1 and

eµ
2 orthogonal to V µ and rµ are also orthogonal to ϕ,µ. These spacelike vectors are also

eigenvectors with the eigenvalues L,X . We can use (Vµ, rµ, e1µ, e2µ) as a basis and rewrite
the acoustic metric (5.10) as

Zµν = L−1
,X

(
−V µV ν + rµrν +

∑
i

eµ
i e

ν
i

)
+

(
V λϕ,λ

)2
L,XX

L2
,X

(rµrν − V µV ν − V µrν − V νrµ) .

(5.17)
Given the null eigenvector, this metric is of the form of class III, eq. (4.7), with

λ =λ2 = λ3 = L−1
,X , µ = (V λϕ,λ)2 L,XX

L2
,X

. (5.18)
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Note that in the null ϕ,µ case, X = 0 and L,X and L,XX do not depend on the choice of V µ.
Thus only the value of µ changes when different frames are chosen.

The cone exists whenever L,X ̸= 0, but L,X > 0 is required for non-ghosts. These
properties are independent of the sign of L,XX . However, the frame defined by V µ is not
good Cauchy frame whenever L,X + (V λϕ,λ)2L,XX < 0 while a sound horizon is present for
L,X − (V λϕ,λ)2L,XX < 0. Nonetheless, a good choice of frame always exists.

5.3 Kinetic gravity braiding

Kinetic gravity braiding [5, 6] is a subclass of Horndeski scalar-tensor theories [11] in which
the scalar does not derivatively couple to curvature in the action and therefore the acoustic
metric of the scalar and gravity can be straightforwardly demixed [111]. The Lagrangian is
given by

L = K(X) −G(X)□ϕ (5.19)

where X ≡ −ϕ,µϕ
,µ/2 is the canonical kinetic term and we have specialised to the shift

symmetric case in which K and G only depend on X and not the field ϕ. The kinetic
operator still mixes with gravity in this theory, but can be demixed and then the acoustic
metric is

Z̃µν =
√

−SZµν = Ω gµν + Ξ∇µϕ∇νϕ+ 2∇(µ
(
G3X∇ν)ϕ

)
, (5.20)

where the proper normalisation can by obtained by computing the determinant of this matrix
and where

Ω = KX − 2GX□ϕ+GXX∇ρϕ∇σϕ∇ρ∇σϕ− 2
M2

P
X2G2

X , (5.21)

Ξ = −KXX +GXX□ϕ− 4
M2

P
XG2

X .

where the terms involving the reduced Planck massMP are generated in the demixing process.
The essential difference with respect to the k-essence metric (5.9) is the appearance of second
derivatives of the background which implies that a second preferred direction appears in the
acoustic metric in addition to ∂µϕ. This implies that Zµν depends on the connection of the
spacetime metric, but second derivatives have been removed by the demixing process.

The existence of two independent vectors in the acoustic metric means that even in the
case of a g-timelike uµ ≡ −∂µϕ/

√
2X, and therefore a hydrodynamical interpretation for

the scalar, the frame uµ is not comoving. The constant-ϕ slicing usually provides natural
coordinates in which to describe the scalar-field theory in a general manner using effective
operators. In the below we will demonstrate that in kinetic gravity braiding it is possible to
construct backgrounds which give hyperbolic Zµν and the fluctuations are non-ghosts and
yet one of the usual assumptions about good media is violated:

• The constant-ϕ slicing is a bad Cauchy frame and therefore this set of coordinates is
not appropriate to determine how the system evolves.

• It is not possible to boost to a rest frame and therefore the metric is not diagonalisable
over reals, i.e. it lies in class II.

Thus kinetic gravity braiding provides the simplest example of a concrete and consistent
theory in which background solutions exist which cannot be described using the usual effective
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theory approach, or the medium described by the background can not be put in the rest frame
and therefore the machinery of this paper must be employed to study it.

For the purpose of minimal examples, let us send MP → ∞ and assume that the
spacetime metric is Minkowski. We now construct a spherically symmetric background with
a timelike ∂µϕ, picking as an ansatz

ϕ(t, r) = µt+ φ(r) . (5.22)

Under these assumptions, we have 2X = µ2 − φ′2 > 0. The only non-vanishing components
of the acoustic metric are:

Z̃t
t = KX + µ2KXX − 2(GX +XGXX)φ′′ , (5.23)

Z̃r
r = KX − φ′2KXX ,

Z̃t
r = −Z̃r

t = µφ′KXX ,

Z̃θ
θ = Z̃ϕ

ϕ = Z̃t
t − µ2KXX +GXXµ

2φ′′ + 2GX
φ′

r

This ansatz is not necessarily a stationary solution to the problem — for our purposes, we
need to it to be a valid background configuration only momentarily. As our conditions,
we instead require that the model functions K and G and gradients of φ are chosen in
such a manner that the acoustic metric is hyperbolic everywhere, eq. (3.14), and that the
fluctuations are non-ghosts everywhere (correct signature). For this form of the acoustic
metric, this reduces to

Z̃t
t Z̃

r
r + (Z̃t

r)2 > 0 cone existence, (5.24)
Z̃θ

θ > 0 non-ghost.

For consistency with spherical symmetry, φ′ should vanish at the centre, unless the centre is
hidden by a horizon. Since we have switched gravity off, we would not see this, but see the
solutions in ref. [37] for a similar construction. We will assume here that our background is
valid beyond some minimal radius and that φ′φ′′ < 0, so that the scalar’s spatial gradient
decays with radius and our configuration is localised.

Failure of unitary gauge

Here we will construct a background in which the frame of uµ = −∂µϕ/
√

2X is not a good
Cauchy frame. By the discussion of section 3.2, this happens whenever uµ is Z-spacelike.
Since we have already ensured that the scalar not be a ghost, conditions (5.24), uµ is a bad
Cauchy frame whenever

Z̃µνuµuν > 0 bad Cauchy. (5.25)

We specialise to the specific model K(X) = X. Without loss of generality, we take
φ′ > 0. A possible background which is hyperbolic everywhere and nowhere a ghost is then
given by

0 < GX < −XGXX (5.26)
σ < 2(GX +XGXX)φ′′ < 1 (5.27)
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with σ = 0. For this choice, GXϕ
′/r > 0 and this contribution in Z̃θ

θ does not ever change
the signature. The requirement that the frame uµ be a bad Cauchy frame only changes the
above conditions by the replacement σ → 2X/µ2, so tightening the range of possible GX .

It is possible to satisfy all these conditions simultaneously, even though condition (5.26)
does place quite an unnatural condition on the function GX — locally it must be at least
X−α with α > 1 in the region of interest for this kind of configuration. We also have that
for the metric (5.23) the radial sound speed is c2

s = (1 − 2(GX +XGXX)φ′′)−1. We thus see
that the bad Cauchy frame occurs when either the sound speed is very large, so even a small
spatial gradient φ′ makes uµ Z-spacelike or in the limit of X → 0, a nearly null uµ, where
change of frames between the static coordinates and comoving is large and the sound speed
does not have to exceed that of light significantly.

This establishes the fact that it is possible in kinetic gravity braiding to construct classic-
ally consistent backgrounds on which it is not possible to write the dynamics for fluctuations
in the standard effective approach of using the unitary gauge.

Class II acoustic spacetimes

Class II metrics are not diagonalisable over reals (see section 4). This means that for the class
of background described by eq. (5.22) we need to introduce a non-zero KXX to provide an
off-diagonal term. We then need to satisfy everywhere the conditions (5.24) and, in addition,
if the discriminant of the eigenvalue equation for the (tr) block of the acoustic metric is
negative, the metric is not diagonalisable, i.e. we need

(Z̃t
t − Z̃r

r )2 < 4(Z̃t
r)2 class II (5.28)

We specialise to a model with GXX = 0 keeping K general with KX > 0. Picking φ′ > 0
and GX > 0 allows us to disregard the φ′ term in Zθ

θ and conditions (5.24) are satisfied
everywhere when, for example

−KX

2X < KXX <
KX

φ′2 and 2GXφ
′′ < 0 (5.29)

for any g-timelike ∂µϕ. On such a background, the acoustic metric is class II whenever

−KX < 2XKXX < 0 and (µ+ φ′)2KXX < 2GXφ
′′ < (µ− φ′)2KXX . (5.30)

Thus a small (but non-zero) KXX creates the possibility that the acoustic metric is class II
when φ′′ also of appropriate magnitude. We reiterate that for the purpose of this example,
we have selected conditions which are sufficient but not necessary. Other conditions can be
found even in the setup (5.22). In general kinetic gravity braiding theories background with
superluminality are very generic especially in the presence of anisotropy and therefore one
can expect that such class II configuration are very generic.

We have thus shown that kinetic gravity braiding is a theory which is capable of provid-
ing backgrounds which are classically consistent but can violate properties typically assumed:
that it is always possible to go to the background’s rest frame or that a unitary gauge provides
a good set of coordinates in which to study the evolution of the system. This was not possible
in the k-essence class of theories, on any allowed background.
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6 Discussion and summary

We have presented a very general covariant construction for the behaviour of small scalar fluc-
tuations on general anisotropic backgrounds in a large class of theories. When the momentum
and frequency of the fluctuations (phonons) is much higher than the scale of variations of the
background, a clear separation can be made between the two and the background can be seen
as giving an effective — acoustic — metric for a dispersionless geometric optics (acoustics)
of phonons. Whenever the scalar-field principal symbol is factorisable, the theory of the free
fluctuations behaves as if they were fluctuations of a non-interacting canonical scalar-field
theory in a different spacetime, which is instead described by the acoustic metric.

The natural acoustic connection (2.15) is not compatible with the spacetime metric. A
disformation tensor (2.16) appears encoding the nonmetricity of the acoustic spacetime. The
nonmetricity should not be completely arbitrary — it is produced from the background scalar
configuration. We have so far proven that the Weyl-vector part (2.20) is always a derivative
of scalar, so that every acoustically conserved vector current has an associated one conserved
in the spacetime (2.21). Understanding the restrictions on the forms of the non-metricity is
an interesting open question.

From the point of the dynamics of small fluctuations, the spacetime metric gµν ap-
pears only implicitly through its contribution to the acoustic spacetime and it is the acoustic
metric that describes the properties of the fluctuations and the space in which they move.
Analogously to the usual case, we have shown that the existence of acoustic cones and there-
fore causal evolution is related to the Lorentzian signature of the acoustic metric. We have
verified that cones exists for all possible types of non-singular Lorentzian acoustic metrics,
including the non-diagonalisable ones. With any other signature, the equation of motion is
not hyperbolic which results in true gradient instabilities which would be seen by all observ-
ers. We have also proposed that the natural definition of a ghost fluctuation is through the
signature of the Lorentzian acoustic metric being the other choice than for the spacetime.
This is also coordinate invariant and therefore all observers would agree on the ghost nature
of the fluctuations.

The presence of two metrics gives a richer geometrical structure: each metric can be
used to associate different covectors to a vector and two different notions of orthogonality
now exist. As a result, there are in fact two distinct acoustic cones from the point of view of
the spacetime metric. One is constructed by the null vectors of the covariant acoustic metric
(2.11) — this ray cone describes the motion of the phase or wavefronts in space, determining
the phase velocity (3.5). The second — the P-cone constructed by the null covectors of the
inverse (contravariant) acoustic metric (2.5)— gives the four-momenta of the modes and is
the covariant description of the dispersion relation or a covariant notion of a refractive index
(3.6). The ray vectors and the momenta are orthogonal (2.7) in the usual sense, which gives
the on-shell relation. As a result, the phase velocity (3.5) is only parallel to the spatial
momentum (3.2) in the simplest case of an isotropic background in its rest frame. Otherwise,
the two directions are distinct and the usual formula fails. Our approach has allowed us
derive the proper description with correct transformation properties for phase velocities and
diffraction indices for general media.

The acoustic spacetime picture is not just local — we have shown that rays are acoustic
null geodesics and momentum is parallel transported along them. The geodesic deviation
equation and therefore the notion of lensing is sensitive to the acoustic curvature. Moreover,
phonon flux (i.e. amplitude of fluctuations) is also conserved in this acoustic spacetime, at
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least when kinetic mixing is low. Analogously to cosmography with light, observations of
scalar fluctuations, if they were possible, would reconstruct the acoustic spacetime instead
of the usual one.

Just as in the case of the usual null vectors of the spacetime metric where the distinction
between rays and momenta does not bring new information, the geometry of each of the
two cones contains exactly the same information; it is just differently presented. We have
demonstrated explicitly how to recover any of the information from either cone.

In the case of subluminal propagation of the scalar fluctuations, it is possible to pick
a frame which is supersonic with respect to the speed of fluctuations. This then results in
the existence of a sound horizon — the supersonic Mach cone — beyond which the scalar
fluctuations cannot move and the surface of which is delineated by zero-energy modes. We
have shown that from the point of view of the P-cone, negative-energy modes for non-ghosts
appear in directions inside the momentum equivalent of the Mach cone. A source at rest in
a frame with a sound horizon is kinematically allowed to shed energy, creating Cherenkov
radiation.

In the case of superluminal phonons, it is possible to pick a frame in which information
(the rays) propagate into the frame’s coordinate past and therefore not all initial conditions
are possible to set up on the spatial hypersurface. Such a situation is not acausal, but it is a
bad choice of frame for the Cauchy problem. We have shown that this situation is equivalent
to some spatial momentum directions not being in the P-cone. This results in a dispersion
relation giving complex energies for some momenta and therefore an apparent instability.
Rather such a situation is related to a bad choice of coordinates. We have also related this
to the usual proof of weak hyperbolicity, turning it around — usually a tacit assumption of
subluminality is made and therefore any spatial slice is equivalent. Weak hyperbolicity then
implies that the acoustic metric is Lorentzian. For us, the system is hyperbolic in the first
place, so a lack of weak hyperbolicity is a statement of a bad choice of coordinates.

We have proven that when the chosen frame is not a good Cauchy frame, the sign of
the kinetic term for the fluctuations reverses — non-ghosts look like ghosts and vice versa. A
spatial tensor Zµν

2 , quadratic in the acoustic metric and therefore invariant under the change
of the overall metric sign, needs to be positive definite for the frame to be a good Cauchy
frame. This can be confirmed by checking the sign of three tensor invariants and therefore
is not expensive computationally.

We have also investigated the Hamiltonian for perturbations, confirming the geometrical
picture. Choosing a good Cauchy frame which is subsonic gives a bounded Hamiltonian. For
a supersonic observer, it is unbounded, just as the P-cone picture suggests. This is not a
catastrophic instability, depending rather on a source to produce Cherenkov radiation. Going
to a bad Cauchy frame, also makes the Hamiltonian unbounded, changing the sign of the
kinetic term and a gradient direction. While this is clearly visible in our 3+1 dimensional
analysis, in a simplified 1+1 dimensional subspace e.g. in spherical symmetry, it is very easy
to dismiss a healthy mode as a ghost, or vice versa – declare that a ghost’s Hamiltonian is
bounded from below and healthy.

We have also constructed an acoustic energy-momentum tensor quadratic in fluctuations
which is covariantly conserved in the acoustic geometry on equations of motion. If the acoustic
metric has a timelike Killing vector, the acoustic Hamiltonian is a conserved charge in the
acoustic spacetime analogously to the usual case. Somewhat unexpectedly, the structure
of the non-metricity tensor is such that this acoustic Hamiltonian is a conserved change
also in the usual spacetime, with even the same value. The implication is that the acoustic
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Hamiltonian can be used to bound motion even in interactions with species moving in the
usual spacetime. An interesting open question is to what extent this is general, e.g. whether
acoustic Killing vectors are also spacetime Killing vectors.

In this paper we have only covered the free theory, not attempting to build interactions
into this acoustic picture. Self-interaction terms could be expanded as a theory for fluctu-
ations on top of the acoustic spacetime, and processes would conserve the acoustic momentum
and energy if the acoustic metric were sufficiently constant. The interesting question is what
would be conserved in processes involving fluctuations of fields living in different metric. We
leave this for future work.

6.1 Summary of notation and results

Quantity Name Defining equation

S = const surfaces wavefronts (2.1)

Pµ = ∂µS momentum covector (2.4)

Zµν contravariant (inverse) acoustic metric (2.3)

Sµν = (Z−1)µν covariant acoustic metric (2.10)

ZµνPµPν = 0 acoustic null surface (2.5)

Nµ = ZµνPν ray vector (2.7)

NµPµ = 0 on-shell orthogonality of Nµ and Pµ (2.7)

Pµ = ωuµ + kµ Pµ-decomposition (3.2)

Nµ = ℧uµ + rµ Nµ-decomposition (3.2)

vµ
p = rµ

℧ phase velocitiy (3.5)

nµ = kµ

ω
refractive index (3.6)

vµ
p nµ = 1 duality of vµ

p and nµ (3.6)

Z00 = Zµνuµuν coefficient of kinetic term (3.28)

Zij
2 = Z0iZ0j − Z00Zij Z-frame spatial inverse metric for P-cone (3.30)

z2 = Z0i
(
Z−1

2
)

ij
Z0j sonicity parameter (3.56)

℧+(kµ)/℧−(kµ) time coordinate of future/past moving rays (3.31)

ω+(kµ)/ω−(kµ) energy of future/past moving modes (3.3)

S00 = 1
Z00

(
1 − z2) = 0 transonic point (3.81)

S2ij = S0
i S0

j − S00Sij S-frame spatial metric for ray cone (3.78)

℧[+](rµ)/℧[−](rµ) time coordinate of positive/negative energy rays (3.78)

ω[+](rµ)/ω[−](rµ) energy of positive/negative energy modes (3.79)
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N-cone P-cone Page

frame independent

hyperbolicity det Sµ
ν > 0 det Zµ

ν > 0 17

cone existence

gradient instability det Sµ
ν < 0 det Zµ

ν < 0 17

non-hyperbolicity

acausality either N-nappe overlaps with
future and past lightcone

P-cone does not overlap
with lightcone 27

necessarily transonic N-cone does not overlap
with lightcone

either P-nappe overlaps with
future and past lightcone 27

ghost = signature mismatch Sµν has signature (1,3) Zµν has signature (1,3) 9

future for non-ghost upper N-nappe upper P-nappe

future for ghost upper N-nappe lower P-nappe

subluminal sound speed Nµ g-timelike Pµ g-spacelike 14

superluminal sound speed Nµ g-spacelike Pµ g-timelike

frame dependent

Good Cauchy surface future N-nappe above Σu uµ Z-timelike 22

Zij
2 ≻ 0, all ω± real 20

closed wavefronts all modes ki covered

℧+ — future N-nappe ω+ — future P-nappe 21

non-ghost Sij ≻ 0 Z00 < 0 20

ghost Sij ≺ 0 Z00 > 0

Bad Cauchy surface upper N-nappe cuts Σu uµ Z-spacelike 22

Zij
2 ̸≻ 0, some ω± complex 20

only for superluminality non-closed wavefronts no modes ki with Zij
2 kikj < 0

both ℧± form future N-nappe both ω± form future P-nappe 21

non-ghost Sij ̸≻ 0 Z00 > 0 20

ghost Sij ̸≺ 0 Z00 < 0

No Sound horizon uµ S-timelike P-cone does not cut Σu 36

S2ij ≻ 0, all ℧[±] real 34

subsonic observer (z2 < 1) propagation in all directions ri wave-vector surface elipsoidal

℧[+] — future non-ghost N-nappe ω[+] — future non-ghost P-nappe

non-ghost S00 < 0 Zij ≻ 0 35

ghost S00 > 0 Zij ≺ 0

Sound horizon uµ S-spacelike P-cone cuts Σu 36

S2ij ̸≻ 0, some ℧[±] complex 34

supersonic observer (z2 > 1) no propagation in directions
ri with S2ijrirj < 0 wave-vector surface hyperboloidal

both ℧[±] form future N-nappe both ω[±] form future P-nappe

non-ghost S00 > 0 Zij ̸≻ 0 35

ghost S00 < 0 Zij ̸≺ 0
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