arXiv:2405.06892v1 [hep-ph] 11 May 2024

Hadronic energy-momentum tensor revisited

Yang Li,^1 Qun Wang,^1 and James P. Vary^2 1Department of Modern Physics, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China 2Department of Physics and Astronomy, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 50011 (Dated: May 14, 2024)

Everything gravitates and they do so through the energy-momentum tensor (EMT). However, there is no consensus on how to define the EMT of a hadron, e.g. the proton, the fundamental building blocks of the visible world. In this work, we show that the hadronic EMT can be cast into the form of relativistic continua with spin. The fluid-like form allows a clear identification of the proper hadronic energy density, pressure and shear. A spin tensor contribution is also identified without the reference to the total angular momentum operator, in alignment with the recent development in relativistic spin hydrodynamics. The hadronic EMT is related to the quantum expectation value of the EMT operator through the convolution with the hadronic wavepacket. To factorize out the hadronic EMT, different multipole expansion schemes are explored. We show that the popular Breit-frame densities and light-front densities emerge as the monopole momentum densities from different factorization schemes.

Introduction There is currently an intense debate concerning the proper definition of the hadronic energymomentum tensor (EMT) t^{αβ} , a physical observable of fundamental importance [1–32]. The core of the problem is how to relate experimental measurements to the internal energy and stress distributions inside hadrons, e.g. the proton [33–36]. From a pure microscopic viewpoint, this problem concerns the proper interpretation of the experimental data [37]. On the other hand, t^{αβ} dictates how these subatomic particles gravitate on a macroscopic level. Even though a direct measurement of the gravitational coupling of the proton is extremely challenging, how the energy and stress are distributed inside it has major physical consequences. For example, several definitions produce a singular energy density at the center of the pion based on perturbative QCD [4], which is particularly concerning for the density defined with a sharply localized state [14, 20, 21, 25, 29]. Some approaches predict the change of the internal densities beyond the naïve Lorentz transformation [12, 31], which may play a role for investigating cold nuclear matter, ranging from the atomic nuclei to neutron stars. Furthermore, Polyakov et al. conjectured a mechanical stability condition D(0) < 0 for hadrons based on the stress density interpretation of the gravitational form factor (GFF) D(q^2) [10]. However, there is no consensus on the exact physical interpretation of the GFFs obtained from Lorentz decomposition of the hadronic EMT [7, 18, 19, 38–40].

In this work, we revisit the definition of the hadronic EMT. Starting from the quantum expectation value (QEV) of the Belinfante-Rosenfeld EMT operator T^{αβ} [41], we introduce a fluid-like hadronic EMT (9), which enables us to identify the physical hadronic densities, including the hadronic energy density E(x), pressure P(x) and shear Π^{αβ} (x). For the proton, a hadron with spin, inspired by the recent development in spin hydrodynamics [42–47], we show that there also exists the contribution from the spin tensor S^{αβ} (x), which differs from the orbital angular momentum density considered in the literature [6, 10, 48].

In the literature, one of the well adopted definitions is based on hadronic matrix elements (HMEs). Inspired by the well-known work of Sachs [49, 50], Polyakov et. al. defines the hadronic EMT as the Fourier transform of the HMEs in the Breit frame where ⃗p^′ = −⃗p = 2⃗q [10]:

t^{αβ}_{bf} (⃗r) = ∫ d^3q (2π)^32E_q e^{−i⃗q·⃗r}⟨−^1_2 ⃗q|T^{αβ}(0)| +^1_2 ⃗q⟩ . (1)

Here, 2E_q = 2 √ M^2 +^1_4 ⃗q^2 accounts for the normalization of the state vectors. This definition of hadronic EMT relies on several arbitrary choices: the choice of a special reference frame and the choice of the phases of the state vectors. The latter suggests that this is not a proper density in quantum theory. Note that the proton is not at rest in this frame. Jaffe argued that this definition is only valid for nonrelativistic systems [13].

The frame dependence can be eliminated by a projection onto the light front t−z/c [2–5, 11, 15–17, 24, 28, 30],

T^{αβ}_{lf} (⃗x_⊥) = ∫ dx^− T^{αβ}(x^−, ⃗x_⊥) (2)

where, x^± = x^0 ± x^3, ⃗x_⊥ = (x^1, x^2) are the light-front coordinates. The light-front hadronic EMT is defined as the 2D Fourier transform of the light-front-projected operator,

t^{αβ}_{lf} (⃗r_⊥) = 1 2P^+ ∫ d^2q_⊥ (2π)^2 e^{−i⃗q⊥ ·⃗r⊥} × ⟨P −^1_2 ⃗q|T^{αβ}_{lf} (0)|P +^1_2 ⃗q⟩ . (3)

Here 2P^+ accounts for state normalization. Hadronic wave functions evolving in light front time x^+ are boost invariant. As a result, the P -dependence of the lightfront hadronic EMT factorizes. For example, the lightfront energy density of the proton can be written as [24,

51, 52],

t^{+−}_{lf} (⃗r_⊥) = ⃗P 2_⊥A(r_⊥) + ⃗P_⊥ · [∇_⊥ × ⃗S(r_⊥)] + M2(r_⊥) P^+

, (4)

where, A(r_⊥), ⃗S(r_⊥) and M^2(r_⊥) are intrinsic densities independent of the average momentum P . Comparing to the light-front energy of a free hadron p^− = (⃗p^2_⊥ + M^2)/p^+, A(r_⊥) and M^2(r_⊥) can be interpreted as the number density and invariant mass squared density, respectively. The ⃗S term is a surface term, representing the spin distribution within the proton.

The above definition can be further improved by adopting a fully covariant decomposition. The HMEs of the EMT operator for the proton can be written as [10, 53, 54], ⟨p^′, s^′|T^{μν} (0)|p, s⟩ = 1 2M u_s′ (p^′) [ 2P^μP^ν A(q^2) + iP^{{μ}σ^{ν}ρ}q_ρJ(q^2) + 1 2 (q^μq^ν − q^2g^{μν} )D(q^2) ] u_s(p) (5)

where, a^{{μ}b^{ν}} = a^μb^ν + a^ν b^μ, P = (p^′ + p)/2, q = p^′ − p. The Lorentz scalars A(q^2), J(q^2) and D(q^2) are known as GFFs. The light-front densities and the Breit frame densities can be expressed in terms of the GFFs. It is tempting to interpret the Fourier transforms of GFFs A(q^2), J(q^2) and D(q^2) as the mass, spin and pressure distributions of the proton, respectively. However, this interpretation suffers from several problems.

First, the GFFs depend on q^2 the four-momentum transfer squared, whereas the densities are defined with spatial dimensions. One solution is to go back to the Breit frame in which q^0 = 0, and q^2 = −⃗q^2 only involves the spatial momentum ⃗q. However, this choice is not physically motivated. Indeed, any frame with a fixed average momentum ⃗P = (⃗p + ⃗p^′)/2 also fixes q^0, and the Breit frame gives the most compact expression. Alternatively, one can get back to the projection onto the light front, where q^2 = −q^2_⊥ only involves the 2D transverse momentum ⃗q_⊥ = (q_x, q_y).

Second, HMEs are not quantum expectation values (QEVs) and the GFFs resulting from the covariant decomposition of HMEs are not physical observables. Indeed, the covariant decomposition is not unique and the physical interpretation of the associated GFFs is ambiguous. Note that these ambiguities cannot be resolved by resorting to the HMEs, e.g. Eqs. (1 and 3), since they are not Lorentz invariants.

The situation is in stark contrast to the EMT of continua, e.g. solids and fluids, [55]

t^{αβ} = eu^αu^β − pΔ^{αβ} +^1_2 ∂_σ (u^{{α}s^{β}σ} ) + π^{αβ} + dissipative terms. (6)

Here, u^α is the four-velocity of the continuum (u_μu^μ = 1), and Δ^{αβ} = g^{αβ} − u^αu^β is the spatial metric tensor. Lorentz scalar e is the proper energy density, viz., the energy density measured in the local rest frame, and p is the proper pressure. In ideal hydrodynamics, only the first two terms are present. The traceless shear tensor π^{αβ} encodes the dissipative effect in fluids, but it may exist in solids as a non-dissipative quantity. For fluids with spin, it was recently proposed that the spin degree of freedom also contributes to the EMT through the spin tensor s^{αβ} [47]. Eq. (6) is applicable to general classical continuum subject to Poincaré symmetry. In contrast to t^{αβ} , the proper densities e, p, s^{αβ} and π^{αβ} are physical densities that characterize the internal structure of the continuum independent of its external motion. We will show below that the hadronic EMT can also be rewritten in the form of Eq. (6). As such, these physical densities can be identified within hadrons.

Hadronic energy-momentum tensor When gravity interacts with quantum matter, the metric tensor g^{αβ} couples the QEV of the EMT operator. In particular, for the nucleon, the QEV is, t^{αβ} (x) = ⟨Ψ|T^{αβ}(x)|Ψ⟩, (7) where |Ψ⟩ is a normalized hadronic eigenstate of the QCD Hamiltonian. Using the covariant decomposition of the HME (5) and the covariant formalism introduced in our previous work [22], the QEV (7) can be written as t^{αβ} (x) = ⟨ T^{αβ} (x) ⟩ Ψ, where ⟨· · · ⟩_Ψ represents a convolution with respect to the hadronic wavepacket Ψ(x), ⟨ O(x) ⟩ Ψ = ∫ d^3z Ψ(z)O(x − z)Ψ(z) | |_{x0 =z0} , (8)

and the kernel

T^{αβ} = EU^αU^β − PΔ^{αβ} +^1_2 ∂_ρ ( U^{{α}S^{β}ρ} ) + Π^{αβ} (9)

formally represents the pure hadronic contribution, and will be referred to as the hadronic energy-momentum tensor in a similar form of the EMT of the continuum (6). Therefore, E, P, S^{αβ} , Π^{αβ} can be uniquely identified as the physical densities, i.e. the energy, pressure, spin and shear densities, respectively. The dissipative terms are not relevant for hadrons. For the nucleon, the hadronic wavepacket Ψ(x),

Ψ(x) = ∑ s ∫ d^3p (2π)^32p^0 e^{−ip·x}u_s(p)⟨p, s|Ψ⟩ (10) satisfies the Dirac equation.

The convolution (8) highlights the wave nature of hadrons. Jaffe argued that the Compton wavelength of the proton λ_{Comp} = M^{−1}_p ≃ 0.2 fm is comparable to their matter radii r_p ≃ 0.5 fm [13]. Consequently, under a subfemtometer probe λ_γ ≪ r_p ∼ λ_{Comp} ≪ λ_{deBrog}, the proton behaves as a wave. This is in contrast to nonrelativistic systems, e.g. nuclei, where the de Broglie wavelength λ_{deBrog} can be taken to be much smaller than the wavelength of the probing photon λ_γ , and the system behaves as a structured particle.

The hadronic 4-velocity U^α is defined from the conserved number current n^μ = (1/2M)Ψi∂^{↔μ}Ψ = ⟨n U^μ⟩_Ψ with normalization U_αU^α = 1, where f ∂^↔g = f∂g − (∂f)g is the convective derivative, and n is the proper number density. The hadronic densities can be obtained from the usual projection technique. For example, the total energy density e(x) = ⟨U_αU_β T^{αβ} ⟩_Ψ ≡ ⟨E(x)⟩_Ψ. Plugging Eqs. (5) and (10) into Eq. (7), we identify the physical hadronic densities as, E(x) = M ∫ d^3q (2π)^3 e^{iq·x} {( 1 − q^2 4M^2 ) A(q^2) + q^2 4M^2 [ 2J(q^2) − D(q^2) ]} , (11) P(x) = 1 6M ∫ d^3q (2π)^3 e^{iq·x}q^2D(q^2), (12)

S^{αβ} (x) = ∫ d^3q (2π)^3 e^{iq·x} × { iσ^{αβ} √ 1 − q^2 4M^2 − U^{[α}q^{β]} 2M } J(q^2), (13)

Π^{αβ} (x) = 1 4M ∫ d^3q (2π)^3 e^{iq·x} ( q^αq^β − q^2 3 Δ^{αβ} ) D(q^2) ,

(14)

where U^α = i∂^{↔α}/ √ 4M^2 − q^2, Δ^{αβ} = g^{αβ} − U^αU^β, and a^{[μ}b^{ν]} = a^μb^ν − a^ν b^μ. Note that both the hadronic spin tensor S^{αβ} and shear tensor Π^{αβ} explicitly depend on the convective derivative ∂^↔, hence, on the hadronic wavepacket Ψ(x).

Following the values of the GFFs in the forward limit, i.e., A(0) = 1, J(0) = 1/2, the energy density E(x) is normalized to the hadron mass M, and the integral of the pressure density P(x) vanishes [7, 56]. The energy density can be used in the energy conditions to impose a constraint on D [9], although it is known that energy conditions are violated in the quantum realm. From these densities, we can introduce the trace scalar density θ = g_{αβ} t^{αβ}, which satisfies the standard relation with the energy density and pressure, θ = ⟨ Θ(x) ⟩ = ⟨ E(x)−3P(x) ⟩ . The hadronic spin tensor S^{αβ} satisfies the Frenkel condition ⟨U_αS^{αβ} ⟩_Ψ = 0 [57]. It consists of two terms: a term ∝ σ^{αβ} representing the intrinsic spin contribution and a term ∼ ∂^{[α}U^{β]} representing the vorticity contribution. Similar terms appear in the medium polarization tensor of electromagnetic current but with different form factors, viz. they are associated with different spatial distributions [22]. The spatial part of the spin tensor S^{ij} (r) is normalized to the familiar spin vector^i_2 σ^{ij} ∼^1_2 ϵ^{ijk} S^k for on-shell Dirac spinors, which induces the spin current ∇ × ⃗S shown in (4).

Hadronic multipole moment densities The hadronic densities in (9) are in convolution with the hadronic wavepacket. To extract these densities from the physically measurable QEV, the factorization of the intrinsic densities and the wavepacket is required. For example, such factorization exists in nonrelativistic dynamics, e.g. nuclei, and one can uniquely define the internal nuclear distribution by deconvoluting the c.m. wavepackets from the QEV [58]. On the other hand, the hadronic densities Eqs. (11–14) depend on the fluid velocity U^α through

q^0 = √ ( ⃗P +^1_2 ⃗q)^2 + M^2 − √ ( ⃗P −^1_2 ⃗q)^2 + M^2, (15)

where ⃗P = (i/2)^↔∇ ∝ ⃗U. Consequently, the hadronic densities and hadronic wavepacket do not factorize.

To reinstate factorization, several approaches are proposed. Lorcé showed that factorization exists in the transverse phase space [12]. Alternatively, factorization also exists on the light front, thanks to the Galilean nature of the light-front boosts [15–17, 24, 28, 30].

Within the covariant approach, we proposed the asymptotic factorization in the spirit of the QCD factorization of hard and soft physics. We perform a multipole expansion in terms of the convective derivative i^↔∇:

O(x, i^↔∇) = O_0(x) + O^i_1(x)i^↔∇^i + 1 2! O^{ij}_2 (x)i^↔∇^ii^↔∇^j + · · ·

The expansion is based on the separation of the intrinsic hadronic scale l_{had} = max{r_p, λ_{Comp}} from the scale (width) of the wavepacket l_Ψ = λ_{deBrog}. Since

q_0 ∼ O

( l2_{had}

l^2_Ψ ) , q^2 = −⃗q^2 + O

( l2_{had}

l^2_Ψ ) , (16)

the leading term of the expansion – the monopole term factorizes out, i.e. it is independent of the wavepacket. The extracted monopole energy density is,

E_0(⃗r) = M ∫ d^3q (2π)^3 e^{−i⃗q·⃗r} {( 1 + ⃗q^2 4M^2 ) A(−⃗q^2) − ⃗q^2 4M^2 [ 2J(−⃗q^2) − D(−⃗q^2) ]} , (17)

where the subscript “0” indicates that these are the monopole densities. Note that now the 4-momentum squared q^2 is replaced by −⃗q^2 the 3-momentum squared. The above monopole energy density agrees with the Breit-frame energy density t^{00}_{bf}(r_⊥). Similarly, the monopole hadronic spin, pressure and shear densities also agree with the corresponding Breit-frame densities [10]. Therefore, the Breit-frame hadronic densities can be properly interpreted as the monopole moment densities of the QEVs of the EMT operator [22]. Note that the above derivation goes beyond the non-relativistic approximation. Higher multipole densities also exist, and are expected to play a role in cases where the factorization of the monopole moment is not sufficient, such as nucleons within the deuteron or in neutron stars.

The factorization discussed above is not unique. Another useful choice is to expand around a highly boosted wavepacket with momentum | ⃗P_0| ≫ l^{−1}_{had}. In this case, the 4-momentum squared q^2 becomes,

q^2 = −q^2_⊥ + O

( l−2_{had}

| ⃗P_0|^2 , l^2_{had} l^2_Ψ ) , (18)

where ⃗q_⊥ = ⃗q − (⃗q · n̂)n̂ and n̂ = ⃗P_0/| ⃗P_0|. It is advantageous to adopt the light-front coordinates for a 4-vector v^μ,

v^± = v^0 ± v_‖, ⃗v_⊥ = ⃗v − v_‖n̂ , (19)

where, v_‖ = n̂ · ⃗v. For n̂ = ẑ, these variables become the standard light-front variables. The leading-order hadronic energy density becomes two-dimensional,

E_0(x) = δ(x_‖)M ∫ d^2q_⊥ (2π)^2 e^{−i⃗q⊥·⃗x⊥} [( 1 + ⃗q^2_⊥ 4M^2 ) A(−⃗q^2_⊥) − ⃗q^2_⊥ 4M^2 ( 2J(−⃗q^2_⊥) − D(−⃗q^2_⊥) )] . (20)

which agrees with the light-front energy density t^{+−}_{lf} (r_⊥), reaffirming the equivalence between densities in the infinite momentum frame (IMF) and densities on the light front.

In principle, one can adopt a wavepacket with a finite central momentum ⃗P_0, which is applicable to, e.g., fast moving nucleons in a nucleus. The 4-momentum squared q^2 becomes,

q^2 = ( q̂^0

)_2

− ⃗q^2 + O

( l2_{had}

l^2_Ψ ) (21)

where, q̂^0 is be obtained from q^0 by replacing ⃗P with ⃗P_0 in (15). The Breit-frame and light-front/IMF densities can be viewed as hadronic densities within this boosted frame for two limiting cases | ⃗P_0| → 0 and | ⃗P_0| → ∞, respectively [12].

Summary and discussions The hadronic energymomentum tensor (EMT) is of fundamental importance in modern physics. A proper definition of this quantity is obscured by the relativistic wave nature of hadrons. In this work, starting from the quantum expectation value (QEV) of the Belinfante-Rosenfeld EMT operator, we proposed a covariant definition of the hadronic EMT. The resulting expression resembles the continua, e.g. fluids and solids, which enables us to unambiguously define the physical hadronic densities, such as the proper energy density, pressure, spin density and shear. Our fluidlike EMT also supports the use of the coupled multifluid picture for decomposing the proton mass into different contributions [7, 18, 38, 55, 59].

To factorize out the hadronic EMT from the hadronic QEVs, we also adopt multipole expansions. The energy and stress densities introduced in the noncovariant approach within the Breit frame is recovered as the monopole momentum densities. Similarly, the boost invariant light-front densities are recovered as the monopole moment densities from the infinite-momentum limit.

The hadronic spin tensor S^{αβ} identified here is new and is consistent with the recent progress in relativistic spin hydrodynamics. One should distinguish this tensor density from the generalized orbital angular momentum (OAM) density ℓ^{λ,αβ} = ⟨Ψ|L^{λ,μν} |Ψ⟩. The generalized angular momentum J^{λ,μν} = L^{λ,μν} +S^{λ,μν} , the conserved Noether current associated with the Lorenz symmetry, can be decomposed into an orbital part L^{λ,μν} = x^μT^{λν} − x^ν T^{λμ} and a spin part S^{λ,μν} . In the Belinfante form, the OAM density coincides with the total angular momentum density. Therefore, ℓ^{λ,αβ} is widely adopted to investigate the spin composition of hadrons (see Ref. [6] for a review of this topic). The spin tensor s^{μν} originates from the spin part of the generalized angular momentum s^{λ,μν} = ⟨Ψ|S^{λ,μν} |Ψ⟩ = u^λs^{μν} [60]. The spin tensor contributes to the EMT as a spin current: t^{0i}_{spin} ∼ (∇ × ⃗S)^i [47].

Our definition of the hadronic EMT and hadronic densities can also be applied to hadrons with a different spin. For (pseudo-)scalar hadrons, e.g. the pion, our covariant formalism again gives the same result for the hadronic EMT (9), except there is no spin term. The physical hadronic densities are also identical to Eqs. (11, 12, 14) with J(q^2) = 0. One should be mindful, however, these densities differ from those introduced by Polyakov et al. in a non-covariant approach for spin-0 hadrons due to different normalization conventions [10].

Acknowledgements The authors acknowledge fruitful discussions with Adam Freese, Gerald Miller, Cédric Lorcé, Kirill Tuchin, Chandan Mondal, Siqi Xu and Xianghui Cao. Y. L. is supported by the New faculty startup fund of the University of Science and Technology of China. This work was supported in part by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC) under Grant No. 12375081 and 12135011, by the Chinese Academy of Sciences under Grant No. YSBR-101, and by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) under Grant No. DE-SC0023692.

[1] M. Burkardt, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 18, 173-208 (2003) doi:10.1142/S0217751X03012370 [arXiv:hep-ph/0207047 [hep-ph]].

[2] G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 112001 (2007) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.112001 [arXiv:0705.2409 [nucl-th]].

[3] G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. C 80, 045210 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.80.045210 [arXiv:0908.1535

[nucl-th]].

[4] G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. C 79, 055204 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.79.055204 [arXiv:0901.1117 [nucl-th]].

[5] G. A. Miller, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 60, 1- 25 (2010) doi:10.1146/annurev.nucl.012809.104508 [arXiv:1002.0355 [nucl-th]].

[6] E. Leader and C. Lorcé, Phys. Rept. 541, no.3, 163-248 (2014) doi:10.1016/j.physrep.2014.02.010 [arXiv:1309.4235 [hep-ph]].

[7] C. Lorcé, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, no.2, 120 (2018) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5561-2 [arXiv:1706.05853 [hep-ph]].

[8] C. Lorcé, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, no.9, 785 (2018) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6249-3 [arXiv:1805.05284 [hep-ph]].

[9] C. Lorcé, H. Moutarde and A. P. Trawiński, Eur. Phys. J.

C 79, no.1, 89 (2019) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-6572- 3 [arXiv:1810.09837 [hep-ph]].

[10] M. V. Polyakov and P. Schweitzer, Int. J.

Mod. Phys. A 33, no.26, 1830025 (2018) doi:10.1142/S0217751X18300259 [arXiv:1805.06596 [hep-ph]].

[11] G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. C 99, no.3, 035202 (2019) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.99.035202 [arXiv:1812.02714 [nucl-th]].

[12] C. Lorcé, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, no.23, 232002 (2020) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.232002 [arXiv:2007.05318 [hep-ph]].

[13] R. L. Jaffe, Phys. Rev. D 103, no.1, 016017 (2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.103.016017 [arXiv:2010.15887 [hep-ph]].

[14] J. Y. Panteleeva and M. V. Polyakov, Phys. Rev. D 104, no.1, 014008 (2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.104.014008 [arXiv:2102.10902 [hep-ph]].

[15] A. Freese and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 103, 094023 (2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.103.094023 [arXiv:2102.01683 [hep-ph]].

[16] A. Freese and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 104, no.1, 014024 (2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.104.014024 [arXiv:2104.03213 [hep-ph]].

[17] A. Freese and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 105, no.1, 014003 (2022) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.105.014003 [arXiv:2108.03301 [hep-ph]].

[18] C. Lorcé, A. Metz, B. Pasquini and S. Rodini, JHEP 11, 121 (2021) doi:10.1007/JHEP11(2021)121 [arXiv:2109.11785 [hep-ph]].

[19] X. Ji and Y. Liu, Phys. Rev. D 106, no.3, 034028 (2022) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.106.034028 [arXiv:2110.14781 [hep-ph]].

[20] E. Epelbaum, J. Gegelia, N. Lange, U. G. Meißner and M. V. Polyakov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, no.1, 012001 (2022) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.012001 [arXiv:2201.02565 [hep-ph]].

[21] J. Y. Panteleeva, E. Epelbaum, J. Gegelia and U. G. Meißner, Phys. Rev. D 106, no.5, 056019 (2022) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.106.056019 [arXiv:2205.15061 [hep-ph]].

[22] Y. Li, W. b. Dong, Y. l. Yin, Q. Wang and J. P. Vary, Phys. Lett. B 838, 137676 (2023) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2023.137676 [arXiv:2206.12903 [hep-ph]].

[23] Y. Chen and C. Lorcé, Phys. Rev. D 106, no.11, 116024 (2022) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.106.116024

[arXiv:2210.02908 [hep-ph]].

[24] A. Freese and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 108, no.3, 034008 (2023) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.108.034008 [arXiv:2210.03807 [hep-ph]].

[25] J. Y. Panteleeva, E. Epelbaum, J. Gegelia and U. G. Meißner, Eur. Phys. J. C 83, no.7, 617 (2023) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11746-x [arXiv:2211.09596 [hep-ph]].

[26] C. E. Carlson, [arXiv:2208.00826 [hep-ph]]. [27] Y. Chen and C. Lorcé, Phys. Rev. D 107, no.9, 096003 (2023) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.107.096003 [arXiv:2302.04672 [hep-ph]].

[28] A. Freese and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 107, no.7, 074036 (2023) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.107.074036 [arXiv:2302.09171 [hep-ph]].

[29] J. Y. Panteleeva, E. Epelbaum, J. Gegelia and U. G. Meißner, JHEP 07, 237 (2023) doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2023)237 [arXiv:2305.01491 [hepph]].

[30] A. Freese and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 108, no.9, 094026 (2023) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.108.094026 [arXiv:2307.11165 [hep-ph]].

[31] C. Lorcé, [arXiv:2402.00429 [hep-ph]].

[32] Y. Hagiwara, X. B. Tong and B. W. Xiao, [arXiv:2401.12840 [hep-ph]].

[33] V. D. Burkert, L. Elouadrhiri and F. X. Girod, Nature 557, no.7705, 396-399 (2018) doi:10.1038/s41586- 018-0060-z [34] K. Kumerički, Nature 570, no.7759, E1-E2 (2019) doi:10.1038/s41586-019-1211-6 [35] H. Dutrieux, C. Lorcé, H. Moutarde, P. Sznajder, A. Trawiński and J. Wagner, Eur. Phys. J. C 81, no.4, 300 (2021) doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09069-w [arXiv:2101.03855 [hep-ph]].

[36] B. Duran, Z. E. Meziani, S. Joosten, M. K. Jones, S. Prasad, C. Peng, W. Armstrong, H. Atac, E. Chudakov and H. Bhatt, et al. Nature 615, no.7954, 813-816 (2023) doi:10.1038/s41586-023-05730-4 [arXiv:2207.05212 [nucl-ex]].

[37] V. D. Burkert, L. Elouadrhiri, F. X. Girod, C. Lorcé, P. Schweitzer and P. E. Shanahan, Rev. Mod. Phys. 95, no.4, 041002 (2023) doi:10.1103/RevModPhys.95.041002 [arXiv:2303.08347 [hep-ph]].

[38] X. Ji, Front. Phys. (Beijing) 16, no.6, 64601 (2021) doi:10.1007/s11467-021-1065-x [arXiv:2102.07830 [hepph]].

[39] X. Ji and Y. Liu, [arXiv:2208.05029 [hep-ph]]. [40] A. Czarnecki, Y. Liu and S. N. Reza, Acta Phys. Polon. Supp. 16, no.7, 7-A19 (2023) doi:10.5506/APhysPolBSupp.16.7-A19 [arXiv:2309.10994 [hep-ph]].

[41] A. Freese, Phys. Rev. D 106, no.12, 125012 (2022) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.106.125012 [arXiv:2112.00047 [hep-th]].

[42] D. Montenegro, L. Tinti and G. Torrieri, Phys. Rev. D 96, no.5, 056012 (2017) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.96.056012 [arXiv:1701.08263 [hep-th]].

[43] W. Florkowski, B. Friman, A. Jaiswal and E. Speranza, Phys. Rev. C 97, no.4, 041901 (2018) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.97.041901 [arXiv:1705.00587 [nucl-th]].

[44] K. Hattori, M. Hongo, X. G. Huang, M. Matsuo and H. Taya, Phys. Lett. B 795, 100-106 (2019) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2019.05.040 [arXiv:1901.06615 [hep-th]].

[45] F. Becattini, W. Florkowski and E. Speranza, Phys. Lett. B 789, 419-425 (2019) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2018.12.016 [arXiv:1807.10994 [hep-th]].

[46] E. Speranza and N. Weickgenannt, Eur. Phys. J. A 57, no.5, 155 (2021) doi:10.1140/epja/s10050-021-00455- 2 [arXiv:2007.00138 [nucl-th]].

[47] K. Fukushima and S. Pu, Phys. Lett. B 817, 136346 (2021) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136346 [arXiv:2010.01608 [hep-th]].

[48] C. Lorcé, L. Mantovani and B. Pasquini, Phys. Lett.

B 776, 38-47 (2018) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2017.11.018 [arXiv:1704.08557 [hep-ph]].

[49] F. J. Ernst, R. G. Sachs and K. C. Wali, Phys. Rev. 119, 1105-1114 (1960) doi:10.1103/PhysRev.119.1105 [50] R. G. Sachs, Phys. Rev. 126, 2256-2260 (1962) doi:10.1103/PhysRev.126.2256 [51] X. Cao, Y. Li and J. P. Vary, Phys. Rev. D 108, no.5, 056026 (2023) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.108.056026 [arXiv:2308.06812 [hep-ph]].

[52] S. Xu, T. Hu, X. Cao, Y. Li, X. Zhao, and J.P. Vary, in preparation.

[53] I. Y. Kobzarev and L. B. Okun, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 43, 1904-1909 (1962) [54] H. Pagels, Phys. Rev. 144, 1250-1260 (1966) doi:10.1103/PhysRev.144.1250 [55] L. Rezzolla and O. Zanotti, Oxford University Press, 2013, ISBN 978-0-19-174650-5, 978-0-19-852890-6 doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198528906.001.0001 [56] M. Laue, Annalen Phys. 340, no.8, 524-542 (1911) doi:10.1002/andp.19113400808 [57] J. Frenkel, Z. Phys. 37, 243-262 (1926) doi:10.1007/BF01397099 [58] C. Cockrell, J. P. Vary and P. Maris, Phys. Rev.

C 86, 034325 (2012) doi:10.1103/PhysRevC.86.034325 [arXiv:1201.0724 [nucl-th]].

[59] X. Ji, Y. Liu and A. Schäfer, Nucl. Phys. B 971, 115537 (2021) doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2021.115537 [arXiv:2105.03974 [hep-ph]].

[60] S. Jeon, EPJ Web Conf. 276, 01010 (2023) doi:10.1051/epjconf/202327601010 [arXiv:2310.11269 [nucl-th]].