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Abstract

Using anisotropic hydrodynamics, we examine the existence of early-time attractors of non-
conformal systems undergoing Bjorken expansion. In the case of a constant mass, we find that
the evolution of the scaled longitudinal pressure is insensitive to variations of initial conditions
converging onto an early-time universal curve and eventually merging with the late-time Navier-
Stokes attractor (the hydrodynamic attractor). On the other hand, the bulk and the shear viscous
corrections do not show an early-time attractor behavior. These results are consistent with previous
studies considering a constant mass. When a realistic equation of state is included in the dynamics
with a thermal mass, we demonstrate for the first time the absence of strict late-time universal

attractors. However, a semi-universal feature of the evolution at very late times remains.



I. INTRODUCTION

Relativistic hydrodynamics has been a successful tool in modeling relativistic heavy-ion
collisions [1-7]. Throughout the years, different dissipative hydrodynamics approaches have
been used to describe final-state observables [8-18] (For a recent review, see Ref. [19]).
This success in predicting and describing the experimental results was not limited to large
systems such as Pb-Pb and Au-Au, but was also seen in small systems such as p-Pb [20-25].
This applicability in small systems seems to contradict the assumption that hydrodynamics
applicability is limited to systems with near thermal equilibrium which is not expected in
small systems at all. This puzzle triggered great interest in understanding the domain of
applicability of hydrodynamics [26].

The applicability of hydrodynamics could be explained by the existence of the attrac-
tor solutions in far-from-equilibrium systems. In such systems, the evolution of solutions-
irrespective of their initial conditions- converge quickly to a universal solution (the attrac-
tor) at very early times. This universality seems to be a property of hydrodynamics where
different solutions lose information about their initial conditions. There have been many
interesting works where attractor solutions have been found and examined using different
approaches and symmetries see e.g., [26-36]. We note that almost all of the attractor stud-
ies cited above have focused on simple setups where the systems under consideration were
conformal. Recent reviews about attractors can be found in [6, 37].

Recently, the effect of nonconformality on the attractors for different approaches has
been studied in [38-45]. In Ref. [43] specifically, a modified anisotropic hydrodynamics
approach is introduced and compared to the exact kinetic theory solutions. The agreement
found using this approach to the kinetic theory solutions is excellent, as pointed out by the
authors, especially at early times and for the largest possible initial negative bulk pressures.
Such an agreement between anisotropic hydrodynamics and exact solutions motivates us to
study the existence of early-time attractors of anisotropic hydrodynamics using a realistic
non-conformal equation of state for quasiparticles.

This work is an attempt to study the effect of using a realistic non-conformal equation of
state on hydrodynamic attractor solutions. To do so, we will use anisotropic hydrodynamics
approach of systems undergoing Bjorken expansion of quasiparticles having a thermal mass

m(T') [46]. This model is called quasiparticle anisotropic hydrodynamics and has shown a



good phenomenological agreement with experimental results in the 3+1D case, see e.g. [47—
51]. In this work, however, we limit ourselves to the simplest case of 0+1D and try to
examine if early-time attractors survive when a realistic non-conformal equation of state is
assumed in the dynamics.

The structure of the manuscript is as follows. In Sec. II, we introduce anisotropic hydro-
dynamics generally, then obtain the dynamical equations needed for the system’s evolution
in the quasiparticle approach. In Sec. III, we show our results of the early-time attractors for
the scaled longitudinal pressure and the shear stress pressure. For comparison, we also show
the results of systems with a constant mass using anisotropic hydrodynamics as well. Unlike
the constant mass case, where strict early-time attractors exist for the scaled longitudinal
pressure, by using a realistic equation of state, we find a semi-universal attractor at very

late times. Conclusions and a future outlook are summarized in Sec. IV.

II. ANISOTROPIC HYDRODYNAMICS
A. 341D anisotropic hydrodynamics

The anisotropic hydrodynamics (aHydro) approach is motivated by the fact that the
quark-gluon plasma (QGP) dynamics is highly momentum-space anisotropic [52, 53] (see
Ref. [54] for an introduction of aHydro). In this framework, the one-particle distribution

function is assumed to be momentum-space anisotropic in the local-rest frame (LRF) [55]

furr(z,p) :feq<§w/2%+m2> ; (1)

with a; being the anisotropy parameters (i € {x,y,z}) and A\ being a parameter that is
identified with the temperature in the isotropic equilibrium limit. In the limit where a; = 1
and A\ = T, one recovers the isotropic distribution function and in the case of Boltzmann
statistics, feq = exp(—E/T).

From kinetic theory, the distribution function of a gas of particles having mass m(7)

obeys the Boltzmann equation [46, 56]

POuF + 50Dl = L. )



with f being the assumed single-particle distribution function and C[f] is the collisional
kernel. In this work, we assume f as been given in Eq. (1) and C[f] to be in the relaxation-

time approximation given by C[f] = p"u,(f — feq)/Teq Where T is position dependent and

1 () EalD)
w0 = e () o

given by

where k can be expressed in terms of modified Bessel functions of the second kind and
modified Struve functions as defined in Ref. [46] where m., = m/T . Moreover, 7 is shear
viscosity to entropy density ratio 17/S.q, which is held constant during the evolution of the
system. &4 and Py are the equilibrium energy density and pressure, respectively.We note

that in the conformal limit, Eq. (3) becomes
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The dynamical equations can be obtained by taking the lower moments of the Boltzmann

equation, Eq. (2)

0, J" = —/dPC[f] : (5)
0,1 =~ [apyely), (6)
9, T — JYoMm? = — / dP p"p*C[f], (7)

which are the zeroth, first, and second moments of the Boltzmann equation, respectively.
J* is the particle four-current, T is the energy-momentum tensor, and Z*** is a rank-three

tensor. They are given by

JH = /de“f(x,p), (8)
™ = /de“p"f(l",p) + Bg"", 9)
" = / dP p"p"p* f(z,p) . (10)

where dP is the Lorentz invariant momentum-space integration measure given by N % with
N = Ny /(27)3 where Ny, is the number of degrees of freedom.

We note here that a background contribution B is added to the definition of the energy-



momentum tensor as shown in Eq. (9) to ensure thermodynamic consistency when a thermal
mass is considered in the dynamics. The basics of this approach which is called quasiparticle
anisotropic hydrodynamics are explained in detail in Ref. [46]. The space-time dependence
of B can be obtained by the following partial differential equation relating B and the thermal

mass

0,B = —%@LmQ/de(:c,p). (11)

On the other hand, the thermal mass m(7T") is obtained by tuning to the equation of state
(EoS) from lattice QCD calculations [57]. These results provide an analytic parameterization
of the interaction measure (trace anomaly) where the energy density and the pressure could
be obtained (loq = Eoq — 3Peq). Once the equilibrium energy density and pressure are found

one may use the following thermodynamic identity to find m(7) as outlined in Ref. [46]
Eeq + Poq = TSeq = ATNT* 1} K5 (1iteq) , (12)

For a quasiparticle gas in an isotropic equilibrium state, the energy density and the

pressure, assuming Boltzmann distribution, are given by

Eeq(T,m) = AT NT* 102, |3K > (1heq) + 1heq K1 (1leq) | + Beq » (13)
Poo(T,m) = 4rNT* 1oy Ko (fiteq) — Beg (14)

with e, =m/T.

B. 041D quasiparticle anisotropic hydrodynamics

In this work, we consider boost-invariant systems (04+1D) where the energy density,

transverse pressure, and longitudinal pressure are given by [46]

E=Hyla, M)\ + B,
Pr = 7'23T<0‘7m) X - B,
Pr = Har(o, )\ — B. (15)



In 0+1D, the space-time dependence of B can be obtained from Eq. (11) and can be written

as
A2 -
OTB = ——Hgg(a, m) 67-m2 .

5 (16)

The various H-functions appearing above are 3D integrals that can be done numerically.

Their exact definitions can be found in Ref. [46]. As an example, s is defined as

ﬂg(a,m)z%z\?ai/ api*f (ViF + ) HQ(% m>, (17)
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Here, we have four variables, a,, oy, A, and T', and we need four equations to find their
temporal dependence which are solely obtained from the first and second moments. The

dynamical equations of a system undergoing boost-invariant expansion according to Bjorken,

0+1D in the RTA approximation, are derived in detail in Ref. [46], we list them here for

reference,
. - - N B Q
4H30,:log A + Q,,0- log i + Q1.0; log o, + Q70; log a2 + 8;\4 + TL =0, (19)
1
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where QT, Q;, and Q,, are functions of H functions defined in App. B in Ref. [46]. In the
case, where m is taken to be constant i.e. d;m = 0 and B = 0, the dynamical equations are

derived similarly in Ref. [55].
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FIG. 1. The proper time evolution of the pressure anisotropy and the scaled bulk pressure, left and
right panels, respectively. In both panels, the mass is assumed to be constant m = 1 GeV where
different curves correspond to constant 7. (black-solid line), conformal 7¢q (red-dashed line), and
nonconformal 7¢q (blue-dotted-dashed line).

(@) ‘ . _(b)

[ g— Conformal ,/' 14
127 .. Nonconformal 121
© 10} © 10}
£ £
= 08 75=600 MeV = 08} 7,=600 MeV
~ 06 M=200 MeV * 06l M=50MeV
04t 04
02t - - - - E 02k - - - - E
05 1 5 10 50 100 05 1 5 10 50 100
7[fm/c] 7[fm/c]

FIG. 2. The proper time evolution of conformal (black-line) and nonconformal (red-dashed line)
Teq for m = 200 MeV and m = 50 MeV, left and right panels respectively.

III. RESULTS

In this section, we present our findings regarding the existence of early-time attractors
in the nonconformal Bjorken (0+1D) expansion using anisotropic hydrodynamics. We will
consider two cases where the mass is constant first and then when the mass is thermal m/(7T).
In each case, we will study the behavior of the scaled longitudinal pressure Py /P, the scaled

shear stress pressure 7/P, and the scaled bulk pressure II/P. The shear stress pressure 7
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FIG. 3. Scaled time evolution of the scaled longitudinal pressure (left panel) and the scaled shear
stress m/p (right panel). In the top row, the initial time is assumed fixed at 7; = 0.1 fm/c while
anisotropy parameters are different for each curve. In the middle row, the initial time is different
for each curve which is taken to be {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.5} fm/c while anisotropy parameters are held
similar. In the bottom row, initial times and anisotropy parameters are varied. In all panels, the
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mass is assumed to be constant and taken here to be m = 200 MeV.



and the bulk pressure II are defined as

[SV )

(Pr—"Pu) . (23)

™ =
1
= (Pu+2Pr) - P (24)

A. Case I: Nonconformal attractors with a constant mass

First, we consider the mass to be constant throughout the evolution of the system. In
this case, the dynamical equations of 041D anisotropic hydrodynamics were already derived
in Ref. [55]. They also could be derived from the final equations listed in Sec. II as explained
there. For the purpose of testing the code written for this case, In Fig. 1, we show the proper
time evolution of the pressure anisotropy and the scaled bulk pressure 7II, left and right
panels respectively. In each panel, the different curves correspond to constant 7., (black-
solid line), conformal 7., (red-dashed line), and nonconformal 7., (blue-dotted-dashed line).
The constant 7., = 0.5 fm/c case is what the authors of [55] used, while the conformal
ansatz T.q = 57/7T is used in other works as an approximation, e.g. Ref. [42, 43]. However,
in this work, we will use the full nonconformal 7., [58] which has been used in many 341D
phenomenological comparisons (see e.g. [47, 50, 59, 60]). From the black line, we were able
to reproduce the results shown in [55] for these two observables. From the other two curves,
the conformal and nonconformal ansatzes of the 7.4, one can see that there are differences
between them, especially at intermediate times, but eventually, they both approach the
asymptotic behavior of each observable at extremely very late times. In all three cases, all
curves at very late times approach unity for the pressure anisotropy and zero for the scaled
bulk pressure as one may expect from the approximate isotropization.

To investigate the differences between the conformal and nonconformal ansatzes more, we
plot in Fig. 2 the temporal dependence of 7., for both ansatzes at different masses, 200 MeV
and 50 MeV. We see that the conformal ansatz is a good approximation for small masses,
especially at early times when m /T < 1. This means that the system behaves conformally
at very early times, but the nonconformal corrections become important at later times due
to the decrease of the temperature while m is constant. In all figures below, we use the

nonconformal 7eq.
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FIG. 4. Scaled time evolution of scaled the longitudinal pressure (left panel) and the scaled shear
stress /P (right panel) using the quasiparticle anisotropic hydrodynamics approach. In the top
row, the initial time is taken to be 7, = 0.25 fm/c while the anisotropy parameters are varied for
each curve [61]. In the middle row, the initial time is varied which is taken to be {0.1, 0.2, 0.3,
0.5} fm/c while the anisotropy parameters are similar for each curve. In the bottom row, initial
times and/or anisotropy parameters are varied for each curve. In all panels, the mass is assumed
to be temperature dependent m(7T') which is obtained by tuning to the EoS from lattice QCD
calculations [46, 57].

For coming comparisons, we list the results of the hydrodynamic attractor given by the
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conformal Navier-Stokes theory (detailed derivation can be found in Ref. [33]). The shear

stress pressure attractor, in this case, is given
s 2
—=4(0p—=). 25
" —4(p-3) (25)

Which is upon using the conformal equation of state e = 3P gives

3

i 2
=5 =120 7). (26)

On the other hand, the scaled longitudinal pressure is Py = 1 — 7.
The Navier-Stokes attractor solution ¢(w) is given by
4 Cp /T

2
(b:g-i-gu_) . (27)

where ¢,/ = 1/5 and @ = 7/7.q [33].

First, we investigate the existence of the early-time (pullback) attractor and the late-
time (hydrodynamic) attractor in the case of a constant mass. In Fig. 3, we show the scaled
time evolution (7 = 7/7.) of the scaled longitudinal pressure and the scaled shear stress
7/ P, left and right columns, respectively. In the evolution, the shear viscosity to entropy
density ratio is assumed to be 47n/s = 10, the initial temperature is Ty = 500 MeV and the
mass is assumed to be constant m = 200 MeV. In the top row, the initial time is assumed
fixed at 7; = 0.1 fm/c, while the anisotropy parameters are different for each curve. In the
middle row, the initial time is different for each curve while the anisotropy parameters are
held similar. The initial times considered here are {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.5} fm/c which we picked
arbitrarily. In the bottom row, initial times and anisotropy parameters are varied. In the
left column, the red long-dashed line is the conformal (i.e. bulk corrections are ignored)
Navier-Stokes results [33].

As can be seen from this figure, at early times, trajectories are strongly separated due to
their strong dependence on the initial conditions. This dependence in the case of Py /P is
washed out in a small-scaled time ~ 1, where they emerge with the late-time Navier-Stokes
attractor at a later time and become indistinguishable. At very late times, one can still
see slight differences between the curves, which are purely numerical in origin. A different

scaling can cancel out these differences, i.e. Pr/Pr or as shown in the right panel when
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considering the shear stress when they also got canceled out by the subtraction.

On the other hand, the scaled shear stress /P does not show an early-time collapse of
the solutions. As seen from the middle row, in the case of P /P, all solutions collapse before
emerging with the NS attractor. However, in the case of /P, they fully collapse almost
at the same time they emerge with the NS solution. This means that the real attractor
is Pr/P as pointed out in [42, 43, 45] using kinetic theory. Moreover, for the scaled bulk
pressure, there is no early-time attractor. We note that the bulk pressure corrections are
very small, which could explain why 7/P curves look like they may represent an early-time
attractor. To allow for large negative bulk viscous pressures and to explore the allowed
regions of initial conditions fully, the authors of [43] introduced a modified form of aHydro
with a fugacity parameter allowing for control of the magnitude of the distribution function.
More comparisons to this method and exact kinetic theory solutions are left for future work.

In all panels of Fig. 3, we take m = 200 MeV; however, a similar conclusion can be drawn
when other masses are used (not shown here). We note that similar results for the left panel

of the top row are obtained in [43] using a modified anisotropic hydrodynamics approach.

B. Case II: Nonconformal attractors with a thermal mass

All results discussed so far are restricted to the case of a constant mass. Next, we consider
the case when a realistic equation is used with a single thermal mass m(7"). Numerical
solutions of Egs. (19-22) accompanied with a realistic equation of state are solved using
Mathematica and were developed in prior works [46, 61]. The code is modified here to
produce the desirable bulk observables to examine the existence of early-time attractors.
Using this model, results are shown In Fig. 4, which is similar to Fig. 3, except the fact that
we are using the quasiparticle anisotropic approach with 47n/s = 2 and Ty = 600 MeV.
From the top row, we see the existence of a very late-time universal attractor (7 ~ 5) which
is in agreement with results shown in [61]. However, when initial times and/or anisotropy
parameters are varied, as shown in the middle and bottom rows, the solutions converge
more slowly with no strict universal attractor. As a result, this late-time universality is
not completely broken, but there is a band instead of a smooth line as shown in Fig. 3
for the constant mass. For example, in the middle row, the P /Pr solutions at (7 ~ 5)

differs by ~ 10%. Finally, in Fig. 5, we show the evolution of the scaled bulk pressure as

12
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FIG. 5. The scaled time evolution of the scaled bulk pressure using the aHydrQP approach where
the mass is assumed to be temperature dependent m(7") obtained by tuning to the EoS from lattice
QCD calculations [46, 57]. The left panel shows the evolution when the initial time is fixed for
all curves [61], while the right panel shows the evolution for different initial times and anisotropy
parameters.

a function of 7 where we observe a complete absence of the early-time attractor. Similar
observations, not shown here, are seen in the case of a constant mass. A final note on the
numerical results, as mentioned above, the Mathematica code written for the quasiparticle
anisotropic hydrodynamics has been used and tested before in Refs. [46, 61]. We also have
tested the code this time in different possible ways, and we believe that the absence of the
strict attractor is a nontrivial effect caused by the temperature dependence of the mass.
Finally, we note that we have no direct explanation of why only a semi-universality of the
attractor exists in the case of aHydro when a realistic equation is used. The exact solutions
of the kinetic theory for thermal masses may shed more light on these observations. To
the best of our knowledge, there have been no studies of exact solutions of the Boltzmann

equation where a thermal mass is included in the dynamics.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we examined the existence of early-time (pull-back) and late-time (hydro-
dynamic) attractors of systems undergoing Bjorken expansion using anisotropic hydrody-
namics. We first assumed a single constant mass in the dynamics and studied the evolution

of the pressure anisotropy and scaled shear stress tensor. We found the evolution is insen-
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sitive to variations of initial conditions for the scaled longitudinal pressure converging onto
an early-time universal curve, which eventually merges with the late-time Navier-Stokes at-
tractor. These findings agree with observations from kinetic theory’s exact results shown
in [43, 45].

We then considered the case where the mass is assumed to be thermal m(7) with a
realistic equation of state (lattice QCD) as an input to the dynamics. We demonstrated the
absence of strict early-time universal attractors of the scaled longitudinal pressure and shear
stress tensor. However, a quasi-universal feature of the evolution at late times remains. This
means that the system keeps some memory of the initial conditions where their effects are
not completely washed out as found in other approaches. We finally note that such spread
of the solutions is rather small, e.g., for the scaled longitudinal pressure solutions at 7 = 5,
the spread is in the order of ~ 10% for the choices considered in the middle row of Fig. 4

Looking to the future, it is important to find the exact solutions of kinetic theory in
the case of quasiparticles. It will not be an easy modification for the case of constant
mass, but we believe it is doable. If found, they may help in fully understanding the
existence of quasi-universality of the late-time attractors. Moreover, we plan to compare
the modified anisotropic hydrodynamics approach introduced in Ref. [43] with the standard
anisotropic hydrodynamics approach used in this work and compare both to exact kinetic
theory results using constant mass. Another interesting project is to study the far-from-
equilibrium attractors with a nonvanishing baryon chemical potential as has been done in

other frameworks [62-64] using aHydro. These projects are left for future research.
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