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Abstract

We derive the Hamiltonian function for extended teleparallel theories of gravity in their covariant
formulation. In particular, we present the Hamiltonian for f(T") gravity and New General Relativity.
From this, we obtain the related Hamilton equations, which are presented both in covariant formu-
lation and Weitzenbock gauge. In this framework, teleparallel equivalent to General Relativity, its
f(T) extension and New General Relativity can be compared. We find that f(7") and New General
Relativity consistently reduce to the Teleparallel Equivalent to General Relativity, while significant
differences appear comparing the Hamilton equations of f(7T) with f(R) gravity.

1 Introduction

After more than one century from its formulation, General Relativity (GR) has been confirmed by
numerous experiments and observations, and it remains an essential part of our understanding of gravity
and the Universe. However, though it is a highly successful theory of gravity - the best accepted thus
far - it manifests some shortcomings and limitations [I]. For instance, it is incompatible with Quantum
Mechanics [2], which governs the dynamics at very small scales; it cannot explain phenomena such as
dark matter and dark energy, which are believed to make up the majority of the Universe content [3, [4];
it predicts the existence of singularities, where standard laws of physics break down [5]; it does not
provide a self-consistent theory of Quantum Gravity, which would merge GR and Quantum Mechanics
into a single, coherent picture [6]. For these reasons, alternative theories of gravity have been proposed
to address specific issues with GR, such as the existence of dark matter and dark energy, the formation
of structure in the Universe, and the behavior of gravity at early times [7, 8 [, 10, 1T, 12} [13]. Some of
the most well-known modified theories of gravity include e.g. Modified Newtonian Dynamics (MOND)
[14], which proposes a modification of Newton’s law of gravitation to account for observed discrepancies
in the motion of celestial bodies; Brans-Dicke theory [I5], which replaces, in agreement with the Mach
principle, the Newtonian constant with a scalar field and allows for the possibility of variations in the
strength of gravity over time and space; f(R) gravity [9, [16] 17, 18] 19} 20], which extends the Einstein-
Hilbert action, linear in the Ricci scalar R, to a generic function of such a scalar invariant; scalar-tensor
theories [21), 22, 23, [24], which generalize GR by including additional scalar fields and can influence
the gravitational force; Gauss—Bonnet gravity, including into the gravitational action the Gauss-Bonnet
topological surface [25], 20, 27, 28]; higher-dimensional theories, which aim to fix small-scale issues by
increasing the number of dimensions [29] [30, B1] [32]. Most of them lead to modifications (and extensions)
of the Newtonian potential [33, 34]. However, they are still being developed and tested, and it is not yet
clear which, if any, will become the dominant theory of gravity in the future. By relaxing the assumption

*f.bajardi@ssmeridionale.it
fid.blixt@ssmeridionale.it
fcapozziello@na.infn.it


http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.20592v1
mailto:francesco.bajardi@unina.it
mailto:d.blixt@ssmeridionale.it
mailto:capozziello@na.infn.it

of symmetric connection with respect to the lowest indexes, it is possible to introduce torsion in the
spacetime, dealing with both curvature and torsion. This formalism, considered e.g. in [35] [36] is called
the Finstein-Cartan Formalism. In some cases, this leads to the breaking of the Equivalence Principle
[37] and allows to describe gravity at small scales [38 [39]. In particular, imposing the spacetime to be
governed only by torsion instead of curvature, it is possible to develop a self-consistent theory of gravity,
whose dynamics is exactly the same as GR. This theory is called Teleparallel Equivalent to General
Relativity (TEGR) [40, [41]. The latter has been deeply studied in the last years and has been the
subject of numerous studies and investigations [42] [43] 44} [45] 46]. This approach represents a theoretical
framework to describe gravity which is based on the concept of parallelism instead of curvature: here
gravitational dynamics is described as the result of torsion in the spacetime fabric. In teleparallelism,
the gravitational potentials are a set of tetrad fields (also known as “vierbeins”), which form a basis for
describing the geometry of spacetime. These tetrad fields are used to define a torsion tensor, which acts
as the source of gravity and represents the anti-symmetric contribution of the Christoffel connection.
The gravitational action is then made of the " Torsion Scalar”, defined as a particular contraction of the
Torsion Tensor. However, being completely equivalent to GR at the level of field equations, TEGR cannot
address issues and limitations provided by the Einstein theory at properly large scales. For this reason,
in analogy with f(R) gravity in the metric formalism, the Lagrangian density of TEGR can be modified
and extended in several way [47], e.g. by an arbitrary function of the torsion scalar, giving rise to the
so called f(T) gravity [48] [49]. The latter has been proposed as a way to address shortcomings in the
late-time, such as the accelerated expansion of the Universe [50, 51], providing new types of solutions and
the existence of alternative models. However, so far, it is not clear whether f(T") can provide a better
explanation of the observed behavior of gravity than GR, and more research is needed to determine its
viability as a self-consistent theory of gravity. See Ref.[52] for a discussion.

Another extension of TEGR called New General Relativity (NGR) was proposed in [53]. Unlike f(T'),
NGR is not a nonlinear extension, but instead the modification consists of adding torsion contractions
at the same order of derivatives as in TEGR. All NGR theories, except one, has been disregarded in the
literature due to the claims in Ref. [54], for which only a particular case is ghost-free. This argument was
recently found to be incorrect [55] 56, 57, [58]. The particular theory is motivated by being the only ghost-
free extension of TEGR under these assumptions and it was also found that the PPN-parameters coincides
with those of GR. Thus, it is believed that the theory is consistent with Solar System tests (which is also
true for f(T)) [59). However, recent findings proved that f(7) and NGR contain strongly coupled field
[60, [6T], indicating that we need to carefully investigate the validity of observational predictions such as
the PPN-parameters. This can be motivated by the presence of screening mechanisms [56] which could
imply a recovery of the GR-limit at Solar System scales. As f(T) gravity extends TEGR by introducing
into the gravitational action a function of 7', NGR aims to extend the definition of the torsion scalar by
means of a more general quantity, Tngg, to introduce into the gravitational action. Clearly, in this way,
TEGR accounts for a particular sub-case of NGR.

Here, we are going to consider a function of Tvgr and find the Hamilton equations by means of a
3+1 decomposition. The latter is a mathematical technique used to describe the spacetime geometry
and evolution of the Universe. The key idea is to use a spacetime foliation, which is a way of dividing
spacetime into a series of space-like hypersurfaces that are labeled by a time coordinate. This allows
one to describe geometry and evolution of spacetime in terms of quantities that are defined on these
hypersurfaces, such as the 3-metric and the extrinsic curvature. The 3+1 decomposition is widely used
in numerical relativity and has proven to be a powerful tool for studying a wide range of problems in
GR (and beyond), from the evolution of black hole spacetimes to the dynamics of the early Universe
[62] 63 [64].

In this paper, we want to critically discuss the Hamilton equations in extended teleparallel theories
as f(T) gravity and compare them with analogous in NGR, and then f(R) gravity to put in evidence
differences among the theories.

The manuscript is organized as follows: in Sec. [2] we briefly overview the main features of TEGR,
NGR (and their extensions) as well as the 34+1 decomposition of the metric. In Sec. Bl we obtain the
Hamiltonian for f(Tngr) gravity. The Hamilton equations for the limiting cases of f(T) gravity and
NGR are presented in Secs. M and [l respectively. The approach is developed in both the covariant
formulation and the Weitzenbock gauge. Finally, in Sec. [fl we draw conclusions with a final discussion
and future perspectives. The Hamilton equations of f(Tngr) gravity are presented in detail in App [Al



2 Teleparallel gravity and tetrad 3+1 decomposition

Let us present now an introduction to teleparallel theories and the 34+1 decomposition, which will be
needed in the derivation of the Hamiltonian function for teleparallel models. We adopt the following
conventions. Greek indexes denote coordinate indexes in four dimensions (running from 0 to 3), while
lower case Latin indexes denote spatial coordinates (running from 1 to 3). Lorentz indexes running from
0 to 3 are denoted by capital Latin indexes. We use the mostly positive sign convention diagnap =
(=1,1,1,1). To shorten certain expressions, indexes are sometimes placed in a non-canonical position.
To obtain the canonical positions, the indexes have to be raised or lowered with the metric corresponding
to the manifold where the index is defined (an example is presented in Eq. (22])). Overall, the notation
coincides with that of Ref. [65], to simplify the comparison with the results for TEGR. This section
introduces TEGR and extended teleparallel theories in Sec. 21l In Sec. 2221 the 3+1 decomposition is
introduced (as well as the notation related to it).

2.1 Teleparallel equivalent to General Relativity and its extensions

As previously mentioned, GR is the result of different assumptions ranging from the functional form of the
action, the Equivalence Principle, up to the symmetry properties of the affine connection. In particular,
the latter is supposed to be symmetric with respect to the lowest indexes, with the consequence that
the spacetime turns out to be described only by curvature. In this way, the connection cannot be
disentangled by the metric tensor and the action can be uniquely determined once assigning the line-
element form. Moreover, if one also breaks the validity of the metricity condition, namely imposing the
covariant derivative of the metric to vanish, it is possible to introduce the most general connection as
follows [66, [67]:
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_ga)\ (T,u)\v + Tu)\,u + T)\,uu) + _ga)\ (_Q,uu)\ - Qu#)\ + Q)\,uv)v (1)

Faﬂy = Fa‘uy —+ 5 5

where f“"w is the Levi-Civita connection, T),x, is the Torsion Tensor, defined as T, = 2r” (]’ and
Quv» is the Non-Metricity Tensor, namely Q. = V,gux, with V being the covariant derivative. The
introduction of torsion implies that when a vector is parallel transported around a closed path, its final
position will be shifted with respect to the initial one. On the other hand, non-metricity implies a
spacetime in which the norm of a vector changes while parallel transported along a closed path, with the
consequence that the manifold isometry is violated.

In the Einstein-Hilbert formulation, it is assumed that both torsion and non-metricity vanish. Under
the metric teleparallel condition, where both the non-metricity and the Riemann tensor in a metric-affine
geometry vanish, the FEinstein-Hilbert action can be re-expressed in terms of torsion instead. Specifically,
by defining the superpotential S”#* and the contortion tensor K” , as

SPRY = (VP _ gPVTOR g gPRTIV
(2)
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respectively, one can define the torsion scalar as
T =TS, . (3)

By means of these definitions, it is straightforward to verify that the torsion and the curvature scalars
only differ for a boundary term [68]. However, not providing contributions to the field equations, the
latter is usually neglected. The formulation in which the boundary term is dropped is generally referred
as TEGR, whose action reads:

1
STEGR = —£/d4IV—QT+SM, (4)
where Sy is the matter action and k = 1/(87G), with G being the Newton constant. As mentioned above,

the TEGR action differs from the GR one only for a total divergence which, thus, does not contribute to
the equations of motion.



Interestingly, using the tetrad formulation, TEGR can be recast as a gauge theory with respect to
the translation group in the local tangent spacetime. In doing so, the standard definition of tetrad fields,
namely 9:? = (9M£CA, must be generalized including both spin and linear connection:

V2t = 0,2 + o.;AB#xB - I‘O‘#axA, (5)

where wAB 18 the spin connection. Using the tetrad postulate, according to which the covariant derivative
of tetrad fields must vanish, it is possible to express the connection with the following relation

Fa,uv = eipﬂef7 (6)

with D, being the Lorentz covariant derivative: D#xA = 8#:1:‘4 + wfy #a:B . Choosing the reference frame
in which the spin connection vanishes, referred to as Weitzenbdck gauge, Eq. (6) becomes

I‘a,uu = 936119;‘ (7)

Denoting with 6 the determinant of tetrad fields, the TEGR action {@]) can be equivalently written as:
1
STEGRZ——/d4$9T+SM, (8)
2K
and leads to the following field equations (in vacuum):
4
=0, (9SA“B) —4T°, S, — T 65 = 0. 9)

From Eq. (), one can straightforwardly notice the relation occurring between the Ricci and the torsion

scalar, that is R = =T 4 20V, T#, with V,, being the covariant derivative expressed in terms of the Levi
Civita connection and T being a rank-1 tensor defined as

TH =T . (10)

For our purpose, it is also worth noticing that the torsion scalar can be also expressed in terms of the
torsion tensor as

1 1
T= Ty T = ST T + T, T, (11)

Teleparallel theories of gravity are often considered as modified theories of gravity since they naturally
allow for theories with both symmetric and antisymmetric field equations (in contrast to GR and most of
its modifications consisting of only symmetric field equations). Nonetheless, being equivalent to Einstein’s
theory at the level of equations, TEGR suffers the same shortcomings exhibited by GR at large scales. For
this reason, in analogy with modifications of GR extending the gravitational action, several alternatives
to standard TEGR, have been considered. The most well-known modified teleparallel theories are f(T')
gravity and NGR. Inspired by f(R) gravity, f(T) gravity is given by the action

1
Sty = —5- /d4;c9f(T) + S (12)

Even though the TEGR and the Einstein-Hilbert actions give rise to the same field equations, the same
is not true for f(T) and f(R). This is due to the fact that the boundary term provides a nontrivial
contribution to the field equations, when the function f acts on it [69].

Another approach to modified teleparallel gravity is letting the coefficients appearing in the torsion
scalar (II)) to be arbitrary, by introducing a new torsion scalar, namely

TNGR = ClTw,pTMUP + CQT#W,TPUH + CgT#TH. (13)

In this way, the TEGR action can be generalized as

1
San = 5 /d4x9TNGR + S (14)



Furthermore, it was noted in [70] that the condition 2¢; 4+ ¢2 4+ ¢3 = 0 is required for this theory to be
ghost-free. Note that, in order to have a propagating spin-2 field (as required in gravitational theories),
with the correct gravitation strength, we further require that c3 = 1. These two conditions leave us with
a one-parameter ghost-free theory different from TEGR, generally called ”the one-parameter theory of
consistent NGR” [71] [72].

In [60], the Hamiltonian for f(Tngr)-gravity was derived in the Weitzenbock gauge, though the theory
itself is not theoretically motivated. Nevertheless, it is the easiest that one can construct which reproduces
both the most popular teleparallel theories (i.e. f(T) and NGR). The action formulation of the theory
is given by

1
St(Twar) = % /d4$ 0f(Ingr) + Sums (15)
or equivalently, in the Einstein frame
1
S(tyen) = 5 /d4:v9 (¢TnGr — V(9)) + Sm (16)

where the scalar field ¢ represents the further degrees of freedom related to NGR with respect to TEGR.
In Sec. [B we will present the covariant Hamiltonian for this theory for the first time and App. [A]
presents its Hamilton’s equations.

2.2 The 3+1 decomposition

The 3+1 splitﬁ consists of three dimensional hypersurfaces of constant time slices ¥; and a normal vector
&" orthogonal to 3, which satisfies the condition £,&* = —1 [73]. As pointed out in Ref. [60], this split
is made for the spacetime indices only and not for the Lorentz indices. The hypersurfaces ¥; constitute
a manifold with spatial indices i, j, k, ..., equipped with the induced metric v;;. According to this split,
the tetrads become

0% = ag + B0, (17)
where « is the lapse function, 8¢ is the shift vector and
1 »
§A = —EEABCDQBiGCjoDkGWk, (18)
which satisfies the correct normalization property and is orthogonal to the spatial tetrads:
€404 = 0. (19)
The spatial tetrad, in turn, corresponds to the tetrad of the induced three-dimensional metric, that is:
Yij = eAiij’I]AB. (20)
It is also useful to define the cotetrad e4? in terms of the spatial tetrad, the shift vector, the lapse
function and the spatial tetrad, as satisfying the identity
1 - - Bt
eAOZ——fA, eAZZQAl—l-gA—. (21)
@ @
Hhere we are adopting the following shorthand notation
04" =05 napy”, (22)

which will be used for brevity throughout the paper and where the indexes are placed at non-canonical
positions. Using all of the above identities, it is straightforward to show that the well-known Arnowitt-
Deser-Misner (ADM) decomposition of the metric (and its inverse) can be easily recovered:

1 B
—a? +ﬁiﬂj’}/'j Bi u - —
v = ’ ’ ) Y= O’f @ i Q] 23
Z 8, vyl Y g L T 23)
a2 T

2Here we follow the notation adopted in Ref. [65]



After performing the aforementioned 3+1 split, the Lagrangian will only depend on the canonical variables
(o, B%,04;, A 4P, ¢) and their velocities (or functions of them, as for example the normal vector). The
application of such 3+1 split to the Lagrangian density results in

Yoasig i i ag
Lf(tner) = £MAJ T 0T ) — \/_TAOiTBkl M pB* + Pl "(c2€p0a" + c3€405")

2c o (24)
+ Hg,
where ¢; are constant coefficients and
M= _% (2c17 148 — (c2 + ¢3)648BY" + c204705" + c304'057) (25)

which, except for the overall factor g, is the Hessian matrix. In Eq. 24), the term Hg is defined as:
@

VYA B i | Lot ok, @ k k A3 oV (¢)
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with
T = Hap ™M T 0 = 6 (cmapy g/ = eafplin1M0,1 = c0aliy 05" ) TAGT . (27)

3 The Hamiltonian for f(Tngr) gravity

In order to obtain the Hamiltonian, we need to perform a Legendre transformation to canonical variables
and their velocities, with the aim to recast the configuration space in terms of canonical variables and
momenta, resulting in the set (a, 8%, 04, A B, ¢, %1, B, ma*, PAR, ®7), where

oL
ri=—=0 28
oL
bry = == = 0, (29)
op
i oL oL
A = =
A 904, = OT4y,;
ij i QP _;
= gM L TR0 — gTBkl My pBR + %7 "(c2€pba" + c3€a08") |, (30)
oL -
A_ . i -1\ B, C[EpD].
oL
[P (32)
¢
It is worth noticing the presence of primary constraints, i.e.
“C=%w~0, PC,=Pm~0, °C=%1=0, (33)
wcAB — P[ADnB]CACD + 7ToinC[BeA]i ~ 07 (34)

where Eq. ([B4) was found in [74] [75] by means of the auxiliary fields and later in [76] without the use
of auxiliary fields. Among all the f(Tngr) models, there are several subcases that are fundamentally
different, as they realize different symmetries. In the presence of symmetries, there is implicitly a presence
of primary constraints, indicated by the fact that the determinant of the Hessian vanishes identically. In
NGR, this can be achieved by decomposing velocities and momenta into the irreducible parts under the
rotation group. In this way, it is possible to exactly obtain the eigenvalues of the Hessian and, hence,
also the primary constraints [77, [60]. The irreducible parts are Vector, Antisymmetric, Symmetric and



trace-free, and Trace parts. In short, they constitute the so called VAST decomposition, which will be
adopted from now on in the derivation of the Hamiltonian for f(Tngr). See also Ref.[78] for a discussion
on the decomposition of torsion starting from tetrads and bivectors.

Tetrad fields and momenta, therefore, can be decomposed in terms of such irreducible parts, as:

04 = V0,64 + 20,770 + 50,4704 + T 604, (35)

ma" =Vra + 47708 inap + 1708 jap + T w0” mapy. (36)
In order to easily convert our results to the standard variables, we present here the inverse relations

1. 1. 1.
$0j; = 030 — §9Ak9Bz77AB”Ykl”Yij = 59’41'933'77,43 + 59‘43'931'77,43 - geAkeBlnAB'Ykl%'ja

1. 3
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Also the Hessian, which is contracted with the velocities, can be recast in the VAST decomposition as:

M} 5 =Y MIgep +AMMIIC 0,400P mpp + S MU 0400P mpp + T MOA 057 (39)

For our general discussion of f(Tngr) gravity, we collect the VAST labels as T € {V, A, S,T}. With
the aim to get a vanishing determinant for the Hessian M"} 5, when Az = 0, we consider the following
relations:

N
S

Ay = 2¢1 +ca +c3,
Aq = 2¢1 — c9,

As = 2¢1 + c2,

A7 = 2¢1 + ¢2 + 3cs.

=
[N
S N N

N N N /N
N
w

The list of possible constraints in f(Txgr), coinciding with Az =0 = ZC ~ 0, is

Vo = il + 3T P 7 97 04 map ~ 0, (44)
vl
A _ij
.. T K . .
AOU + CQ”ka”y‘]lTBklgB ~ O, (45)

NG

. Sgpu
Scii — J—\/; ~ 0, (46)
T



To complete the Legendre transformation from the Lagrangian to the Hamiltonian, the velocities need
to be rewritten in terms of canonical Hamiltonian variables. To this purpose, it is necessary to find the
Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of the Hessian, which can also be written in the VAST decomposition as:

_ AC K K rls_ mln
(M 1) = _ngAﬁc%'k - _B.A’Y [ Y ] ’Wfr’y.sieAmecn

ik
Z; ( )¢1 e K A gC )
- TASAM)T __ _ ST AT TSZ-6‘ me n__Beie ’
¢s(7 v 37 7)%7 36" k
with
1 .
By — { Az it Az #0, . (49)
0, if Az =0

The velocities can, thus, be expressed in canonical Hamiltonian variables:

. G (1
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The covariant formulation and the primary constraints associated with this formalism require the tetrad
and Lorentz matrix velocities to be inverted together. The Hamiltonian density, in this way, is given by

He=14" (9Ak - (A_l)c BACAoBi) - L, (52)

which explicitly reads

Yo ; V¢ oL 379
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where Y\; = 0, unless Y4 = 0 and similarly for A)\ij, S)\ij and 7\, which vanish as well unless the
corresponding A, A or T A are zero. The boundary term 0; (wAiGAO) contains non-linearity in lapse
and shift, which spoils the Hamiltonian and momenta constraints. Thus, this boundary term will be
dropped for the rest of the paper as was done in [63], 65].

To simplify the derivation of Hamilton equations, it is worth noticing that the symmetric trace-free
and trace part can be combined with the symmetric part in the following way

@ ij kB ) ) )
_ \2/z¢ (BSSCZ]SCU‘ + BBTTCTC) — _4\/$ (WAzﬂ_BleAkij,yjk%l + ﬂ_AzWBkeAkeBi)
54
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In sensible teleparallel theories, Bs = —1 and By = %, which is the case of TEGR, f(T) and NGR, giving
the expected propagation of a massless spin-2 field. From this expression, it is straightforward to find
consistency with the Hamiltonians typically presented in teleparallel theories [71], [79, [80] [40, 8T 65} [60]. In
addition, also the derivation of the Hamilton equations is less cumbersome starting from this expression.
Though, so far, for simplicity we have dealt with the Hamiltonian density , to get the expression for
the Hamilton equations, hereafter we will consider the Hamiltonian H = f d3xH.

4 The Hamilton equations for f(7T') teleparallel gravity

From the perspective of f(Tngr) gravity, f(T') gravity can be obtained when fixing the coefficients
appearing in the torsion scalar (I3) to those of TEGR. This implies that By = B4 = S\;; = 7\ =0, so
1

1
that Y\; # 0 and A)\l-j # 0. Furthermore one must also impose Bs = —1, By = =, ¢; = =g

27
and c3 = 1.

4.1 Without gauge fixing

Even though it is known that the Weitzenbock gauge can always be chosen consistently [76] 82 ]3],
there are still reasons to consider the covariant formulation. Firstly, not all observers admit the foliation
(see Ref. [84] [85]) assumed in Sec. In this context, the spin-connection might play an important
role to guarantee foliation. Another motivation is related to avoiding a divergent boundary term [86].
Finally, not all gauges fit for numerical relativity [87]. Therefore, it is convenient to present the Hamilton
equations in the covariant formulation, since the Weitzenbock gauge may result in a impractical choice
for these applications. As mentioned above, the Hamiltonian for f(T') gravity can be obtained from Eq.
(3), by properly choosing the coefficients ¢;. It is given by the expression

_ K i lpA pB ik i _jpA pB V73 VIV (9) A i
Hyr =« {—4\/7¢ (27TA B 0707 vy’ — ma'mp’ 070 j) ~ o T+ BT — &0
+7TAiwABi§B} + 57 [—HAjaﬂrAi + wAiwACiﬁcj — WAiTAij} —ozr BBt — N\
Y <V7Ti’f + TB . ~ik~ilgA > Ay <A7Tij’f L ik jlpB ¢ > (55)
- A kY Y IMAB | — ij — 37 kISB
V7 ! v 2

—AaB (P[ADWB]CACD + WciﬁC[BW”i) :
Below, we present Hamilton’s equations for covariant f(7T) gravity. First, let us start by considering the

following Hamiltonian constraints:

a. OH  w
"7 % T 14

; A /B
+ 1A' w B

WST-F ﬁv(gb) _ é—Aaiﬂ_Ai

(2ma' 7504567 @iy — mame? 0407 ) — T~ o (56)

The momenta constraint does not depend on the specific teleparallel theory, as seen by comparison with
Eq. (II5) below. Nevertheless, it still depends on the gauge choice, as it can be inferred by the presence
of the spin-connection. It reads:

0H
—ﬁ T, = =
T 53

—9Ai8jﬂ',4j + WAijcjeci — WAjTAji. (57)



Similarly to the case of TEGR [65], the time evolutions of the conjugate momenta 74 and P4p are very
lengthy and are given by the expressions below:

—TA = 607 = (_gHCB [k ]TcmanAk + geA (V((b) - BT)

_chmnTBkl (0a™Hep™* + 04 Hop™"
——5,45093“” A 4 €aEp0c Myl T ) + 70 (9577 —wBﬂwBCj)>
+ 87 (np'w® a5 — §50kmA®) + A\pam® e

+0; ( afHBA’”[wlTBM + 280w 471 4+ 2V 2,471 + AAM@,)

ar . 4 . , .
+ NG (WC(ZWBl)ecjeBknAD’ijeDl — 1w 0% 108 104Uy iy + 2m 4T Byl 08, 58)
o , 4 1. 4
—ma'mpI0%; — 04" g Y709 107 sy + §9A17T0k7TB]90k6.Bj>
s K . . . .
+Y) (—Q”YJ[WBHWBAIC - Wvlm&ﬁcmﬁc] =Y AT
—ﬁéBﬁBWA +2781,057%0,4 + 29 g TP 1109 ,,0 41m 71k >
g 1 o .
+ A\ ('Vkl'Y”waBAl + 5&49317]"7]%718 \/—Qﬂ Lrpk0B,10,4
o ) . 2K K ;
_ Ak g]m B I _ im B [k~ dln kpB (LA d]3 ik, j
YEATEBT 0" — V" EBT ™ nma "™ + B 07104y + 77TA>7
NaL Vé
and
5A ;] AD pC -1NA ¢ ¢D_ i i G(a—1\A C oD
—-P B:6AAB:/\[D0]’I7 P B—Q(A ) DW Bi§ TC —[37‘(0 (A ) DW Bi@ j
- . A-DA O TE . gD N
— (Hop"dt — HcElek)aﬁ( )" om0 + AN (A_l)ADwCBi§c9Dj
K
_ 2V)\k (A_l)ADWCBiQC[i’Yk]jeDj 4 al |:a (A_l)A D§D7_‘_Bi _ ﬁz (A_l)A Dﬂ_Bk (59)

_’_% (HBckijl _ HBCiljk) (A—I)A pTC 107, — ANl (A—I)A pEB0P;
+2Y\ (Afl)A DVi[j'Yl]knBCecjeDk} .

It is worth stressing that the dependence of above equation on the scalar field ¢ is implicitly contained
in the super-metric Hp"*! ().

The completely novel result is the time evolution of the conjugate momenta of the scalar field, reading
as:

. 0H K . TwAlmpioA,08 VY V() VY
P T _ kl. pA B i jg_tATBE Y g VIZY\Y) VI3
=5 = 2P (0 0t 2 T T 2w
A_ i ij kpA (60)
vy KEATA A kY7 ma"0
— A 5t Al 2
V9 VA

This result is similar to the case of f(R) gravity, (see Eq. (3.10) in [88]). Moving on to the evolution
of the canonical variables, it is simple to find that the time evolution of lapse function and shift vector,
that is ¢ and /3%, are proportional to the Lagrange multipliers:

oH

.:—:—a 61
G= s == (61)
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oH

B =g =\ (62)
The time evolution of the tetrad, instead, reads as:
. oH . 1pleA,08.
9A‘_57T—AZ— [\/—¢(7 Vi k)eBlWBJ_%)"'ag + &Puwt
; KEA KyIkOA } (63)
+ ﬂ] [GijABi — TAZ'J'} + /\[CB]QBZ'HA v/\ — + A)\ [ik] -7 + 81 (ﬂJGAj) .

VAL VA

Notice that the above equation has an important difference from TEGR, since it involves the scalar field
which spoils the Lorentz symmetry imposed by the primary constraints associated with the Lagrange
multipliers Y \; and A)\ij [81]. The time evolution of the Lorentz matrices is only related to the primary
constraints associated with the Lorentz covariance, which implies transforming the tetrad and spin-
connection together (defined as Lorentz covariance of type IT in [82])

. 0H
AaP = —1— AcPn©P. 64
A 5PAg ApaAc (64)
Thus, Eq. (64]) reads the same in all teleparallel theories, as can be noticed by comparing it to Eq. (I22]).
Lastly, as is well-known, the time evolution of the scalar field is proportional to a Lagrange multiplier
opposed to the case of f(R) (which can be understood through Eq. (3.9) in [88]):

. SH
o= ="\ (65)

T

In the limit ¢ = 1 and V(¢) = 0, TEGR is straightforwardly recovered. As TEGR results most easy
to compare with f(T) gravity, here we check the consistency with Ref. [65]. From the comparison, it
is easy to see that, when ¢ = 1, the quantities “7, #7;, &, 8,04;, Aa® coincide with those listed in [65].
Regarding P42, we find out a typo in [65] with a couple of terms having the free index C, which should
be a free index A instead. Also, in both cases of P45 and 4%, we find that the super-metric H cannot
be reduced as much as was done in [65]. However, on the contrary, we find that the terms including
quadratic torsion can be further simplified using the symmetries of the torsion contained in 74 (see Eq.
(I12)). We found a few more sign mistakes for 74 in [65] and for this reason we present 74® explicitly
for TEGR in Eq. ([[44). The derived Hamilton equations, together with the primary constraints, can
thus be used to show explicitly if the degrees of freedom for f(7') gravity is indeed the same as in the
Weitzenbock gauge. According to the step outlined in [76] [74] [75], the latter statement can be explicitly
proven by evaluating the following relation:

WOAB P[ADU CAC —I—P[ DnB]CAC +7Tc77 [30 P +7Tc77 [BQA] ~ 0. (66)

Due to the large expressions of 74" and PAp, written respectively in Eqs. (G8) and (59), the explicit
calculation of Eq. (G6) would be quite lengthy. This can constitute a strong proof for the viability of
the Weitzenbock gauge, where the same expression turns out to be simpler to handle, as pointed out in
the next subsection. Nevertheless, as argued before, there are still advantages to deal with the covariant
formulation, since several aspects have not been investigated in detail yet, such as the conditions for
foliation [85] and strong hyperbolicity in f(T) gravity. Moreover, the covariant formulation could be also
important in the definition of energy and mass, as indicated in Ref. [86] [89].

4.2 The Weitzenbock gauge

The Hamiltonian for f(T) gravity simplifies to the following expression in the Weitzenbock gauge

- ' B iy TVop , VIV(9) .
= — (274" loA _oB Adk i JGA»L'HB' _ \/__3T _ Aai i
Hir =« [4\/7¢ (2ma'mB' 070" (eviyy TA'TR ;) o + A0 a

2K
+ 57 [—9‘4 Al — wAiTAij} — N\ —B\Prt — o\ (67)
% Z . A 7,_] 1 . .
% B IpA A K ik _jlmB
-\ T ~7*0 — " Nis - T ,
( 7 + lWAB) j ( NG 27 Y klgB)
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with the Hamiltonian constraint

o - o0H K
mT= = —
dba 479

differing from TEGR by the presence of ¢, which appears both explicitly and in the definition of 3T(¢).
The momenta constraint

ﬁ%r + Vv E40imat,  (68)

(2ma'75'0%307 yiyy’* — wa'mp? 0407 ;) — o o

0H
_Br
e 3

is independent of the teleparallel theory, though it is slightly simpler than the momenta constraint of the
covariant formulation. The time evolution of the conjugate momenta with respect to the spatial tetrads
is quite lengthy:

= —HAi(?ijj - WAjTAjia (69)

—Fal =S =a (gﬂﬁx (V(¢) —°T) — chmnTBkl (04" Hep™* + 04 Hep™

1 . , . 4
—58a8c08! I 4 €48 p00 “w’“) + vméAecmajwd)
— B0jma’ + 0; <TWHBAM[”]TBM + 2847 4+ 2VAlig47) — AA[kl]Vk[ZVJ]l§A>
oK . . . . . .
30 (”C(ZﬂBlmcﬂBkmDW”@Dz — 7" mB 0% 107 104Uy s + 2147 s Ry ;007

70)
o _ _ 1 _ (
—7TA17TBJ9BJ' — HAchmwB(lyk)chﬁBﬂml + EGAZWCkaJHCkGBj>

K . . K 1 i i i
+V <_—71m§A90m7TcJ = —=8mB04" + Ty (02"05" + £a€p7™)

ek val
. . . K . .
+20%005°0407"7) + A (cngeBW"v’“mTBnm + =7 05104

V9

L ) . 2K ny K i
_,Yz[k,_yj]mé-BTBmleAl _ ,YzmgBTBnmoA[k,yj]n + ﬁ¢ﬂ.Bk93l9A[l,yj]l + ")/ZkTrAJ>

el

and the time evolution of the momenta with respect to the scalar field reads

M) L VIV@) W3T}

5 y/Z2P\9 NV

26 0¢ 2K

—Pq = 5_H —al— il

0 202
B V)\l_ HfATrAi
02
which is similar to the case of f(R) gravity (see Eq. (3.10) in [88]). The time evolution of the lapse
function and shift vector are again given by Lagrange multipliers:

SH

(’Vkl%(jeAk)eBﬂTAiﬂ'Bj -

i
Ky maA"0%

02 ’

+ A)\[ik]

= = =\ (72)
- O0H i
Bl=si—= —AXE (73)
The time evolution of the spatial tetrad is given by
. 0H K - wl04,05, 4
04 = ol [W (7“%(;‘9’41@)9317@] - %) +3i§A} - BT
v K€ A ’ijeAj j A ™
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Finally, the time evolution of the scalar field is also given by a Lagrange multiplier and reads as:

— =%\ (75)

As we can see from the above relations, in the Weitzenbock gauge the set of equations and primary
constraints are fewer. Also note that many equations in the covariant formulation implicitly depend
on the spin connection through torsion. Therefore, Hamilton’s equations simplify even more than it
appears by a first look in the Weitzenbock gauge. Thus, for calculation purposes, this formulation has a
great advantage. Considering that the computation of Poisson brackets has given contradicting results
[79, [81] [O0], it is evident that the lengthiness of such calculation increases the probability of committing
mistakes. The arguments reported in [91] 82] show that both formulations are equally valid and, moreover,
in [83] the authors argue that this formulation is even more fundamental. That being said, the covariant
formulation may still have advantages (see the previous subsection for some discussion on the topic),
which is why both formulations are presented in this article.

5 The Hamilton equations for New General Relativity

1 1
The one-parameter family of NGR is given by the choice ¢; = —Z(p +1), 0 = §(p —1) and ¢z = 1.

In this case, By = 0 and only Y); is non-vanishing. Furthermore, ¢ = 1, while A)\ij, S)\ij, T X\ and ?\
are all absent (from the f(Tngr) point of view they are zero). TEGR is recovered in the limit p = 0,
which also implies that B4 = 0 and A)\l-j # 0. Furthermore, for the one-parameter family of NGR, it is

1
— 1 _ 1 _ 1 _ _ 1 —
Ba 2c1—c2 P’ Bs 2c1+c2 —1, and B

2c1+ca+3cs 5

5.1 Without gauge fixing

We start by presenting the covariant Hamiltonian for NGR, which reads as:
. . 3 . )
HNGR = ¢ ﬂAC”ACM + ﬂSC”SCij - ﬁTCTC — ﬂ&}l‘ — anﬂTAl + FAZWABigB
2pK : 2K 4Kk 2K
+ ﬂj [—oAjaﬂTAi + wAiwACiGCj - WAiTAij} - O‘)\O‘w - ﬁ)\lﬁﬂ'i (76)

. Vi L
— AaB (P[ADWB]CACD + FclnC[B9A]i) Y\ (W + TBjHZkVﬂG‘AMAB) -

Compared to TEGR, the Hamiltonian constraint contains extra terms with the antisymmetric part of
the conjugate momenta:

. . 3 . )
s 5_H — ﬂACUAOij + ﬂSCZJSOij _ ﬂTcTC — ﬂg’ﬂ' — aniﬂAZ + WAlWABigB; (77)
da  2pK 2K 4K 2K

while the momenta constraint remains unchanged

B — 0H _

P = 35 = —9Ai8jﬂ',4j + WAijcjeci — WAjTAji. (78)

The explicit expression for the time evolution of the conjugate momenta is very lengthy and for this
reason it is dissected into smaller pieces, with their explicit expressions given by below Eqs. (80)- (1)

) o0H . ) ) B ) BA_ i
_ﬁ,Az _ - —Oéaﬂ'Al _ ﬂ]ﬂﬂ-AZj _ 8]_87%141] _ )\[BC]W#AZBC + &

664; p (79)
+ BS#Al _ 587’7’7141 _ vAj)\Vﬂ-AU-
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Similarly, the explicit time evolution of the conjugate momenta with respect to the Lorentz matrices, is
presented in (B6)-(@7), while below we only report its implicit expression:

) . . Ca . BApA .
_PAB _ m _ _aaPAB _ ﬁzﬁpA i ai('?PA i )\[CD]WPABCD 4 TB _ V)\l)\VPABz (80)

As expected from diffeomorphism invariance, the time evolution of lapse o and shift 8¢ are proportional
to the Lagrange multipliers:

oH

===\ (81)
. OH ;
Br=rs—= —BAL (82)

The time evolution of the tetrad gets a couple of extra terms with respect to TEGR, while the part
related to A)\ij is absent:

: §H M0 0%ime? p—1
A, = o | (Y WY BT p VIRERTE 04,
0mat [Vl 2p

K . 21RTAA65 .
+ﬁ <”Ykl%(j9Ak)9Bz7TBJ - % +&Pwhp; + 06! (83)
KEA
VT
The time evolution of the Lorentz matrix is only related to terms occurring in the corresponding primary
constraint, which are the same for all teleparallel theories:

+ 87 (08 jw g — T45] + Nem P + Y\

. 0H

Aa? = 1= = ApaAc"nP. 84
A 5PAg [pAAC (84)

Below, we list the explicit expressions for 74?, starting with

_Q#Al - _ ﬁHCan[kl]TcmnWBAk \/—9 ZBT \/_TcmnTBkl (eAmHCBlnlk + eAkHCanlz

6460051y BA I 4 450y ”1) + 90 m (05mc? — mplwlcy)

(85)
where it is worth noticing that the constant p is included in the super-metric H4z"* (p). The term
related to the shift is, as expected, the same as other teleparallel theories

—B#Aij = WBinAj — (5;-(91€7TAI€. (86)

Similarly, in the computation of 97 4%, the parameter p appears below through the super-metric Hp 4" (p)
and also differs due to the different set of primary constraints

—95, 9 = o‘fHBA’“””]TBM + 28lir 431 4 2V lig 431 (87)

The next part of 7 4% comes from the primary constraints associated with the covariant formulation. Since
these primary constraints are independent of the given theory, they clearly coincide with those of TEGR
and f(T) gravity and yield:

_wﬁ_AiBC _ 51[40778]D7_‘_Di' (88)
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1
In both TEGR and f(T) gravity, it is B4 = 0, whereas in NGR, it is B4 = —— and this non-vanishing
p

expression gives rise to extra terms in the Hamiltonian. The contribution of B4 to 4% is presented below:

. g nli o p_l 2 Y n il
—BAz 4t = a(p — D)y linphechP ,wC ar — alp = 7V 2/2 \/—7 kyliecepT? ;00 an
n 1 a p_l 2 Y nli ]
+ 0k [a(p = )y rplead®, - %v [w’“]ﬂgAgBTan]

. -1 —1)2 ,
+ ay™nep&ad® AN TC (p 5705 + %WVM&BTBM)

i a(p=1*VV_ji_kn i
2\/_ 08104707, — %Vﬂvk £6EpTP 1 TP 104 (89)
+ a( — 1)§B7TC]TBU6‘C 6‘,4 (Lym)i + —’7 '7][7TB WcleBkec 6‘,4

23

. 2
17r0193j90k0Dl ﬁ”ym”yl[kvm UAD&B&DT JZT mno k

%w[ I p*0P 104

_ AR
2/
alp—1) 4 j B K i k)l inB
+ T’}/Z EpmalT kj + WTFB[Z")/ ] %—MAJQ I
Interestingly, though Eq. (89) is a very lengthy expression, it greatly simplifies for the particular case
p = 1. The next two parts of 74, namely 57 4% and BT 7 4%, appear also in TEGR and can be combined
in the following way to simplify the overall expression:

| . ak ) : L
BSjat — §BT7TAl = ﬁ (WC(ZWBl)cheBknAD'YJkeDl — o™ n'0% 16081040y,
+2m 4l mp* 08 — mat gl 08 — 04l rc g Y0 08 1y (90)
1 .
+§6‘AZ7TCk7TBJ6‘Ck6‘Bj> .
Also the terms proportional to V)\j coincide with those of TEGR:
WV al = 241l gkl WP 4 — iVim§A9cm7ch
V7 (91)
K . . . . . .
— —&PrpI04" + TP (04 05" + €a&py™) + 2751057049411,

\/f_y

while there are no terms associated with “4\;; in NGR.
Considering now the explicit expression for the constituents of P45, we have

. , 3 - A pwC i TE 167
_aPAB - _ (A—l)A chBigDTFCl _ (HCEkz]l _ HCEZle)ﬁ( ) DW™ B gl k, (92)
K

depending implicitly on p through the supermetric H4p%* (p). The part related to shift, namely
. . . _ A
—'EA)PABZ = —7TCJ (A 1) chBiHDj, (93)

is theory independent. The next part, namely opA gt again depends implicitly on p through the super
metric. In addition, the different set of primary constraints alters its expression with respect to TEGR:

_OpA i p, {a (A—l)ADgpri _g (A—l)ADFBk

(94)
o ’ 1 1\ A _
+E (HBck”l — HBCZle) VY (A 1) DchloDk +2Y N\ (A ) pY il ”Yl]knBct?Cj@Dk} )
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The term related to the covariant primary constraint is theory independent and reads:
_wPABCD — nA[CPD]B- (95)

As next, there is another part which does not occur in TEGR due to the condition B4 = 0. It is:

o _ A . ’L
—BAPAL = —a(p—1) (A" pw iy FrplecoP 67,

alp-1)*
2K

. . —1)2
+ 0 Ot(p— 1) (Afl)ADVJ[kTrCz]é-BGCjeDk + 04(/) 2[2 ﬁ (Afl) D,.Yl[l,yj]kngcTleeDk
(96)

WA ;
(A7) pw piy ik ecepTE 107,

Again, the case p = 1 simplifies, or in this case completely trivialize, the expression. Other values of p
significantly extend the already very cumbersome calculation of the time evolution of primary constraints
in NGR. However, note that this term only plays a role in the time evolution of the primary constraints
associated to the covariant formulation “Clap. Lastly, there is only one more term, which is related to
the Lagrange multiplier ¥ \;:

. . VA i
_)xVPABz —9 (A 1) chBlec[ ,yl]keDk' (97)

These are the Hamilton equations for NGR and, together with the primary constraints, they determine
the evolution of the fields. In order to recover TEGR, one needs either to set p = 0 or to remove the
terms containing +. In addition, the primary constraint ACij needs to be considered. For this reason
it is slightly easier to compare f(7T') with TEGR, rather than NGR, since f(T") has the same number
of primary constraints, aside the occurrence of the scalar field ¢. The time evolution of the vector
constraints YC; for NGR has only been investigated in [7I]. To conclude, we again point out that the
covariant formulation evidently makes these cumbersome calculations even more lengthy.

5.2 The Weitzenbock gauge

In the Weitzenbock gauge, the Hamiltonian becomes

y g 3
HNGR = O 2ﬂAC“ACij 4 TﬁSCzJSCij \/_TCTC WST an A ]

K K

_ ’ _ _ _ vw . o (98)

+ B [=040;mat — wa'TAy] — *Xm = PAPrt =V (W + TBjk'Ylk'YJleAlnAB) :
Below, we present the Hamilton equations starting from the Hamiltonian constraint
_O0H iy 3
_oa il \/_.AClJ.ACU + ﬂSCUSC \/—TcTc \/7311‘ an 7TA , (99)
- Sa 2pk 2K

differing significantly to TEGR due to the lack of the primary constraint ACZ-J- ~ 0, which implies the
occurrence of the first term in the above expression. The momenta constraint, on the other hand, remains
the same for all teleparallel theories. It is

0H
_Br
T = i

The lengthiest expression is the time evolution of the conjugate momenta 74*. It is even more lengthy
in NGR than f(T) gravity (see Eq. ({0)). For this reason we divide it in the following way

—04,0;ma7 — AT T, (100)

i = S et gt 0% o DA msy i Lo vy ow (101)
A= 504, A Aj i TA P A 5 A j A7,
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whose explicit expression are outlined in Eq. (I08)-({II0). The time evolution of lapse ¢& and Bt are, as
expected from diffeomorphism invariance, proportional to Lagrange multipliers, i.e.

0H

=== (102)
.. SH ,
B=s = _B )i, (103)

The evolution of the spatial tetrads explicitly contains the parameter p which, however, does not appear
implicitly in “);;, unlike TEGR:

: 0H oy 04108 w5 -1 .
64 = omai & MY G W TET P VREETE 0%
A P 2p

K Kl A B i 27TBj‘QAi@Bj A A v
+— i 9 9 J a?, J 1 )\
VT (7 NG RY B 3 S I

o (104)

\/f_y

Below, we write the explicit expressions of 74, by listing all the terms contained in its definition. Let
us first consider *7 4°*, whose form is given by:

_aﬁ—Ai _ _ﬂeAiST _ ﬂTcmnTBkl (eAmHCBinlk + eAkHCanli
2K K (105)

-1 _ . .
§A§CoB[m n][k )i +§A€Bec[m7n][kvl]z) +")/lm§A90maj7TCJ;

which explicitly and implicitly (through the super-metric H4p%*!) contains the NGR parameter p. How-
ever, the quantity

—Pialy = —6iokma®, (106)

is equivalent to the corresponding term in TEGR. The next term contains p implicitly, again through the
super-metric H 4 57k and does not include A)\ij:

_B#A“ _ a[;/’_YHBAkl[ZJ]TBkl + 2ﬁ[lﬂ_AJ] + 2V)\[19AJ]' (107)

The term related to B4 # 0 contributes with a very long expression compared to TEGR, namely:

Oé(p— 1)2ﬂ nli
277
K

) -1 . —1)2 )
+ ay™ncp€ad® AN TC (pTWBWBz + (pZT)WWJ"&;TBm>

—BAﬁAi _ ak a(p _ 1)7n[k7TBi]§AeBn _

v’““fAsBTBm}

[ o p_l 2 Y n [
oF, — ﬂwwk EEpTP 1 TP 1,04

%W[ e/l mpkoP 0.4 ™

o

+a(p— 1)épmc? TP 1,04 0™ + —'Yln'leﬂ'Bjﬂ'CleBkecneAk

2/
aK 7P 6,07, + 200 in ik mlj
K

(108)

k i B mC gD

— =——=7""napme'nc VYN apEBED T 3T 10~
27 I

a(p—1)

. . ak . .
5 Y kepTaAI T + —mplin® e a?08,.

" Vi
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Thus, it is evident that computing the time evolution of constraints in NGR is considerably more cum-
bersome than in TEGR and f(T) gravity, even when the Weitzenbock gauge is chosen. The next two
parts of m4* are the same as in TEGR and, in order to simplify the expression, can be combined as:

i lpr.y ak i j m i k)i
BSfra® — §BT7TA “35 (Wc( w510 05 mapy 0P — me w07 105 104Uy
+277Aj7TB(k’yi)l”yjkGBl — wAiﬁBjGBj - 9Ai7rcm7rg(l”yk)j90k93j’yml (109)
1 . .
+§9A17T0k7'r3]90k93j) .

Finally, there exists no part proportional to A/\Z—j, while the term proportional to Y ); is the same as
the corresponding one for TEGR:

Y K im C 1 K B J 7
TAY = ——=""EA0% ! — —EPmpI04
V4l V4l (110)
+ T8 (04705 + €a6p7™) + 277110550 4V

These are the Hamilton equations that, together with the primary constraints, can determine the evolution
of the fields. The result can be used to confirm the findings in Ref. [TI] (which also assumes the
Weitzenblck gauge) according to which the evolution of the primary constraints are generally not of first-
class. To conclude, we point out that one can also consider calculations of Poisson brackets to simplify
the above equations, by taking for instance the relations occurring in TEGR, which is surely more well
studied. However, even doing so, it is clear that NGR calculations are still very lengthy, if compared to
TEGR.

6 Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper, for the first time, we have presented the Hamiltonian (Eq. (G3]) and the Hamilton
equations in extensions of TEGR. In particular, we considered f(T') gravity and NGR, both in the
covariant formulation [92] [43] and in the Weitzenbock gauge. The Hamilton equations for f(Tngr)-
gravity is presented in App. [Al and, from this expression, the special cases of f(T) gravity, NGR and
TEGR can be recovered. As we expected, we found that the f(7') Hamilton equations have a different
structure than those of f(R) gravity. Though we did not provide the explicit expression for the TEGR
Hamilton equations, from the computations in Sec. [ it is straightforward to realize that our results are
consistent with those in Ref. [65], except for a few typos.

In future works, these findings can be applied to two major directions. On the one hand, it is possible
to use these results for the purposes of numerical relativity, as indicated in [73], [65], where the case of
TEGR was discussed. From this point of view, the present work could represent a first step in investigating
numerical relativity for extended teleparallel theories of gravity. On the other hand, another direction is
to investigate the evolution of the constraints. In particular, the case of gauge fixing is interesting in both
cases. First, not all observers u* = eoyﬁ admit global foliation [84] [R5], even in GR, although locally a
foliation can always be made [87]. In GR, this is not a big issue, since one can always perform a Lorentz
transformation to obtain foliation in agreement with the field equations. In the covariant formulation
of teleparallel gravity, any Lorentz transformation can still be applied, but a Lorentz transformed spin
connection may be required to solve the field equations. Hence, the safest approach is to transform the
tetrad and the spin connection together, since this defines an equivalence class of solutions to the field
equations. Thus, foliation can always be obtained in the covariant formulation. Similar considerations
apply to TEGR in the Weitzenbock gauge, as a consequence of Lorentz invariance of type II (see [82] for
definition). In other words, a Lorentz transformed tetrad solution, fixing the spin connection, is again a
solution. Since foliation has been assumed throughout this work, it would be interesting to look deeper
into the conditions for foliation, by considering relevant spacetimes in f(7T) gravity and NGR as test bed.

For numerical relativity, it is very important to choose a gauge to avoid instabilities. It is yet to be
investigated if the Weitzenbock gauge admits (strong) hyperbolicity. A gauge which has not yet been

bHere, we wrote 0 to emphasize that this is the temporal component of a Lorentz index.
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discussed in this work is the gauge fixing lapse function and shift vector, which is a valid choice since
teleparallel theories are diffeomorphism invariant. For example, the gauge a = 1, 8* = 0 would further
simplify the Hamiltonian and the Hamilton equations. However, such gauge choice is known not to work
well for numerical relativity in GR. This led to the development of the BSSN-formalism [87] and we would
expect something similar in teleperallel numerical relativity.

It is often stressed that it is important to follow the covariant approach of teleparallel gravity [92] 43]
in order to restore Lorentz invariance of type I (following the definitions of [82]). It has been argued in
[76, [74, [75] that, working in the Weitzenbick gauge (opposed to the covariant formulation), the number
of degrees of freedom is unaffected. Furthermore, this is known to be true in the case of TEGR [77].
This work can be used to give the first explicit proof of this statement by calculating the time evolution
of the primary constraints associated with Lorentz invariance of type I defined by Eq. (&4)). If it turns
out that the time evolution vanishes on the constraint surface, then the Primary constraints are of first
class and the number of degrees of freedom is indeed unaffected. Furthermore, the covariant formulation
could have advantages in numerical relativity and when considering energy and entropy [86].

Furthermore, in teleparallel theories of gravity, calculating the evolution of constraints is very compli-
cated [60], since the requirement that the constraints are conserved in time appears to be very different,
depending on the background [71]. In the case of f(T') gravity, the difficulty in calculating the time evo-
lution of the constraints has led to some conflicting results regarding the number of degrees of freedom
[79, [81] [90]. The results obtained in this article can be used to check independently which is the correct
result. In the case of NGR, it is evident, from the Hamilton equations, that the calculation of the time
evolution of constraints is indeed very lengthy as indicated in Ref. [71].

Quantities that are theory-dependent may be also simplified by selecting the given model and the
related functional action. To this purpose, one can rely on the presence of symmetries, which aim to
reduce the dynamics and allow to shorten the overall computations. Models containing symmetries can be
selected by means of the so called Noether Symmetry Approach [93][94] [95] [22], a selection criterion aimed
at finding out easily-handled theories and related conserved quantities. Clearly, one must check whether
selected models are experimentally viable, by comparing the corresponding field equation solutions with
observations.
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A The Hamilton equations for covariant f(7Txgr) gravity

A very useful equation is the variation of the super-metric with respect to the tetrads. It generalizes the
result found in [65]. It yields:

6HCankl

T _ eAmHCBinlk + eAnHCBimkl + eAkHCanli + eAlHCanik + C2§A5093[m7n][k7l]1

(111)
+ 2€a€py "y 0T + caaber ™y 0BT + cs€agpbc !y T,

where the super-metric H4p%* has been defined in Eq. (27). Note that, after the variation, the above
expression will always be contracted with T ,,,,T5;, so that one can use symmetry properties to obtain

5HCankl

g = 204" Hop™" + 204" Hop™™" + 205€48005 "y 1 4 2es€agortmymop1. - (112)
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We again present the f(Tngr) Hamiltonian derived in Sec. Bl

) - - 3
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The Hamiltonian constraint is given by:

—Aun (P[ADnB]CACD + FcinC[BeA]i) _Sy

- 0H o \//7¢BVVC“}C‘ _ ?¢BAAClecij _ \/27¢BSSCUSCZ']‘ _ \2/’7¢BTTCTC
K K K

- §3T + ﬁT —E0mAt F Al itB,

which is slightly simplified in the presence of primary constraints. The momenta constraint, on the other
hand, is completely independent of the form of f(Tngr) theory and yields:
0H
= =
ek

The evolution of the conjugate momenta with respect to the spatial tetrads is very lengthy, and for this
reason it is presented here in the following form

—HAiaijj +7TAjWACj90i —WAjTAji. (115)
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— BBt — BrBT iyt — VANVt — A)‘[jk] M ik _ S)\(jk)kS#Aijk —TAN i

(116)

where the explicit expressions of each term can be found in Eqs. (I24)-(I35) below. Note that the expres-
sion depends on the specific theories which alter the number and character of the primary constraints.
When considering a specific theory, it is guaranteed that the expression simplifies since the presence
of primary constraints implies that the corresponding B-term vanishes. On the other hand, if primary
constraints are not present, then the corresponding Lagrange multiplier does not occur as well. In the
covariant formulation, we also need to take into account the evolution of the conjugate momenta with
respect to the Lorentz matrices. This expression is lengthy as well, so again we use a shortened notation

_ O0H
T OA4B
VANV PAL A)\[m MPA i

—PAg

— 0t PA — BPPAL — 9,0PA, — )\[CD]wPABCD —ByBVPA, — BBAPA, )

where the explicit expressions of the terms appearing in the above equation can be found in Egs. (I30])-
(I43). This part is only affected by the V and A-part of the VAST decomposition. This is expected
since Lorentz transformations are not associated with the symmetric part of the field equations.

The next term to evaluate is the time evolution of the momenta with respect to the scalar field,
associated with the nonlinear extension of teleparallel theories
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The above quantity is very relevant for f(T) gravity and for more details or discussion on the comparison
with f(R) gravity see Sec. [l
Teleparallel theories of gravity are, like GR, invariant under diffeomorphism transformations and, as
expected, the time evolution of lapse and shift are proportional to Lagrange multipliers:

Q= ;—Hﬁ =2, (119)
.. §H _
Bl = = _B ), (120)

The time evolution of the spatial tetrad is dependent on the occurrence of primary constraints in the
given theory. It reads:
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The time evolution of the Lorentz matrices appears in the covariant formalism, as it is related to the
primary constraints associated with the covariant formulation

oH B CD.

AAB = m = )\[DA]AC n (122)

Since the primary constraints are theory-independent, the same goes for the time evolution of the Lorentz
matrices. Finally, the time evolution of the scalar field is determined by its associated Lagrange multiplier,
which is very different from the case of f(R) gravity (see Ref. [88]). It is:

Y (123)

In what follows, we present the explicit expression of all the terms which constitute 7 4% Firstly, let us
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take into account %7 4%, which yields:

LY L - \K{’_YHCan[kz]TC
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+eababefpmymilylli 4 C3§A€Boc[m7n][k7l]i) + 4 En0% 0 (97! — TpIWP ) .

Notice that the above quantity depends on the specific theory considered through the super-metric
H 45" which indeed is theory-dependent. On the other hand,

—Pialy = mp'wP 4y — Stopmal, (125)
takes the same form for all f(Txgr) theories. The term obtained with a derivative reads
—Of, = TWHBAM[”]TBM + 280749 4 2V N9 ,09) 4 24N oy Ml 4, (126)

and it is theory dependent as well. The term related to the primary constraints appearing in the covariant
formulation is, as expected, theory independent and reads as:

_wi ,BO — 51[40773]D7_‘_Di' (127)
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which only appears for By # 0, and has regained interest recently [56]. In TEGR and f(T') gravity,
B = 0, while it is not-vanishing for NGR. Hence, the next expression is worth to be investigated in the
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case of NGR (see Sec. [A for more details and discussion)
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It is clear that this expression is very lengthy, which makes NGR a quite cumbersome theory to study.
The next two expressions are necessary for the propagation of a massless spin-2 field

—BSjat = 23;@5 (WCmTFBlecjeBkeA(J'Yk)Z'V | — mcinphec 9Bk77AD7]k9Dl>
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BT i GjﬁqsoAinjWDkijoDk — 3\a/g¢wAi7rBjij. (131)

These two terms can be combined to simplify the final expression according to Eq. (B4]). To obtain the
correct gravitational behavior one needs to require c3 = 1. If we require the theory to be ghost-free
(By = 0) and further require Bs (B7) to be zero, then By (Bs) will be vanishing as well. Such a theory,
hence, yields By = Bs = By = 0 and the only propagating field is a Kalb-Ramond (pseudo-vector) field
occurring at linear order of perturbation [72]. The next term, required to avoid ghosts, is

—MVig 0 = 29 lggRlB 4 — —— 4 mEf0C mcd
\/_¢
o _ _ . (132)
— = Bapifa 4 TP ki (04705° + £a8BY™) + 2¢3TP1105%0.4 1.
Ve
and occurs in TEGR, f(T) gravity and NGR, unlike the following one that is absent in NGR
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The last two terms, namely
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and

AT i__ K inB i i
=A== B0 04" —7a"), 135
T AU ) (135)
cannot appear if we require a propagating spin-2 field. Therefore, the above quantities are not present
in the case of viable models within TEGR, f(T) gravity or NGR.
We now present the explicit expressions for the time evolution of the momenta constraints. The first
one is implicitly theory-dependent through the super-metric H 4 g*/*:
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The following one, namely ? PARt reads:
—PpAgt = —mcd (Afl)A pwCBif";, (137)

and, as expected due to the close relation to the shift vector, is theory independent. The following
quantity depends explicitly on the given theory because of the presence of ¢y and cs:
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and also implicitly through the super metric Hqp“*. A very simple expression comes from the part

related to the primary constraints associated with the covariant formulation, that is

_wPABCD — UA[CPD]B- (139)

The above term is obviously theory independent, as related to the primary constraints. The next part of
the general momentum is included in the type of NGR theory that recently regained interest [50]
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and it is absent in both TEGR and f(T') gravity, where B4 = 0. To avoid the propagation of ghosts, also
the term below must be included in the total evaluation:

—)‘VPABi = 2c3 (Ail)A chBlec[i’yl]keDk. (142)
Finally, the last term listed here appears in TEGR and f(T') gravity, but not in NGR:
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This completes the expression for the Hamilton equations in f(Tngr) and, from this, it is straightforward
to obtain the special cases including TEGR, f(T) gravity and NGR. Furthermore, they appear without
any gauge fixing. It is not difficult to get the Weitzenbock gauge result, or also to the gauge « = 1 and
B = 0, which further simplifies the result.

We have found, in Sec. @ that the expression for 4% is mostly consistent with the TEGR expression
found in [65], except for some typos. Since this case is of special importance, here we present the final
corrected form of 7 4%, that is:
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This conclude the derivation.
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