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All energy is gravitational energy. That is the consequence of the equivalence principle, according
to which gravity is the universal interaction. The physical charges of this interaction have remained
undisclosed, but the Advent of the Geometrical Trinity opened a new approach to this foundational
problem. Here it is shown to provide a background-independent unification of the previous, noncovariant approaches of Bergmann-Thomson, Cooperstock, Einstein, von Freud, Landau-Lifshitz,
Papapetrou and Weinberg. First, the Noether currents are derived for a generic Palatini theory
of gravity coupled with generic matter fields, and then the canonical i.e. the unique charges are
robustly derived and analysed, particularly in the metric teleparallel and the symmetric teleparallel
versions of General Relativity. These results, and their application to black holes and gravitational
waves, are new.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

As it is well-known, there are 3 different but equivalent “pictures” of quantum mechanics. Each of these
formulations of quantum mechanics, à la Schrödinger,
à la Heisenberg and à la Dirac, can provide the most
convenient toolbox depending on the problem. On the
other hand, at the foundational rather than technical
level, contemplating the different interpretations of quantum mechanics, such as the Copenhagen or the many
worlds interpretation, can give rise to new ideas about
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how to approach the remaining fundamental problems of
physics. Indeed, some approaches have led to extensions
of the standard theory of quantum mechanics, in particular in regard to its relation with gravity that is still an
unresolved issue. In the ideal case, such alternative extensions give rise to distinct predictions that predispose
them to experimental falsification (e.g. [1–3]).
Analogously, there are 3 different but equivalent “pictures” of General Relativity (GR). The Geometrical Trinity of Gravity [4] is a framework that presents a variety of
alternatives at each of the 3 levels: technical formulation,
foundational interpretation and potential physical extension that could eventually describe gravity according to
the principles of quantum mechanics. Besides the standard description of GR in terms of the metrical spacetime curvature, it is possible to consider the equivalent
dynamics as the workings of a relativistic force field (torsion) or, in the most minimal case, to understand gravity
solely through its equivalence with inertia, in terms of a
gauge field (nonmetricity). The torsion picture and the
nonmetricity picture, called metric teleparallelism and
symmetric teleparallelism respectively, can also be combined and interpolated in a formulation of GR with a flat
but otherwise generic affine connection [5]. As far as the
dynamics is concerned, these alternatives are equivalent.
However, physically relevant differences may arise when
considering the Noether currents in gravitating systems
(nota bene: that is, in any physical systems!) because
the currents are sensitive to the boundary terms in the
action. The action is a central tool in computations of
the Noether currents corresponding to the symmetries of
the theory, and in particular it is used to compute conserved charges with direct physical relevance, such as the
energy and the entropy [6, 7]. Also, the action principle is of paramount importance for the quantum theory,
both in canonical and in the path integral approaches.
From this perspective, the Geometrical Trinity could be
considered to represent 3 distinct theories of gravity.
We recall that Einstein’s theory of gravity already was
a 1st order theory [8], though this subtlety is often neglected, as the 2nd order formulation due to Hilbert has
been adopted as the standard action principle for GR.
The problem with the Hilbert action is that it is not
well-defined in some situations, due to the 2nd order
derivatives of the metric, and then one is forced to modify the theory by adding different boundary terms for
different purposes, such as the Gibbons-Hawking-York
term [9, 10]. It is perhaps due to this incompleteness of
Hilbert’s action, that it is a rather common misconception that the superpotentials appearing in Noether 2nd
theorem are inherently ambiguous. This is not the case,
as was recently clarified also in Ref. [11]. We maintain that in a well-defined theory, the currents should be
no more ambiguous than the field equations in a sense
that will become clear in the body of this work.1 In his

original articles, Einstein proposed a definition of gravitational energy-momentum [8] which was met with criticism due to its lack of covariance [13]. However, Einstein’s so-called “pseudotensor” is, at least according to
some convention, a well-defined geometrical object, to
wit a section of the 1st jet bundle, and more importantly,
its behaviour under coordinate transformations properly
describes the physical property of the gravitational field.
Due to the equivalence principle, the energy-momentum
vanishes for an observer whose acceleration exactly cancels gravitation, and for example a rotating observer sees
gravitational energy-momentum where a static observer
does not. Yet, on the other hand, there is also a point in
requiring the coordinate-independence of physical quantities, and in this sense both Einstein and his critics were
right. Einstein’s action did have a problem, its “pseudoinvariance” i.e. invariance only up to a boundary term.
It is the consequence of this that the energy-momentum
pseudotensor, though its form is unique, turns out to give
coordinate-dependent results for the physical charges.
A canonical reconciliation exists, though was introduced only recently [14]. From a modern perspective, the
choice of coordinates, importance of which Einstein emphasised in his non-covariant formulation, translates into
the fixing of the gauge in the new version of GR. A covariant definition of gravitational energy-momentum requires the introduction of some “background structure”,
with respect to which the theory can be “covariantised”,
such as an auxiliary reference metric [15, 16] or an auxiliary reference connection [17, 18], which for specific solutions are of course asymptotically naturally provided by
the sufficiently symmetric boundary conditions for the
dynamical fields [19, 20]. The new resolution is based
instead on a reformulation of gravity as a translation
gauge theory [14]. The required extra field is provided
by the translation gauge potential that is a fundamental ingredient of the theory on par with the metric. The
resolution is canonical due to the flatness of the connection2 : the gauge field generated purely by a coordinate transformation is obviously the minimal structure
required to restore coordinate invariance3 . The resulting theory was called the Coincident GR since in the
unitary gauge it coincides with Einstein’s original formulation [14, 23]. The principle of relativity posits inertial
frames, wherein the physical laws assume their standard,
coordinate-independent form. We proposed the criterion
that in an inertial frame, the divergence of the gravitational field is the material current [24]4 . Thus, the
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1

In fact, as we shall find, in canonical gauge theories these 2 as-
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pects of a theory are equivalent [12].
It has been later proposed that the flatness a.k.a. teleparallelism
could be the macroscopic consequence of the Planck mass mP
being the mass of the gravitational connection [21]. In this article
we do not consider such possible extension beyond the Planck
scale, but restrict to the regime where the theory is dynamically
equivalent to GR.
In other words, it is the (minimal) Stückelbergisation of the coordinate invariance [22].
This agrees with Cooperstock’s hypothesis [25] that physical re-
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inertial frame might be considered as the realisation of
the relativity principle that perhaps addresses the longstanding criticisms of GR, 1st emphatically voiced by
Kretschmann [31].
This motivates us to study the Noether currents in the
3 1st order formulations of GR of the Geometrical Trinity. It is the task of this article to undertake the 1st robust computations of these currents, with most focus at
the two more unexplored, teleparallel corners of the Geometrical Trinity. Therein we will indeed find genuinely
new insights to energy, momentum, and entropy associated with matter and with spacetime itself. For the same
motivations as in Ref.[32], in this article we will use exclusively the tensor language (Palatini formalism, introduced in Section II). Noether charges in the Geometrical
Trinity have already been derived in the exterior algebra parlance (metric-affine formalism) [33]. Also, though
we derive the generic form of the currents in Section III,
in the article we will restrict the focus on theories (dynamically) equivalent to GR.5 Diffeomorphism Noether
charges of GR in its curved and in its teleparallel pictures will be investigated in Section IV and V, respectively. The interpretation, and relation to previous literature, is discussed in Section VI. The result is applied to
black hole spacetime in Section VII and to gravitational
waves in Section VIII. In Section IX we consider different prescriptions of entropy, and their relation to Wald’s
derivation. Section X concludes the article.

II.

FORMALISM

In this Section, which can be readily skipped by experts, we introduce notation for the tensor formalism
a.k.a the Palatini formalism of gravity. We intend to be
as systematic in the notation as possible (for example,
since T α µν is the torsion tensor, let Tα be its trace and
tα µν be its conjugate tensor, and then Tα µν , Tα and tα µν
the respective tensor densities, instead of using a different letter for each of these quantities). Signaturewise, we
follow the mostly positive convention.
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sults are obtained (in the coordinate-dependent language) by imposing the vanishing of the Einstein pseudotensor. That the local
energy-momentum should be solely due to matter is consistent
with many alternative proposals to define gravitational energymomentum, beginning with the most immediate responses to
Einstein from T. Levi-Civita, F. Klein and H. A. Lorentz etc
[26], and continuing up to various current proposals, e.g. [27–
30].
Various aspects of modifications of these theories have been considered in the recent literature [34–43], and the energy and the
entropy might be further interesting aspects to consider in the
future [44–48].

A.

Connection

The covariant derivative ∇µ acts on tensor indices as
follows
∇µ V α = V α,µ + Γαµλ V λ ,

(1a)

∇µ Vα = Vα,µ − Γλ µα Vλ .

(1b)

The action of the commutator then defines the two tensorial properties of the connection


(2a)
∇µ , ∇ν V α = Rαβµν V β − T βµν ∇β V α ,


β
β
(2b)
∇µ , ∇ν Vα = −R αµν Vβ − T µν ∇β Vα ,
the curvature and the torsion,

Rαβµν = 2∂[µ Γαν]β + 2Γα[µ|λ| Γλν]β ,
T

α

µν

= 2Γ

α

[µν]

.

(3a)
(3b)

By construction, these tensors obey the Bianchi identities
Rαβ(µν) = 0 ,
− ∇[α T µβγ] + T ν[αβ T µγ]ν
∇[α Rµ|ν|βγ] − T λ[αβ Rµ|ν|γ]λ

Rµ[αβγ]

(4a)

= 0,

(4b)

= 0,

(4c)

that follow from (2). We can further define the contractions Rµν = Rα µαν = −Rα µαν called the curvature
trace, Fµν = Rα αµν called the homothetic curvature, and
Tµ = T α µα = −T α αµ called the torsion trace. All these
quantities require only the connection Γα µν for their definition.
B.

Metric

If the manifold is endowed also with a metric tensor
gµν (i.e. the manifold is Riemannian), we can introduce
its Christoffel symbols,
1
(5)
Γ̊α µν = − g αβ gµν,β + g αβ gβ(µ,ν) .
2
˚ α that has no torsion
This is the unique connection ∇
˚
and satisfies ∇α gµν = 0. Its curvature R̊α µβν is called
the Riemann tensor, the trace R̊µν the Ricci tensor and
the contraction R̊ = g µν R̊µν the Ricci scalar. The covariant derivative Qαµν = ∇α gµν = −gµρ gνσ ∇α g ρσ does not
vanish in general. This tensor has 2 independent traces
that we denote as Qα = Qαµ µ and Q̃µ = Qα µα . The connection coefficients of ∇α can be decomposed wrt (with
respect to) the metric gµν as
Γα µν = Γ̊α µν + K α µν + Lα µν ,

(6)

where the 2 new tensors are derived from the torsion and
from the metric-incompatibility, respectively, as
1
K α µν = T α µν − T(µν) α ,
(7a)
2
1
Lα µν = Qα µν − Q(µν) α .
(7b)
2
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These have the traces
K α µα = 0 ,
K α αµ = Kµ α α = Tµ ,
1
Lα µα = Lα αµ = − Qµ ,
2
1
Lµ α α = Qµ − Q̃µ .
2

(8a)
(8b)
(8c)
(8d)

The Bianchi identities (4) are then supplemented with
the identity for the non-metric curvature,
1
∇[µ Qν] αβ = R(αβ) µν + T λ µν Qλ αβ .
2

(9)

It follows that
1
∇[µ Qν] = Fµν + T λ µν Qλ ,
2

1
R[µν] − R̃[µν]
∇[µ Q̃ν] = Q[µν]α Q̃α +
2
1
− Tαβ[µ Qαβ ν] ,
2

(10a)

(10b)

where R̃µ ν = g αβ Rµ ανβ . This tensor, as well as the
scalars R = g µν Rµν and R̃ = g µν R̃µν , can be only defined wrt a given metric. (We will see that in symmetric
teleparallelism, the Weyl 1-form Qµ is pure gauge and
can always be eliminated, even globally. In the curvature formulation, the same is true due to the projective
invariance of the theory to be discussed in IV A.)

C.

Lagrangian

The lagrangian of the theory is assumed to depend only
upon the 2 fields and their 1st derivatives,
LG = LG (g µν , g µν ,λ , Γα µν , Γα µν,λ ) .

(11a)

If it is also assumed that the lagrangian is a scalar, it follows that it can always be written is terms of the tensors
defined above, as
LG = LG (g µν , Qλ µν , T α µν , Rα µλν ) .

(11b)

We may then define the conjugate tensors,
∂LG
,
∂Qα µν
∂LG
=
,
∂T α µν
∂LG
=
.
∂Rα βµν

q α µν =

(12a)

tα µν

(12b)

rα βµν

(12c)

For our purposes, it is important to include matter fields
into the study. Thus, we also introduce arbitrary source
fields ψ described by the lagrangian LM ,
LM = LM (gµν , ψ, ∇α ψ) .

(13)

The dependence of LM upon the gravitational variables
defines the energy-momentum tensor and the hypermomentum tensor of matter as
2∂LM
Tµν = LM gµν −
,
(14a)
∂g µν
∂LM
Zα µν = − α ,
(14b)
∂Γ µν
respectively. All physical fields contribute to energymomentum. To our knowledge, there are 2 possible
fundamental sources of hypermomentum, spinor fields
in Einstein-Cartan-Kibble and related theories [49, 50],
and gauge fields in the iso-Khronon 1st order formulation of Yang-Mills theory [51]. The total lagrangian is
L = LG + LM , and the action integral of the coupled
gravity-matter system is given as
Z
Z
√
I = dn x −gL = dn xL .
(15)

√
We have denoted the scalar density L = −gL and to
be systematic, we will adopt this same notation for any
tensor density, and thus in√the following we might
con√
veniently refer to Tα µν = −gT α µν , tα µν = −gtα µν ,
etc., etc. For generality, we can also work in n dimensions
since relaxing n = 4 is mostly inconsequential.
The Euler-Lagrange variation of I wrt the metric and
the connection imply the 2 sets of field equations, respectively Eµν = 0 and Eα µν = 0, where the 2 variations are

∂LG
1
Eµν = − Tµν + (∇α + Tα ) qα µν + µν ,
(16a)
2
∂g
1
1
1 µν
Eα = − Zα µν + (∇β + Tβ ) rα νµβ + T µ βγ rα νβγ
2
2
2
+ tα µν − qµν α ,
(16b)
or, in terms of tensors instead of tensor densities,
1
ˆ α q α µν + ∂LG − 1 LG gµν , (17a)
Eµν = − Tµν + ∇
2
∂g µν
2
1
1 µν
ˆ β rα νµβ + 1 T µ βγ rα νβγ
Eα = − Zα µν + ∇
2
2
2
+ tα µν − q µν α ,
(17b)
where we defined
ˆ µ = ∇µ + Tµ + 1 Qα .
∇
(18)
2
The usefulness of this covariant derivative symbol stems
from partial integrations, since we have, for an arbitrary
vector X µ
√ ˚ µ √ ˆ
−g∇µ X µ .
∂µ Xµ = −g∇
(19a)
µX =
In case of an antisymmetric tensor X [µν] ,
√ ˚ [µν]
∂µ X[µν] = −g∇
µX


√
1 ν
[µν]
αβ
ˆ
− T αβ X
= −g ∇µ X
2
1
= ∇µ X[µν] − T ν αβ X[αβ] + Tµ X[µν] . (19b)
2

5
The equations of motion EM = 0 for the matter fields ψ
are given by the Euler-Lagrange variation
EM =

∂LM
ˆ µ ∂LM .
−∇
∂ψ
∂∇µ ψ

(20)

In the case that ψ has any gauge charge, it is important
to note that we consider ∇µ to be the total covariant
derivative. Only then EM , as defined above, is fully covariant. In the following we will need to look at the
Euler-Lagrange variations more carefully, and in particular, keep track of the total derivatives.

same order,
δv Γα µν = −v α ,µν + Γα µν v λ ,λ − Γα µλ v λ ,ν
− Γα λν v λ ,µ − Γα µν,λ v λ
˚µ vλ
˚ ν v α − T α λν ∇
˚µ∇
= −∇

˚ λ vα
˚ ν v λ + N λ µν ∇
− N α µλ ∇


˚ µ N̄ α νλ + N α µβ N̄ β νλ − N β µν N̄ α βλ v λ
− ∇

= −∇µ ∇ν v α − ∇µ T α βν v β − Rα νβµ v β .

In the 2nd equality above we used the short-hands
N α µν = K α µν + Lα µν ,
N̄ α µν = N α µν − T α µν .

III.

CURRENT

Diffeomorphism

The variation of the fields under an infinitesimal diffeomorphism
xα → xα + v α ,

(21a)

is given by (minus) their Lie derivative along the vector
v α . The variation of the metric is therefore
δv gµν = −gµν,α v α − 2gα(µ v α ,ν)
˚ (µ vν)
= −2∇

(22a)
(22b)

The variation of a scalar field ψ is simply

Now we are ready to take a step from notational to
the more physical aspects of the Palatini-formulated theories. The transformation of interest is the most general
coordinate transformation or, equivalently, the active diffeomorphisms. We review it in III A for the gravitational
fields, i.e. the metric and the connection. We also discuss
the properly implemented diffeomorphism of the matter
fields, which is a nontrivial, and perhaps yet partly a
nonresolved issue when gauge symmetries are involved.
In subsection III B we review the Bianchi identities, and
finally in III C the Noether currents from a generic symmetry transformation. We emphasise the fundamentally
quasilocal definition of physical charges. The local formula is a point-wise idealisation that is not always applicable.

A.

(21c)

(21b)

= −2gα(µ ∇ν) v α + 2T(µν)α − Qαµν v α

= −2∇(µ vν) + 2 T(µν)α − Lαµν v α .


In the 1st line we wrote the variation in terms of the partial derivative ∂α , in the 2nd line in terms of the metric
˚ α , and in the 3rd line in terms of the indeconnection ∇
pendent connection ∇α . We will write the corresponding
3 expressions for the variation of the connection in the

δv ψ = −v α ∂α ψ .

(23)

We will however need to take into account generic matter and gauge fields, since our purpose is to elucidate the
universality of gravitation: all energy is gravitational energy, in the sense that it should be computed from the
gravitational fields gµν , Γα µν and not from the source
fields ψ. This will become clear in the course of the proceedings.
Thus, in the following, the symbol ψ can represent
an arbitrary multiplet or whatever indexed collection
ψ = {ψA }A=1,2,... of fields though we omit the indices to
ease notation. Then it is important to take into account
the gauge symmetries of the field theory under consideration, be it for matter fields or for gauge fields or both.
As it is well-known, did one use the so-called “canonical”
translation, the resulting Noether current would not in
general coincide with the Hilbert energy-momentum tensor (14a) but instead one obtains a so-called “canonical
Noether tensor”. In our view, it would be more appropriate to call the resulting current the pseudocanonical pseudotensor, since neither is it obtained gauge-covariantly
wrt the internal symmetry nor is it a proper tensor wrt
coordinate transformations.
Instead, let us illustrate the more gauge-theoretical approach with the example of the electromagnetic field Aµ .
We then take v α to be electromagnetically charged, and
we take ∇µ to be also electromagnetically charged. To
begin, note that since Aµ is a 1-form, its “canonical”
translation is given as
δ̃v Aµ = −(Lv A)µ = −v α Aµ,α − v α ,µ Aα .

(24)

In the case of the electromagnetic lagrangian, LM =
−Aµν Aµν /4, where Aµν = 2A[ν,µ] , (24) leads to the pseudocanonical pseudotensor,
1
T̃ µ ν = Aµα Aα,ν − δνµ Aαβ Aαβ ,
4

(25)

when restricting to constant translations, v α ,µ = 0. We
should rather restrict to covariantly constant translations
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as follows. 1st ly, we consider the gauge-covariant diffeomorphism,
δv Aµ = −v α ∇α Aµ − (∇µ v α ) Aα .

(26)

Yet, this transformation is ambiguous, since we assumed
that v α is electrically charged but have not specified the
charges. We can fix the charge of each of the 4 components of v α by requiring that the space-time scalar v α Aα
is covariantly constant, i.e. ∇µ (v α Aα ) = 0. This allows
to rewrite the (26) as
δv Aµ = −2v α ∇[α Aµ] = −v α Aαµ ,

(27)

and we obtain
1
T µ ν = Aµα Aνα − δνµ Aαβ Aαβ .
4

(28)

This is the Noether current that is equivalent to the
Hilbert energy-momentum tensor (14a) computed from
the electromagnetic lagrangian LM . In our view, this
should be called the canonical (and thus, the unique)
electromagnetic energy-momentum current. The derivation can be immediately generalised to non-Abelian
gauge fields.
The difference between the currents (25) and (28) is
a term that vanishes on-shell or, more generally, a superpotential term. It has been argued, originally by Kijowski, that both currents can correspond to a Hamiltonian for the electromagnetic field, depending upon what
boundary conditions are appropriate to choose in a specific physical situation [52]. However, taking into account gravity, it is always the energy-momentum (28)
that sources the gravitational field, and it is in this sense
we argue for a uniquely defined current. Boundary conditions applicable to a specific physical situation may allow
to reduce the gauge-invariant current into an expression
such as (25).
As another caveat, strictly speaking the unified treatment of all matter, gauge and gravitational fields using
the universal covariant ∇µ works according to the minimal coupling principle for the symmetric, but not for the
metric teleparallel geometry. The complete clarification
of the minimal coupling in generic metric-affine geometry has been carried out [53], but the gauge-covariant
and proper canonical Noether currents of the matter
sector would deserve a separate study6 . In this article
we shall keep track of the possible difference between
the proper canonical energy-momentum currents and the
pseudocanonical pseudotensors by writing down the symbol ∆T µ ν for this difference, though in our unified gauge
theory framework it should follow consistently from 1st
principles that ∆T µ ν = 0.

6

For related discussions on Lie derivatives in gauge theories, see
e.g. [54–58]. Concerning the gauge formulation of gravity, we
have checked that both the “canonical” and the covariant Lie
derivatives [55, 59] (see Eq.(8) of Ref.[33] or section 2.5.2 of
Ref.[60]) consistently lead to (21) via the tetrad postulate.

B.

Bianchi identity

The variation of the gravitational action wrt the inverse metric, δg µν = −g µα g να δgαβ , is
Z
δg I = dn x [−∇α (qα µν δg µν ) + (Eµν − Tα qα µν ) δg µν ]
Z
i
√ h ˚
α
µν
µν
. (29a)
= d4 x −g − ∇
α (q µν δg ) + Eµν δg
In the 1st equality the expression Eµν vanishes on-shell
according to (16a), and in the 2nd equality we have onshell Eµν = 0 according to (17a). In the same way, we
obtain for the variation wrt the connection
Z
i

√ h
˚ β 2rα νβµ δΓα µν + Eα µν δΓα µν (. 29b)
δΓ I = dn x −g ∇
Now consider the case of a diffeomorphism (21). Then
(29a) becomes
Z


√ h
˚ µ vν + E α ν vν
˚ α −q α µν ∇
δg I = 2 dn x −g ∇
i
˚ µ E µ ν vµ .
+∇
(30a)
The variation (29b) of the connection under the diffeomorphism (21c) results in
Z
√ h 
˚ β 2rα νβµ δΓα µν − Eα βν T α µν v µ
δΓ I = dn x −g ∇

ˆ µ Eα µν v α
ˆ ν∇
ˆ µ Eα µβ v α − ∇
− Eα βν ∇ν v α + ∇
i
ˆ µ Eβ µν v α + Rβ νµα Eβ µν v α .
+ T β αν ∇
(30b)
Since we have included also matter sources ψ, we have
to yet take into account the variation due to the matter
fields,



Z
∂LM
δv ψ
.
(30c)
δψ I = dn x EM δv ψ + ∂µ
∂∇µ ψ
Finally, we note that since we restrict to diffeomorphism
invariant theories and, thus, L must be a scalar, the total
variation of the action reduces to the simple expression
Z
Z
√
√ ˚
n
µ
δv I = − d xLv ( −g L) = − dn x −g∇
µ (Lv ) .

(30d)
Summing up the results (30), we arrive at the alternative
expression for the total variation of the action,
Z
h
i
δv I = dn x Eµ v µ + EM δv ψ + ∂µ (Jµ − Lv µ ) , (31)
where
ˆ α Eµ αβ
˚ν Eν µ − ∇
ˆ β∇
Eµ = −2∇
ˆ α Eβ αγ + Rα νβµ Eα βν ,
+ T β µγ ∇

(32a)
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and
˚ α v β + 2E µ ν v ν
J µ = −2q µ αβ ∇
i
h
− 2rα νµβ ∇β ∇ν v α + ∇β (T α γν v γ ) + Rα νγβ v γ
ˆ ν Eα νµ v α + T α νβ Eα µν v β
− Eα µν ∇ν v α + ∇
∂LM
δv ψ .
+ Lv µ +
∂∇µ ψ

(32b)

Assuming the vanishing of the total derivative term at
the boundary ∂, i.e. (J µ − Lv µ ) |∂ = 0, we obtain the
Noether identity
Eµ = EM δµ ψ .

(33)

In vacuum, or when the matter fields are on-shell, EM =
0, this reduces to what is known as the generalised
Bianchi identity, Eµ = 0 [61, 62]. This guarantees the
conservation of the current density Jµ ,
˚ µ J µ = 0 i.e. ∂µ Jµ = 0 .
∇

(34)

This is the Noether current and its conservation is simply
the consequence of the diffeomorphism invariance of I.
The expression (32b) can be rewritten in the standard
form that makes it explicit that the Noether currents
from the 2nd theorem (for gauge symmetries, such as the
diffeomorphism symmetry) vanish on shell if the surface
terms are dropped away. The standard form of the diffeomorphism Noether current in metric-affine gravity has
been derived previously, both in the exterior calculus formulation in the language of differential forms [33] and in
the Palatini formulation in the tensor language of linear
algebra [63]. The result is

J µ = −v ν 2E µ ν − ∇α Eν µα − T β να Eβ µα
∂LM
˚ ν J νµ , (35a)
δv ψ + ∇
− (∇α v ν ) Eν µα −
∂∇µ ψ
where the surface term is

J µν = 2v α tα µν + 2 ∇β v α + T α λβ v λ rα βµν .

(35b)

The antisymmetry J µν = J [µν] renders manifest on˚ ν J µν =
˚µ J µ ≈ ∇
˚µ∇
shell conservation of the current, ∇
µν
2R̊µν J = 0.
C.

On-shell, the 1st line vanishes identically, and the expression in parenthesis is the canonical conserved Noether
current. In the case of diffeomorphisms δ = δv , we obtain the on-shell conserved current from (32b) simply by
setting E µ ν = Eα µν = 0.
There exists, at least locally7 , an antisymmetric 2nd
˚ ν J µν , then the
rank tensor J µν = J [µν] s.t. J µ = ∇
Noether charge C in a volume V can be expressed as
Z
I
1
n−1
µ
d
σµ J =
dn−2 σµν Jµν .
(37a)
C=
2 ∂V
V
Here dn−1 σµ is understood as the infinitesimal element
of the (n−1)-dimensional volume V (with the convention
that the normal is pointing to the future), and dn−1 σµν
as the infinitesimal element of the (n−2)-dimensional hypersurface ∂V that encloses the volume V. Another useful
expression is given by 1+3 decomposition, and considering the integration over a spatial volume V,
I
Z
n−1
0
dn−2 xJ0i ni ,
(37b)
d
xJ =
C=
V

∂V

where ni is the (outward pointing) unit normal to the
surface ∂V. (We employ the somewhat clumsy notation
for the volume and the surface elements in (37), the reason being that in this article we deliberately refrain from
using the language of differential forms.)
We should stress that it is the 2nd form in both of the
equations (37) that is the fundamental definition of the
charge. In particular, physical charges are fundamentally quasilocal. That term is misleading if one takes it
to mean that the charges would be defined only asymptotically, or that the quasilocal charge otherwise would
not describe physics truly locally. It is simply a technical
term meaning that the expression is a surface integral
rather than a volume integral. For concreteness, let us
consider the electromagnetic field Aαβ , sourced by a current J α in 4 dimensions n = 4. The electromagnetic
charge can be sometimes written as
Z
d3 xJ0 .
(38a)
q=
V

α

That the current J is conserved, is dictated by gauge
invariance.8 However, the charge q need not be constant

Noether charges

Considering some arbitrary transformation δ, the
canonical Noether procedure leads, in the case of the invariance δI = 0 of the action I = IG +IM , to the off-shell
condition
0 = Eµν δg µν + Eα µν δΓα µν + EM δψ

˚ α − q α µν δg µν + 2rβ ναµ δΓβ µν
+∇

∂LM
+ Lδxα +
δψ .
∂∇α ψ

(36)

7
8

In the language of differential forms, this is because every closed
form is locally exact.
A clarification might be in order here. Certainly, the gauge symmetry, being an unphysical redundancy cannot strictly dictate
the (on-shell) conservation of the physical current, with the understanding that physical charges can be used to classify physically different configurations. However, if we have a gauge field
with a certain gauge symmetry, the so-called reducibility parameters of the gauge symmetry (i.e., those transformations that
leave the gauge field invariant) provide the possible global transformations in the matter sector to which the gauge field can
couple. These global symmetries are in fact responsible for the
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in time if there is flux in or out of the volume V. This is all
well known. The point we are stressing is that (38a) may
often fail to give the correct answer [64]. Instead, using
the Maxwell equation and the Stokes theorem suggests
that
I
√
1
q=
(38b)
d2 σµν −gAµν .
2 ∂V
This is the more fundamental definition of charge9 , and
because it is a surface integral, it is called quasilocal. It is
not meaningful to demand the density J0 to remain valid
point-wise i.e. at infinitely small scales, mathematically
one can only consider an infinitesimal surface elements.
Physically, of course even that is too much. The atoms of
spacetime should presumably be considered to be closed
surfaces with dimensions of the Planck scale at most.
A long-standing problem was to define the charges of
the gravitational field, energy and momentum. If we had
a gravitational analogy to the electromagnetic field, it
would have to be of the form hµν α , i.e. have a component
for each spacetime dimension labelled by an extra index.
Again, the charge should be a quasilocal surface integral
(now over 4 fluxes), rather than a volume integral over
a source current (now with 4 components). Depending
on the topology, fluxes may exist with nontrivial charges,
even when there are no sources. Thus, the fundamental
definition of the energy-momentum would have to be of
the form
I
1
Cα =
d2 σµν hµν α .
(39)
2 ∂V
However, the Noether theorem does not yield a current
of this form in the standard (Hilbert) formulation of GR,
unlike in electromagnetism of course. We will review the
calculation (using the equivalent Palatini formulation) in
the next section IV. Many different forms for hµν α have
been suggested, each with their own motivations, benefits
and problems. A universal problem was perhaps the most
obvious one, that there was no unique definition. Also
highly elaborate mathematico-geometrical constructions
had been developed as alternatives, without necessarily
any connection with the Noether theorems [65]. We could
only very cursorily review some aspects of some of these
developments in the introduction I, but in section VI we
will present several examples of the proposed gravitational field excitations, also called superpotentials in this
context [66], found in the vast literature on the topic.

IV.

PALATINI GRAVITY

The 1st order formulation of the Hilbert action is sometimes called the Einstein-Palatini theory, and it is just a
guise of the well-known Einstein-Cartan-Kibble-Sciama
theory. When ignoring hypermomentum, the independent connection becomes dynamically equivalent to the
Levi-Civita connection, up to projective invariance which
we study in detail below. Plugging back the solution results in the standard Hilbert’s 2nd order purely metric
formulation. Thus it is not surprising that the Noether
current in the Einstein-Palatini theory is the same as in
the Hilbert theory and given by the Komar expression
that does not conform to (38b).
A.

Projective invariance

The Einstein-Palatini lagrangian is
LG =

m2P
R.
2

(40)

Then
rα βµν =

m2P β[ν µ]
g δα ,
2

(41)

and (17b) can be written as


1 ν
ν
µν
µ ν
µν
ν
δαµ
Q
−
Q̃
2m−2
E
=
T
+
Q
+
T
+
α
α
α
P
2


1
µν
− Tα + Qα g µν − 2m−2
(42)
.
P Zα
2
On-shell, the 3 traces of this equation give
µα
m−2
= 0,
P Zα

(43a)

αν
m−2
= (n − 2) T ν + (n − 1)
P Zα
µ
m−2
P Zα µ = − (n − 2) Tα −



1 ν
Q − Q̃ν
2



,(43b)

1
(n − 3) Qα − Q̃α . (43c)
2

These equations reflect the projective invariance of the
action (40). The projective transformation generated by
the 1-form Aµ acts on the connection as
δA Γα µν = Aµ δνα ,

(44a)

and, consequently, the 3 traces are transformed as

9

existence of the conserved currents and it is in this sense that
we can say that the current conservation is dictated by gauge
symmetry. Obviously, we can have conserved currents without
associated gauge symmetries like the axial current for massless
fermions.
In fact, one can take a step further and define charges as the
sources of electric fields and this would include situations without matter where charges would arise from topology. This more
fundamental interpretation can be extended also to the gravitational case where we could have empty spacetimes with energy
and momentum arising from non-trivial topologies.

δA Tµ = (n − 1) Aµ ,
δA Qµ = −2nAµ ,
δA Q̃µ = −2Aµ .

(44b)
(44c)
(44d)

For traceless hypermomentum, the solution to the set of
3 equations (43) is given by precisely such a projective
relation (44) between the 3 traces. For vanishing hypermomentum, the general solution for Eα µν = 0 in (42) is
the connection Γα µν = Γ̊α µν + Aµ δνα with an arbitrary
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Aµ . This is a special type of vector distortion [67–69].
Thus, 1st order GR is a projectively invariant theory.
The metric field equations (17a) can be expressed as
1
1
R(µν) − Rgµν = R̊µν − R̊gµν = m−2
P Tµν ,
2
2

(45)

where in the 2nd equality we used the connection field
equation. We see that (45) is unaffected by the projective transformation, because δA Rµν = 2∇[µ Aν] . Clearly,
requiring either metricity, or requiring vanishing torsion
fixes the gauge to Γα µν = Γ̊α µν but the dynamics are unaffected by the choice of Aµ . The significance of the projective transformation of the affine connection10 is that it
leaves the autoparallel paths invariant (path is the image
of a curve, independent of its parameterisation). Consider the equation for the autoparallel x(t) wrt an arbitrary connection
ẍα + Γα µν ẋµ ẋν = 0 .

(46)

The autoparallel is called a geodesic when Γα µν = Γ̊α µν .
Under the reparameterisation
xα (τ ) = xα (τ (t)) ,
dxα
τ̇ ,
ẋα =
dτ
d2 xα 2 dxα
ẍα =
τ̇ +
τ̈ ,
dτ 2
dτ

(47a)
(47b)
(47c)

we should also transform the connection,
Γ

α

µν

=Γ

α

µν

+ δA Γ

α

µν

,

B.

Noether current

We now consider the generalised Noether current (32b)
due to a diffeomorphism generated by v µ . We obtain,
using (41) and tα µν = q α µν = 0,
Jµ =

m2P h µν
g ∇α ∇ν v α − δαµ v α + g µν ∇α (T α γν v γ )
2
i

− ∇ν (T µ γν v γ ) − Rµ ν v ν − R̃µ ν v ν − Rv µ
+

∂LM
δv ψ + L M v µ .
∂∇µ ψ

(47d)

Unless τ̈ = 0, in order to recover form invariance of the
autoparallel equation, we should set the projection Aµ in
(47d) according to the reparameterisation as
Z

1
dxµ
= exp
Aµ dt .
(49)
τ̇
dτ
We have paid some attention to the δA -invariance of
Einstein-Palatini gravity since it may be useful to clarify that it plays a different role in the currents wrt the
connection symmetries in teleparallelism which we will
consider in the following section V.
In particular, the projective symmetry of the EinsteinPalatini theory is a trivial symmetry. From the expression (36), we see that the Noether current corresponding
α
to the symmetry (44) is just JA
= 2rµ µαν Aν , and for

The projective transformation of the GL connection is a Weyl
rescaling of the affine conection [23, 70].

(50a)

In the 3rd line appears the canonical energy-momentum
pseudotensor of matter. By rearranging the terms we get


m2 h
J µ = P 2∇α ∇[µ v α] + T [µα] ν v ν
2
i
+ Qα µν (∇ν v α + T α γν v γ ) + ∆Rµ ν v ν
+ ∆T µ ν v ν ,

so that we can rewrite the autoparallel equation (46)


dxµ dxν
dxµ
τ̈ dxα
d2 xα
α
+
Γ
+
A
+
= 0 . (48)
µν
µ
dτ 2
dτ dτ
dτ
τ̇ 2
dτ
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the case (40) this expression vanishes. In such a case
the symmetry is called trivial. Now, the triviality of the
projective invariance reflects the geometrical fact that a
particle’s trajectory in 4 dimensions is the same physical
object, a path, regardless of whether it is parameterised
by the proper time of the particle, the 4th coordinate
which may or not coincide with the former, or indeed
parameterised by an arbitrary τ .

(50b)

where we used the field equation (45) and the shorthand
∆Rµν = 2R̊µν − Rµν − R̃µν , and
∆T µ ν v ν =

∂LM
∂LM
δv ψ − 2 µν v ν ,
∂∇µ ψ
∂g

(51)

where, for scalar matter, ∆T µ ν is the difference between
the matter energy-momentum tensor and the pseudocanonical pseudotensor. (As discussed in III A, in the
proper canonical formulation δv ψ should be such that
∆T µ ν v ν = 0.)
˚ [µ Aν]
If there is no hypermomentum, Rµν = R̊µν + 2∇
and then ∆Rµν = 0. The current (50b) simplifies to


˚ [µ v α] + ∆T µ ν v ν .
˚α ∇
(52a)
J µ = m2P ∇
The Noether potential can be identified as
µν
˚ [µ v ν] .
JG
= m2P ∇

(52b)

This is the standard result in GR, the Komar superpotential [6].
It is also well known that the use of the Komar superpotential for the definition of energy does not always
yield the desired results. In particular, the black hole energy appears to be only half of the Schwarzschild mass if
computed from (52a) in the standard coordinates. One
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cannot simply renormalise the expression, since then the
angular momentum of the Kerr solution, computed in the
Boyer-Linquist coordinates, becomes twice too large [71].
Another drawback of the expression is that it gives an energy to the radiating asymptotic solution of Bondi et al.
[72] that does not coincide with the Bondi mass. Rather
than the standard energy-momentum current ∼ T µ ν , the
Komar superpotential corresponds to the trace-corrected
∼ T µ ν − 21 T δ µ ν . In fact, we will show in section VIII
that it reduces asymptotically to the ADM (ArnowittDeser-Misner [19, 73]) energy expression only under special circumstances (for pedagogic discussion see Ref.[74],
and for the relation of the Komar superpotential and the
Hamiltonian see e.g. [7, 52]).
It is interesting to note it has been proposed already
some time ago that the problems with the Komar superpotential could be dealt with by invoking an additional
vector field, which would enter the superpotential precisely as the projective vector distortion Aµ if our final
result (52b) could be modified to


µν
˚ [µ v ν] + A[µ v ν] .
J˜G
= m2P ∇

ν]

 i


m2P h
˚ µ δν̂α .
˚µ∇
˚α − ∇
˚α∇
˚ δ µ + 2∇
R̊ − 
ν̂
2
(54)
In the teleparallel pictures of GR, the inertial current
i.e. the metric energy-momentum tensor is instead 1st
order in the derivatives of the metric, and there is gauge
freedom which allows to set the tensor to vanish, i.e. to
choose an inertial frame. This freedom is absent in the
curvature picture of GR, due to the triviality of the projective invariance.
tµKν =

V.

TELEPARALLELISM

Teleparallelism is defined by the flatness condition
Rα µβν = 0, in which case the connection takes the form
of a pure gauge transformation of the trivial connection
[5, 77]
Γα µν = (Λ−1 )α β ∂µ Λβ ν ,

(52c)

˚ µ → ∇µ in (52b).
This would result if we could set ∇
In 1985, Katz suggested to consider a flat reference metric as the suitable background structure that could be
used to fix the results in situations when they were not
in agreement with more succesfull superpotentials [75].
The suggestion was inspired by the Rosen’s original bimetric construction [76], and the vector field Aµ in that
case was identified as 1 of the 10 Killing vectors of the
flat reference metric. The “formal tricks of an artificially
introduced flat background” [75] are rather non-minimal
and admittedly rather ad hoc method of setting straight
the anomalous factors in Komar expressions. However,
the method produces the desired results. A main result
of this article will be that there is no need to postulate
a reference metric or resort to any other artificial device
to provide the required vector field extension (52c) of the
Komar superpotential (52b), but instead it is built into
geometrical foundation of the theory of coincident GR.
In the next section V, we show that the canonical resolution of the energy problem emerges naturally in the
teleparallel formulations, wherein the field equations can
be understood as the statement that the current from
Noether’s 1st theorem equals the current from Noether’s
2nd theorem, i.e. the divergence of the superpotential
equals the sum of the metric and the matter energymomentum tensors [12]. In the present case this seems
not to be possible. We could formally arrive at the expression for a superpotential
2 ˚ [µ
hµν
K α = mP ∇ δα̂ ,

inertial current becomes, again formally,

(55)

with Λα µ ∈ GL(4, R). We may then consider the invertible matrix Λα β as the dynamical variable associated to
the connection. Therefore, we need to reconsider the variations wrt the connections, since now they are restricted
to be of the form


(56)
δΓα µν = ∇µ (Λ−1 )α β δΛβ ν .
The consequence is that the connection field equation
changes to
ˆ µ Eα µν = 0 .
∇

(57)

Thus, the vanishing of Eα µν given in (17b) is no longer
guaranteed on-shell. However, since the derivation of the
Noether identity (33) in III B did not assume the field
equations to hold, but only that the connection transforms under diffeomorphisms as in (21c) as it does regardless of having curvature or not, the generalised Bianchi
identity Eµ = 0 remains valid for the Eµ given in (32a),
and the conservation ∂µ J µ = 0 still holds for the generalised Noether current J µ given in (32b). Therefore, in
teleparallelism the 1st and the 3rd terms on the 3rd line of
(32b) have to be taken into account even on-shell. This
is consistent with the result from the canonical Noether
procedure, when we note that11
δv Λµ ν = −(Lv Λ)µ ν = −v λ ∂λ Λµ ν − ∂ν v λ Λµ λ


(58)
= −Λµ α ∇ν v α + T α βν v β ,

(53)

where the hat upon the index signifies that the index
is hidden from the covariant derivative operator. The

11

It might be convenient to stress that Λα µ transforms under diffeomorphisms as a set of 4 1-forms (contravariant vectors) so that
the Γα µν transforms as a connection.
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and take 1 further step from (36) to rewrite the off-shell
identity
ˆ µ Eα µν δΛβ ν + EM δψ
0 = Eµν δg µν − (Λ−1 )α β ∇
h
˚ α v β − Eα µν ∇ν v α
ˆ ν Eα νµ v α − 2q µ αβ ∇
˚µ ∇
+∇
i
∂LM
(59a)
δv ψ ,
+ T α νβ Eα µν v β + Lv µ +
∂∇µ ψ
where the expression in square brackets is the Noether
current in teleparallelism. It is conserved on-shell,
wherein only the 1st term vanishes identically. Indeed,
we note that this is almost identical to the off-shell conserved current appearing in (32b),
˚ α v β − Eα µν ∇ν v α
ˆ ν Eα νµ v α − 2q µ αβ ∇
J µ = 2E µ ν v ν + ∇
∂LM
+ T α νβ Eα µν v β + Lv µ +
(59b)
δv ψ ,
∂∇µ ψ
apart from just the 1st term.

A.

Metric teleparallelism

At this point, we restrict to the metric teleparallel
framework. By writing then open the 2nd term above,
we obtain the current in the form


∂L
µ
νµ
νµ
ˆ
J = ∇ν (2tα − Zα ) + 2gνα µν v α
∂g
− Eα µν ∇ν v α + T α νβ Eα µν v β .

(59c)

is the one expected from many previous studies of metric
teleparallelism12 [79–83]. In particular, this expression is
known to reduce (at the leading order in Riemann normal coordinates, with a judicious choice of frame) to the
Bel-Robinson expression for the gravitational energy [84]
which has physically desirable properties.
Metric teleparallel theory is conventionally formulated
in terms of tetrads [85] rather than using the Palatini
formalism [32].13 The idea that the tetrad formulation
could help with the pseudotensorial ambiguity of the superpotentials goes back at least to Møller’s work in the
1960’s [87]. However, the coordinate ambiguity is only
translated to the Lorentz frame ambiguity in the tetrad
formulation, and the same problem is of course seen in
the Palatini form of the result (63), which depends upon
the chosen solution for the 2 fields Λµ ν and gµν , even
though the superpotential is covariant wrt simultaneous
transformations of the field. Here we need the definition
of the general-relativistic inertial frame [24] that fixes,
given 1 of the 2 fields, the other one. We shall now review some previous calculations in the literature, and see
that they will not give the correct energy charge for the
black hole (except asymptotically). Then we will redo
the calculation in an inertial frame. To our knowledge,
that is the 1st exact derivation of the black hole energy
in metric teleparallelism. (Perhaps, it indeed can be understood in terms of a Newtonian potential energy in
the force interpretation of gravity compatible with metric teleparallelism [88, 89]).
Let us consider the following spherically symmetric
metric:
ds2 = −A2 dt2 + B −2 dr2 + r2 sin2 θdφ2 + r2 dθ2 . (64)

The variations then reduce to
1
∂LG
Eµν = − Tµν + µν ,
2
∂g
Eα µν = −Zα µν + 2tα µν .

(60a)

In the gauge corresponding to a diagonal tetrad, the nonvanishing components of tα µν = tα [µν] are

(60b)

t0 0r = −m2P

For further simplicity we specify that the action has a
quadratic form
LG =

1 µν α
tα T µν ,
2

(61a)

cot θ
,
r2

1 A′
2
2
.
+
= mP B
r
A

(65a)

t0 0θ = tr rθ = −m2P

(65b)

tθ rθ = tφ rφ

(65c)

Computing the Noether charge with respect to the timelike Killing vector v µ = δ0µ gives Cv = 8πm2P rB 2 . This

such that
1
∂LG
= − t(µ αβ Tν)αβ + tαβ(µ T αβ ν) .
µν
∂g
2

(61b)
12

Then it is not difficult to see that (59c) simplifies to
i
h
˚ ν (2tα νµ − Zα νµ ) v α
Jµ = ∇
−

2B 2
,
r

1
Z(µ αβ Tν)αβ + Zαβ(µ T αβ ν) + ∆T µ ν v ν . (62)
2

The 2nd line takes into account the hypermomentum and
the part defined in (51). The gravitational superpotential
µν
JG
= −2tα µν v α ,

(63)

13

The currents derived in the lagrangian (or hamiltonian) approach
are sometimes contrasted with the expression deduced directly
from the field equations [78]. The latter perspective is discussed
in Section VI, and we shall conclude that both ways lead to
the same result. We could remark that if it is argued that the
lagrangian-based approach is ambiguous since one may add total derivatives to the action (ambiguity 2) as in VI C), so are the
equations of motion-based approach ambiguous since one may as
well add superpotentials with vanishing divergence to the equations of motion (ambiguity 1) as in VI C).
Both formulations are however equivalent when working with the
inertial connection Λα µ that plays the role of the tetrad once the
metric-compatibility constraint is solved, see e.g. [5, 86].
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result diverges as r → ∞. This is interpreted, in the
standard context of metric teleparallelism [85], to be due
to inertial forces. To eliminate such forces, the gauge
freedom is used to Lorentz-rotate the connection. The
finiteness of the action has been considered as a criterion
that distinguishes the absence of inertial forces [90–94].
A solution with finite action was reported by Krs̆s̆ák et
al [94] to be associated with the superpotential (again we
write only the non-vanishing components and recall the
antisymmetry)

2m2P
(66a)
B − B2 ,
r


′
1 A
B
= tφ rφ = m2P B 2
− m2P . (66b)
+
r
A
r

vanishing of the energy-momentum associated with the
metric field (or equivalently, the tetrad). This has not
been investigated in metric teleparallelism (see however
Ref. [84], where the Riemann normal coordinates are
considered). Even though we argued in Ref. [33] that
the results should agree with computations in symmetric teleparallelism, it is quite interesting to check explicitly the inertial frame hypothesis for the case of metric
teleparallelism. A freely falling frame can be obtained by
switching (64) to the Lemaı̂tre coordinates:

t0 0r = −
tθ rθ

Now the charge is finite, and equal to the mass of the
black hole when the integration limit is extrapolated to
the asymptotic infinity r → ∞.
Brown and York introduced regularisations in the context of the energy problem in GR, in their derivation
of a famous quasilocal energy expression [95]. Before
Krs̆s̆ák et al, e.g. Maluf et al had used regularisations
in the context of metric teleparallel energy expression
[96, 97]. In fact, 1 of the prescriptions adopted in metric teleparallelism is claimed to yield the same energy as
the Brown-York expression [98]. For the Schwarzschild
black hole with mass mS , the expression implies that the
energy contained inside the horizon is 2mS , and outside
the horizon, the whole spacetime is filled with negative
energy energy density such that asymptotically the total
energy converges to mS . This probably could be interpreted to describe something that could be related to
some effective energy concept, but it is not the canonical
energy charge we are concerned with in this article.
More recently, Emtsova and Toporensky also introduced a different regularisation scheme, using the metric
connection (5) to normalise the spin connection [83, 99].
They considered the Schwarzschild black hole
r
mS
A=B = 1−
,
(67)
4πm2P
and reported the regularised spin connection
2m2P
mS
(68a)
,
(1 − A) −
r
4πr2
m2
mS
tθ rθ = tφ rφ = − P (1 − A) +
(68b)
.
r
4πr2
This gives the correct value C0 = mS , but again only
when integrating the current over the whole spacetime.
The scheme based on the comparison metric connection,
as well as the scheme based on the finiteness of the action (the scheme which could be also called holographic
renormalisation [93, 94]), are both regularisations of only
the total value of the energy i.e. the global mass within
the spacetime manifold.
The novel proposition is that the energy measured locally by a physical observer can be determined in an inertial frame [24]. The inertial frame is characterised by the
t0 0r = −

A = 1,

B2 =

mS
.
4πm2P r

(69)

The Lemaı̂tre frame has been considered previously in
metric teleparallelism [100] and the components of the
superpotential have been computed for the regularised
spin connection [101],
mS
(70a)
= 4tφ rφ = 4tθ rθ ,
t0 0r = −
4πr2
m2
tr 0r = P B = 4tφ 0φ = 4tθ 0θ .
(70b)
r
According to the Ref. [101], the gravitational energymomentum charges are vanishing in the freely falling
frame. Our interpretation is quite different as we maintain that the gravitational energy momentum current
should always vanish in an inertial frame and it is only in
such a frame that we may compute the physically meaningful result for the gravitational charges. (Recall that
we insist that not the local integral of the form (38a) but
the so-called quasilocal integral of the form (38b) should
be regarded as the fundamental definition of the charge
- in the case at hand this makes all the difference.) Indeed, now C0 = mS in the Lemaı̂tre frame, as we readily
compute from (70). The crucial point here is that we
obtain C0 = mS regardless of which surface we choose to
compute the flux (as long as it contains the singularity),
in contrast to the previous prescriptions such as (66) and
(68) which, more or less accidentally, happen to give the
correct result when r is taken to infinity14 . Of course, it is
intuitively clear that energy is well defined in Minkowski
space, and when such is available as the asymptotic limit
of an otherwise arbitrary spacetime the limiting expression is unambiguous and its expression is known as the
ADM energy. However, at any finite r all previous calculations in metric teleparallelism we are aware of, fail to
give the correct answer.
In conclusion, we have proposed the definition of energy in metric teleparallel gravity and, at least for the
Schwarzschild geometry, confirmed the validity of the definition. This vindicates the idea originally put forward
by Christian Møller in 1961 [102].
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The many regularisation schemes used in the literature could be
said belong to the locality class N according to the respective
corrections behaving as r −N at large r. The inertial frame regularisation would then have N = ∞.
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B.

Symmetric teleparallelism

C.

We shall consider the quadratic action
1
(71)
LG = qα µν Qα µν + lα µν T α µν ,
2
where the symmetricity constraint is imposed by the Lagrange multiplier lα µν = lα [µν] . The field equations for
the Lagrange multiplier, the metric and the connection
are respectively given by
δLG
= T α µν ,
(72a)
δlα µν
2Eµ ν = −Tµ ν + 2∇α qαµ ν + 2qαβ ν Qαβ µ
√ ∂LG
+ 2 −g µν − LG δνµ ,
(72b)
∂g
Eα µν = 2lα µν − 2qµν α + Zα µν .
(72c)
We have massaged the metric field equation (16a) in a
form (72b) that will be helpful in the following. Our aim
is again to derive the Noether potential. To that aim, we
begin by setting the teleparallel current (59b) on shell,
J µ = Lv µ +

∇µ hµν α = ∇µ (2qµν α − Zα µν ) .

(74)

We shall return to discuss this solution in details later.
Now, plugging the connection variation (72c) and the
assumed solution (74) into the current (73) it becomes
∂LM
δv ψ − q µ αβ Qν αβ v ν
J µ = Lv µ +
∂∇µ ψ
− (hµν α + Zα µν ) ∇ν v α .
(75a)
Now we just use the (assumed) solution (74) to replace
the derivative of the non-metricity conjugate in the metric field equation (72b) and plug it into the above,

Jµ = ∇α (hαµ ν v ν ) + (∇α Zν αµ ) v ν − Zν µα ∇α v ν + ∆T µ ν .
(75b)
Apart from the hypermomentum, the current is precisely15 the one derived in the metric-affine gauge formulation [33], and deduced earlier from the premetric
axioms [21].
This completes the derivations of the Noether currents
in the Palatini formulation of the Geometrical Trinity.
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It may be worthwhile to clarify the formulationdependence of the Noether currents. Therefore we shall
derive some non-canonical currents that result in some alternative formulations of symmetric teleparallel gravity.
The ambiguity of the currents in different formulations
can be regarded as a strength rather than a weakness of
the Noether formalism. It allows to distinguish between
different formulations of the action principle giving rise
to equivalent dynamics. That we don’t find exactly the
right current in the tensor formulation (with 2 Lagrange
multipliers in V C 1 or with 0 Lagrange multipliers in
V C 2), indicates that the gauge formulation used in Ref.
[33] is a more fundamental representation of the theory
(whose proper translation to tensor language is the formulation in V B). Defects that can be detected already
at the classical level hint that the formulation may encounter serious obstacles in the quantum theory. It is
well known that the path integral can depend upon the
choice of fundamental variables.

∂LM
˚ α v α −Eα µν ∇ν v α . (73)
δv ψ −2q µ αβ ∇
∂∇µ ψ

Consider the connection field equation ∇µ Eα µν = 0,
where Eα µν is given by (72c). At this point, we just
assume that there is a solution lα µν = 21 hµν α s.t.

Like in the metric teleparallel case (62), there are additional
hypermomentum terms which do not appear in the canonical
form. Because the hypothetical hypermomentum is introduced
as just a parameterisation of a possible connection-dependence
of the lagrangian LM , we don’t have the required fundamental
equations to determine the structure of the Zα µν -terms. For
example, if the equations implied that ∇α Zν αµ = −∇α Zν µα ,
the current could be put to the canonical form. A conjecture is
that a consistent realisation of hypermomentum should decouple
from the canonical current.

Alternative formulations

1.

Lagrange multiplier formalism

To drop some inessential baggage from the derivation,
in this subsection we 1) set hypermomentum to zero
Zα µν = 0 and 2) consider on-shell relations, i.e. set
Eµν = Eα µν = 0, without explicitly reminding about
it. In the Lagrange multiplier formulation [14], we vary
LG =

1 α
q µν Qα µν + lα µν T α µν + lα βµν Rα βµν ,
2

(76)

wrt a general connection. The multipliers have the antisymmetry wrt their 2 last indices,
lα (µν) = 0 ,
lα

β(µν)

(77a)

= 0.

(77b)

We then obtain the equations of motion
T α µν = 0 ,
Rα βµν = 0 ,
Tµν = 2∇α qα µν + 2

(78a)
(78b)
∂LG
,
∂g µν

∇β lα νµβ = qµν α − lα µν ,

(78c)
(78d)

where the 1st and the 2nd equations are of course the 2
new equations of motion resulting from the variation wrt
the Lagrange multipliers. Now, instead of the teleparallel
current (59c) we should go back to the general current
(32b), which now reduces to
˚ α v β + 2lα νβµ ∇β ∇ν v α + Lv µ +
Jµ = −2qµ αβ ∇

∂LM
δv ψ .
∂∇µ ψ
(79)
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Let us consider the 2nd term


lα νβµ ∇β ∇ν v α = ∇β lα νβµ ∇ν v α + ∇β lα νµβ ∇ν v α

= ∇β lα νβµ ∇ν v α
(80)
+ (qµν α − lα µν ) ∇ν v α .
In the 1st equality we used (77b) and in the 2nd we used
(78d). Plugging this into the (79) gives


˚ α v β − 2lα µν ∇ν v α
Jµ = 2qµν α ∇α v β − ∇

∂LM
+ 2∇β lα νβµ ∇ν v α + Lv µ +
δv ψ
∂∇µ

= 2qµ αβ Lβα λ v λ − 2∇ν (lα µν v α ) + 2 (∇ν lα µν ) v α

∂LM
(81)
δv ψ .
+ 2∇β lα νβµ ∇ν v α + Lv µ +
∂∇µ
Taking the divergence of (78d) yields, due to the combination of symmetry (91a) and the antisymmetry (77b)
which cancels the RHS,
∇µ lα µν = ∇µ qµν α .

(82)

This can be recognised as the “remarkable relation”
Eq.(16) of Ref.[21]. We shall encounter this relation in a
different guise in the next section VI, and we’ll see that
it allows us to identify the Lagrange multiplier field
lα µν =

1 µν
h α,
2

(83)

as what is called the gravitational excitation hµν α . From
(78c) we get that, using also (99),

(84)
2∇ν lα µν = − Tµ α + δαµ LG + 2qµ νβ Lνβ α .
Using this in (81) it assumes the form

Jµ = 2∇ν lα βνµ ∇β v α − lα µν v α + ∆T µ ν v ν .

(85)

The Lagrange multiplier lα βνµ cannot be fully determined by the field equations, since it possesses gauge
symmetries, as detailed in Section IV.B.1 of Ref.[32].
However, the essentially unique solution has the same
form (41) as in the derivation of the Komar superpotential, as it will again be shown in detail in the next section
VI. Putting all these results together, the final result for
the on-shell current reads


√
Jµ = ∇ν m2P −g∇[µ v ν] − hµν α v α + ∆T µ ν v ν . (86a)
We may separate the 2 contributions to the charge tensor,
µν
µν
Jµ = ∇ν (Jcan
+ Jnon
) + ∆T µ ν v ν .

(86b)

where

µν
The canonical piece Jcan
is given by the excitation tennd
µν
sor. The 2 piece Jnon since, like the standard Komar
superpotential, it features a derivative of the parameter
v α . Regarding the Komar superpotential, we shall write
yet 1 more equivalent expression,


˚ [µ v ν] − Q[µ v ν] + Q̃[µ v ν] ,
(88)
J µν = m2P ∇

which was also used in Ref.[103]. Notably, this has the
form (52c), where now Aµ = −Qµ + Q̃µ .
µν
The non-canonical piece Jnon
is absent in the Noether
current obtained in the metric-affine gauge formulation
of the theory [33]. Our current view is that this piece is
an unphysical artefact of translating to theory into the
tensor (Palatini) formalism. In all known fundamental
theories, the charges are linear in the parameter and do
not depend upon the derivatives of the parameter. In
the context of the premetric programme [21, 104], incorporating such a derivative-dependence would require
some new axiom the physical motivation of which seems
unclear. (Perhaps, an inhomogeneous response to the
transformation parameter could be interpreted in terms
of an excitation gauge potential instead of the usual excitation tensor.)

2.

Inertial connection formalism

It can be illustrative to demonstrate the formulationdependent property of the Noether currents with another
example. In the derivation above (and in the derivation
in Ref.[33]) the action principle was formulated in terms
of Lagrange multipliers. The suggested interpretation is
the origin of GR in its symmetric teleparallel guise in a
symmetry-broken massive gauge theory. This effective
theory is teleparallel i.e. the connection is flat at observable scales because the Planck mass is the mass of
the connection. A less fundamental formulation is obtained by solving the constraint equations (78a,78b) and
plugging the solution back into the action. This way one
obtains Golovnev’s “inertial connection” formulation of
a teleparallel theory [105, 106]. Even though the (classical) dynamics in the inertial connection formulation are
completely equivalent [23] (for the detailed and comprehensive study, see [107]), the Noether currents are sensitive to the action principle since they are affected by the
boundary terms in the action.
According to (78a,78b), in symmetric teleparallelism
both the curvature Rα µβν = 0 and the torsion T α µν = 0
vanish. Because of the former, the connection has to
be given by the matrix Λα β in (55), and because of the
latter, the matrix can always be given by the more special
form [14, 77]
Λα β = ∂β ξ α .

µν
Jcan
µν
Jnon

= −h
=

µν

α

αv ,
2
mP ∇[µ v ν]

(87a)
=

µν
JK

−

m2P Q[µν] α v α

.

(87b)

(89)

The functions ξ α may thus be regarded as the dynamical
ˆ µ Eα µν can be
variables. As a consequence, not even ∇
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space of connections Noether potential J µν
all
∇[µ v ν] − hµν α v α
flat
−hµν α v α
symmetric
inequivalent to GR
flat & symmetric
−2q [µν] α v α

guaranteed to vanish on-shell, but instead the equation
of motion for the connection assumes the form
ˆ µ (2q µν α + Zα µν ) = 0 .
ˆ µ Eα µν = −∇
ˆ ν∇
ˆ ν∇
∇

(90)

It is often more convenient to deal with tensor densities
than tensors in symmetric teleparallelism, since, as we
see from (2) the covariant derivative ∇µ is commutative,
ˆ µ defined in (18) is not,
but the ∇
(91a)

[∇µ , ∇ν ] = 0 ,
ˆ µ, ∇
ˆ ν ] = 2Q[µ ∇ν] .
[∇

(91b)

To arrive at the 2nd identity we recalled (10b). Taking
into account the symmetrisation inherited from the commutativity (91a), the current (32b) is
(µν)
α
˚ α
J = 2q
αv
α ∇ν v − 2q α ∇ν v − 2∇ν q


1
+ LG v µ + 2 Eµ ν + Tµ ν v ν + JµM ,
(92a)
2
(µν)

µ

α

TABLE I. The formulation-dependence of the Noether current in symmetric teleparallelism. The canonical form of the
current is obtained only when varying a flat connection and
imposing its symmetricity with a Lagrange multiplier.

We need not suppose the field equations, but only to
calculate from (97) the variation
gµλ

µν

1
∂LG
= −qα βν Qα βµ + qµ αβ Qν αβ
∂g λν
2
α
βµ
= −q βν Qα − qµ αβ Lαβ ν ,

which plugged into (96) gives

where the piece due to matter sources is
JµM

= ∇ν Zα

(µν) α

v − Zα

(µν)

α

∇ν v + ∆T

µ

ν

νv .

wµ ν = 0 ,

(93)

where we abbreviate w̃ = w − ∇α q[αµ] ν ,

1 µ
(T ν + LG δνµ )
2
∂LG
+ qα βν Qα βµ − ∇α q[µα] ν + gµλ λν .
∂g

w̃µ ν = qµα β Lβ αν − ∇α q(µα) ν + Eµ ν +
= qµα β Lβ αν

For the 2nd form we used the identity
1
∂LG
Eµ ν + Tµ ν = ∇α qαµ ν + qα βν Qα βµ + g µλ λν . (94)
2
∂g
Finally, we obtain the off-shell conserved current in the
desired form,


(95)
Jµ = −2∇ν q[µν] α v α + 2wµ ν v ν + JµM .
where we again abbreviate
µ

w

ν

=q

µα

β

β L αν

+q

α

βν Qα

βµ

+g

µλ

∂LG
.
∂g λν

1 α
q µν Qα µν ,
2

simplifying the result (95) to


Jµ = −2∇ν q[µν] α v α + JµM .

(97)

to verify explicitly that wµ ν = 0. The field equations
(17a) are
1
1
1
Eµ ν = ∇α qαµ ν − δνµ LG + qµ αβ Qν αβ − Tµ ν .(98)
2
2
2

(101)

As expected, (101) does not match with what was found
earlier. In the inertial connection formulation, the action
would have to be adjusted with boundary terms in order to obtain Noether currents representing the physical
energy-momentum currents. In fact, the inertial connection implied by (89), when plugged into the action (97),
makes it a 2nd order action. We are thus faced with the
same issue as with the Hilbert’s formulation of GR, and
would be forced to modify the formulation with boundary
terms, in order to render the variational problem mathematically well defined16 .
We summarise the formulation-dependence of the
Noether currents in table I. For completeness, we have
mentioned also the possibility of hybrid formulation,
wherein one a priori restricts to symmetric connections
and varies the action
LG =

(96)

From (19b), for any antisymmetric tensor density aµν =
˚ µ aµν = ∂µ aµν . Let us consider
a[µν] we have ∇µ aµν = ∇
a quadratic theory
LG =

(100)

(92b)

conserved. The off-shell current can be written as
Jµ = −2q[µν] α ∇ν v α + 2w̃µ ν v ν + JµM ,

(99)

16

1 α
q µν Qα µν + lα βµν Rα βµν .
2

(102)

The singular property of the GR equivalent is that these higher
derivatives only enter as total derivatives, so this technicality represents a less fatal obstruction. In the generic case, however, the
presence of higher derivatives of ξ α is undesirable as it is prone to
introduce Ostrogradski instabilities. This is of course associated
to the common problem of breaking diffeomorphisms for a massless spin-2 particle. In metric teleparallelism, there may not be
explicit higher derivatives, but the analogous pathologies appear
associated with the breaking of Lorentz invariance. For some discussions on these problems of modified teleparallel gravity, see
e.g. [43, 86, 108–110]
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However, this does not lead to dynamical equivalence
with GR. The field equations,
Rα βµν = 0 ,

(103a)

Tµν = 2∇α qα µν + 2

∂LG
,
∂g µν

∇β lα νµβ = qµν α ,

(103b)
(103c)

imply now that the sum of material and inertial currents
must vanish since (103c) forces ∇µ qµν α = 0.

the pseudotensor that depends only upon the 1st derivatives of the metric.) Now, let us use the field equations
(16a) in (104) to obtain


∂LG
∇µ Tµ ν = Qν αβ ∇µ qµ αβ + αβ
∂g

αβ µ
= ∇µ Qν q αβ − δνµ LG + 2∇α qµα ν (. 106)
where in the 2nd equality we have used the identity (9).
We can now identify the gravitational energy momentum
tensor in (105) as
Gµ ν = δνµ LG − Qν αβ qµ αβ ,

(107)

∇µ (Tµ ν + Gµ ν ) = 2∇µ ∇α qµα ν .

(108)

since
VI.

POTENTIALS

In this section we shall discuss the interpretation of
the results, and in particular we shall put the canonical
Noether potential hµν α in the contexts of previous discussions in the literature. In VI A we will recall how the
inertial energy-momentum current appears in the field
equations. In VI B the explicit form of the tensor density hµν α is finally uncovered. In the terminology of the
premetric programme [111], it is called the (kinetic) excitation (tensor density). We naively anticipated this object already at (39), and it is also the bottom line of the
premetric reasoning. In VI C we review previous derivations of gravitational energy-momentum, and conclude
that they are consistent with hµν α , though fundamentally
more ambiguous. In particular, we list a handful of most
serious suggestions of superpotentials in the literature,
and show that each of them generalises to precisely hµν α
(when promoted by a certain minimal coupling principle
into a proper tensor).
A.

Inertial current

Consider the special theory of relativity in a manifestly
diffeomorphism invariant form by using the symmetric
teleparallel covariant derivative ∇µ . In particular, the
energy-momentum conservation is given in terms of the
symmetric energy-momentum tensor T µ ν as ∇µ T µ ν = 0,
which reduces in the concident gauge [22] to ∂µ T µ ν = 0.
However, in GR (and its modifications [62]) the conser˚ µ T µ ν = 0, which can be written as
vation equation is ∇
∇µ Tµ ν =

1
Qναβ Tαβ .
2

(104)

Einstein formulated the conservation law as a divergence
that includes the energy-momentum Gµ ν of the gravitational field [8]. In the symmetric teleparallel formulation,
Gµ ν can be written as a tensor, and Einstein’s conservation law can be made manifestly covariant,
∇µ (Tµ ν + Gµ ν ) = 0 .

(105)

(Note that Gµ ν does not denote the Einstein tensor
R̊µ ν − 21 δνµ R̊, but so to speak, the covariantised form of

The expression (107) reduces to the canonical Noether
current of the metric field with respect to the symmetry
under global translations. In other words, it reduces to
the pseudocanonical energy-momentum pseudotensor in
the coincident gauge. The RHS of (108) represents the
energy-momentum conservation equation of the connection.
In the theory of coincident GR, the remarkable fact
is that the RHS of (108) vanishes identically. The field
equations (98) state that we always have on-shell
2∇α qαµ ν = Tµ ν + Gµ ν .

(109)

Nevertheless, the divergence of the LHS and RHS vanish identically only in the coincident GR. In that case
2qαµ ν reduces to the Tolman’s energy-momentum complex [112] in the coincident gauge. Our version of the
theory is covariant and the equation (109) holds for arbitrary LG . The tensor 2qαµ ν , the non-metricity conjugate,
could thus also be called the generalised Tolman tensor.
We will see later that neither the generalised Tolman
tensor, nor its antisymmetrisation in (101) that we obtained as the Noether potential in the inertial connection
formulation, provides a viable superpotential to describe
the quasilocal energy charges.
At this point, we may state the definition of an inertial frame as that for which Gµ ν = 0. The local metric
current induced by the diffeomorphism δv is Gµ ν v ν , and
the claim is quite simply that any local energy or momentum associated with the metric field (equivalently in
the tetrad formulation, associated with the tetrad field)
is not physical in the sense of being detectable by an
inertial observer. It is often quoted from page 422 of
Ref.[113] that “Anybody who looks for a magic formula
for ’local gravitational energy-momentum’ is looking for
the right answer to the wrong question”. Our approach
is in agreement, as it excludes local gravitational energymomentum, and we do not have to regard the coordinateinvariant expression of this fact, Gµ ν = 0, as a “magic
formula”. However, we maintain that energy can be and
should be defined precisely, and that this is not prevented
by gravitation being equivalent to inertia - contrary to
what is perhaps the most common view on energy (for
philosophical discussions see e.g. [114, 115]).
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B.

and the kinetic excitation given by h̃µν α = h[µν] α where

Kinetic excitation

The premetric formalism is a framework wherein the
form of the theory is derived from conserved charges
[111]. One does not assume a priori a metric, nor a lagrangian for the theory, but begins with more primitive
concepts whose generic relations are deduced from elementary geometric identities [104]. This way, one ends up
with 2 fundamental equations, 1 of them corresponding
to the dynamical equation of motion (the inhomogeneous
field equation), the other to a Bianchi identity (the homogeneous field equation). It should be understood that
the premetric formalism is not any particular theory, but
it provides a language to discuss, construct and analyse
generic theories of physics with conserved charges as the
fundamental starting point.
In the case that one begins with the conservation of
energy-momentum charges, the 1st fundamental equation
takes the form [21]
∇α h̃αµ ν = T̃µ ν + G̃µ ν ,

(110)

where h̃αµ ν = h̃[αµ] ν is the kinetic excitation tensor density, T̃µ ν is the source current, and G̃µ ν is determined by
the mass excitation tensor density that we denote q̃µ αβ .
The 2nd fundamental equation is now understood as the
expression of the equivalence principle: there is no force
of gravity, therefore the affine geometry is symmetric and
teleparallel.
The dynamics of the theory remain undetermined before one specifies the form of the 2 tensor densities, the kinetic and the mass excitation tensors densities, by stating
what is called the constitutive law of the premetric theory.
If a local and linear constitutive law is postulated, it has
5632 independent components. If it is assumed that the
constitutive law is reversible (which is a necessary condition for the existence of an action principle for the theory), there are 3712 independent components. If, on the
other hand, the constitutive law is assumed to be metric,
but not necessarily have a lagrangian formulation, there
are only 14 distinct possibilities. However, requiring the
metrical, the lagrangian, and the parity-invariant properties of the constitutive law fixes it uniquely (up to an
overall normalisation) [21].
Thus, a result of the general premetric analysis is that
there exists the unique pair of tensor densities q̃µ αβ =
q̃µ (αβ) and h̃µν α = h̃[µν] α such that
∇α hαµ ν = 2∇α qαµ ν .

(111)

(The factor of 2 is just a convention.) The unique theory has the mass excitation q̃µ αβ = qµ αβ given by the
so-called non-metricity conjugate (i.e. the generalised
Tolman tensor) of the Coincident GR [14],
4 µν
1
q α = −Qµν α + Qνµ α + Qα µν − g µν Qα
m2P
2

1 µ ν  µ
− δα Q + Q − Q̃µ δαν ,
(112a)
2

1 µν
h α = −Q[µν] α − δα[µ Qν] + δα[µ Q̃ν] .
m2P

(112b)

The kinetic excitation tensor (112b) turns out to be
the covariant version of the “Einstein energy-momentum
complex”. In the following subsection VI C we will explain its precise relation to various pseudotensor superpotentials that have been considered in the literature.
Then, it will be useful to note that we can write (112b)
also as


gαβ
(112c)
hµν α = m2P √ ∇λ gλ[µ gν]β .
−g
Since the relations (111) and (112) are of paramount importance to our discussions, let us show explicitly that:
1
2
(T µ ν + Gµ ν ) = 2 √ ∇α (qαµ ν )
m2P
mP −g
2 ˆ αµ
= 2∇
αq
ν
mP


ˆ α Qα − Q̃α δνµ
ˆ α Lαµ ν + 1 ∇
= −∇
2
i
1 hˆ µ ˆ
−
∇ν Q + ∇α (g αµ Qν )
4


ˆ α Q[µα] ν + 1 ∇
ˆ α Qα − Q̃α δ µ
=∇
ν
2

1ˆ  µ
+ ∇ν Q − Q̃µ
2 h
 i

ˆ α Q[µα] ν + Q[α − Q̃[α δνµ]
=∇

h√
1
= √ ∇α −ggνβ Qλ β[α g µ]λ
−g
i
+ Qλ λ[µ g α]β − Qλ g β[α g µ]λ



1
gνβ
β[α µ]λ
= √ ∇α √ ∇λ −gg g
−g
−g
1
= 2 √ ∇α hαµ ν .
(113)
mP −g
The curvature Lagrange multiplier is now easily solved
from (78d) which now reads, using (83) and then (112)
1
1
√ ∇β lα νµβ = q µν α − lα µν = q µν α − hµν α
−g
2
1
m2 
= P Qα µν − g µν Qα
4
2

1
(114)
+ δαµ Qν − δαµ Q̃ν .
2
We find the solution
lα νµβ =

m2P ν[β µ]
g δα ,
2

(115)

which could have been guessed since it is (up to a constant prefactor) the only available non-derivative tensor
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compatible with the symmetry of lα νµβ . Note, in particular, that since 2∇α q[αβ] α 6= ∇α hαβ α , the kinetic excitation cannot be given by the Noether potential in (101).
For the antisymmetrised tensor in the Noether potential
we obtain from (112a)
4 [µν]
3
q α = −2Q[µν] α − δα[µ Qν] + δα[µ Q̃ν] .
2
mP
2

(116)

Now, we can put the field equation (98) into the fundamental premetric form (110) as
∇α hαµ ν = Tµ ν + Gµ ν ,

(117)

where Gµ ν is given by (107) with the specific form (112a).
We may now reconsider the current (75b). Neglecting the
hypothetical hypermomentum contribution and using the
premetric form of the field equation (117), we have
J µ = (T µ ν + Gµ ν ) v ν + hαµ ν ∇α v ν .

(118)

Thus, we see that the Noether current indeed reduces,
in its local form, to the expected energy-momentum
current, plus possible effects due to a covariantly nonconstant transformation parameter v µ .
Alternative superpotentials have been introduced also.
For example, Møller proposed the energy-momentum
complex
2
[µν]
hµν
α,
M α = 2mP Q

(119)

due to its improved covariance properties [116]. However,
as we have emphasised, the premetric axioms are only
compatible with (112b) together with (112a) [21]. In section VII we will show that the correct form of the Noether
potential can be decided also “empirically”, since the different prescriptions yield (contrary to some previous wisdom in the literature) inequivalent results, already in the
case of a black hole. Before that, we will review various
alternative superpotentials and clarify their relation to
the canonical excitation tensor hµν α .
C.

Superpotentials

The inertial energy-momentum tensor (107) is the covariant version of the pseudocanonical Noether current
of the metric field. We will now show that the excitation tensor (112b) is the covariant version of many
superpotential pseudotensors that have been previously
introduced in the literature. The uniqueness of these
results should not be taken to be compromised by the
formulation-dependence of the Noether currents, as summarised in table I.
Rather, it reflects the well-known ambiguity in the
choice of superpotentials. 1) One can add an arbitrary
hαβγ µ = h[αβγ] µ antisymmetric in the 1st 3 indices to
hαµ ν such that hαµ ν + ∇β hβαµ ν still satisfies (111). Such
a term exists, but this would not be consistent with the
parity-invariance of the constitutive law. 2) One may

add a boundary term determined by some B µ to the la˚α B α .
grangian L such that one considers instead L + ∇
µ
This would change the current J and consequently the
superpotential J µν . However, in the present case the only
available vectors B µ would be (at least) of the 1st derivative order, and therefore the boundary term would make
the L a higher derivative theory. At a more fundamental
level, we consider the action principle as (a part of) the
definition of the theory. Adding a boundary term to the
action would change the theory according to our criterion that the action is fundamental on its own and not
just through its capability of producing field equations.
3) The so called Y -ambiguity enters when performing
partial integrations in the derivation of the symplectic
potential. Sort of “integration constants” may in principle be added to the total derivative terms. Though we
shall not attempt to make this argument robustly in the
present study, in practice it is rather obvious that there
is, at least in the cases studied in this article, a canonical
definition of the “definite” partial integration.
In conclusion, the formulation-dependence of the currents provides a criterion to distinguish the more fundamental formulation of the action principle. In terms
of the metric-affine gauge fields (frame, connection and
metric), we should vary the generic connection (and set
it symmetric teleparallel with Lagrange multipliers). In
terms of the Palatini fields (spacetime metric and affine
connection), we should vary the teleparallel connection
(and set it symmetric with a Lagrange multiplier).
As Wald had explained, an integral (37) of the potential J µν can be used for the computation of the entropy
associated with a horizon as a charge [7, 117]. Crucial to
this derivation is to take into account the possible difference between the canonical energy and the integral of the
Noether potential J µν at infinity. In general, a Hamiltonian for the dynamics generated by δv does exist iff
one can find a suitable (not necessarily diffeomorphism
covariant) boundary term, which can be computed from
the symplectic potential. An algorithm, involving many
subtleties, exists for this procedure. The Hamiltonian
corresponding to asymptotic time translations may be
generated by the current J µ only if its integral yields the
correct ADM energy. A purpose of the discussions of this
section was to clarify that, in our formalism, the potential
h̃αµ ν can correspond to the canonical energy-momentum
current only if the equation of motion relates the divergence of the potential to the canonical gravitational energy momentum according to (110). For example, neither
(116) nor (119) has this property, which is unique to the
canonical excitation (112c). On the other hand, as seen
from (109), (112a) has the property but it does not have
the index symmetry deduced from the premetric axioms,
or equivalently, in Wald’s formalism, qαµ ν v ν would not
be the components of a charge 2-form. Thus, the conjecture is that in an inertial frame the hαµ ν v ν is both
the unique Hamiltonian that plays the role of the generator of time translations and the unique Noether charge
that plays the role of the conserved energy. Therefore, it
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should directly yield the physical energy and the entropy
according to Wald’s derivation.
More generally, a given superpotential h̃αµ ν corresponds to a given inertial (metric) energy-momentum
tensor. One can check that each divergence is nonvanishing,


√
1
,
∇µ Q[µν] α = −g ∇µ Q[µν] α − Qµ Q[µν] α (120a)
2
1
∇µ δα[µ Qν] = (δαν Qµ Qµ + Qα Qν )
4
1√
−gδαν ∇µ Qµ ,
(120b)
−
2


1 ν
∇µ δα[µ Q̃ν] =
δ Qµ Q̃µ + Qα Q̃ν
4 α
1√
−gδαν ∇µ Q̃µ .
(120c)
−
2
and therefore the correspondence is unique. Explicitly,
we see that for a chosen superpotential h̃αµ ν , the corresponding effective inertial energy-momentum current
G̃µ ν is given as


(121)
G̃µ ν = Gµ ν + ∇α h̃αµ ν − hαµ ν .
One reason justifying calling the hαµ ν in (112b) the
canonical excitation tensor for gravity is that it corresponds to the canonical energy-momentum tensor Gµ ν
which is the unique Noether current for the metric tensor. For example, the Møller superpotential (119) does
not share this property.
We shall now review a variety of other alternative superpotentials proposed in the course of the previous century, and see that they can all be understood as particular limits of the canonical excitation tensor (112b).
All these superpotentials are pseudotensors, and can be
understood to be defined wrt a reference (Minkowski or
otherwise) metric. The von Freud superpotential was
probably the 1st proposal, and it was constructed in order to replace the Tolman pseudotensor with an object
that has the antisymmetry property of a proper excitation (pseudo)tensor [118]. The von Freud superpotential
can be written as


1√
µνγ βλ
λ
λ
hµν
=
−
Γ̊
−
Γ̊
−gδ
g
α
βγ
βγ
λσα
vF
2
1√
µνγ βσ λδ ˚
g g ∇β gδγ .
−gδλσα
(122a)
=−
2
The underlined quantities are evaluated wrt the reference
metric. In the original form, ∇β = ∂β , corresponding to
some flat reference metric.
An influential treatment of gravitational energymomentum was due to Landau and Lifshitz [119], who
νµ
constructed a symmetric Gµν
LL = GLL , which corresponds
to the superpotential


1
ρα γ β
− 21 µν ˚
−gg
g
(−g)
δ
∇
hµνα
=
γρ β
LL
2

√
1q
µν αβ ρσ ˚
−gg γδ . (122b)
=
g/gδγρ
δσδ g ∇β
2

Considering the reference metric in the Gµν
LL as an asymptotically Minkowski spacetime leads almost directly to
the ADM expression, and this has been further generalised by Abbot and Deser [120] to apply in spacetimes
with more arbitrary asymptotic behavior, such that the
conserved charges can be associated with isometries of
the asymptotic geometry (see Ref.[64], sections 6.1.1 and
6.1.2 respectively). In their study of spin and angular
momentum in GR, for whose conservation the property
νµ
Gµν
LL = GLL is crucial, Bergmann and Thomson [121]
employed the Landau-Lifshitz prescription up a normalisation of the reference volume element,
hµνα
=
BT

q
.
g/g hµνα
LL

(122c)

Another well-known superpotential was introduced by
Papapetrou [122]

hµνα
P

=

µν αρ λβ √
δγλ
δβσ g
−g

=

1 µν αρ γβ ˚
δ δ g ∇ρ
2 γλ βσ




1 γσ τ δ 1 γτ σδ ˚
∇ρ gτ σ
g g − g g
4
2

√
−gg γσ .
(122d)

Finally, we quote the form of the Weinberg superpotential [123]

hµνα
W

=

µν αρ λβ p
δγλ
δβσ g
−g




1 γσ τ δ 1 γτ σδ ˚
g g − g g
∇ρ g(122e)
τσ .
4
2

We have written these superpotentials in alternative
forms from which it is transparent that they are quite
closely related, differing only in the way they incorporate
the dependence upon the reference metric. It has been
shown that the quasilocal energy expressions obtained
from these five in principle distinct expressions, all yield
the equivalent values of energy when a certain matching
algorithm is exploited to fix the reference metric [124]
(using a so called 4-dimensional isometric matching or
an energy optimisation as the criteria for the best match
of the reference on the region’s boundary [125, 126]).
Our approach does not require a reference metric or
other background structures. We can generalise the
above five pseudotensors which rely upon a reference metric for their definition, into proper covariant tensors, by
1) replacing the reference metric in the expressions by
the dynamical metric g µν → gµν and 2) replacing the
reference metric-covariant derivative with the dynami˚ α → ∇µ . This
cal, independent covariant derivative ∇
procedure closely resembles a minimal coupling of matter to gravity, and now we are indeed minimally coupling
various alternatives of energy-momentum as if the metric
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was as any other field. We obtain the expressions
1 µνγ βσ λδ
g Qβδγ ,
hµν
vF α = − δλσα g
2


1 −1 µν
ρα γ β
gg
g
g
δ
∇
hµνα
=
β
γρ
LL
2
µνα
hµνα
BT = hLL ,
1 µν αρ
1
hµνα
= (−g)− 2 δγλ
δβσ g γβ ∇ρ
P
2

1 γσ τ δ
µν αρ λβ
hµνα
g g −
W = δγλ δβσ g
4

(123a)
,

(123b)

(123c)

√
γσ
,
−gg
(123d)

1 γτ σδ
Qρτ σ (123e)
.
g g
2

With some algebra, we can confirm that all these expressions are equivalent, and identical with the canonical
excitation tensor! More precisely, we find the satisfactory
coincidences
µν
µν
µν
µν
µν
hµν
vF α = hLL α = hBT α = hP α = hW α = h α . (124)

The canonical resolution of the energy-momentum problem in GR is thus the background-independent unification of many previous prescriptions.
On the other hand, not all previous proposals can be
straightforwardly fitted into this unification. We will give
3 examples. The (generalised) Tolman superpotential
(109) does not have the right symmetry. The Komar superpotential (52a), as discussed earlier, is non-canonical
due to its dependence upon the derivative of the transformation parameter. The Møller prescription does not
share this non-canonical property, but the superpotential
(119) does not coincide with (123). Though obtained in a
direct fashion in the tetrad formulation of GR, the Møller
superpotential corresponds to the Neumann and not the
Dirichlet boundary conditions for the metric [127]. Also,
according to (121), the Møller superpotential corresponds
to a non-canonical inertial energy-momentum current.
VII.

ENERGY

In this section, we will illustrate the workings of
the canonical resolution by computing the energy of a
black hole. We will consider the Schwarzschild-ReissnerNordström-de Sitter case which is general enough to capture various different features, including those of nonvacuum spacetime.
Let us remark in passing that the canonical resolution
of energy clarifies the properties of black holes beginning
from the definition of what a black hole is. A physical
definition (in contrast to alternative mathematical definitions that refer to global properties of spacetime that
cannot be detected by any observer) [128] is based on
the existence of a future trapped horizon. This property
is determined from the expansion scalars, which however
are foliation-dependent [129]. The ambiguity can now be
eliminated since the preferred foliation is uniquely given
in an inertial frame. This is, in fact, highly relevant to
currently ongoing discussions in the literature, concerning e.g. the possible physical application of the Thakurta

solution [130] (in the context of primordial holes and
their possible contribution to the dark matter density
[131–134]). A formal definition seems to show that the
Thakurta solution does not describe a black hole at all,
since the solution does not possess a future trapped horizon [135]. However, this argument is devoid of physical
content, since if one uses the Kodama time [136] instead
of the conformally-Schwarzschild time (as in Ref. [135])
to foliate the spacetime, the conclusion is completely different [137]. The resolution is that in an inertial frame,
the Misner-Sharp mass [138] turns out to be the physical
energy, and it is not the Noether charge of time translations wrt the conformally-Schwarzschild time, but rather
wrt the Kodama time17 . Thus, despite the claims of
Ref.[135], and irregardless of their possible relevance to
the dark matter problem which is a separate issue [131–
134], Thakurta black holes are black holes.
A.

Coordinates

The relevant class of Kerr-Schild metrics are given by
[139]
gµν = ηµν + V (r)ℓµ ℓν ,

(125)

where V is a scalar function of r with r2 = δij xi xj and
ℓµ is the null geodesic vector,
ℓµ dxµ = dt + δij

xi j
dx ,
r

(126)

thus satisfying the properties
gµν ℓµ ℓν = 0 ,
ηµν ℓµ ℓν = 0 ,
˚ µ ℓα = 0 ,
ℓµ ∇
µ
ℓ ∂µ ℓα = 0 .

(127a)
(127b)
(127c)
(127d)

We work in the coincident gauge which is the unitary
gauge Γα µν = 0. The coincident gauge for the connection, and the coordinates (125) for the metric is a solution
in the inertial frame Gµ ν = 0. To avoid any confusion
that seems to exist in the literature, the coincident gauge
is always a legitimate choice, but then making an Ansatz
for the metric intends to find certain solutions that may
or may not exist. In our case, the metric (125) is a solution in the coincident gauge. If we transformed this
solution to a different coordinate system, we would generate a non-vanishing connection18 .

17

18

The explicit and general proof of this is outside the scope of
the present article, since it requires the generic SchwarzchildFriedmann-Lemaı̂tre(-Robertson-Walker) solution in an inertial
frame. However, the following computations already confirm the
argument in the limit of Schwarzchild-de Sitter solution.
Non-vanishing connections have been taken into account in several recent studies of modified symmetric teleparallel gravity
[140–145]. See also [22] for a clarification on the use of the coincident gauge.
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It is then a simple calculation to obtain
(128a)
(128b)

Q0µν = 0 ,
Qi00 = V ′ ℓi ,


V
V
ℓi ℓj ,
δij + V ′ −
r
r


2V
2V
ℓi ℓj ℓk .
δi(j ℓk) + V ′ −
=
r
r

Qi0j = Qij0 =
Qijk



(128c)
(128d)

and from (133) that


Z
2V
1
+ V ′ ℓµ .
δµ[0 Qi] ℓi dS = πr2
2
r

Interestingly, the charges Cµ ∼ ℓµ will be proportional to
the null vector ℓµ . This suggests that a photon on a radial
trajectory sees no gravitational energy in the black hole,
what might in turn be telling us about its masslessness.

Using g µν = η µν − V ℓµ ℓν we get further
Q0 µν = V V ′ ℓµ ℓν ,

and raising yet 1 more index,
Q0µ ν = V V ′ ℓµ ℓν ,
Qi0 0 = − (1 − V ) V ′ ℓi ,

V i
Qi0 j = −
δj − ℓi ℓj − (1 − V ) V ′ ℓi ℓj ,
r

V ij
ij
δ − ℓi ℓj + (1 − V ) V ′ ℓi ℓj ,
Q 0=
r

2V  i(j
ij
δ ℓk) − ℓi ℓj ℓk
Q k=
r
+ (1 − V ) V ′ ℓi ℓj ℓk .

B.

(129a)

Qi 00 = (1 − V ) V ′ ℓi ,
(129b)

V i
Qi 0j = Qi j0 =
δ − ℓi ℓj + (1 − V ) V ′ ℓi ℓj , (129c)
r j

2V  i
δ(j ℓk) − ℓi ℓj ℓk
Qi jk =
r
+ (1 − V ) V ′ ℓi ℓj ℓk ,
(129d)
(130a)
(130b)
(130c)
(130d)

(130e)

hµν ν = aQ[µν] α + bδα[µ Qν] + cδα[µ Q̃ν] .

Thus, we can see from (130) that
1 ′ i
V ℓ ,
2


1 V i
′ i
i
δ − ℓ ℓj + V ℓ ℓj ,
=
2 r j

Q[0i] 0 =

(132a)

Q[0i] j

(132b)

Q[ij] 0 = 0 ,
V [i
Q[ij] k = δk ℓj] ,
r

V (r) =

We can compute from (132) that
Z
1
Q[0i] µ ℓi dS = πr2 V ′ ℓµ ,
2

mS
Λ
q2
+ r2 .
−
2
2
2
4πmP r
8πmP r
3

(136)

Using (134) we then obtain the general expression for the
energy enclosed within a radius r according to a static
observer,
q2
mS
(c − a) + a
2
2r
4πm2P Λr3
+
(a + 2c) .
3

C0 (a, b, c) =

(137)

The electric charge due to the field configuration Aµν
is computed from (38b), and the result is q. (In the
conventions implicit in (136) the charge q is dimensionless
and Λ has the dimension energy squared.) We note that
the Reissner-Nordström black hole is an example where
the formula (38a) is not valid but only the formula (38b)
yields the correct answer. Similarly, for the energy charge
the quasilocal formula yields (137) but the 1st term there
would not be seen in the local formula.

(132c)
(132d)

and from (131) that
δα[µ Qν] = 0 ,


2V
+ V ′ δα[µ ℓν] .
δα[µ Q̃ν] =
r

(135)

Considering a black hole with mass mS and charge q due
to a possible non-vanishing electric field, in the presence
of a cosmological constant Λ, we have

(131a)
(131b)

Charges

Let us now compare the energy charges of a black hole
obtained by using the different potentials. For this, it
is convenient to parameterise the superpotentials with 3
constants a, b, c as follows,

The traces are
Qµ = 0 ,


2V
′
+ V ℓµ .
Q̃µ =
r

(134b)

(133a)
(133b)

(134a)

1.

The canonical prescription

Consider 1st the canonical excitation (112c) explicitly
given by (112b), for which a = −c = −1. We obtain
Cµ = 4πm2P V rℓµ , and thus
C0 = mS −

4
q2
+ πr3 ρΛ ,
2r 3

(138)

where ρΛ = m2P Λ is the energy density due to the cosmological constant. Interpreting C0E as the gravitational
energy makes perfect sense for each of the contributions:
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• The mass energy. In the pure Schwarzschild case,
the energy is simply mS , regardless of the radius at
which the flux is computed. This is the canonical
energy of a gravitational monopole. Analogously,
the canonical charge of an electron is q = e, though
one can consider infinite number of alternative definitions q = q(r).
• The electric energy. The electric charge contributes
a Coulombian potential energy term. It is precisely
the electrostatic energy of a thin spherical shell of
radius r and total charge q, which is of course equal
to the energy of a condenser with the same radius
and total charge (recall section 8.2 of Ref.[146]).
• The vacuum energy. The cosmological constant
contributes energy with a constant density ρΛ , the
expression that is familiar from the current standard model of cosmology.
The 1st result was already obtained in an inertial frame
in metric teleparallel gravity (and is considerably neater
than the results in the different frames suggested by various alternative regularisation schemes), as we recall from
section V A. It of course follows from the result (124)
that several well-known superpotentials, when “covariantised” by the minimal coupling and evaluated in an inertial frame, all unambiguously agree that C0vF = C0LL =
C0BT = C0P = C0W = C0 .
2.

Møller prescription

The Møller potential (119), for which a = −2 and
b = c = 0, yields a slightly different result, CµM =
−4πm2P V ′ r2 ℓµ , which for the (136) gives
C0M = mS −

8
q2
− πr3 ρΛ ,
r
3

The black hole is called extremal when the 2 horizons
are degenerate and thus q 2 = m2S /(8πm2P ). It follows
that the Komar (and thus, also the Møller) energy enclosed within the horizon neatly disappears for the extremal Reissner-Nordström black hole [152], whereas the
canonical energy is C0 = mS /2. In either case, according
to the standard definition of temperature we obtain


V ′ (r+ )
q2
1
T =−
mS −
,
(141)
=
4π
16π 2
r+
and thus, the extremal black hole is at zero temperature. (Perhaps, the vanishing of the Möller and the Komar charges at the horizon in the extremal limit hints
that they could be related to some different thermodynamical energy. As mentioned earlier, both the Möller
and the Komar prescriptions can be seen imply different
boundary conditions for the Hamiltonian than the canonical prescription, and these different boundary conditions
might reflect different control versus response parameters
prescription in a thermodynamical interpretation.)

(139)

The pure Schwarzschild contribution is again the correct one, but the numerical factors in the 2 other pieces
suggest that the superpotential does not directly correspond to any standard concepts energy. The vacuum
energy has even the wrong sign. Our computation agrees
with the previous results in the literature, see e.g. the
summary presented in [147]. It has been found that
the von Freud and the Møller prescriptions agree for
the Schwarzschild, Vaidya and Janis-Newman-Winicour
spacetimes, but there is a factor of 2 difference in the electric energy term in the Reissner-Nordström spacetimes
[148], as shown in (139).
3.

µν
one needs to renormalise JK
by a factor of 2). It had
been pointed out by Tod [150] who, using Penrose’s definition of the quasilocal energy [151], obtained the result
which for the Reissner-Nordström agrees with the result
from our canonical prescription (105) but disagrees with
the result from the Komar and the Möller prescription
(139), that the latter is not consistent with the linear
theory.
However, there is a special property of the Komar energy that seems to suggest some possible physical interpretation. The black hole horizon is computed from
V (r) = 1, and has the more tractable expression when
we set Λ = 0,
q
(140)
8πm2P r± = mS ± m2S − 8πm2P q 2 .

Komar prescription

The same discrepancy, due to which the result (139)
does not agree with the weak field limit, has been arrived
at also from Komar’s definition of energy [149] (again,

4.

Tolman prescription

Now we check the result from using the symmetric potential of Tolman [112], whose covariant version is given
by (112a). Since in the coordinates (125),
q µν α = −

m2
m2P µν
L α − P Q̃µ δαν ,
2
4

(142)

in order to calculate the conserved energy-momentum
current we only need the components
1 ′ i
V ℓ ,
2

V i
L0i j =
δj − ℓ i ℓ j + V ′ ℓ i ℓ j .
r
We then obtain the relevant parts,
L0i 0 =

m2P ′ i
V ℓ ,
2

V i
δj − ℓi ℓj + m2P V ′ ℓi ℓj .
= m2P
r

(143a)
(143b)

q 0i 0 = −

(144a)

q 0i j

(144b)
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From this we obtain that CµT = CµM , the Tolman superpotential gives the same Noether energy charge (139) as
the Møller superpotential.

5.

Gürses-Gürsey prescription

We should review some previous calculations in the
literature. We find a slight disagreement with the
rather often-cited results of Ref. [153]. Most importantly though, our result (105) for the time translation charge C0 completely agrees with theirs in the
Reissner-Nordström case. However, our conclusion that
the charges can be used to distinguish between the different prescriptions, does not agree with their claim that
the various different prescriptions they studied, which
included the Tolman and the so called Einstein energymomentum complex19 would yield identical charges. The
different conclusion might be due to assuming that
when 2 superpotentials yield the same energy momentum
(pseudo)tensor, they would yield also the same charges.
Assuming this, the same superpotential might have been
used in all of the cases, which would explain the different conclusion from ours. The superpotential adopted in
Ref.[153] was 1st presented by Gürses and Gürsey [155],
who considered the Landau-Lifshitz and the so called
Einstein energy-momentum complex. From our discussion in section VI C we see that the conclusion of Gürses
and Gürsey generalises from the class of Kerr-Schild metrics to arbitrary geometries, and that it applies further
to the Papapetrou, Weinberg and Bergmann-Thomson
superpotentials. The unification (124) of these superpotentials was thus anticipated by the result of Gürses
and Gürsey, extended by the “empirical” investigation of
Aguirregabiria et al [153] and further generalised by the
formal arguments of Chen et al [124] (recall discussion in
section VI C).

6.

Alternative prescriptions

Finally, we shall briefly comment on the Noether
currents obtained from alternative formulations of the
symmetric teleparallel equivalent of GR in section V C.
The Lagrange multiplier formulation leads to the “improved” Komar superpotential (88) that was also found
in Ref.[103]. As it differs from the canonical result only
by a covariant derivative of the velocity, there is no difference for a static observer since our solution is in the
coincident gauge. Thus, one should consider a more gen-

19

Which is actually the von Freud’s superpotential [118, 154],
though often attributed to Einstein’s original paper [8] (this error
was repeated in e.g. [21]). Only the q αµ ν , later known as Tolman pseudotensor, featured in Ref.[8], and its quasilocal integral
was not taken into consideration.

eral set-up to distinguish the effect of the non-canonical
term.
The superpotential (101) derived in the inertial connection approach, however, does not yield a viable result. Since in the parameterisation (135) now a = −1,
b = −3/4 and c = 1/2, we now obtain from (137) the energy of the Reissner-Nordström-de Sitter black hole (136)
as


3
q2
CµA =
ℓµ .
(145)
mS −
4
8r
That the cosmological constant contribution drops away
would suggest the interpretation that the charge is (proportional to) the enthalpy H = E + pV rather than the
internal energy E. It does make sense to interpret the
mass mS as enthalpy [156]. However, we would have to
invoke the radiation equation of state mS = H = 34 E
in order to recover the energy charge C0A = E, but that
seems too contrived.
VIII.

GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

Gravitational waves have been a subject of great controversies since their conception [13]. Nowadays, due
to recent fantastic progress, we have even observational
evidence for their existence. Nevertheless, the energy
carried by gravitational waves remains a theoretical conundrum [25, 157–160]. There are many false common
wisdoms about the energy-momentum of gravitational
waves; for a recent critical assessment of 4 such arguments, see Ref. [161]. The canonical resolution of energymomentum reveals that the energy-momentum of gravitational waves in an absolute vacuum (i.e. in the strict
absence of any non-gravitational fields, including a detector of any kind) is null. This does not imply that
gravitational waves would be unphysical, but that an absolute vacuum is an unphysical idealisation.
The property of the gravitational waves might again
be considered in analogy with electromagnetism (a recurring theme of this article). Electromagnetic waves can
very well propagate without “carrying” electromagnetic
charge, yet these waves also can be detected through
their interaction with charged matter. Similarly, gravitational waves can propagate without inherent gravitational charge (= energy), but these waves are detectable
via their gravitational (=energetic) interaction with matter. This follows consistently from our identification of
energy as the canonical Noether charge, and of course
the energy according to this definition is conserved, by
construction.
To clarify the detectability of gravitational wave energy, we recall the local energy-momentum current, obtained from the divergence of the canonical excitation as
1
Jµ = ∇α Jαν = (Tµ ν + tµ ν ) v ν + hαµ ν ∇α v ν . (146)
2
We can recognise 5 cases wherein gravitational waves may
in principle result in nontrivial energy charge:
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i) In the presence of matter. Since Tµ ν = −gT µ ν ,
fluctuations in the metric influence the material
current.

and the field equations become
T 0 0 = −2∇2 ϕ ,
T

ii) In the presence of background gravitational field.
In physical (as opposed to absolute) vacuum, the
charge C0 can quantify the nonzero energy of gravitational waves20.
iii) In a non-inertial frame. Wrt a non-inertial frame,
wherein tµ ν 6= 0, there obviously can appear energies even into an absolute vacuum.
iv) Wrt (covariantly) non-static clock. An accelerated
observer, for whom ∇α v µ 6= 0 , can probe the hαµ ν
generated by gravitational waves.
v) In nontrivial topology. Gravitational waves with
nontrivial topology could generate energy charges
without any local current (Jµ = 0).
It could be interesting to investigate some of these cases
(we do not claim that all of them would be realistic or
relevant). As the 1st exploration, in the following we will
only confirm that, as expected, in the case that none of
the above 5 conditions holds, the energy-momentum of
gravitational waves consistently vanishes.

A.

δg00 = −2φ ,
δg0i = −β,i + Bi ,

1
δgij = −2ψδij + σ,ij − ∇2 σδij
3
+ 2E(i,j) + 2hij .

(148c)

Then we find that at the linear order in perturbations,
the gravitational energy-momentum vanishes identically,
Gµ ν = 0 ,

20

(149)

The gravitational field of e.g. a binary system extends to infinity.
It is associated with some total mass, which decreases as the
binary emits a pulse of gravitational waves. The change in the
mass before and after the pulse is reflected in the charge C0 , as
should be obvious from the derivations of the previous section
VII (even though of course for a binary one should in principle
take into account a more complicated configuration exhibiting a
quadrupole moment at the emission etc.).

δi j

(150c)

where we have defined ϕ = ψ + 61 ∇2 σ and Vi = Bi − Ėi .
One can check that consistently ∇µ T µ ν = 0. We have
1 ,i 1 i 1 2 i
i0
,i
m−2
(151a)
P q 0 = ϕ + β̇ + Ḃ + ∇ E ,
4
4
4


1
1
1
i0
−φ̇ + ϕ̇ − ∇2 σ̇ δji + σ̇ ,i ,j
m−2
P q j =
4
6
4
1
1
+ B [i ,j] + Ė (i ,j) + ḣi j .
(151b)
2
2
We are most interested in the components of the tensor density21 hµν α . For these components we obtain the
expressions
1 2 i
i0
,i
m−2
P h 0 = −2ϕ − ∇ E ,
2
ij
[i,j]
m−2
h
=
B
,
0
P


1 2
0i
∇
β
δji
m−2
h
=
3
ψ̇
−
ϕ̇
−
j
P
2
1
+ (β + σ̇) ,i ,j − V (i ,j) + ḣi j ,
2


(147)

(148a)
(148b)

(150b)
i

1
− V̇ (i ,j) − Ḃ i ,j + ḧi j − ∇2 hi j .
2

Consider the perturbation δgµν of the flat metric ηµν ,

Using the 1+3 decomposition familiar from cosmological
perturbation theory, we decompose the perturbation δgµν
into scalars φ, ψ, β, σ, transverse vectors Bi , Ei , and
transverse and traceless tensors hij as follows:

i

(150a)

1
= −2ϕ̇,i + ∇2 Vi ,
2

h

T i j = 3ψ̈ − ϕ̈ + ∇2 φ − ϕ − β̇


− φ − ϕ − β̇ ,i ,j

Linear perturbations

gµν = ηµν + δgµν .

0

(152a)
(152b)

(152c)

j]

ij
[,i
m−2
δk + E [i,j] ,k
P h k = − 2ϕ − 2φ + β̇


j]
− ∇2 E − Ḃ [i δk + 2hk [i,j] .
(152d)

Again we can make a consistency check by checking that
∇µ H µν α = m2P T ν α . The component (152a) determines
the energy as


I
1
1
C0 = m2P d2 x −2ψ,i − ∇2 σ,i − Ei ni
3
2
I
= m2P d2 xg jk ∂[i gj]k ni = EADM .
(153)
We have recognised the energy integral as precisely the
ADM energy expression. Note that the flux of the possible vector modes E i can contribute energy and this part
one could not have deduced from the local energy density
(150a). It is thus non-trivial that we recover precisely the
canonical ADM energy at the linear order in perturbations, which could be regarded as the minimal requirement for a successful definition of gravitational energy.

21

These were reported in Ref. [21] for the generic 13-parameter
theory with a local and linear constitutive law, though unfortunately with some typos.
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For example, the Komar integral does not agree with the
ADM expression,
CKomar =

Z



1
1
d x φ,i − β̇,i + Bi ni .
2
2
2

(154)

With some assumptions, however, an agreement can be
established [74]. In the present set-up, we see that we
need to assume 0) renormalisation by the factor of 2, 1)
the absence of shift and vector perturbations, 3) vanishing effective anisotropic stress. φ = −ψ. Only scalars
and vectors contribute to either (153) or (154) and there
is no energy due to tensor modes.
We will have a closer look at the transverse-traceless
components hij , which are the only components that may
propagate in vacuum. Taking this into account, the relevant components of the tensor density hµν α are simplified
to
hi0 0 = 0 ,
i0

h

j

=

(155a)

−m2P ḣi j

.

(155b)

We can also check that the field equations, which now
reduce to ∇α hαµ ν = 0 since Gµ ν = 0, are given by
∇µ hµ0 0 = ∇µ hµ0 i = 0 ,
µi

∇µ h

j

=

(156a)

m2P hi j

,

(156b)

We obtain
I
m2P
r2 sin θ (h+ nx + h× ny ) dθdφ
2
Z
πm2P r2
=−
(h+ cos φ + h× sin φ) dφ
4
(160a)
= 0,
2 I
m
Cy = P
r2 sin θ (h+ ny − h× nx ) dθdφ
2
Z
πm2P r2
(h+ sin φ − h× cos φ) dφ
=
4
= 0,
(160b)
z
C = 0.
(160c)

Cx = −

For the transverse momenta, the averages over the azimuthal angles cancel, and therefore the net charges vanish. The vanishing of the charges is in agreement with
our remark below (134b) since gravitational waves correspond to massless particles very much like photons.
This result supports the intuition that in an absolute
vacuum, gravitational waves cannot be associated with
physical energy-momentum (according to static observer
in an inertial frame). However, it is reasonable to suspect that energy-momentum should be quadratic order in
perturbations, but in this article we shall not proceed to
the study of higher order perturbation theory. Instead,
we can find further support to the conclusion by studying a class of exact, non-perturbative gravitational wave
solutions.

and thus imply the wave equation hi j = 0 as expected.
From (155) we can determine the conserved charges
C0 = 0 ,
C i = m2P

(157a)
I

2

d xḣi j nj .

(157b)

This confirms that the gravitational waves do not have
energy associated to them in the linearised approximation. It is easy to see that despite the non-zero integrand
(157b), also the momentum charge vanishes. Without
loss of generality, we may consider the standard parameterisation of gravitational wave polarisations h+ and h×
travelling, for concreteness, in the z-direction,




h+ h× 0


hi j = h× −h+ 0 .
0
0 0

Exact solutions

A spacetime filled with plane-fronted waves with parallel propagation, i.e. a PP-wave spacetime describing
gravitational waves, can be parameterised by the line element
ds2 = H(u, x, y)du2 + 2dudv + dx2 + dy 2 .

(161)

It turns out that in the coincident gauge this solution is
in the inertial frame, tµ ν = 0. The same result was found
in [155], see also [162, 163], and in metric teleparallelism
in [164].
There is only 1 non-trivial component of
m2P µ v
δ δ (H,xx + H,yy ) ,
(162)
2 v ν
which also vanishes on shell. If we restrict to quadratic
solutions of the Einstein equation, we obtain the well
known plane gravitational waves H = A(u) x2 − y 2 +
2B(u)xy described by the 2 functions A(u) and B(u).
There are nonzero components of
m2 h
qµα ν = − P δvµ δvα (δνu H,u + δνx H,x + δνy H,y )
4
i
u
+ δν δxα H,x + δyα H,y
∇α qαµ ν = −

(158)

The surface integral can then
p be performed over a spherical surface at a radius r = x2 + y 2 + z 2 using the standard spherical coordinates,
nx = cos φ sin θ ,
ny = sin φ sin θ ,
nz = cos θ .

B.

(159a)
(159b)
(159c)

+


1 α u α
δv δν δx H,x + δyα H,y .
4

(163)
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However, for the calculation of energy and entropy we
need the superpotential hµα ν instead. Also, it is more
convenient to employ the Cartesian coordinates
u = z − t,
2v = z + t .

(164a)
(164b)

It is easy to see that this linear change in coordinates
does not take us away from the inertial frame but retains
tµ ν = 0 in the coincident gauge. The line element (161)
reads
ds2 = (H − 1) dt2 − 2Hdtdz + (1 + H) dz 2 + dx2 + dy 2 ,
(165)
where H = H(z − t, x, y). The conserved currents are
determined from the components
h0µ ν =

m2P µ x
δ (δ H,x + δνy H,y ) .
2 z ν

(166)

Again, we see immediately that the energy is zero,
C0 = 0 ,
I
m2
(δix H,x + δiy H,y ) nz .
Ci = P
4

(167a)
(167b)

Inserting the quadratic solution for H(u, x, y) and using
x = rnx , y = rny , gives
I
m2
Cx = P
[A(u)x + B(u)y] nz dθdφ
2
I
m2P
r3 sin2 θ [A(u) cos φ + B(u) sin φ] cos θdθdφ
=
2
= 0,
(168a)
I
m2P
Cy = −
[A(u)y − B(u)x] nz dθdφ
2
I
m2
r3 sin2 θ [A(u) sin φ − B(u) cos φ] cos θdθdφ
=− P
2
= 0,
(168b)
Cz = 0 .
(168c)
Again, it is the integration over the azimuthal angle that
averages to zero (since u depends upon z and thus the
polar angle, the integral over θ would not necessarily cancel, as it did not in the case of VIII A). Thus, the nonperturbative calculation confirms the conclusions about
plane gravitational waves in absolute vacuum suggested
by the calculation of linear perturbations.
IX.

ENTROPY

In section VII we discussed physical definitions of a
black hole. In purely formal terms, a black hole B
can be defined as a region of a manifold M where the
future null infinity I + has no chronological past I − ,
B = M − I − (I + ). The horizon H of B is then the
boundary H = ∂I − (I + ), which is a null surface. B is

˚ (µ tν) = 0 which
stationary if there exists a Killing field ∇
µ
at infinity t tµ = −1. In such a (rigid) case, H is a
Killing horizon i.e. its null generators coincide with the
orbits of a 1-parameter group of isometries and so there
is a Killing vector normal to H. B is called static if tµ
is a hypersurface orthogonal, and then it follows that
tµ ∈ H⊥ . Under more general circumstances in which H
could also have angular velocity Ω, there exists a Killing
field ξ µ = tµ + Ωφµ . Then there is always defined a
˚ µ (ξ ν ξν ) = −2κξ µ . It must be a
function κ such that ∇
constant along the null geodesic generator of a Killing
horizon and therefore is constant over the H: that is the
0th law of black hole thermodynamics.
A bifurcate Killing horizon is a pair of Killing horizons,
with respect to the same Killing field ξ µ , and intersecting
on a spacelike hypersurface C. Then ξ µ (x) = 0 when
x ∈ C. A consequence of the 0th law is that unless the
B is extremal i.e. κ = 0, then H comprises a branch
of bifurcate Killing horizon. The 1st law of black hole
thermodynamics is δM = m2P κδA + ΩδJ, where A is
the area of H and J the angular momentum. The areaentropy law then results in
δM =

m2P κ
S + ΩδJ .
4

(169)

Wald has found a famous expression for the entropy S
that can be interpreted as a Noether charge [7, 117]. It
was derived using the integral of the form (37a) with
the Noether potential Jξµν generated by a Killing vector
ξ µ which asymptotically corresponds to time translations
and thus yields the correct (equal to the ADM) energy
charge and can be directly related to the Hamiltonian in
the symplectic formalism. We will not review the whole
derivation here, which has also recently been translated
to the symmetric teleparallel geometry [103].
The essential point is that the energy charge (diffeomorphism charge wrt time translations) can be recasted into an expression for entropy by using the 1st
law that relates energy change to entropy change. What
required some ingeniosity and elaborate differentialgeometric constructions was the fact that the energy
charge was not known, or rather it was known only under certain assumptions at the infinity. However, we have
claimed the possible resolution of the energy problem. As
we know the energy charge, we can almost trivially express the entropy S in terms of this energy charge, using
the 1st law (169). The surface gravity κ appears in this
formula,
I
2π
S=
dn−2 σµν hµν α v α .
(170)
κ H
This expression is valid for any gravity theory formulated
in any geometric setting, if one replaces hµν α v α = Jµν
v
correspondingly. To check the formula, we recall that the
temperature of a Schwarzschild black hole is m2P /mS ,
and thus the surface gravity κ = 2πm2P /mS , adapting
these quantities to our mass-based units. Then, as we
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compute the surface integral (170) we recognise that it
is proportional to the energy integral we have already
computed,
S=

1
mS
C0 =
2
2mP
2



mS
mP

2

.

(171)

Since the area of the black hole is A = m2S /4πm4P , (171)
is precisely the usual entropy-area law.
Let us now consider another approach, based on the
“1st new insight” of Ref. [33]. There we noticed that the
black hole entropy is the Noether charge, corresponding
to the symmetry of radially boosting the horizon. Since
Lorentz transformations operate in the frame bundle, we
do not repeat the (very simple) derivation here, but state
the result:
Z
(172)
S = −2π d2 xrα βµν nα β nµν ,
C

where nαβ is the binormal to the C normalised such that
nαβ nαβ = −2. 1 of these terms stems from just writing differently d2 σµν ∼ d2 xnµν , and the other stems
from the choice of the Lorentz boost. The conserved
charge is called the center of mass momentum. In nonrelativistic physics, the conservation of this charge is the
consequence of the energy-momentum conservation, but
in special relativity it is an independent quantity. It is
very intriguing that its physical interpretation (which,
in comparison to the energy-momentum and the angular
momentum is quite obscure) turns out to be related to
entropy, at least for black holes. (In the context of black
holes, fluctuations of the center of mass momentum have
been considered potentially relevant for the unitary of
the evaporation, e.g [165].)
It is not difficult to see that the center of mass momentum charge (172) is a viable generalisation of the Wald
entropy. In the special case of coincident GR, we obtain
from the solution (115)
Z
2
S = πmP
dx2 g β[µ δαν] nα β nµν .
(173)
H

This could be easily evaluated e.g. using the geometry
of section VII and the binormal nαβ = 2ℓ0 ℓr η0[α ηβ]r . Instead, we recall the original expression for Wald entropy
[7]
Z
∂L
nαβ nµν ,
(174)
S̊ = −2π d2 x
∂ R̊αβµν
C
where the hats remind that the derivation was based on
considering the metric as the only gravitational variable.
In the case of GR, we obtain from (41) precisely the same
expression as (173). In our 1st order framework, the Riemann curvature R̊α βµν cannot enter into the action I
explicitly, but from (3a) one can see
λ
˚ [µ N α + 2N α
Rα βµν = R̊α βµν + 2∇
[µ|λ| N ν]β , (175)
ν]β

and thus (172) is the straightforward generalisation of
(174).
An entropy formula for metric teleparallelism had been
derived earlier by Hammad et al [166], and is the correct limit (170) when adapted to the metric teleparallel
geometry. Hammad et al noted that the result can be
rewritten as a volume integral
Z

˚ i h0i α v α ,
S=
d3 x∇
(176)
B

and thus it clarifies a possible conformal problem with
the standard area-entropy law in GR. Though, we do
not know what forbids using the Stokes law in GR exactly the same way. Also, we note technical issues with
the computations in [166], as their energy formula would
give a divergent result (the regularisations discussed in
V A were not used explicitly), and their entropy formula
would not either give the correct result (since an inertial
frame was not identified), but the result was forced by implementing additional constraints on the Killing vectors
which we will briefly discuss below. Despite these details,
the entropy formula in Ref.[166] agrees with the expression (170), and they also noted the benefit of teleparallel
formulation and other 1st order formulations [167], that
one does not have to invoke a bifurcation surface and
resort to a Killing vector that vanishes on that surface.
The Killing vectors of the metric are parallel transported by the metric Levi-Civita connection. One could
also consider the different transport of the vector along
itself, ξ µ ∇µ ξ ν = κ̃ξ ν , but in general κ̃ 6= κ. If the vector is autoparallel, κ̃ = 0. From (21b) we see that for a
Killing vector ξ µ ,

(177a)
∇(µ ξν) = − T(µν)α − Lαµν ξ α ,

implying that


∂µ ξ 2 + κ̃ξµ = − Tαµν − 2Q[αµ]ν ξ α ξ ν .

(177b)

In general there is no reason to expect the RHS of these
equations to vanish. (However, this condition was imposed in Ref.[166], adapted from Ref. [168].) The surface
gravity in black hole thermodynamics is a purely metrical concept, and requiring κ̃ = κ would entail somehow
totally different interpretation of temperature and thermodynamics in general.
A generalisation of a Killing vector, which has a physical interpretation, could rather be defined by the requirement of the ξ µ being also a symmetry of the independent
connection, [144, 169, 170] δξ Γα µν = 0. Then ξ µ can be
called an affine Killing vector. From (21c) we then get
that this condition is a 2nd order differential equation for
for ξ µ ,
g αβ ∇µ ∇ν ξβ − 2Q(µ αβ ∇ν) ξβ − ∇µ Qν αβ ξβ

= ∇µ T α βν ξ β + Rα νβµ ξ β . (178)

If we restrict to symmetric teleparallelism, this is simply ∇µ ∇ν ξ α = 0, and the generalised Killing condition leads to the identity Qαλ(µ ∇ν) ξ λ = ∇α (Qλµν ξ λ ) =
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formulation

constraints

superpotential
[µ

canonical frame

[µ

ν]
[µν]
µν
ν]
symm. telek Rα βµν = T α µν = 0 m−2
α
α = δα Q̃ − δα Q − Q
P h
[µ

µν
= 21 T µ α ν + T [µν] α + 2δα T ν]
metric telek Rα βµν = Qα µν = 0 m−2
P tα

Palatini

−

µν
˚ [µ ν]
m−2
P hK α = ∇ δα̂

tµ ν = q µ αβ Qν αβ − 12 δνµ q α βγ Qα βγ = 0
tµ ν = 2tα βµ T α νβ − 21 δνµ tα βγ T α βγ = 0
? m2
P
2

tµKν =

h



 i
˚ δ µ + 2∇
˚µ ∇
˚α − ∇
˚α∇
˚ µ δν̂α
R̊ − 
ν̂

TABLE II. Summary of the superpotentials and the inertial energy-momentum currents in the Geometrical Trinity.

−∇ξ Qλµν + Qλµν ∇α ξ λ , where in the 2nd equality we recalled from (9) that now ∇[α Qβ]µν = 0, and one sees
that the equation boils down to, consistently, nothing
but the condition that δξ Qα µν = 0. Note though that in

X.

CONCLUSIONS

We studied the diffeomorphism Noether currents in the
context of general Palatini theories of gravity. The results were adapted to the Geometrical Trinity, in particular the metric teleparallel and the symmetric teleparallel
versions of GR. The 1st study of black holes and of gravitational waves in terms of the canonical Noether currents
of teleparallel theories were carried out. Results to highlight was C0 given by (138) for the black hole and Cµ = 0
for gravitational waves. Several previous calculations in
the literature were reviewed, corrected and completed.
As far as we know, all previous considerations of
Noether currents in either metric or symmetric teleparallelism have been compromised by gauge-dependence.
In metric teleparallelism the results are sensitive to the
choice of the Lorentz frame, and in symmetric teleparallelism the results are sensitive to the choice of the translational gauge. The latter is a direct reflection of the coordinate ambiguity in the conventional pseudotensor superpotential approaches. Reasonable results can of course be
obtained, but in principle one can also always obtain a
vanishing charge, or indeed anything between ±∞. We
reviewed many different prescriptions that have been proposed to fix at least part of the ambiguities. With such
prescriptions, the results have been made to converge at
the asymptotic infinity to the correct charges, s.t. e.g.
the energy converges to the ADM energy. The physical
criterion we have advocated, fixing the gauge freedom by
evaluating the results in an inertial frame, seems to be
(we might say, an infinite) improvement to this.
We arrived at unique expressions for the currents. In
the standard curvature formulation of GR, the current is
given by the famous Komar expression, which is gaugeinvariant even though the connection has the projective
gauge freedom. If the Komar charges always matched

general we have no reason to impose this constraint for
the Killing vectors of black hole spacetimes. In fact, the
formulas we have derived for energy and entropy do not
require considering Killing vectors at all.

the physical energy of a given gravitational system, this
study would not have been needed. It had been noticed
that by a (rather ad hoc) modification (52c), one could
fix the problems of the Komar superpotential. Gratifyingly, the current of this form (88) can emerge as a
Noether curren in the symmetric teleparallel equivalent
of GR. Even better, the canonical current (75b) in coincident GR is the simplification of the improved Komar obtained by erasing the non-standard and undesired
derivative term. The expression for the canonical current was shown the background-independent unification
of the Bergmann-Thomson, von Freud, Landau-Lifshitz,
Papapetrou and Weinberg superpotentials, which results
from the unique minimal coupling prescription applied to
each of those distinct superpotentials.
In metric teleparallelism, the form of the current (62)
was also expected from previous, in the metric sector
vastly more numerous studies. The metric and the symmetric teleparallel formulations have analogous structure
that differs from the Einstein-Palatini case. The Noether
currents turn out to be encoded into the field equations
s.t. the divergence of the superpotential equals the local energy-momentum current. The gauge-dependence
of the currents now rather saves than compromises the
theories, since it can be exploited to set the solution into
an inertial frame, wherein the local current is solely due
to the matter fields. We summarise the expressions for
the canonical currents and the inertial energy-momentum
tensors in the Geometrical Trinity in table II.
We have several expressions for entropy, derived
from different considerations.
The values of these
integral expressions, for a given gravitational system,
are uniquely fixed in an inertial frame. Thus, the fact
that these completely different kinds of expressions
yielded the correct area-entropy law for a black provided
a very non-trivial consistency check of our formulations.
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To summarise, one can consider the following entropy
expressions.
• 2-dimensional surface integrals. The formula (170)
is the generalised Wald entropy that is equivalent
to the center of mass momentum of the black hole.
• 3-dimensional volume integral. The expression
(176) is a rewriting of (172), which was deduced
from the 1st law as a Noether charge wrt time translation.
• 4-dimensional spacetime integral. In Euclidean
quantum gravity, the on-shell action can be related
to the entropy. We had only a preliminary look at
this Ref.[24] and further investigation is called for.
We emphasise that both the energy charge (172) and the
center of mass momentum charge (170) were deduced
without any assumption about the theory or its geometrical setting. In particular, the center of mass momentum
of a black hole is nonzero in standard GR and it equals
the entropy of the black hole in standard GR. If one regards the latter fact as a geometrical coincidence, one
then needs to explain what the former fact means.
The energy charge turned out to be gauge-dependent,
the center of mass momentum charge not. Whether the
former, fixed to an inertial frame, is equivalent to the
latter, remains to be strictly proven. Also, we had previously argued that the metric and the symmetric formulations should give equivalent results in the respective
inertial frames, and this is supported by the case study of
a black hole in this article, but the relation of the formulations would be interesting to consider at more depth.
Also, the tetrad formulation offers a more direct handle
on the observer frame, and the interpretation of the inertial frame will be interesting to elaborate in the tetrad
language.
Another issue to be clarified could be the precise origin
µν
of the non-canonical piece Jnon
that is found in the (Lagrange multiplier -version of the) tensor realisation of the
diffeomorphism transformation. This seems a more for-
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[32] J. Beltrán Jiménez, L. Heisenberg and T. S. Koivisto,
Teleparallel Palatini theories, JCAP 08 (2018) 039,
[1803.10185].
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