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Local Lorentz transformations play an important role in teleparallel gravity theories, in
which a tetrad is conventionally employed as a fundamental field variable describing the
gravitational field. It is commonly understood that modifications of general relativity
in the teleparallel framework break a certain notion of local Lorentz invariance, which
is present in the pure tetrad formulation of such theories, while another notion present
in the covariant formulation is preserved. We illuminate these different notions from
a geometric perspective, and distinguish them from what is commonly understood as
breaking of local Lorentz invariance in the context of gravity phenomenology. Based
on physical arguments, we present a geometric interpretation of the dynamical fields in
teleparallel gravity, which unified and refines the conventional approaches.
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1. Introduction

During the last decade, teleparallel gravity theories, which attribute the gravita-

tional interaction to the torsion of a flat, metric-compatible connection instead of

the curvature of the Levi-Civita connection, have received growing attention [1, 2],

and provided numerous models to address the open questions in gravity and cosmol-

ogy [3–5]. An important notion, which is of particular relevance in these theories,

is that of local Lorentz invariance, and its potential breaking in modified telepar-

allel gravity theories [6–8]. By non-experts in the field, this is frequently perceived

as a pathology of these theories, contradicting the observed local Lorentz invari-

ance in nature. But also within the community of experts in teleparallel gravity it

occasionally leads to debates.

The central origin of these debates is the fact that in its most conventional

formulations, teleparallel gravity theories employ a tetrad as one of the fundamen-

tal field variables instead of a metric, possibly supplemented with a flat Lorentz

spin connection in its covariant formulation. While in the teleparallel equivalent

of general relativity (TEGR) [9] only the components of the metric enter into the
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gravitational field equations, leaving any additional field components contained in

the tetrad or spin connection as both undetermined and irrelevant gauge degrees of

freedom for the description of the gravitational field, this is not the case in modified

teleparallel gravity theories. The latter usually involve all tetrad components (in

the non-covariant pure tetrad formulation) or combinations of the tetrad and spin

connection components (in the covariant formulation), up to possibly remnant sym-

metries [10–15]. This property is often called “breaking of local Lorentz invariance

in modified gravity”, as it breaks the freedom to perform local Lorentz transforma-

tions on the tetrad only, which does not affect the field equations of TEGR, but

does affect the field equations of modified theories, in the sense that it is not a

symmetry transformation on the space of solutions to these theories.

In the context of observational tests and the phenomenology of gravitational

theories, the term local Lorentz invariance is conventionally used synonymously

with the absence of preferred frame effects, in the sense that the outcome of a local,

freely falling, non-gravitational experiment should not depend on the velocity of

the reference frame [16, 17]. Breaking this symmetry would lead to observational

consequences, which have not been observed in nature, putting strict bounds on any

possible violation of local Lorentz invariance in this sense. However, it should be

emphasized that this concept is essentially different from the kind of local Lorentz

invariance breaking encountered in teleparallel gravity mentioned above. The aim

of this article is to illuminate these different notions of Lorentz invariance and its

breaking from a geometric point of view, and provide a unified geometric picture

relating both Lorentz invariance and its breaking to the geometry of spacetime as

perceived from an observer’s perspective.

This article is structured as follows. In section 2, we motivate the use of tetrads

from an observer’s perspective, and discuss their role for performing observations

of physical quantities, as well as their theoretical description. We then discuss their

role as a fundamental field variable in teleparallel gravity in section 3. In section 4,

we discuss the alternative Palatini formulation of teleparallel gravity, which does

not make use of tetrads. A unifying geometric interpretation of these different ap-

proaches and the fundamental teleparallel geometry is provided in section 5. We

end with a conclusion in section 6.

2. The observer’s perspective

We start our discussion from the viewpoint of an observer, whose intention is to

perform measurements of physical quantities, and who establishes a local reference

system for these measurements purely based on the observation of physical phe-

nomena. In section 2.1, we discuss how such observations can be used to determine

a class of local frames, or tetrads, which provide such a local reference system. We

then discuss the consequences of changing this reference system and the question

of local Lorentz invariance in section 2.2.
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2.1. The role of tetrads in observations

Tetrads occur in different roles in relativistic physics. Here we start by motivating

their notion from the perspective of an observer, who follows a worldline through

spacetime M , and carries along several types of measuring devices:

(1) The tangent vector to the worldline is used to define a future-pointing timelike

vector at every point along the worldline, which can be chosen as the zero

component e0 = e0
µ∂µ of a frame ea

µ.

(2) Using the clock postulate and the notion of proper time along the worldline,

the tangent vector e0 can be normalized.

(3) By observing the propagation of light, a set of lightlike directions can be estab-

lished, from which spatial directions can be deduced; this light cone structure

establishes a notion of causal propagation of information, by setting the speed

of light as defining the maximal propagation velocity.

(4) The spatial directions can further be normalized by measuring the arrival time

in a radar experiment [18], and chosen orthogonal, e.g., by observing the linear

polarization of light. This establishes the light cone as null directions.

(5) Finally, by performing experiments which violate parity invariance, such as

observing radioactive decay, a spatial orientation can be selected. Together with

the time orientation defined by the tangent vector of the observer’s trajectory,

this yields an oriented, time oriented frame.

In summary, by performing these experiments, observers can establish a set of time-

oriented, oriented, orthonormal frames at each point in spacetime M . The set of

these frames forms a subset of the general linear frame bundle GL(M).

So far we have neither assumed nor deduced any particular structure for the set

of orthonormal frames. Assuming only a clock postulate, which relates the proper

time used in the normalization to a parametrization-invariant arc length of the

observer’s world line, as well as a causal structure defined by light cones, one ends

up at a Finsler spacetime [19,20]. In the following, however, we will restrict ourselves

to metric spacetimes, i.e., assume that there exists a Lorentzian metric gµν on M ,

so that the orthonormal frames are the solutions to the equation

gµνea
µeb

ν = ηab , (1)

where ηab = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1) is the Minkowski metric. Note that the metricity con-

dition does not determine the orientation or time orientation of the frames; these

must additionally be imposed. Assuming that the spacetime M equipped with the

metric gµν is orientable and time-orientable, the orthonormal frame bundle O(M, g)

obtained as solutions to the metricity condition (1) consists of four connected com-

ponents. Selecting an orientation and time orientation corresponds to selecting one

of these components. We will denote this component by SO0(M, g, ǫ), where ǫ rep-

resents the chosen orientation and time orientation.

Finally, we remark that GL(M), O(M, g) and SO0(M, g, ǫ) are principal bundles

with structure groups GL(4), O(1, 3) and SO0(1, 3), respectively, where the latter
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denotes the connected component of the unit element in O(1, 3). The operation

relating these bundles is known as reduction of the structure group [21]; hence, we

conclude that in a metric, oriented, time-oriented spacetime observers can establish

a set of distinguished frames as a SO0(1, 3) reduction of the general linear frame

bundle. In other words, any two observer frames at a point x ∈ M which are

compatible with the same metric, oriented, time-oriented spacetime are related by

a proper Lorentz transformation Λ ∈ SO0(1, 3).

2.2. Lorentz covariance, invariance and preferred frame effects

In the following we will assume that observers can perform measurements of physical

quantities at every point x ∈ M which belongs to their worldline. Let Q,Q′ denote

the measurement outcomes obtained by two observers passing through the same

point x, but using different frames e, e′ at x, which are orthonormal with respect

to a common metric and sharing the same orientation and time orientation. Hence,

they are related by a proper Lorentz transformation Λ ∈ SO0(1, 3) via

e′a
µ = eb

µΛb
a . (2)

Physical observations show that the quantities we encounter in nature are Lorentz

covariant : the measurement outcomes Q,Q′ mentioned above are related to each

other by some representation ρ : SO0(1, 3) → GL(n) of the Lorentz group, Q′ =

ρ(Λ)Q, where n denotes the dimension of the representation. This means that Q,Q′

can be regarded as different coordinate representations of a common object: this

object is an element of the fiber over x of the associated fiber bundle SO0(M, g, ǫ)×ρ

Rn. Usually, ρ turns out to be a tensor representation, and hence this element is

a tensor, whereas the bundle is a tensor bundle. Similarly, physical fields, which

assign observables to every point x ∈ M , will be sections of such tensor bundles,

and hence tensor fields.

A related, yet different concept is that of local Lorentz invariance: it states that

the outcome of any local, non-gravitational test experiment is independent of the

velocity of the (freely falling) apparatus [16,17]. In other words, if we set up any non-

gravitational experiment, such that the initial physical quantities have the values

Q0 in a certain frame of reference, and the outcome is comprised of values Q1 in the

same frame of reference, then by changing the initial values to Q′

0 = ρ(Λ)Q0, one

will obtain the outcome Q′

1 = ρ(Λ)Q1. This means that the equations describing the

physical laws which govern the evolution of the system must be Lorentz invariant,

i.e., they must retain their form under local Lorentz transformations.

An alternative possibility to state the principle of local Lorentz invariance is

as the absence of preferred frame effects. By the latter we denote any observation

which allows to distinguish a particular subclass of frames within the class of or-

thogonal frames. Such a distinction could be provided, for example, by a timelike

background vector field, which determines a preferred time direction, and hence

a preferred rest system. Note that, for example, a non-vanishing electromagnetic
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field in an experiment involving charged particles does not establish a preferred

frame in this sense, since under a local Lorentz transformation to a different frame

all physical quantities constituting the setup of the non-gravitational experiment,

including the electromagnetic field, must be transformed, and both the Maxwell

equations and the equations of motion of charged particles are invariant under this

transformation. The principle of local Lorentz invariance rather demands the ab-

sence of any background fields which are independent of the experimental setup in

a freely falling reference system.

One possibility to assess the local Lorentz invariance of a gravity theory is

by using the parametrized post-Newtonian formalism [16, 17]. Here the breaking

of local Lorentz invariance is signaled by the non-vanishing of certain parameters

which characterize the theory under consideration. It is worth mentioning that

in teleparallel gravity theories, in which “local Lorentz invariance is broken” in the

sense we used this term in the introduction of this article, no preferred frame effects

are present, and so no breaking of local Lorentz invariance in the sense we used in

this section is observed [22–25]. This already shows that there is a fundamental

difference between these notions, despite commonly denoting them by the same

name, which we will explain further in the following sections.

3. Tetrads and Lorentz transformations in teleparallel gravity

We now turn our focus to teleparallel gravity, and discuss the appearance of tetrads

and local Lorentz transformations in the conventional formulations of these theo-

ries. We start with a brief review of the pure tetrad and covariant formulations

of teleparallel gravity theories in section 3.1. We then clarify the relation between

these formulations in section 3.2, providing a constructive approach to obtain one

from the other. Finally, we argue on the existence of such teleparallel geometries

based on physical reasons in section 3.3.

3.1. Pure tetrad and covariant formulations of teleparallel gravity

Two different formulations of teleparallel gravity theories are conventionally used.

In the original, pure tetrad formulation, the only fundamental variable describing

the gravitational field is a tetrad, or coframe, which we will denote by
w

θaµ, for

reasons which will become clear later. In mathematical terms, this is a section
w

θ : M → GL∗(M) of the dual frame bundle. Its dual is a frame
w

e : M → GL(M),

whose components are related to the coframe components by

w

ea
µ

w

θaν = δµν
w

ea
µ

w

θbµ = δba . (3)

In the context of this formulation, local Lorentz transformations Λ : M → SO0(1, 3)

are usually considered to act on the tetrad as

w

θaµ = Λa
b

w

θ′bµ , (4)
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and are not symmetry transformations of the gravitational field equations, i.e., the

field equations are not invariant under this transformation, and solutions are, in

general, not mapped to solutions, except for TEGR [26, 27]. This is the reason for

considering modified teleparallel gravity theories in this formulation as breaking

local Lorentz invariance.

The aforementioned observation that the pure tetrad formulation of teleparallel

gravity is not invariant under Lorentz transformations (4) of its fundamental field

variable has stipulated the development of the covariant formulation of teleparallel

gravity [28–31], in which next to the tetrad θaµ a spin connection ωa
bµ is employed

as dynamical field variable. This spin connection is assumed to be antisymmetric,

ω(ab)
µ = 0, and flat,

∂µω
a
bν − ∂νω

a
bµ + ωa

cµω
c
bν − ωa

cνω
c
bµ = 0 . (5)

In this formulation, local Lorentz transformations are considered to act jointly on

both field variables as

θaµ = Λa
bθ

′b
µ , ωa

bµ = Λa
c(Λ

−1)dbω
′c
dµ + Λa

c∂µ(Λ
−1)cb , (6)

and are symmetry transformations of the gravitational field equations, i.e., the

field equations are invariant under this transformation. In this sense, local Lorentz

invariance is restored in the covariant formulation of teleparallel gravity.

Arguments have been presented in favor of either formulation. We will not re-

peat these arguments here, but rather focus on the common properties of both

formulations.

3.2. The Weitzenböck gauge

We start our discussion in this section from the perspective of the covariant formu-

lation of teleparallel gravity. It is conventionally concluded from the antisymmetry

and flatness of the spin connection that there exists a particular local Lorentz

transformation Λa
b under which the spin connection transforms to vanish. As a

consequence, one sometimes finds the spin connection expressed in terms of this

Lorentz transformation as

ωa
bµ = Λa

c∂µ(Λ
−1)cb , (7)

obtained from setting ω′a
bµ =

w

ωa
bµ = 0 in the transformation (6). The Lorentz

gauge which is obtained by this transformation is then called the Weitzenböck

gauge, and the tetrad can accordingly be written as

θaµ = Λa
b

w

θbµ (8)

in terms of the tetrad θ′aµ =
w

θaµ in the Weitzenböck gauge. Note that despite

calling it the Weitzenböck gauge, it is actually a family of gauges, which are related

by a global Lorentz transformation

Λa
b 7→ Λ′a

b = Λa
cΩ

c
b ,

w

θaµ 7→
w

θ′aµ = (Ω−1)ab
w

θbµ . (9)
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with ∂µΩ
a
b = 0. Further, it is often stated that by imposing the Weitzenböck gauge,

the covariant formulation of teleparallel gravity reduces to the non-covariant formu-

lation, in which the tetrad is the only dynamical field variable, and that these two

formulations are therefore dynamically and phenomenologically equivalent. Instead

of taking these statements for granted, we raise the question whether the aforemen-

tioned conclusion is indeed valid. To answer this question, we follow a constructive

approach and explicitly derive the Lorentz transformation Λa
b to the Weitzenböck

gauge.

In order to construct the Lorentz transformation Λa
b for a given teleparallel

geometry, defined by a tetrad and a flat, antisymmetric spin connection, recall first

that these quantities define two quantities which are invariant under local Lorentz

transformations. These are a metric

gµν = ηabθ
a
µθ

b
ν (10)

and a flat, metric-compatible, affine connection as the unique solution of the “tetrad

postulate”

∂µθ
a
ν + ωa

bµθ
b
ν − Γρ

νµθ
a
ρ = 0 . (11)

The latter formula is Lorentz covariant, and hence retains its form under local

Lorentz transformations, up to an overall factor Λa
b; due to its free Lorentz index

it thus transforms as a vector. It follows that it holds in particular also in the

Weitzenböck gauge, where it reads

∂µ
w

θaν − Γρ
νµ

w

θaρ = 0 . (12)

One therefore finds that for every fixed value of the Lorentz index, the components

of the Weitzenböck tetrad
w

θaµ constitute a covariantly constant covector field. A so-

lution to this equation, which reproduces both the metric and the affine connection,

can be found by the following procedure:

(1) At some point x ∈ M , choose a tetrad
w

θaµ(x), such that it induces the met-

ric (10).

(2) For any other point y ∈ M , choose a path from x to y, and use the covariant

constancy (12) to obtain
w

θaµ(y) by parallel transport of
w

θaµ(x).

The metric compatibility of the tetrad obtained in the second step is guaranteed

by the fact that the affine connection is metric compatible.

One notices two choices to be made in the construction above, namely the tetrad

at the original point x and the paths towards the remaining points y. Naturally the

question arises how these choices influence the obtained solution. For the former,

two different choices of the initial tetrad, which induce the same metric, are re-

lated by a Lorentz transformation, and so this freedom of choice corresponds to

the residual gauge freedom under global Lorentz transformations, which preserves

the Weitzenböck gauge condition of vanishing spin connection. For the latter, it

is known that the parallel transport of a (co-)vector from one point to another
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in general depends on the path taken between these points. The teleparallel affine

connection, however, is flat, and so one naively concludes that it defines a parallel

transport which is independent of the chosen path. Nevertheless, one must keep

in mind that this conclusion holds only for homotopic paths, and that a (space-

time) manifold, on which any two paths with the same endpoints are homotopic,

is necessary simply connected. While this condition is satisfied for many exam-

ples considered in physics, it does not hold in general, and is violated, e.g., if one

considers intra-spacetime wormholes.

We therefore conclude that in general the Weitzenböck gauge can be achieved

only locally, but not globally. Hence, the covariant and pure tetrad formulations of

teleparallel gravity can be regarded equivalent only for simply connected spacetimes.

3.3. The existence of teleparallel geometries

For our construction of the Weitzenböck gauge in the previous section we have

assumed that our spacetime is already equipped with a global tetrad θaµ and a

flat spin connection ωa
bµ. However, this assumption contains an implicit restriction

of the possible topologies of spacetime, since any manifold which admits a global

section of the frame bundle is, by definition, parallelizable. Of course one may

simply raise this condition to a postulate, and consider only such spacetimes for

which it is satisfied. However, from a more fundamental perspective, one should raise

the question whether such a postulate excludes any physically relevant spacetime

models, or whether there is any possibility to demand a parallelizable spacetime

based on physical arguments.

A thorough treatment shows that indeed the latter is the case, and that a

physical argument can be found in particle physics. This is due to the fact that the

latter describes various constituents of matter, known as fermions, which possess

half-integer spin, by spinor fields [32]. Such fields necessarily transform under a

representation of the spin group Spin(1, 3) ∼= SL(2,C), which is a double cover of

the proper Lorentz group SO0(1, 3). Hence, they must be described by sections of

a bundle which is associated to a double cover of the orthonormal, oriented, time-

oriented frame bundle; such a double cover is known as a spin structure, and a

manifold which admits a spin structure is usually simply called “spin”. For a four-

dimensional spacetime, however, it turns out that being spin is exactly equivalent

to being parallelizable [33]. We may therefore conclude that any spacetime, which

allows for the description of fermions by spinor fields, is necessarily parallelizable,

and thus admits global tetrads.

The question for the existence of a flat, antisymmetric spin connection is an-

swered as a simple corollary. Obviously, one may always choose the Weitzenböck

spin connection
w

ωa
bµ = 0. Together with a global tetrad, on whose existence we have

concluded above, this yields a flat, metric-compatible affine connection through the

tetrad postulate (12). In the case of a simply connected parallelizable spacetime, any

flat, metric-compatible affine connection is of this form, as it allows to reconstruct
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the global tetrad up to a global Lorentz transformation, as argued in the previous

section. However, as we also argued, for a non-simply connected spacetime, more

general flat connections may exist, which cannot be represented by a tetrad in the

Weitzenböck gauge.

4. The Palatini approach

Another common description besides the usual tetrad formalism of teleparallel ge-

ometry, which attempts to avoid the gauge ambiguity in the covariant formulation,

is the Palatini approach. We discuss this approach and its relation to the tetrad for-

malism in section 4.1, and comment on the role of the teleparallel affine connection

in section 4.2.

4.1. Orbits and equivalence classes

The basic idea of the Palatini approach to teleparallel gravity is to consider the

metric gµν and the coefficients Γµ
νρ of a flat, metric-compatible affine connection

as fundamental fields instead of the tetrad and the spin connection [34]. Here the

vanishing curvature and nonmetricity of the affine connection is conventionally

imposed via Lagrange multipliers, but also other methods are possible [35]. This

approach has the advantage that both the metric and the affine connection, when

defined from a teleparallel geometry in terms of a tetrad and spin connection using

the relations (10) and (11), are invariant under local Lorentz transformations of the

form (6), so that no gauge choice is necessary when solving the field equations of

a teleparallel gravity theory. However, care must be taken that these are actually

invariant under the full Lorentz group O(1, 3), which also includes temporal and

spatial reflection, and so they do not retain the information on the orientation

and time orientation of spacetime, which is a necessary ingredient in the complete

description of physical phenomena. Hence, the Palatini approach can be regarded as

equivalent to the tetrad approach only of these orientations, for which we introduced

the collective notation ǫ, are fixed.

From a geometric point of view, local Lorentz transformation form a group un-

der pointwise multiplication, which acts on the space of pairs (θaµ, ω
a
bµ) of tetrads

and spin connections by the prescription (6). In the covariant formulation of telepar-

allel gravity, this is a gauge transformation, and so any two teleparallel geometries

belonging to the same orbit can be regarded as equivalent. Finally, there is a one-to-

one correspondence between such orbits and tuples (gµν , ǫ,Γ
µ
νρ) of metrics, orien-

tations, time orientations and teleparallel affine connections. In other words, these

variables are simply an alternative parametrization of the space of orbits, which

represents the space of inequivalent teleparallel geometries.

The main insight we shall take from the Palatini approach is that any teleparal-

lel geometry, viewed as an equivalence class of pairs of tetrads and spin connections

under (proper) local Lorentz transformations is equivalently described by a metric,

orientation, time orientation and flat, metric-compatible affine connection. Note
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that none of these quantities determines a preferred frame at any point in space-

time, or impose any restriction on the possible frames an observer may choose in

order to perform measurements or how these measurements are related between

different frames. Any frames which are related by a proper Lorentz transformation

are compatible with the same metric, orientation and time orientation, and thus

yield an equivalent description of physical phenomena. No breaking of local Lorentz

invariance is observed. To further clarify this point, we elaborate on the role of the

teleparallel affine connection below.

4.2. The role of the affine connection

The preceding discussion raises the question for the role of the teleparallel affine

connection and its physical interpretation. We emphasize again that it does not

single out a preferred frame at any point in spacetime; however, it does provide a

parallel transport of tangent vectors, and hence frames, which is invariant under a

homotopic change of the path. This fact is the origin of the term “teleparallelism”,

or “Fernparallelismus” [1]. In this sense it does single out a system of tetrads in

a simply connected neighborhood, which is obtained by parallel transport; this

is simply the (local) Weitzenböck tetrad (8). However, keep in mind that this is

defined only locally and up to a global Lorentz transformation, and so we will not

regard it as a fundamental physical field.

In the following, we will assume the metric matter coupling prescription, ac-

cording to which matter couples to gravity only via the metric, its Levi-Civita

connection, and respects the orientation and time orientation, while there is no

direct coupling to the teleparallel affine connection. It has been argued that this

is the only consistent matter coupling in teleparallel gravity [36–41]. In this case

the teleparallel affine connection makes its appearance only via its contribution to

the gravitational action, where it determines the dynamics of the gravitational in-

teraction. In this regard its role is not different from, e.g., the role of a scalar field

describing dark energy in a scalar-tensor theory of gravity, or a second metric in a

bimetric theory, which does not directly couple to matter.

With this understanding, we can now return to the question of broken local

Lorentz invariance, which we encountered in different contexts. From the perspec-

tive of the Palatini formulation, Lorentz transformations of the form (4) are simply

transformations of the teleparallel affine connection Γµ
νρ. Since the dynamics of the

gravitational field in modified teleparallel gravity theories depends on this connec-

tion, it is clear that such transformations also change the gravitational dynamics,

and lead to inequivalent geometries. However, what appears as inequivalent tetrads

in the pure tetrad formulation of teleparallel gravity, simply appears as inequiva-

lent teleparallel affine connection in the Palatini formulation. In TEGR, which is

invariant under such transformations, the teleparallel affine connection fully decou-

ples from the field equations, and so the aforementioned transformations become

an internal symmetry of the theory, which is (at least partially) broken in modified
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theories. In particular it should be emphasized that this purely internal symmetry

breaking does not constitute a breaking of local Lorentz invariance in the sense of

preferred frame effects as discussed in section 2.2: observers remain free to use any

orthonormal, oriented, time oriented frame defined by the metric (10) and the ori-

entations ǫ of the spacetime geometry. The coframe
w

θaµ is not a preferred coframe in

the sense of observations, but simply a convenient possibility to combine the “dark”

components of the affine connection, which couples only gravitationally, with the

metric components.

Nevertheless, the aforementioned statements do not mean that the introduction

of the teleparallel affine connection as additional field mediating the gravitational

interaction may not lead to pathologies [42]. Possible issues may become manifest,

for example, in the form of strong coupling issues, or the breakdown of perturbation

theory around particular backgrounds [43–45]. In order to avoid such problems,

all physical degrees of freedom, i.e., those which directly or indirectly couple to

physical observables, must obey a causally determined evolution [46–51]. This does

not exclude the possibility of true “remnant” gauge symmetries in the case that the

aforementioned internal Lorentz symmetry is only partially broken, which would

imply that certain components of the affine connection are neither determined by

the field equations, nor relevant for the evolution of the observable fields [10–15].

5. A unified geometric picture

The discussions detailed in the previous sections raise the questions which geomet-

ric objects are most suitable as dynamical field variables in teleparallel gravity.

We will now conclude on these discussions and attempt to answer this question

constructively. In section 5.1, we summarize the different choices of the dynamical

field variables and their relations. These are interpreted in section 5.2 as different

representatives of a common geometric structure. Finally, in section 5.3 we discuss

the relation of the tetrad and the spin structure, in order to obtain a more concise

notion of teleparallel geometry.

5.1. Choices of the dynamical field variables

We start from the viewpoint of the pure tetrad formulation of teleparallel gravity,

in which the only gravitational field variable is a tetrad
w

θaµ, which gives rise to the

Weitzenböck connection, whose torsion enters into the gravitational field equations.

Clearly, a globally chosen tetrad allows to equip the spacetime manifold with all

necessary quantities to describe observations as argued in section 2.1: a metric, as

well as a spatial and temporal orientation. Further, its existence guarantees the ex-

istence of a spin structure, as argued in section 3.3. However, it leaves the question

whether the particular choice of the tetrad has any physical significance besides its

gravitational coupling, since any other tetrad, which is related by a local Lorentz

transformation, yields the same geometry probed by observables according to sec-

tion 2.2, and would thus be indistinguishable by observations. The local Lorentz
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invariance inherent in observations is therefore not reflected by this choice of the

dynamical variable and hence appears broken.

The aforementioned argument is a possible motivation for the covariant formu-

lation of teleparallel gravity, where a flat Lorentz spin connection is considered as

a dynamical, gravitational field variable next to the tetrad. In this case, any tetrad

related by a local (and proper, i.e., orientation-preserving) Lorentz transformation

is regarded as equivalent, and the spin connection must be transformed accordingly.

The appealing consequence of this choice of the dynamical field variables is the nat-

ural appearance of Lorentz transformations relating physically equivalent tetrads. It

is often claimed to be equivalent to the pure tetrad formulation, and that the latter

is recovered by passing to the Weitzenböck gauge; however, as argued in section 3.2,

this is in general only possible locally, but not globally. Hence, we conclude that the

covariant formulation of teleparallel gravity allows for more general geometries than

the pure tetrad formulation, and is therefore favored. Nevertheless, this generality

comes at the price of introducing unphysical gauge degrees of freedom, and so the

question arises whether these can be avoided.

Following the discussion in section 4.1, the Palatini formulation of teleparallel

gravity appears to answer the aforementioned question, and provide local Lorentz

invariance without introducing any gauge degrees of freedom. However, note that

these variables are invariant under the full Lorentz group O(1, 3), which does not

preserve the orientation and time orientation encoded in the tetrad, and so this

information is lost in passing to the Palatini formulation, unless one incorporates

these into additional, discrete variables. Only then one obtains a formulation of

teleparallel gravity which is equivalent to the previously mentioned one, and allows

for a proper description of parity-violating interactions.

5.2. Unification using geometry

From the viewpoint of differential geometry, the different choices of the dynami-

cal field variables in teleparallel gravity discussed in the previous section simply

represent different possibilities to describe a common geometric structure. To see

this, recall from section 2.1 that the metric, orientation and time orientation de-

fine a class of compatible frames, which form a principal bundle π : P → M over

the spacetime manifold M , which we denoted as P = SO0(M, g, ǫ). In mathemat-

ical terms, this is a reduction of the structure group with respect to the canonical

inclusion SO0(1, 3) →֒ GL(4). Further, we assumed M to be parallelizable as of sec-

tion 3.3, in order to admit a spin structure. Finally, the flat, affine connection of a

teleparallel spacetime defines a principal connection in the frame bundle. Since the

connection is assumed to be metric-compatible, it can be reduced to a flat principal

connection Ω ∈ Ω1(P, h), i.e., an equivariant one-form on P taking values in the Lie

algebra h = o(1, 3) and satisfying dΩΩ = 0. In the following, we will see how this

most geometric picture relates to the common description of teleparallel gravity in

terms of the previously mentioned field variables, and allows to recover these.
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Since H = SO0(1, 3) is a closed subgroup of G = GL(4), there is an equivalent

and more accessible description of the geometric setting given above [21]. First

note that there is a one-to-one correspondence between reductions of the structure

group with respect to the canonical embedding and sections of the coset bundle

χ : C → M with C = GL(M) ×λ G/H , where λ : G × G/H → G/H denotes the

canonical left action of G on the coset space G/H . The latter has two connected

components, corresponding to the two connected components of G given by the

sign of the determinant. Hence, every fiber of C has two connected components.

If M is orientable, which we assume here, then also C itself has two connected

components, i.e., for every continuous path γ : [0, 1] → C with χ(γ(0)) = χ(γ(1)) =

x, γ(0) and γ(1) lie in the same connected component of χ−1(x). Each component

of C determines an orientation on M . A Lorentzian metric gµν on M determines

four points in each fiber of C, two in each connected component, which have a

fixed relationship: the two points in the same fiber are related by multiplication

with the matrix −14 ∈ G, corresponding to a simultaneous temporal and spatial

reflection, while the two points in the other connected component are obtained by

multiplication with diag(−1, 1, 1, 1) and diag(1,−1,−1,−1), respectively. Choosing

an orientation selects one of the two connected components, hence leaving only two

points in each fiber. If the metric is chosen such that these two points in each fiber

form two continuous sections of C (and are thus disconnected), then the pair (M, g)

is time orientable; choosing one of the two sections determines a time orientation.

Conversely, every section of C determines a Lorentzian metric, an orientation and

a time orientation on M , which is exactly the data we required for the description

of observations. Hence, instead of the rather abstract notation of a principal bundle

reduction, one can equivalently work with the more familiar notion of a section of

a fiber bundle over spacetime.

To complete the translation of the geometric picture of a teleparallel geome-

try given at the beginning of this section, let us finally remark that the principal

connection Ω on P is in one-to-one correspondence with a metric-compatible affine

connection with coefficients Γµ
νρ on M , and that the latter also constitutes a sec-

tion of a bundle over M , which can be obtained as a jet bundle. It does not come as

a surprise that the flatness of the principal connection corresponds to the flatness

of this affine connection and vice versa. Hence, from a geometric point of view, a

teleparallel spacetime is nothing else than a manifold M equipped with a section

of the bundle C, turning it into an oriented, time-oriented Lorentzian spacetime,

which additionally features a flat, metric-compatible, affine connection. From this

point of view, one easily recovers the more familiar descriptions as follows:

(1) As argued above, a section of C corresponds to a Lorentzian metric, an orienta-

tion and a time orientation on M , while the flat principal connection Ω encodes

a flat, metric-compatible affine connection. Hence, the geometric picture is sim-

ply an interpretation of the Palatini formulation of the teleparallel geometry,

where we understand the latter as also including the chosen orientation and
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time orientation as integral constituents, which we collectively denote by ǫ.

This becomes even more clear by realizing that once the orientation and time

orientation are fixed, the components of the metric gµν can be used as local

fiber coordinates on C (whose fibers are diffeomorphic to the 10-dimensional

coset space G/H). Note, however, that these are not global coordinates, since

the metric determines not a single point on each fiber of C, but four points.

(2) From the discussion above we have learned that sections of C are in one-to-

one correspondence of principal bundle reductions, which lead to a principal

bundle P = SO0(M, g, ǫ) with structure group SO0(1, 3). From our assumption

that M allows for global spinor fields, and therefore admits a spin structure, it

follows that P must have a globally defined orthonormal frame, i.e., a global

section e : M → P [33]. Denoting the dual coframe by θ, and defining the spin

connection as the pullback ω = e∗Ω ∈ Ω1(M, h), one thus obtains a teleparallel

geometry in the sense of the covariant formulation of teleparallel gravity. It

encodes the metric, orientation, time orientation and the teleparallel connec-

tion. The freedom to choose the local section e corresponds to the local Lorentz

invariance of this formulation.

(3) Using the procedure given in section 3.2, the tetrad θ can locally be transformed

into the Weitzenböck gauge. This transformation corresponds to the choice of

a local section
w

e : U → P on a simply connected neighborhood U ⊂ M which

is horizontal with respect to the connection Ω, whence
w

ω =
w

e∗Ω = 0.

To summarize, we see that the conventional formulations of the teleparallel ge-

ometry are simply different possibilities to assign (in general only local) coordinates

to the more general, abstract geometric structure described in the beginning of this

section, and are thus locally equivalent (although, in general, not globally).

5.3. Refinement using spin structure

One of the main physical arguments we used to conclude on the existence of a

global tetrad on a physically meaningful spacetime was the necessity to describe

fermions by spinor fields, which requires the existence of a spin structure [32]. In

fact, the latter can be obtained from the former by the following procedure. Let

e : M → P be a section of the (trivial) oriented, time-oriented orthonormal frame

bundle, and Q = M × SL(2,C). Using the covering map σ : SL(2,C) → SO0(1, 3),

one can then define a map ϕ : Q → P by ϕ(x, z) = e(x) ·σ(z). Clearly, this is a two-

fold covering map, since σ(−z) = σ(z), and hence a spin structure. Of course one

may pose the question whether every spin structure can be described using such a

trivial bundle Q, or whether more general cases exist. It turns out that the former

is true: whenever there exists a spin structure on a spacetime M , it necessarily

admits a global section s : M → Q, and so it must be trivial [33]. Choosing this to

be s(x) = (x, 12), one has e = ϕ ◦ s, and so one recovers the tetrad as well.

Naturally, the question arises whether any two tetrads e, e′ give rise to the same

spin structure. Naively one may think that this is the case, since the total space Q
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and its projection to M are independent of the choice of the tetrad. However, note

that also the covering map ϕ : Q → P is a part of the definition of a spin structure,

and two spin structures ϕ : Q → P and ϕ′ : Q → P can be regarded as equivalent

only if there exists a principal bundle isomorphism µ : Q → Q′ such that ϕ = ϕ′ ◦µ.

The latter, however, does not hold in general, unless M is simply connected. This

can be seen as follows:

Consider two (global) tetrads e, e′ : M → P , and assume for simplicity e(x) =

e′(x) for some point x ∈ M . Then there exists a local Lorentz transformation

Λ : M → SO0(1, 3) such that e = e′ · Λ with Λ(x) = 14. If M is not simply

connected, we can choose these tetrads such that there exists a path γ : [0, 1] → M

with γ(0) = γ(1) = x and Λ ◦ γ : [0, 1] → SO0(1, 3) is not contractible. (This is

possible since SO0(1, 3) is not simply connected.) Let ϕ : Q → P and ϕ′ : Q → P

be the spin structures constructed by the procedure above from e and e′, and

s : M → Q, x 7→ (x, 12). By construction, we have e = ϕ ◦ s and e′ = ϕ′ ◦ s. Now

assume that there exists a principal bundle isomorphism µ : Q → Q′ such that

ϕ = ϕ′ ◦ µ. Since ϕ and ϕ′ are principal bundle homomorphisms by definition of a

spin structure, and thus fiber preserving and equivariant, one must have

e′(y)Λ(y) = e(y) = ϕ(s(y)) = ϕ′(µ(s(y))) , (13)

and so µ(s(y)) = s(y)Σ(y) with Σ : M → SL(2,C) such that Λ = σ ◦ Σ. In

particular, for y = x we have σ(Σ(x)) = 14, and thus Σ(x) ∈ {±12}. Now consider

Σ ◦ γ : [0, 1] → SL(2,C). Since σ ◦ Σ ◦ γ is not contractible, it must wind around

SO0(1, 3), and so one must have Σ(γ(0)) = −Σ(γ(1)). But γ(0) = γ(1) = x, leading

to a contradiction. Hence, no such principal bundle isomorphism µ can exist.

This answers our question for the equivalence of the spin structures defined

by two tetrads e, e′: they are equivalent if and only if there exists a local spin

transformation Σ : M → SL(2,C) such that e = e′ ◦ (σ ◦Σ). To see that equivalence

indeed follows from the latter, set µ(x, u) = (x, uΣ(x)), and observe that

ϕ′(µ(s(x))) = ϕ′(x,Σ(x)) = ϕ′(x, 12)σ(Σ(x)) = e′(x)σ(Σ(x)) = e(x) = ϕ(s(x)) ,

(14)

and hence ϕ = ϕ′ ◦ µ by equivariance.

We finally return to the question which fundamental geometric object is most ap-

propriate as describing a teleparallel geometry. Demanding that this object uniquely

and unambiguously defines the geometric background for physical observations and

the dynamics of physical fields, including spinor fields, we now conclude that it

must define not only a metric, orientation and time orientation, but also a spin

structure. From our findings above, we see that this object is an equivalence class

of global tetrads, or equivalently global coframes θaµ, where equivalence is defined

up to a local spin transformation Σ : M → SL(2,C). Further demanding that it

fully describes the gravitational interaction of teleparallel gravity, this is further

complemented by a spin connection ωa
bµ, where equivalence is now regarded with

respect to simultaneous local Lorentz (spin) transformations of both the tetrad and

the spin connection.
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6. Conclusion

In this article we discussed the different formulations of teleparallel gravity from a

geometric perspective, and studied the question which geometric object is most ap-

propriate for describing a teleparallel geometry. Based on physical arguments, such

as the demand to describe physical observations using clocks and light propagation,

causality, parity-violating interactions and spinor fields, besides providing the dy-

namical fields of teleparallel gravity, we concluded that the most concise description

of a teleparallel geometry is given by an equivalence class [θaµ, ω
a
bµ] of a (globally

defined) tetrad and spin connection, where equivalence is defined up to a local spin

transformation Σ : M → SL(2,C). We have shown that such an equivalence class

uniquely and unambiguously defines the geometric background for the aforemen-

tioned physical phenomena (a Lorentzian metric, orientation, time orientation and

spin structure), as well as a flat, metric-compatible affine connection, whose torsion

mediates the gravitational interaction in teleparallel gravity.

Further, we have compared the conventional formulations of teleparallel gravity

theories to our geometric approach. We showed that the covariant formulation in

terms of a tetrad and spin connection most closely resembles our result, provided

that the local Lorentz gauge freedom is further restricted in order to preserve also

the spin structure. We also presented a constructive transition from the covariant

to the pure tetrad formulation, and showed that this is possible only locally, so

that also these different formulations can only locally be regarded equivalent, while

globally the covariant formulation is more general. We also discussed the Palatini

formulation, and showed that it needs to be supplemented with an orientation, time

orientation and spin structure in order to resemble our geometric formulation.

Finally, we have discussed the notions of local Lorentz invariance in the context

of observational tests of gravity and of teleparallel gravity theories. We have used

the aforementioned geometric interpretation, as well as the Palatini formulation of

teleparallel gravity, in order to clarify that a breaking of the latter, which is a purely

internal symmetry in teleparallel gravity and broken in the transition from TEGR

to modified theories, does not imply a breaking of the former, which is strictly

constrained by observations.
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