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Abstract
A previously published covariant decomposition of the Levi-Civita tensor has
demonstrated the strong mathematical parallel between gravity and N = 2 YangMills theory. We use this to argue that the an R2 type Lagrangian has a stable
vacuum of lower energy than the perturbative vacuum. Using a Lagrangian in this
form instead of the more conventional Hilbert-Einstein Lagrangian allows us to use
the Clairaut-based formalism published by one of us previously to handle gravity’s
topological degrees of of freedom. We study the effect on second quantisation and
discuss the effects on, and of, the particle spectrum.
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1 Introduction
It is generally accepted that spacetime respects the Poincaré symmetry group, comprising both translation symmetry and Lorentz symmetry, so that attempts to construct a
theory of gravity based on gauge symmetry are typically based on a localised Poincaré
symmetry. While such a theory has been shown to be renormalisible [1] the approach is
never-the-less problematic, for if the Lagrangian is taken to be quadratic in the gravitational curvature then third derivatives of the translation representation (vierbein) destabilise the theory with negative kinetic energy terms [2]. Alternately, a linear form may
be taken such as the commonly used Hilbert-Einstein (H-E) Lagrangian.
A novel approach to stabilising the quadratic form was developed by Pak et al. [3, 4,
5], in a series of papers demonstrating that the energy could be bounded from below by
quantum vacuum effects induced by a quantised contorsion. In this and similar models,
typically based on Einstein-Cartan gravity, it is contorsion (or torsion) which is the
quantised dynamic degree of freedom (DOF) while gravitational curvature manifests as
a topological effect.
The topological contribution to Yang-Mills theories has also attracted considerable
attention, especially in the context of confinement in QCD. Of particular importance
is the notion of Abelian dominance, in which an Abelian subgroup of the gauge group
is either seen or assumed to dominate at longer wavelengths. This reduction to a subgroup generates a chromo-monopole condensate leading to a dual Meissner effect which
confines colour charge. Such magnetic confinement models date back to the work of
Savvidy [6] and Nielsen and Olesen [7], but suffered the shortcoming of not being
gauge covariant since specifying an Abelian, or any subgroup, breaks the gauge symmetry if care is not taken. In fact a gauge covariant way of identifying a subgroup of a
gauge Yang-Mills theory, which automatically provides a potential for the corresponding chromo-monopole field, was developed by Cho [8] and also independently by Duan
and Ge [9]. This Cho-Duan-Ge (CDG) decomposition, and another like it [10], was (re)discovered [11] at about the turn of the century when several groups were readdressing
the stability of the chromo-monopole condensate [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. The
mathematical subtleties of the CDG decomposition were only understood after considerable effort by several independent groups, with some initial confusion regarding its
DOFs and gauge-fixing . The interested reader is referred to [11, 12, 13, 14, 20] for
further details (see, also [21, 22]).
The CDG decomposition has since been used to demonstrate other important results
about QCD with three or more colours [18, 19, 23], the Wilson loop and confinement
[24, 25, 26], and even the vacuum of supersymmetric theories [27]. More recently, Cho
et al. adapted it to a Lorentz gauge group theory of gravity to show that its dynamics
have a spin-1 component [28, 29] in the absence of matter fields. They also found the
vacuum to have an SU(2) monopole background of the Lorentz gauge field, although
they did use the conventional H-E Lagrangian and did not discuss vacuum stability.
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In this work we apply this decomposition to the vacuum of a Lorentz gauge theory.
Throughout this paper we take ”monopole” to be in reference to the Lorentz gauge field
unless ”chromo-” is specified to indicate QCD.
Previous analyses using the CDG decomposition in QCD [12] assumed the chromomonopole condensate comprising the vacuum to provide a slow-moving vacuum background to the quantum DOFs, but in an earlier paper [30] the authors applied a new formalism to rigorously elucidate the dynamic DOFs from the topological. The Clairauttype formulation, proposed by one of the authors (SD) [31, 32], is a constraintless generalization of the standard Hamiltonian formalism to include Hessians with zero determinant. It provides a rigorous treatment of the non-physical DOFs in the derivation
of EOMs and the quantum commutation relations. Unfortunately this approach is not
well-suited to the H-E Lagrangian, failing to find natural looking forms for the conjugate momenta. It has also been argued by Witten [33] that the H-E Lagrangian cannot
represent a gauge theory in 3+1 dimensions. We therefore apply our Clairaut approach
to the gauged Lorentz group [28, 29] theory with a Lagrangian quadratic in curvature.
Rather than include contorsion, we observe the strong mathematical similarities with an
SU(2) Yang-Mills theory and use them to adapt results concerning the stability of that
vacuum to this theory. To maintain this parallel, and to avoid third order derivatives of
entering the EOMs, our theory does not include localised translation symmetry. We do
not, therefore, consider it a full theory of gravity, but rather a toy model for providing
insight.
A review of the covariant decomposition of the Lorentz group [28, 29] is given in
Section 2. In Section 3 we give a brief overview of the Clairaut-Hamiltonian formalism
and use it to study the quantisation of this theory, sorting dynamic from topological
DOFs and identifying circumstances under which the particle interpretation is spoiled
by background curvature. Matter fields are discussed in Section 4, while Section 5 gives
an overview of the effective particle spectrum, including specific circumstances when
the particle violating terms appear to vanish. We finish with a discussion in Section 6

2 A review of the covariant Abelian decomposition of
gravity
2.1

Magnetic decomposition

Abelian dominance has proven to be vital in our understanding of the QCD vacuum, facilitating the demonstration of a chromo-monopole condensate in QCD. That a magnetic
condensate suitable for colour confinement can have lower energy than the perturbative
vacuum has been known since the 1970s [6, 7], but in early work the direction in internal
space supporting the magnetic background could not be specified in a covariant manner
and nor was there support for the magnetic condensate being due to chromo-monopoles.
4

These issues were rectified by the introduction of the CDG decomposition, whose application to QCD is described in technical detail in Appendix A. Cho et al. [28, 29]
applied the CDG decomposition to a Lorentz gauge theory of gravity, where the connection forms the Lorentz gauge field. In fact he found two decompositions, one for
each of the two isometries of Lorentz symmetry which he had characterised in an earlier paper [34], using its equivalence to a local gauge theory of Lorentz transformations.
One, labelled A2, has a rotation-boost (non-lightlike) isometry and is suitable for our
approach. The other, labelled B2, has a null (lightlike) isometry corresponding to lightfront coordinates which we do not know how to treat in the Clairaut formalism. We shall
therefore work exclusively with the A2 formalism in this paper. Below we describe it
just enough to establish our notation, and then apply the above approach from QCD to
express the DOFs most succinctly.
The key physical insight is that the rotations are magnetically dual to the boosts
along the corresponding axis in the same sense that ǫµνρλ F ρλ is dual to Fµν [28, 29].
This duality has no direct equivalent in QCD. Equating the indices (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6) ≡
(23, 31, 12, 01, 02, 03), an adjoint representation of the Lorentz group is given by sextets
of the form 1
 m
~ 
,
(2.1)
P=
~e
where m,
~ ~e are multiples of the rotation and boost generators ê, m̂, respectively, where
ab
m̂ab
i = ǫ0i
a b
b a
êab
i = δ0 δi − δ0 δi

(2.2)

and the magnetic dual to P is given by
P̃ =



~e
−m
~


.

(2.3)

where
P · P̃ = 2m
~ · ~e, P × P̃ = 0.

(2.4)

P’s components obey the relation
1
P ab = − P mn (Jmn )ab .
2

(2.5)

The same indices define the invariant metric of the Lorentz group, given by
D
C
δAB = − fAC
fBD
= diag(+1, +1, +1, −1, −1, −1),
1

We have replaced p in Cho et al. with P to avoid notation conflict later in the paper.
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(2.6)

where f are the Lorentz group coefficients. The reader is referred to [28, 29] for complete details, many of which are not needed here as our toy model excludes local translation symmetry and does not treat the vierbein.
This notation allows P, P̃ to be naturally expressed with the basis
 0 
 ê 
i
= −l̃i ,
, ki =
li =
êi
0

(2.7)

li · lj = δij , li · kj = 0, ki · kj = −δij ,

(2.8)

li × lj = ǫijk lk , li × kj = ǫijk kk , ki × kj = −ǫijk lk .

(2.9)

with the algebra

2.2

Maximum Abelian decomposition

We use the CDG decomposition in which the embedding of a dominant direction U(1)
is denoted by n̂ which is defined by,
n̂(x) ≡ cos θ(x) sin φ(x) ê1 + sin θ(x) sin φ(x) ê2 + cos φ(x) ê3 .

(2.10)

The following will prove useful:
Z
dn̂(x)
sin φ(x) n̂θ (x) ≡ dy 4
= sin φ(x) (− sin θ(x) ê1 + cos θ(x) ê2 ),
dθ(y)
Z
dn̂(x)
= cos θ(x) cos φ(x) ê1 + sin θ(x) cos φ(x) ê2 − sin φ(x) ê3 ,
n̂φ (x) ≡ dy 4
dφ(y)
(2.11)
for later convenience, we note that
n̂φφ = −n̂, n̂θθ = − sin φ n̂ − cos φ n̂φ ,
n̂θφ = 0, n̂φθ = cos φ n̂θ ,

(2.12)

and that the vectors n̂(x) = n̂φ (x) × n̂θ (x) form an orthonormal basis of the internal
space. Other useful identities are shown in Appendix B.
Using this decomposition, Cho et al. [28, 29] identify the covariant basis
l̂ =

 0 
 n̂ 
.
, l̃ =
−n̂
0

(2.13)

We shall later have use for analogous definitions corresponding to n̂θ , n̂φ , n̂φθ , n̂φφ , n̂θθ .
As with SU(2) Yang-Mills we have nominated an Abelian direction at each point in
spacetime with the three-dimensional unit vector n̂, finding it convenient to again use
the derived unit vectors n̂θ , n̂φ in subsequent calculations.
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The most general connection which leaves the Abelian directions l̂, l̃ covariant is
given by
Γ̂µ ≡ cµ l̂ − c̃µ l̃ + g −1 ∂µ l̂ × l̂
= c µ + Cµ ,
where
cµ ≡



cµ n̂
c̃µ n̂



−1

, Cµ ≡ g (∂µ l̂ × l̂) =



g −1 ∂µ n̂ × n̂
0

(2.14)


.

(2.15)

We shall later have use for
Hµν ≡ ∂µ Cν − ∂ν Cµ + Cµ × Cν ≡ Hµν l̂,

(2.16)

and
Fµν ≡ (∂µ cν − ∂ν cµ )l − (∂µ c̃ν − ∂ν c̃µ )l̃ + Hµν + gXµ × Xν
= (D̂µ cµ − D̂ν cµ ) + Hµν + gXµ × Xν

(2.17)

~ µ , Z̃µ , of the Lorentz
There are, similarly, two mutually dual valence components, Z
connection which are always perpendicular to n̂. The parallels with CDG Yang-Mills
become even more striking if we absorb them into the above dualistic notation,
Xµ ≡

 ~ 
Zµ
.
Z̃µ

(2.18)

Substituting into the full connection coefficient we have
Γµ ≡ Γ̂µ + Xµ ,

(2.19)

which we use to define the covariant derivatives
Dµ ≡ ∂µ + gΓµ ×,

(2.20)

D̂µ ≡ ∂µ + g Γ̂µ × .

(2.21)

The curvature is then given by

1
D̂µ Γν − D̂ν Γµ + gΓµ ×Γν .
Rµν =
2

(2.22)

Hence we get that curvature has a topological non-dynamic part, and that this theory
is formally very similar to two-colour Yang-Mills theory. Indeed, taking and substituting
in the eqs (2.14-2.19) yields the Lagrangian

 
1
1 µν
1 µ ν
ν µ
µν
L = − Rµν R = − F · Fµν − D̂ X − D̂ X · D̂µ Xν − D̂ν Xµ , (2.23)
4
4
4
7

whose similarity to the decomposed N = 2 Yang-Mills Lagrangian [12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
20] is unmistakable.
The formal similarity to SU(2) Yang-Mills theory extends to the gauge variation of
the different components of the decomposition. We shall consider the rotation and boost
transformations separately for the sake of clarity. Infinitesimal rotations are effected
 α
~ 
, where the ˆ notation is chosen in parallel with l̂
with a gauge parameter α̂ =
0
and is not intended to imply a unit length in the usual sense. Under a gauged rotation
transformation δr with SU(2) parameter α̂
δr Γ̂ = D̂µ α̂
δr n̂ = n̂ × α
~,
~µ = g Z
~µ × α
δr Z
~,
δr Z̃µ = g Z̃µ × α
~.

(2.24)

These expressions describing the gauge transformation tell us two interesting things.
The first is that the Abelian component cµ combined with the Cho connection Cµ are
enough to represent the full Lorentz symmetry even without the valence components
Xµ , Cho et al. [28, 29] described as the ”restricted” theory. The second is that the valence components transform like a source transforms. There is a corresponding situation
in N = 2 Yang-Mills where the valence gluons are interpreted as colour sources. The
importance of this observation for this work is that we shall later discuss the possibility
of mass generation for the valence gluons and this form for the gauge transformation
leaves such mass terms covariant.
 
0
Infinitesimal boosts are effected by gauge parameters of the form α̃ =
. Under
α
~
a gauged boost transformation δb with SU(2) parameter α̃ the different components of
the field transform according to
δb Γ̂ = D̂µ α̃
δb n̂ = g n̂ × α
~,
~ µ = g Z̃µ × α
δb Z
~,
δb Z̃µ = g Ẑµ × α
~.

(2.25)

~ µ , Z̃µ , and by extension Xµ , do not transform as gauge fields
The valence components Z
but as sources. Nonetheless their form must be constrained to ensure consistency with
its being a massless gauge vector field [35], so we impose the gauge condition
D̂µ Xµ = 0,

8

(2.26)

whose similarity to a conventional gauge-fixing term is clear. Gauge-fixing the Abelian
DOFs cµ we begin with the condition
D̂µ cµ = 0
⇒ D̂µ (cµ l̂) = 0 , D̂µ (c̃µ l̃) = 0
⇒ ∂µ cµ = 0 , ∂µ c̃µ = 0

(2.27)

Hence the Abelian DOFs cµ require only a straightforward Abelian gauge-fixing term
and no ghosts.
The chromo-monopole background in SU(2) QCD has long been argued to be energetically favourable to the perturbative vacuum [6, 7, 36] but demonstrating its stability
took work by many authors over time [11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20]. The point of contention was the apparent existence of an imaginary part to the one-loop effective action,
which was found to be an artifact of subtleties of regularisation [15, 16]. We observe
that the form of the Lagrangian in eq. (2.23) is the same as that for SU(2) QCD with
the original CDG decomposition, as indicated by eqs. (1.9,1.10) in Appendix A.
Working through the same calculations as in the analysis of SU(2) Yang-Mills theory [15, 16], finds two copies of each of the contributing Feynman diagrams calculated
by one of the authors (MLW) in conjunction with Cho [15] and also Pak [16], the other
two being quadratically divergent and therefore not contributing after renormalisation.
We find therefore that the analysis in these two papers holds in this effective theory
yielding a stable vacuum condensate at one loop.

3 Application of Clairaut formalism to the RotationBoost decomposition of the gravitational connection
3.1

A review of the Hamiltonian-Clairaut formalism

Here we review the main ideas and formulae of the Clairaut-type formalism
for singular


theories [31, 37]. Let us consider a singular Lagrangian L q A , v A = Ldeg q A , v A ,
A = 1, . . . n, which is a function of 2n variables (n generalized coordinates q A and n
velocities v A = q̇ A = dq A /dt) on the configuration space TM, where M is a smooth
manifold, for which the Hessian’s determinant is zero. Therefore, the rank of the Hes∂ 2 L(q A ,vA )
sian matrix WAB = ∂vB ∂vC is r < n, and we suppose that r is constant. We can
rearrange the indices of WAB in such a way that a nonsingular minor of rank r appears
in the upper left corner. Then, we represent the index A as follows: if A = 1, . . . , r,
we replace A with i (the “regular” index), and, if A = r + 1, . . . , n we replace A with
α (the “degenerate” index). Obviously, det Wij 6= 0, and rank Wij = r. Thus any set
of variables labelled by a single index splits as a disjoint union of two subsets. We call
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those subsets regular (having Latin indices) and degenerate (having Greek indices). As
was shown in [31, 37], the “physical” Hamiltonian can be presented in the form
A



Hphys q , pi =

r
X

i

pi V

A

α



q , pi , v +

i=1

n
X

α=r+1




Bα q A , pi v α −L q A , V i q A , pi , v α , v α ,
(3.1)

where the functions
Bα

 def ∂L q A , v A
q , pi =
∂v α
A



(3.2)
vi =V i (q A ,pi ,vα )

are independent of the unresolved velocities v α since rank WAB = r. Also, the r.h.s. of
(3.1) does not depend on the degenerate velocities v α
∂Hphys
= 0,
∂v α

(3.3)

which justifies the term “physical”. The Hamilton-Clairaut system which describes any
singular Lagrangian classical system (satisfying the second order Lagrange equations)
has the form
dq i  i
= q , Hphys
dt

n
X
 i
q , Bβ
−
phys
β=r+1
n
X

phys

dq β
, i = 1, . . . r
dt

dq β
dpi
= {pi , Hphys }phys −
{pi , Bβ }phys
, i = 1, . . . r
dt
dt
β=r+1
 β

n
X
dq
∂Bα
∂Bβ
−
+ {Bα , Bβ }phys
α
β
∂q
∂q
dt
β=r+1
=

∂Hphys
+ {Bα , Hphys }phys ,
∂q α

α = r + 1, . . . , n

(3.4)
(3.5)

(3.6)

where the “physical” Poisson bracket (in regular variables q i , pi ) is

n−r 
X
∂Y ∂X
∂X ∂Y
−
.
(3.7)
{X, Y }phys =
∂q i ∂pi ∂q i ∂pi
i=1

Whether the variables Bα q A , pi have a nontrivial effect on the time evolution and
commutation relations is equivalent to whether or not the so-called “q α -field strength”
Fαβ =

∂Bβ
∂Bα
−
+ {Bα , Bβ }phys
α
∂q
∂q β

is non-zero. See [31, 32, 37] for more details.
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(3.8)

3.2

The contribution of the Clairaut formalism

3.2.1 q α curvature
Substituting in the notation of Section 2, the angles φ, θ are seen, in parallel with our
previously published analysis [30], to have unresolved velocities. Their Clairaut-related
quantities are
Z
δL
Bφ (x) = dy 3
δx ∂0 φ(x)
Z
Z
3
dy 0δ(x0 − y 0)
= dy


× sin φ(y) y ∂ µ θ(y)l̂(y) + (l̂θ (y) × Xµ )(y) · R0µ (y) δ 3 (~x − ~y )


= sin φ(x)∂ µ θ(x)l̂(x) + (l̂θ (x) × Xµ )(x) · R0µ (x),
(3.9)
Z
δL
Bθ (x) = dy 3
δx ∂0 θ(x)
Z
Z
3
dy 0δ(x0 − y 0 ) sin φ(y)
= − dy


× y ∂ µ φ(y) l̂(y) + sin φ(y) (l̂φ(y) × Xµ )(y) · R0µ (y) δ 3 (~x − ~y )


µ
µ
= − sin φ(x) ∂ φ(x) l̂(x) + (l̂φ (x) × X )(x) · R0µ (x).
(3.10)

δBφ (x) 
= sin φ(x)(l̂θθ (x) × Xµ (x)) · R0µ (x) − Tφ (x) δ 4 (x − y),
(3.11)
δθ(y)


 

δBθ (x)
= − cos φ(x) ∂ µ φ(x) l̂(x) + (l̂φ (x) × Xµ (x)) · R0µ (x) + H0µ (x)
δφ(y)

+ Tθ (x) δ 4 (x − y),
(3.12)
where now
h
Tφ (x) = ∂ k sin φ(x) l̂(x) · R0k (x)


i
− sin φ(x)∂k θ(x) + (l̂θ (x) × Xk (x)) · l(x) ∂0 φ(x) ,

(3.13)

h



Tθ (x) = −∂ k sin φ(x) l̂(x) · R0k (x)


i
+ ∂k φ(x) + (l̂φ (x) × Xk (x)) · l̂(x) ∂0 θ(x) .
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(3.14)

This resulting q α -curvature is given by equation (26) in [30], but simplifies further
to
 δB (x) δB (x) 
φ
θ
δ 4 (x − y) + {Bφ (x), Bθ (x)}phys
−
δφ(y)
δθ(y)
 



= − cos φ(x) ∂ µ φ(x) l̂(x) + l̂φ (x) × Xµ (x) · R0µ (x) + H0µ (x)


− sin φ(x) l̂θθ (x) × Xµ (x) · Rµ0 (x)


+ 2∂ µ sin φ(x) R0µ (x) · l̂(x)) + (∂ µ H0µ (x) + g(C0(x) × Xµ (x)) · l(x).

Fθφ (x) =

Z

dy 4

(3.15)

3.2.2 Corrections to the equations of motion
Generalizing eqs. (7.1,7.3,7.5) in [31] (see also the discussion around eq. (3.1) ),
Z
X δBα (y)
δHphys
∂0 q(x) = {q(x), Hphys }new =
− dy 4
∂ 0 α(y),
(3.16)
δp(x)
δp(x)
α=φ,θ
the derivative of the Abelian component, complete with corrections from the Lorentzmonopole background is
Z
X δBα (y)
δHphys
4
−
dy
∂ 0 α(y),
(3.17)
∂0 cσ (x) =
σ (x)
δΠσ (x)
δΠ
α=φ,θ
where Πµ is the conjugate momentum of cµ . The effect of the second term is to remove
δH
the Lorentz-monopole contribution to δΠphys
σ (x) . To see this, consider that, by construction,
the Lorentz-monopole contribution to the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian is dependent on
δH
the time derivatives of θ, φ, so the monopole component of δΠphys
σ (x) is

δ
δ  δHphys
δHphys
H
|
=
∂
θ(x)
+
∂
φ(x)
phys θ̇φ̇
0
0
δΠσ (x)
δΠσ (x) δ∂0 θ(x)
δ∂0 φ(x)

δLphys
δ  δLphys
∂0 θ(x) +
∂0 φ(x)
= σ
δΠ (x) δ∂0 θ(x)
δ∂0 φ(x)


δ
Bθ (x)∂0 θ(x) + Bφ (x)∂0 φ(x) ,
= σ
δΠ (x)

(3.18)

which is a consistency condition for eq. (3.17). This confirms the necessity of treating
the monopole as a non-dynamic field.
We now observe that
δBθ (x)
δBφ (x)
= σ
= 0,
(3.19)
σ
δc (y)
δc (y)
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from which it follows that the EOM of cσ receives no correction. However its {, }phys
contribution, corresponding to the terms in the conventional EOM for the Abelian component, already contains a contribution from the monopole field strength.
Repeating the above steps for the valence components Xµ , assuming σ 6= 0 and
combining
Z
X δBα (y)
δH
4
−
dy
∂ 0 α(y).
(3.20)
D̂0 Π̃σ (x) =
δXσ (x)
δXσ (x)
α=φ,θ

with


δBφ (y)
= − sin φ(y) y ∂σ θ(y) l̂ + l̂θ (y) × Xσ (y) × X0 (y)
δXσ (x)

− l̂φ (y) l̂(y) · R0σ (y) δ 4 (x − y),


δBθ (y)
=
∂
φ(y)
l̂(y)+
sin
φ(y)
l̂
(y)
×
X
(y)
× X0 (y)
y σ
φ
σ
δXσ (x)

− sin φ l̂θ (y)l̂(y) · R0σ (y) δ 4 (x − y),

(3.21)

(3.22)

gives

δH
1 
sin
φ(x)(∂
φ(x)∂
θ(x)
−
∂
θ(x)∂
φ(x)
l̂(x)
−
σ
0
σ
0
δXσ (x) 2



+ sin φ(x)l̂φ (x)∂0 θ(x) − l̂θ (x)∂0 φ(x) × Xσ (x) × X0 (x)

1 
δH
− g 2 Cσ (x) × C0 (x) + C0 (x) × Xσ (x) × X0 (x).
= σ
δX (x) 2

D̂0 Π̃σ (x) =

(3.23)

This is the converse situation of the Abelian component, where their derivatives of Xσ
are uncorrected while their EOM receives a correction which cancels the monopole’s
electric contribution to {D̂0 Xσ , Hphys }phys . This is required by the conservation of
topological current.
3.2.3 Corrections to the commutation relations
Corrections to the classical Poisson bracket correspond to corrections to the equal-time
commutators in the quantum regime. Denoting conventional commutators as [, ]phys and
the corrected ones as [, ]new , for µ, ν 6= 0 we have
[cµ (x), cν (z)]new
= [cµ (x), cν (z)]phys
Z
 δB (y)
δBφ (y) −1 δBθ (y)  4
δBφ (y)
θ
−1
− dy 4
δ (x − z) (3.24)
F
−
F (z) ν
(z)
δΠµ (x) θφ
δΠν (z) δΠµ (x) φθ
δΠ (z)
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From here the work is more transparent if we separate cµ into cµ and c̃µ , and Πµ into
Πµ and Π̃µ . We have

δBφ (y) 
µ
µ
= sin φ(y) y ∂ θ(y) l̂(y) + (l̂θ (y) × X (y)) δ 4 (x − y),
δΠν (x)


δBθ (y)
µ
µ
= − sin φ(y) y ∂ φ(y) l̂(y) + (l̂φ (y) × X (y)) δ 4 (x − y).
δΠν (x)

(3.25)

Isolating the equations for Πµ finds, Π̃µ we find

δBφ (y) 
µ
µ
~
= sin φ(y) y ∂ θ(y) n̂(y) + n̂θ (y) × Z (y)) δ 4 (x − y),
δΠν (x)


δBθ (y)
µ
µ
~
= − sin φ(y) y ∂ φ(y) n̂(y) + (n̂φ (y) × Z (y)) δ 4 (x − y),
δΠν (x)

(3.26)

which upon substitution into eq. (3.24) gives us
[cµ (x), cν (z)]new
= [cµ (x), cν (z)]phys
−1
− sin φ(x) sin φ(z)(∂µ φ(x)∂ν θ(z) − ∂ν φ(z)∂µ θ(x))Fθφ
(z)δ 4 (x − z).

(3.27)

The second term on the final line, after integration over d4 z, clearly becomes
−1
Hµν (x) sin φ(x) Fθφ
(x),

(3.28)

indicating the role of the monopole condensate in the correction. Repeating the calculation for c̃µ
δBφ (x)
= n̂θ (x) × Z̃ µ (x)δ 4 (x − y),
δ Π̃ν (y)
δBθ (x)
= − sin φ(y)n̂φ (x) × Z̃ µ (x)δ 4 (x − y),
δ Π̃ν (y)

(3.29)

we immediately see a significant difference, with the monopole condensate contributing
no correctional terms to the Poisson bracket [c̃µ (x), c̃ν (z)]phys . By contrast, the commutation relations
[cµ (x), Πν (z)]new = [cµ (x), Πν (z)]phys , [Πµ (x), Πν (z)]new = [Πµ (x), Πν (z)]phys ,
(3.30)
are unchanged. Nonetheless, the deviation from the canonical commutation shown in
eq. (3.27) is inconsistent with the particle creation/annihilation operator formalism of
conventional second quantization, so that, except under the very special circumstances
14

discussed in section 5, particle number is not well-defined for the cµ field in general
although it is for c̃µ .
Repeating for the valence part,
[Πaµ (x), Πbν (z)]new
=

[Πaµ (x),Πbν (z)]phys

−

Z

dy 4

 δB (y) δB (y)
δBφ (y) δBθ (y)  −1
φ
θ
F (z)
−
δXµa (x) δXνb (z) δXµa (x) δXνb (z) θφ
(3.31)

where now a, b are spatial indices and Πaµ (x) is the ath component of Π̃µ (x). We
again find it illuminating to consider the rotation and boost components separately. For
~µ
derivatives with respect to Z

 
δBφ (y)
~ σe (y) × Z
~ c 0 (y)
= − ǫabc sin φ(y) y ∂σ θ(y) n̂b(y) + ǫbde n̂dθ (y) × Z
~ σ (x)
δZ
a

− n̂aφ l̂(y) · R0σ (y) δ 4 (x − y),
(3.32)

δBθ (y)  abc 
d
e
~
~
= ǫ
y ∂σ φ(y)n̂b (y) + ǫbde sin φ(y) n̂φ (y) × Zσ (y) × Zc 0 (y)
~ σ (x)
δZ

(3.33)
− sin φ n̂aθ (y)n̂(y) · R0σ (y) δ 4 (x − y),

The second term on the final line integrates over d4 z to become

−1
(naφ (x)nbθ (x) − naθ (x)nbφ (x)) sin φ(x) l̂(z) · R0µ (z) l̂(x) · R0ν (x) Fθφ
(x).

(3.34)

For the sake of completeness we expand the final term in these two equations, finding


~
~
l̂(y) · R0ν (y) = F0σ (y) + n̂(y) · Zµ (y) × Z0 (y) − Z̃µ (y) × Z̃0 (y)
(3.35)
For derivatives with respect to Z̃µ


δBφ (y)
d
e
4
abc
sin φ(y) y ∂σ θ(y) n̂b + ǫbde n̂θ (y) × Z̃σ (y) × Z̃c 0 (y),
= −δ (x − y)ǫ
δ Z̃aσ (x)
(3.36)


δBθ (y)
d
e
4
abc
ˆ
= δ (x − y)ǫ
y ∂σ φ(y)n̂b (y)+ sin φ(y) ǫbde lφ (y) × Z̃σ (y) × Z̃c 0 (y).
δ Z̃ σ (x)
(3.37)
In parallel to the commutators of Abelian fields, we see correction to the commutator of
~ µ but not of Z̃µ .
Z
Other relevant commutators are unchanged
[Xaµ (x), Πbν (z)]new = [Xaµ (x), Πbν (z)]phys , [Xaµ (x), Xbν (z)]new = [Xaµ (x), Xbν (z)]phys .
(3.38)
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4 Matter fields
There has been a strong parallel so far between the phenomenology of this theory and
that of two-colour QCD. However their interactions with matter fields are different.
Of particular note is that the Lorentz gauge field does not couple to scalars. We shall
remedy this in future work when we incorporate the vierbein and translation symmetry, which are also required for gravitational coupling to fermions. The inclusion of
fermions also requires a procedure for treating them within the Clairaut formalism,
which we do not yet know how to do, so for now we can only consider vector fields.
To avoid the unhelpful complications of gauge fixing we consider a massive vector
field Vµ whose kinetic terms are well-known to be
1
1
1
1
− V~µν · V~ µν + m2 V µ Vν = − (Dµ Vν −Dν Vµ )·(Dµ V ν −Dν V µ )+ m2 V µ Vν , (4.1)
4
2
4
2
where Dµ is the covariant derivative and the conjugate momentum is
1
Πν = − V0ν .
2
The corresponding contributions to Bφ , Bθ are


Bφ (x)|Vν = − V~ 0ν · l̂θ (x)Vν (x) ,


0ν
~
Bθ (x)|Vν = − V · l̂φ (x)Vν (x) sin φ(x),

(4.2)

(4.3)

where we remind that l̂, l̂θ , l̂φ are linear combinations of Lorentz matrices. This leads to
a contribution of
Fθφ (x)|Vν = V0ν · sin φ(x)l̂φθ (x)Vν (x)
= V0ν · sin φ(x) cos φ(x)l̂θ (x)Vν (x),

(4.4)

where the last line follows from eq. (2.12) and because the different boosts are mutually
orthogonal. The corrections to the commutation relations are proportional to the electric
component of the vector field Vν field strength.

5 Particle number and the Lorentz-monopole background
It is textbook knowledge that gravitational curvature spoils canonical quantisation, but
our approach gives a detailed mechanism. It also provides some narrowly defined circumstances under which it may be salvaged. We saw in subsubsection 3.2.3 that among
16

~ µ suffer corrections to their
the dynamic DOFs the rotation-related gauge fields cµ , Z
commutation relations inconsistent with a conventional particle interpretation while
their boost-related counterparts c̃, Z̃µ do not. Exactly how this affects the observed
dynamics of the theory is not immediately obvious and beyond the scope of work done
so far. A reasonable supposition is that the effect of linear momentum would dominate
that of rotational momentum at large distances, as determined by some theory-relevant
length scale.
We now consider the specific circumstances under which these particle-spoiling corrections might vanish. The form of eq. (3.27) indicates that they would arise for any
polarisation of cµ along either of the µ, ν directions. The only way to avoid this is if cµ
is polarised in the direction of the monopole field strength, requiring that the Abelian
component of the connection propagate at a right-angle to the monopole field-strength.
However, the form of the monopole field strength requires that a non-vanishing field
must have a varying orientation in space, since it is proportional to the derivatives of the
angles φ, θ. So even if the Abelian gauge component is propagating at a right-angle to
the monopole field-strength with its polarisation in the direction of the field strength, in
general this could not be assumed to continue as the orientation of the monopole field
strength varied. However, if the variation were gradual over space in comparison to the
wavelength of cµ then it might continue to propagate while adjusting to the required
orientations in a manner analogous to photon polarisation being rotated by successive,
closely oriented, polarising filters. However, if the wavelength of cµ is significant compared to the length scale of the field variation then such a mechanism could not act and
the particle’s energy would be either absorbed or deflected by the condensate, effectively
suppressing the longer wavelengths and providing a measure of the background curvature. We remind the reader that cµ represents the Abelian component of the Lorentz
gauge field and has no ghost fields to consider due to its trivial gauge-fixing condition.
One important observation is that the background field is (Lorentz) magnetic, so
that at any point in spacetime a reference frame exists where the monopole field and its
associated potential lie entirely along the spatial directions.
The particle-inconsistent contribution from eq. (3.32) only occurs in the presence of
a background electric component of the monopole field strength, vanishing when the
~ µ is orthogonal to the electric component of the background field. This
polarisation of Z
restricts the polarisation for a transversally polarised field whose direction of propagation is not in the direction of this electric component, but not otherwise. Of course,
the electric component of the background monopole field can always be removed by
a suitable Lorentz transformation, but this still leaves the particle interpretation framedependent.
Some authors have argued that the valence gluons in two-colour QCD gain an effective mass term [13, 14] via their quartic interaction with the non-trivial monopole
condensate. A similar mechanism could apply to the valence components of this theory.
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Consider the following quartic term from the Lagrangian in eq. (2.23),
g2
(Cµ × Xν ) · (Cµ × Xν )
4
g2
= (Cµ · Cµ Xν · Xν − Cµ · Xµ Xµ · Cµ ).
4

(5.1)

Remembering that the Lorentz monopole field Cµ has a non-zero condensate yields the
term
g2
hCµ · Cµ i Xν · Xν ,
(5.2)
4
so that the Lorentz-monopole condensate is seen to generate a mass term for the valence
component. Such a mass term is covariant under the gauge transformation because,
as shown in the discussion of eqs (2.24,2.25), the valence components transform as
sources. In this case the valence components could also be longitudinally polarised.
With longitudinal polarisation the only restriction is that the direction of propagation be
orthogonal to the background electric component of the monopole field strength. The
valence component might therefore enjoy a limited particle interpretation under a range
of circumstances.
The particle spectrum of the Lorentz gauge field in the presence of the Lorentz
monopole condensate would therefore contain the Abelian field c̃µ and the valence field
Z̃µ corresponding to the boost symmetries. Corresponding particles for the rotation
symmetries are not well-defined strictly speaking except for specific polarisations and
directions of propagation as discussed above.

6 Discussion
We have considered the DOFs of gravitational curvature by applying the Clairaut formalism to Cho’s adaptation of the CDG formalism for identifying the Abelian DOFs
[29] in a Lorentz gauge theory quadratic in curvature R. In this way we were able
to rigorously separate physical from topological DOFs. Ours is not the only line of
enquiry to consider gravitational phenomenology as topological rather than dynamic.
Pak et al. [3, 4, 5] modelled gravitational curvature as a topological background with
contorsion as the physical, confined, variable.
However our results indicate that gravity is not purely topological either but also
contains dynamic DOFs, so that contorsion is not necessary for a stable background. As
noted already, in the absence of matter fields the one-loop calculation of the monopole
background in our theory is a doubling of the corresponding QCD calculation. This
cannot be assumed to hold at higher order calculations when they become sensitive to
the different consequences for rotation-related and boost-related components. Infra-red
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analyses related to this issue were notoriously difficult in QCD and well beyond the
scope of what we wish to address here.
It is well-known that the inclusion of light quark fields impacts the calculation of
the β-function in QCD with consequences for asymptotic freedom. In particular, there
is an upper limit on how many light quark flavours a QCD theory can have and remain
asymptotically free. This number varies with the number of colours. If the stabilising
background also holds here then the number of fermionic matter fields should also be
limited. However the effect is offset by the bosonic fields, the lightest being photons and
mesons, which would tend to strengthen the field. We simply note that the differences in
their matter spectra suggest that this theory has significantly different infrared behaviour
from that of SU(2) QCD.
Our QCD analysis [30] demonstrated a breakdown of the second quantisation formalism. Similar terms also appeared in this analysis for the rotation-related gauge fields,
but not for the boost-related ones. The physical implications of this observation must
await later analysis but we speculate that effects coupling to linear momentum dominate
those coupling to rotational momentum at low energy.
The particle-spoiling corrections were found to be neutralised by certain specific
gauge choices and directions of propagation, and more robustly by the acquisition of
mass. Hence massive particles were found to have a more robust particle number then
massless ones. In the case of the valence components, parallels with two-colour QCD
plausibly made this a consequence of the monopole field itself. For a massive vector
field however, such convenient relationships among polarisation and background field
strength did not occur. Future work will hopefully address these issues for fermionic
matter fields.
We have left the inclusion of translation symmetry to subsequent work. We have
side-stepped important technical issues by restricting our gauge theory to Lorentz symmetry and leaving out translational symmetry but a full gravitational theory must of
course include the full Poincaré symmetry group. We suggest, however, that our Lorentzonly theory makes a sufficiently good approximation to indicate some relevant phenomenology.

A The CDG decomposition in SU (2) QCD
Here we outline the application of the CDG decomposition in two-colour (SU(2)) QCD.
The Lie group SU(N) has N 2 − 1 generators λ(a) (a = 1, . . . N 2 − 1), of which N − 1
are Abelian generators Λ(i) (i = 1, . . . N − 1).
The gauge transformed Abelian directions (Cartan generators) are denoted as
n̂i (x) = U(x)† Λ(i) U(x).

(1.1)
(i)

Gluon fluctuations in the n̂i (x) directions are described by cµ (x), where µ is the
19

Minkowski index. There is a covariant derivative which leaves the n̂i (x) invariant,
D̂µ n̂i (x) ≡ (∂µ + g V~µ (x)×)n̂i (x) = 0,

(1.2)

where V~µ (x) is of the form
~
V~µ (x) = c(i)
µ (x)n̂i (x) + Cµ (x),

~ µ (x) = g −1 ∂µ n̂i (x) × n̂i (x).
C

(1.3)

The vector notation refers to the internal space, and summation is implied over i =
1, . . . N − 1. For later convenience we define
(i)
(i)
Fµν
(x) = ∂µ c(i)
ν (x) − ∂ν cµ (x)

(1.4)

~ µν (x) = ∂µ C
~ ν (x) − ∂ν C
~ µ (x) + g C
~ µ(x) × C
~ ν (x) = H (i) (x)n̂i (x),
H
µν

(1.5)

(i)
~ µν (x) · n̂i (x).
Hµν
(x) = H

(1.6)

~ µ (x) denote the dynamical components of the gluon field in the offThe vectors X
~ µ (x) is the gluon field then
diagonal directions of the internal space, so if A
~ µ (x) = V~µ (x) + X
~ µ (x) = c(i) (x)n̂i (x) + C
~ µ (x) + X
~ µ (x),
A
µ
where

~ µ (x)⊥n̂i (x), ∀ 1 ≤ i < N ,
X

~ µ = ∂µ + g A
~ µ (x).
D

(1.7)
(1.8)

The Lagrangian density is still
1
Lgauge (x) = − F~µν (x) · F~ µν (x)
4

(1.9)

where the field strength tensor of QCD expressed in terms of the CDG decomposition
is
(i)
(i)
F~µν (x) = (Fµν
(x) + Hµν
(x))n̂i (x)
~ ν (x) − D̂ν X
~ µ (x)) + g X
~ µ(x) × X
~ ν (x).
+ (D̂µ X

(1.10)

Henceforth we restrict ourselves to the SU(2) theory, for which there is only one
n̂(x) lying in a three dimensional internal space, and neglect the (i) indices. These
results can be extended to larger SU(N) gauge groups.
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B Some convenient identities
The following identities concerning the unit vectors n̂, n̂φ , n̂θ and their derivatives may
be of assistance in following the calculations:
n̂ = n̂φ × n̂θ .

(2.1)

∂µ n̂ × n̂ = sin φ n̂φ ∂µ θ − n̂θ ∂µ φ
∂µ n̂ × n̂θ = n̂ ∂µ φ
∂µ n̂ × n̂φ = − sin φ n̂ ∂µ θ − n̂θ ∂µ φ

(2.2)

Corresponding identities hold for l̂ and its derivatives.

References
[1] Kellogg S Stelle, ”Renormalization of higher-derivative quantum gravity,” Physical Review D 16, 953 (1977).
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