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Results ranging from Ashtekar variables to the perturbative Bern-Carrasco-Johansson (BCJ) double copy

suggest a deep relation between Yang-Mills theory and Einstein gravity. I examine this relation by writing down

the tetradic Palatini action for Einstein gravity and covariantly decomposing its variables into two SL(2,C)
connections and two soldering forms. This leads to a conjecture that the BCJ double copy can be understood

through a “holomorphic trail”, a series of injection maps between two copies of SU(2) theories and Einstein

gravity.

I. INTRODUCTION

For more than a century now, Einstein gravity has been

passing more and more stringent tests on Earth, in the Solar

system, and beyond [1–5]. Its equations were first formulated

directly in tensorial form as a non-linear partial differential

equation for the space-time metric gµν [6]. Shortly thereafter

it was realized that it can be also formulated through the so-

called Einstein-Hilbert action, which is proportional to an in-

tegral of the Ricci scalar of the metric over the invariant space-

time volume [7]. This formulation has some drawbacks, such

as the fact that the action is non-polynomial in gµν . Amongst

other things, this implies that in a naive perturbative expan-

sion of Einstein gravity around a flat background, there arise

new n-point vertices at every consecutive order in the corre-

sponding Feynman diagrams.

First order formalism and tetradic Palatini. Some of the

issues with the Einstein-Hilbert action can be remedied by us-

ing a first-order approach due to Palatini, which views the

connection and the metric as independent degrees of free-

dom [8, 9]. Specifically, when the degrees of freedom are

expressed in terms of local-frame fields and a spin connec-

tion, one obtains a tetradic Palatini action (see e.g. [10–12]),

which is at most quartic in the aforementioned variables. Im-

portantly, the tetradic Palatini action can be understood as a

starting point when transforming to the so-called Ashtekar-

Barbero variables and Loop quantization of Einstein gravity

[11, 13, 14]. By adding the so-called Holst term to the tetradic

Palatini action (which does not change the classical equations

of motion), one can obtain the self-dual Palatini action which,

under a 3+1 split, leads to a Hamiltonian field theory of a

Yang-Mills type set of variables [15–17]. The issue of this

procedure is that the correspondence to a Yang-Mills phase

space is restricted to the Hamiltonian formalism and a man-

ifest connection to a covariant Yang-Mills Lagrangian is un-

clear.

KLT relations. A possible new twist to this story arose

quite recently. It is not uncommon that classes of solutions

of various non-linear field theories can be formally related to

each other. For example, a certain class of axially symmet-

ric and stationary solutions of Yang-Mills-Higgs theory can

be shown to be equivalent to solutions of Einstein equations

in stationary axisymmetric vacuum space-times [18]. How-

ever, relations useful in the analysis of generic dynamical pro-

cesses within the theories are far more precious. An exam-

ple of such relations was given by Kawai, Lewellen and Tye,

who have shown universal relations (now known as KLT re-

lations) between tree-level gravitational scattering amplitudes

and gauge-theory amplitudes [19]. In return, this can be used

to generate higher-loop diagrams for quantum gravities with-

out reference to a Lagrangian via the so-called unitarity meth-

ods (see Ref. [20] for details and references). The general pat-

tern in such constructions is that one uses two (possibly iden-

tical) Yang-Mills theories to generate the gravitational ampli-

tude.

BCJ double copy. The KLT relations have been further

enhanced by a conjecture that every Yang-Mills theory can

be put in a representation such that the kinematic numerators

of its amplitudes satisfy a certain set of Jacobi-like identities

similar to those of the color factors [21–23]. When put in

this form, one can consequently take well-defined “products”

of sets of two Yang-Mills amplitudes to obtain amplitudes in

gravity theories. This is the Bern-Carrasco-Johanssen (BCJ)

double-copy construction. Nevertheless, the composing pure

Yang-Mills theories have “too many” degrees of freedom to

represent a pure gravity, and additional massless fields such

as an axion and a dilaton typically crop up in the resulting

double copy. Fascinatingly enough, this can be resolved by

introducing sources into the Yang-Mills theory and treating

them as ghosts in the double copy [24, 25]. The sum of the

aforementioned methods has recently been used in a tour de

force set of computations of scattering of massive-particles in

Einstein gravity up to 4th post-Minkowskian order [26–28].

II. IDEA AND SUMMARY OF PAPER

The successes but also the seemingly arbitrary structure of

the BCJ double copy lead to the natural question: Is there a

sense in which the BCJ double-copy could be derived “from

the top” instead of being an ad hoc procedure on the level

of amplitudes? Or more specifically: Could one write a La-

grangian generating the Einstein equations in a form in which

the double copy is manifest? I take some steps towards an-

swering this question in this Letter (see also the works of Che-

ung and Remmen [29, 30] for other approaches to the ques-

tion).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.14607v2
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It is now well know that the complexified Lie algebra of

the Lorentz group so(3,1)C can be written as a direct sum

of two copies of the complexified Lie algebra of the rotation

group SU(2), so(3,1)C ≃ su(2)C ⊕ su(2)C. This leads to the

labelling of finite-dimensional irreducible representations of

the Lorentz group by the highest weights of two irreducible

SU(2) representations as (m,n) (see, e.g., Refs. [31, 32]).

A tetrad vector basis eA
µ and the dynamics of the related spin

connection can be formally viewed as the local gauge theory

of the (1/2,1/2) (vector) representation of the Lorentz group.

One could try and repeat this procedure by using a reducible

representation such as the (1/2,0)⊕ (0,1/2) of the Lorentz

group by using a tetrad Dirac-spinor basis. One would then

expect a natural decomposition of the dynamics into the two

irreducible pieces of the representation. As relegated com-

pletely to the Supplemental material, this indeed turns out

to be the case, but requires space-time metrics of signature

(−−++).
Consequently, I instead present in Section III of this Letter

a procedure that leads to an equivalent result and can be well

realised within (−+++) signature space-times. I start with

a tetrad formalism and decompose only the spin connection

related to the tetrad, which transforms in the (1,0)⊕ (0,1)
representation of the Lorentz group. As a result, a double copy

of SL(2,C) connections is also recovered in a fully covariant

manner, and this is manifest in the resulting action.

As I then discuss in Section IV, this has intriguing connec-

tions both to the BCJ double copy and to Ashtekar-Barbero

variables. In particular, I conjecture that the BCJ double copy

can be understood through a “holomorphic trail” between rel-

ativity and two copies of SU(2) gauge theories as outlined in

Table I.

III. DECOMPOSITION OF TETRADIC PALATINI

ACTION

Notation and conventions: Unless specified otherwise, the

signature of the space-time metric gµν is (−+++), and ge-

ometric units G = c = 1 are used throughout. A,B,C,D =
0, ...,3 are tetrad indices belonging to the internal Lorentz rep-

resentation, µ ,ν,κ ,λ = 0, ...,3 are space-time indices, and

I,J,K,L = 1,2,3 are “spatial” or SL(2,C) internal indices. I

use square brackets around indices to denote antisymmetriza-

tion, and round brackets to denote symmetrization.

A. Tetrad basis Palatini action

Consider a frame eA
µ such that it satisfies the completeness

relation

eA
µeB

ν gµν = ηAB , (1)

where ηAB = diag(−1,1,1,1) is the Minkowski tensor. Then

it is easy to show that

eA
µ eB

νηAB = gµν . (2)

In fact, in the tetrad formalism the tetrad is viewed as the pri-

mary object and the metric gµν and all the related objects as

generated from it by the equation above. We can also de-

fine the covariant basis eν
B as the matrix inverse of eA

µ , that is

eν
BeB

µ = δ
µ
ν , eν

AeB
ν = δ A

B . Now I define the usual spin connection

ωµ
A

B = eA
κ ;µeκ

B =−eA
κ eκ

B ;µ , where the semi-colon corresponds

to the tensorial Levi-Civita derivative defined by gµν;κ = 0.

One can raise or lower the index on the connection by ηBC to

obtain ωµ
AB = −ωµ

BA. Now the curvature associated to the

connection is defined as

Ωµν
AB = ∂µων

AB − ∂νων
AB +ων

ACωµC
B −ωµ

ACωνC
B .

(3)

The Riemann tensor associated with the Levi-Civita connec-

tion acting only on tensors is recovered as

Rµνκλ = ΩµνABeA
κeB

λ , (4)

and contractions can be formed likewise.

Now consider the tetradic Palatini action formulated in

terms of frame forms eA ≡ eA
µdxµ :

STP =

∫

εABCDe
A ∧e

B ∧F
CD , (5)

where εABCD is the permutation symbol and the curvature form

F
AB = Fµν

ABdxµ ∧dxν/2 corresponds to an auxiliary connec-

tion κµ
AB as

Fµν
AB = ∂µκν

AB − ∂νκν
AB +κν

ACκµC
B −κµ

ACκνC
B . (6)

It is well known (see e.g. [10–12]) that the variation of the

action STP with respect to κ yields that the auxiliary con-

nection has to be the spin connection of the tetrad on-shell

κν
AB = ων

AB. Further variation with respect to eA
µ then yields

Einstein equations in the tetrad frame.

B. Decomposition of connection

Consider a general antisymmetric tensor EAB = −EBA and

its Lorentz transform

E ′CD = EABΛC
AΛD

B = EABΛ[C
[AΛD]

B] ≡ EABLCD
AB , (7)

where ΛC
A is the representation of the Lorentz transform in

the vector representation and LCD
AB can be viewed as the rep-

resentation of the Lorentz transformation on anti-symmetric

tensors. One can define soldering symbols as

PI
±AB =

1

2

(
1

2
εIJKδ J

[Aδ K
B]± iδ 0

[Aδ I
B]

)

, (8)

P̃AB
± I =

1

2
εIJK δ

[A
J δ

B]
K ± iδ

[A
0 δ

B]
I . (9)

Then one can decompose any antisymmetric tensor as

E I
± = EABPI

±AB , (10)
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and recover it from the ± pieces as

EAB = P̃AB
+ IE

I
−+ P̃AB

− IE
I
+ , (11)

where one should note the alternating sign in the labels on the

right-hand side. The index I can be viewed as running only

from 1 to 3, and the action of the Lorentz transform on the E I
±

is

E ′M
± = E ′CDPM

± CD = EABLCD
ABPM

± CD

= (P̃AB
+ IE

I
−+ P̃AB

− IE
I
+)L

CD
ABPM

± CD .
(12)

The key insight is that for any Lorentz transform it holds that

(see e.g. [31])

P̃AB
+ IL

CD
ABPM

+ CD = P̃AB
− IL

CD
ABPM

− CD = 0 . (13)

As such, the 3-component objects E I
± transform as

E ′M
± = E I

±λ M
± I , (14)

λ M
± I ≡ P̃AB

∓ IL
CD

ABPM
± CD . (15)

Furthermore, the matrices λ M
± I correspond to two inequivalent

representations of SL(2,C), specifically the adjoint represen-

tation and its conjugate. This is a restatement of the fact that

antisymmetric tensors transform in the (1,0)⊕ (0,1) repre-

sentation of the Lorentz group. One last note is that for real

antisymmetric tensors it always holds that

E I
+ = (E I

−)
† . (16)

It may seem that the decomposition is non-covariant in the

sense that one can choose any Lorentz “pre-boost” before ap-

plying it. However, the action of the (continuous) Lorentz

group is faithfully represented within each ± copy, and the

procedure of the decomposition and recovery of the original

tensor commute with Lorentz transforms. In other words, one

can first boost and then apply the decomposition, or first ap-

ply the decomposition and only then boost, and the result will

be the same. In this sense, the decomposition actually is fully

covariant.

Now let us decompose the auxiliary spin connection into

plus and minus copies AI
± as

κν
AB = ∑

±

P̃AB
∓ IA

I
±ν . (17)

Now the curvature can also be decomposed as

FAB
µν = ∑

±

P̃AB
∓ IF

I
±µν . (18)

The key statement is that F I
±µν can actually be obtained from

the individual spin-connection pieces AI
±ν :

F I
±µν = ∂µAI

±ν − ∂νAI
±µ ± iεIJKAJ

±µAK
±ν . (19)

In other words, the connections AI
±ν can be understood as

complexified su(2) connections in the adjoint and conjugate

adjoint representations (≃ sl(2,C)), and the decomposed cur-

vatures can be understood as gauge-invariant field-strengths

of the individual gauge connections AI
±ν .

Finally, the tetradic Palatini action becomes

STP =

∫

Π
+
I ∧F

I
++Π

−
I ∧F

I
− , (20)

Π
±
I ≡ εABCDP̃CD

∓ Ie
A ∧e

B , (21)

F
I
± ≡

1

2
F I
±µνdxµ ∧dxν . (22)

Here the forms Π±
I can be viewed as the true dynamical sol-

dering forms that solder antisymmetric tensors Eµν into the

internal (1,0)⊕ (0,1) Lorentz representation.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Relation to the BCJ double copy

The action (20) is at most quartic in its dynamic variables,

and refers to two SL(2,C) connections A± in the (conjugate)

adjoint representation (I drop indices in this section for clarity

of discussion). As such, it is a prime candidate for the under-

standing of the emergence of the BCJ double copy. Specifi-

cally, I propose here how the complex extension of the action

(20) is the most likely candidate to understand the BCJ double

copy.

Complexification of metric. We can understand the SL(2,C)
connections A± as independent real degrees of freedom and

treat them as such in the variation. However, once varying the

action (20) with respect to them (and assuming a real tetrad

and metric), it becomes clear that they have to be complex

and that

A+ = A
†
− . (23)

That is, the premise of the variation principle is violated by

the solution, and one should instead write the action from the

outset in the manifestly real form

STP =

∫

Π
+
I ∧F

I
++(Π+

I ∧F
I
+)

† . (24)

This form generates Einstein equations for real metrics.

An alternative relevant to the BCJ double copy would be to

understand the connections as independent and complex and

vary the action (20) with respect to all of the four degrees of

freedom A+,A−,A
†
+,A

†
−. Note that the connections A± then

directly correspond to the “heavenly” and “hellish” sectors

of Einstein gravity in the complex space-time approach ad-

vocated by Plebański [33]. However, at the end of the day

one wants to stay “earthly” by restricting to physical degrees

of freedom and separately imposing AI
+− (AI

−)
† = 0 as a La-

grangian constraint. Upon quantization, this constraint can be

enforced by the introduction of ghosts, very much how this

was found to be necessary in the double copy procedure by

Johansson and Ochirov [24, 25].

Double Lorentz group. There is, however, an even stronger

hint that a full complex prolongation of relativity is likely
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SU(2,R) gauge th. living on M4,R,

symmetry of spct. SO(3,1,R)
×

SU(2,R) gauge th. living on M4,R,

symmetry of spct. SO(3,1,R)

(gauge fields Aa
µ real)

→֒

(gauge fields Aa
µ real)

→֒

SU(2,C)≃ SL(2,C) gauge th. living on M4,R,

symmetry of spct. SO(3,1,R)
×

SU(2,C)≃ SL(2,C) gauge th. living on M4,R,

symmetry of spct. SO(3,1,R)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(Action of each SO(3,1,R) mapped to half of spct. symmetries of target)

→֒

SL(2,C)×SL(2,C) gauge th. on asymptotically M4,C,

(Asymptotic) spct. symmetry SO(3,1,C), homeomorphic to SO(3,1,R)×SO(3,1,R)

→֒

(analytic continuation from real coordinates)

SL(2,C)×SL(2,C) gauge th. (complex-metric relativity) on asymptotically M4,R,

(Asymptotic) spct. symmetry SO(3,1,R)

→֒

(tetrad and metric are real, (A+)
† = A−)

SL(2,C) gauge th. (real-metric relativity) on asymptotically M4,R,

(Asymptotic) spct. symmetry SO(3,1,R)

TABLE I. The diagram of the “holomorphic trail” along which information is exchanged between two theories with SU(2) connections and

real general relativity. The injection maps →֒ are briefly summarized in the brackets. M4,R/C stands for real and complexified Minkowski

space-time. The condition that the SU(2) gauge fields Aa
µ are real refers to convention where gauge-group generators T a are Hermitian.

the key to understanding the double copy as follows. Re-

call that the group SL(2,C) is a double cover of the real

Lorentz group SO(3,1,R) [31, 32]. However, it also holds

that the complexification of the Lorentz group SO(3,1,C) has

a double cover SL(2,C)× SL(2,C) which is also a cover of

SO(3,1,R)× SO(3,1,R). In other words, if we take the the-

ory with a complexified metric and also allow for complex

coordinates, asymptotically flat space-times enjoy a projec-

tive double Lorentz symmetry that is naturally also presented

in scattering amplitudes. This is important since, as stressed

by Cheung and Remmen [29], the double Lorentz symmetry is

one of the key symmetries of the BCJ double copy. It should

be noted, however, that relativity and pairs of theories with

SU(2) connections flow towards the same, fully complexified

class of theories through a set of injection maps that are dif-

ferent for each theory, as is detailed in the diagram in Table I.

As such, there is a holomorphic trail between relativity and

double SU(2) theories along which information is exchanged.

Details of some of the less trivial injections and further dis-

cussion will be published in a separate paper.

Open Issues. Let me comment on a few more outstand-

ing issues in understanding the full relation of this result to

the BCJ double copy. It may seem that one should require

the connections A± to be Yang-Mills connections in the sense

that they have vanishing divergence or at least fulfill some

analogous dynamics. This is not necessarily true, since the

BCJ amplitude composition method actually requires the use

of generalized gauge transforms that can be seen as deeper

variable transforms, and the stripping of the color factors and

replacing by kinematic factors in the procedure changes the

dynamics on an even more fundamental level. A more direct

understanding of the correspondence must then be established

on the level of observables and amplitudes, which can likely

be done only in very special gauges on either side of the cor-

respondence. This task is well outside the scope of this Letter.

A closely related open issue is also the counterpart of the

soldering forms ΠI
± in the double copy. In a geometric sense,

each of the ± sets represents a normalized complex triad of

oriented 2D space-time surfaces. By examining the equations

of motion, they can be seen as generating super-potentials for

the connections. However, in the context of the 3+1 formalism

tetrad-related objects quite surprisingly tend to instead play

the role of canonical momenta conjugate to the connections.

The spinorial procedure given in the Supplemental material

demonstrates that there is a number of ways in which the sol-

dering forms arise and that there is more than one route to

obtain the action (24). This means that soldering forms do

not need to be generated by tetrads at all and could instead

be postulated directly with appropriate completeness relations

in place. By comparing to the first-order formalism for Yang-

Mills theory given by Deser [9] (eq. (13a) therein), the solder-

ing forms play the role similar to Deser’s auxiliary curvature

variable, but miss a “kinematic” term ∝ ΠI
µνΠ

µν
I for this in-

terpretation. Such terms could arise as topological terms nec-

essary to differentiate the action., see Ref. [12].
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B. Relation to Ashtekar variables

It is obvious that the decomposition into A± as appearing

here can be viewed, in fact, as a fully covariant derivation of

the Ashtekar connection without the need of adding a Holst

term to the action as done in Refs [15–17]. To see that, con-

sider that the self-dual connection A CD used by Ashtekar is

in our (−+++) metric case (following approximately the

notation of [11] and dropping space-time indices)

A
CD =

1

2
ωAB(δC

A δ D
B +

i

2
εAB

CD) . (25)

Then we have AI
+ = iA 0I . Also, one can compare equations

(12) and (18) in ref. [17], and eq. (8) as given here to see

that the straightforward correspondence with the 3-component

version of the canonical Ashtekar variables. The key insight

that makes this work different is that one does not need to use

the entire self-dual connection and curvature and then restrict

to its certain components in the 3+1 decomposition, as is done

in the usual procedure [11, 15, 16]. Instead, one can refer

directly to the covariant (1,0)⊕ (0,1) decomposition already

before the 3+1 split.

The main breakthrough presented by Ashtekar variables

was the reduction of the Hamiltonian constraints in the 3+1

formalism into simple polynomial forms (see Ref. [34] for a

historical overview). However, this came at the cost of com-

plexifying the action and the metric, which had to be solved

in an ad-hoc manner. This led, e.g., to the two-connection

formalism of Barbero [14, 17], where Barbero succeeded in a

similar effort in the framework of a 3+1 real formalism. It is

unclear what is the relation of the herein presented formalism

with that of Barbero.

However, the fully covariant and real expression given in

equation (24) could circumvent these issues altogether, for in-

stance, by quantizing in a path-integral approach. The fact

that the KLT relation and the BCJ double copy emerged from

the consideration of string scattering amplitudes means that

further research into this question could also shed, at least in

principle, some light on the long-sought link between String

theory and Loop quantum gravity.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: A DIRAC-PALATINI

FORMULATION OF EINSTEIN GRAVITY

Here I discuss a counter-part to the tetrad construction from

the main paper by using a basis of Dirac spinors.

C. Dirac-spinor basis

I will use the chiral representation of spinors and the Clif-

ford algebra γ(AγB) =−ηAB, in which the gamma matrices γA

satisfy

γ0 =

(
02 12

12 02

)

, γ I =

(
02 σ I

σ I 02

)

,

σ I =

(
δI3 δI1 − iδI2

δI1 + iδI2 −δI3

)

.

(26)

where σ I are Pauli matrices. The choice of the chiral repre-

sentation will be important because it makes the generators of

the Lorentz group SAB =−SBA = γ [AγB]/2 block-diagonal:

S0I =

(
σ I 02

02 −σ I

)

, SIJ = iεIJK

(
σK 02

02 σK

)

, (27)

where εIJK is the permutation symbol. I call the part of

the spinor upon which the upper block acts “left” and the

ones one which the lower ones act as “right”. That is, every

upper-index spinor can be split into the form χa = (χL,χR).
The indices a,b,c = 1, ...,4 are spinor index transforming in

the (1/2,0)⊕ (0,1/2) spinor representation. Dirac-adjoint

spinors are written with a lower index, χ̄b, which transforms

with the inverse Lorentz transform (that is, the dual represen-

tation).

Consider now a basis of Dirac spinors ψa
µ in space-time

such that they fulfill the completeness relations

(ψ̄µ)bψa
νgµν = δ a

b , (28a)

ψ̄[µψν] = 0 , (28b)

where (χ̄)c = (χ†γ0)c = (χa)∗δab(γ
0)b

c is the Dirac adjoint.

In this sense, the adjoint operation can be viewed as Lorentz-

covariant index lowering and raising. (This requires represen-

tations where γ0† = γ0.)

The matrix ψa
µ has 16 complex components corresponding

to 32 real degrees of freedom. The constraint (28a) has 10

independent complex components (corresponding to 20 real

constraints), and equation (28b) has 6 purely imaginary com-

ponents (6 real constraints). As such, they leave only 6 free

real parameters in ψa
µ . Since all the constraints are Lorentz-

invariant, the freedom in the non-trivial solutions to the con-

strains uniquely corresponds to the 6 parameters of the (in-

ternal) Lorentz group. However, the equations (28) quickly

yield that the completeness relations can only be satisfied

in space-times with signature (−−++), since they require

the existence of four linearly independent complex vectors

pµ ,qµ ,rµ ,sµ such that p∗µ pµ = q∗µqµ = r∗µrµ = s∗µ sµ = 0.

Finally, the basis of Dirac spinors ψ̄a
µ can be viewed as gen-

erating the metric (with (−−++) signature) very much like

a basis of tetrad vectors

ψ̄µψν = gµν . (29)

In the rest of this material I will treat the Dirac-spinor basis

as the primary object, similarly to the tetrad-vector approach.

The metric gµν , and thus implicitly also its inverse gµν , should

then be understood as defined by the spinor frame via (29).

D. The spinor connection

Let me now define an affine spinor connection ωa
cµ by

postulating a spinor-tensor covariant derivative Dµ such that

mixed-index objects satisfy

Dµ χa...
ν b... =∇µ χa

ν +ωa
cµ χc...

ν b...+ ...

−ωc
bµ χa....

ν c....− ... ,
(30)

where ∇µ is the purely tensorial Levi-Civita covariant deriva-

tive ∇µgνκ = 0 that ignores the spinor indices. The relation-

ship to the spinor frame is then deduced by further requiring

that Dµψa
ν = 0, which yields

ωa
bµ =−(ψ̄ν)b∇µψa

ν = ψa
ν ∇µ(ψ̄

ν )b , (31)
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where ψ̄ν = gνκ ψ̄κ .

The spinor curvature is defined by ((DµDν −DνDµ)χ)
a =

(Ωµν χ)a, which yields explicitly

Ωa
cµν = ∂µ ωa

cν − ∂νωa
cµ +ωa

bνωb
cµ −ωa

bµωb
cν , (32)

where reference to the Levi-Civita connection ∇µ vanishes

due to ∇µAν −∇νAµ = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ .

Thanks to the use of the chiral representation and the com-

pleteness relations (28), the connection can only generate in-

finitesimal Lorentz transforms of block-diagonal form acting

separately on the right and the left parts of the Dirac-spinor

basis. The same statement is obviously true for the curvature.

In other words, the connection and curvature will always be

of the form

ωa
bµ =

(
ωLµ 02

02 ωRµ

)

, Ωa
bµν =

(
ΩLµν 02

02 ΩRµν

)

, (33)

where ΩL/R is given in terms of ωL/R in an identical manner as

in (32) only with spinor indices running over more restricted

values (in particular, the commutator [ων ,ωµ ] does not mix

between the blocks).

The relationship between the curvature of the spinor con-

nection and that of the tensorial Levi-Civita connection is es-

tablished by direct computation as

Ωa
bµν = Rµν

κλ ψa
κ(ψ̄λ )b . (34)

In particular, the Ricci tensor and scalar of ∇µ are obtained as

Rµν = ψ̄ µ
a Ωa

µν ψb
λ , (35)

R = ψ̄ µ
a Ωa

bµνψνb . (36)

E. Dirac-Palatini action

Consider the action

SDP[ψ
a
µ ,κ

a
bµ ] =

∫

Γψ̄ µ
a Fa

bµνψνbd4x , (37)

where Γ =
√
−det(ψ̄µψν ) and Fa

bµν is the curvature of an

auxiliary spin connection κa
bµ :

Fa
bµν = ∂µκa

bν − ∂νκa
bµ +κa

cνκc
bµ −κa

cµ κc
bν . (38)

It is assumed that the variation of ψa
µ is carried out while re-

specting the completeness relations (28a) and (28b), and that

the connection induces infinitesimal Lorentz transforms on

any spinor, so that it is in the general block-diagonal form

(33).

The action (37) refers to the metric determinant and to the

metric inverse and is thus non-polynomial in ψa
µ . Even though

it is in principle possible to reformulate the action SDP using

differential forms so that it is purely polynomial in the vari-

ables ψa
µ and κa

bν , it seems that this also requires violating

manifest Lorentz covariance of the expressions. Hence, I will

only use the non-polynomial form given in equation (37) in

this Supplemental material.

The statement to prove now is that the action (37) gener-

ates equations equivalent to vacuum Einstein equations under

the requirement of vanishing variation with respect to ψa
µ and

κa
bν .

Variation with respect to κa
bν yields

(ψ̄ µ)aψνb(δ a
d κe

b[µδ λ
ν]+ δ e

b κa
d[νδ λ

µ]) = ∇γ ((ψ̄
[γ )dψλ ]e) ,

(39)

It is easy to verify that this equation has a particular solu-

tion given by the spinor connection κa
bν = ωa

bν . Then one

can search for homogeneous solutions Ca
bν = κa

bν −ωa
bν

which satisfy equation (39) with a zero right-hand side. I

have verified by using a brute-force calculation in a specific

frame that spinor frames fulfilling the completeness relations

(28) allow no homogeneous solutions for equation (39). In

other words, the variation with respect to κa
bµ yields uniquely

κa
bµ = ωa

bµ . By substituting this result into SDP and consid-

ering equation (36) one sees that it becomes proportional to

the usual Einstein-Hilbert action.

Now, to vary SDP with respect to ψa
µ we need to apply

variations that do not violate completeness relations. Since

these degrees of freedom are only variations to Lorentz trans-

forms of the spinors (with respect to which the action is invari-

ant), and variations that uniquely map to metric variations, the

procedure straightforwardly yields the vacuum Einstein equa-

tions

Rµν −
1

2
Rgµν = 0 , (40)

where the Ricci tensor and scalar are given in equations (36)

and (35).

F. Left-right split of Dirac-Palatini action

It is obvious by inspecting the block-diagonal form of the

connection and the curvature (33), which, by assumption

translates also to the auxiliary connection and curvature, that

one can write the Dirac-Palatini action in the form:

SDP[ψ
a
µ ,κ

a
bµ ] =

∫

Γ(χ
∗µ
Lp F

p
R qµν χνq

R + χ
∗µ
RpF

p
L qµν χνq

L )d4x ,

(41)

where I have introduced indices p,q, p,q = 1,2 that transform

in the SL(2,C) transformation. Some of the indices transform

in the conjugate representations, and the lower index position

denotes that it transforms by inverse transforms (in the dual

representation).

Similarly to the tetrad approach, one can solder the connec-

tion and curvature into the adjoint representation, this time by

Pauli matrices:

AI
L/R = (σ I)q

pω p

L/Rq , ω p

L/Rq =
1

2
(σ I)p

qAI
L/R . (42)

It can be then shown from the fact that the connection induces

infinitesimal Lorentz transforms that on-shell one necessarily

has

(AI
L)

∗ =−AI
R . (43)
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Independently, it can be seen that curvatures obtained by the

same projections fulfill

F I
µν = ∂µAI

ν − ∂νAI
µ + iεIJKAJ

µAK
ν , (44)

where the formula applies both to the left and the right curva-

ture. Finally, one can rewrite the action as

SDP[ψ
a
µ ,κ

a
bµ ] =

∫

Γ(F I
Lµν Π

µν
L I +F I

RµνΠ
µν
R I)d

4x , (45)

Π
µν
L I = χ

∗[µ
Lp χ

ν]q
R (σ I)p

q , (46)

Π
µν
R I = χ

∗[µ
Rp χ

ν]q
L (σ I)p

q . (47)

Interestingly, (Π
µν
L I)

∗ = −Π
µν
R I . The fact that the objects are

anti-conjugate follows from some choices of convention made

during this derivation, specifically the choice to keep the sol-

dering prescriptions in equation (42) identical for the left and

right sectors.

In summary, the Dirac-spinorial approach generates, at the

cost of a (−−++) signature metric, an action completely

analogous to the decomposed action (24).


