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Geometric multipliers and partial teleparallelism in Poincaré gauge theory
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The dynamics of the torsion-powered teleparallel theory are only viable because thirty-six multiplier fields
disable all components of the Riemann—Cartan curvature. We generalise this suggestive approach by considering
Poincaré gauge theory in which sixty such ‘geometric multipliers’ can be invoked to disable any given irreducible
part of the curvature, or indeed the torsion. Torsion theories motivated by a weak-field analysis frequently
suffer from unwanted dynamics in the strong-field regime, such as the activation of ghosts. By considering
the propagation of massive, parity-even vector torsion, we explore how geometric multipliers may be able to
limit strong-field departures from the weak-field Hamiltonian constraint structure, and consider their tree-level

phenomena.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Poincaré gauge theory of gravity (PGT), as pioneered
by Kibble [1], Sciama [2], Utiyama [3], and many others [4—
7], naturally extends general relativity (GR) as a diffeomor-
phism gauge theory, by additionally gauging the Lorentz group
SO*(1,3). This innovation allows for spacetime torsion,
which may be dynamical (and thus engender new phenom-
ena [8—10]), and possibly allows for a breaking of the equiva-
lence principle through the details of the gravitational coupling
to the various SL(2, C) representations of matter [11-13].

The basic units of the ‘particle physics’ formulation of
PGT [5, 10, 14-16] are the translational and rotational gauge
fields biﬂ and AY, = Al 4» Where Greek indices are holo-
nomic, referring to coordinates on a flat and torsion-free ref-
erence background M and Roman indices are Lorentzian. In
the alternative ‘geometric’ formulation, these gauge fields are
reimagined as the tetrad eiﬂ and spin-connection w” | = !/ s
while the spacetime enjoys an intrinsic curvature and tor-
sion [5, 17]. In the former interpretation — which we use here
only out of convenience — these geometric quantities are inter-
preted as the field strength tensors
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In terms of these tensors, it is common to construct, for Planck
mass my,, the quadratic version of PGT
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i.e. extending the Einstein—Cartan—Kibble—Sciama (ECKS)
theory [18] by the collection of possible Maxwell-like terms
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via {a,}, { ﬁM }, which could be used to introduce dynami-

cal torsion. The 1731.1. klnmp 7 and Mf)ij kl”m project out the ir-
reducible Lorentz group representations which are contained
within the field strength tensors. As some more recent authors
have noted [9, 19-22], invariants may be written down beyond
the nine considered above, if an extension is made to mixed-
parity Lagrangia. We make no physical case for excluding
such terms, but restrict our discussion to the parity-even PGT
theory!.

If @ = 1, we interpret (2) as a ‘modified gravity’ theory
which deviates quadratically from ECSK, and so phenomeno-
logically from GR. For some time the real concern has been
promulgated [19, 23-25] that only two special cases of this
configuration may be viable: those with additional even/odd-
parity 0% or 0~ scalar torsion modes (i.e. degrees of freedom,
d.o.f) [23]. In general, the parameters of (2) also allow for
17, 17, 2* and 2~ modes, but apparently no single one of
these can be invoked within the linear regime (i.e. near a flat,
torsion-free spacetime), without activating others in the full
nonlinear theory [24, 26]. These uninvited modes are thought
of as strongly coupled, i.e. becoming non-dynamical on the
Minkowski background. Whether strong coupling is intrinsi-
cally problematic can only be determined in detail for a given
theory (see [27] and references therein). In the case of the
PGT, however, the unitarity conditions (of the linearised the-
ory) on the {q, }, {ﬁM }, inevitably cause the nonlinearly ac-
tivated modes to contribute negative energies in the Hamil-
tonian. To whatever extent this is true, strong coupling will
be fatal to the more general PGTs. We confirmed in [15] that
the problem extends also into linearly viable cases for which
a,=0.

In this paper, therefore, we seek an extension of the
PGT which tends to ameliorate the nonlinear proliferation
of propagating d.o.f. We will first require this extension
to be minimal. Many attractive options present, for exam-

! Note that in [10, 14-16] we are refering to the parity-even, quadratic action
in (2) as PGT%™ rather than PGT.
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ple, when one considers alternatives to the Poincaré gauge
group R13 % SO™(1, 3). However, since these alternatives are
chiefly realised within existing frameworks such as Weyl gauge
theory WGT [28, 29], its extended alternative (eWGT) [30]
and the metric-affine generalisation (MAGT) [31], they do not
lie comfortably within our scope. Nor shall we augment the
PGT with new (manifestly) dynamical fields, such as the scalar
added by Horndeski to Einstein’s theory [32]. In fact a partic-
ularly conservative approach is suggesed already within PGT,
in the form of teleparallel gravity [33]. The teleparallel form
of GR has total Lagrangian®

L.= %mpz'ﬂ' + A4, MRY + Ly, )
T= T T4 ST, T - T

The dynamical part T of (3) is purely quadratic in torsion.
There is however added to this Lagrangian a kinematic term,
which suppresses the whole Riemann—Cartan curvature by
means of 36 multiplier fields Aijkl. In the geometric inter-
pretation, the multipliers constrain the rich Riemann—Cartan
geometry U, to that of Weitzenbock T, eliminating unwanted
modes in the process. They do not however appear as propa-
gating d.o.f in the final counting: those that persist in the equa-
tions of motion (e.0.m) do so as determined quantities, so that
those same equations do not add physical content while the rest
only propagate the 2% graviton. In the grand picture, the the-
ory (3) is rightly considered a PGT, since the multipliers play
a restrictive role. In this paper we therefore focus on general
geometry-constraining multipliers in the PGT context, with an
intended application to strong coupling.

The remainder of this paper is set out as follows. In Sec-
tions II B to IIC we set out the general theory of ‘geometric
multipliers’ in the Lagrangian formulation. We consider the
new, general Hamiltonian structure in Sections IIIB to IIIC,
indicating the mechanism by which the multipliers may help to
soften the dynamical transition from linear to nonlinear grav-
ity. In Section IV we perform the canonical analysis of the
1" torsional mode with a simple choice of multiplier. Con-
clusions follow in Section V. Most of our conventions and no-
tation, especially for the Hamiltonian, ADM or 3 + 1 struc-
ture of the PGT, are in common with [15, 16], and with the
companion paper in [27]; these conventions are in turn de-
rived from [5, 23, 24]. We use the “West Coast’ signature
(+5 T T _)

II. THE LAGRANGIAN PICTURE

The subject of our investigation is the covariant restriction
of the Riemann—Cartan geometry through the introduction of
geometric multipliers. An additional 60 gravitational d.o.f are

added to the PGT via the multiplier fields /Iij . and 2 o Which

2 Note that our conventions for multipliers, which we take to be tensors, will
differ from those used in [5], where they are treated as densities.

share the symmetries and dimensions of the Riemann—Cartan
and torsion tensors. The new gravitational Lagrangian which
replaces (2) is written as
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where any nonvanishing {a, } and {p | switch off the various

irreducible representations of SO* (1, 3) which are contained
within the field strengths: the bar indicates coefficients asso-
ciated with the Lagrange multiplier tensor fields. The 23 x 2°
configurations of these boolean ‘switches’ allow the greatest
possible control over theory beyond the nine ‘dials’ which de-
fine the original PGT, whilst maintaining general covariance.

A. Simple toy model

The apparent complexity of the Dirac Hamiltonian constraint
algorithm, when applied in its most involved form to higher-
rank field theories with various spin sectors, and with varia-
tional interpretation of the Poisson brackets, can obfuscate the
simplicity of the physics involved. In the good pedagogical in-
troductions to the algorithm, field theory is not actually used
in the first instance, rather it is sufficient to analyse simple,
one-dimensional ‘beads on a string’ examples.

Accordingly, we give a rough example in this section of how
amultiplier field can extend the nonlinear dynamics down onto
a pathological phase surface, with a ‘toy model’ (TM) system

Liy=dq1qy (1+a2) +dogy (1+41) +A(dy +d2) . ()

In this example, ¢g; and g, are real, generalised coordinates,
the dot denotes a derivative with respect to time ¢, and there
will be a corresponding action Sty = [ drLpy. Note that
there is also a real multiplier field, 4. The Lagrangian looks
a little peculiar, because there are fewer derivatives than ex-
pected in a physical system. For our purposes, we do not need
to worry about this: the collection of interactions in Eq. (5)
is of the kind that could well arise among many others in a
gauge gravity theory, once the spin-parity decomposition is
performed. For the toy model, we imagine that anomalous di-
mensionality among the operators can be accounted for by (i)
even powers of the Planck mass, which we omit (ii) interpre-
tation of either ¢, or g, as dimensionful connection fields or
dimensionless metric (or tetrad) potentials and (iii) recalling
that in the field theory (but not in the one-dimensional model)
we have spatial gradients which contribute a mass dimension
without (modulo important boundary effects) affecting the dy-
namics on the same footing as time derivatives. We will take
the ‘vacuum spacetime’ to simply be ¢; = ¢, = 0, which is an
exact solution to the field equations of Eq. (5) whether or not
the multiplier is included. Near this vacuum, there will be a



linearised theory where the Lagrangian is expanded up to sec-
ond order in perturbative fields. Both the linearised and fully
nonlinear theories are subject to Hamiltonian analysis, and the
results had better be consistent.

First try omitting the multiplier: the definitions z; =
0/0¢; Lty (A — 0) naturally engender two primary con-
straints ¢| = 7, —q, (1 + q2) ~ 0and ¢, = 71,—q (1 + ql) ~
0, so the Hamiltonian is Hpyy = ), u;¢p; & 0, where canon-
ical variables u; are Dirac’s ‘missing/uninvertible velocities’
g;. Now the Poisson bracket is {d)l , ¢2} ~ 2 (ql — qz), which
has the sickly property that it vanishes in the linearised the-
ory. For vanishing Poisson bracket, the consistency condi-
tions ; = {¢;, Hry} = X, {¢i.®; } u; ~ 0 are automati-
cally satisfied, and the undetermined u; embody the pure gauge
freedoms of ¢; in the trivial (in fact total derivative) linearisa-
tion Ly (4 — 0) = d/dt (qlqz) + 0 (q3). More formally
there are 1 + 1 = 2 naive d.o.f g;, but ¢; are first class, so

- %2 X 2 = 0 non-gauge d.o.f propagate according to Dirac
algorithm ‘lore’ [34]. For a nonvanishing bracket (i.e. nonlin-
ear theory), the consistency conditions demand u; ~ 0, while
¢; become second class, so 2 — %l X 2 = 1 d.o.f propagates.
Indeed, the nonlinear Euler-Lagrange equations are ¢; =~ 0, so
the ‘lore’ interprets the two initial data g;(# = 0) as the Cauchy
data for one effective oscillator d.o.f, which vanishes in the
linear spectrum?’. Let’s explicitly check that this nonlinear re-
sult is consistent with the nonlinear Euler—Lagrange equations
without the multiplier;

4 (01 - ‘12) R q ((]2 - 111) =~ 0. (6)

Yes: the u; vanish on shell and so, correspondingly, do the g;
according to Eq. (6). There may be an exception if ¢; ~ ¢,,
but again this corresponds to the bracket vanishing, so it is just
another instance of the same problem. In general, we are most
immediately concerned with brackets which vanish upon de-
parture from preferred spacetimes (such as our vacuum, or the
Minkowski solution). The effect may punctuate the bulk of
the phase space elsewhere, but it is then a question of whether
such spacetimes are really observed in nature. Returning to
the linear case, we see that the field equations Eq. (6) contain
no first-order terms, so they completely evaporate under lin-
earisation. In the bulk, we needed to fix the constant g; with
our initial data, but in the linearisation the g; are completely
arbitrary. In effect, a very trivial gauge symmetry in the linear
theory (arbitrary, time-local transformations of both fields) is
nonlinearly broken. This makes the linear physics suspicious
and untrustworthy, however appealing it might be from a par-
ticle spectrum perspective. The breaking of the gauge sym-
metry is actually not the key feature we wish to capture: rather
it is the loss of propagating d.o.f. It is straightforward to also
construct one-dimensional examples akin to Eq. (5) where the

3 In our toy model of course, there is no harmonic oscillator, so to complete
the analogy an example with more derivatives and more ‘spectator’ fields
representing the other spin sectors should really be constructed so as to
make the usual constrained d.o.f counting interpretation strictly accurate.
This setup would be less minimal than the one in Eq. (5).

dissapearing d.o.f is due to a proliferation of secondary con-
straints rather than a change in class of the primaries — we will
not do so here, but both mechanisms can be reaslised in the
prolific tangle of gauge gravity interactions seen in the PGT,
and both mechanisms have at their heart a dissapearing Pois-
son bracket.

Now 4 in Eq. (5) increases us to 2 + 1 = 3 naive d.o.f: it
is easy to check that the first class combination ¢_ = ¢, —
¢, +2(q; — q,)$,; ~ 0 and second class ¢, = ¢ + ¢, = 0
and ¢, = z; ~ 0 with linear/nonlinear nonvanishing bracket
{¢1.6;} ~ —2indicate 3 - 22x1+1x2) = 1dof.
Again, let’s check that this really works by extending the field
equations from Eq. (6) with the presence of the multiplier;

(@ —0)~d(@-—a)~4i/2, d+d=0. )
So we see from Eq. (7) how the situation develops. In the
nonlinear case, two initial data such as q;(t = 0) + g,(t = 0)
and A(¢ = 0) can be propagated, but for the former coordinate
combination we can only do this once a single extra pure gauge
variable such as q; — ¢, has been specified along the phase tra-
jectory. This is similar to the nonlinear scenario without the
multiplier. There is an extra gauge variable, but once again it
is possible to construct other toy examples of this mechanism
where the comparison is exact. Now the really interesting fea-
ture of Eq. (7) is that the equations of motion (and their spec-
tral ramifications) persist in the linear theory: they now have
terms first-order in the generalised coordinates, and it is these
key terms (velocities) which dictate the dynamics. In the lin-
earised case, the gauge coordinate is not needed to propagate
either of the others, but since it is present in the Lagrangian
it must still be specified to fully evolve the system — thus the
dynamics are unchanged. The overall effect is to drag the non-
linear dynamics down into the linear regime. This opens the
door to solving a major problem in non-Riemannian gravity,
which we explore through the rest of this work.

B. Developing the formalism

In order to efficiently and thoroughly discuss the new general
theory (4), we must create a more formal notation than that
previously used in [15]. We use (as in Egs. (2) and (4)) the
indices I, J, K and L to label the SO*(1, 3) irreps of R”kl,
ranging from one to six, and we also allocate M, N, O and P
to label those of Tj. « » ranging from one to three.

The Arnowitt—-Deser—Misner (ADM) split then allows us to
construct something similar using the rotation group SO(3).
There is a spacelike slicing, characterised by a unit timelike
vector n, which can be extracted from the translational gauge

field as follows
e =h/4/8. )

where the clock-and-ruler metric elements are recovered in
PGT by gt¥ = hi” hjvn’/. With respect to this vector, any
indexed quantity can then be split into perpendicular and



parallel parts V' = Vini + Vi. Note some further identities
bkahia = 6/1‘ and bkahzﬁ = 65 . As set out in [15], the overbar
on an index, and the (L) symbol, refer to indices perpendicular
and parallel to the ADM unit vector n,. For a discussion of the
ADM formulation of PGT with these exact same conventions,
see [5, 15].

Using (8) we now also introduce A, B, C and D to span the
SO(3) irreps in the rotational context — such as those contained

jZ’ RUE and R" - whichare 0*,0~,1%,17,2% and
27. The parallel momentum 7[1 k= =7, apk o« where a, f, etc.

exclude the time index, refer to the rotational momentum rcl.j”

within £,

conjugate to Aij”.
We will use E, F, G and H to span these same irreps in
the translational context, i.e. wherever such irreps are present

inAfrl.E (the parallel part of the b', conjugate momentum "),
TL and 7'._
ki 1

spin-parity (J ¥') irreps are missing from various objects in the

. Care must be taken, since various of the six

translational sector (there are no 0~ or 2~ parts in the nik or

T if ,and no 0% or 27 parts in T~ ’_k ), and summations over the
J J
new indices are assumed to take this into account implicitly.

Using this notation, we next introduce the ‘human readable’
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Efrl: P‘

, etc. These obtain the convenient variable-

A ~
index expressions of the J P parts, such as 7 K 7 F 7 17 €te.,

(respectively 0%, 17 and 2%) as used previously in [15, 16, 24],
|
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which encode the transfer of SO(3) projections through
the SO™(1,3) projections. ~With these matrices we ob-
tain various transfer couplings, using the obvious notation
N A Al A

all =Y, e pl=3, Mg etc. Due to (9), the
relations (11) do not fully define these quantities and we agaln

supplement with the vanishing placeholder couplings ,B

0+ ’
ﬁl” ﬂ” ﬁ“_l ﬂ(')LJ, ﬂi” ﬂ(l)l_l and ﬂ“_l. Explicit formulae for
all transfer couplings are provided in Appendix B. We shall
show in Section III that the canoncial structure of PGT and the
geometric multiplier extension in (4) can be fully understood

through the transfer couplings and their relations Eqgs. (B3)

4 See Lin’s notation in [35]

Ap Im Ip L1n rk = MLII Ap Hrk’
D n Im Al

and where a variable number of indices* is denoted by i, 0, W,
etc. We provide a full list of variable-index expressions in Ap-
pendix A, and use both the formal A and E notation and the
older variable-index notation interchangeably. To account for
missing irreps, we define placeholder projections within the
translational sector

e ‘
OP_ P_E _ _
jk Jjk 0k 0k

(©))

There is a corresponding complete (i.e. not variable-index)
set of operators which is denoted with a circumflex (*). It is
convenient to describe relations between both sets of opera-
tors using the dimensionless numbers {clll 1, {cJ”E I {cj 1, {cé 1,
which are close to unity

o kp Axi kpAy, g 5 Ay, kp Ay bij
Ap K Mz APl knap 150 = M Ap ke ApU_
ij Im ij alm u aij kp
~ T = T v - A DAN
Ap K = APE KA. B 0 =P PP
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23 p nq = C” p“‘ p P nq’ &8¢ = C” P PEpUt_’
il E i ul i E i kp
Akn E
Epikn _LEPM kEPuln’ 51) — _L P pEPUl . (10)

These complete operators are more cumbersome in their actual
form, but useful for formal calculations.

Most importantly, we introduce a compact notation for the
linear combinations of coupling constants which will arise fre-
quently at all levels of analysis. Accordingly there are eight
matrices, again populated by numbers close to unity

Ap im 15 g Lk _ prlllap &
pij p ng " Im ij - Al pij

EMIIII Eﬁﬁ’ Ep I_Mp 1grk — p oLl Ej k.
pq ! E
[
and (B4).

Finally, we will add two more items of formalism by defining
the functions

-1
ux) = { g ’

These functions allow for a general discussion of constrained
quantities in the Hamiltonian picture, and in particular the
function u(x) is not new, being defined already by Blagoje-
vi¢ and Nikoli¢ in [36], as part of the crucial if-constraint for-
malism. An if-constraint is a Hamiltonian constraint which
appears only because the couplings in (2) obey certain critical
relations; we will be using this formalism in Section III when
we address the Hamiltonian picture.

for x # 0

forx =0, 12)

v(x) = 1 — [sgn(u(x))|.



C. The gravitational field equations

We will begin our discussion of the physical structure of the
theory (4) by considering the Lagrangian field equations. We
borrow from [5] the definition of the generalised momenta

obL
pkl= G gk pl = G pk
FT o0k, HTY T o Ty

— 2 q j q j M4 kl
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where b = det biﬂ plays the role of y/=g in GR, and we note
for later convenience that, for any values adopted by the vari-
ous couplings, these quantities can be shown after a somewhat
lengthy calculation to satisfy the identities

T ra 27”
[jlpq i ki pIJ]

=Rk =z

pq P4 kK —
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In terms of the generalised momenta we then obtain the stress-
energy and spin field equations of the theory in the pres—
ence of matter sources, where D = 0” + AklMZkl
the gauge-covariant derivative and X the (representatlon—
specific) Lorentz group generators,

v =-D,x""+T" x kV+;R”"k, 7, +bLGhY,
_ . uBbLy _ 8bLy
o =h shyY ~ bk v (>
U
SbL
o', ==D,x "M +2r," o =——M. (15b)
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These equations may be manipulated further. We see that the
divergence of the spin equation (15b) is

”+R". x, P (16)

D o” [ilpg™ k| j1

=2D &
1]

and we can expand the energy-momentum equation (15a) to
give

jo_ n
Ti__Du”i T/ zrpq+T’;a p
1 17
+ RN, k’+bL 8.

However, by considering the skew-symmetric part of (17) and

the conservation law DMG” i = ZT[ij] , we see that there is an-
other relation
D" =2D,x, " =R & k.. (18)

1z [U] kli| " pq 1jl

From (18) and (16) we can use the identities (14) to confirm the
gravitational equivalent of the conservation law, i.e. that six of

the field equations are in fact shared between (15a) and (15b).
In the simple case of the teleparallel theory, we note that this
result may be used to identify the so-called ‘A symmetry’, i.e.
the parts of Aij ¥ which remain dynamically undetermined [33].

The most striking consequence of the geometric multipliers
in (4) follows from their own field equations, which suppress
various parts of the Riemann—Cartan and torsion tensors. The
first opportunity to employ the transfer couplings from Sec-
tion II B arises when we decompose these field equations into
their respective SO(3) irreps, to give

<a”” &uL)(*‘f)i W;gnm_)
A TA nm _ pq ~0 (19a)
L1 Ay >
a, oy 2°P, qu”’"la
sl L Ep pagn_
(/f; % )(2 T )0 (19%)
E in’ g

The consequences of the geometric multipliers are thus
fully encoded by the pre-multiplying matrices in Eqgs. (19a)
and (19b). Less formally, we provide in Appendix B a transla-
tion of Egs. (19a) and (19b) in terms of the ‘human readable’
SO(3) representations of the Riemann—Cartan curvature and
torsion.

Multipliers imposed to correct pathologies in the original
PGT should not intefere with the desirable phenomenology,
as established for example in [10, 14]. This principle of se-
lective non-interference can be implemented by choosing the
multiplier couplings so that

z (l I P kl manq
I

s ~ Y By MPH T %0, (20)
M

on the phase-space shell defined by all desirable solutions to

the original theory. These solutions are then still valid for all

multiplier extensions of the original theory which obey (20),

so long as the multipliers themselves solve the coupled, homo-

geneous, first-order linear system

-D A +Th A ’W +RM A K x0,

ki® "pq (21&)
-D A, i + Ay 70, 21b)

which is derived from Egs. (15a) and (15b), and expressed in
terms of the ‘employed’ multiplier d.o.f

A kl — Z& Ip Kl mnlpq

ij pq (222)

(22b)

Aikl = mp2 2 ﬁM Mf)ik/pmn/lpnm
M
Formally, the system (21b) can always be satisfied (e.g. with
vanishing multipliers), though attention must still be paid to
the uniqueness of such solutions for a given spacetime symme-
try, along with the physical interpretation of the multipliers.

III. THE HAMILTONIAN PICTURE

Having briefly examined the Lagrangian formulation of ge-
ometric multipliers in Section II, we now turn to the Hamil-



tonian formulation. The Hamiltonian structure of the conven-
tional PGT is well understood, and presented clearly in [5].
We use the same conventions as in [5, 15, 16].

A. The new super-Hamiltonian

The total Hamiltonian HT for the PGT, as we have written it

in [15], is extended by the geometric multipliers to

1 jk
H, =M.+ ukoqoko + = 0(pjk0 + - @)

2
Kl pi ki i
+0, P+ 0N

(23)

We shall now account for all the quantities appearing here. The
canonical Hamiltonian H . is formed by Legendre transform-
ing the Lagrangian over the canonical momenta, the timelike
parts of Egs. (13a) and (13b)

. ObLg
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P o) Y

obLg
90pA” )

U

(24)

In the Dirac form [37, 38], this quantity is

M.=NH, +N"H, - %AUOHU +9,7% (25

i.e. linear in the non-physical lapse function and shift vector,
which are defined with reference to the non-physical part of
the translational gauge field N = nkbko, and N* = hE“ka.
The functions in (25) are

— A ki 1. kg k
H, =7 TlLE +57,"R LZ_JLG -n“D ", (26a)

2
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H, =x, T’aﬂ + 3% R o b aDﬂ”k , (26b)
H,; =27,%b ), + D, (26¢)
X 1
7% = bor+ S A7), (26d)

where the ‘parallel’ momenta are frl.k = ﬂ["bka and
frijk =, .“b"a. The field strengths defined in (1a) and (1b),
and whicfl“appear in (4), are independent of the velocities of
b"0 and A" . Tt follows that the theory has (at least) the 10
primary constraints

0
ij

(pko = nko ~0, @ n'l.jo ~ 0, 27

where (=) denotes weak equality on the phase shell, and
from (25) we see that the consistency of (27) invokes the ‘sure’
secondary first class (SSFC) constriants

HLzO, HazO, H.. ~0. (28)

L

Depending on the parameters {&, }, { B s 1> there may be other
primary if constraints (PiCs), denoted in (23) by

1 ) )
- @)= vl Z cjv(ajl)AuﬁA(p”
A

2 cév(/%l)EuﬁE(p'j.
E

(29)

L
Smp

We note a change in (29) from the previous formalism in [15],
in that we introduce factors of ¢y /32 and c/8 — this just
amounts to a rescaling of the Hamiltonian multipliers® 4u® by
some constants at the point of definition, and will make things
more convenient in Section III B. The PiC functions are now

A(pé = %Aﬁﬁ + Z&Omp“f)w_,;z _ Sath,473{)jkm/1jklﬁ
—atp (@l R ), 0w
Ep = %Eﬁ_é —d4m 2fLt Ei)ﬁjﬁ’ljm
_ 2mp2 Eﬁﬁjm@élwm + Zﬁéllfi—m ) (30b)

so they generally acquire a dependency on the multiplier fields.
Note that we use the foliation measure J = b/ N . Within the
canonical Hamiltonian defined in (25), the super-Hamiltonian
in (26a) is modified beyond the formula in [15] to

=J

H, 64

Y ciu@ihH o o
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A if _ ij \Is kI pg 31
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The remaining parts, the linear and rotational supermo-
menta Egs. (26b) and (26c) and the surface term Eq. (26d),
are as defined in [15]. Finally, the primary constraints

¢ijkl = wijkl ~0, ¢, =o', ~0, (32)

i.e. the naturally defined multiplier momenta

ik 0bLg o ObLg

wi = 7 s wl.j = —ij’ (33)
0(dyA jk) 0(0g4 kl)

must be introduced because the Lagrangian (4) is independent

of the multiplier velocities 4, , and 4’ .

B. Consistency of geometric primaries

We will now consider the application of the Dirac—Bergmann
algorithm on the general theory, and discover a substantial de-
parture from the simple teleparallel constraint structure of (3).
In what follows we will discuss the effects of Riemann—Cartan
and torsion multipliers concurrently; while these sectors differ

5 Care should be taken to distinguish between Hamiltonian and geometric
(i.e. Lagrangian) multipliers.



in certain numerical factors and notation, the discussion is es-
sentially the same up to some placeholder results in the torsion
sector. We first see that there is a new pair of secondary con-
straints from (32), x",, = ",
which we find to be equivalent to

~Oand 4, = @', =0,

1 ij nm

a,p K p [SbR”’”_
pq
+ Y ek (butH e + vk Ml Yn AP ] ~0, (34a)
A
kl pq 2
ZﬁM l [ mybT "
+ Zc;(bﬂ(ﬁgi)%f ¥ v(ﬁ;l)Euf)ani);"a] ~0. (34b)
E

These secondaries correspond to two statements in the telepar-
allel theory, eliminating the Riemann—Cartan curvature and
a multiplier. In the general theory we obtain by projections
of Egs. (34a) and (34b) multiple possible statements which can
be written more compactly as

> ~ 0, (35a)

alll gt 8P, PR
ai—”(-xi_l by(a“‘)A(p +v(aff)A

ﬁ%” ,B”_L 4m 2b 7) qu
gL bu(ﬂ#) 2 H V(ﬂ“)’f

We note from Egs. (35a) and (35b) the counterpart in the
Hamiltonian picture of the linear systems first encountered
in Egs. (19a) and (19b). For any of the sectors A and E, we
will next discuss the implications of these systems for various
{a,} and {p,, }, and then in each sub-case for various {&, }
and {f,,}.

a. Sector is not multiplier-constrained Sometimes we
will have results such as

0. (35h)

Q

—g“ =a;t= -'f'j - -j“ =0, (36a)
ﬂnu it ﬁlll ,;lll (36b)

in which case we proceed normally, as we did in [15] —i.e. we
follow the conventional if-constraint formalism set out in [36,
37].

b. Sector is multiplier-constrained and non-singular
More generally we will have

Il - 11
Xy oy

but not Egs. (36a) and (36b), in which case one or both of the
systems Eqgs. (35a) and (35b) is only satisfied by a vanishing
vector. In this case the first vanishing component of either
system always gives us a secondary constraint

_ =l
a, o, #0,

A |l = AF P4 nm ~
2b="P, R ~0, (382)

E |= 2Ep Pan ~0
[ p U ’

(38b)

independently of the {&, } or {/?M }. The parallel parts of the
field strengths can then be safely eliminated from the corre-
sponding PiC functions in Eqs. (30a) and (30b). However,
we recall that this PiC function is only a PiC if v(all) =1

or v(ﬁ#) = 1. In that case, the second vanishing component
does not give us a further secondary constraint, but instead de-
termines a multiplier

Au~0, Fu ~0, (39)

and so we see that the PiC associated with sector A or E spon-
taneously becomes second class (SC). If on the other hand
we have v(@31) = 0 or v(ﬂ%l) = 0, then the vanishing of the
second component means that the PiC function (with its field
strength terms removed) becomes a further secondary con-
straint,

Y =tegm0, Frp=te,~0, (40)

even though it was not primarily constrained by the {a, } or
(B,,)-

We are now in a position to confirm the action of the Lorentz
constraint in the Lagrangian picture. We see from the Hamil-
tonian e.o.m that

i =g Al W A1 L NPRY
AV, =o0,47 +24" AN +NPRV

1 4 L A1INA
+6_4_0n'l.j”’ ;cA <bu(aA ),
+ 2u(@tty A )A(pﬁ, (41a)
L .
b, =06+ b A — ALY+ NIT),

1 0 1 SLINE
16m, on.* 2 CE<b'u(ﬂE )"
p i E
+ 2v(;§;l)Euﬁ) Egl (41b)
and by rearranging this and projecting, we find a useful general
expression for the velocity parts of the Riemann—Cartan and
torsion tensors in terms of canonical quantities

16bAP kR” _= b,u(aAl)A(p +v(all)A (42a)

8”Epm'k71z = bu(Bp) o, + V(P Fuy,. (42b)
Recall that these velocities are not part of the constraint alge-
bra, and are usually found to be multipliers — we could have
used this expression for example in [15]. However it is now
clear from Egs. (42a) and (42b) and from (39) and (40) that
when the sector A or E is multiplier-constrained and non-
singular, the velocity parts of the Riemann—Cartan or torsion
tensors in that sector will be vanishing, no matter what is
u(@gt) or y(ﬁ%l). In combination with the canonical con-
straint Egs. (38a) and (38b), this means that the whole of the
field strength tensor in the A or E sector vanishes, which is
precisely the effect in Egs. (192a) and (19b) of the multipliers
in the Lagrangian picture.



c. Sector is multiplier-constrained and singular There is
a special case where neither Eqgs. (36a) and (36b) nor (37)
are true. When one of the matrices is singular in this way,
both consistency conditions for each A or E are equivalent but
nontrivial. Once again the outcome depends on the {&, } and
(B ) Ifv@h) = lor v(/%l) = 1, the original PiC function
is indeed a PiC and

_1]
My, o =Sy Ap  Tigm (43a)
T all onm 9’
A
4! L
By o ——Lom 2p5P PIT (43b)
0 ﬂ p on

so the PiC is again SC. In this case no new secondaries are in-
troduced. Otherwise if v(&,*) = 0 or v(f3) = 0, a new sec-
ondary is introduced

8&“' ALl .
AE_ A A% Ay Impik
X; = ¢6+T Pﬁ]k R mNO, (44a)
g
ﬁlllﬁ _
Eyer=Ey + 2L m2Ep M7/ 0. (44b)
14 14 Im

P 0j
e

Now again it is necessary to check the constraints from the La-
grangian picture. We see immediately from Egs. (42a), (42b),
(43a), (43b), (44a) and (44b) that the only such relations are

P_QRHM_ + 2&||J_A73, §an = N 0,

Onm on
Gl ES  pdrn ILEp q "o
Pe Py T2 ot 2,6 T
Again, this is exactly what we expected for the singular case
of Egs. (19a) and (19b).

all4p (45a)

(45b)

C. Consistency of geometric secondaries

In the canonical analysis of our new general theory (4)
we observe that the gravitational gauge fields introduce
2 X (16 + 24) canonical d.o.f, and likewise 2 X (24 + 36) d.o.f
are introduced by the geometric multipliers, for a total of 200
canonical d.o.f divided over 100 fields and 100 field momenta.
Typically, 2 X m d.o.f will have been introduced formally
through m field d.o.fs allocated to ‘unemployed’ multiplier ir-
reps (unemployed in the sense of Egs. (22a) and (22b)). Their
elimination from the final counting is equally formal, since
the corresponding SO (1, 3) irreps of their momenta (the pri-
maries ¢" i and ¢ . in (32)) will be first class (FC). The pri-
marily constrained momenta of ‘employed’ irreps are not ob-
viously FC, since they fail to commute with their own secon-
daries as follows

ij AL ij A F
{d) kl’ Xﬁ}"’{d’ ki’ XL’I}
~16(ay P U 2at A75,’7_]>63,

{9 2 ) ~ {¢’kw"‘5}
(7

~4( fHVED _+2/;

We note however that every J¥ contains two momentum ir-
reps, up to placeholder cases in the torsion sector, and from
these parts we see that the combinations

2e5a AP, [T (47a)

_LlAy i
_—c”(x ”AP,leU _~0,
aij kil 1/

2L ED Kl @ MplEp 'ﬂ ~ 0, (47b)
commute with 4 )(ﬁL and 4 ;(L,: or £ )(U,l an and are in fact
FC. We will not attempt here a general theory of the remain-
ing consistency conditions. For such a theory, the effects of the

{a ; AP v } must in some sense be ‘multiplied’ by those of the

dEt=
v

{a / LB Y }, and the interactions are not obvious. For our pur-
poses therefore, the consistencies of the remaining constraints
must be obtained on a case-by-case basis.

We also recall that we must always subtract 2x 10 d.o.f due to
the sPFCs, and in the nonlinear theory we tentatively assume
all the 2 x 10 sSFCs will be independent and must also be
removed. We show separately in Appendices C and D how the
sSFCs may be reduced or become degenerate in the linearised
theory, if the Einstein—Hilbert term is absent.

Independently of their utility, the new commutators tend to
suffer from an old challenge (noticed for example in [36]) as
follows. While the parallel field strengths do express the fields
conjugate to the field momenta, they also contain spatial gradi-
ents of those fields. Within the formal definition of the Poisson
bracket, this can lead to gradients of the equal-time Dirac func-
tion, and an apparent loss of explicit covariance for the more
complex expressions. In Appendix E we clarify such situa-
tions by constructing a general and covariant expression for
the Poisson bracket, which then takes the form of a differential
operator.

IV. MINIMAL SPIN-PARITY 1* THEORY

Having introduced both the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian for-
mulations of geometric multipliers, we now provide a brief il-
lustration of how they might be used to combat the strong cou-
pling problem in PGT. We use for our example the first of the
‘disallowed’ PGTs from [24], the 11 theory which builds on
the groundwork laid by Sezgin and van Nieuwenhuizen [39].
This theory is reached by imposing on (4) the conditions

G =ay=a;=0, =0 = =p,
=@ =a,=a,=a =a =aq, (48)
=p, =p=p=0.

Note that the multiplier couplings, which are new in this work,
must all be disabled. We provide in Appendix D our attempt
at the Hamiltonian analysis of this conventional theory. Our
findings corroborate those in [24], viz given certain assump-
tions (e.g. the validity of breaking consistency conditions over
different J ¥ pairs), a total of eight d.o.f seem to be propagat-
ing in the nonlinear theory. The extra three d.o.f are assumed

to be a strongly coupled 1~ particle, since the PiC function ¢;
is never constrained.



How to suppress the 1~ mode? By an examination of (B2)
and (48) — relations which are obeyed equally by the {&, } -

we see that by setting &, = 0 we can fix ¢; ~ 0 and so

N

constrain the momentum 7#;. However by doing so we will

also fix (?; R 0, and so deactivate the 1T mode with which
we started. We would prefer not to modify the Sezgin—van
Nieuwenhuizen conditions at all, and so we instead try to in-
troduce geometric multipliers.

The natural multiplier approach will be to constrain #; with
a, # 0. In fact, this route turns out to become complicated
due to the appearance of a singular secondary, and collateral
effects in the 0% and 2% sectors. In general, we feel that ro-
tational multipliers will be more dangerous than translational
ones, so long as the main part of the gravitational force is se-
questered in the curvature — we discuss this idea further in the
context of some new computer algebra tools in [27]. Rather

than attempting to constrain £;, we might think to target the
conjugate field. By inspecting (48) and (B2), it would seem
that /172 # 0 is a possible option. Once again we expect this
to impact the 1~ sector, since ﬁz = 0, while collateral damage
seems to be confined to the 0" translational sector. On closer
inspection, however, we notice from (B5h) that the condition
,6_2 # 0is not actually deactivating the bad sector: it is relating
velocities and gradients within the torsion. Despite this, we
find it useful to proceed with the analysis. The ‘collateral” 0
sector is non-conjugate, in that the 0% spin state is represented
only in the velocity-dependent or nonphysical components of
the torsion, and not in the canonical part T% . For this rea-
son, there will be no parallel secondary to worry about, which
makes for a less complex analysis. Moreover, and regardless
of the unitarity of the model, we believe the ,6_2 # 0 configu-
ration to amply demonstrate how multipliers might be used to
modify the linear-to-nonlinear transition.
The PiCs of the new theory are

1

0= ¢+ 2my*B,¢, ~0, (49a)
Q.= }’i‘ + 3mp2/32 (E Cn) ~0, (49b)
o %%ﬁ ~ 0, (49¢)
@, = %n | +3m e, ~ 0, (49d)
Py = }Pﬁ ~ 0, (49¢)
e %;N% R0, (49f)
T = }Tﬁl?k ~0, (49¢)

where Eqgs. (49a) and (49b) go over to their origir_lal counter-
parts in the theory without multipliers by taking f, — 0, and
there is an extra pair of primaries stemming from (32)

N

p;=w;+w, R, =w, =0 (50)

Note that we are using the ‘variable-index’ notation in Ap-
pendix A.

Conveniently, we note that the nonlinear Poisson brackets be-
tween the translational and rotational (i.e. non-geometric) pri-
maries are the same even in the /?2 — 0 limit. We provide
these commutators in Egs. (D1a) to (D1i).

A. The new super-Hamiltonian

For the purpose of evaluating velocities, it is important to
understand the new super-Hamiltonian described in (31). By
imposing the conditions (48) and restricting to the PiC shell
in Egs. (49a) to (49g) among the quadratic terms (which can
always be done by redefining the Hamiltonian multipliers), we
obtain

T_\ - e ._A A 1 ._A A
. n 7%77%7 .\ nlkr’ﬂﬁlﬁﬁlﬁ 3'71k’7/l7%37fﬁ
T 164, 8a,J 164,
~ 2 Uﬁ'-R —
" Gym,"JR _ Y + 17%71/[ A
2 2 L=k
A 27Pr2 7o 2 EA__X_
N ,B3mp JT ~ 2ﬁ2mp in Zjl.Tj
6 3
3 m il T aknin
intJ — Kl 2
~ 2B,my"jn"¢ - Ty ntnl AT
3 2
164, m 2 Ik pit ™ TT_ TT_
+ Pymp™Jnn”n ijm  kin
27
-n*D 1z, " 0. (51)

We see in (51) the origin of the ghost nature of the strongly

coupled 17 sector. If the sign of & is fixed to cause the 1"
A

momentum 7 1j to enter with positive energy, then the same
cannot apply to the quadratic term built from the parity-odd
1~ momentum #;. Hence, the strong coupling of the 1~ mode
introduces a nonlinear ghost. We now proceed to the Dirac—
Bergmann algorithm.

B. Consistency of geometric primaries

In what follows we will use flin (x,y,...|u,v,...) to indicate
a function linear in x, y and its other (arbitrarily indexed) ar-
guments, with coefficients depending on n, nﬁ, eiTkl and J
— i.e. quantities persisting in the linearised theory — along
with m,, and any of the couplings in (4). The arguments u,
v, etc., will be nonlinear corrections to those coefficients (if
any). Note that wherever we use f). , we are also asserting
implicitly that these coefficients may be straightforwardly de-
termined, though the calculation may be lengthy.



Beginning with the 0% sector, the consistency of ¢ | concerns
only the bracket

{d,.0} ~—6f,m,>5, (52)
and is satisfied when we fix the multiplier
u =0, (53)

irrespective of whether we consider the linearised or nonlinear
theories.

RN

In the 1~ sector, the consistency of ¢; involves the bracket

{¢?’(ply}”f1in(l|')53’ (54)

and is satisfied when we fix, with reference to (43b), the mul-
tiplier

u.= Jin (T51+). 55

All the geometric primaries are then consistent with the deter-
mined multipliers in Egs. (53) and (55).

C. Consistency of rotational primaries

Having dealt with the geometric primaries, we now return to
the part of the analysis familiar from [24] and Appendix D:
the consistency of the primaries of gravitational gauge fields
in Egs. (49a) to (49g). We begin again with the conjugate part
of the rotational sector. The consistency of the 0% part ¢ n
involves the brackets (D1a) and (D1c). Noting the conjugate
commutator (D1a), we remember that this was previously used
to determine «” in the linearised theory®. This time around,
the geometric primaries have gotten there first (by our choice
of ordering). Despite the conjugacy of the 0* PiC, we are thus
forced to admit a secondary if-constraint (SiC)

21 = fin (J ExN{g HL Y ou - #5]-) 0. (56)
The notation (-) in the first set of arguments in (56) denotes
one or more suitably indexed and symmetrized products (in
the second set of arguments, it indicates that there are no cor-
rections to consider). Without immediately evaluating this,
we move on to the conjugate 2 sector. This is a somewhat
more familiar setup, in which the only brackets are Egs. (Dle)
and (D1h). We may then use this setup to solve for the conju-
gate multiplier

—

u_ Jin (/d3XN{‘7’LE’ My}, Uy

A
. 5). 67

thereby ensuring the consistency of (7) 177 regardless of
whether the theory is linearised or not.

6 Recall from [15, 16, 24] that the symbol (b) is used to denote linearisation.
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The parity-odd rotational sectors are not conjugate. In (D1d)
we encounter yet another strictly nonlinear commutator with
the translational 1~ sector, and since u - was solved in (55) we

1
must emulate the technique of the linearised theory and again
construct a SIC

A
Pt = Fin ([ ExN{PQ LYoy | ) R0 (58)

whose evaluation we again defer. The same situation applies
for the 27 sector: from Eqs. (DIf) and (DIi), and noticing

that the geometric multipliers already allowed us to solve u_
ij
in (57), we must construct

T — d3 T
= . xN ., H 5
b = i ([ OV o7,
A I (59)
R uﬁ- 7I'E| ) ~ 0.
So far we have fixed the consistencies of all the usual rota-
tional primaries in ways which do not qualitatively change as
we move from the linear to nonlinear theories. We have tried
to use mostly the same technique as for the linearised theory
without geometric multipliers: that of playing off sectors with
the same J* against each other.

D. Consistency of rotational secondaries

We must not, however, forget the secondaries in Egs. (56),
(58) and (59), which are not yet consistent. In the case of the
0~ and 2~ sectors, we can tentatively assume that the situation
is the same as for the linearised theory without multipliers:
the natural conjugates of these secondaries will be their own
primaries, allowing us to obtain

Puzflin(/d3XN{P)(» HJ_}, |),

Tu,’j_szlin(/dBXN{TliTk, H_]_}, |),

(60a)
(60b)

where we allow some space to parameterise our ignorance of
any other commutators which may arise. Thus, while we ex-
pect to be able to construct Egs. (60a) and (60b) in the full non-

linear theory, we do not expect them to explicitly determine Pu

and Tuﬁ, due to emergent dependencies on yet-undetermined
ij
multipliers.

What about the novel 0% secondary? The linearised theory
without multipliers does not suggest to us the commutators of
X » 80 to discover these we must obtain an explicit formula
from (56). We defer the full expression to Section I'V F, but for
the moment we notice that only the / d3xN {(p L H l} term

will contribute in the linearised theory to P | - Specifically, if
we focus on the non-quadratic part in (31), and refer to the PiC
shell condition in (49a) we have

. 1 7wk
{(pL,—nkDan'k"} ~ [ZaOmPZDTnl + ﬁn”nklir

Lik” 157

—25,m%¢, ] 5+ 53;157%;D7, 61)



where we use the Dirac function gradient in Appendix E. On
this basis it would then appear that { 27 L P l} # 0. This
should also apply in the nonlinear theory, so we can fol-
low Eqgs. (60a) and (60b) in writing

o, R fin ([ EXN{x Hibs o)), (62)

At least for the linearised case, it would seem that the con-
sistencies of all the secondaries raised by the rotational sector
are exactly absorbed by previously undetermined Hamiltonain
multipliers: the algorithm in the this sector is then terminated.

E. Consistency of translational primaries

Moving over to the translational primaries, we find that
we can absorb all their consistency conditions exactly
by determining the conjugate rotational or translational-
geometric Hamiltonian multipliers. Referring first to Egs. (53)
and (D1a), then to Egs. (D1g) to (D1i), we write

uy ® fi ([ ExN{o, H, }, v, ’) (63a)
;l,-—j ~ flin(/d3XN{;0i_j7 My},
~ A — A
U G T”iTk'ﬁT ﬁli_j)' (63b)

As before, these solutions are still available as we extend to
the nonlinear theory, however they do rely on the continued
success of Egs. (60b) and (62) for an explicit solution. Finally
we tackle the problematic 1~ sector, the only constraint whose
consistency is not yet established. Noticing that Egs. (D1b)
to (D1f) are all nonlinear commutators, it seems advantageous
that the only linear commutator (54) allows us to solve for the
remaining Hamiltonian multiplier

- A
Pu i u A TuiTk-ﬁm |-). (64)
This, too, is expected to hold for the nonlinear theory, but it
does rely on explicit solutions from the system Egs. (60a),
(60b) and (62). All the translational consistencies are absorbed
by Hamiltonian multipliers. No constraints remain, and the
Dirac-Bergmann algorithm is terminated.

F. Nonlinear prospects

In summary, we have obtained all Hamiltonian multipliers.
All the primaries are SC, and we propose to construct three
sets of SC secondaries in y , Py and T)(7.

ij

Wherever possible in the calculations above, we have ensured
that Hamiltonian multipliers do not need to be solved simulta-
neously, the RHS of Egs. (53), (55), (57), (63a), (63b) and (64)
each depending in turn on predetermined quantities. This
convenient pattern could be broken within Eqs. (60a), (60b)
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and (62), which are not explicitly obtained, and which we ten-
tatively assume (referring back to the traditional case [24]) not
to be a singular system in the Hamiltonian multipliers.

Accordingly, some changes to the order and structure of these
solutions are expected as we pass from the linearised to the
nonlinear theory. To see this, we use (51) to determine the
nonlinear 0 SiC as follows

N —_ A
X LijT) 7 —
7[7) n'n D;”th

~ 25 m > i 4
Xy~ =2mye, - ”IJD,*(T 7

T T
nka-TL M ”li_jTJ_k_l 3% Ry
Y J 3 m.2
80, my2J
L (s u - 2] ) w0, (63)

where we do not need to obtain the precise coupling of the two
Hamiltonian multipliers which are tangled up in the quantity.
We see that the guess in (61) is borne out, so that {)(bl , (l)bj_} %
0 can be obtained from (53). However this is not the only com-
mutator, as we readily find for the nonlinear case

HA A
~ 37] A A
im {¢ -z Vo —_HIKLD (66)
u.u _)0 J_l] 1 2 3
s 86, m 20

The result in (66) suggests that Eqs. (62) and (63b) will be-
come co-dependent, scrambling the order of the linear solu-
tion method. The general system is expected to be more com-
plicated.

In order to calculate the d.o.f, we work with our picture of the
linearised theory and assume (by the example of the original
PGT in (2)), that the sSFCs in (28) always remain in the final
reckoning both FC and independent as geometric multipliers
are introduced. This postulate could be tested by investigating
the constraint algebra [5]. In that case we obtain’

8 = %(80 +2 X (3 + 1)[#, — multipliers]

— 2 % 10[sPFC] — 2 x 10[sSFC]
—(1+3+5+1+1+5+5+3+1)[iPSC]
— (1 + 1+ 5)[iSSC]).

(67)

It would seem that six d.o.f are now moving independently of
the graviton: this structure is shown in Fig. 1.

In case of a breakdown of the linear solution, as warned about
above, we use the very general method of Yo and Nester [24]
when checking the nonlinear d.o.f. We also assume the proper-
ties of the sSFCs to be preserved. The evaluation of u and u -

1
ought to remain safe at all orders. Generically, the consisten-

cies of the rotational primaries ¢ |, Po. @ 177 and T(p7 should
ij

7 Using basically the same labelling scheme in [15, 16, 24], where if-
constraints iP(S)F(S)C are primary(secondary) first(second) class.
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FIG. 1. The constraint algebra of the theory defined by (48) with
52 # 0, as it appears in its simplest form on the constraint shell. All
Hamiltonian multipliers u; " ujp and ug " are eventually determined
in Eqgs. (53), (55), (57), (60a), (60b), (62), (63a), (63b) and (64) by
satisfying the consistency conditions of the primary constraints <p,{ ?
and (piP in Egs. (49a) to (49g) and q,')é " in (50) (lines coloured by J )
via abundant order-unity Poisson brackets (yellow squares). For ease
of notation in this figure alone, we label the J* explicitly and drop
the combination of Lorentz indices and accents used in the body of
text. Perturbative brackets (red squares) do not reduce the number of
induced constraints ;dp , which would otherwise indicate strong cou-
pling. Some brackets were not computed for this work (gray squares).
Subtracting the Y, 2J + 1 constrained multiplicities leaves six extra
degrees of freedom.

determine u_ and ‘overflow’ into seven SiCs y7;. The con-
ij

sistencies of (;ﬁ and y7) together with ¢ and ? collectively
1

P
1

T

determine u u, ulﬁ, u__ and also 03 and v K The situa-

ij ijk
tion may involve cross-talk between J P gectors, but it seems to
retain the eight d.o.f in (67) as we move away from the torsion-
free, Minkowski background.

V. CLOSING REMARKS

In this paper we have extended the original Poincaré gauge
theory (PGT) in (2) by introducing in (4) a complete set of
geometric multiplier fields, which deactivate various parts of
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the Riemann—Cartan curvature and the torsion. Teleparallel
gravity is a special case of this extension. A chronic problem
with the original PGT is the appearance of nonlinear commu-
tators between primary constraints: these cause a departure
from the linearised constraint structure which is manifest as a
strong coupling problem. This problem is especially severe in
purely quadratic theories (which can exhibit otherwise viable
phenomenology without any Einstein—Hilbert term [10, 14—
16]) since the removal of the Einstein—Hilbert term leads to
sparse commutators at linear order.

We have examined the effects of geometric multipliers on the
canonical analysis. New primary and secondary constraints
are produced, which typically fail to commute with the origi-
nal primaries at linear order. Heuristically, the efficacy of this
mechanism will be connected to the fact that the new fields
in (4) are multipliers: propagating d.o.fs would tend to in-
crease with any new kinetic terms, offsetting any benefits.

We experimented with this approach on a non-viable exam-
ple of the PGT, in which the Einstein—Cartan term is joined by
quadratic torsion and curvature invariants so as to introduce a
unitary, massive spin-parity (J*) 1* torsion vector in the lin-
earised particle spectrum. That theory was known to contain
a strongly coupled 1~ ghost in its nonlinear completion. We
imposed a minimal geometric multiplier, which affects the bad
sector so as to equate the velocities and gradients within the 1~
part of the torsion tensor.

The modified particle spectrum in our example is not likely
to be healthy before or after linearisation. Rather than a tran-
sition from five to eight d.o.f, we seem always to have eight.
Even if the assumptions made during the evaluation are justi-
fied, we provide no reason to be optimistic about the resulting
unitarity. It is not surprising that it is hard to use geometric
multipliers to repair pre-existing theories. By so changing the
linear constraint structure, unwanted modes may be activated
and the unitarity destroyed. Such also was the case in [16] for
the purely quadratic theory developed in [10, 14]: those same
multipliers which do not interfere with the viable cosmology
or gravitational waves of the original theory were shown to in-
duce classical ghosts on the flat, torsion-free background. In
that case the situation was not so critical, since the relevant
cosmological background of that theory is thought instead to
contain a constant, finite torsion condensate.

Notwithstanding the possible ghost and tachyon content of
our example particle spectrum, the analysis shows that mul-
tiplier configurations may offer a novel route to softening the
nonlinear transition in non-Riemannian theories, and so com-
bat strong coupling. Solving for unitarity without strong cou-
pling represents a major undertaking [35, 40, 41]. In the com-
panion paper [27] we present computer algebra tools for per-
forming the requisite canonical analysis at scale.
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Appendix A: Irreducible decomposition

In this appendix, we detail the notation used in [15, 16, 27]
for the SO(3) irreps of various quantities. The translational
parallel momentum decomposes as

T_-=7—_+nrnx , Ala

Kl ki kUL (Ala)
A ~

ﬂ'ﬁ = gﬂﬁﬂ + g+ T (A1b)

where in (Ala) thereis a 17 irrep, and a term which further de-
composes in (A1b) to give 0, antisymmetric 1+, and symmet-
ric (but traceless) 27 irreps. Similarly, the rotational parallel
momentum is

(A2a)

—_

T = ﬂm + 2n[k7zl_
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1 A PN

R o= gy H g A (A2b)
R 1 Pr . 4 T

= —e___ - A2
m 6€k1mi ™ [knl] 3 T (A2¢)

with 0%, 17 and 2* modes in (A2b), and 0~, 1~ and 2~ modes
in (A2c¢).

The field strengths are decomposed into parallel and perpen-
dicular parts

1kl (A3a)

7;kl

R...=R —+2n, R _,
ijkl k™75

=7T_ +2n T _

ikl LN (A3b)

The parallel R = contains the 0% part R, 17 part R =y 2%
ij

part R(T)’ 0~ part PR, 1~ part R . and 27 part TR —
—(ij Lij
The ({-)) notation indicates the symmetrlc -traceless operation.

The perpendicular R~~J_; contains the 0% part R, 1* part
ij
+ - P - -
Ri[ﬁ]i’ 27 part Ri(ﬁ)i’ 0~ part Rol, 1 and 2
part TR__ .
ijkL

R
part R.

The parallel T’H contains the 0~ part P7°, 1* part TlT , 17
i ij

. The perpendicular T - contains the

and 2+ part T_
(i)t
Our conventions for the SO(3) irreps of other quantities
whose Lorentz indices have the same structure, are to recy-
cle the various expressions above, replacing only the symbols
7z, R, T, etc.

part 7;and 2~ part TTz’Tk

+ + -
0" part 7, , 17 part 7'[1'_1‘]l , 17 part Tl;

Appendix B: The transfer couplings

We provide in this appendix translations of the transfer cou-
plings from Eq. (11) into the formalisms set out in [15]. The
first half of the transfer couplings in (11) are found to be

all = 1(& +a), = 1(o‘c +a,),
-||||:__(a vay), all=] L@, +ay)
Y+ = 57> 5/
dl=la +a) all= 1(o‘c +a,)
o+ = 5\ T - =5 Th)
(BD)
T TN RN (S
ay. = —Z(a4 —ag), a_ = 5(0:2 - @),
_ 1, _ _ _ 1, _ _
af;” = - (052 — @), af‘_” = E(a4 —as),
S 1o S
. =5@ —a), @ =-2@ -,

and the remaining couplings are mostly found using the rules

— — 1 _1 . .
J-J- = %a”” and a” = lozA”, with the three exceptions
—J_J_ — _ 1l -4 — _1_1] ~Ll l—lll

Oy =y, @ = gy and @ Q= 5% and these

quirks just result from the ‘human’ normalisation of the SO(3)
representations. It goes without saying that a precisely equiv-
alent formulation can be constructed for the couplings {&, }.
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The translational transfer couplings are

Al — gl — 14
By =0, By = 613 ,
1, = = 1
Pl=3@h +0). B =30 +25),
Al = o, il = ﬂl,
ﬁ'J-II =0 ﬁ'J-II —
o+ — -
gl = ——(ﬁ1 ). B = ——(ﬁ1 -5 B2
ﬁ_J—” =0 ﬂJ—“ =
2t T - =
_ 1=
ﬁé:L = 5 2> ﬁll =0
Pt =2 428, B= é(zﬁl + 5y,
_ 1= _
ﬁ2i+i = 5 y ﬁJ__J_ =0,
where we find ﬁl” = ﬁ”l We can thus summarise some im-

portant relations for nonvanishing transfer couplings as

Al G Gl g g g
A A - A4 5 E_"E _q (B3
Y T T T

A A A A E E

Pl =Ll PAlL ALl
1+ = ai = L = a1_+ -2
&J.J. S [ &J.J. AllL ’
1+ a1+ 1+ a1+ (B4)
TR R Tt
0+ _ 0ot _ 7ot _ 0t _ 2
—J_J_ - 1) &J_J_ A1 :
()+ (x0+ o+ (x0+

The resulting effect of the multipliers in the Lagrangian pic-
ture Eqgs. (19a) and (19b) translates to

~T _T ~
a #0= R@ + RMW ~ RuTk RiTkJ_ ~ 0, (B5a)
— P P ~ _
@4, #0=>"R +"R | RU] Rl[l__j]l
~™R _+TR_ =0, (B5b)
Lijk ijkL
x#0=>"R, -TR  ~0, (B5¢)
a,#0=>R 2R, ¥R . +R.
~R_-R _ =0, (B5d)
=) L
G#AEOSR_+R o AR .-R, ~0, (B5e)
ij] Llij1L Li il
6¢0=>g+27zu~0 (B5f)
B, #0= TLU - T[Uu ~ T— -27 -
TiTk e 0 (B5g)
_ _‘_ ok
ﬁzyéo_ﬁ'TﬁTﬁlNTzl ~ 0, (B5h)
i} e _
f, #0=> TJ_i_j + 27[1,7]l ~PT ~0. (B5i)



Appendix C: Linearisation of sure primary first-class
constraints

In this appendix we will consider the safety of including the
linearised sSFCs in the final d.o.f count. We recall that the
Poincaré gauge symmetry implies the existence of 10 sSFCs,
labelled H K Ha, Hﬁ and HJ_;. However we frequently found

in [15] that some of these quantitites were missing when lin-
earised on the PiC shell. An sSFC may clearly vanish if it is an
arbitrary linear combination of iPFCs (PiCs which are FC in
the final analysis), consistent with its FC property; how then
to interpret an sSSFC which happens to be an arbitrary linear
combination of iSSCs?

This problem is resolved when we see that Egs. (26a) to (26d)
are incomplete formulae for the sSFCs when iPSCs (PiCs
which are SC in the final analysis) are present in the theory.
Let the super-Hamiltonian be, to lowest perturbative order, a
linear combination of the only two iPSCs which appear in a
given theory

HI’l = cA’M(pbﬁ + cE‘ZE(pba ~ 0, (C1)

and note that the only nonvanishing commutator between PiCs
{Aq)b Egb } will be of order unity. The total Hamiltonian
will take the form

HT = ]\]7_[*)L A bit A(pb + Eubu E(pb + .
., (C2)
=NH  +-,

where the elipses in (C2) include the remaining sSFCs, iPFCs
and surface terms, and all higher-order terms. The modified
super-Hamiltonian is formed by solving for the PiC multipli-
ers, and we have

—b Ly .
", EHb _ ({E(pb A(pb} >ua
(C3)
x{ £ 30, }4¢0 4 (4 = B) ~
The quantity defined in (C3) is the linearisation of the complete
sure secondary, and is FC by construction. Moreover, we can
see by substituting from (C1) that even this complete quantity
will vanish, with or without reference to the PiC shell. The
argument can be generalised to arbitrarily many iPSCs, and to
the remaining sSFCs.

Appendix D: Traditional, linearised simple spin 1* case

It is useful to analyse the Hamiltonian structure of the 17 case
without multipliers, as it was originally considered in [24].
Our findings will also be corroborated by the HiGGS computer
algebra software in [27]. We note that the defining conditions
in (48) are consistent with curvature-free constraints: the PiCs
depend only on the momenta. The nonlinear commutators of
this theory are

6
{(p, (pl} ~ —TOmp253, (Dla)
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28
{(pJ_;’ (pﬂ} ~ ﬁ”ﬁé ’ (D1b)
175 3
{00}~ -2, (Dlc)
p 2 7 A
{qol;, (p} M= e #5607, (D1d)
{00 —}~L 25 (Dle)
q’l;,(pllm ~ 2]2’1;<1ﬂm> )
1 A A
{(p - Tfp—} ~ —(11—7? . _#
J_l" Tmn 2J2 in Lim i[ﬁ J.ml
3 A
+ S )8 (D1f)
P G S T D1
{(p,-j, (P[m} ~ _ﬁrl(;l(iﬂm)lj) > (Dlg)
~ o~ &Omp2
A
~ \e3
ﬁn<;|<7nm>lj>)5, (D1h)
~ 1 Tv o7 R .
T o1 par 53
{q’ff" q’M}N 7 Vi Mtad (D1

On the PiC shell, the linearised sSFCs of the minimal theory
are

W, ~ %&OmszEb ~ 0, (D2)

W~ —nbf_"Db;;\%bT — aym,2J R’ %0, (D3)

H_ ~D f +22°_ — &, ZJTb ~0, (D4
ij [i J] ij Lij

" .~ nbf_kvbjﬁbﬂ P mp2J"Tb; ~ 0. (D5)

The Einstein—Hilbert term contributes independent parts of the
Riemann—Cartan and torsion tensors to each irrep equation,
thus subtracting 2 X 10 canonical d.o.f even at the linear level.

Some of the commutators in Egs. (D1a) to (D1i) also survive
at the linear level, so that we d~o not have to worry about the
consistency conditions of (pb, (pr, @ J_I’ and (pblm. The con-

sistencies of (prE and P’ suggest the following secondaries
on the combined shell of PiCs and sSFCs

~ N
b 2 pikpp o KM T L 2
}(Jj an D/ ik S&SJbEE+aOmPRJ_?
~ 0, (D6a)
~2 2
a."m
oMy 3
{£,.0 = e (D6b)
LIEIN _2 pijkipyp ;\%b — (& —8f.)m 2PT?
7b Tk 0 3/Mp
~ 0, (Dé6c¢)
24m (&, — 85,)
{P)(b P(pb} P J(; 3753, (D6d)



where these SiCs are SC at (1), since they fail to commute
with the PiCs which invoke them. This is to be expected from
the theory of conjugate pairs [36] We will not obtain the sec-
ondary T ;( __ deriving from T @ o since the square of the
tensor part pI'O_]ecthIl entails calculatlons which are difficult
on paper, however we note that these quantities should also
form a conjugate SC pair.

In the final counting therefore, all the PiCs and SiCs are SC,
and the linearised theory propagates a total of five d.o.f
5= %(80 — 2 x 10[sPFC] — 2 x 10[sSFC]
—(1+3+5+14+1+5+5)[iPSC]
-G+1+ 5)[iSSC]).

(D7)

These d.o.f are interpreted as the massless graviton and a mas-
sive vector mode, so that the findings of [24] are confirmed.
As discussed in Section IV and shown explicitly in [24], con-
sideration of the nonlinear commutators brings this count to
eight d.o.f.

Appendix E: The surficial commutator

An ostensibly limiting factor in previous Hamiltonian analy-
ses of the PGT [23, 24, 36] is the dependence of various com-

J
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mutators on the spatial gradient of the equal-time Dirac func-
tion. The coefficients of such gradients are generally gauge-
dependent, while standard texts [5, 42] do not (to our knowl-
edge) provide a prescription for their covariant interpretation
(see, however, excellent discussions of special cases in elec-
trodynamics [43] and noncritical string theory [44]). In this
appendix we provide the covariant extension to the ‘Poisson
bracket formula’, which eliminates these gradients through the
use of surface terms. The resulting expression is more costly to
evaluate than the original by a factor of only several, allowing
us to proceed farther into the theory.

Our starting point is the realisation that the Poisson bracket is
ultimately motivated by the time derivative operator. We con-
sider the time derivative of the covariant quantity A, which
is assumed to depend canonically on a collection of (mat-
ter or gravitational) fields {¢"} and their conjugate momenta
{ﬂ'w }, along with their first covariant derivatives {DM ¢} and
{Du T, }. The total Hamiltonian is assumed to contain a term

bilinear in two further covariant quantities H D BU,C 4 and so

a simple algebra reveals that the velocity Aﬂ contains terms of
the form

0A. 4B 0A oB 0B oA 0B oA
[ ‘L L __* .t U]+ L. __*__ ¢t ._4)p Y
“IL\ oD ¢* éx oD,z S oD ¢* on oD,z Spw |
0A. 0B, 0A 0B, )
-D, [( “w . SR L. Uw>DﬂC”] , (E1)
oD,¢* 0Dym, 0D,z oDy x

where the dot product sums over field species and we construct
a derivative which naturally extends the variational derivative
on a scalar Lagrangian to tensors of arbitrary rank

In (E2) the notation d/d¢* indicates that D R ¢% is held con-
stant when evaluating the partial derivative [5]. It is only ex-
pressions such as (E1) which must be covariant, and the oper-
ations 0/9¢", /0D ¢, 5/5¢* and their momentum coun-
terparts all support that property. Therefore, we find it most
natural to express the Poisson bracket as the kernel which re-

SA oA oA produces (E1). In general, this kernel takes the form of the
— = - - (E2) second-order covariant differential operator
oW op¥ *\ oD _¢w |
5./1 5B, 0A, 6B, oA 6B, oA 6B,
(A (x)), By(x))} = [ i e Ta 70 "f'Da<—”>— i 'Da<—7>]53
o om, om, o¢Y 0D, ¥ on oD,z o
0A. 6B, 0A, 6B, 0A., 0B, 0A, 0B,
u . U _ u . U u . v _ u . U
[0Da¢“" n, 0D, 5 oz, oD.p? P OD,m,
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0A. B, 0A. 0B,
+ i .Dﬂ< ”,>_ ”,.Dﬁ< ° >]53Da
6Dﬂ T, 0Da Ppw ()Dﬂ Ppw 8Da7rw

0A. 0B, 0A 0B,
+< - L. ”>53DD
oD,z 0Dyp? 9D,¢? 9Dy, «

5 (E3)

(

This concludes our discussion of the surficial commutator for  the first-order Euler—Lagrange formalism.
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