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Abstract

We present a pedagogical introduction to some key computations in gravitational waves via a side-

by-side comparison with the quadrupole contribution of electromagnetic radiation. Subtleties involving

gauge choices and projections over transverse modes in the tensorial theory are made clearer by direct

analogy with the vectorial counterpart. The power emitted by the quadrupole moment in both theories

is computed, and the similarities as well as the origins of eventual discrepancies are discussed. Finally,

we analyze the stability of bound systems under radiation emission, and discuss how the strength of the

interactions can be established this way. We use the results to impose an anthropic bound on Newton’s

constant of order G . 3× 104 Gobs, which is on par with similar constraints from stellar formation.

1 Introduction

The recent direct detections of gravitational
waves (GWs) by the LIGO/Virgo collabora-
tion [1, 2, 3] marks the inauguration of a new
era in observational astrophysics and cosmol-
ogy1. For the first time in human history we are
able not only to “see” distant objects in space
and time through their emitted light, but also
to “hear” the oscillations in spacetime gener-
ated by their dynamics. It is as if a new sense
of perception has been opened to us, and it is
nearly impossible to overestimate the impact of
this discovery for our future investigations of the
structure of the cosmos.

On the one hand, the detection of GWs
completes the toolkit of multi-messenger astro-
physics, as we are now able to use all four known
fundamental interactions as probes for astro-

1For a pedagogical introduction to these results see
refs. [4, 5].

physical sources in the sky [6]. The simultane-
ous detection of multi-messengers from the same
source yields complementary information not
only on the source’s structure, but on the funda-
mental interactions themselves, especially con-
sidering that the detectable non-electromagnetic
radiation typically originates from extreme con-
ditions, such as in high-energy-density objects
or under strong gravitational fields [7]. Some
events could not even be seen with any mes-
senger other than GWs, e.g. black hole merg-
ers, which are expected to emit faint (and
still undetected) signals of photons and neutri-
nos [6]. Moreover, from a cosmological perspec-
tive, the detection of primordial gravitational
waves would yield a direct image of the Universe
in its infancy, at times much earlier than we
can probe nowadays with electromagnetic radia-
tion. Indeed, the very early Universe was opaque
to light, because photons were constantly be-
ing scattered by free electrons in the primordial
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plasma, and could not propagate freely. Only
when the Universe was about 380, 000 years old
were the photons of the plasma no longer able to
re-ionize the bound system of electron and nu-
clei, so that neutral atoms start to form and the
photons become free to propagate towards us —
the Universe becomes translucid. These photons
constitute the so-called cosmic microwave back-
ground radiation (CMB). But, because gravity
is a much weaker interaction, gravitons decou-
ple from the plasma much earlier — possibly
around the Planck epoch, at 10−43 s —, so that
the Universe has essentially always been translu-
cid to gravitational waves. This is particularly
important in light of the planned launch of LISA
for 2034 [8], a space-based interferometer with
optimal sensitivity in the frequency range of
0.1−100 mHz, much lower than those achievable
at LIGO/Virgo on the ground. In this band we
expect to detect gravitational wave relics from
the electroweak phase transition [9], which hap-
pened at the first picosecond (10−12 s) in the
history of the cosmos, so their detection would
give us an image of the Universe at much earlier
times than we can access with the CMB.

For all these remarkable reasons, the physics
of gravitational waves has been in the spotlight
for the past few years, and will remain attract-
ing much of the attention of the community in
the decades to come, since numerous open ques-
tions on detection prospects of specific sources
and model constraining from data analysis still
await investigation.

It is therefore of paramount importance that
students be introduced to this topic already
in their undergraduate years, allowing them to
keep up with up-to-date discussions on one of the
most relevant aspects of contemporary physics.
There exist some works in the literature with ex-
actly this introductory purpose, approaching the
subject from a post-Newtonian perspective [10]
or by analogy with electromagnetism via a toy
“vectorial gravitational field” [11]. Either way,
the idea is typically to obtain reasonable order
of magnitude results without dealing with the
intricacies of tensor calculus required for the full
general relativistic computations.

In this paper, our goal is instead to exploit the
parallels between gravity and electromagnetism
as a way to discuss the full tensorial calculations
in a friendly way. Many results can be directly
compared and translated from one theory to
the other, and numerous apparent complications
from the tensor nature of General Relativity can
be enlightened by a direct comparison with the
analog vector case in electrodynamics. Gravity
and electromagnetism are the dominant interac-
tions in our everyday experience, and much can
be apprehended on the peculiarities of the fun-
damental interactions from a direct comparison
of their similarities and their discrepancies.

We will start in section 2 with a discussion of
electromagnetic radiation in a non-covariant no-
tation. We first recapitulate some essentials of
Maxwell’s equations and the electromagnetic po-
tentials in section 2.1, which should be familiar
to readers in their late years of an undergrad-
uate course, but perhaps not to their younger
colleagues. The discussion is aimed to be ac-
cessible to anyone who completed a course on
vector calculus, and we include it here in the in-
terest of readability to students at the earliest
possible stage of their careers. Unfortunately
we cannot dispense with vector calculus, since
our aim is precisely to use this as a basis for un-
derstanding some of the tensorial manipulations.
For an approach requiring even less mathemat-
ical background we recommend reference [10].
In section 2.2 we perform the multipole expan-
sion, highlighting the electric quadrupole term,
which, as we will see, is the analog of the lead-
ing order contribution in the gravitational case.
In section 2.3 we calculate the power emitted by
this quadrupole moment, still in a non-covariant
approach. Since the quadrupole is a next-to-
leading-order contribution in electrodynamics,
this calculation is not typically performed in in-
troductory classes, and is even more difficult to
be found in a side-by-side comparison to the
gravitational case. This is one of the main con-
tributions of the present paper. In section 3 we
present electrodynamics in covariant notation,
i.e. in a unified spacetime description appropri-
ate in a reltivistic framework. Some subtleties
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regarding gauge choice and projection onto a
specific gauge is discussed, which will be use-
ful in understanding similar procedures in the
gravitational case. Gravitational waves are in-
troduced in section 4. In section 4.1 we perform
a multipole expansion and show that the lead-
ing contribution comes from the quadrupole mo-
ment, and section 4.2 is devoted to computing
the radiated power. Similarities and differences
of the two cases are discussed in section 5, pin-
pointing the discrepancies to the tensorial char-
acter of the gravitational potential versus the
vectorial analog of electrodynamics — quantum
mechanically we would say that the differences
stem from the photon being a spin 1 particle,
whereas the graviton is a spin 2. Lastly, we
use the previous results to discuss in section 6
the stability of bound systems and compute an
anthropic bound on Newton’s constant, based
on the requirement that solar systems similar to
ours must be sufficiently stable under emission
of gravitational radiation to allow for life forma-
tion. Our derived upper limit of G . 3×104Gobs

is on par with similar constraints from consid-
erations of stellar formation. Our conclusions
are contained in section 7. For readers unfamil-
iar with tensors, we present a brief discussion in
appendix A, focusing on the quadrupole tensor,
aiming at providing an intuition of such objects
and how they relate to the more familiar vec-
tors. In appendix B we discuss why tensors are
important due to their peculiar transformation
properties under certain symmetries, which al-
low us to write covariant physical laws agreed
upon by all observers.

2 Electromagnetic radiation:

non-covariant formulation

We start with a discussion of electrodynamics
written in a non-covariant form. The aim of this
section is to introduce a solid common ground
on which anyone with a knowledge of vector cal-
culus can have a firm basis, upon which the fol-
lowing discussions can be elaborated. Because
the mathematical requirements for dealing with

Maxwell’s equations are much less demanding
than those involved in Einstein’s gravitational
field equations, we use this section to discuss
essentialities on the wave equation and the po-
tential formulation of a field theory. When it
comes to the gravitational case, we will make
the proper analogies, but will skip a thorough
deduction of the wave equation from scratch, to
avoid introducing mathematical tools which are
alien to our main focus. In fact, one of our main
goals in this paper is to show that, once the wave
equations are written down, they can be dealt
with in essentially the same manner, although
some important differences will be highlighted
on the way.

2.1 Essentials: Maxwell’s equations and

potentials

The natural starting point of any discus-
sion on electromagnetic radiation is, of course,
Maxwell’s equations for the electric field E and
the magnetic field B. Here we will choose to
work in Gaussian units and set c = 1, since
it makes the comparison with the gravitational
case more transparent. In this unit system the
field equations read

∇ ·E = 4πρ (Gauss’ law),

∇ ·B = 0 (no magnetic monopoles),

∇×E = −∂B
∂t

(Faraday’s law),

∇×B = 4πJ+
∂E

∂t
(Ampère-Maxwell’s law),

(1)
where ρ is the electric charge density and J the
associated current.
These equations already contain the state-

ment that electric charge is conserved. Indeed,
noticing that the divergence of a curl vanishes,
we can take the divergence of Ampère-Maxwell’s
equation, and use Gauss’s law, to obtain the con-
tinuity equation

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · J = 0, (2)

which we will often use in the following develop-
ments.
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The absence of magnetic monopoles means
that B can itself be written as the curl of some
vector field,

B = ∇×A. (3)

Plugging this identity into Faraday’s law, one
finds that E + ∂A/∂t has vanishing curl, and
therefore can be written as the gradient of some
scalar function φ, i.e.

E = −∇φ− ∂A

∂t
. (4)

The fields φ and A are respectively called the
scalar and vector electromagnetic potentials.
Since all the information on the electromagnetic
fields can be retrieved from these four quantities
(φ and the three components of A), it is clear
that not all of the six field components are in-
dependent. By working with potentials rather
than fields, we reduce the ambiguities in the de-
scription.
But that is not the end of the story. The po-

tentials are constructed such that the observable
electric and magnetic fields can be retrieved via
equations (3) and (4). This prescription is not
univocally defined, though. For any φ and A

satisfying those equations above, we can define
new potentials

A′ = A+∇Λ

φ′ = φ− ∂Λ

∂t

(5)

which describe the same field configuration as
before, for any scalar field Λ. This so-called
gauge freedom can be used to eliminate one ad-
ditional component of the potentials, so that
any electromagnetic field configuration can be
described by at most three degrees of freedom2.
Writing the fields in terms of potentials, as in

equations (3) and (4), is enough to ensure that

2For freely propagating waves in vacuum, one extra
component of the potentials can be eliminated by a resid-
ual gauge symmetry, leaving only two independent de-
grees of freedom. This makes explicit the fact that an
electromagnetic wave in vacuum has only two polariza-
tion states. Note, however, that inside a wave guide a
longitudinal component may also exist, and then three
degrees of freedom are needed for describing the system.

the two homogeneous Maxwell equations (those
not involving sources ρ and J) will be automat-
ically satisfied. As for the non-homogeneous
equations, they acquire particularly interesting
forms when we choose to work in the so-called
Lorentz gauge,

∇ ·A = −∂φ
∂t

(Lorentz gauge). (6)

This choice can always be made, i.e. for any φ
and A there will always be a function Λ such
that the transformed fields, obtained from the
former by equation (5), satisfy the Lorentz con-
dition above [12]. Under these circumstances,
the non-homogeneous Maxwell’s equations be-
come

∂2A

∂t2
−∇2A = 4πJ,

∂2φ

∂t2
−∇2φ = 4πρ.

(7)

Thus, the potentials satisfy a wave equation:
there exist electromagnetic waves. Let us next
investigate how these waves are produced by an
arbitrary source.

2.2 Multipole expansion

Let us consider a localized source, and place a
coordinate system with origin inside it, as in fig-
ure 1. In the static case, with no time depen-
dence in the source and the potentials, the so-
lution of equation (7) at a point r has the form
of a Coulomb potential ∼ (source at r′)/|r− r′|.
Once we introduce a time variation in the source,
the solution remains of a similar form, but one
needs to account for the time it takes for an in-
formation at r′ to arrive at r due to the finiteness
of the speed of light, as dictated by the wave
equations (7). The potential A(r, t) is actually
determined by the source configuration at some
point r′ at a retarded time tret ≡ t− |r− r′|,

A(r, t) =

∫

J(r′, t− |r− r′|)
|r− r′| dv′, (8)

where the integral is over the volume occupied
by the source.
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r′

r

r− r′

Figure 1: An arbitrary source and a coordinate
system with origin within it. Also shown are the
vectors r′ pointing to a charge element in the
source, r pointing to the observation point, and
r−r′ pointing from the element of charge to this
observation point.

As we are only interested in the radiation field
that propagates to regions far from the source,
we can limit our analysis to the case r′ ≪ r.
We can then perform a so-called multipole ex-

pansion [13], noting that

|r− r′| =
√
r2 + r′2 − 2r · r′

≈ r

[

1− r̂ · r
′

r
+O

(

(r′/r)
2
)

]

(9)

and

1

|r− r′| ≈
1

r

[

1 +
1

r
r̂ · r′ +O

(

(r′/r)
2
)

]

, (10)

whereas the numerator can be expanded as

J (r ′, t−|r−r ′|) = J(r ′, t−r) + (r̂ · r ′)
∂J

∂t

+O
(

(r′/r)
2
)

.
(11)

When

r′n
∂nJ i

∂tn
≪ r′

∂J i

∂t
∀n ≥ 2, (12)

the higher order terms O
(

(r′/r)2
)

become in-
creasingly smaller, and the series can be trun-
cated. Keeping the lowest multipole terms is
typically a good approximation as long as all the
emitted wavelengths are much larger than the
source. Alternatively, the approximation is bet-
ter when the source moves sufficiently slowly, i.e.
its typical oscillation period is longer than the
time it takes for the emitted wave to traverse its
typical dimension. Indeed, in the particular case

when the source moves with a specific frequency
ω, condition (12) is equivalent to r′ ≪ 1/ω.

Finally, substituting (10) and (11) into equa-
tion (8) yields

A(r, t) =
1

r

∫

J(r′, t− r)dv′

+
1

r

(

1

r
+

∂

∂t

)
∫

(r̂ · r′)J(r′, t− r)dv′ + . . .

(13)

The physical interpretation of these terms will
be more transparent if we rewrite them in terms
of the charge density rather than the current.
The first term can be rewritten with the help of
the identity

J i =
∂

∂x′ j
(x′ iJ j)− x′ i(∇′ · J )

= ∇′ · (x′ iJ ) + x′ i∂ρ

∂t
,

(14)

where the continuity equation (2) for electric
charge was used in the last step. Upon integra-
tion, the divergence can be turned into a surface
integral over an arbitrary surface encompassing
the charge distribution. Since the surface is out-
side the source, the current J vanishes there, and
we are left with

AE dipole =
1

r

∫

J(r′, t− r)dv′

=
1

r

∂

∂t

∫

ρ(r′, t− r) r′ dv′ ≡ ḋ

r
,

(15)

where the dot over a quantity denotes its time
derivative. Thus the leading order in the expan-
sion for the radiative potential comes from the
electric dipole moment d of the charge distri-
bution. This is an important and well known
result, stating that the monopole does not radi-
ate. This happens because a monopole radiation
would be associated to the time variation of the
total charge, which vanishes because of charge
conservation. We will see that, in the gravita-
tional case, conservation of energy-momentum
will lead to vanishing monopole and dipole con-
tributions. A hint of this behaviour can already
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be seen in equation (15): the gravitational ana-
log of the “electric dipole”, obtained by inter-
preting ρ as the mass-energy density, is equal to
the position of the source’s center-of-mass; the
potential involves a time derivative of this quan-
tity, i.e. the center-of-mass momentum, which
is constant in the absence of external forces;
therefore the gravitational dipole configuration
is static and does not radiate.
The second term in equation (13) can be re-

cast as

(r̂·r ′)J =
1

2
[(r̂ · r ′) J+ (r̂ · J) r ′]+

1

2
(r ′×J)×r̂.

(16)
Now M ≡ 1

2
(r′ × J) is the magnetization (the

magnetic dipole moment density) due to the cur-
rent J, so this term will lead to the magnetic
dipole radiation. The gravitational analog is ob-
tained by replacing J by the linear momentum
of the source, so the gravitational analog of M
is the angular momentum of the source, which
is constant. This contribution to the gravita-
tional potential is therefore also static and does
not radiate3.
The first term in the electromagnetic radia-

tive potential which is comparable to the gravi-
tational case is thus the electric quadrupole mo-
ment, which we can write in index notation as

Ai
E quad(r, t) =

1

2r

(

1

r
+

∂

∂t

)

r̂k

∫

(

x′kJ i+Jkx′i
)

dv′.

(17)

Here we used Einstein’s convention that re-
peated indices, appearing once as a superscript
and once as a subscript, ought to be summed.
This is convenient to avoid crowding the nota-
tion with summation symbols. Thus a dot prod-
uct a·b = ax bx+ay by+az bz =

∑3

i=1 aibi ≡ aib
i.

We can again use a trick similar to equa-
tion (14) to rewrite this in terms of the charge
density via the continuity equation, using

∇′ ·(x′ix′kJ) =
∂(x′ix′kJ j)

∂x′j

= δijx
′kJ j + δkjx

′iJ j + x′ix′k∇′ ·J,
(18)

3In fact, the magnetic (electric) field generated by the
total magnetic dipole m =

∫

Mdv can be obtained di-
rectly from the electric (magnetic) field for the electric
dipole by a suitable replacement of d→ m [13].

so that

Ai
E quad(r, t) =

1

2r

(

1

r
+

∂

∂t

)

r̂k×

×
(
∮

x′ix′kJ · dS′ +

∫

x′ix′k ∂ρ

∂t
dv′
)

.

(19)

Again the surface integral vanishes, because
the surface is outside the source. Moreover, we
are free to add a term proportional to δikr′ 2 to
the second integrand, since this will be a term
of the form f(t, r)r̂, which corresponds to a to-
tal divergence and therefore to a gauge choice.
Therefore, defining the electric quadrupole ten-

sor as

Qik(t− r) =

∫
(

x′

ix
′

k −
1

3
δikr

′2

)

ρ(r′, t− r)dv′,

(20)
we can write the electric quadrupole potential as

Ai
E quad(r, t) =

1

2r

(

1

r
+

∂

∂t

)

∂

∂t

[

r̂kQik(t− r)
]

.

(21)
The notation can be further simplified by

defining the vector

Qi(r, t− r) = r̂kQik(t− r), (22)

and also by noticing that we are interested in
the field behaviour in the radiation zone, at dis-
tances much larger than the wavelengths ω−1.
This means that (1/r+∂/∂t)Q ∼ (1/r+ω)Q ∼
ωQ, and the time derivative term dominates
over the 1/r in equation (21), so we can write

AE quad(r, t) =
Q̈(r, t− r)

2r
, (23)

where we recall that each dot over a quantity
denotes a derivative with respect to time.
Since we assume little to no previous knowl-

edge about tensors from our readers, we propose
a more in depth discussion on this quadrupole

tensor Qij in appendix A.

2.3 Power emitted by the electric

quadrupole moment

The energy flux carried by the electromagnetic
field is encoded in the Poynting vector S =
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(E × B)/4π [12]. Our first task in calculating
the power emitted by the quadrupole moment is
then to determine the fields from the potential
in equation (23) above.
The magnetic field is obtained from the curl of

the potential, and, exploiting the fact that the
charge distribution depends on r only via the
combination t− r, so that ∇ρ = −ρ̇r̂, we find

B(r, t) =
1

2r

...
Q(r, t− r)× r̂. (24)

The radiative part of the electric field obeys4

E(r, t) = B(r, t)× r̂

=
1

2r

(...
Q(r, t− r)× r̂

)

× r̂.
(25)

Notice that E and B are mutually perpendic-
ular, and are both orthogonal to the direction of
propagation r̂, as expected for electromagnetic
waves. Hence the Poynting vector takes the form
S = S r̂, and the total power radiated by the
source is obtained by integrating this energy flux
over an arbitrarily large surface at infinity,

PE quad(t) =

∮

S · r̂ r2dΩ

=
1

16π

∮

∣

∣

∣

...
Q(r, t− r)× r̂

∣

∣

∣

2

dΩ

=
1

16π

∮

(...
Qij

...
Q ik

r̂j r̂k −
...
Qij

...
Qklr̂

ir̂j r̂k r̂l
)

dΩ.

(26)

The expression above is considerably simpli-
fied if we also use the identities
∫
{

r̂j r̂k

r̂ir̂j r̂kr̂l

}

dΩ =
4π

15

{

5δjk

δijδkl+δikδjl+δilδjk

}

(27)

and the fact that the electric quadrupole tensor
is traceless by definition, Qi

i = 0. So, inserting
the appropriate powers of Coulomb’s constant k
and the speed of light c to return to SI units, we
finally arrive at

PE quad =
k

20c5
...
Qij

...
Q ij

. (28)

4The time-dependent part of the electric field away
from the source can be obtained from the magnetic field
via Ampère-Maxwell’s equation in vacuum, from which
the relation above can be easily deduced.

3 Electromagnetic radiation: co-

variant formulation

In section 2 we have written electrodynamics in a
vector notation which explicitly treats the three
spatial dimensions on equal footing. This nota-
tion greatly simplifies the equations, for if we
would rather abdicate from the techniques of
vector calculus, we would need to write eight
equations for six fields, as Maxwell actually did
in his original paper [14]. But then we would
have to recognize that certain physical processes,
namely rotations, mix some of these six fields
among themselves. A change in reference frame
would require an explicit transformation of the
fields, and the description of the system in these
terms is attached to one specific coordinate sys-
tem only. The beauty and convenience of vector
calculus lies precisely in allowing us to write the
field equations directly in terms of rotation in-
variant entities, namely the vector fields E and
B.
Now this separation between the electric and

magnetic fields is also artificial, in the same sense
that they are also frame-dependent quantities.
One charge configuration may be perceived as
static by one observer, but will correspond to
a current when seen in another frame in rela-
tive motion with respect to the first. These ob-
servers will therefore disagree on the electric and
magnetic fields produced by such configuration.
Thus, in analogy to the case of rotations dis-
cussed above, one expects the electric and mag-
netic fields to be components of a larger object,
and it would be desirable to write the physi-
cal laws in terms of this entity, with which all
observers agree, rather than in frame-dependent
terms.
This is precisely the purpose of the so-called

covariant formulation of electrodynamics. We
can get a glimpse of how this can be done by
noting that Faraday’s and Ampère-Maxwell’s
laws establish a relation between spatial deriva-
tives of the electric (respectively magnetic) field
and time derivative of the magnetic (respectively
electric) field. It is then clear that, in order
to accomplish a field unification and formulate
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Maxwell’s equations in terms of a single object,
we must also treat space and time derivatives
on the same footing, unifying them in a single
object as well. This spacetime derivative would
play the analog role of the ∇ operator of vec-
tor calculus, which allows us to write Maxwell
equations in terms of the vector fields themselves
rather than their components. In other words,
we want to extend the spatial symmetry of ro-
tations to a greater set of transformations, now
also involving space and time, relating frames in
relative motion to one another.
We discuss this in some more detail in ap-

pendix B. The main idea is that this notion of
three-dimensional space plus time is superseded
by a four-dimensional spacetime. An event in
spacetime is described by a four-dimensional ob-
ject (called a four-vector) xµ = (t,x), where µ
runs from 0 (the “time” component) through 1,
2 and 3 (the “spatial” components). The invari-
ant length of the interval between two events
is5 ds2 = c2dt2 − dx2 ≡ ηµνdx

µdxν , with ηµν
the so-called Minkowski metric of spacetime. A
spacetime derivative is defined as ∂µ ≡ ∂/∂xµ =
(∂/∂t,∇). If we then arrange the scalar and
vector potentials, φ and A, into one four-vector
Aµ = (φ,A), then from equations (3) and (4)
the fields can be written as6

Ei = ∂0Ai − ∂iA0,

ǫijkB
k = ∂iAj − ∂jAi,

(29)

where ǫijk is the totally anti-symmetric tensor
with ǫ123 = +1 (also called Levi-Civita tensor)7.

5The invariance of ds2 ensures that all observers mea-
sure the same speed of light c = 1, which is a core prin-
ciple of relativity, and a defining condition for transfor-
mations among inertial frames.

6Recall that the metric can be used to raise or lower
indices as in vµ = ηµνv

ν , see appendix B. Since ηµν =
diag(1,−1,−1,−1), raising or lowering an index equal to
zero changes nothing, whereas for the other indices one
picks up an extra minus sign.

7Totally anti-symmetric, here, means that

ǫijk =







+1, if ijk is an even permutation of 123
−1, if ijk is an odd permutation of 123
0, otherwise.

These two definitions can be encompassed in a
single object, the so-called electromagnetic or
Faraday tensor

Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ. (30)

It is easy to see that

Fµν =









0 E1 E2 E3

−E1 0 −B3 B2

−E2 B3 0 −B1

−E3 −B2 B1 0









, (31)

and that this tensor is invariant under the gauge
transformation

Aµ → Aµ + ∂µΛ, (32)

which is the relativistic version of equations (5).
Defining the four-current jν = (ρ,J), the two

inhomogeneous8 Maxwell’s equations in (1) can
be written as

∂µF
µν = ∂µ∂

µAν − ∂ν∂µA
µ = 4πjν . (33)

It is also easy to see that, in this notation, the
Lorentz gauge shown in equation (6) becomes

∂µA
µ = 0 (Lorentz gauge), (34)

and under this condition equation (33) yields

∂µ∂
µAν = 4πjν , (35)

which are the wave equations (7).
An expansion of the solution of this wave

equation in multipole moments has been per-
formed in section 2.2 for the three spatial compo-
nents. Now, we are interested in computing the
power emitted by this wave, as we did in sec-
tion 2.3, but this time we want to do it in this
covariant formalism. For that purpose we must
notice that, in this four-dimensional spacetime
paradigm, energy and momentum are unified in
a single four-momentum object pµ = (E,p). We
can then obtain the Poynting vector from the
energy-momentum tensor T µν , defined as the

8The homogeneous equations are a direct consequence
of equation (30), i.e. of writing the fields in terms of
potentials.
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µ-component of four-momentum per unit of a
three-dimensional volume9 perpendicular to the
ν-direction in spacetime. For instance, a three-
volume perpendicular to the spatial direction
j has two dimensions of space, with area A,
and one dimension of time with interval ∆t,
so T 0j = E/(A∆t) ≡ rate of energy flow per
unit area through surface perpendicular to the
j-th direction. Therefore T 0j is the j-th com-
ponent of the Poynting vector we want. From
the discussion in the previous section we know
that T 0j = (E×B)j/(4π), and we would like to
rewrite this in terms of our new field object F µν ,
which can be done via10

T 0j = T j0 =
1

4π
F 0αF j

α. (36)

The power radiated by our localized source is

P =

∫

T 0j r̂jr
2dΩ (37)

and, in terms of the potentials, one has

T 0j =
1

4π
(∂0Ak − ∂kA0)(∂jAk − ∂kA

j). (38)

Now the three spatial components of the vec-
tor potential for the quadrupole moment have
already been computed, shown in equation (23)
above. But note that the expression for T 0j

above also requires us to know the scalar po-
tential A0. So in principle one would need to
redo the multipole expansion for the scalar po-
tential as well, including higher order terms in
the expansions (10) and (11), which will lead
to A0

E quad ≃ −r̂ ·AE quad in the radiation zone.
Plugging this into equations (38) and (37) does
lead to the correct power output computed in
section 2.3 above.

9I.e. a hypersurface in four-dimensional spacetime.
10The other components of the electromagnetic stress-

energy tensor describe the energy density in the fields
(T 00) and the i-th component of the stress they induce
on a certain surface perpendicular to the j-th direction
(T ij). A general expression for these components is

T µν =
1

4π

(

FµαF ν
α −

1

4
ηµνFαβF

αβ

)

.

But we can avoid computing the scalar poten-
tial, and calculate the emitted power only from
the spatial components of the potential, using
an alternative approach. Even after fixing the
Lorentz gauge, there is still some residual gauge
freedom left because we can perform another
transformation (32) with ∂µ∂

µΛ = 0. This en-
sures that if the previous potential obeyed the
Lorentz gauge, so will the new one. In vacuum,
we can then use this extra freedom to set

A0
T = 0 =⇒ ∇ ·AT = 0

(

Coulomb or
transverse gauge

)

,

(39)
and we then have

T 0j =
1

4π
∂0Ak

T ∂jAT
k + total derivative. (40)

The total derivative term contributes nothing to
the average power traversing a surface at infinity
and can be neglected.
The problem now is that we cannot use

equation (23) directly, since that solution does
not necessarily satisfy the Coulomb gauge (also
called transverse gauge). We need to find the
“transverse part” of the solution we found in
equation (23). For that matter, one often finds
in the literature that this transverse component
of a vector (or a general tensor field) can be ob-
tained by using the operator

Pij = δij − rirj , (41)

which projects tensor components onto a surface
orthogonal to the radial unit vector r̂, i.e. the
direction of wave propagation. At this point it is
worth emphasizing that, contrary to widespread
belief, this is not strictly correct: this projected
field is not guaranteed to satisfy the transverse
gauge condition in equation (39)11. In short,

11The divergence-free component of any vector field A

can be written as

AT ≡ A+
1

4π
∇ ·
∫ ∇′ ·A
|r− r ′|d

3r′,

and the presence of a spatial integration in the above
expression clearly shows that the truly transverse (i.e.
divergence-free) component of a vector field cannot in
general be obtained by simply applying a local projection
operator.

9



when using the projector method we are actu-
ally missing information on the transverse part
of the tensor. And most importantly, the er-
ror incurred by this approach may be relevant
even in the radiation zone [15, 16, 17]. How-
ever, no information on the energy flux carried
by the wave is lost in this projection method,
and we will therefore use it for simplicity12. Ap-
plying the projector operator on both sides of
(23), defining QT

ij ≡ PikQk
j and noticing that

∂jAT
i = −∂jAT

i = − 1

2r

∂

∂xj
r̂lQ̈T

il(t− r)

=
1

2r
r̂l
...
QT

il(t− r),

(42)

we find

PE quad =
1

16π

∫

...
Qik

T (t− r)
...
QT

il(t− r)r̂kr̂
ldΩ.

(43)
Using the fact that

QT
ikQil

T = QikQil −QikQmlr̂ir̂m, (44)

we finally recover equation (26) obtained in the
previous section, as expected.

4 Gravitational radiation

The prediction of signal propagation via oscil-
lations of the underlying fields is not an exclu-
sive feature of electrodynamics. It is present in
any theory that satisfies relativistic causality, i.e.
that does not allow instantaneous transmission
of information. The wave emerges in these the-
ories precisely as the messenger carrying infor-
mation from one point to another, taking a cer-
tain amount of time to traverse said distance.
Electrodynamics naturally fulfils this causality
requirement, and one can say that the theory
was already “born” relativistic once it became
complete after Maxwell’s introduction of the dis-
placement current in Ampère’s law.
The historical development of our understand-

ing of the gravitational interaction was quite dif-
ferent. Newtonian gravity does not involve a

12As a counter example, the flux of angular momentum
would not be correct if calculated using this method.

propagating field mediating the interaction, and
in fact it contains the rather absurd notion of
an instantaneous action-at-a-distance. Newton
himself was dissatisfied with this feature of the
theory, but at the time he did not have the
tools to overcome the difficulty and therefore
had to live with it. In fact, even formulating
the problem in a precise statement was beyond
the knowledge available at the time. Only af-
ter the advent of special relativity did it become
clear that the core of the problem consists in
writing a theory for the gravitational interac-
tion which is (at least locally) covariant under
the Lorentz group, respecting the symmetries of
a four-dimensional spacetime.

This is achieved via Einstein’s equivalence
principle, which states that, locally, the effect of
gravity cannot be discerned from that of inertial
forces felt by an accelerated observer. If an ob-
server who is accelerated upwards drops an ob-
ject, the object will be perceived by him/her as
accelerating downwards, and all objects would
“fall” with the same acceleration, just as it
would happen in a gravitational field. In fact
this observer could well say that she/he is un-
der a gravitational field, since exactly the same
physics is perceived as if under such “interac-
tion”. Likewise, in the presence of a gravita-
tional field, an observer in free-fall (therefore ac-
celerated) will observe the same physics as any
other inertial observer. This then establishes an
equivalence between all reference frames, even
between inertial and non-inertial frames, as long
as they agree to disagree on the presence of a
gravitational field — in much the same way that
all inertial frames are equivalent, even if they
disagree on the electric and magnetic fields they
observe.

Since both inertial and accelerated observers
must agree on their physical description, the
principle of inertia should be valid for both: a
free particle should undergo a “straight” path in
its movement. But clearly that is not what we
observe in the presence of gravity or, for that
matter, of a fictitious force. In this case the
particles’ trajectories do bend. The principle of
equivalence then leads us to interpret this ef-
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fect as a curvature of spacetime itself: the parti-
cles still follow the “shortest path” possible be-
tween two points, a so-called geodesic, but in a
curved spacetime a geodesic is different than an
euclidean straight line. The spacetime metric is,
in general, non-Minkowskian.

The gravitational field is then closely linked
to the metric (and other geometrical properties
such as curvature) of spacetime itself, and the
program of writing a relativistic theory of grav-
ity — so-called General Relativity because it
generalizes the principle of relativity to all ob-
servers — then consists in writing a set of equa-
tions relating the metric field to the source of
gravity, which is energy and momentum. This is
far from a trivial task, and it took Einstein about
a decade to arrive at the desired result. We will
not discuss the details here, since it would take
us too far afield as it would require a lengthy
digression about geometric properties of curved
spaces. A thorough discussion of this endeav-
our can be found in many excellent textbooks on

the subject [18, 19, 20, 21]. Here it shall suffice
for us to say that the gravitational field can be
identified with the geometric curvature of four-
dimensional spacetime, which is itself obtained
from a non-linear combination of up to second-
order derivatives of the metric field gµν . Hence
in the presence of gravity the spacetime metric
is no longer Minkowski ηµν , but presents devia-
tions from this flat solution which can generally
be parametrized as

gµν = ηµν + hµν . (45)

The field equations relate this curvature to the
energy-momentum Tµν that sources the gravita-
tional interaction, and is therefore a set of non-
linear second order differential equations for the
metric. They acquire a somewhat simpler form
when written in terms of the combination

h̄µν ≡ hµν −
1

2
ηµνh

α
α, (46)

for which one has

− ∂α∂
αh̄µν − ηµν∂

α∂β h̄αβ + ∂ν∂
αh̄αµ + ∂µ∂

αh̄αν +O(h2) = 16πTµν , (47)

where the non-linear terms inO(h2) encapsulate
the self-interaction of gravity, i.e. the fact that
the gravitational field itself gravitates. In many
interesting situations this self-interaction is neg-
ligible compared to the gravitational field pro-
duced by other matter/radiation fields and can
be neglected. This is typically the case of grav-
itational waves, which are typically very tiny
ripples over flat spacetime, with |hµν | ≪ 1, so
that the gravitational backreaction can be ne-
glected. As an example, note that the gravi-
tational waves from binary merges detected at
LIGO/Virgo have typically |hµν | . 10−21 [4].
Thus the non-linear terms O(h2) can be safely
neglected in the following analyses.

Equation (47) is the analog of Maxwell’s equa-
tions for the electromagnetic potentials derived
in equation (33). Just as we did in section 2.1,

these can be further simplified by exploiting a
gauge freedom present in the theory. Namely,
just as we were free to redefine the electromag-
netic potentials according to eq. (5) without
changing the underlying physical description, so
can we also perform a change in reference frame
— an arbitrary coordinate transformation —
and the physical description should remain un-
changed. This is the core principle of General
Relativity, that the theory is covariant under
arbitrary coordinate changes, so that every ob-
server agrees with the physics of the system un-
der study. As a consequence of this gauge free-
dom, there is a redundancy in the definition of
the metric tensor, such that two configurations
may describe the same physics as seen by two dif-
ferent observers. In other words, if we perform
a coordinate change according to xµ → xµ + ξµ,
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then the metric changes as

hµν → hµν − ∂µξν − ∂νξµ (48)

(see appendix B). This is the gravitational ana-
log of gauge invariance in electrodynamics, ex-
pressed in equation (32). These two metrics de-
scribe the same physics, so there is a redun-
dancy in the description and we are free to
choose which of these class of metrics is the most
convenient to work with. Now, we can always
find a gauge transformation that takes the met-
ric to a physically equivalent configuration such
that13 [21, 20]

∂µh̄
µν = 0 (Lorentz gauge). (49)

This is the exact analog of the Lorentz gauge
condition imposed over the electromagnetic po-
tential in equation (34), and therefore receives
the same name. With this extra condition, the
field equations (47) become

∂α∂
αh̄µν = −16πTµν , (50)

which is a wave equation for the metric pertur-
bations.
Before moving to the multipole expansion of

the solution to this equation, it is worth com-
menting that, similarly to what happened in
electrodynamics, fixing the Lorentz gauge as
in (49) does not exhaust all gauge freedom in
the theory. Indeed, any other transformation
as in (48) satisfying ∂µ∂µξν = 0 will leave the
metric within the subset of those obeying the
Lorentz gauge. We can then use the four pa-
rameters ξµ to fix four values of the metric, such
as [20]

h0i = 0 and hµ
µ = 0

( transverse
traceless
gauge

)

. (51)

This is the so-called transverse traceless or TT
gauge or also radiation gauge, and is analogous
to the Coulomb gauge we explored in the treat-
ment of electromagnetic waves.

13Given a metric h̄µν , all we have to do is solve an equa-
tion of the form ∂µ∂

µξν = ∂µh̄µν , which always has a so-
lution. Then the new metric obtained from h̄µν via (48)
will satisfy (49).

4.1 Quadrupole moment: the leading-

order contribution

We can now repeat the steps performed in sec-
tion 2.2. To leading order, the solution to these
wave equations at a point far away from the
source, for the case of a sufficiently slow moving
source respecting conditions analogous to (12),
has the form

h̄µν(r, t) = −
4

r

∫

Tµν(r
′, t− r)dv′. (52)

We can exploit energy-momentum conserva-
tion ∂αT

να = 0, which follows directly from (49)
and (50), to write

T µν =
∂

∂x′α
(x′µT αν) =

∂

∂t
(x′µT 0ν)+

∂

∂x′j
(x′µT jν),

(53)
which is analogous to equation (14) in the elec-
tromagnetic case. As in that case, the last term
will vanish upon integration over a volume en-
compassing the entire source. The remaining
term can be split into a symmetric and an anti-
symmetric part, similarly to what we did before
in equation (16), but now only a symmetric term
is non-vanishing since the left-hand side is sym-
metric in the indices. Thus

T µν =
1

2

∂

∂t
(x′µT ν0 + x′νT µ0)

=
1

2

∂

∂t

∂

∂x′α
(x′µx′νT 0α),

(54)

and again noticing that only the α = 0 term will
survive after integration we arrive at

h̄ij(r, t) = −
2

r

∂2

∂t2

∫

x′

ix
′

jT
00(r′, t− r)dv′

≡ −2
r
Ïij(t− r),

(55)

where Iij is the quadrupole moment tensor of the
energy-momentum distribution.
We thus see that, far away from the source,

the leading-order term of gravitational radia-
tion comes from the quadrupole moment of the
source, unlike the electromagnetic case where
the electric dipole moment dominated. That
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is exactly why we dedicated some effort in sec-
tion 2.2 to derive properties of electromagnetic
radiation associated to the electric quadrupole.

Ultimately the vanishing of the monopole
and dipole contributions come from energy-
momentum conservation, which we have used
extensively in the above derivation. Indeed, we
have already remarked that a mass dipole should
be something like R ≡

∫

r′T 00(r′)dv′, which is
essentially the definition of center of mass of
a distribution, since T 00 corresponds to its en-
ergy density ρ(r′). A dipole moment radiation
would scale with the second time derivative of
this quantity, but conservation of momentum
ensures R̈ = 0. Therefore, because of momen-
tum conservation, we conclude that there can
not exist radiation produced by mass dipoles.
Likewise, a gravitational analog of the magnetic
dipole moment would be associated to the to-
tal angular momentum of the distribution, which
is also conserved and therefore has a vanishing
time derivative. This is why the leading con-
tribution to gravitational waves comes from the
quadrupole.

4.2 Power emitted by gravitational radi-

ation

We have thus far tried to draw parallels between
gravity and electrodynamics, but clearly both
theories present differences that makes it diffi-
cult to compare them straightforwardly. While
we can study electromagnetic radiation by the
vector potential A, gravitational radiation re-
quires a quantity hµν , that has no less than 16
components (but, to be fair, not all of them will
be independent). To put both theories on a com-
mon ground we will now calculate the power
emitted by a source of gravitational radiation,
considering only its term associated with the
quadrupole moment, obtained in the previous
section.

The definition of the energy carried by gravi-
tational waves is, in fact, a complicated matter,
not only in a technical sense but also at a philo-
sophical level. Indeed, the energy-momentum
tensor of an arbitrary dynamical field is obtained

from its spacetime derivatives, since momentum
flow depends on how the field varies from one
spacetime point to another. Now, the problem
is that, in the case of the gravitational field,
the metric plays the double role of the dynam-
ical field as well as the background on which
the derivatives are computed, and only the dy-
namical part should be associated to energy-
momentum flow. But there is no clear way to
separate these two parts. A promising approach
consists in noticing that the gravitational wave
energy-momentum is related to the backreaction
non-linear terms of O(h2) which we neglected
in equation (47). We could thus rearrange the
left-hand side of this equation to interpret some
of these terms as a source of additional curva-
ture — i.e. an additional contribution to the
energy-momentum tensor. The difficulty afore-
mentioned lies precisely in attempting to split
these non-linear terms in source and curvature,
cause and effect, which are in fact deeply entan-
gled to one another. A thorough discussion of
this issue would take us too far afield, and we
instead refer the reader to excellent discussions
in refs. [18, 19, 20]. The bottom line is that, ne-
glecting higher order O(h3) corrections, we can
define the energy-momentum flux for the gravi-
tational wave in a consistent way by

TGW
0i =

1

32π
〈∂0hTT

jk ∂ih
jk
TT 〉, (56)

where hTT
αβ denotes the perturbation hαβ in the

transverse-traceless (TT) gauge, and 〈·〉 denotes
an averaging process over scales larger than a
few wavelengths. Notice the resemblance with
equation (40): their difference is essentially the
tensor nature of the quantity hjk versus the vec-
tor nature of Ai, as well as an overall factor of
8.
Note also that, since h̄ij differs from hij solely

due to a factor proportional to the trace of hij,
these two quantities coincide in the TT gauge.
The power emitted from a quadrupole moment
is then obtained from (56) by converting equa-
tion (55) to the TT gauge. The task is analo-
gous to what we encountered in section 3, in that
we need to extract the transverse (and trace-
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less) components of the previous solution. This
can be done via a projection tensor defined in
terms of the projector already discussed in equa-
tion (41) via

Π kl
ij ≡

(

P k
i P l

j −
1

2
PijPkl

)

. (57)

It is easy to check that any tensor hTT
ij ≡ Π kl

ij hkl

indeed satisfies ∂ihTT
ij = 0 and hTT i

i = 0.

We then apply this projector to (55) to ob-
tain an expression for the metric perturbations
in terms of the TT component of the quadrupole
tensor, ITT

ij . But because this is traceless, it is
surely equal to the transverse traceless part of
the traceless quadrupole tensor

I ij ≡ Iij −
1

3
δijδ

klIkl

=

∫
(

x′

ix
′

j −
1

3
r′ 2δij

)

T 00(r′, t)dv′,
(58)

so

hTT
ij (r, t) = −2

r
Ï
TT

ij (t− r), (59)

which can be directly compared to the electro-
magnetic equations (21) and (23).

Now, substituing this into the expression (56)
for the energy flux, neglecting terms that decay
faster than 1/r, and integrating over a surface
at infinity, we obtain the total radiated power

PGW quad =
1

8π

〈
∫

...
I
TT

jk

...
I
jk

TTdΩ

〉

, (60)

which is completely analogous to equation (43)
in electrodynamics.

Finally, using (57) and the fact that Iii = 0,
it is possible to show that

...
I

TT

jk

...
I

jk

TT =
...
I jk

...
I

jk − 2
...
I
j

i

...
I

ik
r̂j r̂k

+
1

2

...
I

ij ...
I

kl
r̂ir̂j r̂kr̂l

(61)

(compare equation (44)), and we then have fi-
nally

PGW quad =
G

5c5
〈
...
I ij

...
I

ij〉. (62)

5 Similarities and differences

Having performed these computations, let us
now compare the results obtained in equa-
tions (28) and (62), which we rewrite here for
convenience:

PE quad =
k

20c5
〈
...
Qij

...
Qij〉,

PGW quad =
G

5c5
〈
...
I ij

...
I
ij〉.

(63)

There is a clear similarity between the two for-
mulas, in that one can be obtained from the
other essentially by doing the rather intuitive
replacements G ←→ k, ρcharge ←→ ρmass and,
consequently, Qij ←→ I ij . However, one notices
that, after these substitutions, the two formu-
las still differ by a factor of 4, more specifically
PGW quad ←→ 4PE quad. There are three sources
for this discrepancy, which we henceforth dis-
cuss.

Fundamental equations

The first thing that might produce such a dis-
crepant factor is the difference between the two
field equations, which can be put in the form of
the two wave equations (35) and (50),

∂α∂
αAµ = 4πJµ

∂α∂
αh̄µν = −16πTµν .

(64)

We see that the numerical factor of these equa-
tions differs by a factor 4. This is the origin of
the numerical factor difference in equations (23)
and (55),

AT
i (r, t) =

1

2r
r̂jQ̈T

ij(t− r),

hTT
ij (r, t) = −2

r
Ï
TT

ij (t− r).
(65)

Energy-momentum tensor

The energy flux scales with the fields squared,
and if we recall the definition of the energy-
momentum tensor for the propagating electro-
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magnetic and gravitational fields, given by equa-
tions (40) and (56),

TEM
0j =

1

4π
∂0A

i
T∂jA

T
i ,

TGW
0j =

1

32π
〈∂0hTT

ik ∂jh
ik
TT 〉,

(66)

one notices that the prefactor differs by 1/8.
So, putting this together with the factor differ-
ence discussed above, one would expect, based
solely on these different definitions of the rel-
evant quantities, that the GW power output
should be larger by a factor 2 only. But there
is one additional and very important difference
between the two theories.

Vector vs tensor nature of the fields

The most remarkable difference between electro-
dynamics and gravity is the fact that the latter
interaction is mediated by a field described by
a rank-2 tensor (namely the metric), whereas
for electrodynamics one deals with vector fields
(the four-potential). In other words, the pho-
ton is a spin 1 particle, the graviton a spin 2.
Ultimately, this is the reason for the additional
factor 2 found in the above analysis, since it
can be shown that Maxwell’s equations and the
linearized version of Einstein’s general relativ-
ity are the only consistent linear equations for a
spin 1 and a spin 2 particle [22, 23]. However, as
we will now show, this spin difference between
the mediators of these two interactions will pro-
vide yet an extra factor of 2 enhancement in the
power output of GW quadrupole as compared to
the electromagnetic case, simply due to the ten-
sorial versus vectorial character of the respective
potentials.
To see how that comes about, recall equa-

tions (43) and (60) for the power output in

each case, PE quad ∼
∫

(
...
Qik

T r̂k)(
...
QT

il r̂
l) dΩ and

PGW quad ∼
∫ ...
I
TT

jk

...
I
jk

TT dΩ. In both cases the
quadrupole moment is a rank 2 tensor, as we
discussed in section A, but the electromagnetic
field is a vector (spin 1), so we must find a way
to construct a vector out of a two-indexed ob-
ject. The only consistent way is to multiply the

tensor with a vector and contract one of their
indices14, and the only available vector that can
be used for this purpose is the direction r̂. Thus
AT

i ∼ QT
ij r̂

j , as in equation (65). Thus there are
two factors of r̂ appearing already in the defini-
tion of the radiated power, and two other factors
will appear from the projector Pij ≡ δij − r̂ir̂j
used to obtain the transverse component of the
quadrupole, QT

ij , from the full tensor Qij . The
procedure leads to equation (44) which, upon
integration, yields PE quad ∼ QijQ

ij/5, apart
from prefactors already addressed in the discus-
sion above. On the other hand, the metric is
itself a rank-2 tensor like the quadrupole mo-
ment, so one can have (and one indeed does
have) hTT

ij ∼ ITT
ij , as in equation (65). There

are no factors of r̂ in the integrand for the total
power when it is written in terms of the trans-
verse traceless quadrupole moments. But once
we go back to the full quadrupole tensor, because
of the tensorial character of the metric, the as-
sociated projector is slightly more complex than
for the vector case, cf. equation (57), so that the
power is given by the integral of terms as in equa-
tion (61), which yields PGW quad ∼ 2IijI

ij/5.
We thus see that the mere tensorial nature of

gravity, or the spin 2 of the graviton, in com-
parison to the spin 1 photon, is the root of an
additional factor of 2 enhancement in the radi-
ated power.
Combining this with the other factor 2 dis-

cussed above we find a discrepancy by an over-
all factor of 4, in agreement with our explicit
calculations.

6 Binary systems and an an-

thropic bound on G

Finally, we can use these results at hand, con-
cerning the power emitted by electromagnetic
and gravitational waves, to discuss the hierar-
chy among these two interactions in terms of the
stability of their bound systems.
Let us consider two objects of masses M ≫ m

14This can be seen as a multiplication of an n × n
matrix by an n× 1 vector yielding a vector.
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orbiting one another with angular frequency ω,
and for simplicity assume that the heavier one
stays still at the center of mass. Two instances
of such model would be the Earth-Sun system,
and also an electron orbiting the nucleus. In
both cases one can check that the “slowly mov-
ing” condition in equation (12) holds15, so we
can truncate the multipole expansion at some
desired order. The energy density in these non-
relativistic systems is dominated by the rest
masses, and is given simply by

T 00 = Mδ(x1)δ(x2)δ(x3)

+mδ(x3)δ(x1−R cosωt)δ(x2−R sinωt),

(67)

where we assumed a circular motion of radius
R for simplicity16. A straightforwad calculation
using the definition in (58) and the result in (59)
yields the transverse-traceless metric

hTT
ij =

4mR2ω2

r





cos(2ωt) sin(2ωt) 0
sin(2ωt) − cos(2ωt) 0

0 0 0



 ,

(68)
and using equation (62) we find the radiated
power in gravitational waves

PGW =
32

5

Gm2R4ω6

c5
. (69)

Note that the metric field, and therefore the
gravitational wave, oscillates with twice the fre-
quency of the source. This is a typical behaviour

15The gravitational waves take about 8 minutes to
cross from the Sun to the Earth, much smaller than the
one year period of revolution of the Earth around the
Sun. As for the electron in an atom, one can use Bohr’s
model to estimate an angular frequency ω ∼ ~/(meR

2) ∼
1015 s−1, where ~ is the reduced Planck constant, me is
the electron mass and R ∼ 5×10−11 m the atomic (Bohr)
radius. Then clearly R/c ∼ 10−19 s≪ 1/ω.

16The case of elliptical orbits has been discussed in
ref. [24], where it has been shown that the energy loss
increases with the eccentricity. This is expected from the
fact that, the larger the eccentricity, the faster the object
will move as it approaches the perihelion. However, for
the Earth-Sun orbit the eccentricity is ∼ 0.02 and the
total power would be enhanced by only∼ 0.2% compared
to our estimates.

of the quadrupole radiation. We discuss this in
appendix A.
Now, since the system is slowly moving, non-

relativistic mechanics works just fine. So, focus-
ing first on the case of an electron in a (classi-
cal model of the) hydrogen atom17, and notic-
ing that the dominant centripetal force is the
Coulomb attraction between electron and nu-
cleus, we find

mω2R =
kee

2

R2
, (70)

with ke the Coulomb constant. The total ki-
netic + potential energy (neglecting rest masses,
which will remain unchanged throughout the
entire motion) is E = mω2R2/2 − kee

2/R =
−kee2/(2R). This energy is reduced upon
emission of (gravitational and electromagnetic)
waves, which will tend to make the orbit col-
lapse. To find the lifetime of the system tak-
ing into account only emission of GWs we can
equate dE/dt = −PGW, which gives

R3dR

dt
= −64

5

(Gm2)(kee
2)2

m3c5
. (71)

This can be integrated to find the time it takes
for the system to collapse from the initial radius
R0 down to zero, to find the so-called spiral time

τ atomGW =
5

256

m3c5R4
0

(Gm2)(kee2)2
∼ 1035 s. (72)

This is 18 orders of magnitude larger than the
age of the Universe! Therefore the classical atom
(i.e. the Rutherford model) is completely sta-
ble under the emission of gravitational waves.
However, we can likewise obtain the lifetime
of the classical hydrogen atom considering also
the emission of electromagnetic waves. If we
ignore the dipole contribution for a moment,
then the emitted power can be directly obtained
from (69) via the replacement Gm2 → kee

2/4
(the factor of 4 is discussed in section 5 above)
and one finds a lifetime τE quad ∼ 10−6 s. There

17We extrapolate some aspects of classical mechanics
to the case of the electron in an atom, in the spirit of
Rutherford’s model.
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is thus a discrepancy of 42 orders of magnitude,
due to the fact that the electromagnetic inter-
action is much stronger than gravity18,19. On
general grounds one can say that the lifetime of
a gravitationally bound system is typically much
larger than an electromagnetically bound one.

The calculations above can be directly trans-
lated to the Earth-Sun system via the replace-
ments kee

2 → GMm in equation (70) so that

τEarth-Sun =
5

256

c5R4
0

G3M2m

≈ (1.2× 1023 years)

(

Gobs

G

)3

,

(73)

with Gobs = 6.674 × 10−11 Nm2 kg−2 the cur-
rently measured value of Newton’s constant [25].
Again, the lifetime of this bound system due to
emission of gravitational waves is many orders of
magnitude larger than the age of the Universe,
so the system is completely stable, as should
be expected. However, the scaling of this life-
time with G−3 shows that, if Newton’s constant
were somewhat larger than the observed value,
then the solar system would have collapsed be-
fore it reached its current age, and before intel-
ligent life would have formed. This places an
anthropic upper bound on Newton’s constant of
G . 3 × 104Gobs, which is similar to other an-
thropic bounds on G obtained from conditions
on stellar formation [26, 27]. The latter depend,
however, on other parameters associated to nu-
clear reaction rates, whereas here we find a direct
bound on G alone.

18This fact is known as the gauge hierarchy in particle
physics, and its origin is still a great mystery, being at
the root of the so-called hierarchy problem.

19The discrepancy is actually aggravated by the fact
that the leading contribution to electromagnetic radia-
tion comes from the dipole moment. In this case one can
show, using the same machinery developed above, that
PE dipole = 2ke|d̈|/3c3, with d is the dipole moment of
the distribution, and the lifetime of the classical atom
would then be τE dipole ∼ 10−11 s. The existence of elec-
tromagnetic waves is therefore one strong motivation for
abandoning the classical model of the atom, ultimately
leading to a quantum mechanical description.

7 Conclusions

The recent detection of gravitational waves
opened a new venue for exploring the workings
of our cosmos, and it will certainly have an im-
pact on many fields of research such as astro-
physics, cosmology and even particle physics. It
is therefore of utmost importance that under-
graduate students become acquainted with the
basic tools to understand, discuss and eventually
also to work on the subject.
In this paper we have presented some aspects

of gravitational wave physics by exploring par-
allelisms with the often more familiar theory
of electrodynamics. One important difference20

between the two theories is the fact that elec-
trodynamics can be described by a four-vector,
whereas for gravity the fundamental object is a
rank-2 tensor. Put another way, the graviton
(the particle mediating the gravitational inter-
action) is a spin 2 particle, whereas the pho-
ton (mediator of electromagnetism) has spin 1.
It then follows [28] that electromagnetic radi-
ation is predominantly produced by the dipole
moment of the source, whereas the leading or-
der contribution to gravitational waves stems
from the quadrupole. However, there are also
electromagnetic waves produced by quadrupole
moments, even if usually subleading, and the
comparison with the gravitational case is then
possible: in both cases the potential is directly
proportional to the second derivative of the
quadrupole moment tensor of the form

∫

(xixj−
δijr

2/3)ρ d3x, where ρ is the density of the charge
of the interaction (i.e. electric charge or mass).
This side-by-side display of the main calcula-

tions leading to the quadrupole radiation in both
interactions is an important contribution of the
present work. It allows many early career physi-
cists to have a first introduction to the subject

20Another important difference is the fact that grav-
ity is self-interacting whereas the electromagnetic field is
not, because it does not carry electric charge. This is why
Maxwell’s equations are linear and the field equations in
general relativity are not. However, this difference is not
so important in discussions of gravitational waves, where
the linear regime can be assumed because backreactions
are negligible.

17



of gravitational waves through the more familiar
topic of electrodynamics, while at the same time
learning about both through a direct comparison
of their similarities and differences.

We have also studied the emitted power by
the quadrupole radiation in both cases, finding
a relation of the form P ∼ (coupling constant)×
(quadrupole tensor)2. One could näıvely expect
that, once we know the power radiated via one
of these interactions, one could find the other
case via the immediate replacement of (Newton’s
constant) ↔ (Coulomb’s constant) and (mass
density) ↔ (charge density). We have shown
that this expectation is essentially correct, but
not totally, due to a difference by a factor of 4
which is ultimately due to the differing spins of
the photon and the graviton.

Finally, we have used the results to study the
stability of bound systems under radiative emis-
sions. This allowed us to understand the hier-
archy of the interaction strengths in terms of
timelifes of bound systems21, and also place an
anthropic bound on Newton’s gravitational con-
stant which is on par with similar bounds from
stellar formation, but with the advantage that
no dependence on nuclear physics parameters
are involved in our case: the bound is imposed
directly on gravity only.

Since we have discussed at some length grav-
itational waves in the context of general rela-
tivity, we should conclude by emphasizing that
the detection of gravitational waves constitutes a
testimonial of the relativistic nature of gravity,
but not of general relativity in particular [10].
Most relativistic theories will predict radiation
emission, since it is a mere consequence of re-
tarded interactions. In fact, the detection of
gravitational waves could be a new and rich alley
for testing GR and probing alternative theories
of gravity [30, 31].

21One can also compare the strength of the other fun-
damental interactions in the same fashion, using the life-
time of the bound systems they form, as argued e.g. in
reference [29].
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A Why is the quadrupole mo-

ment a tensor?

In section 2 we saw that the quadrupole tensor

Qij emerged naturally from the mathematical
development of the multipole expansion of the
potential. But what kind of object is this? Why
does it have two indices? And what is its physi-
cal interpretation?

In order to gain some insight, let us step back
and first investigate the other moments of the
multipole expansion. At zeroth order, the most
important aspect of a certain configuration is
the total charge, the so-called “monopole”. If
the source is viewed from a large enough dis-
tance, the monopole completely dominates and
the source behaves as if it were point-like, i.e. all
other little details about its charge distribution
become irrelevant. The monopole is just a num-
ber encapsulating a property of the source as a

whole, see figure 2 (a). Clearly its value does
not depend on the coordinate system we use, for
instance it does not change under rotations: it
is what we call a scalar quantity.

But as we approach the source we start to de-
tect its substructure as well, being able to probe
how this total charge is distributed in a certain
volume. Because the monopole already encodes
information on the amount of charge in the en-

tirety of space, the simplest additional informa-
tion would come from partitioning space in two
halves and evaluating the imbalance of charge
distribution between these regions, as in figure 2
(b). For each manner of partitioning space in
halves we get a number, a product of the charge
and the geometry of the source under such split-
ting. For instance, in the simple case of two ho-
mogeneously and oppositely charged hemispher-
ical shells, as depicted in figure 2 (b), this num-
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ber would be just the total charge in each hemi-
sphere times their diameter. Now, there are
three independent orthogonal planes that can
be used for separating space in two halves, so
we need three components to fully describe this
dipole moment of the distribution. And these
components depend on the planes we picked in
the first place, i.e. on the chosen coordinate sys-
tem. This makes clear how and why the dipo-
lar feature of the distribution is described by a
vector, an object indicating a single direction in
space.

Still this is too simplistic, and a finer grain-
ing may be needed to better characterize the
source. The next best information consists in
partitioning it in fourths and analysing how the
charge is distributed along each of these regions.
Let us count the ways in which we can do this.
There are three possibilities of partitioning space
in four quadrants by two axes, as shown in fig-
ure 2 (c), e.g. when these axes are xy, xz and
yz. But it is easy to see that, even if we com-
bine these three cases, we still do not get the
most general charge distribution, because the
poles in these three configurations always have
vanishing charge. This limitation can be reme-
died by adding three other partitions in quar-
tiles, this time perpendicular to a given axis,
as in figure 2 (d). Alternatively we can also
rotate the partitions in figure (c) by 45◦, ob-
taining new quadrants as in figure 2 (e). It
turns out, however, that while three partitions
in quadrants is not enough to fully characterize
a distribution over a sphere, six different par-
titions is too much: only five of them are lin-
early independent. This means we need only five
components to fully characterize the quadrupole
moment, which agrees with the counting of the
number of elements in a symmetric traceless ten-
sor such as Qij . The components Qxz, Qyz and
Qxy encode information on the charge distribu-
tion along the quadrants defined by the xz, yz
and xy axes, figure (c). The partition in figure
(e), where the positive and negative poles are
aligned along the y and x axes (respectively) is
associated to Qyy −Qxx. Finally, the axial par-
tition with planes perpendicular to the z axis,

(a)

monopole

+

−
(b)

dipole

−−
+

+

(e)

+

+

−−
(d)

−
−+
+

(c)

quadrupole

Figure 2: Representation of the (a) monopole,
(b) dipole and (c-e) quadrupole moments of a
certain charge distribution. The monopole en-
codes the behaviour of the source as a whole,
neglecting any substructure. The dipole con-
tains information on polarization, whereas the
quadrupole contains a finer-grained information
on how the charge is distributed along quad-
rants. The images should be rotated around the
vertical axis to obtain a three-dimensional dis-
tribution, and the charges are to be seen as dis-
tributed over the surface of the sphere, not the
entire volume.

figure (d), is encoded in Qzz.

Note that, to characterize the quadrupole dis-
tribution, it is in general necessary to specify
two directions in space. Each vector defines an
orthogonal plane dividing space in two regions,
so we need two vectors to define four quadrants.
The quadrupole moment is therefore described
by a two-index structure, and we say it is a ten-
sor of rank 2. Just as a vector can be represented
by a column, so can this two-indexed object be
represented by a matrix. And because Qij is a
symmetric matrix, its eigenvectors are orthog-
onal22 and point in the directions of the elec-
tropositive and electronegative regions. In the
simple case of a distribution shown in figure 2
(e), these would be the horizontal and vertical
directions, with negative and positive eigenval-
ues respectively.

The quadrupole is the first moment containing
information on the non-sphericity of the source.

22Strictly speaking this is true only for non-degenerate
eigenvalues. There are situations in which only one di-
rection will be singled out, as in an axial distribution
shown in figure 2 (d). In this case there will be a doubly
degenerate eigenvalue, corresponding to the freedom of
choosing the axes perpendicular to the symmetry direc-
tion.
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Figure 3: Examples of dipolar and quadrupolar
oscillations. Note that the dipolar case involves
a shift in the center of mass. The quadrupo-
lar case, in turn, encodes the deviations of the
source from spherical symmetry.

As such, it encodes the simplest possible devia-
tions from a spherical distribution, such as the
source’s elongation or whether it possesses lobes.
This opens up another possible way to under-
stand why there is no gravitational dipole ra-
diation. Let us look again at figure 2, but fo-
cusing on the distribution of mass rather than
charge. Clearly, varying the dipole means shift-
ing the distribution of mass from one hemisphere
to the other, which clearly shifts the position of
the center-of-mass. From momentum conserva-
tion we know this never happens in the absence
of external forces, so a gravitational dipole ra-
diation does not exist. A quadrupole variation
means, on the other hand, that part of the grav-
itational charge is moving from the equator to
the poles, or vice-versa, in such a way that the
center-of-mass remains fixed. These situations
are illustrated in figure 3.

Interestingly, we can also see, from the repre-
sentation of a pure quadrupole in figure 2, that
a rotation by 180◦ brings the configuration back
to its starting point. This means that a rotating
quadrupole will emit radiation with twice the
frequency of its rotation, as we saw in section 6.

B Why are tensors ubiquitous in

physics?

The entire edifice of physics rests upon the fact
that, despite the many discrepancies in observa-
tions made by different individuals, there exist
some relations among measured quantities that
will be universally valid, and will be agreed upon

x

y

z

x′

y′

θ





x′

y′

z′



 =





cθ sθ 0
−sθ cθ 0
0 0 1









x
y
z





∂x = cθ∂x′ − sθ∂y′

∂y = sθ∂x′ + cθ∂y′

∂z = ∂z′

Figure 4: Rotation of cartesian axes around the
z-direction by an angle θ, and the corresponding
transformation rules for coordinates and deriva-
tives.

by every rational entity in the Universe. For in-
stance, even if an object may be perceived at
rest for one observer, while for another it may
be moving, both will agree on some laws dictat-
ing the dynamical causes and consequences of its
motion. The main task of physics is to identify
these relations and to write them in the form of
universally valid statements.

A key step in this pursuit is to identify cer-
tain symmetries of nature, i.e. sets of transfor-
mations that we can make on systems without
affecting the validity of the physical laws. Once
we write a physical law valid for one observer,
it can be immediately translated to every other
reference frame related to the first by such trans-
formations. Some quantities may change in the
process — reflecting the differences seen by one
observer as compared to another —, but the re-
lation among them as expressed by the physical
law remains valid.

This general requirement imposes stringent
constraints on how the value of a physical quan-
tity compares among different observers. Two
observers may measure different values for a cer-
tain quantity, but these values must be related
to one another by a specific rule determined by
the underlying symmetry. And this in turn spec-
ifies the kind of mathematical objects that must
be used to describe physical quantities.

A typical example is the symmetry under ro-
tations: because there are a priori no preferred
directions in space, any two frames rotated with
respect to one another must observe the same
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physics. To be more concrete, consider a cer-
tain theory described by three fields F1, F2, F3

which, in a certain reference frame S, obeys the
equation

∂xF1 + ∂yF2 + ∂zF3 = 0. (74)

If we now look at the system from another frame
S ′, related to S via a rotation around the z-axis
by an angle θ, the description of spatial loca-
tions in S ′ will be different than in S, but both
are related via the transformations shown in fig-
ure 4. The derivatives will also be transformed
accordingly, and equations (74) become

(cθ∂x′ − sθ∂y′)F1 + (sθ∂x′ + cθ∂y′)F2 + ∂z′F3 = 0.
(75)

It seems that our physical laws have changed,
that there is now an explicit dependence on θ.
But equations (75) are still written in terms of
the fields measured in S. We must now ask our-
selves: if S ′ were to repeat the same procedures
as S to measure the fields, which values would it
obtain? If the field values were the same in both
frames — i.e. if the fields are invariant under ro-
tations — then, based on this law, the observer
in S ′ would be able to use these field measure-
ments to empirically determine its rotation angle
relative to S, contradicting the expectation that
there is no preferred direction in space. Put an-
other way, the directions of the axes in S would
be privileged because this law would assume a
simplest form in this case. The situation can be
remedied if (and only if) we demand the fields
to also transform according to





F ′

1

F ′

2

F ′

3



 =





cθ sθ 0
−sθ cθ 0
0 0 1









F1

F2

F3



 . (76)

It is then easy to see that equation (75) becomes

∂x′F ′

1 + ∂y′F
′

2 + ∂z′F
′

3 = 0, (77)

and the laws have the same form in both frames.
Vectors

Therefore the requirement that this law remain
valid under an arbitrary rotation forces us to
consider the three fields as three components of
a larger object, which mix among themselves un-
der such transformation. It is this larger object
that is the truly invariant physical field. The
transformation rule shown in equation (76) can
be more generally written as

F ′

i =
∂x′

i

∂xj

Fj , (78)

with Einstein’s summation convention implicit.
An object transforming according to this rule is
called a vector.
Now suppose we add three more equations

to the set of physical laws satisfied by these
fields, describing how they are produced by three
sources J1, J2 and J3, namely

∂yF3 − ∂zF2 = J1,

∂zF1 − ∂xF3 = J2,

∂xF2 − ∂yF1 = J3.

(79)

If the source transforms as the vectors as well,
these equations, as seen by S ′, would become

cθ(∂y′F
′

3 − ∂z′F2
′)− sθ(∂z′F1

′ − ∂x′F3
′) = cθJ

′

1 − sθJ
′

2,

sθ(∂y′F3
′ − ∂z′F2

′) + cθ(∂z′F1
′ − ∂x′F3

′) = sθJ
′

1 + cθJ
′

2,

∂x′F ′

2 − ∂y′F
′

1 = J ′

3.

(80)

Here, something interesting happens: the equa-
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tions are not invariant under the transformation!
However, in order for them to be simultaneously
satisfied, a set of equations analogous to (79)
would have to be obeyed in S ′ as well, i.e. replac-
ing all unprimed variables by their correspond-
ing primed versions. This then means that both
S and S ′ will again see the same physical laws.
In this case the set of equations are said to be
covariant (rather than invariant). Covariance of
the physical laws is really all we need to impose:
it does not matter how one particular equation
will transform from one frame to another, as long
as the entire set is automatically satisfied in both
frames.
More generally, if we write a physical law as

the vanishing of the components of a vector V

in a frame S, as in Vi = 0, then in another frame
these equations become

∂xi

∂x′

j

V ′

j = 0, (81)

which implies (because the transformation ma-
trix ∂xi/∂x

′

j is invertible) that all components
vanish in the frame S ′ as well. This is why math-
ematical objects like vectors, obeying a specific
transformation rule as laid out in equation (78),
are the appropriate tools with which to formu-
late universal physical laws.

Tensors

The argument presented at the end of the last
subsection can be generalized in the following
way. Let Ti1...in be an object that transforms
under some set of symmetry operation (e.g. ro-
tations) as

T ′

i1i2...in
=

∂x′

i1

∂xj1

∂x′

i2

∂xj2

. . .
∂x′

in

∂xjn

Tj1j2...jn . (82)

We call such an object a tensor of rank n. Then,
by the same arguments as above, any statement
that these components vanish, Ti1i2...in = 0, will
be automatically satisfied in all frames related
to each other by this particular symmetry op-
eration (e.g. rotations). Put another way, any
equation written in terms of objects which are

tensors under a certain symmetry group will au-
tomatically be covariant under these transfor-
mations. This means that physical quantities
will always be described by some kind of ten-
sor under some set of symmetries. And we then
know how each reference frame will compare
their measurements to those made in another
frame.

Note that vectors are just rank 1 tensors.
The quadrupole moment is an example of a
rank 2 tensor: it has two axis that can be
transformed independently, as discussed in ap-
pendix A above. Another particular type of
quantities are the so-called scalars, which are
rank 0 tensors, i.e. objects which are invariant
under said transformations.

Four-vectors and covariant notation

Rotations are not the only kind of symmetry
obeyed by physical laws. Since Galileo in the
16th century we know that all inertial frames
experience the same physics, even those that are
in relative uniform motion. Thus our physical
objects must behave as tensors under transfor-
mations mapping differently moving inertial ob-
servers.

But what is the form of these transforma-
tions? In order to understand this, note that
the rotations discussed above are defined as the
transformations that keep spatial distances in-
variant, i.e. the quantity dx2 = x2 + y2 + z2 is
the same for every frame rotated with respect
to each other. When we include relative move-
ment among observers, the time coordinate ob-
viously enters the picture as well, and we should
then ask: which quantity related to time co-
ordinates is invariant for every such observer?
Galilean relativity attributes invariance to time
intervals between events. But we now know this
is not the case, since this would imply that dif-
ferent observers would measure different values
for the speed of light, contradicting experimen-
tal results. Instead the truly invariant quantity
is the speed of light c, so the invariant distance
between two events is ds2 = c2dt2 − dx2. This
means, in particular, that observers in relative
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motion will generally disagree on the length dx

of an object or on time intervals dt, in precisely
the way needed to ensure that both will mea-
sure c = 1 for the speed of light. This is merely
a statement that the propagation of light can
act as a universal ruler for measuring distances
between events, with which all inertial observers
agree. The group of transformations that leave
this quantity invariant is the so-called Lorentz
group, and all physical quantities must be rep-
resented as tensors under Lorentz transforma-
tions, i.e. objects transforming according to the
rule (82). This guarantees that our physical laws
will be valid for every inertial observer. These
are called four-vectors and four-tensors.

The situation can be put in geometrical terms
as follows. The possibility of performing phys-
ical operations (namely rotations) that leave
dx2 = x2 + y2 + z2 invariant leads us to under-
stand these spatial coordinates as components of
a larger three-dimensional object (x, y, z) which
mix among themselves when changing frames.
Likewise, the invariance of ds2 = c2dt2−dx2 un-
der all transformations among inertial observers
leads us to the analogous understanding that
time and space are also different dimensions of
a larger four-dimensional entity which we call
spacetime. Note also that rotations are em-
bedded in this larger class of transformations.
Thus the usual vectors in three dimensions be-
come just the spatial components of some larger
four-dimensional objects. A point in spacetime,
called an event, is then described by xµ = (ct,x),
with greek indices assuming values 0 (the “time”
component) through 1, 2 and 3 (the “spatial”
components of the four-vector). Now the in-
variant measure of interval size can be writ-
ten as ds2 = c2dt2 − |dx|2 ≡ ηµνdx

µdxν (recall
that repeated indices are to be summed over),
where ηµν = diag(1,−1,−1,−1) is the so-called
Minkowski spacetime metric. Different inertial
frames are related to one another by some sort
of “rotations” in spacetime that leave this metric
invariant. In general, the inner product of two
four-vectors can be defined as v · w ≡ ηµνv

µwν,
and since this kind of combinations will often
appear in calculations it is convenient to de-

fine a short-hand notation vµ ≡ ηµνv
ν for any

four-vector v. Defining the inverse of the met-
ric as ηµν , such that ηµνηνρ = δµρ , it follows that
ηµν = diag(1,−1,−1,−1) and vµ = ηµνvν . Thus
the metric can be used to raise and lower indices,
and in general raising and lowering indices with
values 1, 2 and 3 introduces a minus sign, while
the 0 component remains unchanged.
Let x′µ(xν) represent a transformation be-

tween two intertial frames. Since it must pre-
serve the spacetime interval we must have ds′ 2 =
ηµνdx

′µdx′ ν = ηµνdx
µdxν = ds2, so

∂x′ µ

∂xρ
ηµν

∂x′ ν

∂xσ
= ηρσ. (83)

This is the precise meaning of what we said
above, that the Lorentz transformations leave
the metric invariant. With this result, we find
an easy way to construct scalars (i.e. invariant
quantities with values agreed upon by all inertial
frames) out of any tensor quantity: simply “con-
tract” indices using the metric tensor until there
are no free indices left. For example, out of the
energy-momentum tensor T µν we can construct
an invariant T ≡ ηµνT

µν which is the trace of the
tensor. This easiness to construct invariants out
of tensors is a convenient consequence of writing
our theory in terms of these objects.

General relativity

The general theory of relativity is, as the name
indicates, a generalization of this covariance
principle to embrace all observers, even if non-
inertial. In this case inertial frames are no
longer special: every observer sees the same
physics, and we must then write our objects
as tensors under general coordinate transforma-
tions. This equivalence between inertial and
non-inertial frames then means that, as we drop
an object and observe it freely falling, we have no
way of figuring out whether it fell because it was
subjected to a gravitational field, or because of a
fictitious force in an accelerating frame23. Both

23This is analogous to the two inertial frames in rela-
tive motion who cannot agree on the electric and mag-
netic fields of a certain system.
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forces are in fact physically the same. Equiv-
alently, this is to say that inertial mass is the
same as gravitational mass. This is, in short,
Einstein’s equivalence principle.
Since all frames are now equivalent, all physi-

cal laws should be expressed in terms of objects
which behave as tensors (see eq. (82)) under gen-
eral coordinate transformations x′(x) — includ-
ing non-linear transformations leading to non-
inertial frames. For instance, let us consider an
infinitesimal coordinate transformation

x′µ = xµ + ξµ, (84)

where the four-vector ξµ parametrizes the mag-
nitude and direction of the transformation. The
metric tensor transforms as

g′µν =
∂x′ µ

∂xρ

∂x′ ν

∂xσ
gρσ

= (δµρ + ∂ρξ
µ)(δνσ + ∂σξ

ν)gρσ

= gµν + ∂µξν + ∂νξµ.

(85)

With gµν = ηµν + hµν and assuming |hµν | ≪ 1
(so we can keep only linear terms in the pertur-
bation) the inverse metric is gµν = ηµν − hµν ,
and (85) then reduces to the gauge transforma-
tion stated in equation (48)24.
Finally, a side note: in quantum mechanics

there also appears another type of object called a
spinor. The intuition behind this object is more
elusive, but the core idea is similar to exposed
above, namely that spinors are another type of
objects that transform in a specific way under ro-
tations or general Lorentz transformations. Just
as tensors belong to a space generated out of
“product of vectors”, so does a vector also be-
long to a space generated by the product of two
spinors. So spinors are called the fundamen-

tal representation of the underlying symmetry
group, since they generate every other transfor-
mation via tensor products.
Everything we have discussed in this appendix

refers to the branch of mathematics called group

theory and, more specifically, to representation

24Note that, to linear order in hµν , the raising and low-
ering of indices are performed by the Minkowski metric
on both sides of the transformation equation.

theory of groups. Groups are the appropri-
ate abstract structures to describe transforma-
tions (as the symmetry operations we have been
discussing), and representations are the objects
(typically in a certain linear space) on which
these transformations act in a specific manner,
such as the tensors we have seen. Every physi-
cal object is described by a certain representa-
tion of the underlying symmetry groups of the
theory, because physical objects must transform
in a specific way in order to ensure the univer-
sality of the physical description among all ob-
servers. And it is important to understand how
two objects in different representations combine
to form a third one, e.g. how to combine two
objects in order to form a scalar (i.e. an invari-
ant) quantity, with whose value every observer
agrees. This is why an understanding of repre-
sentation theory is essential for the construction
of physical theories out of symmetry arguments.
Such a discussion is of course beyond the scope
of this work, but the interested reader can con-
sult references [32, 33] for a more in-depth dis-
cussion. An accessible reading on the subject of
tensor calculus for undergraduate students can
be found in [34]. For a more geometrical ap-
proach, reference [18] is recommended.
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