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Abstract
The long-standing debate whether the phase transition in the Dicke model can be realized with
dipoles in electromagnetic fields is yet an unsettled one. The well-known statement often referred
to as the “no-go theorem”, asserts that the so-called A-square term, just in the vicinity of the
critical point, becomes relevant enough to prevent the system from undergoing a phase transition.
At variance with this common belief, in this paper we prove that the Dicke model does give a
consistent description of the interaction of light field with the internal excitation of atoms, but in
the dipole gauge of quantum electrodynamics. The phase transition cannot be excluded by principle
and a spontaneous transverse-electric mean field may appear. We point out that the single-mode
approximation is crucial: the proper treatment has to be based on cavity QED, wherefore we
present a systematic derivation of the dipole gauge inside a perfect Fabry-Pérot cavity from first
principles. Besides the impact on the debate around the Dicke phase transition, such a cleanup
of the theoretical ground of cavity QED is important because currently there are many emerging
experimental approaches to reach strong or even ultrastrong coupling between dipoles and photons,

which demand a correct treatment of the Dicke model parameters.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Dicke model describes an ensemble of two-level systems interacting with a radiation
mode [TH3]:

Hpjicke = waS: +wg aTa+\/LN(a+aT)SI7 (1)

where the spin represents a collective degree of freedom of the two-level systems and a, a' are
the bosonic mode operators. It was Hepp and Lieb [4], and, simultaneously, Wang and Hioe
[5], who showed that the Dicke model features a first-order thermal phase transition. On
including the counter-rotating terms as stands in Eq. , the transition becomes of second
order [6]. Beyond a critical coupling strength ., there is a critical temperature at which the
system goes into a superradiant phase. This thermal phase transition has a zero-temperature
counterpart at y. = \/wcwa, which has been further elaborated in a number of studies [7, §],
also in connection with entanglement properties [9-11].

In a parallel development, it was shown that as far as the spin represents the atomic
internal electronic degree of freedom, the Dicke model is a fictitious one [I2HI6], because it
is based on neglecting the A% term which stems from the kinetic part of the Hamiltonian.
If this term is included, it becomes dominant enough in the vicinity of the critical point
to wipe away the phase transition. Again, it is important to emphasize that this no-go
statement pertains to the derivation of the Dicke model from the standard Coulomb-gauge
Hamiltonian, but it does not concern any results derived from the Dicke model itself. From
the perspective of this latter type of studies, the only question remains whether this model
can be realized with any other physical system than electric dipoles in electromagnetic fields
considered in the Coulomb gauge.

Indeed, the model has been applied in nuclear physics [I7], while much more recently
in circuit cavity QED [I8] and cavity QED with motional excitations of a Bose-Einstein
condensate [19]. These applications, given that their starting points are different from the
one discussed here, are quite independent of the debate addressed in the present paper. In
the latter case the phase transition was in fact experimentally demonstrated [20].

A significant contribution to the debate came recently from Keeling, who pointed out
[21] that complementing the Dicke model with terms stemming from the A? term is still
not consistent because a further term of equal importance must be taken into account: the

instantaneous Coulomb interaction between the charges belonging to different atoms. His



conclusion was that with this term included in the model Hamiltonian (which hence has
the form of a complemented Dicke model), the criticality is restored. It was shown that
transforming the model Hamiltonian into the other obvious choice of gauge, the electric-
dipole gauge (cf. [22] chapter IV.), one ezactly recovers the original Dicke model (1)), with
the modified interpretation that in this gauge, the boson mode a corresponds not to a single
mode of the transverse electric field, but that of the displacement field. It is the displacement
field that undergoes spontaneous symmetry breaking which is shown to be due to atomic
polarization only, the transverse electric field — a gauge-invariant quantity — remaining zero
also in the electric-dipole gauge.

A serious limitation of the approach of Ref. [21], however, is that there is an arbitrary
picking-out of a single traveling-wave mode, which pertains not only to the electromagnetic
field but also a single spatial mode of the dipole-dipole interaction. The physical picture
behind this is rather hard to see: because even if we assume that a cavity will select a
single mode of the field, it will not reduce the dipole-dipole interaction to this same spatial
mode. Rather, the restriction to a single spatial mode can be interpreted as replacing each
dipole by a (complex) polarization density spread evenly over the whole space. This implies
that in this approach, we in fact cannot distinguish between electric field and displacement,
anywhere in space.

In this paper we propose to describe localized atoms interacting with the electromag-
netic field confined in a resonator which has true discrete modes. To be specific, we choose
the simplest possible geometry, the ideal, one-dimensional Fabry-Pérot resonator. We can
thus get rid of the problem of selecting a single mode that arises in the infinite free-space
case, which proved to be the source of the controversial consequences of usually neglected
terms, such as the A2. To describe the interaction of atoms with the radiation field, our
starting point is the Coulomb-gauge minimal-coupling Hamiltonian, which we adapt to the
specific resonator boundary conditions. Then we perform the canonical transformation into
the electric-dipole gauge. We obtain a Hamiltonian of the Dicke type in Eq. without
any extra term. This leads us to conclude that the phase transition (i.e. the appearance of
a spontaneous transverse-electric mean field) is not by any principle excluded. The critical
point requires such a large dipole coupling which in fact corresponds to the ultrastrong cou-
pling limit of cavity QED [23]. While it holds true that this may be difficult to realize with

atoms, emerging new systems do seem to reach this regime [24] 25].



To the best of our knowledge, the canonical derivation of the electric-dipole gauge for
a resonator geometry has not been systematically carried out before. Going beyond the
special generic case, we can conjecture that the formalism of cavity QED can be founded on
the multipolar-coupling scheme of QED. Since the two descriptions, minimal vs. multipolar
coupling, are connected by canonical transformation, they are equivalent and must yield the
same value for all physical observables. However, further approximations usually invoked to
describe given experimental configurations, such as the ubiquitous two-level (or few-level)
approximation, are not gauge invariant [26]. Hence the very definition of a (two-level) atom
may depend on the choice of gauge. The possibility of using the electric-dipole gauge for
cavity QED is essential since it treats the atom-atom interaction (if atoms are separated
by more than a wavelength) as mediated exclusively by the transverse radiation field (the
displacement) in conformity with the retardation principle. Less fundamental but important
is that, in this gauge, the canonical momentum coincides with the kinetic momentum, making
the description of mechanical effects of light on atoms within a cavity, like cavity cooling,
direct [27]. Therefore, the forthcoming analysis concerns the foundations of cavity QED, in

general, showing that it is compatible with the electric-dipole gauge.

II. GEOMETRY, BOUNDARY CONDITIONS, AND MODE STRUCTURE

We assume two parallel infinite planes of perfect conductors in the z —y plane. Hence,
the axis of our Fabry-Pérot cavity lies in the 2z direction. The left mirror is situated at z = 0.
We denote the length of the cavity by L. The layout is sketched in Fig. 1.

The boundary conditions are:
zxE=0=2B, at the mirrors. (2)
We define the mode functions satisfying these boundary conditions [28]:
PE(r) =k, x 2 sin (kp2) e, (3a)
M _ 1 5 . : , ik, r
Py (r) = P (k:l cos (kn,2) z — ik, sin (k,z) kl) erers (3b)
designated transverse electric (TE) and magnetic (TM) modes, respectively, with reference

to the direction of the fields related to the k vector. We have introduced

rzzz+r, kzkz+k, r. k17 knz%. (4)



FIG. 1: The geometry of our Fabry-Pérot cavity containing a single dipole. The image dipoles are

indicated with light gray. For the corresponding distribution cf. Eq. (9).

Note that the polarizations are fixed by the direction of k,, while in the case of k, = 0 we are
left with two sinusoidal modes of orthogonal polarization, which can be chosen arbitrarily
in the transverse direction of the cavity. Importantly, there is no TE mode corresponding
to k, =0, only TM mode; this is observed throughout when summation over n enters the
calculations, even if not expressly stated.

The dispersion relation of the modes reads:
wi = (k2 +k?) = k2 (5)

In connection with the modes it is worth noting, moreover, that even in the case of all
the dipoles distributed in line with the z axis and aligned transversely, for our purposes here

it is necessary to take into account the complete mode structure of the field.

III. DIPOLE SELF-ENERGY AND DIPOLE-DIPOLE INTERACTION IN THE
COULOMB POTENTIAL

Our starting point is the minimal-coupling (Coulomb-gauge) Hamiltonian of quantum

electrodynamics with point charges (modeled after the one in [22] p. 173):

1
Hminimal-coupling = Z [pa - QQA(ra)]2 + VCoulomb + Hﬁeld7 (6&)
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with
Hielq = ][d3k: howy, (aETaE +aM e + 1) : (6b)

The boundary conditions enter at two places:

1. In the Coulomb term because the longitudinal field must satisfy the boundary condi-

tions.

2. In the mode structure of the field as each mode also must satisfy the boundary condi-

tions individually.

Technically speaking, it is the purpose of this paper to show that these two appearances of
the boundary condition conspire in such a way that in electric-dipole gauge they cancel each
other, to yield the same form of Hamiltonian as in free space.

The modal decomposition of the vector potential reads:

A(r) = AB(r) + AM(r) = ][d?’k\ / W% (1/)5(1‘) al + 1y (r) apl) + Hee.. (6¢)

As indicated by Eq. , the integral measure is dimensionless, and in the z direction it is

actually defined only as a summation:

][d%f(k) = (2—;?)22fd2m(knz+kg, (6d)

for any function f, where S is the surface of the mirrors and the (27)=2 factor enters in a
similar way as in [22] p. 31. Let us note once more that in connection with TE modes, the
n = 0 term should be omitted from such sums.

In the presence of electric dipoles, the Coulomb term will be determined by the method
of image charges. From this point on, we restrict ourselves to the case of neutral charge
clusters (e. g. atoms) separated from each other by much larger distances than the cluster
sizes. The dipole moment of cluster A is the (quantum-mechanical) observable

dA = Z qol - (7)
acA

The Coulomb term will be composed of three parts: (1) dipole self-interaction, which in
our case appears in the minimal-coupling gauge as well, due to the presence of image dipoles;

(2) dipole-dipole interaction; (3) the internal Coulomb energy of the clusters, wherein we



discard the (infinite) Coulomb self-energy:

_ ydipole-self dipole-dipole qo qp
vCoulomb - VCoulomb + vCoulomb + Z Z ) |I‘ -r | (8)
A aeA OT€0 gea |Ta — I

Bxa

Putting a single dipole into the cavity, the field inside is the same as if it was created
by the original dipole plus a series of image dipoles with alternating direction outside the
cavity (cf. Fig. 1). Such a series can be described with the polarization density:

P(z)= > [5(2nL+zdip—z) 1+6(2nL - za1p — 2) R|d, 9)

where zg;p is the position of the real dipole, and the first term of the n = 0 term in the series

corresponds to this. We have introduced the reflection operator
R=(0a0). (10)
001
We obtain the following self-interaction term:

ipole- 1 C(3) (100 2z 10 0
dipole-self _ ad A
Voouonn - = 8meoL? %:dA[ 4 (8(1)02)+§(L ’0)< 00 02)]dA’ (11)

where z is the dipole’s distance from one of the mirrors. Besides Apéry’s constant ((3) (¢

being the Euler-Riemann function) we also need to rely on the function

&(u,v) = Z((2n+u)2+v2)_% (12)

throughout, which in the case of v = 0 remains finite if 0 < v < 2. We note in passing that

Vdipole—self

Coulomn,  Preaks the spherical symmetry of the atomic Hamiltonian, and hence the Thomas-

Reiche-Kuhn sum rule, which played an essential role in the no-go argumentation of [12], is
not applicable in this case. (We are not elaborating on this point here, however, since our
concern is not the Dicke model’s validity in the minimal-coupling gauge.)

The presence of image dipoles rises once more the problem of retardation. The additional
field inside the cavity attributed to image dipoles is in reality produced by a surface-charge
density on the mirrors, which arises because of the jump of the electric field’s normal com-
ponent at the boundary. On the real dipole’s motion within the cavity, the surface charges
undergo an instantaneous redistribution. Again, it is expected that this instantaneous effect
gets canceled by the radiation field, which also satisfies a non-trivial boundary condition at

the mirrors.



A second dipole placed into the cavity will interact not only with the other real dipole,
but also the latter’s full series of images. This yields an interaction term depending not only
on the position difference of the two dipoles, but also on the position of their center of mass

relative to one of the mirrors:

Vipole-dipole S da € (rap) + € ((za+25)2+ 01, 4_p)]d5 (13)
7T€0 AB
A;eB

The arising matrix is found to read

_aPt pa(2Ln+p:)
1 3/)% 0 -3 o3

1
cH(p)=> 5 0 1 0 , (14a)
v 3PL(2L"+P2) 01- B(QLZH’Z)
where
_ (" 2 _ 2, 2
p:(p0z)7 pn:(QLn+pZ) TPy (14b)

In the more general case of an arbitrary p direction (as will be the case with arbitrarily
placed dipoles), the matrix must be suitably rotated, whereupon the zero elements become

nonzero as well. The complementary matrix is found to be related simply as
¢ = ¢MR, (14c)

The full minimal-coupling Hamiltonian then reads:

A
Hmlmmal coupling — Z Z 4 (rA)] + Z qﬂ

with electric dipoles A acA ma 87T50 ﬁEA |I‘a - I‘5|
B+a
dipole-self dipole-dipole
+ vCoulomb + vCoulomb + Hﬁeld, (15)

where in the first line we separated the single-dipole Hamiltonian, in whose first term we
have already used the dipole (long-wavelength) approximation A(r,) - A(r,), keeping only

the first term in the multipolar series.



IV. CANONICAL TRANSFORMATION TO ELECTRIC-DIPOLE GAUGE

It is the Hamiltonian that we transform into the electric-dipole gauge, by applying

to it the usual transformation

U= exXp {—% zA:dA A(I‘A)}
= exp {-% > Sr, [qu(rA)]} - exp{][d3k(AE)*aE + (M) ap! - H.c.} . (16a)

A acA

which touches only the kinetic and the Hgeq part of the Hamiltonian . The transfor-
mation makes sense in finite space since it does not modify the position variable. From the
forms in the second line it is clear that U amounts, on one hand, to shifting the canonical
momentum p,, in the Hamiltonian, so that the canonical momentum coincides with the ki-
netic momentum in the new picture, and, on the other hand, to shifting the annihilation
operators by

EM _
Ay =

ﬁ;dﬂ LM (ra)) (16D)

Out of the Hgeq part of the Hamiltonian (15)), two kinds of terms appear. Firstly, terms
linear in the )\E’Ms, which will describe the atom-field interaction in this gauge. Secondly,

we have the quadratic terms
][d3khwk[(AE)*AE+(Aﬁd)*w]. (17)

This is composed of terms containing only one dipole moment and terms containing two

dipole moments.

A. The two-dipole terms

Let us first consider the terms containing two dipole moments. These can be written with
the help of a matrix again as:

dipole-dipole _ 1
quadratic - 167T2€0L

S da[DW(6rap) + D) ((2a + 2p)2+ 01,4 5)|dp. (18)
A,B

A+B



For brevity, the arising matrix we list already after the azimuthal integration, which invokes

the first three of the cylindrical Bessel functions J,:

A rook
®(+)(p)=ﬂzezk7Lpzfdklk_;
" 0

(22 +k2) Jo(k1py)+k? Ja(kipy) 0 ~2iknky J1(kipy)
( 0 (2k2 +k2) Jo(k1p.) k2 Ja(kipy) 0 ) (19a)
—2iknky J1(kipL) 0 2k2Jo(kipy)
We have used that due to symmetry fozﬂ d¢ sin(¢) eweos(®) = 0 =

fo% d¢ sin(¢) cos(¢) ew<s(9). The matrix D) much resembles the transverse delta
function (cf. Eq. (AZ2)). In contrast to the free-space case (cf. [22] pp. 36-44), however, in
our case CD(+)(p) remains finite for nonzero p, without introducing any ultraviolet cutoff.
Concerning the direction of p the same note applies as in the paragraph after Eq. . The

complementary matrix is here again found to be related simply as
D) =DWR, (19b)
It is important to note that in the case of axial alignment
DS (peapr = 0) = 0=0%(p., p, =0) Yo, (20)
the matrices becoming invariant under rotations around the cavity axis.
Recall that in the free-space case (where only a term similar to the D™ term appears),
the type of term cancels the instantaneous Coulomb interaction between two dipoles,

yielding a Hamiltonian of purely retarded form. Here we aimed at proving that this is

extended to the whole of ViPoledipole 1hqeed the structure of is very similar to .

Coulomb
The identity that we wish to prove reads
1
orL
Some details of the calculation are given in Appendix |[A] We have found (cf. Appendix

€W(p)2-—DW(p) vp. (21)

that this matrix identity can be further distilled to the stronger identity

r  kcosh (k[u-1]) ?
([d/i Sinh(r) Ji(kv) =v&(u,v) YO0<u<2, v, (22)

for which we offer a straightforward proof in Appendix [C]

We have proven thereby that in a Fabry-Pérot resonator, too, the electric-dipole Hamil-
tonian is of a fully retarded form, meaning in this case that the transformation cancels
not only the instantaneous dipole-dipole interaction terms of the Hamiltonian , but the

dipole’s interaction with another dipole’s whole series of images as well.

10



B. The single-dipole terms

The quadratic term containing only terms of a single dipole moment reads

Hdipole—self _ 1 Z d, [@(*’)(0) + ”)D(_) (2 ZA)] da. (23)
A

quadratic 1671'280[/

Relying on the identity (or, more precisely, the weaker identity ), the second term
is easily proven to cancel the second term of Vggﬂfg;flf defined in Eq. , leaving us with
a position-independent dipole-self energy.

Characterization of the first term requires much greater care because the ® matrices are
ill-defined at the origin. In Appendix @ we offer a proof that D) s isotropic for large L,
when the summation can be replaced by integration. Our conclusion then is that in dipole
gauge, the dipole-self energy Fdipoleself hag an isotropic but infinite part (just like we saw in
the free-space case, cf. [22] p. 312), supplemented by a small anisotropic term vanishing as

L3 with increasing cavity length.

V. CONCLUSION: THE DICKE MODEL FROM THE ELECTRIC-DIPOLE
GAUGE

The total electric-dipole Hamiltonian is then the Hamiltonian ((15) with the simplified

Hdipole-dipole 4 Hdipole-self

quadratic quadratic » Supplemented by the term linear in the A "s

kinetic term, plus

describing the dipole coupling:

pa Ga dp dipole-self D ( g )
Hoeetsiedinore. = ; L E S, Hea, (24a
electric-dipole EA: ();4 2ma 87'('5() & |I'a _ I'ﬁ| A A o field ( )
B+

where the annihilation operators are coefficients not of the electric, but the (transverse)

displacement field:

D,(r) _ z'][d% /Z)i‘ﬁ (2 (r)af + pYi(r) all) - Hec.. (24b)

€0

From this Hamiltonian such approximations lead to the Dicke model as are not ques-
tioned by any no-go statement. These are (note that the dipole approximation is already

inherent in our whole treatment)

11



e the two-level approximation for the atoms, replacing the first two terms of the Hamil-
tonian (24al) with the first term of the Dicke Hamiltonian , with the anisotropy of

Edipolesself horturbing the value of wy in comparison to the free-space case; and

e the single-mode approximation for the field, justified by the presence of the cavity,
replacing the last two terms of the Hamiltonian (24al) with the last two terms of .

There remains to clarify the connection between the transverse displacement field D, and
the transverse electric field E,, to show what the effect of a spontaneous mean field in the
selected mode of the former beyond the transition point on the latter is. Since every dipole is
surrounded by a cloud of P, (r) and P(r) fields (of opposite signs), both vanishing inverse
cubically with increasing distance from the dipole, a mean field in a mode of D, (whose
spatial distribution is determined by the mode function alone) might be carried by P, only
around the dipoles, while far from the dipoles its carrier must be E,. This means that the
phase transition in the Dicke model that we obtained in electric-dipole gauge must result in
a spontaneous mean field in the gauge-invariant observable E, .

From our results it is by no means far-fetched to conjecture that in cases of more generic
boundary conditions, as in actual cavity experiments, similar cancellation of instantaneous
dipole-dipole and dipole-image interaction terms occurs when transforming to electric-dipole
gauge. This means that the fully retarded Hamiltonian (24a)) is the general form for cavity
QED in electric-dipole gauge, the boundary conditions entering only through the modal

decomposition of the displacement field.
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Appendix A: The mode structure compared to the free-space case

To better understand the connection with the free-space case, one may rewrite the mode
functions (3)) as follows. On writing sin and cos with exponentials, and merging an i phase

factor into the a® operators, we obtain the form
A(r) = i ky (k x zag +ecay') e + H.c., (Ala)
€0wk

~

gfd%f(k)z (Qi)'z i fd%f(knmkl), ek:%(k - kk,). (A1b)

where

€ is orthogonal to both k and k . x z. Differences from the free-space case:
1. k, integral is replaced by summation;

2. annihilation operators corresponding to opposite-sign k.s are related ay = —a_gry, which

explains the additional 1/2 factor in the normalization of (Alal);

3. the polarization of the modes is not arbitrary in the direction orthogonal to k, but is

fixed by the cavity-axis direction.

Using this form of the mode functions, the ® matrices can be written in very concise

forms (omitting factors of S and 7):

D (p) o jdk exoex+ (k. xz)o (k, x2) id?’ 1 kOk) (A2a)

DO (p) o j/{ Pk e o epuc - (K, x 2) o (K, x z)] ¢k = D) (p)R. (A2b)

Note that the n = 0 contribution stemming from the TE modes should be subtracted from
these expressions. This would amount to subtracting a term % [ d?k L(k, x2)o(k, x2) ek:p.
from ®) and adding the same term to © ). Hence, these corrections cancel each other
in expressions containing the sum of these two matrices taken at the same p, point, as was
always the case in this work.

From the forms it is already straightforward to obtain the forms of Eq. . It is
also apparent that ) is almost the transverse delta function (cf. [22] p. 38), the only
difference being that for the z component of the wave vector we have summation instead of

integral.
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FIG. 2: Distortion of the contour C' into S for (B1]), with the integrand’s poles indicated by stars.
For the second step to be valid, it is required that the integrand vanish on the dotted section of
the middle contour. For 0 < a < 27, this is fulfilled for all m, while in the important special case of

a =0, for m < 2.

ip )i e

Appendix B: Proof of (21)) following from (22]

In the expression the summation can be performed with a technique similar to the

one presented in [29] as

aon oz 7
e = fi; dze . = fz; dz
Z n2 + ﬁ2 Y 22 + 52 €2mz _ 1 J

n

rimpm-1 |cosh(af -m3) for even m

=2m Z R,ZGS(”) = m

z=+1i3

B1)
sinh(af —mf5) for odd m

For the corresponding contours consult Fig. 2. The sum is 27-periodic in «, whence we
can assume 0 < a < 27 (in our case 0 < p, < 2L is always true anyway). For nonzero «, the
integrand always vanishes for |z| - co. In the important special case of a = 0 (that is, p, = 0),

the sum
e yields a finite value for m = 0.
e is zero for m = 1.
e diverges for m > 2.

Substitution yields:

o0

) T K2 (—=Jo(kv)+J2(Kkv)) cosh(k(u-1)) 0 J1(kv) sinh(k(u-1))
53] (p) = — [ drk— ( 0 (=Jo(kv)—J2(kv)) cosh(k(u-1)) 0 ) ,
L2 5 Slnh(H) Ji(kv) sinh(k(u-1)) 0 2 Jo(kv) cosh(k(u-1))
(B2a)

14



where we have introduced

(B2b)

Straightforward algebraic and analytic considerations yield that the four identities which
stem from for the matrices’ four nonzero elements, and which we need to prove, are

equivalent to the following three identities:

f D) ) e (] £+ (7 D00 ) and (B9
/ d/{ﬁQ Sir;?n(lf((nu)_ D)) J1(kv) z v (u,v) Y0<u<2 v. (B4)

Eq. (B4]) follows via a u-derivation from the stronger identity . Moreover, relying on the

recurrence formulae (cf. [30] p. 16)

20 Jo () =2 (Jo1(2) + Jas1(2)), (Bba)
dd‘i“ = o (2) = Jan (), (B5D)

Egs. (B3] also follow. Therefore, it is the single Eq. that we need to prove, which is
stronger than the desired identity Eq. .

Appendix C: Proof of the identity (22

We start from the expression of the reciprocal distance of two spatial points r and r’ in

cylindrical coordinates (cf. [30] p. 102):

/d/\e Mz-'] Jo(NAr), Arp=|r,-1|= \/ri+7"12—7“ﬂ’1008 (p-9'), (C1)

v - r’l

which we rewrite in dimensionless form
_1
(u?+0?%) 2 [ dr e~ Jo(kv), (C2)

and differentiate through v (otherwise in the following we cannot swap the integral and the

summation), using that J} = -Ji:

v (u?+0?) % /dﬁﬁe sl 1y (k). (C3)

15



We substitute u — 2n + v and sum over n to recover the £ function on the LHS:

vE(u,v) = fdkm (;e%l?mui) J1(kv)

e ru 4 er(u-2)

—_ e 2k

:/dmz(e“"Ze 2N 4 ehiu Z 62"‘”) Ji(kv) = fdkm(
0 n=0

)Jl(/w)

It is interesting to note that this expression is actually stronger than

2 {[(2n +u)’+ Uz]ié ~[2n+u)?+ 1;2];}

n

~ f i cosh (k[u —1]) = cosh (k[u' - 1]) Jo(sv), (C5)

y sinh(rx)
that can be obtained from writing Green’s function of the Poisson equation for a space
bounded by two parallel planes in cylindrical (cf. [30] p. 103) and Descartes coordinates. In

this case, the terms of the subtractions on the two sides cannot be identified, for the simple

reason that the integral of one term alone in the RHS does not converge.

Appendix D: Characterizing ©(*)(0)

Let us now turn to the case of p = 0 required by Eq. , where we cannot rely on the
form because here the convergence of the sum is problematic. Instead, we have
to fall back to the form (19). We characterize the anisotropy of the matrix via the following
quantity:

A=92(0)-2%(0) :wadkl%(Qki—kf)
"0

73 p
=ﬁ2f x2+n2 2n2—x2). (D1)
"0

To be able to tackle this expression, we should introduce a cutoff on the wave vector’s
modulus, otherwise either the sum (for the k2 term) or the integral (for the k? term) does not
converge. In the limit of large L, however, it is straightforward to prove that the anisotropy

vanishes, independently of any cutoff. This is brought about by replacing the summation
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