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The primary constraints for general teleparallel quadratic gravity are presented. They provide
a basic classification of teleparallel theories from the perspective of the full nonlinear theory and
represent the first step towards a full-fledged Hamiltonian analysis. The results are consistent with
the limit of metric and symmetric teleparallel quadratic gravity. In the latter case we also present
novel results, since symmetric teleparallel theories have only been partially studied so far. Apart from
the general results, we also present the special cases of teleparallel theories classically equivalent to
general relativity, which differ by a boundary term from the formulation of Einstein and Hilbert. This
affects the constraint algebra as the primary constraints involve a mix of torsion and non-metricity,
implying that the symmetries of general relativity are realized in a more intricate way compared to
the teleparallel case. In this context, a more detailed understanding will provide insights for energy
and entropy in gravity, quantum gravity and numerical relativity of this alternative formulation of
general relativity. The primary constraints are presented both in the standard formulation and in
irreducible parts of torsion and non-metricity. The special role of axial torsion and its connection
to the one-parameter of viable new general relativity is confirmed. Furthermore, we find that one
of the irreducible parts of non-metricity affects the primary constraint for shift but not lapse.

I. INTRODUCTION

After more than a hundred years since its conception, General Relativity (GR) has garnered affirmation through
various experiments and observations, thus confirming its position as a fundamental piece in comprehending gravity
and the Universe. Nonetheless, despite being the most widely accepted theory of gravity, GR exhibits certain defi-
ciencies and limitations [1]. It clashes with quantum mechanics [2] and with the related description of gravity at small
scales; it fails to wholly elucidate phenomena like dark matter and dark energy, presumed to constitute the bulk of the
Universe’s composition [3]; it predicts the existence of singularities where conventional physics breaks down and lacks
a self-consistent theory of quantum gravity aiming to merge GR and quantum mechanics [4, 5]. For all these reasons,
throughout the years, the motivations for going beyond GR has grown even stronger [6]. Consequently, alternate
gravity explanations have emerged, aiming to address specific GR drawbacks such as dark matter and energy, cosmic
structure formation, and early-time gravity behavior [7–14].

Some notable modified gravity theories include e.g. modifications to the Einstein-Hilbert gravitational action, by
introducing higher-order curvature invariants [15–17] or couplings between geometry and scalar fields [18–21]. The
most basic extension, f(R) gravity, incorporates a function of the scalar curvature within the action, resulting in field
equations of the fourth order [22–27]. Some formulations of this theory can yield modifications in the Newtonian
potential [28], thus addressing the Galaxy Rotation Curve issue without relying on Dark Matter, as well as elucidate
the Universe’s exponential expansion without invoking Dark Energy [29]. In this framework, particular interest was
gained by the Starobinsky model [30], which includes a quadratic term in the scalar curvature to accounts for cosmic
inflation.

Another class GR alternatives breaks the assumption of Levi-Civita connection, which is fundamental in Einstein’s
gravity in order to obtain metric-compatible connections and fully get the dynamics from the starting line element.
By relaxing the assumption of symmetric connections, for instance, torsion arises in the given space-time [31, 32].
In certain instances, this deviation leads to the violation of the Equivalence Principle [33] and offers a means to
describe gravity at smaller scales [34, 35]. Particularly, by mandating space-time to be governed solely by torsion
rather than curvature, a self-consistent theory of gravity can be developed, mirroring GR’s dynamics precisely. This
theory, dubbed ”Teleparallel Equivalent of General Relativity” (TEGR) [36, 37], has undergone extensive studies in
recent years, becoming the focus of numerous investigations and analysis [38–41].
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TEGR represents a theoretical framework that frames gravity as a consequence of torsion in space-time fabric. In
this context, the gravitational force is described via a set of tetrad fields (also termed ”vierbeins”), forming the basis
for space-time geometry depiction. These tetrad fields define a torsion tensor, acting as gravity’s source in the theory
and representing the antisymmetric part of the Christoffel connection.

Within these alternative models, the most studied along with TEGR is the so called ”Symmetric Teleparallel
Equivalent of General Relativity” (STEGR), based on non-metricity of the space-time. Non-metricity accounts for
the possibility that the spacetime might not adhere to the metric compatibility condition, which is a fundamental
assumption in GR. As torsion emerges in direct relation to the antisymmetry of the affine connection, non-metricity
arises when considering a non-zero covariant derivative of the metric tensor, that is ∇µgαβ ̸= 0.

While entirely equivalent to GR in terms of field equations, TEGR and STEGR fails to address the limitations
GR poses on larger scales. Hence, akin to f(R) gravity in metric formalism, the Lagrangian density of TEGR can
be modified in various ways [42], such as an arbitrary function of the torsion scalar, giving rise to the so-called
f(T ) gravity [43, 44]. The latter has been proposed as a solution to late-time issues, like the Universe’s accelerated
expansion [45, 46], offering novel solutions and alternative models. However, its capability to better explain gravity’s
observed behavior than GR remains unclear, necessitating further research to ascertain its viability as a gravitational
theory.

It is important to note that, despite actions involving f(R), f(T ), and f(Q) (with R being the Ricci curvature
scalar, T the torsion scalar and Q the non-metricity scalar, as detailed in Sec. II) are not in principle equivalent,
introducing corresponding boundary terms enables their equivalence [47, 48].

The features of f(T ) and f(Q) gravity are currently under investigation in literature, particularly in applications
within cosmology and astrophysics. For example, in Ref. [49] the authors demonstrate that a power-law model of
f(T ) fits the galaxy rotation curve. On the other hand, Ref. [50] explores ways to address the H0 tension within f(T )
models. In Ref. [51] the authors derive an equation of state from f(T ) that tackles the dark energy issue.

In the context of f(Q) gravity, the work in Ref. [52] studies Big Bang Nucleosynthesis, while Ref. [53] considers the
early stages of the Universe to investigate the slow-roll inflation. In [54] the authors explore bouncing cosmological
models within f(Q) gravity, whereas Ref. [55] provides wormhole solutions within static and spherically symmetric
backgrounds. Also, in Ref. [56] gravitational waves are studied in the context of f(Q) model, searching for deviations
from GR.

Leading to the same dynamical field equations, GR, TEGR and STEGR are often referred to as ”Geometric Trinity
of Gravity”. However, it is worth pointing out that recent discoveries have shown that there is either strong coupling
or ghosts in nonlinear extensions to the trinity of gravity [57, 58].

To overcome the latter issue, another possible extension of TEGR, known as ”New General Relativity” (NGR), was
introduced in [59]. In contrast to f(T ), NGR does not involve a nonlinear extension. Instead, it incorporates torsion
contractions at the same derivative order as in TEGR. This theory has been restricted to a one-parameter viable
theory by requiring the absence of ghosts in its extension of TEGR, based on these assumptions. Additionally, it
was discovered that the PPN-parameters align with those of GR, suggesting consistency with solar system tests [60].
This theory was found to contain strongly coupled fields [61, 62] casting doubt if NGR could be considered viable.
Recently there has been a renewed interest in NGR [63] finding that, contrary to previous statements, although not
completely problem-free NGR is not generically plagued by ghosts.

Based on TEGR, STEGR and their related extensions, it is also possible to consider in the starting gravitational
action both torsion and non-metricity, properly contracted as provided in Sec. II, giving rise to the so called ”General
Teleparallel Quadratic Gravity” [64]. Within this geometry it is possible to formulate the “General Teleparallel
equivalent of General Relativity” (GTEGR). Generally, TEGR, STEGR and GTEGR belong to the so called metric-
affine theories of gravity, whose fundamental aspects and applications have been extensively studied in the literature
[6, 40, 65–73]. Despite being probably the least explored sector of metric-affine gravity, GTEGR has shown promise
to act as an alternative, or possibly even an improvement, to the notion of energy and entropy in gravity [74], and
this hints towards possible developments in canonical quantization of GR.

The first approach to face the latter issue is the so called ”Arnowitt-Deser-Misner” (ADM) formalism [75] and
emerged as an attempt to address challenges in reconciling GR with Quantum Mechanics. Through a 3+1 decom-
position of the metric, the formalism yields a gravitational Hamiltonian and establishes quantization rules, leading
to a Schrödinger-like equation, known as the Wheeler-De Witt (WDW) equation, initially formulated in [4, 76, 77].
However, the ADM formalism is no longer seen as the definitive solution for quantizing GR, due to its inability to
provide a complete theory of Quantum Gravity. Additionally, it involves an infinite-dimensional superspace that poses
challenges for handling.

Nevertheless, the 3+1 decomposition represents the very first step towards setting up the Hamiltonian formalism
for the given theory and, eventually, find a link between gravity and quantum mechanics. In addition, the restriction
of the superspace can be useful in view of applications to quantum cosmology, which in turn has provided interesting
insights in describing the early stages of the Universe evolution. Specifically, cosmological restrictions enable a



3

reduction of the configuration superspace to a finite-dimensional minisuperspace, allowing analytical solutions to
the WDW equation. Quantum Cosmology, thus, offers insights into the Universe’s early stages through the ”Wave
Function of the Universe”, a solution to the WDW equation. Interpreting this wave function is not straightforward
due to the absence of a Hilbert space and a definite-positive inner product in gravitational theory, though various
interpretations have been proposed [78–82].

In this paper, we study the 3+1 decomposition and the Hamiltonian constraints of some alternative gravity models,
including TEGR, STEGR, GTEGR and their extensions. Specifically the paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II we
introduce the main properties of TEGR, STEGR, GTEGR and general teleparallel quadratic gravity, to subsequently
study the corresponding 3+1 decompositions in Sec. III. In Secs. IV and V, the primary constraints of f(T ), f(Q) and
f(G), namely the extensions of TEGR, STEGR and GTEGR, are considered, as well as the conditions for primary
constraints in the irreducible representation of torsion and non-metricity. The shifted algebra among constraints is
evaluated in Sec. VI. Finally, in Sec. VII we conclude the work with final considerations and perspectives.

II. GENERAL TELEPARALLEL QUADRATIC GRAVITY

In this section we review the main aspects of those models modifying the assumption of Levi-Civita connection,
namely TEGR, STEGR and GTEGR. We also introduce the action for general teleparallel quadratic gravity, which
is an extension to GTEGR and the main theory studied in this article. As widely known, within non-flat spacetimes,
the arrangement of geodesic paths relies on the nature of the connection Γρ

µν . In GR, adopting a metric-compatible
and torsionless connection leads to describing the dynamics only by knowing the form of the metric. However, by
relaxing these assumptions, it becomes feasible to define two rank-3 tensors associated with the asymmetric part of
Γρ

µν and the covariant derivative of the metric, that is respectively the ”torsion tensor” Tα
µν and the ”non-metricity

tensor” Qρµν , defined as:

Tα
µν ≡ 2Γα

[µν] , Qρµν ≡ ∇ρgµν ̸= 0 . (1)

Therefore, the most general Christoffel connection including both contributions (in addition with the Levi-Civita
contribution) reads

Γρ
µν = Γ̆ρ

µν +Kρ
µν + Lρ

µν , (2)

with Γ̆ρ
µν being the Levi–Civita connection and

Kρ
µν ≡ 1

2
gρλ

(
Tµλν + Tνλµ + Tλµν

)
= −Kρ

νµ , (3)

Lρ
µν ≡ 1

2
gρλ

(
−Qµνλ −Qνµλ +Qλµν

)
= Lρ

νµ . (4)

In GR, both the Contorsion Tensor Kρ
µν and the Disformation Tensor Lρ

µν vanish identically. However, the latter

is just a possible choice and, depending on the form of the connection, three main models can be considered, namely1:

GR → Lρ
µν = Kρ

µν = 0 ,
TEGR → Rµ

νρσ(Γ) = Lρ
µν = 0 ,

STEGR → Rµ
νρσ(Γ) = Kρ

µν = 0 ,
(5)

where Rµ
νρσ(Γ) is the Riemann tensor. These three theories are completely equivalent at the level of field equations

and this can be shown by evaluating the corresponding actions. Specifically, using the definitions

Spµν ≡ Kµνp − gpνTσµ
σ + gpµTσν

σ , (6)

Q ≡ −1

4
Qαµν

[
−2Lαµν + gµν

(
Qα − Q̃α

)
− 1

2
(gαµQν + gανQµ)

]
, (7)

Qµ ≡ Q λ
µ λ , Q̃µ ≡ Q α

αµ , T ≡ T pµνSpµν , (8)

1 In TEGR and STEGR Γ̆ρ
µν is not present, even though it is not strictly zero.
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the three actions

SGR ≡ κ

2

∫
d4x

√
−g R+ S(m) , (9)

STEGR ≡ κ

2

∫
d4x

√
−g T + S(m) , (10)

SSTEGR ≡ κ

2

∫
d4x

√
−g Q+ S(m) , (11)

result equivalent up to a four-divergence. The field equations of TEGR, STEGR and the related extensions can be
found e.g. in [43, 46, 49, 83–88] and will not be further examined here. Another interesting extension of GR, which
deals with both torsion and non-metricity, is GTEGR. The latter can be obtained as a specific subcase of the general
teleparallel quadratic gravity action, i.e.

S|| =
1

2
M2

pl

∫
d4x

√
−g [a1TαµνT

αµν + a2TαµνT
νµα + a3TµT

µ

+b1QαµνT
ναµ + b2QµT

µ + b3Q̄µT
µ

c1QαµνQ
αµν + c2QαµνQ

µνα + c3QµQ
µ + c4Q̄µQ̄

µ + c5QµQ̄
µ
]
,

(12)

by setting the coefficients to

(a1, a2, a3) =

(
1

4
,
1

2
,−1

)
, (b1, b2, b3) = (−1, 1,−1) (13)

and (c1, c2, c3, c4, c5) =

(
1

4
,−1

2
,−1

4
, 0,

1

2

)
, (14)

where Mpl represents the Planck mass and we follow the same convention 2 as Ref. [64], with Tµ = Tα
µα and

Q̄µ = Qα
αµ. In order to recover TEGR, one must further require bi = ci = 0, whereas for STEGR one has to impose

ai = bi = 0. Both subcases are obviously limits of GTEGR taking non-metricity and torsion to zero, respectively. As
better detailed in Sec. III, the above alternative models can be formulated in terms of tetrads and spin connection. In
TEGR, for instance, the involvement of the spin connection does not affect the field equations. Consequently, setting
it to zero does not have physical implications and allows the theory to be exclusively expressed through the tetrad
field. However, in nonlinear modifications of TEGR, this becomes more complex, as a null spin connection leads to
the so called Weitzenböck gauge, influencing the options available for choosing the tetrad. For this reason, in the
covariant formulation of TEGR, the inclusion of the spin connection is essential. Yet, there is the possibility to adopt
a specific gauge where the spin connection vanishes, without altering the degrees of freedom. A detailed discussion
on the gauge fixing for the spin connection can be found e.g. in [90–94].

III. 3+1 DECOMPOSITION AND PRIMARY CONSTRAINTS

In adopting the 3+1 formalism, our fundamental variables will be α, βi, hij , L
µ
ν , but we will realize primary

constraints from the torsion sector, by using Lorentz indices and to transform the indices we use tetrads. We denote
the tetrad and its inverse respectively as θAµ and eA

µ, thus the torsion and the non-metricity tensors defined in Sec.
II can be written as:

TA
µν = 2∂[µθ

A
ν] + θB [νΓ

A
µ]B , Qαµν = ∂αgµν − 2Γβ

α(µgν)β , (15)

where teleparallelism implies that the connection can be cast in the following way [95]

Γα
µν =

(
L−1

)α
λ∂µL

λ
ν . (16)

2 In [64] there is an obvious typo, where the coefficients c1 and c2 are the same (realized by the symmetries of non-metricity). Furthermore,
the GTEGR coefficients contain a couple of sign mistakes for the mixed terms. This was, however, corrected in [89].
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Here, Lµ
ν ∈ GL(4,R) and has sixteen components. In the limit of symmetric teleparallel geometry Lµ

ν = ∂νξ
µ

and a coordinate choice making the connection vanish, known as “the coincident gauge”, can always be made.
In this way, the components of ξµ can be thought as Stückelberg fields, manifesting that the coincident gauge is
physically equivalent to the covariant formulation [95]. Similarly, in metric teleparallel geometries, transforming the
coordinate indices of Lµ

ν to tangent indices with the use of a tetrad, allows to introduce the so-called spin connection
ωA

Bµ = ΛA
C∂µΛB

C , which depends on Lorentz matrices ΛA
B . Torsion is then given by

TA
µν = 2∂[µθ

A
ν] + 2ωA

B[µθ
B
ν] (17)

and one can always perform a Lorentz transformation such that the spin connection vanishes [92]. However, in
general teleparallel geometries, the coincident gauge cannot be adopted, as it automatically implies vanishing torsion,
as follows from the definition (1).

The 3+1 decomposition involves constant-time hypersurfaces Σt and a normalized normal vector ξµ that complies
with the condition ξµξ

µ = −1. As outlined and detailed in Ref. [96], this split exclusively applies to spacetime indices,
excluding Lorentz indices. The hypersurfaces Σt form a manifold denoted by spatial indices i, j, k, ..., and feature the
induced metric γij . Following this division, the tetrads are characterized by

θA0 = αξA + βiθAi, (18)

with α being the lapse function, βi the shift vector and

ξA = −1

6
ϵABCDθBiθ

C
jθ

D
kϵ

ijk (19)

is normal to hypersurfaces of constant time slices. We use a 3+1 decomposition in the ADM formalism, so that the
metric takes the well-known form

gµν =

[
−α2 + hijβ

iβj hijβ
j

hijβ
j hij

]
, (20)

where hij = θAiθ
B
jηAB is the induced metric, with ηAB being the Minkowski metric. For brevity, we present results

with noncanonical index positions, like βi ≡ hijβ
j . However, note that this is a shorthand notation, especially when

one for example applies derivatives or variations to such objects.
Our canonical variables are α, βi, hij , L

µ
ν and to realize the primary constraints we will perform the irreducilbe

decomposition of velocities (and their conjugate momenta) under the rotation group O(3), as has been done in
[68, 91, 96–99]:

L̇A
i =

V L̇i +
AL̇jih

kjθAk + SL̇jih
jkθAk. (21)

We here omit the full decomposition and combine the trace with the trace-free part, since this sector is of less interest
for primary constraints, as we shall see later in this section.

By making a ADM decomposition of torsion and non-metricity and applying the chain rule, one gets

α
π :=

∂L
∂α̇

= −2α
∂L

∂Q000
, (22)

β
πi :=

∂L
∂β̇i

=
∂L

∂Q00
i
+ 2βi

∂L
∂Q000

, (23)

πij :=
∂L
∂ḣij

=
∂L

∂Q0ij
+ βiβj ∂L

∂Q000
+ βi ∂L

∂Q00j
+ βj ∂L

∂Q00i
. (24)

Next we need to find the conjugate momenta with respect to L, namely the rank-2 tensor Pµ
ν :=

∂L
∂L̇µ

ν

, which

turns out to be

Pµ
0 =

α
π

(
−α

(
L−1

)0
µ +

(
L−1

)i
µβi −

(
L−1

)0
µ
β2

α
− 2

(
L−1

)i
µ
βi

α

)
− 2

β
πi

(
βi

(
L−1

)0
µ +

(
L−1

)i
µ

)
=:

α
π
α

Sµ +
β
πi

β

Si
µ.

(25)
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Thus, we get four primary constraints for the connection

PCµ
0 = Pµ

0 − α
π
α

Sµ +
β
πi

β

Si
µ ≈ 0. (26)

The other twelve components of P can be written as

Pµ
i =

1

2
θBµ

(
L−1

)A
B

∂L
∂TA

0i
− 2πij

(
βj

(
L−1

)0
µ +

(
L−1

)k
µhjk

)
+ 2

β
πi

(
(α2 − β2)

(
L−1

)0
µ −

(
L−1

)j
µβj

)
+ 2βiβπj

(
βj

(
L−1

)0
µ +

(
L−1

)j
µ

)
+ 4

α
π

(
2αβi

(
L−1

)0
µ −

(
L−1

)0
µ
βi

α
β2 −

(
L−1

)j
µ
βi

α
βj

)
=:

1

2
θBµ

(
L−1

)A
B

∂L
∂TA

0i
+ πijSµj +

β
πi

β

Sµ − βiβπj

β

Sj
µ +

α
π
α

Si
µ.

(27)

The vector momenta is obtained by the following particular contraction

VP i = 2ξDLC
DeC

µPµ
i = ξA

∂L
∂TA

0i
(28)

and similarly one obtains the antisymmetric and symmetric momenta

AP [ji] = 2LC
DeC

µθDkh
k[jPµ

i] = θAkh
k[j ∂L

∂TA|0|i]
, (29)

SP (ji) =LC
DeC

µθDkh
k(jPµ

i) =
1

2
θAkh

k(j ∂L
∂TA|0|i)

+ LC
DeC

µθDkh
k(j βπi)

β

Sµ − LC
DeC

µθDkh
k(jβi)βπj

β

Sj
µ

+
α
πLC

DeC
µθDkh

k(j
α

Si)
µ + LC

DeC
µθDkh

k(jπi)kSµk

=
1

2
θAkh

k(j ∂L
∂TA|0|i)

+ LC
DeC

µθDkh
k(j βπi)

β

Sµ − LC
DeC

µθDkh
k(jβi)βπj

β

Sj
µ

+
α
πLC

DeC
µθDkh

k(j
α

Si)
µ + LC

DeC
µθDkh

k(jπi)kSµk

=:
1

2
θAkh

k(j ∂L
∂TA|0|i)

+ SΠij .

(30)

forming the whole set of primary constraints for GTEGR. The primary constraints can be obtained from the above
conjugate momenta, specifically looking at conditions for which they become independent of velocities. By defining
α

A1 = c1 + c2 + c3 + c4 + c5,
α

A2 = 2c3 + c5 and
α

A3 = b2 + b3, the conjugate momentum with respect to the lapse
function can be recast as:

α
π =

√
hMpl

[
2
α

A1
Q000

α4
− 4

α

AQ00iβ
i

α4
− 2

α

A1
Qi00β

i

α4
+ 4

α

A1
Qi0jβ

iβj

α4
+ 2

α

A1
Q0ijβ

iβj

α4

−
α

A2
Q0

α2
− (2c4 + c5)

Q̄0 − Q̄iβ
i

α2
− 2

α

A1
Qijkβ

iβjβk

α4
+

α

A2
Qiβ

i

α2

−
α

A3
TA

0iθA
i

α2
−

α

A3
TA

ijβ
iθA

j

α2

]
.

(31)

When the torsion vanishes, the above expression is consistent with Ref. [100]; moreover, a primary constraint arises
iff the R.H.S. is independent of velocities, i.e. when the non-metricity term Q0∗∗ and the torsion term T0 cancel each

other out. As a first approximation, the primary constraint can be simply obtained by setting
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 = 0
resulting in the following constraint:

α

C =
α
π +

Mpl

√
h

α2

[
(2c4 + c5)

(
Q̄0 − Q̄iβ

i
)]

≈ 0. (32)
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Before writing the explicit expression of the shift conjugate momentum, it useful to define
β

A1 = 2c1 + c2 + c4 and
β

A2 = b1 − b3, so that Eq. (23) can be written as:

β
πi =

Mpl

√
h

2

[
2
β

A1
Q00i

α3
− 2

β

A1
Q0ijβ

j

α3
− 2

β

A1
Qj0iβ

j

α3
− 2(2c2 + c5)

Qi0jβ
j

α3
− c5

Qi

α

+(2c2 + c5)
Qi00

α3
+ (2c2 + c5)

Qijkβ
jβk

α3
+ 2

β

A1
Qjikβ

jβk

α3
− 2c4

Q̄i

α

+
β

A2
TA

0iξA
α2

+
β

A2
TA

ijξAβ
j

α2
− b3

TA
ijθA

j

α

]
.

(33)

From the above equation, it turns out that the associated primary constraints appear iff
β

A1 =
β

A2 = 0, giving

β

Ci =
β
πi − Mpl

√
h

2

[
(2c2 + c5)

α3

(
Qi

00 +Qi
jkβ

jβk − 2Qi
0jβ

j
)
− c5

Qi

α
− 2c4

Q̄i

α
− b3

T i

α

]
≈ 0. (34)

Also here, Eq. (34) is consistent with Ref. [100], but it is worth noticing that torsion arises due to the presence of
mixed terms. For this reason, it is expected that diffeomorphism will be realized from the Hamiltonian analysis in a
more complex way than GR and STEGR.

Let us now consider the vector irreducible part of the conjugate momentum (28), which, by means of the definitions
V
A1 = 2a1 + a2 + a3 and

V
A2 =

β

A2 = b1 − b3, can be recast in the following compact form:

VP i = −Mpl

√
h

α2

V
A1αξAT

A
0
i −

V
A1αξAT

A
j
iβj − a3αθ

B
jηABT

Aji +

V
A2

2
Q00

i

−
V
A2

2
βjQ0j

i +
b2
2
α2Qi +

b3
2
α2Q̄i − 1

2
(b1 + b2)Q

i
00 + (b1 + b2)Q

i
0jβ

j

−
V
A2

2
Qj0

iβj +

V
A2

2
Qjk

iβjβk − 1

2
(b1 + b2)Q

i
jkβ

jβk

 .

(35)

By setting
V
A1 =

V
A2 = 0, we obtain the following primary constraint

VCi = VP i +
Mpl

√
h

α2

[
−a3αθ

B
jηABT

Aji +
b2
2
α2Qi +

b3
2
α2Q̄i − 1

2
(b1 + b2)Q

i
00

+(b1 + b2)Q
i
0jβ

j − 1

2
(b1 + b2)Q

i
jkβ

jβk

]
≈ 0.

(36)

With regard to the antisymmetric irreducible part of the conjugate momentum, it is enough to define
A
A1 = 2a1 − a2

to get

AP [ji] =

√
hMpl

4α

[
2
A
A1T

A
0
jθA

i − 2
A
A1T

A
0
iθA

j + 2
A
A1T

AjkβkθA
i + 2

A
A1T

AkiβkθA
j

+4a2αξAT
Aij − b1α

3Qj
0
i + b1α

3Qi
0
j + b1αQ

jikβk − b1αQ
ijkβk

] (37)

and the primary constraint occurs as soon as
A
A1 = 0, where we have

AC [ji] = AP [ji] −
√
hMpl

4

[
4a2ξAT

Aij − b1α
2Qj

0
i + b1α

2Qi
0
j + b1Q

jikβk − b1Q
ijkβk

]
≈ 0. (38)

The presence of non-metricity in Eq. (38) demonstrates the influence stemming from mixed terms. Before looking at
the symmetric momenta SP it is useful to define the following: SA1 = b1 + 2a1 + a2,

SA2 = b2 + a3,
SA3 = b2 + b3,
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SA4 = b2+4c3,
SA5 = 2c3+ c5,

SA6 = b1+4c1,
SA7 = c1+ c2+ c3+ c4+ c5, and

SA8 = 2c1+ c2+ c4. The momenta
takes the following form:

SP ij =
Mpl

2α2

[
−2SA1αθA

jTA
0
i − 2SA1αθA

iTA
0
j − 4SA2αT0h

ij + 4SA3T0
βiβj

α
− 2SA4Q0

hij

α

+4SA5Q0
βiβj

α
+ 2(SA3 + 2SA5)Q000

hij

α
− 8SA7Q000

βiβj

α
− 4(SA3 + 2SA5)Q00k

βk

α
hij

+16SA7Q00k
βiβjβk

α3
− 4SA8Q00

i β
j

α
− 4SA8Q00

j β
i

α
+ 2(SA3 + 2SA5)Q0kl

βkβl

α
hij

−8SA7Q0kl
βiβjβkβl

α3
+ 4SA8Q0k

i β
jβk

α
+ 4SA8Q0k

j β
iβk

α
− 2SA6αQ0

ij

]
+ SSij + SΠij ,

(39)

where the purely spatial part is given by

SSij =
Mpl

√
h

α2

[
SA1αT

AkjβkθA
i + SA1αT

AkiθA
j − b3αT

A
k
iθA

kβj − b3αT
A
k
jθA

kβi

+αhijTA
klθA

lβk (2a3 + 2b2)− 2SA3
βiβjβk

α
TA

klθA
l + SA4αQkβ

khij + αQ̄kβ
khij (b3 + 2c5)

−(SA3 + 2SA5)h
ijQklm

βkβlβm

α
+ SA6αQk

ijβk +
α

2
Qjikβk (b1 + c2) +

α

2
Qijkβk (b1 + c2)

−2SA8Qkl
j β

iβkβl

α
− 2SA8Qkl

i β
jβkβl

α
+ 4SA7Qklm

βiβjβkβlβm

α3
+Qj

kl
βiβkβl

α
(−2c2 − c5)

+Qi
kl
βjβkβl

α
(−2c2 − c5)− 2SA5Qk

βiβjβk

α
+ 2c4αQ̄

jβi + 2c4αQ̄
iβj + Q̄k

βiβjβk

α
(−4c4 − 2c5)

+c5αQ
jβi + c5αQ

iβj
]
.

(40)

If we plug the aforementioned coefficients making null the velocities, we get the following primary constraint

SCij = SP ij − Mpl

√
h

α2

[
b2αT

A
k
iθA

kβj + b2αT
A
k
jθA

kβi +
α

2
Qjikβk (−b2 + c2) +

α

2
Qijkβk (−b2 + c2)

+Qj
kl
βiβkβl

α

(
−2c2 −

b2
2

)
+Qi

kl
βjβkβl

α

(
−2c2 −

b2
2

)
+ 2c4αQ̄

jβi + 2c4αQ̄
iβj

+Q̄k
βiβjβk

α
(−4c4 − b2) +

b2
2
αQjβi +

b2
2
αQiβj

]
− SΠij ≈ 0.

(41)

There are also primary constraints associated with the induced metric, whose occurrence automatically yields no
propagating spin-2 field. Thus, if such conditions are satisfied, the resulting theory cannot be understood as a gravity
model, but rather as a different theory relying on a rank-2 tensor. The momentum reads:

π(ij) =
M2

pl

√
h

α3

[
−2c1α

2Q0
ij − 2c3α

2hijQ0 + (2c3 + c5)h
ijQ000

+2(2c3 + c5)h
ijQ00

kβk + 2(2c3 + c5)h
ijQ0klβ

kβl

−c5h
ijα2Q̄0 − (2c3 + c5)h

ijQk00β
k + 2(2c3 + c5)h

ijQk0lβ
kβl

+2c1α
2Qk

ijβk + c2α
2Qijkβk + c2α

2Qjikβk + 2c3h
ijα2Qkβ

k

+c5h
ijα2Q̄kβ

k − (2c3 + c5)h
ijQklmβkβlβm − b2α

2hijTA
0kθA

k − b1α
2TA

0
(iθA

j)

+b1αT
A
0
(iβj)ξA − b1T

A
0kβ

iβjβk
]
.

(42)

For general and symmetric teleparallel theories, the following choice makes the spin-2 field nondynamical:

b1 = b2 = c1 = c3 = c5 = 0, (43)

gives rise to the following 6 primary constraints

NGC(ij) = π(ij) ≈ 0, (44)
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where NG stands for “No Gravity”. As stated in [100], the imposition c1 = c3 = c5 = 0 gives us primary constraints
for symmetric teleparallelism.

In the context of symmetric teleparallelism, primary constraints have not been derived, except for STEGR [100, 101]
and f(Q) [102–105]. In [100], the analysis of the Hessian reveals that primary constraints occur either when c1 =

c3 = c5 = 0 or c4 = −c2 +
c25
4c3

, though the explicit expression of the primary constraints is not presented. However, it
can be seen that c1 = c3 = c5 gives primary constraints for the full symmetric part in symmetric teleparallel gravity.
In symmetric teleparallel quadratic gravity, it is possible to get the explicit expression of six primary constraints,

occurring if c1 = c3 = c5 = 0. Reasonably, the condition c4 = −c2 +
c25
4c3

gives rise to one primary constraint
associated to the trace, but this scenario will not be further investigated here, since this sector is non-gravitational
due to the absence of spin-2 fields. In metric teleparallelism the primary constraints related to the non-gravitational
sector are trivial [96], as discussed in Sec. IVC.

In this study, we aim to present the conditions for primary constraints in general teleparallel quadratic gravity,
from which it is possible to classify their different combinations and count the number of possibilities. Note that, as
already demonstrated in the case of metric teleparallelism [98] and symmetric teleparallelism [100], often degeneracy
can occur. Hence, certain combinations derived from combinatorial analysis, can represent trivial theories; on the
other hand, a combination of specific primary constraints could impose an additional constraint. All possibilities are
listed and displayed respectively in Table I and in Fig. 1.

Name Theory Constraints # free parameters
G1 AI ̸= 0 ∀ I ∈ {α, β,V,A,S, T } No constraints 10

G2
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 = 0
α

C 7

G3
β

A1 =
β

A2 = 0
β

Ci 8

G4 VA1 = VA2 = 0 VCi 8

G5 AA1 = 0 AC [ji] 9

G6
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 =
β

A1 =
β

A2 = 0
α

C,
β

Ci 5

G7
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 = VA1 = VA2 = 0
α

C, VCi 5

G8
α

A1 =
α

A2 + 2
α

A3 = AA1 = 0
α

C, AC [ji] 7

G9
β

A1 =
β

A2 = VA1 = 0
β

Ci, VCi 7

G10
β

A1 =
β

A2 = AA1 = 0
β

Ci, AC [ji] 7

G11 VA1 = VA2 = AA1 = 0 VCi, AC [ji] 7

G12
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 =
β

A1 =
β

A2 = VA1 = 0
α

C,
β

Ci, VCi 4

G13
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 =
β

A1 =
β

A2 = AA1 = 0
α

C,
β

Ci, AC [ji] 4

G14
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 = VA1 = VA2 = AA1 = 0
α

C, VCi, AC [ji] 4

G15
β

A1 =
β

A2 = VA1 = AA1 = 0
β

Ci, VCi, AC [ji] 6

G16
α

A1 =
α

A2 =
α

A3 = VA1 =
β

A1 = VA2 = AA1 = 0
α

C,
β

Ci, VCi, AC [ji] 3

G17 SAi =
α

Ai =
β

Ai = VAi = 0 SCij ,
α

C,
β

C
i

, VCi 2

G18 SAi =
α

Ai =
β

Ai = VAi = AAi = 0 SCij ,
α

C,
β

C
i

, VCi,AC [ji] 1

G19 b1 = b2 = c1 = c3 = c5 = 0 NGC(ji) 5

TABLE I: Classification of general teleparallel quadratic theories based on primary constraints

In the Table I we have introduced the index i for brevity. It should be understood as running through all possible

labels of the corresponding A. For example one should view
α

Ai as taking any of the values
α

A1,
α

A2,
α

A3.
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NC NG

S

A

V α

β

G14

G11

G16

G17

G15

G13

G10

G6

G4 G2

G3G5

G1

G18

G8
G9

G19

G7

G12

FIG. 1: Visualization the constraints that G1-G19 theories satisfy, respectively. The lower left region (NC) is the most generic
theory with no constraint. The lower right corner (NG) stands for “no gravity” and is constrained such that the spin-2 field
is non-propagating. The five corners, i.e. α, β,V,A, S, represent the parameter spaces that have primary constraints for lapse,
shift, vector, antisymmetric and symmetric, respectively. The combinations for coefficients that impose primary constraints
are collected to the right.

IV. PRIMARY CONSTRAINTS IN THE TRINITY OF GRAVITY AND ITS NONLINEAR
EXTENSIONS

Let us begin by recalling the values to which the coefficients ci must be set to restore GTEGR:

(a1, a2, a3) =

(
1

4
,
1

2
,−1

)
, (b1, b2, b3) = (−1, 1,−1) (45)

and (c1, c2, c3, c4, c5) =

(
1

4
,−1

2
,−1

4
, 0,

1

2

)
. (46)

Notice that these coefficients satisfy the conditions for the presence of primary constraints, except for NGCij (or their
irreducible parts). The case of TEGR is obtained in the limit b1 = b2 = b3 = c1 = c2 = c3 = c4 = c5 = 0, while to get
STEGR we must set b1 = b2 = b3 = a1 = a2 = a3 = 0. Consequently, we can obtain the primary constraints for the
tinity of gravity by simply plugging these coefficients into the result obtained in the previous section. Note that we
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still have the following theory-independent constraints3:

PCµ
0 = Pµ

0 − α
π
α

Sµ +
β
πi

β

Si
µ ≈ 0, (47)

The GTEGR coefficients have a similar role for nonlinear extensions. Let us then assume that extended GTEGR
model can be recast as a second-order theory non-minimally coupled to a dynamical scalar field, namely

Sf(G) =
1

2
M2

pl

∫
d4x

√
−gf(G) ≡ 1

2
M2

pl

∫
d4x

√
−g (ϕG− V (ϕ)) , (48)

where G is defined as the argument of the action in Eq. (12), with the coefficients set as in Eqs. (45) and (46), namely

G ≡1

4
TαµνT

αµν +
1

2
TαµνT

νµα − TµT
µ

−QαµνT
ναµ +QµT

µ − Q̄µT
µ

+
1

4
QαµνQ

αµν − 1

2
QαµνQ

µνα − 1

4
QµQ

µ +
1

2
QµQ̄

µ.

(49)

This is not proved and we take it for granted, assuming that under conformal transformations modified GTEGR
behaves like f(R) [106] and f(Q) [103] gravities. By imposing vanishing non-metricity or torsion, f(T ) and f(Q)
models are respectively restored. In all cases, we can immediately note the primary constraints yield

ϕ
π :=

∂L

∂ϕ̇
≈ 0. (50)

It is worthwhile stressing the difference between f(G) and f(R) gravity. In the latter case, the velocities ϕ̇ appear
because of the presence of second order derivatives in R, which can be cast in terms of time derivatives of ϕ prior
integrating by parts. The same does not occur in the latter case, namely in f(G), since G does not contain higher
order derivatives. The presence of the scalar field alters the primary constraints in the trinity of gravity, due to a
re-scaling of the conjugate momenta. This introduces a relative factor of ϕ alongside other terms within the primary
constraints (if present), correspondingly breaking the symmetry, while activating new degrees of freedom found in the
nonlinear extensions to the trinity of gravity. In the following subsections we will list the primary constraints of the
trinity of gravity as well as the primary constraints in their nonlinear extensions.

A. GTEGR and f(G)

Let us start by writing the GTEGR primary constraint related to lapse function α:

α

C =
α
π +

Mpl

√
h

2α2

(
Q̄0 − Q̄iβ

i
)
≈ 0, (51)

which coincides with the corresponding primary constraint in STEGR. By plugging the coefficients (45) and (46) into
the shift primary constraint (34), we get

β

Cm =
β
πm +

Mpl

√
h

2

[
1

2α3

(
Qi00 +Qijkβ

jβk − 2Qi0jβ
j
)
+

Qm

2α
− Tm

α

]
≈ 0, (52)

which is equivalent to the corresponding primary constraint of STEGR, except for the presence of an additional
torsion term. This result suggests that diffeomorphism invariance emerges in a more intricate way than the case of
STEGR. Adopting the same procedure for the vector constraint yields

VCi = VP i +
Mpl

√
h

α

[
θBjηABT

Aji +
α

2
Qi − α

2
Q̄i

]
≈ 0. (53)

3 The same contraints will be used throughout the rest of the paper
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Here we notice that the primary constraint is influenced by the mixed term and this gives rise to the presence of non-
metricity. If one assume non-metricity to vanish, the corresponding primary constraints for TEGR can be recovered.
The final primary constraint is given by the antisymmetric irreducible part and reads as:

AC [ji] = AP [ji] −
√
hMpl

4

[
2ξAT

Aij + α2Qj
0
i − α2Qi

0
j −Qjikβk +Qijkβk

]
≈ 0. (54)

Also in this case, the above constraint contains non-metricity terms in addition to the expected torsion term. This
means that both diffeomorphism and Lorentz invariance are realized in a more complicate way, if compared to canonical
gravity, STEGR and TEGR. Finally, the symmetric constraints associated with the relation between metric and affine
connection reduces to

SCij = SP ij − Mpl

√
h

α2

[
αTA

k
iθA

kβj + αTA
k
jθA

kβi − 3

4
αQjikβk − 3

4
αQijkβk +Qj

kl
βiβkβl

2α
+Qi

kl
βjβkβl

2α

−Q̄k
βiβjβk

α
+

1

2
αQjβi +

1

2
αQiβj

]
− SΠij ≈ 0.

(55)

Extending this result to the nonlinear extension of GTEGR is straightforward by recasting the f(G) model in the
Jordan frame, namely as a scalar tensor theory of the form presented in Eq. (48). As shown in Refs. [96, 103], the
equivalence between the two frames can be realized both in f(T ) and f(Q) gravity. From this ansatz it follows that
the aforementioned primary constraints will be deformed by a factor ϕ, which in turn carries an additional constraint.
Thus the whole set of primary constraints in f(G) gravity reads as:

ϕ
π ≈ 0, (56)

α

Cf(G) =
α
π + ϕ

Mpl

√
h

2α2

(
Q̄0 − Q̄iβ

i
)
≈ 0, (57)

β

Cm
f(G) =

β
πm + ϕ

Mpl

√
h

2

[
1

2α3

(
Qi00 +Qijkβ

jβk − 2Qi0jβ
j
)
+

Qm

2α
− Tm

α

]
≈ 0, (58)

VCi
f(G) =

Vπi + ϕ
Mpl

√
h

α

[
θBjηABT

Aji +
α

2
Qi − α

2
Q̄i

]
≈ 0, (59)

AC
[ji]
f(G) =

Aπ[ji] − ϕ

√
hMpl

4

[
2ξAT

Aij + α2Qj
0
i − α2Qi

0
j −Qjikβk +Qijkβk

]
≈ 0, (60)

SCij = SP ij − ϕ
Mpl

√
h

α2

[
αTA

k
iθA

kβj + αTA
k
jθA

kβi − 3

4
αQjikβk − 3

4
αQijkβk +Qj

kl
βiβkβl

2α
+Qi

kl
βjβkβl

2α

−Q̄k
βiβjβk

α
+

1

2
αQjβi +

1

2
αQiβj

]
− SΠij ≈ 0.

(61)

One can conclude that calculating the Poisson brackets needs cumbersome computations and that the intricate
realization of symmetries in GTEGR will be consequently deformed.

B. STEGR and f(Q)

The limit of STEGR can be obtained by assuming a vanishing torsion in the action4 (12) and properly setting
the values of the coefficients ai, bi, ci. The vector and antisymmetric irreducible parts are pure tetrad contributions

4 Note that one cannot simply take the primary constraints of GTEGR and set the torsion to zero, since they originate from a variation
with respect to torsion.
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that trivially vanish Vπi = Aπ[ij] = 0, as symmetric teleparallelism can be formulated completely in terms of the
metric. The conjugate momenta with respect to lapse and shift are, in contrast to canonical gravity, dependent on
non-metricity itself:

α

C =
α
π +

Mpl

√
h

2α2

(
Q̄0 − Q̄iβ

i
)
≈ 0, (62)

β

Cm =
β
πm +

Mpl

√
h

2

[
1

2α3

(
Qi00 +Qijkβ

jβk − 2Qi0jβ
j
)
+

Qm

2α

]
≈ 0. (63)

Notice that the former constraint turns out to be the same as in GTEGR. Finally, there are momenta with respect to
the connection related to primary constraints. Apart from the four temporal constraints, mentioned at the beginning
of this section, we also have the following twelve constraints occurring for any symmetric teleparallel theory

VCi = VP i ≈ 0, AC [ji] = AP [ji] ≈ 0, SCi = SP ij − SΠij ≈ 0. (64)

This is consistent with the findings of Refs. [93, 95], though the expressions provided in the latter reference differ
since they do not adopt the ADM-variables. In other words, the coincident gauge is always allowed in symmetric
teleparallel theories, but the same does not hold in general teleparallel theories.

The nonlinear extension f(Q), can be dealt with by considering the action (48) and setting bi = ci = 0. Moreover,
similarly to the case of f(Q) it is convenient to consider the Einstein frame, so that a further constraint arises due to
the presence of the scalar field ϕ. The whole set of primary constraints in f(Q) gravity is:

ϕ

Cf(Q) =
ϕ
π ≈ 0, (65)

α

Cf(Q) =
α
π + ϕ

Mpl

√
h

2α2

(
Q̄0 − Q̄iβ

i
)
≈ 0, (66)

β

Cm
f(Q) =

β
πm + ϕ

Mpl

√
h

2

[
1

2α3

(
Qi00 +Qijkβ

jβk − 2Qi0jβ
j
)
+

Qm

2α

]
≈ 0. (67)

Nevertheless, an alternative form of the primary constraints is presented in the literature [102–105], with a nontrivial

expression for
ϕ
π, which is claimed to be obtained after an integration by parts. The references also made different

conclusions regarding the number of propagating degrees of freedom, which suggests that the Hamiltonian structure
for symmetric teleparallel theories needs to undergo a more extensive analysis in order to clarify disputing results.

C. TEGR and f(T )

Let us finally consider the most well-studied theory within the trinity of gravity, TEGR. Enforcing non-metricity
to vanish at the level of the action, it is straightforward to realize that there are no time derivatives in the lapse and
shift sectors, thus απ = βπi = 0. However, as pointed out in [96], the primary constraints for the antisymmetric and
vector parts contain torsion, contrary to the case of canonical gravity. The primary constraints then read

VCi = Vπi +
Mpl

√
h

α
θBjηABT

Aji ≈ 0, (68)

and

AC [ji] = Aπ[ji] −
√
hMpl

4
2ξAT

Aij ≈ 0. (69)

They both differ from the GTEGR case due to the absence of non-metricity. In the absence of non-metricity, Eq.
(61) does not trivialize, no associated primary constraint can be found and LA

µ plays the role of a tetrad. It is
known that the affine connection can be split in two parts, associated with tetrad and spin connection [39]. On the
other hand, one can always choose the so-called Weitzenböck gauge, where the dynamics is contained into the tetrads
[90, 107], which appear along with the primary constraints. Alternatively, the same can be realized by coordinate
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transformation in the tangent space [92]. Here we found a new perspective for the Hamiltonian analysis, by simply
using the sixteen components of Lµ

ν as our starting point, instead of the sixteen components of the tetrad, but
assuming the Weitzenböck gauge. Previous works in the covariant formulation include six additional degrees of
freedom associated with the spin connection and, in some cases, even curvature is included in the action as Lagrange
multipliers. Note that, in metric teleparallel gravity, it is still possible to get primary constraints in the symmetric
sector. However, this kills the degrees of freedom of the spin-2 field, contrary to the requisite for having a gravitational
theory [61] (the explicit expressions can be found in [96] and references therein).

The most well-studied extended teleparallel theory is f(T ) and, although suffering from inconsistencies [96], several
studies about the Hamiltonian analysis reveals the existence of five degrees of freedom [108]. The existing literature
in this context agrees upon the form of the primary constraints to be

ϕ

Cf(T ) =
ϕ
π ≈ 0, (70)

VCi
f(T ) =

Vπi + ϕ
Mpl

√
h

α
θBjηABT

Aji ≈ 0, (71)

AC
[ji]
f(T ) =

Aπ[ji] − ϕ

√
hMpl

4
2ξAT

Aij ≈ 0. (72)

V. CONDITIONS FOR PRIMARY CONSTRAINTS IN THE IRREDUCIBLE REPRESENTATION OF
TORSION AND NON-METRICITY

Torsion and non-metricity can be decomposed in irreducible parts [70, 72, 109–111], one of which plays a crucial role
in the one-parameter healthy class of metric teleparallel quadratic gravity5[91, 113]. The most famous irreducible part
of non-metricity is accounted for the Weyl vector Wµ. To complete the irreducible decomposition of non-metricity,
four terms are needed (including the Weyl vector), i.e.:

Wµ =
1

4
Qµ, (73)

Λµ =
4

9

(
Q̄µ −Wµ

)
, (74)

Ωλ
µν = −

[
ϵµνρσQρσλ + ϵµνρλ

(
3

4
Λρ −Wρ

)]
, (75)

qλµν = Q(λµν) − g(µνWλ) −
3

4
g(µνΛλ). (76)

For the torsion we have three terms, namely

vµ = T ν
µν , (77)

aµ = ϵµλρνT
λρν , (78)

tλµν = Tλµν − 2

3
gλ[νTµ] −

1

6
ϵλρµνa

ρ, (79)

named the vector, axial and tensor parts, respectively. According to this representation, the GTEGR scalar G can
be recast as

k1tαµνt
αµν + k2aµa

µ + k3vµv
µ + k4ϵ

µναβtλµνΩ
λ
αβ + k5vµW

µ + k6vµΛ
µ + k7qαµνq

αµν

+k8Ωα
µνΩα

µν + k9ΛµΛ
µ + k10WµW

µ + k11WµΛ
µ.

(80)

5 In [112], the statement that other theories propagate ghosts was proven to be incorrect and from this point of view the harsh conclusions
of the viability of those theories can be weakened.
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Most of the terms in the above expression can be written explicitly in terms of Weyl vector, torsion and non-metricity.
In particular, we have:

k7qλµνq
λµν =k7

[
Q(λµν)Q

(λµν) − 2Q(λµν)g
(µνWλ) − 3

2
Q(λµν)g

(µνΛλ) + g(µνWλ)g
(µνWλ)

+
3

2
g(µνWλ)g

(µνΛλ) +
9

16
g(µνΛλ)g

(µνΛλ)

]
=k7

[
1

2
QλµνQ

µλν +
1

2
QλµνQ

λµν +
1

36
Q̄λQ

λ +
11

72
QλQ

λ − 1

18
Q̄λQ̄

λ

]
,

(81)

k8Ωλ
µνΩλ

µν =

[
ϵµνρσQρσλ + ϵµνρλ

(
3

4
Λρ −Wρ

)][
ϵµναβQ

αβλ + ϵµνα
λ

(
3

4
Λα −Wα

)]
=ϵµνρσQρσλϵµναβQ

αβλ + ϵµνρσQρσλϵµνα
λ

(
3

4
Λα −Wα

)
+ ϵµνρλ

(
3

4
Λρ −Wρ

)
ϵµναβQ

αβλ + ϵµνρλ

(
3

4
Λρ −Wρ

)
ϵµνα

λ

(
3

4
Λα −Wα

)
=2QαβλQ

αβλ − 2QβαλQ
αβλ − 2

3
QλQ

λ − 2

3
Q̄λQ̄

λ +
4

3
QλQ̄

λ,

(82)

k9ΛµΛ
µ =

16

81

(
Q̄µ − 1

4
Qµ

)(
Q̄µ − 1

4
Qµ

)
=

16

81
Q̄µQ̄

µ − 8

81
QµQ̄

µ +
1

81
QµQ

µ, (83)

k10WµW
µ =

k10
16

QµQ
µ, (84)

k11WµΛ
µ =

1

9
Qµ(Q̄

µ − 1

4
Qµ), (85)

from which it is possible to get the following system of linear equations in the symmetric teleparallel case

c1QλµνQ
λµν = QλµνQ

λµν

(
1

2
k7 + 2k8

)
, (86)

c2QλµνQ
µλν = QλµνQ

µλν

(
1

2
k7 − 2k8

)
, (87)

c3QµQ
µ = QµQ

µ

(
− 7

72
k7 −

2

3
k8 +

1

81
k9 +

1

16
k10 −

1

36
k11

)
, (88)

c4Q̄µQ̄
µ = Q̄µQ̄

µ

(
− 1

18
k7 −

2

3
k8 +

16

81
k9 +

1

9
k11

)
, (89)

c5Q̄µQ
µ = Q̄µQ

µ

(
−2

9
k7 +

4

3
k8 −

8

81
k9

)
, (90)

whose solution is 

k7 = c1 + c2
k8 = c1−c2

4

k9 = 9
8c1 −

45
8 c2 − 81

8 c5
k10 = 16c3 + 4c4 + 10c5
k11 = 9c2 + 9c4 + 18c5



c1 = 1
2k7 + 2k8

c2 = 1
2k7 − 2k8

c3 = 11
72k7 −

2
3k8 +

1
81k9 +

1
16k10 −

1
36k11

c4 = − 1
18k7 −

2
3k8 +

16
81k9 +

1
9k11

c5 = − 2
9k7 +

4
3k8 −

8
81k9

(91)
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If we substitute the STEGR-coefficients in the above solution, we obtain that the only non-vanishing coefficients ki
are: 

k7 = − 1
4

k8 = 3
16

k9 = − 63
32

k10 = 1

k11 = 9
2 ,

(92)

so that conditions for primary constraints take the following form
α

A1 = 7
8k7 +

1
9k9 +

1
16k10 +

1
12k11

α

A2 = 1
12k7 −

2
27k9 +

1
8k10 −

1
18k11

β

A1 = 13
9 k7 +

4
3k8 +

16
81k9 +

1
9k11.

(93)

Note that the term k8Ωλ
µνΩλ

µν is only involved in the condition for constraints related to shift, and not for lapse.
However, the whole set of coefficients ci are involved in the primary constraint for lapse, in the standard action
formulation for symmetric teleparallel theories. Furthermore, we also notice that k10WµW

µ is not involved in the
condition for primary constraint related to the shift sector. However, this is not an improvement from the previous
formulation, as neither c3 nor c5 determine any condition for this primary constraint.
In future works it would be interesting to check the further restrictions that can be obtained by demanding the

Hamiltonian to be linear in lapse and shift.
The case of metric teleparallelism is already known (see Ref. [114] for details) and leads to the following solution

for the coefficients ai: 
a1 = 1

2k1 −
1
18k2

a2 = 1
2k1 +

1
9k2

a3 = k3 − 1
2k1


k1 = 2

3 (2a1 + a2)

k2 = 6(a2 − a1)

k3 = 1
3 (2a1 + a2) + a3 ,

(94)

from which the conditions for primary constraints automatically follow
VA1 = k1 + k3
AA1 = 1

2k1 −
2
9k2

SA1 = 3
2k1

T A1 = 3k3

. (95)

Finally, in order to evaluate the case of quadratic metric teleparallel theories of gravity, it is necessary to consider
non-vanishing trace and symmetric sectors, thus imposing k1, k3 ̸= 0, otherwise no propagating spin-2 field occurs
and the physical relevance of the corresponding theory is consequently lost. Fixing one of them with the Planck mass
and the ghost-free condition VA1 = 0, makes k2 the only free parameter. The latter governs the axial part and, if set
to k2 = 9

4k1, allows to restore TEGR, though the remaining parameters lead to a new physics that have been shown
to suffer from the strong coupling problem [61, 62].

Similarly to the previous case, by considering the explicit expression of ki coefficients, namely

k4ϵ
µναβtλµνΩ

λ
αβ = −12TλµνQ

µνλ, (96)

k5vµW
µ =

1

4
k5TµQ

µ, (97)

k6vµΛ
µ = k6

4

9
Tµ

(
Q̄µ − 1

4
Qµ

)
, (98)
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we can write the following system of linear equations

b1QαµνT
ναµ = −12k4QαµνT

ναµ, (99)

b2QµT
µ = QµT

µ(
1

4
k5 −

1

9
k6), (100)

b3Q̄µT
µ =

4

9
k6, (101)

whose solution yields 
k4 = − 1

12b1
k5 = 4b2 +

4
9b3

k6 = 9
4b3


b1 = −12k4
b2 = 1

4k5 −
1
9k6

b3 = 4
9k6 .

(102)

Finally, the symmetric constraint related to GTEGR read

SA1 = −12k4 +
3
2k1

SA2 = 1
4k5 −

1
9k6 + k3 − 1

2k1
SA3 = 1

4k5 +
1
3k6

SA4 = 1
4k5 −

1
9k6 +

11
18k7 −

8
3k8 +

4
81k9 +

1
4k10 −

1
9k11

SA5 = 1
12k7 −

2
27k9 +

1
8k10 −

1
18k11

SA6 = −12k4 + 2k7 + 8k8
SA7 = 7

8k7 +
1
9k9 +

1
16k10 +

1
12k11

SA8 = 13
9 k7 +

4
3k8 +

16
81k9 +

1
9k11

(103)

From the results within the scope of this article, we cannot see any advantage of writing torsion and non-metricity
into irreducible parts. However, as noted for quadratic symmetric teleparallel gravity, we found k8Ωλ

µνΩλ
µν to play

a special role regarding the primary constraints for lapse and shift, such as axial torsion plays a special role in metric
teleparallel quadratic gravity.

VI. SHIFTED ALGEBRA AMONG CONSTRAINTS

It is well-known that the trinity of gravity (including GTEGR) gives rise to the same field equations as GR. The
degrees of freedom are, hence, two (or four in phase-space) and there must exist enough symmetry to constrain the
extra introduced components of the tetrad and spin connections. The first point to stress is that the spin connection
is purely gauge, which has support in the literature i) for the case of metric teleparallelism [90–92, 112, 115], ii) for
the case of symmetric teleparallelism [93, 115], and iii) but not for the case of general teleparallelism. Thus, in metric
and symmetric teleparallel theories we are allowed to choose the so-called coincident gauge [116–118] where the affine
connection drops out and the focus shifts only on the 10 (or 20 in phase space) degrees of freedom of the metric. This
means that the associated primary constraints are expected to be of the first class, removing the degrees of freedom
of the affine connection, whereas the case of GTEGR works differently. As a matter of facts, spin connection is pure
gauge in any teleparallel theory, but the affine connection can be made to vanish only in symmetric teleparallelism.
In other words the Weitzenböck gauge is always available, but the coincident gauge is available only for symmetric
teleparallelism [95]

For the canonical Hamiltonian analysis, however, the output is influenced by boundary terms [119]. This in turn
affects the algebra among constraints and, consequently, the way to restore the symmetries of GR. We name this feature
“shifted algebra among constraints” and this section is dedicated to shading light in this framework by comparing
both the three corners of the trinity of gravity and GTEGR.

A. The case of canonical gravity

In the canonical case, namely with the Einstein-Hilbert action as the starting point, the spin connection is not
present. Since the theory is fully invariant under Lorentz transformations, it is conventionally formulated in terms
of metric rather than tetrad [75], especially because residing to the tetrad formulation makes the analysis more
cumbersome. Nevertheless, the latter approach can be consistently pursued at the same level of the metric one, as
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demonstrated in [120, 121]. The tetrad formulation includes the antisymmetric part of the conjugate momenta, which
introduces primary constraints simply providing

π[µν] ≈ 0. (104)

This can also be written in the canonical form, with opposite indices with respect to those of the tetrad, if one adopts
the V,A part of the irreducible decomposition with respect to the rotation group O(3). However, for simplicity, in
this section we follow the standard formulation based on the metric. The primary constraints restrict the additional
six components arising when passing from the metric to the tetrad formulation. By calculating the Poisson brackets
with the Hamiltonian, it turns out that the well-known Lorentz invariance of GR follows from the Lorentz algebra
provided by the Poisson brackets.

Let us start by considering, in the metric formulation, the trivial primary constraints associated with lapse and
shift:

α
π ≈ 0,

β
πi ≈ 0. (105)

They are related to diffeomorphism invariance and with the intrinsic nature of lapse and shift, which are purely
gauge degrees of freedom. However, them being first class only reduces the number of degrees of freedom to 6 (or
12 in phase space). This happens because diffeomorphism invariance in canonical gravity does not only give rise to
primary constraints, but also to secondary constraints and, for this reason, diffeomorphism invariance can be thought
as “hitting twice” [107]. The latter consideration finally brings the counting down to 2 degrees of freedom (or 4 in
phase-space). The secondary constraints are realized by the observation that the final expression for the Hamiltonian
turns out to be linear in lapse and shift. In the following we will demonstrate how the counting of degrees of freedom
goes similarly in the trinity of gravity. The symmetries are the same, but their generators are shifted, as it can be
realized by the more intricate expressions for the primary constraints provided in Sec. IV.

B. The case of TEGR

The case of TEGR is particularly interesting in our formulation, since the metric was only introduced through non-
metricity. Thus, in the metric teleparallel limit, we only have degrees of freedom related to Lµ

ν . It turns out that the
latter takes the same role as the tetrad in the Weitzenböck gauge and torsion can also be rewritten in terms of tetrad
and the spin-connection derivatives [122]. Consequently, one can choose 16 components of the tetrad plus 6 components
of Lorentz matrices as the starting point. The Hamiltonian then reveals that all Lorentz matrix components are
subjected to primary constraints [90, 94] and choosing the Weitzenböck gauge is physically fully consistent [92, 122].
In this approach the starting point is the covariant formulation, as the coincident gauge is inconsistent with general
teleparallelism (torsion would vanish and the geometry would reduce to symmetric teleparallelism). However, instead
of considering tetrad plus Lorentz matrices (or spin connection), one can also start from Lµ

ν , which structurally
appears in the same way as the tetrad appears in the Weitzenböck gauge. This means that Lµ

ν can be associated
with the “Lorentz gauge-invariant variables in metric teleparallel theories” [92].

We found primary constraints for all general teleparallel theories associated with the temporal part of Lµ
ν (see Eq.

(26)). In the Weitzenböck analysis, this corresponds to the four primary constraints associated with lapse and shift [96].
Thus, the sixteen degrees of freedom coming from Lµ

ν or θ reduce to twelve, if these are of first class. Additionally,
there are the vector and antisymmetric constraints given by Eqs. (68) and (69)6. They are not independent of
torsion, which makes the calculations of the Poisson brackets among constraints more difficult, compared to canonical
gravity (Eq. (104)). However, these computations have been performed (see [124]) and it can be shown that they
form the Lorentz algebra. Therefore, though the Lorentz symmetry is realized by the Hamiltonian analysis, the
generators are shifted. The remaining six degrees of freedom coincide with those of canonical gravity evaluated at the
level of primary constraints, namely without considering secondary constraints from the Hamiltonian. Following the
evaluation of these secondary constraints in TEGR [68, 124], the final conclusion is two degrees of freedom (or four
in phase-space), which is consistent with GR. An interesting note is that there are no primary constraints associated
with SP ij , contrarily to the cases of GTEGR and STEGR. This lack is due to the fact that the momentum SP ij in
metric teleparallelism takes the role of momentum for the induced metric. If this momentum was subjected to primary
constraints, the spin-2 field would become non-dynamical, which is inconsistent with the properties we expect for a
gravitational theory and, certainly, not the case of GR.

6 In the case of TEGR and its nonlinear extension f(T )-gravity, it is possible to combine the 3 vector primary constraints with the 3
antisymmetric primary constraints, to get 6 Lorentz constraints [36, 123].
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C. The case of STEGR

For STEGR introducing tetrad fields is not needed since, like canonical gravity, the metric is enough and the
antisymmetric part of the conjugate momenta vanishes when adopting the tetrad formalism. Furthermore, it can be
seen that there exist primary constraints associated with each component of Lµ

ν , which is consistent with [93] and
with the claim that the coincident gauge is valid for any symmetric teleparallel theory [95]. STEGR differs from
canonical gravity by the presence of (linear) time derivatives of lapse and shift. Thus, their conjugate momenta do
not vanish, but rather are proportional to non-metricity (not containing time derivatives). This allows to recover the
primary constraints given by Eqs. (62) and (63).

Comparing this to canonical gravity, the primary constraints related to lapse and shift are shifted, similarly to how
the vector and antisymmetric constraints were shifted in the case of TEGR. In most cases, the evolution of these
primary constraints is not considered, but they are instead referred to as gauge fixing. However, it is important to
avoid any gauge fixing in the Hamiltonian analysis, as pointed out in [107]. This is due to the fact that the gauge
fixing of lapse and shift leads to missing control to the “hitting twice” of diffeomorphism invariance.

Before providing more details on this topic, some comments about the state of art for the Hamiltonian analysis
for symmetric teleparallel gravity are in order. Only recently, progresses on this topic have been pursued [100–
102, 104, 105, 125], and the preservation of these constraints in time have never been investigated. In fact, the earliest
article [101] made an integration by parts and found the correct boundary term to supplement in order to make it
identical to canonical gravity7. In [125] the same boundary term is added, but then the authors discarded a term
that is mistakenly identified as a boundary:

α
√
hDi(Q

i − Q̄i) = α∂i

(√
h(Qi − Q̄i)

)
,

obviously failing to be a boundary due to the presence of lapse. In Refs. [101, 125], the interesting effect coming
from the boundary term, which makes the difference between STEGR and canonical gravity, is avoided by integration
by parts (in particular involving time derivatives). In [105] it is stated the proposition: Surface terms do change
canonical momentum variables but do not change the symplectic structure. Thus, the boundary term that was added
in [101] is not incorrect, but in our opinion less interesting, since it simply leads to canonical gravity. In future works
it would be interesting to perform the full Hamiltonian analysis of STEGR without adding this kind of boundary
terms. This will reasonably shift the algebra among constraints similarly to the case of TEGR.

Out of the 10 free components occurring in the metric (20 if one includes the conjugate momenta), the aforemen-
tioned primary constraints are not enough to reduce the degrees of freedom to two (or four in phase space). The
missing ingredients are the secondary constraints, conventionally called “Hamiltonian” and “momenta” constraints.
They are realized by the Hamiltonian that turns out to be linear in lapse and shift, and together with the primary
constraints for lapse and shift, there are eight constraints which can be proven to be of first class. This reduces the
number of dynamical degrees of freedom to two (or four in phase space), as expected. In [101, 104, 105] it is demon-
strated that the Hamiltonian, along with the Poisson brackets among the Hamiltonian and the momenta constraints,
form the ADM algebra, proving they are indeed of first class.

D. The case of GTEGR

With the list of primary constraints, we can now sketch the counting of degrees of freedom in GTEGR. We know that
the latter is a gravitational theory including diffeomorphism and Lorentz invariance and that the number of degrees
of freedom should be two (or four in phase-space). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that all constraints are of
first class, so that the count of degrees of freedom in the phase-space is no longer needed. The metric and Lµ

ν have
10+16 degrees of freedom, four of which are related to the temporal part of Lµ

ν , like in any general teleparallel theory.
The vector and antisymmetric constraints remove six more degrees of freedom (also here associated to Lµ

ν), so that
the count drops to 10+6, where ten are linked to the metric and six to Lµ

ν . The final six degrees of freedom related
to Lµ

ν are fully constrained by the symmetric constraints SP ij . Thus, if a given model carries the aforementioned
primary constraints, then the connection does not contain any dynamical degree of freedom, with the consequence
that the corresponding gravitational theory can be always framed within symmetric teleparallel theories. On the
other hand, the lapse and momentum constraints remove four additional degrees of freedom from the ten related to

7 Note that in canonical gravity something similar is done to the Einstein–Hilbert action [75], with the aim to neglect higher order time
derivatives.
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the metric. Therefore, we end up having only six metric degrees of freedom, as in canonical gravity. The last four
constraints, which are needed to drop the degrees of freedom count to the known number two, are expected to come
from the secondary (Hamiltonian and momentum) constraints, though further analyses in this direction are needed
to investigate the nature of such constraints.

More specifically, in GTEGR time derivatives appear linearly on both lapse and shift, as well as the antisymmetric
part of Lµ

ν . The primary constraints are given by Eqs. (47) and Eq. (51)-(55) and they are all different from canonical
gravity due to the presence of torsion and non-metricity and also contain additional primary constraints related to
Lµ

ν . So far, no previous work dealing with the Hamiltonian analysis of general teleparallel theories has been done.
However, all primary constraints of GTEGR should be preserved in time and it is also expected that the Hamiltonian
reveals linearity in lapse and shift. Starting with the aforementioned 10+16 components of metric and Lµ

ν , one can
see that there are sixteen primary constraints in GTEGR associated with Lµ

ν (see Eq. (47) and Eqs. (53)-(55)).
Then we essentially end up with the starting point of canonical gravity, where one needs to find constraints for the
ten metric components. The primary constraints related to lapse and shift are reported in Eqs. (51)-(52), whereas
we expect that secondary constraints can be found from the Hamiltonian, similarly to canonical gravity. However,
the primary constraints are more than those occurring in canonical gravity and most of them contains both torsion
and non-metricity. Notice that GTEGR is an alternative formulation that only differ from GR by a boundary term,
meaning that the algebra among constraints will eventually provide the same results as Einstein’s theory, i.e. two
dynamical degrees of freedom. Nevertheless, analyzing how the algebra closes can be of extreme interest for future
studies, especially considering that the primary constraint contains both non-metricity and torsion, meaning that the
latter are both needed to realize diffeomorphism and Lorentz symmetry, or rather the combined group GL(4,R). It
remains to see how different the Hamiltonian and momenta constraints are with respect to the canonical case, though
we expect that the Poisson brackets among constraints will realize GL(4,R) in a way that is much less straightforward
than the cases of TEGR and STEGR, because of the complex form taken by Hamiltonian and momenta constraints.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We have derived all primary constraints for general teleparallel quadratic theories of gravity. They have been shown
to be consistent with previous works [36, 68, 96, 98, 100, 123, 124]. The most remarkable insight from the primary
constraints is that they contain both torsion and non-metricity, which is a feature also enjoyed by in GTEGR. Since
general teleparallel quadratic gravity is equivalent to GR (modulo a boundary term), diffeomorphism and Lorentz
invariance of both type I and II (following the conventions of [92, 93]) have to be realized. Moreover, the primary
constraints are “shifted” by involving torsion and non-metricity, with the consequence that the Poisson brackets
among constraints vanish on-shell in a much less trivial way.

We also note that, while the Hamiltonian analysis for metric teleparallel theories has been widely studied (see [96]
and references therein), the case of symmetric teleparallel gravity has gotten attention recently (see [103] and references
therein). Furthermore, in STEGR [101, 125], an integration by parts essentially yielding the case of canonical gravity
has been pursued in Ref. [75], whereas the study of the nonlinear extension exhibited strong disagreements [102–105].
More precisely, the disagreement in the number of degrees of freedom in f(Q) can be compared with the recent result
from perturbation theory [57, 58, 126] revealing 7 degrees of freedom, among which at least 1 ghost degree of freedom.
Perturbations around backgrounds revealing less degrees of freedom will instead suffer from strong coupling [57].

We have classified general teleparallel quadratic theories based on the (non)presence of primary constraints. In
total we find 19 distinct teleparallel quadratic theories (see Table I and Fig. 1) with all of them having up to 10 free
parameters. Among these, we find 1 non-gravitational theory, though it is expected that a few more can be found.
The other 18 theories have at least 1 free parameters. However, considering that GTEGR does not manifest any free
parameters, it is expected that conditions for secondary constraints will introduce more branches in the tree of general
teleparallel theories, fixing the final parameter. If restricting the geometry to metric teleparallelism, one gets 9 classes
of theories with 0-2 free parameters, all containing the Hamiltonian and momenta constraints (secondary constraints
ensuring diffeomorphism symmetry) [98, 127]. For the case of symmetric teleparallel quadratic gravity, conditions for
secondary constraints are unknown, but a similar classification of theories was done in [100]. It is easy to see that our
results are consistent with metric and symmetric teleparallel limits.

Alternatively, general teleparallel quadratic theories can be written in terms of irreducible components of torsion
and non-metricity, as shown in Eq. (80). We found that the k8Ωα

µνΩα
µν-term does not affect conditions for primary

constraints related to lapse. Furthermore, as already known from the literature, the axial part of torsion (i.e. k2aµa
µ)

can be associated with the 1-parameter family of ghost-free metric teleparallel quadratic gravity [113, 114]. Our study
also introduced a smoother way to perform the Hamiltonian analysis in covariant metric teleparallel theories, namely
using Lµ

ν instead of tetrad plus spin connection, which is equivalent to adopt the Weitzenböck gauge.
Our results open up several directions towards further investigating the Hamiltonian analysis of general teleparallel
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theories, which in turn can be considered to determine the viability of the given model and the number of degrees of
freedom8, as well as for the application to quantum cosmology [42, 104, 129–131]. In the trinity of gravity, GTEGR
stands out as the most promising candidate to improve the notion of energy and entropy in GR [74] and it would be
interesting to further investigate this through a full-fledged Hamiltonian analysis. Moreover, as stated in Sec. VI,
another future perspective is to get the full picture about the way in which the Poisson brackets among constraints
vanish in the trinity of gravity (which we only know for the case of canonical gravity and TEGR, but not for
STEGR and GTEGR). Finally, one may also investigate if TEGR, STEGR or GTEGR models have an advantageous
formulation for numerical relativity as pointed out in [101, 125, 132].
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