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A B S T R A C T

The energy-momentum and spin tensors for a given theory can be replaced by alternative expressions
that obey the same conservation laws for the energy, linear momentum, as well as angular momentum
but, however, differ by the local redistribution of such quantities (with global energy, linear momen-
tum, and angular momentum remaining unchanged). This arbitrariness is described in recent litera-
ture as the pseudogauge freedom or symmetry. In this letter, we analyze several pseudogauges used
to formulate the relativistic hydrodynamics of particles with spin 1∕2 and conclude that the canonical
version of the spin tensor has an advantage over other forms as only the canonical definition defines
the spin operators that fulfill the SO(3) algebra of angular momentum. This result sheds new light on
the results encountered in recent papers demonstrating pseudogauge dependence of various physical
quantities. It indicates that for spin-polarization observables, the canonical version is fundamentally
better suited for building a connection between theory and experiment.

1. Introduction
Formulation of relativistic hydrodynamics with angular

momentum conservation, termed relativistic spin hydrody-
namics, has recently been the subject of intense investiga-
tion; see Refs. [1, 2, 3] for recent review. In these formu-
lations, spin degrees of freedom are incorporated with the
help of a new hydrodynamic variable known as the spin ten-
sor. It is well known, however, that the energy-momentum
and spin tensors for a given theory can be replaced by dif-
ferent expressions that obey the same conservation laws for
energy, linear momentum, and angular momentum. The new
expressions differ by local redistribution of such quantities,
but the total energy, along with the total linear and angular
momenta remain unchanged [4].

This arbitrariness is known in recent literature as the pseu-
dogauge freedom or symmetry and is defined by the two
transformations [5]

𝑇 ′𝜇𝜈 = 𝑇 𝜇𝜈 + 1
2
𝜕𝜆

(

Φ𝜆,𝜇𝜈 + Φ𝜈,𝜇𝜆 + Φ𝜇,𝜈𝜆) ,

𝑆′𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 − Φ𝜆,𝜇𝜈 + 𝜕𝜌𝑍𝜇𝜈,𝜆𝜌. (1)

Here 𝑇 𝜇𝜈 (𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈) and 𝑇 ′𝜇𝜈 (𝑆′𝜆,𝜇𝜈) are the energy-momentum
(spin) tensors before and after the pseudogauge transforma-
tion, while the quantitiesΦ𝜆,𝜇𝜈 and𝑍𝜇𝜈,𝜆𝜌 are tensors known
as superpotentials. They have the following symmetries with
respect to the exchange of indices

Φ𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = −Φ𝜆,𝜈𝜇,
𝑍𝜇𝜈,𝜆𝜌 = −𝑍𝜈𝜇,𝜆𝜌 = −𝑍𝜇𝜈,𝜌𝜆. (2)

All quantities in Eqs. (1) are constructed from the field op-
erators. The most prominent example of the pseudogauge
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symmetry is the Belinfante transformation [6, 7, 8], where
Eq. (1) is used with 𝑍𝜇𝜈,𝜆𝜌 = 0 and Φ𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 . This
leads to a symmetric energy-momentum tensor and a van-
ishing spin tensor.

In this letter, we analyze three different versions of the
energy-momentum and spin tensors that have been recently
used to formulate relativistic hydrodynamics of particles with
spin 1∕2: the standard canonical versions of 𝑇 𝜇𝜈 and𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 [9],
the versions of de Groot, van Leuween and van Weert [10],
denoted as 𝑇 𝜇𝜈GLW and 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈GLW, and the versions of Hilgevoord
and Wouthuysen [11, 12], denoted as 𝑇 𝜇𝜈HW and 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈HW . For
each of these three versions (pseudogauges), we check if the
spin operators can be considered as “good” angular momen-
tum operators. On general grounds, one expects that a set
of angular momentum operators representing total (J), or-
bital (L), and spin (S) parts of angular momentum satisfies
the fundamental SO(3) algebra for equal-time commutation
relations:

[

𝐽 𝑖(𝑡), 𝐽 𝑗(𝑡)
]

= 𝑖𝜀𝑖𝑗𝑘𝐽𝑘(𝑡), (3)
[

𝐿𝑖(𝑡), 𝐿𝑗(𝑡)
]

= 𝑖𝜀𝑖𝑗𝑘𝐿𝑘(𝑡), (4)
[

𝑆 𝑖(𝑡), 𝑆𝑗(𝑡)
]

= 𝑖𝜀𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑆𝑘(𝑡). (5)

A failure to correctly reproduce the commutation relations
(3)–(5) in a given theory may lead to fallacious or at least
misleading conclusions [13].

As the pseudogauge transformations do not change the
total conserved “charges”, their commutation relations re-
main unchanged. In particular, this means that the commuta-
tion relation (3) is pseudogauge invariant. On the other hand,
nothing protects the commutation relations (4) and (5) de-
scribing two separate contributions to the total angular mo-
mentum. It is known [4, 13] that Eqs. (4) and (5) hold in
the case of the canonical spin tensor and, trivially, in the Be-
linfante case (where the spin tensor vanishes). On the other
hand, it is not obvious if the SO(3) algebra is fulfilled by the
GLW and HW spin operators.
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Pseudogauge freedom and the SO(3) algebra of spin operators

To be more specific, we define the total spin operator as
the integral

1
2
𝑆𝑘(𝑡) = 1

2
𝜀𝑘𝑖𝑗 ∫ 𝑑3𝑥𝑆0,𝑖𝑗 (𝑡,𝒙) = 1

2
𝜀𝑘𝑖𝑗𝑆 𝑖𝑗(𝑡) (6)

and verify the property 1

[1
2
𝑆 𝑖(𝑡), 1

2
𝑆𝑗(𝑡)

]

= 𝑖𝜀𝑖𝑗𝑘 1
2
𝑆𝑘(𝑡). (7)

We note that the angular momentum operators are functions
of the field operators of the theory. In order to check whether
the commutation relation (7) holds, one must know the fun-
damental commutation relations between fields and their con-
jugate momenta.

In this work, we take into account a gas of relativistic
fermions with spin 1∕2 described by the Dirac equation. Al-
though the considered system is quite simple, it is commonly
considered a starting point for the construction of relativis-
tic hydrodynamics of spin-polarized media [1]. It also al-
lows for an exact study of the pseudogauge dependence of
the commutation relation (7). Out of the three cases stud-
ied herein (canonical, GLW, and HW), only the canonical
version satisfies Eq. (7). Thus, we conclude that the canon-
ical version of the spin tensor has a very specific advantage
over other forms used in the literature. In particular, for the
spin-polarization observables, the canonical version is better
suited for building a connection between theory and experi-
ment.

Throughout the paper we use the Dirac representation for
Dirac matrices as well as the convention 𝜀0123 = +1. The
metric tensor has the signature (+,−,−,−). Three-vectors
are denoted by the bold font. The scalar products for both
three- and four-vectors are denoted by a dot, i.e., 𝑎 ⋅ 𝑏 =
𝑎0𝑏0 − 𝒂 ⋅ 𝒃.

2. Canonical, GLW, and HW versions of the
energy-momentum and spin tensors
The standard application of Noether’s Theorem to the

Dirac Lagrangian density

𝐷(𝑥) =
𝑖
2
�̄�(𝑥)𝛾𝜇 ⃖⃗𝜕𝜇𝜓(𝑥) − 𝑚�̄�(𝑥)𝜓(𝑥) (8)

yields the conserved canonical energy-momentum tensor

𝑇 𝜇𝜈 = 𝑖
2
�̄�𝛾𝜇 ⃖⃗𝜕𝜈𝜓 − 𝑔𝜇𝜈𝐷 (9)

and the conserved total angular momentum operator

𝐽𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 𝐿𝜆,𝜇𝜈 + 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 , (10)

where 𝐿𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 𝑥𝜇𝑇 𝜆𝜈 − 𝑥𝜈𝑇 𝜆𝜇 is the orbital angular mo-
mentum, and 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 is the spin tensor defined by the expres-
sion [9]

𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 1
4
�̄�
{

𝛾𝜆, 𝜎𝜇𝜈
}

𝜓 = −1
2
𝜀𝜆𝜇𝜈𝛼�̄�𝛾𝛼𝛾5𝜓. (11)

1We keep 1∕2 factored out so that Eq. (7) looks similar to the commuta-
tion relation for the Pauli sigma matrices. The symbols without subscripts
denote the canonical versions.

Here 𝜎𝜇𝜈 ≡ 𝑖
2 [𝛾

𝜇, 𝛾𝜈] and ⃖⃗𝜕𝜇 ≡ ⃖⃗𝜕𝜇 − ⃖⃖𝜕𝜇.
We note that the conservation of total angular momen-

tum expressed by the equation 𝜕𝜆𝐽𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 0 is equivalent to
the formula

𝜕𝜆𝑆
𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 𝑇 𝜈𝜇 − 𝑇 𝜇𝜈 . (12)

Thus, for an asymmetric energy-momentum tensor, which
is the case for the canonical version, the spin tensor is not
conserved (even for free particles). This property was inter-
preted as a deficiency of the canonical forms of the energy-
momentum and spin tensors since one naively expects that
the spin part of the angular momentum of non-interacting
particles should be conserved. As a possible solution to this
problem, de Groot, van Leeuwen, and van Weert proposed [10]
to switch from the canonical forms to alternative forms with
the help of the pseudogauge transformation (1) with the su-
perpotentials [2]

Φ𝜆,𝜇𝜈
GLW = 𝑖

4𝑚
�̄�
(

𝜎𝜆𝜇 ⃖⃗𝜕𝜈 − 𝜎𝜆𝜈 ⃖⃗𝜕𝜇
)

𝜓, (13)

𝑍𝜇𝜈,𝜆𝜌
GLW = 0. (14)

An alternative version of the pseudogauge transforma-
tion that also leads to a conserved spin tensor was proposed
by Hilgevoord and Wouthuysen [11, 12]. In this case, the
superpotentials read [2]

Φ𝜆,𝜇𝜈
HW = 𝑖

4𝑚
�̄�
(

𝜎𝜆𝜇 ⃖⃗𝜕𝜈 − 𝜎𝜆𝜈 ⃖⃗𝜕𝜇
)

𝜓

− 𝑖
4𝑚

�̄�
(

𝑔𝜆𝜇𝜎𝜈𝜌 − 𝑔𝜆𝜈𝜎𝜇𝜌
) ⃖⃗𝜕𝜌𝜓, (15)

𝑍𝜇𝜈𝜆𝜌
HW = − 1

8𝑚
�̄�
(

𝜎𝜇𝜈𝜎𝜆𝜌 + 𝜎𝜆𝜌𝜎𝜇𝜈
)

𝜓, (16)

Note that the first line in Eq. (15) agrees with the definition
of ΦGLW.

3. Spin tensors and the SO(3) algebra
Following Eq. (6) we define the total spin operator in the

GLW pseudogauge as

1
2
𝑆𝑘GLW(𝑡) = 1

2
𝜀𝑘𝑖𝑗 ∫ 𝑑3𝑥

(

𝑆0,𝑖𝑗(𝑡,𝒙) − Φ0,𝑖𝑗
GLW(𝑡,𝒙)

)

(17)

and, correspondingly, the total spin operator in the HW pseu-
dogauge

1
2
𝑆𝑘HW(𝑡) = 1

2
𝜀𝑘𝑖𝑗 ∫ 𝑑3𝑥

(

𝑆0,𝑖𝑗(𝑡,𝒙) − Φ0,𝑖𝑗
HW(𝑡,𝒙)

)

+1
2
𝜀𝑘𝑖𝑗 ∫ 𝑑3𝑥 𝜕𝜌𝑍

𝑖𝑗,0𝜌
HW (𝑡,𝒙). (18)

Using general symmetry properties of the superpotentials
listed in Eq. (2) and assuming that the whole system under
consideration is localized (boundary terms in the integration
by parts can be neglected) we find that the term in the sec-
ond line in Eq. (15), as well as the expression (16), do not
contribute to 𝑆𝑘HW(𝑡), hence, we obtain

𝑆𝑘GLW(𝑡) = 𝑆𝑘HW(𝑡). (19)

: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 2 of 6
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Thus, our task remains to check the SO(3) algebra only for
the GLW case, namely, we are going to verify if

[1
2
𝑆 𝑖GLW(𝑡), 1

2
𝑆𝑗GLW(𝑡)

] ?
= 𝑖𝜀𝑖𝑗𝑘 1

2
𝑆𝑘GLW(𝑡). (20)

3.1. Canonical formulation
Let us first show that Eq. (7) holds for the canonical case,

where

𝑆 𝑖𝑗 = 1
2
𝜀0𝑖𝑗𝑘 ∫ 𝑑3𝑥 �̄�(𝑡,𝒙) 𝛾𝑘𝛾5𝜓(𝑡,𝒙), (21)

which leads us to the definition

𝑆𝑘(𝑡) = ∫ 𝑑3𝑥𝜓†
𝑎 (𝑡,𝒙) Σ

𝑘
𝑎𝑏𝜓𝑏(𝑡,𝒙). (22)

Here 𝑎 and 𝑏 are spinor indices and [9]

Σ𝑘 = 𝛾5𝛾0𝛾
𝑘 =

(

𝜎𝑘 0
0 𝜎𝑘

)

. (23)

To prove Eq. (7) we use the formula (22) in Eq. (7) and ap-
ply twice the equal-time commutation relations for the Dirac
field [14]

{𝜓𝑎(𝑡,𝒙), 𝜓
†
𝑏 (𝑡, 𝒚)} = 𝛿𝑎𝑏𝛿

(3)(𝒙 − 𝒚), (24)

{𝜓𝑎(𝑡,𝒙), 𝜓𝑏(𝑡, 𝒚)} = {𝜓†
𝑎 (𝑡,𝒙), 𝜓

†
𝑏 (𝑡, 𝒚)} = 0.

This leads us to the expression

[

𝑆 𝑖(𝑡), 𝑆𝑗(𝑡)
]

= ∫ 𝑑3𝑥𝜓†(𝑡,𝒙)
[

Σ𝑖,Σ𝑗
]

𝜓(𝑡,𝒙). (25)

Since
[

Σ𝑖,Σ𝑗
]

= 2𝑖𝜀𝑖𝑗𝑘Σ𝑘, we immediately reproduce Eq. (7).
Thus, the spin operators defined for the canonical case are
indeed the angular momentum operators.

3.2. GLW formulation
In the case of the GLW decomposition, following Eqs. (13)

and (14), we define

𝑆 𝑖𝑗GLW(𝑡) = 𝑆 𝑖𝑗(𝑡) − Φ𝑖𝑗
GLW(𝑡) (26)

and

Φ𝑚
GLW(𝑡) = 𝜀𝑚𝑖𝑗Φ𝑖𝑗

GLW(𝑡) (27)

= 𝑖
𝑚
𝜀𝑚𝑖𝑗 ∫ 𝑑3𝑥𝜓†(𝑡,𝒙)𝚂𝑖𝜕𝑗𝜓(𝑡,𝒙).

Here we have introduced the notation [9]

𝚂𝑖 = 𝛾0𝜎
0𝑖 = 𝑖

(

0 𝜎𝑖
−𝜎𝑖 0

)

. (28)

The matrices Σ and 𝚂 have the following commutation rela-
tions

[

Σ𝑚, 𝚂𝑘
]

= 2𝑖𝜀𝑚𝑘𝑗𝚂𝑗 , (29)
[

𝚂𝑖, 𝚂𝑘
]

= 2𝑖𝜀𝑖𝑘𝑟Σ𝑟. (30)

This property can be checked by a direct calculation in which
explicit expressions for the Dirac gamma matrices are used.
The relation (20) holds if

[

𝑆𝑚(𝑡),Φ𝑛
GLW(𝑡)

]

−
[

𝑆𝑛(𝑡),Φ𝑚
GLW(𝑡)

]

−
[

Φ𝑚
GLW(𝑡),Φ𝑛

GLW(𝑡)
]

= 2𝑖𝜀𝑚𝑛𝑘Φ𝑘
GLW(𝑡). (31)

Here we used Eq. (7) for the canonical spin operators. Again,
using the anticommutation rules for the field operators (24)
(after differentiating them with respect to the spatial coordi-
nates 𝑥𝑖) we can show that

[

𝑆𝑚(𝑡),Φ𝑛
GLW(𝑡)

]

=
𝑖
𝑚
𝜀𝑛𝑘𝑙∫ 𝑑3𝑥𝜓†(𝑡,𝒙)

[

Σ𝑚, 𝚂𝑘
]

𝜕𝑙𝑥𝜓(𝑡,𝒙),

where 𝜕𝑙𝑥 ≡ 𝜕∕𝜕𝑥𝑙. Using now the commutation relation
(29) we find that
[

𝑆𝑚(𝑡),Φ𝑛
GLW(𝑡)

]

−
[

𝑆𝑛(𝑡),Φ𝑚
GLW(𝑡)

]

= 2𝑖𝜀𝑚𝑛𝑘Φ𝑘
GLW(𝑡). (32)

Consequently, the identity (20) holds if the commutator in
the second line of Eq. (31) vanishes. To calculate this com-
mutator, we once again use the anticommutation relations
for the field operators (in this case we first differentiate them
twice, with respect to the spatial coordinates 𝑥𝑖 and 𝑦𝑖). The
final result is

[

Φ𝑚
GLW(𝑡),Φ𝑛

GLW(𝑡)
]

=
2𝑖
𝑚2
𝜀𝑚𝑛𝑗 ∫ 𝑑3𝑥

(

𝜕𝑗𝑥𝜓
†(𝑡,𝒙)

)

Σ𝑙𝜕𝑙𝑥𝜓(𝑡,𝒙). (33)

We show in Appendix A that for the spin polarized systems
the expectation value of the operator𝐶𝑗 defined by the space
integral in the last line of Eq. (33) usually does not vanish. It
can be made equal to zero only if very special conditions are
fulfilled by the spin distributions of particles. Conseqently,
there is no general mechanism that makes the commutator
(33) vanish and the GLW spin operators consistent with the
SO(3) algebra.

4. Conclusions

We conclude by making the following list of observa-
tions:

i) The pseudogauge transformations split the total angular
momentum into the orbital and spin parts in different ways.
In general, the total spin operators obtained in this way may
not fulfill the angular momentum algebra SO(3). Out of the
three popular pseudogauges considered in this work, only the
canonical one fulfills this condition. This makes the canon-
ical pseudogauge especially suitable for the treatment of the
spin degrees of freedom.

ii) Although only the canonical form fulfills the angular mo-
mentum algebra for the spin operators, it does not mean that
the other pseudogauges are “wrong”. At the level of the field
equations, all pseudogauges are equivalent. The canonical
pseudogauge seems to be the most appropriate to describe

: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 3 of 6
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the spin degrees of freedom whenever a comparison between
theory and experiment is made. On the other hand, the other
pseudogauges may be favored for other features. For exam-
ple, they may be more convenient to determine the system’s
dynamics. In particular, the pseudogauges with the spin ten-
sor conserved offer a possibility of making a direct link to
thermodynamic and hydrodynamic approaches [1].

iii) Our findings shed new light on the results encountered
in recent papers [15, 16, 17, 18]. They are quite difficult to
interpret as they provide evidence for both dependence and
independence of studied quantities with respect to pseudo-
gauge transformations. A pseudogauge dependence is typi-
cally found in quantum calculations [16, 17] while pseudo-
gauge independence or equivalence is commonly found in
classical approaches. Clearly, a quantum mechanical treat-
ment of spin observables within a pseudogauge that breaks
Eq. (7) is fundamentally inconsistent. It is also imaginable
that quantum calculations obtained within two pseudogauges
that differ by the fulfillment of Eq. (7) may lead to different
results [19, 20, 21]. On the other hand, any classical or semi-
classical approaches to spin, where the operator character of
the spin observables is neglected, may be found to be fully
equivalent.

iv) In this work, we have not addressed the differences be-
tween the canonical and Belinfante pseudogauges. Some of
the differences between the results obtained with these two
pseudogauges, which have been recently reported in the liter-
ature [16, 22, 23], may be attributed to a reduced description
of systems in the Belinfante case as compared to the canon-
ical one. Clearly, this aspect of pseudogauge dependence
requires deeper analysis.

v) Other changes of the energy-momentum tensor are con-
sidered in the literature, which do not have the form of the
pseudogauge transformation given in Eq. (1). They involve
adding a term of the form 𝜕𝜆𝐴𝜆𝜇𝜈 , with 𝐴𝜆𝜇𝜈 = −𝐴𝜇𝜆𝜈 to
the energy momentum tensor 𝑇 𝜇𝜈 [14]. It has been recently
shown in Ref. [24], that such a change is necessary to find a
relation between the canonical formulation and the so-called
phenomenological versions of 𝑇 𝜇𝜈 and 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 .2 In Ref. [27]
a connection between the phenomenological and Belinfante
versions of the leading-order in gradients spin hydrodynam-
ics was analyzed. The results of Refs. [24] and [27] indicate
that an equivalence between the phenomenological, canoni-
cal, and Belinfante spin hydrodynamics can be achieved by
appropriate redefinitions of the non-equilibrium entropy cur-
rents.

vi) Different forms of the spin tensor are discussed in the
context of QCD, where a discussion is held on how to split
the angular momentum of quarks and gluons into an orbital
and a spin part. This topic is broadly discussed in Ref. [4].
Our results are supplementary to the QCD studies, where
the central issue remains the possibility of a gauge invariant

2In the phenomenological formulation, the spin tensor has the form
𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈 = 𝑢𝜆𝑆𝜇𝜈 [25, 26]. Although it is sometimes called the canonical ver-
sion, it does not satisfy the standard condition of the canonical spin tensor
that it is totally antisymmetric in all the indices.

splitting between L and S (realized only with the help of non-
local field operators). So far, the pseudogauges discussed
in the present work have not been addressed in direct QCD
applications.

vii) A natural question can be asked if experimental proce-
dures used to determine the spin polarization of particles can
indicate themselves which pseudogauge is the most appro-
priate to use. In the context of the spin proton puzzle, it
has been argued in Ref. [4] that the measurability require-
ment does not solve any of such ambiguities and a particular
decomposition of the total angular momentum into the or-
bital and spin parts is essentially a matter of taste and con-
venience. In our case, where we analyze a gas of relativistic
particles, one considers a measurement of the spin polariza-
tion of particles with a given four-momentum 𝑝𝜇 = (𝐸,𝒑).
For theoretical description of such processes one needs to
consider the phase space densities of the spin tensor, namely,
the quantities 𝐸𝑑𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈(𝑥, 𝑝)∕𝑑3𝑝 which can be obtained by
a semiclassical expansion of the Wigner function. It has
been shown in Ref. [28] that although 𝑆𝜆,𝜇𝜈(𝑥, 𝑝) depends
on the pseudogauge used to define the spin tensor, the ex-
pression for the measured spin polarization is independent of
the pseudogauge (the definition of the Pauli-Lubański vec-
tor selects only one term that is common to different pseu-
dogauges). Hence, the case studied in heavy-ion physics is
quite similar to that encountered in the QCD proton-spin
case – the measurability argument does not seem to favor
any of the pseudogauges and the use of the canonical version
is favored by general arguments (locality in the QCD case,
good transformation properties in our case). One should,
however, keep in mind that the discussed issues are still open
and new ideas may appear addressing direct measurements
of the operators 𝑆𝑘(𝑡), which would shed a new light on the
problem of the pseudogauge selection.
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A. Commutator of the GLW superpotentials

To analyze equation (33) we consider an expansion of the
Dirac field operator in terms of creation and annihilation for
the helicity states. Following closely the notation introduced
in Ref. [29] we write

𝜓(𝑥) =
∑

𝑠 ∫ 𝑑𝑃
(

𝑏𝒑(𝑠)𝑢𝒑(𝑠)𝑒−𝑖𝑝⋅𝑥 + 𝑐†𝒑(𝑠)𝑣𝒑(𝑠)𝑒
𝑖𝑝⋅𝑥

)

, (34)
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where 𝑝𝜇 = (𝑝0,𝒑) with the on-mass-shell energy 𝑝0 = 𝐸𝑝=
√

𝑚2 + 𝒑2, and 𝑑𝑃 is the momentum integration measure

𝑑𝑃 =
𝑑3𝑝

(2𝜋)3∕2

√

𝑚
𝐸𝑝
. (35)

The sum over 𝑠 includes two helicity states, i.e., the states
with a definite spin polarization along the three-momentum
vector 𝒑 in the laboratory frame. Following Ref. [29] these
states are denoted as+𝑠 and−𝑠. The helicity bispinors 𝑢𝒑(±𝑠)
and 𝑣𝒑(±𝑠) satisfy the eigenvalue equations

�̂� 𝑢𝒑(±𝑠) = ± 𝑢𝒑(±𝑠), �̂� 𝑣𝒑(±𝑠) = ∓ 𝑣𝒑(±𝑠), (36)

where

�̂� = Σ ⋅
𝒑
|𝒑|

(37)

is the helicity operator. Other useful normalization condi-
tions include

𝑢†𝒑(𝑠
′)𝑢𝒑(𝑠) = 𝑣†𝒑(𝑠

′)𝑣𝒑(𝑠) =
𝐸𝑝
𝑚
𝛿𝑠 𝑠′ ,

𝑢†−𝒑(𝑠
′)𝑣𝒑(𝑠) = 𝑣†−𝒑(𝑠

′)𝑢𝒑(𝑠) = 0. (38)

The space derivative of the field operator appearing in Eq. (33)
can be written as

𝜕𝑗𝑥𝜓(𝑥) = 𝑖
∑

𝑠 ∫ 𝑑𝑃𝑝𝑗
[

𝑏𝒑(𝑠)𝑢𝒑(𝑠)𝑒−𝑖𝑝⋅𝑥

−𝑐†𝒑(𝑠)𝑣𝒑(𝑠)𝑒
𝑖𝑝⋅𝑥

]

. (39)

The expressions given above can be directly used to cal-
culate the operator 𝐶𝑗 defined by the space integral on the
right-hand side of Eq. (33). Space integration of the product
of the operators of the form (39) with the operator Σ inserted
in between them gives

𝐶𝑗 = ∫ 𝑑3𝑝 𝑝𝑗|𝒑|
[

𝑏†𝒑(+𝑠)𝑏𝒑(+𝑠) − 𝑏
†
𝒑(−𝑠)𝑏𝒑(−𝑠)

−𝑐𝒑(+𝑠)𝑐†𝒑(+𝑠) + 𝑐𝒑(−𝑠)𝑐
†
𝒑(−𝑠)

]

. (40)

Here we have used Eqs. (36) and (38).
The standard procedure at this point is to subtract an in-

finite constant from Eq. (40), which is equivalent to normal
ordering that gives 3

∶ 𝐶𝑗 ∶ = ∫ 𝑑3𝑝 𝑝𝑗|𝒑|
[

𝑏†𝒑(+𝑠)𝑏𝒑(+𝑠) − 𝑏
†
𝒑(−𝑠)𝑏𝒑(−𝑠)

+𝑐†𝒑(+𝑠)𝑐𝒑(+𝑠) − 𝑐
†
𝒑(−𝑠)𝑐𝒑(−𝑠)

]

. (41)

The operators 𝑏†𝒑(±𝑠)𝑏𝒑(±𝑠) and 𝑐†𝒑(±𝑠)𝑐𝒑(±𝑠) play role of
occupation number operators of particles with helicities ±1.

In general, the expectation value of the operator ∶ 𝐶𝑗 ∶
is not zero. There are, however, several cases where it van-
ishes. This is so, for example, in the case where the occupa-
tion numbers of particles with positive and negative helic-
ities are equal. Then, the terms with opposite signs on the

3One can also argue that this constant is in fact zero as it follows from
the integral of the form ∫ 𝑑3𝑝 𝑝𝑗 |𝒑|.

right-hand side of Eq. (41) cancel each other. This means,
however, that the system as a whole does not have any net
value of the spin polarization, hence, it is rather not interest-
ing for the spin studies. Similar situation takes place where
the occupation numbers are even functions of momentum
components. In this case, due to the appearance of 𝑝𝑗 in the
integrand, the momentum integration in Eq. (41) gives zero.
In this case we deal again with the system that is not spin-
polarized as a whole. For spin-polarized systems which do
not exhibit any symmetries, one expects that the expectation
value of ∶ 𝐶𝑗 ∶ does not vanish.
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