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Abstract:

We formulate gauge theories on noncompact Lorentzian manifolds. For definiteness

we choose an SO(1,4) gauge theory – the isometry group of the five dimensional

Minkowski space. We make use of the natural inner product to construct the Yang-

Mills gauge action on four dimensional spacetime, on which the natural tetrad and

metric are induced, thus breaking the symmetry to that of general relativity. In the

low energy limit – if a suitable gauge field condensate develops – the theory reduces to

the Cartan-Einstein gravity, which harbors nondynamical torsion, and is consistent

with all observations. We also discuss how to couple our gauge theory of gravity to

scalar and vector matter. The Hamiltonian analysis shows that the theory possesses

no Ostrogradsky instabilities, however it harbors a kinetic instability. We conjecture

that such a kinetic instability can be removed either by generalizing the theory to the

nonlinear Born-Infeld theory, or by constraining the kinetic instability. This work is

an attempt to formulate gravity as a unitary, renormalizable gauge theory without

instabilities, in which the fundamental propagating degrees of freedom are in the

spin-one tetrad connection.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.14827v2
mailto:giovannimistretta00@gmail.com
mailto:t.prokopec@uu.nl


Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Geometrical Yang-Mills theories 4

3 De Sitter Yang-Mills theory 6

4 Hamiltonian analysis 11

5 Conclusion and outlook 12

A Pseudo-orthogonal groups and bundles 14

A.1 Pseudo-orthogonal groups 14

A.2 Pseudo-orthogonal bundles 16

1 Introduction

The first gravitational theory oversaw the birth of theoretical physics, perhaps the

last one will see its end. For almost a century, researchers from all over the world tried

to properly quantize the gravitational field. Up to now, no convincing solution to

this problem has been found. Starting from general relativity in 1915, the theory has

been extended and generalized in many different ways (see [1] for a review). Among

these theories, string theory is the only one in which Einstein’s field equations are

obtained without adding by hand the Hilbert–Einstein action to the theory, or by

introducing it as a counterterm as in some induced gravity theories. Indeed, gravity

(on a world-sheet) emerges in string theory by setting to zero the beta functions of the

theory, imposing conformality at the quantum level [2]. The goal of this paper is to

show that there exists another class of theories obtained by a suitable generalization

of the well-known Yang-Mills theories that contains Einstein theory in its torsionless

low energy limit.

As the Standard Model teaches us, fundamental interactions in Nature are me-

diated (at low-energy scales) by gauge fields of the Yang-Mills type. These theories

are proved to be renormalizable, which motivates us to look at gauge theories for a

possible solution to the renormalizability problem of quantum gravity. Moreover, it

is well-known that the renormalization of flat spacetime theories generically induces

higher order geometric scalars with respect to the Ricci scalar present in the Hilbert

action [3]. Usually these terms provide instabilities of the Ostrogradsky kind [4] , due
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Figure 1: Spacetime (yellow) imbedded in de Sitter space (purple); the fibers rep-

resent the frame bundle of the de Sitter group.

to the presence in the action of quadratic second-order time derivatives with respect

to some components of the metric tensor. Since the Yang-Mills theory fundamentally

provides a theory of a field strength squared, it seems natural to use an appropriate

gauge group in order to reproduce at least these counterterms in a stable way. This

is possible due to the fact that a Yang-Mills theory is a first order formalism simi-

lar to the Palatini formalism in GR (i.e. the variational principle of Hilbert action

for which Christoffel symbols are considered free and they are not the Levi-Civita

connection [5]). Another reason why Yang-Mills theories have a chance of explaining

gravity is the geometrical structure that underlies them. General relativity and Yang-

Mills theories [6] are two of the most important examples of differential geometry in

theoretical physics. It is therefore natural to pose the question whether one can use

the geometry of gauge theories to derive general relativity.

Guided by the fact that linear gravity is a spin-2 field theory [7], and by the

observation that general relativity (GR) can be viewed as the low-energy limit of the

more general effective theory of gravity [8], we are inspired to use spin-1 Yang-Mills

fields (whose product is known to form a spin-2 representation) to describe a theory

that reduces to GR in the low-energy limit. 1 This work is an attempt to define a

geometrical Yang-Mills theory in four spacetime dimensions, whose low energy limit

is GR.

Following the work by James T. Wheeler [10] and Juan Trujillo [11], we studied

the possibility of obtaining a gravitational theory such as Weyl squared gravity from

a Yang-Mills theory of the conformal group. Soon we realized that, in order to twist

the geometry of spacetime with the geometrical structure of their gauge theory, we

needed a way to define the metric tensor in a non-trivial gauge theoretical way.

Here we develop a new class of Yang-Mills theories, called geometrical Yang-Mills

theory. We will show that it is possible to define a metric for spacetime using part

of the gauge fields as cotetrad fields. Pseudo-orthogonal groups will result as the

1Interestingly, Witten proved [9] that the 2+1 general relativity is equivalent to the Chern-

Simons theory – a topological Yang-Mills theory.
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best choice for our gauge groups. In particular, de Sitter theory SO(1,4) will reduce,

in its torsionless low energy limit, to general relativity with the appearance of a

gauge theoretical Planck mass and cosmological constant. Other groups are also

worth considering, such as ISO(1,3) and SO(2,3), which are the isometry groups of

four-dimensional Minkowski and anti-de Sitter space, respectively.

Earlier attempts to formulate gravity as a gauge theory include the work of

MacDowell and Mansouri [12], in which a geometric gauge theory of gravity was

constructed. The authors used the (incomplete) Levi-Civita tensor of the symme-

try space to define the inner product and that the tetrad field vanishes on-shell.

The choice of the inner product was declared natural, but never properly justified.

However, due to the fact that their inner product is not compatible with the gauge

covariant derivative, the theory is not topological and – in its low-energy limit – it

reduces to general relativity (in vacuum). Wilczek [13, 14] modified the theory by

introducing a scalar field in the adjoint representation and a symmetry-breaking po-

tential, thus making the theory manifestly gauge invariant, but still with an inner

product non-compatible with the gauge covariant derivative. BF theories can be

also used to unify matter and gravity. In Ref. [22] gravity is described by an SU(2)R
connection, which at high energies gets unified with the SU(2)L of the electroweak

theory.

In this work we revisit the question of the natural inner product on the group

space, and opt for the one constructed from the Killing metric on the group space,

which adorns the inner product of the Standard Model gauge theories, and which is

compatible with the covariant derivative. In our rendering of the theory the spacetime

action emerges as a projection of the 5-dimensional space (manifold) on which the

de Sitter group fibration is defined, as illustrated in figure 1. This projection (in

yellow) then selects a natural tetrad, with respect to which the spacetime volume is

defined, thus breaking the original gauge symmetry down to SO(1,3) – the symmetry

of general relativity.

The two above mentioned theories – the MacDowell-Mansouri and Wilczek theo-

ries – can be considered as special realizations of the more general BF-theories [15] (or

slightly more general Holst theories [16]), reviewed in [17], with a particular choice

of the B-tensor. These theories are topological or not, depending on whether the

B-tensor is chosen to be non-dynamical or dynamical, respectively. Various versions

of the BF-theory have been studied in the literature [18, 19, 20, 21], see [17] for a

more complete account of the literature.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2, is dedicated to the definition of

geometrical Yang-Mills theory showing the necessity of studying pseudo-orthogonal

gauge groups. In Section 3 we develop the de Sitter gauge theory we have already

mentioned. It is the easiest consistent example of geometrical Yang-Mills theory

that contains the Ricci scalar as part of the action. Finally, in Section 4 we intro-

duce a Hamiltonian formalisms for generic Yang-Mills theories in curved dynamical
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spacetimes. In particular we focus on the constraints of the theory establishing their

class and their self-consistency conditions. We conclude by addressing the missing

steps of a proper instability analysis, and by giving outlooks for the theories we have

developed.

2 Geometrical Yang-Mills theories

This section is dedicated to the mathematical construction of some special Yang-Mills

theories that we call geometrical. The reason for this name is that we will study the

implications of using part of the gauge connection as a tetrad. Throughout the

following fix a manifold M and a principal G-bundle P → M (G being a Lie group).

Our goal is to define the metric on M through the gauge connections. Let’s consider

the gauge connection to be ωωω = ρ̃ρρ + σσσ, where ωωω, ρ̃ρρ,σσσ ∈ T ∗P , where T ∗P denotes

the contangent space. We consider ρ̃ρρ to be the part of the gauge connection that

defines the metric, while the latter is independent from σσσ. The distinction in ρ̃ρρ and

σσσ generates a distinction also in the gauge algebra. This happens since this forms

take value in the Lie algebra g of the gauge group. Next, we introduce {ai}i=1,...,NA

and {bj}j=1,...,NB
with NA +NB = N = dim(g) such that we can write,

ωωω = ωi ⊗ êi = ρ̃ρρ+ σσσ = ρ̃i ⊗ ai + σj ⊗ bj , (2.1)

where {êi}i=1,...,N is a basis for the Lie algebra g. We are then tempted to define the

metric tensor as,

g ≡ ηabρ̃
a ⊗ ρ̃b, (2.2)

where ηab (a, b = 0, 1, 2, 3) is the Minkowski metric, i.e. diag(−1, 1, 1, 1). Notice

that, if we intend to consider the fields ρ̃i equivalent to standard tetrad fields, we

need more properties. In particular, NA must be equal to n, dimensionality of M .

Moreover, dimensional analysis gives a dimensionless connection 1-form (for the non-

tetrad fields) and the dimension of an inverse mass for the tetrad 1-form. Since the

connection 1-forms and the tetrad fields are part of the same connection 1-form they

need to have the same mass dimension. We can then write ρa = m−1ρ̃a, where m

is a constant with the dimension of a mass, and define the dimensionless metric the

same as in the previous expression,

g = ηabρ
a ⊗ ρb = m−2ηabρ̃

a ⊗ ρ̃b. (2.3)

However, this equation does not actually define a metric on M since, strictly speak-

ing, the tensor constructed in this way lies in T ∗P ⊗sym T ∗P , where ⊗sym denotes the

symmetrized inner product. We then consider ρa in Eq. (2.3) to be the local con-

nection 1-form (on M) associated with ρρρ and a section s ∈ Γ(M ;P ) (here Γ(M ;P )

stands for the set of sections of the principal G-bundle P ). Notice that making

another choice for s changes the metric definition, unless the change of gauge (i.e.
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a change of section s → s′) leaves Eq. (2.3) invariant. Figure 1 shows the original

5-dimensional manifold 2 (purple) over which the fibration P is constructed, and

the spacetime indices manifold M is denoted by the yellow line of co-dimension one.

The sections Γ(M,P ) are then defined as the sections of the fibration P intersecting

M . The original gauge group G – defined by the fibration P of the 5-dimensional

manifold – is broken by the choice of a section s ∈ Γ(M,P ) to SO(1, 3), which is the

symmetry group of general relativity. Indeed, the only gauge transformations that

preserve the gauge theoretical metric tensor are those which act pseudo-orthogonally

on the gauge tetrad fields, i.e.

ρi → Λa
bρ

b, Λ ∈ SO(1, 3) ⊂ G.

With the construction above we turnedM into a pseudo-Riemannian manifold (M, g)

with Lorentzian signature. Now that we established the tetrad nature of part of the

gauge field, we will use ρa ≡ ea in order to adapt to the standard notation.

We introduce the standard action functional of Yang-Mills theory,

S[ωωω] =

∫

M

〈Ω,Ω〉 =
∫

M

Ωi ∧ ∗ΩjGij =

∫

M

d4x det(e) Ωi
µνΩ

jµνGij , (2.4)

where 〈·, ·〉 denotes the inner product on the group space and i = 1, 2, · · · , N is

the algebra index and N = dim[g]. It is evident that in general the theory (2.4)

is Lorentz invariant and not G-invariant. This happens because the Hodge-star

operator introduces in the action a non-trivial metric dependence which, as pointed

out above, induces a symmetry breaking. 3 We will then give a non-degenerate inner

product to g that is at least Lorentz invariant, Gij. The equations of motion are

obtained by Hamilton’s variational principle and read:

Gaj

[
1√−g

∂γ
(√−gΩjδγ

)
+c j

lmω
l
γΩ

mδγ

]

= Gij

[

ΩiδνΩj
µνe

µ
a − e δ

a

4
Ωi

µνΩ
jµν

] ∣
∣
∣
∣
if a ∈ Se

,

Gaj

[
1√−g

∂γ
(√

−gΩjδγ
)
+c j

lmω
l
γΩ

mδγ

]

= 0

∣
∣
∣
∣
if a /∈ Se

,

(2.5)

where Se = {0, 1, 2, 3} denotes the set of tetrad indices. We found the peculiarity of

a geometric Yang-Mills theory. The gauge fields that take the role of the tetrad are

2This 5-dimensional manifold can be either flat – in which case it can be considered to be

identical to the space over which the fibration is constructed – or it may be curved. The difference

between these two cases is not relevant for this work, and therefore it will not be discussed any

further.
3One can add to the action (2.4) a term ∝

∫

M
〈Ω, ∗Ω〉, which is fully gauge invariant. Such

a term is (via the Hodge dual) endowed with the spacetime Levi-Civita tensor, and in this way

resembles the MacDowell-Mansouri and Wilczek theories. However, in our rendering of the inner

product this term is purely topological, meaning that it does not contribute to the equations of

motion, and thus does not in any way affect the theory at the classical level, analysed in this work.

In particular, it cannot give the Hilbert-Einstein action as its low-energy limit.
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not source-free in vacuum, yet they are sourced by the geometric energy-momentum

tensor. In the following we focus on studying pseudo-orthogonal gauge theories, i.e.

ωi = ω[AB].

3 De Sitter Yang-Mills theory

In this section we study the geometrical Yang-Mills theory for the de Sitter group

SO(1, 4). We show that the geometrical Yang-Mills action contains the Hilbert action

in the presence of a cosmological constant. We advice the reader to go through Ap-

pendix A to get more familiar with the techniques we will be using. In the following

we use lower-case latin letters for the Lie algebra indices corresponding to the Lorentz

generators, i.e. MAB|A,B=0,...,3 ≡ M[ab]. The other four generators, M[a4] ≡ P̃a, gen-

erate translations. Comparing with Eq. (A.4), we get the commutators in the Lie

algebra basis with this new notation,
[
M[ab],M[cd]

]
= ηbcM[ad] + ηadM[bc] + ηdbM[ca] + ηacM[db],

[

M[ab], P̃c

]

= ηbcP̃a − ηacP̃b,
[

P̃a, P̃c

]

= Mca,

(3.1)

which gives for the Killing metric,

G[ab][cd] = 2(D − 2) [ηbcηda − ηbdηca] ,

G[ab][c4] = 0,

G[a4][c4] = −2(D − 2)ηac,

(3.2)

where here D = 5 (compare with Eq. (A.6)).

We now consider the particular pseudo-orthogonal bundle for which the structure

group is given by de Sitter group. As usual we introduce a connection,

ωωω =
1

2
ω[AB] ⊗M[AB] =

1

2
ω[ab] ⊗M[ab] + ea ⊗ P̃a, (3.3)

which gives for the curvature (compare with Eq. (A.9)):

ΩΩΩ = dωωω +
1

2
[ωωω,ωωω]

=
1

2

[

dω[ab] + ω
[a
c] ∧ ω[cb] − ea ∧ eb

]

⊗Mab +
[

dea + ω
[a
b] ∧ eb

]

⊗ P̃a

≡ 1

2
Ω[ab] ⊗M[ab] + T a ⊗ P̃a .

(3.4)

The Bianchi identities are given by,

dωωωΩΩΩ = dΩΩΩ+ [ωωω,ΩΩΩ]

=
1

2

[

dΩ[AB] + ω
[A
C] ∧ Ω[CB] − ω

[B
C] ∧ Ω[CA]

]

= 0.
(3.5)
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We will use the fields {ea}a as tetrad fields, in terms of which we can define the

metric as in Section 2,

g = ηabe
a ⊗ eb. (3.6)

The other part of the connection 1-form is related to the Lorenz generators and

it corresponds to the covariant derivative on the tangent bundle of M . Under the

interpretation explained above, the curvature related to the tetrad fields is given by

the torsion on M related to the covariant derivative inherited by ω[ab]. We introduce

the notation,

R[ab] = dω[ab] + ω
[a
c] ∧ ω[cb], (3.7)

so that we can write,

Ω[ab] = R[ab] − ẽa ∧ ẽb = R[ab] −m2ea ∧ eb. (3.8)

It is well known that a torsionless, metric-compatible connection (such as ω[ab]) au-

tomatically fixes it to be the Levi-Civita connection. Indeed, we see that for the

configurations for which T a = 0, we have,

◦

Rab = R[ab], (3.9)

where
◦

Rab is the Riemann curvature tensor. This equivalence is extremely important

now that we will build the action.

Following the recipe of Section 2 we provide the action for the geometrical Yang-

Mills theory for the de Sitter group,

S[ω[ab], ea]=α0

∫

M

1

4
Ω[ab]∧ ∗Ω[cd]G[ab][cd] + T a∧ ∗T bG[a4][b4]

= α

∫

M

1

2
Ω

[a
c] ∧ ∗Ω[c

a] −m2T a ∧ ∗Ta

= α

∫

M

1

2
R

[a
c] ∧ ∗R[c

a]−m2T a ∧ ∗Ta−m2ea∧ ec ∧ ∗Rca+
m4

2
ea ∧ ec ∧ ∗(ec ∧ ea)

= α

∫

M

√−g dx4

[

− 1

4
R[ac]µνR[ac]µν +

m2

2
T [a]µνT[a]µν +m2(R− 2Λ)

]

,

(3.10)

where α = 2(D− 2)α0 = 6α0 as in Eq. (A.6), α0 is the (inverse) gauge coupling con-

stant of the original gauge theory and Λ = n(n−1)
4

m2 = 3m2 is the (gauge theoretical)

cosmological constant coming from the last term in the above equations. Recall that

we introduced the mass parameter m in accordance with dimensional analysis. For

the theory (3.10) is to reduce in the low energy limit to general relativity, from the last

line of (3.10) it follows that αm2 → 1
16πG

=
M2

Pl

2
and Λ = 3m2 = 3

16πGα
=

3M2

Pl

2α
, such

that α can be used to tune the cosmological constant. In particular, when α ≫ 1, 4

4Recall that in gauge theories α is related to the gauge coupling constant as, α = 1/(2g2), such

that α ≫ 1 corresponds to the weak coupling limit.

– 7 –



the geometrical cosmological constant is much smaller than the Planck scale. While

the action (3.10) still exhibits all physical degrees of freedom, its importance is in its

torsionless limit,

S[ω[ab], ea] = α

∫

M

1

2

◦

R
[a

c] ∧ ∗
◦

R
[c

a] −m2ea ∧ ec ∧ ∗
◦

Rca +
m4

4
ea ∧ ec ∧ ∗ (ec ∧ ea)

= α

∫

M

√−g dx4

[

−1

4

◦

R
[ac]µν ◦

R[ac]µν+m2(
◦

R−2Λ)

]

,

(3.11)

which gives, as mentioned above, the Einstein-Hilbert action supplemented by a

cosmological constant and a Riemann squared term. The latter is not multiplied by

m2, and this mass scale needs to be high enough 5 This means that the effect of this

interaction on the Hilbert action is suppressed as 1/m2. The equations of motion

follow from Eq. (2.5) and read,

G[ab][cd]

[
1

2
√−g

∂γ
(√

−gΩ[cd]δγ
)
+
1

4
c

[cd]
[ef ][lm] ω[ef ]

γ Ω[lm]δγ+m2c
[cd]

[4f ][4m] efγT
mδγ

]

= 0,

1√−g
∂γ

(√−gT δγ
a

)
+ω[an]γT

nδγ+Ric δ
a − e δ

a

2
(R−2Λ) =

1

2m2
(Θlorentz)

δ
a +(Θtorsion)

δ
a ,

(3.12)

where we identified,

Ric δ
a = R[cd]δνηacedν ,

(Θlorentz)
δ

a = e µ
a R[cd]δνR[cd]µν −

1

4
e δ
a R[cd]µνR[cd]µν ,

(Θtorsion)
δ

a = e µ
a T dδνTdµν −

1

4
e δ
a T dµνTdµν .

(3.13)

Once again, it is interesting to study torsionless solutions to the equations of mo-

tion. We see that they correspond to Einstein’s field equations supplemented by

a geometrical energy momentum tensor and the corresponding equations for the

Lorentz connection, namely:

◦

Ric
δ

a − e δ
a

2

(
◦

R − 2Λ

)

=
1

2m2
(Θlorentz)

δ
a ,

G[ab][cd]

[
1

2
√−g

∂γ
(√

−gΩ[cd]δγ
)
+

1

4
c

[cd]
[ef ][lm] ω[ef ]

γ Ω[lm]δγ

]

= 0.

(3.14)

This result is somewhat surprising. Indeed, we obtained Einstein’s equations and a

cosmological constant from the standard Yang-Mills action. In other words, we de-

rived the equations of the gravitational field from a theory more similar to QCD or

the Electro-weak interaction, and in general to the Standard Model physics. More-

over, notice that the difference between proper GR and Eq. (3.14) is a factor which is

5The mass m ought to be higher than the energy scale at which general relativity is well tested.
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of second order in the Riemann curvature tensor but is also suppressed by an inverse

Planck mass squared. The contribution coming from a non-vanishing right-hand-side

of the vacuum Einstein’s equation is relevant only when the curvature is of the same

order of magnitude as the Planck mass. This is the situation one usually finds close

to singularities of the GR solutions. Adding matter to the theory will result in a

contribution on the right-hand-side of Eq. (3.14). For the tetrad equation one would

find the energy-momentum tensor of the matter field, since it would appear from

the Hodge-star variation. For the Lorentz connection one would get the contribution

coming from the gauge current (as in standard Yang-Mills theory) which would be

represented by the angular momentum of the matter fields (since the gauge symmetry

group is given by local Lorentz transformations).

An important aspect of this theory is the appearance of a cosmological con-

stant. This constant is positive and it is proportional to the Planck mass squared,

more precisely Λ ∼ m2 ∼ M2
Pl/α, which is also the curvature scale at which the

gravitational energy from curvature becomes dynamically important. Given that

the electroweak scale transition changes the vacuum energy density by an amount

∆ρ ∼ E4
EW, which contributes to the cosmological constant as, ∆ΛEW ∼ E4

EW/M2
Pl.

This then provides an upper bound on m2 ∼ M2
Pl/α < E4

EW/M2
Pl, from which we

conclude, α = 1/(4g2) > (MPl/EEW)4 ∼ 1064, or equivalently g < 10−32, a tiny gauge

coupling constant. 6 However, these relations holds classically, and they will change

when quantum (loop) contributions to the cosmological constant are included. To

summarize, the scale m is the scale above which the geometric theory of gravity

behaves as gauge theory. Current observations suggest that the scale m is of the

order of the electroweak scale (or grand unified scale, if grand unification was re-

alised). However, due to the smallness of the gravitational gauge coupling constant,

this gravitational theory does not affect significanly particle physics experiments,

and therefore accelerator physics experiments cannot yet constrain the theory.

Consider again the complete de Sitter geometrical action in Eq. (3.10). We would

like to give an intuitive scheme that one could follow in order to constrain dynamically

the second term (torsion squared) to be zero. Let A = Aµdx
µ = Aae

a be a 1-form

vector field on the spacetime M , not necessarily a gauge boson. Here we exploited the

interpretation of part the connection field as tetrad fields to express the coordinates of

the A field in this orthonormal basis. Recalling that the tetrad generators correspond

to M[a4] one can see from Eq. (A.10) that the covariant derivative acting on the tetrad

fields is given by,

dωωωe
a = dea + ω

[a
b]e

b = T a, (3.15)

6If m ∼ EGUT ∼ 1016 GeV were of the order of the grand unified scale, the constraint on α and

g would be much milder, g ∼ (EGUT/MPl)
2 ∼ 10−6, which is of the order of the electron yukawa.
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so that charging the covector fields A as a Lorentz multiplet 7, we find:

dωωωA = dAa ∧ ea + AaT
a. (3.16)

It clearly provides a gauge equivariant expression and it is different from the standard

exterior derivative only if torsion is non-vanishing (as it is the case when one consider

the general covariance principle applied to electro-magnetism). The easiest term to

include in the action for such a field would be the standard kinetic term,
∫

M

F ∧ ∗F ≡
∫

M

dωωωA ∧ ∗dωωωA (3.17)

=

∫

M

[

dAa ∧ ea ∧ ∗
(
dAb ∧ eb

)
+2AaT

a ∧ ∗
(
dAb ∧ eb

)
+AaAbT

a ∧ ∗T b

]

.

We now see that, if one introduces a suitable potential for the A-field, there is the

possibility of a condensation of the field such to give 〈AaAb〉 = −1
2
m2ηab. The

semiclassical limit would then correspond to the torsionless action in Eq. (3.11),

turning the de Sitter gauge theory into an Einstein-Cartan theory [23, 24]. Since the

only dynamical massless vector field in the Universe is the photon, this gravitational

vector field should be massive enough not to be detectable by modern experiments.

Furthermore, since there is no dependence in the action on the derivative of the

tetrad fields, the torsion field becomes non-dynamical and once we fix the initial

conditions to give a vanishing torsion this will remain true throughout evolution.

In conclusion, using the de Sitter group as gauge group for a geometrical Yang-

Mills theory we are able to obtain Einstein’s theory of gravity as a low energy torsion-

less limit of our theory. The Yang-Mills formulation, and in particular the structure

constants of the de Sitter algebra, give the Hilbert action supplemented with a Rie-

mann squared term, which is suppressed by a Planck mass squared, a torsion squared

factor, which could be possibly removed dynamically as we have shown in Eq. (3.17),

and a cosmological costant (as well as the usual mass parameter expected in all geo-

metrical Yang-Mils theories). In Section 4 we perform a Hamiltonian analysis suitable

for geometrical Yang-Mills theories. In particular we consider the constraints arising

in phase space and we provide their analysis.

It is worth noticing that, upon replacing de Sitter group SO(1,4) with anti-de

Sitter group SO(2,3), one would find the same results we have found for de Sitter

since the algebra of the two groups is very similar, in particular the theory would still

contain the Einstein-Hilbert action. The difference lies in the cosmological constant,

which would be negative for the case of AdS gauge theory. This comes from some

relative sign between the structure constants of so(1, 4) and so(2, 3).

7This means that we are applying the principle of general covariance passing from rigid to local

Lorentz transformation acting on the covector. We need Lorentz and not the entire general linear

group, as would be the case for general coordinate invariance, since we can always cover a Lorentzian

manifold with local orthonormal frames for the tangent bundle.
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4 Hamiltonian analysis

In order to specify a Hamiltonian [25] for the theories at hand, we need to break co-

variance with respect to coordinates specifying a time (read evolution) direction.

As usual, the Yang-Mills Lagrangian is singular, i.e. its Hessian is degenerate:

det (T ij) = det (δ2L/δω̇iδω̇j) = 0. This implies that constraints will arise in phase

space. In the following non-tetrad indices will be given by [AB] while for tetrad fields

we will use [·a]. The extended Hamiltonian is given by,

HT=

∫

R3

d3x

{

− 1

4α
√−g

Π l
[CD]Π

[CD]k glk
g00

+
1

2α
√−g

Π l
[CD]P

[CD]k glk
g00

−α
√−g

(
gk0gijΩ[AB]ki

) (

gs0gtlΩ
[AB]
st

) glj
g00

+
1

2
α
√−ggijgklΩ[AB]jkΩ

[AB]
il

+ u[CD]φ[CD]

}

, (4.1)

where the last term stands for all the Lagrange multipliers and constraints that arise

during the analysis of the primary constraints φ[CD] = Π 0
[CD] ≈ 0, where ≈ stands for

weak (on-shell) equality. These are the standard primary constraints of Yang-Mills

theories. The secondary constraints are given by the usual generalized Gauss’ law.

For non-tetrad fields we have,

0 ≈ − δHT

δω
[CD]
0

= DiΠ
i

[CD] ≡

≡
[

∂iΠ
i

[CD] +Π i
[CA]ω

A]
[D i − ω

[A
C]iΠ

i
[AD]

]

,

(4.2)

while for tetrad fields we find,

0 ≈δHT

δea0
=

{

−DiΠ
i

(·a) +

[

Ω
(CD)
ki Π i

(CD) + 2α
√−gΩ(AB)kl

(

gs0gtlΩ
(AB)
st

)]

e k
a

− 1

2
α
√
−g

[
(
gi0e j

a + gj0e i
a

)
gkl

(
gk0e l

a + gl0e k
a

)
gij

]

Ω[AB]jkΩ
[AB]
il

+ e 0
a

[

− 1

4α
√−g

Π l
[CD]Π

[CD]j glj
g00

−α
√−g

(
gk0gijΩ[AB]ki

) (

gs0gtlΩ
[AB]
st

) glj
g00

+
1

2
α
√
−ggijgklΩ[AB]jkΩ

[AB]
il − Ω

[CD]
ki Π i

[CD]

gk0

g00

]}

.

(4.3)

These constraints do not generate any new one, yet they impose restrictions on the

Lagrange multipliers (u[CD]) of the theory in the following sense:

• The equation for u(2)[ab] fixes the functions u(2)[·a];

• The equation for u(2)[·a] fixes the functions u(1)[·b];
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which shows that our constraints are either first or second class. The only arbitrary

Lagrange multipliers we are left with are the ones corresponding to the Lorentz group.

Once again we find that the gauge symmetry of the theory, and in particular of its

phase space, is given in general by the Lorentz subgroup.

Now that we completed the constraints analysis of the theory, we can compute

the equations of motion using the standard Poisson brackets, namely,

ω̇[CD]
µ =

{

ω[CD]
µ , HT

}

, Π̇ µ
[CD] =

{

Π µ
[CD], HT

}

. (4.4)

One can show that these equations are equivalent to Eqs. (2.5), in particular they

are covariant.

From the Hamiltonian one can already see a potential problem of our theory.

Notice that we can rewrite the first two terms in Eq. (4.1) as,
∫

R3

1

2α
√−g

glk
g00

[

−
(

Π l
[CD]−P l

[CD]

)(

Π[CD]k−P [CD]k
)

+ P l
[CD]P

[CD]k
]

, (4.5)

which is the kinetic energy (first term) and the leftover from completing the square

(second term). Since for pseudo-orthogonal groups the metric in Lie algebra space

we use is often an indefinite inner product, there are kinetic instabilities in the the-

ory, i.e. fields for which the kinetic energy comes with the negative sign in the total

hamiltonian. Notice that there is no indefiniteness coming from the inner product in

spacetime indices. This is due to the presence of the primary constraints that force

the timelike component of the momenta to vanish. In the constraints analysis we

gave we did not find any constraint able to render the kinetic instabilities unphys-

ical. However, the presence of second-class constraints suggests that the simplectic

structure of phase space is not canonical and thus not all hope is gone that after

one properly identifies the physical phase space of the theory there will not be this

kind of issues. Another possible solution is to consider the Born-Infeld theory of

electromagnetism [26] replacing the action in Eq. (2.4) with:

S = 2αβ2

∫

M

d4x det(e)

[√

1+
1

β2
Ωi

µνΩ
jµνGij−1

]

. (4.6)

In this way one can covariantly introduce higher powers of the momenta into the

Hamiltonian in order to make the kinetic energy bounded from below, thus stabi-

lizing the theory, at least at the classical level. This theory harbors higher order

interactions, and therefore we leave the Hamiltonian analysis for a future work.

5 Conclusion and outlook

The main goal of this paper was to reformulate general relativity in the context of

Yang-Mills theories. Indeed, it is well-known that Einstein’s theory suffers from sin-

gularity problems [5] and it was proved that the theory is not renormalizable (see [1]
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for a review). Knowing that gravity can be formulated as an effective field theory [8],

we showed that it is possible to formulate general relativity as a constrained version

of some more general theory in its low energy limit.

Throughout this paper we have shown the intimate relation between pseudo-

orthogonal Yang-Mills gauge fields and gravitational theories. In order to introduce

a gauge theoretical cotetrad fields, we have developed a new class of theories, geo-

metrical Yang-Mills theories [6]. Defining the metric through these particular gauge

fields requires the introduction of a mass parameter which will take the role of a

Planck mass. The geometrical action one obtains is invariant only with respect to

the Lorentz subgroup. The equations of motion one obtains (2.5) are the standard

curved spacetime generalization of the well-known Yang-Mills equations. In the case

of the tetrad fields, one sees that these fields are sourced in the vacuum by an energy-

momentum tensor related to the field strength of our gauge connection.

The main result of the paper is the de Sitter gauge theory we developed in Sec-

tion 3. The torsionless low energy limit of the theory coincides with general relativity

with the appearance of a positive cosmological constant, whose size is controlled by

the Planck scale and the gauge coupling constant. In the weak coupling limit this

geometrical cosmological constant can be much smaller than the Planck scale, and

can be (in part) cancelled by the contributions from quantum fields, to yield the

observed cosmological constant. These results allow us to consider Einstein’s theory

of gravity as part of a more general Lorentz invariant de Sitter Yang-Mills theory.

We argue that the theory might be renormalizable since the vertex structure of the

theory is essentially the same as ordinary flat-space Yang-Mills theories. However,

since we studied arbitrary curved spacetimes, there will be new counterterms asso-

ciated with the non-trivial geometry of spacetime and the issue of renormalizability

of the full quantum theory still requires a careful investigation. In the context of

quantum field theory in curved spacetime (with a classical gravitational field), it

is known that higher-order geometric scalars are induced by quantum corrections.

These counterterms can be added to the theory using our geometrical Yang-Mills

formalism, avoiding Ostrogradsky instabilities, as we have shown in Section 4. In-

deed, the phase space we identified is not the same as for Palatini gravity [27] since

the canonical momentum of the metric is not given by the spin connection. From the

analysis in Section 4 it follows that the number of phase-space degrees of freedom in

a gravitational theory which originates from a gauge theory (in its torsionless limit)

is twice as large as that in the Palatini formulation. These results inspire us to say

that geometrical Yang-Mills theories could be a useful formulation of gravitational

theories in general.

We provided the first steps towards canonical quantization ([, ] = i~{, }) building
the Hamiltonian and studying the phase space of the theory. Since pseudo-orthogonal

groups are non-compact Lie groups, the Killing form we use in Lie algebra space gives

rise to an indefinite inner product. This means that some fields will pick the wrong
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sign in the kinetic energy and they could generate kinetic instabilities in the theory.

However, as one can see from the kinetic energy of the theory, there is no sign of

Ostrogradsky instabilities in the theory at hand, as we originally expected, since in

Yang-Mills theories the Riemann squared term is part of the gauge theory. As it is

usually the case with gauge theories, we find both primary and secondary constraints.

There are both first and second-class constraints and their self-consistency conditions

reduce the gauge redundancy in phase space to its Lorentz subgroup of the original

gauge group. There are no new constraints arising in phase space and thus the

Hamiltonian we provide is complete. As we argue in Section 2, the projection onto

the spacetime manifold M of the gauge theory induces the metric, thus breaking the

gauge symmetry to its Lorentz subgroup, the symmetry group of general relativity

(see figure 1).

In conclusion, we provided a new formalism for which interesting results can

be found in the context of gravitational theories. We have showed another way of

deriving general relativity out of the geometrical gauge theory and we have provided

a consistent Hamiltonian framework suitable for any Yang-Mills theory in dynamical

curved spacetime.
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A Pseudo-orthogonal groups and bundles

A.1 Pseudo-orthogonal groups

In this section we define pseudo-orthogonal groups and study their properties. Con-

sider a vector space RD equipped with the following metric (in the canonical cartesian

basis),

η = diag(−1, ..,−1
︸ ︷︷ ︸

S

,+1, ...,+1
︸ ︷︷ ︸

T

), (A.1)

with S + T = D. This inner product turns R
D into the (pseudo-)normed vector

space R
S,T (for S = 1 and T = 3 we get Minkowski spacetime). We define the

(fundamental representation of the) pseudo-orthogonal group O(S, T ) as the set of

transformations on R
S,T that leave the inner product η(X, Y ) invariant, X, Y ∈ R

S,T ,

i.e. η(Λ ·X,Λ ·Y ) = η(X, Y ), Λ ∈ O(S, T ). It can be proved that pseudo-orthogonal

groups are Lie groups. It seems then natural to look at transformations infinitesimally
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close to the identity in order to identify their generators, i.e. Λa
b = δab+ǫMa

b+O(ǫ2).

We get,
η(X, Y ) = ηABX

AY B → ηABX
AY B

+ ǫ
[
ηABM

A
CX

CY B + ηABX
AMB

CY
C
]
+O(ǫ2)

= ηABX
AY B + ǫXCY B [MBC +MCB] +O(ǫ2),

⇒ MBC = −MCB .

(A.2)

Here and throughout this appendix capital latin indices run from −S+1, ..., 0, ..., T .

The previous result shows that the generators of the pseudo-orthogonal groupO(S, T )

are given byD×D antisymmetric matrices (when one index is lowered as in Eq. (A.2)).

There are then D(D − 1)/2 linearly independent generators which are given by,

(MAB)
I
J = δIAηBJ − δIBηAJ . (A.3)

Notice that MAB = −MBA so that from now on we write M[AB] for the pseudo-

orthogonal generators. In the following we consider only the proper-orthochronous

pseudo-orthogonal group (i.e. the part of O(S, T ) which is connected to the identity),

so that with the exponential map we can recover the whole group.

Now we are ready to study the commutators between the elements of the pseudo-

orthogonal Lie algebra. We compute,

([
M[AB],M[CD]

])I

K
=
(
M[AB]

)I

J

(
M[CD]

)J

K
−
(
M[CD]

)I

J

(
M[AB]

)J

K

=
(
M[AD]

)I

K
ηBC−

(
M[AC]

)I

K
ηBD−

(
M[BD]

)I

K
ηAC+

(
M[BC]

)I

K
ηAD

=
[

∆
[EF ]
[AD]ηBC −∆

[EF ]
[AC]ηBD −∆

[EF ]
[BD]ηAC +∆

[EF ]
[BC]ηAD

]

(MEF )
I
K

≡c
[EF ]

[AB][CD]

(
M[EF ]

)I

K
,

(A.4)

where we introduced the identity in antisymmetric
(
0
2

)
tensor space, i.e.

∆
[AB]
[CD] =

1

2

(
δACδ

B
D − δADδ

B
C

)
. (A.5)

Having identified the structure constants of the pseudo-orthogonal algebra we can

now compute the Killing metric for this Lie algebra,

G[AB][CD] =c
[EF ]

[AB][LM ] c
[LM ]

[CD][EF ]

=

[

ηBL∆
[EF ]
[AM ] + ηAM∆

[EF ]
[BL] + ηBM∆

[EF ]
[LA] + ηAL∆

[EF ]
[MB]

]

×
[

ηDE∆
[LM ]
[CF ] + ηCF∆

[LM ]
[DE] + ηDF∆

[LM ]
[EC] + ηCE∆

[LM ]
[FD]

]

=2(D−2) [ηBCηDA−ηBDηCA]

≡α [ηBCηDA−ηBDηCA] .

(A.6)
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A.2 Pseudo-orthogonal bundles

Throughout this section we fix a manifold M and a principal SO(S, T )-bundle P →
M . We introduce a connection 1-form ωωω on P and we expand it in the basis of

so(S, T ) in Eq. (A.3).

ωωω =
1

2
ω[AB] ⊗M[AB], (A.7)

where the 1/2 in front is necessary to avoid overcounting. We consider the adjoint

bundle Ad(P ). In particular, we consider the commutator between twisted differen-

tial forms (AAA = 1
2
A[AB] ⊗MAB, A

[AB] ∈ Ωk(P )). We find,

[AAA,BBB] =
1

4
A[AB] ∧ B[CD] ⊗

[
M[AB],M[CD]

]

=
1

4
A[AB] ∧ B[CD] ⊗

(

ηBCM[AD]+ηADM[BC]+ηDBMCA+ηACMDB

)

=
1

2

(

A
[A
C] ∧B[CB] − A

[B
C] ∧ B[CA]

)

⊗M[AB].

(A.8)

The curvature associated with ωωω is then,

ΩΩΩ = dωωω +
1

2
[ωωω,ωωω]

=
1

2

[

dω[AB] + ω
[A
C] ∧ ω[CB]

]

⊗M[AB] ,
(A.9)

and the covariant derivative on twisted forms is given by,

dωωωAAA = dAAA+ [ωωω,AAA]

=
1

2

[

dA[AB] + ω
[A
C] ∧ A[CB] − ω

[B
C] ∧ A[CA]

]

.
(A.10)
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