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Models of turbulent flows require the resolution of a vast range of scales, from large eddies to
small-scale features directly associated with dissipation. As the required resolution is not within
reach of large scale numerical simulations, standard strategies involve a smoothing of the fluid
dynamics, either through time averaging or spatial filtering. These strategies raise formal issues in
general relativity, where the split between space and time is observer dependent. To make progress,
we develop a new covariant framework for filtering/averaging based on the fibration of spacetime
associated with fluid elements and the use of Fermi coordinates to facilitate a meaningful local
analysis. We derive the resolved equations of motion, demonstrating how “effective” dissipative
terms arise because of the coarse-graining, and paying particular attention to the thermodynamical
interpretation of the resolved quantities. Finally, as the smoothing of the fluid-dynamics inevitably
leads to a closure problem, we propose a new closure scheme inspired by recent progress in the
modelling of dissipative relativistic fluids, and crucially, demonstrate the linear stability of the
proposed model.

I. MOTIVATION

Fluid models inevitably involve aspects of averaging—we have to average over a large number of particles in order to
describe a fluid system in terms of a small number of macroscopic quantities (in the thermodynamic sense). However,
in the simplest settings we do not have to worry (too much) about the actual process of averaging. For example, the
transition from particle kinetic theory to fluid model follows intuitively when the momentum distribution develops a
well-defined peak. Similarly, the notion of a fluid element enters naturally on scales much larger than the individual
particle mean-free paths. However, the story changes when we turn to numerical simulations and problems involving,
for example, turbulence. When we consider the problem from a simulation point of view, we have to consider the
scale associated with the numerical resolution. This numerical scale tends to be vast compared to (say) the size of a
fluid element. For example, in the high-density core of a neutron star we would typically deal with mean-free paths
of a fraction of a millimeter while the best current large-scale numerical simulations of neutron-star mergers involve
a resolution of order 10 meters [1]. This scale discrepancy has “uncomfortable” implications. In a highly dynamical
situation we may not be able to resolve the full range of scales involved. Quite a lot of action can be hidden inside
each computational cell. This problem is, of course, not new. It is a well-known fact that motivates the (considerable)
effort going into developing large-eddy schemes in computational fluid dynamics (the subject of numerous textbooks,
see for example [2-4]).

The astrophysical significance of the problem is obvious given that many relevant situations involve/require the
modelling of hydro(-magnetic) turbulence. Again, the dynamics of neutron stars comes to mind. A topical example is
the turbulent flow caused by the Kelvin-Helmholtz instability, where the small scale dynamics drive the amplification
of the magnetic field (through the dynamo effect) in binary neutron star mergers [5-8]. Traditionally—in the context
of Newtonian theory—turbulent flows have been studied in terms of Reynolds averaged equations, which, roughly
speaking, are obtained by time-averaging the fluid dynamics. This smoothing requires the modelling of features that
are not captured by the resolved flow, bringing in the need to introduce suitable “closure conditions” (necessary as the
averaged scheme introduces more degrees of freedom than there are equations of motion). Most recent work replaces
the averaging with spatial filtering. This strategy is often preferred because it involves less modelling (see e.g. [3]),
although Reynolds-type averaging is still widely used in the context of magnetic dynamos, see [9] for a review.

Because of the relevance for, in particular, binary neutron-star merger simulations, there have been several recent
efforts to extend the “familiar logic” from the Newtonian setting to relativity. These range from the more formal
discussion in [10] to the actual simulations in [11, 12]. Also worth noting is the recent work in [13] in which the results
from [11] are contrasted with those obtained modelling the turbulent flow as effectively viscous on a larger scale (see
e.g. [14]). The general relativistic magnetohydrodynamics merger simulations of [15] are another relevant example.
Most of these results are based on spatial filtering, with subgrid models tailored to account for small-scale dynamics.
Recently, a more refined gradient subgrid-scale model for general relativistic simulations was developed [16-18] and
applied to binary neutron-star mergers [19].

In short, while there has been notable effort to carry out large-eddy simulations in relativity, the formal underpin-
nings for this effort are not as firmly established as one might like (the exception being the discussion in [10]). This



is the gap we are trying to bridge here. Starting from the beginning, we bring to the fore the fundamental issues
associated with any effort to “average” or “filter” in a curved spacetime.

We want to consider the problem from a covariant spacetime point of view, a key point being that the underlying
principles—for both time-averaging and space filtering— should be the same (or at least “similar”). Both strategies
combine “smoothing” with suitable closure relations to determine contributions that may not be “directly” calculable
(i.e. represented on the resolved scale). The issues we are interested in can be approached at the level of an “effective
theory” based on fairly simple rules, avoiding a detailed discussion of the underlying averaging/filtering process. This
is a useful strategy as it leads to a relatively straightforward derivation of the dynamical equations. At the same time,
one has to pay attention to the details as a number of issues come into play when we consider the problem from the
covariant perspective of general relativity. In essence, we want to establish what a consistent spacetime scheme for
averaging/filtering should look like, and highlight issues relating to the formulation of such a scheme.

As we will discuss later (in section VI), the filtering/averaging process impacts on the interpretation of the mi-
crophysics (i.e. the equation of state) that enter the hydrodynamic modelling, information which we would like to
probe with numerical simulations. The fibration framework we are proposing is particularly motivated by the fact
that it allows for a clear connection with the underlying thermodynamics. However, as the final aim is to develop a
consistent set-up for simulations, there are also important numerical issues to be discussed; e.g. the implicit filtering
associated with numerical discretization—as opposed to the explicit filtering that provides the focus for most of the
present discussion. These will be explored in a follow-up paper [20], allowing us to devote our full attention to the
formal/foundational issues in this first effort.

The paper is laid out as follows: in section II we introduce the notion of time averaging and space filtering, and
then use Fermi coordinates in section III to formally define each procedure in a relativistic “fibration scheme” (based
on the “world lines” of the “fluid elements” and the associated “proper time”). In section IV we discuss averaging
of the perfect fluid equations, and introduce an expansion for small fluctuations as this helps keep the discussion
pedagogical. We then move on to the filtering case in section V. To address the different issues step by step, in
section IV we perform the analysis using a simple barotropic equation of state, with results for a more general model
explored in section VI. Finally, we propose a closure scheme and discuss the associated linear stability in section VII.
We provide brief conclusions in section VIII.

As we need to keep track of the relevant scales and quantities associated with different “observers”, the notation
easily gets somewhat messy. This may be inevitable, but let us try to ease the pain by explaining some of the key
points from the outset. First of all, we need to distinguish between fine-scale and coarse-scale quantities. To do so,
we use bars and angle brackets—i.e., A and (A)—for averaged and filtered quantities (respectively), obtained from
the fine-scale one, A. However, as we will see, these quantities are not necessarily the most natural to evolve. Thus,
we use tildes, e.g., A, to identify the evolved/resolved quantities. Finally, while discussing the linear stability of the
proposed closure scheme (sections VIT A to VIIC), we drop the tilde notation—as all the quantities are then assumed
to be evolved and there is no need to make the distinction—and use instead sub/superscripts to represent quantities
evaluated on the background, like Ay. This subscript should not be confused with the spacetime indices, which are
represented by latin letters a,b,c... = 0,1,2, 3 throughout.

II. AVERAGING VS FILTERING

In order to provide the appropriate context and establish the general strategy, it is useful to briefly summarise
the standard approach for (typically incompressible) fluid dynamics in Newtonian gravity. Traditionally, small scale
fluctuations are considered in terms of averaging, following the pioneering work of Reynolds and others [2]. In effect,
this means that we have A = A+§A, with the fluctuations represented by § A at each spacetime point. Introducing this
formal split has the advantage of providing a straightforward derivation of the dynamical equations and a relatively
clear interpretation of the involved quantities. One may also resort to an expansion for “small” §A (see [13] for
a relevant example of this). Typically, progress is made by assuming that the average of the linear fluctuations
vanishes, which may not be a faithful representation of the physics the model aims to describe (see [3] for a more
extensive discussion). Noting this, the typical strategy for spatial filtering—forming the basis for modern large-eddy
simulations—is different. In particular, the filtered fluctuations are not taken to vanish, nor does the argument involve
expanding in the fluctuations. Instead, one typically proceeds by introducing a new set of variables to represent the
filtered dynamics. From the conceptual point of view, each of the two strategies has attractive features and—as we
are interested in the formal aspects of the problem—we will consider both of them in the following.

Let us first consider the standard averaging problem. Without going into detail we can derive the averaged equations



by applying a simple set of rules. In essence, we assume that (using a bar over quantities to represent averaging)

ct=c, for constants , (1la)
A+B=A+B, linearity of the procedure , (1b)
0, A=0,A, averaging commutes with derivatives . (1c)

It is immediately clear that, while the last of these relations is intuitive for a time average in Newtonian physics, we
need to tread carefully when we turn to the relativistic setting. First of all, we need to face the fact that we do not
have an observer-independent space-time split. Secondly, the derivatives we need to consider will be covariant, and
hence must consider the spacetime curvature. Simply noting these reservations for the moment (they will be discussed
in section III), the stated rules imply that

cA=cA. (2)

Moreover—and this is where the main distinction from large-eddy models comes in—it is common to further assume
that the average of the fluctuations vanishes so we have

0A=0. (3)
It then follows that
A=14, (4)
which means that the field A remains unchanged after the averaging. In effect, this additional rule leads to
AB=4B. (5)

This simplifies the discussion considerably as we can ignore all linear fluctuation terms in the averaged equations.

Time averaging is the (conceptually) simplest approach to the problem, but (strictly speaking) it removes dynamical
features associated with the fluctuations!, which is unlikely to be realistic. A faithful representation of the physics
may require a different prescription. One option would be to not introduce the assumption from eq. (4). The typical
description then involves (spatial) filtering, using some specified kernel to define the separation of scales [2]. This
(effectively) leads to the same kind of rules as before—with the exception of egs. (3) to (5)—although we now have
(indicating filtering by angle brackets)

((A)B) # (A)(B) , (6)

which means that filtered fluctuations do not have to vanish. That is, in general we have (§A) # 0.

III. THE SPACETIME VIEW: FERMI COORDINATES

As a first—and essential—step towards a relativistic model for averaging/filtering, we have to consider the spacetime
aspects of the problem. In particular, we need to introduce an unambiguous space-time decomposition—otherwise we
cannot meaningfully consider “time” averages or “space” filtering. This is more than semantics [10]. An interesting
discussion of the problem (mainly from the cosmology perspective) has been provided by Ellis [21], and it is evident
that the issue is conceptually problematic since the notions of time and space are observer dependent. The problem
is particularly vexing for a foliation based approach to spacetime (as assumed in numerical relativity [13], where the
spacetime foliation is manifestly gauge dependent). However, for a fluid there does exist a natural fibration of spacetime
[22]. If we take the associated fluid frame as our starting point, we can introduce a meaningful “local analysis” which
allows us to make progress. Moreover, it is natural to use the fluid frame to make the all-important connection with
the microphysics and the equation of state [22]. The strategy also allows us to consider thermodynamical aspects of
the averaging/filtering scheme.

I The averaged quantities in (4) and (5) are strictly speaking not time dependent. This is easy to demonstrate for simple averaging
procedures. Nevertheless, the time derivative term is usually retained in the evolution of Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes equations
(see [3] and the comments below in section III). It is worth noting this formal inconsistency, even though it does not affect the model
we develop here.



Let us explore the steps involved in an averaging/filtering procedure based on a spacetime fibration. In particu-
lar, we want to establish under which conditions we may assume that the covariant derivative commutes with the
averaging/filtering procedure. Intuitively, we need to assume from the outset that there is a separation of scales
between the metric fluctuations and the fluid fluctuations. The natural approach to the problem involves Fermi-type
coordinates. In order to establish the logic, consider the following situation: The fluid four-velocity (and other phys-
ical properties) varies over a resolved spacetime region (this can be thought of as a numerical cell, even though such
numerical cells would typically be defined in terms of a foliation). However, we assume that it is still possible to
identify a family of observers associated with a four-velocity vector field U® which can be taken to be constant over
the resolved region and which is “close enough” to the actual fluid four-velocity. (The latter assumption is not strictly
required for the definition of an averaging procedure, nor for the spacetime decomposition, but it helps develop the
logic). Then we can use the worldlines with tangent U® to construct Fermi-type coordinates and explore the details
of a given averaging/filtering procedure.

Fermi coordinates were first introduced by Fermi in 1922 [23, 24] and then developed by, in particular, Manasse
and Misner [25] (see also, for example, [26, 27]). We will not dwell on the construction itself here. Instead, we focus
on the properties and region of validity of the associated coordinate system. The set of coordinates is essentially built
from a spacetime tetrad transported along a central worldline (naturally taken to be timelike in our case). This is
convenient because the metric and the Christoffel symbols take a very simple form along the central curve.

Let us introduce Fermi coordinates 2% = {2, 2!, 22, 2%} (distinguished by hats on the indices) such that, on the
central worldline G, the metric reduces to the Minkowski form g,; = 7,; while its first derivatives can be obtained
from the Christoffel symbols (see [28])

Yapo =0 (7a)
9oo; = —2a;5 , (7b)
9052 =0 (7c)
G5t = 0 (7d)

where the commas represent partial derivatives. We have introduced the non-vanishing piece of the four acceleration,
a, of the worldline? and chosen to construct the tetrad in such a way that the associated observer is non-rotating
(which seems natural). With this construction we can formulate an expansion of the metric in the neighbourhood of
the worldline. This leads to

90 = 966|G + 9@(),@55& =—(1+ 2a5xj) + O(xj)2 , (8a)
905 = 903le + 905.02" = O@")* , (8b)
95 = 93| + 955.07% = 5 + O@@)?, (8c)

where |¢ indicates that the quantity is evaluated on the worldline. This is just a Taylor expansion for the metric
where the “small parameter”, A (say), is taken to be the proper distance from the central curve. That is, we have

A2 = (1) + ()% + (2%)%2. We see that, if the worldline is a geodesic then a/ = 0 and there are no corrections up to
second order in the metric. However, there will always be corrections at second order due to the spacetime curvature.
These corrections can be expressed in terms of the Riemann tensor (again evaluated on the worldline G), but we will
not need the explicit results here. Because we are assuming that the metric fluctuations happen on a larger scale
(with respect to the fluid variations), we can make use of these expansions in the following.

Next, we can use the coordinates we have introduced to define a formal averaging/filtering procedure. Focusing on
time-averaging first, we may use the spacetime split associated with the coordinates and define the procedure as

A(z) = lim % /0 dFA(#,7) . (9)

That is, given a point on the fluid element trajectory we average in the proper time associated with the worldline.
In terms of the Fermi coordinates, the time coordinate is exactly the proper time of the central curve. Note that
there is no problem in taking the limit 7' — oo since the Fermi coordinates are formally defined over the entire
worldline. The region of validity is only limited in the spatial directions orthogonal to the central curve. From the

2 That is, the four acceleration is a, = U*V U, here.
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definition, it is clear that time-averaged quantities must be time-independent, and it immediately follows that A = A
(making contact with (4)). It also implies that we should (strictly) neglect time derivatives in the averaged equations.
The upshot is that the time-averaging strategy is (formally) valid for stationary flows only. The same is true in the
Newtonian context—even though time derivatives are typically retained in the equations®. In fact, this is one of the
main motivations in favour of spatial filtering and large-eddy models. In the following, we follow the “convention” and
retain terms involving time derivatives, as the main point of our discussion of the time-averaging case is pedagogical.

As an application, let us consider the averaged metric. From the metric expansion above, we immediately see
that the “time-time” component gains a correction due to the acceleration, which does depend on the proper time.
However, we only need to integrate over points on the central worldline, where we have the Minkowski metric (in
Cartesian coordinates) by construction. The situation is similar for all the remaining components.

As a result, each component of the averaged metric takes the non-averaged value from the central worldline. That
is, the metric is constant (in the sense described in section IT), and we have

9ap = Yab - (10)
Similarly, U® is constant under averaging. To see this it is sufficient to note that (in terms of the Fermi coordinates)
we have U% = (1,0,0,0) " so that U =ve.

Analogously, we can use the spacetime split to define a space-filtering. We first have to assume that the width L
of the region over which we are filtering—the “resolved box”—is small enough (in terms of the distance A) that the

Fermi coordinates are well defined on it. For instance, one such condition is L < 1/a where a is the magnitude of al
(see [29] for a detailed discussion). In this case, the filtering procedure may be defined through

()&, D) = / AV AG 19,0 @) | (11)

where we introduced the filter f (normalised over the resolved box). The expression simplifies further if we note that,

by construction, the spacetime point (&,) lies on the central worldline (z° = £ = 7, 2° = 0) where 7 is the relevant
proper time. Also, in terms of the Fermi coordinates, the volume element is

dav = UGN/—gdyiddeyé =1+ 2a5y3)1/2dyidyédy‘a’ ~(1+ a;yj)d?’gj . (12)
Note that we have not specified the exact filter to be used. This is not required at this stage, but we will assume the

filter to be an even function (noting that this is the case for the three most common filters used in large-eddy models,
see [2] for instance) and normalized over the resolved box such that we have?

/ BofE) =1 / By f(5) =0 . (13)

Again, let us first apply this to the filtered metric. Since there are no first-order corrections in the expansion, gy;
and g;; are constant over the box, and we have

(963) = 0= 95:| ¢, » (14a)

(o) = [ 90+ ) 1@ =5 = 95 - (14b)
We also have

(o) = [ a1+ 20559

=—1- 3a2/d3ﬁyif@) =—1=ggle (15)

3 See [3] for a more extensive discussion on this.

4 If the filter has a sharp boundary—i.e. vanishes at the boundary of the resolved box—the argument does not involve extending the
spatial integral to infinity. However, one can think of filters with no sharp boundary, like a Gaussian filter (see [3]), which may give
rise to formal issues. In practice though, the exponential tail of the Gaussian should suppress anything beyond the Fermi coordinate
boundary.



where the last integral vanishes because of the assumed symmetry of the kernel. Once again, each component of the
filtered metric takes the non-averaged value from the central worldline throughout the region under consideration.
That is, the metric is constant

<g@1}> = Yap- (16)

We also note that, by construction U® is constant over the box so we have (U?%) = U“.
Finally, since we have shown that the metric can (effectively) be taken to be constant under both averaging and
filtering, it is easy to show that partial derivatives commute with each procedure. That is (obviously connecting with

(1))
Ba(A) = (9,4) and 9,4 = T, A. (17)

We now show that these relations hold given the definitions of the average/filter above. Let us start with the time-
averaging case. When we consider the partial derivative with respect to the spatial coordinates the argument is
straightforward, as the partial derivative (in the spatial direction) can be brought inside the integral. For the time
derivative, we have

T
R A(T) — A(0)
CA(Z,t) = i rO; A(z,7) = lim ————~ =0. 1
0; A(z,1) Al ; d70: A(Z, T) A T 0 (18)
On the other hand, if we take the time derivative of the averaged quantity, this trivially vanishes as it is time-

independent.
The argument for the time derivative in the filtering case is similarly straightforward. For spatial derivatives, we
have on the one hand

@A) a,0) = [ 4V @,4) @+ 3.0700) (19)
while, on the other hand,
S a)@.0),, = [V AG+ 5.0, 1) (20)

Using the chain-rule in the last equation, we see that

0
ox'

DA(2)

825 |5:530+’Q

A@E+9)|,, = , (21)

and it is clear that the two relations lead to the same result.
We now have all the ingredients we need to prove that covariant derivatives commute with the averaging/filtering
procedure. In fact, given that the metric is constant (in the sense of eq. (1)), we have

<acgab> = ac<gab> = acgab ) (22&)
OcGab = 0cGab = OcYab - (22b)

As a result, the Christoffel symbols—which are obtained from combinations of first derivatives of the metric—are
(locally) constant under the procedure, as well. Therefore, we have

(VaA®) = 02(A%) + T4, (A%) = Va(A%), (23)

with an analogous result for the time-averaging case. At the end of the day, the argument is quite intuitive.

A. On covariance and the Einstein equations

It makes sense now, before we move on, to spell out the covariance of the proposed averaging/filtering procedure,
and comment on its compatibility with the field equations of general relativity. It is, in fact, clear that the integrals we
used to define the averaging/filtering procedure are not of the usual type. We have to define each procedure in such



a way that the integration preserves the tensorial nature of the input®. Given this, we define the procedure for scalar
quantities and then apply it to each component® of, say, the metric tensor. We then require the averaged/filtered
quantity to transform as a tensor on the resolved scale. The proposed definition reduces to the one of [10] in the
special relativity context and it also leads back to the Newtonian ones [2, 3]. The main difference is that, in special
relativity such integrals are chart independent—as long as the integration is performed on each component using a
fixed basis (see [30])—while this is not the case in general relativity. However, even though the special relativistic
integrals are chart independent, the results are not, because the notions of length- and time scales are observer
dependent. We also note that, as shown in [10], the observer-dependence cannot be resolved by the introduction of
some kind of “spacetime” filter. However, we are setting up the averaging/filtering using Fermi coordinates defined
from the fibration. As this is naturally associated with the fluid motion, the “gauge” dependence of the procedure
is more physical. We execute the smoothing in “some” local frame U® which we can choose to “associate” to the
“micro-scale” fluid motion.

Let us now discuss the averaging/filtering of the Einstein equations, focusing on the geometry. First of all, consider
the Einstein tensor G°. From egs. (17) and (22) it follows that

<gab,cd> = YGab,cd (243,)
Jab,cd = Yab,cd - (24b)

Since the Einstein tensor is ultimately a combination of the metric and its (up-to-second order) derivatives G =
G(g, g, 0%g), this implies that we must have

G(g, 99, 9%9) = G(g, 99, 0°g) = G(g, 9g, &*9) , (25)

and analogously for the filtering case. The net result is that the coarse-grained theory remains consistent with general
relativity. In particular, the Einstein equations become

G = 8xTab (26a)
G = 8r(T) . (26b)

These results follow from the Fermi-coordinate construction, and the assumed separation of scales in the metric
fluctuations with respect to the fluid variables. This should be a safe assumption for binary neutron star merger
applications, but not necessarily for problems relating to the very early universe (where quantum fluctuations in the
gravitational field may play an important role). In this sense the Fermi-coordinate construction should be regarded
as a pragmatic argument rather than a mathematical proof.

We can now focus the discussion on the matter side, i.e. the stress-energy-momentum tensor 7. It is also worth
noting the obvious implication (T%°) = Tab  although it is not clear to what extent this observation is relevant in
practice given that the identified observers (U?) are unlikely to be the same in the two cases.

IV. AVERAGING IN THE FLUID FRAME

Backed up by the Fermi-coordinate argument, let us first explore the problem of spacetime averaging. We start by
introducing a fine-grained congruence of wordlines with tangent vector field u®, e.g. associated with individual fluid
elements. Then, working on a slightly larger (coarse grained) scale, we introduce another vector field U*—the one
used to define Fermi coordinates—such that small scale features are smoothed. We can then use the decomposition

u® =~y(U* 4 ov?) , (27)

with
Uabv® =0, (28)

and
y=(1- 51}2)_1/2 ~1+ %gab&“&ub . (29)

5 Recall that the usual integral on a (sub-)manifold of dimension p takes a p-form as input and outputs a scalar.
6 Intuitively, because the procedures are based on the Fermi-coordinates construction in terms of a non-rotating tetrad with respect to
U?®, we can effectively think of the components as scalars.



This coarse grained field U® is obviously not uniquely defined; any choice such that the fluctuations dv* can be
considered “small” is acceptable. In fact, at this point we take the view that it is natural to assume dv < 1 (the speed
of the fluctuations is well below that of light). This should be a safe assumption for the problems we are interested
in [13]. This allows us to develop the logic more explicitly, even though we will drop this assumption later. One
may view the linear assumption as an additional constraint (alongside the assumptions of the Fermi frame) on the
size of the region we average over, although we will not try to make this statement precise. Finally, let us assume
that it makes sense to work with an ordered expansion in the fluctuations. Working to second order—throughout
the discussion of averaging but not in the filtering case that follows, where the expressions are not expanded in this
sense—we then have

u® =~ (1 + ;gbcévb&vc) U® + dv* . (30)

Let us now consider the average of this four velocity. Given the set-up we have U" = U® and one might expect to
have u®* = U?, as well. However, the problem turns out to be a little bit more intricate than that. First of all, from
the discussion of time-averaging in section II we assume

507 =0 (31)
It is also worth noting that the averaging procedure preserves directionality; that is
UgOv® =0 = U,00v% =0 . (32)

This holds as long as we satisfy the conditions laid out in section ITI—not because of eq. (31). We also get (to second
order)

1 -
=1+ ggab5v“5vb ; (33)
and it follows that
1 -
= <1 + 2gbcévb§vc) U* =75U%. (34)

At this point we reach an impasse. It is clear that ©® is not (automatically) normalised and therefore can not serve
as a four velocity. We would have to re-calibrate co-moving clocks to depend on the averaged fluctuations. This
is problematic as we need a projection to effect the space-time split and one would expect this to involve the fluid
four velocity. There seems to be two ways to proceed. First, we could (perhaps pragmatically) opt to work with U
as the variable representing the flow. Alternatively, we may constrain the fluctuations to ensure that the averaging
procedure returns u® = U*. This would follow if we were to assume the fluctuations to be such that

Japvirdt =0 = y=1. (35)

This allows us to move on, working with ©® to represent the flow, which might seem the natural generalisation of
the Newtonian logic. However, considering the expected nature of small-scale turbulence, condition (35) seems too
restrictive. By assuming that the variance of the velocity fluctuations vanishes, we effectively remove the small scale
kinetic energy that links to large-scale features in standard eddy-based models for turbulence [2, 3]. The second
of the suggested approaches thus seems unattractive and we will not pursue it further. A third—indeed, likely
preferred—ypossibility becomes apparent when we consider the equation for the conserved matter flux.

A. Baryon number conservation

Having discussed the issues associated with averaging the four-velocity, the natural next step is to consider baryon
number conservation. Letting n = 7 + dn represent the baryon number, the matter flux takes the form

n® =nu® = (m+on) (yU* + §v?) , (36)
such that (since dn = 0 from the averaging)

n* =nyU® + dnove . (37)



The number density measured by an observer moving along with U? is then given by

ng = -U,n* =17, (38)
and we can write the averaged flux as
n® = noU® + dnove (39)
The continuity equation then becomes
Van® = Vi = Vi (noU®) + V, (6n6v?) =0, (40)
or
UV ang + noVeU® = =V ,0néve . (41)

This last equation shows that there is particle diffusion at second order (relative to U?). Fluctuations lead to drift
from large scale elements to their neighbours.

While nothing prevents us from taking this as given and moving on to the stress-energy-momentum tensor, the
other equations of motion and the equation of state, it is useful to consider how the particle diffusion depends on our
choice of observer U* by considering a density-weighted velocity. The advantage of this is that we can arrange things
in such a way that the new four velocity is normalised, while the non-linear fluctuations are hidden in its definition.
In essence, we use the weighting with the number density to adjust the co-moving clocks in the desired way. Suppose
we define

n* =nu® , (42)
while insisting that @%,@* = —1. This immediately leads to”
n=mny, (43)
and
_ 1——
u* = U+ —éndv® . (44)
n

It is easy to see that this retains the required normalisation (as long as we ignore terms beyond second order).
Crucially, this would remain true (by construction) if we did not expand in small fluctuations.

Before we move on, it is important to note a difference from the Newtonian case. The new variable 4% in (42)
becomes uniquely defined only after the introduction of U®. This is evident from (44) where the second term on the
right-hand side explicitly depends on the time-average, which in turn relies on® the space-time split associated with
ve.

We can now meaningfully introduce the projection

15 = g%+ a%p . (45)
As anticipated, it also follows that
= —a,n" (46)
and the continuity equation takes the form
V(i) =i+ 7Vaa® =0, (47)

where (here and in the following) the “dot” represent the covariant derivative with respect to 4%, i.e. n = 4*Vah.
This is attractive because—as the fluctuations are “hidden”—we are left with a conservation law of the pre-averaged
form. However, this step comes with an important caveat. We can remove the need for a closure in this equation, but
this forces us to use the @® observer. One can imagine preferring a different choices of observer, which would then
lead to drift terms entering the continuity equation, as in (41).

7 From eqs. (42) and (43) we see that this density-weighted average corresponds to the Favre-type averaging often used in the Newtonian
context (see, for instance, [4, 31, 32]).

8 The argument may seem to rest (perhaps uncomfortably so) on the somewhat arbitrary nature of U?, which could be seen as an
undesirable feature of the scheme. However, in practice one would not build the model this way (we are being explicit for pedagogical
reasons). Pragmatically, the weighted observed @ can be simply defined by the absence of closure terms in the equation for baryon
number conservation, see equation (47).
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B. Averaged matter dynamics

Next, consider the perfect fluid stress-energy-momentum tensor. Starting from
T% = (p+e)u'u’ + pg™ (48)

we use the expansion of u® in terms of U® and the fluctuations Jv® in eq. (30) (noting that, to second order in the

fluctuations, we have 72 = 7?), then after averaging we introduce ¢ according to the density weighted Favre-average
n (44). This leads to

T = (p+e)72aid +pg™ + 2aq” + 5 | (49)

with
¢ = 72¥§n6v“ + (dp + de)ove (50)

and
5% = (p+2)50000 . (51)

It is convenient to work with the energy density measured by an observer moving along with 4%. This follows from
E= iy T =72+ (72— 1)p. (52)
As a result, we have

P+eé=(F+ET, (53)

which means that we can rewrite the stress-energy-momentum tensor as

T = (p+ &)@’ +pg™ + 200" + 5. (54)
The equations of motion
v, T =0, (55)
then lead to the energy equation;
E+ (P+E)Vall® = pit®Vaq® — Vaq® + 1 Vas®? | (56)
and the momentum equation;
F+8)a + 1Vp = — L 0Vag® — "Vad® — ¢*Ved® — 1. Vasa® (57)

where a° = 14V, ab.

It is worth remarking that with this choice of resolved variables, the final equations of motion reminds us of a
general dissipative fluid with viscosity and heat-flux [22]. The upshot is that we have to deal with dissipative effects
at some level. Moreover, the fact that we end up with an effective stress-energy-momentum tensor, highlights the
intimate relation between filtering and coarse-graining leading to an effective field theory. However, as detailed in [33],
there are ambiguities in the construction of non-ideal relativistic fluids, and we need to fix these (through a choice
of frame, in the terminology of [33]), to make the interpretation of this model as a non-ideal fluid more precise. The
first ambiguity is the meaning of the coarse-grained four velocity, which we have fixed through the use of the weighted
average in (44). Other ambiguities are linked to the out-of-equilibrium meaning of temperature and entropy currents.
To fix these, we need to consider our choice of coarse-grained equation of state. This step inevitably involves additional
assumptions. We will see that in simple cases (see section IV C) the same functional form as the fine-grained equation
of state may suffice, but in the general case (see section VI) further assumptions about the equation of state and its
links to the effective entropy and temperature are needed in order to precisely interpret the coarse-grained model as
a non-ideal fluid.
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C. The equation of state

A key step of any fluid model involves the connection to the microphysics as represented by the equation of state.
As a first stab at this, let us outline the logic for the simple barotropic case (and then return to the issue in section VI,
with a more realistic model in mind). In the case of a barotropic model the starting point is a one-parameter energy
density € = e(n), which leads to the thermodynamical (Gibbs) relation

pte=nu, (58)
where the chemical potential is defined as
de
= — . 59
n=o (59)

Introducing fluctuations in all the scalars, as before (eg. p =P + 0p), we have
D+oép+e+de=@m+n)(B+dpu) =7 g+ ndp+mon + dndp . (60)
Since the average of linear fluctuations are all taken to vanish in the present case, this leads to
P+HE=nH+ndp , (61)

which shows that the number density fluctuations impact on the equation of state inversion required to evolve the
system. In order to proceed, we need to provide a closure relation for éndpu.

Noting that the energy was assumed to depend only on the number density, the fluctuations in (61) should not be
independent. In order to take a closer look at this, we may Taylor expand for small fluctuations dn (recalling that we
have already considered expanding the Lorentz factor in this way). This then leads to

j A () + 4 ()on + %u”(ﬁ)énén . (62)
That is, we identify
i = u(m) + gu" (m)5nbm (63)
and
S = i (R)om | (64)

The averaged Gibbs relation then becomes
P+ € =nu(m) + {Zu"(n) + u’(n)] dnon , (65)

showing that—in addition to the derivatives of the chemical potential— we need to provide a (closure) relation for
ondn. The other fluctuations are similarly slaved to dn. We get

cn) ~ () + £/ (W)on + 2" (W)onon (66)
which leads to
T—c(m) 4+ %s”(ﬁ)m , (67)
and
5 = & (W)on = p(R)on . (68)

In summary, we have equations describing the (proper time) evolution of 7, € and @*, represented by equations
(47), (56) and (57). In order to solve these equations, we need to provide a closure relation via an equation of state,
plus closure relations for the fluctuations involved in 7, ¢* and s, that is dndv® and dv@évb. Once these, and dnén,
are provided, we can work out 7 from n and—using the equation of state to give the derivatives of the chemical
potential—then we have g, as well. Using either (65) or (53) we can then rewrite P in terms of resolved variables and
the closure terms, which completes the set of quantities we need to close the system and carry on the evolution. In
principle, the fibration based averaging model is complete.
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V. FLUID ELEMENT FILTERING

Having outlined a workable procedure for averaging in the spacetime setting, let us turn to the issue of filtering.
While doing so, we will also take another step towards a practical implementation. Up to this point we have, mainly
for pedagogical reasons, assumed that the averaging procedure is explicitly carried out (or at least that it can be).
This was useful as it helped explain the underlying principles and how the relevant residuals arise. However, in an
actual implementation it is natural to view the residuals as additional quantities to be modelled in order to capture
the unresolved features. This brings the required closure relations into focus.

Another reason for turning our attention to the filtering problem is that most actual numerical simulations adopt
this strategy rather than averaging. Formally, we expect the two problems to be similar, but we know from section II
that the filtering problem involves a slightly different logic. In particular, it is less natural—and also not desirable
since the filtered fluctuations are unlikely to vanish—to consider an expansion in terms of the fluctuations. This is an
important difference, so we need to carefully consider the steps in the analysis.

The natural way to proceed is to use a weighted average, in the spirit of (44). We would then start from?

(n®) = na* , (69)
with (by construction) @,4* = —1, leading to
n=—ig(n%) . (70)
As in the averaging case, it is easy to see that the continuity equation then becomes
(Van®) =Vo(n®) =0 = a+aV,i®=0. (71)

The main lesson is that, formally, the equation we arrive at takes the same form as in the averaging case; equation
(47). Still, there are differences relating to i) the nonlinear quantities that have to be provided by a closure model
and ii) the interpretation of the resolved/evolved variables.

Deferring the discussion of more general aspects of the equation of state for a moment (see section VI), let us move
on to write down the equations of motion consistent with (71). The filtered version of the perfect fluid stress-energy-
momentum tensor can be written as

(T) = ((p) + (e)a"@" + (p)g™ + 7, (72)
where
7 = ((p+e)u'u’) — ({p) + (e))a"a" (73)

requires a closure relation.
Introducing, as before, the energy density measured by a*:

& = Gigip (T™) = (€) + gty | (74)
we can rewrite the filtered stress-energy-momentum tensor as
(T%) = ((p) + &)a*@" + (p)g™ +2a¢" + 5° (75)
with
¢ = — Ly = — Ly (p+ )u‘ub) | (76)
and
5% = lZlZTCd = lZiZ ((p+ e)uu?y . (77)

It is easy to see that the energy and momentum equations take exactly the same form (once we change (p) — p) as in
the averaged case (cf. equations (56) and (57)). As in that case, the equations of motion provide all the information
we need to solve the system once the relevant closure relations are provided. The key to a workable model is to
provide appropriate closure relations, so it is important to understand what this involves.

9 It is important to note that quantities like 7 are not the same in the averaging and filtering cases. Still, we are using the same notation
because they play the same role in each evolution scheme. Note also that our definition does not mean that (a%) = a*.
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VI. FILTERED THERMODYNAMICS

So far we have only outlined the argument for the simple case of a barotropic fluid. This is not a realistic assumption
for numerical simulations of nonlinear neutron-star dynamics. As a finite temperature description with a realistic
matter composition is a prerequisite for relativistic models, let us expand our model in this direction. This immediately
leads to a conceptually important conclusion. A quick look back at eq. (61) shows that, even if we start from a
barotropic Gibbs relation at the fine scale, the averaged/filtered result is effectively “non-barotropic”. In fact, the
ondp closure term could be interpreted as an “entropy-like” contribution associated with the fluctuations. This
suggests that it makes sense to start straight away from a non-barotropic model, i.e. with a Gibbs relation of form

pte=un+Ts, (78)

where s is the entropy density and T is the associated temperature.

The barotropic example highlights that the “effective” term that stems from the averaging or filtering procedure
does not relate to the actual entropy, in the sense that it is not associated with some dissipative process and/or entropy
production. This is evident from the fact that we have freedom in the choice of the averaging/filtering observer, and
therefore in the variables to be evolved, and one might choose to frame the model in such a way that the fluctuation
terms are reabsorbed in the definition of the variables themselves, just like we did for the weighted four-velocity u®
in eq. (44).

Let us make these points more concrete by considering a model that is non-barotropic from the get-go. Because
there is no formal difference in the resulting equations, we will do this without distinguishing between the averaging
and filtering cases (although, as we are now familiar with the logic, using the slightly more abstract notation from
the latter).

We start by discussing some subtleties of the barotropic example that we previously left aside. The energy density
of a barotropic fluid is a function of the matter density only, which means there is no need to evolve both quantities
separately. On the fine-scale, the energy equation contains the same information as the continuity equation:

de +(p+e)Veu = udj + pnVau® = p(Ven®) =0, (79)
dr dr

where 7 is the proper time associated with the actual fluid worldlines with tangent u®. Note that the Gibbs relation
eq. (58) is crucial for this argument. However, the situation changes on the coarse-grained scale. The link between
the micro-scale equation of state and the resolved energy is not trivial—it may have to be established by a set of high
resolution simulations, even though this may not be practical/feasible. In effect, the equation of state we are working
with at the filtered scale is not the one you get from nuclear physics. This is, in fact, true also in the simpler case
where we set to zero the contribution coming from the 7 residual as the evolved density is not obtained by averaging
the fine-scale one, so i # (n). The net result is that we have to treat the resolved energy £ and the resolved density
7 as independent variables, and evolve both of them.

A. The effective entropy

The subtle difference in the counting of independent variables between the fine- and coarse scale models obviously
no longer exists for a non-barotropic fluid. For a two-parameter equation of state, the energy and particle density can
be taken as independent variables already at the fine scale. This is, indeed, standard practice in numerical relativity
simulations. Let us also recall that, if the fluid is ideal there is no additional information gained from evolving the
entropy current. In fact, the (ideal-fluid) energy and continuity equations are

Vot = P vt — 0 (80a)
dr
d
& eVt =0 (30b)
dr

while the entropy—mnow considered as a function of € and n, s = s(n,e)—is automatically advected at the fine scale
level. That is, we have

a ds o [ de dn a
TV, (su) = TE + TsVu® = <d7’ dr) +(e+p—pn)Vau
de “ dn a)
= E + (p + E)Vau :| M (dT + nv@u ) - (81)
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To complete the model set-up, we still have to clarify how the filtered pressure relates to the evolved variables.
That is, we need some representation of the equation of state on the filtered scale. One of the main lessons from the
barotropic model is that the filtered Gibbs relation effectively takes the form (78), even though the microphysics builds
on a single-parameter model. One way to interpret this is that the filtering introduces “non-ideal” features that can be
associated with an “effective entropy”. To make progress in the general case, we may then—pragmatically—introduce
thermodynamical relations at the level of the coarse scale. The natural way to do this is to assume the same equation
of state at the coarse scale, and let the residuals account for the additional contributions. As we are evolving 7 and
€ we can work with a resolved entropy defined as the usual thermodynamical potential § = s(&, ). The resolved
temperature and chemical potential then follow from the standard definitions

_B e (%)5(5, 7). (82b)

We stress that we choose to use the entropy as thermodynamic potential here, as it is a function of the chosen
independent variables in the equations of motion, 72 and £. Note also, that 5 need not represent the true entropy and
T need not be the actual temperature, either. We are simply assuming that the usual thermodynamical definitions
“make sense” at the filtering scale. This decision obviously has an impact on the interpretation of the results. This
is a thorny issue which we will have to return to at a later point.

Following the same logic we used for the barotropic case (see section IV C) we filter eq. (78) and rewrite it as

N = ] —

(p) = —E+jn+T5+ M, (83)

with
M= (<Ts> - Ts) + (<,m> - ,m) - (<g> - 5) . (84)

The argument is now complete. We have explained how we may express the averaged/filtered pressure that enters
the equations of motion in terms of the resolved variables &, 7 and the (new) residual M. It is easy to see that the
results are similar to those for a non-ideal fluid (with heat flow and viscosity). In particular, in this comparison M is
linked to the bulk viscous pressure.

Having considered the resolved thermodynamics, we can turn to the “entropy production” associated with the
averaging/filtering procedure. The final evolution equations eqs. (56) and (57) clearly remind us of the result for
a dissipative fluid (see [22]) so we are motivated to consider possible constraints stemming from the second law
of thermodynamics. To do this we can work through steps analogous to eq. (81) to establish the impact of the
averaging/filtering procedure. Because the resolved entropy 3 is taken to be a function of the resolved energy £ and
the number density n we have

TV (50%) = T3V 0% 4+ Té = T3V, 0% + & — fin . (85)
Now, by means of the filtered continuity and energy egs. (47) and (56) we obtain
TV, (30") = (T3 + fifi — (p) — &) Vai® — ¢"dq — Vaq® — 8"V, il
= — MV, 0" — ¢“dg — Vaq® — sVl . (86)

This shows that the entropy is no longer advected at the coarse scale, as a result of the averaging/filtering procedure.
However, the fine scale (“exact”) theory is ideal, so the actual entropy is advected (see eq. (81)). For this reason, the
model is not constrained by the second law at the coarse-grained scale. This is a very important point as it impacts
on the closure relations (see below), which (evidently) can be discussed without considering the thermodynamical
restrictions for “real” dissipative fluids. Effectively, the heat-flux term in eq. (50) or eq. (76) is associated with energy
transfer from large eddies to small ones (or vice versa) rather than being a faithful heat transfer. We also note that
this would not change even if we started from a fluid that is dissipative already at the fine scale. Restrictions stemming
from the second law of thermodynamics apply only at the fine-scale level, not at the coarse one.

B. Energy cascade argument

Having discussed the thermodynamical interpretation of the quantities that enter the equations of motion, it makes
sense to consider the involved energy cascade. This is relevant because an analogous argument is used in standard
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work on turbulence (see, for instance, [34, 35]) to motivate the closure of the fluid equations. It is useful to spell out
the relativistic analogue of the classical argument.
The starting point is the energy equation (56)) rewritten as

mixed

E+ ((p) + OVail® = —¢"ap + Vaq" + @ Vas™ . (87)

macro

Here, we have highlighted that the terms on the left-hand side can be considered as macroscopic, in the sense that
they involve only resolved quantities and describe an ideal evolution—intended to correctly capture the large-scale
dynamics. In contrast, the terms on the right-hand side are “mixed” as they involve unresolved quantities—the
residuals—and couple macro- and micro-scale terms. In effect, they can be thought of as transferring energy from
one scale to another.

To see this, we may, for a moment, assume a steady state evolution. As a consequence of the matter continuity
equation, we then have V,a* = 0 and therefore rewrite the energy equation as (setting to zero terms involving time
derivatives with respect to %)

Vaq® = sV iy . (88)

In this relation, the term on the left-hand side should represent the energy sink (source) due to the (inverse) energy
cascade—subtracting energy from the macro-scale into the micro one (or vice versa). As an intuitive model, which
ensures that the right-hand side of (88) does not become negative and draws on Newton’s law of viscosity, Boussinesq
suggested that one should relate the turbulent stress to the mean shear flow (see, e.g., [3]). In our case, this leads to

5% o 5 (89)

where
&ab = J‘(‘aJ—b) - gl j_ab vcﬁd. (90)

Motivated by this argument we move on to develop a closure scheme to complete the “fibration framework” we are
proposing.

VII. AN EXPLICIT CLOSURE MODEL

Our ultimate aim is to develop a consistent scheme for large-eddy simulations in relativity. Even though this
involves numerical aspects which we will not touch upon here (they are discussed in a follow-up paper [20]), we need
to provide a strategy for closing the system of equations already at the fibration level. This is the problem we focus
on now.

As we have seen, in order to carry out an evolution we need to provide some prescription for the residual terms,
that is 7%, M in the filtering case or, equivalently, dnén, dndv®, dv?dv® in the averaging problem. In classical
computational fluid dynamics, one of the earliest closures proposed—still widely used—is due to Smagorinsky [36].
This model-—which is motivated by the Boussinesq argument from the previous section—effectively boils down to
retaining only the s%° term and modelling it as a traceless tensor proportional to the (resolved) shear-flow.

We propose to model the residuals in terms of a general expansion in derivatives of the resolved variables, n, u®
and &. For practical reasons we halt the derivative expansion at first order!?, and decompose the gradients of the
resolved quantities as

Vot = L, Voit — @iah , (91a)

Ve = 1oVye — iiaf (91D)
1.~

Vaty = —aplq + Wab + Oab + §9Lab , (91c)

10 One might naively expect this to lead to issues relating to stability and causality, and that a closure scheme reminiscent of the second-
order Israel-Stewart theory [37, 38] would be required to avoid such issues. However, as we will demonstrate, this is not the case.



16

where, as before, 71 = 4%V, (similarly for £) and

o = W'V, (92a)
Gav = Ly Loy Veiia — %éiab (92b)
@ab = Lgy LyyVeia (92¢)

f=1"V, . (92d)

This closure scheme is analogous, although in a different spirit, to the most general constitutive relations discussed
for dissipative hydrodynamics (at the linear level), see [33, 39]. Let us also stress that while the closure scheme we
are proposing is built from gradients of the (resolved) fluid variables, it is important not to confuse it with the model
discussed in [16-18].

Because there is no formal difference in the modelling of the sub-filter scale terms between the averaging and filtering
cases, let us set up the closure scheme for the filtering case. We also immediately consider the case of a two-parameter
equation of state, as the barotropic limit can be easily recovered from the more general results. We then have to
model the residuals ¢* and s%°. Recalling the definitions eqs. (76) and (77) we express these as

~ . . ~ab
5% = g% 4 (110 + mon 4 m3E) L, (93a)

¢ = 010" 4 0,1, VP + 051, V& . (93b)

In order to evolve the system, we also need to express (p) in terms of the resolved variables. To do so, we have to
provide M. As this is a scalar, we model it as (see eq. (84))

M = Xlé + XQTLL + X3£§ . (94)

We have now introduced a total of 10 parameters to be used in the actual large-eddy model. These parameters
will generally be functions of the evolved variables, the form of which may possibly be inferred from high-resolution
simulations, but for simplicity we will take them to be constant in the following.

A. Stability Analysis

Let us turn to the issue of linear stability, as this is a necessary condition for the system of equations to be
(numerically) solved. Another motivation is the fact that the (resolved scale) “effective” theory we have arrived at
resembles that of a dissipative fluid, and it is well known that the standard/textbook relativistic viscous hydrodynamics
equations are unstable (see [40]).

The linear stability of the effective theory obviously depends on the closure used, so let us focus on the specific
relations proposed above. However, the aim is not to discuss the stability of the closure model in full generality, only
to provide a “proof of principle” argument that there are choices for the parameters for which the model is linearly
stable.

As the averaging/filtering residuals have been expressed in terms of gradients of the evolved variables and we are
considering a local region, it makes sense to assume that the background configuration—the stability of which we
want to study—is that of a homogeneous fluid at rest. We will also consider, as usual, a flat background spacetime
and ignore metric perturbations. This is justified—even in the general relativistic context—since the stability analysis
is intended to be local, so that the effects of gravity can be transformed away (using a local inertial frame argument,
in the spirit of the Fermi frame logic). Finally, we simplify the notation in order not to clutter up the equations. We
drop the “tildes” used to identify the resolved variables, as we no longer need to make the distinction. Instead, we
identify background quantities with a subscript (0). For instance, we write the background four-velocity as ul and
the chemical potential in the background configuration as ug.

Let us start by expanding the perturbed fields (indicated by a ¢) in Fourier modes:

su® = Boethar” (95a)
on = Aethar” (95b)
be = Eethar” (95¢)
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where B® is orthogonal to ul because ufdu, = 0 as a result of the four-velocity normalization. We also decompose
the wave-vector k as

k® = wul + kk® (96)

where w is the frequency, k is the wavelength and k® is a unit four-vector orthogonal to u§ which describes each
mode’s direction. Because of the metric signature convention (+2), the system will be linearly stable (in time) if
all solutions to the dispersion relation—written as w = w(k)—have a negative (or vanishing) imaginary part. We
will also use k%k® and 6%° — k*k® to decompose the momentum equation as well as B% = (0, Br, Bri, Bra) T into its
longitudinal and transverse part (with respect to wave direction).

In order to write the linearized equations in terms of the perturbed fields, we have to clarify how to perturb the
pressure. As can be seen from eq. (83), its explicit expression depends on M. Let us first focus on the non-residual
contribution and come back to M later:

5p = (CA+DE)e ™" +5M | (97)
where we have defined
0
C= (a—i)s(no, €0) , (98a)
0
D= (32) (no. =) (98b)

to simplify the expressions that follow.
Let us now start by linearizing first the non-residual part of the equations of motion. The result is

—iwA + iknoBr, =0, (99a)
—iwE + ihokBL =0, (99b)
— thowBr, +ik(CA+DE) =0, (99¢)
— ihowBr; =0, (99d)
— thowBrs =0, (99e)

where we have introduced the usual enthalpy density, hg = pg+¢€. To work out the full linearized system of equations,
we consider each residual at a time. We start by looking at the trace-free part of s?°, as this would correspond to the
(fibration version of the) model proposed by Smagorinsky in the Newtonian context. A straightforward calculation
leads to

1
6o =¢§( LoLh ey — g(ﬁcuc) Lab)
~ 1 .
— ik(kBY — 3B Lg Jeikaz? (100)

where 18%= 1 + uduf is the projection orthogonal to the background velocity and 7% is the Minkowski metric. As
for the trace part of s*° we have

) [(m@cuc + Toud.n + ﬂgucacs) 1ab } =
= (imkBp, — imwA — imsw€) L§¥ (101)

and it is easy to see that these additional terms only affect the longitudinal projection of the momentum equation.
Next we have the heat flux ¢%. It is fairly easy to see that only two (out of five) terms will contribute to the linearized
equations. These terms lead to

6(8aqa) = +91W]€BL — QQk’Q.A — 03]?25 (102)
entering the energy equation, and
S(L2 ut8,q®) = =012 BP + Oawkk® A + Ozwkk®E (103)

entering the momentum equation. We note that the last two terms in the expression above affect only the longitudinal
projection, while the first term modifies both the longitudinal and transverse components. Last but not least, we
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consider the residuals that arise from the Gibbs relation (94). It is easy to see that this residual will not affect the
(linearized) energy equation, while it contributes to the longitudinal momentum equation as

§( L% 0, M) = [ — x1k*Br + xokwA + x3kwE] k" . (104)

Collecting everything together, we can write the linearized equations!'! as

L O T
(0 T) (A € By Br Brs) =0, (105)
where
—iw 0 inok
L= N —iw — O3k thok + 01kw (106)
1kC + (Co + O2)kw Dk + ({3 + 03)kw f(ihow — %nkz + Gk + 61w2)
and
o —(ihow - ng + 010)2) 0
T= < 0 7(Z'h0w - gk’z + 91w2) (107)

and we have introduced (; = x; +m; with ¢ = 1,2,3. The proposed gradient expansion and the resulting equations are
similar to those of [33, 39]. However, the parameters of the two models are not in one-to-one correspondence—mainly
because the gradient expansion is carried out in terms of different variables. Some level of care is required when
comparing the results.

Before we proceed, let us stress (again) that, because the entropy § does not represent the true one, we are allowed
to violate the second law of thermodynamics. This will give us more freedom (with respect to faithful dissipative
fluids) to control the stability of the closure.

B. Smagorinsky model

The stability analysis for the general case is perhaps best considered numerically, but we can make sufficient progress
to understand the issues involved from simplified models. As a first step, let us consider the simple case where the
only non-vanishing parameter in eqgs. (93) and (94) is . This would correspond to the (fibration version of the) model
proposed by Smagorinsky in the Newtonian context. Starting from eq. (105) we easily obtain the linearized equations
for this case

—iw 0 ingk 0 0 A
0 —iw ihok 0 0 3

ikC Dk —ihow + 2nk? 0 0 By [ =0. (108)
0 0 0 —ihow + gk2 0 Bri
0 0 0 0 —ihow + 2k*/ \Br2

The required dispersion relations are obtained by setting to zero the determinant of the coefficient matrix. Working
this out, we find that the transverse modes decouple, and the corresponding dispersion relation is

_ ;g
w= Z2h0k . (109)

The other non-trivial modes are longitudinal, with dispersion relation

2
how? + ignk% — (hoD +Cng)k* = 0. (110)
Solving this equation we obtain
w = tesk — i k% + O(k®) (111)
3ho

11 Note that the coefficient matrix depends only on w = —u®k, and k2 = k%, + w?, in accordance with Lorentz invariance.
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where
¢? = (D +Cno/ho) (112)

is the usual sound speed. The longitudinal mode represents sound waves, while the transverse modes are not propagat-
ing. Both sets of modes are stable for n > 0. As a simple consistency check, it is easy to see that in the ideal limit,
when 1 = 0, one obtains a single non-trivial solution representing an undamped sound wave.

The result demonstrates that the simple Smagorinsky model is stable according to the fibration observer!2. This is
a key conclusion for cosmological applications (see [21]), as these tend to involve a cosmological time associated with
a co-moving observer; in essence, a fibration. The situation is different for numerical relativity simulations, which
tend to be based on a spacetime foliation. The matter description (formally) involves a fibration associated with fluid
element worldlines, but the evolution is carried out using a non-comoving background. Our stability demonstration
does not (yet) cover this case. In order to complete the argument, we have to consider the stability issue in a different
frame. We therefore introduce (as usual) the Eulerian observer N as

ut =W (N®+0%) , with W =(1-0%)"12, (113)

and note that the two frames are related by a Lorentz boost. This turns out to cause trouble. The simple Smagorinsky
model, while stable in the fibration frame, becomes unstable in the boosted frame.
In order to demonstrate this result, we start by noting that (using primes to indicate boosted quantities)

e’ = Aldye =0 (114a)
oln' = Abayn =0 (114b)
Ay = ASA$Dug =0 (114c)

where A is the Lorentz boost matrix. As we are linearizing with respect to a homogeneous (in spacetime) background
this confirms that the gradient-based closure scheme we are proposing still makes sense. We have to work out
the dispersion relations in a non-comoving frame, but because these are expressed in terms of w = —k%u, and
k? = k%, + w?, we just have to boost these quantities. We can then take (without loss of generality) v® to be in
the x-direction, while k lies in the x — y plane. Then we introduce the angle ¢ between the wave-vector and v® as
kv, = v cos ¢ and write the Lorentz boost as:

w=W(W —vk'cose), (115a)
ky = W(k'cos¢ —ovw') | (115b)
ky=k'sing =k, , (115c¢)
k.,=0=k,. (115d)
Applying this to the transverse dispersion relation in eq. (109) we obtain (dropping the primes for clarity)
(nW?0?) w? — 2 (ihgW — nW?vk cos ¢) w — (nW?2k? cos® ¢ + nk? sin® ¢ — 2ihg cos pWvk) = 0 (116)

We note that eq. (109) was a first order polynomial, while the boost made it second order, thus generating an
additional solution. For long wavelengths, the two solutions are

Ui

B , 2 —2 .2\ 12 3

w= vkcosqﬁ—zzhovv3 (cos® ¢ + W 2sin® ¢) k* + O(k?) (117a)
. 2hg

w= Z’I]WUQ +O(k) . (117b)

The first solution is the boosted version of the mode we obtained in the fibration. It is stable for n > 0 (as in
the comoving frame), propagating with phase velocity vcos¢ and the decay rate reduces to the original value as
v — 0, W — 1. There is, however, an additional solution which is non-vanishing for k = 0 (in [33, 39, 41] these are
referred to as “gapped” modes). This second mode is evidently unstable for n > 0.

12 The stability result also lends support to the large-eddy model of [11], which implements a simple Smagorinsky closure in the foliation
frame, where the simulation is then performed.
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This result demonstrates that the simple Smagorinsky model is unstable when “observed” from a non-comoving
frame. This is a well-known problem of the classic Eckart-Landau models for dissipative fluids [40]. For real dissipative
systems, stability of equilibrium is not only required for numerical implementations, it is also linked to intrinsic
consistency. A system slightly out of equilibrium must evolve, “by definition”, towards thermodynamical equilibrium,
no matter if the fluid in equilibrium is at rest or not. Our case is different. However, because we are setting up the
filtering scheme in the fibration, while the simulations will be carried out in the foliation, we have to ensure that the
model is “covariantly” stable.

C. Fixing the Smagorinsky instability

The aim now is to show how we can fix the instability problem (in the boosted frame) by introducing more
parameters in the closure model. Focusing first on the transverse modes, we see from eq. (107) that the only way to
fix the problem is by considering a non-zero 6;. The co-moving transverse dispersion relation then becomes

2ihow — nk? 4+ 01w* =0, (118)
with solutions for long wavelengths (i.e. small k):
wy = —i— k2 + O(kY) | (119a)
2hg
.hO 2
w_ = 7229— +O(k7) . (119b)
1

Because the dispersion relation is now quadratic we obtain two solutions: the “un-gapped” mode from the Smagorinsky
model, and an additional gapped mode that appears already in the co-moving frame. The (long wavelength) stability
in the un-boosted frame is guaranteed by taking n > 0 (as before) alongside 6; > 0. We can further check the stability
in the co-moving frame at all wavelengths by means of the Routh-Hurwitz criterion (see, for instance [42]). In order
to do so we introduce A = —iw (to deal with real algebraic equations) and rewrite the dispersion relation as

01A2 + QhoA + 'f]kl2 =0. (120)

Stability requires the solutions to have negative real part ReA < 0. The Routh-Hurwitz criterion then guarantees the
stability (at all wavelengths) as long as 6; > 0 and 1 > 0. These conditions are identical to the ones obtained at long
wavelengths.

In order to check the stability in the boosted frame, we boost the transverse modes dispersion relation (as before)
to get

(01 — nv*) W2w? 4+ 2 (ihoW + (n + 61)W?vk cos ¢) w
— (nW?2k? cos® ¢ + nk? sin® ¢ + 2ihgWok — 1 W2v?k? cos® ¢) =0 (121)

To work out the long wavelength stability conditions, we may solve this equation perturbatively. This means that we
introduce

w = wy + wik + wok? + w3k + O(kY) (122a)
w? = Wi 4 2wowik + (W + 2wows)k? + (2wiws 4 2wows )k + O(k*) (122b)
w? = wd 4 3wiwik + (Bwow? + 3wiwa)k? + (Wi 4 bwowiws + 3wiws)k® + O(k*) (122¢)

and solve order by order. Solving eq. (121) to lowest order we find two solutions: the first is the un-gapped mode (wy
= 0) while the second is given by

,2h0W_1

- : 123
U —— (123)

wo =
We may focus on the un-gapped mode as we already have the imaginary part (to lowest order) for the gapped mode.
Working to first order we obtain the phase velocity, while at second order we get the damping rate. Collecting the
results, the small k solutions to the boosted dispersion relation can be written

_i2h0W*1
61 — nu?

+O(k) (124a)

w =

w=vkcos¢p+1i

57 nW3 (cos? ¢ + W2 sin® ¢) + O(k?) (124b)
0
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We see that stability in the boosted frame requires n > 0 and 6; > nv?. To the best of our knowledge, stability at all
wavelengths cannot be studied analytically in the boosted case. This is because the Routh-Hurwitz criterion applies
to real polynomials only. The stability is then perhaps best studied numerically, once a specific equation of state has
been chosen. The main point here is that the fibration-based large-eddy model can be made to pass the key stability
tests choosing appropriate parameters.

Next, we turn our attention to the longitudinal modes, assuming again that the only non-vanishing parameters in
eq. (106) are n and 6;. The (comoving) longitudinal modes dispersion relation is then

2
w {91w3 + ihow? — <; + 01D> k2w — ihoc§k2] =0. (125)

As before, we can work out the non-trivial longitudinal modes using eq. (122). Again, working to lowest order we find
that one mode is “gapped” and two are not. These long wavelength modes are

ho

w=—ig-+ O(k?) , (126a)
1
; 3
W=tk — — (n—2(2-D)0, | 2+ OFK3) . (126b)
3ho 2
In order to make sure the longitudinal modes are also stable we have to take 6; > 0, n > 0 and
3. 5 i 1
—(ct—-D)< — < = 127
SE-D)< < (127)
We can then study the stability condition at all wavelengths using the Routh-Hurwitz criterion. To do so, we again
introduce A = —iw in eq. (125) to make it a real algebraic equation:
91A3 + hoAQ + AAK? + hoC§k2 =0, (128)

where A = 2/3n+ 60, D. From this it is easy to see that the Routh-Hurwitz criterion guarantees stability for eq. (127).
Again, the general k case does not change the stability requirements.

As in the case of transverse modes, the story does not end here. We still have to establish the stability in the
boosted frame. To do so, we “boost” eq. (125) using eq. (115) to obtain

awd +bw’ +cw+d=0, (129)
where
a=W3 (01 — Av?) | (130a)
b=—-W?[(30y — 24)Wuvk cos ¢ — ihg — W Av®k cos ¢ + ihociv?] | (130b)
c=W [(391 — 2A)W 2022 cos® ¢ — Ak? (1+ W22 cos? ) (130c)

— 2ihgWuk(1 — ¢2) cos qb}
d= — [01U3W3 cos? ¢ — W Avk? cos® ¢ — W33 Ak cos® ¢ (130d)

— ihok? (I/Vz(v2 —?)cos? ¢ — (1 — cos? ?)) ] .

Again we solve the problem using the expansion in eq. (122). At lowest order we find two “un-gapped” modes and
one “gapped” solution. The latter is given by

ho(1 — c2v?)

which is stable for
3 1—Dv?
n< 50— (132)

As in the case of the “un-gapped” modes, working to O(k?) (as the O(k) problem is trivial) we obtain the boosted
sound speed wy; = C,. This is found by solving

W2(1 —v2e2)C2 — 2W?vcos (1 — c2)Cs + W3 (v? — c2) cos® ¢ — c2sin ¢ =0 . (133)
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Figure 1: Left: shaded region resulting from combining the stability constraints obtained for the i) transverse modes
(gapped, un-gapped, boosted, un-boosted), ii) longitudinal un-boosted modes (gapped and un-gapped), and iii)
longitudinal boosted gapped modes. Right: sound speeds (solid) and damping rates (dashed) for the un-gapped

longitudinal modes in the boosted frame. Colours match sound speeds with the corresponding damping rates. For
illustrative purposes we used: ¢s = 0.16, v = 0.4, n = 1.2, §; = 0.5 and a barotropic equation of state (both figures).

To see that this result actually makes sense, we provide the solution for the two cases where v is parallel /orthogonal
to k* (respectively)

v+ ¢y
s = y 134
¢ l1+veg (1342)

Vv1—0v?
—_—c,.
V1—wv2c2

The solution for different values of ¢ is best understood by considering specific examples, see fig. 1, noting that it
only depends on the thermodynamic speed of sound cs and the relative velocity v.

In order to work out the longitudinal mode damping we work at O(k®). This leads to a purely imaginary wy = I'(¢).
The solution involves the boosted sound speed Cg, and it is not particularly illuminating, so it is also best understood
by specific examples, see fig. 1.

As we see from the illustrations in fig. 1 there are regions of the (n, ) parameter space where all modes are stable.
As we are only aiming at a proof of principle (not a comprehensive stability analysis) this concludes the argument.
The stability conditions depend on the equation of state (which enters through c;, D, C) and the relative velocity v.
Therefore, an exhaustive study of the stability in the general case is best done once a specific equation of state has
been chosen, following the logic outlined here.

C,==+ (134b)

VIII. REMARKS AND CONCLUSIONS

Averaging and filtering are the standard strategies for dealing with the problem of simulating (computationally
demanding) turbulent flows. Both approaches are complicated by the covariance of general relativity, where the split
between space and time is an observer-dependent notion. As the problem is beginning to be considered from the
point of view of numerical relativity [11-13, 15, 18, 19], it is important to understand the underpinning theory [10].
Hence, we decided to start from the beginning and considered how the different strategies should be implemented in
the curved spacetime setting relevant for, say, binary neutron-star mergers.

After clarifying the sense in which consistency with the principles of general relativity poses interesting foundational
questions, we argued that it is natural to set up the analysis in the “fibration” associated with individual fluid elements.
This then allowed us to introduce a meaningful local analysis via the use of Fermi coordinates [23, 24], which defines
the covariant averaging/filtering procedure. Building on this, we worked out the coarse-grained fluid dynamics,
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and considered the impact averaging/filtering has on the (thermodynamical) interpretation of the resolved variables.
Finally, because smoothing the fluid dynamics inevitably introduces a closure issue, we proposed a closure scheme
and discussed its linear stability. This completed the formal development of the fibration-based model.

In order for this work to have practical relevance, we need to make contact with actual simulations. This (typically)
requires the introduction of a foliation and the associated “3+1” space-time split [43, 44]. This adds a new (Eulerian)
observer to the game and brings new aspects to the discussion. In principle, one might make progress simply by
“translating” our present results to the foliation picture, but it is by no means clear that this is a sensible way to
proceed. Moreover, any discussion of numerical simulations should consider a number of additional issues, like the
role of numerical discretisation errors. As these are important aspects that need to be considered carefully, and it is
important not to confuse the formal points we have discussed here with practical implementation questions, we explore
them in a separate study [20]. The work we have done so far takes us several steps towards the final destination, but
we still have some way to go.

Acknowledgments

NA and TH acknowledge support from STFC via grants ST/R00045X/1 and ST /V000551/1.

[1] K. Kiuchi, K. Kyutoku, Y. Sekiguchi, and M. Shibata, Physical Review D 97 (2018).
[2] L. Berselli, T. Iliescu, and W. Layton, Mathematics of Large Eddy Simulation of Turbulent Flows (Springer, Heidelberg,
2006).

[3] J. McDonough, Introductory Lectures on Turbulence (CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, Scotts Valley, 2014).
[4] M. Lesieur, Turbulence in Fluids (Springer Science & Business Media, Heidelberg, Germany, 2008).

[5] D. J. Price and S. Rosswog, Science 312, 719 (2006).
[6]
[7]

K. Kiuchi, P. Cerda-Duran, K. Kyutoku, Y. Sekiguchi, and M. Shibata, Phys. Rev. D 92, 124034 (2015).
M. Anderson, E. W. Hirschmann, L. Lehner, S. L. Liebling, P. M. Motl, D. Neilsen, C. Palenzuela, and J. E. Tohline,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 191101 (2008).
J. Zrake and A. I. MacFadyen, The Astrophysical Journal 769, 1.29 (2013).
A. Brandenburg and K. Subramanian, Physics Reports 417, 1 (2005).
. L. Eyink and T. D. Drivas, Phys. Rev. X 8, 011023 (2018).
. Radice, The Astrophysical Journal 838, L2 (2017).
. Radice, Symmetry 12, 1249 (2020).

. D. Duez, A. Knight, F. Foucart, M. Haddadi, J. Jesse, F. Hebert, L. E. Kidder, H. P. Pfeiffer, and M. A. Scheel, Phys.
ev. D 102, 104050 (2020).

. Shibata, K. Kiuchi, and Y.-i. Sekiguchi, Phys. Rev. D 95, 083005 (2017).

. Giacomazzo, J. Zrake, P. Duffell, A. I. MacFadyen, and R. Perna, Astrophys. J. 809, 39 (2015).

. Vigano, R. Aguilera-Miret, and C. Palenzuela, Physics of Fluids 31, 105102 (2019).

. Carrasco, D. Vigano, and C. Palenzuela, Phys. Rev. D 101, 063003 (2020).

. Vigano, R. Aguilera-Miret, F. Carrasco, B. Minano, and C. Palenzuela, Phys. Rev. D 101, 123019 (2020).
. Aguilera-Miret, D. Vigano, F. Carrasco, B. Minano, and C. Palenzuela, Phys. Rev. D 102, 103006 (2020).
. Hawke, N. Andersson, T. Celora, and G. L. Comer (in preparation).

.F.R. Elhs7 Class. Quant Grav. 28, 164001 (2011).

. Andersson and G. L. Comer, Living Rev. Relativ. 24 (2021).

. Fermi, Atti R. Accad. Lincei Rend. Cl. Sci. Fis. Mat. Nat. 31, 21 (1922).

. Fermi, Atti R. Accad. Lincei Rend. Cl. Sci. Fis. Mat. Nat. 31, 51 (1922).

. K. Manasse and C. W. Misner, Journal of Mathematical Physics 4, 735 (1963).
. L. Synge, Relativity: The General Theory (North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1960).

. Rakhmanov, Class. Quant. Grav. 31, 085006 (2014).

. Misner, K. Thorne, J. Wheeler, and D. Kaiser, Gravitation (Princeton University Press, 2017).

L Nesterov Class. Quant. Grav. 16, 465 (1999).

. Gourgoulhon, Special Relativity in General Frames (Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 2013).

. Schmidt, Living Reviews in Computational Astrophysics 1, 2 (2015).
S. Dartevelle, Comprehensive Approaches to Multiphase Flows in Geophysics (National Nuclear Security Administration,
Washington D.C., United States, 2005).
[33] P. Kovtun, JHEP 10, 034 (2019).
[34] D. K. Lilly, Proc. IBM Scientific Computing Symposium on Environmental Sciences (1967).

HZOCFUNORETEZO00;

gm>ozuﬂjm




24

[35] A. Leonard, Energy cascade in large-eddy simulations of turbulent fluid flows (Adv. in Geophysics 18 A, Elsevier, Aca-
demic Press Inc., New York, 1975), pp. 237-248.

[36] J. Smagorinsky, Monthly Weather Review 91, 99 (1963).

[37] W. Israel and J. M. Stewart, Annals of Physics 118, 341 (1979).

[38] W. Israel and J. M. Stewart, Proceedings of the Royal Society of London Series A 365, 43 (1979).

[39] R. E. Hoult and P. Kovtun, JHEP 06, 067 (2020).

[40] W.

[41] L.

[42]

A. Hiscock and L. Lindblom, Phys. Rev. D 31, 725 (1985).
Gavassino and M. Antonelli, Front. Astron. Space Sci. 8, 686344 (2021).
G. Korn and T. Korn, Mathematical Handbook for Scientists and Engineers, Dover Civil and Mechanical Engineering
(Dover Publications, 2013).
[43] E. Gourgoulhon, 341 Formalism in General Relativity (Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 2012).
[44] L. Rezzolla and O. Zanotti, Relativistic Hydrodynamics (Oxford University Press, 2018).




25



	I Motivation
	II Averaging vs filtering
	III The spacetime view: Fermi Coordinates
	A On covariance and the Einstein equations

	IV Averaging in the fluid frame
	A Baryon number conservation
	B Averaged matter dynamics
	C The equation of state

	V Fluid element filtering
	VI Filtered Thermodynamics
	A The effective entropy
	B Energy cascade argument

	VII An explicit closure model
	A Stability Analysis
	B Smagorinsky model
	C Fixing the Smagorinsky instability

	VIII Remarks and Conclusions
	 Acknowledgments
	 References

