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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 Weitzenböck gauge. In this framework, teleparallel equivalent to General Relativity, its
f(T ) extension and New General Relativity can be compared. We find that f(T ) and New General
Relativity consistently reduce to the Teleparallel Equivalent to General Relativity, while significant
differences appear comparing the Hamilton equations of f(T ) 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 [1]. 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, 9, 10, 11, 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 [15], 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, 26, 27, 28]; higher-dimensional theories, which aim to fix small-scale issues by
increasing the number of dimensions [29, 30, 31, 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
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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 Einstein-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(T ) and NGR contain strongly coupled field
[60, 61], 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 T , NGR aims to extend the definition of the torsion scalar by
means of a more general quantity, TNGR, 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 TNGR 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 3+1 decomposition of the metric. In Sec. 3 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. 4 and 5, respectively. The approach is developed in both the covariant
formulation and the Weitzenböck gauge. Finally, in Sec. 6, we draw conclusions with a final discussion
and future perspectives. The Hamilton equations of f(TNGR) gravity are presented in detail in App A.
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2 Teleparallel gravity and tetrad 3+1 decomposition

Let us present now an introduction to teleparallel theories and the 3+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 diagηAB =
(−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. 2.1. In Sec. 2.2, 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]:

Γα
µν = Γ̂α

µν +
1

2
gαλ
(

Tµλν + Tνλµ + Tλµν

)

+
1

2
gαλ
(

−Qµνλ −Qνµλ + Qλµν

)

, (1)

where Γ̂α
µν is the Levi-Civita connection, Tµλν is the Torsion Tensor, defined as T ρ

µν = 2Γρ

[µν], and

Qµνλ is the Non-Metricity Tensor, namely Qµνλ = ∇µgνλ, with ∇ 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 Einstein-Hilbert action can be re-expressed in terms of torsion instead. Specifically,
by defining the superpotential Sρµν and the contortion tensor Kρ

µν as

Sρµν ≡ Kµνρ − gρνT σµ
σ + gρµT σν

σ ,

Kρ
µν ≡ 1

2
gρλ
(

Tµλν + Tνλµ + Tλµν

)

= −Kρ
νµ ,

(2)

respectively, one can define the torsion scalar as

T ≡ T ρµνSρµν . (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:

STEGR = − 1

2κ

∫

d4x
√
−g T + SM, (4)

where SM is the matter action and κ = 1/(8πG), 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.
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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 θAµ = ∂µx

A, must be generalized including both spin and linear connection:

∇µx
A = ∂µx

A + ωA
Bµx

B − Γα
µαx

A, (5)

where ωA
Bµ is 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

Γα
µν = θαADµθ

A
ν , (6)

with Dµ being the Lorentz covariant derivative: Dµx
A = ∂µx

A + ωA
Bµx

B. Choosing the reference frame
in which the spin connection vanishes, referred to as Weitzenböck gauge, Eq. (6) becomes

Γα
µν = θαA∂µθ

A
ν . (7)

Denoting with θ the determinant of tetrad fields, the TEGR action (4) can be equivalently written as:

STEGR = − 1

2κ

∫

d4xθ T + SM, (8)

and leads to the following field equations (in vacuum):

4

θ
∂µ

(

θS µβ
A

)

− 4T σ
µAS

βµ
σ − T θβA = 0. (9)

From Eq. (3), one can straightforwardly notice the relation occurring between the Ricci and the torsion

scalar, that is R = −T + 2θ
◦

∇µT
µ, with

◦

∇µ being the covariant derivative expressed in terms of the Levi
Civita connection and T µ being a rank-1 tensor defined as

T µ = T σµ
σ. (10)

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

T = −1

4
TµνρT

µνρ − 1

2
TµνρT

ρνµ + TµT
µ. (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

Sf(T ) = − 1

2κ

∫

d4xθf(T ) + SM. (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 (11) to be arbitrary, by introducing a new torsion scalar, namely

TNGR = c1TµνρT
µνρ + c2TµνρT

ρνµ + c3TµT
µ. (13)

In this way, the TEGR action can be generalized as

SNGR = − 1

2κ

∫

d4x θ TNGR + SM. (14)
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Furthermore, it was noted in [70] that the condition 2c1 + c2 + c3 = 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 Weitzenböck 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

Sf(TNGR) =
1

2κ

∫

d4x θf(TNGR) + SM , (15)

or equivalently, in the Einstein frame

Sf(TNGR) =
1

2κ

∫

d4x θ (φTNGR − V (φ)) + SM , (16)

where the scalar field φ represents the further degrees of freedom related to NGR with respect to TEGR.
In Sec. 3 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 splita consists of three dimensional hypersurfaces of constant time slices Σt and a normal vector
ξµ orthogonal to Σt, which satisfies the condition ξµξ

µ = −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 Σt constitute
a manifold with spatial indices i, j, k, ..., equipped with the induced metric γij . According to this split,
the tetrads become

θA0 = αξA + βiθAi, (17)

where α is the lapse function, βi is the shift vector and

ξA = −1

6
ǫABCDθBiθ

C
jθ

D
kǫ

ijk, (18)

which satisfies the correct normalization property and is orthogonal to the spatial tetrads:

ξAθ
A
i = 0. (19)

The spatial tetrad, in turn, corresponds to the tetrad of the induced three-dimensional metric, that is:

γij = θAiθ
B
jη

AB. (20)

It is also useful to define the cotetrad eA
B in terms of the spatial tetrad, the shift vector, the lapse

function and the spatial tetrad, as satisfying the identity

eA
0 = − 1

α
ξA, eA

i = θA
i + ξA

βi

α
. (21)

Hhere we are adopting the following shorthand notation

θA
i = θBjηABγ

ij , (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:

gµν =

[

−α2 + βiβjγij βi

βi γij

]

, gµν =







− 1

α2

βi

α2

βi

α2
γij − βiβj

α2






. (23)

aHere we follow the notation adopted in Ref. [65]
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After performing the aforementioned 3+1 split, the Lagrangian will only depend on the canonical variables
(α, βi, θAi,ΛA

B, φ) 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

Lf(TNGR) =

√
γ

2α
M i j

A BT
A
0iT

B
0j −

√
γ

α
TA

0iT
B
kl

[

M i l
A Bβ

k +
αφ

κ
γil
(

c2ξBθA
k + c3ξAθB

k
)

]

+ HS ,

(24)

where ci are constant coefficients and

M i j
A B = −φ

κ

(

2c1γ
ijηAB − (c2 + c3)ξAξBγ

ij + c2θA
jθB

i + c3θA
iθB

j
)

, (25)

which, except for the overall factor

√
γ

2α
, is the Hessian matrix. In Eq. (24), the term HS is defined as:

HS =

√
γ

α
TA

ijT
B
klβ

i

[

1

2
M j l

A Bβ
k +

αφ

κ
γjl
(

c2ξBθA
k + c3ξAθB

k
)

]

+
α
√
γ

2κ
3
T− θV (φ)

2κ
, (26)

with

3
T = HAB

ijklTA
ijT

B
kl = φ

(

c1ηABγ
k[iγj]l − c2θB

[iγj][kθA
l] − c3θA

[iγj][kθB
l]
)

TA
ijT

B
kl. (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 (α, βi, θAi,ΛA

B, φ, απ, βπi, πA
i, PA

B,
φπ), where

απ :=
∂L

∂α̇
= 0, (28)

βπi :=
∂L

∂β̇
= 0, (29)

πA
i :=

∂L

∂θ̇Ai

:=
∂L

∂TA
0i

=

√
γ

α
M i j

A BT
B
0j −

√
γ

α
TB

kl

[

M i l
A Bβ

k +
αφ

κ
γil
(

c2ξBθA
k + c3ξAθB

k
)

]

, (30)

PA
B :=

∂L

∂Λ̇A
B

= πC
iηAD

(

Λ−1
)

E

BηC[EθD]
i, (31)

φπ :=
∂L

∂φ̇
= 0. (32)

It is worth noticing the presence of primary constraints, i.e.

αC = απ ≈ 0, βCi = βπi ≈ 0, φC = φπ ≈ 0, (33)

ωCAB = P [A
DηB]CΛC

D + πC
iηC[BθA]

i ≈ 0, (34)

where Eq. (34) 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
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trace-free, and T race 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:

θ̇Ai = V θ̇iξ
A + Aθ̇jiγ

kjθAk + S θ̇jiγ
kjθAk + T θ̇θAi, (35)

πA
i = VπiξA + AπjiθBjηAB + SπjiθBjηAB + T πθBjηABγ

ij . (36)

In order to easily convert our results to the standard variables, we present here the inverse relations

S θ̇ji = θ̇(ji) −
1

3
θ̇Akθ

B
lηABγ

klγij =
1

2
θ̇Aiθ

B
jηAB +

1

2
θ̇Ajθ

B
iηAB − 1

3
θ̇Akθ

B
lηABγ

klγij ,

T θ̇ =
1

3
θ̇Aiθ

B
jηABγ

ij ,

V θ̇i = −ξAθ̇
A
i,

Aθ̇ji = θ̇[ji] =
1

2
θ̇Aiθ

B
jηAB − 1

2
θ̇Ajθ

B
iηAB,

(37)

and

Sπji = π(ji) − 1

3
πA

kθAkγ
ij =

1

2
πA

iθAkγ
jk +

1

2
πA

jθAkγ
ik − 1

3
πA

kθAkγ
ij ,

T π =
1

3
πA

iθAi,

Vπi = −ξAπA
i,

Aπji = π[ji] =
1

2
πA

iθAkγ
jk − 1

2
πA

jθAkγ
ik.

(38)

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

M i j
A B = VM ijξAξB + AM [ik][jl]θCkηACθ

D
lηBD + SM (ik)(jl)θCkηACθ

D
lηBD + T MθA

iθB
j . (39)

For our general discussion of f(TNGR) gravity, we collect the VAST labels as I ∈ {V ,A,S, T }. With
the aim to get a vanishing determinant for the Hessian M i j

A B, when AI = 0, we consider the following
relations:

AV = 2c1 + c2 + c3, (40)

AA = 2c1 − c2, (41)

AS = 2c1 + c2, (42)

AT = 2c1 + c2 + 3c3. (43)

The list of possible constraints in f(TNGR), coinciding with AI = 0 =⇒ IC ≈ 0, is

VCi =
Vπiκ

φ
√
γ

+ c3T
B
jkγ

ikγjlθAlηAB ≈ 0, (44)

ACij =
Aπijκ

φ
√
γ

+ c2γ
ikγjlTB

klξB ≈ 0, (45)

SCij =
Sπijκ

φ
√
γ

≈ 0, (46)

T C =
T πκ

φ
√
γ
≈ 0. (47)
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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:

(

M−1
) A C

i k
=

κ

φ
BVξ

AξCγik − κ

φ
BAγ

r[sγm]nγkrγsiθ
A
mθCn

− κ

φ
BS

(

γr(sγm)n − 1

3
γsmγnr

)

γkrγsiθ
A
mθCn − κ

3φ
BT θ

A
iθ

C
k,

(48)

with

BI =

{

1
AI

, if AI 6= 0,

0, if AI = 0
. (49)

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

TC
0k =

(

M−1
) A C

i k

α√
γ
πA

i + TC
mkβ

m − α

κ

(

M−1
) A C

i k
TB

mlγ
il

(

1

2
ξBθA

m − ξAθB
m

)

, (50)

so that

θ̇Ck −
(

Λ−1
)A

BΛ̇A
CθBk = ∂kθ

C
0 + ωC

Dkθ
D

0 +
(

M−1
) A C

i k

α√
γ
πA

i + TC
mkβ

m

− α

κ

(

M−1
) A C

i k
TB

mlγ
il

(

1

2
ξBθA

m − ξAθB
m

)

.

(51)

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

Hc = πA
i
(

θ̇Ak −
(

Λ−1
)C

BΛ̇C
AθBi

)

− L, (52)

which explicitly reads

Hf(TNGR) = α

[√
γφ

2κ
BV

VCiVCi −
√
γφ

2κ
BA

ACijACij −
√
γφ

2κ
BS

SCijSCij −
3
√
γφ

2κ
BT

T CT C

−
√
γ

2κ
3
T +

√
γV (φ)

2κ
− ξA∂iπA

i + πA
iωA

Biξ
B

]

+ βj
[

−θAj∂iπA
i + πA

iωA
Ciθ

C
j − πA

iTA
ij

]

− αλαπ − βλi
βπi − φλφπ

− λAB

(

P [A
DηB]CΛC

D + πC
iηC[BθA]

i

)

− Sλij

Sπijκ

φ
√
γ

− T λ
T πκ

φ
√
γ

− Vλi

(

Vπiκ√
γ

+ c3T
B
jkγ

ikγjlθAlηAB

)

− Aλij

(

Aπijκ√
γ

+ c2γ
ikγjlTB

klξB

)

+ ∂i
(

πA
iθA0

)

,

(53)

where Vλi = 0, unless VA = 0 and similarly for Aλij ,
Sλij and T λ, which vanish as well unless the

corresponding AA, SA or T A are zero. The boundary term ∂i
(

πA
iθA0

)

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

−α
√
γφ

2κ

(

BS
SCijSCij + 3BT

T CT C
)

= − κBS

4
√
γφ

(

πA
iπB

lθAkθ
B
jγ

jkγil + πA
iπB

kθAkθ
B
i

)

+
κ(BS − BT )

6
√
γφ

πA
iπB

jθAiθ
B
j.

(54)
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In sensible teleparallel theories, BS = −1 and BT = 1
2 , 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, 81, 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 H, to get the expression for
the Hamilton equations, hereafter we will consider the Hamiltonian H =

∫

d3xH.

4 The Hamilton equations for f(T ) teleparallel gravity

From the perspective of f(TNGR) gravity, f(T ) gravity can be obtained when fixing the coefficients
appearing in the torsion scalar (13) to those of TEGR. This implies that BV = BA = Sλij = T λ = 0, so

that Vλi 6= 0 and Aλij 6= 0. Furthermore one must also impose BS = −1, BT =
1

2
, c1 = −1

4
, c2 = −1

2
,

and c3 = 1.

4.1 Without gauge fixing

Even though it is known that the Weitzenböck gauge can always be chosen consistently [76, 82, 83],
there are still reasons to consider the covariant formulation. Firstly, not all observers admit the foliation
(see Ref. [84, 85]) assumed in Sec. 2.2. 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 Weitzenböck gauge may result in a impractical choice
for these applications. As mentioned above, the Hamiltonian for f(T ) gravity can be obtained from Eq.
(53), by properly choosing the coefficients ci. It is given by the expression

Hf(T ) = α

[

κ

4
√
γφ

(

2πA
iπB

lθAjθ
B
(kγi)lγ

jk − πA
iπB

jθAiθ
B
j

)

−
√
γ

2κ
3
T +

√
γV (φ)

2κ
− ξA∂iπA

i

+πA
iωA

Biξ
B
]

+ βj
[

−θAj∂iπA
i + πA

iωA
Ciθ

C
j − πA

iTA
ij

]

− αλαπ − βλi
βπi − φλφπ

− Vλi

(

Vπiκ√
γ

+ TB
jkγ

ikγjlθAlηAB

)

− Aλij

(

Aπijκ√
γ

− 1

2
γikγjlTB

klξB

)

− λAB

(

P [A
DηB]CΛC

D + πC
iηC[BθA]

i

)

.

(55)

Below, we present Hamilton’s equations for covariant f(T ) gravity. First, let us start by considering the
following Hamiltonian constraints:

−απ̇ =
δH

δα
=

κ

4
√
γφ

(

2πA
iπB

lθAjθ
B
(kγi)lγ

jk − πA
iπB

jθAiθ
B
j

)

−
√
γ

2κ
3
T +

√
γV (φ)

2κ
− ξA∂iπA

i

+ πA
iωA

Biξ
B.

(56)

The momenta constraint does not depend on the specific teleparallel theory, as seen by comparison with
Eq. (115) below. Nevertheless, it still depends on the gauge choice, as it can be inferred by the presence
of the spin-connection. It reads:

−β π̇i =
δH

δβi
= −θAi∂jπA

j + πA
jωA

Cjθ
C
i − πA

jTA
ji. (57)
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Similarly to the case of TEGR [65], the time evolutions of the conjugate momenta π̇A
i and PA

B are very
lengthy and are given by the expressions below:

−π̇A
i =

δH

δθAi

= α

(

−2
√
γ

κ
HCB

mn[ki]TC
mnω

B
Ak +

√
γ

2κ
θA

i
(

V (φ) − 3
T
)

−
√
γ

κ
TC

mnT
B
kl

(

θA
mHCB

inlk + θA
kHCB

mnli

−1

2
ξAξCθB

[mγn][kγl]i + ξAξBθC
[mγn][kγl]i

)

+ γimξAθ
C
m

(

∂jπC
j − πB

jωB
Cj

)

)

+ βj
(

πB
iωB

Aj − δij∂kπA
k
)

+ λ[BA]η
BCπC

i

+ ∂j

(

2α
√
γ

κ
HBA

kl[ij]TB
kl + 2β[iπA

j] + 2Vλ[iθA
j] + Aλ[ij]ξA

)

+
ακ

2
√
γφ

(

πC
(iπB

l)θCjθ
B
kηADγjkθDl − πC

mπB
lθCjθ

B
kθA

(jγk)iγml + 2πA
jπB

(kγi)lγjkθ
B
l

−πA
iπB

jθBj − θA
iπC

mπB
(lγk)jθCkθ

B
jγml +

1

2
θA

iπC
kπB

jθCkθ
B
j

)

+ Vλj

(

−2γj[iθB
k]ωB

Ak −
κ√
γφ

γimξAθ
C
mπC

j − γikγjlηABT
B
kl

− κ√
γφ

ξBπB
jθA

i + 2TB
klθB

[iγj]kθA
l + 2γilηBCT

B
klθ

C
mθA

[mγj]k

)

+ Aλ[jk]

(

γklγijξBω
B
Al +

1

2
ξAθB

iγjnγkmTB
nm +

κ√
γφ

γjlπB
kθBlθA

i

−γi[kγj]mξBT
B
mlθA

l − γimξBT
B
nmθA

[kγj]n +
2κ√
γφ

πB
kθBlθA

[lγj]i +
κ√
γφ

γikπA
j

)

,

(58)

and

−ṖA
B =

δH

δΛA
B

= λ[DC]η
ADPC

B − α
(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biξ

DπC
i − βiπC

j
(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biθ

D
j

− (HCE
kijl −HCE

iljk)
α
√
γ
(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
BiT

E
jlθ

D
k

κ
+ Aλ[ij]

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
BiξCθ

D
j

− 2Vλk

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
BiθC

[iγk]jθDj + ∂i

[

α
(

Λ−1
)A

DξDπB
i − βi

(

Λ−1
)A

DπB
k

+
α
√
γ

κ

(

HBC
kijl −HBC

iljk
) (

Λ−1
)A

DTC
jlθ

D
k − Aλ[ij]

(

Λ−1
)A

DξBθ
D

j

+2Vλl

(

Λ−1
)A

Dγi[jγl]kηBCθ
C
jθ

D
k

]

.

(59)

It is worth stressing that the dependence of above equation on the scalar field φ is implicitly contained
in the super-metric HAB

ijkl(φ).
The completely novel result is the time evolution of the conjugate momenta of the scalar field, reading

as:

−φπ̇ =
δH

δφ
= α

[

− κ

2
√
γφ2

(

γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
lπA

iπB
j − πA

iπB
jθAiθ

B
j

2

)

+

√
γ

2κ

δV (φ)

δφ
−

√
γ

2κφ
3
T

]

− Vλi

κξAπA
i

√
γφ2

+ Aλ[ik]
κγijπA

kθAj√
γφ2

(60)

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 α̇ and β̇i, are proportional to the Lagrange multipliers:

α̇ =
δH

δαπ
= −αλ, (61)
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β̇i =
δH

δβπi

= −βλi. (62)

The time evolution of the tetrad, instead, reads as:

θ̇Ai =
δH

δπA
i

= α

[

κ√
γφ

(

γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
lπB

j − πB
jθAiθ

B
j

2

)

+ ∂iξ
A + ξBωA

Bi

]

+ βj
[

θBjω
A
Bi − TA

ij

]

+ λ[CB]θ
B
iη

AC + Vλi

κξA√
γφ

+ Aλ[ik]
κγjkθAj√

γφ
+ ∂i

(

βjθAj

)

.

(63)

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 Vλi and Aλij [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 II in [82])

Λ̇A
B =

δH

δPA
B

= λ[DA]ΛC
BηCD. (64)

Thus, Eq. (64) reads the same in all teleparallel theories, as can be noticed by comparing it to Eq. (122).
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]):

φ̇ =
δH

δφπ
= −φλ. (65)

In the limit φ = 1 and V (φ) = 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 φ = 1, the quantities απ̇, β π̇i, α̇, β̇

i, θ̇Ai, Λ̇A
B coincide with those listed in [65].

Regarding ṖA
B, 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 ṖA
B and π̇A

i, 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 π̇A

i (see Eq.
(112)). We found a few more sign mistakes for π̇A

i in [65] and for this reason we present π̇A
i explicitly

for TEGR in Eq. (144). The derived Hamilton equations, together with the primary constraints, can
thus be used to show explicitly if the degrees of freedom for f(T ) gravity is indeed the same as in the
Weitzenböck gauge. According to the step outlined in [76, 74, 75], the latter statement can be explicitly
proven by evaluating the following relation:

ωĊAB = Ṗ [A
DηB]CΛC

D + P [A
DηB]CΛ̇C

D + π̇C
iηC[BθA]

i + πC
iηC[B θ̇A]

i ≈ 0. (66)

Due to the large expressions of π̇A
i and ṖA

B, written respectively in Eqs. (58) and (59), the explicit
calculation of Eq. (66) would be quite lengthy. This can constitute a strong proof for the viability of
the Weitzenböck 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 Weitzenböck gauge

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

Hf(T ) = α

[

κ

4
√
γφ

(

2πA
iπB

lθAjθ
B
(kγi)lγ

jk − πA
iπB

jθAiθ
B
j

)

−
√
γ

2κ
3
T +

√
γV (φ)

2κ
− ξA∂iπA

i

]

+ βj
[

−θAj∂iπA
i − πA

iTA
ij

]

− αλαπ − βλi
βπi − φλφπ

− Vλi

(

Vπiκ√
γ

+ TB
jkγ

ikγjlθAlηAB

)

− Aλij

(

Aπijκ√
γ

− 1

2
γikγjlTB

klξB

)

,

(67)
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with the Hamiltonian constraint

−απ̇ =
δH

δα
=

κ

4
√
γφ

(

2πA
iπB

lθAjθ
B
(kγi)lγ

jk − πA
iπB

jθAiθ
B
j

)

−
√
γ

2κ
3
T +

√
γV (φ)

2κ
− ξA∂iπA

i, (68)

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

The momenta constraint

−β π̇i =
δH

δβi
= −θAi∂jπA

j − πA
jTA

ji, (69)

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:

−π̇A
i =

δH

δθAi

= α

(√
γ

2κ
θA

i
(

V (φ) − 3
T
)

−
√
γ

κ
TC

mnT
B
kl

(

θA
mHCB

inlk + θA
kHCB

mnli

−1

2
ξAξCθB

[mγn][kγl]i + ξAξBθC
[mγn][kγl]i

)

+ γimξAθ
C
m∂jπC

j

)

− βi∂jπA
j + ∂j

(

2α
√
γ

κ
HBA

kl[ij]TB
kl + 2β[iπA

j] + 2Vλ[iθA
j] − Aλ[kl]γ

k[iγj]lξA

)

+
ακ

2
√
γφ

(

πC
(iπB

l)θCjθ
B
kηADγjkθDl − πC

mπB
lθCjθ

B
kθA

(jγk)iγml + 2πA
jπB

(kγi)lγjkθ
B
l

−πA
iπB

jθBj − θA
iπC

mπB
(lγk)jθCkθ

B
jγml +

1

2
θA

iπC
kπB

jθCkθ
B
j

)

+ Vλj

(

− κ√
γφ

γimξAθ
C
mπC

j − κ√
γφ

ξBπB
jθA

i + TB
kj

(

θA
kθB

i + ξAξBγ
ik
)

+2TB
klθB

kθA
(jγl)i

)

+ Aλ[jk]

(

c2ξAθB
iγjnγkmTB

nm +
κ√
γφ

γjlπB
kθBlθA

i

−γi[kγj]mξBT
B
mlθA

l − γimξBT
B
nmθA

[kγj]n +
2κ√
γφ

πB
kθBlθA

[lγj]i +
κ√
γφ

γikπA
j

)

(70)

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

−φπ̇ =
δH

δφ
= α

[

− κ

2θφ2

(

γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
lπA

iπB
j − πA

iπB
jθAiθ

B
j

2

)

+

√
γ

2κ

δV (φ)

δφ
−

√
γ

2κφ
3
T

]

− Vλi

κξAπA
i

θφ2
+ Aλ[ik]

κγijπA
kθAj

θφ2
,

(71)

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:

α̇ =
δH

δαπ
= −αλ, (72)

β̇i =
δH

δβπi

= −βλi. (73)

The time evolution of the spatial tetrad is given by

θ̇Ai =
δH

δπA
i

= α

[

κ√
γφ

(

γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
lπB

j − πB
jθAiθ

B
j

2

)

+ ∂iξ
A

]

− βjTA
ij

+ Vλi

κξA√
γφ

+ Aλ[ik]
κγjkθAj√

γφ
+ ∂i

(

βjθAj

)

.

(74)
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Finally, the time evolution of the scalar field is also given by a Lagrange multiplier and reads as:

φ̇ =
δH

δφπ
= −φλ. (75)

As we can see from the above relations, in the Weitzenböck 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 Weitzenböck gauge. Thus, for calculation purposes, this formulation has a
great advantage. Considering that the computation of Poisson brackets has given contradicting results
[79, 81, 90], 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

The one-parameter family of NGR is given by the choice c1 = −1

4
(ρ + 1), c2 =

1

2
(ρ − 1) and c3 = 1.

In this case, BV = 0 and only Vλi is non-vanishing. Furthermore, φ = 1, while Aλij ,
Sλij ,

T λ and φλ
are all absent (from the f(TNGR) point of view they are zero). TEGR is recovered in the limit ρ = 0,
which also implies that BA = 0 and Aλij 6= 0. Furthermore, for the one-parameter family of NGR, it is

BA = 1
2c1−c2

= − 1
ρ
, BS = 1

2c1+c2
= −1, and BT = 1

2c1+c2+3c3
=

1

2
.

5.1 Without gauge fixing

We start by presenting the covariant Hamiltonian for NGR, which reads as:

HNGR = α

[√
γ

2ρκ
ACijACij +

√
γ

2κ
SCijSCij −

3
√
γ

4κ
T CT C −

√
γ

2κ
3
T− ξA∂iπA

i + πA
iωA

Biξ
B

]

+ βj
[

−θAj∂iπA
i + πA

iωA
Ciθ

C
j − πA

iTA
ij

]

− αλαπ − βλi
βπi

− λAB

(

P [A
DηB]CΛC

D + πC
iηC[BθA]

i

)

− Vλi

(

Vπiκ√
γ

+ TB
jkγ

ikγjlθAlηAB

)

.

(76)

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

−απ̇ =
δH

δα
=

√
γ

2ρκ
ACijACij +

√
γ

2κ
SCijSCij −

3
√
γ

4κ
T CT C −

√
γ

2κ
3
T− ξA∂iπA

i + πA
iωA

Biξ
B, (77)

while the momenta constraint remains unchanged

−β π̇i =
δH

δβi
= −θAi∂jπA

j + πA
jωA

Cjθ
C
i − πA

jTA
ji. (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. (86)-(91)

−π̇A
i =

δH

δθAi

= −ααπ̇A
i − βjβ π̇A

i
j − ∂j

∂ π̇A
ij − λ[BC]

ωπ̇A
iBC +

BAπ̇A
i

ρ

+ BS π̇A
i − 1

2
BT π̇A

i − Vλj
λV π̇A

ij .

(79)
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Similarly, the explicit time evolution of the conjugate momenta with respect to the Lorentz matrices, is
presented in (86)-(97), while below we only report its implicit expression:

−ṖA
B =

δH

δΛA
B

= −ααṖA
B − βi

βṖA
B
i − ∂i

∂ṖA
B
i − λ[CD]

ωṖA
B
CD +

BAṖA
B

ρ
− Vλi

λV ṖA
B
i (80)

As expected from diffeomorphism invariance, the time evolution of lapse α and shift βi are proportional
to the Lagrange multipliers:

α̇ =
δH

δαπ
= −αλ, (81)

β̇i =
δH

δβπi

= −βλi. (82)

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

θ̇Ai =
δH

δπA
i

= α

[(

κγklγi[jθ
A
k]θ

B
lπB

j

ρ
√
γ

− ρ− 1

2ρ
γjkξBT

B
ijθ

A
k

)

+
κ√
γ

(

γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
lπB

j − 2πB
jθAiθ

B
j

3

)

+ ξBωA
Bi + ∂iξ

A

]

+ βj
[

θBjω
A
Bi − TA

ij

]

+ λ[CB]θ
B
iη

AC + Vλi

κξA√
γ
.

(83)

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:

Λ̇A
B =

δH

δPA
B

= λ[DA]ΛC
BηCD . (84)

Below, we list the explicit expressions for π̇A
i, starting with

−απ̇A
i = −2

√
γ

κ
HCB

mn[ki]TC
mnω

B
Ak −

√
γ

2κ
θA

i3
T−

√
γ

κ
TC

mnT
B
kl

(

θA
mHCB

inlk + θA
kHCB

mnli

+
ρ− 1

2
ξAξCθB

[mγn][kγl]i + ξAξBθC
[mγn][kγl]i

)

+ γimξAθ
C
m

(

∂jπC
j − πB

jωB
Cj

)

,

(85)

where it is worth noticing that the constant ρ is included in the super-metric HAB
ijkl(ρ). The term

related to the shift is, as expected, the same as other teleparallel theories

−βπ̇A
i
j = πB

iωB
Aj − δij∂kπA

k. (86)

Similarly, in the computation of ∂ π̇A
ij , the parameter ρ appears below through the super-metric HBA

klij(ρ)
and also differs due to the different set of primary constraints

−∂π̇A
ij =

2α
√
γ

κ
HBA

kl[ij]TB
kl + 2β[iπA

j] + 2Vλ[iθA
j]. (87)

The next part of π̇A
i 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:

−ωπ̇A
iBC = δ

[C
A ηB]DπD

i. (88)
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In both TEGR and f(T ) gravity, it is BA = 0, whereas in NGR, it is BA = −1

ρ
and this non-vanishing

expression gives rise to extra terms in the Hamiltonian. The contribution of BA to π̇A
i is presented below:

−BAπ̇A
i = α(ρ− 1)γn[iπB

k]ξCθ
B
nω

C
Ak −

α(ρ− 1)2
√
γ

2κ
γn[kγi]jξCξBT

B
njω

C
Ak

+ ∂k

[

α(ρ− 1)γn[kπB
i]ξAθ

B
n − α(ρ− 1)2

√
γ

2κ
γn[iγk]jξAξBT

B
nj

]

+ αγimηCDξAθ
D

mγklTC
kj

(

ρ− 1

2
πB

jθBl +
(ρ− 1)2

4κ

√
γγjnξBT

B
ln

)

+
ακ

2
√
γ
γjkγ

l[nπB
j]πD

kθBlθA
iθDn − α(ρ− 1)2

√
γ

8κ
γjlγknξBξDTB

jkT
D

lnθA
i

+ α(ρ− 1)ξBπC
jTB

ljθ
C
mθA

(lγm)i +
ακ

2
√
γ
γinγjlπB

jπC
lθBkθ

C
nθA

k

− ακ

2
√
γ
γjkηADπB

iπC
lθBjθ

C
kθ

D
l +

2α
√
γ

κ
γinγl[kγm]jηADξBξDTB

jlT
C
mnθ

D
k

+
α(ρ− 1)

2
γikξBπA

jTB
kj +

ακ√
γ
πB

[iγk]lγjkπA
jθBl.

(89)

Interestingly, though Eq. (89) is a very lengthy expression, it greatly simplifies for the particular case
ρ = 1. The next two parts of π̇A

i, namely BS π̇A
i and BT π̇A

i, appear also in TEGR and can be combined
in the following way to simplify the overall expression:

BS π̇A
i − 1

2
BT π̇A

i =
ακ

2
√
γ

(

πC
(iπB

l)θCjθ
B
kηADγjkθDl − πC

mπB
lθCjθ

B
kθA

(jγk)iγml

+2πA
jπB

(kγi)lγjkθ
B
l − πA

iπB
jθBj − θA

iπC
mπB

(lγk)jθCkθ
B
jγml

+
1

2
θA

iπC
kπB

jθCkθ
B
j

)

.

(90)

Also the terms proportional to Vλj coincide with those of TEGR:

−λV π̇A
ij = −2γj[iθB

k]ωB
Ak − κ√

γ
γimξAθ

C
mπC

j

− κ√
γ
ξBπB

jθA
i + TB

kj

(

θA
kθB

i + ξAξBγ
ik
)

+ 2TB
klθB

kθA
(jγl)i,

(91)

while there are no terms associated with Aλjk in NGR.

Considering now the explicit expression for the constituents of ṖA
B, we have

−αṖA
B = −

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biξ

DπC
i − (HCE

kijl −HCE
iljk)

√
γ
(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
BiT

E
jlθ

D
k

κ
, (92)

depending implicitly on ρ through the supermetric HAB
ijkl(ρ). The part related to shift, namely

−βṖA
B
i = −πC

j
(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biθ

D
j , (93)

is theory independent. The next part, namely ∂ṖA
B
i, again depends implicitly on ρ through the super

metric. In addition, the different set of primary constraints alters its expression with respect to TEGR:

−∂ṖA
B
i = ∂i

[

α
(

Λ−1
)A

DξDπB
i − βi

(

Λ−1
)A

DπB
k

+
α

κ

(

HBC
kijl −HBC

iljk
)√

γ
(

Λ−1
)A

DTC
jlθ

D
k + 2Vλl

(

Λ−1
)A

Dγi[jγl]kηBCθ
C
jθ

D
k

]

.
(94)
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The term related to the covariant primary constraint is theory independent and reads:

−ωṖA
B
CD = ηA[CPD]

B. (95)

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

−BAṖA
B = −α(ρ− 1)

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biγ

j[kπE
i]ξCθ

D
kθ

E
j

− α(ρ− 1)2
√
γ

2κ

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biγ

i[lγj]kξCξET
E
jlθ

D
k

+ ∂i

[

α(ρ− 1)
(

Λ−1
)A

Dγj[kπC
i]ξBθ

C
jθ

D
k +

α(ρ− 1)2
√
γ

2κ

(

Λ−1
)A

Dγi[lγj]kξBξCT
C
jlθ

D
k

]

.

(96)

Again, the case ρ = 1 simplifies, or in this case completely trivialize, the expression. Other values of ρ
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 ωĊAB . Lastly, there is only one more term, which is related to
the Lagrange multiplier Vλj :

−λV ṖA
B
i = 2

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
BlθC

[iγl]kθDk. (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 ρ = 0 or to remove the
terms containing 1

ρ
. In addition, the primary constraint ACij needs to be considered. For this reason

it is slightly easier to compare f(T ) with TEGR, rather than NGR, since f(T ) has the same number
of primary constraints, aside the occurrence of the scalar field φ. The time evolution of the vector
constraints V Ċi for NGR has only been investigated in [71]. To conclude, we again point out that the
covariant formulation evidently makes these cumbersome calculations even more lengthy.

5.2 The Weitzenböck gauge

In the Weitzenböck gauge, the Hamiltonian becomes

HNGR = α

[√
γ

2ρκ
ACijACij +

√
γ

2κ
SCijSCij −

3
√
γ

4κ
T CT C −

√
γ

2κ
3
T− ξA∂iπA

i

]

+ βj
[

−θAj∂iπA
i − πA

iTA
ij

]

− αλαπ − βλi
βπi − Vλi

(

Vπiκ√
γ

+ TB
jkγ

ikγjlθAlηAB

)

.

(98)

Below, we present the Hamilton equations starting from the Hamiltonian constraint

−απ̇ =
δH

δα
=

√
γ

2ρκ
ACijACij +

√
γ

2κ
SCijSCij −

3
√
γ

4κ
T CT C −

√
γ

2κ
3
T− ξA∂iπA

i, (99)

differing significantly to TEGR due to the lack of the primary constraint ACij ≈ 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

−β π̇i =
δH

δβi
= −θAi∂jπA

j − πA
jTA

ji. (100)

The lengthiest expression is the time evolution of the conjugate momenta π̇A
i. It is even more lengthy

in NGR than f(T ) gravity (see Eq. (70)). For this reason we divide it in the following way

−π̇A
i =

δH

δθAi

= −ααπ̇A
i − βjβ π̇A

i
j − ∂j

∂ π̇A
ij +

BAπ̇A
i

ρ
+ BS π̇A

i − 1

2
BT π̇A

i − Vλj
λV π̇A

ij , (101)
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whose explicit expression are outlined in Eq. (105)-(110). The time evolution of lapse α̇ and β̇i are, as
expected from diffeomorphism invariance, proportional to Lagrange multipliers, i.e.

α̇ =
δH

δαπ
= −αλ, (102)

β̇i =
δH

δβπi

= −βλi. (103)

The evolution of the spatial tetrads explicitly contains the parameter ρ which, however, does not appear
implicitly in Aλij , unlike TEGR:

θ̇Ai =
δH

δπA
i

= α

[(

κγklγi[jθ
A
k]θ

B
lπB

j

ρ
√
γ

− ρ− 1

2ρ
γjkξBT

B
ijθ

A
k

)

+
κ√
γ

(

γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
lπB

j − 2πB
jθAiθ

B
j

3

)

+ ∂iξ
A

]

− βjTA
ij + Vλi

κξA√
γ
.

(104)

Below, we write the explicit expressions of π̇A
i, by listing all the terms contained in its definition. Let

us first consider απ̇A
i, whose form is given by:

−απ̇A
i = −

√
γ

2κ
θA

i3
T−

√
γ

κ
TC

mnT
B
kl

(

θA
mHCB

inlk + θA
kHCB

mnli

+
ρ− 1

2
ξAξCθB

[mγn][kγl]i + ξAξBθC
[mγn][kγl]i

)

+ γimξAθ
C
m∂jπC

j ,

(105)

which explicitly and implicitly (through the super-metric HAB
ijkl) contains the NGR parameter ρ. How-

ever, the quantity

−β π̇A
i
j = −δij∂kπA

k, (106)

is equivalent to the corresponding term in TEGR. The next term contains ρ implicitly, again through the
super-metric HAB

ijkl and does not include Aλij :

−∂π̇A
ij =

2α
√
γ

κ
HBA

kl[ij]TB
kl + 2β[iπA

j] + 2Vλ[iθA
j]. (107)

The term related to BA 6= 0 contributes with a very long expression compared to TEGR, namely:

−BAπ̇A
i = ∂k

[

α(ρ− 1)γn[kπB
i]ξAθ

B
n − α(ρ− 1)2

√
γ

2κ
γn[iγk]jξAξBT

B
nj

]

+ αγimηCDξAθ
D

mγklTC
kj

(
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2
πB

jθBl +
(ρ− 1)2

4κ

√
γγjnξBT

B
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)

+
ακ
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γ
γjkγ

l[nπB
j]πD

kθBlθA
iθDn − α(ρ− 1)2

√
γ

8κ
γjlγknξBξDTB

jkT
D

lnθA
i

+ α(ρ− 1)ξBπC
jTB

ljθ
C
mθA

(lγm)i +
ακ

2
√
γ
γinγjlπB

jπC
lθBkθ

C
nθA
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− ακ

2
√
γ
γjkηADπB

iπC
lθBjθ

C
kθ

D
l +

2α
√
γ

κ
γinγl[kγm]jηADξBξDTB

jlT
C
mnθ

D
k

+
α(ρ− 1)

2
γikξBπA

jTB
kj +

ακ√
γ
πB

[iγk]lγjkπA
jθBl.

(108)
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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 Weitzenböck gauge is chosen. The next two
parts of π̇A

i are the same as in TEGR and, in order to simplify the expression, can be combined as:

BS π̇A
i − 1

2
BT π̇A

i =
ακ

2
√
γ

(

πC
(iπB

l)θCjθ
B
kηADγjkθDl − πC

mπB
lθCjθ

B
kθA

(jγk)iγml

+2πA
jπB

(kγi)lγjkθ
B
l − πA

iπB
jθBj − θA

iπC
mπB

(lγk)jθCkθ
B
jγml

+
1

2
θA

iπC
kπB

jθCkθ
B
j

)

.

(109)

Finally, there exists no part proportional to Aλij , while the term proportional to Vλi is the same as
the corresponding one for TEGR:

−λV π̇A
ij = − κ√

γ
γimξAθ

C
mπC

j − κ√
γ
ξBπB

jθA
i

+ TB
kj

(

θA
kθB

i + ξAξBγ
ik
)

+ 2TB
klθB

kθA
(jγl)i.

(110)

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. [71] (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. (53)) 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 Weitzenböck gauge. The Hamilton equations for f(TNGR)-
gravity is presented in App. A 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(T ) 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. 4, 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 uµ = e0̂

µb admit global foliation [84, 85], 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 Weitzenböck 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(T ) 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 Weitzenböck gauge admits (strong) hyperbolicity. A gauge which has not yet been

bHere, we wrote 0̂ 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 α = 1, βi = 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 Weitzenböck 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. (34). 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(TNGR) 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:

δHCB
mnkl

δθAi

= θA
mHCB

inlk + θA
nHCB

imkl + θA
kHCB

mnli + θA
lHCB

mnik + c2ξAξCθB
[mγn][kγl]i

+ c2ξAξBγ
i[mγn][kθC

l] + c3ξAξCγ
i[mγn][kθB

l] + c3ξAξBθC
[mγn][kγl]i,

(111)

where the super-metric HAB
ijkl has been defined in Eq. (27). Note that, after the variation, the above

expression will always be contracted with TC
mnT

B
kl, so that one can use symmetry properties to obtain

δHCB
mnkl

δθAi

≡ 2θA
mHCB

inlk + 2θA
kHCB

mnli + 2c2ξAξCθB
[mγn][kγl]i + 2c3ξAξCγ

i[mγn][kθB
l]. (112)
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We again present the f(TNGR) Hamiltonian derived in Sec. 3

Hf(TNGR) = α

[√
γφ

2κ
BV

VCiVCi −
√
γφ

2κ
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ACijACij −
√
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2κ
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√
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√
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3
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√
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2κ
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Biξ
B
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C
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− λAB

(
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i
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− Sλij

Sπijκ

φ
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γ

− T λ
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φ
√
γ
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(

Vπiκ√
γ
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B
jkγ

ikγjlθAlηAB
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Aπijκ√
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+ c2γ
ikγjlTB

klξB
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.

(113)

The Hamiltonian constraint is given by:

−απ̇ =
δH

δα
=

√
γφ

2κ
BV

VCiVCi −
√
γφ

2κ
BA

ACijACij −
√
γφ

2κ
BS

SCijSCij −
3
√
γφ

2κ
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−
√
γ

2κ
3
T +

√
γV (φ)

2κ
− ξA∂iπA

i + πA
iωA

Biξ
B ,

(114)

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:

−β π̇i =
δH

δβi
= −θAi∂jπA

j + πA
jωA

Cjθ
C
i − πA

jTA
ji. (115)

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

−π̇A
i =

∂H

∂θAi

= −ααπ̇A
i − βjβ π̇A

i
j − ∂j

∂ π̇A
ij − λ[BC]

ωπ̇A
iBC − BV

BV π̇A
i − BA

BAπ̇A
i

− BS
BS π̇A

i − BT
BT π̇A

i − Vλj
λV π̇A

ij − Aλ[jk]
λAπ̇A

ijk − Sλ(jk)
λS π̇A

ijk − T λλT π̇A
i,

(116)

where the explicit expressions of each term can be found in Eqs. (124)-(135) 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

−ṖA
B =

∂H

∂ΛA
B

= −ααṖA
B − βi

βṖA
B
i − ∂i

∂ṖA
B
i − λ[CD]

ωṖA
B
CD − BV

BV ṖA
B − BA

BAṖA
B

− Vλi
λV ṖA

B
i − Aλ[ij]

λAṖA
B
ij ,

(117)

where the explicit expressions of the terms appearing in the above equation can be found in Eqs. (136)-
(143). 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

20
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√
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)
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(

γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
lπA

iπB
j − πA

iπB
jθAiθ

B
j

3
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+
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− Vλi
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)
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κπA
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3
√
γφ2
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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. 4.

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:

α̇ =
δH

δαπ
= −αλ, (119)

β̇i =
δH

δβπi

= −βλi. (120)

The time evolution of the spatial tetrad is dependent on the occurrence of primary constraints in the
given theory. It reads:

θ̇Ai =
δH

δπA
i

= α

[

BV

(

κγijξ
AξBπB

j

√
γφ

− c3γ
jkηBCξ

ATB
jiθ

C
k

)

+BA

(

−κγklγi[jθ
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k]θ

B
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j

√
γφ

+ c2γ
jkξBT
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A
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)

−BS

κ√
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γklγi(jθ
A
k)θ

B
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j − πB
jθAiθ

B
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3

)

− BT

κπB
jθAiθ

B
j

3
√
γφ

+ ξBωA
Bi + ∂iξ

A

]

+ βj
[

θBjω
A
Bi − TA

ij

]

+ ωλ[CB]θ
B
iη

AC + Vλi

κξA√
γφ

+ Aλ[ik]
κγjkθAj√

γφ

− Sλ(kl)

(

κδliγ
jkθAj√
γφ

− κγklθAi

3
√
γφ

)

− T λ
κθAi

3
√
γφ

+ ∂i
(

βjθAj

)

.

(121)

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

Λ̇A
B =

δH

δPA
B

= λ[DA]ΛC
BηCD. (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:

φ̇ =
δH

δφπ
= −φλ. (123)

In what follows, we present the explicit expression of all the terms which constitute π̇A
i. Firstly, let us
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take into account απ̇A
i, which yields:

−απ̇A
i = −2

√
γ

κ
HCB

mn[ki]TC
mnω

B
Ak +

√
γ

2κ
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(

V (φ) − 3
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B
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(
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)

+ γimξAθ
C
m

(

∂jπC
j − πB

jωB
Cj

)
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(124)

Notice that the above quantity depends on the specific theory considered through the super-metric
HAB

ijkl , which indeed is theory-dependent. On the other hand,

−βπ̇A
i
j = πB

iωB
Aj − δij∂kπA

k, (125)

takes the same form for all f(TNGR) theories. The term obtained with a derivative reads

−∂ π̇A
ij =

2α
√
γ

κ
HBA

kl[ij]TB
kl + 2β[iπA

j] + 2Vλ[iθA
j] + 2Aλ[kl]c2γ

k[iγj]lξA, (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:

−ωπ̇A
iBC = δ

[C
A ηB]DπD

i. (127)

The next component of π̇A
i is:

−BV π̇A
i = −2αc3γ
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√
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C
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(128)

which only appears for BV 6= 0, and has regained interest recently [56]. In TEGR and f(T ) gravity,
BA = 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. 5 for more details and discussion)

−BAπ̇A
i = −2αc2γ
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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

−BS π̇A
i =

ακ

2
√
γφ

(

πC
mπB

lθCjθ
B
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(jγk)iγml − πC
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(130)

and

−BT π̇A
i =

ακ

6
√
γφ

θA
iπB

jπD
kθBjθ

D
k −

ακ

3
√
γφ

πA
iπB

jθBj . (131)

These two terms can be combined to simplify the final expression according to Eq. (54). To obtain the
correct gravitational behavior one needs to require c3 = 1. If we require the theory to be ghost-free
(BV = 0) and further require BS (BT ) to be zero, then BT (BS) will be vanishing as well. Such a theory,
hence, yields BV = BS = BT = 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

−λV π̇A
ij = −2γj[iθB

k]ωB
Ak −

κ√
γφ

γimξAθ
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(jγl)i.

(132)

and occurs in TEGR, f(T ) gravity and NGR, unlike the following one that is absent in NGR

−λAπ̇A
ijk = −2c2γ
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(133)

The last two terms, namely

−λS π̇A
ijk =
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(134)
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and

−λT π̇A
i =

κ

3
√
γφ

(

πB
jθBjθA

i − πA
i
)

, (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 HAB

ijkl:

−αṖA
B = −

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biξ
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i − (HCE

kijl −HCE
iljk)

√
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(
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D
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κ
. (136)

The following one, namely βṖA
B
i, reads:

−βṖA
B
i = −πC

j
(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Biθ

D
j , (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 c2 and c3:
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(
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(138)

and also implicitly through the super metric HAB
ijkl. A very simple expression comes from the part

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

−ωṖA
B
CD = ηA[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 [56]

−BV ṖA
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(140)

The following term is of interest since it appears in NGR (see Sec. 5)

−BAṖA
B = 2αc2

(
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(141)

and it is absent in both TEGR and f(T ) gravity, where BA = 0. To avoid the propagation of ghosts, also
the term below must be included in the total evaluation:

−λV ṖA
B
i = 2c3

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
BlθC

[iγl]kθDk. (142)

Finally, the last term listed here appears in TEGR and f(T ) gravity, but not in NGR:

−λAṖA
B
ij = 2c2

(

Λ−1
)A

DωC
Bkγ

k[jγi]lξCθ
D

l. (143)
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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 Weitzenböck gauge result, or also to the gauge α = 1 and
βi = 0, which further simplifies the result.

We have found, in Sec. 4, that the expression for π̇A
i 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 π̇A

i, that is:
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(144)

This conclude the derivation.
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theories of gravity: illuminating a fully invariant approach,” Class. Quant. Grav., vol. 36, no. 18,
p. 183001, 2019.

[44] Y. N. Obukhov and J. G. Pereira, “Metric affine approach to teleparallel gravity,” Phys. Rev. D,
vol. 67, p. 044016, 2003.

[45] C.-Q. Geng, C.-C. Lee, and E. N. Saridakis, “Observational Constraints on Teleparallel Dark En-
ergy,” JCAP, vol. 01, p. 002, 2012.

[46] S. Bahamonde, K. F. Dialektopoulos, C. Escamilla-Rivera, G. Farrugia, V. Gakis, M. Hendry,
M. Hohmann, J. Levi Said, J. Mifsud, and E. Di Valentino, “Teleparallel gravity: from theory
to cosmology,” Rept. Prog. Phys., vol. 86, no. 2, p. 026901, 2023.

[47] F. Bajardi and S. Capozziello, “Noether symmetries and quantum cosmology in extended teleparallel
gravity,” Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys., vol. 18, no. supp01, p. 2140002, 2021.

[48] Y.-F. Cai, S. Capozziello, M. De Laurentis, and E. N. Saridakis, “f(T) teleparallel gravity and
cosmology,” Rept. Prog. Phys., vol. 79, no. 10, p. 106901, 2016.

[49] B. Li, T. P. Sotiriou, and J. D. Barrow, “f(T ) gravity and local Lorentz invariance,” Phys. Rev. D,
vol. 83, p. 064035, 2011.

27



[50] R. Ferraro and F. Fiorini, “Modified teleparallel gravity: Inflation without inflaton,” Phys. Rev. D,
vol. 75, p. 084031, 2007.

[51] P. Wu and H. W. Yu, “The dynamical behavior of f(T ) theory,” Phys. Lett. B, vol. 692, pp. 176–179,
2010.

[52] S. Capozziello, V. De Falco, and C. Ferrara, “Comparing equivalent gravities: common features and
differences,” Eur. Phys. J. C, vol. 82, no. 10, p. 865, 2022.

[53] K. Hayashi and T. Shirafuji, “New General Relativity,” Phys. Rev. D, vol. 19, pp. 3524–3553, 1979.
[Addendum: Phys.Rev.D 24, 3312–3314 (1982)].

[54] R. Kuhfuss and J. Nitsch, “Propagating Modes in Gauge Field Theories of Gravity,” Gen. Rel.

Grav., vol. 18, p. 1207, 1986.

[55] A. Golovnev, A. N. Semenova, and V. P. Vandeev, “Conformal Transformations and Cosmological
Perturbations in New General Relativity,” 12 2023.

[56] S. Bahamonde, D. Blixt, K. F. Dialektopoulos, and A. Hell, “Revisiting Stability in New General
Relativity,” 4 2024.

[57] K. Tomonari, “Degrees of Freedom of New General Relativity 2: Type 4, Type 7, and Type 9,” 11
2024.

[58] K. Tomonari and D. Blixt, “Degrees of Freedom of New General Relativity: Type 2, Type 3, Type
5, and Type 8,” 10 2024.

[59] L. Iorio and E. N. Saridakis, “Solar system constraints on f(T) gravity,” Mon. Not. Roy. Astron.

Soc., vol. 427, p. 1555, 2012.

[60] D. Blixt, M.-J. Guzmán, M. Hohmann, and C. Pfeifer, “Review of the Hamiltonian analysis in
teleparallel gravity,” Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys., vol. 18, no. supp01, p. 2130005, 2021.
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[81] M. Blagojević and J. M. Nester, “Local symmetries and physical degrees of freedom in f(T ) gravity:
a Dirac Hamiltonian constraint analysis,” Phys. Rev. D, vol. 102, no. 6, p. 064025, 2020.

[82] D. Blixt, R. Ferraro, A. Golovnev, and M.-J. Guzmán, “Lorentz gauge-invariant variables in torsion-
based theories of gravity,” Phys. Rev. D, vol. 105, no. 8, p. 084029, 2022.

[83] A. Golovnev, “The geometrical meaning of the Weitzenböck connection,” 2 2023.
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