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We present a detailed derivation of the electromagnetic force density and pressure in linear dielec-
tric media according to the so-called Microscopic Ampère formulation, which considers the classical
dipolar sources in matter along with the hidden momentum contribution. It is seen that, among the
other formulations existing in the literature, our proposal is the only one simultaneously compati-
ble with the experimental works reported to date and with the absence of magnetic monopoles in
nature. A new radiation pressure equation for non-magnetic dielectrics under oblique illumination
from p-polarized beams is also derived.

I. INTRODUCTION

The complete knowledge of the electromagnetic forces
acting inside matter when external fields are present
stands as an unsolved problem in Physics. It is directly
related to the centenary Abraham-Minkowski dilemma,
which originally addressed the momentum of light inside
linear dielectric media [1–7]. Although being a problem
of fundamental Physics, this controversy has drawn much
attention over the last few decades due to its close rela-
tion to optical manipulation techniques [8–16]. Addi-
tionally, controlling optomechanical effects are of great
interest for the development of photonic devices [17–20]
and for optofluidic technology [21–23], for example.

The force density on charged matter is unambiguously
given by the Lorentz force law,

f = ρE+ J×B, (1)

where ρ is the electric charge density, J is the electric cur-
rent density, E is the electric field and B is the magnetic
induction field. The different force densities in each for-
mulation existing in the literature can then be attributed
to different modeling of the electromagnetic sources ρ and
J. These sources are, of course, not arbitrary – they must
be consistent with Maxwell’s equations and with the con-
servation of electric charge.

Historically, besides the two formulations that name
the Abraham-Minkowski dilemma, the specialized litera-
ture discusses three additional main formulations for the
electromagnetic force density generated in dielectrics due
to the application of external fields, namely, the formula-
tions from Einstein and Laub [24], Ampère and Chu [25].
It can be seen that all of them present their own prob-
lems [5]. First, Minkowski’s formulation totally neglects
the bound charges inside the material [7]. In fact, had
he used the correct charge density, he would have ob-
tained Ampère’s conventional formulation without the
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hidden momentum contribution (see Sec. II). As Abra-
ham’s formulation only differs from Minkowski’s in the
momentum density, it should share this same problem.
Ampère’s formulation does adopt the appropriate classi-
cal microscopic model, i.e., the electric sources are given
as ideal dipoles and the magnetic sources as tiny current
loops [26]. This formulation works properly if we are
interested only in the movement of the center of mass
of rigid bodies. However, as only the macroscopic ef-
fects of polarizations and magnetizations are considered,
Ampère’s formulation is not expected to correctly de-
scribe the microscopic force distribution inside materi-
als [27]. The Einstein-Laub formulation, on its turn,
has been built considering the usual dipolar approxi-
mation for the electromagnetic fields inside matter, but
adopts an incorrect model for the microscopic magnetiza-
tion mechanism, as it assumes the existence of magnetic
monopoles, which have never been observed and showed
disagreement with experiments [26, 28, 29]. For non-
magnetic materials, its related force density should be
correct – however, there would still remain strong the-
oretical issues, like the absence of Lorentz invariance of
the electromagnetic stress-energy tensor [30]. Although
attributing different contributions to light and matter,
Chu’s formulation follows the same microscopic model
of Einstein and Laub. At last, every formulation except
Einstein-Laub’s and Chu’s do not account naturally for
electro- and magnetostriction effects, which are quadratic
effects on the fields tending to compress the medium to-
wards regions of higher field intensity [31]. A table sum-
marizing the different force densities from these formula-
tions can be found in Appendix A. For a more detailed
discussion on the different electromagnetic formulations,
see for example Refs. [3, 5, 6, 32].

In the context just presented, it seems natural to con-
sider a formulation that arises from the classical charge
and current distributions related to microscopic electric
and magnetic dipoles. This has been attempted earlier in
Refs. [33, 34], but in the absence of the hidden momen-
tum contribution (discussed in detail in next section).
An axiomatic approach was also reported [35], where it
is argued that no specific model for the electromagnetic
sources in matter has to be adopted for a consistent de-
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scription of electromagnetism. In this work, we employ
the classical dipolar approximation for electromagnetic
sources in matter to derive an electromagnetic force den-
sity that will be shown to present all the characteristics
necessary to explain the existing experiments. In doing
so, the enigma of the hidden momentum is also clarified
and properly added to the force density.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II we dis-
cuss the essential concept of hidden momentum in the
context of the Abraham-Minkowski problem. In Sec. III
we describe the electromagnetic sources associated with
ideal dipoles for both static and time-dependent cases.
In Sec. IV we derive the electromagnetic force density re-
lated to these sources, as well as the radiation pressure.
In Sec. V we compare the obtained results with many ex-
perimental investigations reported so far, followed by the
discussions in Sec. VI. Lastly, in Sec. VII we summarize
our results.

II. HIDDEN MOMENTUM

In 1967, Shockley and James [36] identified a pre-
viously unrecognized source of linear momentum that
should arise when a magnetic dipole moment m inter-
acts with an electric field E – even if both did not vary
in time. This source became known as hidden momen-
tum, and is given by

ph =
1

c2
(m×E), (2)

where c is the speed of light in vacuum. Since then,
many works tried to properly interpret this puzzling
term, which is inevitably tied to the Abraham-Minkowski
controversy. Some authors claimed that it occurs as a
relativistic effect in systems that are macroscopically at
rest, but contains internally moving parts, such as a com-
mon electric circuit [37–40] (see also Ref. [41] and refer-
ences therein). It was also shown that hidden momentum
is necessary to keep the correct relativistic properties of
energy, momentum and rest mass of a charge and current
carrying body [42]. Indeed, it was recently suggested that
hidden momentum is a general relativistic concept, not
exclusive to electromagnetic systems [43].

Apart from these historical conceptual issues, it was
formally shown [44] that starting from the conven-
tional Quantum Electrodynamics (QED) Lagrangian for
a point, spinless charged particle in relativistic motion
and properly applying the center of mass-energy theo-
rem there must be an extra momentum given by Eq. (2).
Classically, the correct interpretation of hidden momen-
tum is actually quite simple: a moving electric dipole de-
velops a magnetic dipole. More specifically, this occurs
when the electric dipole moment p of a particle moving
with velocity v, both measured in the laboratory frame,
is Lorentz-transformed to the particle’s rest frame [45].
To first order in |v|/c, the new electric dipole moment

is [46] p = p′+v×m′/c2, where p′ and m′ are the parti-
cle’s electric and magnetic dipole moments, respectively,
in its rest frame. The hidden momentum contribution
then comes exactly from this last term.
In 1984 Aharonov and Casher showed in a seminal

work [47] that the hidden momentum arises as a topolog-
ical quantum effect when describing the interaction be-
tween a charged particle and a magnetic moment, where
they obtained Eq. (2) as a non-relativistic limit of the
Dirac equation – in this context, the hidden momentum
is also known in the literature as Aharonov-Casher inter-
action. In analogy with the Aharonov-Bohm effect [48],
this interaction does not necessarily generate a force, but
introduces a phase shift in the wave function of the sys-
tem, which has already been observed – see Refs. [49, 50]
for example.
Notice that the symmetry inherent to Maxwell’s equa-

tions requires the existence of an effect analogous to hid-
den momentum for magnetic dipoles, i.e., an effect due
to moving magnetic dipoles generating electric dipoles.
This indeed takes place and is known in the litera-
ture as Röntgen interaction. Its momentum is given by
pR = −p ×B and can also be rigorously obtained from
the QED framework [44, 51, 52]. This interaction can
also generate a topological phase [53], but, to our knowl-
edge, such effect has not been observed yet.
Although hidden momentum has certainly been sub-

ject of more intense discussions in the literature, both
interactions presented here are of equal importance, and
they are expected to take essential part in the eventual
resolution of the Abraham-Minkowski problem. They are
known to arise when the center of mass-energy of the
system is regarded as a dynamic variable. However, the
Röntgen term appears naturally even in non-relativistic
derivations (see Refs. [52, 54] for example), while the hid-
den momentum necessarily requires a relativistic treat-
ment, as shown in Ref. [44]. The Röntgen interaction
and hidden momentum contribute to the electromag-
netic force density as, respectively, fR = d(P × B)/dt
and fh = −d(M × E/c2)/ dt, where P and M are the
medium’s polarization and magnetization, respectively,
and the minus signs added to both equations stem from
the fact that the force densities are generated due to the
fields losing their momentum. The latter contribution
to the force density is important even in systems with
non-relativistic velocities [42], and so it must be properly
added ad hoc in the results from non-relativistic deriva-
tions.

III. DIPOLAR SOURCES

In this section we present the microscopic electromag-
netic sources associated to a classical point electric and
magnetic dipole. The dipole is composed of two point
charges of opposite value ±q separated by a distance |d|.
The chosen inertial reference frame is the rest frame of
the dipole – consequently, the velocity of the dipole’s cen-
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ter of mass is taken as zero. The dipole moments will first
be considered as static and later to be time-dependent.

A. Static dipole

The charge density associated to the classical dipole
just described at a point r is given by [27, 55, 56]

ρ(r) = −(p ·∇)δ3(r), (3)

where p = qd is the electric dipole moment and δ3(r) is
the three-dimensional Dirac delta function, i.e., δ3(r) =
δ(x)δ(y)δ(z). On its turn, the current density in this
model is

J(r) = −m×∇δ3(r), (4)

where m = (1/2)
∫
r × J d3r is the magnetic dipole mo-

ment.
Notice that a formal calculation would require the con-

sideration of dynamic dipoles (i.e., both p and m gener-
ally time-dependent) from the start because their acceler-
ation can generate radiation-related terms. Besides, the
concept of retarded time must also be included to assure
physical causality. These requirements are addressed in
the next section.

B. Time-dependent dipole

It is well-known that in the Lorenz gauge the elec-
tromagnetic potentials φ and A are described by non-
homogeneous wave equations whose formal solutions
are [56]

φ(r, t) =
1

4πε0

∫
ρ(r′, tr)

|r− r′|
d3r′ (5)

and

A(r, t) =
µ0

4π

∫
J(r′, tr)

|r− r′|
d3r′, (6)

where tr = t− |r− r′|/c is the retarded time. Under the
dipolar approximation, the electromagnetic potentials of
dynamic point dipoles are given by [57]

φ(r, t) =
1

4πε0

[
p(t0) +

r

c
ṗ(t0)

]
· r̂

r2
(7)

and

A(r, t) =
µ0

4π

[
ṗ(t0)

r
+

m(t0)× r̂

r2
+

ṁ(t0)× r̂

cr

]
, (8)

where p(t) and m(t) are the now time-dependent electric
and magnetic dipole moments, respectively, and t0 = t−
r/c is the retarded time at the origin.

The electromagnetic fields are given in terms of the
potentials as E = −∇φ − ∂tA and B = ∇ × A. We

can use Gauss’ Law and Ampère-Maxwell’s law to ob-
tain the time-dependent charge and current densities as
ρ(r, t) = −ε0∇2φ−ε0∇·∂tA and J(r, t) = µ−1

0 ∇×∇×A.
This is, however, not a very convenient procedure be-
cause the implicit dependence of t0 in r makes the cal-
culation very difficult. Alternatively, it is sufficient to
show that the sources adopted in the last section, when
promoted to time-dependent, generate the correct elec-
tromagnetic potentials given in Eqs. (7) and (8) when
calculated using Eqs. (5) and (6). We start by calculat-
ing the electric potential due to ρ(r, t) = −(p(t) ·∇)δ3(r)
as

φ(r, t) = − 1

4πε0

∫
(p(tr) ·∇′)δ3(r′)

|r− r′|
d3r′. (9)

Using the property
∫
f(x)δ′(x − x0) dx = −f ′(x0), we

have

φ(r, t) =
1

4πε0
∇′ ·

(
p(tr)

|r− r′|

)
r′=0

. (10)

Due to the implicit dependence of tr on r, we have ∇′ ·
p(tr)|r′=0 = ∇̃′ · p(t0) + (r̂/c) · ṗ(t0), where ∇̃′ denotes
the nabla operator acting only on the spatial coordinates.
Specifically, in the point dipole approximation we have
∇̃′ · p(t0) = 0 as p does not depend on r, so that the
electric potential in Eq. (10) is reduced to Eq. (7), as
expected.
To calculate the vector magnetic potential A, we first

notice that when p is time-dependent there is an ex-
tra term ṗ(t)δ3(r) in J originating from the continuity
equation, ∂tρ = −∇ · J, where the over-dot denotes
time derivative. Therefore, J(r, t) = ṗ(t)δ3(r)− (m(t)×
∇)δ3(r), and the vector magnetic potential is

A(r, t) =
µ0

4π

∫
ṗ(tr)δ

3(r′)− (m(tr)×∇′)δ3(r′)

|r− r′|
d3r′.

(11)
The first term is trivially integrated to (µ0/4πr)ṗ(t0).
The second term is analogous to Eq. (10), with p → m
and divergence operator → curl operator, resulting in
Eq. (8) and completing our calculation. Thus, we have
shown that if the dipolar approximation can be suit-
ably applied, the dynamical microscopic electromagnetic
sources can be described as

ρ(r, t) = −(p(t) ·∇)δ3(r) (12)

and

J(r, t) = ṗ(t)δ3(r)− (m(t)×∇)δ3(r). (13)

Consequently, by employing the Lorentz force density to
these sources we should be able to obtain the appropri-
ate force density distribution inside matter within the
adopted approximations.
Lastly, we notice that the retarded time tr is known

to be related to general scattering phenomena inside
matter according to the Ewald-Oseen extinction theo-
rem [58, 59]. As we adopt here the common effective,
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continuum description of dielectrics through the use of
the macroscopic parameters ε and µ, the effects of the
retarded time are already implicitly contained in the re-
sultant fields. Thus, in our model the fields and forces
can be evaluated at the regular time t.

IV. ELECTROMAGNETIC FORCE DENSITY
AND PRESSURE

We consider electromagnetic fields inside dielectric ma-
terials within the optical bandwidth. To calculate the
electromagnetic force density and pressure, we suppose
that at this optical length scale the microscopic sources
are well described by the dipolar approximation, as dis-
cussed in the last section.

A. Force density

The force acting on charged matter is unambiguously
given by the continuous version of the Lorentz force law,

F =

∫
δV

(ρE+ J×B) d3r, (14)

which after some algebra (see calculations in Ap-
pendix C) leads to the force density in the Microscopic
Ampère (MA) formulation,

fMA =
ε0(εr − 1)

2
∇|E|2 + (µr −1)|H|2∇µ

+
µ(µr − 1)

2
∇|H|2 + ∂

∂t
(P×B) . (15)

Here, by “force density” we mean the electromagnetic
force acting on a small volume of the dielectric, δV , which
is microscopically large (i.e., encompasses a large num-
ber of dipoles), but is still much smaller than the di-
electric’s macroscopic volume. Also, εr = ε/ε0 is the
relative permittivity and µr = µ/µ0 the relative perme-
ability, while H = µ−1B is the magnetic field. The last
term in Eq. (15) is the Röntgen interaction, which nat-
urally appeared in our non-relativistic derivation for a
dipole at rest, as anticipated in Sec. II. If we employed a
relativistic derivation for a moving dipole from the very
beginning, there would be an extra contribution – the
hidden momentum – as shown in Ref. [44]. An alterna-
tive non-relativistic derivation for the force density (in
non-magnetic media) where the dipole is moving can be
found in Ref. [54].

As discussed in Sec. II, when switching to the labora-
tory frame it is necessary to add the hidden momentum
contribution to Eq. (15) as fh ≈ ∂t(E × M)/c2. The
time derivative approximation d/ dt ≈ ∂/∂t takes place
because the dipole’s velocity (as measured in the labora-
tory frame) is much smaller than c. The force density is

then

fMA =
ε0(εr − 1)

2
∇|E|2 + (µr −1)|H|2∇µ

+
µ(µr − 1)

2
∇|H|2 + n2 − 1

c2
∂

∂t
(E×H) , (16)

where n =
√
εrµr is the refractive index and it is assumed

that ε and µ do not depend on time. A simple rearrange-
ment of the gradients as products yields, at last, the main
result of our work,

fMA =
1

2
∇ (P·E)+

1

2
∇ (M·B)− 1

2
|E|2∇ε

−1
2
|H|2∇µ+

n2−1

c2
∂

∂t
(E×H) . (17)

This force density equation is given in the laboratory
frame. It is valid for linear, isotropic inhomogeneous me-
dia, with ε and µ independent of time, i.e., no disper-
sion. The presence of free sources would generate the
extra terms ρfE and Jf × B in Eq. (14), and can be
included if necessary. The first and second terms can
be assigned as the electrostriction and magnetostriction
force densities, respectively. The third and fourth terms
are the usual Abraham-Minkowski force, which occur in
non-homogeneous regions, and the last term is the well-
known Abraham force. This equation contemplates al-
most every aspect of the reported experiments (as will be
discussed in Sec. V), and arises naturally from a clear and
simple microscopic model, with no need for phenomeno-
logical approaches. An alternative derivation of Eq. (17)
for homogeneous media using the Lagrangian approach
is found in Appendix B.

B. Radiation pressure

The electromagnetic pressure, widely known in the lit-
erature as radiation pressure, is here denoted by Prad and
calculated at a flat dielectric interface assuming a laser
beam with azimuthal symmetry about the propagation
axis. The deformations induced by radiation pressure in
dielectric liquids are typically bulges of height of order 10
nm [60–64], rapidly decreasing over a length of about one
beam waist, which is usually of order 100 µm. Thus, con-
sidering the interface flat even when the fields are acting
on it is certainly a good approximation.
As an isotropic quantity, the radiation pressure has two

contributions in this case: one due to the discontinuity of
refractive index, P and M in the direction normal to the
interface and another one due to the difference in the ra-
dial forces (electro- and magnetostriction effects) in each
medium. The first contribution can be obtained from
Eq. (17) by properly integrating the normal component
of the force density. For example, for a monochromatic
beam propagating in z direction incident from a non-
magnetic, linear and isotropic dielectric medium into a
flat interface at z0 = 0, as illustrated in Fig. 1 (a), we
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have

Pz = lim
δ→0

∫ +δ

−δ

fz dz

= lim
δ→0

∫ +δ

−δ

[
1

2

∂

∂z
(P ·E)− 1

2
|E|2 ∂ε

∂z

]
dz

=

[
1

2
(P ·E)

]z=0+

z=0−
− ε2 − ε1

2

(
|E|2avg

)
. (18)

We assumed in Eq. (18) there are no free charges at the
dielectric interface. Here, |E|2avg is the average of the
squared electrical field magnitude across the interface
and the last term of Eq. (17) has been averaged out.

The second term of the radiation pressure at the in-
terface is related to the radial direction, and for normal
incidence is given by

Pr = −
[∫

fr dr

]z=0+

z=0−
= −

[
1

2
(P ·E)

]z=0+

z=0−
(19)

where the same assumptions were used again and the
function inside the brackets was implicitly calculated at
fixed r.

Summing the two contributions, we have the radiation
pressure at the flat dielectric interface as

Prad = Pz + Pr = − (ε2 − ε1)

2
|E|2avg. (20)

Applying Maxwell’s equations boundary conditions, we
have then

Prad = − (ε2 − ε1)

2

[
E2

x + E2
y +

(
1 +

ε2t
ε2i

)
E2

z,t

2

]
. (21)

Here Ez,t is the transmitted field component normal to
the interface. As this component is not continuous across
the interface, we averaged its squared magnitude with a
simple arithmetic mean. The tangential components Ex

and Ey are continuous across the interface, and therefore
do not need the subscript indicating the current medium.
Notice a very important subtlety introduced by this equa-
tion: the permittivities ε1 and ε2 are related to the di-
rection of z, which in our convention always points from
medium 1 to medium 2. The gradient ∇ε is calculated
accordingly, resulting in the term outside the brackets in
Eq. (21). On the other hand, the permittivities εi and
εt are related to the beam propagation direction, i.e.,
they refer to incident and transmitted components, re-
spectively. Thus, if the beam is propagating in the z
direction, we have εi = ε1 and εt = ε2, as in Fig. 1 (a);
if the propagation direction is reversed, we have εt = ε1
and εi = ε2, as in Fig. 1 (b).
By using the conventions just described, Eq. (21) is

then valid for any beam polarization, incidence angle and
propagation direction. Specifically, for normal incidences
we have E2

z ≪ E2
x+E2

y , even for typical focused Gaussian

beams. This leads to Prad ≈ −(ε2 − ε1)(E
2
x + E2

y)/2,

FIG. 1. Convention for permittivities used in radiation pres-
sure equation, Eq. (21), according to beam incidence direc-
tion. In (a), the beam propagates in z direction, while in (b)
the propagation direction is reversed.

which is the widely known Abraham-Minkowski radiation
pressure. In fact, as the electrostriction effects are seen to
cancel at the interface, Eq. (20) could also be obtained
through Abraham’s force density, fAb = −|E|2∇ε/2 –
however, electrostriction plays an important role in the
stability of fluids, as will be discussed in Sec. VA.
We see that keeping the incidence as normal and re-

versing beam propagation direction would generate the
same radiation pressure equation. For oblique beam inci-
dences, we must properly account the different reflection
and transmission coefficients for each polarization. We
will consider the beam is locally a plane wave – which
is a good approximation, since even for focused Gaus-
sian beams the field components in directions other than
the polarization one are typically negligible. In this con-
dition, we can apply Fresnel equations to describe the
reflected and transmitted field amplitudes. First, for s
polarization, the field is by definition perpendicular to
the plane of incidence. In this case, we have in our con-
vention Ez = 0, which generates

P(s)
rad = − (ε2 − ε1)

2
t2s (θi)E

2
0 , (22)

where E0 is the field amplitude, ts is the transmission
coefficient for s polarization and θi is the incident angle
relative to the interface’s normal direction.
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For p polarized beams, we have a non-zero normal com-
ponent, so that the radiation pressure becomes

P(p)
rad = − (ε2 − ε1)

2
E2

0

[
t2p(θi) cos

2 θt

+
(1 + rp(θi))

2 sin2 θi + t2p(θi) sin
2 θt

2

]
, (23)

where tp and rp are the transmission and reflection
coefficients for p polarization, respectively, and θt =
sin−1((n1/n2) sin θi) is the transmitted (refracted) angle.
The terms divided by two within the brackets correspond
exactly to the spatial average of E2

z across the interface.

V. COMPARISON TO EXPERIMENTS

As we have seen in Sec. IV, the MA formulation nat-
urally accounts for the electro- and magnetostriction
effects, presents a radiation pressure of the Abraham-
Minkowski form and an Abraham-type momentum den-
sity. To the best of our knowledge, there is no force
density in the literature valid for optical regime that si-
multaneously presents all these characteristics without
including phenomenological approaches. These funda-
mental properties will be used in this section to analyze
the main existing experiments related to electromagnetic
force density. We emphasize that the great majority of
these experiments were quantitatively described in terms
of one of the previously known electromagnetic formula-
tions, either in the original or in subsequent works. Our
objective here is to show if and how MA formulation can
also be applied to interpret them. For better organiza-
tion, these experiments are grouped in four categories:
radiation pressure experiments, photon momentum ex-
periments, bulk force experiments and total force exper-
iments.

A. Radiation pressure experiments

The surface deformation of water under normal laser
incidence was successfully explained using the radiation
pressure given in Eq. (21), both in old and recent mea-
surements [60, 65, 66] – specifically, in Ref. [65] the re-
versed beam propagation direction was also considered.
An interface of different fluids close to the critical point
was studied in Ref. [67] and the observed surface defor-
mations were also well described by Eq. (21).

The radiation pressure for oblique incidence adopted
in the literature is [68–72]

Prad =
niI

c
cos2 θi

[
1 +R(θi)−

tan θi
tan θt

T (θi)

]
, (24)

where ni is the incidence medium’s refractive index,
I is the beam intensity and R and T are the inter-
face’s reflectance and transmittance, respectively. This

FIG. 2. Radiation pressure for oblique incidence and p-
polarized beams according to the literature, Eq. (24), and
to our suggestion, Eq. (23). In (a) we have an water-to-air
incidence and the radiation pressure is calculated for angles
smaller than the critical angle for total internal reflection,
θc ≈ 48.77 ◦. In (b) we have an air-to-water incidence. The
result for s polarization is also shown for completeness. Beam
intensity is 1.0 W/m². The relative permittivities used for
water and air were 1.769 and 1.0, respectively.

equation contemplates both polarizations in a single
equation by using the appropriate R and T , and has
been applied to explain the experiments reported in
Refs. [63, 64, 68, 69, 72, 73]. However, this equation
does not account properly for the discontinuity of the
normal field at the interface for p polarization, as shown
in Appendix D.
For an air-water interface, Fig. (2) shows the radia-

tion pressures from Eqs. (23) and (24) for both incidence
directions. The behavior is qualitatively the same, but
the magnitude of the corrected version is about 5–10%
larger. At first sight, our result seems compatible with
the deformations observed in Refs. [63, 64, 73], but fur-
ther investigations are necessary. Specifically, we notice
that in Refs. [63, 64] the ellipsoidal character of the inci-
dent beam’s cross section at the interface under different
incidence angles was apparently not taken into account
– a fact that can significantly alter the employed theory.
Notice that when considering a fluid incompressible

we are assuming any information about deformations in
the fluid propagates instantaneously – thus, no transient
response is present. Indeed, at equilibrium, applying the
divergence operator to the Navier-Stokes equation for an
incompressible fluid at rest yields [74]

∇2P = ∇ · fem, (25)
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where fem is the electromagnetic body force and P is
the fluid’s pressure. This is an elliptic partial differen-
tial equation for P, known as Poisson’s equation. It is
well-known to possess unique solutions (up to an addi-
tive constant) for a very broad class of boundary condi-
tions. Thus, in this situation, the Abraham-Minkowski
pressure, Eq. (21) with Ez = 0, arises naturally as a
boundary condition uniquely related to the divergence of
the body force density from Eq. (17). This is in accor-
dance with the fact that striction effects play a significant
role in the stability of fluids [68, 75–77]. On the other
hand, if the fluid develops a position-dependent velocity
field, the pressure at the surface can not be uniquely re-
lated to the body force anymore, as there will be another
source term in Eq. (25). In fact, the pressure (and conse-
quently the surface deformation) can even change signs,
as shown in Ref. [78]. This is a possible explanation to
the Abraham-type deformation of a free fluid surface re-
ported in Ref. [79].

B. Photon momentum experiments

The Abraham force (last term of Eq. (17)) is known to
be related to a photon momentum proportional to n−1 [5,
7, 80], which is usually referred to as Abraham-type mo-
mentum in the context of the Abraham-Minkowski con-
troversy, while the Minkowski-type momentum is pro-
portional to n. The recoil of a submerged mirror due to
radiation pressure was measured twice [81, 82] and the
results were directly proportional to the refractive index
of the background dielectric media – i.e., of Minkowski’s
form. This can effectively be explained by the Doppler-
shifted recoil of the mirror, while the field retains Abra-
ham’s form of momentum [7]: the incident photon has
a momentum proportional to n−1, but, due to Doppler’s
effect, the mirror’s recoil is described by a momentum
transfer linear in n if the recoil velocity is non-relativistic.
Therefore, by considering this interaction of field and
matter, the results from Refs. [81, 82] are in accordance
with MA force density. Alternatively, this can also be de-
scribed by the mass-polariton quasi-particle model [83],
where a light-induced atomic mass density wave carries
the difference of the Minkowski and Abraham momenta
as discussed in Sec. VI. This explanation also applies to
Ref. [84], where the recoil of ultra cold atoms in a Bose-
Einstein condensate due to radiation pressure was ob-
served to be compatible with Minkowski momentum.

There is an old measurement of the photon drag ef-
fect in semiconductors that agreed with Minkowski’s mo-
mentum [85], and the reasoning from last paragraph is
valid again. This also applies to most cases reported in
Ref. [86], where the same effect was measured in thin
metal films. However, it is important to notice that one
specific measurement in this last reference showed a neg-
ative dependence on Minkowski’s momentum – a result
that, according to the authors, still lacks theoretical ex-
planation regarding the optical transduction and micro-

scopic momentum exchange mechanisms.

C. Bulk force experiments

This section deals with the experiments where only
the body forces from the striction effects, the first and
second terms of Eq. (17), are relevant. The electrostric-
tion effect was measured inside a fluid in Refs. [87, 88]
using high-intensity static fields (the latter one in a mi-
crogravity environment) and the results agreed with the
so-called Helmholtz force density [3, 89, 90], given by
fH = ε0∇

[
(ρm∂εr/∂ρm)T |E|2/2

]
. This equation is phe-

nomenological and valid for media in thermodynamic
equilibrium with external fields, where ρm denotes mass
density and T temperature. We notice that the results
from Refs. [87, 88] can also be explained by the MA for-
mulation if we consider the local-field correction in the
form of the Clausius-Mossotti relation [56, 91], where
we have ρm∂εr/∂ρm = (εr − 1)(εr + 2)/3. However, it
should be emphasized that the equivalence between MA
and Helmholtz force densities is limited to static and
quasi-static conditions – although the mathematical form
would be identical, the two force density equations are
built under very different assumptions. In particular, it
is certainly not expected that the medium is in thermo-
dynamic equilibrium under optical excitation. Indeed,
for optical excitation the local-field correction is typically
given as the Lorentz-Lorenz relation [92]. Nonetheless,
recent measurements of the electrostriction effect in wa-
ter for laser excitation at optical frequency were very well
described by the MA formulation without the correction
to the local-field [61, 93]. This can be justified by the ar-
gumentation presented in Ref. [94], where this correction
is absent due to the optical electrostriction effect causing
energetically non-conservative changes in the dipole mo-
ments through the variation of the material’s local mass
density.
A quite intricate measurement of the electromagnetic

force inside optical fibers was reported in Ref. [95]. It
was concluded that the force density has a different sym-
metry than the expected from MA formulation for this
case. It should be mentioned that the irregular position-
dependent refractive index in the optical fiber due to its
fabrication process may play a significant role in the force
density symmetry through the terms proportional to ∇ε
and ∇µ.
In Ref. [96] the observation of the Abraham force was

reported in a liquid-filled hollow optical fiber, where the
Abraham-Minkowski pressure at the free liquid surface
was claimed to be carefully suppressed by the geome-
try of the waveguide. However, striction forces were not
considered in the analysis of the results, where it is ex-
pected they would generate deformations with contrary
direction to the observed one. Furthermore, there would
be an additional Abraham-Minkowski force at the ring
core/liquid interface, and adhesion effects are also ex-
pected to be important – indeed, these last two forces
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should partially cancel striction forces. If this cancella-
tion is significant, the remaining force term according to
MA formulation would be Abraham’s one, in agreement
with the authors’ conclusions. Alternatively, all the ef-
fects but Abraham’s force could also be relatively very
small. The presence of more than one mode in the exci-
tation wave can also be relevant.

D. Total force experiments

As electro- and magnetostriction are gradient forces,
they always produce zero total force when integrated over
the material’s volume, and so they do not contribute to
the macroscopic movement of the body [3, 30]. Thus,
the total force acting on a dielectric body should be
composed of only the time-derivative term in Eq. (17),
i.e., Abraham’s force. The movement of a torsion pen-
dulum induced by the simultaneous application of low
frequency time-dependent electric fields and static mag-
netic fields was measured in Ref. [97], and agreed with
Abraham’s force. The experiment and results reported
in Ref. [98] are similar, but more detailed as it also cov-
ered the case of electromagnetic forces generated by static
electric fields together with time-varying magnetic fields.
At last, in Ref. [99], the pressure variation of a confined
gas due to the presence of electromagnetic fields was mea-
sured to be compatible with Abraham’s force. All these
results are in agreement with MA formulation.

VI. DISCUSSION

Although, as mentioned earlier, a detailed discussion
on the different electromagnetic formulations existing in
the literature is out of our scope, we recall that every ex-
periment of the long list cited in the last section can be
quantitatively interpreted by using at least one of them
– however, we emphasize that only MA, Einstein-Laub
(EL) and Chu formulations can be consistent (at least
partially) with all of the experiments. Nevertheless, there
are strong theoretical issues with EL and Chu formula-
tions which will be discussed now. As their force density
is the same (see Appendix A), we can focus only on the
former.

The EL force density can be written as [3]

fEL =
1

2
∇ (P·E)+

1

2
∇ (µ0M·H)− 1

2
|E|2∇ε

−1
2
|H|2∇µ+

n2−1

c2
∂

∂t
(E×H) . (26)

Comparing the above equation to our proposed force
density, Eq. (17), we see their difference lies in the sec-
ond term, the magnetostriction effect – which is a pure
magnetic effect. Such difference is expected because the
magnetization mechanism in the EL formulation is due
to magnetic monopoles [24], while in MA formulation

we adopt the classical Ampèrian current loops model.
The magnetic force under the monopole model is [100]
Fm = (m · ∇)B, while for the current loop model we
have Fl = ∇(m · B). Expanding last equation, we
have Fl = (m · ∇)B + m × (∇ × B) + (B · ∇)m +
B × (∇ × m). Under the point dipole approximation
we adopted, the spatial derivatives of m are neglected,
so that Fl = (m · ∇)B + m × (∇ × B) (exactly as in
Eq. (C12)). Therefore, the models yield the same force
only if ∇ × B = 0. More importantly, the monopole
model has been convincingly observed to disagree with
experimental results, while the loop model has shown
very good agreement [26, 28, 29]. Experimentally, there
are unfortunately very few experiments probing the mag-
netostriction effect [101–107], and, to our knowledge, no
experiment at all under optical excitation – mainly be-
cause thermal effects would in this case be dominant.
Additionally, in these works the classical treatment of
magnetostriction is phenomenological [108, 109], given
in terms of magneto-elastic coefficients, which is a signif-
icantly different approach from EL and MA descriptions.
Thus, currently EL and MA force densities can not be di-
rectly discriminated on experimental basis, and do yield
the same results for non-magnetic media. Nonetheless,
the major concern about the EL formulation is based on
the theoretical and experimental results just discussed,
which we feel are compelling enough.

Another important feature of the EL formulation is
that it satisfies the so-called duality transformations of
electromagnetic fields [26, 110]. Again, this is expected
since in this formulation the polarization and magneti-
zation mechanisms are treated in direct analogy. This
is not the case with MA formulation, where these two
mechanisms are distinct – therefore, not satisfying these
transformations is actually expected for the MA force
density. We notice, however, that a dual-symmetric clas-
sical electromagnetic theory can be built without invok-
ing magnetic charges [111].

The force density presented in Eq. (17) must, of course,
be theoretically compatible with the covariance require-
ments from special relativity. It was shown that to ful-
fil this condition there must be a coupled state of field
and matter propagating through the material [83, 112],
which is described by the so-called mass-polariton (MP)
quasi-particle. In this theory, the medium contribution
– whose importance had been already noticed in ear-
lier works in connection to the photon mass drag ef-
fect [7, 113–115] – is described as a mass density wave
propagating along with the electromagnetic wave due
to the atoms being driven forward by the optical force.
This theory was shown to be covariant [112, 116], to
conserve angular momentum (from orbital and spin ori-
gins) [117], to be consistent with both classical field and
photon descriptions [83, 117] and, at last, to be in agree-
ment with the celebrated recognition of Abraham’s and
Minkowski’s momenta as kinetic and canonical momenta,
respectively [80, 118]. The MP dynamics and its momen-
tum transfer employ the Abraham force density, which
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consists of the three last terms of Eq. (17). In the present
work, the force density additionally has the striction ef-
fects, which correspond to pure stresses and do not affect
the overall momentum transfer inside the material [3, 94].
Therefore, we expect Eq. (17) is also compatible with
the MP dynamics, which can potentially provide a com-
plete microscopical description of energy and momentum
transfer in linear, lossless and non-dispersive dielectrics,
but a detailed discussion will be addressed in a future
work. As the fundamental small mass transfer associated
to the mass-polariton has not yet been observed, the com-
parison with the experimental investigations from last
section are not affected.

Regarding the total forces acting on the medium, it is
known that different formulations can consistently pro-
vide the same results [119–121] – in fact, it has been
argued that, with the proper choice of material contri-
bution, every existing formulation leads to the same re-
sults and thus choosing from one of them is just a mat-
ter of personal convenience [4]. The possibility of ex-
perimental discrimination between distinct force densi-
ties must, therefore, somehow identify their particular
spatio-temporal dependence within the material. This
is, of course, a challenging experimental work, but it
was reported recently in all-optical pump and probe
photo-induced lensing experiments [61, 93] and the re-
sults showed an excellent agreement with MA force den-
sity. In fact, these two pioneering works are very valuable
as they should change the aforementioned theoretical be-
liefs that force densities are not unique and that only
total forces can be observed.

The new radiation pressure equation for p polarization,
Eq. (23), was derived for non-magnetic media, where
fMA can be written as fMA = (P · ∇)E + ∂tP × B
(Eq. (C13) with M = 0). Although not in the explicit
form of Eq. (23), the radiation pressure arising from this
force density has already been addressed in the litera-
ture [120], providing consistent theoretical results regard-
ing total momentum conservation. Additionally, we can,
for example, take the thought-experiment considered in
Ref. [122], where a p-polarized beam propagating in air
enters and then exits a prism’s wedges at Brewster angles
θB and θ′B, respectively. In this case, rp is zero at both
interfaces, yielding (apart from a common multiplicative
constant) the pressures at entrance and exit interfaces

(respectively) P(p)
in = t2p(θB) cos

2 θ′B + t2p(θB) sin
2 θ′B/2 +

sin2 θB/2 and P(p)
out = −[t2p(θ

′
B) cos

2 θB+t2p(θ
′
B) sin

2 θB/2+

sin2 θ′B/2]t
2
p(θB), where θB = tan−1(n2/n1) and θB+θ′B =

90◦. It can be numerically verified that the sum of these
pressures is zero, as required for conservation of total
momentum in this situation – in fact, this result still
holds regardless of the dielectric medium surrounding the
prism. For general incidence angles, we must resort to
computational techniques as the internal beam reflections
will naturally make the analysis much more complicated.

Though our presented derivation of the electromag-
netic force density is currently limited to the simplest

type of dielectric materials, we notice that there are many
possibilities that can be explored starting from it. One
can, for instance, try to extend the theory to more com-
plex materials, where effects such as dispersion, absorp-
tion, anisotropy and nonlinearities can take place. Con-
sideration of non-conservative optical forces can also be
of interest [123]. The analysis of angular momentum dis-
tributions inside materials is also relevant, especially be-
cause light can have both spin and orbital angular mo-
mentum [124] – this has been simulated, for example,
in Ref. [125]. Additionally, one can search for a phys-
ically more fundamental formalism by fully working in
the Quantum Mechanics regime, where effects such as
field fluctuations and vacuum pressure can occur – there
are already some theoretical works in this regard, con-
templating, for example, the radiation pressure due to
the quantum-mechanical Lorentz force [126], QED cor-
rections to the Abraham force [127] and Casimir-like ef-
fects [128].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we presented a new equation for the elec-
tromagnetic force densities inside linear, isotropic, non-
dispersive and lossless dielectric material, called Micro-
scopic Ampère formulation. This result is derived from
the well-established dipolar approximation for electro-
magnetic sources. Among the other formulations existing
in the literature, our proposal is the only one capable of
explaining the vast majority of experimental works re-
ported to date and to be simultaneously in accordance
with the absence of magnetic monopoles in nature. Ad-
ditionally, the proposed force density needs the inclu-
sion of the hidden momentum contribution, whose ori-
gin was briefly discussed and clarified in the context of
the Abraham-Minkowski controversy. A new expression
for the radiation pressure in non-magnetic dielectrics un-
der oblique incidences for p-polarized beams was also de-
rived. It is consistent with momentum conservation, but
more investigations are necessary – especially experimen-
tal ones.
Even though currently limited to classical Physics and

to the simplest type of dielectric materials, the electro-
magnetic force density and pressure presented here cover
a lot of practical applications and provide an important
step towards obtaining the definitive knowledge of the
behaviour of light inside matter.
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001), Fundação Araucária, and FINEP. M.P. acknowl-
edges funding from the Academy of Finland under Con-
tract No. 349971.



10

Appendix A: Force densities according to different formulations

For a modern derivation of the electromagnetic force densities listed below, we refer to the works [3, 5, 7, 25, 31].

Formulation Force density

Minkowski fM = − 1
2
|E|2∇ε− 1

2
|H|2∇µ

Abraham fAb = − 1
2
|E|2∇ε− 1

2
|H|2∇µ+ n2−1

c2
∂(E×H)

∂t

Conventional Ampère fA=−(∇·P)E+ ( ∂P
∂t

+∇×M)×B

Einstein-Laub fEL = 1
2
∇(P ·E) + 1

2
∇(µ0M ·H)− 1

2
|E|2∇ε− 1

2
|H|2∇µ+ n2−1

c2
∂(E×H)

∂t

Chua fC = 1
2
∇(P ·E) + 1

2
∇(µ0M ·H)− 1

2
|E|2∇ε− 1

2
|H|2∇µ+ n2−1

c2
∂(E×H)

∂t

Helmholtzb fH = − 1
2
|E|2∇ε− 1

2
|H|2∇µ+ 1

2
∇

[
|E|2ρm

(
∂ε

∂ρm

)
T

]
+ 1

2
∇

[
|H|2ρm

(
∂µ
∂ρm

)
T

]
a Considering the total stress-energy tensor of field plus matter.
b Valid for static or quasi-static fields.

TABLE I. Force density according to different electromagnetic formulations.

Appendix B: Lagrangian dynamics for homogeneous
media

The force density from Eq. (17) can be derived for
homogeneous media (where ∇ε = ∇µ = 0) from the
Lagrangian approach as well. The potential energy of
induced electric and magnetic dipoles is known to be [56]

U = −1

2
p ·E− 1

2
m ·B. (B1)

In the presence of an external electromagnetic force,
the dipoles are put into motion, acquiring a velocity v
given in the laboratory frame. Due to this motion, to
first order in |v|/c the dipole moments are given in the
laboratory as p′ = p+v×m/c2 and m′ = m−v×p [46].
Therefore, in the laboratory frame the non-relativistic
Lagrangian reads

L = mv2 +
1

2
p′ ·E+

1

2
m′ ·B

= mv2+
1

2

(
p+

1

c2
v×m

)
·E

+
1

2
(m−v×p)·B, (B2)

where the fields E and B are assumed to be also given in
the laboratory frame. The canonical momentum is then

∂L

∂v
= mv − p×B+

1

c2
m×E, (B3)

from where we identify the Röntgen and hidden momen-
tum contributions (the two last terms, respectively), dis-
cussed in Sec. II. The force mv̇ on the dipole is then
obtained from the Euler-Lagrange equation,

d

dt

∂L

∂v
=

∂L

∂r
, (B4)

which yields

mv̇ +
d

dt

(
−p×B+

1

c2
m×E

)
=

1

2
∇

[(
p+

1

c2
v ×m

)
·E+ (m− v × p) ·B

]
. (B5)

Isolating mv̇ and neglecting the terms linear in v, we
obtain

mv̇ =
1

2
∇(p·E+m·B)+

∂

∂t

(
p×B− 1

c2
m×E

)
, (B6)

which, once divided by the volume and rearranged, leads
to Eq. (17) for homogeneous media. Notice that a similar
Lagrangian approach was reported in Ref. [129] for static
fields and permanent dipoles – therefore, the derivation
shown here is an extension to induced dipoles and time-
dependent fields. This approach is here convenient as
it elucidates very clearly the origin of the Röntgen and
hidden momentum contributions as transformations be-
tween inertial reference frames of the moving dipole mo-
ments – however, it does not address the possibility of
a non-homogeneous medium, which is crucial to explain
the radiation pressure experiments, as seen in Sec. VA.

Appendix C: Force density calculation

The following derivation can also be found in the Sup-
plementary Material of Ref. [61]. Here, we add it with
some more details for completeness and convenience.
We start from the Lorentz force equation with the mi-

croscopic sources, namely

F =

∫
δV

([
−(p ·∇)δ3(r)

]
E+ ṗδ3(r)×B−[

(m×∇)δ3(r)
]
×B

)
d3r. (C1)
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As stated in Sec. IV, the integral is performed over a
small volume of the dielectric, δV , which is microscop-
ically large but still much smaller than the dielectric’s
macroscopic volume. We must now calculate Eq. (C1),
which gives the total force on the dielectric. Each term
of the integral will be treated separately. The first term
is

F1 = −
∫
[(p ·∇)δ3(r)]Ed3r. (C2)

Writing explicitly the components of the term inside
the brackets, we have

F1 = −
∫
[pxδ(y)δ(z)δ

′(x) + pyδ(x)δ(z)δ
′(y)

+pzδ(x)δ(y)δ
′(z)]Ed3r. (C3)

Integrating each term by parts we obtain

F1 = ∂x(pxE) + ∂y(pyE) + ∂z(pzE)

= (p ·∇)E+ (∇ · p)E. (C4)

The last term of the above equation is related to the
spatial extent of the dipole and under the point dipole
approximation can be neglected as p does not depend on
r – so, F1 = (p ·∇)E.
The second term of Eq. (C1) is integrated trivially:

F2 =

∫
[ṗδ3(r)]×Bd3r = ṗ×B. (C5)

The last term of Eq. (C1) is

F3 = −
∫
[(m×∇)δ3(r)]×Bd3r

= −
∫
{[δ(x)δ(y)myδ

′(z)− δ(x)δ(z)mzδ
′(y)]̂i

+ [δ(y)δ(z)mzδ
′(x)− δ(x)δ(y)mxδ

′(z)]̂j

+ [δ(x)δ(z)mxδ
′(y)− δ(y)δ(z)myδ

′(x)]k̂} ×Bd3r

= −
∫

C×B d3r, (C6)

where the auxiliary vector C has been implicitly defined
for simplicity and î, ĵ, k̂ denote the cartesian unit vectors.
Performing the cross product, we have

F3 = −
∫
[(CyBz − CzBy )̂i+ (CzBx − CxBz )̂j

+(CxBy − CyBx)k̂] d
3r. (C7)

The x component of F3 is then

F3,x = −
∫
[δ(y)δ(z)mzδ

′(x)Bz − δ(x)δ(y)mxδ
′(z)Bz

− δ(x)δ(z)mxδ
′(y)By + δ(y)δ(z)myδ

′(x)By] d
3r

= mz∂xBz−mx∂zBz−mx∂yBy+my∂xBy, (C8)

where we have integrated by parts again and applied the
point dipole approximation. The y and z components are
obtained analogously, yielding

F3,y=mx∂yBx−my∂xBx−my∂zBz +mz∂yBz, (C9)

F3,z=my∂zBy−mz∂yBy−mz∂xBx +mx∂zBx.(C10)

To obtain a more compact result, notice that

F3,x − [m×(∇×B)]x − [(m·∇)B]x =

−mx∂zBz −mx∂yBy +my∂yBx +mz∂zBx

−mx∂xBx −my∂yBx −mz∂zBx

= −mx(∇ ·B) = 0. (C11)

This means that F3,x = [m× (∇×B)]x + [(m ·∇)B]x,
and, consequently,

F3 = m× (∇×B) + (m ·∇)B, (C12)

which completes our calculation.
Summing the three contributions to the force and di-

viding by the dielectric’s volume, we obtain the position-
and time-dependent force density in the so called Micro-
scopic Ampère (MA) formulation

fMA = (P ·∇)E+ Ṗ×B+M× (∇×B)

+ (M ·∇)B, (C13)

where the fields are the macroscopic ones evaluated at
the location of the dipoles.
Eq. (C13) was first given, to our knowledge, in Ref. [27]

– but it was not explored in the context of the Abraham-
Minkowski controversy. It is compatible with a pure,
point dielectric dipole located at the origin and at rest in
its own frame. Explicitly, the time derivative term is

Ṗ×B =
∂P

∂t
×B, (C14)

as the dipole is assumed to be at rest.
Now, we want to rewrite Eq. (C13) in a form which

it is most conveniently interpreted in the context of the
Abraham-Minkowski controversy. This task will require
a lot of vector algebra. We start by using the vector prop-
erty ∇ (U ·V) = (U ·∇)V+(V ·∇)U+U× (∇×V)+
V × (∇×U), which allows us to write

(P ·∇)E = ∇ (P ·E)− (E ·∇)P

−E× (∇×P)−P× (∇×E) (C15)

and

M× (∇×B) + (M ·∇)B = ∇ (M ·B)

−B× (∇×M)− (B ·∇)M. (C16)

For linear isotropic media, the medium responses are
given by P = ε0χeE and M = χmH, where χe and
χm are the electric and magnetic susceptibilities, respec-
tively. Working on Eq. (C15), we have

(P ·∇)E = ε0∇
(
χe|E|2

)
− ε0 (E ·∇) (χeE)

−ε0E× (∇× (χeE))− ε0χeE× (∇×E) . (C17)
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The first term on the right hand side of this equation is

ε0∇
(
χe|E|2

)
= ε0|E|2∇χe + ε0χe∇|E|2. (C18)

The second term is

ε0 (E ·∇) (χeE) = ε0χe (E ·∇)E+

ε0 (E ·∇χe)E. (C19)

The third term is

ε0E×(∇×(χeE)) = ε0E×(χe∇×E+ (∇χe)×E)

= −P× ∂B

∂t
+ ε0|E|2∇χe

− ε0 (E ·∇χe)E, (C20)

where the vector property a× (b×c) = (a ·c)b− (a ·b)c
was used.

The last term on Eq. (C17) can be described by Fara-
day’s law as well, so that

(P ·∇)E = ε0|E|2∇χe+ε0χe∇|E|2−ε0χe (E ·∇)E

− ε0 (E ·∇χe)E+P× ∂B

∂t
− ε0|E|2∇χe

+ ε0 (E ·∇χe)E+P× ∂B

∂t
. (C21)

Simplifying the last equation, we obtain

(P ·∇)E =
ε0(εr − 1)

2
∇|E|2 +P× ∂B

∂t
, (C22)

where we used ∇|E|2/2 = (E ·∇)E+E× (∇×E).
Adding Eq. (C14) to last equation yields

(P ·∇)E+ Ṗ×B =
ε0(εr − 1)

2
∇|E|2 + ∂

∂t
(P×B) .

(C23)
Proceeding analogously for Eq. (C16), we have

M× (∇×B) + (M ·∇)B = ∇ (χmH · µH)

−µH× (∇× χmH)− (µH ·∇) (χmH) , (C24)

where B = µ0(H+M) = µH was used.
The first term on the right hand side of last equation

is

∇ (χmH · µH) = (2µr−1)|H|2∇µ+ µ(µr−1)∇|H|2.
(C25)

The second term is

µH×(∇×χmH) = µH× (χm∇×H+ (∇χm)×H)

= µχmH×(∇×H) + µH×(∇χm×H)

= µχmH×(∇×H) + µ|H|2∇χm

− (µH·∇χm)H. (C26)

The third term is

(µH·∇) (χmH) = µ (H·∇χm)H+ µχm (H·∇)H.
(C27)

Summing the three terms, Eq. (C16) becomes

M×(∇×B) + (M·∇)B =

µ(µr−1)∇|H|2 − µ(µr−1) (H·∇)H

−µ(µr−1)H×(∇×H)+ (µr−1)|H|2∇µ, (C28)

which, using ∇|H|2/2 = (H · ∇)H + H × (∇ × H), is
simplified to

M× (∇×B) + (M·∇)B = (µr−1)|H|2∇µ

+
µ(µr − 1)

2
∇|H|2. (C29)

The force density in linear media is then the sum of
Eqs. (C23) and (C29), namely

fMA =
ε0(εr − 1)

2
∇|E|2 + (µr −1)|H|2∇µ

+
µ(µr − 1)

2
∇|H|2 + ∂

∂t
(P×B) . (C30)

Appendix D: Radiation pressure at oblique incidence

The radiation pressure for oblique incidence in non-
magnetic dielectrics is given in literature by Eq. (24).
This equation is equivalent to [71]

Prad = − I

2c

n2
2 − n2

1

n2

cos θi
cos θt

[
(sin2 θi + cos2 θt)Tp cos

2 α

+Ts sin
2 α

]
, (D1)

where α is the angle between the electric field and the
plane of incidence. Thus, for α = 0 we have a p polarized
beam, while for α = π/2 we have a s polarized beam. In
the former case, we have then

P(p)
rad = − I

2c

n2
2 − n2

1

n2

cos θi
cos θt

[
(sin2 θi + cos2 θt)Tp

]
. (D2)

We can rewrite this equation by using the relation
T = (n2 cos θt/n1 cos θi)|t2|, which is valid for both po-
larizations [130], obtaining

P(p)
rad = −n1I

2c

n2
2 − n2

1

n1

[
(sin2 θi + cos2 θt)t

2
p

]
. (D3)

Recalling that the (instantaneous) intensity for a plane
wave is I = ε0cnE

2
0 we have then

P(p)
rad = − (ε2 − ε1)

2
E2

0

[
(sin2 θi + cos2 θt)t

2
p

]
. (D4)

By applying Snell’s law and the relation n2
1Ez,i =

n2
2Ez,t to the last equation, it is possible to write it ex-

plicitly in terms of the field components as

P(p)
rad = − (ε2 − ε1)

2

(
E2

x + E2
y + Ez,iEz,t

)
. (D5)
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The use of the last term in the above equation as the
average of the squared field component normal to the
interface is not physically justified. Therefore, we expect

that Eq. (23) is the correct one for radiation pressure due
to p-polarized beams. For s-polarized beams, Eqs. (D1)
and (24) yield the same results.
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