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The parity violating model based on teleparallel gravity is a competitive scheme for parity violating

gravity, which has been preliminary studied in the literature. To further investigate the parity

violating model in teleparallel gravity, in this paper, we construct all independent parity-odd terms

that are quadratic in torsion tensor and coupled to a scalar field in a way without higher-order

derivatives. Using these parity-odd terms, we formulate a general parity violating scalar-tensor

model in teleparallel gravity and obtain its equations of motion. To explore potentially viable

models within the general model, we investigate the cosmological application of a submodel of

the general model in which terms above the second power of torsion are eliminated. We focus on

analyzing cosmological perturbations and identify the conditions that preserve the parity violating

signal of gravitational waves at linear order while avoiding the ghost instability.

I. INTRODUCTION

Stimulated by experimental advances in gravitational waves (GWs) [1, 2] and the cosmic microwave back-

ground radiation [3, 4], parity violating (PV) gravities attracted lots of interests in recent years. The most

famous PV gravity model is the Chern-Simons (CS) gravity [5, 6], which modifies general relativity (GR) by

a parity-odd topological term composed of curvature. The CS gravity predicts the amplitude birefringence

phenomenon of GWs, that is, the left- and right-handed GWs have different amplitudes. However, this model

suffers from the problem of ghost instability [7] and its further extensions within the framework of Rieman-

nian geometry [8–10] dose not fully circumvent this difficulty because ghost modes still appear at high energy

scales, as shown in Ref. [11]. It is very difficult to have a ghost-free PV gravity model within the framework of

Riemannian geometry. To seek the possibilities we may go beyond the Riemannian geometry.

Teleparallel gravity (TG) is one of the alternative formulation of gravity, which identifies gravity as the

spacetime torsion in stead of the curvature [12, 13]. In the TG framework, there is a GR equivalent TG

model call teleparallel equivalent of general relativity (TEGR) [14] and this provides another way to modify

the GR. Along this way, a PV gravity model within the TG framework called Nieh-Yan modified teleparallel

gravity (NYTG) was recently proposed in Ref. [15, 16]. The NYTG model modifies TEGR by the coupling

between an axion-like field φ and the Nieh-Yan density [17]. The Nieh-Yan density is a parity-odd topological

term, so at the background with ∂µφ 6= 0, the Nieh-Yan coupling term violates the parity spontaneously. The

NYTG model predicts velocity birefringence phenomenon of GWs, that is, the left- and right-handed GWs have
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different propagating velocities. More importantly, through detailed studied on the cosmological perturbations,

it was shown in Refs. [15, 16] that the NYTG model is ghost-free. The post-Newtonian, astronomical and other

cosmological tests of the NYTG model can be found in Ref. [18–22]. Other recent studies on PV gravities can

be found in Refs. [23–36].

However, the Nieh-Yan density is not the only parity-odd term composed only of torsion. An extention of

the NYTG model was considered in Ref. [37, 38], which includes all parity-odd terms that are quadratic in

torsion and composed only of torsion. But through detailed studied on the cosmological perturbations, it was

shown in Ref. [38] that the extended NYTG model suffers from the problem of ghost instability again, unless

it reduces to the NYTG model. Although the NYTG model is a rare ghost-free PV gravity model, it hides a

scalar dynamical degree of freedom at linear perturbation level in flat universe [15, 16]. This makes it tricky

to deal with scalar perturbations in flat universe, especially when considering primordial fluctuations in the

early universe [21, 22]. All these circumstances motivate us to explore other possibilities of PV model within

the TG framework

To open up new ideas, let us briefly recall the case of modified gravity in Riemannian geometry. In Rieman-

nian geometry, in order to avoid the Ostrogradski instability [39, 40], the Lovelock’s theorem [41, 42] greatly

restricts the form of gravity models composed only of curvature. However, the scalar-tensor models [43–47]

provides a broader way to build colorful gravity models in Riemannian geometry, in which a scalar field is

included as a part of gravity in addition to curvature. Among them, the Horndeski model [48–52] is the most

general scalar-tensor model leading to second-order field equations. Similarly, scalar-tensor models can also be

constructed within the TG framework [53–55], in which a scalar field is included as a part of gravity in addition

to torsion. Along this way, the Horndeski analogue in the TG framework was proposed in Ref. [56], which

includes general parity-even terms that are quadratic in torsion tensor and non-minimally coupled to a scalar

field. More importantly, the idea of the scalar-tensor model provides a new window for us to explore more

PV models within the TG framework. In fact, within the framework of symmetric teleparallel gravity [57, 58],

where gravity is identified as non-metricity tensor rather than curvature or torsion, the idea of scalar-tensor

model has been applied to explore PV gravity models [59, 60] and has achieved gratifying results [61]. This

prompts us to believe that such an idea is also feasible within the TG framework.

In this paper, we will investigate PV scalar-tensor models within the TG framework. First, we find out all

independent parity-odd terms that are quadratic in torsion tensor and non-minimally coupled to a scalar field.

To avoid Ostrogradski instability, higher-order derivatives are forbidden. Then, we construct the most general

PV scalar-tensor gravity model including all these parity-odd terms and obtain its equations of motions.

Next, we apply the PV scalar-tensor model to cosmology and mainly focus on the analysis of cosmological

perturbations and their stability. In order to facilitate the study of cosmological perturbations, in this process,

we only consider the submodel of the general model which removes all terms above the second power of torsion.

Through detailed investigations on the cosmological perturbations, we will find out the conditions that make

the submodel ghost-free while preserving the PV signal of GWs at the linear perturbation level.

The present paper is organized as follows. In section II, we will give a brief introduction to the teleparallel

gravity. In section III, after first introducing the torsion decomposition, we will find out all parity-odd terms

we need and use them to construct a general PV scalar-tensor gravity model. To simplify further analysis, in

section IV, we consider a simple subcase of the general model and study its cosmological linear perturbations.

In section V, we will give a summary of this paper.

In this paper, we adopt the unit 8πG = 1 and the signature (−,+,+,+). The indices of interior space

are denoted by A,B,C, ... = 0, 1, 2, 3 and a, b, c, ... = 1, 2, 3. They are lowered and raised by the Minkowski

metric ηAB. The spacetime indices are denoted by µ, ν, ρ, ... = 0, 1, 2, 3 and i, j, k, ... = 1, 2, 3. They are lowered

and raised by the spacetime metric gµν . The volume element is denoted as εµνρσ =
√−gǫµνρσ , where g is

determinant of the metric, ǫµνρσ ≡ ǫµνρσ is antisymmetric symbol which satisfies ǫ0ijk = ǫijk and ǫ123 = 1. In

addition, we distinguish the spacetime affine connection Γρ
µν and its associated covariant derivative ∇ from

the Levi-Civita connection Γ̊ρ
µν and its associated covariant derivative ∇̊ respectively.
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II. TELEPARALLEL GRAVITY

The TG theory is formulated in a spacetime endowed with a metric gµν and an affine connection Γρ
µν , which

is curvature free and metric compatible,

Rµνρ
σ = 2∂[νΓ

σ
µ]ρ + 2Γσ

[ν|λ|Γ
λ
µ]ρ = 0, ∇ρgµν = ∂ρgµν − 2Γσ

ρ(µgν)σ = 0. (1)

Without curvature and nonmetricity, the gravity is identified with torsion T ρ
µν = 2Γρ

[µν] in the TG theory.

Such a spacetime can also be described by the tetrad eAµ and the spin connection ωA
Bµ. They relates the metric

gµν and the affine connection Γρ
µν through the following relations

gµν = ηABe
A
µe

B
ν , Γρ

µν = e ρ
A (∂µe

A
ν + ωA

Bµe
B
ν), (2)

where e µ
A is the inverse of eAµ, which satisfies eAµe

ν
A = δµν and eAµe

µ
B = δAB. In the language of tetrad and

spin connections, the torsion tensor can be expressed as

T ρ
µν = 2e ρ

A (∂[µe
A
ν] + ωA

B[µe
B
ν]). (3)

The teleparallel constraints (1) indicate that the spin connection can be in general expressed as

ωA
Bµ = (Λ−1)AC∂µΛ

C
B, (4)

where ΛA
B is Lorentz matrix which is position dependent and satisfies the relation ηABΛ

A
CΛ

B
D = ηCD at any

spacetime point. Therefore, the tetrad eAµ and the Lorentz matrix ΛA
B can be regarded as the basic variables

of the TG theory. In this way, the teleparallel constraints (1) are automatically satisfied.

The simplest TG model is the so-called teleparallel equivalent of general relativity (TEGR) model whose

action is

STEGR =
1

2

∫

d4x |e|T+ Sm ≡ 1

2

∫

d4x |e|
(

−1

4
TαµνT

αµν − 1

2
TαµνT

µαν + T λTλ

)

+ Sm, (5)

where Tλ = T σ
λσ is the torsion vector, |e| = √−g is the determinant of the tetrad eAµ, T is the torsion scalar,

and other matter with the action Sm is assumed to be minimally coupled to the metric. It can be proved that

the TEGR action (5) is identical to the Einstein-Hilbert action up to a surface term

STEGR =
1

2

∫

d4x
√−g

(

R̊+ 2∇̊µT
µ
)

+ Sm, (6)

where the curvature scalar R̊ is defined by the Levi-Civita connection Γ̊ρ
µν and considered as being fully

constructed from the metric. Since the surface term in the action does not affect the equations of motion, we

say that the TEGR is equivalent to GR at the level of the equations of motion [14].

The coincidence that the TEGR model is equivalent to GR provides another way to modify the GR, which

is to modify the TEGR model within the TG framework. Unlike the case where the curvature is the second-

order derivative of the metric gµν in Riemannian geometry, the torsion is only the first-order derivative of the

basic variables eAµ and ΛA
B in the TG theory. This makes gravity model in TG theory very easy to avoid the

Ostrogradsky instability brought by higher-order derivatives [39, 40]. All we need to do is to ensure that the

Lagrangian does not include the derivative of the torsion. A variety of modified TG models have emerged, such

as the most studied modified TG model, i.e., the f(T) model [64, 65], which generalizes T in the action (5) to

a smooth function f(T), and the new GR [66, 67], which modifies the coefficients of TαµνT
αµν , TαµνT

µαν and

T λTλ in the action (5) as undetermined constants.

III. PARITY VIOLATING SCALAR-TENSOR MODEL IN TELEPARALLEL GRAVITY

In this section, we will construct the general parity violating scalar-tensor model which are quadratic in

torsion tensor and contain arbitrary first-order derivatives of a scalar field. First, we briefly introduce the

irreducible decomposition of torsion tensor.
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A. Irreducible decomposition of torsion

In order to better serve the construction of independent terms composed of torsion, we review the irreducible

decomposition of torsion in this subsection. The torsion tensor T ρ
µν can be decomposed into three irreducible

(Lorentz group) parts as follows [62, 63]

T ρ
µν =

2

3
δρ[µvν] + ερµνσa

σ +
4

3
tρ[µν], (7)

where the vector part vµ, the axial part aν and the tensor part tµνρ are respectively defined as

vµ = T ν
νµ, (8)

aµ =
1

6
εµνρσT

νρσ, (9)

tµνρ = T(µν)ρ +
1

3

(

v(µgν)ρ − vρgµν
)

, (10)

where vµ and aµ each have 4 independent components and the tensor part tµνρ satisfies

t[µν]ρ = t(µνρ) = 0, tµα
α = tαµα = tααµ = 0, (11)

so tµνρ has only 16 independent components.

Splitting the 24 components of torsion into 4+4+16 independent components makes it easier to construct

independent parity-even and parity-odd terms composed of torsion, which can constitute the Lagrangian of

TG models. For example, when a scalar field φ is introduced and higher-order derivatives are forbidden, the

independent linear torsion terms are only as follows

I0 = vµφµ, J0 = aµφµ, (12)

where I0 is parity-even, J0 is parity-odd, and φµ ≡ ∂µφ. Note that t
µνρφµφνφρ = 0 due to the symmetry of tµνρ

itself. The idea of constructing independent terms is that the terms of types v, a and t must be independent.

In the same way, when we consider the quadratic torsion terms, the terms of types vv, va, vt, etc. are also

independent. For example, in the absence of scalar field, there are 3 independent parity-even terms which are

quadratic in torsion tensor

Tvec = vµv
µ, Taxi = aµa

µ, Tten = tµνρt
µνρ. (13)

Once it is allowed to couple with the first-order derivatives of a scalar field, there will be more independent

parity-even terms which are quadratic in torsion tensor as follows [56],

I1 = I20 , I2 = J2
0 , I3 = tµvµ, I4 = t̃µaµ,

I5 = tµρσtνρσφµφν , I6 = tρσµtνρσφµφν , I7 = tµtµ, (14)

where we have defined

tµ = tµρσφρφσ, t̃ρµν = εµναβtραβ , t̃µ = t̃ρσµφρφσ. (15)

The elements of the set {Tvec, Taxi, Tten, I1, I2, I3, I4, I5, I6, I7} are the basic building blocks of most curent

parity preserving TG models. In fact, a very general scalar-tensor TG model has been considered in Ref. [56],

which includes all the above parity-even terms. The model is called Bahamonde-Dialektopoulos-Levi Said

model and is the Horndeski analog within the TG framework.

As mentioned in the introduction, in this paper, we will find out all parity-odd terms which are quadratic

in torsion and couple to the first-order derivatives of a scalar field. We will see in a moment that the torsion

decomposition technique can be of great help in this matter.
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B. Parity-odd terms which are quadratic in the torsion tensor

In this subsection, we consider the independent parity-odd terms which are quadratic in the torsion tensor.

They are the building blocks for constructing the PV scalar-tensor model in the next subsection.

In the absence of scalar field, there are two independent parity-odd terms

P1 = vµaµ, P2 = t̃ρµν tρµν . (16)

Some literatures on TG model customarily adopt another set of independent terms as

P1 =
1

2
T̃ ρµνTρµν , P2 = TµT̃

µ, (17)

where T̃ ρµν = (1/2)εµναβT ρ
µν and T̃µ = T̃ σ

µσ = 3aµ. Note that since the curvature vanishes, P1 is actually

the Nieh-Yan density [17], which is a topological term with odd parity. It can be verified that the following

invertible relations hold

P1 = −1

3
P2, P2 =

9

4
P1 −

3

2
P2. (18)

So the set {P1,P2} is equivalent to the set {P1, P2}. The elements of the set {P1, P2} are the basic building

blocks of almost all current PV models within the TG framework.

Next, we consider the case involving scalar field coupling. To avoid the Ostrogradsky instability, we only

consider the coupling to the first derivative of the scalar field. From the analysis in Sec. III A, we know that

the terms of types vv, va, vt, aa, at, and tt are independent. Among them, terms of types vv and aa cannot

produce parity-odd terms, so we only consider terms of types va, vt, at, and tt respectively below. For type va,

only one parity-odd term can be constructed

J1 = vµaνφµφν = I0J0. (19)

For type at, two parity-odd terms can be constructed

J2 = aρt
ρµνφµφν , J̃2 = aρt

µνρφµφν . (20)

Since tµνρ = −2tρ(µν), we have J̃2 = −2J2, which means only J2 is independent. For type vt, only one

parity-odd term can be constructed

J3 = −εµνρσvµtλνρφσφλ = t̃µvµ. (21)

For type tt, six parity-odd terms can be constructed

J4 = −εµνρσtαµνtβρσφαφβ = t̂µνφµφν , J5 = εµνρσtλµνtλαρφσφ
α = t̃λµν tλρµφνφ

ρ,

J6 = εµνρσtλµν tραλφσφ
α = t̃λµν tµρλφνφ

ρ, J̃56 = εµνρσtλµνtραλφσφ
α = t̃λµνtµρλφνφ

ρ,

J7 = −εµνρσtαµν tρβγφσφαφβφγ = t̃µtµ, J̃7 = −εµνρσtαµν tβγρφσφαφβφγ . (22)

It can be found that the six parity-odd terms in Eq. (22) are not independent. Because the property of

t[µν]ρ = t(µνρ) = 0 can lead to tµνρ + tνρµ + tρµν = 0 and tµνρ = −2tρ(µν), we can derive the relations

J̃7 = −2J7, J̃56 = −(J5 + J6). (23)

Meanwhile, it can be proved that the following identities hold (see Appendix A for proof)

J5 =
1

6
(XP2 − 2J4), J6 =

1

6
(XP2 + 4J4), J7 =

1

6
XJ4, (24)

where X = −φµφµ. Hence only two of the parity-odd terms of type tt mentioned above are independent.

Therefore, we can conclude that in total there are only six independent parity-odd terms which are quadratic
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in torsion tensor and contain at most the first-order derivatives of scalar field. Considering that there is also a

linear torsion term J0, here we can choose

J0, P1, P2, J1, J2, J3, J4. (25)

as the independent basis of the parity-odd term. It should be clear that the choice of independent basis is not

unique. For example, we can introduce the following parity-odd terms

P0 = T̃ µφµ, P3 = −T µT̃ νφµφν , P4 = T µ
νρφµφ

ν T̃ ρ, P5 = 2T̃ µνρφµφνTρ, P6 =
1

2
T̃ µρσT ν

ρσφµφν . (26)

It can be proved that the following identities hold

J0 =
1

3
P0, J1 =

1

3
P3, J2 =

1

18
(XP2 − P3)−

1

6
P4,

J3 =
1

2
(XP2 − P3)−

3

4
P5, J4 = −1

2
(XP2 − P3) +

3

2
P4 +

3

4
P5 +

9

4
P6. (27)

Combining the identities in Eqs. (18) and (27), it can be verified that the linear transformation between

the set {P0,P1,P2,P3,P4,P5,P6} and the set {J0, P1, P2, J1, J2, J3, J4} is reversible. Thus there is another

independent basis equivalent to the basis (25) as

P0, P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6. (28)

This basis can facilitate the analysis of cosmological perturbations in Sec. IV. We will use these two equivalent

basis interchangeably below as needed.

C. Parity violating scalar-tensor model

Since we have obtained the building bricks of the PV scalar-tensor model in the previous subsection, we can

construct the general PV scalar-tensor model within the TG framework as

S =

∫

d4x |e|
[

T

2
+ G(φ,X, J0, P1, P2, J1, J2, J3, J4)

]

+ Sm, (29)

where G can be any smooth function of φ,X, J0, P1, P2, J1, J2, J3, J4. Since we are mainly concerned with the

parity-odd terms in this paper, we keep the parity-even terms in its simplest form, which is the form of the

TEGR model. The model (29) is a very general model, and all previously studied PV models in TG are just

special cases of it. For example, when G = φ(c1P1 + c2P2) +
1
2X − V (φ), where c1 and c2 are constants, the

action (29) reduces to the action of the extended NYTG model in Ref. [37, 38] 1. If further let c2 = 0, the

action will be reduced to the action of the NYTG model in Ref. [15, 16].

This general PV scalar-tensor model has two kinds of gauge symmetries: the diffeomorphism and the local

Lorentz transformation, the later makes the following change:

eAµ → (L−1)ABe
B
µ, Λ

A
B → ΛA

CL
C
B, (30)

where LA
B is also the Lorentz matrix. It’s easy to prove that the metric gµν and the torsion tensor T ρ

µν are

invariant under the transformation (30), so is the action (29). Due to the local Lorentz invariance, we can

always choose the gauge ΛA
B = δAB, i.e., ωA

Bµ = 0. This is the Weitzenböck connection which had been

frequently adopted in the literature. This gauge is also called the Weitzenböck gauge.

1 More general parity-even terms and more complicated form of scalar field are also considered in Ref. [37].
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The equations of motion of the model (29) follow from the variations with respect to tetrad eAµ and Lorentz

matrix ΛA
B separately:

G̊µν +Nµν = Θµν , (31)

N [µν] = 0, (32)

where G̊µν is the Einstein tensor fully determined by the metric, Θµν = (2/
√−g)(δSm/δgµν) is the energy-

momentum tensors for matters, and

Nµν = Cgµν + Sµν + (∇σ − vσ)Aµνσ, (33)

where we have defined

C = −G +
1

3
G0J0 + (

1

3
Ĝ1 +XG3)P1 + Ĝ2P2 + (

1

3
G1 + G3)J1 + (

1

3
G2 + 6G4)J2 + G3J3 + G4J4,

Sµν = (3G3P1 − 2GX)φµφν +
1

9
[(2G1 − 3G3)I0 + 2G5]

(

3φ(µaν) + 2̃t(µν)ρφρ

)

+ (2G1 − 3G2)J0φ
(µvν) +

2

9
(G2 − 9G4)

(

3a(µtν) − 6τµν1 − 3τµν2 + 2̃t(µν)ρtρ

)

+
1

9
(2Ĝ1 − 3XG3)

(

2̃t(µν)ρvρ + 3v(µaν)
)

+ Ĝ2

(

9̃t(µν)ρaρ − 2̂tµν
)

,

Aρµν =
1

3
(G2 − 6G1)J0 g

ρ[µφν] +
1

3
(G1I0 + G5)ε

µνρσφσ − G3(τ
ρµν
3 − τ

[µν]ρ
3 ) + G2φ

ρφ[µaν] − 3Ĝ2t̃
ρµν

+
1

3
Ĝ1ε

µνρσvσ +
1

3
(XG2 − 6Ĝ1)g

ρ[µaν] + 2(G4 − G3)g
ρ[µt̃ν] +

1

3
(G2 − 9G4)ε

µνρσtσ − 3G4τ
ρµν
4 ,

and Gφ = ∂G/∂φ, GX = ∂G/∂X , Gi = ∂G/∂Ji and Ĝi = ∂G/∂Pi, in addition

τµν1 = φ(µtν)ρσφρaσ, τ
µν
2 = φ(µtν)ρσφσaρ, τ

ρµν
3 = φρεµναβφαvβ , τ

ρµν
4 = φρ t̃σµνφσ.

Similar to most modified TG models, the equation of motion (32) from the variation of ΛA
B is not independent

of Eq. (31). This is reasonable since the Lorentz matrix ΛA
B can always be set to the identity matrix by the

gauge transformation (30). A more detailed explanation can be found in Ref. [16]. There is another equation

following from the variation of the action (29) with respect to φ,

∇̊µΦ
µ − Gφ = 0, (34)

where

Φµ = −2GXφ
µ + G1J0v

µ + (G0 + G1I0)a
µ − G2t

µρσφρaσ + 2G3t̃
(µν)ρφνvρ + 2G4t̂

µνφν . (35)

It can be verified that when G = 1
2X − V (φ), Eq. (34) reduces back to the familiar equation �̊φ + Vφ = 0,

where �̊ = −gµν∇̊µ∇̊ν and Vφ is the first derivative of the potential V (φ) to the scalar field φ.

D. Flat universe background

As a preliminary exploration of the PV scalar-tensor model (29), in this subsection, we apply the model to

flat universe and investigate the effect of the PV terms on the background.

In flat universe, the metric can be expressed in rectangular coordinate as

ds2 = gµνdx
µdxν = a2

(

dη2 − δijdx
idxj

)

, (36)

where a = a(η) is the scale factor, η is the conformal time. Unlike the case of Riemannian geometry, in TG

theory the connection is still arbitrary to some extent even after the metric is determined. For this reason, as
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suggested in Refs [71–73], we should additionally require that the connection is also homogeneous and isotropic,

that is,

LξΓ
ρ
µν = ∇µ∇ν ξ

ρ −∇µ(T
ρ
νσξ

σ) = 0, (37)

where ξµ represents all Killing vector fields corresponding to the metric (36). Combining Eqs. (36) and (37)

selected the flat universe solution in which the tetrad eAµ and spin connection ωA
Bµ have the following forms

eAµ = aδAµ, ω
A
Bµ = 0. (38)

It can be verified that the background solution (38) leads to

J0 = P1 = P2 = J1 = J2 = J3 = J4 = 0, (39)

thus G = G(φ,X) is just a function of the scalar field and its first-order derivative. It seems that the PV terms

has no effect on the background. We can also examine this conclusion from the perspective of the equations of

motion. Putting the solution (38) into Eqs. (31) and (34), we obtain the background equations as

3H2 = a2ρ+ 2GXφ
′2 − a2G, (40)

2H′ +H2 = −a2(p+ G), (41)

2Gφ′′ + (2G′
X + 4GXH)φ′ − a2Gφ = 0, (42)

where H = a′/a is conformal Hubble rate, prime represents the derivative with respect to the conformal time η,

and ρ and p denote the energy density and pressure of other matter. The background equations (40)-(42) are

exactly the same as the case where the Lagrangian of the scalar field is G(φ,X) in GR. This clearly confirms

that the PV terms has no effect on the flat universe background. If we want to probe the PV signals of the

model (29) in flat universe, we need to investigate its cosmological perturbations.

IV. COSMOLOGICAL PERTURBATIONS AND STABILITY ANALYSIS

To analyze the PV signals and stability of the model (29), we investigate the cosmological perturbations of

the model (29) around the flat universe background in this section. We will focus on the quadratic action of

perturbations, find out the necessary conditions to make the model stable, and explore the PV signals in GWs.

For the sake of simplicity, in the following we discard all terms above the second power of torsion and take

the parity-even part of the action (29) as the simplest standard form. This simplification allows the function

G to be reduced to

G(φ,X,P0,P1,P2,P3,P4,P5,P6) =
1

2
X − V (φ) +

6
∑

i=0

fi(φ,X)Pi. (43)

where fi can be any smooth function of φ and X . In addition, for the sake of convenience, we also denote

fiφ ≡ ∂fi/∂φ, fiX ≡ ∂fi/∂X, fij ≡ fi +Xfj, fijX ≡ ∂fij/∂X. (44)

In this section, we will focus on the quadratic action of perturbations, which can be regarded as the effective

action of the linear perturbations [74]. When applying the model to the inflation epoch, in that case the scalar

field φ may be considered as the inflaton, we need to quantize these perturbations to have a mechanism for

generating the primordial perturbations which seed the large scale structure at later time. For this purpose,

the quadratic actions are indispensable. In the inflation epoch, we can ignore other matters except inflaton, so

that in the following contents, we always choose Sm = 0. With the above simplifications, the action (29) can

be reduced to

S =

∫

d4x |e|
[

T

2
+

1

2
X − V (φ) +

6
∑

i=0

fi(φ,X)Pi

]

, (45)
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From now on, we apply the model (45) to cosmology. From Eqs. (40)-(42), the background equations of the

model (45) can be obtained as

3H2 = (1/2)φ′
2
+ a2V, (46)

2H′ +H2 = −(1/2)φ′
2
+ a2V, (47)

φ′′ + 2Hφ′ + a2Vφ = 0, (48)

which are exactly the same as in GR, as expected.

After clearing the background, let us look at the perturbations. We use the following parametrization for

perturbed tetrad [75, 76]:

e00 = a(1 +A), e0i = a(β,i + βV
i ), ec0 = a δci (χ,i + χV

i ),

eci = a δcj

[

(1− ψ)δij + α,ij + αV
j,i − ǫijk(λ,k + λVk ) +

1

2
hTij

]

, (49)

the subscript “, i” means ∂i. So the perturbed metric components have the familiar form:

g00 = −a2(1 + 2A), g0i = a2(B,i +BV
i ),

gij = a2[(1 − 2ψ)δij + 2α,ij + αV
i,j + αV

j,i + hTij ], (50)

where B = χ−β and BV
i = χV

i −βV
i . All the vector perturbations are transverse and denoted by the superscript

V , both the tensor perturbations are transverse and traceless and denoted by the superscript T . In addition,

the scalar field φ is decomposed as φ(η, ~x) = φ̄(η) + δφ(η, ~x).

Due to the diffeomorphism invariance and the local Lorentz invariance, it is safe to take the unitary gauge

δφ = 0, α = 0, αV
i = 0 and the Weitzenböck gauge ωA

Bµ = 0 at the same time on the general cosmological

background with φ̄′ 6= 0 [16] 2 . Therefore, in the following contents, we will adopt the gauge

δφ = 0, α = 0, αV
i = 0, ωA

Bµ = 0 (51)

to simplify our calculations, We also introduce the gauge invariant scalar perturbation

ζ = −(ψ +Hδφ/φ′) (52)

representing the curvature perturbation of the hypersurfaces of constant φ field. Then, we can choose ζ, A, B,

β, λ, BV
i , βV

i , λVi and hTij as independent variables.

Note that higher-order derivatives are just one of the sources of ghost modes. Hybrid kinetic terms such

as x′y′ = (1/2)[(x′ + y′)2 − (x′ − y′)2] ≡ (1/2)(z′21 − z′22 ) can also bring ghost modes. Although there is no

higher-order derivative in the model (45), the parity-odd terms Pi may lead to hybrid kinetic terms. Therefore

the model (45) is likely to suffer from the problem of ghost instability. We will investigate the quadratic actions

for the scalar, vector, and tensor perturbations of the model (45) separately in the following subsections.

A. Quadratic action for scalar perturbations

For scalar perturbations, we introduce notations B̃ = B,ii and λ̃ = λ,ii, and expand all scalar perturbations

as follows

ζ(η, ~x) =

∫

d3k

(2π)
3

2

ζ(η,~k) ei
~k·~x. (53)

2 On the background with φ̄′ = 0, δφ is gauge invariant, it is impossible to set δφ to zero by gauge transformation. Therefore,
there is no unitary gauge on the background with φ̄′ = 0. When we consider the case of Minkowski or de Sitter background, we
should adopt other gauge.
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Then the quadratic action for the scalar perturbations can be directly obtained as

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k a2
[

− 3ζ′
2
+ k2(ζ2 + 2Aζ) + 2(ζ′ −HA)B̃ + 6Hζ′A− a2V A2

+2f24(A− β′)λ̃′ + (2f23 + 4Xf3)ζ
′λ̃+ 2f23(k

2β − B̃)λ̃ − 4c1Aλ̃+ 4c2ζλ̃
]

, (54)

where

c1 = X(φ′f0X + 2Hf1X + 3Hf23X),

c2 = φ′f0 − f ′
1 − f ′

2 +H(f23 + 2Xf3),

and we have simply marked A∗B as AB, A∗A as A2, and so on. It can be seen that A, B are non-dynamical

fields and the variations of the action (54) with them lead to the following constraints

HA− ζ′ + f23λ̃ = 0, (55)

−3Hζ′ − k2ζ + a2V A+HB̃ + 2c1λ̃− f24λ̃
′ = 0. (56)

These constraint equations are just used to solve the non-dynamical variables A and B. One can eliminate

these two non-dynamical variables from the action (54) by substituting the constraints (55) and (56) back into

it. After that, the quadratic action for scalar perturbations can be expressed as

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k

{

1

2
z2(ζ

′2 − k2ζ2) + a2
[

2f24λ̃
′(ζ′/H− β′) + C1ζ′λ̃+ 2k2f23λ̃β + C2ζλ̃+ C3λ̃2

]

}

, (57)

where z2 = a2φ′
2
/H2, and

C1 = 4Xf3 +
(

2a2VH−2 − 4
)

f23 − 4H−1c1,

C2 = 4c2 − 2k2H−1f23,

C3 = 4H−1f23c1 − a2VH−2f2
23 + a−2

[

a2H−1(f23f24)
]′
.

Obviously whether f24 is zero or not will affect the number of dynamical degrees of freedom (DoFs) in the

action (57), so we will discuss it case by case below.

1. The case of f24 6= 0

In the more general case with f24 6= 0, the kinetic terms λ̃′β′ and λ̃′ζ′ generally contain ghost modes, as

mentioned in the paragraph just before this subsection. In order to explicitly see how many dynamical DoFs

and how many ghost modes there are, we define new perturbation variables γ1, γ2 in terms of the old variables

β and λ as follows

γ1 =
1

2
(λ̃− β +H−1ζ), γ2 =

1

2
(λ̃+ β −H−1ζ). (58)

It can be verified that the transformation (58) is linearly reversible. Then we can express the action (57) in

terms of the new perturbation variables as

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k

{

1

2
z2(ζ′

2 − k2ζ2) + a2
[

2f24(γ
′
1
2 − γ′2

2
) + C4ζ′(γ1 + γ2) + U(ζ, γ1, γ2)

]

}

, (59)

where

C4 = (4− 2a2VH−2)f24 + C1,
C5 = 4c2 + a−2

[

(z2 − 2a2)f24
]′
.

U(ζ, γ1, γ2) = C3(γ1 + γ2)
2 + 2k2f23(γ

2
2 − γ21) + C5ζ(γ1 + γ2).

The action (59) clearly shows that ζ, γ1 and γ2 are all dynamical DoFs, and one of γ1 and γ2 must be a ghost

mode, because the signs of the kinetic terms of γ1 and γ2 are always opposite. This will cause the vacuum

instability. The only way for scalar perturbations to avoid ghost instability is to keep f24 = 0.
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2. The case of f24 = 0 on the background with φ′ 6= 0

In the case of f24 = 0, the quadratic action (57) reduces to the following one

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k

{

1

2
z2(ζ

′2 − k2ζ2) + a2
[

C1ζ′λ̃+ 2k2X(f3 − f4)λ̃β + C2ζλ̃+ C3λ̃2
]

}

. (60)

It can be seen that β, λ̃ are also non-dynamical fields. On the background with φ̄′ 6= 0, the variations of the

action (60) with respect to β and λ̃ lead to the following constraints

(f3 − f4)λ̃ = 0, (61)

C1ζ′ + C2ζ + 2k2X(f3 − f4)β + 2C3λ̃ = 0. (62)

If f3 6= f4, these constraint equations are just used to solve the non-dynamical variables λ̃ and β. One can

eliminate these two non-dynamical variables from the action (60) by substituting the constraints (61) and (62)

back into it. After that, the quadratic action for scalar perturbations can be reduced to

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k

[

1

2
z2(ζ

′2 − k2ζ2)

]

. (63)

It can be seen that the quadratic action (63) is exactly the same as that in GR. There is only one scalar

dynamical DoF and that DoF is healthy.

If f3 = f4, then C3 = 0 automatically, so the constraints (61) and (62) degenerate into

C1ζ′ + C2ζ = 0. (64)

Unless C1 = C2 = 0 , the constraint (64) states that there is no scalar dynamical DoF at the linear perturbation

level. This is a bit strange because the action (45) clearly shows that there is at least one scalar dynamical

DoF contributed by φ. This contradiction implies that the model (45) suffers from strong coupling issue in flat

universe when f3 = f4 but C1 6= 0 or C2 6= 0. In addition, the absence of scalar DoF also makes the inflaton φ

unable to provide the primordial density perturbation. To overcome these difficulties, we need to additionally

require C1 = C2 = 0 when f3 = f4.

To sum up, after satisfying the ghost-free condition f24 = 0, we still need to require the following conditions

to avoid strong coupling problem on the background with φ′ 6= 0,

f3 6= f4 or f3 − f4 = C1 = C2 = 0. (65)

Eq. (65) means that either f3 6= f4 or f3 − f4 = C1 = C2 = 0 is satisfied. After that, the quadratic action for

scalar perturbations can be reduced to the action (63), and the action (63) shows that there is one healthy

dynamical DoF.

3. The case of f24 = 0 on the background with φ′ = 0

Note that neither the unitary gauge nor the gauge invariant ζ is well-defined on the background with φ̄′ = 0.

In order to make the discussion cover the cases of de Sitter and Minkowski background, we introduce two new

variables as

ξ = δφ+
φ′

Hψ, σ = ψ +Hβ. (66)

These two variables are well-defined on background with φ̄′ = 0. Then we can express the action (60) in terms

of ξ, σ and λ̃ as

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k a2
[

1

2
(ξ

′2 −m2
ξξ

2) + 2k2XH−1(f3 − f4)λ̃σ + Ĉ1ξ′λ̃+ Ĉ2ξλ̃+ Ĉ3λ̃2
]

, (67)
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where

m2
ξ = k2 + a2Vφφ + φ′(φ′V + 2HVφ)/H2

Ĉ1 = −φ′Hĉ2/a
2

Ĉ2 = −(HVφ + φ′V )̂c2 − 4Hĉ3

Ĉ3 = X2[4ĉ1 − a2VH−2(f3 − f4)](f3 − f4)

ĉ1 = φ′f0X/H+ 2f1X + 3(f3 − f4) + 3X(f3X − f4X)

ĉ2 = 4f3 + (2a2V/H2 − 4)(f3 − f4)− 4ĉ1

ĉ3 = f0 − f1φ +Xf4φ + 2
(

Vφ + 3φ′H/a2
)

(f1X − f4 −Xf4X) + φ′H(3f3 − f4)/a
2

Although the action (67) is obtained in the unitary gauge, the action (67) should hold in any gauge that satisfies

ωA
Bµ = 0, because variables ξ, σ and λ̃ are invariant under the infinitesimal diffeomorphism 3. Therefore, the

action (67) can be applied to the background with φ̄′ = 0.

On the background with φ̄′ = 0, that is, the de Sitter background, the action (67) can be reduced to

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k a2
{

1

2

[

ξ
′2 − (k2 + a2Vφφ)ξ

2
]

+ 4H(f1φ − f0)ξλ̃

}

(68)

The action (68) can also be obtained directly in the Newton gauge (see Appendix B for details). It can be seen

that λ̃ is non-dynamical field and the variations of the action with respect to it lead to the following constraint

H(f1φ − f0)ξ = 0. (69)

As analyzed in the Sec. IVA2, there should be at least one dynamical DoF in scalar perturbations because

the action (45) contains the dynamical term of the scalar field φ. This requires that the constraint (69) can

always be satisfied automatically, that is,

(f1φ − f0)|X=0 = 0. (70)

After that, the action (68) is reduced to

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k a2
{

1

2

[

ξ
′2 − (k2 + a2Vφφ)ξ

2
]

}

(71)

The action (71) shows that there is one healthy dynamical DoF.

The Minkowski background can be viewed as a de Sitter background with an infinite Hubble radius, i.e.

H = 0. On the Minkowski background, the action (68) can be directly reduced to the action (71) without

imposing any additional conditions. It means that there is always one dynamical DoF on the Minkowski

background. In order to make the number of dynamical DoF to be background-independent, we need to

require that there is also one dynamical DoF on the de Sitter and flat universe background. This is exactly

what we have done above.

B. Quadratic action for vector perturbations

For vector perturbations, we can expand them with the circular polarization bases, such as

BV
i (η, ~x) =

∑

A

∫

d3k

(2π)
3

2

BA(η,~k) ê
A
i (
~k) ei

~k·~x, (72)

3 The gauge transformation law of perturbation variables in Eq. (49) can be found in Sec. IV.B of Ref. [16]. It is easy to verified
that the variables ξ, σ and λ̃ are invariant under infinitesimal diffeomorphisms.
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where the circular polarization bases {êAi (~k),A = L,R} satisfy the relation ǫijkkj ê
A
k (
~k) = ikpAê

A
i (
~k), where

pL = −1 and pR = 1. Note that we use the normal letter A for the left- and right- hand indices to distinguish

it from the italic letter A used to represent the tetrad indices. Then the quadratic action for the vector

perturbations can be directly obtained as

S
(2)
V =

∑

A

∫

dη d3k a2
[

f24(2λ
′
Aβ

′
A − pAkBAβ

′
A)− k2(f2bA + 2f25βA)λA + pAk(c2λ

2
A + c3β

2
A) +

k2

4
B2

A

]

, (73)

where

c3 = −c2 + a−2[a2X(f4 + f5 − f6)]
′.

It can be seen that BA is non-dynamical field and the variation of the action (73) with respect to BA leads to

the following constraint

BA = 2f2λA +
2pAf24
k

β′
A. (74)

One can eliminate BA from the action (73) by substituting the constraint (74) back into it. After that, the

quadratic action for vector perturbations can be expressed as

S
(2)
V =

∑

A

∫

dη d3k a2
[

2f24λ
′
Aβ

′
A − f2

24β
′
A
2 − 2pAkf2f24λAβ

′
A

−2k2f25λAβA + (pAkc2 − k2f2)λ
2
A + pAkc3β

2
A

]

. (75)

In the case of f24 6= 0, the mixing terms βA
′λ′A and −β′

A
2
in the action (75) generally indicate the existences

of ghost modes. In order to explicitly see how many dynamical DoFs and how many ghost modes there are,

we redefine the following independent vector perturbation variables through βA and λA:

β̂A = βA − 1

f24
λA, λ̂A =

1

f24
λA. (76)

It can be verified that the transformation (76) is linearly reversible. Then we can express the action (75) in

terms of the new perturbation variables as

S
(2)
V =

∑

A

∫

dη d3k a2
[

f2
24(λ̂

′2
A − β̂

′2
A ) + 2C6λ̂Aβ̂′

A + 2C7λ̂Aβ̂A + C8λ̂2A + pAkc3β̂
2
A

]

. (77)

where

C6 = f24(f
′
24 − pAkf2f24),

C7 = pAkc3 − k2f24f25,

C8 = pAk(c3 + f2
24c2)− k2f24(2f25 + f2

2 f24)− a−2
(

a2C6
)′
.

The quadratic action (77) shows that all the four components of vector perturbations, β̂A and λ̂A with A = L,R,

are dynamical modes. It also clearly shows that both components of β̂A are ghost modes because their kinetic

terms have wrong signs. Again, this will cause the vacuum instability and the only way for vector perturbations

to avoid ghost instability is to keep f24 = 0.

In the case of f24 = 0, the quadratic action (75) reduces to

S
(2)
V =

∑

A

∫

dη d3k a2
[

− 2k2f25λAβA + (pAkc2 − k2f2)λ
2
A + pAkc3β

2
A

]

. (78)

Obviously in this case all vector perturbations are non-dynamical. The variations of the action (78) with

respect to βA and λA lead to βA = λA = 0. So naturally there is no ghost instability.
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C. Quadratic action for tensor perturbations

For tensor perturbations, we can expand them as follow

hTij(η, ~x) =
∑

A

∫

d3k

(2π)
3

2

hA(η,~k) ê
A
ij(
~k) ei

~k·~x, (79)

where the circular polarization bases {êAij(~k),A = L,R} satisfy the relation klǫlikê
A
jk(
~k) = ipAkê

A
ij(
~k). Then the

quadratic action for the tensor perturbations can be directly obtained as

S
(2)
T =

∑

A

∫

dη d3k
a2

4

[

h′A
2 − ω2

A(k)h
2
A

]

, (80)

where

ω2
A(k) = k2 + 2(φ′f0 − f ′

1 + 3Hf23)pAk. (81)

From the action (80), one can obtain the equation of motion for GWs as

h′′A + 2Hh′A + ω2
A(k)hA = 0. (82)

Firstly, it can be seen from the action (80) that the tensor perturbations are ghost-free. Secondly, the modified

dispersion relation ω2
A(k) is helicity dependent when φ′f0 − f ′

1 + 3Hf23 6= 0. It can be seen from Eq. (82)

that this causes GWs with different helicities to have different phase velocities vAp = ωA/k, i.e., the velocity

birefringence. Considering small coupling fi and slow evolution of scalar field φ, we can expand the expression

of vAp as

vAp =
ωA

k
= 1 +

pAM
k

+O(M2), (83)

here we have defined M = φ′f0−f ′
1+3Hf23. This is the explicit signal of parity violation in this model. We can

also see that the phase velocity difference become important only at the region of small k (large scales), so this

is an infrared effect. Within the framework of Riemannian geometry, the slightly complicated PV gravity model

will have both the velocity birefringence phenomenon and the amplitude birefringence phenomenon on GWs

[9, 10]. But within the TG framework, even if the NYTG model is extended to the complicated model (45), the

GWs still has only the velocity birefringence phenomenon but no amplitude birefringence phenomenon, and

it is still the infrared effect. It seems that to construct PV gravity models with the amplitude birefringence

phenomenon on GWs in the TG framework, we need to bring derivatives of torsion into the action.

The expression of phase velocities of tensor perturbations shows that GWs and light propagate with dif-

ferent velocities. This difference can be tightly constrained by the present gravitational wave experiments.

The authors in paper [20] found that the effects of velocity birefringence can be explicitly presented by the

modifications in the GW phase. Confronting such modifications with data of GWs events of binary black hole

merges observed by LIGO-Virgo, they also gave an up bound on the velocity birefringence parameter which

corresponds to |2M|/a < 6.5× 10−42GeV in this paper. One can see that this bound is very tight and shows

that there are no significant signals of the velocity birefringence of GWs. But we also should note that this

bound only constrains the parameter M/a at present universe, and since M/a depends on the evolution of the

universe, it may be significant at early universe.

D. Futher analysis on stability

From the analysis in Sec. IVA and Sec. IVB, we know that the only way to avoid ghost instability is to keep

f24 = f2(φ,X) +Xf4(φ,X) = 0, (84)
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no matter for scalar perturbations or vector perturbations. In the NYTG model [15], f2 = f4 = 0, the condition

(84) can be satisfied, so the NYTG model is ghost-free. In the extended NYTG model [38], f2 6= 0, f4 = 0, the

condition (84) cannot be satisfied, so the extended NYTG model suffers from the problem of ghost instability.

It can be seen that the ghost-free condition (84) is consistent with previous studies.

After the ghost-free condition (84) is satisfied, in order to avoid the strong coupling problem, we need to

additionally require the following conditions

(f1φ − f0)|X=0 = 0, (85)

f3 6= f4 or f3 − f4 = C1 = C2 = 0, (86)

These conditions ensure that the number of dynamical DoFs on the Minkowski, de Sitter and flat universe

background are the same at the linear perturbation level. This is necessary to avoid strong coupling. In

addition, these conditions also ensure that there is a healthy dynamical DoF in scalar perturbations, which can

generate the primordial density perturbation through inflation.

From Eq. (86), it seems that there are two feasible conditions. However, the condition f3 − f4 = C1 = C2 =

f24 = 0 would give the following requirement

f2 +Xf3 = f2 +Xf4 = 0, (87)

φ′H−1f0X + 2f1X − f3 = 0, (88)

φ′(f0 − f1φ − f2φ)−X ′(f1X + f2X) + 2XHf3 = 0. (89)

In order to make Eqs. (87)-(89) independent of the specific background evolution, that is, independent of the

specific values of H, X , etc., the functional forms of {fi(φ,X), i = 0, 1...6} can only satisfy the following

conditions

f2(φ,X) = f3(φ,X) = f4(φ,X) = 0, f0(φ,X) = f0(φ), f1(φ,X) = f1(φ), f0(φ) =
∂f1(φ)

∂φ
. (90)

Note that due to the identity ∇̊µT̃
µ = P1, when the condition (90) is satisfied, the contribution of P0 and

the contribution of P1 in the action (45) will cancel out, so the condition (90) is equivalent to the following

condition

f0(φ,X) = f1(φ,X) = f2(φ,X) = f3(φ,X) = f4(φ,X) = 0. (91)

But the condition (91) will make ω2
A(k) = k2, that is, the dispersion relation of GWs no longer depends on

helicity. This means that GWs have no PV effect at the linear perturbation level and such a property is

undesirable for a PV gravity model. Therefore, in order to preserve the PV signal in GWs, we should adopt

f3 6= f4 in Eq. (86).

To sum up, if we want to extract a suitable PV gravity model from the action (45), we should require

{fi(φ,X), i = 0, 1...6} to satisfy the following conditions

f2(φ,X) = −Xf4(φ,X), f0(φ, 0) =
∂f1(φ, 0)

∂φ
, f3(φ,X) 6= f4(φ,X). (92)

In this way, not only the ghost instability can be avoided, the number of dynamical DoFs is background-

independent, but also GWs have PV effect at the linear perturbation level.

It should be noted that there may be some DoFs hidden under the cosmological background at the linear

perturbation level, as in the case of the f(T) model [68, 77–79]. Therefore, we cannot conclude that the model

satisfying condition (92) must avoid the strong coupling problem. For a healthy PV model, the condition (92)

is a necessary but not necessarily sufficient condition. To completely solve the strong coupling problem, the

study of higher-order perturbations or even Hamiltonian analysis is required. These analyzes will be left to

subsequent studies.
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V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we wrote down all independent parity-odd terms which are at most quadratic in torsion

tensor and contain arbitrary first-order derivatives of scalar field in the teleparallel gravity framework. We

constructed the general parity violating gravity model using those parity-odd terms and obtained its equations

of motions. In preliminary cosmological exploration, we find that all parity-odd terms have no effect on the flat

universe background. To probe the parity violating signals in flat universe, we need to consider the cosmological

perturbations. In further cosmological application, we considered a submodel of the general parity violating

model, which is linear in parity-odd terms coupled with some arbitrary functions of scalar field and its first-

order derivatives. We carefully studied its cosmological linear perturbations and analyzed their stability. For

tensor modes, we found that they are always ghost-free and generally exhibit a parity violating signal of velocity

birefringence. For vector perturbations, we found that in general there are four dynamical degrees of freedom

and two of them are ghost modes. The only way to avoid the ghost modes is to make functions satisfy f24 = 0.

Similarly, scalar perturbations generally have three dynamical degrees of freedom and one of them is ghost

mode, unless f24 = 0. After the ghost-free condition f24 = 0 is satisfied, in order to preserve the dynamics

of the scalar perturbations and the parity violating signal of gravitational waves at linear order, we need to

further require functions to satisfy (f1φ − f0)|X=0 = 0 and f3 6= f4. Finally, we conclude that the submodel

with f24 = (f1φ − f0)|X=0 = 0 and f3 6= f4 is a potentially viable parity violating model in teleparallel gravity,

which is ghost free and exhibits the velocity birefringence phenomenon of gravitational waves at linear order.
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Appendix A: Proof of some identities

The identities in Eq. (24) play a key role in counting the number of independent PV quadratic torsion terms.

Therefore, they are important in this paper and deserve a detailed proof. In this appendix, we give proofs of

these identities.

Without loss of generality, we assume that φµ is timelike and future-directed. Then for any point O in

spacetime, we can choose the coordinate such that so that gµν = ηµν and φµ = (
√
X, 0, 0, 0) at point O. At

point O, we denote

x0 = ǫijkti00t0jk, y0 = ǫijkt0iltljk. (A1)

From t[µν]ρ = t(µνρ) = 0, we can obtain

t00i = −2ti00, tli0 = −(t0il + t0li). (A2)

Since tµνρ is completely traceless, we have

tµii = tµ00, tiiµ = t00µ. (A3)

Also note that

2ǫijkt0[il]tljk = ǫijkǫilnǫnpqt0pqtljk = (δjlδkn − δklδjn)ǫnpqt0pqtljk

= ǫijk(tlli − till)t0jk = ǫijk(t00i − ti00)t0jk = 3x0. (A4)

Combining Eq. (A1), (A2) and (A4), we can obtain

ǫijkt0litljk = 3x0 + y0, ǫijktil0tljk = −(3x0 + 2y0). (A5)
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Next we can expand P2, J4, J5, J6 and J7 into coordinate components, and use Eqs. (A1)-(A5) to simplify

these results to

P2 = −6(3x0 + y0), J4 = 6Xx0, J5 = −X(5x0 + y0), J6 = X(x0 − y0), J7 = X2x0. (A6)

Through Eq. (A6), we can simply verify that the identities in Eq. (24) do hold at point O. Although Eq. (A6)

is coordinate-dependent, the identities in Eq. (24) are coordinate-independent. And because O can be any

point in spacetime, the identities in Eq. (24) hold in the whole spacetime.

Appendix B: Scalar perturbations on de Sitter background in Newton gauge

In Sec. IVA3, we obtain the quadratic action (68) for scalar perturbations on the de Sitter background by

means of the quadratic action (67) on the flat universe. Since the action (67) is obtained in the unitary gauge

which is ill-defined on the de Sitter background, one might question the reliability of the action (68). To ensure

that the action (68) is reliable, in this appendix, we will calculate the quadratic action for scalar perturbations

on the de Sitter background in the Newton gauge.

The so-called Newton gauge is to set the perturbation variables α and B in Eqs. (49) and (50) to zero. In

contrast to the unitary gauge, the Newton gauge is well-defined on the background with φ̄′ = 0, which makes

the results in the Newton gauge more plausible when we consider the de Sitter background.

In the Newton gauge, the quadratic action for scalar perturbations on the de Sitter background can be

obtained directly from the action (45) as

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k a2
{

1

2

[

δφ
′2 − (k2 + a2Vφφ)δφ

2
]

− 3ψ
′2 − a2V A2

−(6Hψ′ + 2k2ψ)A+ k2ψ2 + 4H(f1φ − f0)δφλ̃

}

, (B1)

where we have imposed the ghost-free condition f24 = 0. Obviously A is non-dynamical and the variations of

the action (B1) with A lead to the following constraint

A = − 1

a2V
(3Hψ′ + k2ψ2). (B2)

Substituting Eq. (B2) back into the action (B1), then the action (B1) can be reduced to

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k a2
{

1

2

[

δφ
′2 − (k2 + a2Vφφ)δφ

2
]

+
k4

a2V
ψ2 + 4H(f1φ − f0)δφλ̃

}

. (B3)

It can be seen that the kinetic term of ψ is canceled out in this process. So ψ is non-dynamical and the

variations of the action (B3) with ψ lead to the following constraint

ψ = 0. (B4)

Substituting Eq. (B4) back into the action (B3), then the action (B3) can be reduced to

S
(2)
S =

∫

dη d3k a2
{

1

2

[

δφ
′2 − (k2 + a2Vφφ)δφ

2
]

+ 4H(f1φ − f0)δφλ̃

}

. (B5)

This is exactly the action (68) because ξ = δφ on the de Sitter background. The fact that two different methods

give the same result demonstrates that the action (68) is reliable.
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