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T he choice of the 4-velocity in the relativistic hydrodynam ics proposed by Landau and Lifshitz
is dem onstrated to be the only one satisfying all general principles. E specially the far m ore w idely

adopted E ckart choice has to be abandoned.
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Three reasons com e to m ind for seeking a covariant
form ulation of the hydrodynam ic theory for simple u-
ids: In a fundam ental vein, we want hydrodynam ics as a
basic theory to be covarant; in fact, this was one of the

rst few taskstackled after the birth of special relativity.
M ore practically, relativistic hydrodynam ics is increas—
Ingly employed in cosn ology and astrophysics to study
dissipative processes, such as the relaxation of inhom o—
geneities in the early universe, or is viscosity-driven, in—

ationary expansion @]. F inally, any residualam biguiies
In the relativistic hydrodynam ics are an indication ofour
Jessthan-perfect grasp also ofthe G alilean version. T hey
require close scrutiny.

C ovariant hydrodynam ics can be found in m ost text-
books on relativity and astrophysics. Better ones give
tw o versions, one due to E ckart ij,:_ﬂ], the other by Lan-
dau and Lifshitz (LL) §]. W hil E ckart pins the m acro—
soopic 4-velocity u  to the totalparticle current, LL set it
proportionalto the totalenergy ux. So there isno dis-
sipative particle current in the E ckart version, in direct
analogy to the non-relativistic case; while LL | at rst
sight som ew hat odd | do have one, and they refrain from
a dissipative energy current instead. In the literature, the
E ckart version is m uch m ore w idely em ployed 'g:;';’.,-'fz], i
seam s the m ore traditional theory. Yet, both reduce to
the fam iliar non-relativistic hydrodynam ics forc ! 1 ;
besides, standard textbooks (eg. W einberg B]) regard
the tw o versions as equivalent, asbeing related by a sin —
plk transform ation of the velociy. C kearly, one need not
worry about a m ere di erence in the reference fram e.

T his equivalence, however, is a fallacy. Let us recall
how the velocity is de ned In hydrodynam ic theordes,
consider rst the non-relativistic case. The standard
G bbs relation, valid not only when equilbriim reigns,
takes the entropy density s asa function of ve conserved
densities, energy ,momentum g, and m ass %,

Tds=d v dg d

o

Tt states unequivocally that the velocity is a them ody-—
nam ic quantity, v T (@s=@g), known if the localen—
tropy density is. Ik contains only equilbrium inform a—
tion. This is of course the concept of local equilibbrium ,
one of the few founding principles of the hydrodynam ic

@)

theory: It takes far less tin e to establish equilbriim lo—
cally than globally; the rst isam icroscopictine (re—
ferred to asthe collision tim e in dilute system s), the other
grow sw ith the system dim ension and ism acroscopic. A s
long asthe frequency is am allenough, ! 1,the G bbs
relation holds, and all themm odynam ic variables , g, %,
and their conjugate variables T, v, contain only in-
form ation about the localequilbrium state. E specially,
they possess a well de ned parity under tim e reversal.
T he relativistic description is hardly di erent: The ve—
locity v becom es the 4-velocity, u T @s=@T ),
wih s and T being the equilbrium entropy 4-vector
and energy-m om entum tensor, respectively. So u  too
contains only equilbriim inform ation.

Now , the di erence between the two 4-relocitiesm en—
tioned above is clearly in dissippative quantities, so at
Jeast one contains non-equilbrium nform ation and can-
not be the correct hydrodynam ic velocity. T his argum ent
agrees w ith the prin a facie evidence that the two ver-
sions of relativistic hydrodynam ics have di erent types
of di erential equations. For exam ple, the equation for
the transverse velocity is elliptic in the E ckart version,
and parabolic in that of LL. (In the so—called extended
therm odynam ic theories | cf. discussion below | the
equation can be rendered hyperbolic for either choice of
the 4-velocity. Still, as these are extensions of di erent
hydrodynam ic theories, they rem ain distinctly di erent.)

Having clari ed that both versionsare nequivalent, we
obviously need to address the question: W hich, if any, is
the correct theory for relativistic dissipative uids? In
seeking unigueness In a relativistic theory | since the
c! 1 lim it proves inconclusive | it is naturalto ex—
am ine how unigueness is achieved in the G alilan ver—
sion. Unfortunately, this is som ething of a red herring,
asthe lack ofa dissipative particle current in the G alilean
hydrodynam ics, or j= %v, ismore a statem ent ofm i-
croscopic plausbility, and m aybe the bold summ ary of
countless experin ents; it isnot the result ofa cogent and
generaldeduction. In fact, a classic paperby D zyaloshin—
skii and Volovik i_é] proposes to include the dissipative
tem j %V r .

N evertheless, a fotnote by LL, in x49 of W], states
that the m ass current j should always be equal to the
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momentum density g = %$v, and therefore cannot pos-
sess any dissipative tem s. T heir lne of argum ent, re—
grettably, falls short ofbeing ironclad: Starting from the
continuity equation apd the cepter-ofm assm otion, they
assert the validity of dV g=  dV j, where the integra—
tion volum e isthat ofthe totalsystem . T he reader is left
w ondering especially about the alleged equivalence to the
Iocalrelation g = 3.

In this paper, we shall am eliorate both aspects. W e
provide a clear cut proof of g = j, dem onstrating the
rigorous validity of the standard form of the G alilkean
hydrodynam ics; and we dem onstrate that only the LL
version of the relativistic hydrodynam ic theory conform s
to allgeneral principles. The proofg = jtakes place in
very much the sam e way as deducing the symm etry of
them om entum ux, or stress tensor, from localangular
momentum conservation. The relevant conserved den-—
sity hereisi %x gt,wih x and t denoting the space
and tin e coordinates, respectively. W hile i is known to
be additive, conserved, and the direct consequence ofthe
Invariance under G alilean boosts ij], it hasnotbeen hith—
erto included in them odynam ic and hydrodynam ic con—
siderations. A s w ill becom e clear soon, this is a serious
om ission. Tts inclusion not only establishes the form of
the m ass ux, but also leads to general them odynam ic
equilbriim conditions that are valid for any reference
fram e. Surprisingly, these sin ple yet fairly fuindam ental
relations are new .

R elativistically, the inform ation of g = j is autom ati-
cally ncluded in the sym m etry of the energy-m om entum
tensor, though jisnow the nertialm ass current, ie. the
totalenergy ux including the rest m ass. Since the m o—
m entum density rem ainsa them odynam ic variable, w ith
a negative parity under tin e Inversion, neither the m o—
mentum density nor the nertialm ass current m ay con-—
tain any dissipative temm s (In the localrest—fram e). This
exclides any covariant theory that does not adopt the
LL 4~velociy.

T wo pieces of Informm ation were needed In each of the
above cases: (i) The equality of the m om entum den-
sity to the (rest or inertial) m ass current; (i) the fact
that the m om entum density is a them odynam ic vari-
ablewith a wellde ned pariy. It is ironic that whilk the
condensed m atter people were wondering about the rst
piece, which for the relativists is a trivial consequence of
the 4-notation, the Jatter ignored the second, som ething
the form er group never does. W e physicists are indeed
a com m unity divided by notations. P fercing both pieces
together, the kinship to be expected betw een the two ver—
sions of hydrodynam ics becom es evident. For instance,
repeating the relativistic m istake in the non-relativistic
theory, je. violating the second condition w hile upholding
the rst, leads to, as w illbecom e clear soon,

+ @Qv): @)
T his is In strdking sin ilarity to them om entum densiy In

g=3J=5%v (r

the E ckart theory, the dissipative part of which has the
om 4= (T @T + @u;) @1 YetEq. @) isman-
ifestly unphyﬁical; T he total and conserved m om entum
must rem ain  d% %$v, irrespective w hether the system is
In equilbrium or not, or what is acceleration is.

O f the three issues plaguing the relativistic hydrody—
nam ics | unigueness, causality and stability | we focus
on the rst. But we need to comm ent on the other two,
as they have been the starting points of worthw hile ef-
forts in the past that partially tie in with our resuls.
F irst, causality. Strictly speaking, the di usion equation
in plies signalsw ith In nite velocity, or horizontal \w orld
lines". W hilke unphysical generally, this defect is aggra—
vated In relativity: W hen viewed from a di erent frame,
the world lines tilt, in plying signals that go backw ards
In time. To repair this, extended them odynam ic theo—
ries B8] were put forward which start from the hydrody—
nam ic theories but inclide additional dynam ic variables.
T he resulttant larger set of coe cients can be chosen such
that all the di erential equations are hyperbolic, ensur-
Ing causality. The price for this nice feature is a rather
m ore com plicated theory, and the di culty of nding a
universally valid and acospted set of additional variables
| except perhaps in dilute system s.

But we may also take a m ore perspective view , and
acoept that the di usion equation is not an exact m ath-
em atical statem ent. Rather, it is an approxin ative de—
scription | con ned to the hydrodynam ic regin e, w ith
an accuracy of the order of them al uctuations. Tak-—
ng this into acoount, (eg. considering only am plitudes
of the variables that are above a m inin althreshold,) the
signalvelociy never exceeds that of the constituent par-
ticles E_E%], excluding any acausal consequences.

Next, stability, rst In the uid’s rest frame: The LL
theory is stable w ith respect to am all uctuations around
an equilbrium con guration, not so the E ckart version
f_lC_;], and rem arkably, nor the non-relativistic theory that
containsEqg. (;_2:) . In fact, both su er from the sam e prob—
Jem . Consider a an all but spatially hom ogeneous veloc—
ity ed wih r p;r = 0, the NavierStokes equation
reduces to @tg = 0, or $@.v @v = 0, which (n ad—
dition to the usualv = const) obviously also contains
the min-away solution &% )%, Sim ilarly, with a mo—
mentum density that contains the acceleration @Qiu;, the
E ckart choice cannot help to avoid an analogous Instable
solution.

Thiswould represent an independent argum ent favor-
ing the LL choice, except that | as dbserved by H iscock
and Lindblom [IG] | in fram es m oving w ith respect to
the uid the di usion equations in the LL theory also de—
velop diverging solutions, which grow exponentially w ith
m icroscopically short characteristic tim es. For lack of
space, webrie y sum m erize our reasons forbelieving that
this fram edependent instability does not constitute suf-

cient ground to refct the LL choice, and prom ise a
detailed account in a forthcom ing paper. Consider the



parabolic di usion equation, @.# @# = 0. Its char-
acteristics are the lines t = oconst, and only if the initial
valies are prescribbed on one of these, do we have a sin—
gle bound mode, #& X't with k 2 R {[3]. Inital
data on a non-characteristic curve, say x + t= const,

2 R ,generally produce tw o independent solutions. For
the sinplest case of = 0, they are # e 1 **'0
rx < Oand kel *'Pe * rx > 0, wih
('=2 )72, ! 2 R. Tn the respective wrong region, one
solution appears unbound. Being nvariant w ith respect
to coordinate transfom ations, the characteristics of the
boosted di usion equation that H iscock and Lindblom
consider are t = ¢+ vx) = oconst, with t the proper
tin e. The solutions they exam ine, however, satisfy ni-
tial data on the non-characteristic € = const, where ¢
is the tin e in the m oving fram e. So the appearance of
an unbound solution fort! 1 isam athem atical conse-
quence to be expected. N evertheless, the divergingm ode,
being absent In the rest fram e, m ust not be observable
In a moving one. And i is not, as i only exists for
negative tin es ¢, and decays for ¢ ! 1 wihih am icro—
scopically brief period that is outside the hydrodynam ic
regimne. In fact, this m ode is just one of those signals
discussed above that run backwards In time In m oving
fram es. (These argum ents do not apply to the Eckart
Instability. It happens in the uid’s rest fram e, where
any deviation from the non-relativistic hydrodynam ics is
W orrisom e.)

T he extended theories are stable forboth choices ofthe
4-relocity if linearized; though the E ckart version tums
Instable again if non-linear tem s are ncluded l_l-Z_i]

W e conclude: W ithin its range of validity, the rel-
ativistic hydrodynam ics is just as healthy as the non-—
relativistic theory. If som eone is w illing to put up w ith a
few acausal consequences, blatant but recognizably out—
side this range, he retains the bene t ofa sin pler theory.
If not, he m ay resort to the extended theory | though
it has to be one that adheres to the LL choice of the
4-elocity.

Let usnow consider the hydrodynam ics in greater de—
tails, starting again w ith the non—relativistic version. T he
equations of m otion for the them odynam ic variables of
Eqg. é'_].') are,

eX

@es+r f=R=T; & +r qg=20; 3)
Qi+ @ «=0; @%+r J=0: @)

W e explicitly include the conserved quantity

R

I & @Gx gb=M X @& Gt )

in our consideration, whereM , G , and X (t) denote the
totalm ass, the totalm om entum , and the center-ofm ass
coordinate, regpectively. C learly, =M is the niial coor-
dinate of the center ofm ass, so we m ay perhaps refer to
I as the center-ofm ass inertial coordinate (comic), and
toi gtasthe comic density.

o
X

Neither the angular m om entum nor the comic re—
quires an Independent equation of motion. W riting
@c "ikm Xk Gn ) = @ ("ikm Xx mn) t "ikm mks ONE

nds that the angular m om entum density "ikm Xk Gn
obeys a continuity equation only if i = i. Anal-—
gously, @ 5x; gt = & (k% xt)+ 3 gholds
forthe com ic density, a Jocally conserved quantity, hence
g = j. This concludes the clkar cut and sin ple proofwe
were looking for.

Next we deduce them odynam ic equilbriim condi-
tions including the oonservatj(?{n of the comic I. M ax—
in izing the totalentropy S = d° s sub et to the con—
servation of energy, m om englm , M ass, angular m om en—
tum , and comic, we have d&f s , + g+

2 5t 2 x g9 3 x gtg= 0, where the
eleven coe cients 1 and 1;3;3 are constant Lagrange
param eters. Em ploying Eqg. (:1;'), w e deduce, for arbitrary

variations , $and g With x= t= 0),
1=T = q; =T = 3 X; (6a)
v=T = 1+ 2 x+ 3t (6b)

T he last expression does not In ply an accelerating m o—
m entum , as D ixon concluded in Ch 4 x4d ofRef. E_:Jz]. To
see this directly, consider uniform space and tin e trans—
lations: Setting now x; t= oonst, and requiring that
the equilbrium conditions rem ain unaltered, we arrive at
M 3 = 2 G (6C)

and the dependent 3 G = 0. Together, the equi-
IHbrim conditions 6'§) are explicitly G alilan covariant:
Introducing the chem ical potential , = + 1v* of
the local rest-fram e, they can be expressed as T = T,

0 = +%[ x XA v=V+ x X),
wih X = X (t) being the centerofm ass coordinate, and
T, ,V, rede ned constants. C learly, ¢ (and hence
the densiy %) only depends on the rotation velociy in
the center-ofm ass fram e, and not on the centerofm ass
motion. W ithout including the comic I (. setting

3 = 0 above) LL obtained, In a sin ilar calculation f_lS_:],
v=1V + %, and conclided that the equilbriim ve-
locity v of a general fram e has to be a constant oftim e.
But this is clearly only correct in special fram es, when
Vk .

Now Eq. () is derived. F irst we rem ark that the un-
usual form of the them odynam ic force r + Qv is a
natural consequence of Egs. (:_6): T his com bination van—
ishes n equilbrium and may therefore serve as a -
giim ate them odynam ic force. M ore technically, given
the existence of ¥ = j %$v, both g and aocquire a
dissipative part, g g°?“+ § and = EFT4+ v 74
Substituting Egs. {_3’) and @:) Into the G bbs relation,
T@s= @ °7 v ¢ @%, one cbtains the entropy
productionR = 5 (¢ +&)+ , from whichBq. )
wih > 0, such thatR > 0] results.



Tuming our attention to special relativity, the relevant
hydrodynam ic equations (:1.'), (:;), and (ff) generalize to

Tds = udT dn ; (7)
@ (s + )= R=T ; 8)
@ T + )=0;@ m + )=20: 9)

N otations: G reek indices run from 1 to 4, Latin indices
only to 3; the soeed of light isunity; the m etric is =

diag(;1;1; 1);the coordiate 4~vectorisx = &;t),
o @ = (r;@); the 4weloctty isu = (v; 1) wih
@ ¥ ¥,henceu u = 1; , , and

are the respective dissipative parts of the entropy 4- ux,
energy-m om entum tensor, and particle 4- ux, they have
a di erent parity under tin e reversal from their reactive
counterparts and vanish n equilbriim .

In the laboratory fram e, in which the local uid veloc—
ity is v, the reactive, equilbrium tem sare: s = su ,
T = e+ puu +p ,and n = nu , where
p= e+ Ts+ n isthe pressure, e = ( + % the den—
sity of totalenergy, n = %=m the particle num ber den—
sity, and s as before the entropy density, all taken from
a local com oving fram e. The last three are related by
Tds = de dn, so = m @9=@%)+ m has a dier-
ent de nition than in the G alilean case, but p does not.
T he relativistic version of the G bbs relhtion, Eq. (’j),
is obtained by multiplying the rest-fram e relation with
u . The conservation of the 4-angularm om entum is en—
sured by the symm etry of the energy-m om entum tensor:
T =T and = . A s discussed, this includes
the equality of the m om entum density and the totalen—
ergy Ux.

Now consider the explicit form ofthe dissipative term s

, , and . They are determ ined by the rate ofen—
tropy production R, a positive Lorentz scalar. Inserting
Egs. {_8) and @) n cj), and requiring R to be a sum of
products of them odynam ic uxes and forces, we arrive
at T = u and

R=T = @ L =T] @ (=T); (10)

w here the bracket denotes sym m etrization, eg. @, u ,
@u +@u )=2.Gbbalequillbbrium conditions arem et
if the two Prees @ u =T] and @ ( =T) vanish. Ir
reversble them odynam ics generally prescribes the O n—
sageransatz, setting and  aslinearcombinationsof
@ b )=Tland @ ( =T) | subct to the requirem ents
that them odynam ic variables do not possess any dissi-
pative counterparts in the local rest-frame (lrf). The
therm odynam ic varizbles of Eq. {}) reduce to ' = s,
T = (@g;e), and n* = n in the 1rf. So the lack of
dissipative counterparts inplies 4= 4= 4= 0, of
w hich the covariant expressions are,

u =u =1u =0: (11)

These are the conditions in plem ented by LL, and the
ones we need to heed whilk evaluating Eq. {_lg) .

Tt must have been a source of confusion that g itself
vanishes n the 1rf | reducing T ? to T** = e, and
seem Ingly leaving only ** = 0. This overinterprets the
1rf. W hat we actually need is to exam Ine the In nites-
In al changes of the variables, dT 4= (dg; de), and un—
derstand that the 1rf doesnot inpl dg = 0,aswemust
allow for @.g; @igx 6 0. Non-relativistically, of course, g
being a them odynam ic variable is never disputed.

It is not incidental that the conditions (.'_l-]_}) rule out
any tin e derivative in R . Violating (.'_l-]_}), we nd from
Eq. 0): *  @u;, **  @QT, * @(=T) i the
1lrf. In the equations of m otion, each yields is own
run-aw ay solution, altogether ve. Eckart’s conditions,
= 0, partly violate Egs. (;Ll:), 0
it is not surprising that his \m om entum ofheat"
@Qiu; gives rise to the Instable solution discussed above.

T he covariant hydrodynam ic theory that entails the
4-elocity as proposed by LL is the appropriate theory
to em ploy if the velocity di erence in the system is no
Ionger an allwhen com pared to light velociy. H owever,
it doesnot consider charges and electric currents that are
frequently present in astrophysical system s. For this, one
needs in addition the covariant version of the dissipative
M axw ell equations I_l-l_j], to be published elsew here.
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