arXiv:1204.4593v1 [gr-qc] 20 Apr 2012

Good and bad tetrads in f(T ) gravity

N. Tamanini^∗ and C. G. Böhmer^† Department of Mathematics and Institute of Origins University College London Gower Street, London, WC1E 6BT, UK

May 26, 2017

Abstract We investigate the importance of choosing good tetrads for the study of the field equations of f(T ) gravity. It is well known that this theory is not invariant under local Lorentz transformations, and therefore the choice of tetrad plays a crucial role in such models. Different tetrads will lead to different field equations which in turn have different solutions. We suggest to speak of a good tetrad if it imposes no restrictions on the form of f(T ). Employing local rotations, we construct good tetrads in the context of homogeneity and isotropy, and spherical symmetry, where we show how to find Schwarzschild-de Sitter solutions in vacuum. Our principal approach should be applicable to other symmetries as well.

1 Introduction

When formulating theories of gravity, the metric tensor is of paramount importance. It contains the information needed to locally measure distances and thus to make theoretical predictions about experimental findings. However, as an alternative dynamical variable, one can use the tetrad e^a_μ which is a set of four vectors defining a local frame at every point. The metric and the tetrad are related by

g_{μν} = e^a_μe^b_ν η_{ab} , (1.1)

where η_{ab} = diag(+1, −1, −1, −1) is the Minkowski metric of the tangent space. The order of the indices in the tetrad is not irrelevant whenever one considers non-diagonal tetrads. In general we have e^a_μ ≠ e_μ^a one being the transposed (matrix) of the other. One immediately notices that g_{μν} is a scalar under local Lorentz transformations in the tangent space, while e^a_μ transforms as

e^a_μ → Λ^a_b e^b_μ , (1.2)

∗n.tamanini.11@ucl.ac.uk †c.boehmer@ucl.ac.uk

where Λ^a_b is a local Lorentz transformation which satisfies

η_{ac} Λ^a_b Λ^c_d = η_{bd} . (1.3)

Taking the geodesic equation as our starting point, we can realise that gravitational potentials should be encoded in the metric or the tetrad and forces should be contained in their respective derivatives. In the metric approach to gravity one relates the forces to the Christoffel symbols which do not transform as tensors under coordinate transformations. Being guided by the Poisson equation, one arrives rather naturally at the Riemann and Ricci tensors as the basic quantities in the field equations. Following this route one can also construct the Einstein-Hilbert action. When working on a manifold where the connection is not necessarily symmetric, one can easily construct a tensor quantity by considering the skew-symmetric part of the connection. The resulting tensor is the so-called torsion tensor T^σ_{μν} , which can be used to construct a theory known as the Teleparallel Equivalent of General Relativity (TEGR), see [1, 2]. The Lagrangian of this formulation differs from general relativity only by a surface term.

Gravitational theories built from the metric and quantities derived from it will always be Lorentz scalars and such theories will, by definition, be invariant under local Lorentz transformations. On the other hand, when building theories with torsion, those would not in general be invariant under local Lorentz transformations since

T^σ_{μν} = Γ^σ_{νμ} − Γ^σ_{μν} = e_i^σ (∂_μe^i_ν − ∂_ν e^i_μ) , (1.4)

and therefore

T^σ_{μν} → T^σ_{μν} + Λ_a^be_b^σ (e^c_ν ∂_μΛ^a_c − e^c_μ∂_ν Λ^a_c) , (1.5)

under local Lorentz transformations in the tangent space. When considering an action based on quadratic combinations of T^σ_{μν} , local Lorentz invariance may be achieved by fine tuning the model. In general, theories like f(T ) gravity are not invariant under local Lorentz transformations [3, 4], unless of course f(T ) = c_1 + c_2T , where c_1 and c_2 are constants. Conversely, this means that a non-invariant theory will be sensitive to the choice of the tetrad and different tetrads might give rise to different solutions. As such, the choice of the tetrad is a crucial and rather subtle point when studying such theories.

In other words, although local Lorentz transformations do not change the metric, they do change the f(T ) field equations. This happens precisely because the f(T ) Lagrangian is not invariant under such kind of transformations. Every different choice of a tetrad giving back the same metric will then represent a different physical theory, describing different modifications of TEGR. However, if we require that for physically viable models TEGR is recovered in some limit, all these possible theories must coincide in such a limit since the TEGR action is invariant under local Lorentz transformations.

In the present paper we study the issue of choosing suitable tetrads within the framework of f(T ) gravity. We state that good tetrads do not imply restrictions on the functional form of f(T ). The corresponding modified gravitational theories will share solutions with GR and will in turn be considered as better viable modifications of GR.

In Sec. 2 we analyse spherically symmetric spacetimes. We prove Birkhoff’s theorem in full generality and show how, employing local rotations, we can find a good tetrad leading to Schwarzschild-de Sitter solutions. In Sec. 3 we use the same method to build good tetrads for FLRW cosmology in spherical coordinates, first in the flat case and then in the curved ones. Finally, we recap the major results and draw conclusions in Sec. 4

2 Rotated tetrads in spherical symmetry

Spherically symmetric spacetimes within f(T ) gravity have recently received substantial attention [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16]. Several vacuum and non-vacuum solutions have been built but the Schwarzschild solution has only been found in isotropic coordinates with the aid of a boosted tetrad [15]. Birkhoff’s theorem has been proved using a diagonal tetrad [12] which constrains the torsion scalar to be constant and does not admit the Schwarzschild solution [14]. In what follows we show how employing non-diagonal (rotated) tetrads permits to recover Schwarzschild-de Sitter (SdS) solutions in vacuum and to prove Birkhoff’s theorem in full generality, in strictly analogy with [13].

Consider the general (non-static) spherically symmetric metric

ds^2 = e^{A(t,r)}dt^2 − e^{B(t,r)}dr^2 − r^2dΩ^2 , (2.1)

where dΩ^2 = dθ^2 + sin^2 θdϕ^2. The simplest possible tetrad giving this metric is the diagonal one

e_μ^a|diag = e^{A(t,r)/2} 0 0 0 0 e^{B(t,r)/2} 0 0 0 0 r 0 0 0 0 r sin θ

. (2.2)

Using this tetrad it has been shown that every spacetime described by metric (2.1) has to be static in f(T ) gravity [12]. However, the Schwarzschild solution is not a solution of the f(T ) field equations derived from tetrad (2.2) [14] implying that even if Birkhoff’s theorem holds, vacuum solutions of the theory do not reduce to GR vacuum solutions as one would expect.

As mentioned in the previous section, we can always change tetrad (2.2) without affecting metric (2.1) by a local Lorentz transformation in the tangent space

e_μ^a|diag → e_μ^a = Λ_b^a e_μ^b|diag . (2.3)

In the forthcoming analysis we reduce the local Lorentz transformation matrix to a general 3-dimensional rotation R parametrised by its three Euler angles φ, ϑ, ψ such that we can write

Λ^a_b = ( 1 0 0 R(φ, ϑ, ψ) ) , (2.4)

where

R(φ, ϑ, ψ) = R_z(ψ)R_y (ϑ)R_x(φ) , (2.5)

where the R_x, R_y, R_z are the rotation matrices about the Cartesian coordinate axis with angles φ, ϑ, ψ, respectively. These well-known matrices are given by

R_x(ϕ) =

1 0 0 0 cos φ − sin φ 0 sin φ cos φ , R_y(ϑ) = cos ϑ 0 − sin ϑ 0 1 0 sin ϑ 0 cos ϑ ,

R_z(ψ) = cos ψ − sin ψ 0 sin ψ cos ψ 0

0 0 1

. (2.6)

In general, even if φ, ϑ, ψ, are taken to be arbitrary functions of the spherical coordinates t, r, θ, ϕ, the transformed tetrad (2.3) returns metric (2.1). Of course, this happens because the rotation matrix (2.4) is a local Lorentz transformation satisfying condition (1.3). Note that the spherical symmetry of the spacetime is not affected by transformation (2.4) since it operates within the tangent space. This process is similar to the one used in [15] where the diagonal tetrad (in isotropic coordinates) is boosted, instead of rotated, by a local Lorentz transformation.

For our purposes, we will consider the following values for the three Euler angles: φ = γ(r) , ϑ = θ − π/2 , ψ = ϕ . (2.7) where γ is taken to be a general function of r. With these values the local rotation (2.4) becomes

Λ^a_b = ( 1 0 0 R(γ(r), θ − π/2, ϕ) ) , (2.8)

where we have R(γ(r), θ − π/2, ϕ) = R_z(ϕ)R_y (θ − π/2)R_x(γ(r)) , (2.9) and the rotated tetrad reads

e_μ^a = e^{A/2} 0 0 e^{B/2} sin θ cos ϕ 0 −r (cos θ cos ϕ sin γ + sin ϕ cos γ) 0 r sin θ (sin ϕ sin γ − cos θ cos ϕ cos γ) 0 0 e^{B/2} sin θ sin ϕ e^{B/2} cos θ r (cos ϕ cos γ − cos θ sin ϕ sin γ) r sin θ sin γ −r sin θ (cos θ sin ϕ cos γ + cos ϕ sin γ) r sin^2 θ cos γ

. (2.10)

We notice that setting γ(r) = −π/2 this tetrad reduces to the rotated tetrad considered in [14] and [13]. This particular choice will turn out useful later when we will prove the staticity of metric (2.1) without having any constraint on the torsion scalar T (see Sec. 2.1.3).

The torsion scalar obtained from tetrad (2.10) is

T (r) = 2 e^{−B} r^2 [ 1 + e^B + 2 e^{B/2} sin γ + 2 e^{B/2} r γ^′ cos γ + r A^′ ( 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ )] , (2.11)

where a prime denotes derivative with respect to r. The f(T ) field equations result in 6 independent relations 4πρ = f 4 − f_T e^{−B} 4r^2 ( 2 − 2 e^B + r^2e^B T − 2r B^′ )

− f_{T T} T^′e^{−B} r ( 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ ) , (2.12)

4πp = − f 4 + f_T e^{−B} 4r^2 ( 2 − 2 e^B + r^2e^B T − 2r A^′ ) , (2.13)

f_{T T} T^′ cos γ = 0 , (2.14)

f_T Ḃ = 0 , (2.15)

Ḃ [ e^B r^2f_T + 2 f_{T T} ( 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ ) ( 2 − 2 e^B + r^2e^B T + 2r A^′ )]

− 4r f_{T T} Ȧ^′ ( 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ

)_2

= 0 , (2.16)

f_{T T} [ −4 e^Ar T^′ − Ḃ^2 ( 2 − 2 e^B + r^2e^B T ) − 2r A^′ ( e^Ar T^′ + Ḃ^2 )

+ 4rḂȦ^′ ( 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ )] + f_T [ 4 e^A − 4e^Ae^B − e^Ar^2A^{′2} + 2 e^Ar B^′

+ e^Ar A^′ (2 + r B^′) − 2r^2e^AA^{′′} − e^Br^2ȦḂ + e^B r^2Ḃ^2 + 2e^Br^2B̈ ] = 0 , (2.17)

where f_T and f_{T T} are the first and second derivatives of f(T ) and overdots denote differentiation with respect to t.

2.1 Birkhoff’s theorem

In this section we will use the field equations derived above to prove Birkhoff’s theorem in f(T ) gravity.

2.1.1 The case T^′ = 0

Let us start looking at (2.14). If cos γ = 0 this is identically satisfied and we gain no constraints on the r-dependence of T . This case is of particular interest and is analysed in Sec. 2.1.3. For the moment we require cos γ ≠ 0. Moreover since we already know that Birkhoff’s theorem holds in GR, or equivalently in TEGR [17], we can exclude the case f_{T T} = 0 which would lead back to TEGR. With these premises, condition (2.14) implies

T^′ = 0 , (2.18)

meaning that the torsion scalar (2.11) has to be a constant T = T_0.

At this point we can look at (2.15). Because of (2.18), f_T = f_{T0} is now a constant and nothing prevents it to vanish. For example in the model f(T ) = T − T^2/(2T_0) we can have T^′ = T_0, f_{T T} ≠ 0 and f_{T0} = 0 satisfying both (2.14) and (2.15). Note that the condition f_{T T} = 0 can be achieved only within TEGR since for a general non-constant T this represents a constraint on the f(T ) model to choose. We have to exclude these peculiar models from our analysis. This is not a significant restriction since if f_{T0} = 0 the field equations are always satisfied leading to constant ρ and p and a dark energy equation of state: ρ = −p = f_0/4, with f_0 = f(T_0). It is then unlikely that interesting physical insights can arise from such models.

We then assume f_{T0} ≠ 0 and (2.15) directly yields

Ḃ = 0 . (2.19)

Taking into account conditions (2.18) and (2.19), the field equations reduce to 4πρ = f_0 4 − f_{T0} e^{−B} 4r^2 ( 2 − 2 e^B + r^2e^B T_0 − 2r B^′ ) , (2.20) 4πp = − f_0 4 + f_{T0} e^{−B} 4r^2 ( 2 − 2 e^B + r^2e^B T_0 − 2r A^′ ) , (2.21) Ȧ^′ ( 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ

)_2 = 0 , (2.22)

4 − 4 e^B − r^2A^{′2} + 2r B^′ + r A^′ (2 + r B^′) − 2r^2A^{′′} = 0 . (2.23)

Consider equation (2.22), this is satisfied either if Ȧ^′ = 0 or 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ = 0. The second case will be analysed later in Sec. 2.1.2, for the moment let assume 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ ≠ 0. The constraint Ȧ^′ = 0 implies that A(t, r) can only be of the type

A(t, r) = ψ(r) + ξ(t) , (2.24)

where ψ and ξ are general functions of r and t respectively. Now note that in the field equations (2.20), (2.21) and (2.23) the metric function A appears only through its derivatives with respect to r, namely A^′ and A^{′′}. This means that this system of equations is invariant under the transformation A(t, r) → A(t, r)+ χ(t), with χ arbitrary function of t. We can then always choose χ(t) = −ξ(t) without affecting the field equations and thus the physical properties of the system. This in turn leads to A(t, r) = ψ(r) ≡ A(r) . (2.25) Thus both the metric functions are independent of time and the spacetime becomes static:

ds^2 = e^{A(r)}dt^2 − e^{B(r)}dr^2 − r^2dΩ^2 . (2.26)

Alternatively we could get rid of the time dependence of A through a rescaling of the time coordinate. In fact taking dt → e^{ξ(t)/2}dt would have given again the static metric (2.26). With this last approach the physical meaning of this operation is probably more evident. The result we just derived for T^′ = 0 is exactly the one found in [12] with a diagonal tetrad. We will see in Sec. 2.2 that with a non-diagonal (rotated) tetrad this analysis can be pushed further to prove that the most general spherically symmetric solution has to be of the SdS kind. Finally we note that in this case Birkhoff’s theorem holds even in presence of matter since we did not assume the vacuum condition nowhere. As we are going to see this is not true in the other cases.

2.1.2 The case e^{B/2} sin γ + 1 = 0

As said above equation (2.22) is satisfied either if Ȧ^′ = 0 or 1 + e^{B/2} sin γ = 0. We now consider the second case where sin γ(r) takes the particular form

sin γ(r) = −e^{−B/2} . (2.27)

In the field equations (2.20), (2.21) and (2.23) we still have the time dependency of A(t, r), while B is a function of only r because of (2.19). The torsion scalar (2.11) reduces to

T_0 = 2 e^{−B} r^2 ( −1 + e^B + r B^′ ) , (2.28)

which can be easily integrated to give

e^{−B(r)} = 1 − 2 M r − T_0 6 r^2 , (2.29)

with M being an integration constant. The field equations then reduce to 4πρ = f_0 4 , (2.30) 4πp = − f_0 4 − f_{T0} 12r^3 [ rA^′ ( 12M + r^3T_0 − 6r ) + 12M − 2r^3T_0 ] , (2.31)

2 [ r^2A^{′′} ( 12M + r^3T_0 − 6r ) − 36M ] + r^2 (A^′)^2 ( 12M + r^3T_0 − 6r ) + 12rA^′(r − 3M) = 0 . (2.32)

We can immediately notice that in this case the energy density has to be constant. This automatically excludes all the solutions describing physical models where ρ ≠ const. However, though this solution seems to be strongly limited, we can still proceed with our analysis.

Equation (2.32) is satisfied if A(t, r) = −B(r) + ξ(t), where ξ is again a general function of t. Note that this is just one solution to equation (2.32) and in general there could be other possible solutions. This means that in this particular case Birkhoff’s theorem cannot be proved in full generality (unless one shows that this is the unique solution of equation (2.32)).

However, if we restrict our analysis to the vacuum case ρ = p = 0, adding equations (2.20) and (2.21) leads directly to A^′ +B^′ = 0, and thus to the relation A(t, r) = −B(r) + ξ(t). Note also that in vacuum we must have f_0 = 0 because of (2.30). Then, noting again that A(t, r) enters the field equations (2.30)–(2.32) only through its derivatives with respect to r, the field equations are invariant under the transformation A(t, r) → A(t, r) + χ(t), for any arbitrary function χ of t. Choosing χ(t) = −ξ(t) we have

A(t, r) = A(r) = −B(r) = log ( 1 − 2 M r − T_0 6 r^2 ) , (2.33)

and the spacetime is again static with the metric

ds^2 = e^{A(r)}dt^2 − e^{−A(r)}dr^2 − r^2dΩ^2 , (2.34)

where

e^{A(r)} = 1 − 2 M r − T_0 6 r^2 . (2.35)

This is a SdS spacetime, where the cosmological constant coincides with the value of T_0/2 and does not depend on the f(T ) model one chooses. Again an alternative way to get rid of the time dependency of A is through a rescaling of time exactly as it happens in the general case.

In conclusion, even in the case e^{B/2} sin γ + 1 = 0, Birkhoff’s theorem can be enforced in vacuum and leads directly to a Schwarzschild-de Sitter solution. Unfortunately, though the static case is a solution also of the general field equations with matter, Birkhoff’s theorem cannot be fully proved in the presence of matter since other non-static solutions could be found. However, the fact that the energy density is constrained to be constant, raises many doubts on the physical viability of this particular case.

2.1.3 The case cos γ = 0

We now go back to (2.14) and analyse the case cos γ = 0. In order to satisfy cos γ = 0 we must have γ = ±π/2 + 2nπ with n any integer number. However we will consider n = 0 in the following since no physical differences arise when n ≠ 0. In this case (2.14) is satisfied and tetrad (2.10) reduces to

e_μ^a = e^{12 A(t,r)} 0 0 e^{12 B(t,r)} sin θ cos ϕ 0 ∓r cos θ cos ϕ 0 ±r sin θ sin ϕ 0 0 e^{12 B(t,r)} sin θ sin ϕ e^{12 B(t,r)} cos θ ∓r cos θ sin ϕ ±r sin θ ∓r sin θ cos ϕ r sin^2 θ cos(γ(r))

, (2.36)

where here, and in the following equations, the upper sign has to be taken for γ = π/2 and the lower sign for γ = −π/2. We stress that when γ = −π/2 tetrad (2.36) becomes the off-diagonal tetrad considered in [13, 14]. The torsion scalar reduces to T (t, r) = 2e^{−b} r^2 ( e^{b/2} ± 1 ) ( e^{b/2} ± ra_r ± 1 ) , (2.37)

and field equation (2.15) directly yields

Ḃ = 0 , (2.38)

since we exclude the unphysical f_T = 0 model. Looking then at (2.16) we find f_{T T} Ȧ^′ ( 1 ± e^{B/2} )_2

= 0 , (2.39)

which gives rise to three possibilities.

First, equation (2.39) is satisfied if f_{T T} ≡ 0 so that f(T ) = c_1T + c_2 for c_1 and c_2 constants. This condition leads to TEGR where Birkhoff’s theorem is already valid. Hence to avoid such limitations we will assume f_{T T} ≠ 0 and look at the remaining two cases, namely Ȧ^′ = 0 and, only in the γ = −π/2 eventuality, B = 0.

If Ȧ^′ = 0 the function A must assume the following form: A(t, r) = ϕ(r) + ξ(t), where ϕ and ξ are general functions only of r and t respectively. Again if we now try to substitute A into the field equations (2.12), (2.13) and (2.17), we notice that the function ξ(t) completely disappears since A enters these equations only through its derivative with respect to r. This suggests that the field equations are invariant under a (gauge) transformation of the kind A(t, r) → A(t, r) + ψ(t), with ψ a general function of t. In particular we can always make such a transformation with ψ(t) = −ξ(t), all without modifying the field equations. In this manner we remain with A(t, r) = ϕ(r) ≡ A(r) meaning that Birkhoff’s theorem holds in this particular case with a general metric of the kind

ds^2 = e^{A(r)}dt^2 − e^{B(r)}dr^2 − r^2dΩ^2 . (2.40)

We have just proved that tetrad (2.36) permit to validate Birkhoff’s theorem without imposing any constraint on the torsion scalar T . This result generalises both the ones found in Sec. 2.1.1 and [12] where T was constrained to be constant. Moreover it matches the result found in [13] where Birkhoff’s theorem was proven in the γ = −π/2 case.

Finally, in the eventuality where γ = −π/2 and B = 0, we can look back at the torsion scalar (2.37) and notice that this gives T = 0. The remaining field equations reduce to 4πρ = f(0) 4 , (2.41) 4πp = − f(0) 4 − f_T (0) 2r A^′ , (2.42)

0 = 2A^′ − r A^{′2} − 2r A^{′′} . (2.43)

Equation (2.41) constrains the energy density to be constant. This is analogous to what we saw in Sec. 2.1.2, meaning that this case can be of interest only for particular physical systems where ρ = const. The field equations (2.41)–(2.43) have been solved in [14] for a static spacetime (A = A(r)). We have now also time dependency and the solution found in [14] can be generalised as

A(t, r) = 2 log [ r^2 − ξ(t) ] + 2 ψ(t) , (2.44)

where ξ and ψ are arbitrary function of t. We are not stating that this is the general solution of (2.44), but only one solution which we use to explain what follows. Note that even if we can get rid of ψ with a time rescaling as t → e^ψt, we cannot avoid the time dependency of A through ξ in (2.44). Thus in this case Birkhoff’s theorem is not satisfied in general. However in vacuum we can add (2.41) and (2.42) which immediately gives A^′ = 0, meaning that A(t, r) = A(t). Equation (2.43) is thus identically satisfied and we must have f(0) = 0. We can now rescaling the time coordinate as t → e^At in the metric (which corresponds to choose the gauge such that A = 0). This leads to Minkowski spacetime g_{μν} = η_{μν} and thus, being it static, to the validity of Birkhoff’s theorem.

In conclusion, analysing all the cases arising from field equations (2.12)– (2.17), we found that Birkhoff’s theorem is generally valid in f(T ) gravity. In the case where cos γ = 0 this has been proved without imposing any constraint neither on the Lagrangian function f(T ) nor on the torsion scalar T . This is in agreement with [13] and generalised the result found in [12] where Birkhoff’s theorem was proved employing a diagonal tetrad which leads to the T^′ = 0 constraint. Furthermore, using the rotated tetrad (2.10), if T^′ = 0 not only is possible to prove Birkhoff’s theorem even in the presence of matter, but it is also possible to show that the most general vacuum solution has to be of the SdS kind. This is what we present in the following section.

2.2 Schwarzschild-de Sitter solutions

In this section we consider again the T^′ = 0 case for which we proved that metric (2.1) has to be static and reduce to (2.26). We will show that in vacuum the most general solution to the field equations has to be a Schwarzschild-de Sitter (SdS) solution. We have already seen that in the case exposed in Sec. 2.1.2 the vacuum solution is of this type. In what follows we prove that even when the (unphysical) condition (2.27) is not satisfied this statement is true.

Using metric (2.26) the field equations are given by equations (2.20), (2.21) and (2.23) where now both A and B are functions of r only. Note that in these equations the function γ(r) completely drops out exactly as it happens in the field equations given by the boosted tetrad considered in [15]. This function plays the role of an auxiliary function whose value does not affect the physical properties of the system. Once the metric functions A and B are known, γ(r) is always determined by equation (2.11) with T (r) = T_0 parametrising all the possible solutions. Thus we only have to find the expressions for A(r) and B(r) since the function γ(r) will follow from (2.11).

Now consider the sum of (2.20) and (2.21) which yields (note that this can also be done with A and B time dependent)

4π (ρ + p) = 2 f_{T0} e^{−B} r (A^′ + B^′) . (2.45)

At this point we reduce our analysis to vacuum in order to find the most general vacuum solution of the f(T ) field equations. We thus consider

ρ = p = 0 , (2.46)

from now on. Equation (2.45) immediately implies A^′ + B^′ = 0, which we can solve for B

B(r) = −A(r) + log k , (2.47)

where k is an integration constant. Substituting B back into the field equations (2.20) (or equivalently (2.21)) and (2.23) gives

k r^2f_0 − f_{T0} ( −2 k + 2 e^A + k r^2 T_0 + 2 e^Ar A^′ ) = 0 , (2.48)

2 k − 2 e^A + e^A r^2 A^{′2} + e^A r^2 A^{′′} = 0 . (2.49)

The unique solution of these two differential equations is given by

e^{A(r)} = k ( 1 − 2 M r − Λ_f 3 r^2 ) , (2.50)

where M and Λ_f are two constant of clear physical meaning. The value of Λ_f depends in general from the f(T ) model as

Λ_f ≡ 1 2 ( f_0 f_{T0} − T_0 ) , (2.51) which means that the cosmological constant is tuned by the f(T ) model under inspection. Note that this coincides with the usual cosmological constant in the TEGR limit. In other words if f(T ) → T + 2Λ_{GR} we have Λ_{GR} = Λ_f . Similarly it can be shown that taking the TEGR limit with ρ = −p = 8πΛ_{GR}, the field equations lead to solution (2.50) with Λ_f replaced by Λ_{GR}. Note that we always have to take the limit f(T ) → T + 2Λ_{GR} when we want to reduce our results to TEGR since the proper case f(T ) = T + 2Λ_{GR} has been excluded from our analysis.

Whatever number the experiments will determine for Λ_f , it will not impose any constraint on the f(T ) model since any value of Λ_f can be achieved fine tuning T_0 through a specific choice of γ(r). This is clear looking at (2.11): since γ(r) is an auxiliary function we can always choose it such that the value of T_0 is the desired one. This means that, when considering a constant torsion tensor, any f(T ) model can in principle admit all the solutions (2.50) parametrised by M and Λ_f .

Finally we can write down the most general vacuum solution of a spherically symmetric spacetime,

ds^2 = e^{A(r)}dt^2 − e^{−A(r)}dr^2 − r^2dΩ^2 , (2.52)

with

e^{A(r)} = 1 − 2 M r − Λ_f 3 r^2 . (2.53)

Note that the constant k has been adsorbed with a rescaling of time, which can always be applied to static spacetimes. Solution (2.53) is nothing but the wellknown SdS solution where M is the Schwarzschild mass and Λ_f the cosmological constant. We can state that the general solutions to the spherically symmetric f(T ) vacuum field equations (given by tetrad (2.10)) when T = T_0 = const, is represented by a SdS spacetime. At this point one may question whether the rotated tetrad is in fact a good choice given that it does constrain the torsion scalar. By looking at GR itself, where the Ricci scalar identically vanishes for vacuum solutions, we note that the field equations do not impose additional constraints other than those expected. In this sense we can still speak of a good tetrad.

We also notice that equation (2.23) is identical to the isotropy condition of general relativity. This tells us that all the spherically symmetric solutions of GR will be automatically solutions of the f(T ) field equations (2.20), (2.21) and (2.23). However, since in Eqs. (2.20) and (2.21) appears an explicit dependence on the f(T ) model through f_0 and f_{T0} , the expressions for the energy density and the pressure will differ from their general relativity counterparts.

Finally we can compare the results we found and draw a parallel with the ones obtained within the more common f(R) theories of gravity. In analogy with what we exposed above, solutions to the Einstein field equations have been extended to f(R) theories when the Ricci scalar is constrained to be constant [18]. Restricting to spherical symmetry, it has been shown that the Schwarzschild-de

Sitter solution is a solution of the f(R) field equations whenever R is constant [19, 20, 21]. Interestingly enough, in these solutions the cosmological constant is related to the Ricci scalar in analogy to how Λ_f is connected to the torsion scalar through (2.51). This shows that T and R play similar roles in the respective theories underlining the fundamental difference between GR and TEGR, namely the description of spacetime by curvature or torsion.

Furthermore it is well known that within metric f(R) gravity Birkhoff’s theorem holds only if some constraint are imposed on the Ricci scalar R, such as requiring it to be constant [22, 23, 24]. On the other hand, Palatini f(R) gravity in vacuum reduces to GR plus a cosmological constant and R becomes automatically constant. Birkhoff’s theorem is thus valid and all the GR solutions are also solutions of the modified field equations [25, 26, 27, 28]. We can compare this with our analysis on non-diagonal (rotated) tetrads in f(T ) gravity. When the torsion scalar is constrained to be constant we managed to prove Birkhoff’s theorem and to construct SdS solutions in strict analogy with both metric and Palatini f(R) theories. In the particular case of Sec. 2.1.3 we even prove the theorem without imposing constraints on T , which seem to go beyond the results of f(R) gravity. However in this case the Schwarzschild solution is not a solution of the f(T ) field equations (see [14]) and the chances to find physical applications are small.

In conclusion, all the results we found within f(T ) gravity have similar counterparts in f(R) gravity. This suggests that all the achievements for spherically symmetric spacetime already obtained in f(R) theories can be similarly transposed to f(T ) theories with much work left for future studies.

3 Cosmology in spherical coordinates

Cosmological applications of f(T ) gravity have a short but productive history beginning with [29, 30]. Models have been built to explain both early and late time accelerated expansion [31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39] and several issues have been recently analysed [40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61].

In f(T ) cosmology, considering the Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric in Cartesian coordinates the diagonal tetrad seems to be a good gauge choice since it leads to field equations not containing constraints on the f(T ) function or on the torsion scalar T . However when choosing the diagonal tetrad in spherical coordinates, we get the unwanted condition f_{T T} = 0, which is satisfied by TEGR only. We will demonstrate using rotated tetrads that it becomes possible to built a well-defined tetrad for FLRW cosmology in spherical coordinates. This allows us to generalise f(T ) gravity to the non spatially flat FLRW cosmologies, which cannot be done easily with Cartesian coordinates and has only been considered using hyperspherical coordinates [62, 63].

Let us start with the spatially flat FLRW line element in Cartesian coordinates

ds^2 = dt^2 − a(t)^2 ( dx^2 + dy^2 + dz^2 ) , (3.1)

where a(t) is the usual scale factor. It is well known and easy to verify that the diagonal tetrad

e^a_μ = diag (1, a(t), a(t), a(t)) , (3.2)

results in (3.1) and leads to the following field equations

T = −6 H^2 , (3.3)

4πρ = 3H^2f_T + 1 4 f , (3.4)

4π (p + ρ) = Ḣ ( 12H^2f_{T T} − f_T ) , (3.5)

where H(t) ≡ ȧ/a is the Hubble parameter. The diagonal tetrad (3.2) seems to represent a good choice among all the possible tetrads giving metric (3.1) since it yields to a modification of the analogous GR field equations which do not involve any constraint on either the function f(T ) or the torsion scalar T . As we are going to see, this is not the case when using spherical coordinates.

Consider now the FLRW line element in spherical coordinates

ds^2 = dt^2 − a(t)^2 ( dr^2 1 − k r^2

+ r^2dθ^2 + r^2 sin^2 θ dϕ^2 ) , (3.6)

where k = 0, +1, −1 correspond to the flat, closed or open FLRW spacetime. We therefore expect that our tetrad rotations may allow us to identify ‘good’ tetrads in the context of cosmology. Again, the simplest tetrad returning metric (3.6) is the diagonal one

e^a_μ = diag ( 1, a(t) √ 1 − k r^2 , a(t) r, a(t) r sin θ ) . (3.7)

However the (off-diagonal) f(T ) field equations leads in this case to the condition

f_{T T} = 0 , (3.8)

which is satisfied if and only if f(T ) = c_1T + c_2, i.e. TEGR with a cosmological constant. This happens independently of the value of the spatial curvature parameter k. It is then clear that tetrad (3.7) does not represent a useful tetrad in f(T ) cosmology since, although it correctly gives the FLRW metric (3.6), it leads to an unwanted constraint over all the possible f(T ) models which set the theory to be TEGR.

We now see how we can define a useful tetrad making a local rotation. Let us focus on the spatially flat (k = 0) cosmology for the moment and look at tetrad (3.6). We know that any local Lorentz transformation Λ^a_b can be applied to tetrad (3.6) without altering metric (3.1). That is the relation

η_{ab} e_μ^a e_ν^b = g_{μν} , (3.9) is unchanged by the transformation

e_μ^a → Λ^a_b e_μ^b . (3.10)

As before, consider a general 3-dimensional rotation R in the tangent space parametrised by the three Euler angles α, β, γ

Λ^a_b = ( 1 0 0 R(α, β, γ) ) . (3.11)

We reduce this transformation considering the following values for the three Euler angles α = θ − π 2 , β = ϕ , γ = γ(t, r) , (3.12) where γ is taken to be a general function of both t and r. In this manner, applying the rotation matrix (3.11) to the diagonal tetrad (3.6) with k = 0 gives the following rotated tetrad explicitly

e_μ^a = 1 0 0 a sin θ cos ϕ 0 −a r(cos θ cos ϕ sin γ + sin ϕ cos γ) 0 a r sin θ(sin ϕ sin γ − cos θ cos ϕ cos γ) 0 0 a sin θ sin ϕ a cos θ a r(cos ϕ cos γ − cos θ sin ϕ sin γ) a r sin θ sin γ −a r sin θ(cos θ sin ϕ cos γ + cos ϕ sin γ) a r sin^2 θ cos γ

. (3.13)

With this tetrad the torsion scalar reads T (t, r) = 4 r γ^′ cos γ + 4 sin γ − 6 r^2 ȧ^2 + 4 r^2a^2

. (3.14)

From the off-diagonal f(T ) field equations we obtain the constraints Ṫ f_{T T} = T^′ f_{T T} = 0, which force the f(T ) model to be TEGR again unless we have a constant T . The mathematical reason for this to happen is that the torsion scalar depends on both t and r. We may try to eliminate this dependency on one of the two coordinates and see if a non-constant T is allowed. We have then to choose γ(t, r) such that T will depend only on t or r.

3.1 T depending on r only

First we analyse the case T (t, r) = T (r). In order to eliminate the time dependence in T we can make the following choice for γ sin γ(t, r) ≡ −1 + 1 2 r^2ȧ^2 + ψ(r) a^2 , (3.15) where ψ is an arbitrary function of r. The torsion scalar now becomes

T (r) =

4 (r ψ^′ + ψ) r^2

, (3.16)

which is clearly independent of t. Note that we must require | | | |−1 + 1 2 r^2ȧ^2 + ψ(r) a^2 | | | | ≤ 1 , (3.17)

because of definition (3.15). This cannot be true everywhere since at any fixed time the second term is larger than 1 if r is sufficiently big. However, requiring ψ and ȧ to be sufficiently small, we can satisfy this condition everywhere but for r → ∞. Note that this poses physical constraints on the Hubble parameter. In any case, from the f(T ) field equations we get the condition

T^′f_{T T} = 0 , (3.18)

which either reduce the analysis to TEGR or forces T to be constant. Excluding the first case we can see what happens when T = T_0 = constant. The remaining two independent field equations becomes

16πρ = f_0 − f_{T0} ( T_0 − 6H^2 ) , (3.19) 4π (ρ + p) = −Ḣf_{T0} , (3.20)

where f_0 = f(T_0) and f_{T0} = f^′(T_0) are constants. We can find conditions when the universe is accelerating in this case analysing the acceleration condition ä > 0. This is satisfied whenever ρ + 3 p f_{T0} < − 3 4π ( f_0 f_{T0} − T_0 ) ≡ − 3 2π Λ_f , (3.21)

or, in terms of the equation of state parameter w, w f_{T0} < − Λ_f 2πρ − 1 3f_{T0} . (3.22)

Notice that when we reduce to TEGR, for which f_{T0} = 1 and Λ_f = 0, we correctly get w < −1/3. Unfortunately, eliminating the time dependence we cannot eliminate of the T = const condition.

3.2 T dependent on t only

Let now see what happens if we eliminate the radial dependence. Choosing sin γ(t, r) ≡ −1 + ξ(t) r + r^2 χ(t) , (3.23)

with ξ and χ general functions of t. We find

T (t, r) = T (t) = 12 χ a^2

− 6H^2 , (3.24) which is indeed independent of r. The function χ(t) represents a modification with respect to the torsion scalar found in Cartesian coordinates (3.3). Note that definition (3.23) implies | | | |−1 + ξ(t) r + r^2 χ(t) | | | | ≤ 1 , (3.25)

which is identically satisfied if and only if ξ = χ = 0. However, given ξ and χ positive and sufficiently small, we can satisfy (3.25) everywhere but in the neighbourhoods of r = 0 and r → ∞.

The independent f(T ) field equations we obtain in this case are 16πρ = − ( T − 6H^2 ) f_T + f , (3.26)

4π (p + ρ) = −Ṫ Hf_{T T} − Ḣf_T , (3.27) 0 = Ṫ f_{T T} ( r^3χ + ξ ) . (3.28)

The first two of these equations coincide with (3.4) and (3.5) when the torsion scalar reduces to T = −6H^2, which happens for χ(t) = 0. The last equation generalises the off-diagonal constraint and it is satisfied if f_{T T} = 0, Ṫ = 0 or ξ = χ = 0. The first case leads us again back to TEGR and is thus not of interest. The second case gives T = T_0 = const and reduces the remaining equations to 16πρ = − ( T_0 − 6H^2 ) f_{T0} + f_0 , (3.29)

4π (p + ρ) = −Ḣf_{T0} , (3.30)

where f_0 = f(T_0) and f_{T0} = f^′(T_0) are also constants. These equations are equal to (3.19) and (3.20), meaning that they describe the same physical system. In particular we would recover the acceleration condition (3.21).

The last case requires ξ = χ = 0 and thus sin γ = −1 which implies γ = −π/2 + 2nπ with n an integer number. Tetrad (3.13) becomes equivalent to the well-known rotated tetrad used in [14]. More interestingly in this case we do not gain any constraint on the f(T ) model or on the torsion scalar T which takes the form (3.3). Equations (3.26) and (3.27) reduce to equations (3.4) and (3.5), respectively, meaning that the theory becomes completely equivalent to its Cartesian counterpart. We thus managed to find a tetrad which allows a general (no constraints on f(T ) or T ) description of the universe which is physically equivalent to the Cartesian coordinates analysis. This tetrad is given performing the same rotation considered in [14] and reads

e^a_μ =

1 0 0 0 0 a(t) sin θ cos ϕ a(t) r cos θ cos ϕ −a(t) r sin θ sin ϕ 0 a(t) sin θ sin ϕ a(t) r cos θ sin ϕ a(t) r sin θ cos ϕ 0 a(t) cos θ −a(t) r sin θ 0

. (3.31)

3.3 Spatially curved FLRW f(T ) cosmology

Finally, we analyse the non spatially flat (k ≠ 0) FLRW universe described by metric (3.6). We can apply the rotation matrix (3.11) to the diagonal tetrad (3.7) with the Euler angles values (3.12). The torsion scalar now becomes T = 4 r^2a^2 ( r √ 1 − kr^2γ^′ cos γ + 4 √ 1 − kr^2 sin γ − 6r^2ȧ^2 − 2kr^2 + 4 ) , (3.32)

generalising (3.14) which is recovered setting k = 0. Again we want to reduce T to become function of only t or r. Since we expect the T^′ = 0 constraint as for the k = 0 universe, we will only analyse the case where T = T (t). In order to reduce (3.32) to be r independent we choose a particular expression for γ(t, r), namely

− sin γ = 1 4r ( 3 arcsin( √ kr)(k − 2χ(t)) k^{3/2} + r √ 1 − kr^2(k + 6χ(t)) k − 4ξ(t) ) , (3.33)

which in the limit k → 0 becomes (3.23). Here χ and ξ are two general functions of t. Of course in order for (3.33) to be consistent we must require that the righthand side of (3.33) is between -1 and 1. This in general poses constraints on the functions χ and ξ. We will see in what follows that this issue will play a main role if the universe is open (k = −1). The torsion scalar (3.32) is given by

T = 12 χ a^2

− 6H^2 , (3.34)

which depends only on t and coincides with (3.24).

The independent field equations are 16πρ = f + f_T ( 6 k a^2

+ 6H^2 − T ) , (3.35)

4π(p + ρ) = f_T ( k a^2 − Ḣ ) − Ṫ Hf_{T T} , (3.36) Ṫ f_{T T} k^{3/2} [ 4k^{3/2}ξ + 3 (k − 2χ) (√ kr √ 1 − kr^2 − arcsin (√ kr ))] = 0 , (3.37)

which reduces to (3.26)–(3.28) in the limit k → 0. There are three ways to satisfy (3.37): f_{T T} = 0, Ṫ =0 or both ξ = 0 and χ = k/2 . (3.38) The first possibility takes us back to TEGR and thus is of no interest. In the second case we have T = const and the remaining field equations become

16πρ = f_0 + f_{T0} ( 6 k a^2

+ 6H^2 − T_0 ) , (3.39)

4π(p + ρ) = f_{T0} ( k a^2 − Ḣ ) , (3.40) which are the k ≠ 0 counterparts of (3.19) and (3.20), respectively.

Finally, in the last and more interesting case, the torsion scalar becomes

T = 6 k a^2

− 6 H^2 , (3.41)

and the field equations reduce to 4πρ = f 4 + 3 H^2f_T , (3.42) 4π (ρ + p) = −f_T ( Ḣ − k a^2 ) + 12 H^2f_{T T} ( Ḣ + k a^2 ) , (3.43)

which clearly generalises equations (3.4) and (3.5). Note that equations (3.42) and (3.43) correctly reduce to the usual Friedmann equations when f(T ) = T . It seems thus that the choice (3.38) allows us to generalise FLRW cosmology to its spatially curved cases without giving rise to any constraint regarding T or the f(T ) function. Unfortunately this does not work for the open FLRW universe as we are going to explain.

For the values (3.38) the function γ(t, r) as given by (3.33) reduces to

γ = − arcsin √ 1 − kr^2 . (3.44)

In order for this to be mathematically consistent we must require | | | √ 1 − kr^2 | | | ≤ 1 . (3.45)

Since r^2 ≥ 0, when k = −1 this condition is never satisfied, meaning that the open FLRW universe cannot be described by a tetrad containing (3.44). The mathematical reason of this issue is that (3.32) has no (real) solutions reducing to (3.44) when k = −1. It seems tempting to replace the trigonometric function by a hyperbolic function, however, this is not allowed since the resulting transformation would no longer be a local Lorentz transformation. On the other hand, in the closed FLRW universe condition (3.45) is always satisfied because r ≤ 1 when k = 1.

The entire issue can be easily understood switching to hyper-spherical coordinates which transforms the radial coordinate r to ψ as r → sin( √ kψ) √ k = sin ψ if k = 1 ψ if k → 0 sinh ψ if k = −1

. (3.46)

The FLRW line element now reads

ds^2 = dt^2 − a^2 ( dψ^2 + sin^2(ψ √ k) k dΩ^2 ) , (3.47)

while condition (3.45) becomes | |cos (ψ√k) | | ≤ 1 , (3.48) which is always satisfied when k = 1 since clearly cos ψ ≤ 1. In the k = −1 case instead we find cosh ψ ≤ 1 which is never satisfied unless ψ = 0.

In conclusion we firstly stress that the diagonal tetrad (3.7) cannot be used in f(T ) cosmology since it forces the f(T ) model to be TEGR. We can state that in the closed FLRW universe the rotated tetrad containing (3.44), represents a good choice among all the possible tetrads giving back metric (3.7). It does not imply any constraint on either the functional form of f(T ) or on the torsion scalar T itself. It does lead to a simple generalisation of Eqs. (3.4) and (3.5) which reduce to the correct Friedmann equations in the limit f(T ) → T . The ‘good’ tetrad for k = 1 cosmology thus reads

e_μ^a = 1 0 0 a cos ϕ sin θ/ √ 1 − r^2 0 r a (√ 1 − r^2 cos θ cos ϕ − r sin ϕ ) 0 r a sin θ ( −r cos θ cos ϕ − √ 1 − r^2 sin ϕ ) 0 0 a sin θ sin ϕ/ √ 1 − r^2 a cos θ/ √ 1 − r^2 r a ( r cos ϕ + √ 1 − r^2 cos θ sin ϕ ) −r √ 1 − r^2 a sin θ r a sin θ (√ 1 − r^2 cos ϕ − r cos θ sin ϕ ) r^2 a sin^2 θ

, (3.49)

or in hyperspherical coordinates

e_μ^a = 1 0 0 a cos ϕ sin θ 0 a sin ψ (cos ψ cos θ cos ϕ ± sin ψ sin ϕ) 0 −a sin ψ sin θ (± cos θ sin ψ cos ϕ + cos ψ sin ϕ) 0 0 a sin θ sin ϕ a cos θ a sin ψ (± sin ψ cos ϕ + cos ψ cos θ sin ϕ) −a cos ψ sin ψ sin θ a sin ψ sin θ (cos ψ cos ϕ ± cos θ sin ψ sin ϕ) ±a sin ψ sin ψ sin^2 θ

, (3.50)

where the ± signs come from the square root terms.

On the other hand, when the FLRW universe is open it seems impossible, using the methods explored in this paper, to find a tetrad having all the properties above. The best we can do is to leave the functions ξ(t) and χ(t) in (3.33) undetermined and deal with field equations (3.39) and (3.40). However in this case the torsion scalar is constrained to be constant and we can only achieve a theoretically limited descriptions of the universe.

Condition (3.45) seems to suggest that a complex rotation might work. This idea has been successfully used in [62, 63] where the authors were able to construct a good tetrad for the hyperbolic FLRW universe by introducing complex tetrads. Another possibility which might avoid the use of complex tetrads could be the use local Lorentz boosts, instead of rotations, see [15] where boosts have been used to construct very useful tetrads in the context of spherical symmetry.

4 Conclusions

This paper emphasised the importance of choosing appropriate tetrads when analysing the field equations of f(T ) gravity. This issue arises since the theory is not invariant under local Lorentz transformations and thus different tetrads will yield different field equations which in turn might have different solutions. Some of these solutions do not have a valid GR counterpart, while others tend to their GR counterparts in the appropriate limit. Therefore, special attention has to be given to the choice of tetrad.

We thus introduce the notion of a good tetrad. By a good tetrad we mean a tetrad which gives rise to field equations which do not constrain the functional form of f(T ). In such cases one can always consider the limit f(T ) → T where the correct general relativistic limit is recovered. Otherwise we will talk of a bad tetrad. It is well known that the diagonal tetrad is bad when working in spherical symmetry. Our rotated tetrads and also the boosted tetrad of [15] are good tetrads according to our notion.

We were able to construct good tetrads in spherical symmetry by simply rotating the diagonal tetrad. The power of this simple method to generate potentially good tetrads was shown by proving Birkhoff’s theorem in f(T ) gravity and thereby showing that the SdS class of solutions is the unique vacuum solution of the vacuum field equations. We suggest to revisit static and spherically symmetric perfect fluid solutions along the lines of [14] as it should be straightforward to generate a large number of new exact solutions of the field equations with perfect fluid source.

We extended our programme of rotating tetrads to the study of homogeneous and isotropic spacetimes, i.e. cosmology. We were able to construct good tetrads not only for the spatially flat metric but also for the closed universe. In both cases there are no constraints on the functional form of f(T ) and it is possible to study a very general class of f(T ) cosmologies.

In principle, our approach of rotating tetrads in the tangent space might be applicable to situations with other symmetries. Recall that the Lorentz transformations form a six-dimensional group, three boosts and three rotations. Therefore, one can introduce six auxiliary fields into the field equations, simply be performing a general Lorentz transformation on the tetrad. Then the aim is to eliminate those field equations which yield constraints on f(T ). We achieved this by considering rotations in spherical symmetry. However, we are confident to say that there are enough degrees of freedom in these transformations to always find a good tetrad according to our definition. Of course, there may be situations where one wishes to enforce other properties by fixing the Lorentz transformations accordingly.

References

[1] A. Einstein, Sitzungsberichte der Preußischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (1928) 217-221;

A. Unzicker, T. Case, [physics/0503046].

[2] C. Möller, Mat. Fys. Skr. Dan. Vid. Selsk. 1 (1961) no. 10; C. Pellegrini and J. Plebanski, Mat. Fys. Skr. Dan. Vid. Selsk. 2 (1963) no. 4; K. Hayashi and T. Shirafuji, Phys. Rev. D19 (1979) 3524-3553.

[3] B. Li, T. P. Sotiriou and J. D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 064035 [arXiv:1010.1041 [gr-qc]].

[4] T. P. Sotiriou, B. Li and J. D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 104030 [arXiv:1012.4039 [gr-qc]].

[5] T. Wang, Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 024042 [arXiv:1102.4410 [gr-qc]]. [6] C. Deliduman and B. Yapiskan, arXiv:1103.2225 [gr-qc]. [7] C. G. Böhmer, T. Harko and F. S. N. Lobo, Phys. Rev. D 85 (2012) 044033 [arXiv:1110.5756 [gr-qc]].

[8] M. Hamani Daouda, M. E. Rodrigues and M. J. S. Houndjo, Eur. Phys. J.

C 71 (2011) 1817 [arXiv:1108.2920 [astro-ph.CO]].

[9] M. H. Daouda, M. E. Rodrigues and M. J. S. Houndjo, Eur. Phys. J. C 72 (2012) 1890 [arXiv:1109.0528 [physics.gen-ph]].

[10] M. H. Daouda, M. E. Rodrigues and M. J. S. Houndjo, arXiv:1202.1147 [gr-qc].

[11] G. G. L. Nashed, arXiv:1111.0003 [physics.gen-ph].

[12] X. -h. Meng and Y. -b. Wang, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1755 [arXiv:1107.0629 [astro-ph.CO]].

[13] H. Dong, Y. -b. Wang and X. -h. Meng, arXiv:1203.5890 [gr-qc]. [14] C. G. Böhmer, A. Mussa and N. Tamanini, Class. Quant. Grav. 28 (2011) 245020 [arXiv:1107.4455 [gr-qc]].

[15] R. Ferraro and F. Fiorini, Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 083518 [arXiv:1109.4209 [gr-qc]].

[16] L. Iorio and E. N. Saridakis, arXiv:1203.5781 [gr-qc]. [17] P. Bakler, Phys. Lett. B 94 (1980) 44. [18] A. Benachour, arXiv:1202.3598 [gr-qc].

[19] T. Multamaki and I. Vilja, Phys. Rev. D 74 (2006) 064022 [astro-ph/0606373].

[20] T. Multamaki and I. Vilja, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 064021 [astro-ph/0612775].

[21] L. Sebastiani and S. Zerbini, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1591 [arXiv:1012.5230 [gr-qc]].

[22] S. Capozziello, A. Stabile and A. Troisi, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 104019 [arXiv:0708.0723 [gr-qc]].

[23] S. Capozziello, A. Stabile and A. Troisi, Class. Quant. Grav. 25 (2008) 085004 [arXiv:0709.0891 [gr-qc]].

[24] V. Faraoni, Phys. Rev. D 81 (2010) 044002 [arXiv:1001.2287 [gr-qc]]. [25] K. Kainulainen, J. Piilonen, V. Reijonen and D. Sunhede, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 024020 [arXiv:0704.2729 [gr-qc]].

[26] K. Kainulainen, V. Reijonen and D. Sunhede, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 043503 [gr-qc/0611132].

[27] E. Barausse, T. P. Sotiriou and J. C. Miller, Class. Quant. Grav. 25 (2008) 062001 [gr-qc/0703132 [GR-QC]].

[28] E. Barausse, T. P. Sotiriou and J. C. Miller, Class. Quant. Grav. 25 (2008) 105008 [arXiv:0712.1141 [gr-qc]].

[29] R. Ferraro and F. Fiorini, Phys. Rev. D 75 (2007) 084031 [gr-qc/0610067]. [30] R. Ferraro and F. Fiorini, Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 124019 [arXiv:0812.1981 [gr-qc]].

[31] R. Myrzakulov, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1752 [arXiv:1006.1120 [gr-qc]]. [32] R. Myrzakulov, arXiv:1008.4486 [physics.gen-ph].

[33] K. K. Yerzhanov, S. .R. Myrzakul, I. I. Kulnazarov and R. Myrzakulov, arXiv:1006.3879 [gr-qc].

[34] R. -J. Yang, Eur. Phys. J. 71 (2011) 1797 [arXiv:1007.3571 [gr-qc]]. [35] K. Karami and A. Abdolmaleki, arXiv:1009.2459 [gr-qc]. [36] H. Farajollahi, A. Ravanpak and P. Wu, Astrophys. Space Sci. 338 (2012) 23 [arXiv:1112.4700 [physics.gen-ph]].

[37] P. Wu and H. W. Yu, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1552 [arXiv:1008.3669 [gr-qc]].

[38] K. Bamba, C. -Q. Geng, C. -C. Lee and L. -W. Luo, JCAP 1101 (2011) 021 [arXiv:1011.0508 [astro-ph.CO]].

[39] Y. Zhang, H. Li, Y. Gong and Z. -H. Zhu, JCAP 1107 (2011) 015 [arXiv:1103.0719 [astro-ph.CO]].

[40] D. Liu, P. Wu and H. Yu, arXiv:1203.2016 [gr-qc].

[41] S. -H. Chen, J. B. Dent, S. Dutta and E. N. Saridakis, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 023508 [arXiv:1008.1250 [astro-ph.CO]].

[42] R. -J. Yang, Europhys. Lett. 93 (2011) 60001 [arXiv:1010.1376 [gr-qc]]. [43] J. B. Dent, S. Dutta and E. N. Saridakis, JCAP 1101 (2011) 009 [arXiv:1010.2215 [astro-ph.CO]].

[44] Y. -F. Cai, S. -H. Chen, J. B. Dent, S. Dutta and E. N. Saridakis, Class.

Quant. Grav. 28 (2011) 215011 [arXiv:1104.4349 [astro-ph.CO]]. [45] S. Chattopadhyay and U. Debnath, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 20 (2011) 1135 [arXiv:1105.1091 [gr-qc]].

[46] H. Wei, X. -P. Ma and H. -Y. Qi, Phys. Lett. B 703 (2011) 74 [arXiv:1106.0102 [gr-qc]].

[47] H. Wei, H. -Y. Qi and X. -P. Ma, arXiv:1108.0859 [gr-qc]. [48] S. Capozziello, V. F. Cardone, H. Farajollahi and A. Ravanpak, Phys. Rev.

D 84 (2011) 043527 [arXiv:1108.2789 [astro-ph.CO]].

[49] K. Bamba and C. -Q. Geng, JCAP 1111 (2011) 008 [arXiv:1109.1694 [grqc]].

[50] K. Karami and A. Abdolmaleki, arXiv:1111.7269 [gr-qc]. [51] H. Wei, X. -J. Guo and L. -F. Wang, Phys. Lett. B 707 (2012) 298 [arXiv:1112.2270 [gr-qc]].

[52] K. Atazadeh and F. Darabi, arXiv:1112.2824 [physics.gen-ph]. [53] K. Karami and A. Abdolmaleki, arXiv:1201.2511 [gr-qc]. [54] K. Karami and A. Abdolmaleki, arXiv:1202.2278 [physics.gen-ph]. [55] M. R. Setare and M. J. S. Houndjo, arXiv:1203.1315 [gr-qc]. [56] R. Zheng and Q. -G. Huang, JCAP 1103 (2011) 002 [arXiv:1010.3512 [grqc]].

[57] B. Li, T. P. Sotiriou and J. D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 104017 [arXiv:1103.2786 [astro-ph.CO]].

[58] P. Wu and H. W. Yu, Phys. Lett. B 693 (2010) 415 [arXiv:1006.0674 [grqc]].

[59] G. R. Bengochea, Phys. Lett. B 695 (2011) 405 [arXiv:1008.3188 [astroph.CO]].

[60] P. Wu and H. Yu, Phys. Lett. B 703 (2011) 223 [arXiv:1108.5908 [gr-qc]]. [61] X. Fu, P. Wu and H. Yu, arXiv:1204.2333 [gr-qc].

[62] R. Ferraro and F. Fiorini, Phys. Lett. B 702 (2011) 75 [arXiv:1103.0824 [gr-qc]].

[63] R. Ferraro and F. Fiorini, Int. J. Mod. Phys. Conf. Ser. 3 (2011) 227 [arXiv:1106.6349 [gr-qc]].