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Two types of Eulerian action principles for relativisticterded magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) are formulated. With
the first, the action is extremized under the constraintseokidy, entropy, and Lagrangian label conservation, which
leads to a Clebsch representation for a generalized momesmtid a generalized vector potential. The second action
arises upon transformation to physical field variablesngivise to a covariant bracket action principle, i.e., datéonal
principle in which constrained variations are generatedalilegenerate Poisson bracket. Upon taking appropriate
limits, the action principles lead to relativistic Hall MH&nhd well-known relativistic ideal MHD. For the first time gh
Hamiltonian formulation of relativistic Hall MHD with elérmn thermal inertia (akin to [Comis®d al., Phys. Rev. Lett.
113, 045001 (2014)] for the electron—positron plasma) is isied. This thermal inertiaffect allows for violation

of the frozen-in magnetic flux condition in marked contrashbnrelativistic Hall MHD that does satisfy the frozen-
in condition. We also find violation of the frozen-in conditiis accompanied by freezing-in of an alternative flux
determined by a generalized vector potential. Finally, eeveé a more generakd Poisson bracket for nonrelativistic
extended MHD, one that does not assume smallness of theagléoh mass ratio.

PACS numbers: 95.30.Qd, 95.30.Sf, 52.27.Ny, 52.30.C3®8p, 03.50.-z

I. INTRODUCTION fluid, magnetohydrodynamics (MHI3)and various general-
ized magnetofluid models (e.g. extended MHD (XMHD), in-

The early discovery of action principles (AP)s and asso-£'tial MHD (IMHD), and Hall MHD (HMHD)),*'%!* as well
ciated Hamiltonian structure, undoubtably of groundbiegk as for the relativistic neutral flufd™* and MHD>%® In ob-
importance in the history of physics, has unified existinggsh ~ taining such formulations several complications arisg, éhe
ical models and provided a means for the development of neypférence of the appropriate Lagrangian variables, the map
models. In physics it is now believed that an empirically de-Pe€tween the Lagrangian and Eulerian coordinates in the rel-
rived physical model, devoid of phenomenological constitu ativistic casé? and the existence of multiple flow character-
tive relations, would not be justified unless an underlyirigy A istics for generalized magnetofluid modéls.

exists. In addition to mathematical elegance, APs are a-pra A second type of AP, one that is formulated in terms Eule-
tical importance for seeking invariants via symmetries\gsi rian variables, implements the constraints via Lagrange mu
Noether's theorem(see, e.g., Ref® and3 for plasma exam- tipliers, and in this way extremization of the action cardlea
ples), obtaining consistent approximations (e.g., BRgfand  to correct equations of motio#18 Upon enforcing the con-
developing numerical algorithms (e.g., Re3s?). _ straints of conservation of density, entropy, and a Lageang
In this paper, we obtain APs for relativistic magnetofluid |ape|18 this procedure was recently used to obtain nonrela-
models. The key ingredient for constructing APs for a fluid-tivistic HMHD.° Then, this formulation for HMHD was used
like systems is a means for implementing constraints, kB&eau to regularize the singular limit to MHD by a renormalization
direct extremization yields trivial equations of motiorhéfe  of variables, thereby obtaining an AP for MH® For the rel-
are various formalisms available, depending on how the conativistic neutral fluid, the velocity norm (lightcone) cdtion
straints are implemented. One is to follow Lagrahged in-  (y«y, = 1 with fluid four-velocityw) is required as another
corporate constraints into the definition of the variablsis  constrainf®24 Instead of taking the limit from HMHD with
procedure is invoked when using Lagrangian coordinatés witrenormalization, there are alternative formulations fonmel-
the time evolution of variables (fluid element attributesp(,  ativistic® and relativisti€2” MHD, in which the Ohm’s law

density and entropy) described a priori by conservationfefd or the induction equatioper seis employed as a constraint.
ferential forms along stream lines. APs in the Lagrangian

coordinates have been obtained for the nonrelativistieraeu A third type of AP, one of general utility that incorporates a
covariant Poisson bracket in terms of Eulerian variables w

introduced in Ref28. Instead of including the constraints in

the action with Lagrange multipliers, the constraints ane i
aElectronic mail:yohei.kawazura@physics.ox.ac.uk plemented via the degeneracy of a Poisson bracket that ef-
bElectronic mail:gmilosh@physics.utexas.edu fects constrained variations. In addition to the neutratiflu
9Electronic mail:morrison@physics.utexas.edu such Poisson bracket APs have been described for partiele me
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chanics, electromagnetism, the Vlasov-Maxwell systerd, anwhile the adiabatic equations of each species can be wagten
the gravitational field® Most recently, this kind of action was ) ( vy _
g s 9 vo':u:)—o- (5)

obtained for relativistic MH: - ) ) ]

From Tablel, which summarizes the aforementioned APs, N addition to the above constraint equations we include con
we see there are missing pieces: the APs for fluid-dynamic&€rvations of the Lagrangian labels,
systems are (i) the Lagrangian AP, (ii) Eulerian constrdine Us, 8¢ = 0. (6)
least AP, and (iii) the Eulerian bracket AP, for relativisgien- ) T )
eralized magnetofluid models. In this paper, we formulage th The full set of independent variables of our action are cho-
latter two APs: (ii) and (jii), and show that they are relabgd ~ S€N 0 be @, J*, n, o, ¢., A*), whereA* is a f(zur-v?ctor
variable transformation. Then we derive APs for HMHD andPotential that defines a Faraday tengat’ = §“A” — 9"Ar".
MHD by taking limits of the XMHD AP. Relativistic HMHD ~ Here we consider CGS unit getting rid of a factga in the
is derived for the first time in the present study by this mdtho Faraday tensor by renormal_|z’at|on (5" /4n — 7747). In
Also, we show that the nonrelativistic limit of the bracke® A @ manner similar to that of Lin’s formah§ﬁ1fqr the nonrela-
gives nonrelativistic XMHD as a Hamiltonian system. tivistic neutral fluid, we bring4), (5), and 6) into an action

This paper is organized as follows. In Séicwe formu- @S constraints as follows:
late a constrained least AP for relativistic XMHD. In SHt. S[u, I n, 0., A ¢.] =
the bracket AP is derived by a transformation of phase space 1 1
variables in the constrained least AP. In S&cwe derive rel- f{z [__nmuivuiv + =(p: — pi)] - JA,
ativistic HMHD and MHD by taking limits of the bracket AP 2 2

+

for XMHD. These results are used in S& where remark- 1 v v pu y

able features of relativistic HMHD pertaining to collisiess _Z(aﬂA — A Ouhy — A — 0" (NW)
reconnection are considered. In S¥t, the nonrelativistic

limit of the bracket AP is shown. Finally in Se¢ll we con- - Z [7:0"(0+Us,) — /liuivavtpi]} d*x, (7)
clude. T

where), is summation over species, andn., andl. are
Lagrange multipliers. The first and second terms9fdre

Il. CONSTRAINED LEAST ACTION PRINCIPLE the fluid part for each species, the third term is an interac-
tion between the fluid and the electromagnetic (EM) field, the

Consider a relativistic plasma consisting of positively fourth term is the pure EM part, and the other terms repre-

and negatively charged particles with masses and  sentthe constraints. The velocity norm conditiobswill be

m_, where subscript signs denote species labels, and asnposed after variation of the actidh.

sume the Minkowski spacetime with the metric tensor Variation of the action, i.e., settinffs = 0, gives

diag(1 -1, -1, -1). In addition, a proper charge neutrality Ah

condition is imposed so that rest frame particle numberidens U, : nhu’ + <V =N+ Z (0:0"ns + 2:0"¢:) (8)

ties of each species satigfy = n_ = n.3° The four-velocities *

of each species are denotedny’, which obey the velocity 51 A+ Ahuv N hf 3=
v - ? ) -

norm conditions ne2
nk \4 \4
Ui Uy, = 1. (1) Zi: [i@(gia Ne + A4:0"¢p.) (9)
Using the four-velocities.*, the four-center of mass velocity _ , Aps
and the four-current density can be written as 60 1 Uy 01y = 9os (10)
W = (my/mu’ + (m/mu_, ) Spx 1 0" (A:Us)) = 0 (11)
F = eut —uk), 3) oA Jy = ' (12)
i i i on: nude = A'J Op- 13
respectively, withm = m, + m_ and the electric charge n:nuo¢=AJ+ nz I (13)
+

The time and space components of these fields are written
asu = (y, yv/c) and J* = (pg, J) with speed of lightc, ~ with h := h, + h_, Ah := (m_/m)h, — (m,/m)h_, andh’ =
Lorentz factory = 1/+/1 - (lv/c)2, and charge density,. (m?/m)h, + (m/mP)h_. Using @), (5), (6), and 8)-(13), the.
The thermodynamic variables needed are the energy densifjomentum equation and generalized Ohm’s law are obtained:
p=, the enthalpy densiti., the entropy density-., and the Ah ht
isotropic pressur@.. These are related yh, = p. + p. = 9y [nhuuuv + g U+ JU) + @JHJV} (14)
N(0p+/0N) + o+ (dp+ /dc.).?8 We also define total energy den- e
sity p = p; + p— and total pressurp = p; + p_. =#p+ T,

Adding the c_ontinuity equations for each species together o, [n(Ah)u"uV + h_T(u/J‘]v L)+ A_MJva] (15)
leads an equation far, e ne?

m.

my
av(nuv) = O: (4) - m 6#p+ - Hayp— + enu/7:,uv -

-
=Ty,
m



TABLE I. Summary of APs for fluid-dynamical systems. The bfades indicate APs which have not formulated until the preseidy.

Constrained least AP Covariant bracket AP| Lagrangian description AP
Nonrfilj?élwstlc Lin (1963) Present study Lagrange (1788)
Nonrelativistic| Yoshida & Hameiri (2013) (renormalization & Ilmltlfrom HMH[ Present study Newcomb (1962)
MHD Webb et al. (2014) (Ohm'’s law constraint)
Nonrelativistic Yoshida & Hameiri (2013) (HMHD) Present study Keramidas Charidakos
XMHD etal. (2014)
REIatI_VIStIC Schutz (1970) Marsden et al. (1986) Dewar (1977)
fluid Salmon (1988)
Relativistic Present stud)_/ (renormalization & limit from HM HD) D'Avignon et al. (2015 Achterberg (1983)
MHD Bekenstein & Oron (2000) (Ohm’s law constraint) Kawazura et al. (2014)
Relativistic Present study Present study unknown
XMHD

with AR = (2 /n)h,

— (m3/m*h_. These are equivalent (2)instead of {). The latter condition require} J* = 0 to be

to the relativistic XMHD equations previously formulated b consistent with 1) (referred to as the “break down condition”
Koide 3032 The generalized Ohm’s law o14) can be rewrit-

ten as
v \]y Y —
eug ™ - FW = TH (T ) - T (1) (a6)
n m n m n
with
_ t f
A MMy N AR
m e ne?
FH = A — A and FH = AT - AT

where a generalized vector poten#dl is defined by

Ah h
AV = A+ —U+ —T. 17
U v a7)
Note, the following must hold as an identity,
" (€upeF**7) = 0, (18)

whereg,,,- is the four-dimensional Levi-Civita symbol. Upon

taking the four-dimensional curl o6), we obtain the gener-
alized induction equation

e[é" (Uﬂ"*m) -

o’ (uﬂ:ﬂu)] 3 [6“ (J_r:?_.;.wl)

(]S ()

v ()-oro ()

(19)

Next, upon combining1(4) and (L5) we obtain equations
for the canonical momentiof each species

ey @7 = 070 + Tt (2 =

whereg.”

07

= h.u,"+eA. Several simplifications have been

proposed to make these equations tractédbiég.g., the as-
sumption ofAh = 0 (i.e.,h, = (m,/m)h andh_ = (m_/m)h)
andor the usage of the velocity norm conditigpu# = 1 with

in Ref. 30). Such a simplified model has recently come into
usage’*3® ImposingAh = 0 on the action?) andgor replac-
ing (1) by u,u* = 1 andJ,J* = 0, this simplified model is
directly obtained from the AP.

lll.  COVARIANT BRACKET ACTION PRINCIPLE

Now we construct our covariant action principle. To this
end we define a kinetic momentunY = nhu” and a general-
ized momentumm*” = m” + (Ah/e)J”. Then @) and @) can
then be viewed as the Clebsch representationsnfdr and
A*". The reason for introducing these new field variables is
that the action?) takes a beautiful form in terms of them:

S=f[ i+ 250 )

—Z(a”A*V — & AY(GLA, - 0,A) [d*x.

(20)

Interestingly, upon lettingh*” — m” andA*” — A, the ac-
tion (20) becomes identical to the recently proposed relativis-
tic MHD action of Ref.29. When the simplificatiolhh — O is
imposedm*” becomes the kinetic momentum aAtl” is de-
coupled from the kinetic momentum (the nonrelativistic-ver
sion of such a vector potential was previously proposed for
nonrelativistic IMHD'® and XMHD?"28). In other words, the
difference of the thermal inertiae between speciesAhgin-
tertwines the kinetic momentum field and the EM field. Since
the nonrelativistic limit b, — m,c? andh. — m_c?) results
in Ah — 0, such a coupling is distinctive of the relativistic
two-fluid plasma.

For our covariant action it is convenient to use the Clebsch
variables

Z= (n, (b’ T+, N+, /13:’ Spi)

as the independent variables of the acti@f)( With these
variables all of the dynamical equatior®),((5), (6), (10),



(12), and (L3) are derived from the least AP (i.6S = 0). In
terms ofzwe can simply restate the AP of Séicas a canoni-
cal covariant bracket version of the formalism of R&8and
29. A canonical Poisson bracket is defined for functiorfals
andG as
oF oG
F, Gleanonical= | —Je— d*
{ 5 }canonlcal (5ch 52
oG 6F

F oG
op on  d¢ on
oF oG oG oF
===
T 0N+ 00+  ONs 60+
OF 0G _0G OF |
0P 0ds 0w 0. ’

whereJ. is the symplectic matrix angF/6zdenotes the func-
tional derivative obtained by linearizing a functionag.e.

SF :fo‘n—d“

(See Ref.39 for review.) SinceJ. is non-degenerate,
with (n, ¢), (o+,n.), and @.,¢.) being canonically conju-

(22)

gate pairs, the least AP is equivalent to a bracket AP, i.e.

{F[Z], S}canonicai= 0 whereF[Z] is an arbitrary functional of
z, is equivalent t@S = 0.

4

Substituting these intd2@) gives the following noncanonical
Poisson bracket,

= §G
{F’ é}XMHD - _f{n((sm*va

. m*v(aé SF
SF  6F

om** - om*Y
+ 0" -—
Z (6m*v 6oy om*”

i2E( G &G

6F  oF Vae_)

on

~sm*’ 6N

oF 06

- 6111*"6#6111”)
,6G
60'+

T b0

G 6G . oF "
smrt T SFFH smrt SF M
el

4 ([, 0F \ oo\
+ ne(aﬂ&ﬁw)(a 57:”/()? }d X.

The fluid parts (the first three terms) a23) correspond to
the covariant Poisson bracket for the neutral fluid given in
Ref. 28 Next, in order to use this bracket in a variational
sense, the actior2(Q) is considered to be the functional of
(n, oo, m*”, F*), i.e. S[Z), and its functional derivatives are
¢alculated as

o]

00+

. 2(6F

(23)

: ) — . S oS 1 0S  Op:

Transformation to new “physical” independent variables s W S = —zﬂv’ Soe Do
defined by :

_ 5S m. m, m,
IP—— 5 M (e I ) g (o )
(n, oo, m*", FH an - “men’\Y *men men” \" ~ men
: . . — i

yields a noncanonical covariant bracket because tire not _Op+ _9p- + A_hJVuv + h_\]V\]V.
canonical variables. To transform the bracketi) we con- ondon n n’e?

sider functionals that satisfiy[Z] = F[Z], and calculate func-
tional derivatives by the chain rule

oF 6F oF

6n  6n 6m*V6 ¢ _
2nLo-+ 2rrL/l+ P oF P
mer? 67-‘*‘” mert © (o=@ #*
ZnLa, o 2m, A SF P
mer? 67-‘*’” - mer? s O P
oF
5¢ 5 *¥
oF SF  oF 2m;
= . F ——0M s,
6oy 004 +6m*v T ¥ men (57—‘*’” TI_)
6F L 6F 2m. _ (6F o
= oo — | == o=,
N+ om*” me  \§F*¥ n
oF  o6F L\ oF o
o om T men \se? # )
6F . 6F 2m¢ oF A
=-0"|li—— |+ — 50" —
50 Sm*” SF*7 'n

Then equations), (5), (14), and @9) follow from {F[Z], S} =
OforallF.

Here we must remark that the equations obtained from the
bracket action principle are not closed unlekg) {s imposed.
Although (18) is automatically satisfied by the Clebsch vari-
able definition of7**", it does not emerge from the bracket
AP. Therefore, the bracket AP, only by itself, does not giee t
closed set of equations. This is a markeffiedence between a
Hamiltonian formalism of nonrelativistic MHB%4! although
V - B = 0 is not derived from the Hamiltonian equation, the
obtained equations are closed eveW ifB # 0. On the other
hand, in the relativistic case, ifL§) is abandoned, we lose
0B = —cV x E as well.

There may be two remedies for this problem. One is to de-
fine a Faraday tensor that builds-in the Ohm'’s la) (and
consider 18) as a dynamical equation of the new Faraday ten-
sor®*2, This strategy, however, isfiicult because the Ohm’s
law (16) is more complicated than that of relativistic MHD,
and then it is hard to formulate the appropriate Faraday ten-
sor. A second approach is to transfofi*” to A** so as to
make the bracket action principle yield Ohm'’s law instead of
the induction equation. To write the bracket @3) in terms
of A** we consider the functional chain rule to relate func-
tional derivatives with respect 6**" with those with respect



to A** i.e.

6G 6G
Zayw = (‘SA_*H .

Using @4), one can eliminaté**” from the Poisson bracket
(23) while introducing the variabléd*”. This will give a
bracket where the Ohm’s lawl§) is obtained directly. The

transformation24) yields

(24)

IV.  LIMITS TO REDUCED MODELS

In this section we show how to reduce the bracket AP to
obtain APs for unknown relativistic models, with known non-
relativistic counterparts.

First consider the electron-ion plasma, where now the
species labels- and— are replaced by i and e, respectively.
Defining electron to ion mass ratio:= me/m < 1, we ap-
proximatems/m ~ u, m/m ~ 1. The ion and electron four-
velocities become

- §G _6F 6F oG
{F’ G}XMHD - _f{n((gm*va sn 6m*ya E)

o (08 g0F OF 06
omrH T em*Y smH T sm

6G _6F o6F _6G
R L e et
om* oo, om* 00+

_ﬁ(aﬁ G  6G oF ) Vai}

+
me

00+ OA*Y b0y OAXY

n

+(5(§ SF  oF oG
om*” GAXH Sm*Y SA*H

16F 6G
 nesA** SA*”

) 7:*/»“’

TW}d“x. (25)

Ohm’s law follows from{A*®, S}xmup = O with 6S/6A* =
Jy; the other equations are unaltered so the system is closed.

The noncanonical bracket dI%) has the form
- §F G ,
{F’ é}XMHD - 5_2‘75_2(1 X,

with a new Poisson operatgf. However, because the trans-
formationz — Zzis not invertible, the Poisson operatgris
degenerate. Since the bracket AHZ, S} = 0, is equivalent

to J6S/6z= 0, because of this degeneracy it is no longer true
that 7 6S/6z = 0 is identical tosS = 0. In this way the con-
straints of the action7)) are transferred to the degeneracy of
the Poisson bracké#?®

Before closing this section, let us make a remark about the
alternative expression of the EM field. The Faraday tensor
may be decomposed & = ¢ byu, + e’ — u'e with
a magnetic field like four vectdy’ = u,,e”“"ﬂ(, and a elec-
tric field like four vectore” = u, #4244 This decomposition
is especially useful in the relativistic MHD because thesta
dard Ohm’s law is equivalent & = 0, and thus EM field is
concisely expressed only ly. In the context of the action
principle, D’Avignonet al. formulated the bracket AP for the
relativistic MHD usingb”.?® It may be possible to reformulate
the relativistic XMHD action principle in terms df instead
of ##7. The key is how we define a generalized four vector
(sayb*”) that incorporates inertiafect in the similar way as
FH — . Recently, such a generalizationwfhas been
proposed by Pegorafd.Formulation of the action principle

while the enthalpy variables reduce st ~ uh; — he, h' ~
w2hi + he, andAh* ~ uBh; — he, and the generalized vectors
become
*V 1 v
m*’ = nhu + E('uhi —he)Jd (26)
v v 1 v 1 v
A = A+ E(,lhi — ho)u” + @(yzhi +he)J (27)
v 1 1
A = A - E(/thi + hg)u” — @(,ushi —hg)J”. (28)

Next, in this approximation the noncanonical Poisson betck
(25 becomes

- 6G _6F 6F _ &G
{F’ G}XMHD a _f{n((gm*va sn 5m*va 5_n)

,(6G . 6F  SF _ G
+m* -
onm*H o om*”  Sm*H T Sm*”

om*’" S0 om*’ o0
_H(FOG_ oG ok (%)
e\ 6o A 5o 6A*Y n

(5(3_ J6F  oF Vae_)
+ T

§G _6F 6F &G
om*Y doe oM Soe
1(6F_ G G oF ) (E)

e\6oe 0A*Y S0 OA n
6G 6F  oF 6G \_,
i (6m*V SA*E T sm*” 6A*”)7j
16F 6G
- = i |
e }d X. (29)

with b** and the unification with the MHD action princigfe ~ Using the approximate bracket d9) with a reduced action

will be a future work.

S, the covariant AP produces the continuity equat@ra{ong



with the following system of equations: bracket becomes

- §G _6F S6F _ oG
{F’ C;}HMHD = _f{n((;m*vav(g_n - 5m*vav5_n)
o (5(3_ sF  oF _6G )
on*H o om*” om*H T Sm*Y
§G _6F 6F _6G
+ 0 ( i K )

3, [nhd‘uy + %(ﬂhi — he)(U'J + J')

om*” ?ﬂ_ém*v 671

+%(}12hi + he)JﬂJV] =dp+ I F, (30)

v ‘]v v i 5 - - 5
eug " — 27 =Tt (T + T (22) = 0, (31) ¥ e(gaV‘SF oF aV‘SG)

om*Y doe  OM* Soe

y SF oG 6G _ oF o
v #‘] _ _ o o= = v- €
> [‘Ti (” ' E)] -0 (32) . (50'e ST &reayéF*'”) n
v §F _,6G 6G _, 6F o
ay [O’e (u — n—e)] =0. (33) + (5]n*,1 _67_-*/11/ 6_m*’1 67_-*/11/)7:
4d; oF 210G v | 4
i d*x. (34
+ (6“69”,”)(6 W*M)gc } X (34)

The bracket AP with this scaling gives the following equa-
Next consider a further reduction usipg— 0, meaning tjons:

the electron rest mass inertia is discarded. This limit give
HMHD, which is well known in the nonrelativistic case but 3, [nhu“uv — dihe(U*J” + J'U") + diZE\]ll\]V}
has not been proposed in the relativistic case. The terms in- n
cludinghe must not be ignored when the electron therr?al in- =dp+JIFH,, (35
ertia is greater than the rest mass inertia (he.;> mec?). J, , o
For example, the temperature of electrons in an accretain di (Uv —d F)TW = —0iTed" (Fe) (36)
near a black hole can be more thart0.#® Then, the thermal 8, (oiU’) = 0 37)
inertiahe is on the order of 106c?, estimated by an equa- v ’ 3
tion of state for an ideal g% = mec?® + [I'/(I' — 1)]Te with a 9, [ge (uV —d _)] =0
specific heat rati@’ = 4/3.%% In such a case, thie, terms are n
not negligible.

(38)

Note, this relativistic HMHD is dierent from usual nonrela-
tivistic HMHD. In Sec.V we explore some consequences of
this.
Next, upon taking the limiti — 0, we obtain relativistic
MHD.#24347 The Poisson bracket for the relativistic MHD ob-
, 1oy tained by this reduction is fierent from the one proposed by
9" = L7, n—non, Tie— MCTie, D'Avignon et al. in Ref.29 because a magnetic field like four
Tie = Noorie, FH — \NomEFH, vectorb” was used there instead &f. The relation between
the two brackets has yet to be clarified.
The same reduction procedure (from XMHD to MHD) is
applicable for the constrained least AP of SkcFor exam-
using a typical scale length and density scala,. Then the ple, if we ignore the electron rest mass, the velocities ohea

generalized momentum density and vector potential are nogpecies are reducedag' — W andu_* — w - J*/ne. Simi-
malized as larly, the entropy and Lagrangian label constraints araced

accordingly. With these reductions the constrained ledst A
gives the relativistic HMHD equations. We note, the renor-
malization method used in Ref9to derive AP for MHD is

Let us employ the following normalizations:

m*” = nom& [nhu’ — diheJ’] also applicable for relativistic HMHD.

3 There are formalisms alternative to the one we presented
A*" > Lynome|A” — dihe” + di’he= |, that employ either Ohm’s law or the induction equafi@n se

n

as a constraint for nonrelativisticand relativistié®2’ MHD.
However, these formulations cannot be reduced from the con-
strained action®). Whereas the physical meaning of the con-
straints in {) is obvious, embedding the Ohm’s law as a con-
where \/(me&)/(e2noL2) ~ /(mc?)/(e2noL2) = ¢/(wiL) = d;  straint is unnatural and arbitrary. Furthermore, the EMifiel
is the normalized ion skin depth, and the normalized Poissonannot be expressed by Clebsch potentials from the AP with




the Ohm’s law constraint, unlike the case for our formulatio  Let us compare40) with the induction equations for other

where this emerges naturally ifi)( magnetohydrodynamic models, summarized in Tabl&he
frozen-in condition foB is satisfied in nonrelativistic MHD,
HMHD, and relativistic MHD. The frozen-in condition is vio-

V. RELATIVISTIC COLLISIONLESS RECONNECTION lated in nonrelativistic two-dimensional IMHD, while thé a
ternative fieldB + V x (d2J/n), with the electron skin depth

In nonrelativistic MHD with the inclusion of electron (rest de as characteristic lengtii,is frozen-in. Therefore, the scale

mass) inertia (i.e., IMHD), a consequence of electroniaést  length of the collisionless reconnection caused by therelec

the violation of the frozen-in magnetic flux condition, and i  inertia isde. On the other hand, the alternative frozen-in field

stead, a flux determined by a generalized field is consef/ed. in relativistic HMHD isB + V x (-diheyv + d?hed/n), which

Such an electron inertidfect was suggested as a mechanismhas a characteristic scale length witfined;. Since the scale

for a collisionless magnetic reconnectt8and has now been lengthd, in nonrelativistic IMHD is replaced to/hed; in rel-

widely studied. However, nonrelativistic HMHD does satisf ativistic HMHD, and the reconnection scale is expected to be

the frozen-in magnetic flux condition because the electnen i vhqd;. This estimate is the same as that for the Sweet—Parker

ertia is discarded by the — 0 limit. Hence, there is no direct model for relativistic electron—positron XMH® (recall that

mechanism causing collisionless reconnectionin norividat  h, is normalized bync in this study).

tic HMHD. Here we have inferred the reconnection scale just by com-

On the other hand, in relativistic XMHD, there are two paring non-relativistic and relativistic Ohm’s law. Hoveszy

kinds of electron inertiae: one from the electron rest nmss in non-relativistic case, it was shown that the reconnectio

and the other from the electron temperathge Theuy — 0 scale is not determined by the generalized Ohm’s law alone

limit corresponds to neglecting the former and keeping thavhen there is a strong magnetic guide field and appropriate

latter. Even though the former is small, the latter may not beyyro-physics is added to the model. The analysis of thetresul

ignorable when electron temperature is large enough. The laing gyrofluid model revealed that the relevant scale becomes

ter efect still allows for the violation of the frozen-in magnetic the ion sound Larmor radius in this c&$dnclusion of gyro-

flux condition. Such a collisionless reconnection mectranis scopic d@ects in the relativistic context, appropriate for strong

was previously proposed by Comissbal. using a Sweet— guide fields, is a subject for future work.

Parker model in the context of relativistic XMH#.Here we

find an alternative flux given by the generalized vector poten

tial A*Y — A — dihoU” + diz(he/n)JV to be frozen-in. VI. NONRELATIVISTIC XMHD — 3+1 DECOMPOSITION
Let us stress the fierence between our present study and
the pair plasma study by Comisebal* In the latter, the rel-  The covariant Poisson bracket AP formalism also encom-

ativistic electron—positron plasma with the assumpfion= 0 passes nonrelativistic theories. We will show this in the-co
was considered. For HMHD, however, thif = 0 assump-  text of XMHD, then infer that this is the case for nonrelagivi
tion removes the aforementioned collisionless reconorcti tic MHD and the nonrelativistic ideal fluid. Because nonvela
mechanism. From27) and @8), we find A — A‘ and tjyistic theories contain space and time separately, iatsiral
A™ — At when we take botiah = 0 andu = 0, so there o pursue this end by beginning from the Bdecomposition

is no longer the alternative frozen-in flux in HMHD. ~ for relativistic theories described in R&f8. To this end we

To make this statement more explicit, we write the relativis state some general tools before proceeding to the task dt han

tic HMHD induction equation in a reference frame moving  The functional derivative of22) is defined relative to the
with the center-of-mass (ion) velocity. When the electraifl space-time pairing, while functional derivatives in comve

is homentropic, the right-hand side &) vanishes. Taking  tional Hamiltonian theories are defined relative to only the
a curl of a spatial component @), we obtain the induction  gpatial pairing, i.e.

equation in the reference frame,

_ 0F 4
OB* +V x (B* xVe) =0, (39) 6F = | on Ty d°x. (42)
where For functionals of the fornk = fﬁ“dxo where.# contains
3 . > . .
B* = B+V x (—di heyv + dizheﬁ), (40) no time derivatives of a field, it follows e.g. that
ok 67 “3)
and on(x0,x) — sn(x)
-1
s _lv_a2\[(1_qPa where we explicitly display the arguments to distinguish
Ve=(Vv—-d 1-d . (42) ; | e
vn vn space-time from space functional derivatives. For nonrela

. . . tivistic theories, we need to consider functionals thatlare
Here,Ve is a modified electron velocity that becomes the elecgjized in time. i.e.. have the form

tron velocityve in the nonrelativistic limity — 1 andpq — 0.
Evidently from 39) and @0), the magnetic fiel@ is no longer

frozen-in. F= fé(xo - X0 7 dX. (44)



TABLE Il. Induction equations for nonrelativistic MHD, HMBl and IMHD, and relativistic MHD and HMHD.

Barotropic induction eq. frozen-in field
Nonrelativistic MHD 0B+Vx(Bxv)=0 B
Nonrelativistic HMHD 0B+Vx(Bxve) =0 B
Nonrelativistic 2D IMHD | &B* +Vx (B* xv) =0 B* =B+ x(d2J/n)
Relativistic MHD 0B+Vx(Bxv)=0 B
Relativistic HMHD | B* + Vx (B* xVe) =0 | B* =B+ V x(-diheyv + d?hed/n)

Observe, in this case, # contains no time derivatives of the with a Hamiltonian

field n, then 1 1
o — = 1. A% 48
oF  _ 6(x°—x°’)5i, (45) (2 f[n(mc,2+8+ +&)+ 2nm\7-+ 2J A }d X.
on(x, x) on(x) 48)
and similarly for other fields. Next, let us suppose that afun
tional G is separable in the following sense Herev = m/nmg A*, andJ are functions oz Substituting,
this action and the localized functiondH) into the covariant
G=G°+ fg P, (46)  canonical bracke®l), we get

where all of the time-like components of fields are contained (F, S}, onica= f(ﬁ - {7, %}E:?;)nonica) 500 = x¥) dx°
in the functionalsG® and¥ contains no time derivatives of dt

fields. For functional& of the form of @6) andF of the form @

of (44), it will be shown that where{.7, 7} onicallS @ CaNoNical Poisson bracket defined
_ in the three-dimensional space. Thus, we get the nonrigativ
0={F,G}= e +{F,9)® (47)  tic canonical Hamilton's equation as
9 dt 9
d7

where{F, G} is the canonical bracke?q) or the noncanonical -
bracket £3), and{.7,¥}® is the appropriate nonrelativistic dt

Poisson bracket. In this way one can establish the conmectiqyhich describes the time evolution of the Clebsch variables
between Poisson bracket APs and usual noncanonical Poissgntransforming the Clebsch variableswandB*, we obtain

bracket Hamiltonian formulations. _ the non-relativistic XMHD equations, which will be expliy
For the case at hand, let us return to the arbitrary masgnown below.

plasma (. andm_) and consider a nonrelativistic limit with Now we are set to apply this+d procedure to the non-

h—md Ah—0, h' - (mm)/m y.—1 &E=0. canonical bracketZ3). Upon rearranging the action a2Q
- we obtain

=7, AN

canonical’

These result il° = en(y, — y_.) — 0 andJ = V x B, and the .
generalized fields become S- f mom” 4 f%dxo, (49)

m*’ = nmdéu’ = m’, 2nme*
A A (md”ﬂ—cz) 3 with the Hamiltonian
ne? ’ , .
and A [n, o, m', A*'] = (50)
y m-—m ., mmc myml 1 A+,
A = A* - u, _ - S AN P
- e f[ an@+n(2mc2+8++8) 5 ]dx,

with the four-velocity becoming” = (1, v/c). Using the ther- 0
modynamic relationp = n(m& + &) andp = nh—p, with ~ Where we used” = 0 to get the last term.

internal energys, the following limit is calculated ~ Then we calculatdF, Sjxunp = O to get the nonrela-
1 1 1 tivistic XMHD equations. The phase space variables must
Z(o-p) =nmE+&) - =nh > n(_mCZ +5), be (, o, m', A*"). Hence we puF = F[n, o, m', A*'].
2 2 2 Since the action49) does not depends ox’, we may write

We first show a nonrelativistic Hamilton’s equation for the S = S_[n, o, mO, mi, A*‘], Therefore all the terms including
Clebsch variables. The action) (s separated as §F/6m®, 6F /6A*°, andsS/sA*° are dropped. Upon writing

S[4 = f d'x - f A, F= f 600 = x) Z[n, or, m', A0,

n60¢ + Z (O'iﬁor]i + (piﬁo/li)
+



the covariant bracket AP can be written as (7, 9)® becomes
Y _0F 0% 09
= o 0F {y,%}(s)zf{(_v___ V_)
={F’§}XMHD:_I{ — @60[6(x x) 6n] oV o &V bo
Vxv (6F 69
0 o — -
+60L=x")n 5% 107 + 5—‘/.6i Mo, 0N "o ( v 5v)
S omi 5n om - \2n?2me&  6n
57 +Z 09 V&/ 0F V&%
+Z( 60[5(0 0’)5 ] il o \ov oL oV 6o
o =
cmy (6.7 04
, 7 (65 F— V x
1600 = XY o, |0 5 9T | 0T 5 (O e (&ri ( 68*)
om'  doy. om' 00+ 57 5T
500 o e (0T 8K _SH 6T \ (0 - (Vx '{)).v(_r)]
=000 ) T (S Sar ~ 5o a2 () bc+\ 0B 0
. mO 0.F 6}‘_"10 _[%x(VXg)_gx(Vx%)]B_*
+m (Wa‘) [6(x° -x) o ) + 608 = x0)m° (—ﬁa' nmc?) 6V sB*]  ov sB*)| o
a7
500 - il (07 5 0T _ 8T 50 _ me [(V x 54) x (V Nl )] : BT} Px (52)
~ 068 =X {0 S~ i el B o8
o mo 6F . , wherep = mnandV = —§'. This Poisson bracket is a gen-
+ 600 - X% (—c'z o ) (6'A* -~ 6°A*') eralization of the nonrelativistic electron-ion XMHD bt
nme” A proposed befof&%8. The bracket of%2) differs from the pre-
+ 600 — X SHSF 6T SH \ s vious results by the choice of scaling and, more importantly
smi 5A*J Comi SAx] the assumptiom. <« m, is not made.
. 16F 6.7 cii] g Now consider the Hamiltonian 060); it becomes
o~ )n_e(SA*' A*J } ' H [n, o, Vv, B*] =
olv|2 1 B*.B
Next we substituten® = mp = nmc and manipulate some of f[T + Q(szz +EL+E |+ > d®x, (53)
the terms to obtain ) ) , .
where&. /mis rewritten asS.. The functional derivatives of
6F o 6F o O6F A are
on Ot s 0Tt 50 o 1M_V_z+§+z(8 ﬁ) m.mc? ,
6F o . 0F o\ o 1dF S men 9 20%
I *
pw ALy well )d X= g SH 8. oA 5H
= Q R _— = QV, * = B
00, 0o ov 0B
yielding Finally, using the above Hamilton’s equations 1) give
d¢ ®
_ dF — =0, Y ==V -(ov)
_ = (3 0’ 0 ot
{F. S} o = f( o T A )6(x —x%) dx
(30'i _ (3) _ Cm;
fA*Oal( A )5(X XO/)d4X, 7—{0},%} =-V- ViEJ (o
oB* . @3) rm o=
with a three dimensional Poisson brackét, ¢} that will s {B ’ ‘%ﬂ} = Z £V X T.V o
be explicitly shown below. Evaluating thefunction shows me
{F, QXMHD = 0 is equivalent to Hamilton’s equation along +V x (V X B*) -Vx (—eJ X BT)
with a gauge-like condition: ¢
V2 02
47 5.7 ? v, )8 = (Y x V) xv - V(2 mnzlez )
= (7.9 and V. ( *) -0 (51) t %0
dt A Vp, IxB*
0 o

The second equation 05Y), the gauge condition, is han- h lativistic Li iofs N h dth
dled manifestly by transforming from the phase space véiab the nonc;e at|V|_st|c| ust equations Note, here we used the
A* to B*; sinces.# [6A* = V x (6.7 /6B*), with this trans- thermodynamic refations
formation the second condition is automatically satisfied. _ oy p, T 1
nally, we transformm to v and find that the Poisson bracket dé = Td(g) + Edg = Edg + E(p ~ To)de
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and Another important result was our formulation of relativis-
98 9E tic HMHD, obtained by taking a limit of the AP for XMHD.
od (8 + g—) +od (g—) =dp. We observed that while nonrelativistic HMHD does not have
de oo a direct mechanism for collisionless reconnection, naksttc

In closing this section, we seek the Casimirss#)(for the =~ HMHD does allow the violation of the frozen-in magnetic flux
barotropic case. They must satisff : 0= {F,C}leadingto  conditionvia the electron thermal inertifiect. We also found
a system an alternative frozen-in flux, in a manner similar to that for
nonrelativistic IMHD. The scale length of the collisiornda®-
connection was shown to correspond to the reconnection laye
width estimated by the Sweet—Parker motdkurther study
of relativistic HMHD, such as a numerical simulation 88J,

N will be the subject of future work.
+Cpx X B” - VC, =0, (55) Lastly in this paper, we passed to a nonrelativistic limit
0 within the covariant bracket formalism, thus arriving ata-

variant” bracket for nonrelativistic XMHD. Then we derived
the usual 31 noncanonical Poisson bracket. However, be-
yond the results of Ref87 and51, the result of $2) does not

w_1 3 (nx N assume smallness of electron mass and thus is also applicabl
c = 2 fd X(A +/1V) ’ (B +’1VXV)’ (56)  to electron—positron plasmas.

which is substituted into54) and 65) leading to a quadratic
equation ford with roots1, = +m.c/e. These new Casimirs ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
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the importance of the variablesandA™*. : - o
In addition the helicity Casimirs, when barotropic conafiti g:rr::chail:];lasma Physics Division of the IPP, Max Planck,

is violated we obtain the family

* *

B B
Vx(—xC\,+CA*x—)=O (54)
o o

v
V.C,=0 and C,x Y

where we use the abbreviated notatign:= 6C/5p. Seeking
a helicity Casimir we assume a linear combination
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