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We show that the seemingly different methods used to derive non-Lorentzian (Galilean and Carrollian)
gravitational theories from Lorentzian ones are equivalent. Specifically, the pre-nonrelativistic and the pre-
ultralocal parametrizations can be constructed from the gauging of the Galilei and Carroll algebras,
respectively. Also, the pre-ultralocal approach of taking the Carrollian limit is equivalent to performing the
Arnowitt-Deser-Misner decomposition and then setting the signature of the Lorentzian manifold to zero.
We use this uniqueness to write a generic expansion for the curvature tensors and construct Galilean and
Carrollian limits of all metric theories of gravity of finite order ranging from the fðRÞ gravity to a
completely generic higher derivative theory, the fðgμν; Rμνσρ;∇μÞ gravity. We present an algorithm for
calculation of the nth order of the Galilean and Carrollian expansions that transforms this problem into a
constrained optimization problem. We also derive the condition under which a gravitational theory
becomes a modification of general relativity in both limits simultaneously.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Galilean limit of general relativity (GR) was first
computed in [1] as an extension of Newton-Cartan (NC)
theory by taking the limit as the speed of light goes to
infinity, c → ∞. Later developments were made in [2,3]
showing that the leading order (LO) in the Galilean limit
gives the Newton-Cartan structure, but the next-to-leading
order (NLO) gives the type II torsional Newton-Cartan
(TNC) geometry [4]. With the growing interest in non-
Lorentzian geometry in recent years, there have been many
papers studying this limit [5–9]. The methods of taking the
Galilean limit of a relativistic theory are

(i) By using the pre-nonrelativistic (PNR) parametri-
zation of the metric which was introduced in [10]
and further used in [11]; for a review see [12].

(ii) By performing the Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM)
decomposition, then taking the limit of the norm of
the normal vector to infinity. We call it the infinite
scaling (IS) method.

(iii) By gauging the Bargmann algebra [13]. This is
motivated by the fact that the Galilean algebra,
which on gauging gives NC geometry, can be con-
structed by the nonrelativistic Inönü-Wigner con-
traction of the Poincaré group. On extending it to the
Bargmann algebra, the gauging procedure gives
TNC geometry. This method, known as Galilean

algebra gauging (GAG), was applied to study the
Galilean limit of GR in [14].

A different method was proposed in [15] where covariant
and contravariant tensors are scaled differently (by c−1 and
c, respectively), although this method makes it easier to
take the Galilean limits of Maxwell’s theory to the LO and
NLO, it is equivalent to the PNR approach since lowering
and raising indices is done by the metric with a factor of c2

and its inverse with a factor of c−2, and the two approaches
give the same Galilean theories. The localization of Galilean
symmetries are done in [16–18]. Since then, the Galilean
limit has been used in condensed matter [19,20], fluid mecha-
nics [21,22], and string theory [23–25] where the NC and
TNC geometries are promoted to their stringy versions.
The Carrollian limit is the opposite limit to the Galilean

one. It was first considered as the ultralocal Inönü-Wigner
contraction of the Poincaré group in the mid 1960s by
Levy-Leblond [26], and independently by Sen Gupta [27]
where they considered the limit as the speed of light
approaches zero, c → 0. However, there was no physical
interpretation nor application of this limit for more than
40 years. It was only considered in physics papers in
the 2000s in various but yet limited cases in conformal field
theories and ultrarelativistic fluids. The Carrollian limit
became more popular among physicists when a direct
connection with physics near black hole horizons was
established in 2019 in [28]. It allowed for defining physical
quantities on black hole horizons, while preventing the
divergences present in the membrane paradigm [29–31].
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As of today, the Carrollian limit has been applied in
various areas of theoretical physics. Specifically, the
Carrollian physics and Carrollian structures were analyzed
in the context of representations of the Carroll group,
i.e., the Carroll particles [32–35]. In condensed matter
physics [36–38], the Carrollian limit was used to study
fractions and its continuum field limit [39,40]. It also found
various applications in field theory [41–44] and con-
formal field theory [45–48], such as the holography. The
Carrollian limit of fluids [49–54] was found particularly
interesting as it allowed nontrivial motion even in the LO.
Some cosmological applications of the limit were also
considered [55,56]. The Carrollian limit was further used
in string theory [57–59], gravity [60–68], and black
holes [28,35,69–71], particularly to analyze dynamics
of particles near black-hole horizons [72–74]. Recently,
the Carrollian limit gave rise to a new theory of holo-
graphy on null boundaries of asymptotically flat space-
times [46,75–77].
While calculating the Carrollian limit of Maxwell’s

theory, it was shown that there are two nonequivalent
Carrollian limits for any Lorentzian theory. The first one
keeps the electric part in Maxwell’s theory and so was
named the electric limit, and the other keeps the magnetic
part and so was called the magnetic limit. In gravitational
theories, the electric limit is the LO in the Carrollian
expansion of the Lagrangian and the magnetic limit is the
NLO in that expansion. There are multiple ways to take the
(electric and magnetic) Carrollian limit of a Lorentzian
gravitational theory:

(i) By parametrizing the Lagrangian using the pre-
ultralocal (PUL) parametrization, then taking
c → 0 [64,78].

(ii) By performing the ADM decomposition for the
Lagrangian and setting the signature of the metric
to zero [44,79], which we refer to as the zero
signature (ZS) approach.

(iii) By gauging the algebra of the theory and performing
the ultralocal Inönü-Wigner contraction [14], i.e.,
Carroll algebra gauging (CAG) approach.

Another possibility is by rescaling certain terms and taking
the appropriate limit to get the desired theory [80]. This
method was implemented for multigravity theories in [81].
Since rescaling terms will give a subset of theories given by
the PUL approach, we consider it to be a special case.
The Carrollian limit of GR was also constructed using the
Kol-Smolkin (KS) decomposition (which is dual to the
ADM decomposition), expanding the resulting quantities
in powers of c−1, then taking the limit c → 0 [82]. This
method gives the same results as the ZS approach since the
two decompositions are dual, and the limit c → 0 gives the
same result as setting the signature to zero as we will show.
In this paper, we show that the PNR parametrization can

be constructed from GAG. Similarly, the PUL parametri-
zation can be constructed from CAG. We also show that the

PUL and ZS approaches of taking the Carrollian limit are
completely equivalent (and, similarly, PNR and IS).
Throughout this paper, we consider the ADM decompo-
sition with an extra real parameter ϵ which can be inter-
preted as a signature if it is 1, −1, or 0; the zero signature
case is a Carrollian manifold [79]. Once we establish the
uniqueness of the Galilean and Carrollian limits (i.e., the
equivalence of the above approaches), we construct an
algorithm for computing the nth order of the Galilean, and
the Carrollian expansions of a completely generic higher
derivative gravity (HDG). The problem is transformed into
computationally easier optimization problems which upon
solving give the desired order.
The paper is organized as follows:
(i) In Sec. II, we briefly review the methods used to

construct non-Lorentzian gravitational theories from
Lorentzian ones.

(ii) In Sec. III, we give a proof that the PUL and the ZS
approaches are equivalent in the sense that they
describe the same limit of the metric with the same
variables and parameters. Naturally, the same is true
for PNR and IS approaches. Furthermore, we show
that the PUL parametrization and the Carroll com-
patible connection can be constructed by gauging
the Carroll algebra, i.e., the equivalence of PUL and
CAG. Similarly, we also prove that we can construct
the PNR parametrization and the Galilei compatible
connection from the Galilei algebra gauging pro-
cedure, i.e., the equivalence of PNR and GAG.

(iii) In Sec. IV, while making use of the uniqueness, we
write a general expansion of curvature and convert
the calculation of the Galilean and Carrollian ex-
pansions of the fðRÞ gravity, the fðgμν; RμνσρÞ
gravity, as well as the most general HDG, i.e., the
fðgμν; Rμνσρ;∇μÞ gravity, into the constrained opti-
mization problems. We also present the conditions
under which a gravitational theory can be a modi-
fication of GR in both the Galilean and Carrollian
regimes.

(iv) In Sec. V, we conclude the paper by a brief summary
and discussion of our results.

II. REVIEW OF NON-LORENTZIAN LIMITS

We begin with a brief review of the methods that are used
in the available literature for the construction of non-
Lorentzian theories.

A. Pre-ultralocal parametrization

The PUL parametrization is the parametrization that is
suitable for taking the ultralocal (Carrollian) limit [64]. The
metric parametrization is given by

gμν ¼ −c2TμTν þΠμν; gμν ¼ −
1

c2
VμVν þΠμν; ð2:1Þ
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where Tμ and Vμ are the orthonormal covector and vector
while Πμν and Πμν are the induced metric and its inverse;
they satisfy

TμVμ ¼ −1; − VμTν þ ΠρμΠρν ¼ δνμ;

TμΠμν ¼ ΠμνVν ¼ 0: ð2:2Þ

It proves useful to introduce a Carroll compatible con-
nection by demanding that Πμν and Tμ are covariantly
constant,

Cρ
μν ¼ −Vρ

∂ðμTνÞ −VρTðμ£VTνÞ

þ 1

2
Πρλ½∂μΠνλ þ ∂νΠλμ − ∂λΠμν�−ΠρλTνKμλ; ð2:3Þ

whereKμλ is the extrinsic curvature defined byK¼−1
2
£VΠ.

This connection is defined so that the respective covariant
derivative leaves the Carrollian structure invariant (similar
to the requirement that the covariant derivative of the metric
is zero in the Lorentzian case). This can be gone by
requiring that Πμν and Vμ (the defining quantities for the
Carrollian structure) to be covariantly constant. Such a
connection can be derived from fundamental arguments in
the gauging procedure of the Galilei algebra as we will
see below.
Assuming analyticity, we again expand all the quantities

in powers of c2:

Πμν ¼ hμν þ c2Φμν þOðc4Þ; Πμν ¼ hμν þ c2Φμν þOðc4Þ;
Vμ ¼ vμ þ c2Mμ þOðc4Þ; Tμ ¼ τμ þ c2Nμ þOðc4Þ: ð2:4Þ

This allows us to express the Lagrangian in powers of c2.
The LO (electric limit) will define an ultralocal theory, i.e.,
a theory that does not admit a nontachyonic single-particle
motion. In contrast, the theory obtained in the NLO
(magnetic limit) allows some motion, and it also admits
massive solutions.

B. Pre-nonrelativistic parametrization

A convenient parametrization of the metric that allows
one to take the nonrelativistic (Galilean) limit is the PNR
parametrization [68]. The metric parametrization is the
same as (2.1) with the conditions (2.2), but a different
connection that is compatible with Galilean symmetries:

Cρ
μν ¼ −Vρ

∂μTν þ
1

2
Πρσ

�
∂μΠνσ þ ∂νΠμσ − ∂σΠμν

�
: ð2:5Þ

This connection is defined so that the respective covariant
derivative leaves the Galilean structure invariant. This can
be gone by requiring Πμν and Tμ to be covariantly constant.
Such a connection can be derived from fundamental
arguments in the gauging procedure of the Galilei algebra
as we will see below.
Now, assuming the analyticity of all the quantities, we

expand Πμν;Πμν; Vμ; Tμ in powers of c−2:

Πμν ¼ hμν þ
1

c2
Φμν þO

�
1

c4

�
; Πμν ¼ hμν þ 1

c2
Φμν þO

�
1

c4

�
;

Vμ ¼ vμ þ 1

c2
mμ þO

�
1

c4

�
; Tμ ¼ τμ þ

1

c2
mμ þO

�
1

c4

�
; ð2:6Þ

where mμ is the mass current which is conserved in
Galilean theories. (It also corresponds to the additional
generator in the extension of Galilean algebra to Bargmann
algebra in the gauging process.) The final step in the
Galilean limit is to use the formulas above to expand
the Lagrangian. The expansion to the LO will only involve
the LO fields hμν; hμν; vμ, and τμ, which define the NC
structure, while the NLO should also include Φμν;Φμν; mμ,
and mμ, which modify it to the type II TNC structure.

C. Zero signature approach

The ZS approach is a method of taking the ultralocal
limit of a Lorentzian theory. It consists of performing the
ADM decomposition, and then setting the signature of the
manifold to zero. This process results in a Carrollian
manifold [79]. This is the equivalent of taking the limit
of the norm of the normal vector to zero. The first step is to
decompose the metric with Lorentzian and Riemannian
signatures. The Lorentzian metric is decomposed as
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gμν ¼ −nμnν þ hμν; gμν ¼ −nμnν þ hμν; ð2:7Þ

where hμν is the induced metric on the spatial surfaces and
nμ is the corresponding orthogonal 1-form with nμnμ ¼ −1.
The Riemannian counterpart is

gμν ¼ nμnν þ hμν; gμν ¼ nμnν þ hμν: ð2:8Þ

Calculating the Hamiltonian of GR in both signatures
yields

H ¼ Gμνσρπ
μνπσρ −

ffiffiffi
g

p
R

¼ Gμνσρπ
μνπσρ þ R̄ −

�
K2 − KμνKμν

�
; ð2:9Þ

where Gμνσρ ¼ 1
2
ffiffi
g

p ðgμσgνρ þ gμρgνσ − gμνgσρÞ, R̄ is the

three-dimensional Ricci scalar, Kμν is the extrinsic curva-
ture, and K ¼ hμνKμν in the Lorentzian case, and

H ¼ Gμνσρπ
μνπσρ þ ffiffiffi

g
p

R

¼ Gμνσρπ
μνπσρ − R̄ −

�
K2 − KμνKμν

� ð2:10Þ

in the Riemannian case. The first term vanishes by the
Hamiltonian constraints, and we end up with the same
results as if we began with the Lagrangian.
It was shown in [79] that removing the terms that

switches sign with signature results in a quantity that
respects Carroll symmetries, i.e., K2 − KμνKμν. This is
effectively the same as setting the signature of the mani-
fold to zero. We will do the same procedure using the
Lagrangian formalism in the following section in a different
way, by considering the signature as a real parameter.
Contrary to the previously reviewed approaches, here

we use the usual Levi-Civita connection. Expressing the
Lagrangian in terms of the ADM variables, and then
setting the signature of the manifold to zero, we get a de-
generate metric with the Carrollian theory (on a Carrollian
manifold).

D. Infinite scaling approach

Starting from a Lorentzian theory and writing the metric
in the same form as in the ZS approach but taking the limit
of the norm of the normal vector to−∞ results in a Galilean
theory. Alternatively, starting with the Riemannian theory
and taking the limit to ∞ results in the same Galilean
theory; the difference would be only in an overall sign in
the Lagrangian.

E. Carroll algebra gauging

The gauging procedure for the Carroll algebra, the CAG
approach, was done in [14,62,83]. We will briefly review it
and show its equivalence with the PUL parametrization.
The generators of the Carroll algebra are H (time trans-
lation), Pa (space translations), Ga (Carroll boosts), and
Jab (space rotations). We assign to each generator a gauge
field as follows:

H → τμ; Pa → eμa; Ga → ωμ
a; Jab → ωμ

ab:

ð2:11Þ

The most general connection for the resulting geometry is

Aμ ¼ Hτμ þ Paeμa þGaωμ
a þ 1

2
Jabωμ

ab: ð2:12Þ

Let us define an infinitesimal parameter for each gauge
field by the virtue of an infinitesimal vector field ξμ,

ζ ¼ ξμτμ; ζa ¼ ξμeμa; λa; λab: ð2:13Þ

Using these parameters we construct the infinitesimal
transform parameter

Π ¼ Hζ þ Paζ
a þ Gaλ

a þ 1

2
Jabλab

¼ ξμAμ þGaλ
a þ 1

2
Jabλab: ð2:14Þ

The second equality follows from ξμωa
μ ¼ ξμωab

μν ¼ 0. Let
ω be a real parameter. Consider the generators as rescaled
Poincare generators, We notice that the rescaling of τμ and ζ
by ω−1 and of ωμ

a and λa by ω leaves the connection Aμ

and the infinitesimal transformation parameter Π invarian,
in the Carrollian limit (where H and Ga get rescaled by ω).
This consideration will be useful to define a metric using
the scaling parameter ω. The field strength tensor (curva-
ture) associated with Aμ as

Fμν ¼ ∂μAν − ∂νAμ þ ½Aμ;Aν�
¼ HRμνðHÞ þ PaRμν

aðPÞ þ GaRμν
aðGÞ

þ 1

2
JabRμν

abðJÞ; ð2:15Þ

where ∂μ is the partial derivative with respect to a generic
coordinate system and RμνðHÞ; Ra

μνðPÞ; Rab
μνðJÞ; Ra

μνðGÞ are
curvatures associated with the Carroll algebra generators,
which are given by

RμνðHÞ ¼ 2∂½μτν� − 2ω½μaeν�a; Rμν
aðPÞ ¼ 2∂½μeν�a − 2ω½μabων�b;

Rμν
aðGÞ ¼ 2∂½μων�a − 2ω½μabων�b; Rμν

abðJÞ ¼ 2∂½μων�ab − 2ω½μacων�cb: ð2:16Þ
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These quantities can be used to construct the torsion and the
Riemann tensor as shown in [84].

F. Galilei algebra gauging

Let us also review the gauging procedure for the Galilei
algebra, i.e., the GAG approach. The procedure is the same
as the CAG procedure but with different generators [14].
We first assign a gauge field to each generator,

H → τμ; Pa → eμa; Ga → ωμ
a; Jab → ωμ

ab;

ð2:17Þ

where Ga denotes the Galilean boosts. The general con-
nection and the infinitesimal transformation parameter are
the same as in the Carrollian case. However, as in the
Carrollian case, by considering the Galilean algebra gen-
erators as rescaled Poincare generators, the rescaling of τμ
and ζ by ω, and of ωμ

a and λa by ω−1 leaves the connection
and the infinitesimal transformation parameter invariant in
the Galilean limit. The curvatures are given by

RμνðHÞ ¼ 2∂½μτν�; Rμν
aðPÞ ¼ 2∂½μeν�a − 2ω½μabeν�b − 2ω½μaτν�;

Rμν
aðGÞ ¼ 2∂½μων�a − 2ω½μabων�b; Rμν

abðJÞ ¼ 2∂½μων�ab − 2ω½μacων�bc; ð2:18Þ

where ∂μ is the partial derivative with respect to a generic
coordinate system.

III. COMPARISON OF NON-LORENTZIAN
METHODS

Let us demonstrate the equivalence between the various
approaches mentioned above.

A. Equivalence of PUL and ZS approaches

Here, we rewrite the formulas used in the ADM decom-
position with an extra real parameter ϵ. This parameter
should be understood as a modification to the normaliza-
tion of the vector nμ that is orthogonal to the space-
like slices, but not necessarily orthonormal, nμnμ ¼ ϵ. The
metric is Lorentzian for ϵ < 0, Riemannian for ϵ > 0, and
degenerate for ϵ ¼ 0. Following the usual ADM decom-
position procedure, we write the metric and its inverse in an
adapted coordinate system satisfying ∂t ¼ Nnþ N,

gμν ¼
�
ϵðN2 þ ϵNiNiÞ −ϵNi

−ϵNi hij

�
; ð3:1Þ

gμν ¼
"

1
ϵN2

Nj

N2

Ni

N2 hij þ ϵ NiNj

N2

#
; ð3:2Þ

where N is the lapse function, Ni is the shift vector, and hij
is the induced metric. The vector nμ in adapted coordinates
reads

nμ ¼ ½−ϵN; 0; 0; 0�; nμ ¼
�
−
1

N
; ϵ

Ni

N

�
: ð3:3Þ

The metric and its inverse can be written in terms of the
orthogonal (co)vector, the induced metric, and its inverse as

gμν ¼ hμν þ
1

ϵ
nμnν; gμν ¼ hμν þ 1

ϵ
nμnν: ð3:4Þ

One can show that hνμh
ρ
ν ¼ hρμ and hμν ¼ δμν − 1

ϵ n
μnν. The

extrinsic curvature is then given by

Kμν ¼ hαμh
β
ν∇αnβ ¼ −∇νnν þ

1

ϵ
nμnα∇αnν: ð3:5Þ

It is easy to deduce that K ¼ − 1
2
£nh. We notice that

although (3.3) was written in some adapted coordinates,
the fact that nμ has an overall factor of ϵ while nμ ¼ Oð1Þ
as ϵ → 0 does not change. This is because the dependency
on the signature does not depend on the choice of the
coordinate system. Thus, we can rescale nμ ¼ −ϵñμ where
ñμ ¼ Oð1Þ when ϵ → 0. Writing (3.4) in terms of the
covector ñμ we get

gμν ¼ hμν þ ϵñμñν; gμν ¼ hμν þ 1

ϵ
nμnν; ð3:6Þ

with

ñμhμν ¼ nμhμν ¼ 0; ñμnμ ¼ −1;

hμνhνρ − ñμnρ ¼ δρμ; ð3:7Þ
and

Kμν ¼ ϵ
�∇μñν þ ñμnα∇αñν

�
: ð3:8Þ

This is the PUL form that appeared in [64] with ϵ ¼ −c2.
Thus, the limit ϵ → 0 gives the same result as the limit
c → 0.1 This means that the two methods are equivalent.

1A Galilean analog of this limit is to take ϵ → −∞. This limit
gives correct Galilean expansions. Given that the parameter ϵ is
related to the norm of the normal vector, the Galilean limit
corresponds to infinite normalization of this vector.
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It was shown that the result would be a Carrollian mani-
fold in [79].
We now present the explicit calculations for GR. The

resulting formulas are the same as the formulas derived
using the PUL approach up to the renaming of quantities.
We can write the extrinsic curvature in terms of partial
derivatives instead of covariant derivatives as follows:

Kμν ¼ −K̃μν þ ϵð∂½μñν� þ nσn½ν∂σnν�Þ; ð3:9Þ

where K̃μν ¼ 2nσ∂ðμhνÞσ − nσ∂σhμν and ∂μ is the partial
derivative with respect to a generic coordinate system.
Assuming that the quantities hμν; hμν; ñμ; nμ are analytic,
if we want to expand them in powers of ϵ similar to the
expansions done in the PUL approach. The LO defines a
Carrollian theory (respects Carroll symmetries), while the
NLO breaks the symmetry unless we set all the higher order
fields to zero, i.e., to assume that all the quantities do not
depend on ϵ. This is similar to the truncation procedure
in [64] to get the magnetic limit from the NLO expansion.
It is worth mentioning that we use the usual Levi-Civita
connection and not the connection in [64]. Although the
covariant derivative does not preserve nμ and hμν, we still
get Carrollian theories at the end.
Having shown that, we write the Gauss relation and its

contractions in terms of the parameter ϵ. Let us begin with
the Gauss relation,

hμαhνβh
γ
ρhδσRρ

σμν ¼ R̄γ
δαβ −

1

ϵ

�
Kγ

αKδβ − Kγ
βKδα

�
; ð3:10Þ

where Rρ
σμν is the four-dimensional Riemann tensor and

R̄γ
δαβ is the three-dimensional Riemann tensor on a space-

like slice. Contracting γ and α and using hμαhαρ ¼ hμρ ¼
δμρ − 1

ϵ n
μnρ, we get the contracted Gauss relation

hνβh
σ
αRσν −

1

ϵ

�
hβμhναnρnσRμ

ρνσ

�
¼ R̄αβ −

1

ϵ

�
KKαβ − Kδ

αKδβ

�
; ð3:11Þ

R −
1

ϵ
ð2nμnνRμνÞ ¼ R̄ −

1

ϵ
ðK2 − KμνKμνÞ; ð3:12Þ

where R is the four-dimensional Ricci scalar and R̄ is the
three-dimensional Ricci scalar for a spacelike slice. After
some algebra we get

R ¼ R̄ −
1

ϵ

�
K2 − KμνKμν − 2∇μAμ

�
; ð3:13Þ

where Aμ ¼ −nμ∇νnν þ nν∇νnμ. Using (3.9) we see
that K2 ¼ K̃2, KμνKμν ¼ K̃μνK̃μν þ ϵ2ðdnÞ2 where

dn is the exterior derivative of nμ. Putting it all together,
we get

R ¼ −
1

ϵ

�
K̃2 − K̃μνK̃μν − 2∇μA

μ
1

�þ R̄− 2∇μA
μ
2 þ ϵðdnÞ2;

ð3:14Þ

where Aμ
1 ¼ −nμ∂νnν þ nν∂νnμ − 1

2
nμnσhαρð2∂ðαhσÞρ−

∂ρhασÞ þ hμρnσnν∂νhσρ − 1
2
nσnμhμρ∂ρhσν, and Aμ

2 ¼
−hμρnσ∂σnρ, where ∂μ is the partial derivative with respect
to a generic coordinate system. This formula is the same
as the PUL parametrization of the Ricci scalar up to the
change of connections and renaming quantities.

B. Equivalence of PNR and IS approaches

Similar to the previous subsection, starting from (3.6)
and taking the limit ϵ → −∞, results in the metric in [68] in
the PNR parametrization. Thus, all the curvature tensors in
both approaches must be equivalent. All the formulas
afterwards are valid for the Galilean limit provided (in
terms of a different connection) we take the limit ϵ → −∞.
The limit ϵ → ∞ gives the same formulas except for an
overall negative sign.

C. Equivalence of PUL and CAG approaches

Let us now reconstruct the PUL parametrization from
the CAG procedure. Using the procedure delineated in
Sec. II E, we define inverses to the gauge fields vielbein
(τμ and eμa) by

vμτμ ¼ −1; vμeμa ¼ τμeμb ¼ 0; eμaeμb ¼ δab;

eμaeνa ¼ δνμ − τμvν: ð3:15Þ

Performing the redefinitions in [14], where τμ, ωμ
a, ζ,

and λa are rescaled by ω−1 and taking the limit ω → ∞,
leaving Aμ and Π invariant, we can write the metric and its
inverse as

gμν ¼
−1
ω

τμτν þ eμaeνbδab; gμν ¼ −ωvμvν þ eμaeνbδab:

ð3:16Þ

This form is the same form in the PUL approach with
ω ¼ c−2. It follows from this fact that all curvature tensors
will be the same in the two approaches. Thus, any gravity
theory will be expanded similarly; i.e., the two approaches
are equivalent.
We now derive the Carroll compatible connection

presented in [64] from the CAG approach. To do that,
let us define a covariant derivative that are compatible with
the veilbein [14] by
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Dμτν ¼ ∂μτν þ Cρ
μντρ − ωμaeνa ¼ 0; Dμeνa ¼ ∂μeνa − Cρ

μνeρa − ωμ
a
be

b
ν ¼ 0;

Dμvν ¼ ∂μvν þ Cν
μρvρ ¼ 0; Dμeνa ¼ ∂μeνa þ Cν

μρeρa − ωμavν − ωμ
b
ae

ν
b ¼ 0; ð3:17Þ

where Cρ
μν is the Carroll compatible connection, ωμa and

ωμ
a
b act as spin connections, and ∂μ is the partial derivative

with respect to a generic coordinate system. Defining hμν ¼
eμaeνbδab and solving for Cρ

μν, we see that the simplest
connection to satisfy the conditions is

Cρ
μν ¼−vρ∂ðμτνÞ−vρτðμ£vτνÞ þ

1

2
hρσð∂μhνσþ∂νhμσ −∂σhμνÞ

þ1

2
hρστν£vhμσ: ð3:18Þ

(For more general connections see [62].) This procedure is
the generalized version of the one in Appendix B of [64]. It
is easy to see from this point using (2.16) that the torsion
and the curvature tensors match that of the PUL ones. For
example, the Riemann tensor is given by

Rρ
μνσ ¼ vρeσaRμν

aðGÞ þ eρaeσbRμν
abðJÞ; ð3:19Þ

which, upon calculating explicitly, gives the same form as
(2.18) in [85].

D. Equivalence of PNR and GAG approaches

In a similar fashion to the previous section, we show that
the GAG procedure leads to the same theory as the PNR
parametrization. This is inspired by the Carroll-Galilei
duality which was recently found to hold to the level of
gauge fields not only the algebra [86,87]. Similar to the
previous section, the metric can be written as

gμν ¼ −ωτμτν þ eμaeνbδab;

gμν ¼ −
1

ω
vμvν þ eμaeνbδab: ð3:20Þ

This is the same form as in the PNR parametrization with
ω ¼ c2. We can also define a Galilei compatible covariant
derivative as

Dμτν ¼ ∂μτν − Cρ
μντρ ¼ 0; Dμeνa ¼ ∂μeνa − Cρ

μνeρa − ωμ
aτν − ωμ

a
beν

b ¼ 0;

Dμvν ¼ ∂μvν þ Cν
μρvρ − ωμ

aeνa ¼ 0; Dμeνa ¼ ∂μeνa þ Cν
μρeρa − ωμ

b
ae

ν
b ¼ 0; ð3:21Þ

where Cρ
μν is a Galilei compatible connection, ωμ

a and ωab
μ

act as spin connections, and ∂μ is the partial derivative
with respect to a generic coordinate system. Defining
hμν ¼ eμaeνbδab, we can see that the simplest connection
that satisfies the above conditions is

Cρ
μν ¼ −vρ∂μτν þ

1

2
hρσ

�
2∂ðμhνÞσ − ∂σhμν

�
; ð3:22Þ

which is the same connection suggested in [68]. The
respective Riemann tensor is given by

Rρ
μνσ ¼ eσaeρbRμν

abðJÞ − eρaτbRμν
aðGÞ: ð3:23Þ

IV. APPLICATIONS TO HDG

Having established that all methods of taking the
Galilean and Carrollian limits are equivalent, we derive
an algorithm to calculate the nth order of the Galilean and
Carrollian expansions of a generic HDG theory.

A. f ðRÞ gravity
Here we derive the Galilean and the Carrollian limits for a

general fðRÞ gravity theory to the LO and NLO. We intro-
duce an algorithm for finding any order of the expansions

using combinatorial arguments. The Lagrangian for fðRÞ
gravity is

L ¼ fðRÞ; ð4:1Þ

where R is the Ricci scalar and f is an analytic function. We
expand f as a power series in integer powers of R, with
coefficients gi:

fðRÞ ¼
X∞
i¼0

giRi; ð4:2Þ

where gi are constant coefficients that are independent of c.
Since all methods of constructing the Galilean and

Carrollian expansions are equivalent as shown in previous
sections, we can write the Ricci scalar as a generic
expansion as follows:

R ¼ 1

c2
R1 þ R2 þ c2R3; ð4:3Þ

where R1, R2, R3 are the expansion terms shown explicitly
in (3.2) in [64]; they are also displayed in (A5). (The use of
the connection does not affect the form of the expansion as
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shown in Sec. III; different connections will result in
different forms for R1, R2, R3.)
The constants gi are considered as functions of c (not

necessarily regular). Writing

giðcÞ ¼
X∞
j¼−∞

aijcj; ð4:4Þ

where aij are constants without any c dependency, and
expanding fðRÞ, we get

fðRÞ ¼
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m;k≥0
nþmþk¼i

c2k−2nþj i!
n!m!k!

Rn
1R

m
2 R

k
3: ð4:5Þ

Here, we need to be extra careful since j can be unbounded
regardless of the value of i, and appears in the power of c.
For a theory to have consistent Galilean and Carrollian
limits, the quantity 2k − 2nþ j must be bounded from
above and below.

1. Carrollian limit

Let us denote l ¼ minð2k − 2nþ jÞ. The electric limit’s
Lagrangian is given by

Lel ¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m;k≥0
nþmþk¼i
2k−2nþj¼l

i!
n!m!k!

Rn
1R

m
2 R

k
3

¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl−j
2
¼i

i!

n!m!ðnþ l−j
2
Þ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

nþl−j
2

3 ;

ð4:6Þ

while the magnetic limit’s Lagrangian reads

Lmag ¼ clþ2
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m;k≥0
nþmþk¼i

2k−2nþj¼lþ2

i!
n!m!k!

Rn
1R

m
2 R

k
3

¼ clþ2
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþlþ2−j
2

¼i

i!

n!m!ðnþ lþ2−j
2

Þ!

× Rn
1R

m
2 R

nþlþ2−j
2

3 : ð4:7Þ

As a specific example we now compute the Carrollian
limits of the theories fðRÞ ¼ Rþ cNαR2 where α is a
constant with no c dependency. The Carrollian limit of
these types of theories was computed in [85]. The electric
limit can be computed from (4.6) by noticing that all the
coefficients aij are zero except a10 ¼ 1 and a2N ¼ α. In this
case i ¼ 1, 2 and j ¼ 0; N.
The term where i ¼ 1 and j ¼ 0 have l ¼ −2, m ¼ 0,

and n ¼ 1, while the term where i ¼ 2 and j ¼ N

has l ¼ N − 4, m ¼ 0, and n ¼ 2. Putting all together
we get

Lel ¼ c−2R1 þ 2αcN−4R2
1: ð4:8Þ

In order for the second term to couple to some higher order
of the first term, we must set N ≥ 2; otherwise, it will be
pure quadratic gravity, i.e., not a modification of GR. This
is the same condition derived in [85]. The magnetic limit
can be derived from (4.7) by noting that the first term has
i ¼ 1, j ¼ 0, l ¼ −2. Solving 2nþmþ lþ2−j

2
¼ i, we get

m ¼ 1 and n ¼ 0. The second term has i ¼ 2, j ¼ N, and
l ¼ N − 4. Again, by solving 2nþmþ lþ2−j

2
¼ i, we get

m ¼ n ¼ 1. Putting all together we obtain

Lmag ¼ R2 þ 2αcN−2R1R2; ð4:9Þ

with the condition N ≥ 2 to get a GR modification.
For the case where fðRÞ does not depend on c explicitly,

the electric limit’s Lagrangian is given by

Lel ¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

gi
X
n;m;k≥0
nþmþk¼i
2k−2n¼l

i!
n!m!k!

Rn
1R

m
2 R

k
3

¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

gi
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼i

i!
n!m!ðl

2
þ nÞ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þn
3 ; ð4:10Þ

and the magnetic limit’s Lagrangian is

Lmag ¼ clþ2
X∞
i¼0

gi
X
n;m;k≥0
nþmþk¼i
2k−2n¼lþ2

i!
n!m!k!

Rn
1R

m
2 R

k
3

¼ clþ2
X∞
i¼0

gi
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼i−1

i!
n!m!ðl

2
þ nþ 1Þ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þnþ1

3 :

ð4:11Þ

As a consistency check, let us calculate the electric and
magnetic limits of GR, fðRÞ ¼ R. In this case gi ¼ 0
except for g1 ¼ 1; thus,

Lel ¼ cl
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼1

1

n!m!ðl
2
þ nÞ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þn
3 : ð4:12Þ

Here the minimum value of 2k − 2n is −2 i.e., l ¼ −2
(by choosing k ¼ 0, n ¼ 1), and since 2nþmþ l

2
¼ 1 and

therefore m ¼ 0, substituting in the formula we get

Lel ¼ c−2R1: ð4:13Þ

The magnetic limit can be derived similarly from
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Lmag ¼ cl
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼0

1

n!m!ðl
2
þ nþ 1Þ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þnþ1

3 ; ð4:14Þ

by solving 2nþm ¼ 1, and in this case nmust be zero and
m ¼ 1. Thus,

Lmag ¼ R2: ð4:15Þ

The nth order in the Carrollian expansion can be derived
from the same minimization problem by replacing l
with lþ 2n.

2. Galilean limit

The Galilean limit uses the same formulas except for
setting l ¼ maxð2k − 2nþ jÞ. The LO takes the form

LNC ¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m;k≥0
nþmþk¼i
2k−2nþj¼l

i!
n!m!k!

Rn
1R

m
2 R

k
3

¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl−j
2
¼i

i!

n!m!ðnþ l−j
2
Þ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

nþl−j
2

3 ;

ð4:16Þ

which is similar to the Carrollian case but with l being the
maximum rather than the minimum. The NLO reads

LTNC ¼ cl−2
X∞
i¼0

X∞
j¼−∞

aij
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl−j
2
¼iþ1

i!

n!m!ðn − 1þ l−j
2
Þ!

× Rn
1R

m
2 R

n−1þl−j
2

3 : ð4:17Þ

We will derive the Galilean limit of fðRÞ ¼ Rþ cNαR2 as
an example. As mentioned in the previous section, all
coefficients aij, except for a10 ¼ 1 and a2N ¼ α, vanish.
The first term in the Galilean limit has i ¼ 1, j ¼ 0, and
l ¼ 2, i.e., n ¼ 0. Solving 2nþmþ l−j

2
¼ i leads to

m ¼ 0. The second term has i ¼ 2, j ¼ N, l ¼ N þ 4,
i.e., n ¼ 0. Solving 2nþmþ l−j

2
¼ i gives m ¼ 0. Putting

all together, we get

LNC ¼ c2R3 þ 2αcNþ4R2
3: ð4:18Þ

For this theory to be a modification of the Galilean limit of
GR at some order, we must impose the condition N ≤ −2.
Otherwise, it would be a theory of pure quadratic gravity.
The first terms in the NLO have i ¼ 1, j ¼ 0, l ¼ 2.

Solving 2nþmþ l−j
2
¼ iþ 1, we get n ¼ 0, m ¼ 1. The

second term has i ¼ 2, j ¼ N, and l ¼ N þ 4. Solving
2nþmþ l−j

2
¼ iþ 1, we get n ¼ 0, m ¼ 1. Putting all

together we get

LTNC ¼ R2 þ 2αcNþ2R2R3; ð4:19Þ

with the condition N ≤ −2 to get a GR modification. From
this condition and the condition for the Carrollian case, we
see that no fðRÞ theory with a polynomial function f can
be a modification of GR in both the Galilean and the
Carrollian regimes at the same time.
For the case where fðRÞ does not depend on c explicitly,

the LO takes the form

LNC ¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

gi
X
n;m;k≥0
nþmþk¼i
2k−2n¼l

i!
n!m!k!

Rn
1R

m
2 R

k
3

¼ cl
X∞
i¼0

gi
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼i

i!

n!m!ðl
2
þ nÞ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þn
3 : ð4:20Þ

The NLO, however, is a little different, but the general
formula can be derived in a similar way to the Carrollian
case,

LTNC ¼ cl−2
X∞
i¼0

gi
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼iþ1

i!

n!m!ðl
2
þ n − 1Þ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þn−1
3 :

ð4:21Þ

Let us again check these expressions by applying to GR
again. The LO reduces to

LNC ¼ cl
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼1

1

n!m!ðl
2
þ nÞ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þn
3 ; ð4:22Þ

where l ¼ 2. Then by 2nþmþ ðl=2Þ ¼ 1, we get
n ¼ m ¼ 0, so the LO is

LNC ¼ c2R3: ð4:23Þ

The NLO can be derived from

LTNC ¼ cl−2
X
n;m≥0

2nþmþl
2
¼iþ1

i!

n!m!ðl
2
þ n − 1Þ!R

n
1R

m
2 R

l
2
þn−1
3 :

ð4:24Þ

Here we have to solve 2nþmþ 1 ¼ 2. The solution is
n ¼ 0 and m ¼ 1, and we get

LTNC ¼ R2: ð4:25Þ

The nth order in the Galilean expansion can be derived
from the same maximization problem by replacing l
with l − 2n.
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B. f ðgμν;RμνσρÞ gravity
We first consider gravity theories of the form

fðgμν; RμνσρÞ where f is polynomial. We consider a generic
term in the Lagrangian to apply the algorithm; the nth term
in the Carrollian or Galilean expansions is the sum of the
contributions of all terms. A generic term in the Lagrangian
can be written as

L ¼ αRaR̄b; ð4:26Þ

where R can be the Riemann tensor, the Ricci tensor with
all indices down, or the Ricci scalar; R̄ can be the same
tensors with all indices up; and a, b are positive numbers
such that the Lagrangian terms are scalars. Using Eq. (2.8)
in [85] and raising/lowering the indices, we can write the
generic expansions

R ¼ 1

c2
R1 þR2 þ c2R3 þ c4R4;

R̄ ¼ 1

c4
R̄1 þ

1

c2
R̄2 þ R̄3 þ c2R̄4: ð4:27Þ

The explicit expressions are in the Appendix. Raising the
expansions to the powers of a, b, and c, respectively, we
obtain

Ra ¼
X

P
4

i¼0
ki¼a

ki≥0

a!
k1! � � � k4!

Y4
t¼1

c2ktðt−2ÞðRtÞkt ;

R̄b ¼
X

P
4

j¼0
kj¼b

kj≥0

b!
k̄1! � � � k̄4!

Y4
t̄¼1

c2k̄t̄ðt̄−3ÞðR̄t̄Þk̄t : ð4:28Þ

Assuming α ¼ cNα0 where α0 has no c dependency and
substituting in the Lagrangian, we find

L ¼ α0
X

P
4

i¼0
ki¼a

ki≥0

a!
k1! � � � k4!

X
P

4

j¼0
k̄j¼b

kj≥0

b!

k̄1! � � � k̄4!

×
Y4
t¼1

Y4
t̄¼1

c2ktðt−2Þþ2k̄t̄ðt̄−3ÞþNðRÞktðR̄Þk̄t̄ : ð4:29Þ

The nth order in the Galilean or the Carrollian limit can be
obtained by solving a numerical optimization problem as
we will demonstrate below.

1. Galilean limit

The LO of the Galilean limit is given by the solution of
the optimization problem

z ¼ max

"X4
t¼1

2ktðt − 2Þ þ 2
X4
t̄¼1

k̄t̄ðt̄ − 3Þ þ N

#
; ð4:30Þ

subjected to the constraints

X4
i¼0

ki ¼ a;
X4
j¼0

k̄j ¼ b; ki; k̄j ≥ 0: ð4:31Þ

This is a constrained numerical optimization problem that
can be solved by the simplex method [88] for ki, k̄j given
that a, b are known. The solution is z ¼ 4aþ 4bþ 2þ N.
Thus, for this term to be a modification of GR, the
condition on N is N ≤ −4a − 4b. If such a term exists
in the Lagrangian, then the Lagrangian is a modifi-
cation of the Galilean limit of GR. The nth order can be
deduced by modifying the constrained optimization prob-
lem by z → z − 2n.

2. Carrollian limit

The LO is given by the solution of the constrained
optimization problem

z ¼ min

"
2
X4
t¼1

ktðt − 2Þ þ 2
X4
t̄¼1

k̄t̄ðt̄ − 3Þ þ N

#
; ð4:32Þ

subjected to the constraints

X4
i¼0

ki ¼ a;
X4
j¼0

k̄j ¼ b; ki; k̄j ≥ 0; ð4:33Þ

which is again solvable by the simplex method given that a,
b are known. The solution is z ¼ N − 2a − 4b − 2. Thus,
for the term to be a modification of GR, the condition
on N must be N ≥ 2aþ 4b. If such a term exists in the
Lagrangian, then the Lagrangian is a modification of
the Carrollian limit of GR. The nth order is given by the
modified optimization problem with z → zþ 2n.
We can see that the conditions on N in the two limits are

mutually exclusive. Thus, no such term [of the form (4.26)]
with finite a, b can be a GR modification in the two limits
simultaneously. This implies that no Lagrangian of the
form fðgμν; RμνσρÞwith polynomial f can be a modification
of GR in both limits simultaneously. In both limits we can
recover the results from the previous section if we set
R ¼ R̄ ¼ R. We can recover quadratic gravity examples
in the previous section by setting a ¼ 2, b ¼ 0 or a ¼ 0,
b ¼ 2 or a ¼ b ¼ 1.

C. f ðgμν;Rμνσρ;∇μÞ gravity
Now we consider the most general HDG theory, i.e.,

fðgμν; Rμνσρ;∇μÞ, where f is polynomial. Following [89],
any such theory can be recast to the form

L ¼ P0 þ
X
i

Pi

Y
I

OiIQiI ; ð4:34Þ

POULA TADROS and IVAN KOLÁŘ PHYS. REV. D 109, 084019 (2024)

084019-10



where P0 and QiI are tensors made up of the Riemann
tensor and the metric. The symbols OiI denote differential
operators that are constructed from contractions of covar-
iant derivatives. Notice that P0 is just fðgμν; RμνσρÞ, which
was discussed in the previous subsection. The second term
of (4.34) can be rearranged and written in our notation as

L ¼ α0cN
Ximax

i¼1

Rai
Yjmax

j¼1

∇bijR̄cij ; ð4:35Þ

where we added a constant with no c dependency α0.
Moreover, here imax, jmax, ai, bij, cij, and N are integers.
Expanding the terms using (4.27) we get

Rai ¼
X

P
4

n¼0
kin¼ai

kin≥0

ai!
ki1! � � �kin!

Y4
t¼1

c2kitðt−2ÞðRtÞkit ;

R̄cij ¼
X

P
4

m¼0
k̄ijm¼cij

k̄ijm≥0

cij!

k̄ij1! � � � k̄ijm!
Y4
t̄¼1

c2k̄ijt̄ðt̄−3ÞðR̄t̄Þk̄ijt̄ ;

∇bij ¼
X

αij;βij;γij≥0
αijþβijþγij¼bij

c−2αijþ2γij
bij!

αij!βij!γij!
∇αij

1 ∇γij
3 ∇βij

2 : ð4:36Þ

Putting everything together, we arrive at the action

L ¼ α0
Ximax

i¼1

X
P

ai
n¼0

kin¼ai
kin≥0

Yjmax

j¼1

X
P

4

m¼0
k̄ijm¼cij

k̄ijm≥0

X
αij;βij;γij≥0

αijþβijþγij¼bij

ai!
ki1! � � � kin!

×
cij!

k̄ij1! � � � k̄ijm!
bij!

αij!βij!γij!
∇αij

1 ∇γij
3

Y4
t¼1

Y4
t̄¼1

× c2kitðt−2Þþ2k̄ijt̄ðt̄−3Þ−2αijþ2γijþNðRtÞkit∇βij
2 ðRt̄Þk̄ijt̄ :

ð4:37Þ

As before, we will now discuss how the Galilean and
Carrollian expansions can be transformed into constrained
optimization problems.

1. Galilean limit

The LO of the Galilean limit is given by imax maximi-
zation problems

zi ¼ max

"Xjmax

j¼1

�
2
X4
t¼1

kitðt − 2Þ þ 2
X4
t̄¼1

k̄ijt̄ðt̄ − 3Þ

− 2αij þ 2γij þ N

�#
; ð4:38Þ

subjected to the constraints

X4
n¼0

kin ¼ ai;
X4
m¼0

k̄ijm ¼ cij; αij þ βij þ γij ¼ bij;

kin; k̄ijm;αij; βij; γij ≥ 0: ð4:39Þ

The nth order in the Galilean expansion is given by similar
optimization problems with zi → zi − 2n. All such prob-
lems are solvable using the simplex method.

2. Carrollian limit

The LO of the Carrollian expansion is given by a similar
problem to the Galilean one but with minimization instead
of maximization, i.e.,

zi ¼ min

"Xjmax

j¼1

�
2
X4
t¼1

kitðt − 2Þ þ 2
X4
t̄¼1

k̄ijt̄ðt̄ − 3Þ

− 2αij þ 2γij þ N

�#
; ð4:40Þ

subjected to the constraints

X4
n¼0

kin ¼ ai;
X4
m¼0

k̄ijm ¼ cij; αij þ βij þ γij ¼ bij; kin; k̄ijm; αij; βij; γij ≥ 0: ð4:41Þ

The nth order is given by a similar problem with zi → zi þ 2n.
For this type of terms to be modifications of GR in both limits in the LO [in the case of a theory with a Lagrangian of the

form Rþ L, where L is the Lagrangian in (4.37)], there must exist i1 and i2 such that

max

"Xjmax

j¼1

�
2
X4
t¼1

ki1tðt − 2Þ þ 2
X4
t̄¼1

k̄i1jt̄ðt̄ − 3Þ − 2αi1j þ 2γi1j

�#
¼ 2 − N;

min

"Xjmax

j¼1

�
2
X4
t¼1

ki2tðt − 2Þ þ 2
X4
t̄¼1

k̄i2jt̄ðt̄ − 3Þ − 2αi2j þ 2γi2j

�#
¼ −N − 2: ð4:42Þ
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If such terms exist, then the Lagrangian is a modification of
GR in both limits simultaneously. We have shown that
theories of the form (4.26) as well as quadratic gravity do
not satisfy these conditions. We will leave the search for
such a theory (if any exists) to future work.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we reviewed the methods used to construct
non-Lorentzian gravitational theories from Lorentzian
ones. We showed that all methods of taking the non-
Lorentzian limits lead to the same metric, and thus, the
same non-Lorentzian theories. In the case of the Galilean
expansion, the GAG procedure gives the same Galilean
theories as the PNR approach. However, the PNR approach
explores more theories from expanding the PNR quantities
in powers of c−2. Such an expansion gives rise to an infinite
number of theories, one for each order, which are not
accounted for in other methods. However, these theories are
not Galilean till the NLO. The same Galilean theories can
be deduced by performing the ADM decomposition and
taking the infinite limit of the norm of the orthogonal
vector, the IS approach. A similar situation occurs in the
Carrollain expansion, although the ZS approach where the
limit of the norm of the orthogonal vector is sent to zero
(which gives the same Carrollian theories as the Carroll
group gauging approach) is computationally easier than the
PUL approach. The PUL approach explores a larger space
of theories, and the Carrollian theories to the NLO coincide
with the theories we get from other approaches by trun-
cating the expansions of the PUL quantities setting all
higher order fields to zero.
Having established that all approaches give the same

metric, one can write general expansions for the curvature
tensors. We explored the most general HDG theory with
polynomial f, introducing an algorithm to calculate the nth
order of its Galilean and Carrollian expansions as follows:
(1) We write the Lagrangian and identify which form it

takes [is it of the form (4.1), (4.26), or the general
(4.37)?] and if the Lagrangian depends on c
explicitly.

(2) We identify the parameters in the respective section
of this paper by comparing the given Lagrangian
with the expanded one.

(3) We deduce the optimization problem equivalent to
the Lagrangian’s Galilean or Carrollian expansion
by substituting the parameters from the previous step

into the respective optimization problem in the
relevant section.

(4) We solve the optimization problem (manually or
using a computer) to get the desired order of the
expansion.

Higher orders in the Galilean expansion are useful to get
more accurate results of dynamical systems in the post
Newtonian approximation. Thus, by transforming the prob-
lem into computationally easier optimization problems, we
can study such systems more efficiently. We leave the analy-
sis of such dynamical systems to future work. On the other
hand, although higher orders in the Carrollian expansion
have no utility at the moment, some may be discovered
in the near future given the increasing interest in Carrollian
physics, and Carrollian gravity in particular, and having an
algorithm to compute such a higher order will be benefi-
cial then.
Another interesting future direction of research is to

search for gravity theories that are viable modifications of
GR in both Carrollian, and Galilean limits at the same time,
i.e., satisfies the conditions (4.42). If such a theory exists,
it is interesting to see what significance it has. Is there
a defining property of the theory that allows this? If so,
how does it impact its solutions? It is also interesting to
apply the algorithm introduced to study its Galilean and
Carrollian limits, and see how the GR black holes get
modified.
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APPENDIX: LIST OF FORMULAS

In this appendix we list the formulas for the terms of the
expansion of curvature tensors used in the paper. The
following formulas are written in the PUL quantities. They
are derived by direct computations from the metric. Notice
that the quantities presented are not expanded in powers
of c, and will appear in the nth order Lagrangian.

(i) Riemann tensor with all indices down Rσλμν:

R1 ¼ 2Kλ½νKμ�σ;

R2 ¼ R
c

σλμν þ 2Tσ∇½νKμ�λ þKλαCα
½νμ�Tσ þ 2TσTλKα

½νKμ�α þ 2∇½μðKν�σTλÞ þ 2TλCα
½μν�Kασ þ TðμBαÞσVαKνλ − TðνBαÞσVαKμλ;

R3 ¼ TσKμαTðνBλÞα − TσKναTðμBλÞα þ∇νðTðμBνÞσÞ−∇μðTðνBνÞσÞ þ 2Cα
½νμ�TðαBλÞσ − TðμBαÞσTλKα

ν þ TðνBαÞσTλKα
μ;

R4 ¼ TðμBσÞαTðνBλÞα; ðA1Þ
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where Bμν ¼ ∂μTν − ∂νTμ, C
ρ
μν is the connection in (2.3), ∇μ is its compatible covariant derivative, and R

c

σλμν is its Riemann
tensor.
(ii) Riemann tensor with all indices up Rραβγ:

R̄1 ¼ −VαVβVμΠγν∇μK
ρ
ν − 2VαVβVμΠγνCσ

½μν�K
ρ
σ −

1

2
VαVβVρVλKγ

σBλ
σ − VαVγVνΠμβ∇νK

ρ
μ

− 2VαVγVνΠμβCσ
½μν�K

ρ
σ − VαVγVρKβ

σBν
σ þ 2VαVρKα½γKβ�

α þ VβVρΠνγΠαλ∇μKνλ − 2VβVρVμKα
σΠνγCσ

½νμ�

− 2VγVνVρΠμβΠαλ∇½νKμ�λ − 2VγVνVρΠμβΠαλKλσCσ
½νμ�;

R̄2 ¼ VαVβVγVνBσρBσν þ
1

2
VαVβVμΠνγ∇νðTλBμ

ρÞ − VαVβVμVλΠνγ∇μðTðνBλÞρÞ − VαVβVμΠνγBσ
ρCσ

½νμ�

þ 1

2
VαVβBσ

ρKγσ þ VαVγVλVνΠμβ∇νðTðμBλÞρÞ − VαVβVλVνΠμβ∇μðTðνBλÞρÞ − VαVβVνΠμβBσ
ρCσ

½νμ�

− VαVβVνKβσTðνBσÞρ þ 2VαΠμβΠνγ∇½μK
ρ
ν� þ VαVρK½γ

σ Bβ�σ þ VβVγVμVνΠλα∇νðTðμB
ρ
λÞÞ þ 2Kα½γKβ�ρ

− VβVγVμVνΠλα∇μðTðνBλÞρÞ − 2VβVμΠνγΠαλ∇½μðKρ
ν�TλÞ −

1

2
VβKγ

σBασ − VβVμKαγBμ
ρ

− 2VγVνΠμβΠαλ∇½μðKρ
ν�TλÞ þ

1

2
VγVρKβ

σBασ þ VγVσBσ
ρKαβ þ 2VρΠαλΠβμΠνγ∇½νKμ�λ;

R̄3 ¼ R
c ραβγ þ 1

4
VαVβBσ

ρBσρ − VαVλΠμβΠνγ∇νðTðνBλÞρÞ þ VαVλΠμβΠνγ∇½μK
ρ
ν� þ

1

4
VβVγBσ

ρBασ

− VβVμΠνγΠαλ∇νðTðμBλÞρÞ þ VβVμΠγνΠαλ∇μðTðνBλÞρÞ − VγVνΠμβΠαλ∇νðTðμBλÞρÞ

þ VγVνΠμβΠαλ∇μðTðνBλÞρÞ þ 2ΠαλΠμβΠνγ∇½μðKρ
ν�TλÞ −

1

2
BβρKαγ þ 1

2
BγρKαβ;

R̄4 ¼ ΠαλΠμβΠνγ∇νðTðμBλÞρÞ − ΠαλΠμβΠνγ∇μðTðνBλÞρÞ: ðA2Þ

(iii) Ricci tensor with indices down Rμν:

R1 ¼ −∇σðVσKμνÞ − 2VσCρ
½σμ�Kνρ þKμνK −KμσKσ

ν ;

R2 ¼ R
c

μν þ∇σðTνKσ
μÞ −∇νðTμKÞ þ 2Cρ

½νσ�TμKσ
ρ þKα

ðμBνÞα − VσKα
ðνTμÞBσα;

R3 ¼ −∇σðTðνBμÞσÞ þ 2Cσ
½νρ�TðσBμÞρ þ TðνBσÞρTμKσ

ρ;

R4 ¼ −
1

4
TμTνBαβBαβ: ðA3Þ

(iv) Ricci tensor with indices up Rσρ:

R̄1 ¼ VσVρVν∇νK − 2VσVρVνCα
½νβ�K

β
α;

R̄2 ¼ −VσVρVμ∇αBμ
α − VρΠμσ∇αKα

μVρVνΠνσ∇νðTμKÞ − VρVνKασBνα þ VσΠνρ∇νK

−∇αðVαKσρÞ − 2VαCβ
½αμ�K

ρ
βΠμσ þKKσρ −KασKρ

α;

R̄3 ¼ R
c σρ

−
1

4
VσVρBαβBαβ þ VρVνΠμσ∇αðTðνBμÞαÞ þ ΠνρVσVμ∇αðTðνBμÞαÞ

þ ΠμσΠνρ∇αðTνKα
μÞ − ΠμσΠνρ∇νðTμKÞ þ ΠμσΠνρKα

ðμBνÞα;

R̄4 ¼ −ΠνρΠμσ∇αðTðνBμÞαÞ: ðA4Þ
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(v) Ricci scalar R:

R1 ¼ R̄1 ¼ K2 −KμνKμν − 2∇νðVνKÞ;
R2 ¼ R̄2 ¼ −R

c
−∇μðVνBν

μÞ;

R3 ¼ R̄3 ¼
1

4
BμνBμν: ðA5Þ

(vi) The covariant derivative ∇μ:

ð∇1ÞμNν ¼ −VρKμνNρ;

ð∇2ÞμNν ¼ ∂μNν þ ΠρλTνKμλNρ;

ð∇3ÞμNν ¼ −TðμBνÞλΠρλNρ; ðA6Þ

where ∂μ is the partial derivative with respect to a generic coordinate system.
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