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ON THE OBJECTIVITY OF TIME DERIVATIVES
TAM ÁS M ATOLCSI [a] AND P ÉTER V ÁN [b] *

A BSTRACT. A four-dimensional treatment of nonrelativistic space-time gives a natural
frame to deal with objective time derivatives. In this framework some well known objective
time derivatives of continuum mechanics appear as Lie-derivatives. Their coordinatized
forms depends on the tensorial properties of the relevant physical quantities.

1. Introduction
Objectivity plays a fundamental role in continuum physics. Its usual definition is based
on time-dependent Euclidean transformations. Some problems arise from it which mainly
concern quantities containing derivatives; they take their origin from the fact that objectivity is defined for three-dimensional vectors but differentiation – with respect to time and
space together – results in a four-dimensional covector. Using a four-dimensional setting,
we have extended the notion of objectivity [1] which puts the objectivity of material time
derivatives into new light.
More closely, ∂0 + v · ∇ is usually considered to be material time derivation. This
applied to scalars results in scalars but applied to an objective vector does not result in an
objective vector; that is why it is usually stated that this operation is not objective. One of
the most important aspects of our four-dimensional treatment is the existence of a covariant
derivation in nonrelativistic space-time which results in that the correct form of material
time derivation for vectors depends on the observer. For a rotating observer the material
time derivative is ∂0 + v · ∇ + Ω where Ω is the angular velocity (vorticity) of the observer.
From a mathematical point of view, Ω is a component of the four-dimensional Christoffel symbols corresponding to the observer. In the usual three-dimensional treatment fourdimensional Christoffel symbols cannot appear. As a consequence, one looks for ‘objective
time derivatives’ in such a way that ∂0 +v·∇ is supplemented by some terms for getting an
objective operation which does not involve Christoffel symbols and contains only partial
derivatives. This is how one obtains the ‘lower convected time derivative’, the ‘upper convected time derivative’ and the Jaumann or ‘corotational time derivative’, as it is written
in several textbooks and monographs of continuum mechanics (e.g. [2, 3]) and especially
of rheology (e.g. [4, 5]). The corotational time derivative was first introduced by Jaumann
[6], and the convected derivatives by Oldroyd [7]. In the present paper we investigate these
derivatives from a four-dimensional point of view.
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2. Fundamentals of nonrelativistic space-time model
In this section some notions and results of the nonrelativistic space-time model as a
mathematical structure [8, 9] will be recapitulated.
2.1. The structure of nonrelativistic space-time model. A nonrelativistic space-time
model consists of
– the space-time M , a four-dimensional oriented affine space over the vector space M,
– the absolute time I, a one-dimensional oriented affine space over the vector space I
(measure line of time periods),
– the time evaluation τ : M → I, an affine surjection over the linear map τ : M → I,
– the measure line of distances D, a one dimensional oriented vector space,
– the Euclidean structure : E × E → D ⊗ D, (q, p) 7→ q · p, a positive definite
symmetric bilinear map where
E := Kerτ ⊂ M
is the (three-dimensional) linear subspace of spacelike vectors.
The time-lapse between the world points x and y is τ (x) − τ (y) = τ (x − y). Two
world points are simultaneous if the time-lapse between them is zero. The difference of
two simultaneous world points is a spacelike vector.
√
The length of the spacelike vector q is |q| := q · q.
∗
The dual of M, denoted by M , is the vector space of linear maps M → R. Elements
of M∗ are called covectors. In a similar way, the dual of E is E∗ .
If K ∈ M∗ , i.e. K : M → R is a linear map, then its restriction to E, is an element of
∗
E , denoted by K · i which we call the absolute spacelike component of K.
Note the important fact that the Euclidean structure allows us the identification E∗ ≡
E
∗
D⊗D . On the other hand, no similar identification is possible for M because there is
no Euclidean or pseudo-Euclidean structure on M. (In coordinates: an element q of E
is coordinatized as q i for i = 1, 2, 3 and qi = q i can be written. On the other hand, an
element x of M, x ∈
/ E is coordinatized as xα for α = 0, 1, 2, 3 and xα is not meaningful.
Moreover, an element K of M∗ is coordinatized as Kα for α = 0, 1, 2, 3 and K α = Kα
can be written for α = 1, 2, 3 but K 0 is not meaningful.) The careful distinction of spacetime vectors and covectors is essential: there is no canonical way to identify them.
2.2. Differentiation. The affine structure of space-time implies the existence of an absolute differentiation (in the language of manifolds: a distinguished covariant differentiation).
If V is a finite dimensional affine space over the vector space V, then a map A : M → V
is differentiable at x if there is a linear map (DA)(x) : M → V – the derivative of A at x
– such that
A(y) − A(x) − (DA)(x)(y − x)
lim
=0
y→x
||y − x||
where k || is an arbitrary norm on M.
As a consequence of the structure of our space-time model, the partial time derivative
of A : M → V makes no sense. On the other hand, the spacelike derivative of A is
meaningful because the spacelike vectors form a linear subspace in M: (∇A)(x) is the
derivative of the function E → V , q 7→ A(x + q) at zero. It is evident then that (∇A)(x)
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is the restriction of the linear map (DA)(x) onto E. Using the customary identification of
linear maps as tensors, we can consider
DA(x) ∈ V ⊗ M∗ ,

(DA)∗ (x) ∈ M∗ ⊗ V

such that
x · (DA)∗ (x) := DA(x)x ∈ V,

(DA)∗ (x)w ∈ M∗

for x ∈ M and w ∈ V∗ .
Accordingly,
(∇A)(x) ∈ V ⊗ E∗ ,

(1)

(∇A)∗ (x) ∈ E∗ ⊗ V,

q · (∇A)∗ (x) := (∇A)(x)q ∈ V,

(∇A)∗ (x)w ∈ E∗

for q ∈ E and w ∈ V∗ .
In particular,
– the derivative of a scalar field f : M → R is a covector field, Df (x) ∈ M∗ ,
• its spacelike derivative is a spacelike covector field, ∇f (x) ∈ E∗ ;
– the derivative of a vector field C : M → M is a mixed tensor field, (DC)(x) ∈
M ⊗ M∗ whose transpose is (DC)∗ (x) ∈ M∗ ⊗ M,
• its spacelike derivative is a mixed tensor field, (∇C)(x) ∈ M ⊗ E∗ whose
transpose is (∇C)∗ (x) ∈ E∗ ⊗ M,
– the spacelike derivative of a spacelike vector field c : M → E is a mixed spacelike
tensor field, (∇c)(x) ∈ E ⊗ E∗ whose transpose is (∇c)∗ (x) ∈ E∗ ⊗ E.
– the derivative of a covector field K : M → M∗ is a cotensor field, (DK)(x) ∈
M∗ ⊗ M∗ whose transpose is (DK)∗ (x) ∈ M∗ ⊗ M∗ .
Note that both the derivative of a covector field and its transpose are in M∗ ⊗M∗ . Thus,
we can define the antisymmetric derivative of K,
(D ∧ K)(x) := (DK)∗ (x) − (DK)(x).
On the contrary, the antisymmetric derivative of a vector field C : M → M, in general,
does not make sense. The antisymmetric spacelike derivative of a spacelike vector field
E
implies
c : M → E∗ , however, can be defined because the identification E∗ ≡ D⊗D
E ⊗ E∗ ≡ E∗ ⊗ E, so we can put
(∇ ∧ c)(x) := (∇c)∗ (x) − (∇c)(x).
3. Observers
3.1. Absolute velocity. The history of a classical masspoint is described by a world line
function, a twice continuously differentiable function r : I → M such that τ (r(t)) = t for
all t ∈ I. A world line is the range of a world line function; a world line is a curve in M .
If r is a world line function, then τ (ṙ(t)) = 1, therefore why we call the elements of
the set


M
V (1) := u ∈
τ (u) = 1
I
absolute velocities. V (1) is a three dimensional affine space over

E
I.
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3.2. Rigid observers. An observer, from a physical point of view, is a ‘continuous set of
material points’. Such a ‘continuous body’ can be characterized by assigning to any world
point the absolute velocity of the particle at that point, i.e. by an absolute velocity field.
Thus we accept that an observer is a smooth map
U : M → V (1).
The integral curves of U are world lines, representing the histories of the material points
that the observer is constituted of. Thus it is quite evident that a maximal integral curve of
U is a space point of the observer. The set of the maximal integral curves is the space of
the observer, briefly the U-space.
Keep in mind the most important – but trivial – fact concerning observers: a space point
of an observer is a curve in space-time.
Observers and their spaces are well defined simple and straightforward notions. The
spaces of different observers are evidently different.
For an observer U, we denote by qx the world line function whose range is the U-space
point containing the world point x, i.e.
dqx (t)
= U(qx (t)),
qx (τ (x)) = x.
dt
U is rigid if the distance of any two of its space points is time independent: given x, y
arbitrarily, then |qx (t) − qy (t)| = |qx (s) − qy (s)| for all instants t, s.
It can be shown ([9], Chapter I.4) that the observer U is rigid if and only if for all
t, to ∈ I there is a rotation R(t, to ) in E such that
(2)

qxo +q (t) − qxo (t) = R(t, to )q
Then putting Ṙ(t, to ) :=

(τ (xo ) = to , q ∈ E, ).

∂R(t,to )
,
∂t

E ⊗ E∗
I
is independent of to ; it is the angular velocity of the rigid observer at the instant t. It is
easy to show that Ω(t) is antisymmetric, moreover,
Ω(t) := Ṙ(t, to )R(t, to )−1 ∈

(3)

U(x + q) − U(x) = Ω(τ (x))q

(x ∈ M, q ∈ E),

which implies that ∇U(x) = Ω(τ (x)): the spacelike derivative of the rigid observer is its
angular velocity which is a spacelike antisymmetric tensor.
Since the spacelike derivative of U is antisymmetric, we have ∇U(x) = − 12 (∇ ∧
U)(x). This supports that later (19) is considered as the angular velocity of an arbitrary
(non-necessarily rigid) continuum.
An important particular rigid observer is the inertial observer, when U(x) = const, so
R is the identity of E and ∇U(x) = 0.
3.3. Splitting of space-time by rigid observers. Let us consider an observer U. For
every world point x there is a unique U-space point (world line, representing a point of the
observer) containing x (the range of the world line function qx ). Accordingly, the observer
perceives the world point x as a couple of its absolute instant τ (x) and the corresponding
U-space point. We say that the observer splits space-time into the Cartesian product of
time and U-space.
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Since U-space is not a simple mathematical object, in general, the splitting of spacetime by U is not simple either. To overcome this uneasiness, we consider vectorized splittings in which U-space is represented by E as follows.
Let U be a rigid observer and let o be a world point, conceived as a chosen ‘origin’ in
space-time. Then a space point of the observer will be represented by the spacelike vector
which is the difference between o and the simultaneous world point of the space point in
question. More closely, the U-space point (world line) containing the world point x will
be represented by qx (τ (o)) − o. To get explicitly how qx (τ (o)) − o depends on x, let us
put xo := o, q := qx (τ (o)) − o and t = τ (x) in (2) (then τ (o) = to ) and take into account
that qqx (to ) (τ (x)) = x; in this way we obtain the vectorized splitting in the form

(4)
H : M → I × E, x 7→ τ (x), R(τ (x))−1 x − qo (τ (x)) .
Here and in the sequel, for the sake of brevity, R(t) := R(t, to ).
The observer splits M, too, by the derivative of this space-time splitting.
Differentiating R(τ (x))−1 by x we get −R(τ (x))−1 Ṙ(τ (x))R(τ (x))−1 τ , taking into
account q̇o (τ (x)) = U(qo (τ (x)) and the basic properties of world line functions we find
that the vectorized splitting has the derivative


τ
(5)
DH(x) =
:M→I×E
R(τ (x))−1 (1 − U(x) ⊗ τ )
where 1 is the identity of M.
Note that restricting DH(x) onto E, we obtain ∇H(x) = (0, R(τ (x))−1 ); further we
omit the zero component, thus we consider that
∇H(x) = R(τ (x))−1 : E → E.
The inverse of the splitting is
(6)

H −1 =: P : I × E → M,

(t, q) 7→ qo (t) + R(t)q,

whose partial derivatives are obtained easily:
(7)

∂0 P (t, q) :=

∂P (t, q)
= U(qo (t)) + Ṙ(t)q = U(P (t, q)),
∂t

∂P (t, q)
= R(t).
∂q
The derivative of P is the couple of the partial derivatives. Differentiating the equality
H(P (t, q)) = (t, q), we deduce


(9)
∂0 P, ∇P = (DH(P ))−1 .

(8)

∇P (t, q) :=

3.4. Relative form of absolute physical quantities. Using the splitting of M and M,
a rigid observer U represents physical quantities – functions defined in space-time – as
functions defined in time and U-space. The splitting of the space-time functions gives
their U-relative form, the usual field quantities defined on time and space.
The U-relative form of a scalar field f : M → R is
(10)

fU : I × E → R,

(t, q) 7→ f (P (t, q)),
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briefly: fU = f (P ).
The U-relative form of a vector field C : M → M is
CU : I × E → I × E,

(t, q) 7→ DH(P (t, q))C(P (t, q)).

Using (5) and an abbreviated notation, we have


τ C(P )

(11)
CU =
R−1 C(P ) − U(P )τ C(P )
In particular, a spacelike vector field c : M → E has the U-relative form (the trivial
zero component omitted)
cU = R−1 c(P ).

(12)

Similarly, a spacelike tensor field f : M → E ⊗ E∗ has the U-relative form
fU = R−1 f (P )R.

(13)

The U-relative form of a covector field K : M → M∗ is
∗
KU := (DH(P ))−1 K(P ) = K(P )(DH(P ))−1 : I × E → I∗ × E∗ ;
by (9), (7) and (8), we find
(14)


 

KU = K(P ) · ∂0 P, ∇P = K(P ) · U(P ), (K(P ) · i)R

(recall that K · i denotes the absolute spacelike component of K, the restriction of K onto
E). Note that the spacelike component can be written in the form R−1 (K(P ) · i), too,
because for an orthogonal map we have R∗ = R−1 .
As a consequence one may calculate the U-relative form of second order tensors easily.
For example, a mixed tensor field F : M → E ⊗ M∗ has the U-relative form


−1
−1
(15)
FU = R F(P ) · U(P ), R (F(P ) · i)R .
3.5. Relative form of absolute derivatives. The derivative Df of a scalar field f is a
covector field, thus its U-relative form is

 

(16)
(Df )U = Df (P ) · ∂0 P, ∇P = ∂0 fU , ∇fU .
The derivative Dc of a spacelike vector field c is a mixed tensor field, so differentiating
(12) and applying (15), we get


(17)
(Dc)U = (∂0 + ΩU )cU , ∇cU
where ΩU := R−1 ΩR = R−1 Ṙ is the relative form of the angular velocity of the observer.
As a consequence,
(18)

(∇c)U = ∇cU .
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4. Continuous media
A continuum, from a physical point of view, is a ‘continuous set of material points’.
The history of such a ‘continuous body’ can be described by an absolute velocity field
u : M → V (1) which is supposed to be twice differentiable.
Note that both an observer and a continuum are given by an absolute velocity field.
Keep in mind that majuscule U will refer to an observer (an ‘observing body’), minuscule
u will refer to a continuum (a ‘body to be observed’). An observer is mostly supposed to
be rigid, a continuum is never rigid. An observer has no other property besides its velocity
field, a continuum has other characteristics, too: density, stress, temperature, etc.
4.1. Velocity fields. Recall that V (1) is an affine space over EI , thus
– the derivative of an absolute velocity field u : M → V (1) is a mixed tensor field,
(Du)(x) ∈ EI ⊗ M∗ having the transpose (Du)∗ (x) ∈ M∗ ⊗ EI .
– the spacelike derivative of u is a mixed spacelike tensor field, (∇u)(x) ∈ EI ⊗ E∗
having the transpose (∇u)∗ (x) ∈ E∗ ⊗ EI .
E
In view of the identification E∗ ≡ D⊗D
, both (∇u)(x) and (∇u)∗ (x) are considered
E⊗E
, thus the antisymmetric spacelike derivative of u makes sense, too: (∇ ∧
to be in I⊗D⊗D
u)(x) := (∇u)∗ (x) − (∇u)(x). According to the end of Subsection 3.2, we can interpret

1
− (∇ ∧ u)(x)
2
as the angular velocity (vorticity) of the continuum at the world point x.
Now let us consider a rigid observer U which ‘observes’ the continuum u. We deduce
from (11) that the U-relative form of u is


1
(20)
uU (t, q) =
vU (t, q)
(19)

where

vU = R−1 u(P ) − U(P )

(21)
is the U-relative velocity field.
Then we derive that
(22)

∇vU = R−1 (∇u)(P )∇P − (∇U)(P )∇P



from which, taking into account that ∇u is a spacelike tensor and using (8) and (13), we
have
(23)

(∇u)U = ∇vU + ΩU

or

(∇u)∗U = (∇vU )∗ − ΩU .

4.2. The flow of a continuum. A velocity field u, by the solution of differential equation
ẋ = u(x), generates a flow, the map
I × M → M,

(t, x) 7→ Υt (x)

such that
(24)

dΥt (x)
= u(Υt (x)),
dt

Υ0 (x) = x.
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Thus, t 7→ Υt−τ (x) (x) is a world line function of u, describing the history of a particle
of the continuum.
It is well known from the theory of differential equations [10] that for any fixed t the
map M → M , x 7→ Υt (x) is a twice differentiable bijection whose inverse is twice
t (x)
differentiable, too (it is a diffeomorphism). Consequently, its derivative DΥt (x) := dΥdx
∗
is a linear bijection M → M (an element of M ⊗ M ). Note that DΥ0 (x) is the identity
of M.
The order of differentiations can be interchanged, thus
dDΥt (x)
|t=0 = Du(x).
dt
The customary notions regarding the kinematics of the continuum are connected to the
U-relative form of the flow. According to the previous general case a rigid observer splits
the flow of the continuum into the duration t of the motion, the time elapsed from the
initial instant, and the motion function χt [11], the relative position of the particles of the
continuum in the space of the rigid observer:
(25)

(Υt )U : I × E → I × E,

(t, X) 7→ DH(P (t, X))Υt (P (t, X)).

With the customary and shortened notation one can get
(Υt )U (t, X) = (τ (Υt ), R−1 (Υt − Uτ (Υt ))) =: (t, χt (X)).
The spacelike part of the domain of the U-relative flow is called reference configuration,
because χ0 (X) = X as a consequence of the second formula of (24). Let us note that the
spacelike component of the flow, the motion function, is a relative notion, depends on the
observer [12]. Similarly, the usual concepts of body and material manifold of continuum
physics (see e.g. [11, 13]) are relative, too.
5. Time derivatives
In this section we consider a continuum having the absolute velocity field u.
5.1. Material time derivative. Let a physical quantity be described by A : M → V
where V is a finite dimensional affine space. The function t 7→ A(Υt (x)) is the change in
time of the quantity along an integral curve i.e. at a particle of the continuum. We have by
the chain rule that
dA(Υt (x))
|t=0 = DA(x) · u(x) = u(x) · (DA)∗ (x) =: (Du A)(x).
dt
It is a matter of course that we call Du A = (DA) · u the material time derivative of A
with respect to u. Clearly, this is an absolute object, not depending on any observer.
The U-relative form of the material time derivative of a scalar field f : M → R is
obtained by (16) and (20):
(Du f )U = (Df · u)U = (Df )U · (u)U = (∂0 + vU · ∇)fU .
The U-relative form of the material time derivative of a spacelike vector field c : M →
E is obtained by (17) and (20):

(26)
(Du c)U = (Dc) · u = (Dc)U · (u)U = (∂0 + ΩU + vU · ∇) cU .
U
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We emphasize that material time differentiation is absolute (objective), does not depend
on any observer and its correct relative form by a rigid observer for absolute spacelike
vector fields is ∂0 + ΩU + vU · ∇. The non-objective ∂0 + vU · ∇ is not the relative form
of the material time differentiation for spacelike vector fields [1].
5.2. Traditional convected time derivatives.
5.2.1. Upper convected time derivative. Now we have to make a remark. Let N be an
affine space and let H : M → N be a diffeomorphism. Then the vector field C : M → M
is sent by H to the vector field N → N, y 7→ DH(y)C(H −1 (y)). This formula is applied
when defining the split form (11) of a vector field and offers itself for the flow generated
by the velocity field, H replaced with Υ−1
t .
Thus, instead of t 7→ C(Υt (x)), it seems preferable to consider
t 7→ (DΥt (x))−1 C(Υt (x)) as the change in time of the vector field along a particle of the
continuum. Since
d(DΥt (x))−1
dDΥt (x)
= −(DΥt (x))−1
(DΥt (x))−1 ,
dt
dt
so
(27)

d(DΥt (x))−1 C(Υt (x))
dt

= u(x)·(DC)∗ (x)−C(x)·(Du)∗ (x) =: (Lu C)(x).
t=0

Lu C is known in differential geometry as the Lie derivative of C by u [14].
The first term of the Lie derivative is just the material time derivative.
For a spacelike vector field c : M → E we have
Lu c = Du c − c · (∇u)∗ .

(28)

The U-relative form of the Lie derivative of the spacelike vector field c is
(Lu c)U =(∂0 + ΩU + vU · ∇)cU − cU · ((∇vU )∗ − ΩU ) =
(29)

=(∂0 + vU · ∇)cU − cU · (∇vU )∗

which is exactly the known form of the upper convected time derivative.
Thus, the upper convected time derivative of a spacelike vector field is just its Lie derivative by the velocity field of the continuum.
5.2.2. Lower convected time derivatives. An argument similar to that in the previous Subsection yields that, instead of t 7→ K(Υt (x)), it seems preferable to consider t 7→
(DΥt (x))∗ K(Υt (x)) as the change in time of the covector field K : M → M∗ along
a particle of the continuum. Then we find
(30)

d(DΥt (x))∗ K(Υt (x))
dt

= u(x)(DK)∗ (x) + (Du)∗ (x)K(x) =: (Lu K)(x)
t=0

Lu K is known in differential geometry as the Lie derivative of K by u.
The first term of the Lie derivative is just the material time derivative.
Recall that (Du)∗ (x) is in M∗ ⊗ EI , therefore the second term can be written in the
form (Du)∗ (x)K(x) · i where K(x) · i is the absolute spacelike part of the covector field.
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As a consequence, taking the absolute spacelike part of (30) and putting k := K · i for the
sake of brevity, we have
(Lu k) · i = Du k + (∇u)∗ k.

(31)

The U-relative form of the spacelike part of the Lie derivative of k is

Lu k) · i =(∂0 + ΩU + vU · ∇)kU + ((∇vU )∗ − ΩU )kU =
(32)
U

(33)

=(∂0 + vU · ∇)kU + (∇vU )∗ · kU

which is exactly the known form of the lower convected time derivative.
Thus, the lower convected time derivative of the spacelike part of a covector field is just
its Lie derivative by the velocity field of the continuum.
E
, a spacelike vector
5.2.3. Jaumann derivative. According to the identification E∗ ≡ D⊗D
field can be considered as a covector field and vice versa. Thus, we can form both the lower
convected time derivative and the upper convected time derivative of a spacelike vector
field c. In this way we obtain the Jaumann derivative:

1
∇∧u
(Lu c + (Lu c∗ ) · i) = Du c +
c
2
2
whose relative form, according to an observer U, is

(34)

Ju c :=

∇ ∧ vU
cU .
2
The Jaumann derivative, alternatively, is called the ‘corotational time derivative’ because it is usually stated that the Jaumann derivative is the time derivative with respect to
an observer corotating with the continuum.
The Jaumann derivative, however, is an absolute object, i.e. independent of any observers, so we have to give a sense to the above statement, if possible.
First of all note, that a rigid observer cannot corotate totally with the continuum because
the angular velocity of a rigid observer depends only on time (is the same for all simultaneous world points) whereas the angular velocity of a (non-rigid) continuum depends on
space-time (is different, in general, for simultaneous space-time points).
Choosing a single particle of the continuum, we can define a rigid observer corotating with the continuum around this particle only, in other words, the space origin of the
observer is that particle and it has angular velocity equalling the angular velocity of the
continuum at that particle. More closely, choosing a single particle of the continuum described by the world line function t 7→ ro (t) := Υt−τ (o) (o) for a given world point o, we
put
(Ju c)U = (∂0 + vU · ∇)cU +

(∇ ∧ u)(ro (t))
2
and the rigid observer corotating with the continuum around the chosen particle will be
(35)

(36)

Ωo (t) := −

Uo (x) := u(ro (τ (x))) + Ωo (τ (x))(x − ro (τ (x)).

The rotation of this observer is obtained as the solution of the differential equation
Ṙo = Ωo Ro with the initial value R(τ (o)) = idE .
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Then for a spacelike vector field c we find by (12) that
−1
−1
∂0 cUo = −R−1
o Ṙo Ro c(Po ) + Ro (Dc)(Po ) · U(Po ) = −(Ωo c)Uo + (DUo c)Uo

and (see (34))

(37)

(Ju c)U = (Du c)Uo +
o

∇∧u
c
2


.
Uo

According to our choice, Po (t, 0) = ro (t) (see (6)), thus (35) and Uo (ro (t)) = u(ro (t))
result in
(38)

∂0 cUo (t, 0) = (Ju c)U (t, 0) :
o

– the partial time derivative of the Uo -relative form
– the Uo -relative form of the Jaumann derivative
of a spacelike vector field are equal at the given particle around which the observer corotates with the continuum.
6. Summary and Discussion
In this paper we investigated objective time derivatives of continuum physics in a fourdimensional setting. Our analysis was based on a reference frame independent nonrelativistic space-time model in which time is absolote but is not embedded into space-time.
Within this space-time model objectivity (frame independence) is formulated by the use
of absolute objects – four-vectors, covectors, tensors, etc. – not referring to any observer.
Of course, observers are defined in this theory, and detailed formulae are given, how spacetime is split into time and space by a rotating observer and how absolute objects are split
into time- and spacelike components.
Considering continuous media, we have defined material time differentiation in an absolute form (not depending on observers). Its correct relative form corresponding to a rotating
observer U is ∂0 + vU · ∇ only for scalars; for spacelike vectors it is ∂0 + ΩU + vU · ∇.
Notions of differential geometry (as e.g. Lie derivatives or Christoffel symbols) are tools
of formulating the general principles of continuum mechanics [15] and are also important
in modeling the microstructure [16, 17]. In most of the such investigations the geometry
is related only to the three dimensional space, space-time is considered as the Cartesian
product of time and space. Some recent treatments introduce non-relativistic space-time
with geometrical notions, as a simple fibre bundle [18]. The few existing four-dimensional
treatments (e.g. [19, 20]) do not consider the problem of objectivity and objective time
derivatives. Actually, these four-dimensional investigations in nonrelativistic continuum
physics are considered as something exotic that can give aesthetic formulations, but the results can be understood on other ways, too. Our treatment shows that the four-dimensional
structure is essential, it cannot be avoided with any reference to e.g. ’instantanous transformations’. In a previous paper we have argued that objectivity cannot be formulated
properly in three dimensions because the proper transformation of physical quantities between time dependent (e.g. rotating) reference frames require the use of four-dimensional
Christoffel symbols [1].
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Academy of Sciences), Budapest, 1993).
[10] V. I. Arnold, Ordinary differential equations (Sringer Verlag, 3 edition, 1992).
[11] C. Truesdell, W. Noll, The Non-Linear Field Theories of Mechanics in Handbuch der Physik, III/3 (Springer
Verlag, Berlin-Heidelberg-New York, 1965).
[12] A. Bertram, B. Svendsen, ”On material objectivity and reduced constitutive equations”, Archive of Mechanics 53, 653 (2001).
[13] G. Maugin, The thermomechanics of nonlinear irreversible behaviors (An introduction) (World Scientific,
Singapure-New Jersey-London-Hong Kong, 1999).
[14] Y. Choquet-Bruhat, C. DeWitt-Morette, and M. Dillard-Bleick. Analysis, Manifolds and Physics (NorthHolland Publishing Company, Amsterdam - New York - Oxford, 2nd, revised edition, 1982).
[15] J. E. Marsden, T. J. R. Hughes. Mathematical Foundations of Elasticity (Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey, 1983).
[16] Chiara de Fabritiis, P. M. Mariano. ”Geometry of ineractions in complex bodies”, Journal of Geometry and
Physics 54, 300 (2005).
[17] J. Saczuk, ”Continua with microstructure modelled by the geometry of higher-order contact”, International
Journal of Solids and Structures, 38, 1019 (2001).
[18] B. Svendsen, A. Bertram, ”On frame-indifference and form-invariance in constitutive theory”, Acta Mechanica 132, 195 (1999).
[19] C. Truesdell, R. Toupin, The classical field theories, in Handbbuch der Physik, Vol III/1. (Springer, 1960).
[20] G. A. Maugin, ”On the universility of thermodynamics o fforces driving singular sets” Archive of Applied
Mechanics 70, 31 (2000).

ON THE OBJECTIVITY OF TIME DERIVATIVES

[a]

Tamás Matolcsi
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