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Abstract 

 

Einstein & Rosen discovered the non-existence of wave solutions. However, the Physical Review found that the singularities 

they discovered are removable. Since the editorial accepted wave solutions with unbounded amplitude, Einstein’s requirement 

on weak gravity was implicitly rejected in disagreement with general relativity. On the other hand, from the Hulse-Taylor binary 

pulsars experiment, it has been found that the nonexistence of gravitational wave solution is due to a violation of the principle of 

causality.
 
It will be shown that such a violation can be seen directly from the cylindrical “waves” of Einstein and Rosen. The root 

of such an error lasting more than half a century is due to that the editorial of Physical Review and others did not understand 

Einstein’s equivalence principle and incorrectly regarded it as essentially the same as Pauli’s version. Consequently, they do not 

understand a basic principle in science, the principle of causality adequately. Moreover, the rejection of Einstein’s requirement 

on weak gravity was based on the invalid interim “covariance principle”. Currently, misinterpretations of Einstein’s equivalence 

principle and the acceptance of the invalid “covariance principle”, in effect, have developed into efforts conspired to give 

deceptive predictions.  
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1. Introduction 

A mistake among theorists [1] including Einstein [2], Feynman [3], Landau & Lifshitz [4], etc., was assuming the existence 

of dynamic solutions for the Einstein equation of 1915. This question of dynamic solutions was raised by Gullstrand [5] in his 

1921 report to the Nobel Committee. Due to conceptual errors such as ambiguity of coordinates as pointed out by Whitehead 

[6], Fock [7], and Zhou [8],
 
many cannot reconcile the non-existence of dynamic solutions with the three accurate predictions. It 

was not until 1995 that the nonexistence of dynamic solution is proven [9, 10] and related issues are addressed in 2000 [1] and 

2002 [11, 12]. Meanwhile, unphysical solutions were accepted [13] because Einstein’s equivalence principle (of 1921) was not 

well understood [1] (see also Appendix A).  

In fact, all the existing “wave” solutions are unbounded in amplitude, but physicists had to accept this as if a new feature 

since physical principles could not be used. Because coordinates were ambiguous [11, 12], the physical meaning of Einstein’s 

equivalence principle and other physical principles were not clear. Recently, however, it is proven that a physical space must 

have a frame of reference that has the Euclidean-like structure.  

To explain the Hulse-Taylor binary pulsar experiment, it is necessary to modify Einstein equation with an added source term, 

the gravitation energy-stress tensor (with an antigravity coupling), to accommodate the waves [9, 10] and to have a valid 

linearized equation. Since the gravitational wave whose sources are energy-stress tensors, carries energy-momentum, a gravita-

tional wave should carry a source along. Then, it becomes clear that the non-existence of gravitational wave is due to a violation 

of the principle of causality
 1)

 [9]. 

Historically, Einstein & Rosen [14] could be considered as the first to discover the non-existence of wave solution, but the 

Physical Review found that the singularities they discovered are removable [15]. Her editorial implicitly rejected Einstein‘s 

requirement on weak gravity. Moreover, the editorials of the Physical Review and other journals failed to identify the violation 

of physical principles such as the principle of causality (see Section 4) because Einstein's equivalence principle of 1921 was not 

understood adequately (see Section 2). 

In this paper, it will be shown that the violation of the principle of causality can be identified directly from the cylindrical 

“wave” solution of Einstein-Rosen [14]. Thus, the Physical Review was correct only at a point in mathematics. Recently, based 

on Einstein’s equivalence principle, the physical meaning of coordinates has been clarified [11, 12]. Then, it is possible to justify 

Einstein’s requirement on weak gravity in terms of the principle of causality. As the editorial of the Royal Society pointed out, 

Einstein’s requirement for weak gravity was rejected because of the “covariance principle” (see Appendix B), which is due to 

Einstein’s failure [16, 17] to identify the physical meaning of coordinates. It is hoped that this paper would awaken theorists to 

study the problem of gravitational waves anew with physical considerations included. 

2. Einstein’s Equivalence Principle and its Misinterpretation 

Einstein claimed that his equivalence principle implies the Einstein-Minkowski condition (see Appendix A) that a free fall 

results in a co-moving local Minkowski space from which the time dilation and space contractions are obtained [16, 17]. 

However, in spite of his objection [18], his equivalence principle was regarded the same as Pauli’s [19]: 

 “For every infinitely small world region (i.e. a world region which is so small that the space- and time-variation of 

gravity can be neglected in it) there always exists a coordinate system K0 (X1, X2, X3, X4) in which gravitation has 

no influence either in the motion of particles or any physical process.”  

Thus, Pauli regards the equivalence principle as merely the mathematical existence of locally constant spaces. Moreover, Pauli’s 

version would make that arbitrary coordinate systems have to be used (see section 4).  

Apparently, Pauli, Misner, Thorne, & Wheeler [20], Straumann [21], and Will [22], overlooked (or disagreed with) Ein-

stein’s remark [17, p.144], “For it is clear that, e.g., the gravitational field generated by a material point in its environment 

certainly cannot be ‘transformed away’ by any choice of the system of coordinates…” 

Moreover, John L. Friedman, Divisional Associate Editor of Physical Review Letters, officially claimed [23],  

“The experimentally well-tested theory of general relativity relies not on the author’s version of the equivalence 

principle, but on a well-defined theory in which the existence of local Minkowski space has replaced the equiva-

lence principle that initially motivated it.”  

However, the fact is that the theory based on Pauli’s version is not well-defined because of the ambiguity in coordinates. 

    In addition, Synge
 
[24] and Fock

 
[7], who incorrectly claimed that Einstein’s equivalence principle is nonessential, have 

misled many theorists. Such a view is echoed by Erick J. Weinberg, Editor of Physical Review D, who claimed [23],  
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“These considerations do not, however, lead to experimentally testable consequences that are different from those 

obtained by the generally accepted application of general relativity.”  

Recently, it has been shown that Einstein’s equivalence principle is crucial in the theory of measurement in general relativity 

[25]. In particular, Einstein’s equivalence principle shows that Einstein’s theory of measurement is actually invalid, and this is 

supported by experiments such as the observed bending of light [16, 25] since the velocities are defined without the metric.   

Of course, the editorial of the Physical Review is not alone in such errors. For example, the editorial of the Royal Society 

implicitly rejected Einstein’s requirement on weak gravity (see Appendix C). Some scientists perceived as experts for instance, 

Misner, Thorne, & Wheeler [20] incorrectly claimed that Einstein’s equivalence principle is as follows:  

“In any and every local Lorentz frame, anywhere and anytime in the universe, all the (Nongravitational) laws of 

physics must take on their familiar special-relativistic form. Equivalently, there is no way, by experiments con-

fined to infinitestimally small regions of spacetime, to distinguish one local Lorentz frame in one region of 

spacetime frame any other local Lorentz frame in the same or any other region. ” 

However, the Einstein-Minkowski condition [16, 17] is missing. Notably Misner et al. [20] claimed that gravitational energy-

Momentum could not be located due to Einstein’s equivalence principle. However, such a misinterpretation is in disagreement 

with the fact that the field energy would be exchanged with the energy of a particle [9].  

A misinterpretation is not free. In their eq. (40.14) [20], they got an incorrect conclusion on the local time of the earth in 

the solar system since they did not understand [23] Einstein’s equivalence principle and related theorems in Riemannian space 

[24]. Moreover, Ohanian & Ruffini [26] also ignored the Einstein-Minkowski condition and had the same problems in their eq. 

(50). (In fact, Ohanian, Ruffini, and Wheeler [26] proclaimed themselves as non-believers of Einstein’s principles.) However, 

Straumann [21], Wald [27], and Weinberg [28] did not make the same mistake.   

Misunderstanding of Einstein’s equivalence principle keeps the coordinates to be ambiguous [11, 12]. Then, the so-called 

“covariance principle” appeared to be necessary, and led to the rejection of Einstein’s requirement on weak gravity (Appendix 

C). Zhou [8] pointed out, “The concept that coordinates don’t matter in the interpretation of Einstein’s theory … necessarily 

leads to mathematical results which can hardly have a physical interpretation and are therefore a mystification of the theory.” 

The ambiguity of coordinates was a major difficulty in applying the principle of causality. However, as shown in next section, 

Penrose ignored the principle of causality, even when a precise physical meaning of coordinates is not needed. 

Unexpectedly, a key to the existence of the Euclidean-like structure is Einstein’s equivalence principle [11, 12]. One may 

wonder why this clearly illustrated fact in Einstein’s solution was not recognized. In Einstein’s theory of measurement,
 2)

 he 

overlooked that his measurements for a physical Riemannian space is not static but dynamics [25]  

3. Gravitational Plane-Waves and Physical Requirements 

The principle of causality requires the metric of weak gravity must be bounded in amplitude.
 
The Maxwell-Newton Approx-

imation (MNA) supports such a conclusion [29]. Nevertheless, all “plane waves” solutions are unbounded [1].  

A metric solution that convinced many the existence of gravitational wave solution was obtained by Bondi, Pirani, & Robin-

son [30], who claimed that a wave from a distant source, is 

ds
2
 = exp(2)(d

2
 – d
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where , ,  are functions of u (=  –  ). It satisfies the differential equation (i.e., their Eq. 2.8), 
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However, metric (1) is not bounded because of the factor u
2
 that grows anomaly large as time  goes by.  

According to the Maxwell-Newton Approximation, as shown by Einstein [31], a plane-wave with a finite source is always 

bounded. Thus, metric (1) is not valid in physics. Note that a violation of the principle of causality is independent of a physical 

coordinate system, and thus it is not necessary to show this for all admissible systems.  

Another well known “plane wave” is the metric considered by Misner, Thorne & Wheeler [15] as follows: 
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However, this equation has no bounded plane-wave solution 
3)

 since L’’ cannot be always negative for a weak solution. 

Moreover, a “plane wave”, which is clearly unphysical, is accepted by Penrose [32] as follows: 

ds
2
 = du dv + Hdu

2
 – dxi dxi,      where     H = hij(u) xi xj     (5) 

where u = ct – z, v = ct + z, x = x1 and y = x2, hii(u)  0, and hij = hji. 

This metric satisfies the harmonic gauge, and its cause can be an electromagnetic plane wave. Metric (5) satisfies 

  tt = – 2{hxx(u) + hyy(u)}, where  = g – .   (6) 

However, causality is not satisfied. For the force is related to 
z
tt = (1/2)(1 + H)H/t; and there are arbitrary non-physical 

parameters (the choice of origin) that are unrelated to the cause (a plane wave).  

Now, it is clear that Einstein’s requirement on weak gravity was rejected. A common problem in the theory of gravitational 

wave is that physical considerations are being neglected (see also Appendix C) [13].  

4. The Principle of Causality and the Cylindrical Symmetric Metrics of Einstein and Rosen 

Since Einstein’s equivalence principle has not been understood adequately [23, 25], physical principles are often neglected 

[12, 29]. Among the existing so-called wave solutions, not only Einstein's equivalence principle, but also others such as the 

principle of causality and the principle of relativistic causality [11] are not satisfied.  

Let us examine their cylindrical “waves” again. In coordinates, , , and z, the solution of Einstein & Rosen [14] is 

ds
2
 = exp(2 – 2)(dT

2
 - d

2
) – 

2
exp(–2)d

2
 – exp(2)dz

2
     (7) 

where T is the product of the velocity of light and the time coordinate, and  and  are functions of  and T. They satisfy  

 + (1/) – TT = 0,      = [
2
 + T

2
],  and    T = 2 T.  (8) 

Rosen [35] consider the energy-stress tensor T and Einstein's gravitational pseudotensor t . He found that  

T4
4
 + t4

4
 = 0,  and  T4

l + t4
l
 = 0,    (9) 

where t4
l
 is momentum in the -direction. In other words, the total energy density and momentum in -direction are zero. 

However, Weber & Wheeler [33] argued that these results are meaningless since t is not a tensor. Moreover, they claimed, 

“We concluded that many of the otherwise apparently paradoxical properties of this cylindrical wave can be understood by 

taking into account the analogy between gravitational waves and electromagnetic waves, and the special demands of the equiva-

lence principle, which rules out a special role for any particular frame of reference.”
 4)

 They failed to see that due to Pauli 

version of equivalence, arbitrary coordinate systems had to used [34].  

Weber and Wheeler did not supply any evidence for their claimed analogy between gravitational waves and electromagnetic 

waves. Although the first equation in (8) is a Maxwell-type, the Maxwell-Newton Approximation, a full analogy, is not satisfied 

since metric (7) does not satisfy the linearized gauge harmonic conditions. In fact, because of the other two equations in (8), the 

function  satisfies a non-linear equation  + / – TT = 2T
2
 (see also Appendix D)  

The relation (9) reflects that the cylindrical metric (7) cannot really have a radiation propagating in the -direction as seen 

from the following solution [33]. 

 = AJ0 () cost +BN0 () sint,      (10a) 

where A and B are constants. The second function  in the special case B = A, reduces to 

 = 
2

1
A

2
{J0()J0’() + N0()N0’() + [(J0())

2
 + (J0’())

2
+ (N0())

2
 + (N0’())

2
]  

+ [J0()J0’() – N0()N0’()] cos2T + [J0()N0’() + N0()J0’()] sin2T} – 


2
A

2
T  (10b) 

(10b) implies that exp(2) would become very small. (Note that T and  should have been respectively t and /c.)  

According (10b) the function exp(2) gets very large as T goes to negatively large. Thus, ‘t Hooft’s [35] claim of bounded-

ness is a mistake. Since exp(2) approaches to zero as T gets positively large (thus gtt = g  0), the condition for weak gravity 

(1 >> ) would fail, independent of parameters such as the amplitude and the frequency.  
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For instance, one can prove that metric (7) cannot satisfy coordinate relativistic causality. Weber and Wheeler agreed with 

Fierz's analysis, based on (8), that  is a strictly positive where (, T) ≈ 0 for large  [33]. On the other hand, for a cylindrical 

coordinate system, time dilation and space contractions would mean  

– g  1  gtt ,    – g/
2
  1 ,   and     – gzz  1 .      (11a) 

These would imply coordinate relativistic causality [11]. Thus, from metric (7) one has exp (2)  1 and exp (2)  exp(2). It 

thus follows that   0. Hence, the condition  > 0 cannot be met. In fact, it follows (11a) directly that  

 (2 – 2)  0  (2 – 2),  –2  0 ,  and   2  0.   (11b) 

Thus  = 0 and  = 0. This shows again that there is no physical wave solution for G = 0.  

Thus, invalidity of the “wave” solutions, raised by Rosen [33], has been verified after the physical meaning of space-time 

coordinates is clarified [11, 12].  

5. Discussions and Conclusions 

Weber & Wheeler [33] and ‘t Hooft [35] draw physical interpretations almost exclusively from , which satisfies a Max-

well-type equation, although  is different (see also Appendix D). Moreover, they were unaware violations of the principle of 

causality. They invalidly ignored how the waves are generated and that gravity cannot be screened. A criterion for a valid plane-

wave solution is whether it is compatible with the Maxwell-Newton Approximation with a source [1, 29, 36].  

Whitehead [6] and Fock [7] objected general relativity because the physical meaning of coordinated was ambiguous [16, 

17]. Zhou [37] pointed out that coordinates must have physical meaning since all of physical quantities have to be expressed in 

terms of coordinates. In addition, Liu & Zhou [36] are among the earliest, who recognized that physical requirements must be 

considered for a solution of plan-waves. An irony of Einstein’s theory of measurement is that its method cannot be executed for 

measuring an extended object [38]. 

In contrast, Hawking and Ellis [39] seem to forget the physical conditions from which mathematical expressions were ob-

tained.
5)

 Ellis [40] and ‘t Hooft [41].claimed there is no reason to reject an unbounded plane-wave since the Schwarzschild 

solution, which is not bounded at the event of horizon, is accepted. Apparently, he failed to see that such a Schwarzschild 

solution is reducibly unbounded because the internal solution is different, whereas the plane-waves are irreducibly unbounded. 

(see Appendix C). They are currently good examples to illustrate that that Penrose is not the only well known theorist who does 

not understand the principle of causality adequately.     

A common error
 6)

 was assuming the existence of dynamic solutions for the Einstein equation of 1915 [1]. For dynamic sit-

uations, the linearized equation is unrelated to Einstein equation [3, 9]. However, a conclusion on the existence of dynamic 

solutions was almost impossible unless Einstein’s equivalence principle is understood so that the physical meaning of coordi-

nates is clarified. Many wrongly regarded Einstein’s equivalence principle of 1921 the same as the 1911 assumption of equiva-

lence between Newtonian gravity and an accelerated frame [42]. Moreover, the formula of Landau & Lifshitz [4] for space 

contractions was rejected because of inadequate understanding of Einstein’s equivalence principle [25].  

One may ask what would be responsible to the mistake on the question of gravitational waves that has last more than half a 

century. A problem is that Einstein’s equivalence principle has not been well understood. Consequently, this field is dominated 

by applied mathematicians who care little about physical requirements. Because the large volume of papers must be handled in a 

timely manner, the practical criterion is often just an opinion of the perceived expert(s), many of those actually do not under-

stand relativity, and the Physical Review D becomes a victim of this traditional pressure.  

Now, it is clear that the cylindrical symmetric "wave" solution of Einstein and Rosen is not valid. Who could have imagined 

that the a basic reason for failure of some well known theorists in general relativity is due to inadequate understanding of a basic 

principle of science, the principle of causality? In physics, the fundamental concepts are often difficult to grasp. A well-known 

example is that Schrödinger for a long time did not understand the solutions of his equation [43]. Einstein seems not an excep-

tion of such a problem. He failed to see that his equivalence principle is actually inconsistent with his theory of measurements 

[12, 25]. Thus, he believed incorrectly [44] the solutions of with different gauges as equally valid.  

Currently, misinterpretations of Einstein’s equivalence principle and the acceptance of the invalid “covariance principle”, in 

effect, have developed into efforts conspired to give deceptive predictions. For example, Will [45], the Chair of NASA's Science 

Advisory Committee for Gravity Probe B, in a paper published in Physical Review D, claimed that there is only one covariant 

formula for the de Sitter precession. However, Will has a record of being dishonest in science [46]. Detailed calculations show 

that there is no covariant formula, but different formulas for the de Sitter precession [34]. Thus, the Physical Review D has 

become a tool for Will’s game of deception.  

http://einstein.stanford.edu/
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The Physical Review is a major journal that serves the physics community well. However, like any human institutes, she is 

not perfect; especially in the handling of gravity are not as good as other branches of physics. In this paper, it has been shown 

that a metric satisfying the principle of causality is intimately related to boundedness of its magnitude. It is hoped that this paper 

would fairly settle the historical account of the events between Einstein and the Physical Review. More important, the editorials 

would rectify the errors and give an added impetus for solving the severe problems in theories of gravitational waves. 
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Appendix A: The Einstein-Minkowski Condition, and the “Covariance Principle”.  

Einstein’s equivalence principle is explained very clearly in page 57 of “The Meaning of Relativity” [16]. A consequence is 

the Einstein-Minkowski condition [17, p. 161], which has its foundation from theorems [24] as follows:  

 Theorem 1. Given any point P in any Lorentz manifold (whose metric signature is the same as a Minkowski space) 

there always exist coordinate systems (x

) in which g/x


 = 0 at P. 

Theorem 2. Given any time-like geodesic curve  there always exists a coordinate system (so-called Fermi coordi-

nates) (x

) in which g/x


 = 0 along . 

In these theorems, the local space of a particle is locally constant. 

However, after some algebra, a local Minkowski metric exists at any given point. For metric,  

ds
2
 = [dz’ + (c - v)dt’][-dz’ + (c + v)dt’] – dx’

2
 – dy’

2
,      

 (A1) 

the geodesic is a straight line, and the local metric of a particle in free fall is not locally Minkowski.  

What Einstein added to theses theorems is the requirement that for a physically valid space, such a locally constant metric 

must be locally Minkowski, and thus special relativity is a special case [16]. From metric (A1), it is clear that Einstein’s equiva-

lence principle is inconsistent with his “covariance principle”.
7)

  

In calculations of the bending light [16, 17], Einstein assumed, but did not prove validity of the Einstein-Minkowski condi-

tion. Moreover, such metrics are not equivalent because an unphysical metric can produce the correct result [44]. Thus, the 

correct physical gauge remains to be determined. 

Appendix B: Invalidity of the “Covariance Principle”  

The so-called “covariance principle” is a favorite among applied mathematicians, who often over-looked physical require-

ments. In fact, the creation of such a principle is due to Einstein’s failure to identify adequately the physical meaning of the 

coordinates. Einstein called it the “principle of covariance” [17], "The general laws of nature are to be expressed by equations 

which hold good for all systems of co-ordinates, that is, are co-variant with respect to any substitutions whatever (generally co-

variant)." In view of that the “principle of covariance” is an interim assumption due to Einstein’s certain ignorance of the space-

time coordinates [17], it is only natural that such an invalid “principle” is a source of theoretical inconsistence in Einstein’s 

theory [23]. However, this “principle” is an extension of covariance in special relativity, and thus would be accepted by those 

who do not deliberate the physical requirements carefully.  

For instance, in special relativity, there is no exchange of the time coordinate system and a space coordinate system. Later 

Einstein [16] realized this problem and remarked “As in the special theory of relativity, we have to discriminate between time-

like and space-like line elements in the four dimensional continuum; owing to the change of sign introduced, time-like line 

elements have a real, space-like line elements an imaginary ds.”    

This “principle” leads to the notion of Lorentz manifolds [27] that cannot be one-one corresponding to a four-dimensional 

Minkowski space. Then, for such a manifold, Einstein’s requirement for weak gravity may not be applicable since a mathemati-

cal coordinate system may not relate to a physical frame of reference. The crucial point of the covariance principle is the validity 

of any Gaussian coordinate system as a space-time coordinate system in physics. For this, Einstein’s supporting arguments [17] 

are as follows: 
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"That this requirement of general covariance, which takes away from space and time the last remnant of physical 

objectivity, is a natural one, will be seen from the following reflexion. All our space-time verifications invariably 

amount to a determination of space-time coincidences. If, for example, events consisted merely in the motion of 

material points, then ultimately nothing would be observable but the meetings of two or more of these points. 

Moreover, the results of our measurings are nothing but verifications of such meetings of the material points of our 

measuring instruments with other material points, coincidences between the hands of a clock and points on the 

clock dial, and observed point-events happening at the same place at the same time. The introduction of a system of 

reference serves no other purpose than to facilitate the description of the totality of such coincidences." 

Einstein’s arguments, though highly deceptive, are actually false. Note that the meaning of measurements is crucially omitted. 

First, his arguments are incompatible with his earlier argument for defining time relating to local clocks [17]. Moreover, in order 

to predict events, one must be able to relate events of different locations in a definite manner [34]. Moreover, Zhou correctly 

pointed out that coordinates must have physical meaning [8]. 

Zhou argued [8], “When we come to solve the field equation of moving matter, we must first define the geometrical config-

uration of matter, the symmetry of the configuration, its density distribution, pressure, and velocity of motion in space-time. All 

of them have to be expressed in terms of coordinates.” Note that all physical predictions, including Einstein’s own three tests, 

must be understood in terms of the physical meaning of coordinates [34]. 

Thus, the “covariance principle” is clearly not just a mathematical covariance as Wald explained [27]. For instance, in sup-

port of this principle Einstein [16] mentioned that the bending of light can be derived from different metrics with the same frame 

of reference. However, these metrics give different formulas for the de Sitter precession [34], and thus become good counter 

examples. Since the root of such covariance is due to Einstein’s failure in laying down coordinates in a definite manner [17], to 

resolve this problem, one must identify the physical meaning of space-time coordinates [12]. 

Appendix C: Einstein’s Requirement on Weak Gravity and the Principle of Causality 

For a space-time metric g, Einstein’s requirement of weak gravity is  

  = g –  ,  and  1  >>  
        (C1) 

where  is flat metric in a Minkowski space. The foundation of this requirement is the principle of causality that requires a 

weaker source would produce weaker gravity [29]. Thus, the plane-waves and the cylindrical metric of Einstein and Rosen [33] 

should be reducible to the case of a metric with bounded amplitudes.  

Nevertheless, as shown by the metric of Bondi, Pirani, & Robinson [31], editorials of the Royal Society rejected Einstein’s 

requirement on weak gravity and claimed [47] it as meaningless in physics because of being coordinate-dependent. Their 

justification is Einstein’s “covariance principle” that allows to assume the physical space as a manifold. (Thus, Misner et al [20] 

disagrees with the editorial of the Royal Society.) This confirms further that Einstein’s theory is not self-consistent [34].  

It has been shown in Appendix A that the “covariance principle” is inconsistent with Einstein’s equivalence principle. This 

illustrates that understanding Einstein’s equivalence principle crucial in general relativity.  

The equivalence principle leads to the conclusion that a physical space must have a frame of reference with the Euclidean-

like structure [11, 12]. Moreover, since such a structure is defined by measurements, there is only one such structure for a given 

frame of reference. Then, Einstein’s requirement on weak gravity can be defined in term of the reduced metric elements in which 

the factors from the line elements of the Euclidean-like structure are removed [29]. Thus, his requirement (C1) on weak gravity 

is generally applicable. It thus follows that the irreducibly unbounded plane-waves are not valid in physics. 

Appendix D: The Cylindrical Symmetry “Wave” Solution by G. ‘t Hooft 
Professor ‘t Hooft produced a cylindrical solution that satisfied the condition having a weak limit as follows: 

1. Explicit bounded solution 

Equations: 

0
1

 ttrrr
r

, )( 22

trr r  , trt  2 .   (1.1) 

One of the many bounded solutions: 

2)cos(
2

0




 rtedA 

  
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where A and  are free parameters. For simplicity, take them to be one. Any linear superposition of such expressions of course 

also qualifies.  is everywhere bounded by 2 (A =1). At large value for t and r, we see that the stationary points of the cosine 

dominate, so that there are peaks at r = t. This is a wave packet coming from r =  at t = -  bouncing against the origin at t  

0 (always obeying the correct boundary condition there), and moving to r =  again at t = -  , bouncing against the origin at t 

 0 (always obeying the correct boundary condition there), and moving to r =  again at t . At t  r, the function  drops 

off exponentially, and at r >> t as a power: 

22
2

tr 



 

(easily derived by looking at the value that contribute most). 

The other function  is found by integrating one of the two other equations (they of course yield the same value).  drops off 

exponentially at | t |  r and for r  | t | it goes asymptotically to :  

.
)(

2
22

2

Cst
tr

r








  

Note the t  -t symmetry throughout. 

2. Green function 

Given arbitrary values for (r, 0) and t(r, 0), the solution obeys  

))0,(),,()0,(),,((),(
0

rtrxGrtrxGdrtx tt  


,   t > 0  (1.2) 

where G is 

222cos2

1

2
),,(

rxtxr

d
r

trxG



  





,     (1.3) 

where the symbol + indicates that the integral should only be taken over the values of  for which the entry of the square root 

is positive. If t < |x - r| there are no real  values obeying this, so G vanishes there. 

Derivation: take action functional S in 3 + 1 dimensions:  

  )),(
2

1
)(

2

1
( 223 txJdtxdS t


,       (1.4) 

leading to the field equation 

),(2 txJtt


 .        (1.5) 

General solution: 

   



0

3 ),(),'(),(  txJxxGdxdtx


      (1.6) 

)()(
4

1
),( 


 r

r
txG


, 22 xr


 .     (1.7) 

G is the so-called Green function of the system. Now take the cylindrically symmetric case, 

J = J(r, t) ,   (r, t) ,       (1.8) 

where 

   


)
2

1

2

1
(

2

22

0
rJrrdtdr

S
tr


,      (1.9) 

in which case the field equation becomes ours with source term inserted: 

),(
1

trJ
r

rrrtt         (1.10) 
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Using (1.6) and (1.7), we find 

),()(
4

),( 1 


      trJ
r

ddzddrtr ,     (1.11) 

where  cos2 1
2

1
22 rrrrz  .        (1.12) 

The delta function can be written as  








  2
1

2
1

2 cos2)( rrrrz
z




 .     (1.13) 

If the square root exists there are two solutions for z, so 

  







0 0 11 ),(),,(),(  trJtrrdtGddrtr ,     (1.14) 

where G is as given in (1.3). The equation (1.2) is obtained by choosing (r, t) = 0 if t < 0 and a source 

J(r, t) = (t)2(r) + ’(t)1(r) ,
8)

       (1.15) 

So that the field equation (1.10) forces 

  (r, t)  1(r) ,   t(r, t)  2(r) ,      (1.16) 

as  t  0       (1.17) 

To see that (1.16) indeed follows from (1.15) and (1.10), evaluate G for t << r, r1 : 

))()((
2

1
),,(   xrtxrtrxG .      (1.18) 

To see that (1.3) indeed satisfies the field equation 

Gt t – Gx x – (1/x) Gx = (x - r)(t)       (1.19) 

is an elementary exercise. It follows from the construction, and the direct argument is as follows: the integrand, 

222cos2

1
),,(

rxtxr

txg






  

obeys the partial differential equation 

0),,()
11

(
2

2

22

2

2

2























txg

xtxxx
,      (1.20) 

so that integration of Eq. (1.19) over  only gives boundary terms. To see the contribution of these boundary terms, reexpress 

the integral in terms of a closed contour integral in the complex plane. One finds that G can also be written as  

222cosh2

1

2
),,(

trxxr

d
r

trxG



  





,     (1.21) 

where the integral runs from   to  or over the domain where the square root exists. The field equation then leads to an 

integral over  of a function that is a pure derivation of a function of  with appropriate boundary conditions. Either in Eq. 

(1.3) or in Eq. (1.12), we see that the boundaries vanish, unless r = x and t = 0. The delta functions in (1.19) are deduced by 

inspecting the points where G is singular. Expression (1.3) ensures that G = 0 as soon as |x - r| > t. 

This completes the proof that these solutions are completely causal. It is an elementary exercise in mathematical physics.  

ENDNOTES 

1) The time-tested assumption that phenomena can be explained in terms of identifiable causes is called the principle of 

causality [1, 11, 29]. Parameters unrelated to any physical cause is not allowed, and a dynamic solution must be related to a 

dynamic source that generates the wave. Einstein and others have used this principle implicitly on symmetry considerations 

[16, 28] such as for a circle in a uniformly rotating disk and the metric for a spherical symmetric mass distribution. A physi-
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cal solution due to sources must have weak limit that satisfies Einstein’s condition for weak gravity. Moreover, a violation 

of any physical principle is also a violation of the principle of causality. 

2) Einstein’s theory of measurement is incorrect because theoretically it is in conflict with his equivalence principle [25], and it 

also led to speeds of light that result in disagreement with the observed light bending [23].  

3) Misner et al [20] believe that their equation has a plane-wave solution with bounded amplitude. 

4) Here, Weber & Wheeler [33] have mistaken the “Covariance principle” as Einstein’s equivalence principle.  

5) In the singularity theorems of Hawking and Penrose, a crucial assumption is the unique sign of all coupling constants. Such 

an assumption is based on misinterpreting the famous formula E = mc
2
 as unconditional equivalence between mass and any 

type of energy. However, such an assumption has been proven invalid theoretically [48-51] and experimentally by the Hulse 

and Taylor observations on binary pulsars [1, 9]. Nevertheless, Hawking in his recently (June 2006) visit to China, still mis-

leadingly told his audience that his theory was based on general relativity only.  

6) It was believed [2, 3] that the two-body problem could be solved in Einstein’s equation. However, as suspected by Gull-

strand [5] and conjectured by Hogarth [52], the opposite is correct. 

7) Einstein supported his “covariance principle” with that the Schwarzschild solution and the isotropic solution give the same 

deflection of light. Thus, this principle is different from the pure mathematical covariance, which allows only scalars as in-

variant. However, it has been shown that these metrics give different formulas for the de Sitter precession [34]. 

8) Since a normal source of gravity cannot be a delta function of time, this is a violation of causality.  
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