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Abstract. The Higgs boson is responsible for roughly 1% of the visible mass
in the Universe. Obviously, therefore, Nature has another, very effective way
of generating mass. In working toward identifying the mechanism, contempo-
rary strong interaction theory has arrived at a body of basic predictions, viz.
the emergence of a nonzero gluon mass-scale, a process-independent effective
charge, and dressed-quarks with constituent-like masses. These three phenom-
ena – the pillars of emergent hadron mass (EHM) – explain the origin of the
vast bulk of visible mass in the Universe. Their expressions in hadron observ-
ables are manifold. This contribution highlights a few; namely, some of the
roles of EHM in building the meson spectrum, producing the leading-twist pion
distribution amplitude, and moulding hadron charge and mass distributions.

1 Introduction

The existence and character of our Universe depends critically on, inter alia, the following
empirical facts. (A) The proton is massive, i.e., the mp ≈ 1 GeV proton mass scale associated
with strong interactions is vastly different from that which characterises electromagnetism,
the electron mass me = mp/1836. (B) The proton is stable; at least, the lower bound on its
lifetime is 1025-times greater than the age of our Universe. (C) The pion is unnaturally light.
It is not massless; yet, it has a lepton-like mass, despite being a strongly interacting composite
object built from the same sort of valence degrees-of-freedom as the massive, stable proton.
These features of our Universe are examples of what may be called emergent phenomena
within the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics: low-level rules producing high-level
phenomena with apparently remarkable complexity.

The SM has one phenomenologically understood mass-generating mechanism; namely,
that tied to the Higgs boson (HB). Its impacts are crucial to the evolution of our Universe,
However, alone, HB couplings into quantum chromodynamics (QCD) are responsible for
only ∼ 1% of mp. Evidently, Nature has another, very effective mechanism for producing
mass, which is now identified as emergent hadron mass (EHM). A detailed picture of the
proton mass budget is drawn, e.g., in Ref. [1, Fig. 1A]: EHM is the source of 94% of mp.
The remaining 5% is generated by constructive EHM+HB interference. The ρ-meson mass
budget looks much like that of the proton – see Ref. [1, Fig. 1B]. However those of the pion
and kaon are very different – see Ref. [1, Figs. 1C, 1D]. Indeed, without HB effects, the π and
K would be indistinguishable, massless Nambu-Goldstone bosons [2].
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These observations raise many questions. For instance: what is EHM and can it be ex-
plained by QCD; (how) is EHM connected with gluon and quark confinement within hadrons
and dynamical chiral symmetry breaking (DCSB); and what is the role of the Higgs in mod-
ulating the observable properties of hadrons? Overall, what is and wherefrom mass?

A modern understanding began roughly forty years ago, when it was realised that, ow-
ing to their self interactions, QCD gluons dynamically generate a mass for themselves [3].
Since then, this prediction from continuum analyses of QCD has been refined, as summarised
elsewhere [4, 5], and confirmed in numerical simulations of the lattice regularised theory [6].
Today, therefore, it is a theoretical fact that strong gluon self-interactions transform massless
gluon partons into gluon quasiparticles, each of which is characterised by a momentum-
dependent mass function that is large at infrared momenta – see Ref. [1, Fig. 2]. This is
truly mass from nothing: an interacting theory, written in terms of massless gluon partons,
produces massive dressed gluon fields.

Exploiting the emergence of a gluon mass, it becomes possible to rigorously define and
calculate a unique, process-independent QCD analogue of the Gell-Mann–Low effective
charge in QED [7]. As in QED, the running of this charge is entirely determined by the
momentum dependence of the gauge boson (gluon, in QCD) vacuum polarisation [8]. Fea-
tured, e.g., in Ref. [9, Fig. 4.1], the momentum dependence of this running charge matches
that of perturbative QCD (pQCD) as the probe momentum decreases from the ultraviolet to-
ward mp. However, unlike the pQCD charge, it does not diverge at ΛQCD: there is no Landau
pole [9, Sec. 2]. Instead, a qualitative change occurs in the neighbourhood of the gluon mass
(≈ mp/2). That mass eliminates antiscreening, so the charge stops running and QCD be-
comes, once again, practically conformal, viz. interactions become scale independent, just as
they were in the Lagrangian. With such a running coupling, the “infrared slavery” picture of
confinement is seen to be false: there is no linear potential between dynamical colour sources.
Confinement is otherwise realised in QCD [1, Sec. 5].

Introducing these features of QCD’s gauge sector into the quark gap equation, it is found
that massless quark partons, too, are transmogrified into quasiparticles with a momentum
dependent mass that is large at infrared momenta – see Refs. [1, Fig. 2], [10, Fig. 2.5].

This body of remarks introduces the three pillars of EHM: (i) emergence of a nonzero
gluon mass-scale; (ii) a process-independent effective charge, which saturates at infrared
momenta; and (iii) dressed-quarks with constituent-like masses in the infrared but current
masses in the ultraviolet. EHM is expressed in every strong interaction observable. Theory
is now challenged to identify its measurable consequences and experiment with testing the
predictions so that EHM might come to be understood and the boundaries of the SM may
finally be drawn. On these scores, there is room for optimism, with new facilities in operation,
under construction, and in planning [11–18].

2 Spectrum of Mesons with Strangeness

Regarding the spectrum of hadrons, results from quark models are still often cited as bench-
marks, e.g., Ref. [19, PDG] states: “The spectrum of baryons and mesons exhibits a high
degree of regularity. The organizational principle which best categorizes this regularity is en-
coded in the quark model. All descriptions of strongly interacting states use the language of
the quark model.” Moreover, it was long ago claimed that [20]: “. . . all mesons – from the π to
theΥ – can be described in a unified quark model . . . ”. These persistent beliefs are challenged
by the following facts: neither the so-called quarks nor the potentials in quark models have
been shown to possess any mathematical link with QCD – rigorous or otherwise; the orbital
angular momentum and spin used to label quark model states are not Poincaré-invariant (not
observable) quantum numbers; quark model formulations break many symmetries known to










 









 
















 


































































    

       
  

  

























 









 
















 


































































    

       
  

  


















Figure 1. Gold six-point stars – spectrum of low-lying u, d, s mesons predicted by the bound state
kernel developed in Ref. [33]; and black five-point stars – same spectrum computed using RL truncation.
Comparison spectrum [19, Summary Tables]: blue circles (bars) – u, d systems; and green diamonds
(bar) – mesons with s and/or s̄ quarks. Open red diamond – K(1460), about which little is known.

be critical to hadron spectra; and there is no context in which quark models can be systemat-
ically improved. Practically, whilst quark models can be tuned to fit any given spectrum, one
should cautious in drawing any insights from such descriptions.

A systematic approach to continuum bound-state problems in QCD was introduced al-
most thirty years ago [21, 22]. Amongst other things: the scheme highlighted the importance
of preserving continuous and discrete symmetries when formulating bound-state problems;
enabled proof of Goldberger-Treiman identities and the Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner relation
[23]; and opened the door to symmetry-preserving, Poincaré-invariant predictions of hadron
observables [24–26]. The leading-order (rainbow-ladder, RL) term in this truncation scheme
works well for ground state hadrons that possess little rest-frame orbital angular momentum
between their valence constituents. However, it is limited by an inability to realistically ex-
press impacts of EHM on hadron observables; and this weakness is not overcome at any finite
order of elaboration.

Improved schemes, expressing EHM in the kernels of all quantum field equations rele-
vant to hadron bound state problems (e.g., Dyson-Schwinger equations - DSEs), have been
identified [27–32]. They work well in applications to ground-state mesons built from u, d
valence quarks and/or antiquarks, but that is a small subset of the hadron spectrum. Thus,
a recent extension to the spectrum and decay constants of u, d, s meson ground- and first-
excited states is an important step forward [33]. EHM is known to generate a significant
dressed-quark anomalous chromomagnetic moment (ACM) [34–38]. This means that the
gluon+quark interaction acquires a new, dynamically generated piece, a phenomenon which
can schematically be expressed as follows:

Γ
g
ν(q, k) = γν → γν + ηκ((k − q)2)σρν(k − q)ρ , (1)

where η ∼ 1 is the strength of the ACM and κ((k − q)2) falls from unity to zero in the same
manner as the quark+quark interaction.

The features and flaws of RL truncation are evident in Fig. 1. Overall, the mean abso-
lute relative difference between RL masses and central experimental values is 13(8)%. This
might seem like fair agreement; but there is substantial scatter and there are many qualita-
tive discrepancies, e.g., labelling the first excited state with an apostrophe: mK′ < mπ′ in RL
truncation, whereas the empirical ordering is opposite, and the same is true for (mρ′ ,mπ′ ),
(mρ′ ,mK∗′ ); RL truncation a1-ρ and b1-ρ mass splittings are only one-third of the empirical
values because the b1 and a1 mesons are far too light; mϕ′ −mϕ is half the experimental value;
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Figure 2. Panel A. Pion DA – dilated colour-shaded function – compared with φas(x) – background
blue curve. Panel B. Pion DA – dilated colour-shaded function – compared with φas(x).

and the level ordering of the K+−1 , K++1 states is incorrect. In addition, RL truncation binds
light quark+antiquark scalar mesons, which are not seen in Nature.

The EHM (ACM) corrected kernel delivers significant improvements. In fact, the
mean absolute relative difference between EHM masses and central experimental values is
2.9(2.7)%, which is a 4.6-fold betterment of RL. Furthermore, mK′ > mπ′ , mρ′ > mπ′ ,
mρ′ ≈ mK∗′ , matching empirical results; the a1-ρ and b1-ρ mass splittings agree well with
experiment because including EHM effects in the kernel substantially increased the masses
of the b1 and a1 mesons, even while mρ was kept fixed; mϕ′ − mϕ matches experiment to
within 2%; the level ordering of the K+−1 , K++1 states is correct; and quark+antiquark scalar
mesons are heavy, leaving room for necessary final-state interaction contributions [39, 40].

Evidently, both gross features and fine details of the spectrum of u, d, s mesons are
sensitive to expressions of EHM in the gluon+quark interaction.

3 Wave Functions of Nambu-Goldstone Bosons

Hadron distribution amplitudes (DAs) may be obtained via a light-front projection of the
hadron’s Poincaré covariant wave function, which itself can be obtained by solving an ap-
propriate set of bound state quantum field equations, such as sketched in Sec. 2. Possessing
a probability density interpretation, these DAs are the nearest thing in quantum field theory
to a Schrödinger wave function in quantum mechanics. Consequently, they can be viewed
as fundamental to understanding hadron structure, including and especially that of Nature’s
most fundamental Nambu Goldstone bosons, viz. π- and K-mesons.

The form of meson DAs that is valid at asymptotically large energy scales was calculated
more than forty years ago [41–43]: φas(x) = 6x(1 − x). However, since that time, the x
dependence of the pion’s leading DA, φπ(x), at terrestrially achievable energies has been
controversial. Today, modern theory has converged on a consistent picture [10]. Namely,
relative to φas(x), φπ(x) is a dilated convex function – see Fig. 2 – whose features are largely
determined by the momentum dependence of the dressed-quark mass function, i.e., the third
pillar of EHM.

In fact, EHM generates dilation in both φπ,K . The kaon DA is also skewed as a result of
the HB generated mass difference between the s̄ and u quark current masses. The ratio of
these current quark masses is roughly 25; so if it were only HB effects driving the distortion,
then one might expect to see the φK peak shifted to x ≈ 1

2 ×
1
25 = 0.02. However, looking

at Fig. 2B, that expectation is wrong. Instead, the peak is shifted to x ≈ 0.4 ≈ 1
2 ×

Mu(0)
Ms̄(0) ,
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Figure 3. Pion mass distribution form fac-
tor, θπ2(∆2) – Ref. [48]. Comparison curves:
CSM prediction for θπ2(∆2) in Refs. [49, 50] –
solid purple; GPD ensemble generated from
valence-quark DFs developed in Ref. [51] us-
ing lattice-QCD results [52–54] – grey band.
In addition, each panel displays the CSM pre-
diction for Fπ(∆2) [10, Sec. 4B], [55] – dashed
purple curve. The data are those for Fπ(∆2)
from Refs. [56–60], included so as to highlight
the precision required to distinguish the mass
and electromagnetic form factors.

where Mq(0) is the dressed-quark constituent-like mass. Thus, the asymmetry of φK is an
expression of interference between EHM and HB mass. This remains true in heavier systems
[44]. These features of meson DAs have widespread impacts in studies of hard processes;
e.g., the dilation can be verified in measurements of π and K elastic form factors at large
momentum transfers [10] and in meson+proton Drell-Yan measurements [45, 46].

4 Empirical Determination of the Pion Mass Distribution

DAs and parton distribution functions (DFs) provide a one dimensional picture of in-hadron
parton properties. Generalised parton distributions (GPDs), provide an extension of these
images to three dimensions. They add information about the distribution of partons in the
plane perpendicular to the bound-state’s total momentum, i.e., within the light-front itself.
GPDs can be measured in deeply virtual Compton scattering, so long as at least one of the
photons possesses large virtuality, and in deeply virtual meson production [47]. A key feature
of GPDs is that they provide a direct connection between DFs and hadron form factors be-
cause any DF may be recovered as the forward limit of the relevant GPD and any elastic form
factor can be expressed via a GPD-based sum rule. Furthermore, and of special importance,
a hadron’s GPD provides access to its gravitational form factors. For these reasons, measure-
ments aimed at providing data that will enable GPD extractions are the focus of numerous
experimental programmes, either underway or planned [11–16].

The expectation value of the energy-momentum tensor in the pion, viz. the π gravitational
current, takes the following form:

Λ
g
µν(P,∆) = 2PµPνθπ2(∆2) + 1

2 [∆2δµν − ∆µ∆ν]θπ1(∆2) , (2)

where P is the average momentum of the incoming and outgoing π, ∆ is the momentum
transfer, and θπ2,1 are, respectively, the in-pion mass and pressure distribution form factors.
The pion mass distribution is linked with its GPD as follows:

θπ2(∆2) =
∫ 1

−1
dx 2x Hπ(x, 0,−∆2) , (3)

with energy-momentum conservation entailing θπ2(0) = 1.
Exploiting the connections between GPDs, elastic form factors, and DFs, Ref. [48] recon-

structed the pion GPD from relevant available data [56–63]; and, therefrom, the pion mass
distribution form factor. The result is drawn in Fig. 3. Plainly and importantly, θ2(∆2) is



harder than Fπ(∆2), viz. the distribution of mass in the pion is more compact than the distri-
bution of electric charge. This is an empirical fact. Indeed, comparing with the pion charge
radius [64]: rπ = 0.64(2) fm, the data driven prediction is rθ2π /rπ = 0.79(3). This translates
into a spacetime volume ratio of 0.40(6); namely, the pion mass distribution is concentrated
within just 40% of the spacetime volume of the charge distribution.

One may readily understand this empirical fact. The pion wave function, hence, pion
GPD, is independent of the probe. However, the probe itself focuses on different features of
the target constituents. A target quark carries the same charge, irrespective of its momentum.
So, the pion wave function alone controls the distribution of charge. On the other hand, the
gravitational interaction of a target quark depends on its momentum. After all, the current
is that associated with the energy-momentum tensor. The pion mass distribution therefore
depends on interference between quark momentum growth and wave function momentum
suppression as the product ∆2x2 increases. This pushes support to a larger momentum domain
in the pion, i.e., a smaller distance domain. One might ask whether there is a specific aspect of
the data-driven pion GPD that is responsible. The answer is “yes”: EHM induced broadening
of the pion wave function.

5 Conclusion

Amongst known fundamental theories of natural phenomena, QCD is unique. Its scale-free
Lagrangian is expressed in terms of degrees-of-freedom that are not directly observable. That
Lagrangian’s massless gauge bosons become massive, owing solely to the self interactions
between them. That mass enables a stable, infrared completion of QCD through the emer-
gence of a running coupling that saturates at infrared momenta, being everywhere finite.
These two effects ensure that massless quarks become massive and combine to form both
massless Nambu Goldstone bosons and otherwise massive hadrons.

These emergent features of QCD are expressed in every strong interaction observable
and they can also be revealed through EHM interference with Nature’s other source of mass,
i.e., the Higgs boson. With science’s growing investment in high-energy, high-luminosity
facilities, one can realistically expect to gather data in the foreseeable future that will enable
validation of the EHM paradigm. This could prove QCD to be the first well-defined four-
dimensional quantum field theory that has ever been contemplated. Such progress may open
doors that provide insights into physics beyond the Standard Model.
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