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In this paper we present a relativistic Shakhov-type generalization of the Anderson-Witting re-
laxation time model for the Boltzmann collision integral. The extension is performed by modifying
the path on which the distribution function fk is taken towards local equilibrium f0k, by replacing
fk−f0k via fk−fSk. The Shakhov-like distribution fSk is constructed using f0k and the irreducible
moments ρ

µ1···µℓ
r of fk and reduces to f0k in local equilibrium. Employing the method of moments,

we derive systematic high-order Shakhov extensions that allow both the first- and the second-order
transport coefficients to be controlled independently of each other. We illustrate the capabilities of
the formalism by tweaking the shear-bulk coupling coefficient λΠπ in the frame of the Bjorken flow
of massive particles, as well as the diffusion-shear transport coefficients ℓV π, ℓπV in the frame of
sound wave propagation in an ultrarelativistic gas. Finally, we illustrate the importance of second-
order transport coefficients by comparison with the results of the stochastic BAMPS method in the
context of the one-dimensional Riemann problem.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the frame of the relativistic Boltzmann equation,
the computation of the collision term C[fk] even for the
simplest case of binary collisions remains the most expen-
sive step. For this reason, models which approximate the
main features of C[fk] are highly desirable. One such ap-
proximation is the relaxation time approximation (RTA)
introduced by Anderson and Witting [1, 2].

Historically, the Anderson-Witting (AW) approxima-
tion came as an extension of the model proposed by Marle
[3], which focussed on the case of massive constituents.
Both these models reduce in the non-relativistic limit
to the Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook (BGK) single-relaxation
time approximation of the collision integral appearing in
the nonrelativistic Boltzmann equation [4].

Much like its nonrelativistic cousin, the AW model has
gained popularity due to its relatively simple structure
which allows analytical calculations to be performed in
simplified 0 + 1-D setups, such as the Bjorken flow [5–7]
or Gubser flow [8–10], as well as numerical calculations
in setups such as the Riemann problem [11–14] or the
2 + 1-D Bjorken flow with transverse expansion [15–17].
Especially for conformal (massless) uncharged (vanishing
chemical potential) fluids, which are characterised only
by tensor moments such as the stress-energy tensor Tµν

(i.e., no charge current), the single relaxation time τR of
the Anderson-Witting model can be used to control the
shear viscosity η, which is sufficient to achieve agreement
with the solution of the full Boltzmann equation [18].

In general, these single-relaxation-time models share
the caveat that the transport coefficients governing dis-
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sipation within the fluid are all derived from a single
function – the relaxation time τR. In the case of the
BGK model, this had the unpleasant consequence that
the Prandtl number Pr = cpη/λ, where cp is the heat
capacity of the gas at constant pressure, η is the dynam-
ical or shear viscosity and λ is the heat conductivity, is
fixed at the value 1. Most ideal gases are known to have
Pr ≃ 2/3 [19]. This limitation was overcome in the ex-
tension proposed by Shakhov [20, 21], which introduces
a new parameter that allows Pr to be controlled inde-
pendently. There is still some controversy regarding the
well-posedness of the Shakhov modification of the BGK
collision model. For example, the second law of thermo-
dynamics was proven only in the linear regime of small
departures from equilibrium. Also, because the model
relies on a polynomial extension of the equilibrium dis-
tribution function, it may lead to negative values of the
distribution function in the case of flows with are suffi-
ciently far from equilibrium. Finally, as is the case for the
single-relaxation time models, the Shakhov model lacks
a fundamental justification, being in essence an effective
model. Despite these drawbacks, the Shakhov model has
been highly successful at describing fluids far from equi-
librium, i.e. deep into the transition regime [22], in the
strongly non-linear regime [23], as well as in the case of
non-ideal (dense) gases [24, 25].

Recently, a Shakhov-like extension of the AW model
was proposed in the frame of relativistic kinetic theory
[26]. Much like its non-relativistic counterpart, this ex-
tension provides new free parameters that allow the first-
order transport coefficients, ζ, κ, and η, to be controlled
separately. We shall refer to this model as the first-order
Shakhov model. In this paper, we introduce a systematic
procedure to extend the Shakhov model beyond first or-
der, in a manner allowing a selection or all of the second-
order transport coefficients to be separately controlled.
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As in the case of the first-order Shakhov model, the
idea is to replace the relaxation term fk−f0k of the orig-
inal AW model with fk − fSk, where fSk is the Shakhov
distribution. For the high-order Shakhov models that
we discuss in this paper, we construct fSk using a finite
polynomial basis similar to the one employed in Grad’s
method of moments (see Ref. [27] for a rigorous discus-
sion in the frame of relativistic kinetic theory). The basis
involves a finite range −sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ of irreducible mo-
ments ρµ1···µℓ

S;r of the deviation δfSk ≡ fSk − f0k of the
Shakhov distribution from equilibrium. Here, Nℓ repre-
sents the usual truncation order of the polynomial basis,
while sℓ represents a downwards shift, allowing the basis
to directly incorporate irreducible moments of negative
energy index. Such a shifted basis was shown in Ref. [28]
to play an important role in deriving the hydrodynamic
limit of the AW model and we exploit this feature also
in the Shakhov model.

We denote the elements of collision matrix that are
controlled by the Shakhov model by A(ℓ)

S;rn, where −sℓ ≤
r, n ≤ Nℓ. Of course, the collision model has an infinite-
dimensional collision matrix, which we are able to de-
rive analytically in a basis-free manner, as described in
Ref. [28] (see Ref. [26] for an application to the case of

the first-order Shakhov model). The functions A(ℓ)
S;rn rep-

resent the direct degrees of freedom of the high-order
Shakhov model. On the other hand, our ultimate goal for
the kinetic model to achieve prescribed transport coeffi-
cients in its hydrodynamic limit. It is known that these
transport coefficients are ultimately governed by the el-

ements of the inverse collision matrices τ
(ℓ)
rn = [A(ℓ)]−1

rn

and we derive their exact expressions in the basis-free
manner of Ref. [28], using the Inverse-Reynolds Domi-
nance (IReD) approach of Ref. [29]. Then, the problem
of constructing the Shakhov collision matrix boils down
to solving a set of algebraic equations that involve the

elements τ
(ℓ)
S;rn of the inverse collision matrix, allowing

an appropriate subset of transport coefficients to be set
as essentially arbitrary thermodynamic functions. We
illustrate the capabilities of our proposed model by con-
sidering three examples, described below.

The first example that we consider is the 0 + 1-D
Bjorken flow of massive ideal particles, where we aim
to separately tune the first-order bulk and shear viscosi-
ties ζ and η (which can be tuned also by the first-order
Shakhov model, see Ref. [26]), as well as the second-order
bulk-shear coupling coefficient, λΠπ. By increasing λΠπ,
we allow for an enhanced bulk viscous pressure in the
early and intermediate times of the Bjorken expansion,
even when the particle mass is not so large.

The second example involves controlling the diffusion-
shear coupling coefficients, ℓV π and ℓπV , which we discuss
in the context of longitudinal waves propagating through
a massless, ideal gas. Both these coefficients vanish in the
original RTA by Anderson and Witting [28], unlike in the
more realistic case of hard-sphere interactions [27, 29, 30]
or the interacting λφ4 scalar field theory [31].
The third problem consists of the time-honored Rie-

mann problem [32] for an ideal massless fluid. Be-
sides providing a benchmark test for solvers of perfect
fluid dynamics, the flow around the shock front is dom-
inated by strong non-equilibrium effects. Our goal is
to derive a Shakhov model that is able to reproduce
the results obtained using the Boltzmann Approach to
Multi-Parton Scattering (BAMPS) method [33], simulat-
ing hard-sphere interactions via the test-particle method.
We demonstrate that using a Shakhov model able to tune
all first- and second-order transport coefficients for both
diffusion and shear leads to excellent agreement with
the BAMPS data reported in Refs. [34–36]. We also
demonstrate the importance of the second-order trans-
port coefficients, which differ depending on the computa-
tional method employed to derive them. While Ref. [36]
found several discrepancies between the BAMPS data
and a formulation of second-order hydrodynamics using
the DNMR coefficients [27], the Shakhov model tuned
to recover the transport coefficients computed within the
IReD (inverse Reynolds dominance [29]) approach gives
an excellent agreement with the BAMPS data.

For all of the above examples, we show numerical
results of the kinetic Shakhov model obtained using a
discrete-velocity method (DVM) implementation derived
from the relativistic lattice Boltzmann [14] method us-
ing finit-difference techniques for the advection and time-
stepping. Our approach employs the so-called rapidity-
based moments [37], allowing the momentum magnitude
to be integrated out exactly. Taking into account az-
imuthal symmetry, the momentum space complexity is
reduced to a single degree of freedom, namely the projec-
tion of the particle velocity on the propagation axis (vz).
The vz degree of freedom is discretized using the Gauss-
Legendre quadrature, as described in Refs. [11, 12]. The
algorithm is highly efficient and its accuracy has been
tested in previous publications for the Riemann prob-
lem [12], longitudinal waves [28, 38] and Bjorken flow
[12, 17, 18, 26, 37, 39, 40] setups. For validation pur-
poses, we also solve the equations of second-order hy-
drodynamics in the 0 + 1-D Bjorken flow setup, as well
as in the linearized limit of the longitudinal wave damp-
ing problem, using Runge-Kutta time integration. The
code is available online as a CodeOcean capsule [41] (see
Sec. A 5 for more details on code availability).

The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we review
the first-order Shakhov model introduced in Ref. [26]. We
then introduce the higher-order extension of the Shakhov
model in Sec. III, where we also discuss how to extract
its corresponding first- and second-order transport coeffi-
cients arising in its hydrodynamic limit. Sections IV, V,
and VI illustrate the capabilities of the Shakhov model
in the context of Bjorken flow, longitudinal waves and
Riemann problem, respectively. Section VII concludes
this paper. We also include two appendices: Appendix
A describes our DVM solver employing rapidity-based
moments, while Appendix B summarizes the high-order
Shakhov models considered in Sec. VI, taylored to cap-
ture a selection of the second-order transport coefficients
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of an ultrarelativistic gas of hard-sphere particles.

II. FIRST-ORDER SHAKHOV MODEL

The purpose of this section is to review the relaxation-
time approximation (RTA) introduced by Anderson and
Witting [1, 2] (in Sec. IIA) and the first-order Shakhov
model introduced in Ref. [26] (see Sec. II B). This section
also serves to introduce much of the notation used later
on in this paper.

A. The Anderson-Witting model

The starting point of this model is the relativistic
Boltzmann equation,

kµ∂µfk = C[f ], (1)

where fk is the one-particle distribution, kµ is the on-
shell particle four-momentum with k2 = (k0)2 − k2 =
m2, while C[f ] is the Boltzmann collision term. The
Anderson-Witting (AW) approximation for the collision
term C[f ] reads

CAW[f ] ≡ −Ek

τR
δfk, (2)

where δfk = fk − f0k represents the deviation of the
distribution function fk from local thermodynamic equi-
librium. In this paper, we focus on ideal gases, for which
f0k is given by the Jüttner distribution:

f0k =
(
eβEk−α + a

)−1
, (3)

where β = T−1 is the inverse temperature, α = βµ is the
ratio between the chemical potential and the tempera-
ture, uµ is the fluid four-velocity, Ek = uµk

µ is the par-
ticle energy in the fluid rest frame, while a = 1, −1 and
0 for Fermi-Dirac, Bose-Einstein, and Boltzmann statis-
tics, respectively.

The distribution fk can be used to compute the macro-
scopic particle four-flow Nµ and stress-energy tensor Tµν

as

Nµ =

∫
dK kµfk, Tµν =

∫
dK kµkνfk, (4)

where dK ≡ gd3k/[(2π)3k0] and g is the degeneracy fac-
tor. The equilibrium contributions to the above quanti-
ties read

Nµ
0 = nuµ, Tµν

0 = euµuν − P∆µν , (5)

where ∆µν ≡ gµν−uµuν is the projector on the hypersur-
face orthogonal to uµ, while the particle number density
n, energy density e and hydrostatic pressure P are given
by

n = I10, e = I20, P = I21, (6)

where Inq are thermodynamic integrals defined as

Inq =
1

(2q + 1)!!

∫
dKEn−2q

k (−∆αβkαkβ)
qf0k. (7)

For future use, we introduce the associated integrals Jnq,
defined as

Jnq =

(
∂Inq
∂α

)
β

= −
(
∂In−1,q

∂β

)
α

=
1

(2q + 1)!!

∫
dKEn−2q

k (−∆αβkαkβ)
qf0kf̃0k

= β−1[In−1,q−1 + (n− 2q)In−1,q], (8)

as well as the recurrence relations:

Inq =
1

2q + 1
(In,q−1 −m2In−2,q−1), (9a)

Jnq =
1

2q + 1
(Jn,q−1 −m2Jn−2,q−1). (9b)

Taking into account the thermodynamic relations(
∂P

∂T

)
µ

= s,

(
∂P

∂µ

)
T

= n, (10)

where s = (e+P −µn)/T is the entropy density, one can
establish:

J21 =

(
∂P

∂α

)
β

= nT,

J31 = −
(
∂P

∂β

)
α

= T (e+ P ). (11)

Multiplying Eq. (1) by 1 and kµ and integrating with
respect to dK leads to

∂µN
µ = −uµ

τR
(Nµ −Nµ

0 ),

∂νT
µν = −uν

τR
(Tµν − Tµν

0 ). (12)

Imposing the conservation equations ∂µN
µ = 0 and

∂νT
µν = 0, we arrive at the Landau matching conditions,

uµN
µ = uµN

µ
0 = n, uνT

µν = uνT
µν
0 = euµ. (13)

The eigenvalue equation implied in the second relation,
Tµ

νu
ν = euµ, corresponds to the Landau (energy) frame

definition of the fluid four-velocity uµ. In the Landau
frame, the deviations from equilibrium δNµ = Nµ −Nµ

0

and δTµν = Tµν − Tµν
0 can be decomposed with respect

to uµ as

δNµ = V µ, δTµν = −Π∆µν + πµν , (14)

where Π is the bulk viscous pressure, V µ is the diffusion
current, and πµν is the shear-stress tensor. The conserva-
tion equations for Nµ and Tµν give rise to the following
evolution equations for n, e and uµ:

ṅ+ nθ + ∂µV
µ = 0, (15a)
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ė+ (e+ P +Π)θ − πµνσµν = 0, (15b)

(e+ P +Π)u̇µ −∇µ(P +Π) +∆µ
λ∂νπ

λν = 0, (15c)

where the dot denotes the comoving derivative, ḟ ≡
uµ∂µf , while ∇µf ≡ ∆ν

µ∂νf = ∂µf − uµḟ becomes the
spatial gradient in the fluid rest frame. Furthermore,
θ ≡ ∂µu

µ is the expansion scalar and σµν ≡ ∇⟨µuν⟩ is
the shear tensor, while the angular brackets denote sym-
metrization and orthogonality with respect to uµ in all
indices. In the case of rank-one and rank-two tensors,
V µ and Aµν , we have V ⟨µ⟩ = ∆µ

νV
ν = V µ − uµ(u · V )

and

A⟨µν⟩ =

[
1

2

(
∆µ

α∆
ν
β +∆ν

α∆
µ
β

)
− 1

3
∆µν∆αβ

]
Aαβ . (16)

Considering now that the deviation δfk from equilib-
rium is small, the Chapman-Enskog method allows one
to estimate δfk in the AW model as follows:

δfk ≃ − τR
Ek

kµ∂µf0k, (17)

where τR is assumed to be of the same order as δfk.
Using the expression (3) for f0k, the right-hand side of
the above equation evaluates to

kµ∂µf0k = −f0kf̃0k[k
µ(Ek∂µβ − ∂µα) + βkµkν∂µuν ]

= −f0kf̃0k

[
E2

kβ̇ − Ekα̇+
β

3
(m2 − E2

k)θ

+ k⟨µ⟩(βEku̇µ + Ek∇µβ − Iµ) + βk⟨µkν⟩σµν

]
,

(18)

where we used the properties kµ = k⟨µ⟩ + uµEk and

kµkν = E2
ku

µuν + Ek(u
µk⟨ν⟩ + uνk⟨µ⟩)

+ k⟨µkν⟩ +
1

3
∆µν∆αβk

αkβ . (19)

We now seek to compute the diffusive quantities Π,
V µ, and πµν , expressed as

Π = −m2

3
ρ0, V µ = ρµ0 , πµν = ρµν0 , (20)

where the irreducible moments ρµ1···µℓ
r of tensor-rank ℓ

and energy index r of δfk are defined as

ρµ1···µℓ
r ≡

∫
dKEr

kk
⟨µ1 · · · kµℓ⟩δfk. (21)

In the above, k⟨µ1 · · · kµℓ⟩ ≡ ∆µ1···µℓ
ν1···νℓ k

ν1 · · · kνℓ represents
a complete set of basis vectors [27, 42].

Using the integration formula given in Eq. (20) of
Ref. [27],∫

dK Fkk
⟨µ1 · · · kµm⟩k⟨ν1

· · · kνn⟩

=
m!δmn

(2m+ 1)!!
∆µ1···µm

ν1···νm

∫
dK Fk(∆

αβkαkβ)
m, (22)

with Fk ≡ Fk(Ek) being a function that depends on kµ

only through the combination Ek = kµuµ, we obtain

Π ≃ −τR
m2

3

[
J10β̇ − J00α̇− βJ11θ

]
, (23a)

V µ ≃ τR [J11I
µ − J21(βu̇

µ +∇µβ)] , (23b)

πµν ≃ 2τRβJ32σ
µν . (23c)

Equation (23c) for πµν is already in its familiar Navier-
Stokes form, πµν ≃ 2ηAWσµν , where the shear viscosity
of the Anderson-Witting model is

ηAW = τRα
(2)
0 , α(2)

r = βJ3+r,2. (24)

In order to obtain similar constitutive relations for Π and
V µ, we must employ the conservation equations (15) to

eliminate the comoving derivatives α̇, β̇, and u̇µ. We
start with the case of V µ, when dP = J21dα − J31dβ
can be used to replace ∇µβ in favor of Fµ ≡ ∇µP and
Iµ ≡ ∇µα:

∇µβ =
J21
J31

Iµ − Fµ

J31
=

Iµ

h
− βFµ

e+ P
, (25)

where h ≡ (e+P )/n is the specific enthalpy per particle.
Using Eq. (15c) to express u̇µ in terms of Fµ and higher-
order terms, Eq. (23b) leads to V µ ≃ κAWIµ, where the
diffusion coefficient κAW reads

κAW = τRα
(1)
0 , α(1)

r = Jr+1,1 −
1

h
Jr+2,1. (26)

Finally, ṅ and ė can be related to α̇ and β̇ using the
following relations:

dn = J10dα− J20dβ,

de = J20dα− J30dβ. (27)

This leads to

α̇ =
1

G22
(J20ė− J30ṅ), β̇ =

1

G22
(J10ė− J20ṅ), (28)

where we introduced the notation:

Gnm ≡ Jn0Jm0 − Jn−1,0Jm+1,0. (29)

Using now the conservation Eqs. (15a) and (15b), we have

α̇ = Hαθ +
J20
G22

(πµνσµν −Πθ) +
J30
G22

∂µV
µ, (30a)

β̇ = Hβθ +
J10
G22

(πµνσµν −Πθ) +
J20
G22

∂µV
µ, (30b)

where Hα and Hβ are given by

Hα ≡ 1

G22
[J30n− J20(e+ P )], (31a)
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Hβ ≡ 1

G22
[J20n− J10(e+ P )]. (31b)

Substituting now Eqs. (30) into Eq. (23a), we find Π ≃
−ζAWθ, where the coefficient of bulk viscosity ζAW reads

ζAW = τR
m2

3
α
(0)
0 , α(0)

r = HβJr+1,0−HαJr0−βJr+1,1.

(32)
We take a moment here to remark that the above rela-

tions arise in a fluid with one conserved charge. If there
is no conserved charge, or if there are multiple conserved
charges, then the above discussion must be generalized,
as discussed in Ref. [43]. For the purpose of this paper,
we also consider the case when the fluid possesses no such
conserved charge. This case can be obtained as the limit
when α = 0, leading to

α̇ = 0, β̇ = − ė

J30
=

e+ P

J30
θ +

Πθ − πµνσµν

J30
. (33)

Comparing the above relations to Eq. (30), we see that
for the uncharged fluid we can formally identify

Hα → Hα ≡ 0, Hβ → Hβ ≡ e+ P

J30
. (34)

Ultimately, this leads to a modification of the constitu-
tive equation for the bulk viscous pressure and diffusion
current, which now read Π ≃ −ζ̄AWθ and V µ ≃ 0, where

ζ̄AW = τR
m2

3
ᾱ
(0)
0 , ᾱ(0)

r = HβJr+1,0 − βJr+1,1. (35)

B. The first-order Shakhov-like extension

In the first-order Shakhov model introduced in
Ref. [26], Eq. (2) is replaced by

CS[fk] = −Ek

τR
(fk − fSk) = −Ek

τR
(δfk − δfSk), (36)

where fSk = f0k + δfSk drives fk towards f0k on a
modified path compared to the AW model. Multiply-
ing Eq. (1) by 1 and kµ and integrating with respect to
dK leads to

∂µN
µ =− 1

τR
(n− nS),

∂µT
µν =− 1

τR
[(e− eS)u

ν +W ν −W ν
S ]. (37)

where Wµ ≡ ∆µ
αT

αβuβ is the heat flux (Wµ = 0 in the
Landau frame). The conservation of the particle four-
flow Nµ and stress-energy tensor is achieved when

n = nS, e = eS, Wµ = Wµ
S . (38)

In the AW model, the velocity is taken in the Landau
frame, such that Wµ = 0 and thus Wµ

S = 0. The ex-
tension proposed in Ref. [44] allows for a different frame

to be used, e.g., the Eckart frame, however we do not
pursue this freedom in the remainder of this manuscript.
We further assume the Landau matching conditions, such
that n, e, and uµ define the local equilibrium distribution
f0k.
Considering now that the deviations δfk and δfSk from

equilibrium are small, the Chapman-Enskog procedure
can be applied just as in the previous subsection, leading
to

δfk − δfSk ≃ − τR
Ek

kµ∂µf0k. (39)

Taking the off-equilibrium moments of the above equa-
tion gives

Π−ΠS = −ζAWθ, (40a)

V µ − V µ
S = κAWIµ, (40b)

πµν − πµν
S = 2ηAWσµν . (40c)

As originally proposed by Shakhov [20], the non-
equilibrium moments ΠS, V

µ
S and πµν

S are chosen as

ΠS ≡ Π

(
1− τR

τΠ

)
,

V µ
S ≡ V µ

(
1− τR

τV

)
, πµν

S ≡ πµν

(
1− τR

τπ

)
, (41)

where the new relaxation times τΠ, τV , and τπ are ther-
modynamic functions representing new model parame-
ters. Substituting the above equalities in Eqs. (40) leads
to the modified constitutive relations

ΠS = −ζSθ, V µ
S = κSI

µ, πµν
S = 2ηSσ

µν , (42)

where the first-order transport coefficients of the Shakhov
model read:

ζS =
m2

3
α
(0)
0 τΠ, κS = α

(1)
0 τV , ηS = α

(2)
0 τπ, (43)

or equivalently, ζS = (τΠ/τR)ζAW, κS = (τV /τR)κAW,
and ηS = (τπ/τR)ηAW.
Following Shakhov’s prescription, the simplest way

to achieve the relations in Eq. (41) is to construct the
Shakhov distribution as

fSk = f0k + f0kf̃0kSk, (44a)

where

Sk ≡ − 3Π

m2

(
1− τR

τΠ

)
H(0)

k0 + kµV
µ

(
1− τR

τV

)
H(1)

k0

+ kµkνπ
µν

(
1− τR

τπ

)
H(2)

k0 , (44b)

where H(ℓ)
k0 are polynomials that ensure the recovery of

the matching conditions in Eq. (38) and the relations
(41), such thatρS;0

ρS;1
ρS;2

 =

∫
dK

 1
Ek

E2
k

 δfSk = − 3

m2
0

Π

1
0
0

 ,
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ρµS;0
ρµS;1

)
=

∫
dK

(
1
Ek

)
k⟨µ⟩δfSk = V µ

(
1
0

)
,

ρµνS;0 =

∫
dKk⟨µkν⟩δfSk = πµν . (44c)

Taking H(0)
k0 , H

(1)
k0 , and H(2)

k0 as second-, first- and zeroth-
order polynomials, their exact expressions can be ob-
tained as [28]

H(0)
k0 =

G33 −G23Ek +G22E
2
k

J00G33 − J10G23 + J20G22
,

H(1)
k0 =

J31Ek − J41
J21J41 − J2

31

, H(2)
k0 =

1

2J42
, (44d)

where Jnq and Gnm were introduced in Eqs. (8) and (29).
The above functions coincide with those appearing in the
14-moments approximation of δfk in Ref. [27].

III. HIGHER-ORDER SHAKHOV-LIKE
EXTENSION

As mentioned in the introduction, the Shakhov-like
model as introduced in Eq. (36) can be used to control
also second-order transport coefficients. This requires an
extension of the first-order Shakhov model summarized in
the previous section by adding extra terms on the right-
hand side of Eq. (44b). Anticipating material that will
be reviewed in this section, our proposed extension ef-
fectively amounts to modifying an increasingly large set

of entries in the collision matrix A(ℓ)
rn associated with the

Shakhov collision term, CS[f ].
We begin this section with a discussion on the equa-

tions of motion for the irreducible moments ρµ1···µℓ
r of

δfk, derived from the Boltzmann equation in Ref. [27]
and summarized in Subsec. III A of the present section.
We then discuss the collision matrix of the extended
Shakhov model and its inverse in Subsec. III B. The equa-
tions of second-order hydrodynamics and the correspond-
ing transport coefficients arising from the Shakhov model
are discussed in Subsec. III C. These results are special-
ized to the case of a fluid without conserved charges in
Subsec. IIID and to the case of an ultrarelativistic ideal
gas in Subsec. III E. Subsection III F discusses the degrees
of freedom that can be fixed by the Shakhov model.

A. Equations of motion for the irreducible
moments

The central objects of the analysis are the irreducible
moments ρµ1···µℓ

r of δfk, introduced in Eq. (21). Their
equations of motion can be derived starting from the
Boltzmann Eq. (1), by substituting fk = f0k + δfk:

˙δfk = − 1

Ek
kµ∂µf0k − 1

Ek
k⟨µ⟩∇µδfk +

C[f ]

Ek
. (45)

Similarly to δfk, the collision term C[f ] can also be char-
acterized by its irreducible moments, defined as

Cµ1···µℓ
r ≡

∫
dKEr

kk
⟨µ1 · · · kµℓ⟩C[f ]. (46)

Multiplying Eq. (45) by Er
k, E

r
kk

⟨µ⟩, and Er
kk

⟨µkν⟩ and
integrating with respect to dK leads to [27]:

ρ̇r − Cr−1 = α(0)
r θ +

G2r

G22
(Πθ − πµνσµν) +

G3r

G22
(V µu̇µ −∇µV

µ)

− ρrθ −
r − 1

3
(ρr −m2ρr−2)θ −∇µρ

µ
r−1 + (r − 1)ρµνr−2σµν , (47a)

ρ̇⟨µ⟩r − C
⟨µ⟩
r−1 = α(1)

r Iµ + ρνrω
µ
ν +

1

3
[(r − 1)m2ρµr−2 − (r + 3)ρµr ]θ −∆µ

λ∇νρ
λν
r−1 + rρµνr−1u̇ν

+
1

5

[
(2r − 2)m2ρνr−2 − (2r + 3)ρνr

]
σµ
ν +

1

3

[
m2rρr−1 − (r + 3)ρr+1

]
u̇µ

+
βJr+2,1

e+ P
(Πu̇µ −∇µΠ+∆µ

ν∂λπ
λν)− 1

3
∇µ(m2ρr−1 − ρr+1) + (r − 1)ρµνλr−2σλν , (47b)

ρ̇⟨µν⟩r − C
⟨µν⟩
r−1 = 2α(2)

r σµν − 2

7

[
(2r + 5)ρλ⟨µr − 2m2(r − 1)ρ

λ⟨µ
r−2

]
σ
ν⟩
λ + 2ρλ⟨µr ων⟩

λ

+
2

15
[(r + 4)ρr+2 − (2r + 3)m2ρr + (r − 1)m4ρr−2]σ

µν +
2

5
∇⟨µ(ρ

ν⟩
r+1 −m2ρ

ν⟩
r−1)

− 2

5

[
(r + 5)ρ

⟨µ
r+1 − rm2ρ

⟨µ
r−1

]
u̇ν⟩ − 1

3

[
(r + 4)ρµνr −m2(r − 1)ρµνr−2

]
θ

+ (r − 1)ρµνλρr−2 σλρ −∆µν
αβ∇λρ

αβλ
r−1 + rρµνλr−1u̇λ , (47c)

where we considered that the fluid possesses a conserved
charge, characterized by α = µ/T ̸= 0. In the case when

no such charge is present, α = 0 and the above equations
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are modified as discussed in Sec. IIA. The modifications
to the equation for the scalar moments can be summa-
rized by

α(0)
r → ᾱ(0)

r ,
G2r

G22
→ Jr+1,0

J30
,

G3r

G22
→ 0, (48)

such that Eq. (47a) becomes

ρ̇r − Cr−1 = ᾱ(0)
r θ +

Jr+1,0

J30
(Πθ − πµνσµν)− ρrθ

− r − 1

3
(ρr −m2ρr−2)θ −∇µρ

µ
r−1 + (r − 1)ρµνr−2σµν .

(49)

From a structural point of view, the equations of motion
for the vector and tensor moments remain unchanged,
with the observation that in this case, Iµ = 0 and all
vector moments become of second order.

B. Collision matrix of the extended Shakhov model

In the approximation when the fluid is not far from
equilibrium, Cµ1···µℓ

r can be linearized with respect to
the irreducible moments ρµ1···µℓ

r of the non-equilibrium
part of the distribution function δfk = fk − f0k,

Cµ1···µℓ

r−1 = −
∑
n

A(ℓ)
rnρ

µ1···µℓ
n , (50)

where the summation over n goes in principle from −∞
to ∞. In the case of a general collision term, the collision

matrix A(ℓ)
rn must be computed with respect to a finite

basis (cf. Ref. [27]), which accounts only for the moments
with indices −sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ, where sℓ is a shift parameter
allowing for negative-order moments to be represented
[28], while Nℓ is the expansion order. Here we employ the
basis-free approach introduced for the Anderson-Witting
collision model in Ref. [28], which takes advantage of the
simplicity of the relaxation-time approximation to bypass
the use of any basis.

We now compute the collision matrix corresponding to
the Shakhov model:

Cµ1···µℓ

S;r−1 = − 1

τR
ρµ1···µℓ
r +

1

τR
ρµ1···µℓ

S;r , (51)

where the first term originates from the original AW
model, while the second one involves the irreducible mo-
ments ρµ1···µℓ

S;r of δfSk. Since δfSk vanishes in equilib-
rium, its irreducible moments can be written in terms of
those of δfk. For simplicity, we restrict the discussion in
this paper to the case of a linear dependence and leave
the extension to a quadratic dependence (as is the case
for a generic 2 → 2 collision term) for future work.
Naturally, we may ask which moments ρµ1···µℓ

S;r of the
Shakhov model are required and what should their rela-
tion to the moments ρµ1···µℓ

r of δfk be? For the first-order
model presented in Eq. (44b), we have ρS;1 = ρS;2 =

ρµS;1 = 0, while Eq. (41) provides relations for ρ0, ρ
µ
0 , and

ρµν0 . Inspection of the right-hand sides of Eqs. (47) shows
that the natural extension of this set of moments should
include both negative-order and positive-order moments.
We therefore consider a subset of moments with indices
−sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ and write

ρµ1···µℓ

S;r =

Nℓ∑
n=−sℓ

(
δrn − τRA(ℓ)

S;rn

)
ρµ1···µℓ
n , (52)

where the reduced collision matrix A(ℓ)
S;rn is in princi-

ple arbitrary, representing the degrees of freedom of the
extended Shakhov model. Substituting the above into
Eq. (51) gives

Cµ1···µℓ

S;r−1 = −
Nℓ∑

n=−sℓ

A(ℓ)
S;rnρ

µ1···µℓ
n . (53)

In what follows, we demand that the above relation is
satisfied for −sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ.

Before proceeding further, we must first give an explicit
expression for δfSk. As already discussed for the first-
order Shakhov model, the deviation δfSk = fSk − f0k =
f0kf̃0kSk considered in Eq. (44) must be constructed us-
ing an orthogonal basis which ensures the exact recov-
ery of the irreducible moments of δfSk that we require,
namely ρµ1···µℓ

S;r for −sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ. For this purpose, we

employ the shifted basis introduced in Ref. [28] and write

δfSk = f0k + f0kf̃0kSk,

Sk =

L∑
ℓ=0

Nℓ∑
n=−sℓ

ρµ1···µℓ

S;n E−sℓ
k k⟨µ1

· · · kµℓ⟩H̃
(ℓ)
k,n+sℓ

, (54)

where L is a finite but otherwise arbitrary tensor-rank

threshold, while H̃(ℓ)
kn are polynomials in energy Ek of

order Nℓ + sℓ, defined as

H̃(ℓ)
kn ≡ (−1)ℓ

ℓ!J2ℓ−2sℓ,ℓ

Nℓ+sℓ∑
m=n

ã(ℓ)mnP̃
(ℓ)
km. (55)

In the above, P̃
(ℓ)
km =

∑m
r=0 ã

(ℓ)
mrEr

k are polynomials of
order m, satisfying the orthogonality relation∫

dK ω̃(ℓ)P̃
(ℓ)
kmP̃

(ℓ)
kn = δmn, (56)

where the weight function ω̃(ℓ) is defined as

ω̃(ℓ) ≡ (−1)ℓ

(2ℓ+ 1)!!

E−2sℓ
k

J2ℓ−2sℓ,ℓ
(∆αβkαkβ)

ℓf0kf̃0k, (57)

such that P̃
(ℓ)
k0 = ã

(ℓ)
00 = 1.

The finite-dimensional basis employed in Eq. (54) en-
sures that ρµ1···µℓ

S;r =
∫
dK δfS;kk

⟨µ1 · · · kµℓ⟩Er
k for all

−sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ. When considering either r < −sℓ or
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r > Nℓ, the corresponding irreducible moments will be
expressed in terms of those appearing in Eq. (54) via

ρµ1···µℓ

S;r =

Nℓ∑
n=−sℓ

ρµ1···µℓ

S;n F̃ (ℓ)
−(r+sℓ),n+sℓ

, (58)

where the functions F̃ (ℓ)
rn are given by

F̃ (ℓ)
rn ≡ (−1)ℓℓ!J2ℓ−2sℓ,ℓ

∫
dK ω̃(ℓ)E−r

k H̃(ℓ)
kn. (59)

For this reason, the collision matrix A(ℓ)
S;rn will contain

non-trivial entries when r < −sℓ and r > Nℓ, as illus-
trated below:

A(ℓ)
rn =


1
τR

δrn A(ℓ)
<;rn 0

0 A(ℓ)
S;rn 0

0 A(ℓ)
>;rn

1
τR

δrn

 , (60)

where the first and last lines correspond to row indices
satisfying r < −sℓ and r > Nℓ, respectively. The el-
ements on the first and third columns, having column
index satisfying n < −sℓ and n > Nℓ, respectively, have
entries that are identical to those of the AW model. On
the contrary, the middle column (where −sℓ ≤ n ≤ Nℓ)
exhibits non-vanishing entries for r < −sℓ and r > Nℓ,
given by

A(ℓ)
</>;rn = − 1

τR
F̃ (ℓ)

−(r+sℓ),n+sℓ

+

Nℓ∑
j=−sℓ

F̃ (ℓ)
−(r+sℓ),j+sℓ

A(ℓ)
S;jn. (61)

The inverse of the collision matrix A(ℓ)
rn in Eq. (60) can

be obtained analytically, as follows:

τ (ℓ)rn =

τRδrn τ
(ℓ)
<;rn 0

0 τ
(ℓ)
S;rn 0

0 τ
(ℓ)
>;rn τRδrn

 , (62)

where the reduced inverse matrix τ
(ℓ)
S;rn ≡ (A(ℓ)

S )−1
rn is the

inverse of the (Nℓ+sℓ+1)×(Nℓ+sℓ+1) reduced collision

matrix A(ℓ)
S;rn. As in the case of A(ℓ)

rn , the inverse matrix

τ
(ℓ)
rn exhibits the same elements as the AW model when
the column index satisfies n < −sℓ or n > Nℓ. However,
for −sℓ ≤ n ≤ Nℓ, the rows with indices r < −sℓ and
r > Nℓ exhibit non-vanishing entries given by

τ
(ℓ)
<,>;rn = −τR

Nℓ∑
j=−sℓ

A(ℓ)
<,>;rjτ

(ℓ)
S;jn = −τRF̃ (ℓ)

−(r+sℓ),n+sℓ

+

Nℓ∑
j=−sℓ

F̃ (ℓ)
−(r+sℓ),j+sℓ

τ
(ℓ)
S;jn. (63)

C. Transport coefficients of the extended Shakhov
model

We now employ the method of moments introduced
in Ref. [27] using the basis-free approach of Ref. [28]
to derive the second-order equations of Müller-Israel-
Stewart-type hydrodynamics and the corresponding first-
and second-order transport coefficients arising from our
higher-order Shakhov collision model. In order to ensure
that the system of equations is hyperbolic, we employ
the Inverse-Reynolds Dominance (IReD) approach intro-
duced in Ref. [29]. To achieve second-order accuracy, we
employ as book-keeping parameters the inverse Reynolds
number Re−1 and the Knudsen number Kn. The for-
mer is proportional to the ratio between the dissipative
quantities and a corresponding equilibrium quantity, i.e.,
Re−1 ∼ |Π|/P , |V µ|/n or |πµν |/P . The latter is propor-
tional to the ratio of microscopic to macroscopic scales,
Kn ∼ λmfp∇µf , where λmfp is related to the particle
mean free path, while f is a function of the local ther-
modynamic parameters. As a rule of thumb, the irre-
ducible moments ρµ1···µℓ

r are of order Re−1 (or higher),
while gradient terms such as θ, Iµ or σµν will appear in
combinations making O(Kn) contributions.
The second-order equations of fluid dynamics can be

obtained from the moment equations (47), which we sum-
marize as:

ρ̇n +
∑
r

A(0)
nr ρr = α(0)

n θ +O(Re−1Kn), (64a)

ρ̇⟨µ⟩n +
∑
r

A(1)
nr ρ

µ
r = α(1)

n Iµ +O(Re−1Kn), (64b)

ρ̇⟨µν⟩n +
∑
r

A(2)
nr ρ

µν
r = 2α(2)

n σµν +O(Re−1Kn). (64c)

For brevity, we omitted the terms which are of second
or higher order on the right hand side of the above
relations. Note that, in the spirit of the basis-free
paradigm, we did not specify fixed limits for the sum-

mation over r. However, the structure of A(ℓ)
rn shown in

Eq. (60) guarantees that this summation is both finite
and well defined. Concretely, r is restricted to the inter-
val {−sℓ,−sℓ +1, . . . , Nℓ} ∪ {n}, i.e., the middle column
shown in Eq. (62) and the element on the diagonal (im-
plied by the τ−1

R δrn entries). Explicitly:

n < −sℓ : r ∈ {n} ∪ {−sℓ, . . . Nℓ},
−sℓ ≤ n ≤ Nℓ : r ∈ {−sℓ, . . . Nℓ},

n > Nℓ : r ∈ {−sℓ, . . . , Nℓ} ∪ {n}. (65)

We now multiply the relations in Eq. (64) by τ
(ℓ)
rn and

sum over n. At leading order, we obtain the first-order
Navier-Stokes-like relationship between the O(Re−1) ir-
reducible moments ρµ1···µℓ

r and the O(Kn) thermody-
namic forces,

ρr ≃ 3

m2
ζrθ, ρµr ≃ κrI

µ, ρµνr ≃ 2ηrσ
µν , (66)
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where the first-order transport coefficients are

ζr =
m2

3

∑
n ̸=1,2

τ (0)rn α(0)
n , κr =

∑
n ̸=1

τ (1)rn α(1)
n ,

ηr =
∑
n

τ (2)rn α(2)
n . (67)

As before, we did not specify the summation limits for the

index n. Since the structure of τ
(ℓ)
rn , shown in Eq. (62),

is identical to that of A(ℓ)
nr , the values allowed for n in

the above expressions for a given r are identical to the
values of r allowed by Eq. (65) for a given of n. Through-
out this section, we will continue to omit the summation
limits, with the implicit understanding that the summa-
tion is performed as described above. Coming back to
the computation of the first-order transport coefficients,
when −sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ we have:

ζr =
m2

3

N0∑
n=−s0, ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
S;rnα

(0)
n ,

κr =

N1∑
n=−s1 ,̸=1

τ
(1)
S;rnα

(1)
n , ηr =

N2∑
n=−s2

τ
(2)
S;rnα

(2)
n . (68)

When r < −sℓ or r > Nℓ, one has

ζr =
τRm

2

3
α(0)
r +

N0∑
n=−s0 ,̸=1,2̃

F (0)
−r−s0,n+s0

(
ζn − τRm

2

3
α(0)
n

)
,

(69a)

κr = τRα
(1)
r +

N1∑
n=−s1 ,̸=1̃

F (1)
−r−s1,n+s1(κn − τRα

(1)
n ), (69b)

ηr = τRα
(2)
r +

N2∑
n=−s2

F̃ (2)
−r−s2,n+s2(ηn − τRα

(2)
n ). (69c)

Next, we employ the IReD approach, by which Eq. (66)
is employed at r = 0 to approximate, up to first order in
Kn and Re−1, the thermodynamic forces θ, Iµ and σµν

in terms of the main dissipative quantities,

θ ≃ −Π

ζ
, Iµ ≃ V µ

κ
, σµν ≃ πµν

2η
, (70)

with ζ ≡ ζ0, κ ≡ κ0 and η ≡ η0. Then, the irre-
ducible moments with r ̸= 0 are approximated by re-
placing Eq. (70) in Eq. (66):

ρr ≃ − 3

m2
C(0)
r Π, ρµr ≃ C(1)

r V µ, ρµνr ≃ C(2)
r πµν , (71)

where the coefficients C(ℓ)
r are given by

C(0)
r =

ζr
ζ
, C(1)

r =
κr

κ
, C(2)

r =
ηr
η
. (72)

Using the above approximations, we arrive at the hydro-
dynamical equations in the IReD approach:

τΠΠ̇ + Π = −ζθ + J +R, (73a)

τV V̇
⟨µ⟩ + V µ = κIµ + J µ +Rµ, (73b)

τππ̇
⟨µν⟩ + πµν = 2ησµν + J µν +Rµν , (73c)

where the relaxation times τΠ, τV , and τπ are given by

τΠ =
∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r C(0)

r , τV =
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r C(1)

r ,

τπ =
∑
r

τ
(2)
0r C(2)

r . (74)

The terms R, Rµ, and Rµν are of order O(Re−2) and
originate from contributions to the collision term which
are quadratic with respect to δfk, or equivalently, with
respect to its irreducible moments ρµ1···µℓ

r . As already
mentioned before, in this paper we do not include such
terms in the Shakhov model and therefore these terms
vanish identically: R = Rµ = Rµν = 0. We note
that for a realistic collision kernel, such as the 2 → 2
binary scattering kernel, these terms do not vanish, see
e.g. Refs. [45, 46] for a discussion of such quadratic terms
in the case of hard-sphere interactions.

The J ,J µ and J µν collect terms of first order in Kn
and Re−1:

J = −ℓΠV ∇µV
µ − τΠV Vµu̇

µ − δΠΠΠθ

− λΠV VµI
µ + λΠππ

µνσµν , (75a)

J µ = −τV Vνω
νµ − δV V V

µθ − ℓVΠ∇µΠ

+ ℓV π∆
µν∇λπ

λ
ν + τVΠΠu̇µ − τV ππ

µν u̇ν

− λV V Vνσ
µν + λVΠΠIµ − λV ππ

µνIν , (75b)

J µν = 2τππ
⟨µ
λ ων⟩λ − δπππ

µνθ − τπππ
λ⟨µσ

ν⟩
λ + λπΠΠσµν

− τπV V
⟨µu̇ν⟩ + ℓπV ∇⟨µV ν⟩ + λπV V

⟨µIν⟩. (75c)

The transport coefficients appearing above can be com-
puted based on the expression for the inverse of the colli-

sion matrix τ
(ℓ)
rn , given in Eq. (62). In particular, we will

need the elements on the r = 0 line, where τ
(ℓ)
0n = τ

(ℓ)
S;0n.

For the terms appearing in J , corresponding to the equa-
tion of motion for Π, we have:

ℓΠV =− m2

3

∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r

(
C(1)
r−1 −

G3r

D20

)
, (76a)

τΠV =
∑
r ̸=1,2

m2τ
(0)
0r

3

(
rC(1)

r−1 +
∂C(1)

r−1

∂ lnβ
− G3r

D20

)
, (76b)

δΠΠ =
∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r

[
r + 2

3
C(0)
r +Hα

∂C(0)
r

∂α
+Hβ

∂C(0)
r

∂β

− m2

3
(r − 1)C(0)

r−2 −
m2

3

G2r

D20

]
, (76c)

λΠV =− m2

3

∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r

(
∂C(1)

r−1

∂α
+

1

h

∂C(1)
r−1

∂β

)
, (76d)

λΠπ =
m2

3

∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r

[
G2r

G22
+ (1− r)C(2)

r−2

]
. (76e)
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The transport coefficients appearing in J µ read:

δV V =
1

3

∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r [(r + 3)C(1)

r −m2(r − 1)C(1)
r−2]

+
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

(
Hα

∂C(1)
r

∂α
+Hβ

∂C(1)
r

∂β

)
, (77a)

ℓVΠ =
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

(
βJr+2,1

e+ P
− C(0)

r−1 +
C(0)
r+1

m2

)
, (77b)

τVΠ =
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

(
βJr+2,1

e+ P
+

r + 3

m2
C(0)
r+1 − rC(0)

r−1

)
+

1

m2

∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

∂

∂ lnβ
(C(0)

r+1 −m2C(0)
r−1), (77c)

ℓV π =
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

(
βJr+2,1

e+ P
− C(2)

r−1

)
, (77d)

τV π =
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

(
βJr+2,1

e+ P
−

∂C(2)
r−1

∂ lnβ
− rC(2)

r−1

)
, (77e)

λV V =
1

5

∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

[
(2r + 3)C(1)

r − 2m2(r − 1)C(1)
r−2

]
,

(77f)

λVΠ = −
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

m2

(
1

h

∂

∂β
+

∂

∂α

)
(C(0)

r+1 −m2C(0)
r−1),

(77g)

λV π =
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

(
1

h

∂C(2)
r−1

∂β
+

∂C(2)
r−1

∂α

)
. (77h)

Finally, the transport coefficients from J µν are:

δππ =
∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

[
r + 4

3
C(2)
r − m2

3
(r − 1)C(2)

r−2

]

+
∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

(
Hα

∂C(2)
r

∂α
+Hβ

∂C(2)
r

∂β

)
, (78a)

τππ =
2

7

∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

[
(2r + 5)C(2)

r − 2m2(r − 1)C(2)
r−2

]
,

(78b)

λπΠ =
2

5m2

∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

[
−(r + 4)C(0)

r+2 +m2(2r + 3)C(0)
r

−m4(r − 1)C(0)
r−2

]
, (78c)

τπV =
2

5

{∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

[
(r + 5)C(1)

r+1 −m2rC(1)
r−1

]
+
∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

(
∂C(1)

r+1

∂ lnβ
−m2 ∂C

(1)
r−1

∂ lnβ

)}
, (78d)

ℓπV =
2

5

∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

(
C(1)
r+1 −m2C(1)

r−1

)
, (78e)

λπV =
2

5

∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

(
∂C(1)

r+1

∂α
+

1

h

∂C(1)
r+1

∂β

)

− 2m2

5

∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

(
∂C(1)

r−1

∂α
+

1

h

∂C(1)
r−1

∂β

)
. (78f)

The above equations give the tools to extract the trans-
port coefficients of a fluid with one conserved charge,
corresponding to a given implementation of the Shakhov
model. In the following subsections, we will discuss the
transport coefficients arising in a fluid with no conserved
charges, as well as for an ultrarelativistic ideal gas.

D. Transport coefficients for the fluid without
conserved charges

The case when the fluid bears no conserved charge
will be considered when discussing applications to the
Bjorken flow in Sec. IV and requires formally to set α = 0,
α̇ = 0, and Iµ = ∇µα = 0 [see the discussion around
Eqs. (33) and (34)]. Thus, all vector moments ρµr are of
second order with respect to Kn and Re−1, such that the
equations of second-order hydrodynamics (73) reduce to:

τ̄ΠΠ̇ + Π = −ζ̄θ − δ̄ΠΠΠθ + λ̄Πππ
µνσµν , (79a)

τππ̇
⟨µν⟩ + πµν = 2ησµν + 2τππ

⟨µ
λ ων⟩λ − δπππ

µνθ

− τπππ
λ⟨µσ

ν⟩
λ + λ̄πΠΠσµν , (79b)

where ᾱ
(0)
r is given in Eq. (35) and the overhead bar

indicates transport coefficients which are different from
the charged case discussed in the previous subsection.
The transport coefficients appearing in the equation for Π
differ structurally from those reported in Sec. III C. They
can be obtained from the latter under the replacements
summarized in Eq. (48). Specifically, we list below the
expressions for all barred transport coefficients:

ζ̄n =
m2

3

∑
r ̸=1,2

τ (0)nr ᾱ
(0)
r , τ̄Π =

∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r C(0)

r , (80a)

δ̄ΠΠ =
∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r

[
r + 2

3
C(0)

r +
e+ P

J30

∂C(0)

r

∂β
(80b)

− m2

3
(r − 1)C(0)

r−2 +
m2

3

Jr+1,0

J30

]
, (80c)

λ̄Ππ =
m2

3

∑
r ̸=1,2

τ
(0)
0r

[
(1− r)C(2)

r−2 +
Jr+1,0

J30

]
, (80d)

λ̄πΠ =
2

5m2

∑
r

τ
(2)
0r

[
−(r + 4)C(0)

r+2 +m2(2r + 3)C(0)

r

−m4(r − 1)C(0)

r−2

]
, (80e)

where C(0)

r = ζ̄r/ζ̄0. In addition, η, τπ, δππ, and τππ are
given in Eqs. (68), (74), (78a), and (78b).
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E. Transport coefficients for the ultrarelativistic
classical gas

Another limit of the system discussed in Sec. III C is
that of the ultrarelativistic classical gas, which we will re-
fer to in Sections V and VI. The equilibrium distribution
for the classical gas can be obtained by setting a = 0
in Eq. (3), leading to the Maxwell-Jüttner distribution
function:

f0k = eα−βEk . (81)

Since ∂αf0k = f0k, we have Jnq = Inq, with

Inq =
Pβ2−n

2(2q + 1)!!
(n+ 1)! . (82)

The functions α
(1)
r and α

(2)
r appearing in Eqs. (26) and

(24), respectively, reduce to

α(1)
r =

P (r + 2)!(1− r)

24βr−1
, α(2)

r =
P (r + 4)!

30βr
. (83)

In particular, we find

G22 = −3P 2, J20−hJ10 = −P, J30−hJ20 = 0, (84)

such that Hα = 0 and Hβ = β/3.
For an ultrarelativistic fluid, Π = 0 by the traceless-

ness condition Tµ
µ = 0, such that the scalar moments do

not play any role. The equations of second-order hydro-
dynamics in the IReD approach [29] read:

τV V̇
⟨µ⟩ + V µ = κIµ + J µ, (85a)

τππ̇
⟨µν⟩ + πµν = 2ησµν + J µν . (85b)

The tensors J µ and J µν containing second-order terms
of order O(Re−1Kn) are given by

J µ = −τV Vνω
νµ − δV V V

µθ + ℓV π∆
µν∇λπ

λ
ν

− τV ππ
µν u̇ν − λV V Vνσ

µν − λV ππ
µνIν , (86a)

J µν = 2τππ
⟨µ
λ ων⟩λ − δπππ

µνθ − τπππ
λ⟨µσ

ν⟩
λ

− τπV V
⟨µu̇ν⟩ + ℓπV ∇⟨µV ν⟩ + λπV V

⟨µIν⟩. (86b)

As usual, the first-order transport coefficients κn and ηn
are obtained from Eq. (67), while the relaxation times
τV and τπ are computed as in Eq. (74). Using now the
relations

β
∂C(ℓ)

r

∂β
= −rC(ℓ)

r ,
∂C(ℓ)

r

∂α
= 0, (87)

it is not difficult to establish that

δV V = τV , τV π = ℓV π, δππ =
4

3
τπ, τπV = 4ℓπV ,

(88)

as can be seen after setting m = 0 in Eqs. (77)–(78). The
other second-order transport coefficients reduce to

ℓV π =
∑
r ̸=1

τ
(1)
0r

(
βJr+2,1

e+ P
− C(2)

r−1

)
, (89a)

λV V =
1

5

∑
r ̸=1

(2r + 3)τ
(1)
0r C(1)

r , (89b)

λV π = −1

4

∑
r ̸=1

(r − 1)τ
(1)
0r C(2)

r−1, (89c)

τππ =
2

7

∑
r

(2r + 5)τ
(2)
0r C(2)

r , (89d)

ℓπV =
2

5

∑
r

τ
(2)
0r C(1)

r+1, (89e)

λπV = − 1

10

∑
r

(r + 1)τ
(2)
0r C(1)

r+1 . (89f)

In evaluating the above expressions, it is instructive to
consider first that the weight function ω̃(ℓ) for the basis
shifted by sℓ, introduced in Eq. (57), can be written in
terms of the one corresponding to sℓ = 0, denoted with-
out the overhead tilde, ω(ℓ), as

ω̃(ℓ) =
(2ℓ+ 1− 2sℓ)!!

(2ℓ+ 1)!!

J2ℓ−2sℓ,ℓ−sℓ

J2ℓ−2sℓ,ℓ
ω(ℓ−sℓ). (90)

Enforcing
∫
dKω̃(ℓ)P̃

(ℓ)
kmP̃

(ℓ)
kn = δmn shows that the poly-

nomials in the shifted basis can be written in terms of
those in the non-shifted basis as

P̃
(ℓ)
km =

√
(2ℓ+ 1)!!

(2ℓ+ 1− 2sℓ)!!

√
J2ℓ−2sℓ,ℓ

J2ℓ−2sℓ,ℓ−sℓ

P
(ℓ−sℓ)
km . (91)

Assuming now that Nℓ + sℓ in the shifted basis is equal
to Nℓ−sℓ in the non-shifted basis, it is possible to express

the H̃kn polynomials in terms of the non-shifted ones via

H̃(ℓ)
kn(Nℓ, sℓ) =

(−1)sℓ(ℓ− sℓ)!(2ℓ+ 1)!!

ℓ!(2ℓ+ 1− 2sℓ)!!

×H(ℓ−sℓ)
kn (Nℓ + sℓ, 0). (92)

The function F̃ (ℓ)
rn , defined via Eq. (59), can be shown to

satisfy

F̃ (ℓ)
rn = F (ℓ−sℓ)

rn . (93)

Using the exact expression derived in Eq. (142) of
Ref. [28], we find

F̃ (ℓ)
rn =

βr+n(−1)n

(r + n)(r − 1)!n!

× (2ℓ− 2sℓ + 1− r)!(Nℓ + sℓ + r)!

(2ℓ− 2sℓ + 1 + n)!(Nℓ + sℓ − n)!
, (94)

where the results corresponding to r > 2ℓ−2sℓ+1 diverge

due to the infrared behaviour of the integrand in F̃ (ℓ)
rn .
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When 0 ≤ r ≤ Nℓ + sℓ, it can be seen that F̃ (ℓ)
−r,n = δrn.

For r = −Nℓ − sℓ − q and q > 0, it can be seen that

F̃ (ℓ)
−Nℓ−sℓ−q,n =

(−β)n−Nℓ−sℓ

βqn!(q − 1)!

× (Nℓ + sℓ + q)!(Nℓ + 2ℓ− sℓ + q + 1)!

(2ℓ− 2sℓ + n+ 1)!(Nℓ + sℓ − n)!(Nℓ + sℓ + q − n)
,

(95)

where the following relation was employed:

(−q)!

(−Nℓ − sℓ − q − 1)!
=

(−1)Nℓ+sℓ+1

(q − 1)!
(Nℓ+ sℓ+ q)!. (96)

The knowledge of the functions F̃
(ℓ)
rn allows one to cal-

culate the transport coefficients κr and ηr for indices r ly-
ing outside the basis, cf. Eqs. (69b) and (69c). In partic-

ular, we will compute the terms
∑Nℓ

n=−sℓ
F̃ (ℓ)

−r−s1,n+s1α
(ℓ)
n

exactly, as follows. In the case when r < −sℓ, the first

index −r − sℓ of F̃ (ℓ)
−r−sℓ,n+sℓ

is larger than 0, hence we
can use the representation (94), such that:

N1∑
n=−s1

F̃ (1)
−r−s1,n+s1α

(1)
n =

(r + 3− s1)!(N1 − r)!α
(1)
r

(r + 2)!(1− r)(−r − s1 − 1)!

× 1

(N1 + s1)!
S
(1)
N1+s1,s1

,

N2∑
n=−s2

F̃ (2)
−r−s2,n+s2α

(2)
n =

(r + 5− s2)!(N2 − r)!α
(2)
r

(r + 4)!(−r − s2 − 1)!

× 1

(N2 + s2)!
S
(2)
N2+s2,s2

, (97)

where the functions α
(ℓ)
r were taken from Eq. (83). We

also introduced the following functions:

S
(1)
N,s1

=

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n(n+ 2− s1)!(1 + s1 − n)

(n− r − s1)(n+ 3− 2s1)!
,

S
(2)
N,s2

=

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n(n+ 4− s2)!

(n− r − s2)(n+ 5− 2s2)!
. (98)

In order to simplify the calculation, we replace s1 and s2
by the allowed values, 0 ≤ s1 ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ s2 ≤ 2:

S
(1)
N,0 =

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n

r + 3

(
1− r

n− r
− 4

n+ 3

)
,

S
(1)
N,1 =

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n

(
1− r

n− r − 1
− 1

)
,

S
(2)
N,0 =

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n

r + 5

(
1

n− r
− 1

n+ 5

)
,

S
(2)
N,1 =

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n

n− r − 1
,

S
(2)
N,2 =

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n

(
r + 4

n− r − 2
+ 1

)
. (99)

The factors 1/(n+α+1) appearing inside the summation
over n can be replaced using the formula

1

n+ α+ 1
=


∫ 1

0

dxxn+α, n+ α > −1,

−
∫ 1

0

dxx−n−α−2, n+ α < −1.

(100)

Then, the sum over n can be performed using the bino-
mial theorem,

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)nxn+α = xα(1− x)N ,

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)nx−n−α−2 = (−1)Nx−α−2−N (1− x)N .

(101)

The limit x = 1 shows that for N > 0, we always have∑N
n=0

(
N
n

)
(−1)n = 0. This is always the case when sℓ >

0, since N = Nℓ + sℓ > 0. Finally, the integration with
respect to the auxiliary variable x can be performed in
terms of the Beta function [47],

B(a, b) =

∫ 1

0

dxxa−1(1− x)b−1 =
Γ(a)Γ(b)

Γ(a+ b)
, (102)

where Γ(n + 1) = n! is the Gamma (factorial) function
[47]. Without further ado, we find

S
(1)
N,0 =

N !

r + 3

[
(1− r)(−r − 1)!

(N − r)!
− 8

(N + 3)!

]
,

S
(1)
N,1 =

(1− r)(−r − 2)!N !

(N − r − 1)!
,

S
(2)
N,0 =

N !

r + 5

[
(−r − 1)!

(N − r)!
− 24

(N + 5)!

]
,

S
(2)
N,1 =

(−r − 2)!N !

(N − 1− r)!
,

S
(2)
N,2 =

(r + 4)(−r − 3)!N !

(N − r − 2)!
. (103)

We thus find for the unshifted bases (s1 = s2 = 0):

N1∑
n=−s1

F̃ (1)
−r−s1,n+s1α

(1)
n

⌋
s1=0

= α(1)
r

×
[
1− 8(N1 − r)!

(1− r)(−r − 1)!(N1 + 3)!

]
,

N2∑
n=−s2

F̃ (2)
−r−s2,n+s2α

(2)
n

⌋
s2=0

= α(2)
r

×
[
1− 24(N2 − r)!

(−r − 1)!(N2 + 5)!

]
. (104)
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The second term in the square brackets provides a non-
vanishing correction depending on both r and N2 to the

intuitive result, α
(ℓ)
r . These results exactly agrees with

those in Eqs. (161)–(162) of Ref. [28]. Remarkably, for
any non-vanishing shift sℓ ̸= 0, the second term com-
pletely dissapears:

Nℓ∑
n=−sℓ

F̃ (ℓ)
−r−sℓ,n+sℓ

α(ℓ)
n

⌋
sℓ ̸=0

= α(ℓ)
r . (105)

The above calculation can be repeated for the case

when r > Nℓ, when the representation (95) of F̃ (ℓ)
rn is

appropriate. In this case, we have

N1∑
n=−s1

F̃ (1)
−r−s1,n+s1α

(1)
n =

(r + 3− s1)!(r + s1)!α
(1)
r

(r + 2)!(1− r)(r − 1−N1)!

× 1

(N1 + s1)!
S
(1)′
N1+s1,s1

,

N2∑
n=−s2

F̃ (2)
−r−s2,n+s2α

(2)
n =

(r + 5− s2)!(r + s2)!α
(2)
r

(r + 4)!(r − 1−N2)!

× 1

(N2 + s2)!
S
(2)′
N2+s2,s2

, (106)

where

S
(1)′
N,s1

=

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n+N (n+ 2− s1)!(1 + s1 − n)

(r + s1 − n)(n+ 3− 2s1)!
,

S
(2)′
N,s2

=

N∑
n=0

(
N

n

)
(−1)n+N (n+ 4− s2)!

(r + s2 − n)(n+ 5− 2s2)!
. (107)

Repeating the same steps as above, we arrive at similar
results:

N1∑
n=−s1

F̃ (1)
−r−s1,n+s1α

(1)
n

⌋
s1=0

= α(1)
r

×
[
1 +

8(−1)N1r!

(1− r)(r − 1−N1)!(N1 + 3)!

]
,

N2∑
n=−s2

F̃ (2)
−r−s2,n+s2α

(2)
n

⌋
s2=0

= α(2)
r

×
[
1 +

24(−1)N2r!

(r −N2 − 1)!(N2 + 5)!

]
,

Nℓ∑
n=−sℓ

F̃ (ℓ)
−r−sℓ,n+sℓ

α(ℓ)
n

⌋
sℓ ̸=0

= α(ℓ)
r . (108)

We thus conclude that for any non-vanishing shift of
the basis, i.e. sℓ > 0, the transport coefficients κr and ηr
are obtained from Eqs. (69b) and (69c) as follows:

κr =

N1∑
n=−s1 ,̸=1̃

F (1)
−r−s1,n+s1κn, (109)

ηr =

N2∑
n=−s2

F̃ (2)
−r−s2,n+s2ηn, (110)

where we keep in mind that for −sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ, the func-

tions F̃ (ℓ)
−r−sℓ,n+sℓ

= δrn reduce to the Kronecker symbol.
In the case of the unshifted basis, s1 = 0 or s2 = 0, we
have for r < 0:

κr<0 =
8(N1 − r)!τRα

(1)
r

(1− r)(−r − 1)!(N1 + 3)!
+

N1∑
n=0,̸=1

F̃ (1)
−r,nκn,

ηr<0 =
24(N2 − r)!τRα

(2)
r

(−r − 1)!(N2 + 5)!
+

N2∑
n=0

F̃ (2)
−r,nηn. (111)

In the case when r > Nℓ, we have:

κr>N1
= − 8(−1)N1r!τRα

(1)
r

(1− r)(r − 1−N1)!(N1 + 3)!
+

N1∑
n=0,̸=1̃

F (1)
−r,nκn,

ηr>N2
= − 24(−1)N2r!τRα

(2)
r

(r − 1−N2)!(N2 + 5)!
+

N2∑
n=0

F̃ (2)
−r,nηn.

(112)

F. Degrees of freedom in the extended Shakhov
model

Let us consider a Shakhov model employing the ex-
pansion orders (N0, N1, N2), together with the shifts
(s0, s1, s2). In order to enforce particle number and
energy-momentum conservation, N0 ≥ 2 and N1 ≥ 1.

Since the r = 1, 2 and r = 1 lines of the scalar A(0)
rn and

vector A(1)
rn matrices are ignored the resulting Shakhov

matrices have the following effective sizes:

A(0) : (N0 + s0 − 1)× (N0 + s0 − 1),

A(1) : (N1 + s1)× (N1 + s1),

A(2) : (N2 + s2 + 1)× (N2 + s2 + 1). (113)

Generically, the relevant size of the matrix A(ℓ) is (Nℓ +
sℓ + ℓ − 1)2. For the purpose of fixing the transport co-
efficients of second-order fluid dynamics, we remark that
Eqs. (76)–(78) show that only the elements on the zeroth

line of the inverse collision matrices, τ
(ℓ)
0n , and the coeffi-

cients C(ℓ)
r representing the ratios of first-order transport

coefficients play a role. As can be seen from Eqs. (69),
the transport coefficients ζr, κr and ηr corresponding to
indices r lying outside the range [−sℓ, Nℓ] can be ex-
pressed completely in terms of those with indices sat-
isfying −sℓ ≤ r ≤ Nℓ. Skipping those corresponding
to r = 0, 1 and r = 0 for the scalar and vector sec-
tors, we have

∑
ℓ(Nℓ + sℓ + ℓ − 1) first-order transport

coefficients that can be independently fixed. As shown
in Eq. (68), the first-order transport coefficients corre-
sponding to r = 0 are fixed solely by the zeroth line
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of the corresponding inverse collision matrix, τ
(ℓ)
0n and

therefore do not represent additional independent degrees

of freedom. Thus, the C(ℓ)
r coefficients provide an extra∑

ℓ(Nℓ+sℓ+ℓ−2) independent parameters. We conclude
that the total number of relevant degrees of freedom of
the extended Shakhov model is

general:

2∑
ℓ=0

[2(Nℓ + sℓ + ℓ)− 3] = 2

2∑
ℓ=0

(Nℓ + sℓ)− 3.

(114)
In the case when there is no conserved charge, the vector
moments are not relevant, such that one can safely skip
the ℓ = 1 case and the total number of degrees of freedom
reads

No conserved charge: 2(N0 +N2 + s0 + s2)− 2. (115)

In the case of a gas of ultrarelativistic particles with a
conserved charge, the total number of degrees of freedom
becomes

UR gas: 2(N1 +N2 + s1 + s2). (116)

We will denote in Sections V, VI, and B such Shakhov
models for ultrarelativistic particles using the quartet
(N1, N2, s1, s2).

IV. SHEAR-BULK COUPLING: BJORKEN
FLOW

We now consider one of the standard problems for
heavy-ion collisions: the Bjorken flow. In Subsec. IVA,
we discuss the equations of motion of second-order hydro-
dynamics and of kinetic theory in the Bjorken flow setup.
In Subsections IVB and IVC, we discuss the Shakhov
model that allows the cross-coupling coefficient λ̄Ππ to
be controlled. The capabilities of the model are demon-
strated in Subsec. IVD.

While in the main text, we employed an overbar for
the transport coefficients computed in the absence of a
conserved charge in order to avoid confusion with similar
coefficients for a fluid with conserved charges, within this
section we will omit the bar for notational convenience,
keeping in mind that all transport coefficients correspond
to the case without a conserved charge.

A. Problem description

The Bjorken flow represents an idealization of the dy-
namics of the quark-gluon plasma created in a heavy-
ion collision, based on the experimental observation that
the system properties are independent of the space-time
rapidity η = artanh(z/t) around mid-rapidity (when
η ≃ 0). This property translates into the requirement
of invariance with respect to Lorentz boosts along the
longitudinal (beam) direction, which greatly restricts the

possible structure of four-tensors. Ignoring the dynam-
ics in the transverse plane, the velocity field is uniquely
identified as

uµ∂µ =
t

τ
∂t +

z

τ
∂z = ∂τ , (117)

where τ =
√
t2 − z2 is the Bjorken time. With respect to

the Bjorken coordinates (τ, x, y, η), the stress-energy ten-
sor becomes diagonal, Tµν = diag(e, PT , PT , PL), where
the transverse and longitudinal pressures can be related
to the bulk viscous pressure Π and shear stress tensor
coefficient πd via

PT = P +Π− πd

2
, PL = P +Π+ πd. (118)

The conservation equation for Tµν reduces to

de

dτ
+ e+ PL = 0. (119a)

Taking into account that θ = 1/τ and σµν =
diag(0, 1/3τ, 1/3τ,−2/3τ3), the equations for Π and πd

read

τΠ
dΠ

dτ
+Π = −1

τ
(ζ + δΠΠΠ+ λΠππd) , (119b)

τπ
dπd

dτ
+ πd = −1

τ

[
4η

3
+
(
δππ +

τππ
3

)
πd +

2λπΠ

3
Π

]
.

(119c)

In the above equations, we can identify 9 transport co-
efficients, two out of which appear in the combination
λ = δππ + τππ/3. A Shakhov-like model that allows
all of these coefficients to be controlled should provide
8 free parameters. According to Eq. (115), this requires
(N0 + s0 − 2) + (N2 + s2) = 3, which is achievable em-
ploying, e.g., one 3× 3 matrix and another 2× 2 matrix
for the scalar and the tensor sectors, respectively.
In this section, we will focus only on the first-order

transport coefficients ζ and η and the cross-coupling co-
efficient λΠπ, for which we can use (N0, N2, s0, s2) =
(2, 0, 0, 2). We choose s2 = 2 instead of s2 = 1 because
in the Bjorken flow, the moments with even energy index
and those with odd energy index are decoupled. Since
Tµν and its evolution can be characterized exclusively in
terms of even moments, we will ignore odd ones in what
follows:

B. Shakhov matrices for the Bjorken flow

We seek to achieve

λΠπ

τΠ
= A

λR
Ππ

τR
, η = HηR, ζ = ζR, (120)

where λR
Ππ corresponds to the equivalent Anderson-

Witting model with relaxation time τR,

λR
Ππ =

m2τR
3

(
R(2)

−2 +
J10
J30

)
, (121)
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while ηR = τRα
(2)
0 and ζR = τRα. In the above, we

introduced the notation

R(ℓ)
r =

α
(ℓ)
r

α
(ℓ)
0

. (122)

Our strategy is to shift the basis for the tensor mo-
ments down by two units, while ignoring the contribu-
tions from the moments of energy-rank −1. In other
words, we set

N0 = 2, N2 = 0, s0 = 0, s2 = 2. (123)

The relevant submatrices and their inverses then read

A(0)
S;rn = A(0)

S;0,0 , τ
(0)
S;rn = τ

(0)
S;0,0 , (124)

and

A(2)
S;rn =

(
A(2)

S;−2,−2 A(2)
S;−2,0

A(2)
S;0,−2 A(2)

S;0,0

)
,

τ
(2)
S;rn =

(
τ
(2)
S;−2,−2 τ

(2)
S;−2,0

τ
(2)
S;0,−2 τ

(2)
S;0,0

)
. (125)

Note that we did not include the rows and columns cor-
responding to r = 1, 2 in the matrices A(0)

S and τ
(0)
S , as

these do not enter the transport coefficients.
The first-order transport coefficients are given by

ζ0 =
m2

3
τ
(0)
S;00α

(0)
0 , (126a)

η0 = τ
(2)
S;0,−2α

(2)
−2 + τ

(2)
S;00α

(2)
0 , (126b)

η−2 = τ
(2)
S;−2,−2α

(2)
−2 + τ

(2)
S;−2,0α

(2)
0 , (126c)

while the relaxation times read

τΠ = τ
(0)
S;00 , τπ = τ

(2)
S;0,−2C

(2)
−2 + τ

(2)
S;00 . (127)

For simplicity, we set τΠ = τ
(0)
S;00 = τR. From the bulk-

shear coupling

λΠπ =
m2τΠ
3

(
C(2)
−2 +

J10
J30

)
(128)

we obtain the coefficient C(2)
−2 as

C(2)
−2 =

3

m2

λΠπ

τΠ
− J10

J30

= AR(2)
−2 + (A− 1)

J10
J30

. (129)

For simplicity, we set τ
(2)
S;0,−2 = 0. From Eq. (127), we

find τ
(2)
S;00 = τπ. Substituting the above into Eq. (126b),

we find τπ = HτR. Summarizing, we have

τ
(2)
S;0,−2 = 0, τ

(2)
S;00 = τπ = HτR. (130)

Noting that, when τ
(0)
S;00 = τΠ = τR, we have C(0)

r =

R(0)
r = α

(0)
r /α

(0)
0 , the other second-order transport coef-

ficients become

λπΠ =
2

5
HτR

(
3 +m2R(0)

−2

)
,

δππ +
τππ
3

=
HτR
21

{
38 + 11m2

[
AR(2)

−2 + (A− 1)
J10
J30

]}
.

(131)

From Eq. (129), the entries in the r = −2 line of τ
(2)
S;rn

matrix are constrained by

τ
(2)
S;−2,−2R

(2)
−2 + τ

(2)
S;−2,0 = τRH

[
AR(2)

−2 + (A− 1)
J10
J30

]
.

(132)

For simplicity, we demand that τ
(2)
S;−2,−2 = τπ = HτR,

such that the last unknown entry τ
(2)
S;−2,0 becomes

τ
(2)
S;−2,0 = τRH(A− 1)

(
R(2)

−2 +
J10
J30

)
. (133)

The resulting Shakhov inverse matrix thus reads

τ
(2)
S = τRH

(
1 (A− 1)

(
R(2)

−2 +
J10

J30

)
0 1

)
. (134)

Consequently, the Shakhov collision matrixA(2)
S;rn is given

by

A(2)
S =

1

τRH

(
1 (1−A)

(
R(2)

−2 +
J10

J30

)
0 1

)
. (135)

C. The Shakhov collision term

The construction of the Shakhov collision term relies
on the functions H̃(ℓ)

kn that ensure the recovery of the mo-
ments ρµ1···µℓ

S;n of δfSk = fSk − f0k for −sℓ ≤ n ≤ Nℓ.

Normally, this can be achieved when H̃(ℓ)
kn is taken as a

polynomial of order Nℓ + sℓ + 1 in Ek = kµuµ. How-
ever, given that the symmetries of the Bjorken flow of a
neutral gas (with no conserved charge) imply that even-
and odd-order moments do not mix, we only need to
ensure the recovery of even-order moments of δfSk. To

avoid confusion, we shall employ the notation h̃
(ℓ)
kn to de-

note this basis in even powers of energy, as opposed to

the standard basis H̃(ℓ)
kn. Specifically, we are employing a

Shakhov model with (N2, s2) = (0, 2), for which we need

to recover only ρµνS;−2 and ρµνS;0, thus h̃
(ℓ)
kn become polyno-

mials of the form An + BnE
2
k. Then, Sk = δfSk/f0kf̃0k

becomes

Sk =
(
πS;−2h̃

(2)
k0 + πS;0h̃

(2)
k2

)( k2η
τ2k2τ

− k2⊥
2k2τ

)
, (136)
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FIG. 1. The ratios (left) PL/PT , (middle) −Π/(e+P ), and (right) −πd/(e+P ) in the case of Bjorken flow, obtained using the
Shakhov model (solid lines with symbols) and second-order hydrodynamics (dashed lines) for (top) τΠ = 0.05 fm and (bottom)
τΠ = 0.5 fm. In all cases, the parameters of the Shakhov model are taken such that HA = 1. The case A = 1 corresponds to
the Anderson-Witting model. The hydrodynamics results are shown in black in all instances, except for panel (b2), where the
colour of the Hydro curves follows that of the kinetic theory curves.

where the last term follows by noting that, under our
assumptions of longitudinal-boost invariance and trans-
verse plane homogeneity, ρµνS;r = diag(0,− 1

2 ,−
1
2 , τ

−2)πS;r

and

ρµνS;rk⟨µkν⟩ = πS;r

(
k2η
τ2

− k2⊥
2

)
. (137)

The scalar coefficients πS;−2 and πS;0 are given by

πS;−2 = (1− τRA(2)
S;−2,−2)π−2 − τRA(2)

S;−2,0π0,

πS;0 = −τRA(2)
S;0,−2π−2 + (1− τRA(2)

S;0,0)π0. (138)

The polynomials h̃
(2)
kn must be constructed to ensure∫

dK δfSkE
−2
k k⟨µkν⟩ = ρµνS;−2,∫

dK δfSkk
⟨µkν⟩ = ρµνS;0. (139)

Taking into account the integration identity∫
dK Fkk

⟨µ1 · · · kµm⟩k⟨ν1
· · · kνn⟩

=
m!δmn

(2m+ 1)!!
∆µ1···µm

ν1···νm

∫
dK Fk(∆

αβkαkβ)
m, (140)

one may rewrite Eq. (139) as

2(AnJr,2 +BnJ2+r,2) = δrn, (141)

valid for r, n ∈ {0, 2}. The polynomials h
(2)
kn = An+BnE

2
k

can be obtained as

h
(2)
k0 =

J42 − J22E
2
k

2(J02J42 − J2
22)

, h
(2)
k2 =

−J22 + J02E
2
k

2(J02J42 − J2
22)

. (142)

D. Numerical results

In order to validate the kinetic Shakhov model, we per-
formed numerical simulations of both the hydrodynamics
and the kinetic theory models, taking constant values for
the relaxation time: τR = τΠ = 0.05 fm/c and 0.5 fm/c.
The particle mass was set to m = 1 GeV/c2 and at initial
time τ0 = 0.5 fm/c, we set fk(τ0) = exp(−β0Ek), with
initial temperature β−1

0 = 0.6 GeV.
In the first set of simulations, shown in Fig. 1, we took

the parameters A and H of the Shakhov model to obey
AH = 1, such that the A = H = 1 case corresponds to
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FIG. 2. The ratios Same as Fig. 1 for the case when H = 1 is fixed and A varies between 0.01 and 100 (see legend).

the AW model. We considered a wide range of values
for A, from 0.5 to 100. The kinetic theory results are
shown with solid lines and symbols, while the solutions
of the corresponding second-order fluid-dynamical equa-
tions (119) are shown in with dashed lines. Panels (a1)–
(c1) of Fig. 1 show the results for τR = τΠ = 0.05 fm/c,
while panels (a2)–(c2) correspond to τR = τΠ = 0.5 fm/c.
Panels (a1) and (a2) show the ratio PL/PT , while panels
(c1) and (c2) show the dimensionless ratio−10πd/(e+P ).
In these panels, kinetic theory and hydrodynamics are
always in good agreement. As expected, increasing A
and decreasing H has the effect of lowering |πd| and thus
leads to ratios PL/PT which are closer to unity. Panels
(b1) and (b2) show the ratio −103Π/(e+P ). In the case
when τΠ = 0.05 fm/c, shown in panel (b1), the magni-
tude of Π/(e+P ) remains unchanged for all tested values
of A, as expected since while πd scales with H, the con-
tribution λΠππd to Π scales like AH = 1. In panel (b2),
Π/(e + P ) exhibits a clear dependence on A, and more-
over the agreement between kinetic theory and hydrody-
namics deteriorates, especially for A = 0.5, indicating a
breakdown of the hydrodynamics assumptions.

In Fig. 2, we considered the case when H = 1 is
fixed and A was varied from 100 down to 0.1, with
A = H = 1 corresponding to the AW model. As be-
fore, the kinetic theory and hydrodynamics results for
τR = τΠ = 0.05 fm/c are in good agreement. At
τR = τΠ = 0.5 fm/c, visible discrepancies can be seen in

the case of large A, most notably during the early-time
evolution, where hydrodynamics cannot be expected to
be valid.

V. SHEAR-DIFFUSION COUPLING:
LONGITUDINAL WAVES

In the previous section, we discussed a second-order
Shakhov model modifying the cross-coupling coefficient
λ̄Ππ of a fluid having constituents of mass m and with
no conserved charge. We now discuss the second-order
Shakhov model which modifies the shear-diffusion cross-
coupling coefficients ℓV π and ℓπV and for simplicity, we
focus on an ultrarelativistic ideal gas, whose properties
are summarized in Sec. III E. We start with a brief prob-
lem description in Sec. VA, while our proposed extended
Shakhov model is introduced in Sec. VB and validated
in Sec. VC.

A. Problem description

We consider the propagation of longitudinal waves in
a fluid at rest, as discussed in Refs. [28, 38]. Taking the
wave vector k along the z axis, the four velocity reads
uµ∂µ ≃ ∂t+δv∂z, where |δv| ≪ 1 is the velocity along the
z axis. Denoting via n0, e0 the particle number density
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and energy density of the background state, we consider
the perturbations δn = n − n0 and δe = e − e0 to be
of the same order as δv. To linear order, the diffusion
current V µ and shear-stress tensor πµν take the form

V µ∂µ ≃ δV ∂z, πµν ≃ δπdiag

(
0,−1

2
,−1

2
, 1

)
, (143)

where the scalar quantities δV and δπ are also assumed
to be infinitesimal.

The conservation equations ∂µN
µ = 0 and ∂µT

µν = 0
reduce to

∂tδn+ n0∂zδv + ∂zδV = 0 ,

∂tδe+ (e0 + P0)∂zδv = 0 ,

(e0 + P0)∂tδv + ∂zδP + ∂zδπ = 0 , (144)

while the dynamical equations for δV and δπ are

τV ∂tδV + δV = −κ∂zδα+ ℓV π∂zδπ ,

τπ∂tδπ + δπ = −4η

3
∂zδv −

2

3
ℓπV ∂zδV . (145)

The above equations feature 6 independent transport co-
efficients: τV , κ, and ℓV π determine the behaviour of the
diffusion current δV , while τπ, η, and ℓπV control the evo-
lution of the shear-stress δπ. These coefficients can be
fixed in the extended Shakhov model by employing, e.g.,
2 × 2 matrices for both the vector and the tensor sec-
tors. In this section, we will focus on changing only the
first-order transport coefficients κ and η, as well as the
ratios of the cross-coupling coefficients with their respec-
tive relaxation times, ℓV π/τV and ℓπV /τπ. This can be
achieved by employing the parameters (N1, N2, s1, s2) =
(1, 0, 0, 1). In the following, we will refer to this model as
the (1001) model. For definiteness, we take the overall
relaxation time as

τR =
5η

4P
. (146)

B. Shakhov model for the shear-diffusion coupling

We will now discuss the (1001) extended Shakhov
model in more detail. In the diffusion sector, the ma-

trix A(1)
S;rn features a single element, which is related to

the respective relaxation time as τV = τ
(1)
S;00 = 1/A(1)

S;00.
Considering the diffusion coefficient κ fixed, the relax-
ation time τV is readily obtained as

κ =
12κ

βP
. (147)

The collision matrix A(2)
S;rn for the shear sector and its

inverse can be written as

A(2)
S;rn =

(
A(2)

S;−1,−1 A(2)
S;−1,0

A(2)
S;0,−1 A(2)

S;00

)
,

τ
(2)
S;rn =

(
τ
(2)
S;−1,−1 τ

(2)
S;−1,0

τ
(2)
S;0,−1 τ

(2)
S;00

)
. (148)

The first-order transport coefficients of the shear sector
are given by

η−1 =
P

5

(
βτ

(2)
S;−1,−1 + 4τ

(2)
S;−1,0

)
,

η0 =
P

5

(
βτ

(2)
S;0,−1 + 4τ

(2)
S;00

)
, (149)

such that

C(2)
−1 =

η−1

η0
=

τ
(2)
S;−1,−1 + 4β−1τ

(2)
S;−1,0

βτ
(2)
S;0,−1 + 4τ

(2)
S;00

β. (150)

The relaxation time τπ is

τπ = τ
(2)
S;0,−1C

(2)
−1 + τ

(2)
S;00, (151)

while the shear-diffusion cross-coupling coefficients read

ℓπV =
2

5
τ
(2)
S;0,−1 , ℓV π = τV

(
β

4
− C(2)

−1

)
. (152)

We express τ
(2)
S;0,−1, τ

(2)
S;00, and C(2)

−1 in terms of η, ℓV π, and
ℓπV as

τ
(2)
S;0,−1 =

5ℓπV
2

, τ
(2)
S;00 =

5η

4P
− 5β

8
ℓπV ,

C(2)
−1 =

β

4
− ℓV π

τV
. (153)

Note that knowledge of the transport coefficients cannot

fix both entries on the r = −1 line of τ
(2)
S;rn, since these

entries appear only through the combination shown in

C(2)
−1 . We will take advantage of the second degree of

freedom below, in order to optimize the structure of the
resulting matrix. For now, we express also the relaxation
time τπ as

τπ =
5η

4P
− 5ℓV πℓπV

2τV
. (154)

Besides the transport coefficients in Eq. (88) which are
fixed for ultrarelativistic particles, we express the remain-
ing ones using Eqs. (89):

λV V =
3

5
τV , λV π =

βτV
16

(
1− 4ℓV π

βτV

)
, λπV = 0,

τππ =
5

7

(
5η

2P
− βℓπV

2
− ℓV πℓπV

τV

)
. (155)

We have now determined all transport coefficients of
the (1001) model. In order to assemble the collision ma-
trix and its inverse, we still need to specify the remaining

degree of freedom pertaining to the r = −1 line of τ
(2)
S;rn.

To simplify the discussion, we introduce the following
notation:

H =
5η

4τπP
, LV π =

4ℓV π

βτV
, LπV =

5βℓπV
8τπ

. (156)
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Considering LV π and LπV as input parameters, H can
be obtained by dividing Eq. (154) by τπ:

H = 1 + LV πLπV . (157)

This allows τπ to be expressed as

τπ =
5η

4P (1 + LV πLπV )
. (158)

Furthermore, the transport coefficients in Eq. (155) read

λV V

τV
=

3

5
,

λV π

τV
=

β

16
(1− LV π), λπV = 0,

τππ
τπ

=
2

7
(5H − 2LπV − LV πLπV ). (159)

Moreover, the elements of τ
(2)
S satisfy:

τ
(2)
S;0,−1

τπ
=

4

β
LπV ,

τ
(2)
S;00

τπ
= H − LπV ,

τ
(2)
S;−1,−1

τπ
+

4τ
(2)
S;−1,0

βτπ
= H(1− LV π). (160)

Coming back to the r = −1 line of the τ
(2)
S;rn matrix, one

may be tempted to simply set the off-diagonal term to 0,

i.e. τ
(2)
S;−1,0 = 0. However, this choice fails when ℓV π ap-

proaches βτV /4 and hence LV π approaches 1, since then

τ
(2)
S;−1,−1 → − 4

β τ
(2)
S;−1,0 → 0 and τ

(2)
S becomes singular. To

circumvent this problem, we take advantage of the τ
(2)
S;−1,0

degree of freedom to ensure that the eigenvalues of τ
(2)
S

remain positive. Introducing the notation

τ
(2)
S;−1,0 =

βτπ
4

x , (161)

the matrix τ
(2)
S can be written as

τ
(2)
S = τπ

(
H(1− LV π)− x β

4x
4
βLπV H − LπV

)
, (162)

and its eigenvalues are given by

λ1,2 =
τπ
2
[H(2− LV π)− LπV − x

±
√

(HLV π + LπV + x)2 − 4HLV πLπV ] . (163)

Considering λ2 > λ1, we have

lim
x→−∞

λ1 = lim
x→∞

λ2 = τπH. (164)

At finite values of x, it holds that λ1 < τπH < λ2. Writ-
ing λ1 = ατπH, with 0 < α < 1, we have

x = H(1− α− LV π)− LπV − 1−H

1− α
, (165)

while λ2 is given by

λ2 =
1−Hα

1− α
τπ . (166)

Noting that det τ
(2)
S = τ2παH(1 − αH)/(1 − α), the

matrix τ
(2)
S can be inverted to obtain the collision matrix

A(2)
S as

A(2)
S =

1− α

αHτπ(1− αH)

(
H − LπV −β

4x
− 4

βLπV H(1− LV π)− x

)
,

(167)
where x is fixed by the value of α (taking values between
0 and 1) via Eq. (165). In the following, we will employ
for definiteness α = 1/2, such that

λ1 =
H

2
τπ, λ2 = (2−H)τπ , (168)

with det τ
(2)
S = H

2 (2−H)τ2π and x = 5H
2 −HLV π−LπV −

2.
Before moving on to the numerical results, we remark

that, while our proposed Shakhov model allows the coef-
ficients ℓV π, ℓπV , κ and η to be controlled independently,
they are in principle related through the constraint [48]

ℓV π

κ
+

ℓπV
2ηT

= 0 (169)

which is necessary for the phenomenological entropy cur-
rent to have a nonnegative divergence. Under this con-
straint, it holds that

LπV = −3HLV π, H =
1

1 + 3L2
V π

. (170)

Furthermore, the constraint (169) forces the couplings
ℓV π and ℓπV to have opposite signs, thereby ensuring
that the relaxation time (154) stays positive.

C. Numerical results

We now consider a system of size L = 2π/k with pe-
riodic boundary conditions, where k is the wave number
and L is the wavelength of the propagating wave. We
initialize the system in local thermodynamic equilibrium
at rest, with pressure and density given by

P (t = 0) = P0 + δP0 cos(kz),

n(t = 0) = n0 + δn0 cos(kz). (171)

As can be seen from Eq. (145), ℓV π and ℓπV introduce
the coupling between the shear and diffusion sectors. In
particular, when δn0 = 0 and δP0 ̸= 0, ℓV π introduces
shear modes into the evolution of δV , which cause it to
oscillate. Conversely, when δP0 = 0 and δn0 ̸= 0, ℓπV
allows δπ to develop a non-vanishing value through its
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FIG. 3. Time evolution of the amplitudes (a,c) δ̃V and (b,d) δ̃π, multiplied by the factors −100/δP0 and 100/δn0. The initial
fluctuation amplitudes are (δn0, δP0) = (0, 10−3P0) and (10−3n0, 0), respectively. The curves represented with lines and symbol
correspond to the Shakhov model results, while the hydro solutions (obtained numerically) are represented with black dashed
lines. In panel (a), we varied ℓV π ∈ {0,±0.35,±0.7} at vanishing ℓπV = 0. In panel (b), we varied ℓπV ∈ {±0,±0.35,±0.7}
with ℓV π = 0. In panels (c) and (d), we imposed the entropy constraint (169) to obtain ℓπV for ℓV π ∈ {0,±0.1,±0.2}. In
panels (a)–(b), we set kτR = 0.5, while in panels (c)–(d), we employed kτR = 0.25.

coupling to δV . In order to characterize the evolution of
δV and δπ, we consider the Fourier amplitudes

δ̃V (t) =
k

π

∫ 2π/k

0

dz δV sin(kz) ,

δ̃π(t) =
k

π

∫ 2π/k

0

dz δπ cos(kz) . (172)

The time evolution of δ̃V (t) and δ̃π(t) is shown in Fig. 3
for the cases (δP0/P0, δn0/n0) = (10−3, 0) and (0, 10−3)
in panels (a) and (c); and (b) and (d), respectively.

In all cases, the Shakhov model was constructed us-

ing A(1)
S = τ−1

R and α = 1/2 for the A(2)
S matrix. We

also considered η = η0 = 4
5τRP , like in the Anderson-

Witting model, such that τπ = τR/H, as indicated in
Eq. (156). In panel (a), we took ℓπV = 0 and considered
non-vanishing values of ℓV π, in which case H = 1 and
x = 1

2 − LV π. Then, the Shakhov matrix (167) reduces

to:

A(2)
S =

1

τπ

(
2 −β

4 (1− 2LV π)
0 1

)
. (173)

For panel (b), we considered the case when ℓV π = 0, such
that H = 1 and x = 1

2 − LπV and Eq. (167) reduces to

A(2)
S =

2

τπ

(
1− LπV −β( 12 − LπV )
−4βLπV

1
2 + LπV

)
. (174)

Finally, for panels (c) and (d), we enforced the entropy
constraint in Eq. (169), leading to H = 1/(1 + 3L2

V π),
x = −H

2 (12L
2
V π − 4LV π − 1) and

A(2)
S =

2

τπ(2−H)

(
1 + 3LV π

β
8 (12L

2
V π − 4LV π − 1)

12
β LV π 6L2

V π − 3LV π + 1
2

)
,

(175)
with LV π = 4ℓV π/(βτV ). Finally, we employed a con-
stant relaxation time τR, taken such that kτR = 0.5
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for panels (a) and (b); and 0.25 for panels (c) and (d).
For definiteness, we considered the wavelength to be
L = 2π/k = 1 fm, while the initial temperature was
set to T0 = 1 GeV and the initial chemical potential
was set to 0, such that n0 = 212.04 fm−3 and P0 =
212.04 GeV/fm3. This corresponds to a shear viscosity
to entropy density ratio of 4πη/s = LT

5 ≃ 1.02 for panels
(a) and (b) and half of that (4πη/s = LT/10 ≃ 0.51) for
panels (c) and (d).

All kinetic theory results shown in Fig. 3 using coloured
lines and symbols are in good agreement with the cor-
responding hydrodynamics results, shown with dashed
black lines. As expected, the agreement improves at
smaller kτR and it becomes worse when kτR is increased.

VI. HARD-SPHERE GAS: THE RIEMANN
PROBLEM

In this section, we focus on the problem of the
propagation of shock waves (the Riemann problem).
The Shakhov models presented here will be validated
against the values obtained in Refs. [35, 36] using the
BAMPS (Boltzmann approach to multiparton scatter-
ing) algorithm, where binary elastic scattering of ultrarel-
ativistic (massless) particles via a constant, momentum-
independent cross section was considered. In a sense, this
section extends the considerations of Sec. V to the case
when nonlinear effects become important. Keeping to the
notation (N1, N2, s1, s2) introduced in Sec. III F, we will
distinguish between Shakhov models of various orders,
as described below. Our goal is to develop a Shakhov
kinetic model which is able to reproduce the BAMPS
data, and in doing so, we will aim to reproduce increas-
ingly more transport coefficients of the hard-sphere (HS)
gas, enumerated in Table I.

First, we will consider the Anderson-Witting (AW)
model, where the relaxation time τR is taken to match
the shear viscosity η of the BAMPS model, namely

AW: τR =
5η

4P
, η =

1.2676

σβ
= 1.2676Pλmfp,

(176)
where λmfp = 1/nσ is the particle mean free path and
n = βP is the particle number density. In units of λmfp,
the relaxation time τR becomes

τR = 1.5845λmfp. (177)

For definiteness, we keep the above relation between τR
and λmfp for all models discussed below. One may hope
that with the above choice, the AW model can give a
reasonable description of shear-driven quantities, such as
πµν . However, diffusion-related phenomena cannot be
accurately described, as the diffusion coefficient of the
AW model is incorrect (see Table I).

We therefore also consider the first-order Shakhov
model introduced in Ref. [26] and summarized in Sec. II,

dubbed (1000) according to our convention. For definite-
ness, we consider τπ = τR with τR given in Eq. (176),
while τV is computed based on

τV =
κHS

κAW
τR = 1.2036τR, (178)

where the values of κ for the hard-sphere and AW mod-
els are given in Table I. As it will become clear in the
applications subsections, the above 20.4% increase of the
diffusion coefficient is insufficient to capture the mag-
nitude of the diffusion current. The resulting Shakhov
model has the following collision matrices:

(1000) : A(1)
S =

0.524373

λmfp
, A(2)

S =
0.631114

λmfp
, (179)

with τV = 1.2036τR = 1.9070λmfp and τπ = τR =
5η/4P = 1.5845λmfp, as explained above.
The next model that we employed is the (1001) model

discussed in Sec. V. As before, we set τR according to
Eq. (176) and take η = ηR, thus τπ = τR/H. Imposing
the HS values for ℓV π and ℓπV , we have LV π = 0.11348
and LπV = −0.32779, as required by Eq. (169). Thus,
H = 0.96280 and subsequently all transport coefficients
come out as shown in Table I. The Shakhov matrices read

(1001) : A(1)
S =

0.52437

λmfp
,

A(2)
S =

1

λmfp

(
1.5706 −0.19031β

1.5956/β 0.27748

)
, (180)

where the element in bold font represents the A(2)
S;00 entry

of the Shakhov matrix.
We also consider two higher-order models which are

derived in Appendix B. In the (1012) model, we are able
to fix all transport coefficients except λV V and λV π. The
collision matrices are given in Eq. (B9) and reproduced
below for convenience:

(1012) : A(1)
S =

1

λmfp

(
0.63419 0

0.22111/β 0.34155

)
,

A(2)
S =

1

λmfp

 0.84927 0 0

0 0.70961 0

−1.3008/β2 1.5229/β 0.37307

 .

(181)

Finally, the (2012) model allows all transport coeffi-
cients to be set to the values obtained from kinetic the-
ory, employing the Shakhov matrices from Eq. (B18),
reproduced below:

(2012) :

A(1)
S =

1

λmfp

 0.62732 0 0

0.11113/β 0.59563 0.011012β2

0 0 0.42171

 ,
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Model ησβ τπ/λmfp ℓπV /τπ τππ/τπ βλπV /τπ κσ τV /λmfp ℓV π/βτV λV V /τV λV π/βτV

HS 1.2676 1.6557 −0.56960 1.6945 0.20503 0.15892 2.0838 0.028371 0.89862 0.069273

AW 1.2676 1.5845 0 1.4286 0 0.13204 1.5845 0 0.6 0.0625

1000 1.2676 1.5845 0 1.4286 0 0.15892 1.5845 0 0.6 0.0625

1001 1.2676 1.6457 −0.56960 1.7607 0 0.15892 1.9070 0.028371 0.6 0.055407

1012 1.2676 1.6557 −0.56960 1.6945 0.20503 0.13204 2.0838 0.028371 0.762023 0.062933

2012 1.2676 1.6557 −0.56960 1.6945 0.20503 0.15892 2.0838 0.028371 0.89862 0.069273

TABLE I. Transport coefficients for the hard-sphere gas of ultrarelativistic particles interacting via an isotropic cross-section
σ, computed using the IReD approach [29, 30], as well as for the AW and Shakhov models considered in Sec. VI. Besides the
transport coefficients shown above, all models have δV V = τV , δππ = 4τπ/3, τV π = ℓV π, and τπV = 4ℓπV .

A(2)
S =

1

λmfp

 0.82802 0 0

0 0.70553 0

−1.2528/β2 1.5120/β 0.37256

 .

(182)

A. Problem description

The Riemann problem constitutes a well-established
test for the accuracy of fluid-dynamical codes. It con-
sists in determining the flow of a fluid which is initially
separated into distinct regions with different (constant)
values for its relevant parameters, such as flow velocity,
pressure, and density. In the cases considered here, which
are equivalent to the setups of Refs. [35, 36], we assume
the fluid to be homogeneous in the (x, y)-plane, such that
the system is effectively (1+1)-dimensional. The discon-
tinuity is taken to be at z = 0, thus dividing the fluid at
the initial time into two regions: the left region, where
z < 0, and the right region, where z > 0. In both regions,
the flow velocity is taken to vanish at initial time.

This setup corresponds to the so-called Sod shock tube
[32] and the subsequent evolution of the fluid gives rise
to 5 distinct regions. Far to the left (region 0), we have
the unperturbed initial state characterized by n = n0

and P = P0. A rarefaction wave (region 1) connects the
unperturbed fluid to a central plateau (region 2), where
n = n2 and P = P2 assume constant values. The central
plateau is split in two regions by the contact discontinu-
ity. In region 3, to the right of the contact discontinuity,
the density is n3 ̸= n2, while the pressure remains un-
changed, P2 = P3. Region 4, corresponding to the un-
perturbed fluid with parameters n = n4 and P = P4, lies
to the right of the shock front. In the perfect (inviscid)
fluid limit, the Sod shock tube problem can be solved an-
alytically [49]. The solution for the particular case of an
ultrarelativistic, classical ideal gas is presented in detail
in Ref. [12].

This analytical solution for the initial conditions con-
sidered in Sec. VIB is represented with a solid red line in
Fig. 4, with the particle density n, pressure P and four-
velocity uz shown in panels (a), (b) and (c), respectively.

The dotted black lines, arrows and inset labels indicate
the above-mentioned regions of the flow. We also show
here the results obtained using our code for the simple
case of the Anderson-Witting model, as well as BAMPS
data from Ref. [35] for comparison. It can be seen from
the figure that our numerical solution approaches the an-
alytical one as the shear viscosity to entropy density ratio
ηIS/s decreases (the meaning of the IS subscript will be
elucidated in the following subsection).

B. Sod shock tube

Our first test case will be the Sod shock tube setup
presented in Ref. [35], where the system is initialized at
vanishing chemical potential, µ = 0. The initial temper-
atures in the left (x < 0) and right (x > 0) regions are
T0 = 0.4 GeV and T4 = 0.2 GeV, respectively. The shear-
stress tensor and the diffusion current are zero at the ini-
tial time, but they develop nontrivial profiles during the
subsequent evolution of the fluid. For these quantities,
we benchmark the performance of the various Shakhov
models by comparison to the results obtained using the
BAMPS algorithm.
Before discussing the results, a few remarks regarding

our proposed comparison are in order. First, we note
that the results presented in Figs. 3–7 of Ref. [35] probe
the perfect fluid limit, being obtained at very low shear
viscosity to entropy density ratio, ηIS/s = 0.001, or at
very large constant cross section, σ = 224.431 mb. In
both cases, reasonable agreement with the analytical so-
lution of the relativistic Euler equations is found, how-
ever such large cross-section simulations require a fine
spatial resolution, making the simulations computation-
ally very time consuming (see discussion at the start of
Sec. IV.C of Ref. [35]). Consequently, as the correspond-
ing BAMPS results are very noisy, we will not consider
this limit in this paper and instead we will focus on the
cases η/s = 0.1 and 0.01, shown in Figs. 8–10 of Ref. [35].
To understand the comparison, we first note that,

in the BAMPS simulations, the desired η/s ratio was
achieved by employing a local interaction cross-section
σ = 1/nλmfp leading to the desired value of η. Based on
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solution for the inviscid case (shown with a solid red line).
The dotted black lines help distinguish the various features of
the flow structure.

the more recent method of moments analysis of DNMR
[27], we know that in a hard-sphere gas, the shear viscos-
ity is η ≃ 1.2676/βσ. However, in Ref. [35], the Israel-
Stewart relation ηIS = 2

5eλmfp = 1.2/βσ is employed.
Since the shear viscosity of the gas is given by the cross-

section σ, we conclude that the results shown in Ref. [35]
have a true η/s ratio given by

η

s
=

ηIS
s

× 1.2676

1.2
≃ ηIS

s
× 1.056, (183)

thus the actual ratio η/s is 5.6% larger than the one
reported in Ref. [35].
The comparison between the Shakhov and BAMPS re-

sults is shown in Fig. 5. Remarkably, π = πzz/γ2 is re-
covered well in all considered models, showing that fixing
the value of the shear viscosity alone is sufficient to cap-
ture the dynamics of the shear-stress tensor, as can be
seen in panels (a) and (b) of Fig. 5.
The heat flux qz, shown in panels (c) and (d) of

Fig. 5, exhibits an unexpected sensitivity to the higher-
order transport coefficients. For both ηIS/s = 0.01 and
ηIS/s = 0.1, qz has two peaks: the first corresponds to
the contact discontinuity, exhibiting a small, negative qz;
the second corresponds to the shock front and exhibits a
large, positive qz. Furthermore, at ηIS/s = 0.1, the heat
flux develops a non-trivial structure inside the rarefaction
wave. None of these features are correctly recovered by
the AW model. Remarkably, the shock front peak is al-
most two times taller in BAMPS than in the AW model.
Clearly, fixing the diffusion coefficient to match the one
in BAMPS is insufficient, as this provides a roughly 20%
increase in the height of the AW peak, as indicated by
the 1000 curves. Surprisingly, fixing the cross-coupling
coefficients ℓV π and ℓπV within the 1001 model provides
a very good match not just at the level of the two peaks,
but also throughout the rarefaction wave.
From these plots, it can be seen that all extended

Shakhov models (1001, 1012 and 2012) perform better
than standard RTA, which is not able to reproduce es-
pecially the stronger variations in the BAMPS data. In-
terestingly, the first-order Shakhov model that fixes the
diffusion coefficient κ is still strongly inconsistent with
the BAMPS data.

C. Heat flow problem

The second setup we consider is that of DNBMXRG
[36], consisting of two individual cases. In both cases,
the asymptotic left state is described by the temper-
ature T−∞ = 0.4 GeV and vanishing chemical poten-
tial, µ−∞ = 0, such that the reference pressure becomes
P0 ≡ P−∞ = gT 4

−∞/π2 = 5.401 GeV/fm3 for a degen-
eracy factor of g = 16 and the asymptotic left fugac-
ity is λ−∞ = eµ−∞/T−∞ = 1. The reference particle
number density then reads n0 ≡ n−∞ = P−∞/T−∞ =
13.50 fm−3. The initial conditions are specified at the
level of the pressure and fugacity, which are given by the
Woods-Saxon profile:

P (z) = P∞+
P0 − P∞

1 + ez/D
, λ(z) = λ∞+

λ0 − λ∞

1 + ez/D
, (184)

with D = 0.3 fm being the shock thickness. Considering
the relations P = gT 4λ/π2 and n = P/T , the particle
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number density n and temperature T can be obtained
from P and λ via

T =

(
π2P

gλ

)1/4

, n =

(
gλ

π2
P 3

)1/4

. (185)

At initial time, the fluid is at rest [uµ = (1, 0, 0, 0)] and
the diffusion current and shear-stress tensor vanish iden-
tically, V µ = πµν = 0.

Following Ref. [36], we consider two sets of initial con-
ditions, labeled as case (i) and case (ii). For case (i),
the fugacity stays constant, λ(z) = eµ(z)/T (z) = 1, and
the pressure drops to P∞ = gT 4

∞/π2 = 0.824 GeV/fm3,

corresponding to T∞ = 0.25 GeV. In summary, we have

(i) : λ∞ = 1, P∞ = 0.824 GeV/fm3,

T∞ = 0.250 GeV, n∞ = 3.297 fm−3. (186)

For case (ii), the pressure stays constant, P (z) = P0,
while the fugacity drops to its asymptotic right state,
λ∞ = 0.2, such that

(ii) : λ∞ = 0.2, P∞ = 5.401 GeV/fm3,

T∞ = 0.598 GeV, n∞ = 9.030 fm−3. (187)

The simulation domain spans L = 14 fm, such that
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FIG. 6. Profiles of (a) P/P0, (b) λ = eα, (c) qz/P and (d) π/P with respect to x taken at t = 6 fm for the initial conditions
referred to as “case 1,” described in Sec. VIC. The datasets corresponding to σ = 2 mb (filled symbols) and 8 mb (open
symbols) are shifted symmetrically by the quantities +∆ and −∆, respectively, with ∆P = 0.1, ∆λ = 0.05, ∆q = 0.01, and
∆π = 0.

−L/2 < z < L/2 and the total simulated time is
T = 6 fm.

As in the preceeding section, we consider that the fluid
is made up of ultrarelativistic hard-sphere particles in-
teracting via an isotropic cross-section σ. Contrary to
the situation in the previous section, σ is fixed and we
shall consider either σ = 2 mb or 8 mb. This means
that the ratio η/s is no longer constrained to be a con-
stant. Nevertheless, the relaxation time τR is still fixed

via Eq. (176), namely

τR =
5η

4P
=

1.5845

nσ
, (188)

where n ≡ n(z) is the local particle number density. The
Shakhov model is then implemented exactly as discussed
in the preceeding section, using λmfp = 1/nσ. The nu-
merical results are shown in Figs. 6 and 7 and, before
discussing them in detail below, we mention that for pre-
sentation purposes, we have chosen to show the results
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FIG. 7. Profiles of (a) λ = eα, (b) P/P0, (c) qz/P and (d) π/P with respect to x taken at t = 6 fm for the initial conditions
referred to as “case 2.” As in Fig. 6, we have shifted the datasets with ∆λ = 0.15, ∆P = 0.003, ∆q = −0.01, and ∆π = 0.002.

for both values of σ together on the same canvas. For this
purpose, we have shifted each quantity A by an offset ∆A

for σ = 2 mb and by −∆A for σ = 8 mb.

Case (i) above is a milder version of the example con-
sidered in the previous subsection. First, the temper-
ature jump is smaller (T∞ = 0.25 GeV compared to
0.2 GeV considered in Sec. VIB), and second, the initial
discontinuity is smoothed out by the Woods-Saxon pro-
file. Fig. 6 shows the comparison between the BAMPS
data and our simulation results. Panels (a) and (d) show
the normalized pressure P/P0 and the shear-stress ten-
sor coefficient π ≡ πzz/γ2. All models (including the

AW model) are in good agreement with the BAMPS
data, confirming that the dynamics of these quantities
are dominated by the shear viscosity η, which is correctly
recovered by all considered models.

Panels (b) and (c) of Fig. 6 show the fugacity, λ =
eµ/T , and the heat flux qz = −(e + P )V z/n. For the
larger cross-section, σ = 8 mb, shown with empty sym-
bols, all model results seem to be consistent with the
BAMPS data at the level of the fugacity. However, panel
(c) shows that the AW and 1000 models significantly
underestimate the peak values of the heat flux, while
the higher-order models (1001, 1012 and 2012) capture
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FIG. 8. Same as Fig. 6 for the Shakhov model implementing the DNMR transport coefficients. The “2012, IReD” entry shown
in red with rhombi corresponds to the results obtained using the IReD transport coefficients, being in excellent agreement with
the BAMPS data.

the BAMPS data quite accurately. For the lower cross-
section, σ = 2 mb, shown with full symbols, the AW and
1000 models deviate significantly from the BAMPS data
for both λ and qz. The 1001 model provides a significant
improvement, however one may observe a slight discrep-
ancy in the λ profile before the onset of the shock front,
as well as a slight overestimation of the heat-flux peak.
On the other hand, both high-order models (1012 and
2012) are in excellent agreement with BAMPS.

The setup considered as “case (ii),” shown in Fig. 7,
favours a flow pattern dominated by the heat flux. While

the fugacity λ, shown in panel (a), is excellently cap-
tured by all models, the pressure fluctuations, arising at
a subpercent level around the initial value, are completely
missed by the AW and 1000 models. The higher-order
models give a reasonable representation of the general
trend of these fluctuations, with the 1001 model per-
forming (surprisingly) marginally better than the 1012
and 2012 models, however the small amplitude of the
oscillations may indicate that transport phenomena be-
yond second order may play an important role. The same
remarks hold equally for the shear-stress coefficient π,
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shown in panel (d).
Surprisingly, the heat flux profile shown in panel (c)

of Fig. 7 is recovered by all Shakhov models, while the
AWmodel underestimates its magnitude by roughly 11%.
The first-order Shakhov model 1000, implementing the
correct value of the diffusion coefficient, already pro-
vides an excellent match to the BAMPS data. Further-
more, the (1001) model already captures the main fea-
tures of the pressure and shear-stress tensor fluctuations,
while the higher order models (1012 and 2012) provide a
marginal improvement over the 1001 model.

D. Using the DNMR transport coefficients

Before ending this section, we remark that the point of
the original DNBMXRG paper [36] was to demonstrate
that one can obtain agreement with the BAMPS data
within the framework of second-order fluid dynamics by
increasing the number of dynamical moments. Surpris-
ingly, Figs. 2 and 3 of Ref. [36] indicate that keeping
the original 14 dynamical moments – for ultrarelativis-
tic particles, just 13 moments, namely n, uµ, e, V µ, and
πµν – and increasing the accuracy for the computation
of the transport coefficients within the DNMR method
of moments leads to worse agreement with BAMPS.

The reason for this apparently divergent behaviour lies
in the way the second-order hydrodynamics scheme is set
up. In the original DNMR framework, one encounters
second-order terms of the type Re−2 (not considered in
our present work), Re−1Kn (the J , J µ, and J µν terms),
and Kn2 (the K, Kµ, and Kµν terms). The latter Kn2

terms are parabolic and must thus be omitted from a hy-
drodynamics solver, as is done also in Ref. [36]. Within
the IReD framework of Ref. [29], these Kn2 terms are con-
sistently absorbed in the Re−1Kn terms, which leads to
a restoration of the second-order accuracy by a modifica-
tion of the second-order transport coefficients appearing
in the Re−1Kn terms. Hence, employing the values of
the transport coefficients for the Re−1Kn terms derived
in the DNMR framework while discarding the O(Kn2)
terms cannot lead to a hydrodynamic model which is
second-order accurate, hence the persistent discrepancy
to the BAMPS data.

To test this, we consider again the Shakhov models
discussed until now, tuned to recover the DNMR trans-
port coefficients for hard-sphere interactions, shown in
Table II. The equivalent AW and (1000) models are ev-
idently identical to the IReD ones, since they fix only
the first-order transport coefficients, which are identi-
cal between the IReD and DNMR approaches. For
the (1001) model, we employed ℓV π = 0.11921βτV and
ℓπV = −0.68317τπ/β. The higher order (1012) and
(2012) models are derived in Sections B 3 and B4 of the
appendix. In all cases, we summarize the resulting trans-
port coefficients in Table II

Our results shown in Fig. 8 confirm the interpretation
that the transport coefficients derived within the DNMR

framework are ill-suited for hydrodynamical simulations.
While the pressure [panel (a)] and shear-stress coefficient
π [panel (d)] profiles are recovered well by all models,
showing that the dynamics of these quantities is domi-
nated just by the value of the shear viscosity η, the fu-
gacity λ [panel (b)] and most of all, the heat flux [panel
(c)], are strongly sensitive to the second-order transport
coefficients and the Shakhov model results with DNMR
coefficients exhibit strong disagreement to the BAMPS
data. One can see again that employing the IReD trans-
port coefficients within the high-order 2012 model gives
excellent agreement with the BAMPS data.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we presented a general method to ex-
tend the standard Anderson-Witting (AW) relaxation-
time approximation (RTA) for the Boltzmann equation
via a high-order Shakhov-like construction. Depending
on the chosen truncation, the model allows for a vary-
ing number of transport coefficients to be fixed from the
hydrodynamic limit of kinetic theory. To validate our
construction, we first considered two canonical setups:
the Bjorken flow for massive particles and longitudinal
waves for massless particles, where we compared simula-
tion results between the Shakhov model and second-order
Israel-Stewart-like hydrodynamics with transport coeffi-
cients taken from the Shakhov model. In the context
of the Bjorken flow, we demonstrated that the Shakhov
model can be used to simultaneously tweak the shear
viscosity η, bulk viscosity ζ, and the bulk-shear cou-
pling coefficient λΠπ. In the longitudinal waves setup, we
demonstrated that the Shakhov model is able to simul-
taneously tweak the shear viscosity η, particle diffusivity
κ, and the shear-diffusion cross-coupling coefficients, ℓV π

and ℓπV . The results of the kinetic Shakhov model where
in good agreement with those from hydrodynamical sim-
ulations with the transport coefficients expected from the
Shakhov model, validating the hydrodynamic limit of the
Shakhov model.
The third example that we considered consisted of sev-

eral incarnations of the Riemann problem, where we em-
ployed the Shakhov model to reproduce the solution of
the full Boltzmann equation obtained using the BAMPS
(Boltzmann approach to multi-parton scattering) code
for massless particles interacting via an isotropic cross-
section σ. The transport coefficients of such a hard-
sphere gas were computed using the method of moments
in the famous DNMR paper [27], and we took them in
the IReD formulation that completely avoids parabolic,
O(Kn2) terms [29] (see also Ref. [30] for a discussion on
the analytical structure of the hard-sphere collision ma-
trix). Here we considered several models, in increasing
order of complexity:

• The AW model, which recovers just the shear vis-
cosity η.
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Model ησβ τπ/λmfp βℓπV /τπ τππ/τπ βλπV /τπ κσ τV /λmfp ℓV π/βτV λV V /τV λV π/βτV

HS 1.2676 2 −0.68317 1.6888 0.24188 0.15892 2.5721 0.11921 0.92095 0.051709

1001 1.2676 1.98958 −0.68317 1.43987 0 0.15892 1.9070 0.11921 0.6 0.032698

1012 1.2676 2 −0.68317 1.6888 0.24188 0.15892 2.5721 0.11921 0.76998 0.043070

2012 1.2676 1.6557 −0.56960 1.6945 0.20503 0.15892 2.0838 0.028371 0.89862 0.069273

TABLE II. Transport coefficients for the hard-sphere gas of ultrarelativistic particles interacting via an isotropic cross-section σ,
computed using the original DNMR approach [27, 30], as well as for the high-order Shakhov models (1001), (1012), and (2012)
considered in Sec. VID. Besides the transport coefficients shown above, all models have δV V = τV , δππ = 4τπ/3, τV π = ℓV π,
and τπV = 4ℓπV .

• The first-order Shakhov model, labeled (1000), re-
covering both η and the particle diffusivity κ;

• The (1001) model, discussed in the context of lon-
gitudinal waves, recovering η, κ, as well as the
diffusion-shear coupling coefficients ℓV π and ℓπV ;

• The (1012) model, recovering all transport coeffi-
cients except λV V and λV π;

• The (2012) model, recovering all first- and second-
order transport coefficients of the hard-sphere
model.

In the above, we employed the (N1, N2, s1, s2) models in-
troduced in Sec. III F. As explained in Eq. (116), such
models benefit from 2(N1 + N2 + s1 + s2) independent
degrees of freedom, plus the overall relaxation time τR.
For simplicity, we took τR to be related to the model’s
shear viscosity η through the standard RTA relation,
τR = 5η/4P . Then, the (1000) model has 2 parameters,
used to fix η and κ; the (1001) model has 4 parameters,
fixing η, κ, ℓV π, and ℓπV ; the (1012) model has 8 param-
eters, fixing η, κ, τπ, τV , ℓV π, ℓπV , τππ, and λπV ; finally,
the (2012) model has 10 free parameters, fixing also λV V

and λV π.
Our first conclusion was that the dynamics of both the

pressure P and the shear-stress tensor πµν is dominated
by the shear viscosity η and is thus accurately recovered
by all considered models, including the AW mode. Con-
trary to expectations, the dynamics of the heat flux qµ

requires more than just fixing the diffusion coefficient κ.
While performing in principle better than the AW model,
the first-order (1000) Shakhov model is still in visible dis-
agreement with the BAMPS data. A notable exception
is that of “case 2” from DNBMXRG [36], where both P
and πµν exhibit subleading fluctuations and the dynam-
ics of qµ is dominated by κ, such that the (1000) model
is in excellent agreement with the BAMPS data. In a
more general setting, cross-couplings are important and
the (1001) model provides a significant improvement over
the AW and (1000) models by correctly capturing the
ℓV π and ℓπV coefficients. The small discrepancies with
respect to the BAMPS data are almost entirely removed
when considering the (1012) and (2012) models.

We must remark that in this paper, we have focused
entirely on the linearized part of the collision term. For

a generic 2 → 2 scattering, the moments of the collision
term receive both a linear and a quadratic contribution
[45]. Since our models already display very good agree-
ment to the BAMPS data, we can only conclude that for
the instances of the Riemann problem considered in this
paper, these missing Re−2 terms make subleading contri-
butions, however it is not inconceivable that such terms
may become important in more general settings.
The setups presented here can be applied to more com-

plex (3 + 1)-dimensional problems, in particular related
to the study of heavy-ion collisions. While usually in
simulations a hydrodynamic stage is followed by an after-
burner which is based on kinetic theory, a Shakhov-type
model can cover both regimes, eliminating the need for
particlization.
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Appendix A: Numerical scheme

In this section of the appendix, we discuss the method
employed to obtain numerical solutions of the Boltzmann
equation with the Shakhov-like collision model. The
scheme extends that introduced in Refs. [37] and [26]
and employs the so-called rapidity-based moments, sum-
marized in Sec. A 1. Sections A 2 and A3 summarize
the strategy employed for the Bjorken flow and Riemann
problems, respectively. Section A4 summarizes the dis-
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cretization scheme and numerical algorithm. Finally, we
provide a note on code availability in Sec. A 5.

1. Boltzmann Equation in 1+1-D Minkowski space
and 0+1-D Milne space

The applications considered in the validation sections
concern flows which are homogeneous with respect to the
transverse plane spanned by x⊥, such that the Boltz-
mann equation reads

kt∂tfk + kz∂zfk = −Ek

τR
(fk − fSk). (A1)

We parametrize the momentum space as(
kt

kz

)
= m⊥

(
cosh y

sinh y

)
,

(
kx

ky

)
= k⊥

(
cosφk

sinφk

)
, (A2)

where m⊥ =
√
k2
⊥ +m2 is the transverse mass, y =

tanh−1 vz is the rapidity, and vz = kz/kt. Dividing
Eq. (A1) by kt, we arrive at

∂tfk + vz∂zfk = −γ(1− βzvz)

τR
(fk − fSk), (A3)

where we assumed that the transverse components of the
four-velocity vanish, uµ∂µ = γ(∂t+βz∂z). Equation (A3)
is appropriate to analyze the sound and shock wave prop-
agation problems considered in Sections V and VI.

In the case of the Bjorken flow considered in Sec. IV,
invariance with respect to longitudinal boosts imposes
the velocity profile uµ∂µ = τ−1(t∂t + z∂z), where τ =√
t2 − z2 is the Bjorken time. Introducing the space-time

rapidity η = tanh−1(z/t), such that

t = τ cosh η, z = τ sinh η, (A4)

Eq. (A1) becomes

∂fk
∂τ

+ tanh(y − η)
1

τ

∂fk
∂η

= − 1

τR
(fk − fSk), (A5)

where the functional dependence of the distribution func-
tion is fk ≡ fk(τ,x⊥, η;m⊥, φk, tanh y). Boost invari-
ance dictates that fk depends on η and y only through
their difference. It is therefore convenient to parametrize
the momentum space using (m⊥, φk, v

z) with vz ≡
tanh(y − η), such that Eq. (A5) finally reads [26, 37]

∂fk
∂τ

− vz(1− v2z)

τ

∂fk
∂vz

= − 1

τR
(fk − fSk), (A6)

where in the above, fk ≡ fk(τ ;m⊥, φk, vz). This
parametrization can be related to that arising when the
curvilinear coordinates (τ, η) are employed, when it is
convenient to introduce

kτ =
∂τ

∂t
kt +

∂τ

∂z
kz = m⊥ cosh(y − η),

kηs =
∂ηs
∂t

kt +
∂ηs
∂z

kz =
m⊥

τ
sinh(y − η), (A7)

such that vz = τkη/kτ .
The macroscopic moments of the distribution func-

tion are obtained after integration over the momentum
space using the integration measure d3k/k0, which reads
dkxdkydkz/kt on Minkowski space and τdkxdkydkη/kτ

on Milne space. In both cases, when employing the ap-
propriate parametrization (m⊥, φk, v

z), this integration
measure becomes∫

d3k

k0
→
∫ 1

−1

dvz

1− v2z

∫ 2π

0

dφk

∫ ∞

m

dm⊥m⊥ . (A8)

In the case of the 0+1-D and 1+1-D flows considered in
this paper, the parametrization of the momentum space
using the rapidity-based degrees of freedom (m⊥, φk, v

z)
allows the dimensionality of the momentum space to be
reduced from 3 degrees of freedom to a single one, namely
vz. Introducing the rapidity-based moments

Fn(v
z) =

g

(2π)3

∫ 2π

0

dφk

∫ ∞

m

dm⊥ mn+1
⊥

(1− v2z)
(n+2)/2

fk, (A9)

it is possible to recast Eq. (A3) as

∂Fn

∂t
+ vz

∂Fn

∂z
= −γ(1− βzvz)

τ
(Fn − F S

n ), (A10a)

while Eq. (A6) becomes:

∂Fn

∂τ
+

1

τ
[1 + (n− 1)v2z ]Fn − 1

τ

∂[vz(1− v2z)Fn]

∂vz

= − 1

τR
(Fn − F S

n ). (A10b)

The functions F S
n corresponding to the Shakhov distri-

bution fSk must be computed using Eq. (A9). A general
expression is cumbersome and uninsightful, such that we
defer the details of this computation to the following sub-
sections, where we will separately make use of the par-
ticular symmetries of the 0+1-D Bjorken flow of massive
particles and the 1 + 1-D Riemann problem for massless
particles.

2. Strategy for Bjorken flow

Due to the symmetries of the 0 + 1-D Bjorken flow,
Tµν = diag(e, PT , PT , τ

−2PL) has a diagonal form, while
uµ∂µ = ∂τ . The quantities e = T ττ , PL = τ2T ηη and
PT = 1

2 (e−PL−Tµ
µ) can be obtained from the moments

Fn using

Tµ
µ = m2

∫ 1

−1

dvzF0,(
T ττ

τ2T ηη

)
=

∫ 1

−1

dvz

(
1

v2z

)
F2. (A11)
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In this paper, we consider just the case of a gas in chem-
ical equilibrium (α = 0), for which the vector moments
are not relevant.

The requirements of orthogonality to uµ, tracelessness
and transverse-plane isotropy constrains the form of the
irreducible rank-2 tensors, written with respect to the
Bjorken coordinates (τ, x, y, η), to

ρµνr = diag

(
0,−1

2
,−1

2
,
1

τ2

)
πr, (A12)

such that their dynamics can be described by the scalar
quantities πr, with π0 = 2

3 (PL − PT ). In terms of the
functions Fn, the quantities πr can be written as:

πr =
1

3

∫ 1

−1

dvz[(3v
2
z − 1)Fr+2 +m2Fr]. (A13)

Similarly, the non-equilibrium contributions to the scalar
moments ρr can be obtained via

ρr =

∫ 1

−1

dvz(Fr − F eq
r ), (A14)

with the bulk viscous pressure given by Π = −m2

3 ρ0 =
1
3 (e− 3P − Tµ

µ).
We finally discuss the construction of the Shakhov

functions FS
n . In the case of the ideal gas considered

in this section, the Shakhov term fSk becomes

fSk = f0k(1 + Sk), (A15)

with Sk given by Eq. (136). Using Eq. (142), Sk becomes

Sk =
(
πS;−2 πS;0

)(
j4 −j2
−j2 j0

)(
1

m2
⊥/(1− v2z)

)

×
(
3v2z − 1

2
+

m2

2

1− v2z
m2

⊥

)
, (A16)

where jn = Jn2/(J02J22 − J2
42). Specifically, we find

F S
n = F eq

n +
(
πS;−2 πS;0

)(
j4 −j2
−j2 j0

)

×

[
3v2z − 1

2

(
F eq
n

F eq
n+2

)
+

m2

2

(
F eq
n−2

F eq
n

)]
, (A17)

where the functions F eq
n introduced in Eq. (A9) evaluate

to

F eq
n =

geα

4π2
Tn+2 Γ

(
n+ 2,

m/T√
1− v2z

)
, (A18)

with Γ(n, x) =
∫∞
x

tn−1e−tdt being the incomplete
Gamma function. The coefficients πS;−2 and πS;0 charac-
terizing the Shakhov distribution can be calculated from

the coefficients π−2 and π0 obtained from fk using the
following matrix equation:(

πS;−2

πS;0

)
=

(
1− τRA(2)

S;−2,−2 −τRA(2)
S;−2,0

−τRA(2)
S;0,−2 1− τRA(2)

S;0,0

)(
π−2

π0

)
,

(A19)

with the matrix elements A(2)
S;rn given in Eq. (135). Tak-

ing into account that πr can be expressed in terms of
Fr+2 and Fr, as shown in Eq. (A13), the above rela-
tion shows that the Boltzmann equation for the rapidity-
based moments, Eq. (A10a), can be closed by tracking
the evolution of F−2, F0 and F2.

3. Strategy for 1+ 1-D flows

We now move to the case of 1 + 1-D flows. Due to the
symmetries of a system with transverse-space homogene-
ity, the only non-vanishing components of Tµν are its
diagonal ones, as well as T tz = T zt. The components T tt

and T zz are as in Eq. (A11), the trace cancels (Tµ
µ = 0),

while T tz is given by

T tz =

∫ 1

−1

dvz vzF2. (A20)

Due to isotropy in the transverse plane, the transverse
components satisfy T xx = T yy = 1

2 (T
tt − T zz). The

Landau frame can be obtained by solving the eigenvalue
equation Tµ

νu
ν = euµ, i.e.(
T tt −T tz

T tz −T zz

)(
1

βz

)
= e

(
1

βz

)
. (A21)

This leads to the solution

e =
1

2
[T tt − T zz +

√
(T tt + T zz)2 − 4(T tz)2], (A22)

while βz = T tz/(e + T zz) [38]. The particle number
density n = uµN

µ = γ(N t − βzNz) can be obtained
using (

N t

Nz

)
=

∫ 1

−1

dvz

(
1

vz

)
F1. (A23)

As in the case of the Bjorken flow, the vector and tensor
off-equilibrium moments ρµr and ρµνr are each character-
ized by a single number, Vr and πr, which we define as
follows:

ρµr ∂µ = Vr(β
z∂t + ∂z),

ρµνr = πr


β2
zγ

2 0 0 βzγ2

0 − 1
2 0 0

0 0 − 1
2 0

βzγ2 0 0 γ2

 . (A24)
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Defining the macroscopic quantities Nµ
r = ⟨kµEr

k⟩ and
Tµν
r = ⟨kµkνEr

k⟩, we have(
N t

r

Nz
r

)
=

∫ 1

−1

dvz

(
1

vz

)
(u · v)rFr+1 ,T tt

r

T tz
r

T zz
r

 =

∫ 1

−1

dvz

 1

vz

v2z

 (u · v)rFr+2 , (A25)

where vµ = kµ/k0 and u · v = γ(1 − βzvz). Apart
from the components T ij

r = 1
2δ

ij(T tt
r − T zz

r − Tµ
r;µ) with

i, j ∈ {1, 2} being transverse indices, all other transverse
components N i

r, T
ti
r and T iz

r can be taken to vanish. The
non-equilibrium quantities Vr and πr can be obtained via

Vr = ∆z
νN

ν
r = γ2

∫ 1

−1

dvz(u · v)rFr(v
z − βz),

πr =
1

γ2
∆zz

µνT
µν
r =

∫ 1

−1

dvz(u · v)rFr

×
[
2

3
γ2(vz − βz)2 − 1− v2z

3

]
. (A26)

We now discuss the moments F S
n of the Shakhov dis-

tribution function. Considering the generic split fSk =
f0k + δfSk, we have

F S
n = F eq

n + δF S
n , (A27)

where F eq
n reduces to

F eq
n =

geα

4π2

∫ ∞

0

dm⊥ mn+1
⊥

(1− v2z)
(n+2)/2

exp

(
−βm⊥(u · v)√

1− v2z

)

=
In0

2(u · v)n+2
, (A28)

with In0 = geα(n + 1)!/2π2βn+2, as shown in
Eq. (82). Furthermore, considering that δfSk =

f0kf̃0k
∑L

ℓ=0

∑Nℓ

r=−sℓ
ρµ1···µℓ

S;r k⟨µ1
· · · kµℓ⟩E

−sℓ
k H̃(ℓ)

k,r+sℓ
, we

have

δF S
n =

1

2

L∑
ℓ=0

(2ℓ+ 1)!!

(−1)ℓℓ!

×
Nℓ∑

r=−sℓ

ρµ1···µℓ

S;r v⟨µ1
· · · vµℓ⟩

(u · v)ℓ+n+2
F̃ (ℓ)

ℓ−sℓ−n,r+sℓ
, (A29)

where F̃ (ℓ)
rn was introduced in Eq. (59) and was evaluated

in Eq. (95) for the massless case. In order to arrive at

Eq. (A29), we inserted kt = m⊥/
√
1− v2z , performed

the φk-integral and employed that in the massless limit

F̃ (ℓ)
rn =

(−1)ℓℓ!

(2ℓ+ 1)!!
β−2(ℓ−sℓ)−2+r g

2π2

×
∫ ∞

0

dxx2(ℓ−sℓ)+1−rf0(x)f̃0(x)H̃(ℓ)
kn(x) ,

where x = βk0 and we evaluated the integral in the rest
frame of the fluid. Specializing the above to the case
when 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2 gives

F S
n = F eq

n − 3(βz − vz)

2(u · v)n+3

N1∑
r=−s1

VS;rF̃ (1)
1−s1−n,r+s1

+
15

4(u · v)n+4

[
γ2(βz − vz)2 − 1− v2z

2

]
×

N2∑
r=−s2

πS;rF̃ (2)
2−s2−n,r+s2

, (A30)

where we employed Eq. (A24) and used that kµkµ =
0. The coefficients VS;r and πS;r corresponding to the
Shakhov distribution can be obtained from the coeffi-
cients Vr and πr corresponding to fk via

VS;r =

N1∑
n=−s1

(δrn − τRA(1)
S;rn)Vn ,

πS;r =

N2∑
n=−s2

(δrn − τRA(2)
S;rn)πn , (A31)

cf. Eq. (52).

4. Space, time and momentum space discretization

The numerical algorithms employed in this paper are
identical to those described in the supplementary ma-
terial of Ref. [26] and fall in the category of the discrete
velocity methods (DVM) (see Refs. [12, 14, 18, 26, 37, 39]
for previous developments of this code) . Due to the sym-
metries of the flows considered in this paper, the momen-
tum space becomes one dimensional. The remaining vz

degree of freedom is discretized according to the Gauss-
Legendre prescription, such that the continuous functions
Fn(v

z) are replaced by

Fn;j = wjFn(v
z
j ), wj =

2(1− v2z;j)

[(K + 1)PK+1(vzj )]
2
, (A32)

where vzj (1 ≤ j ≤ K) are the K roots of the Legen-
dre polynomial PK(z) and wj are the associated weights.
The derivative with respect to vz appearing in Eq. (A6)
is replaced by the finite sum[

∂[vz(1− v2z)Fn]

∂vz

]
j

=

K∑
j′=1

Kj,j′Fn;j′ , (A33)

where the kernel Kj,j′ is obtained by projecting the left-
hand side expression onto the space of Legendre polyno-
mials [12]:

Kj,j′ = wj

K−3∑
m=1

m(m+ 1)(m+ 2)

2(2m+ 3)
Pm(vzj )Pm+2(v

z
j′)
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− wj

K−1∑
m=1

m(m+ 1)

2
Pm(vzj )

[
(2m+ 1)Pm(vzj′)

(2m− 1)(2m+ 3)

+
m− 1

2m− 1
Pm−2(v

z
j′)

]
. (A34)

The time stepping is performed using the third-order
total variation diminishing (TVD) Runge-Kutta algo-
rithm of Refs. [50, 51]. Considering the equation ∂tf =
L[t, f ], the scheme advances fn ≡ f(tn) from time tn to
fn+1 ≡ f(tn+1) at time tn+1 = tn + δtn via two interme-
diate stages:

fn+1 =
1

3
fn +

2

3
f (2)
n +

2

3
δtnL

[
tn +

1

2
δtn, f

(2)
n

]
,

f (2)
n =

3

4
fn +

1

4
f (1)
n +

1

4
δtnL[tn + δtn, f

(1)
n ] ,

f (1)
n = fn + δtnL[tn, fn] . (A35)

In the case of Bjorken flow, the time step is taken adap-
tively, δτn = min(10−3τn, τR/2), while in the case of the
longitudinal waves and Riemann problems, we employ
equal time steps.

Finally, the spatial advection for the 1+1-D problems
is implemented using a flux-based scheme. The domain
of length L is discretized using S equal intervals of size
δz = L/S. The spatial nodes are taken as the centers of
these cells, having coordinates zs = (s − 1

2 )δz − L
2 (1 ≤

s ≤ S). The spatial derivative at point zs is calculated
using (

vz
∂Fn

∂z

)
s

=
Fs+1/2 − Fs−1/2

δz
, (A36)

where the flux Fs+1/2 at the interface between cells s
and s−1 is computed using the upwind-biased WENO-5
(fifth-order weighted essentially non-oscillatory) scheme
of Refs. [49, 52].

5. Note on code availability

The numerical code, raw data, and scripts to generate
the plots shown in this paper are available on Code Ocean
[41]. The code consists of two separate programs, one for
the Bjorken flow and the other for the Riemann problem,
extending the code in Ref. [26] (the original version for
the Bjorken flow code was introduced in Ref. [37]). We
remark that the evaluation of the modified Bessel func-
tions Kn(z) and of the Bickley function Ki1(z), required
for the Bjorken flow problem, is performed using the al-
gorithms designed by D.E. Amos in Refs. [53–56], openly
available through the OpenSpecfun project.1

1 Source files downloaded from
https://github.com/JuliaMath/openspecfun, commit number
70239b8d1fe351042ad3321e33ae97923967f7b9.

Appendix B: Shakhov matrices for ultarelativistic
hard spheres

In this appendix, we illustrate the procedure for the
implementation of the (1012) and (2012) high-order
Shakhov matrices, tuned to recover the transport coeffi-
cients of a classical gas of hard-sphere particles, interact-
ing via the constant cross section σ, shown on the first
lines of Tables I and II. In sections B 1 and B2, we focus
on recovering the transport coefficients obtained in the
IReD (inverse-Reynolds dominance) approach [29, 30],
summarized in Table I. Sections B 3 and B4 present
the collision matrices recovering the values of the trans-
port coefficients calculated using the standard DNMR
approach [27, 30].

1. IReD (N1, N2, s1, s2)=(1012) model

In this truncation, the basis is shifted downwards as far
as possible in the ultrarelativistic case. The interesting
submatrices and their inverses for ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 2 are
given by

A(1)
S;rn =

(
A(1)

S;−1,−1 A(1)
S;−1,0

A(1)
S;0,−1 A(1)

S;0,0

)
,

τ
(1)
S;rn =

(
τ
(1)
S;−1,−1 τ

(1)
S;−1,0

τ
(1)
S;0,−1 τ

(1)
S;0,0

)
, (B1)

and

A(2)
S;rn =

A(2)
S;−2,−2 A(2)

S;−2,−1 A(2)
S;−2,0

A(2)
S;−1,−2 A(2)

S;−1,−1 A(2)
S;−1,0

A(2)
S;0,−2 A(2)

S;0,−1 A(2)
S;0,0

 ,

τ
(2)
S;rn =

τ
(2)
S;−2,−2 τ

(2)
S;−2,−1 τ

(2)
S;−2,0

τ
(2)
S;−1,−2 τ

(2)
S;−1,−1 τ

(2)
S;−1,0

τ
(2)
S;0,−2 τ

(2)
S;0,−1 τ

(2)
S;0,0

 , (B2)

respectively. In the above and in what follows, we em-
ployed bold font to highlight the (0, 0) entry in each ma-
trix. The first-order transport coefficients read in this
case

κ0 =
Pβ

12

(
τ
(1)
S;0,−1β + τ

(1)
S;00

)
,

η0 =
P

15

(
τ
(2)
S;0,−2β

2 + 3τ
(2)
S;0,−1β + 12τ

(2)
S;00

)
. (B3)

The relaxation times are given by

τV = τ
(1)
S;0,−1C

(1)
−1 + τ

(1)
S;00 ,

τπ = τ
(2)
S;0,−2C

(2)
−2 + τ

(2)
S;0,−1C

(2)
−1 + τ

(2)
S;00 , (B4)

while the second-order transport coefficients for the par-
ticle diffusion read
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δV V = τV , λV V =
1

5

(
C(1)
−1τ

(1)
S;0,−1 + 3τ

(1)
S;0,0

)
,

ℓV π = τV π =

[
τ
(1)
S;0,−1

(
β2

12
− C(2)

−2

)
+ τ

(1)
S;00

(
β

4
− C(2)

−1

)]
,

λV π =
1

4

(
2τ

(1)
S;0,−1C

(2)
−2 + τ

(1)
S;00C

(2)
−1

)
. (B5)

Lastly, the second-order transport coefficients for the
shear-stress tensor are given by

δππ =
4

3
τπ , λπV =

1

10
τ
(2)
S;0,−2C

(1)
−1 ,

τππ =
2

7

[
C(2)
−2τ

(2)
S;0,−2 + 3C(2)

−1τ
(2)
S;0,−1 + 5τ

(2)
S;00

]
,

ℓπV =
1

4
τπV =

2

5

(
C(1)
−1τ

(2)
S;0,−2 + τ

(2)
S;0,−1

)
. (B6)

Let us briefly discuss how a matching procedure may

look like in this case. Firstly, we may fix τ
(1)
S;0,0 and τ

(2)
S;0,0

via κ0 and η0, respectively. Then, we fix τ
(1)
S;0,−1 and

τ
(2)
S;0,−1 via τV and τπ. The last remaining coefficient in

the zeroth row of τ
(2)
S , i.e., τ

(2)
S;0,−2, is fixed by means of

ℓπV , after which C(2)
−1 is expressed via τππ. Having used all

nonvanishing second-order coefficients of the shear-stress

equation, we turn to the diffusion current and fix C(2)
−2

through ℓV π. By now we have left only C(1)
−1 as a degree

of freedom, but three free coefficients, namely λV π, λV V

and λπV . Thus, we have to choose one of these coeffi-

cients to fix C(1)
−1 and compare the results for the other

two with the reference values from Ref. [30], where they
have been computed to high precision recently.

Putting in the converged values from Ref. [30] (con-
sidering the “IReD”-values, which are based on the ap-
proach presented in Ref. [29]) and fixing λπV , we fol-
low the procedure outlined above numerically to ob-

tain the values of τ
(1)
S and τ

(2)
S . Note that, since only

the values of C(2)
−2 , C(2)

−1 and C(1)
−1 are fixed, we may set

τ
(2)
S;−2,−1 = τ

(2)
S;−2,0 = τ

(2)
S;−1,−2 = τ

(2)
S;−1,0 = τ

(1)
S;−1,0 = 0.

Furthermore, since there are two solutions for the matri-
ces, we may classify them by the agreement between the
(unfixed) values for λV V , λV π and the reference values
λV V = 1.8725/(Pβσ), λV π = 0.14435/(Pσ) [30]. The
two solutions yield

λ
(i)
V V = 2.3185/(Pβσ) , λ

(i)
V π = 0.16508/(Pσ) ,

λ
(ii)
V V = 1.5879/(Pβσ) , λ

(ii)
V π = 0.13114/(Pσ) , (B7)

where the second solution fits slightly better. Choosing
this solution, we obtain

τ
(1)
S =λmfp

(
1.5768 0

−1.0208/β 2.9279

)
,

τ
(2)
S =λmfp

 1.1775 0 0

0 1.4092 0

4.1056/β2 −5.7524/β 2.6805

 , (B8)

where λmfp = 1/Pβσ and we have represented in bold
font the (0, 0) component of each matrix. The actual
matrices needed for the Shakhov term are then

A(1)
S =

1

λmfp

(
0.63419 0

0.22111β−1 0.34155

)
,

A(2)
S =

1

λmfp

 0.84927 0 0

0 0.70961 0

−1.3008β−2 1.5229β−1 0.37307

 .

(B9)

2. IReD (N1, N2, s1, s2)=(2012) model

We now consider the truncation where the basis is
shifted downwards as far as possible and an additional
vectorial moment is included, i.e., the submatrices are
given by

A(1)
S;rn =

A(1)
S;−1,−1 A(1)

S;−1,0 A(1)
S;−1,2

A(1)
S;0,−1 A(1)

S;0,0 A(1)
S;0,2

A(1)
S;2,−1 A(1)

S;2,0 A(1)
S;2,2

 ,

τ
(1)
S;rn =

τ
(1)
S;−1,−1 τ

(1)
S;−1,0 τ

(1)
S;−1,2

τ
(1)
S;0,−1 τ

(1)
S;0,0 τ

(1)
S;0,2

τ
(1)
S;2,−1 τ

(1)
S;2,0 τ

(1)
S;2,2

 , (B10)

and

A(2)
S;rn =

A(2)
S;−2,−2 A(2)

S;−2,−1 A(2)
S;−2,0

A(2)
S;−1,−2 A(2)

S;−1,−1 A(2)
S;−1,0

A(2)
S;0,−2 A(2)

S;0,−1 A(2)
S;0,0

 ,

τ
(2)
S;rn =

τ
(2)
S;−2,−2 τ

(2)
S;−2,−1 τ

(2)
S;−2,0

τ
(2)
S;−1,−2 τ

(2)
S;−1,−1 τ

(2)
S;−1,0

τ
(2)
S;0,−2 τ

(2)
S;0,−1 τ

(2)
S;0,0

 . (B11)

The first-order transport coefficients are given by

κ0 =
Pβ

12

(
βτ

(1)
S;0,−1 + τ

(1)
S;00 − 12β−2τ

(1)
S;02

)
,

η0 =
Pβ

15

(
βτ

(2)
S;0,−2 + 3τ

(2)
S;0,−1 + 12β−1τ

(2)
S;00

)
, (B12)

while the relaxation times read

τV = τ
(1)
S;0,−1C

(1)
−1 + τ

(1)
S;00 + τ

(1)
S;02C

(1)
2 ,

τπ = τ
(2)
S;0,−2C

(2)
−2 + τ

(2)
S;0,−1C

(2)
−1 + τ

(2)
S;00 . (B13)

The remaining second-order transport coefficients for the
diffusion current are

δV V = τV , λV V =
1

5

(
C(1)
−1τ

(1)
S;0,−1 + 3τ

(1)
S;00 + 7C(1)

2 τ
(1)
S;02

)
,

ℓV π = τV π =

[
τ
(1)
S;0,−1

(
β2

12
− C(2)

−2

)
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+τ
(1)
S;00

(
β

4
− C(2)

−1

)
+ τ

(1)
S;02

(
5

β
− C(2)

1

)]
,

λV π =
1

4

(
2τ

(1)
S;0,−1C

(2)
−2 + τ

(1)
S;00C

(2)
−1 − τ

(1)
S;02C

(2)
1

)
, (B14)

and the second-order coefficients for the shear-stress ten-
sor read

δππ =
4

3
τπ , λπV =

1

10
τ
(2)
S;0,−2C

(1)
−1 ,

τππ =
2

7

[
C(2)
−2τ

(2)
S;0,−2 + 3C(2)

−1τ
(2)
S;0,−1 + 5τ

(2)
S;00

]
,

ℓπV =
1

4
τπV =

2

5

(
C(1)
−1τ

(2)
S;0,−2 + τ

(2)
S;0,−1

)
. (B15)

Note that we gain two additional parameters compared
to the last section, such that we can fix all free quantities
to the hydrodynamic second-order transport coefficients.

While C(1)
−1 , C

(1)
2 , C(2)

−1 , and C(2)
−2 represent degrees of free-

dom of the model, the coefficient C(2)
1 = η1/η0 corre-

sponds to a transport coefficient that lies outside the ba-
sis. Since our tensor basis is shifted, we can use Eq. (110)
to replace

C(2)
1 =

N2=0∑
n=−s2=−2

F̃ (2)
−3,n+2C(2)

n =
24

β3
C(2)
−2 − 36

β2
C(2)
−1 +

12

β
,

(B16)

where we employed F̃ (2)
−3,0 = 24/β3, F̃ (2)

−3,1 = −36/β2,

and F̃ (2)
−3,2 = 12/β.

The set of solutions for the inverse matrices reads in
this case

τ
(1)
S = λmfp

 1.5941 0 0

−0.29743β 1.6789 −0.043798β2

0 0 2.3713

 ,

τ
(2)
S = λmfp

 1.2077 0 0

0 1.4174 0

4.0612/β2 −5.7524/β 2.6842

 , (B17)

whereas the actual matrices are given by

A(1)
S =

1

λmfp

 0.62732 0 0

0.11113/β 0.59563 0.011012β2

0 0 0.42171

 ,

A(2)
S =

1

λmfp

 0.82802 0 0

0. 0.70553 0

−1.2528/β2 1.5120/β 0.37256

 .

(B18)

In this case, only one viable solution with real entries
exists.

3. DNMR (N1, N2, s1, s2)=(1012) model

Taking exactly the same steps as in Sec. B 1, we find
two solutions which yield for the unfixed parameters λV V

and λV π

λ
(i)
V V = 2.9200/(Pβσ) , λ

(i)
V π =0.16811/(Pσ) ,

λ
(ii)
V V = 1.9805/(Pβσ) , λ

(ii)
V π =0.11078/(Pσ) ,

(B19)

which we compare to the true values of the DNMR the-
ory: λV V = 2.3688/(Pβσ) and λV π = 0.13300/(Pσ).
Since the second solution fits better, we obtain the
Shakhov matrices as

A(1)
S =

1

λmfp

(
0.84344 0

0.40458β−1 0.27285

)
,

A(2)
S =

1

λmfp

 4.6173 0 0

0 1.1968 0

−11.978β−2 3.2933β−1 0.33340

 .

(B20)

4. DNMR (N1, N2, s1, s2)=(2012) model

In order to derive the (2012) model that recovers all
of the DNMR transport coefficients, we follow the same
steps as in Sec. B 2. In contrast to the IReD case, in the
DNMR one we find two real solutions, which are given
by

A(1),i
S =

1

λmfp

 0.86786 0 0

0.26578/β 0.46905 0.0044985β2

0 0 0.26889

 ,

A(2),i
S =

1

λmfp

 6.0275 0 0

0. 1.2396 0

−16.191/β2 3.4324/β 0.33550


(B21)

and

A(1),ii
S =

1

λmfp

 0.66178 0 0

0.44072/β 0.13535 −0.0020283β2

0 0 0.32059

 ,

A(2),ii
S =

1

λmfp

 1.4065 0 0

0. 0.95234 0

−2.7355/β2 2.5039/β 0.31856

 ,

(B22)

respectively.
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