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Abstract

We first see that the inertia of Newtonian mechanics is abselnd troublesome.
General relativity can be viewed as Einstein’s attempt ey, by making iner-

tia relative, to matter—perhaps imperfectly though, asast a couple of freedom
degrees separate inertia from matter in his theory. We densiays the relationist
(for whom it is of course unwelcome) can try to overcome suutietermination,

dismissing it as physically meaningless, especially bistitgy on the right trans-
formation properties.

1 Introduction

The indifference of mechanical phenomena and the cladsieal governing them to
absolute position, to translation has long been known. Téiativity’ extends to the

first derivative, velocity, but not to the second, accelergtwhich—together with its
oppositeﬂ inertia—has a troubling absoluteness, dealt wittfihl. General relativ-
ity can be seen as Einstein’s attempt to overcome that ales@lss §2.2), by making

inertia relative, to matter. But one can wonder about therebdnd nature of the ‘rela-
tivisation.’

Following Einstein we 43.7) take matter to be represented by the energy-momen-
tum tenscﬂTg—ratherthan by/t = TH+t#, whichincludes the gravitational energy-
momentunt* whose transformation properties make it too subjectiveasubstantial
to count. The role oflistantmatter is looked at i§3.2. Inertia can be identified with
affine or projective structure, as we seeéft3. In§3.5 matter appears to underdeter-
mine inertia by ten degrees of freedom, eight of which §B88) made to ‘disappear

1For motion is inertial when acceleration vanishes. Inkriation can also be understood, in more
Aristotelian terms, as “natural” rather than “violent” ¢aterated) motion._Weyl (2000, p. 138) has a cor-
respondingdualism between inertia and forcégravity, in the dualism between inertia and force, belng
to inertia, not to force.In the phenomena of gravitation therefore the inertial; as | prefer to saythe
guidance-field[...].” Cf.[Weyl (1924, p. 198): “Dualism between guidance and for¢€lie translations
from German and from French are ours.)

2|ndices from the beginning of the Roman alphabetabistract indicespecifying valence, contraction
(the once-contravariant and twice-covariant trilineappiag A7, = B;}dccd :V*xV xV = R,for
instance, turns one covector and two vectors into a nungiey)whereas Greek letters are used for space-
time coordinate indices running fromto 3, ands, j and!l for ‘spatial’ coordinate indices from to 3.
Sometimes we writd” for a four-vectorV¢, « for a one-formay, g for the metricg,,, and{«, V') for
the scalar produat, V* = (aq, V%). The abstract index of the covectde* = dzk, whose valence is
obvious, will usually be omitted.
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into the coordinates.” We take such coordinate transfaonato be physically mean-
ingless and concentrate on the significance of the remadiagtities instead, which
represent the polarisation of gravitational waves.

The physics of gravitational waves seems vulnerable to fibehity radical) coor-
dinate substitutions, as we see§B.4: their generation, energy, perhaps even their
detection can be ‘transformed away’ if the full range of gitb8ons, on which general
relativity was built, is available. Belief in the produatiandeed in the very existence
of gravitational radiation is bound up with the binary st&8RP1913+16, which is
considered iff3.14 and supposed to lose kinetic energy as it spirals irsyérenergy
is conserved, the energy lost in one form must be converéalai perturbation of the
surrounding space-time one presumes. But the consenrdatiois flawed §3.9), in-
volving, in its integral form, a distant comparison of ditieas that cannot be both gen-
erally covariant and unambiguously integrable. Even tpaa$ behaviour itself, the
loss of kinetic energy, and perhaps the oscillation on whietection §3.15) is based
can be transformed away; as can the energy of the gravitdfieid, which is custom-
arily assigned using the pseudoteng@r while an observer in free fall sees nothing
at all, an acceleration would produce energy out of nowhauepf a mere transfor-
mation to another ‘point of view’ or rather state of motioro feke advantage of this
fragility of gravitational waves, the relationist wantingption (inertia in particular) to
be ‘entirely relative’ to matter will be mathematically iahsigent and attribute phys-
ical significance only to notions with the right transforinatbehaviour—and none
to those that can be transformed away—thus allowing himgpude the reality of the
unwelcome freedoms separating matter and inertia, whickah&ismiss as mere opin-
ion, as meaningless decoration. If general covaridmaseto hold matter would seem
to determine inertia rather strongly . ..

In the early years of general relativity, Hilbert, Levi-@a;, Schrodinger and others
attributed physical meaning only to objects, like tensaith the right transformation
behaviour. Einstein was at first less severe, extendingyedalnotions with a more
radical dependence on the observer’s state of motion. Witlalnematical argument
(§3.10) giving a favourable representation of the integraiseovation law’s transfor-
mation properties he persuaded the community to sharelersitwe; but would soon,
having meanwhile read a manuscript by Cassiarl2), change his mindf8.11) and
also require general covariance for physical significaridee relationist can wonder
aboutan argument, and of a widespread indulgence it hehoeldipe, whose proponent
and advocate soon adopted the intransigence of his prepppments.

But rather than as a defence of relationism—for we have notegrind—this
should be viewed as an exploration of the logical landscapeertain logical gaps
or possibilities the relationist can exploit, especialhedhat (perhaps unwisely) takes
fundamental principles like general covariance more sghjothan the lenient prag-
matics of day-to-day practice, computation, predictiod amccess.

The various ways we help or hinder the relationist may sametiseem arbitrary;
to some extent they are arbitrary, or rather influenced bytastes and interests; but
they also take account of the literature and the very fudittreents it contains, to which
in many cases we have nothing to a&dd.

3For instance we hesitate to help the relationist with theadismasses (which of course constrain inertia)



2 Absolute inertia

2.1 Newtonian mechanics

Newton distinguished between an “absolute” space he alimic¢&rue and mathemat-
ical,” and the “relative, apparent and vulgar” space in \ahdéstances and velocities
are physically but imperfectlsneasuredlown here (rather than exactly divined by the
Divinity). Absolute position and motion were not referredanything. Leibniz iden-
tified unnecessary determinations, excess strittnmeewton’s ‘absolute’ kinematics
with celebrated arguments resting on g@cipium identitatis indiscernibiliumas a
translation of everything, or an exchange of east and westlyces no observable ef-
fect, the situations before and after must be the same, fdiffeoence is discerned. But
there were superfluities with respect to Newton’s own dymj(ﬂ founded as it was
on the proportionality of force and acceleration. With ian navilio, |Galileo (1632,
Second day) had already noted the indifference of vamdfgstito inertial transforma-
tions; the invariand®of Newton’s laws would more concisely express the indiffee
of all the effettithey governeE.

Modern notation, however anachronistic, can help sharp&rgretation. The
derivativesx = dx/dt andx = dx/dt are quotients of differences; already the po-
sition difference

Ax = x(t +¢€) — x(t)
=x(t +¢)+u—[x(t) + u]

is indifferent to the addition of a constant(which is the same fox both att and at

t 4 €). The velocity
.. Ax
X = lim —
e—=0 €
is therefore unaffected by the three-parameter gédaptranslationsk — x+u acting

on the three-dimensional spake The difference
Ax = x(t + €) — x()
=% +¢e)+ v —[x() + v]

of velocities is likewise indifferent to the addition of ansiant velocityw (which is the
same forx both att and att + ¢). The acceleration

.. Ax

X = lim —

e—=0 €

is therefore invariant under the six-parameter gr6up V which includes, alongside
the translations, the group of the inertial transformations — x 4+ vt, X — X+ v
acting on the space-tinie= £ x R.

whose influence in the initial-value formulation has beemlsondantly considered by Wheeler and others.
4For a recent treatment see Ryckiman (2003, pp. 76-80).
5Ct.[Dieks (2008, p. 178).
€Newton (1833)Corollarium V (to the laws)
7On this distinction and its significance in relativity seek (2006), where theffettiare called “factual
states of affairs.”



The difference
AX:X(t—FE)—X(t) :Xa(t+a+€)_xa(t+a) = Ax,

is also invariant under the grogpof time translationsThe translation — ¢ +a € R
can be seen as a relabelling of instants which makes ratherx,, assign tat + a
the valuex assigned ta: x,(t + a) = x(t). The differenceAx = Ax, has the same
invariance—as do the quotientsx /e, Ax/e, and the limitsk, %.

Newton'’s second lawis ‘covariant’ with respect to the groug = SO(S) of rota-
tionsR : F — E, which turn the “straight line along which the force is apgl with
the “change of motion,” in the sense that the two rotatibns» RF, ¥ — RX, taken
together, maintain the proportionality of force and acalen expressed by the law:
[F ~ %] & [RF ~ Rx|. We can say the second law is indiffeféta the action of the
ten-parameter Galilei groffhG = (S x V) x (T x R) with composition

(u,v,a,R) x (W',v',d,R') = (u+ Ru' +dv,v+ Rv',a+d,RR),

x being the semidirect product. So thbsolutefeatures of Newtonian mechanics—
acceleration, force, inertia, the laws—emerge as invegiafthe Galilei group, whose
transformations change threlative ones: position, velocity and so forth. A larger
group admitting acceleration would undermine the lawsuiritg generalisation with
other forces.

Cartan (192@ undertook such a generalisation, with a larger group, new &nd
other forces. The general covariance of his Newtonian fsmawith a flat connec-
tion) may seem to make inertia and acceleration relativejrbtact the meaningful
acceleration in his theory is naz? /dt2, which can be callecelativé™ (to the coor-
dinates), but thabsolute

i 2t 3 ; dad da!
@ S
7,l=1
(i = 1,2,3 and the timef is absolute). Relative acceleration comes and goes as co-
ordinates change, whereas absolute acceleration is digreenaariant and transforms
as a tensor: if it vanishes in one system it always will. The #&ecelerations co-
incide with respect to inertial coordinates, which make ¢dhanection componelﬁ

8“Mutationem motus proportionalem esse vi motrici impresstdieri secundum lineam rectam qua vis
illa imprimitur.”

9For Newton’s forces are superpositions of fundamentale®ré = f(|x2 — x1], [x2 — X1, |%2 —
%1],...), covariant undeg, exchanged by pairs of points.

105e€ Lévy-Leblord (1971, pp. 224-9).

11see alsh Friedmhah (1988)1), Penrose((2005§17.5).

12In [Baker (2005) there appears to be a confusion of the twoleretiens as they arise—in much the
same way—in general relativity. The acceleratitf /dr2 # 0 Baker sees as evidence of the causal
powers possessed by an ostensibly empty space-timeAwjth0 is merelyrelative even withA # 0 free
bodies describe geodesics, which are wordlines wlabxseluteacceleration vanishes. The sensitivity of
projective or affine structure to the cosmological constantould seem to be more meaningful, and can
serve to indicate similar causal powers.

13The abstract index representing the valence of the ‘paftigbation’ vectord; = 0 = 0/0x* tangent
to the:th coordinate line will be omitted.



F;l = (dat, Va,0;) vanish. The absolute acceleration of inertial motion aggshow-
ever it is represented—the connection being there to caheehcceleration of non-
inertial coordinates.

So far, then, we have two formal criteria of inertial motion:

e X = 0in Newton'’s theory
e A’ =(in Cartan’s.

But Newton'’s criterion doesn't really get us anywhere, as\hnishing acceleration
has to be referred to an inertial frame in the first place; taaé we are about to
return.

Einstein (1916, p. 770; 1988, p. 40; 1990, p. 28) and others hppealed to the
simplicity of lawsto tell inertia apart from acceleration: inertial systenasnit the
simplest laws. Conditiok = 0, for instance, is simpler thaji + a = 0, with a
terma to compensate the acceleration of systenBut we have just seen that Car-
tan’s theory takes account of possibile acceleragibrinitio, thus preempting subse-
quent complication—for accelerated coordinates do notapip affect the syntactical
fornf™4 of (@), which is complicated to begin with by the connectiemt. One could
argue that the law simplifies when that term disappears, whewoefficients ™, all
vanish; but then we’re back to the Newtonian conditioa: 0. And just as that condi-
tion requires an inertial system in the first place, Cartanisdition A’ = 0 requires a
connection, which is pretty much equivalent:; it can be seses @onvention stipulating
how the three-dimensional simultaneity surfaces arechutitf together by a congru-
ence of (mathematically) arbitrary curvasfinedas geodesics. The connection would
then be determined) posteriorias it were, by the requirement that its coefficients
vanish for those inertial curves. Once one congruence isezhthe connection, thus
determined, provides all other congruences that are atevith respect to the first. So
the initial geodesics, by stitching together the simuligngpaces, first provide a no-
tion of rest and velocity, then a connection, representiegtia and acceleration. The
Newtonian conditionk = 0 presupposes the very class of inertial systems given by
the congruence and connection in Cartan’s theory. So we se2émgoing around in
circles: motion is inertial if it is inertial with respect to inertiahotion

We should not be too surprised that purely formal criter@aafrlittle use on their
own for the identification of something as physical as imerBut are more physical,
empirical criteria not available? Suppose we view Newtdin® law, his ‘principle
of inertia,” as a special case of the second l&w= mx with vanishing force (and
hence acceleration). So far we have been concentratingeomtre mathematical
right-hand side, on vanishing acceleration; but theresig ie more physical left-hand
sideF' = 0: can inertial systems not be characteridexs free and far from everything
else? Even if certain bodies may be isolated enough to besakendirely uninfluenced
by others, the matter remains problematic. For one thing awe lmo direct access
to such roughly free bodies, everything around us gets guiel accelerated. And

14ct. [Dieks (2006, p. 186).
155ed Earman (1989§1,2), for instance.
1€Einsteih (1916, p. 772; 1988, p. 40; 1990, p. 59)



the absence of gravitational force is best assessed witeceto an inertial syste,
which is what we were after in the first place.

Just as the@bsenceof force has been appealed to for the identification of iaerti
its presencecan be noted in an attempt to characterise acceleratioinmmassag@
in the scholiumon absolute space and time show that Newton, for instanoppped
to tell apart inertia and acceleration througguseseffects forced In the two ex-
periments described at the end of g@holium involving the bucket and the rotating
globes, there is an interplay of local causes and effeatstatation of the water causes
it to rise on the outside; the forces applied to oppositessifethe globes cause the
tension in the string joining them to vary. But this doesrét gs very far either; our
problem remains, as we see using the distinction drawn abetween absolute ac-
celerationA? and relative acceleratio#?«? /dt?, which surprisingly corresponds to a
distinction Newton himself is groping for in the followin@psage from thecholium

The causes by which true and relative motions are distihgdisone from
the other, are the forces impressed upon bodies to geneatinmTrue
motion is neither generated nor altered, but by some forpegssed upon
the body moved; but relative motion may be generated orealtesithout
any force impressed upon the body. For it is sufficient onlympress
some force on other bodies with which the former is compatteat, by
their giving way, that relation may be changed, in which talative rest
or motion of this other body did consist. Again, true motiarfers al-
ways some change from any force impressed upon the moving bat
relative motion does not necessarily undergo any changeidly ®rces.
For if the same forces are likewise impressed on those otidies, with
which the comparison is made, that the relative position beagreserved,
then that condition will be preserved in which the relativetion consists.
And therefore any relative motion may be changed when tresrtration
remains unaltered, and the relative may be preserved wheruih suffers
some change. Thus, true motion by no means consists in siations?]

17An anonymous referee has pointed out that inertial systemse large and rigid in flat space-times,
but not with curvature; where present, tidal effects preweertial motion from being rigid, and even rule
out large inertial frames; but sé&.4.

18pijstinguuntur autem quies et motus absoluti et relativiimbicem per proprietates suas et causas et
effectus”; “Causae, quibus motus veri et relativi distingwuwm ab invicem, sunt vires in corpora impressae
ad motum generandum”; “Effectus, quibus motus absolutekttivi distinguuntur ab invicem, sunt vires
recedendi ab axe motus circularis”; “Motus autem veros exraccausis, effectibus, et apparentibus differ-
entiis colligere, et contra ex motibus seu veris seu apgiarteneorum causas et effectus, docebitur fusius in
sequentibus.”

19¢t.IRynasiewidz[(1995).

20«Causee, quibus motus veri et relativi distinguuntur abdewi, sunt vires in corpora impressae ad mo-
tum generandum. Motus verus nec generatur nec mutatureTisiggs in ipsum corpus motum impressas:
at motus relativus generari et mutari potest absq; viribysréssis in hoc corpus. Sufficit enim ut impri-
mantur in alia solum corpora ad quee fit relatio, ut ijs cedeistimutetur relatio illa in qua hujus quies vel
motus relativus consistit. Rursus motus verus a viribu®pes motum impressis semper mutatur, at motus
relativus ab his viribus non mutatur necessario. Nam si sestites in alia etiam corpora, ad quee fit relatio,
sic imprimantur ut situs relativus conservetur, consdtualelatio in qua motus relativus consistit. Mutari
igitur potest motus omnis relativus ubi verus conservatucponservari ubi verus mutatur; et propterea motus
verus in ejusmodi relationibus minime consistit.”



The absolutamotusof a body3 requires a force o, but to produce relativenotus
the force can act on the reference bodinstead; and relativenotuscan even be can-
celled if force is applied to botl¥ and~. The translators, Motte and Cajori, render
motusas “motion” throughout, but the passage only makes sens@y(jaf we use
acceleration for most occurrences at any rate: Newton first speaks atplaf the
generation or alteration of motion, to establish that ‘d&edion’ is at issue; having
settled that he abbreviates and just writestus—while continuing to mean acceler-
ation. And he distinguishes between a true accelerationaaralative acceleration
which can be consistently interpreted, however anachtioally, as A* andd?x? /dt?.
Of course Newton knows neither about connections nor affmetsire, nor even ma-
trices; but he is clearly groping for something neither hewe can really pin down
using the mathematical resources then available. It mape&gbintless to think of a
‘Cauchy convergence’ of sorts towards something whichetithe is unidentified and
alien, and only much later gets discovered and identified@goal towards which the
intentions, the gropings were tending.

When Newton states, in the second law, thatrthgationem motuis proportional
to force, he could mean either the true acceleration or théve acceleration; indeed it
is in the spirit of the passage just quoted to distinguishesgpondingly—pursuing our
anachronism—betweertaie forceF* = mA* and arelative forcef® = m d?z?/dt?.
This last equation represents one condition for two unkrspweih which one can be
fixed or measured to yield the other. But the relative foftés the wrong one. The
‘default values’ for both force and acceleration, the onesvidn is really interested
in, the ones he means when he doesn't specify, the ones thitimbis laws, are the
‘true’ ones: true force and true acceleration. And evdrtif= mA? also looks like one
condition for two unknowns, the true acceleratidhin fact concealéwo unknowns,
the relative acceleratio’z* /dt? and the differencet’ — dz?/dt? representing the
absolute acceleration of the coordinate syﬂmmhing doing then, we're still going
around in circles: the inertia of Newtonian mechanics remabsolute, and cannot
even be ‘made relative’ to force.

But what's wrong with absolute inertia? In fact it can alscskben as ‘relative,’ but
to something—mathematical structure or gensorium Debr absolute space—that
isn't really there, that's too tenuous, invisible, mathéins, setherial, unmeasurable
or theological to count as a cause, as a physically effecireemstance, for most em-
piricists at any rat8d The three unknowns of = mA’ are a problem because in
Newtonian mechanics affine structure, which determifies d?z*/dt?, is unobserv-
able. By relating it to matter Einstein would give inertiadid, tangible, empirically
satisfactory foundation.

2.2 Einstein

General relativity can be seen as a response to varioussthinguits our purposes to
view it as a reaction to two ‘absolute’ features of Newtoniagchanics, of Newtonian

21All sorts of questions can be raised about the direct meb#ityaof the true force.
22¢t [Einsteih (19116, pp. 771-2; 1917b, p. 49; 1990, p.57), @als&1921, pp. 31, 38, 39), Rovelli (2007,
§2.2.2).



inertia, to which Einstein objected: i. an observable d@ffising out of an unob-
servable cause; and ii. action without passion{3nwve will wonder how complete a
response it would prove.

i. We have just seen that Newton proposed to find absolutéeaatien through its
causes and effects. Einstein also speaks of cause and-effadtpractically seems to
be addressing Newton and his efforts to sort out absoluteedativemotus—in his ex-
position of the thought experiment at the beginning of “Diei@llage der allgemeinen
Relativitatstheorie (1916, p. 771). There he brings thgeelements of Newton'’s two
experiments—rotating fluid, two rotating bodies: Two flumties of the same size and
kind, S; andS2, spin with respect to one another around the axis joiningitidile
they float freely in space, far from everything else and atr@sitterable, unchanging
distance from each other. Wheregsis a spheres; is ellipsoidal. Einstein’s analy-
sis of the difference betrays positivist zeal and impagewith metaphysics. Newton,
who could be metaphysically indulgent to a point of mystitisnight—untroubled by
the absence of a manifest local cause—have been happy tahéedeformation of
S, as the effect of an absolute rotation it would thus serve ¥eak Einstein’s epis-
temological severity makes him more demanding; he wantslbiservable cauggof
the differing shapes; seeing faxal cause, within the system, he feels obliged to look
elsewhere and finds axternalone in distant masses which rotate with respec;to

ii. Einstein (1990) also objects to “the postulation,” inddenian mechanics, “of a
thing (the space-time continuum) which acts without beiciga upon@ Newtonian
space-time structure—inertial structure in particulaasta lopsided, unreciprocated
relationship with matter, which despite being guided byoiés nothing in return.

General relativity responds to absolute inertia by retptirertia tomatter, which
has a more obvious physical presence than mathematicajfzasid structure or the
sensorium Deiln “Prinzipielles zur allgemeinen Relativitatsthedr{@918a) Einstein
goes so far as to claim that inefffan his theory is entirely determingtby matter,
which he use§,;, to represent:

Since mass and energy are the same according to specialitgland
energy is formally described by the symmetric tengoy,§, the G-field is
determined by the energy tensor of matter.

23Einstein (1916, p. 771)f. footnotd 22 above. Einstein wants visible effects to hasible causesct.
Poincare|(1908, pp. 64-94), who sees “chance” when “lagfigtts have “small” causes—which can even
be too small to be observable; and Russell (1961, p. 162)etw small force might produce a very large
effect. [...] An act of volition may lead one atom to this at®rather than that, which may upset some very
delicate balance and so produce a large-scale result, sigayag one thing rather than another.”

24p 58: “Erstens namlich widerstrebt es dem wissensctiaétli Verstande, ein Ding zu setzen (hamlich
das zeitraumliche Kontinuum), das zwar wirkt, auf welchlsr nicht gewirkt werden kanrCf.|Weyl (1931,

p. 51): “Space accordingly acts on [things], the way one s&meély conceives the behaviour of an absolute
God on the world: the world subject to his action, he sparedeer of any reaction.”

251 fact he speaks of theG-field” (19184, p. 241), “the state of space described by timeldmental
tensor,” by which inertia is represented: “Inertia and vistigre essentially the same. From this, and from
the results of the special theory of relativity, it followsaessarily that the symmetrical ‘fundamental tensor’
(9.) determines the metrical properties of space, the indsghlviour of bodies in it, as well as gravita-
tional effects.”

26pid. p. 241: ‘Mach’s principle: The G-field is completelydetermined by the masses of bodies.” See
Hoefer (1995) on “Einstein’s formulations of Mach'’s priplg.”

27bid. 241-2: “Da Masse und Energie nach den Ergebnissen deefipaARelativitatstheorie das Gleiche



He explains in a footnote (p. 241) that tiachsches Prinzifis a generalisation of
Mach’s requirement (19882.6) that inertia be derivable from interactions between
bodied?

So we seem to be wondering about what Einstein ddish’s principle which
provides a convenient label, and is something along thes lofenatter determines
inertia. We have seen what a nuisance absolute inertia can be; tayeRiestein
made it relative, to matter; we accordingly consider theeeixtind character of his
‘relativisation,’ of thedetermination of inertia by matter

3 The relativity of inertia
3.1 Matter

To begin with, what is matter? Einstein (1918a), we have sesedl}" to characterise
it, but maybe one should be more permissive and countenassalibstantial stuff as
well. Einstein proposed

_ 1 oT A P oT L TP
(2) t'Llj - 5659 F(rprq—)\ -9 FG'pFTU
for the representation gfravitationalmass-energy; matter without mass, or mass away
from matter, are hard to imagine; so perhaps we can speakvtafionalmattermass-
energ)@ How aboutU# = T# +t# then, rather than jugt®? Several drawbacks come
to mind. The right-hand sidg of (Z) shows how such ‘matter’ would be related to the
notoriously untensorial connection components. In frdke feghen they vanish, the
pseudotensat: does to®®] which means that gravitational matter-mass-energy would
be amatter of opinioﬂ its presence depending on the state of motion of the observer
The distribution of matter-mass-energy in apparently gnspace-time would accord-
ingly depend on the choice of coordinates. To be extremiedrdil one could even fill
the whole universe, however empty or flat, on grounds thatamatass-energy is po-
tentially present everywhere, as an appropriate accelarabuld produce it anywhere.

A superabundance of matter would help constrain inertialeamte make ‘Mach’s
principle’—indeed any relationist claim or principle—ésasto satisfy, perhaps to a
point of vacuity. The relationist would also be brought uméortably close to his ‘ab-
solutist’ opponent, who believes there is more to inerte@ntione may think, that it

sind, und die Energie formal durch den symmetrische Enterger {,..) beschrieben wird, so besagt dies,
daR das7-Feld durch den Energietensor der Materie bedingt undrbestisei.”

28Barbour & Pfister [(1995) is full of excellent accounts; sesodlEarman [(1989, pp. 105-8),
Mamone Capria (2005) and Rovelli (20G2,.4.1).

29¢f.|Russell (1927, p. 82): “We do not regard energy as a “thihggause it is not connected with the
qualitative continuity of common-sense objects: it mayesggms light or heat or sound or what not. But now
that energy and mass have turned out to be identical, owsaktoiregard energy as a “thing” should incline
us to the view that what possesses mass need not be a “thing.”

301ts convenient form is assumed with respect to coordinattisfging 1 = \/—g, whereg is the deter-
minant of the metric.

3lIssues related to the domain\Wegtransformierbarkeiare considered ii3.4. Wegtransformierbarkeit
or ‘away-transformability’ is a useful notion for which tteeseems to be no English word.

32ct.[Earman & Norton[(1987, p. 519).



goes beyond and somehow transcends determination by miitkered if we spread
matter too liberally we hardly leave the relationist andadibtist much room to differ.
Rynasiewicz|(1996) has already dismissed their debatewamtmled”; the surest way
to hasten its complete (and regrettable) demise is to impgsEement, by a question-
able appeal to a dubious object which can cover the univeitheslippery coordinate-
dependent matter that disappears in free fall and reappeder acceleratidfl We
began with Newton, Leibniz and Galileo, have been guided tgrdinuity connecting
their preoccupations with Einstein’s, and accordingly@donotion of matter that dif-
fers as little as possible (within general relativity) fraheirs: hencd?, rather than
the ill-behaved/} = T# + t.

3.2 Distant matter

This paper is much more about general relativity than abcachivhimself; it is cer-
tainly not about Mach’s own formulations of his principl@he vagueness and ambi-
guities oftMach[(1988§2.6) have given rise to an abundance of ‘Mach'’s principles,’
many of which are represented.in Barbour & Pfister (1995). iMatd Einstein (1916,
p. 772) both speak of “distant” matter, which indeed figureséveral versions of
‘Mach’s principle’: one can say it is part of the ‘Machiandion, conspicuously
associated with Einstein, Wheeler, Barbour and others.diBtiént matter can affect
inertia in two very different ways: i. the ‘deceptive contity’ or ‘average character’
of p; and ii. ‘field-theoretical holism.

i. Einstein’s equationz,;(x) = T.(z) seems to express a circumscribed (direct)
relationship between inertia and matter at (or around)tpeinThe matter-energy-
momentum tensor

T%(x) = p(z)Vev?e,

for instance, describing a dust with densityand four-velocityl’®, would (directly)
constrain inertia at, not at other points far away. But much as in electromagmetis
the ‘continuity’ of p is deceptive. Once the scale is large enough to give a seo®lan
of continuity to the density, almost all the celestial bodies contributing to the deter-
mination of p(x) will be very far, on any familiar scale, from. [Einstein[(1917a) sees
p as an average, and speaks of ‘spreading’:

The metrical structure of this continuum must thereforghalistribution

of matter is not uniform, necessarily be most complicatedt iBwe are

only interested in the structure in the large, we ought toesgnt matter
as evenly spread over enormous spaces, so that its densiigtiabution

will be a function that varies very slom@.

Needless to say, all the matter involved in the determinati(z) will be very close
to z on the largest scales; but matter far franeven on those scales has a role too, a

33This is no peculiarity of general relativity, as an anonymaeeferee has pointed out: even in older
theories the local energy density can disappear and reappéar coordinate changes.

34p. 135: “Die metrische Struktur dieses Kontinuums muR dabegen der UngleichmaRigkeit der
Verteilung der Materie notwendig eine aufRerst verwiekekin. Wenn es uns aber nur auf die Struktur im
groRen ankommt, diirfen wir uns die Materie als Uber ungehRaume gleichmaRig ausgebreitet vorstellen,
so daf? deren Verteilungsdichte eine ungeheuer langsandetiche Funktion wird.”
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field-theoretical role, as we shall now see.

ii. Riemann [(1854) considered the possibility of a discretnifold D, with de-
numerable element®,, D-, .... Of course the value, = ¢(D,) of a (scalar) field
v at D,. will be completely unconstrained by the valugs at other pointsD; if no
restrictions are imposed. On its own the ‘boundary conditis, — 0 ass — oco—or
even the stronger conditiap; vanishes fors > 1—will not constrainy; at all. But
the further requirement that, say,

1 .
lor = sl < 5 min{len], s}

for adjacent pointsife. [r — s| = 1) gives, by heavily constraining either value once
the other is fixed, the crudest idea of how boundary conditat.

Of course the manifolds involved in general relativity anatinuous, with smooth
fields on them, which leads to subtler, less trivial conatraguch fields can undulate,
propagate perturbations, drag and so forth; the constta@lationship between neigh-
bouring values can ripple across the universe at the spebghof The valueR(z)
of a field R at pointz can be indirectly constrained through restrictions impldsg
another fieldT on the valueR(z’) at pointsz’ far away; or directly, by the physi-
cist, who may require for instance tHatitself vanish somewhere—here one speaks of
‘boundary conditions.’ If the universe foliates into sjdlii non-compact simultaneity
surfaces, such boundary conditions have to be imposeaaypasymptotic flatness.
But this, wrote Einstein (191[7a), is at odds with the relgtiof inertia: “inertia would
be influencedbut notdeterminecby matterB3—since the full determination requires
the ‘additional,’ physically ‘extraneous’ stipulation bébundary conditions. So he did
away with boundary conditions by doing away with the bougdae proposed a uni-
verse foliating into spatially compact simultaneity seda (without boundary), which
lend themselves to ‘global’ Machian interpretations byofaring the determination of
inertia by mattelf§

Even if the determination is partly field-theoretical, Istitt, global, non-locat] we
will concentrate on the ‘punctual’ determination, on thétlametic and comparison of
freedom degrees at a pointVords like “determination,” “over/underdeterminaticor”
“freedom” are often referred to a single point—by Einsteiad @thers—even in field-
theoretical contexts (where more holistic influences ae at work), and seem neither
illegitimate, meaningless nor inappropriate when appdietbcall

It is worth mentioning that Einstein’s own position on thetterof punctual rather
than field-theoretical, non-local determination is coirigsin “Kosmologische Betra-
chtungen zur allgemeinen Relativitatstheorie” (19 1%&&jch is all about fieldtheoretical

35p. 135: “Somit wilrde die Tragheit durch die (im Endlicherhandene) Materie zwdreeinfluRtaber
nicht bedingt’

36Both kinds of foliation have received ample attention in titerature; see Wheelerl (1959),
Choguet-Bruhat (19620 Murchadha & York|(1974), Isenberg & Wheeler (1979), ChdeBmihat & York
(1980), | Isenbergl (1981), York (1982), Ciufolini & Wheelet905, §5), ILusanna & Pauril (2006a.0,c),
Lusannal(2007). Lusanna & Alba (2007).

37Lusanna & Pauri (2006a, pp. 719-20 for instance) consideh son-locality in the Hamiltonian formu-
lation.

38gpecification of circumstances at a point is not enough, ananymous referee has pointed out, for
predictionin a field theory, where much more (Cauchy data on a Cauchgc)rivould have to be indicated.
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holism, he writes:

According to general relativity, the metrical characteaurg@ature) of the
four-dimensional space-time continuum is determined atyepoint by
the matter that’s there, together with its site.

And he often counts degrees freedom at a point, saying tlebbject there over- or
under-determines another.

3.3 Inertia

Inertial motion is free and ndbrced by alien influences to deviate from its natural
course. The characterisation is general, its terms takgecific meaning in particu-
lar theories: in general relativity, inertial motion is $eitt only to gravity and not to
electromagnetic or other forces; we accordingly ideritigrtia with the structures that
guide the free fall of smdff bodies (perhaps the hands of clocks too) by determining
the (possibly parametrised) geodesics they desliibe.

We have seen that Einstein identifies inertia with the metriavhich in general
relativity—whereVg vanishes (along with torsion)—corresponds to the affinacstr
ture given by the Levi-Civita connection = Ilp, with twenty degrees of freedom.
It gives the parametrisedgeodesicsrg : (ao,bo) — M; so — oo(sg) through
V4000 = 0, and represents the ‘inertia’ of the parameter, hence dfdnes of clocks,
along with that of matter. N/ is the differential manifold representing the universe.)

But time and clocks may be less the point here than plain &eeeyld identified
inertia with the weakeprojectivestructurdl, which gives the ‘generalised geode@s’
o : (a,b) = M; s — o(s), throughV,6 = Ad. Projective structure just represents
free fall, in other words the inertia of bodies alone, not ofliesandthe hands of ac-
companying clocks. One can say it is purely ‘material,’ eatthan ‘materio-temporal.’

In the classlT = {II, : a € Ay(M)} of connections projectively equivalent
to V, a particular connectiofil,, is singled out by a one-form, which fixes the
parametrisations of all the generalised geodesies So projective structure has
twenty-four degrees of freedom, four—namely, . .., as—more than affine struc-
ture;a, = (o, 0,). We can write

(dat, 19, 0x) = It + 0L, + dLa,,

where thel’# are the components of the Levi-Civita connection. The mestmmgful

39p, 135: “Der metrische Charakter (Krimmung) des vierdisimmalen raumzeitlichen Kontinuums wird
nach der allgemeinen Relativitatstheorie in jedem Pudlteh die daselbst befindliche Materie und deren
Zustand bestimmt.”

4Owe only know thattest bodies follow geodesics, as an anonymous reviewer has esispba Bodies
large enough to influence projective structure may be gulbed in a different way: “Since we do not
know how to solve Einstein’s equations with matter, we do kraiw whether ‘dynamical masses’ follow
geodesics.”

41ct.[Doratb (2007).

425ee footnotE]l, ard WevI (1921);[or Malament (2006, p. 2333 fmore modern treatment.

430r alternatively the unparametrised geodesics, in othedsvuist the imagé(o) = J(co) C M.
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part of the added freedom appears to be the ‘acceleration’

. dot ds \ d?so
A=—2a,0) = 2T = <d_so) ds?

of the parametes along the generalised geodesidetermined byl,,.

In fact not all of the added freedom in projective structsrerinpirically available:
as ‘second clock effects’ are never seemneally should be exalfl We have to make
a choice, and will take affine structure to represent inghiig if (duly restricted) pro-
jective structure is preferred, the arithmetic can be adﬂjaccordinglﬂ

3.4 Curvature and low-dimensional idealisations

Before moving on to the underdetermination of inertia byteratre should consider the
extent to which curvature interferes with low-dimensiofzro- or one-dimensional)
idealisations that have a role here. We have associatetlainveith the geodesics
of a connectioffd and a geodesic is a (parametrised) one-dimensional maniol
worldline that (if timelike) can be described by an ideally small—esisdly zero-
dimensional—object with negligible mass and spatial esitem Masses can be large
enough to produce observable distortions of space-timess@il enough to distort
only unmeasurably: whatever the threshold of instrumesgasitivity, masses falling
below the threshold can always be found. And even if theimglahips between the
worldlines making up the worldtube of an extended object matybe uninteresting—
their geodesic deviation will not always vanish—there ailays be geodesics whose
separation is small enough to bring geodesic deviation theethreshold of measur-
ability.

Synge (1964, pp. ix-X) was

never[...] able to understand th[e] principle [of equivede]. [ ...] Does
it mean that the effects of a gravitational field are indigtiishable from
the effects of an observer’s acceleration? If so, it is falseEinstein’s
theory, either there is a gravitational field or there is naweeording as
the Riemann tensor does not or does vanish. This is an abgohperty;
it has nothing to do with any observer’s world-line.

It is doubtless right to distinguish between curvature aathéiss; but also between
mathematical distinguishability and experimental digtiishability.

[...] The Principle of Equivalence performed the essemtftite of mid-
wife at the birth of general relativity, but, as Einstein amied, the in-
fant would never have got beyond its long-clothes had it resrbfor

44Sed Afrigt(2009) and Ehlers. Pirani & Schild (1972). We than anonymous referee for reminding us
about second clock effects.

45The four additional degrees of freedom would be subject ¢odifferential restrictiondor = 0; the
two-form da has six independent quantities.

46Cf. [Lusannla[(2007, p. 79): “a global vision of the equivalendagiple implies that only global non-
inertial frames exist in general relativity [...].” In othe/ords: since low-dimensional frames are too small
to make sense, they have to be global; global frames are tge @ be inertial; hence only non-inertial
frames can be countenanced in general relativity
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Minkowski's concept. | suggest that the midwife be now bdnigth ap-
propriate honours and the facts of absolute space-time face

We suggest more tolerance for the midwife, and certainlybustal; for even in a
curved region one can always find a cell (‘Einstein’s elevagmall enough to make
tidal effects experimentally negligible through@uOf course an elevator that's small
enough for one level of instrumental sensitivity may notdresinother. The strategy is
familiar from analysis: for any toleranee> 0 one can always find &that gives rise
to effective indistinguishability by falling under the &wance. Mathematical physics is
full of linear approximations; one often takes the first téma Taylor expansion and
ignores the others.

Tidal effects already get ‘idealised away'’ in the sixth d (to the laws), where
Newton points out that a system of bodfewill be indifferentd to a common “ac-
celerative force®] He presumably means a ‘universal’ force subjecting all efiito
the same acceleration, and clearly has gravity in mind—wh&doesn’t mention ex-
plicitly, however, as it would produce tidal effects at oddth the claimed invariance.
He idealises the difficulty away by specifying conditionattlvould (strictly speak-
ing) be incompatible if the accelerations were indeed gational: they have to be
“equal’which would put the bodies at the same distance from theceedand in
the same directi@@—which would align them along the same ray. Together the two
conditions would confine the bodies to the same spot. Hergliea, there is a sense
in which gravity can only be transformed away at a point. Theeace of curvature
nonetheless makes inertia easier to represent in Newtamgghanics, where it can be
‘global’ (rather than low-dimensional), since geodesicidgon vanishes everywhere;
but as we are wondering to what extent the ‘relative’ inesfigeneral relativity repre-
sents a satisfactory response to the absolute inertia ofdéawn mechanics, we have
to represent inertia in general relativity too. Affine stire seems to capture it well—
even if real objects are extended and distort space-time.

Then there is th®Vegtransformierbarkeitf gravitational energy. Though punctual
(zero-dimensionalyWegtransformierbarkeihas the merit of being logically clean—
some objects satisfy it, others der‘it may perhaps be too easily satisfied to be mean-
ingful. Larger domains tend to make it harder; they compdithe logic and mathemat-
ics of Wegtransformierbarkelby introducing differential constraints tying the fates of
certain points to those of others. Curvature might appepréeent broadewegtrans-
formierbarkeitquite generally, but non-vanishing connection componéatsot keep
t# from vanishingl_Schrodinger (1918) proposed coordinditeasmake* vanish ev-
erywhere in an entirely curved universe; so one should ren évink of a ‘bump in the

47Cf. [Lusannal (2007, p. 80): “Special relativity can be recodenely locally by a freely falling observer
in a neighborhood where tidal effects are negligible,” anéllp “[the equivalence principle] suggested [...]
the impossibility to distinguish a uniform gravitationatlfi from the effects of a constant acceleration by
means of local experiments in sufficiently small regions ngttbe effects of tidal forces are negligible.”

48“corpora moveantur quomodocunque inter se”

4%“pergent omnia eodem modo moveri inter se, ac si viribus ilon essent incitata,” “corpora omnia
aequaliter (quoad velocitatem) movebunt per legem Il. ideagunquam mutabunt positiones et motus eorum
inter se.”

504q viribus acceleratricibus aequalibus”

Slzequalibus,” “zequaliter”

52'secundum lineas parallelas”
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carpet’ that can be moved around but not altogether elirathaks we shall see i§8.8,
Einstein (1918c) made Schrodinger’'s example look pathiold by showing that two
objects (kept apart by a rod!) are enough to previfitom vanishing everywhere. But
since usefugeneralstatements (like a satisfactory classification of casesyietowt:

is affected by coordinate transformations over an arhjitragion seem hard to make,
one is tempted to stick to a single point—where the logit\egtransformierbarkeit
is simplified by depending on the object in question aloneoudh many quasi-local
characterisations of matter-energy have been proposey,ahappear to have their
shortcomings; Szabados (2004, p. 9) writes:

However, contrary to the high expectations of the eighfiaging an ap-
propriate quasi-local notion of energy-momentum has prdeebe sur-
prisingly difficult. Nowadays, the state of the art is typiggpostmodern:
Although there are several promising and useful suggestiva have not
only no ultimate, generally accepted expression for theggamomentum
and especially for the angular momentum, but there is noasss in the
relativity community even on general questions (for examphat should
we mean e.g. by energy-momentum: only a general expressigaining
arbitrary functions, or rather a definite one free of any ajulties, even of
additive constants), or on the list of the criteria of readmaness of such
expressions. The various suggestions are based on diffgréasophies,
approaches and give different results in the same situatipparently,
the ideas and successes of one construction have only tteryrifluence
on other constructions.

The impressive efforts devoted to such constructions amonbt due to a sense that
the legitimacy energy and its conservation rightly havehim test of physics must be
extended to general relativity, however badly they get daraged or even compro-
mised by curvature and path-dependence. Without attemptserious evaluation of
the fruits such efforts have yielded we will confine oursslte punctuaWegtrans-
formierbarkeit which is mathematically more straightforward and traletabnd logi-
cally much cleaner than broader kinds.

The physical significance of tensors s, incidentally, notlated to these matters—
a tensor being an object thednnot be transformed awgutat a point A field that's
wegtransformierbaat a point may not be more broadly.

3.5 The underdetermination of inertia by matter

We can now try to characterise and quantify the underdetextioin, at a point, of
inertia by matter. The relationship between affine struecturd curvature is given by
BH

VKA

=2rk, o+ DIk — Iy T

VKT TN

The curvature tensdBg,, has ninety-six§ x 42) independent quantities, eighty if the
connection is symmetric, only twenty if it is metric, in whicaseB;.,, becomes the
Riemann tensoRy,,. Einstein’s equation expresses the equality of the magtesar
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T.» and Einstein tensor
1
Gap = Rap — §Rgaba

where the Ricci scalar is the contractiony®® R, of the Ricci tensoR,;, = RS ..
Many Riemann tensors therefore correspond to the same Ricsor, to the same
Einstein tensor. By removing the ten freedom degrees of arsinic index pair, the

contractionR,;, = RS, leaves the ten independent quantities of the Ricci tenber; t

lost freedoms end up in the Weyl tensor

1
3

To the disappointment of the relationist, local matter widhlerefore seem to underde-
termine inertia by ten degrees of freedom—some of which rmayepless meaningful
than others, however, as we shall soon see. But whateverdheaing of the laxity
between inertia and matter, their relationship alreadidanore balanced than before,
for now there isnteraction: besides guiding matter, inertiae( affine) structure is also
constrained by it. Of course this impression of apparerarixad or justice, however en-
couraging, does not settle the issue—the guidance aftiyaats no freedom, perhaps
the constraint shouldn’t either. In fact we still have evezgson to wonder about the
way matter constrains inertia in general relativity.

Before we see how inertia is constrained by the simplest gordtion of matter—
its complete absence—in the linear approximation, let ussicker a point raised by
Ehler§3 and others: matter-energy would appear to make no senseutitie metric.
How can matter-energy underdetermine a more fundamerjedtabat it requires and
presupposes?

To begin with, no metric is needed to make sense of one comagptmportant
matter-energy tensor, namely** = 0. The next-simplest matter-energy tensor is
T = pVeV? (‘dust’), with matrix representation

Cabcd = Rabcd - ga[cRd]b + gb[cRd]a + Rga[cgd]b-

S o oOoT
o O oo
o o oo
o o oo

To rule out tachyonic dust one may seem to need the metrimposeg,,V°V? < 0;
but since conformally equivalent metriedg,; all agree, in the sense that

[9ab VeV < 0] & [e*gap VOV < 0]
for every\, conformal structure is enough. The next-simplest mattesrgy tensor is

Tab - pVa‘/b +p(gab + Va‘/b)i

53Ehler51(1995, p. 467): “So far, any description of the pripsrand states of matter involves a metric as
an indispensible ingredient. Consequently, quite apanh fmathematical technicalities the idea that “matter
determines the metric” cannot even be meaningfully formedla Besides matter variables, a metric [...]
seems to be needed as an independent, primitive concepysicglj...].” We thank an anonymous referee
for having brought this up.
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with matrix

p 00 0
0 p 00
00 p 0
000 p

The numbem typically gets identified wittpressure which does involve the metric,
being defined as force per umitea, or distance squared. The metric is also needed to
raise and lower indices: to tufii® into V, or g, into g, or even (by converting,;

into T;) to speak ofp or p as eigenvalues, or df* as an eigenvector. Electromag-
netism in general relativity also requires the metric, \ehdppears in the second term
of the energy-momentum tensor

1

1
Ta:_ Fach__aFeFde ’
b 4.7T< b 4gbd )

and is also needed to relafg;, or F° to F¢. But even if we have decided to represent
matter with7}? howeverit is constituted, the ‘materiality’ of pure electromagsat
is suspect and open to question; it can be viewed as lowdegtff than dust, for
instance. And it must be remembered that we are interestéd irelationship between
matter andnertia; admittedly inertia is closely related to the metric in stard general
relativity (by Vg = 0); but that relationship, which can be seen as contingestbban
relaxed by Einstein (1912[5 and others.

Generally, then, the reliance of matter on the metric seenadepend on th&ind
of matter; in particular on how rich, structured and comguiid it is. The simplest
matter—absent matter—can do without the metric; the mdlie ifracquires, the more
it will need the metric. We shall continue to explore the udd¢éermination of inertia
by matter, which will be altogether absent§B.8 and can otherwise be thought of—
with a loss of generality that needn’t be too troubling—asespureless dut.

To understand how gauge choices eliminate eight degreeseddm let us now
turn to gravitational waves in the linear approximation.

3.6 Inertia without matter

Through Einstein’s equation, then, matter determines thugin curvature given by
the Ricci tensor. Thabsenceof matte®] for instance, makes that curvature vanish

54The connection and metric were first varied independentlyEmsteih (1925), but he, misled by
Pauli, wrongly attributed the method|to Palatini (1919)—ewtad in fact varied the metric connection; see
Ferrariset all (1982).

55A world made ofdustor nothingmay seem a trifle arid. In principle it could be enriched by she
freedom degrees of the symmetric tengpy, whose eigenvalugsy, p2 andpz would, if different, indicate a
curious spatial anisotropy; to avoid whi@h; is taken to be degenerate, with eigenvaiue p; = p2 = p3,
so that only a single quantity gets typically added to the fdfudust. Less arid, but barely ...

56For a recent and readable account/see Kennéfick|(2007).

S7Einsteih (1917a, p. 132), it is worth mentioning, wrote thithout matter there is no inertia at all: “In a
consistent theory of relativity there can be no inewith respect to ‘spacebut only an inertia of the masses
with respect to one anoth&r
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identically—but not the more detailed Riemann curvatufgichv can oscillate nonethe-
less, and in many different ways. Here we will see the purdlgyl’ freedom left by
the absence of matter.

The weak perturbatioh,, = g, — 1., would (being symmetrical) first appear
to maintain the ten freedoms of the Weyl tensor. It is custynta write v, =
Ry — %n,wh, whereh is the traceh);. A choice of coordinates satisfying the four
continuity conditions),y,,, = 0 allows us to sety,o = 0, which does away with the
four ‘temporal’ freedoms. There remains a symmetric ‘pysglatial’ matrix

0 0 0 0

0 71 721 731
0 721 722 732
0 731 732 733

with six degrees of freedom. We can also makeanish, which brings us back to
huw = v and eliminates another freedom, leaving five. To follow thies$ of these
remaining freedoms we can consider the plane harmonic

©) h = Re{A,,e*®)}

obeyingOh,, = 0. If the wave equation werglch,, = (95 — c*V?)h,, = 0 in-
stead, with arbitrarg, the wave (co)vectdr would have four independent components
k, = (k,0.):

e the directionk; : ks : k3, in other wordsk/|k| (two)

e the lengthk| = \/k? + k3 + k3 (one)
o the frequencw = ko = (k, 9p) = c|k]| (one).

Sincec = 1 is a natural constant, the conditiath,, = 0 reduces them to three, by
identifying |k| andw, which makes the squared lengthk® = kok° — |k|? vanish.
And even these three degrees of freedom disappear into trdinates if the wave
is made to propagate along the third spatial axis, which earebalibrated to match
the wavelength, leaving twd (— 3) freedoms, of polarisation. The three orthogonality
relations

3 3
DAk =" A0y, 0)(dd k") =0
j=1 j=1

(¢ = 1,2, 3) follow from 9,,, = 0 and situate the polarisation tensérwith com-
ponentsA;; in the planek- C k' orthogonal to the three-vectér € k. Once
the coordinates are realigned and recalibrated so(¥ak) = 1 and(k, o), (k, 02)
both vanish, the three componerit&s, 9;) also vanish, leaving a traceless symmetric

matrix
0 0 0 0

0 hir hay O
0 hor —hin O
0 O 0 0

with two independent components,; = —has andhis = hay.
The above gauge choices therefore eliminate eight degfdére=sedom:
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e the four ‘temporal’ coordinates, eliminated by the conditions,y,,, = 0
e the freedom eliminated by = 0
¢ the three freedoms d&f eliminated by realignment and recalibration.

One may wonder about the use of an only ‘linearly’ covarigagraximation in a
paper that so insistently associates physical legitimatly generalcovariance. The
linear approximation has been adopted as the simplest walustirating how two
degrees of freedom remain after gauge choices eliminate;digit the same count
(2 = 10 — 8) can be shown, though much less easily, to hold in generay. higefly:
The ten vacuum field equatiorts,, = 0 are not independent, being constraitied
by the four contracted Bianchi identiti&&,G*° = ... = V,G*3 = 0; another four
degrees freedom are lost to constraints on the initial dedajng twd®] For details
we refer the reader to_Lusanna (2007, pp. 95-6), Lusanna & F2006a, pp. 696,
699, 706-7) and Lusanna & Pauri (2006b, pp. 193-4); but shpaint out that their
(related) agenda makes them favour a different, ‘candnfoal'double’) arithmetic
(2-2 = 2-[10 — 4 — 4]) of freedom degrees provided by the ADM Hamiltonian
formalism, which they use to distinguish between four—twaftgurational and two
canonically conjugate—"ontic” (or “tidal” or “gravitatizal”) quantities and the re-
maining “epistemic” (or “inertial” or “gauge”) degrees akkdonfd The ontic-tidal-
gravitational quantities—thiBirac observables-are not numerically invariaptunder
the groupGs of gauge transformations; Lusanna & Pauri seem to view agahgice
I's € Gg as determining a specific realisation (or ‘coordinatigaft ‘Q, = FS(Q4)’
of a single “abstract” four-dimensional symplectic spé&a@ The ontic state can per-
haps be understood as an invariant paint 2,4, which acquires the four components
{¢* (W), ..., p2(w)} € Q4 with respect to the coordinates, ¢2, p1, p2 characterising
a particularQ4. At any rate, Lusanna & Pauri use tfaur ontic-tidal-gravitational
observableso

¢ individuate space-time points

e ‘dis-solve’ the hole argumeﬁ

585ed Brading & Ryckmarn (2008) and Ryckinan (2008) on Hilbsttsggle, with similar constraints, to
reconcile causality and general covariance.

59In the general nonlinear case the two remaining freedom$edrarder to recognise as polarisations of
gravitational waves; Lusanna & Pauri speak of the “two aotoous degrees of freedom of the gravitational
field.” But having based our arithmetic on the linear appmadion we will continue to speak of polarisation.

60Lusanna & Pauri also take the four eigenvalues of the Weydderand gravitational ‘observables’
characterised in various ways by Bergmann & Komar, to exptgenuine gravity’ as opposed to mere
‘inertial appearances.’

61But[Lusannal(2007, p. 101): “Conjecture: there should existleged Shanmugadhasan canonical
bases of phase space, in which the DO (the tidal effects)so®argmann observablesamely coordinate-
independent (scalar) tidal effects.”

625ed Lusanna & Palifi (2006a, pp. 706-7); and lalso Lusanna (0001): “The reduced phase space
of this model of general relativity is the space of abstra€ (pure tidal effects without inertial effects),
which can be thought as four fields on an abstract spaceftifie= equivalence class of all the admissible
non-inertial framesl\/[:,‘)L 1 containing the associated inertial effetts

63They point out that the diffeomorphism at issue is constmiby the fixed Cauchy data to be purely
‘epistemic’ and not ‘ontic’; the covariance is ngéneral
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e argue that change possible in canonical gravity, for the ‘ontic’ quantitiean

evolveld

Since so much hangs on their four observables, Lusanna & Payhasise—with
detailed metrological considerations—thfagy really are observabl@nd go into pos-
sible schemes for their measurement§3als we propose a Doppler effect in a similar
spirit; but let us now return to the two (configurational, ggposed to canonical) de-
grees of freedom left by the eight gauge choices.

The physical meaning of coordinate transformations has la@eply discussed,
notably in the literature on the hole argum@ﬂ.‘l’he relationist will take the eight
degrees freedom eliminated by the above gauge choices t@bleilngles to lessen
the underdetermination of inertia—and because as a reisttioe would anyway. We
will too, and concentrate on the status of the double freedb|m1>larisatiorﬁ/W

Matter still underdetermines inertia, then, by two degfeesdom, which obstruct
the satisfaction of ‘Mach’s principle,” as we are calling But are they really there?
Or do they share the fate of the eight freedoms eliminateddogg choices, which we
have dismissed as physically meaningless? The relatioagtprefer to discard them
too as an empty mathematical fiction without physical coneege; but we know their
physical meaning is bound up with that of gravitational veawehose polarisation they
represent.

We should emphasise that the formalism of general relatfegpecially in its La-
grangian and Hamiltonian versions) distinguishes cleaelyveen the eight degrees of
freedom eliminated by gauge choices and the remaining tpi@senting polarisation.
We are not claiming that all tea«8 + 2) are theoretically, mathematically on an equal
footing, for they are not; we are merely wondering about thgsfral meaning of the

64The Hamiltonian acting on the reduced phase space is notartria asymptotically flat space-times,
where consistency requires the addition of a (De Witt sejféaerm generating a genuine ‘ontic’ evolution;
seel Lusanne (2007, p. 97), for instandef |Belot & Earman|(2001§§4-6) for a complementary discus-
sion of time and change in canonical gravity;_ or Earman (2@&51: “In the case of GTR the price of
saving determinism is a frozen picture of the world in whible bbservables do not change over time.”
Where the space-time is spatially compact, with no boundaey ‘ontic’ quantities—Earman speaks of
“observables”™—remain unchanged as no surface term hasdddsd to the (constant ‘ontic’) Hamiltonian
governing their evolution. Time evolutioN i = (dH)# is after all generated by thdifferential dH of the
Hamiltonian, which vanishes if the Hamiltonian is constaftr instance if it vanishes identically. We thank
an anonymous referee for added precision on this matter.

65See Earman & Nortor (1987). Butterfield (1087, 1989), No(b®88), Earman (198%9), [Maudlin
(1993)/ Stachel (1993). Rynasiewi¢z (1994). Belot (198&Jot & Earman|(1999. 2001). Ryckman (2005,
pp. 19-23)| Earman (2006), Dorato & Pauri (2006), Lusanna&rP(2006a), Lusanha (2007, pp. 99-100),
Rovelll (2007,52.2.5)) Esfeld & Lam|(200852) for instance.

66Ct.[Rovelli (2007,52.3.2).

67ct. [Earmah[(2006) p. 444: “In what could be termed the clasgibake of the debate, the focus was
on coordinate systems and the issue of whether equationstaintfield equations transform in a generally
covariant manner under an arbitrary coordinate transfoomaBut from the perspective of the new ground
the substantive requirement of general covariance is ramitabe status of coordinate systems or covariance
properties of equations under coordinate transformatiodeed, from the new perspective, such matters
cannot hold any real interest for physics since the contespace-time theories [...] can be characterised
in a manner that does not use or mention coordinate systeatisefiRthe substantive requirement of general
covariance lies in the demand that diffeomorphism invaeais a gauge symmetry of the theory at issue.”
A distinction betweerphysically meaningfund mere gaugds at the heart of the new perspectivEf.
Lusannal(2007, p. 104): “the true physical degrees of freeflo.] are the gauge invariant quantities, the
Dirac observablegDO).”
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two that cannot be eliminated by gauge choices. The claibtiibghysical meaning of
these two polarisations is related to the status of grawitat waves seems relatively
uncontentious—unlike the much more alarming claim (whighave undeniably as-
sessing, but not making) that gravitational waves are aipaljys unreal mathematical
fiction.

3.7 Gravitational waves, transformation behaviour and redity

To deal with the polarisation obstructing a full determioatof inertia the relationist
can insist on the right transformation behaviour, whictvigesional waves do not seem
to have, in various senses. He will argue that as the geoaratid energy, perhaps even
the detection of gravitational waves can be transformegativay and the underdeter-
mination of inertia by matter are about as fictitious as tighefreedoms that have just
disappeared into the coordinates.

If gravitational waves had mass-energy their reality cdaddhard to contef we
have seen that general relativity does allow the attrilougiomass-energy to the gravi-
tational field, to gravitational waves, through the pseadsbrt!; but also that! has
the wrong transformation behaviour.

Is the physical meaning a@f: really compromised by its troubling susceptiby
to disappear, and reappear under acceleration? A simikstigm arose 3.1, when
we wondered what to count as matter. There we did not providedlationist with
the ‘gravitational matter’ that would have favoured his radg by making his princi-
ples easier to satisfy, on grounds that, being mere ‘opjnhibwas too insubstantial
and tenuous to count. To be fair to the relationist we shoelthgps dismiss once
more as mere opinion. But we have no reason to be fair, and erglyrexploring cer-
tain logical possibilities. Perhaps ‘matter’ was somagtstronger, and required more;
maybe a quantity that comes and goes with the acceleratiding observer can be real
despite being immaterial; so we shall treat the physicalmmepof¢/:—as opposed to
its suitability for the representation of matter—as a fartissue.

General relativity has been at the centre of a tradition sp@muously associated
with [Hilbert (1924, pp. 261 (Teil 1), 276-8 (Teil Ilﬁ‘] Levi-Civite (1917, p. 382),
Schrodinger (1918, pp. 6-7; 1926, p. 492), Cassirer (1%®ihstein (1990, pp. 5, 13)
himself eventually, Langevin (1922, pp. 31, 54), Meyerst#P®,548), Russell (1927,
gVIl) and|Weyl (2000,517), linking physical reality or objectivity or significaado
appropriate transformation properties, to something glive lines of invariance or
covarianc&] Roots can be sought as far back as Democritus, who is saidvi® ha
claimed that “sweet, bitter, hot, cold, colour” are merenapm, “only atoms and
void"—concerning which there ought in principle to be betigreement—*"are real”;

68Cf.[Doratb (2000): “Furthermore, the gravitational field hasmentum energy, therefore mass (via the
equivalence between mass and energy) and having mass isa fgature of substances.”

89This issue is logically straightforward at a single poinhese it only depends on the object in question
(herett); the logic of broadeMegtransformierbarkeits much messier, depending on the nature of the
region, the presence of cosmic ragts ; seed3.4, and Einstein’s reply if3.8.

70See alsb Brading & Ryckmah (2008) &nd Ryckiran (2008).

“ICovariance and invariance are rightly conflated in much eflilerature, and here too. Whether it is
a number oGestaltor syntax or the appearance of a law that remains unchandeskishe point than the
generality—eompleteor linear or Lorentz for instance—of the transformations at issue.
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or more recently in Felix Klein's ‘Erlangen programme’ (237which based geomet-
rical relevance on invariance under the groups he usedgeifilayjeometries. Bertrand
Russell, in his version of neutral monigrmidentified objects with the class of their
appearances from different points of view—not really anoeaisdion of invariance
and reality, but an attempt to transcend the misleadingligeities of individual per-
spectives nonetheless. Hilbert explicitly required imsace in “Die Grundlagen der
Physik,” denying physical significance to objects with themg transformation prop-
erties. Levi-Civital Schrodinger (1918) and Bauer (191.8,65), who saw the relation
of physical meaning to appropriate transformation prapgds a central feature of rel-
ativity theory, likewise question@the significance of the energy-momentum pseu-
dotensor. Schrodinger noted that appropriate coordsnageket” vanish identically
in a curved space-time (containing only one body); Bauer ¢eaain ‘accelerated’
coordinates would give energy-momentum to flat regions.

Einstein first seemed happy to extend physical meaning tctbjvith the wrong
transformation properties. In January 1918 he upheld thktyef t# in a paper on
gravitational waves:

[Levi-Civita] (and with him other colleagues) is opposedtie emphasis
of equation P, (T¥ + t7) = 0] and against the aforementioned interpreta-
tion, because th€& do not make up gensor Admittedly they do not; but

| cannot see why physical meaning should only be ascribedantifies
with the transformation properties of tensor compon@wts.

3.8 Einstein’s reply to Schivdinger

In February[(1918c) Einstein responded to Schrodingdajsation, arguing that with
more than one body the stressgstransmitting gravitational interactions would not
vanish: Take two bodied/; and M, kept apart by a rigid rod? aligned alongd; .
M3 is enclosed in a two-surfa@é® which leaves oufi/; and hence cut® (orthogo-
nally one can add, for simplicity). Integrating over theséwdimensional regio®, the
conservation Iav@,,U;; = 0O yields

3
d .
— U°d3x:/ E ULd?y; :
dzd Jg * 00 = K

any change in the total energyU3d3x enclosed im® would be due to a flow, repre-
sented on the right-hand side, through the boundé&rfwhereU# is againT} + t~,
andd3x stands foz! A dz? A dx?; we have replaced Einstein’s cosines with a nota-
tion similar to the one used, for instance, in Miseeéal (1973)). Since the situation is

"2Accounts can be found in Russell (1021, 1927, 1956). But EmeRussell[(1991, p. 14), which was
first published in 1912Cf.|Cassirer| (1921, p. 36).

73Sed Cattani & De Maria (1993).

74Einstein (1918b, p. 167): “[Levi-Civita] (und mit ihm auchdere Fachgenossen) ist gegen eine Beto-
nung der Gleichungd, (¥ + t%) = 0] und gegen die obige Interpretation, weil djekeinen Tensor
bilden. Letzteres ist zuzugeben; aber ich sehe nicht einyrwanur solchen Grof3en eine physikalische
Bedeutung zugeschrieben werden soll, welche die Transtwnseigenschaften von Tensorkomponenten
haben.”
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stationary and there are no flows, both sides of the equasioish, fory = 0,1, 2, 3.
Einstein takeg: = 1 and uses

3
/ > Uld’s; =0.
7]

© =1

He is very concise, and leaves out much more than he writésydare presumably
to consider the intersectiaR N 9O of rod and enclosing surface, where it seeinss
orthogonal tad, andds, which means the off-diagonal componeffsandT} vanish,
unlike the componeri} alongR. Since

3
—/ > o tds;
12}

© =1

must be something liké} times the sectional area & the three gravitational stresses
ti cannot all vanish identically. The argument is swift, cowetd and full of gaps,
but the conclusion that gravitational stresses between(twmore) bodies cannot be
‘transformed away’ seems valid.

Then in May we again find Einstein lamenting that

Colleagues are opposed to this formulation [of conseragbiecauses(’)
and ¢~) are not tensors, while they expect all physically signifiaguan-
tities to be expressed by scalars or tensor compoignts.

In the same paper he defends his controversial energy oatiser law/d which we
shall soon come to.

3.9 Conservation under coordinate substitutions

Conservation is bound to cause trouble in general relatiiihe idea usually is that
even if the conserved quantity—say a ‘fluid’ with density-doesn’t stay put, even
if it moves and gets transformed, an appropriate total opacs nonetheless persists
through time; a spatial integral remains constant:

d
4 — [pd®x=0.
4) o | Pax
So acleanseparation intspace(across which the integral is taken) atighe (in the
course of which the integral remains unchanged) seems todseigposed when one
speaks of conservation. In relativity the separation ssigge Minkowskian orthogo-
nality

%) do L spar{01, 02,03}

7SEinstein (1918d, p. 447): “Diese Formulierung stRt bei Bachgenossen deshalb auf Widerstand, weil
(U¥) und ¢~) keine Tensoren sind, wahrend sie erwarten, daf? alleiéliPldysik bedeutsamen GroRRen sich
als Skalare und Tensorkomponenten auffassen lassenmilisse

76Se€ Hoefér (2000) on the difficulties of energy conservation
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between time and spa@which already restricts the class of admissible transferma
tions and hence the generality of any covariance. Howestricted, the class will
be far from empty; and what if the various possible integitadgimits give different
results? Or if some are conserved and others aren’t?

An integral law like [4) can typically be reformulated asacél’ divergence law

p .

BN +V-j=0,

which in four dimensions reads, J#* = 0, wherej stands for the current density,
the three-vectox represents the three-velocity of the fluid is the densityp and
J? equals(dz?, j). But the integral law igprimary; the divergence lawderived from it
only really expresses conservation to the extent that itilig £quivalent to the more
fundamental integral law. As Einstein puts it:

From the physical point of view this equatio®¥" /0x, + %gf,“"iu,, =0]
cannot be considered completely equivalent to the consenviaws of
momentum and energy, since it does not correspond to integuations
which can be interpreted as conservation laws of momentmhaeaerg)@

In flat space-time, with inertial coordinates, the divergeitaw 9,7+ = 0 can be
unambiguously integrated to express a legitimate conserviaw. But the ordinary
divergenced, T only vanishes in free fall (where it coincides with, 7?%), and oth-
erwise registers the gain or loss seen by an acceleratedsehsié such variations are
to be viewed as exchanges with the environment and not astikefiacquisitions or
losses, account of them can be taken withwhich makes),, (T +t#) vanish by com-
pensating the differen¢d.The generally covariant conditiah, (7} + t#) = 0, which
is equivalent tov, T2 = 0 andd,T* + %8yg“bTab = 0, can also be unambiguously
integrated in flat space-time to express a legitimate coaien law. But integration
is less straightforward in curved space-time, where itlve®a distant comparison of
direction which cannot be both generally covariant andgréble.

Nothing prevents us from comparing the values of a genuialasat distant points.
But we know the density of mass-energy transforms accoitging

p
(p,0) — W(LV),

wherev is the three-velocity of the observer. So the invariant gtiais not the mass-
energy density, but (leaving aside the stresses that orlg matters worse) the mass-
energy-momentum density, whicghmanifestly directionalAnd how are distant direc-
tions to be compared? Comparison of components is not amardirections or rather
component ratios equal with respect to one coordinate systay differ in another.
Comparison by parallel transport will depend not on the dotate system, but on the
path followed.

77Ct.[Einsteih [(1918d, p. 450).

"8Einstein [(1918d, p. 449): “Vom physikalischen Standpunlg kann diese Gleichung nicht als vollw-
ertigesAquivalent fiir die Erhaltungssatze des Impulses und dwmrgie angesehen werden, weil ihr nicht
Integralgleichungen entsprechen, die als Erhaltungsséés Impulses und der Energie gedeutet werden
kdnnen.”

79ct.|Brading & Ryckman[(2008, p. 136).
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3.10 Einstein’s defence of energy conservation

Einstein tries to get around the problem in “Der Energiegatter allgemeinen Rel-
ativitatstheorie”[(1918d). Knowing that conservatioruigproblematic in flat space-
time, where parallel transport is integrable, he makestiieeuse look as Minkowskian
as possible by keeping all the mass-energy spoiling theeiatneatly circumscribed
(which is already questionable, for matter may be infinite).

Einstein attributes an energy-momenturto the universe, which he legitimates by
imposing a kind of ‘general’ (but in fact restricted) invamice on each componey,
defined as the spatial integral

Ju = / 80 d*x

of the combined energy—momentumﬁ = Tﬁ + tg of matter and field (wherg# =
Uk,/—g etc, and the stresses seem to be neglected). To impose it rateytame and
space througli{5), and requires the fisldsandt! to vanish outside a bounded region
B. Einstein is prudently vague abobt which is first a subset of a simultaneity slice
X, and then gets “infinitely extended in the time directiBhtd produce the world tube
By, described by3 along the integral curves of the “time directiof. The support&
andt of T# andt* are contained iy, by definition; butt may be much smaller than
and henceBy,: we have no reason to assume tBatoes not contain bodies that radiate
gravitational waves—of whicly! would have to take account—along the lightcones
delimiting the causal future &f; = T N %,. Gravitational waves could therefore, by
obliging By, to be much larger tha®, spoil the picture of an essentially Minkowskian
universe barely perturbed by the ‘little clump’ of mattereegy it contains.

The generality of any invariance or covariance is alreachjtéid by [3); Einstein
restricts it further by demanding Minkowskian coordinags = 7., (and hence
flatness) outsidé,, 21 He then uses the temporal constaady, /dz® = 0 of each
component/,,, which follows fromd, % = 0, to prove that/,, has the same value
(Ju)1 = (Ju)2 on both three-dimensional simultaneity sIfes® = ¢, andz® =
of coordinate systenk’; and valug(J;,); = (J,)2 atz’® = t; andz’® = t; in another
systemK’. A third systemK" coinciding with K around the slice® = ¢; and with
K’ aroundz® = ¢}, allows the comparison ok and K’ across time. The invariance
of each componeni, follows from (J,); = (J;L)g. Having established that, Einstein
views the world as a ‘body’ immersed in an otherwise flat sgane, whose energy-
momentumJ,, is covariant under the transformation laws—Lorentz tranmshtions—
considered appropri&for that (largely flat) environment. Unusal mixture of trans
formation properties: four components, each one ‘somewhariant, which together
make up a four-vector whose Lorentz covariance would be ektipnable appropri-
ateness even if the universe wemmpletelyflat.

8CEinstein [(1918d, p. 450)

81lFlatness cannot reasonably be demanded of the rest of thersmi as can be seen by givig the
spherical support it has in the Schwarzschild solution, reteurvature diminishes radially without ever
vanishing.

82For a recent treatment see LachiézelRey (2001).

83Despitel Kretschmahr (1917), who pointed out that even ainenflat universe can be considered
subject to general (and not just Lorentz) covariar@glRovelli (2007,52.4.3).
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Einstein’s argument was nonetheless effective, and pée%the community,
which became and largely remains more tolerant of objeatduding laws and calcu-
lations) with dubious transformation properties.

In §§3.4-8 we saw what Einstein thought in the first months of 194Beady in
“Dialog Uiber Einwande gegen die Relativitatstheorigliich came out in November,
there’s a shift, a timid concession to his opponents, a sutitlerance. Einstein gives
the impressidﬁ he may have been glad to do away with coordinates, if possible
like Cassirdfd he thought it wasn't: “[...] cannot do without the coordiaalystem
[.. .].” If he had knowf that one can write, say/V instead of
(6) OV + I V",

Einstein would simply have attributed ‘full’ reality tV (without bothering with con-
fusing compromises). But he saw the complicated compeansatiexpressions likg{6)
instead, in which various transformations balance eackrathproduce a less obvious
invariance: “Only certain, generally rather complicategressions, made up of field
components and coordinates, correspond to coordinagpémtient measurableg(
real) quantities@ He felt that “the gravitational field[%. ] at a point is neither real
nor merely fictitioud®d: not entirely real since it has “part of the arbitrarin@dwf

84Se¢ Cattani & De Maria (1993), Hoéfer (2000).

8%Einstein [(1918e), middle of second column

86Cassirer[(1921, p. 37)

87Einstein [(1918e, p. 699): “Die wissenschaftliche Entwicid aber hat diese Vermutung nicht bestatigt.
Sie kann das Koordinatensystem nicht entbehren, muR3 atfnitkoordinaten GroRen verwenden, die sich
nicht als Ergebnisse von definierbaren Messungen auffdassen.”

88Bertrand_Russell (1927, p. 71) was perhaps the first to sepdssibility of a formulation we would
now call ‘intrinsic’ or ‘geometrical’: “Reverting now to thmethod of tensors and its possible eventual
simplification, it seems probable that we have an examplegeharal tendency to over-emphasise numbers,
which has existed in mathematics ever since the time of Bgtiaa, though it was temporarily less prominent
in later Greek geometry as exemplified in Euclid. [...] Owiogthe fact that arithmetic is easy, Greek
methods in geometry have been in the background since Descand co-ordinates have come to seem
indispensable. But mathematical logic has shown that nurisblgically irrelevant in many problems
where it formerly seemed essential [ . ..]. A new techniqueictvseems difficult because it is unfamiliar, is
required when numbers are not used; but there is a compenggtin in logical purity. It should be possible
to apply a similar process of purification to physics. Thehodtof tensors first assigns co-ordinates, and
then shows how to obtain results which, though expressetrimstof co-ordinates, do not really depend upon
them. There must be a less indirect technique possible, ichwie use no more apparatus than is logically
necessary, and have a language which will only express swth ds are now expressed in the language of
tensors, not such as depend on the choice of co-ordinates.nétdsay that such a method, if discovered,
would be preferable in practice, but | do say that it wouldegivbetter expression of the essential relations,
and greatly facilitate the task of the philosopher.”

89Einsteih (1918e, p. 699-700): “Nur gewissen, im allgemeiniemlich komplizierten Ausdriicken, die
aus Feldkomponenten und Koordinaten gebildet werdenpeaisen vom Koordinatensystem unabhangig
melbare (d. h. reale) GrofRen.” A similar idea is expressadilbert (1924, p. 278, Drittens. ...);
cf. IBrading & Ryckman| (2008, p. 136): “Interestingly, Hilbdrére cites the example of energy in general
where the (‘pseudo-tensor density’) expression for theggnmomentum-stress of the gravitational field is
not generally invariant but nonetheless, if defined prgpedcurs in the statement of a conservation law that
holds in every frame, i.e., is generally covariant.”

9CEinstein [(1918e, p. 700): “Man kann deshalb weder sagerGdastationsfeld an einer Stelle sei etwas
~Reales", noch es sei etwaslof3 Fiktives"*.”

91ibid. p. 699: “Nach der allgemeinen Relativitatstheorie sife\der Koordinaten des raum-zeitlichen
Kontinuums sogar ganz willkiirlich wéahlbare, jeder s&ibsligen physikalischen Bedeutung ermangelnde
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coordinates; not fictitious because it participates—"tieédfcomponents [...] with
whose help we describe physical reality"—in the balancictgygéelding invariant real-
ity: “nothing ‘physically real’ corresponds to the gratitaal fieldat a point only to
the gravitational field in conjunction with other data.”

3.11 Einstein’s conversion

In May 1921 Einstein seems to have gone a good deal fartherpaghing, perhaps
even exceeding the positions of his former opponents:

With the help of speech, different people can compare thix@egences to
a certain extent. It turns out that some—but not all—of thessey expe-
riences of different people will coincide. To such sensoqgeziences of
different people which, by coinciding, are superpersamalcertain sense,
there corresponds a reality. The natural sciences, andtioylar the most
elementary one, physics, deal with that reality, and hend&gctly with
the totality of such experiences. To such relatively camtséxperience
complexes corresponds the concept of the physical bodgriicplar that
of the rigid body?}

Admittedly he only speaks of the “sensory experiences dédiht people” and not
explicitly of the transformations that convert sensatibatveen them, nor of general
covariance for that matter. Not explicitly, but almost: vemually mentions physics;
experiences physics can be calletieasurementsnd they tend to produce numbers;
theory provides the transformations converting the nushfmrnd by one person into
those found by another. For measurements yielding a singtéaer, the interpersonal
‘coincidence’ atissue can be interpreted as numericallgguenly genuinescalars—
the same for everyone—would belong to the ‘superpersomditye With measure-
ments producingomplexesf numbers the notion of ‘coincidence’ upon which reality
rests is less straightforward: since numerical equalityebich component of the com-
plex, would be much too strong, it will have to be a more halikind of correspon-
dence, to do with the way the components change togetheishiag is an important
criterion: a complex whose components aegtransformierbacannot be physically
real—one whose components all vanish cannot ‘coinciddi aite whose components
don’t. Of course the characteristic class of transfornmetis not the same in every
theory; in general relativity it is the most general classt{@ansformations satisfying

Parameter. Ein Teil jener Willkir haftet aber auch demjeni Grof3en (Feldkomponenten) an, mit deren
Hilfe wir die physikalische Realitat beschreiben.”

92Ipid. p. 700: “dem Gravitationsfeldn einer Stelleentspricht also noch nichtphysikalisch Reales",
wohl aber diesem Gravitationsfelde in Verbindung mit ardddaten.”

99Einstein (1990, p. 5): “Verschiedene Menschen konnen rilfeder Sprache ihre Erlebnisse bis zu
einem gewissen Grade miteinander vergleichen. Dabei s&ift dal gewisse sinnliche Erlebnisse ver-
schiedener Menschen einander entsprechen, wahrenddsearein solches Entsprechen nicht festgestellt
werden kann. Jenen sinnlichen Erlebnissen verschiededarduen, welche einander entsprechen und
demnach in gewissem Sinne uberpersonlich sind, wird Bieglitat gedanklich zugeordnet. Von ihr, da-
her mittelbar von der Gesamtheit jener Erlebnisse, handielaturwissenschaften, speziell auch deren
elementarste, die Physik. Relativ konstanten Erlebnisgexen solcher Art entspricht der Begriff des
physikalischen Korpers, speziell auch des festen Kérper
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minimal requirements of continuity and differentiabi)itySo it does not seem unrea-
sonable to interpret the above passage as sayingtiyagenerally covariant notions
represent reality in general relativity

Eight pages on Einstein speaks of geometry in a similartspiri

In Euclidean geometry it is manifest that only (and all) qitées that can
be expressed as invariants (with respect to linear orthalgmrordinates)
have objective meaning (which does not depend on the platichoice
of the Cartesian system). It is for this reason that the thebmvariants,
which deals with the structural laws of invariants, is sfiiaint for analytic
geometr?}

Here “objective meaning” is explicitly attributed to inv@ance under the characteristic
class of transformations.

In a letter to Paul Painlevé dated 7 December 1921 Einstéirbes even more
explicit, claiming that coordinates and quantities depegdn them not only have no
physical meaning, but do not even represent measuremeittstes

When one replaceswith any function ofr in theds? of the static spher-
ically symmetric solution, one does not obtaimew solution, for the
qguantityr in itself has no physical meaning, meaning possessed only by
the quantityds itself or rather by the network of alis’s in the four-
dimensional manifold. One always has to bear in mind thatdioates

in themselves have no physical meaning, which means thatdbanot
represent measurement results; only the results obtaynéebelimina-

tion of coordinates can claim objective mear@g.

The tension with the passages quoted in footrotks 7B dndox® &bnot without its
significance for the relationist, who at this point can ngglliestion the legitimacy of a
mathematical tolerance whose champion would develop aansigence surprisingly
reminiscent of the severity expressed by his previous opipisn

One can wonder what made Einstein change his mind, afterCisitia, Schrodinger
and others had failed to persuade him. At the end of the fadwaated 9 August

94«Offenbar haben in der euklidischen Geometrie nur solchel @lle solche) GroRen eine objektive (von
der besonderen Wahl des kartesischen Systems unabhaBgideutung, welche sich durch eine Invariante
(bezuglich linearer orthogonaler Koordinaten) auskeiiclassen. Hierauf beruht es, daf’ die Invarianten-
theorie, welche sich mit den Strukturgesetzen der Inveieschatftigt, fur die analytische Geometrie von
Bedeutung ist.”

9%Einstein [(1921): “Wenn man in der zentral-symmetrischeiisthen Losung fuids? stattr irgend
eine Funktion vonr einfugt, so erhalt man keineeueLd[su]lng, da die Grosse an sich keinerlei phy-
sikalische Bedeutung hat, sondern nur die Gragseselbst, oder besser gesagt das Netz allein der
vierdimensionalen Mannigfaltigkeit. Es muss stets im Abghalten werden, dass die Koordinaten an sich
keine physikalische Bedeutung besitzen, das heisst, daksise Messresultate darstellen, nur Ergebnisse,
die durch Elimination der Koordinaten erlangt sind, kamiobjektive Bedeutung beanspruchen. Die metri-
sche Interpretation der Grosde ist ferner keine,pur imagination®, sondern der innerste Kern der ganzen
Theorie. Die Sache verhalt sich namlich wie folgt: Gesder speziellen Relativitats-Theorie sind die Ko-
ordinatenz, y, z, t mittelst relativ zum Koordinaten-System ruhenden Uhremittelbar messbar, also hat
auch die Invariantels, definiert durch die Gleichunds? = dt?> — dxz? — dy? — dz? die Bedeutung eines
Messergebnisses.”
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1920, to Cassirer'gur Einstein’schen Relativdtstheorig(1921) we discover that Ein-
stein had read the manuscript and made comments. There He have found the
first thorough justification of the mathematical severitg bpponents had expressed
a few years before. We know how much the philosophical wgginof Hume, Mach
and Poincaré had influenced Einst&rand can conjecture that even here he was fi-
nally persuaded by a philosopher after the best matherhptigaicists of the day had
failed.

Be that as it may, it was too late to repent: the damage had e, the (new)
cause was already lost, and indeed the lenience Einsteimgbeal in 1918 continues to
this day. General covariarites often disregarded or violated in general relativity: if
a calculation works in one coordinate system, too bad if @it in another; if energy
conservation is upset by peculiar coordinates, never mind.

3.12 Cassirer

Before going on we can briefly consider what Einstein wouldetfaund in Cassirer’s
manuscript.

Cassirer welcomed general relativity as confirming, evemsobidating a philo-
sophical and scientific tendency he had already describ®dtistanzbegriff und Funk-
tionsbegriff (1910); a tendency that replaced the obvious things andautes filling
the world of common sense, with abstract theoretical estitielations and structures.
Even the cruder objects of the naive previous ontologyddrtheir reality from ‘in-
variances’ of sorts, but only apparent ones—mistakenlggieed by the roughness
of our unassisted senses—which would be replaced by the ahsteact and accurate
invariants of modern theory.

Cassirer callsinity “the true goal of sciencé It appears to have much to do with
economy, of finding

a minimum of assumptions, which are necessary and suffitbggrovide
an unambiguous representation of experiences and theensgtc con-
text. To preserve, deepen and consolidate this unity, wéeeimed threat-
ened by the tension between the principle of the constantheofelocity
of light, and the mechanical principle of relativity, theetiry of relativ-
ity abandoned the uniqueness of measurement results foe spal time
guantities in different syster@.

Introducing differences where there were none before weeddn rather to undermine
or disrupt unity than to produceit...

963ed Howard (2005).

97¢t. [Norton (199B).

%€Cassirer[(1921, p. 28): “[die Einheit] ist das wahre Ziel Wéssenschaft. Von dieser Einheit aber hat
der Physiker nicht zu fragen, o b sie ist, sondern lediglich ewsie ist — d. h. welches das Minimum der
Voraussetzungen ist, die notwendig und hinreichend siim&, @indeutige Darstellung der Gesamtheit der
Erfahrungen und ihres systematischen Zusammenhanggemlje..].”

Pbid. p. 28: “Um diese Einheit, die durch den Widerstreit des Bpi® der Konstanz der Licht-
geschwindigkeit und des Relativitatsprinzips der Medhgefahrdet schien, aufrecht zu erhalten und um sie
tiefer und fester zu begriinden, hat die Relativitatstieeauf die Einerleiheit der MaBwerte firr die Raum-
und ZeitgroRen in den verschiedenen Systemen verzichtet.
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But all these relativisations are so little in contradintiwith the idea of
the constancy and unity of nature, that they rather are reduind car-
ried out in the name of this very unity. The variation of spaod time

measurements represents the necessarglition through which the new
invariants of the theory are first found and establisngd.

The foremost invariance is what we would typically call geheovariance—which
Cassirer considers “the fundamental principle of genetiatiwity“:

Above all there is the generfdrmitself of the laws of nature, in which we
must henceforth recognise the true invariant and as suctitbdogical
basis of naturg%

Again, Cassirer sees Einstein’s theory as a fundamentalrstihe transition between
a common sense world made of (apparently invariant) ‘things more abstract and
theoretical world of generally invariant mathematical eattg, laws and relatioff§3
Only relations that hold foall observers are genuinely object@,they alone can be
objectively real “natural laws.”

We should only apply the term “natural laws,” and attribubgeative re-
ality, to relationships whose form does not depend on thelfeiy of
our empirical measurement, on the special choice of the ¥atugables
x1, X2, T3, x4 Which express the space and time paramrs.

Cassirer even associatesth with general covariance:

The space and time measurements in each individual systeaineela-

tive: but the truth and generality of physical knowledgeichtis nonethe-
less attainable, lies in the reciprocal correspondencé tifese measure-
ments, which transform according to specific r{fis.

Truth is not captured by a single perspective:

1001hid. p. 29: “Aber alle diese Relativierungen stehen so wenig idéfépruch zum Gedanken der Kon-
stanz und der Einheit der Natur, daf3 sie vielmehr im Namen dleser Einheit gefordert und durchgefiihrt
werden. Die Variation der Raum- und Zeitmaf3e bildet die eoiige B e din gun g, vermdge deren die
neuen Invarianten der Theorie sich erst finden und begrillzdsen.”

103pid. p. 39: “den Grundsatz der allgemeinen RelativitatstieeataR die allgemeinen Naturgesetze bei
ganz beliebigen Transformationen der Raum-Zeit-Varialilee Form nicht andern[...].”

1021pid. p. 29: “Vor allem aber ist es die allgemeine Form der Natsetge selbst, in der wir nunmehr
das eigentlich Invariante und somit das eigentliche IdgisGrundgeriist der Natur Uberhaupt zu erkennen
haben.”

103ibid. pp. 34-5

1041pid. p. 35: “Wahrhaft objektiv kénnen nur diejenigen Bezieben und diejenigen besonderen GroRen-
werte heil3en, die dieser kritischen Priifung standhalténh-die sich nicht nur fiir ein System, sondern
fur alle Systeme bewahren.”

1051pid. p. 39: “Wir durfen eben nur diejenigen Beziehungen Natsejze nennen, d. h. ihnen ob-
jektive Allgemeinheit zusprechen, deren Gestalt von desoBderheit unserer empirischen Messung, von
der speziellen Wahl der vier Veranderlichen xs x3 x4, die den Raum- und Zeitparameter ausdriicken,
unabhangig ist.”

108]pid. p. 36: “Die Raum- und ZeitmaRe in jedem einzelnen Systeibdnerelativ: aber die Wahrheit und
Allgemeinheit, die der physikalischen Erkenntnis nick&dweniger erreichbar ist, besteht darin, daR alle
diese MaRe sich wechselseitig entsprechen und einandebeatimmten Regeln zugeordnet sind.”
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For relativity theory does not teach that whatever appsaesill, but on the
contrary warns against taking appearances which only hisldrespect to
a single system as scientific truth, in other words as an ssfe of the
comprehensive and final legality of experie@.

Nor is it fully captured by an incomplete collection of pegstives; nothing short of
all of themwill give the whole truth:

This will not be reached and ensured with respect to obsensatnd
measurements with respect to a single system, nor even esgect to
arbitrarily many systems, but only through the reciprocatespondences
between results obtainedall possible systen@

The point being that anything less thgeneralcovariance isn’t good enough, ¢4
andr’%: are ‘linearly’ covariant, in the sense that they behavetétesors with respect
to linear transformations; but

Measurement irone system, or even in an unlimited plurality of ‘priv-
ileged’ systems of some sort, would yield only peculiasitie the end,
rather than the real ‘synthetic unity’ of the objgex.

And “overcoming the anthropomorphism of the natural sepseorld view is,” for
Cassirer, “the true task of physical knowledge,” whose egashment is advanced
by general covariandg? [Earmah (2006, pp. 457-8) is “leery of an attempt to use an
appeal to intuitions about what is physically meaningfubstablish, independently of
the details of particular theories, a general thesis abdatt wan count as a general
physical quantity”; we have seen that Cassirer was lesy,laad so—as Earman is
suggesting—was Einstein ...

3.13 Consistency

One hesitates—with or without Cassirer—to attach objeatality or even importance
to things overly shaped by the peculiarities, point of vistate of motion or tastes of
the subject or observer. Allowing himo participation would be somewhat drastic,
leaving at most the meagrest ‘truly objective’ residue; taat much could make the
objectrather ‘unobjective,’ and belong more to the obsethamn to the common reality.
Appropriate transformation properties allow a moderateragulated participation.

107|bid. p. 50: “Denn nicht, das jedem wahr sei, was ihm erscheinit,dié [...] Relativitatstheorie
lehren, sondern umgekehrt warnt sie davon, Erscheinumiignur von einem einzelnen bestimmten System
aus gelten, schon fur Wahrheit im Sinne der Wissenschaft, fiir einen Ausdruck der umfassenden und
endglltigen Gesetzlichkeit der Erfahrung zu nehmen.”

1081pid. p. 50: “Dieser wird weder durch die Beobachtungen und Megsu eines Einzelsystems, noch
selbst durch diejenigen beliebig vieler solcher Systemedsrn nur durch die wechselseitige Zuordnung der
Ergebnisse aller moglichen Systeme erreicht und gewistet.”

109pid. p. 37: “Die Messung in e inem System, oder selbst in eineeschirankten Vielheit irgendwel-
cher,berechtigter* Systeme, wiirde schlielich immer nur Himzigen, nicht aber die echtesynthetische
Einheit* des Gegenstandes ergeben.”

110yhid. p. 37: “Der Anthropomorphismus des natiirlichen sinmithNeltbildes, dessetiberwindung
die eigentliche Aufgabe der physikalischen Erkenntnis vwgtd hier abermals um einen Schritt weiter
zurlickgedrangt.”
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Is there an easy way of characterising how much participatiould be too much?
Of determining the ‘appropriateness’ of transformationgarties? Again: vanish-
ing, annihilation seems an important criterion, as to whighrelationist can demand
agreement for physical significance; he will deny the readita quantity that can be
transformed away, that disappears for some observers bathrers.

But perhaps there is more at issue than just opinion or petispeMuch as one can
wonder whether the different witnesses in Rashomortyamg, rather than expressing
reasonable differences in perspective; whether theifaesareéncompatible not just
coloured by stance and prejudice—here the relationist ey eomplain about some-
thing as strong amconsistencywhile his opponent sees no more than rival points of
view.

Of an object that’s at rest in one system but not in anBihene can say that's
moving & isn’t which sounds contradictory. Consistency can of coursegtered with
longer statements specifying perspective, but the teristmeen the short statements
is not without significance—if the number were a scalar etiey tvould agree. Similar
considerations applynutatis mutandisto covariance; one would then speak of form
or syntax being the same, rather than of numerical equality.

Consistency and reality are not unrelated. Consistencgrisialy bound up with
mathematical existence, for which it has long been constl@ecessary—perhaps
even sufficientd And in mathematical physics, how can the physical signifiean
of a mathematical structure not be compromised by its insterscy? If inconsistency
prevents part of a formalism from ‘existing, how can it repent reality? The re-
lationist will argue that an object, like!, whose existence is complicated—perhaps
even compromised—by an ‘inconsistency’ of sorts (it's &hend it isn’t), cannot be
physically meaningful.

3.14 The generation of gravitational waves

LEX . [...] Majora autem planetarum et cometarum corpora motus suosoet p
gressivos et circulares in spatiis minus resistentibusadgmconservant diutius.

We can now turn from the reality of gravitational waves taithery generation, about
which the relationist can also wonder.

Belief in gravitational radiation rests largely on the binatar PSR 1913-16,
which loses kinetic energy as it spirals inwards (with respe popular coordinates

1opservers with four-velocity V' attributes speedr = +/|g(w, w)]| to body 3 with four-velocity v/,
where the (spacelike) three-velociy is the projection

3
PyuW = (dz',W)d;i =W — g(V, W)V
i=1
onto the three-dimensional simultaneity subspeiée= spar{d1, 2, 93} orthogonal tol’; and the projec-
tor Py, = (dx?, -)0; is the identity minus the projectd?y, = g(V, )V onto the ray determined by .
Another observeE” moving atV’ sees speed’ = /|g(w’, w’)| = ||P,,,. W]|| (all of this around the
same event). Here we're supposing that one of the speedshesni
1125ed Poincaré (1902, p. 59).
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at any rate). If the kinetic energy is not to disappear withtoace, it has to be con-
verted, presumably into radiation. Since its disappeaas®nly ruled out by the
conservation law, however, the very generation of graeita waves must be subject
to the perplexities surrounding conservaiidh.If the conservation law is suspicious
enough to make us wonder whether the lost energy is realiptextiinto the gravi-
tational field, why take the polarisation of that radiatiomhich stands in the way of
the full determination of inertia—seriously? As we were wering ing3.4, couldn't

it be no more than a purely decorative freedom, without tgali physical meaning?
The binary star’s behaviour and emission of gravitatiorales can admittedly be cal-
culated with great accuracy, but the calculations aregeoerallycovariant and only
work in certain coordinate systems.

Even the ‘spiral’ behaviour, associated so intimately i loss of kinetic energy,
is wegtransformierbar At every point along the worldlines' ando? of the pulsars
one can always choosef(Joshua x, 13: “the sun stood still, and the moon stayed”)
a basise;, whose timelike vectoej coincides with the four-velocity” (r = 1,2).
Since nothing prevents the bases from being holonomic wevieanthem as natural
bases;, = 0,, of a coordinate system, with respect to whichwill have components
(1,0, 0,0)—the three naughts being the components of the vanishieg-telocityv.
The coordinate system can be chosen so as to leave the paisasy, the constant
positions ¢, 1,0, 0) and ¢, 0,0, 0). If the pulsars don’t move, if they have no ‘kinesis;’
how can they lose a kinetic energy (which is after all a quiécifanction of the three-
velocity v) they never had in the first pIa@

It may be felt that the pulsars have a genuine angular momenith the right
transformation properties; that thesally are going around But angular momentum
is about as coordinate-dependent as quantities get—itsftnanation properties could
hardly be worse. The range of substitutions on which gemelaivity was built allows
us to choose a coordinate system that eliminates the rothyidurning with the pul-
sars. If one feels instinctively that the rotation is read #gitimate, that it transcends
coordinates, one’s instincts are surreptitiously appgalicomparing the motion—to
a background thajeneralrelativity was conceived to do away with (but since seems
to have found its way back). We are not really saying that sulshckdrop is necessar-
ily wrong or absent or unphysical or absurd, only that it oot be appealed to in
general relativity, which was invented to get rid of it; thaiqt we are making is more
theoretical, conceptual and mathematical than physicaltaih coordinate systems
may seem artificial, pathological, even perverse;dairteralrelativity is precisely the
theory of such perversions, or rather of a generality en@ssipg so much that many
surprising substitutions are admitted along with more namgdones. Some transfor-
mations may savour of dishonest trickery; it might seem veeuaascrupulously taking
advantage of the full range of possibilities offered by gaheelativity, of substitu-
tions lying on the fringe of legitimacy, out on the dark edgésa class too enormous
to take seriously in its entirety. We can only repeat thatgbimt of generalrelativ-
ity is precisely itsfull generality Abstract talk of diffeomorphisms may make certain

113¢ct. [Hoefer (2000). Bak=l (2005).

114The pulsars are a bit large for low-dimensional idealisatwee§3.4); but one can still transform away
the motions of representative worldlines—perhaps desdrily the centres of gravity—selected from their
worldtubes.Cf.[Weyl (1924, p. 198).
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radical transformations less alarming—for are some diffeqhisms more legitimate
than others? Isn't general relativity the egalitarian tiygautting them all on an equal
footing?

Suppose we try to resolve the inward spiral into a rotatioth assimple ‘inward,’
‘centripetal’ motion. What about the centripetal motioniPthat's needed for its elimi-
nation is a continuous recalibration of coordinates (legtheir directions unaffected),
atime-dependent version of the transformation going fisay, inches to metres. In the
next section we will appeal tgeodesic deviatioto express the relationship between
neighbouringworldlines; but the pulsars are much too far apart for thestroction of
awell-behavedtensorialacceleration of one pulsar with respect to the dtfer.

To question the reality or generation of gravitational wawhe relationist would
demand general covariance—one of the cemgrialciplesof general relativity—as a
matter of principle whereas his opponent will fall back on the more tolerant-day
to-day pragmatism of the practising, calculating, apprating physicist, who views
the theory more as an instrumental collection of recipegupeation methods, tricks
and expedients, by which even the most sacred principlebeaircumvented, than
as a handful of fundamental and inviolable axioms from wtatihs to be deduced.
General covariance may have been indispensable at firggibts a whole crowd of
midwives was assembled for so demanding a birth), but sgeheral relativity has
now outgrownit ...

3.15 A Doppler effect

The absolutist will be doubly satisfied by the discovery aitational waves, which
would not only reinforce his belief in the underdetermioatof inertia, but even allow
absolute motion, as we shall now see.

We began with Newton’s efforts to sort out absolute and ikedahotus first took
(certain occurrences offiotusto meanacceleration and accordingly considered ab-
solute acceleration; but are now in a position to counteaaixsolute motion more
literally. The four ontic-tidal-gravitational observalsl of Lusanna & Pauri may even
give us absolutposition an observer capable of measuring them would infer his ab-
solute position from the ontic-tidal-gravitational peetities of the spot—and even an
equally absolutenotionfrom the variation of those peculiarities. But their measur
ment is anything but trivial, as one gathers frgt?2 of|Lusanna & Pauri (2006b).
The importance of metrology for their programme is clearthié four ontic-tidal-
gravitational observables are in fact unobservable, whigdravith them? We avoid all
the formidable intricacies of metrology, faced with suclnp@tence and courage by
Lusanna & Pauri, by proposing@edankenexperimetitat’s as simple as it is impossi-
ble: Let us say that relative motion is motion referred to eitving—where by ‘thing’
we mean a material object that has mass whatever the statetwimof the observer
(materiality, againjs not an opiniol. Otherwise motion will beabsolute Suppose
an empty flat universe is perturbed by (3). Changes in thaufrecyw measured by
a roving observer would indicate absolute motion, and allawconstruction, through
w = k. V%, of the observer’s absolute velociti.

115ffine structure allows the (unambiguous) comparisoneifhbouring not distant, directions.
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Is this undulating space-time absolute, substarftifalNewtonian? It is absolute
to the extent that according to the criterion adopted it asimbsolute motion. But
its absoluteness precludes its substantival reificatidriclhwwould make the motion
relative to somthing and hence not absolute. Newton, though no doubt approving on
the whole, would disown it, for “Spatium absolutum [...] g8n manet similare et
immobile,” and our undulating space-time is neither ‘samib itself’ (R;.; oscillates,
thoughR,, vanishes identically) nor immobile.

We may remember that Newton spoke of revealing absotutéusthrough its
causes and effects, through forces. Absolutionis precisely what our thought
experiment would reveal, and through forces, just as Newtanted: the forces, for
instance, registered by a (most sensitive) dynamometéntithe masses whose vary-
ing tidal oscillations give rise to the described Doppléeet.

The absolutist will claim, then, that gravitational waves so real they wiggle the
detector, and in so doing reveal absolute motion. But wigglithe relationist will
object, is not generally covariant: it can be transformeeyaviet us continue to sup-
pose, for simplicity, that the masses (two are enough) ngalinthe detector are in
the middle of nowhere, and not on the surface of the earth—se/goavitational field
is not the point here. In what sense do they wiggle? As withbihary star, we can
find coordinate systems that leave them where they are, ¢aylai, 0) and ¢, 0, 0, 0).
Both masses describe geodesics; how can things wiggleyifriteggher acceler
nor move? The absolutist will reply that each mass, despiteimg inertially, accel-
erates absolutely with respect to the other, for the teakagenerally covariant ex-
pressiond?¢¢ /dr? = R&.,£¢ representing geodesic deviation cannot be transformed
away (wherg® is the separation, with componegts= (dz*, £*), andr is the proper
time of the mass to which the acceleration of the other isrred®. This puts the re-
lationist in something of a cornanathematically—from which he could only emerge
experimentallyoy pointing out that the acceleration in question, howegssorial and
covariant, has yet to bmeasured

4 Final remarks

The reader may feel, perhaps uneasily, that these explosatiave been... exactly
that; that they lack the factious zeal that so often anim#tedliterature, giving it
colour and heat and sentiment. But the enthusiast remagegdrtake sides, without
being discouraged by our hesitating ambivalence.

Having viewed general relativity as a reply to the absoloégtial structure of New-
tonian mechanics—which acts on matter despite being uneditsle, and does not even
react to it—we have wondered about the extent to which thrtignef general relativity
is determined by matter and thus overcomes the absoluténvess responding

116Newton never seems to use words resembling ‘substancefdreree to his absolute space, whereas
the literature about it is full of them.

117¢ct. [Lusannal (2007, p. 80): “all realistic observers are acatdd,” for unaccelerated observers would
have to be too small to be realistic; but $8e4 above.

118again, the very fact that matter constrains inertia at alkesatheir relationship more balanced than
before, as an anonymous referee has pointed out; but a &ékssent of how good a response (to the
absolute features of Newtonian mechanics) general rit§afivoved should nonetheless consider the details
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We have chosen to concentrate on punctual determinatigimgpdittle attention to
the holistic, field-theoretical constraint contributeddigtant circumstances and stip-
ulations. And at a point the matter tensf underdetermines inertia by ten degrees
freedom, eight of which can be eliminated by suitable gaugeoes. The remaining
two represent the polarisation of gravitational waves, seneeality the relationist can
contest by insisting on general covariance; for the geierand energy-momentum
of gravitational waves can, in appropriate senses, beftianed awaiﬁ Their (long
awaited) detection, which may at first seem justvagtransformierbagrwould in fact
be generally covariant.

So gravitational waves have an awkward status in genegtiviéy: though not as
mathematically sturdy as one might want them to be, theytameflimsy the relationist
can do away with them without qualms. If gravitational wagesld be legitimately
dismissed as a fiction, the determination of inertia by mattmuld be rather complete;
and general relativity could be viewed as a satisfactonyaese to the absolute features
of Newtonian mechanics that bothered Einstein.

Belot & Earman [(2001, p. 227) write that “It is no longer pdésito cash out
the disagreement in terms of the nature of absolute motioso{ate acceleration will
be defined in terms of the four-dimensional geometricalcstine that substantivalists
and relationalistagreeabout).” Relationists and absolutists—as we call them—may
well agree that absolute motion, or rather inertia, is repnéed by affine structure;
but disagree about the nature of its determination by mattely a relationist would
contest the physical significance of the mathematical udetermination at issue here.

Questioning the reality of gravitational waves is neithghodox nor usual; but
their bad transformation behaviour, which does not seeireynimeaningless, is worth
dwelling on. While we await convincing, unambiguous expemtal evidence, our be-
lief in gravitational waves will (or perhaps should) be bdwp with our feelings about
general covariance, about general intersubjective aggeem

We thank Silvio Bergia, Roberto Danese, Dennis Dieks, M&omto, John Earman,
Vincenzo Fano, Paolo Freguglia, Pierluigi Graziani, C&fanani, Niccolo Guicciar-
dini, Marc Lachiéze-Rey, Liana Lomiento, Luca Lusanna\v@nni Macchia, Antonio
Masiello, John Norton, Marco Panza, Carlo Rovelli, Tom Ryek, George Sparling
and Nino Zanghi for many fruitful discussions; and anonyseeferees for helpful
suggestions and comments.
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