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Coincident gauge for static spherical field configurations in symmetric teleparallel gravity
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In symmetric teleparallel gravities, where the independent connection is characterized by nonmetricity while
curvature and torsion are zero, it is possible to find a coordinate system whereby the connection vanishes glob-
ally and covariant derivatives reduce to partial derivatives — the coincident gauge. In this paper we derive
general transformation rules into the coincident gauge for spacetime configurations where the both the metric
and connection are static and spherically symmetric, and write out the respective form of the coincident gauge
metrics. Taking different options in fixing the freedom in the connection allowed by the symmetry and the field
equations, the Schwarzschild metric in the coincident gauge can take for instance the Cartesian, Kerr-Schild,
and diagonal (isotropic-like) forms, while the BBMB black hole metric in symmetric teleparallel scalar-tensor
theory a certain diagonal form fits the coincident gauge requirements but the Cartesian and Kerr-Schild forms do
not. Different connections imply different value for the boundary term which could in principle be physically
relevant, but simple arguments about the coincident gauge do not seem to be sufficient to fix the connection
uniquely. As a byproduct of the investigation we also point out that only a particular subset of static spherically
symmetric connections has vanishing nonmetricity in the Minkowski limit.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is an elementary textbook maxim that when going from the special relativity formulae in Cartesian coordinates of Minkowski
space into the general relativity (GR) expressions in the language of Riemannian geometry, the partial derivatives shall be
promoted to covariant derivatives. The procedure introduces Levi-Civita affine connection given as Christoffel symbols, which
are mathematically defined as the derivatives of the basis vectors, and physically represent the inertial and gravitational forces
experienced by a particle (indistinguishable by the virtue of the equivalence principle). On a Riemannian manifold it is always
possible to make a transformation into the normal coordinates, where the affine connection vanishes at a single point. At this
point the covariant derivatives reduce to the partial derivatives and the geodesic motion of a particle exhibits no acceleration.
Despite the economy achieved by the vanishing connection, practical computations in the normal coordinates are not necessarily
simpler, since the metric could obtain a rather cumbersome form instead. These properties are inherited by the extended theories

like f (13) and scalar-tensor gravity as well, as ingrained in the Riemannian geometry.

The state of affairs gets more interesting, however, in the non-Riemannian framework where the affine connection is taken to
be independent of the metric, and thus besides curvature can be characterized by torsion and nonmetricity as well. Assuming
flatness, i.e., that the curvature vanishes, i.e., the geometry is teleparallel (as the orientation of parallel transported vectors does

not change), poses no obstacle for a meaningful theory of gravity. In the contrary, since the Levi-Civita curvature scalar R of the
Einstein-Hilbert action can be rewritten in terms of the torsion scalar 7 and a boundary term By, or the nonmetricity scalar Q
and a boundary term By, the dynamical content of GR can be transplanted into the setting of metric teleparallelism (with zero
curvature and zero nonmetricity) or symmetric teleparallelism (with zero curvature and zero torsion). The respective theories are
known as the teleparallel equivalent of general relativity (TEGR) [1, 2] and symmetric teleparallel equivalent of general relativity
(STEGR) [3, 4], which together with GR form a “geometrical trinity of gravity” [5, 6], or rather inhabit a full circle of equivalent
theories [7]. Analogously to the Riemannian case, the teleparallel theories can be extended by considering a gravitational action
depending on a general function of the ruling geometric quantity like f(7) [8-11] or f(Q) [4, 12] gravity, or by introducing
a nonminimal coupling between a scalar field and this quantity, thus yielding the scalar-tensor versions of teleparallel gravity
[13, 14] and symmetric teleparallel gravity [15]. More elaborate extensions have been considered as well (see Ref. [16] for
a comprehensive review). In general the field equations of these extended theories are different from their counterparts in the
extensions of the original formulation of GR, thus providing an entirely new landscape for study and investigation. In this paper,
we will be focused on studying the symmetric teleparallel framework where only non-metricity is present.

The extra non-Riemannian freedom in connection leads to a theorem that in the case of zero curvature and zero nonmetricity,
the connection can be made to vanish globally in a set of anholonomic (local Lorentz) frames, while in the case of zero curvature
and zero torsion in a set of holonomic frames [17]. In other words, metric teleparallelism allows a global tetrad field whereby the
associated spin connection vanishes, and symmetric teleparallelism allows a coordinate system whereby the affine connection
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vanishes everywhere on a manifold, not just at a point. In the literature the former is often called a “Weitzenbock gauge”, while
following Ref. [4] the latter is known as a “coincident gauge”, since the vanishing of the connection makes the covariant and
partial derivatives to coincide.

In the metric (torsional) version of teleparallelism, the Weitzenbock gauge tetrad ansatz for a static spherically symmetric
spacetime was first found by carefully solving the field equations in extended f(7T') gravity [18, 19], and only later it was
realized that in this form the tetrad, and consequently the independent connection obeys the same symmetry as the metric [20].
Similarly, the initially found Weitzenbdck gauge solutions of rotating tetrads [21, 22] were later seen to belong to the two axially
symmetric branches of connections [20], out of which only one branch has a proper spherically symmetric limit [23]. Thus the
assumption of the connection being endowed with the same symmetry as the metric seems a useful premise in approaching the
field configurations.

The torsional version of teleparallel gravity has been studied in different physical situations but the family of symmetric
(nonmetricity) teleparallel gravities is less explored, and only a few examples of the coincident gauge have been explicitly written
down. It was noticed from early on that besides the obvious Minkowski case the spatially flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-
Walker metric in Cartesian coordinates is compatible with vanishing connection [4]. Actually, asking the connection to obey the
cosmological symmetry of isotropy and homogeneity yields three different sets of connections for the spatially flat case and one
set for the spatially hyperbolic and spherical geometries [24, 25] (all showing different phenomenology [26]), while only for one
of the spatially flat sets going to the coincident gauge reduces to the reparametrization of the time coordinate, i.e. is congruent
with the Cartesian coordinates [24]. These results also hold in the reverse order, i.e. first assuming a coincident gauge and
then imposing the symmetry of the connection [27]. For static spherically symmetric spacetime the usual spherical coordinates
are not consistent with the coincident gauge [28, 29], while the Cartesian [28, 29] and Kerr-Schild [30, 31] coordinates can be
compatible with the vanishing connection.

In this paper we aim to further the understanding of the coincident gauge and derive the corresponding general transformation
rules as well as the respective metrics for static spherically symmetric field configurations. We assume that both the metric and
connection obey the same symmetry, and start from the two sets of curvature and torsion-free connections worked out recently
[32]. In Sec. II we give a brief introduction to symmetric teleparallel gravity and also provide the action and field equations for
a class of scalar-tensor theory based on a non-minimal coupling between a scalar field and the nonmetricity scalar. We elaborate
the implications of the coincident gauge as well. Sec. III is devoted to explain static spherical symmetry for any generic theory
based in symmetric teleparallel gravity by assuming that the connection is also spherically symmetric. The most central part
of the paper is presented in Sec. IV where we solve the coincident gauge transformations for the different sets and give the
general form of the respective coincident gauge metrics. In Sec. V we point out that only a specific branch of the spherical static
connections has vanishing nonmetricity in the Minkowski limit, and focus on this branch in the subsequent explicit examples. To
illustrate the results we consider the Schwarzschild solution in Sec. VI and show that Cartesian, Kerr-Schild, as well as isotropic-
like coordinates can fit coincident gauge, but each of these choices fixes the original freedom in the connection differently. As
the second example we take the so-called BBMB solution in symmetric teleparallel scalar-tensor theory, and find that neither
Cartesian nor Kerr-Schild coordinates can provide the coincident gauge, but certain isotropic coordinates do. Finally, we give a
brief conclusion about our main findings in Sec. VIIL

Our convention is the following: we use units where ¢ = 1 and the metric signature (—,+,+,+). We denote Levi-Civita
quantities (Riemannian) with a circle on top o and quantities without any symbol would be refer to be symmetric teleparallel
gravity.

II. SYMMETRIC TELEPARALLEL GRAVITIES

Symmetric teleparallel gravity assumes a geometric setup where the connection is characterized by identically vanishing
curvature and torsion, while only nonmetricity is left to carry nontrivial information. The action can be constructed from the
nonmetricity scalar which is equivalent to the Levi-Civita Ricci scalar up to a boundary term, thus providing a link to GR. It
is a special property of these geometries that there exists a system of coordinates where the connection can be made to vanish
globally, a so-called coincident gauge.

A. Geometric preliminaries

A generic connection I v With 64 independent components can be decomposed into three parts, [33, 34]

Ay =Th KA + 1, (1)
namely the Levi-Civita connection of the metric gy,

o
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contortion tensor

Klnv = %glﬁ (=Tupv = Tvpu+ Tpuv) = _Kulw 3)
and disformation tensor
I = 58" (~Qupy — Qupu+ Cpun) = oo @)
Here contortion is built from torsion tensors
Thuy =Ty —Thyy, )

while disformation is constructed from nonmetricity tensors

Qpuv = Vpguv = Ipguv — TP upgpy — P ypgup. (6)
The latter two along with curvature tensor
RO puy = 9uT yp — I 1p + 19 5T o =17 u T (7)

are the three key properties that characterize a connection. When curvature is zero, the orientation of vectors does not change
under parallel transport along a curve. When torsion is zero, the connection is symmetric in the lower indices. Hence the
imposition of vanishing curvature and torsion warrants the name “symmetric teleparallel”, and we denote it by I'* v

It is an interesting property of the connection I'* uv that the scalar curvature of the Levi-Civita part of the connection, R, can
be expressed as the sum of a nonmetricity scalar and a Levi-Civita divergence acting over the two independent traces of the
nonmetricity tensor,

R=0+Vu(0" - 0"), ®)
where the nonmetricity scalar and traces are defined as
1 auy 1 va 1 1 N
Qz—zQ)vaQ # +§Q}L[LVQ” +ZQuQu—§QuQ“7 9)
Ou=0u", Ou=0w". (10)

It is also significant that the total divergence part in (8),

Bo = V(0" — ") an

becomes a boundary term under a spacetime integral.

B. Action and field equations

As the Einstein-Hilbert action of GR is given by the Levi-Civita curvature scalar 13, we can rewrite that action using the
nonmetricity scalar Q instead, and expect to keep the same dynamical content since the boundary term does not affect the field
equations. This is the idea behind symmetric teleparallel equivalent of general relatvity. Various extensions of the symmetric
teleparallel theory like substituting Q in the action by f(Q) or introducing a nonminimal coupling between Q and a scalar field

@, however, lead to theories that are different from their counterparts f(R) and scalar-tensor gravity originally formulated in the
Riemannian geometry.
A relatively simple, but still versatile extended symmetric teleparallel action can be written as [15]

5= [ a5y (o (@)0 - #(®)s% 9uDIp®~2//(®)) + S, (12)

where k2 = 87G and Sy, denotes the action of matter (which we assume to be the same as in GR, i.e. depending on the metric
alone). Like in the usual Riemannian scalar-tensor theory the nonminimal coupling function .o sets the strength of the effective
gravitational constant, 4 is the kinetic coupling function, and ¥ is the scalar potential. If the nonminimal coupling function is
fixed to unity, </ (®) = 1, and the kinetic and potential terms of the scalar field vanish, (®) = ¥ (®) = 0, the theory is reduced
to a STEGR. If the nonminimal coupling function is unity, but and the kinetic term of the scalar field is nontrivial, then we have



a theory that is equivalent to a minimally coupled scalar field in GR. In fact, also the better known f(Q) gravity can be viewed
as a special subcase of the scalar-tensor action (12), as it can be obtained by setting [15]

o =fo, B=0, V=50fo—-f), P=0, (13)

where fp =df/dQ.
With the help of introducing the so-called superpotential (or conjugate) tensor

1 1
Pauv __Qauv+ Qu V) + gqu (gHVQa+5a uQV ) (14)

as well as some geometric indentities the field equations arising from the variation of the action (12) with respect to the metric,
symmetric teleparallel connection, and scalar field are [15, 35]

o d% 1
 (®)Gyy + 27 P iy r @+ S gy (2(®)8 9y +27/(®) ) — (®)9u 00, = K> Ty (15a)
< Qﬁ4-vﬁ>[ < 0ug” —-—5“Qﬁ Quaﬁ4-6“QyW)] (15b)
o d% Otﬁ dqf/ o
2900+ g P 2Dy + -——Q 255 =0. (15¢)

Here Co}ﬂv is the Einstein tensor and L] the d’ Alembert operator computed of the Levi-Civita part of the connection, while .7,
is the usual matter energy-momentum tensor. When the scalar field is globally constant, the Eq. (15a) reduces to the Einstein’s
equation in GR with the value of the potential playing the role of the cosmological constant, while (15b) and (15¢) immediately
vanish. Therefore, the solutions of GR are trivially also the solutions of these scalar-tensor theories with the scalar field being
constant.

One can also notice that if the nonminimal coupling function <7 (®) is constant, the connection field equation (15b) is identi-
cally satisfied and all contributions of the nonmetricity drop out in the remaining equations as well. Thus in the case of STEGR,
the non-Riemannian part of the symmetric teleparallel connection is left completely undetermined by the field equations. This
feature can be traced back to the identity (8), which implies that the difference between GR and STEGR is at most in the bound-
ary term only. The boundary term does not concern the field equations, and thus the STEGR field equations can not contain
anything extra to the GR field equations. As the GR field equations know only about the Riemannian part of the connection, the
non-Riemannian part of the symmetric teleparallel connection can not emerge in the STEGR field equations either. However, it
might still be possible to entertain some heuristic arguments that could be used in fixing the non-Riemannian part of the connec-
tion nevertheless, relevant in modified theories of gravity or in physical situations when the value of the action plays a role (such
as in black hole entropy [31]).

C. Coincident gauge

The action (12) and the ensuing field equations are manifestly covariant, in the sense that under a general coordinate transfor-
mation from 51 into x* the metric and connection transform as usual

9E* 9EP p
guv(x") = ngaﬁ(g )5 (16a)
axP dEY 855 2 D?EX OxP
e —— . 16b

) = 357 g g L B (&)t 5o oga (16b)
In particular, the quantities 13, 0, and By transform as scalars and retain their relationship (8).

A very interesting mathematical fact in the case of symmetric teleparallel geometry is that there exists a coordinate system
where the connection vanishes globally on the manifold [17]. The authors of Ref. [4] have dubbed this system of coordinates
a “coincident gauge”, since the vanishing of the connection makes the covariant and partial derivatives to coincide. Also then
the nonmetricity tensor (6) reduces to the simple form of partial derivatives of the metric only. When the coordinate system
corresponding to the coincident gauge is known, the transformation (16b) of the connection into any other coordinate system x*

reduces to
& dE™
) A
IPuy(x*) = (axp) o (axv) ) (17)



where &% are the coordinates of the coincident gauge with I op (El) = 0. Similarly, by an inverse transformation of (16) it is
possible from any other coordinate system to transform back into the coincident gauge (provided the determinant of the Jacobian
is not zero).

The combined property that the non-Riemannian part of the connection is not determined by the STEGR field equations and
that there exists a system of coordinates where the teleparallel connection vanishes may tempt one to entertain a noncovariant
approach to STEGR by just imposing vanishing teleparallel connection in association with any metric. In this approach under the
coordinate transformations one would only transform the metric (16a) while instead of (16b) the connection is kept always zero.
(In analogy with the metric teleparallel case [36] one may speak of a “pure metric”” approach to symmetric teleparallel gravity
and call this a coordinate transformation of the 2nd kind). Transforming only the metric is equivalent to making a combined
transformation (16) and on top of that only the connection transformation (inverse of (17)) to make the connection to vanish.
While such transformations are consistent with the STEGR field equations, it is rather questionable whether they provide a true
physical symmetry of the theory which relates physically equivalent configurations (as the usual coordinate transformations (16)
do). Under the pure metric transformation (16a) the nonmetricity tensor would transform noncovariantly (since dpgyy is not
a tensor), and the nonmetricity scalar would not remain at the same value but pick up an extra contribution in the form of an
additional boundary term. Thus the relation (8) would be altered in the sense that R and O would be related to each other by a
different boundary term before and after the transformation. The field equations would still assume the same covariant form, but
any quantity that relies on the boundary term (like the black hole entropy) would report altered physics.

In our view Eq. (17) is rather a generating rule of a set of all possible symmetric teleparallel connections, where the connection
corresponding to a particular physical configuration is one member. Indeed, for a given metric g,w(x’l) picking a set of all
possible four functions 5“(xl) generates a set of all connections that have the property of being curvature and torsion-free.
Connection components which are solutions of symmetric teleparallel field equations necessarily belong to this set. In STEGR
this whole set is consistent with the field equations since the STEGR field equations leave the non-Riemannian part of the
connection undetermined, while for the extended theories like scalar-tensor the field equations will in general fix the connection
or at least constrain it to a particular subset of the curvature and torsion-free set. An obvious question remains how to fix the
connection for a physical configuration when the field equations are not able to fully settle it? In the next section we are are
going to see how the demand that the connection obeys the same symmetry as the metric which constrains the set a bit further.
This provides the stage for a transformation into the coincident gauge, where different heuristic considerations can be tried out.

III. STATIC SPHERICALLY SYMMETRIC METRIC AND CONNECTION

In the spherical coordinates x* = (¢,r,0,¢) static and spherically symmetric spacetimes are characterized by the Killing
vectors Z¢

K=(1000), (18a)
RE=(000 1), (18b)
SH=(0 0 cos¢ —singcoth), (18¢c)
TH=(0 0 —sing —cospcoth). (18d)

Imposing the symmetry means that the Lie derivatives of the metric and affine connection along these vectors vanish,
Lrguy =0, Lz Thu=0. (19)

Note that we have extra imposed that the general affine connection respects the same symmetries as the metric tensor. For the
metric this gives the well known result

ds® = —gu (r)di®> + g (r)dr* + r*d6% + r*sin> 0 d 9> , (20)



where g;, g, are two arbitrary functions of the radial coordinate and must be determined by the field equations of the theory at
hand. General affine connection that obeys this symmetry, however, is parameterized by twenty functions %, (r) in the form [37]

€ 6 0 0 Cs Gs 0 0

I L 0 @ 6 0 0
Ky = 0 0 (59 —(51981119 0 0 (51() —%osine
0 0 %osin® %osin’ 0 0 %ypsin® %psin’0

C1s
0 0 %11 —%5sin0 0 0 om0 gt
0 0 @ aene | |0 0 By o
73 %4 0 0 Ty Gy coth| |

—%17sin® —% <sin® 0 —sin® 0 sinf sin O
17 Sin 18 8in sin O cos Gis G cotd 0

Here the notation should be understood as I uv = [f‘o uv ! uv I? uv I ”v} where in the four blocks the p and v indices label
the rows and columns, respectively. Demading that the affine connection is curvature and torsion-free reduces the number of
free functions considerably. It turns out there are two solutions, both having two independent functional freedoms left [32].

A. Connection set 1

The set 1 of static and spherically symmetric curvature and torsion-free connections is given by [32]

c TPy 0 0 00 00 [0 0 ¢ 0 00 0 ¢
oo || T 00 01", 00/ |0 0 I 0 0 0 0 TV (22)
mv 0 0 - 0 0 0 00 c F¢,¢ 0 0 0 0 0 cot6
0 0 0 _@ 0 0 00 0 0 0 —sinBcos®| |c I?,4 cotd 0
where the functions I'? > I, I, depend on r, while ¢ is a nonzero constant. The functions have to obey the relation
d
Erm =l =T (T +17). (23)

to satisfy vanishing curvature and torsion, hence overall there are two functional degrees of freedom.

B. Connection set 2

The set 2 of static and spherically symmetric curvature and torsion-free connections is given by [32]

B A
c—k)(cI"g+1)I" gg '
rpuv: I"go 0 0
0 0 Moy O
0 0 0 TI'gesin’0
—c(2c—k)T"gg c(2c—k)T"gg+c O 0
C(ZC - k) FIOG +c ", 0 0
0 0 o O
0 0 0 TI"pgsin’6
0 0 c 0 0 0 0 c
0 0 —cI"gp—1 0 0 0 0 —Too-!
I"ge I7g¢ (24)
¢ —Top—1 0 0 0 0 0 cotb
Frgg . 701—‘1‘9971
0 0 —sin 6 cos O ¢ —frge— cotf 0

where the functions I" g, I, ["gg, I, also depend on r, while ¢ and k are some constant parameters. The functions have to
obey the relations

d c(2c—k)Thgg +3c— k)M g+ 1)I7
—I"gg = e )66 )0+ D60 —T"9eI" )/, (25a)
dr Frgg

d
Erree =—c((2c—k)Tgp+2)gg —IMgeI" s — 1 (25b)




for vanishing curvature and torsion, hence again there are two functional degrees of freedom remaining in the game.

IV. COINCIDENT GAUGE TRANSFORMATIONS

If the coordinates of the coincident gauge 5’1 are known, it is possible to make a transformation (16) into any other coordinates
x*, while the connection transforms as (17). However, if we do not know the coincident gauge, we may rewrite Eq. (17) as

<%> T4 () = 9y <%) : (26)

and use the known affine connection components in the other coordinates to solve the partial differential equations for the
unknown functions &P (xl) which give the coincident gauge coordinates in terms of the known coordinates. As the requirement
of static and spherical symmetry yielded two sets of connections we shall treat both of them separately. Unlinke the investigation
in the cosmolgical case [24] we do not impose any particular ansatz to solve these equations. Note that to invert (17) we assumed
that the transformation between the coordinate systems have the property that the determinant of the Jacobian is not zero or
singular. Also it is worth to emphasise again that the coordinate transformations are independent of the action, therefore, the
following computations are valid for any symmetric teleparallel theory.

A. Connection set 1

For the connection set 1 given by (22), the nontrivial equations (26) turn out to be

—co,E* 4+ 9,0,E* =0, (27a)

19,5 9E* + 00,64 =0, (27b)

—c9gEt + 099, E* =0, (27¢)

—cpE* + 00,4 =0, (27d)

I 0,4 —T,, 0,64 4+ 9,0,6* =0, (27¢)

10,5 0gE* + 990,64 =0, (27f)

—T,5 0pE* + 09,0464 =0, (27g)

335“%@6’1 =0, (27h)

—cotBIyE + gyt =0, (271)
sinecoseagg’l+a¢a¢é§l+%sinzea,§’l:0. 7))

They are identical for each 5’1 (t,r,0,¢). The general solution of this system of partial differential equations can be written as
&t = e+ T g dr [(067L cos ¢ + B* sin qb) sin 6 + 7% cos 9} +o* / el T dr gy (28)

where ot , B4, 74, 6* are the integration constants. We have kept the indefinite integrals explicitly in the expression (28), so it is
straightforward to take the derivatives and check that Eq. (26) is indeed satisfied for the affine connection components (22) and
taking into account the relation (23). The solution (28) contains only two functions e r¢» I, but the third function I, would
be generated into (22) via the condition (23).

The determinant of the Jacobian matrix is given by

a A FT¢ T .
det <—8)§c0‘ :Ce3a+jr r¢dr+./rrrdr81n9 det(”aluﬁlujﬂvclH) ’ (29)
where ||a*, B*,y*,0?|| stands for a matrix composed of the columns of the integration constants. We see that the coincident
gauge coordinates 5’1 are not determined uniquely, but any combination of the integration constants that does not make the
Jacobian determinant zero or singular is a possible solution. All these possibilities are of course equivalent to each other in the
sense that they are related to each other by some coordinate transformations, as they are all related to the spherical coordinates.



Another interesting point is that the coincident coordinates in the static spherical symmetry case depend on the two independent
affine connection components allowed by the assumption of zero curvature and torsion. These components remain completely
undetermined in STEGR where the connection field equations vanish identically, but could get fixed or partially fixed by the
nontrivial connection field equations in extended symmetric teleparallel theories. However the connection contributions appear
as exponentiated integrals and are thus guaranteed not to alter the overall sign of the Jacobian determinant and reverse the
orientation of the system of coordinates.

A minimal, and reasonable looking choice of integration constants could be 6° = a! = B2 = y3 = 1 and all the other zero,

giving

£0=¢, = / e, (302)
'51 :écx:ect+f1"¢r¢drsinecos¢7 (30D)
62 _ éy _ ecl+fl—‘¢r¢drsinesin¢7 (30C)
E3= & =T r0dr o, (30d)

We may immediately notice that the angular part of this coordinate transformation reminds the relationship between the Cartesian
and spherical coordinates, while the time and radial coordinates do not exactly map to their expected Cartesian counterparts. To
find that the coincident gauge coordinates resemble the Cartesian system should perhaps not come as a surprise, since in order
to make the affine connection to vanish certain “straightening out” of the curvilinear nature of the original spherical coordinate
system is probably unavoidable. We can invert the expressions (30) to get

r = %log [Rze’zf F"’wﬂ , (la)
r=r(&), (31b)
0 = arccos (é) , (3lc)

AN E S

¢ = arctan ( ) , (31d)

where we have denoted
RP=E+E+&. (32)
The function r(&,) is the inverse of Eq. (30a) and thus inherits the properties like

d , d? '
S é T rrdr7 = d_é:g _ _rrrr872fl" rrdr7 (33)
w w

etc., which must be remembered in the calculations. It is interesting that the time direction ¢ in the spherical coordinates gets
mixed into all four coordinates of the coincident gauge, since (31a) depends not only on &, via I'?,4(r(§,)), but also on the
“spatial” &, &, &; via R.

To transform the metric and other tensors into the coincident gauge coordinates it is convenient to have the Jacobian matrices
written out in these coordinates. Taking the derivatives, keeping in mind the properties (23) and (33), and inverting the matrix,
we get

0o 4 0 0
2En c& &I ?3%52 =&
<W> Tk g Sk & | (34)
y Syt Tre e2+8 X
cE ET0 —\[E24+E 0O
& & &
¢ cR? cR? cR?
ox% r 0 0 0
(W) = O éxé: 5}/51 _V §3+5v2 ) (35)
R8T R\EE R

— =
gerey £
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where I, (r(&)), r = r(&,) and ¥/ = %. With these expressions it is easy to transform (16) the metric into the coincident
gauge, resulting in

2 2\ n»
(c grr—8it(T%0) )r’ & gnT g &7 8ul & gnT? s
2 2R2 2R2 2R2
éxr/gttr(pr(p Cz(éyzﬁLézz)’z*éngtt 5x5y(02’2+gn) && (C2r2+gtt)
guv = 2R? 2R% - 2R* - 2R% (36)
H éyr,gttr(pr(p i éxéy(czerrgtt) e (5){2+§Z2)r275y2g” _ & (62r2+gn)
2R? c2R4 c2R* 2R%
&' gul? v _ 5x5z(02f2+gtt) o 5y5z(02r2+gtt) Cz(észréyz)fz*gzzgn
2R? c2R% 2R* 2R*

Similarly, the affine connection components (22) can be transformed (16) into the coincident gauge, giving the expected result

P, =0. (37)

Note that the transformed metric in the coincident gauge contains now four independent functions, namely g, (r(&,)) and
gr(r(&4)) which were in the metric before, as well as I'? 4 (r(&,,)) and r(&,,) which previously characterised the connection
(the latter via the inverse of (30a)). Thus although the coordinate transformation into the coincident gauge cleared the affine
connection components of all content, the same information got packed into the components of the metric tensor which took a
much more complicated form as the result.

Although vanishing connection makes the covariant derivatives to reduce to the partial derivatives and certain simplifications
take place, there seems to be no overall economic effect in using the coincident gauge expressions for practical computations.
Actually the situation is quite the opposite. Despite zero connection, the nonmetricity tensor is full of nonvanishing components,
and thus computing the nonmetricity trances and any further quantities present in the field equations becomes more involved.
The reason is not that the all the free functions got packed into the metric, but that the main price of making the connection to
vanish was to switch away from the coordinates that were adapted to the symmetry of the configuration, i.e. from the spherical
coordinates to a sort of deformed Cartesian coordinates.

The nature of the coincident coordinates (30) can be illuminated further by transforming the Killing vectors (18) into the
coincident gauge, which yields

Kt = (O &y C‘Ey ng) ) (38a)
Rt =(0 =& & 0), (38b)
st=(0 & 0 =&, (38¢)
TH=(0 0 =& &). (38d)

In the form of the vectors R*, S#, TH we can exactly recognize the Killing vectors of spherical symmetry as expressed in the
Cartesian coordinates, but the vector K* representing static time translation symmetry is quite unexpectedly orthogonal to the
&,y direction. Therefore we can not entertain &, as a coincident gauge analogue of time, rather the time is “smeared” among
all the coordinates. Hence one should be alert that in general the physical interpretation of solutions in the coincident gauge
can be tricky and problematic. However, one can still check explicitly that the the Lie derivatives (19) of the metric (36) in the
directions specified by the Killing vectors (38) vanish, hence the transformed metric (36) possesses the same symmetry as the
original metric (20) and connection (22). In a similar vein, the Lie derivatives of the transformed connection components (37)
in the directions specified by the Killing vectors (38) vanish as well.

Taking the Minkowski limit of the original metric by letting g, — 1 and g, — 1 simplifies the form of of the coincident
gauge metric (36). However, by closer inspection we may notice that no possible choice of the remaining functions F¢,¢
and I'",, (the latter determines r) can take the Minkowski limit of (36) into the familiar form in the Cartesian coordinates
Nuv = diag(—1,1,1,1). At this point it is not obvious that the Minkowski limit of the coincident gauge metric should reduce to
the Cartesian coordinates, but on the other hand the Minkowski spacetime in the Cartesian coordinates is already trivially in the
coincident gauge, and it feels unsettling that the set 1 connection does not possess a direct link to that.
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B. Connection set 2 general case (branch 1)

For the connection set 2 expressed by (24), the nontrivial equations (26) turn out to be

c(2c—k) g9 0,E* — (—c(2c — k)T gg — c+k) AE* + 9,0, 64 =0, (39a)
_ t t A
_(26‘ k)(CFl(i(j—i-l)Feeazg _(C(zc_k)l—‘zee_i_c)argl_’_atargl:(), (39b)
00
—c0pE* + 990, E* =0, (39¢)
—c0pE* +9,0,E" =0, (39d)
_rrrr (9r§;L - 1—‘lrr alél + ararél =0, (39)
PR o S A
oo — 1S 551 o, (39)
g0
—cI"gg — 1) 95 %
(el ~19” | 5 5er —o. (39g)
g0
700 E* — T g A E* +9pdeE? =0, (39h)
—coth pE* + 9gdpEr =0, (39i)
—T7 g sin> 0 9,E* —T" gg sin® 0 9, +5in O cos 0 IgE* + 9p9pEF =0, (39))

where again, the remaining equations are identical for each £+ (t,7,0,0). Assuming ¢ # k # 0, the general solution of the system
is

T’ +1 !
[ /C o t—J rrez dr)

Er = Moo ((Oc’l cos ¢ + p* sin¢) sin@ + 7" cos 9) —i—Gle(kfc)( 00 . (40)

Thus the coordinate system of the coincident gauge can take various forms depending on the choice of the integration constants
a*, B 3 y’l ,o*. All these possibilities are permissible, provided that the Jacobian determinant

41
Y dr

det<3§l> e-be (a | e ) (kfc)(tfbfgrgg "’) Sinedet(||a‘,ﬁ’l,%,alll), 1)

ox% Frgg

is regular. The expression (40) contains only the functions IVgg and I"gg while the other two functions I, and I, in the
connection (24) are generated by the conditions (25).
A minimalistic choice would be to take 6° = o' = 8% = y® = 1 and let the remaining constants to vanish. This gives

Iy
50 :5 , =€ (k*C) (t frr” d}‘) N (423)
glog =" bt $in 6 cos ¢ (42b)
X 9
o cl"f99+l
g2=¢,=¢" T “sinbsing, (42¢)
ci— z:Ft99+1
g=t="Tw “coso. (42d)

We can invert the expressions (42) to get

(l"f99+l ) trr
= —log {Ref g0 } = 1klog {éwe(ﬁk” s : (43a)
r= V(&Waéméyagz)a (43b)
0 = arccos (%) , (43¢)

¢ = arctan <§> ) (43d)



where we have denoted

R =E+E+&7.

The function r(§,, &, &y, &;) is not arbitrary, but is obtained by inverting Egs. (42) and thus inherits several relations for its

derivatives.
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(44)

To proceed with transformations into the coincident gauge coordinates it is again convenient to have the Jacobian matrices

written out in these coordinates. Taking the derivatives, we get

w(c—k)T!
o 5[;(1"’ ) 99) 505 "
(T gg+1 X6z
a0 | (T gg+ Sz )
I N I
Go SRl o Je2rg 0
Igg+1  &T'gg &0 _&Tge
Ev(k—) R2 R2 R2
o9 _&TMe9  _&IMe0  _ &lMee
R2 R?

x| &0 R’
)T o _ss

0 -Zig

&
&+

se  _VEE |
R/ E R/EE | F

0

(45)

(46)

where I gg, and I""gg are functions of r(§,,, &, &y, &, ). With these expressions it is straightforward to transform (16) the metric

(20) into the coincident gauge as

2 2
Cz(rree>2grr*02(rr99)zgttfzcrteegtr*gtt & (C(Fr"’e) grr—c(T"go) gn,rfeegn)

E3(c—k)? R2G(c=k)
& (C(F'ee)zgrrv(l"'ee)zgnfl"'eegn) EX(7 9g) grr—EX (T o) gu+EX2+E217
B R ) R
B & (C(Froo)zgrr%(l"'ee)zgn71"'99gn> &Sy (sz(l"’ee)zgrﬁ(l"'ee)zgn)
R2&(c—k) B R*
& (eI 00)%grr—c(I 00) g1 —T" 0081 ) && (2~ 00) i+ 00) 1)
R2&(c—k) - R*

2
5}'(C(Free)28rr*0(rtee) gnfrteegn>

2
ﬁz(c(rree)zgrrfc(rtee) gnfrteogn)

RZE, (c—k) R?&,, (c—k)
_ &y (’zf(rroo)zgrr+(F’99)zgtt> _ & (FZ*(Free)zgrrHFtee)zgn)

R* R4 (47)
2 2
E2P2 4 EX(I 90) grr—EX (T 99) gu+E2r2 5y5z(r2*(r'99) grr+(Tgo) grr)
R? o R?
2
_ &é (rzf(rree)zgrﬁr(l"’ee) gtt) xzr2+5y2r2+§zz(l"rgg)zgrrfi,‘zz(l"’gg)zg,,
R* R*

Similarly, the affine connection components (24) can be transformed into the coincident gauge, resulting in the desired expression
I, =0. (48)

The nature of the coincident coordinates is quite similar to the case of connection set 1, namely the angular variables map
into the typical Cartesian equivalents, but the time and radial coordinate get mixed among all the directions. This property is
illustrated by the Killing vectors (18) transformed into the coincident gauge as

Kt = ((k—c)éw c&y &, C&z) , (49a)
RE=(0 =& & 0), (49b)
SH = (0 & 0 _gx) ) (49¢)
TH=(00 -& &). (49d)

The form of the vectors R*, S¥, TH corresponds exactly to the Killing vectors of spherical symmetry as expressed in the Cartesian
coordinates, but the vector K* representing static time translation symmetry has strangely nonzero compinents in all directions
&*. Similarly to the set 1 case, in the Minkowski limit the metric (47) can not be reduced to the Cartesian form.



12
C. Connection set 2 special case (branch 2)

When the the parameters c and k are zero, the qualitative features of the system (39) change and the solution (40) does not give
a correct coordinate transformation since the Jacobian determinant (41) vanishes. However, the case ¢ = k = 0 is important as
it leads to nontrivial balck hole solutions in f(Q) [32] and scalar-tensor [35] symmetric teleparallel gravity. Therefore we need
to tackle the equations (26) for the connection set 2 (see Eq. (24)) with ¢ = k = 0 separately. The system of nontrivial equations
turns out to be

90E* =0, (50a)
9,0, =0, (50b)
dpdE* =0, (50¢)
9,9pE* =0, (50d)
_Frrr 3r5/l - 1—‘Irr at‘gl + arargA = 07 (506)
PR
090, E* + =0, (50f)
["gg
A
0,0 EM + %s” _ 0, (50g)
["gg
1790 0, EH —T' g9 EH 4+ 09dpE* =0, (50h)
—cotB dyE* + 9gdpE* =0, (50i)
—T7gg sin® 0 9,E* — T gg sin® 0 9, E* +5in O cos B JgE* + 9pdpE* = 0. (50j)
The general solution is given by
1
g =g g Ka’l cos(¢) + B sin((j))) sin(0) + y* cos(e)} +o* (r - / Ff"’ dr> . (51)
66

Note that there are some qualitative differences with the previous case expression (40), and the latter does not reduce to the
solution (51) above by setting ¢ = k = 0 in (40). Nevertheless the overall structure of the present solutions is similar with four
integration constants and integrals of the free functions. By taking the derivatives one can check explicitly that the connection
(24) and (51) satisfy (26). The two other functions I, and I'"",. are taken care of by the relations (25)

d I’

Eﬁee = _F’ZZ —T"eI" )/, (52a)
d

eree =—T"goI")y — 1. (52b)

Again by picking different nonzero values of the integration constants the coincident gauge coordinate system will take
different forms. All these are valid solutions as long as the Jacobian determinant

A =3[ mdr .
det<‘95 >_wdet(llal,ﬁ’l,¢ﬁl”)a (53)

ox% ["ge

is regular and non-zero. As we did in the previous sections, a simple choice would be to take 6° = a! = B? = 7> = 1 and let the
remaining constants to vanish. This gives

1"[
E0=¢,=1— FZZ dr, (54a)
1 - 7fr%dr .
El=& =e 'Too" sinOcoso, (54b)
1l
2=t =¢ 7oV sinsing (54¢)

i ar
=& =¢ T cosh. (54d)
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We can invert these expressions (54) to get

B T g9
t=3&w+ / oo dr, (55a)
r=r(R), (55b)
6 = arccos (%) , (55¢)

¢ = arctan (é) , (554d)
e
where we have denoted
Rogegeg (56)

The function r(R(&,, &y, &;)) is the inverse of the last three equations of (54) and thus inherits the properties like

dr_ T'ee  dR_ G (57)
dR R~ d& R’
and chain rule must be taken into account in the calculations.
The Jacobian matrix and its inverse in the coincident coordinates (54) are
IR
1 oo 0 0
0 _ éx éxéz _éﬂ ’
dEM Too /G248 ’ 58
ﬁ - 0 — S &&: éx ’ (58)

Moo V&R +E?

0 —p —\/8+E 0

1 _&les &Mep  _ &lgg
R2? R? R2?

_ &6 _ S0 &lMee
R2 R2 R2

ox* 0
<m>= 0 bk b& VEE |- (59)

R\ /G348 RA\/E+E7 R

0 _ 6)" éX O
&2 +&? &2 +&?
This helps us to transform (16) the metric (20) into the coincident gauge as
_ éxrreegtt ‘§>'Fr99gtt
81t R2 R2
& gogu éxz(Frgg)zgrrféxz(rt99>2gn+§;r2+522r2 &y (rz*(Free)zfs’rﬂr(ﬁee)zgn)
R? R* - R*
= v 2
8uv ET o8t 5x§y(”2*(r 99)2g”+(rr99) gtt) éferréf(l"'ge)zgrrfé)?(rtgg)zgrﬂrézzrz
R? - R? R?
ézrteegn 5.1‘52 (sz(rree)zgrﬂr(r‘t@@)zgrr> 5}'52 (VZ*(Froo)zgrrJr(Ftee)zgn>
R2 - R? - R?
5zF[99£’tt
RZ
&&: (fz*(F’ee)zgrﬂr(l"’ee)zgn)
_ -
60
&& (’zf(rree)zgrrJr(Ftee)zgtt) ’ ( )
_ o
2P+ E2P+E2 (I 09) 8rr—E2 (T 60) 81
R4

while the transformed (16) connection components (24) with ¢ = k = 0 are of course

P, =0. 61)
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The nature of the coincident gauge coordinates is clarified by the Killing vectors (18) which get transformed into

K*=(1000), (62a)
RY=(0 —& & 0), (62b)
SH=(0 & 0 &), (62¢)
TH=(0 0 & &). (62d)

Here we see that not only do the Killing vectors of the spherical symmetry exactly take the form as in the Cartesian coordinates,
but also the time translation vector K* responsible for staticity appears in the form as in the Cartesian coordinates. This lands us
on a more familiar ground when the interpretation of some field configuration in the coincident gauge is needed. Furthermore, in
the Minkowski limit g, — 1, g, — 1 this metric reduces to the familiar 1), of Cartesian coordinates if oo — 0,799 — &7

V.  MINKOWSKI LIMIT

Noticing the issues arising with the Minkowski limit in the coincident gauge motivates us to check how do the connections
(22) and (24) behave in the Minkowski limit

8n = 17 grrzla (63)

already in the spherical coordinates. In this limit all effects of gravity and inertia should vanish. One would expect that as this
happens the nonmetricity tensor and nonmetricity scalar should also vanish identically, as there should be no residual nontrivial
geometry left. As reasonable as this assumption sounds, it might not immediately meet an unanimous approval. The reason is
that as matter is introduced into the theory by a minimal or metric coupling principle [38], it follows the Levi-Civita geodesics
in symmetric teleparallel gravity. In other words, the particles only get to feel the properties of the metric, and as long as the
metric is Minkowski, nontrivial nonmetricity in the background is impossible to detect directly. We will elaborate on this point
some more in the discussion Sec. VIII, and proceed here by calculating the nonmetricity tensor and scalar in the different sets.

A. Connection set 1

In spherical coordinates, taking the metric (20) to be Minkowski (63), and the connection to be given by Eq. (22), the non-
metricity tensor (6) is given by

2¢ T O 0 €,y T 0 0
0 I,y 0 0 0 ', -2, 0 0
PRV 00 00 =20 0 0 0 —2r(m?,—1) 0
0 0 0 —2cr’sin’@ 0 0 0 —2r (1T?,4 — 1) sin? 6
0 0 sziH 0 0 0 0 — M
0 0 T4 0 0 0 0 —r2T?%,4sin’6 64)
# P, 0 0 0 0 0 0 '
0 0 0 o] | (@0 org Gn2e 0 0
while the nonmetricity scalar (9) is
2
_ 6Ty — 682 (T009)" + 670 oI + 126019 — 8 65)

2r2

It is apparent that there is no choice of the free functions r? s I',,, I, that could make the nonmetricity tensor and nonmetricity
scalar to vanish in the Minkowski metric case.
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B. Connection set 2 branch 1

In spherical coordinates, taking the metric (20) to be Minkowski (63), and the connection to be given by Eq. (24), the non-
metricity tensor (6) is given by

r (T 00 )2 c(T g )T
2(22T gy — ckIVgg +c— k) 2R(o0 tellloo4T00) 0
wi r )2 v 2,
Opuv = e (ell eei“;:(r o0 +T'oo) —2c(2cIgg —kIMgg+1) 0 0
0 0 —2¢r? 0
L 0 0 0  —2crtsin®6
[ 2kt e —22T gg + k[ gg — c+T7,, 0 0
_2621—~t99 +ck[Mgg —c+T" =2, 0 0
2r(erl gg+r+T"
0 0 W 0
0 0 0 2r(crTgp+r+1" o) sin® O
L I"gg
r 0 0 —cr? 4T O
0 0 L'rzr/es?ijrr”)z 0
—erP T g crzr'esg;—(r’se)z 0 0
L 0 0 0 0
[ 0 0 0 —(cr?—T'gg)sin’6
0 0 0 (L-rzr'gg+r2;r(r’59)2)sin29
0 0 0 0 ; (66)
2T 2 (17,32 cin2
B (ch_Ftee)sinze (cr Fes+rrril; 00) )sm 2] 0 0

while the nonmetricity scalar (9) is another long expression (can be found explicitly in Refs. [32, 35]). Again, for arbitrary c, k
there is no choice of the free functions I gg, IV, ["9g, [} that could make the nonmetricity tensor and nonmetricity scalar to
vanish in the Minkowski metric case.

C. Connection set 2 branch 2

The only way to make the nonmetricity tensor (66) to vanish is to set ¢ = k = 0 (connection set 2 branch 2) which yields

~ 0 I 0 0
0000 ”
0000 ', -217, 0 0
Quw=|loooo| |0 0 e 0
10000 0 0 0 2r(r+T7" gg)sin 6
I"ge
ro 0 IMgg O 0 0 0 T'ggsin’6
0 o0 e g 0 0 o Z-Coo)sin’d
Mop I"ge
P 2ol g 0 0 0 0 (67)
"00 ] 2 (")) sin2 0
L0 0 0 0] |TpgsinZ6 % 0 0
and the nonmetricity scalar
2(r+T"g0) (rrreerrrr +r—(T"ge)° I ) + F’ea) ©5)
e 2 (I gg)” .
Thus when in addition to the metric condition (63) we also set
rtee =0, Fzrr:Oa [Mgg = —r, I'=0 (69)

the nonmetricity tensor and scalar vanish in the Minkowski metric case. Note that the functions (69) are in accord with the
condition (52), so everything is consistent.

What we see in this brief interlude, is that only in the connection set 2 branch 2 case the configuration is endowed with a direct
Minkowski limit whereby nonmetricity can vanish. In this light perhaps it was not just a coincidence that only for set 2 branch
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2 the black hole solutions were found in Refs. [32, 35], while set 2 branch 1 runs into troubles with asymptotic flatness [35].
Although further detailed investigation is welcome, it is plausible that only set 2 branch 2 connection is a physically meaningful
choice. Thus perhaps we should not be surprised that only for this branch the coincident gauge metric in the Minkowski limit
turned out to be just the Minkowski metric in Cartesian coordinates. These statements, however, must be taken as conjectures
and not as definite proofs stating that the other sets are not physically interesting. There are some nontrivial exact black hole
solutions in other teleparallel theories where in the Minkowski limit the torsion scalar is nonvanishing but still, the configuration
seems to be physically acceptable [39, 40].

VI. SCHWARZSCHILD SOLUTION

To illustrate the general results of Sec. IV let us consider a simple example. When the static spherically symmetric metric (20)

takes the Schwarzschild form
2M 1
gn——<1——), 8rr = T3 (70)
r (1-2%)

the field equations of the particular class of theories presented in (15) are satisfied for a constant scalar field that efffectively
reduces the theory to STEGR,

A (®)=1, B@®) =0, V(D)=0. (71)

In particular, the connection field equations are identically satisfied and any combination of the connection components is a
solution, provided the curvature and torsion vanish. If we restrict to the connection that also exhibits static spherical symmetry,
then we are left with to functional freedoms encoded in set 1 (22), (23), or set 2 (24), (25). Still, in the context of STEGR
these two functional freedoms in the connection are left completely free by the field equations. All the same applies when we
transform to the coincident gauge, as the field equations with the metric functions (70) do not impose any further constraints to
the connection functions in any coordinate system. However we may attempt to fix the freedom in connection by demanding that
in the coincident gauge the Schwarzschild metric should take some prescribed form. Since we assume a reasonable Minkowski
limit to hold we only consider the connection set 2 branch 2 here (Eq. (24) with ¢ =k = 0).

A. Cartesian form

The first option one may naturally think of is that in the coincident gauge the the metric (20), (70) should assume the same
form as in the Cartesian coordinates, i.e. the one which is obtained by the well known definitions

g0 =1, (72a)
E'=x=rsinOcoso, (72b)
E2=y=rsinBsing, (72¢)
E3=z=rcosh, (72d)
in the transformation (16a), yielding
—(1-21) 0 0 0
0 oM (y*+2%) 2Mixy IMxz
72 (r—2M) r2(r—2M) r2(r—2M)
8uv = 0 2Mxy P —2M(x?+22) 2Myz 5 (73)
r2(r—2M) r2(r—2M) r2(r—2M)
0 2Mxz 2Myz r-2M(*1y*)
r2(r—2M) r2(r—2M) r2(r—2M)
where 2 = x? +y? + z2. The desired result is actually rather easy to obtain. The general coincident gauge metric (60) reduces to

(73) if the connection of set 2 (24) with ¢ = k = 0 is specified by
l—‘t69:07 Ftrr:()v Fr(%):—ra Frrr:()a (74)

which is exactly the same as in the Minkowski limit (69), and matches the example proposed in Refs. [28, 29]. The connection
functions (74) reduce the coordinate transformation (54) to (72), hence obtaining the Schwarzschild metric in the Cartesian
coordinates is completely anticipated. The expressions of I, and I, in (74) follow from Eq. (52).
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Thus although the connection components are not determined by the field equations, they still seem to have certain “natural”
values if the Cartesian form for the coincident gauge can be considered as such. For this particular set of connection components
(74) it turns out that the boundary term By (11) vanishes, and the GR and STEGR actions have the same value, i.e.

R=0Q=By=0. (75)

While it is well known that for vacuum solutions like Scwarzschild the Levi-Civita curvature scalar 13 is zero, for some other
completely arbitrary forms of I""gg the nonmetricity scalar Q (9) and the boundary term By would not be zero, although they
would still compensate each other to satisfy the relation (8).

The full affine connection in symmetric teleparallelism (1) is composed of the Levi-Civita part (2) and the extra part called
disformation tensor (4). The latter is related to the nonmetricity tensor (6) and supplies the extra bits that make the curvature
(7) and torsion (5) of the symmetric teleparallel connection to vanish. It is instructive to compare the full symmetric teleparallel

connection I'* uv to the disformation L* uv in the spherical coordinates for the connection (24), (74):

0000] [00 0 0 000 0 00 0 0
2 _|[looo0o0] |00 O 0 001 0 oo o 1
Pw=110000 00— 0 010 0 00 0 coto|]” (76)
({0000 |00 0 —rsin®0] |0 0 0 —sinfcosB] [0 L cotd 0
T 0 iy 0 0] [Me4= 00 0 0000] [0000
| | 0 00 0 Mo 0 0 0000l [0000O
Ew=11"07 0 00 o 0" om 0 0000/ (0000 n
Lo 0 00 0 0 0 —2Msin2g| (0000} [0000

We see that only the disformation part (77) carries information about the Schwarzschild mass. It may be interpreted as related to
the gravitational force, as in the Minkowski limit where the source of gravity disappears the disformation tensor vanishes. At the
same time the full connection (76) is independent of the M and has the same form also in the Minkowski case. It is tempting to
interpret that as representing “inertia” which is present due to the curvilinear nature of the spherical coordinate system. The same
features would of course carry over to the coincident gauge, i.e. the Cartesian coordinates, where disformation transforming as
a tensor would still be proportional to M (now appearing in many nonzero x,y,z components), while the symmetric teleparallel
connection will be zero as the curviliearity of the coordinates is “straightened out” removing the need to give account of the
inertial effects. The Levi-Civita connection which is given by the difference of the full connection and disformation contains
information about both the “gravity” and “inertia” aspect of the geometry. In GR, only the Levi-Civita connection is present
which makes gravity and inertia inseparable. In STEGR these two aspects can in principle be distinguished, at least on the
formal mathematical level.
Following a similar treatment as in TEGR [1, 2], the last point can be illustrated by rewriting the geodesic equation

d*xP o dx* dxV
P ) 78
ds? Ty ds ds (78)

which desribes the motion of a unit mass particle, using the decomposition of the Levi-Civita connection into symmetric telepar-
allel connection and disformation (1),

2 \Y \
g‘F Pﬂvﬁdi:lﬁwﬂdi. (79)
ds ds ds ds ds
In this form it is indieed physically suggestive to interpret the LHS as describing the free particle inertial motion in curvilinear
coordinates, while the RHS could be seen as representing the gravitational force, proportional to the mass of the source. In this
reasoning the split of the particle equation of motion into the inertial and force parts is not arbitrary, but the the freedom in the
symmetric teleparallel connection was fixed (74) by the heuristic argument that the coincident gauge should correspond to the
Cartesian coordinates. The main issue with this argument is that the Cartesian form is not the only one compatible with the
coincident gauge, as becomes apparent below.

B. Kerr-Schild form

An alternative option also worth to entertain would be to ask whether in the coincident gauge the metric (20), (70) could
assume the same form as in the Kerr-Schild coordinates [41],

kx k kZ
v = + ke, k= (1 Tl e VmEm)- (80



18

where f is a function and the vector k is by construction lightlike with respect to both 1,y and g,y (80). In the case of the

Schwarzschild solution f = % and k; = (’—r‘ 2 §), and thus the metric (80) written out explicitly has the form

2M 2Mx 2My 2Mz
- (1 - —) 2 e =z
r r I I
2Mx 1+ 2M2 2Mxy 2Maxz
— r2 r3 r3 l‘3 (8 1 )
uv = 2My 2Mxy 1+ 2My? 2Myz, ’
w2 3 3 3
2Mz 2Mxz 2Myz 1+ 2MzZ2
2 3 3 3

where r? = x? +y? + z2. Surprisingly or not, but this result is also relatively easy to obtain. The general coincident gauge metric
(60) reduces to (81) if the connection of set 2 (24) with ¢ = k = 0 is specified by
2M 2M

Mgp = —+, r,=———, [Mgg =—r, I',=0. (82)
1_% rr ,,2 (1_ZTM)2 rr

Here the components I, [, were derived from the condition (52). This connection reduces to the Minkowski limit (69) when
the parameter M vanishes, as it should. The connection functions (82) give the coordinate transformation (54) the following
form

EV =14 2MIn(r—2M), (83a)
E'=x=rsinBcosg, (83b)
E2=y=rsinBsing, (83c)
E3=z=rcosh, (83d)

valid outside of the black hole horizon r > 2M.
Although the connection components for the Cartesian form (74) and Kerr-Schild form (82) are different, also in the latter
case it turns out that the boundary term By (11) vanishes, and the GR and STEGR actions have the same value, i.e.

R=Q=Bp=0. (84)

At the same time the split of the Levi-Civita connection into the teleparallel connection and disformation tensor for (82) yields
a somewhat different result from the previous case, namely

o o 0 0 000 o0 J0oo0o o TTJoo 0 0
o O o O 0 00 0 0 00! 0 oo o I (85)
uv 0 0 rgag& 0 00 —r 0 0 % 0 0 00 O cotOf]|’
0 0 0 21\;13131;9 00 0 —rsin’8| |0 0 0 —sinfcosf| |0 % cot6 O
O mry 00 MM g 0 00007 0000
2o || g OO 0 i 0 0 0000 J0000f o
Y 0 0o 29 0 0 -2M 0 0000| [0000|]|"
0 0 0 2Mrsin’e 0 0 0 —2Msin?g] L0 0 001 10000
- L r—2M

It is not immediately clear what conclusion can be drawn from here. While the disformation tensor is still proportional to the
mass M, there are also components containing M in the teleparallel connection. On the one hand one may think that this feature
is unnatural, and the Cartesian form is more true to physical intuition. On the other hand the metric contains the parameter M as
well, and it is perhaps a bit premature to claim that M in the connection (86) can not measure any inertial effects, especially as
they all get eliminated in the coincident gauge, i.e. in the Kerr-Schild coordinates where the symmetric teleparallel connection
vanishes. It goes without saying that in the Minkowski limit (63) both connections (74) and (82) reduce to the same (69).

C. Diagonal form

After seeing the Cartesian and Kerr-Schild forms of the coincident gauge metric, an obvious question arises whether a diagonal
form of the coincident gauge metric is also possible. That would require taking

—M)—\/rr—2M
[o=0, I'y=0, Tlgg=—/r(r—2M), r, = r)(r—er(;) : (87)
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to make the off-diagonal components of (60) to vanish and satisfy the condition (52). The integral in (54) that relates the radial
coordinate r to the coincident spatial coordinates,

/ S Buon /I 2M
_ 2 2 2 _ T 2arccosh/ 57 38
SRR = (VT +r—2M)? (88)

is valid only for ﬁ > 1, i.e. outside of the horizon (at R = 1). With this restriction the coordinate transformation (54) acquires
the following form

£ =1, (89a)
E'=¢ =RsinOcos¢, (89b)
E? =& =Rsin@sing, (89¢)
E3=E =RcosH, (89d)
and the metric turns out to be
2
R—1
-(&4) 0 0 0
4
qwv=| 0 M (l+z) o 0 . (90)
0 0 M2 (1+1) 0
0 0 0 2 (14 4)*

The structure of this form reminds the Schawarzchild metric in isotropic coordinates, however the multiplicative position of the
parameter M is different. Despite this, when the relation between R and M (88) is properly taken into account the metric (90)
reduces to the Cartesian form 1),y in the Minkowski limit M — 0, as expected.

In contrast to the two previous cases the nonmetricity scalar Q given by Eq. (9) (and correspondingly also the boundary term
Bo given by (11)) computed in spherical coordinates for the metric (70) and connection (87) is nontrivial, namely,

—2MPrE 4 3MrF —2MP\F=2M — 13 + = 2M )

91
r (r—2M)% oD

Q——BQ—4(

In other words, the choice of the connection (87) means the GR action of R and the STEGR action of Q differ numerically (by
the boundary term), although their differential structure is equivalent in the sense that its variation gives the same field equations.

Just for reference and comparison, let us also give here the teleparallel connection and disformation tensor that arise from the
connection (88) in spherical coordinates:

0000 0 . 0 E— 0 0
r—m— rr—
= [[0000] 0 =R 0 0
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0000
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The result looks more messy than in the two previous cases, as can be expected from the more elaborate form of the connection
functions (87). There is no clear separation between the inertial connection without M and gravity represented by the disforma-
tion proportional to M. However, like in the Kerr-Schild case, it may be argued that since the parameter M appears in the metric
(70), the inertial effects should depend on M too. In the Minkowski limit M — O the disformation tensor (86) vanishes, while
the teleparallel connection (92) reduces to the same form as in the Cartesian case (76).

In summary, we saw how the coincident gauge for the Schwarzschild solution was not unique, and different choices of the
coincident gauge coordinates are possible. Prescribing certain form for the coincident gauge metric fixed the functional freedom
in the teleparallel connection, that was otherwise left undetermined by the field equations. Yet, without some extra input or
argument is is hard to decide which form of the teleparallel connection could be considered truly physical (either (74), (82), (87),
or some other). As different choices for the connection lead to different forms of the boundary term By, one should probably
consider quantities depending on the boundary term to properly address this issue. Such investigation, however, remains beyond
the scope of the present paper.

Finally let us also note that while in the coincident gauge the teleparallel connection vanishes, the resulting metrics (73),
(81), and (90) have many nontrivial components or at least a nontrivial coordinate dependence, and thus do not lead to easier
computations in practice. The spherical coordinates which are well adapted to the symmetry of the configuration are more
economical for practical purposes, despite being associated with a few nonzero connection components.

VII. BBMB SOLUTION

As shown in [35] the equations (15) for the theory
B’
8 )
and in the case of set 2 branch 2 connection are solved by a Bocharova-Bronnikov-Melnikov—Bekenstein (BBMB) asymptotically
flat black hole metric [42-44] along with the scalar field profile

of (@) = B(P) =, Y (®)=0 (94)

M\? 1 MN-1/2
8t = (1_7) ) grr:(li CI)(r):CI)Q(l—T) ) ©35)

27
)

and connection components
Frgg = —(V—M), Frrr =0 (96)

(the latter component is fixed by the condition (25)). In contrast to the Schwarszschild solution in STEGR discussed in the
previous section, only the components I gg and I',, are left undetermined in the field equations. The coincident gauge metric
(60) thus has one functional freedom I"gg, and fixing it in any way gives a valid metric in the coordinate system where the
teleparallel connection vanishes everywhere in spacetime. In the next section we will give a simple example.

A. Diagonal form

A fairly easy choice would be to ask that the time coordinate does not get mixed with the rest, i.e. {,, = ¢, and accordingly

Moo =0, ', =0. 97)
This simplifies the transformation (54) a lot, giving

&0 =1, (98a)

E' =& =RsinBcosg, (98b)

E* =& =RsinBsing, (98¢)

E3 =& =RcosH, (98d)

where R = r — M measures the radial distance from the black hole horizon. After transforming to the coincident coordinates (98)
the metric (95) takes a bit surprisingly a diagonal form

——(Hl%)z 0 0 0
M2
guv = 0 (1+%) oM , 0 7 99)
0 0 (1+%) 0

2
0 0 0 (1+M)
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which reminds of isotropic coordinates.
For the record, let us note that the Levi-Civita Ricci scalar, nonmetricity scalar (9), and the boundary term (11) are

(100)

The BBMB metric was originally found as a solution in the usual metric and torsion free scalar-tensor theory with a vanishing
potential but a different form of the coupling function 7 (®) to the curvature scalar R. Deeper reasons why this solution exists
in the scalar-tensor versions of symmetric teleparallelism based on nonmetricity [35] as well as metric teleparallelism based on

torsion [40] remain to be understood.
We may also substitute the functions (96) and (97) into the full connection (24) and compare it with the disformation,

0000] [00 0 0 000 0 00 0 O
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0 0 00 0 0 -0 0wy 0 O] [0 0 0 0
MRsin’ 8 0 0 0
Lo 0 00 0 0 0 MR 0 0 0 0 ROMIR)
(102)

Here the teleparallel connection can be understood as representing “inertia”, while the disformation part of the connection
represents “gravity”, since taking M to zero makes it to vanish completely. Note that the connection (101) is in an analogous form
to the Schwarzschild connection in the Cartesian case (76), but the respective expressions (77) and (102) for the disformation
tensor have some differences. Otherwise, the coordinate transformation (98) and the diagonal metric (99) are more similar to the
transformation (89) and the diagonal metric (90) of the Schwarzschild solution, but the BBMB connection (96), (97) is rather
different from the corresponding Schwarzschild one (92).

B. Cartesian and Kerr-Schild forms are not compatible with the coincident gauge

While in the case of the Schwarzschild solution the static spherically symmetric connection was endowed with two functional
freedoms which could be used to give the coincident gauge metric a specific form, in the BBMB case one of those functional
freedoms is fixed by the connection field equation and thus the options to give the coincident gauge metric an arbitrary form are
more limited. The reason for this is the fact that the BBMB solution exists in the symmetric teleparallel scalar-tensor gravity
theory (see the action (12)) and then, the role of the extra components of the connection play a dynamical role in the field
equations. Due to this, some connection components are directly set by the solving the field equations (15)-(15¢), while in the
Schwarzschild case, the theory is just reduced to STEGR and the extra components of the connection do not enter into the field
equations (so that they are free functions).

One conclusion that can be obtained is that it turns out the Cartesian and Kerr-Schild forms of the metric are not consistent
with the coincident gauge in the BBMB case. It is rather straightforward to check this claim for the Cartesian form. One would
take the metric (60) with I gy expressed by (96). In order to make the components g; to vanish, it is necessary to require
that I"gg = 0. But this immediately brings the metric into the isotropic-like form (99), not the Cartesian form. To check the
incompatibility of the Kerr-Schild form, one can again begin with the coincident gauge metric (60) with I"gg given by (96).
Equating the components of this metric with the general Kerr-Schild form (80) yields an overdetermined system of equations

2M2
(r—m)*
which in turn is incompatible with the ij-components. Thus for the BBMB solution of the symmetric teleparallel scalar-tensor
theory considered in the coincident gauge metric can not be put into the Kerr-Schild form either. Of course, it is possible to
transform the BBMB solution into the Cartesian or Kerr-Schild coordinates, just the teleparallel connection is not zero in those
coordinates.

which has no real solutions for the remaining functions f, k;, and I g9. For example, the Oi-components give IV gy =

VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this paper we studied how the two different sets describing static spherically symmetric spacetime configurations in sym-
metric teleparallel gravities appear in the coincident gauge. By doing this, instead of having a metric and a nonzero affine
connection, one chooses a specific coordinate system (coincident gauge) such that the connection vanishes but all the extra
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information coming from the connection is encoded in the metric. We have found that this method does not give a unique co-
ordinate system, instead, there are infinite coordinate systems satisfying this condition. We solved the transformation for those
coordinate systems in a generic way and then provided different particular coordinate systems as examples. In principle, this can
be considered as an algorithm that one can use to derive coincident gauge coordinates. It applies not only for STEGR, but also
in any modified version of symmetric teleparallel gravity as well.

As abyproduct of the investigations, we noticed that only the connection of set 2 branch 2 can provide a vanishing nonmetricity
tensor and nonmetricity scalar in the Minkowski limit. For all the other branches, it is not possible to find any suitable value
for the connection components such that these quantites vanish. To unpack the context, recall that in the Riemannian case, if
the metric is the Minkowski one, all curvature quantities are trivially zero. However, in symmetric teleparallel gravity, since
the metric and the connection are independent (or not directly related), one can have the situation that even if the metric is
Minkowski, still, the nonmetricity tensor (and its scalars) could be nonvanishing. This is related to the fact that we only imposed
that the connection and the metric are spherically symmetric, but it does not imply that in the Minkowski limit both quantities
would still respect the same symmetries (Minkowski symmetries). It is kind of expected to have the property that all gravitational
scalars should vanish in Minkowski, and one might think that due to this, one might need to discard the other branches as
unphysical. However, since matter is only coupled to the metric (and at most to the Levi-Civita connection), a priori, there is
nothing unphysical to consider that even in Minkowski, those scalars (and tensors) are nonvanishing. Further, several solutions
have been recently found in torsional teleparallel gravity whose scalars are nonvanishing in the Minkowski limit, and still those
solutions represent physically realistic black hole configurations [39, 40, 45]. In some ways the situation is analogous to how
only one branch of the axially symmetric torsional connections has a proper spherically symmetric limit [23].

We also studied the case of the Schwarzschild and the BBMB metrics for several coordinate systems compatible with the
coincident gauge. By fixing the freedom in the connection allowed by the symmetry and the field equations, the Schwarzshild
metric in the coincident gauge can take for example the Cartesian, Kerr-Schild and diagonal (isotropic-like) forms, while the
BBMB metric can be put only in the diagonal but not in the Cartesian or Kerr-Schild forms. In principle, different connections
imply different values for the boundary term, but there is no known well defined way to fix the undetermined connection
components in those solutions. Going to the coincident gauge does not seem to provide a clear way to fix them either. We
considered several arguments about trying to fix those components, ranging from the form of the coincident gauge metric to
asking the teleparallel connection to be purely “inertial”, but it feels some extra input or argument is necessary. Thus, further
studies about different physical implications of those components need to be conducted. A possible way ahead could be related
to choosing the so-called canonical frame of symmetric teleparallel gravity [30, 31], defined as an inertial frame.

We also noticed that even though the connection vanishes in the coincident gauge, in spherical symmetry, computations do
not become simpler since the metric becomes more complicated. However, it could be that one might still find some particular
coordinate systems compatible with the coincident gauge where the metric becomes or remains simple. We have noticed that
this can happen for certain coordinate system such as the one used in the BBMB section (see Sec. VII) which resembles some
notions from isotropic coordinates. Remarkably, this coordinate choice makes the metric diagonal and very simple while the
connection is vanishing. Even though the solution and its physical interpretation will not change by making those coordinate
transformations, the role of the connection might be different in each of them and it could be important for studies concerning
the entropy of black holes. Further investigations regarding those topics could be considered in the future.
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