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Abstract: The formulation of a universal theory for bulk viscosity and heat conduction represents a
theoretical challenge for our understanding of relativistic fluid dynamics. Recently, it was shown that
the multifluid variational approach championed by Carter and collaborators has the potential to be
a general and natural framework to derive (hyperbolic) hydrodynamic equations for relativistic
dissipative systems. Furthermore, it also allows keeping direct contact with non-equilibrium
thermodynamics, providing a clear microscopic interpretation of the elements of the theory.
To provide an example of its universal applicability, in this paper we derive the fundamental equations
of the radiation hydrodynamics directly in the context of Carter’s multifluid theory. This operation
unveils a novel set of thermodynamic constraints that must be respected by any microscopic model.
Then, we prove that the radiation hydrodynamics becomes a multifluid model for bulk viscosity or
heat conduction in some appropriate physical limits.

Keywords: relativistic fluid dynamics; general relativity; radiation

1. Introduction

The hydrodynamic modelling of dissipative systems should guarantee the stability of the
homogeneous perfect-fluid states under perturbations. Furthermore, a realistic model for dissipation
should be presented in a form which enables an unambiguous contact with microphysics:
this requirement, although not strictly necessary from the mathematical point of view, allows for
a clear implementation of microscopic inputs into the macroscopic description. For the case of
relativistic fluids the problem of finding a theory which fulfils both the requirements is still considered
unsolved [1].

The natural-looking relativistic generalization of the Navier-Stokes equations [2], which maintains
direct contact with the common notions of viscosity and heat conduction, was shown to admit runaway
solutions when the homogeneous perfect-fluid states are perturbed [3,4]. This was shown to be
a consequence of the fact that its equations do not admit a well posed initial-value problem [5].
Hence, this hydrodynamic description of relativistic viscous fluids is not suitable for computational
applications. On the other hand, the second-order theory of viscous fluids of Israel and Stewart [6]
introduces some phenomenological coefficients which have a clear microscopic interpretation only
in the ideal relativistic gas limit. Moreover, there are cases in which the model of Israel and Stewart
underestimates the number of non-equilibrium degrees of freedom, so that it cannot be considered a
universal approach to model relativistic dissipative fluids [7].

The multifluid formalism of Carter [8] may be the solution to this long-standing problem.
Partially arising from an action principle, Carter’s variational approach leads in a natural way to
a well-posed initial value problem governed by hyperbolic equations [1]. Thus, its mathematical
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structure has all the required properties to give rise to a causal and stable theory if the appropriate
equation of state is assumed [9].

Since the multifluid concept was explicitly developed to describe relativistic conducting
media [10], Carter’s formalism was successfully used as the natural scheme for modelling superfluidity
in a covariant framework [11-13]. In this context, the correspondence with microphysics was
completely established [14-17]. The formalism was applied to the study of the structure of superfluid
neutron stars [18-20] and to the formulation of a relativistic theory of vortex dynamics [21-23]
and represents a fundamental tool in relativistic modelling of pulsar glitches [24-26]. In addition,
it was recently proposed that a multifluid approach might find interesting application in cosmological
models [27,28].

For the case of relativistic dissipation, a general multifluid model was proposed by Carter [29].
This model satisfies the conditions of stability and causality (that coincide with the ones of the Israel and
Stewart [6] formulation) for small deviations from equilibrium [30]. Therefore, apart from superfluidity,
relativistic multifluids were also studied in the context of heat conduction [31-33]. These models,
however, still lack of a clear connection with microphysics and are thus not fundamentally preferable
to the one of Israel and Stewart [6].

Recently, by using arguments of non-equilibrium thermodynamics, it was shown that any
bulk-viscous fluid can always be described as a Carter’s multifluid if an appropriate choice of
thermodynamic variables is adopted [7]. Therefore, at least for the case of dissipation due to bulk
viscosity, this result represents a formal justification of the universality of the multifluid formalism and
provides a technique for connecting the hydrodynamic model with thermodynamics and kinetic theory.

In this paper our aim is to provide further insight into the connection of the multifluid theory
with microphysics and its universal applicability: we already discussed the link with the equilibrium
thermodynamics of a superfluid [17] and the link with kinetic theory for non-conducting bulk-viscous
fluids [7]. Here, we add another piece to the global picture by studying how to model a perfect fluid
interacting with a radiation fluid within the Carter multifluid framework. Due to its simplicity and
wide applicability in astrophysical contexts, this system was widely studied in the literature [34] and the
understanding of its properties can be considered satisfactory at every level: statistical mechanics [35],
kinetic theory [36], thermodynamics [37] and hydrodynamics [38]. Therefore, Carter’s theory (which
may provide a universal hydrodynamic framework) should be able to capture the essential physics
of this system. In this sense, investigating the properties of a fluid interacting with radiation in this
multifluid framework represents a fundamental test for its descriptive power.

In addition, it is well known that radiation hydrodynamics admits a diffusion-type limit which
reduces the theory to a conventional model for heat conduction [39,40]. This implies that the
matter-radiation fluid may be the first realistic heat-conducting fluid to be rigorously described
in Carter’s framework, giving us precious insights about the microscopic origin of the so-called
entrainment coupling (a non-dissipative coupling between the species in a multifluid) and the correct
implementation of the dissipation coefficients.

Throughout the paper we adopt the spacetime signature (—, +, +,+) and work in natural units
¢ = G = kg = 1. Moreover, the symbol v is used to label the quantities related to the photon fluid and
should not be interpreted as a spacetime index.

2. Multifluid Hydrodynamics

We briefly review the basic ideas of the multifluid formalism. The general theory was formulated
in [8,10], see also [1] for a review. The formalism was also extended to incorporate shear viscosity [29]
and elasticity [41] but these effects will not be considered in the present work.



Symmetry 2020, 12, 1543 3 of 36

2.1. Non-Dissipative Evolution of Relativistic Multifluids

The variational approach of Carter builds on the assumption that one can identify a set of
four-currents n describing different flows in the system. Given the scalars

niy = Ny, 1)

an equation of state for the fluid must be provided in terms of a Lagrangian density
A= A(n3,) x<y. )

The condition x < y is imposed to avoid repeated arguments, since njzcy = nfx. Introducing the
bulk coefficients

B* = —2—;;/2\ 3)
XX
and the anomalous coefficients
oA
A= — o = AT x <y, @)
xy
we can define the conjugate momenta of the currents as
oA
= gy = Bl t L Ay ©)
X

yEx

The anomalous coefficients (whose presence in a multifluid is the norm) incorporate the
entrainment effect, a non-dissipative coupling between the currents. Historically, the importance
of entrainment was first recognized in the context of superfluid mixtures [42,43], but it is a general
feature of Carter’s variational approach.

In the literature it is common to find an alternative procedure of differentiating the Lagrangian
density which includes also the terms with x > y and treats njzcy and nix as independent variables,
see e.g., [8,22]. We discuss the connection with the present approach in Appendix A.

A non-dissipative hydrodynamic model can be obtained by considering an action of the form

R
1_/<16H+A)\/ng4x, ©)

where R is the scalar curvature and /—g is the square root of the absolute value of the determinant of
the metric. The domain of the action is set imposing that the currents are conserved,

vvn; = 0/ (7)

both on-shell and off-shell. To make sure that this is indeed satisfied, the variations of the currents are
taken in the Taub form [44]

1
o = GV — 5+ (V8= 36 ) ®)

where the vector field {% describes an arbitrary infinitesimal displacement of the world-lines of the
fluid elements of the species x. The Euler-Lagrange equations are obtained imposing the stationarity
of the action with respect to arbitrary infinitesimal variations dg,, and displacements Y. The first one
produces Einstein’s equations,

G’ =8nT", )



Symmetry 2020, 12, 1543 4 of 36

where the energy momentum tensor has the form
Ty =¥éy + ;n’;y;. (10)
The scalar ¥ can be interpreted as a generalised thermodynamic pressure and is given by

Y =A-) njul (11)

Ignoring the boundary terms which do not contribute to the equations of motion, the variation of
the action produced by the displacements ¢} has the form

M=/(Zﬁﬂ)¢ﬂ¢% (12)
X
where

fr= 2n§v[py§] (13)
can be interpreted as the force per unit volume acting to the species x. The condition JI = 0 for any
independent choice of ¢¥ produces the Euler-Lagrange equations

fi=0 Vx. (14)

Equations (7), (9) and (14) constitute a system which arises from a well posed action principle
and, therefore, are given in the form of an initial value problem [1]. Please note that from (7) and (10),
one can show that

VoTu =) 10 (15)
X
However, taking the divergence of (9), one immediately has the energy-momentum conservation
V,T} = 0. (16)
Therefore even in the case in which the forces f; were not zero, their sum must vanish,

Y i =0, (17)

which is Newton’s third law. The formalism is easily extended to the case in which there are some
currents that are locked to each other. For example, assume that the species x and the species y interact,
and are coupled on time-scales much shorter than those we are interested in. In this case, we can take
them to be at rest with respect to each other. The motion is still adiabatic, but now it is subject to the
geometrical constraint

) (18)
This is implemented by imposing the world-line displacements ¢y and ¢ to satisfy the constraint
& =2 (19)

Thus, from the variation (12) we find that £ and f;/ do not need to vanish separately, but the total
force density does,

fi+fi=0. (20)

Again, this condition is Newton’s third law.



Symmetry 2020, 12, 1543 5 of 36

2.2. Including Dissipation

The second law of thermodynamics is not automatically provided by the action principle, so that
the dissipative terms of the theory have to be supplied in some other way and inserted by hand into the
equations of motion. However, the study of the adiabatic regimes presented in the previous subsection
can be used as a guideline for a consistent inclusion of these additional terms.

The current conservation (7) in a dissipative regime may not hold, but chemical-type transfusions
may be allowed. Therefore, we need to replace Equation (7) with

Vony =1y, (21)

where 7, describes the rate (per unit volume and time) of production of the species x. The second law
of thermodynamics is implemented by considering an additional current s” (interpreted as the entropy
current) whose production rate must satisfy the constraint

rs = Vys' > 0. (22)

The energy-momentum tensor is assumed to maintain the form (10) and we require it to still
satisfy Einstein’s equations. Now, its four-divergence takes the form

v, = YIRS, (23)
X

where
Ry = fi +ray, (24)

represent the dissipative generalization of the Lagrangian forces f;;. Comparison with (9) tells that
Newton’s third law is still valid,

Y Ri=0, (25)

but the terms R} do not need to vanish separately.
The quantities ry and R incorporate dissipation in the theory and have to be modelled according
to microphysical arguments. Now, consider Equation (24) for x = s,

Ry = f, + 10, (26)
where we adopted the notation @, := puj for the conjugate momentum to the entropy current.
Contracting with the four-velocity

Sl/
uy = —— (27)

NE
and using Equation (25) we find
1
Ts = Z usRy >0, (28)
s xX#s
where we introduced the quantity
Qs 1= —Oyu. (29)

Thus, only the coefficients ry and Ry for x # s need to be computed from microphysical
calculations. Then, rs and R are obtained through the identities (25) and (28).

Finally, there is a subtlety we need to remark on. We have introduced the forces R} as dissipative
contributions, but from (28) we see that this is not strictly necessary. In fact, one may in principle
design them in such a way that

Y wRy = (30)
x#£s
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is guaranteed by construction, without requiring that the forces themselves vanish. Under this
condition, no entropy can be produced and the theory is still non-dissipative. We do not consider this
possibility in the following. However, we will be forced to come back to discuss this point in greater
detail in Section 6.3.

3. Heat Conduction and Bulk Viscosity

Relativistic models for heat conduction and bulk viscosity naturally arise as particular cases of
the general multifluid theory. In this section, we briefly summarize some results that were obtained up
to now.

3.1. Heat Conduction

Consider a fluid comprised of indistinguishable particles of a single type, whose number
four-current nV is conserved,
Vyn" =0. (31)

In the presence of heat conduction, the entropy current s" is generally not aligned with the particle
flux. Therefore, we consider a minimal two-fluid model with two independent currents, n" and s".
The Lagrangian density takes the form

A = A(n?,n?,,s), (32)

whose differential is B

aA = —2d(n?) — Ad(,) — ¢

2
Ed(s ). (33)

The conjugate momenta y, and ®,, to particle and entropy current respectively, are

= Bny, + As
Hy v v (34)
®1/ - Csu + Any.
The pressure reads
Y=A-n"u,—s'0, (35)
and the energy momentum tensor takes the form
T, =0, +n"up +5"0,. (36)

This energy-momentum tensor might not look similar to the ones adopted in conventional models
for heat conduction, but it shares the same geometrical structure. This is more easily seen by working
in the Eckart frame, namely by introducing the fluid four-velocity as

nl/
ul/ = — 37
Y —npnf (37)
and defining the quantities
SE 1= —Upys’ O := —O,u;, (38)

where the first is the entropy density measured in the frame defined by the particle current.
Now, the heat-flux q" is given by means of the orthogonal decomposition

ql/

+ or quity, = 0. (39)

sV = spul,
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By defining the internal energy density as the one measured in the frame of the particle current,

U = Typulub, (40)

and the coefficient c
D=, (41)

G)E

it is possible to show that the expression (36) decomposes into
T = (U + ¥)ulul, + ¥Yg" + Zq(vufl) +Dg"q’. (42)

At the first order in the heat flux, the above formula reduces to the energy-momentum tensor of
the Eckart heat-conducting fluid [3]. The additional term Dg"4” is associated with the fact that the flux
of energy introduces an anisotropy along its direction which might in principle have an effect on the
stress tensor. However, since the stress tensor has to be invariant under the transformation 4" — —3",
this correction is second order in the heat flux.

The dissipative hydrodynamic equations take the form

Ry =fo

. . (43)
R = f, +10y,

where we have used Equation (31) to set r, = 0. The dissipative tensors which have to be provided by
studying the microphysics of the system are R}, R; and r;. However, they are not all independent;
in fact from (25) and (28) we have that

_ usRy

R, =-Ry =g (44)

thus we only need to determine R}. It is possible to further reduce the number of unknowns by means
of geometrical arguments. In the simplest model, proposed by Carter [10], it is assumed that R} is a
function of the currents n¥ and s only (i.e., not of their derivatives). Then the force assumes the form

Ry = aqy, (45)

where
v = a(n?,n2,,s%) >0, (46)

is a transport coefficient to be determined from kinetic theory. Equation (45) can be derived from
the fact that by isotropy, R is a linear combination of s and n" and, from the first equation of (43),
needs to be orthogonal to u},. The positivity of « is ensured by the equation

v

"= oor 20 47)
where we have assumed that @ and ©s are positive. In fact, they reduce to the usual notion of
temperature at equilibrium, so this is equivalent to assume that the system is sufficiently close to
thermodynamic equilibrium (out of equilibrium a rigorous definition of temperature does not exist

and only on equilibrium states @ and @ both coincide with the thermodynamic temperature).
Equation (45) models the force R} as a viscous friction between the particle current and the
entropy current. Clearly, the effect of such a friction is to drive the system towards a state in which
the entropy and the particles flow together. Alternative models for R} were proposed, which include
terms involving also the derivatives of the hydrodynamic quantities [32]. As a result, in this case the
force also has a component which is orthogonal to both n” and s”. For small deviation from equilibrium
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the two models coincide and both reduce to the one of [6]. In this section, we adopt the model of [10]
for its simplicity, but the possible existence of terms which contain derivatives cannot be ruled out in
principle. We will come back to this point in Section 6.3.

In both cases, this system of equations was shown to have the structure of a relativistic Cattaneo
equation [31,32,45]. It is given in a form which is naturally hyperbolic, and therefore compatible with
causality, and it becomes a good model for the second sound for high frequency perturbations [38].

When perturbations are slow, i.e., evolve on timescales that are longer than the characteristic

relaxation time-scale [31]
_ CsOq

Trii
a@%'

(48)

the conventional Navier-Stokes model for heat conduction is recovered. In the Navier-Stokes limit of
Carter’s model the thermal conductivity coefficient is given by

SO

= 49
= op (49)
so that Formula (47), for the entropy production, acquires the more familiar form
14
pg = M (50)

K ©2
3.2. Bulk Viscosity

Bulk viscosity arises from the fact that the fluid has internal degrees of freedom which go out of
equilibrium due to expansion and contraction of the volume elements in the hydrodynamic evolution.
These degrees of freedom can always be modelled as additional currents n%,, A = 1,...,] — 1, which are
locked to the conserved particle current n”, provided that the volume element is locally isotropic
(which implies the absence of shear viscosity and heat conduction) in the particle rest-frame [7].
Hence, a bulk-viscous fluid can always be modelled as a multifluid whose currents n”, s" and n!; are
all subject to the geometrical constraint (18). In this case, the Lagrangian density A reduces to

A=-U, (51)
where Uf is the internal energy of the fluid. Its differential is
dU = pdn + Ods — Atdn ,, (52)

where we use the Einstein summation convention for the chemical index A =1, ..., — 1. It is easy to
prove that
Uy = Uity 0, = Ou, ],tf = —A,, (53)

where ©" is the (unique) four-velocity of this non-conducting multifluid. Moreover, the pressure and
the energy-momentum tensor take the familiar perfect fluid forms

Y= —U+npu+s0—Atny 54)
T, =Yo, + (U +¥)u"up.

The symbols —A“ are adopted for the chemical potentials of the species A because the currents
nY, exist only as a parametrization of the out-of-equilibrium states (see section II-B of [7]). In local
thermodynamic equilibrium, according to the minimum energy principle [46], they have the value
which minimizes the energy at fixed n and s, and this gives rise to the condition

A% =0. (55)
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For this reason the A4 can be interpreted as generalised chemical affinities, justifying the
adopted notation.

The collinearity condition (18), valid for all the currents, simplifies the equations of motion
considerably. The independent rates which need to be provided by microphysics are the coefficients
7, which near equilibrium, can be expanded to the linear order in the affinities,

ra = EABAB. (56)

The (I — 1) x (I — 1) matrix E 4 is symmetric as a result of Onsager’s principle. The remaining
equations of motion, which are needed to completely specify the hydrodynamic evolution, are given
by the particle and energy-momentum conservation

=0 V,TY = 0. (57)
Equations (56) and (57) can be combined, giving the formula for the entropy production:
Ors = Adry = EogAMAB >0, (58)

which implies that E 45 is definite non-negative (strictly positive if the ergodic assumption is made,
see e.g., [47]).

The model we have presented is constructed in a form that is naturally hyperbolic, and therefore
it is compatible with the basic requirement necessary for causality and stability. It was shown in [7]
that when | = 2 the above model reduces, for small deviations from equilibrium, to the bulk viscosity
prescription derived by Israel and Stewart [6], which is known to be (conditionally) causal and stable.

When the hydrodynamic evolution is slow enough compared to the microscopic equilibration
timescales, the model reduces to a relativistic Navier-Stokes description of bulk viscosity
(see sections II-D and VII in [7]), with a bulk viscosity coefficient given by

axl | axy!
g=gAPzAl B (59)
dv [, v
Here the matrix 248 is the inverse of Z 45, while x; = s/# is the entropy per particle and
n
(v, x5) = 2 , (60)
m B0

is the equilibrium fraction of the effective chemical species labelled by A.

It is, finally, important to remark a subtlety about the dissipation in a multifluid context. As can
be seen from the foregoing discussion, in a multifluid approach, heat conduction and bulk viscosity
are not implemented directly as small corrections to the stress-energy tensor but they are modelled in
a non-perturbative way by introducing further (non-equilibrium) degrees of freedom in the theory.
The immediate consequence is that heat conduction (i.e., the flow of energy in the matter’s rest-frame)
and bulk viscosity (i.e., the non-equilibrium correction to the pressure) are, in a generic multifluid,
interconnected (influencing each other at every order, higher than the first [6]) and cannot be completely
separated. For this reason, in the present paper, we have introduced the purely heat-conducting fluid
and the purely bulk-viscous fluid separately, while in principle a generic multifluid will contain both
the processes.

4. Radiation Hydrodynamics

We show that the equations of the radiation hydrodynamics in the M; closure scheme [48-50]
can be conveniently obtained directly from Carter’s multifluid formalism. This alternative derivation
provides considerable thermodynamic and geometrical insight.
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Our study will be specifically devoted to photon radiation, so that we use the label y to indicate
the quantities related to the radiation fluid. We remark, however, that the following discussion holds
in principle also for any kind of radiation which does not carry any conserved charge (for example,
it would apply also to the case of a real scalar boson or a Majorana fermion). In a thermodynamic
perspective, this condition corresponds to the requirement that the exchange of radiation between
matter elements is a pure phenomenon of heat transfer [51] and not a chemical transfusion.

Although Carter’s formalism could be used to model also neutrino radiation (which will be
studied in detail in future work), such a system would not admit a chemical-equilibrium limit that is a
model of heat conduction. Instead, it would become a charge-conducting fluid, where the transported
charge is the lepton number. Therefore, the presence of a conserved charge associated with the
radiation fluid is the reason neutrino radiation is physically different from the photon case.

4.1. The Hydrodynamic Model

We consider systems containing two particle currents, n¥ and y" (to avoid confusion, the labels n
and y will always be used as chemical labels and never as space-time indices). The first is assumed to
be an exactly conserved current,

=V =0, (61)

and represents the flow of the matter component of the multifluid. The second, namely V", is the
current density associated with photons, whose number is not conserved (it can change in absorption
and emission processes),

ry = Vyy¥ #0. (62)

We impose Boltzmann’s molecular chaos ansatz [35], namely that the statistical correlations
between matter and radiation can be neglected. This allows defining two separate entropy currents s},
and s}, associated with the matter and the radiation, whose sum gives the total entropy current [52]:

s = s, +55. (63)
Please note that the second law requires that
VVSV — VVSZ + Vng Z O, (64)

but the two entropies do not need to grow separately.
To simplify the system we impose that the heat conduction parameters of matter and radiation
vanish, namely

n[vsﬁ} =0 y[vsg,] =0. (65)

Finally, we assume that the interactions between matter and the radiation have the form of local
collision processes, which occur for sufficiently short times that the statistical average of the interaction
term of the microscopic Hamiltonian can be neglected. This allows us to decompose the Lagrangian
density into a matter and a radiation part, for which we will adopt a simple separability prescription

A= —p(n,s,)—e(y,sy), (66)

where p is a pure function of n = /—nyn? and s, = \/—sys}, while ¢ is a pure function of y = /—v,y"
and sy = /—syus%,.

By comparison with (51) we interpret p as the internal energy of the matter fluid measured in
its own rest-frame, that is identified by the four-velocity u}, = n”/n. Therefore, its differential takes
the form

dp = ©"ds, + pdn, (67)
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where ©" and y are the temperature and the chemical potential of the fluid. Analogously, ¢ is the
internal energy of the radiation fluid, measured in the frame defined by u}, = y" /7, and its differential
has the form

de = @Yds, — AVdy, (68)

where ©Y is the temperature of the radiation fluid. In the above equation we introduced the notation
Y = —AY to recall that in thermodynamic equilibrium the chemical potential of the radiation fluid
#Y must vanish. In particular, if the emission/absorption process

n : 7’1"‘% (69)

is interpreted as a chemical-type reaction between the matter and radiation, the affinity AY associated
with the above reaction is minus the chemical potential of photons.

Please note that the reaction (69) is possible only because the radiation does not carry any
conserved charge. For neutrino radiation this is no longer the case, due to the conservation of the
lepton number. As a result, the neutrino chemical potential does not vanish in chemical equilibrium [53]
and the present discussion does not apply.

It is possible to show that the conjugate momenta to the currents s;, n”, s}, and y" are, respectively,

O) =0"u = pu
v nv Wy = HUny (70)
O = 0Yuy, —AY = —-AVu,,.
The generalised thermodynamic pressure given in (11) splits into
Y =D, 4P, (71)
where
Py, =—p+ 0", +un (72)
is the pressure of the matter fluid, while
Py =—e+0Ys, — Ay (73)

is the pressure of the radiation fluid. Thus, the variational principle presented in Section 2.1 leads to a
completely decoupled energy-momentum tensor

TP = MYP 4 R"P, (74)
where

M = (p+ Pn)u}’luﬁ + P,g"f

v v,P v (75)
R" = (e+ Py)uyuy + Py g""

are respectively the energy-momentum tensor of the matter and of the radiation fluid. The expressions
in (75) indicate that matter and photons are described as two perfect fluids, so that the stress-energy
tensor of the radiation fluid is isotropic in the radiation rest-frame. This is exactly the M; closure
scheme described by Sadowski et al. [49].

Please note that up to this point, we have not made any assumption about the equation of state of
the radiation fluid.
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4.2. The Dissipative Terms

We have seen that the model is constructed with four currents, but the locking constraints (65)
imply that there are only two independent four-velocities. Combining this with Equation (25) we find
that there is only one independent four-force which needs to be provided by microphysics, which is

Gy :=RI+Ry=-R)—Ry. (76)
Therefore, Equation (24) are given by
Gy =21V i) + 25,V [,0}) + O} Vs,

—Gy = = 2¥"V,AY — AYV P + 26, V,0) + ©) Vs,

v] v]

(77)

where we have used the conservation of the matter current to remove the term p, V,nf in the first
equation. The system above may seem unfamiliar at a first sight, but with a little algebra it can be
shown that it is equivalent to

0 _
VoM, = Gy 78)
VoR) = -G, .

Therefore, the covector G, representing the dissipative force of the theory, corresponds to the
radiation four-force density and we have finally recovered all the basic elements of the radiation
hydrodynamics [34].

The equations of motion given in the natural multifluid form (77) provide an immediate insight
into the thermodynamic interpretation of G,. Let us make the orthogonal decomposition

Gy = Qupy +f1/ fvuz =0. (79)

Compared to the first equation of (77), and considering that the first two terms are orthogonal to
uy, we obtain that

Q:®nvp5‘rgz fo=fil + i (80)

The first equation implies that Q, the projection of G, parallel to u},, can be interpreted as the
heat exchanged or produced by the matter as a result of the interaction with the radiation fluid.
This equation also shows us that the rate 75, does not need to be provided by microphysics, because it
must coincide with Q/®". From the second equation we see that f, can be seen as the part of the
radiation force which tends to accelerate the fluid element. More directly, this can be seen by projecting
the first equation of (78) orthogonally to u};:

(04 Pa)uf YV ptiny = —(8) + ubttny) Vo Py + fo. (81)

This is nothing but Newton’s second law for a matter fluid element, the inertia of which is the
enthalpy and which is subject to the action of a pressure force and of the radiation force f,.

It is interesting to remark that from the thermodynamic point of view, G, is the local version
(per unit space-time volume) of the heat four-vector acting on the matter fluid, in agreement with the
covariant definition proposed by [51]. Thus, Q and f, can be rigorously identified respectively with
the heat and the friction (per unit space-time volume) experienced by the matter element.

Now, let us turn our attention to the second equation of (77). If we contract it with u7, and invoke
the decomposition (79) we obtain

@vasﬁ, = AVV,,YP +fvul{/ = Qlyy, (82)
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where we have introduced the Lorentz factor
Thy = —um,uz,. (83)

Equation (82) implies that once G, and r,, are provided by microphysics, 75, is automatically
constrained. Thus, our analysis indicates that out of three reaction-type rates rs,, 75, and r,, only one
needs to be given as an external input. One of them, say r,, should be provided by microphysics:
the independent degrees of freedom of the model are 10 (i.e., the two scalars s,, s, and the eight
components n”, y") but there are 5 conservation laws given by Equations (16) and (61). Hence,
there is room for 5 equations of motion. When the functional dependence of a dissipative term is
provided by means of microphysics, the relation which defines it (i.e., Equation (21) or (24)) becomes
an equation of motion. Therefore, we need 5 independent microphysical inputs to close the system,
namely the four components of G, and the scalar .

There is also a more physical argument to justify why microphysics should provide both the
force and r: G, represents the energy-momentum exchange per unit time between the matter and
the radiation fluid, but the same exchange may be originated by scattering processes (which preserve
the number of radiation particles) and absorption/emission processes (which modify the number of
photons). This immediately tells us that the knowledge of the force G, is not sufficient to constrain r,,.

In the standard approach which is used in the literature (see e.g., [49]) there is no need to provide
r and all the knowledge about the interaction processes between matter and radiation is incorporated
into G,. This apparent contradiction with the multifluid approach disappears if the radiation fluid is
modeled as an ideal ultrarelativistic gas. In fact, under this condition, the relation

P, = ¢ (84)

holds not only as an equation of state, but also as a kinematic identity (i.e., it is valid also out of
thermodynamic equilibrium). This implies that if there are two different thermodynamic states (v, s )
and (v, s!,) such that

e(y,sy) = (v, sy), (85)

then they will have also the same pressure (this is commonly enclosed in the statement that the second
viscosity coefficient of an ultrarelativistic ideal gas is always identically zero [7,54]). The mathematical
implication is that if in our model the degrees of freedom of the radiation fluid are 5 (i.e., ¥ and s),
the energy-momentum tensor

R = %su;
is degenerate and only 4 independent degrees of freedom have to be specified (i.e., ¢ and uf).
Invoking the expression (86) for R?, the 10 degrees of freedom can be reduced to 9. Therefore,
using the equation of motion in the form (78) together with the matter-particles conservation (61), it is
possible to obtain a closed system of 9 equations, in agreement with the standard approach.

We remark, however, that in doing so one is implicitly making the assumption that also G, has
the same degeneracy, in particular that it is not affected by deviations of AY from zero. The conditions
under which this assumption is verified will be discussed in Section 4.4. For now we will keep our
analysis general, maintaining the general multifluid formulation based on 10 degrees of freedom.

1
u, + gegVP. (86)

4.3. Thermodynamic Analysis of the Dissipative Terms

One of the biggest advantages of working in the multifluid framework (with 10 degrees of
freedom) is that it keeps direct contact with the thermodynamics of the system. In this subsection
we show how it can be used to derive useful thermodynamic relations which remain hidden in
the standard formulation (based on 9 degrees of freedom) discussed in the previous subsection.
These relations can be particularly useful in those situations in which the radiation can have a finite
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chemical potential for a long time (like in scattering-dominated materials) in which the standard
approach may be inapplicable if G, strongly depends on AY.

To provide a clear comparison with the existing literature it is convenient to work in the rest
frame of the matter fluid. To do this we define a tetrad (i.e., an orthonormal basis of the tangent space)
eq = e,0, which is comoving with the matter-fluid element, namely ey = u,. We use this tetrad to
decompose the radiation stress-energy tensor as

R =¢
RY — RO — Fi (87)
Rk = pik

which are the radiation energy density, the radiation flux and the radiation pressure tensor
(or radiative stress) in the matter rest-frame [34]. By comparison with (86), we find that

A 2 €
g = (4T3 — 1)5
.4 ‘
Fl = gsl"%yv] (88)

. ; iy €
Pk = (412 oivk + ryfk)g,

where we have introduced the three-velocity v/ = ui, / ug,. Please note that the pressure tensor P/
can be written entirely in terms of ¢ and F/: correcting a typo in Equation (34) of Sadowski et al. [49],
in accordance with [55], we obtain

N 1-z 4, 3z—1FIFk
]k: ]k )
p ( 1 ; l)s, (89)

where F/ is the reduced radiative flux and z is the Eddington factor [48],

_F 3+4FF

Fl == z= .
¢ 5+2\4—3FF

Equation (89) contains both the essence and the limitations of the closure scheme: &, F/ and P/

(90)

are respectively the zeroth, the first and the second moment of the radiation specific intensity [34] and
we are closing the system by assuming that the last can be uniquely written in terms of the first two.
This has also the natural implication that in the reference frame of the matter element, the isotropy is
broken only along the direction identified by F/. For this reason, if we use the tetrad e, to decompose
the radiation four-force,

G'=0Q G =fl, (91)
see Equation (79), it is legitimate to assume that
fl=xF. (92)

The coefficient x can be interpreted as the total opacity, a parameter that sets the attenuation rate
of the radiation flux in terms of the flux itself. If, now, we promote the three-vector Fitoa space-like
four-vector through the construction F¥ := F/ ej, we have the orthogonal decomposition

Gy:Qun]/ ‘I‘XF]/. (93)

Therefore, using simple geometrical assumptions, the 5 independent dissipative terms of the
theory were reduced to 3: Q, x and 7.
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It is now possible to make a thermodynamic study of these terms near equilibrium. We can
rewrite Equation (64) using (80) and (82), obtaining the entropy production

_AY Ty
“ov"™ T oy

0
Vs o o

1 T
P+ (g - a2 )ezo 99
where we have introduced the relative speed A and the scalar F, defined through the relations

1
by = A

Equation (94) shows that the entropy production is the sum of three contributions. Since only

F=EF. (95)

the total is constrained to be non-negative, in principle far from equilibrium r., x and Q can have
arbitrary sign, provided that all the contributions compensate each other giving s > 0. However, if we
limit ourselves to near-equilibrium situations it is possible to obtain stronger constraints.

Fist of all, we assume that the 3 dissipative terms Q, x and r, are functions only of the
local thermodynamic state of the multifluid. This implies that in principle they are functions
of 5 independent thermodynamic variables (2 identifying the thermodynamic state of the matter,
2 identifying the thermodynamic state of the radiation, 1 identifying the relative motion). In particular,
we decide to work with the 5 state variables

(n,®",AY,F,0Y -0"), (96)

that turn out to constitute a convenient choice since it is easy to check that the local thermodynamic
equilibrium state is given by

AY =0 F=0 @Y —0" =0. 97)

This makes AY, F and ®Y — ©”" the natural variables that can be used to parametrise a
displacement of the system from local thermodynamic equilibrium. If we expand the dissipative terms
to the linear order in these variables we obtain

Ty = EYYAY + EVT(@)Y — @n)
X = Xo+ XyAY + xr (@Y — ") (98)
Q = kyAY +kr(©Y —O").

Since G, and r, vanish at equilibrium, there are no zeroth order terms in the above expansions for
ry and Q. Moreover, there are no contributions at the first order coming from F due to the symmetry of
the coefficients under a transformation F/ — —F/. The 7 expansion coefficients are all functions of the
thermodynamic properties of matter only, i.e., 7 and ®". Onsager’s principle imposes the reciprocal
relation (see Appendix C.1 for the proof)

ky = ©"Z,7. (99)

After rewriting the entropy production Equation (94) by using the expansion (98), keeping only
the second order in the displacement from equilibrium (which also implies I';,, ~ 1) and imposing the
positivity for all small deviation from equilibrium, we obtain the conditions

[1]

vy =0 Xo =0 kr >0 (100)
and, making use of the reciprocal relation (99),

kT Eyy > O" ;. (101)
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The coefficients x, and xt appear only in higher order terms in the equation for the entropy
production (94); for this reason they can be neglected in the present study.

The constraints (99), (100) and (101) hold independently from the details of the matter-radiation
interaction, so they can be used to check the thermodynamic consistency of any model of radiation
hydrodynamics.

4.4. Application: Deriving the Four-Force G, from Thermodynamic Arquments

The radiation four-force is usually (see e.g., [38,40,56]) computed from the kinetic theory of
radiation assuming that

i the thermal coefficients obey the Kirchhoff law,
ii  the scattering is isotropic and coherent,
iii ~ the opacities have a grey-body form.

The line of reasoning which leads to an expression for G, starting from the foregoing assumptions
is briefly sketched in Appendix B.

As a first application of our thermodynamic study, we now show that the same form of G, can be
derived directly in a hydrodynamic framework if one requires that

i every dissipative process contributes additively to the transport coefficients and the
thermodynamic constraints presented in the previous subsection hold separately for every
microscopic contribution,

ii ~ the degeneracy assumption we presented in Section 4.2, which allows reducing the degrees of
freedom of the model from 10 to 9, is fulfilled also by G,.

Let us assume that this is the case, namely that the coefficients x and Q can be written as functions
of 4 independent state variables only, instead of the 5 in (96). We retain the variables n and ®" because
they identify the state of the matter fluid. From (89) we know that the flux F/ and the energy density ¢
can be used to identify the radiation energy-momentum tensor completely, which in turn constitutes
the reduced degree of freedom of the model. It follows that the natural choice of variables now is

(n,®",F,?). (102)

As in the previous subsection, we can perform a linear expansion in the deviations from
equilibrium. As we saw, the deviations of ) are of higher order in the model (in Equation (36)
F, is already a fist-order term), therefore we will not analyse them and we will focus our attention on
Q. Recalling that the symmetries of the problem impose that the linear corrections in F must vanish,
the expansion contains only one term, namely

Q = k(& —&eq). (103)
The function &eq is the equilibrium value of the energy density, which by comparison with (97), is
Beq = (@Y = @",AY =0). (104)

The assumption that the radiation fluid is an ultrarelativistic ideal gas implies
feq = 4TB(O"), (105)

where B(@) is the frequency integrated equilibrium intensity, which can be written as

A . ﬂR®4

B(O) = =~ (106)
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The coefficient ar is a constant factor which depends on the type of radiation [40].
The expansion (103) is a particular case of (98). It is possible to relate k with k-, and k7 considering
that to first order
¢ ~ 4B — 3yAY + 35, (0Y — @"). (107)

This expression was obtained by computing the first-order expansion coefficients of £ from the
equation of state (84), together with the fact that (73) defines the Legendre transformation

dPy = s,d®Y —ydAY. (108)
Plugging this expansion into (103) we find
Q = —3vkAY + 35, k(@Y —O"), (109)
which by comparison with the general formula (98), gives the relations
ky = —3vk kr = 3syk. (110)

We recall that since we are making a linear study, the densities y and s, can be identified with
those in equilibrium, which for an ulrarelativistic ideal gas satisfy the relation

sy = bry, (111)

where the specific entropy by of the radiation gas is a constant (bgr ~ 3.6 for a Bose gas and br ~ 4.2
for a Majorana Fermi gas).

Therefore, we have proven that the multifluid formulation of the radiation hydrodynamics,
which is a theory with 10 degrees of freedom, reduces (for small deviations from equilibrium) to the
standard formulation based on 9 degrees of freedom if and only if

kg (112)

To complete the reduction to the standard theory and to see the implications of (112) we divide the
dissipative processes at the origin of G, and r, into three different categories. We call elastic scatterings
(e) those processes which conserve the number and the total energy of the radiation particles which
are involved (measured in the fluid rest-frame). These processes give no contribution to r, and Q.
The inelastic scattering processes (I) are those in which only the number of radiation particles is
conserved. These do not give any contribution to r. Finally we have the absorption processes (A),
which do not conserve the radiation particle number. Please note that the absorption processes include
also the emission processes. In fact, absorption and emission processes are the time reversed of each
other and are mediated by the same matrix element, which implies that in thermodynamic equilibrium
they must obey the detailed balance. As a result, it is necessary to consider their joint action at a
thermodynamic level and they must not be separated. Using our assumption (i), we can, thus, split the
dissipative coefficients according to the different contributions as

ry =14
Q=0 +¢! (113)

x=x"+x"+x"
This separation will also result into a kinetic subdivision of the expansion coefficients given in
(98) and (103).
From a purely thermodynamic point of view, the constraints (100) and (101) and the reciprocal
relation (99) hold in principle only for the total coefficients, not for the separate contributions.
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For example we have the constraint x4 + x! + x¢ > 0, but this does not necessarily imply the
separate non-negativity of all the three parts (because only the total appears in (94)). Our assumption
(i), on the other hand, consists of requiring that all the thermodynamic constraints hold separately,
so that in our example

x4 >0 x'>0 x>0, (114)

which is in agreement with their interpretation as opacities (and, therefore, as inverses of
mean-free-paths). Now, if we turn our attention to Onsager’s relation (99), for the case of the inelastic
scattering we find

I _
ky =0, (115)
which using Equation (110), gives
kK'=o0. (116)

We have verified that in order for (103) to hold, one should assume that all the scattering processes
are elastic, giving Q' = x! = 0. This is consistent with the assumption of coherent scattering invoked
by [38,40,56].

There is a final constraint we can impose on the kinetic coefficients which arises directly from the
assumption (103). Let us consider a situation in which all the radiation particles are in their equilibrium
distribution, but there is an excess of one particle of momentum q (measured in the rest frame of the
matter). This condition can be modelled as a state of the system in which

¢ =4nB+|q| Fl =gl (117)

Ignoring the scattering processes, this particle will have a life-time 74 before being absorbed.

The absorption process can be modelled as the action of the radiation four-force for a time 74,
giving the conditions

Qta = |q fra=lql. (118)

Simplifying the energy of the particle with the aid of (103) and (92) we obtain k41, = 1 and
x2t4 =1, which imply
kA = x4 (119)

Therefore, the multifluid approach is equivalent to the one presented by [38,40,56] if the radiation
four-force can be put into the form

G" = xA(e—4nmB)u, + (x* + x°)F, (120)
which is what we wanted to prove.

4.5. Deriving the Reaction Rate From Thermodynamic Arguments

If we assume G, to be given by Equation (120), we are automatically assigning a value to &,
as a result of the Onsager relation (99). On the other hand, &, remains undetermined, therefore we
are not constraining r,, completely. In Appendix B, however, we show that the same microscopic
assumptions which lead to (120) can be invoked to prove (assuming a non-relativistic relative speed
between the matter and the radiation fluid) that

_ LA
ry = X" (Yeq — V), (121)
where
Yeq = Y(OY = @",AY =0). (122)

This expression for the rate was adopted in the literature to model systems in which
photon-conserving processes are dominant (see e.g., [57]) and can be used to derive a formula for =, .
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Before doing this, however, as a second application of our formalism, we will prove that (121) is
consistent with the Onsager principle. More specifically, we will show that if one assumes that the rate
can be written in the generic form

"y = Y(Yeq — V), (123)
and Gy is given by (120), then the Onsager relation (99) demands
Y = x4 (124)
To do this, we expand y near equilibrium,

_ Y yv . Y oy _ o
Y= Yeq gy AY + 500 (OY — 0, (125)

and compute the partial derivatives of v (in equilibrium) from the ideal gas equation of state, obtaining

dy _  CrY dy 3y (126)

dAY — O 0 O
where cp is a constant coefficient (cg ~ 1.37 for a Bose gas and cg ~ 0.91 for a Majorana Fermi gas).
Please note that the second relation can be easily obtained taking the derivative with respect to ©Y of
the (equilibrium) relation (111).
Employing the expansion (125), Equation (123) can, therefore, be rewritten as

crYY 3vY
Y=g AY — o (©Y —@"). (127)
Comparing with (98) we obtain
- crYY - 3yY
vy = on =yT = on (128)
The Onsager relation (99), then, implies
ky = =3vY, (129)

which can be compared with (110). Recalling that k = x4, we finally obtain Y = x?, which is what we
wanted to prove.

In conclusion, we have shown that (if one negects the compton scattering) the model for radiation
hydrodynamics adopted by Sadowski et al. [57] can be translated into the multifluid framework
by imposing

- _ crvx? - 3A
=YY T T gn —=yT — — o

130
ky = =3vx" kr = 3bryx” (130)
x=x"+x"

and that this choice respects all the thermodynamic constraints we derived in Section 4.3. In fact,
the only non-trivial inequality which is left to check is (101), which in our case reduces to

bRCR >3 (131)

and is satisfied by both the Bose gas (brcr ~ 4.93) and the Majorana Fermi gas (brcr ~ 3.83).
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5. Radiation as a Source of Bulk Viscosity

In Section 3 we anticipated that relativistic models for heat conduction and bulk viscosity can be
naturally obtained as particular cases of the general multifluid theory. Hence, also any hydrodynamic
model which is formulated in a multifluid framework can be interpreted as a heat-conducting or a
bulk-viscous fluid whenever it arises from a Lagrangian density of the form (32) or (51) and there is only
one strictly conserved current n". It is clear that the model for radiation hydrodynamics we presented
fails to satisfy the first condition and therefore does not admit a straightforward interpretation as a
heat-conducting or as a bulk-viscous fluid. It is possible, however, to impose further constraints, besides
those given in Equation (65), to recover the canonical models for dissipation given in Section 3. In this
subsection we focus on the possibility of transforming the presence of radiation into a contribution to
bulk viscosity.

First, to recover a model for pure bulk viscosity the system should be non-conducting.
To implement this physical requirement, we impose the constraint

nl'yPl =0, (132)

which implies u;, = u?,. This can be obtained at a dynamic level taking the limit x — +oc0 and it
corresponds to the infinitely optically thick regime in which

F' =0. (133)

Under this condition the radiation fluid is completely advected by the matter fluid (i.e., there is
no net conduction of photons in the matter frame). Since now matter and radiation have the same
rest-frame, then it is possible to define the conglomerate internal energy

U=p+e, (134)

which by comparison with (75), is the total energy density measured in the common rest-frame.
By comparison with (66) we see that the Lagrangian density has the form (51): we have constructed a
bulk-viscous fluid.
An alternative way of seeing the emergence of bulk viscosity is to start from Equations (67) and (68)
and to write
dU = @"ds, + udn+ ©Yds, — AVdy, (135)

which can be recast as
AU = pdn + ©Yds — AVdy + (0" — @Y )ds,,. (136)

Making the identifications
0 =07 A" = @Y — O", (137)

the differential of the internal energy (136) has the form (52). The equilibrium conditions (97) tell us
that the displacement of the matter-radiation multifluid from local thermodynamic equilibrium is
given by a non-vanishing value of the generalised affinities AY and A®'. These affinities are associated
with the densities 'y and s;;, which are in turn interpreted as generalised reaction coordinates. This is in
agreement with the equilibrium condition (55) for bulk-viscous fluids.

The pressure and energy-momentum tensor, which for the matter-radiation multifluid are equal
to (71) and (74), coincide with the ones calculated according to the prescription (54), namely

Y =-U+un+0s—AYy — A’s,

138
T =¥g" + (U + ¥)ubub. (138)



Symmetry 2020, 12, 1543 21 of 36

This is due to the fact that the variationally defined energy-momentum tensor (10) is invariant
under changes of chemical basis [8].

We can also map the dissipative expansion coefficients introduced in (98) into the reaction matrix
& 4p presented in Equation (56). With the aid of Equation (80), we can rewrite (98) in the form

()- 3 2ol ()
Ts, ky/©" kp/O"| \ A% ]’
which is the defining relation for the 2 x 2 matrix Z4p. The Onsager reciprocal relation (99) ensures
the symmetry condition Z 45 = Ep4, while the thermodynamic constraints (100) and (101) imply the
non-negativity of Z4p.

We can also compute the bulk viscosity coefficient (59) associated with the radiation processes
(the details of the calculations are reported in Appendix C.2), that turns out to be

¢

_ k1 +20RO"Ey 1 + DRO"Eyy (axiq
dv

2
) . (140)

= _ @ne2
Eyykr — O"E2

The above formula is the general expression for the bulk viscosity of the multifluid for arbitrary
values of the kinetic coefficients k1, &, and E. If we impose the validity of the condition (112),
which combined with the Onsager relation (99) implies

kr = —br®"Z, 7, (141)

together with the consequent expression for the four-force (120), we find that the bulk viscosity
coefficient simplifies to

4

_ brO” <ax§q

2
= 3yt 0 ) (142)

The coefficient &, simplifies and does not play any role in the final expression for the
bulk viscosity. This stems from the fact that the condition (112) is imposed to guarantee that the
hydrodynamic evolution is decoupled from the chemical evolution of the degree of freedom y. The term
in the brackets in Equation (142) strongly depends on the equation of state of the matter fluid and
essentially nothing can be said a priori if p(n,s,) is not specified. In Appendix D we compute
explicitly for the case of a non-degenerate gas in the ultra-relativistic and non-relativistic limits.

Equation (142) can be used to replace the multifluid with a Navier-Stokes (or Israel-Stweart)
bulk-viscous fluid (the final equations governing these fluids can be taken to be the ones presented
in section IV-C or VII of [7]) using the matter+radiation equilibrium equation of state and { as the
prescription for the bulk-viscosity coefficient.

6. Radiation Hydrodynamics as a Model for Heat Conduction

To obtain a model for heat conduction we need to consider an opposite situation with respect to
the bulk-viscous case. We need to assume that the radiation-particle production rate and the exchange
of energy in the rest-frame of the matter are faster than the hydrodynamic time-scale. In this way they
are always in equilibrium and do not contribute to the entropy production. This, compared with (94),
implies (assuming that the relative speed is non-relativistic)

" = @Y AY = 0. (143)

This condition can be formally achieved by sending at least two out of the three coefficients
vy, EyT and k to infinity. In the case in which the radiation four-force has the form (120), the limit
&y~ — oo can be safely imposed (even in those cases in which this is not a rigorous assumption)

1 [1]
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because the value of E, does not have any influence on the hydrodynamic evolution of the model
based on 9 degrees of freedom (n", ®", ¢, FV), which are usually the variables of physical interest.

For the other coefficients there is the complication that the constraint (119) implies that if
k — +oo, then also x will diverge. However, in this case we would have also the locking condition
(132) and the multifluid would simply reduce to a single perfect fluid. Since we need to keep yx finite
to enable heat conduction, in the following we will simply assume that (143) holds as a mathematical
constraint, without specifying under which physical conditions this constraint is respected.

6.1. The Origin of the Entrainment

An easy way of studying the implications of the constraint (143) is to analyse its effect on the
Lagrangian density. From (5) and (70) we have that the variation of A under arbitrary variations of the
currents (at constant metric components) is

SN = O}ds;, + pyon’ + O ds, — Aoy (144)
We can use (63) to rewrite this variation in the equivalent form
A = ©y6s” + uyon’ — ASrdst — A)5vY, (145)
where analogously with the notation (137), we have introduced the covectors
0, =0) A =0) — 0. (146)

Now we impose that the variations of the currents, which in principle may be all independent,
satisfy the constraints (65): we can write

S = X" (147)
Y =ysy =y(s" — xeun”)

and a variation of the first expression reads

dsy = n"dxgy + xsnon”. (148)
The variation of A becomes

SA = @yds” + fiyon? — AlrnYéxsy — A) 6y, (149)

where we have introduced the momentum
fiy = py — XsnAJ". (150)

Finally, we impose the constraints (143) on the non-varied state (i.e., the original state in which the
system is, before we make the variation), but not on the varied state. The meaning of this procedure
is that we are assuming a reference state which is solution of Equation (143), but the variations s,
on’, éxs, and Oy are completely arbitrary (the reason why we leave them arbitrary will be clarified in
the next subsection). It is easy to see that for non-relativistic relative speeds (143) is equivalent to the
chemical-type equilibrium conditions

Aj'nY =0 AY =0, (151)
so that all the contributions arising from the arbitrary variations dxs, and y vanish and (149) reduces to

SA = ©,3s" + flyon”. (152)
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This proves that the variation of the Lagrangian density is indistinguishable from the one of a
heat-conducting fluid, provided that we interpret the momenta ®, and fi, as the conjugate momenta
respectively to the entropy and particle current (cfr. with Section 3.1). These momenta, written in
terms of the currents s and n", are respectively

e®Y

O, = (Sv - xsn”v)
.t (153)
~ H o" 2 oY v oY v
iy =\ -+ Xen— +x5,— |n" —Xsp—5",
n n Sy Sy
which lead to the identification of the bulk coefficients
o" oY Y
B=l iy, 2 122 C=— (154)
n n Sy Sy

and of the anomalous coefficient .A*", which encodes the entrainment phenomenon, see Equation (5),

oY
AT = A" = —xg—. (155)
Sy

It is useful, now, to summarize what we have obtained so far. We started with the model (66) which
was built considering 4 currents. No entrainment was assumed in this model, namely the conjugate
momenta to all the currents were collinear with the respective currents. Then we have reduced the
dynamical degrees of freedom to 2 independent currents invoking 2 collinearity constraints (65) and
2 chemical-type equilibrium conditions (151). We have found that the reduced theory, described
using only 2 independent four-currents, reproduces a fluid with entrainment (i.e., a fluid in which the
conjugate momenta are linear combinations of both the currents, see Section 2.1).

This gives us a deep insight on the fundamental nature of the entrainment. In fact, the anomalous
coefficient (155) is proportional to x,,, which represents the entropy per-particle carried by the matter
fluid (see (147)), a quantity that comoves with n. Thus, we see that the entrainment between two
currents may arise also in a theory which originally does not admit it: an effective entrainment coupling
emerges whenever a fraction of the constituents of one current is forced to comove with the second
current and the processes which tend to alter this fraction are in equilibrium.

As a final remark, we note that for the case of the superfluid Helium, this mechanism for the
emergence of entrainment is at the origin of the equivalence between the Tisza-Landau two-fluid
model and the multifluid model of Carter and Khalatnikov [15]. In the Landau model it is assumed
that the Helium current can be split into two non-conserved and non-entrained currents, one of
which (the so-called normal current) is locked with the entropy current. On the other hand, in model
of Carter and Khalatnikov this splitting is not explicitly done, but its existence is reflected into a
non-vanishing entrainment between the entropy and the total particle current. The steps of the proof
of the equivalence between these two approaches are analogous to the calculations performed in this
subsection [15].

6.2. Energy-Momentum Tensor

The energy-momentum tensor introduced in Section 2.1 can be equivalently defined as

2 5(y/—gA)
Ve _
T =g . (156)

where the variation is performed keeping constant the components of the Hodge duals of the currents

(*11x)vpor = eMpUnQ . (157)
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In Section 4 the energy-momentum tensor was computed treating the currents s}, and y" as
independent variables, therefore in the calculation of the derivative (156) their Hodge duals where
held fixed, imposing the condition

O0xsp =0y =0. (158)

On the other hand, if we want to eliminate these currents from the set of possible degrees of
freedom and work with a theory in which the only two fundamental currents are n and s¥, we have
to impose the constraints (143) also in the varied state. This implies that xs, has to be considered a
function of the three fundamental scalars of the model, giving

0Xsp
on2

ns

OXsp
0s2

OXsy
on?

Oxsy = S(n?) + =2L5(s%) + =2 d(ny). (159)
The same argument should in principle hold also for y; however we know from microphysics that in
equilibrium y = 1/bg, therefore the condition Jy = 0 is left unchanged.

However, in deriving the formula of the variation (152) no assumption on the variation of x;;,
and y was made (they were completely arbitrary). This means that the energy-momentum tensor
we obtain from the formula (156) is the same both in the original model with 4 currents, imposing
the constraints only at a dynamical level, and in the reduced model with 2 currents, in which the
constraints hold also off-shell (and therefore remain valid when the variation is performed, see section 4
of [15]). The implication is that the pressure (71) and energy-momentum tensor (74) can be equivalently

rewritten from (152) in the canonical forms (11) and (10):

Y=A-nii, —s"0O,
T, =Y¥o, —i—};V ji v (160)
0 0 flp +5"Op.

This can also be checked with direct calculations. Thus, we have proven that the energy-momentum
tensor of the radiation hydrodynamics assumes the form of the energy-momentum tensor of a
heat-conducting fluid, Equation (36), provided that we interpret the entrained momenta (153) as the
canonical conjugate momenta to the entropy current and to matter-particle current respectively.

Let us perform the Eckart-frame decomposition (42). We note that the Eckart four-velocity identifies
the matter rest-frame. However, the decomposition of the radiation stress-energy tensor has already been
performed in Section 4.3. Comparing (42) with (89) we have the straightforward identifications

U=p+2 g’ =, (161)

so we see that Eckart’s heat-flux is simply the radiation flux. In Appendix C.3 we show that this
identification (which we have obtained from the comparison of the energy-momentum tensors) is also
consistent with the Eckart-frame decomposition (39) of the entropy current (63).

Finally, we can study the second order term in (42), whose coefficient D, introduced in (41),
is given by

1
D=—"— (162)
25,0

where we have used the second equation of (154). It is easy to prove that the pressure tensor P/
introduced in Section 4.3 can be written as

which provides, in the case of radiation hydrodynamics, an immediate microscopic interpretation
of the phenomenological second order term appearing in (42) as the anisotropic contribution to the
radiation pressure tensor.
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6.3. The Hydrodynamic Equations

The equations of motion (77) describe the dissipative interaction between the currents n", s}, and
the currents v", s7,. To complete the construction of the model for heat conduction we need to recast
these equations into the form (43), which describes the dissipative interaction between n” and s.

Before doing this, however, there is an important remark to make, which was pointed out in [8].
Let us consider a generic multifluid and define the forces

RY, =208V W{j] + UV pnh. (164)

They might be thought to constitute a (1,1) tensor in the chemical species index x. In fact, if we
change the fundamental currents of our theory through a change of chemical basis, i.e., a transformation

iy = Niny, (165)

where the coefficients N¥ are some constants, then the conjugate momenta transform according to the
contravariant law
mo = Ny (166)

and the forces (164) will consequently have a mixed transformation law. Since, from (24), we have that
Ry = Riv, (167)

the dissipative forces represent only the diagonal part of the tensor R%,. As a result, after a change of
basis the new forces R¥ will not be linear combinations of the old forces R only, but the summation
will involve also off diagonal terms RY, with x # y. This has two remarkable consequences.

The first consequence is that if we impose R; = 0 for all x in the non-dissipative limit, in principle
this will cease to hold if we change the chemical basis (R¥ # 0), due to the presence of mixed terms
Ryv # 0, for x # y. This shows that in general, there is no way to guarantee that the forces R}
vanish in a non-dissipative theory, unless one has a microscopic argument to support the choice of a
preferred chemical basis in which this occurs. This is related to the problem we presented at the end
of Section 2.2, namely the fact that one can impose the vanishing dissipation condition (30) even in a
context in which R # 0.

The second consequence is that since the terms RY, contain derivatives (both in space and time),
if one imposes that the forces R depend only on the value of the hydrodynamic fields in the point and
not on their derivatives, this will be no longer true when we change chemical basis. Therefore, as we
have already pointed our in Section 3.1, one cannot impose that the forces do not depend on the
derivatives of the hydrodynamic fields without a microscopic justification.

Now, we can study the heat-conductive limit of radiation hydrodynamics, knowing that both these
complications may arise (in fact, we are going to perform substantially a change of chemical basis).

Let us take the second equation of (77) and use the second constraint of (143) to remove the terms
proportional to A

-G, = 2s”yv[p®g] +©) Vst (168)

From the second equation of (43), we know that
Recalling the first definition of (146), we can use (168) to rewrite R; in the form

Ry =253V [,0,) + O, Vpsh — Gy. (170)
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We can further simplify this expression by invoking the decomposition (93), which recalling the
second equation of (146), gives us the final formula

Ry = 253V [,0,) + Ay Vpsh — xF. (171)
The equation for the entropy production (94), on the other hand, reduces in our case to

_FAx o (172)

0
Vs o =

Therefore, we see that if Y = 0 the theory is non-dissipative, even if R} # 0. Furthermore we
note that having imposed that xF, depends only on the value of the hydrodynamic variables in the
point, the force R}, contains terms which are linear in the derivatives. We also note that Equation (171)
describes a force which is not necessarily a linear combination of #n" and s, but contains a component
which is orthogonal to both. This is in agreement with the discussion in [58].

6.4. Heat Conductivity Coefficient

We conclude the section by calculating the coefficient of thermal conductivity. This is conveniently
done by comparing the formulas for the entropy production (50) and (172). Imposing the equality of
the two, we find the condition (neglecting the Lorentz factors)

F
Ax = oV (173)
However, from (A40) and (A41) we obtain
F=0"s,A, (174)
which plugged into (173), gives
3
c=Sy 4 3O (175)

X 3xA e

It is well known that the radiation hydrodynamics have a diffusion-type limit which makes
it analogous to a phenomenon of heat conduction. Shapiro [39] and Farris [40] have computed
explicitly the corresponding coefficient «, obtaining the formula (175). We have generalized this result,
showing the complete formal analogy between the two systems in the framework of the multifluid
formalism.

7. Limitations of the Model

We conclude with a few comments about the limitations of our model. We have seen that assuming
the Lagrangian density (66) as a starting point for Carter’s approach implies that the matter and the
photons are both described as two perfect fluids. The fact that the matter can be modelled as a perfect
fluid is justified if the collisions between matter-particles are faster than the hydrodynamic time-scale.
However, the same argument cannot be applied to the radiation fluid, whose particles typically do
not interact with each other and, therefore, an H-theorem for the radiation gas alone does not exist.
This implies that the closure scheme cannot, in general, be justified using thermodynamic or kinetic
arguments. Indeed, it is well-known that the local properties of the radiation stress-energy tensor
depend on the global structure of the radiation field (in particular on the disposition of its sources)
and, as a consequence, the M; closure scheme fails the multiple-source shadow test [49].

Given the fact that it is not possible to justify the closure scheme as a physical limit (and therefore
it is not guaranteed to provide an accurate description of reality), we can understand its appearance in
the multifluid theory as a byproduct of applying the principles of information theory in the context
of Carter’s formalism. In fact, one is required to provide a limited set of macroscopic parameters
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(the radiation particle total current vy and the rest-frame energy density ¢, both appearing in the
Lagrangian density (66)) and all the remaining properties of the radiation field need to be written
in terms of this limited (local) information. Then, following the philosophy of information theory,
well summarised by Jaynes [59], we have to assume that the system is in the microstate that maximizes
the entropy (or, equivalently, minimizes the information) compatibly with the values of the macroscopic
parameters which are known. Thus, denoting the microscopic single-particle-state occupation numbers
by N(p), the Shannon entropy s,, which for an ideal gas is the opposite of Boltzmann’s H-function,
is given in the radiation rest-frame by

. . . ds
5y = _/ {Nlogw +j(1 - jN) log(1 —]N)} gh%p, (176)
where j = —1 for Bosonic radiation and +1 for Fermionic radiation, g is the spin degeneracy and h, is
Planck’s constant. The particle and energy density are
d d
y:/Nghjp e:/N|p\gh§p. (177)
p : P

Hence, the most probable state must be obtained imposing
0sy +ady—Boe =0, (178)

where a« and pB are two Lagrange multipliers. This operation gives the Bose-Einstein/Fermi-

Dirac occupation
1

P 5 ] (179)

N(p) =
which justifies the interpretation of s, ® = = and —AY = aB~! as respectively the thermodynamic
entropy, temperature and chemical potential of the radiation gas.

To summarize, the multifluid formalism forces us to assume that the currents and the Lagrangian
density are the only information we are given (it is our macroscopic knowledge about the system),
and this leads to a fluid-model of the radiation gas.

Apart from failing the multiple-source shadow test, this approach has also clear limitations when
the opacity has a strong dependence on the frequency. In fact, under this condition, the expression
(120) for the radiation four-force ceases to hold and a hydrodynamic approach may be inapplicable.
In this situation one should follow the evolution of each radiation frequency separately, requiring a
kinetic theory approach.

Furthermore, even in the case in which there was only one relevant radiation frequency,
which in principle may still allow the use of a hydrodynamic treatment, the M; closure scheme
of Sadowski et al. [49] would be inconsistent with the given information. This was shown in the
context of information theory by Minerbo [60], who worked in the rest frame of matter and considered
a monochromatic radiation flux with a given frequency (measured in the matter’s frame). By choosing
the energy ¢ and the components radiation flux F/ as basic information about the system, he found
a maximum entropy distribution which produces an energy-momentum tensor which obeys to a
different closure scheme (see also [48] for a comparison between the different closure schemes).

8. Conclusions

We have studied how radiation hydrodynamics can be modelled in the context of Carter’s
multifluid formalism. The radiation stress-energy tensor was found to obey to the M; closure scheme
presented by Sadowski et al. [49] and the hydrodynamic equations were shown to be equivalent to
those which are often employed in the literature [34]. Moreover, we connected the hydrodynamic
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theory with non-equilibrium thermodynamics and performed an Onsager analysis of the dissipative
terms of the model.

As an immedjiate application, we showed that the grey-body radiation four-force [38,40,56] is the
only thermodynamically consistent expression for the force between the matter and the radiation fluid
which can be used in a model with 9 independent degrees of freedom.

The multifluid formalism, therefore, perfectly captures and describes the physics of radiation
hydrodynamics in detail, offering novel insight into a well understood subject.

In the second part of the paper, we reinterpreted radiation hydrodynamics as a particular case of
relativistic dissipation and we used this reformulation to gain new understanding in the latter. In the
infinitely optically thick limit, the interaction between the matter and the radiation fluid was shown to
become a source for bulk viscosity. This is in accordance with the more general result that any locally
isotropic fluid is a Carter bulk-viscous multifluid [7].

In the opposite limit, in which the radiation fluid is assumed to be in chemical equilibrium with
respect to particle production processes and to have a rest-frame temperature equal to the one of the
matter fluid, the multifluid reduces to a model for heat conduction. We found that the entrainment
between the entropy and the matter current arises naturally from the original splitting of the entropy
current into a matter part and a radiation part which were not entrained. When we used the condition
of equal temperature to reduce the number of degrees of freedom of the model, the momentum
associated with the entropy of matter was naturally divided into two parts which were redistributed
between the currents, generating an effective entrainment in a theory that originally (because of the
assumed form (66) of the Lagrangian density) was entrainment-free.

The equations of motion of the resulting heat-conducting fluid have, in the parabolic limit,
the well known diffusive form of the radiative transport [39,40] and we verified the correspondence
of the respective transport coefficients. In the hyperbolic regime, however, beyond first order in the
deviations from equilibrium, the model was shown to be different from all the proposed universal
models for heat conduction [6,10,32]. In fact, the structure of the hydrodynamic equations (determined
by the expression of the four-force acting between the currents) preserves many details of the physics
of the radiation hydrodynamics and no universal available theory for the heat conduction is so general
to be able to encompass all these details.

This paper constitutes a further step forward towards the global unification of the relativistic
hydrodynamics, showing with a concrete example how multifluids and dissipative single-fluids can
arise as two different mathematical descriptions of the same theory. In particular, our study might
constitute the beginning of the construction of a bridge between the hydrodynamic models employed
in simulations of super-novae (where a multifluid approach is usually adopted) and those employed
in simulations of neutron-star mergers (where a single-fluid approach is preferred).
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Appendix A. Triangular vs. Square Formulation

Consider for simplicity the case with two currents, n') and nj. According to (2), the Lagrangian
density has the form
A = A 4, m5 5, 15p), (A)
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whose differential, recalling (3) and (4), is

BA . AB j(,.2 B
dA = ——-d(np,) — A" d(nyp) — —-d(npp). (A2)
This representation of the equation of state gives A as a function of the upper triangle x < y of
the matrix niy and for this reason it may be called triangular formulation. An other approach consists
of considering A as a function of the whole square matrix (and for this reason we can call it square

formulation) trough the equation

2 2 2 9 2 Mag gy o
A(naa, Wap nga, ) = A Waar = 5 /"BB |, (A3)

where in the right-hand side we are using the functional dependence of A presented in Equation (A1).
Equations (A1) and (A3) describe the same physical quantity, in fact in any real state n%, = n%,.
However in the square formulation 12 ; and 73 , are treated in the equation of state as independent
variables. This allows writing the differential of A in the more compact form

A = — 1 Y KYd(n,), (A4)
244

where the coefficients K*¥ form the symmetric 2 x 2 matrix

. BA AAB
’Cy:[ABA BB]' (A5)

From (A4) it is immediate to prove (5), in fact one can easily see that

oA
ony,

= Y Kny, (A6)
y

leading to an explicit expression for the momenta in the matrix form

A A AB
Hy B A nAy
= , A7
(;45 > [ABA BB] (”Bv) )
which is equivalent to Equation (5).
The distinction between the triangular and the square formulation is never explicitly discussed in

the literature and the two are used interchangeably according to convenience. However it is important
to keep the distinction clear in mind, because in the square formulation

oA
AN = 2 — (A8)
ony g
while in the triangle formulation
oA
AN = — — (A9)
onyp
There is no contradiction between the two, because in the first case the derivative is performed
keeping n%, constant, while in the second case it is performed along the curve n%, = n3,,

producing a double variation of A.
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Appendix B. The Relaxation-Time Approximation

Following [34], we assume that the photon distribution function f is governed by the
transport equation
plouf = o —af. (A10)

We are working for simplicity in a flat space-time, with global inertial coordinates. We can
interpret o as a source term, while a plays the role of an absorption coefficient (however it includes
also a negative contribution coming from the stimulated emission, see e.g., [36]). In this appendix,
for simplicity, we will focus only on the thermal absorption/emission processes and we will ignore
completely the scattering. It is clear that if the scattering is isotropic and coherent, it will just produce
an additional term x°F" to be included in the total force GV.

If the photon gas was in local thermodynamic equilibrium (together with the matter element) its
distribution function would be

g 1
=5 —. All
feq h% e—uﬁpy /on 1 ( )
where ¢ = 2 accounts for the spin degeneracy and h,, is the Planck constant. Imposing the Kirchhoff
law consists of assuming that
0 = tfeq- (A12)

The frequency v of a photon measured in the matter rest-frame is related to the four-momentum
p! through the relation
hyv = —uﬁpy. (A13)

This relation can be used to prove that the specific intensity I, and the absorption opacity x* can
be obtained using the relations [34]

Iy

f= 7}1;4{,1/3 a = hvaA. (A14)

The coefficient x* in principle depends on the frequency, the grey-body assumption consists of
requiring that
x2(v) = const. (A15)

This allows us to rewrite Equation (A10) in the Anderson-Witting [61,62] relaxation-time form

fea —f

plouf = —puny o (A16)

where ,
A = — (A17)

A XA

is the relaxation time-scale towards equilibrium of the radiation gas.
The generic moment of the radiation distribution function is defined as

d
PN / PN ph fpig’. (A18)

It is easy to show that (A16) implies

Hay kN q)‘Lllltl...lXN

B = iy - (A19)
A

Considering that
prevr gt =R, (A20)
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we finally obtain
ry =X (Feq — 9), (A21)

where we have defined ¥ = —u;,,y*, and
GH = x(& — teq)uly + X FV. (A22)

Appendix C. Calculations

In this appendix we report in detail the calculation which were omitted from the main text.

Appendix C.1. Onsager Symmetry of the Dissipative Coefficients

We consider a homogeneous matter-radiation multifluid prepared in an initial state such that
both the components are at rest. Under this condition we can combine Equations (67) and (68) to write
the differential of the total entropy as

_do de AY

Imposing the conservation of energy and particle number,
dn =0 de = —dp, (A24)

we obtain the differential

1 1 AY

Therefore we are able to identify the thermally fluctuating variables

n=p Y2 =Y (A26)
and their conjugates
1 1 AY
1_ _ 2
C' = o oY C = ov (A27)

Onsager principle states that if we write the evolution of the variables y 4 in the form
ya =) LapC’ (A28)
B

then L 4p is symmetric.
From (62) and (80) we find that in homogeneous configurations and in the absence of a
relative flow

p=0Q Y =Ty, (A29)

which recalling (98), gives the formulas

p =kyAY +kp(©Y — @)

(A30)
It is easy to rewrite this system in the form (A28):
1 = ©VkyC>+@Y0"krC'
N i r (A31)

1 =0@E,,C*+OYO"E,rC?,

which produces the reciprocal relation
ky = ©@"Eyr. (A32)
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Appendix C.2. Computation of the Bulk Viscosity Coefficient

The chemical-transfusion matrix is

Eap=| VY =yT |
ky/©" kr/O"
The inverse chemical matrix is, therefore,

= — OnE2

[1]

AB " [kT/@” _EyT] '
T

=T  =yy

The equilibrium fractions are given by

s
=7 xgl =" .
| av—o,0n=0Y 1Ay —0,0n =Y
We note that the relation (111) implies
e e
x5 _ Raxyq
Jdv . Jv .

Plugging (A34) and (A36) into (59), we obtain

4

=2 v

k1 4 2bRO"Ey T + DRO"E,, <ax§q
Eyvkr — ®n“‘yT

J-

S

Appendix C.3. Eckart Decomposition of the Entropy Current

From the definition (38) we have
SE =S +5yIny O = 0O'Ty,

which plugged into (39), gives

v

q
OVl

s" = (sn + syIny)uy, +
Thus, in the tetrad which comoves with the matter element, we have
§ =@ Tysl.
On the other hand, in this basis s{d =0,s0

sl = syfm,vj.

32 0f 36

(A33)

(A34)

(A35)

(A36)

(A37)

(A38)

(A39)

(A40)

(A41)

The equation of state (84) and the Legendre transform (73) imply that in chemical equilibrium

(AY = 0) we have the well-known formula
4
syOY = &

which combined with (A40) and (A41), gives

.4 ,
qg = gsl",zﬂ,v].

(A42)

(A43)
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By comparison with (88)we obtain
q" = F". (A44)
Appendix D. Radiation-Mediated Bulk Viscosity of Non-Degenerate Ideal Gases

Let us consider Equation (142) and let us assume that the matter fluid is a non-degenerate ideal
gas. Since all the coefficients in the formula for { are computed in equilibrium, in this appendix we
will impose @" = ©®Y = @ and sy, = bry. Therefore we can write

4
Xsn = log(vO"Y) + const Xsy = gaRv(H)?‘, (A45)

where w = 3/2 if the matter-fluid is a non-relativistic gas and w = 3 if it is an ultra-relativistic gas.
Now, we immediately see that in the latter case

Xs = xs(v®3), (A46)
thus the adiabatic curves are given by
v®3 = const. (A47)
Considering that
4:aR 3
= _—00 A48
Y 3 bR 4 ’ ( )
we find eq
d
vl —o (A49)
v .
and, therefore,
{=0. (A50)

This result is in agreement with the well-known fact that in ultra-relativistic ideal gases the bulk
viscosity is identically zero [2,7].
Let us focus on the case w = 3/2 (non-relativistic matter-gas). Starting from the obvious relation

oxs|  Oxsp Oxsy |
|, o v | =0 (AS1)
we obtain, recalling (A45),
00 20 1+ xsy
o = 22 T sy A52
v |, 3v 1+ 2xsy (A52)
This can be used to show that eq
ox- Y
=——" A53
dv . 1+ 2x4y ( )
which plugged into (142), gives
4P
4 x (A54)

AT+ 2xey )7

It is useful to rewrite this formula using more standard notation. To do this, we introduce the

pressure ratio

P

R 9
n

ap
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where the second identity follows from the ideal gas assumption P, = n®. Plugging it into (A52) we
recover the well-known formula [34]

dlog ® 1+4ap
= - A
dloguv |, 3/2+ 12ap (A56)
Finally, our expression for the bulk viscosity becomes
g - 4Pn xp (A57)

© 3xA (1+8ap)?

We see that the second fraction tends to suppress ¢ as ap — 0 or ap — +oo. Intuitively,

this is due to the fact that since the bulk viscosity is due to the dissipative processes which tend to
equilibrate the temperatures of matter and radiation (which would depart from each other during
a fast expansion), it becomes important only if both the species give a relevant contribution to the
overall stress-energy tensor.
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