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Abstract—We investigate a fundamental electromagnetic theo-
rem, namely the uniqueness theorem, in the context of nonlocal
electromagnetics, as simulated by a popular semiclassical model,
the Hydrodynamic Drude Model (HDM) and extensions thereof
such as the Generalized Nonlocal Optical Response (GNOR).
The derivations and proofs presented here give a theoretical
foundation to the use of the Additional Boundary Conditions
(ABCs), whose necessity is recognized and underlined in virtually
all implementations and applications of HDM. Our proofs follow
a mathematically relaxed style, borrowing from the literature
of established electromagnetics textbooks that study the matter
from an engineering perspective. Through this simpler route we
deduce clear and intuitive material-response requirements for
uniqueness to hold, while using a familiar parlance in a topic that
is mostly studied through a physics perspective. Two numerical
examples that examine the problem from either a semianalytical
or a purely numerical viewpoint support our findings.

Index Terms—electromagnetics theorems, nonlocal media, Hy-
drodynamic Drude Model, plasmonics.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE uniqueness theorem is one of the most powerful

and physically intuitive results in macroscopic electro-

magnetics. Indeed, a physical problem with given sources

should accept a single physical solution, and the mathematical

formulation of said problem must abide by this principle. But

further, the uniqueness theorem constitutes a stepping stone

for all solution strategies in macroscopic electromagnetics,

especially heuristic ones: no matter how a solution is found,

it is, by virtue of the uniqueness theorem, the solution of

the problem. Such considerations are made (often implicitly)

when we use the equivalence principle, Huygens’s principle,

the image theorem, and the induction theorem, to name just a

few [1].

The proof of the uniqueness theorem for the most “well-

behaving” media, is included in standard and excellent elec-
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tromagnetics textbooks, examining the subject either from a

physicist’s or an engineer’s perspective [1]–[4]. The proof

is both straightforward and instructive; it allows students to

better digest the necessity of boundary (and initial) conditions

and, further, the impact that constitutive relations have on

the mathematical complexity of the problem; and it provides

specialists a directly applicable recipe for treating active-

research problems.

For complex (i.e., anisotropic, inhomogeneous, nonlocal,

etc.) materials, which may promise much more attractive

engineering applications, the constitutive relations become

complicated (e.g., position-dependent, tensorial, etc.). This

results in nontrivial and nonstandard extensions of the unique-

ness theorem. The proof is then the subject of research

works and advanced textbooks [5]. For example, non-chiral,

bi-isotropic media (Tellegen media) have been discussed in

[6], inhomogeneous bi-anisotropic media in [7], and lossy,

anisotropic, inhomogeneous media with diagonal material ten-

sors appropriate for invisibility-cloaks engineering are given in

[8].

But even standard media, such as simple and noble metals,

may exhibit a complex material response. For metallic nanos-

tructures, when the characteristic length scale (e.g., the vanish-

ing gap in the Nanoparticle on Mirror–NPoM–configuration

[9]) becomes comparable to the nonlocal length scale, then

corrections to the standard macroscopic electromagnetics are

anticipated [10]. Nonlocality implies that the response at a

given point of the material is determined by a large number

of individual microscopic interactions over a volume sur-

rounding this very point (and demarcated by the aforesaid

nonlocal length scale) [11]. This phenomenon of microscopic

origins requires, in principle, a full microscopic theory to be

properly accounted for. Nonetheless, semi-classical models,

which attempt to combine the sturdy framework of Maxwell’s

equations with the desired material response have enjoyed

much popularity [12]. In particular, the Hydrodynamic Drude

Model (HDM), which provides an extension to the micro-

scopic Ohm’s law [13], experienced a revitalization in the

past decade, by virtue of its ability to predict accurately the

near-field enhancement in NPoM structures [14] and the size-

dependent blueshifting of the scattering spectrum in electron

energy loss spectroscopy and far-field spectroscopy experi-

ments involving noble metals [15], [16], combined with a

simple, numerically and analytically amenable framework. To-

day, it enjoys widespread applications [17]–[22], and powerful

extensions [23]–[25]. Among them, the Generalized Nonlocal

Optical Response (GNOR) is particularly simple and accurate

http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.15947v1
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(within its range of validity). It introduces a classical diffusive

term in the equation of motion of free electrons, which, as

more recent perspectives suggest, incorporates (effectively) an

additional quantum phenomenon, namely Landau damping, in

the optical response [26], [27]. It is interesting that, aside

from metals, different incarnations of nonlocality have been

studied in parallel through the lens of HDM and its variants

in metamaterials [28]–[30], graphene [31], [32], and in polar

dielectrics [33].

The theoretical and experimental interest in nonlocality

and the HDM is accompanied by the presentation of various

solution strategies, which are well-known in macroscopic

electromagnetics and microwave frequencies. One could list

semi-analytical approaches that use Transformation Optics

and S matrices [34]–[36], as well as full-blown numerical

algorithms like the Finite Element Method [37], [38], the dis-

continuous Galerkin method [39], [40], the Boundary Element

Method (BEM) [41]–[47], the Finite Difference Time Domain

method [48], [49], the Discrete Sources Method [50]–[52],

and the Volumetric Method of Moments (MoM) [53]. All of

these methods invoke, implicitly or explicitly, the uniqueness

theorem.

The question of existence and uniqueness of a solution to

the coupled system of Maxwell’s equations and HDM has

been previously addressed in the mathematical literature. [54]

deals with the existence and uniqueness of a solution to the

weak formulation of the coupled system of the wave equation

of the electric field and the HDM in the frequency domain.

In [55], [56] the existence and uniqueness of the system

of Maxwell’s equations with the HDM and the continuity

equation, in time domain, is discussed in detail. Though [55]

uses rather standard boundary conditions, [56] enriches the

study by adding other sets, named “electric” and “magnetic”

boundary conditions.

In this work, we present a proof of the uniqueness theo-

rem for the coupled system of Maxwell’s equations and the

HDM with either real or complex hydrodynamic parameter

in the frequency domain. Importantly, we use the Additional

Boundary Conditions (ABCs) which traditionally accompany

the HDM. We focus on the set of ABCs that is most typically

used by the nanoplasmonics community. We stress that the

proofs presented herein follow deliberately a mathematically

relaxed style. For example, we do not pay attention to the

often complicated question of mathematical spaces to which

the solution domain Ω, the boundary data, and the solutions E,

H are supposed to belong, Thus, the present methods, based

on simple calculus and adaptations to the standard procedure

that is presented in established engineering textbooks such as

[1], [5], concentrate on aspects of uniqueness that the applied

electromagnetics community generally considers more salient.

What this approach undeniably lacks in mathematical rigor

(see for example [57] and the aforementioned mathematical

papers) is recovered from its educational approach, especially

concerning the necessary modifications with respect to the

familiar proofs from macroscopic electromagnetics. In par-

ticular, the influence of the involved HDM on the material-

response requirements figures prominently in this work.

After a quick recapitulation of key notions of the HDM

in Section II, we proceed with the proof in Section III. An

Extension of the uniqueness theorem is discussed in Section

IV. Numerical experiments in Section V support the results.

We assume —and subsequently suppress— a exp (−iωt) time

dependence. SI units are used throughout.

II. THE HYDRODYNAMIC DRUDE MODEL

Mathematically, the HDM can be summarized in a single

material equation [11]

β2

ω(ω + iγ)
∇ (∇ ·Pf (r)) +Pf (r) = −ǫ0

ω2
p

ω(ω + iγ)
E(r).

(1)

Above, ǫ0 is the vacuum permittivity, r is a spatial point

within the nonlocal medium, γ is a phenomenological damping

rate which describes all energy losses from the system of

fields and collective electron motion [58], ωp is the plasma

frequency, and E is the electric field vector. Pf denotes the

free electron polarization density. Its partial derivative with

respect to time is the current density of free electrons, that is,

Jf = −iωPf [11]. Finally, β is the hydrodynamic parameter,

typically taken equal to the high-frequency limit
√

3/5υF ,

when ω ≫ γ [59]; υF signifies the Fermi velocity. In the

limit β → 0, the local response is retrieved; and if one further

introduces Jf in (1), the standard Ohm’s law is obtained

(Jf (r) = σ(ω)E(r), where σ is the standard AC Drude

conductivity) [37]. To analyze a system within the HDM,

(1) must be coupled to the familiar Maxwell’s equations of

macroscopic electromagnetics.

The new constitutive relation, whose nonlocal character is

evident from the spatial derivatives, addresses exclusively free

electrons. We note that an alternative interaction mechanism

between light and electrons is provided by the bound electrons.

This is a purely local interaction; we neglect it in what follows

(see Section III). The introduction of a radically different

Fig. 1. The geometry of the problem. We demonstrate the uniqueness theorem
for an arbitrary object, occupying a volume V , which is enclosed by the
boundary B. The vector unit normal to the surface is n and points from the
interior to the exterior. Current and charge sources Js and ρs may lie inside
it. Its material composition is described by the magnetic permeability µ(ω),
and the nonlocal, within the HDM, electric permittivity ǫ(ω,k).

constitutive relation as (1) modifies the standard arguments for

uniqueness of the solution of Maxwell’s equations. To have a
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solution that is unique, the second-order differential operator

requires the imposition of ABCs.

A more physically intuitive way to realize the necessity of

introducing ABCs is by examining Maxwell’s equations in a

generic spatially dispersive medium. It can be easily shown,

that the wavevector-dependence of the electric permittivity

allows for longitudinal waves to be solutions of the homoge-

neous Maxwell equations [60]. These longitudinal waves are

uncoupled with the traditionally expected transverse waves,

save for the interfaces [59]. As such, they constitute a new

degree of freedom that must be constrained by appropriate

boundary conditions, hence the necessity of ABCs. Within

the HDM, longitudinal fields are driven by an electron gas

(within Thomas-Fermi kinetics) pressure term [58], which is

intertwined to the differential operator correction in (1).

During the 70s and 80s, the ABCs were a subject of

discussion (sometimes with a level of contention) [58], [61]–

[64]. Often, the arguments were heuristic, as the ABCs were

judged by comparing to experiments. The contemporary per-

spective argues that the choice of the ABCs is not a matter of

debate; the proper ABCs follow necessarily from the physical

assumptions, i.e., from the governing equation (1) [10]. This

argument has persuasively led to the Sauter ABC [61], which

stipulates that the normal component of the current Jf (or

Pf ) vanishes at the interface, for the case of a nonlocal–

local (metal-dielectric) interface, and which arises from the

assumption that the equilibrium electron density is constant

inside the volume of the nonlocal medium and vanishes

abruptly on its geometrical surface and beyond [59]. However,

the situation concerning the nonlocal–nonlocal interface (an

interface between two metals) appears cloudy [65].

III. THE UNIQUENESS THEOREM FOR SIMPLE METALS

We present results for the HDM when applied to metals

that possess no bound electrons. We stress that the HDM has

consistently given underwhelming results for such materials

[24], [66], [67]; its success hinges upon the suppression of the

electron spill-out, an assumption inherent to the selected (as

above) equilibrium electron density. Electron spill-out may be

indeed negligible when the metal possesses a sufficiently high

work function; this is not the case for simple (but it is quite

accurate for noble) metals [24], [65]. Further, in theoretical

works such as [37], [68], HDM neglecting interband transitions

was applied even for metals that demonstrate significant con-

tribution by bound electrons: On the one hand, the extension

to include interband transitions is straightforward. On the

other, this version of the HDM captures salient features of

the nonlocal response, especially the existence of additional

longitudinal resonances above the plasma frequency; since

bound electrons dominate the high frequency spectrum [69],

longitudinal resonances tend to be sidelined when the bound-

electron contribution is included. As in said works, focusing

on the free-electron contribution allows us to demonstrate

clearly the complications introduced by the HDM per se. The

inclusion of bound electrons in the response will be the subject

of future work; still, in the next Section we introduce addi-

tional complexity, which increases HDM’s predictive power,

but which blurs in tandem the derivation with algebraic details.

This is achieved by substituting the real β2 in this Section, by

a complex one in the next.

The derivations concern the geometry of Fig. 1. The non-

local material occupies an arbitrary volume V in space and

is limited by the boundary B. Inside the medium there may

be imposed current and charge sources Js and ρs. The unit

normal n on the surface is directed from the inside to the out-

side of the scatterer. The background, though inconsequential

to the derivation, will be assumed nonlocal, the most complex

case; we will explicitly discuss the nonlocal–local interface

shortly.

Following the standard procedure [1], we assume the ex-

istence of two solutions of Maxwell’s equations and the

hydrodynamic equation, to be denoted by E1, H1 and E2, H2,

where H is the magnetic field. These two solutions satisfy

∇×E1,2 = iωµH1,2, (2)

∇×H1,2 = −iωD1,2 + Js, (3)

as well as (1). We solve this coupled system assuming,

initially, that all the following boundary conditions hold: (a)

the tangential components of the electric and the magnetic

field are given on the boundary

n×E1,2 = f(r) or n×H1,2 = h(r), (4)

where f and h are vector functions and with r belonging

to B or to a subset of B, B1 and B2 respectively, such

that B1 ∪B2 = B. When both conditions are specified over

the same spatial points of B (or a subset thereof), then the

conditions (namely f and h) must be compatible [1]. (b) The

normal component of the free-electron polarization density Pf

is given on the boundary

n ·Pf,1,2 = p(r). (5)

The ABC above is a generalization of the aforementioned

Sauter ABC [58]. (c) A quantity involving the divergence of

the electric field is given on the boundary

β2

ω2
p

∇ · E1,2 = s(r). (6)

The equation corresponds to the Forstmann-Stenschke ABC

and stems from the requirement of continuous normal com-

ponent of the energy current density [63]. The two ABCs are

imposed in the same manner as the standard ones, applied on

the whole boundary or a part of it (and with compatibility,

referring to p and s, still required, if necessary).

Before we continue, it deserves to be mentioned that the

ABC

n ·E1,2 = u(r), (7)

when bound electrons are neglected, is implied by (5) [28].

In particular, for the case of the metal–dielectric interface and

including bound electrons, it is shown in [50, Appendix, com-

ment 1] that (7) (and of course (5)) arise from the assumption

of a step profile of the ground electron density, inherent and

central to the HDM. Now, since (7) involves the field, it is

more convenient and thus used in several papers [28], [41],
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[50], [70]. Equation (7) arises by combining the (standard)

Maxwell boundary condition of continuity of the electric

displacement (in the absence of free charges) and the discussed

generalization of the Sauter ABC [70]. The field format will

be used in the derivations below.

In (2) we assumed the constitutive relation B1,2 = µH1,2.

B is the magnetic induction field, and µ is the magnetic

permeability of the medium; at optical frequencies it assumes

the vacuum value µ0 for natural media [71], but we will

treat it here as a complex function of frequency. In the

absence of bound-electron contributions, D is written D1,2 =
ǫ0E1,2 +Pf,1,2. Eliminating Pf,1,2 from (3) (see also [72])

Pf,1,2 = −ǫ0
ω2
p

ω(ω + iγ)

[

E1,2 −
β2

ω2
p

(

∇(∇ ·E1,2)−
∇ρs
ǫ0

)]

,

(8)

and substituting in (3)

∇×H1,2 =− iω

(

ǫE1,2+

ǫ0
β2

ω(ω + iγ)

[

∇(∇ · E1,2)−
∇ρs
ǫ0

])

+ Js.

(9)

Above, ǫ = ǫ0(1 + χf ) is the transverse electric permittivity;

χf (ω) = −ω2
p/(ω

2 + iωγ) is the Drude free-electron suscep-

tibility.

Next, we take the difference fields H = H1 − H2 and

E = E1 −E2. The sources are eliminated, so that E and H

satisfy

∇×E = iωµH, (10)

∇×H = −iω
(

ǫE+ ǫ0
β2

ω(ω + iγ)
∇(∇ ·E)

)

, (11)

as well as the homogeneous versions of (4), (6), and (7). We

take then the complex conjugate (denoted by ∗) of (10) and

multiply it by H, and multiply (11) by E
∗

, leading to

H · ∇ ×E
∗

= −iωµ∗
H ·H∗

, (12)

E
∗ ·∇×H = −iωE∗ ·

(

ǫE+ ǫ0
β2

ω(ω + iγ)
∇(∇ ·E)

)

. (13)

Now subtract (13) from (12) and use the vector identity H ·
∇ ×E

∗ −E
∗ · ∇ ×H = ∇ · (E∗ ×H) to get

∇ · (E∗ ×H) =− iωµ∗|H|2 + iωǫ|E|2+

iωǫ0
β2

ω(ω + iγ)
E

∗ · ∇(∇ · E).
(14)

Take the complex conjugate of (14) and add the two expres-

sions, while introducing µ = µ′ + iµ′′ and ǫ = ǫ′ + iǫ′′ [69]

(ǫ′, ǫ′′, µ′, µ′′, and β are strictly real)

∇ · (E∗ ×H+E×H
∗

) = −2ωµ′′|H|2 − 2ωǫ′′|E|2+

iωǫ0
β2

ω(ω + iγ)
E

∗ · ∇(∇ ·E)− iωǫ0
β2

ω(ω − iγ)
E · ∇(∇ · E∗

).

(15)

We rewrite the third and fourth terms of the right-hand side

in a more compact format

∇ · (E∗ ×H+E×H
∗

) = −2ωµ′′|H|2 − 2ωǫ′′|E|2

−iω(ǫ− ǫ0)
β2

ω2
p

E
∗ · ∇(∇ · E) + iω(ǫ∗ − ǫ0)

β2

ω2
p

E · ∇(∇ ·E∗

),

(16)

integrate along the entire volume V of the material, and use

the divergence theorem for the left-hand side to get
∮

B

n · (E∗ ×H+E×H
∗

)dS =

−
∫

V

2ωµ′′|H|2dV −
∫

V

2ωǫ′′|E|2dV

+

∫

V

−iω(ǫ− ǫ0)
β2

ω2
p

E
∗ · ∇(∇ · E)dV

+

∫

V

iω(ǫ∗ − ǫ0)
β2

ω2
p

E · ∇(∇ ·E∗

)dV.

(17)

Then, apply Green’s first identity to the last two terms to get
∮

B

n · (E∗ ×H+E×H
∗

)dS =

−
∫

V

2ωµ′′
∣
∣H

∣
∣
2
dV −

∫

V

2ωǫ′′
∣
∣E

∣
∣
2
dV

+

∮

B

−iω(ǫ− ǫ0)
β2

ω2
p

(

n · E∗
)

∇ ·EdS

−
∫

V

−iω(ǫ− ǫ0)
β2

ω2
p

∣
∣∇ ·E

∣
∣
2
dV

+

∮

B

iω(ǫ∗ − ǫ0)
β2

ω2
p

(
n · E

)
∇ ·E∗

dS

−
∫

V

iω(ǫ∗ − ǫ0)
β2

ω2
p

∣
∣∇ · E

∣
∣
2
dV.

(18)

We note that all surface integrals vanish, by virtue of the

homogeneous versions of (4), (6), or (7). Collecting the

remaining (volume) integrals, we get
∫

V

2ωµ′′
∣
∣H

∣
∣
2
dV +

∫

V

2ωǫ′′
∣
∣E

∣
∣
2
dV+

∫

V

2ωǫ′′
β2

ω2
p

∣
∣∇ ·E

∣
∣
2
dV = 0.

(19)

As long as µ′′ǫ′′ > 0, it is clear that all three integrands are

either nonnegative or nonpositive. In order for (19) to hold

then, there is no other possibility than H = E = 0 and

the system (2)–(3) accepts a unique solution. The extension

reported in the following Section will complicate things; we

construct Table I where we include all the formal material

conditions that ensure uniqueness in the standard, local elec-

tromagnetics, and in nonlocal, within the HDM (with real or

complex hydrodynamic parameter).

While (19) involves general constitutive parameters, we

underline that the particular form of the transverse electric

permittivity is known within the HDM, and neglecting the

effects of bound electrons, follows the simple Drude model.

Similarly, we assumed only formally a complex magnetic

permeability; at optical frequencies the working materials are
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nonmagnetic. By examining the imaginary part of the Drude

permittivity, it is simple then to establish uniqueness for the

common materials that are studied by the HDM.

Some aspects of the derivation deserve comments. We

note that, the introduction of nonlocality does not affect in

the slightest the material requirements set by the uniqueness

theorem for local media. This is easily seen, since for β → 0
the third term (which includes only the divergence of the

electric field, and thus only the longitudinal plasma waves

predicted by the HDM) vanishes and the remaining terms are

the ones found in standard literature [1]. At the same time, the

mathematical details are only slightly more complicated than

for the standard, local materials.

When the tangential components of both the magnetic

and the electric field are prescribed on the whole surface B,

books discussing the proof for local media underline that

it suffices to use just one (tangential electric or tangential

magnetic) to guarantee uniqueness [1], [2], [73]. This is clear

from the left–hand side of (18). Similarly we note that, for

the additional surface integrals on the right–hand side of (18)

to vanish, we need n ·E = 0 or β2∇·E/ω2
p = 0. In the local

case, as noted by Stratton [2], this is a puzzling aspect of

the proof as it seems to contradict common practice (where

both the tangential components of the magnetic and electric

field are required to deduce a solution). Taking into account

the debate on the ABCs (particular form and number) the

situation becomes even more confusing for nonlocal media.

We clarify that the derivation presented here, by accepting

a priori the boundary conditions instead of extracting them

from the particular form of the surface integrals (in order

for them to vanish), does not enter in such discussions.

Besides, the apparent confusion can be overcome by the

same arguments that Stratton [2] used for the local case. The

field quantities entering the boundary conditions (4), (6), and

(7) are the “resultant” fields, determined by the appropriately

formulated boundary–value problem, which applies the

practical boundary conditions – n× (Eout −Ein) = 0,

n× (Hout −Hin) = 0, n · (ǫoutEout −Ein) = 0, and

β2
out∇ · Eout/ω

2
p,out − β2

in∇ · Ein/ω
2
p,in = 0 –, connecting

field distributions across a surface of discontinuity. After the

total fields on each side are determined, then the uniqueness

theorem states that there can be no other way, as long as

certain field components are specified on the boundary.

We stated earlier that the derivation was carried out under

the assumption of a nonlocal background; the result of it is

encapsulated in the ABCs (5)–(7). For the frequent case of

a nonlocal–local interface the procedure remains, of course,

the same. Then, we would only list (5) (or (7)) as the single

ABC which, as discussed in the previous paragraph, suffices to

guarantee uniqueness (under the same material requirements).

IV. EXTENSION FOR COMPLEX β2

The extension reported herein pertains still at simple metals,

but uses a complex hydrodynamic parameter. A complex β2 is

used by the GNOR model [23] but pertains to the simple HDM

as well. In the latter case, while β2 remains real for adequately

high and low frequencies, an imaginary part emerges for

intermediate one [74].

We employ (modifications of) the ABCs in (5)–(7). As

before, we repeat that for the nonlocal-nonlocal interface the

selection of ABCs is not trivial nor standard; the Sauter ABC

though survives the introduction of a complex β2 in GNOR

[23].

The derivations do not formally change if we assume that

β2 = b′ + ib′′, with b′, b′′ real numbers, up until (15)

∇ · (E∗ ×H+E×H
∗

) = −2ωµ′′|H|2 − 2ωǫ′′|E|2+

iωǫ0
β2

ω(ω + iγ)
E

∗ · ∇(∇ · E)− iωǫ0
β2∗

ω(ω − iγ)
E · ∇(∇ ·E∗

).

(20)

The next steps (volume integration, divergence theorem,

Green’s first identity, and finally invocation of the boundary

conditions) remain the same, but the corresponding to (19)

equation is more involved, namely
∫

V

2ωµ′′
∣
∣H

∣
∣
2
dV +

∫

V

2ωǫ′′
∣
∣E

∣
∣
2
dV +

∫

V

2ω[ǫ′′b′ + (ǫ′ − ǫ0)b
′′]

1

ω2
p

∣
∣∇ · E

∣
∣
2
dV = 0.

(21)

For b′′ = 0 the result of (19) is retrieved. To satisfy

uniqueness, the interplay of the hydrodynamic parameter with

ǫ and µ must be carefully examined. In Table I we collect all

the necessary conditions.

As discussed previously, the permittivity is given by the

Drude model. Thus, it is simple to confirm that ǫ′′ > 0 and

ǫ′ − ǫ0 < 0 for the entire spectrum. On the other hand,

the hydrodynamic parameter, according to Halevi [74], [75],

remains on the real axis for very low (ω ≪ γ) and very high

frequencies (ω ≫ γ) but moves off this axis for intermediate

ones, according to

β2(ω) =
3
5ω + 1

3 iγ

ω + iγ
υ2F . (22)

It is simple to deduce that the real and the imaginary part of the

expression above are strictly positive and negative respectively.

Similarly, in the modern GNOR formalism the generalized

hydrodynamic parameter is a complex number, given by [23]

η2 = β2 +D(γ − iω), (23)

with D being the diffusion constant and β2 remaining real.

Still, the real part remains strictly positive and the imaginary

part strictly negative. negative, i.e., b′ > 0 and b′′ < 0,

in agreement with more recent and advanced perspectives

[27], where the hydrodynamic parameter is associated to

the Fiebelman d parameters at least in the frequency range

where such an approach is unambiguous. We establish thus

that uniqueness is guaranteed for the materials that concern

GNOR/HDM with complex hydrodynamic parameter.

We note that uniqueness (of the electric field) is still

controlled by the losses (whether ǫ′′ approaches zero or not).

However, the apparition of b′′ in the conditions is physically

intuitive: in the framework of GNOR, it is linked with ad-

ditional damping mechanisms, either classical and bulk (in

the original paper [23]) or quantum mechanical and surface

[27]. Actually, the fingerprint of GNOR is size dependent line-

broadening of the optical response from metallic nanoparticles,



6

TABLE I
MATERIAL CONDITIONS THAT GUARANTEE UNIQUENESS PER MODEL. THE SYMBOL ≷ MEANS EITHER GREATER OR LESS

THAN, HOWEVER EACH CHOICE APPLIES IN TANDEM TO THE WHOLE COLUMN.

Local HDM for Pure Drude Metals HDM with complex β2/GNOR

Conditions
µ′′ ≷ 0 µ′′ ≷ 0 µ′′ ≷ 0

ǫ′′ ≷ 0 ǫ′′ ≷ 0 ǫ′′ ≷ 0

(ǫ′ − ǫ0)b′′ + ǫ′′b′ ≷ 0

very much like resonance (blue)shift is the fingerprint of HDM

[23]. The additional loss mechanism enters (elegantly) the

material conditions for uniqueness.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this Section we present two numerical experiments that

support the findings of the previous (theoretical) Sections.

Cavities appear as a rather fitting candidate to be tested for

(non)uniquness; after all, the very problem discussed in the

Sections above is an internal and closed one. Furthermore, a

cavity that is spherical allows for further analytical evaluation.

The setup (see Fig. 2) used herein is a spherical nanocavity;

inside, it is filled with a nonlocal medium, modeled by the

HDM and following the pure Drude model with parameters

appropriate for gold [76], [77], while outside it is shielded by

a classical Perfect Electrical Conductor (PEC). The radius is

denoted by R.

We admit and stress that the physicality and realism of this

example is dubious. The coexistence of an (over)idealized

PEC with a granular nonlocal metal seems conflicting. The

motivation is to construct the simplest possible example for

which the material conditions of Section III are satisfied. The

interface between the nonlocal material and the PEC is more

correctly a mathematical surface than a physical one, a locus

where the boundary conditions discussed below hold. The

second example attacks a realistic geometry.

A. Spherical Nanocavity

We return to the problem at hand. A first interesting point is

that we must retreat from (7) to (5). Since the PEC is treated

as a local medium, this is tantamount to invoking the standard

Sauter ABC, namely n ·Pf = 0. For one, the use of the field

ABC n · Ein = n · ǫPECEPEC is complicated by the infinite

permittivity inside the PEC. For another, the vanishment of

the current on the surface agrees with intuition: on the side

of the PEC the charge collapses on the surface, and as such

there is no driving force that should cause depletion inside of

it.

The electromagnetic field inside the homogeneous and

closed domain can be written as series of vector wave

functions, which are solutions to the homogeneous vector

Fig. 2. The nanocavity of the first numerical example—a perfect sphere
with radius R. We adopt material parameters appropriate for gold [76], [77],
however we vary artificially the material losses. Fields are calculated at
observation points inside the sphere described by (xobs, yobs, zobs).

Helmholtz function [2], in particular

E(r) =

∞∑

l=1

l∑

m=−l

almMlm(r) + blmNlm(r) + clmLlm(r),

H(r) =
1

iζ

[
∞∑

l=1

l∑

m=−l

almNlm(r) + blmMlm(r)

]

,

(24)

where Mlm, Nlm, and Llm are the vector wave functions

(defined in Appendix A), (l,m) are the the orbital quantum

number and the magnetic quantum number respectively, and

ζ =
√

µ/ǫ is the wave impedance. The series coefficients

alm, blm, and clm are set by the boundary conditions and the

excitation.

The arbitrariness of the excitation gives us the freedom to

assume that it gives rise to a single mode (l,m) with alm = 0,

that is (and focusing on the electric field)

E(r) = blmNlm(r) + clmLlm(r). (25)

A mode that is completely described by Nlm is called trans-

verse magnetic (TM) [2]. Excitations that give rise to TM

modes can excite longitudinal fields as well [78] (which are

described by Llm), hence the form of (25).

On the boundary r = R of the sphere, the continuity

of the tangential components of E is supplemented by the
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Fig. 3. The determinant det (A) as a function of angular frequency, normalized to the screened plasma frequency of gold is depicted for 11 values of the
damping rate, ranging from the experimental value for gold γexp to the lossless case, when γ = 0. In the inset, a zoom-in of the second resonance is shown.
The resonance becomes deeper as the damping rate decreases (the colors from up to down correspond to decreasing damping rate).

vanishement of the normal components of Pf , following from

(5). The 2× 2 system that ensues is (see Appendix B)





1

kr

∂ [rjl(kr)]

∂r

jl(κr)

κr

l(l+ 1)

(
ǫ

ǫ0
− 1

)
jl(kr)

kr
−∂jl(κr)
∂(κr)






︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

[
blm
clm

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

x

=

[
0
0

]

︸︷︷︸

b

,

(26)

at r = R. Above, k(ω) = ω
√
ǫµ is the standard transverse

wavenumber, and [58]

κ(ω) =
1

β

[
ω(ω + iγ)− ω2

p

] 1

2 , (27)

is the longitudinal wavenumber as it ensues from the disper-

sion relation for longitudinal waves, in particular ǫ(ω,k) = 0
[60]. For convenience, we denote this system as A · x = 0.

The system is quite similar to the one presented in [79];

note that the nonlocal sphere in this work is embedded in

a dielectric. We note in passing that, for a purely local cavity,

when clm = 0 and the ABC is neglected, the only element of

A surviving is the upper left one (11), as expected (compare,

after some simplifications, with [2, Eq. 33, p. 560] for the

“electric modes”).

Aside from the trivial solution (blm, clm) = (0, 0), addi-

tional ones may arise when the system matrix A is nonivert-

ible, that is, det (A) = 0. The frequencies corresponding

to solutions of this equation are the resonant frequencies,

complex in general ωr = ω′ + iω′′. The imaginary part

arises from material and radiative losses; the use of the (rather

unrealistic) PEC aims at suppressing the latter and allows us

to focus on the former, which we discuss in our derivations

above. From the discussion in Section III, and since µ = µ0,

we expect that uniqueness breaks down only if ǫ′′ → 0. In

turn, this is achieved if γ = 0.

In Fig. 3 we plot the frequency-dependent determinant

det (A) along real frequencies for 11 different damping rates,

for 10, 000 frequency points between 100 nm and 1, 000 nm,

and for l = 1 (the dipolar mode will be the one studied in

all subsequent experiments). We employ a simple formula to

progressively diminish the losses to zero, in particular

γj = γexp −
j

N
γexp, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, (28)

where N +1 is the number of different damping rates studied

(for this scenario N = 10) and ~γexp = 0.053 eV (~

being the reduced Planck constant) is a realistic starting

value corresponding to gold [76]. We study a tiny sphere

of R = 1 nm; we observe the same behavior for larger

radii, however for demonstration purposes we select a small

one, that further enhances the observations we want to make.

The remaining essential parameters are the screened plasma

frequency ~Ωp = ~
√
0.760ωp = 7.87 eV [76] and the Fermi

velocity υF = 1.40× 106 m/s [77], suitable for gold.

Two aspects of Fig. 3 deserve to be commented. For one, all

cases exhibit acute dips. The frequencies on which these dips

happen correspond to the real part of the resonant frequencies

ω′ (note that they appear normalized to the screened plasma

frequency. For another, the dips are deeper and cruder as

γ → 0 (see the inset in Fig. 3). Therefore in the driven

case, the coefficients (blm, clm) and accordingly the elec-

tromagnetic field will be determined through A
−1. Clearly,

when | det (A)| → 0 they will exhibit higher and higher and

eventually undefined amplitudes on the resonant frequencies;
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Fig. 4. The imaginary part ω′′ versus the real part ω′ of the resonant
frequency for the largest (fourth) resonance of Fig. 3. The blue line is a guide
to the eye; the blue points correspond to the (complex) resonant frequency
for various losses, as described by (28) for N = 100 as calculated by
the minimizer. The orange circles correspond to the imaginary part being
calculated by −γ/2. The thin black line underlines the real axis.

the zeroes of the determinant translate to singularities for the

field.

Using the real part of the resonant frequencies collected

from Fig. 3 as input to a minimizer (indicatively for the largest

resonant frequency) and guessing an imaginary part of −10
THz1 we can extract the complete (within some tolerance)

complex resonant frequency that nullifies | det (A)|. As shown

in the curve in blue in Fig. 4 (for 100, 000 frequency points

and 101 loss points) the resonant frequencies are spilled in the

complex plane for all lossy (γ 6= 0) cases, but almost (within

a few Hz2) fall on the real axis for the lossless case.

A comparison between our cavity and standard system

theory [80] reveals why the behavior of Fig. 4 is an indication

of non-uniqueness in the lossless case. Rewrite the system of

(26) as

x(ω) =

(
adj(A)

det (A)

)

(ω) · b(ω), (29)

where b describes the excitation (0 for the non-driven case)

and adj denotes the adjunct matrix. The equation above

resembles much the standard input-output equation for linear

systems Y (ω) = H(ω)X(ω) where Y is the output, X
the input, and H the transfer function, which describes the

behavior of the system, just as the matrix determinant does in

our case. Taking the cue from [80], we realize that the Fourier

transform (adj(A)/ det (A))(ω) is not defined, should a pole

1This choice, corresponding to ≈ −0.001Ωp , allows for values of
|det (A)| in the order of 10−15 − 10−16 depending on γ.

2We speculate that this (minimal) discrepancy rises from the selection of
the starting point. If the starting imaginary part is selected large as described
in footnote 1, the resonant frequency for γ = 0 ends up with a small positive
imaginary part equal to ≈ 1.15 Hz. For a purely real starting point, the
imaginary part is squeezed to a mere 1.27× 10−4 Hz.

Fig. 5. The absolute value of the determinant in the same graph with the
normalized (to their maximum value) components of the field distribution.
The field is calculated at (x, y, z) = (0.5, 0, 0.1) nm, which is a point
inside the cavity. The thick blue line corresponds to the absolute value of
the determinant, as in Fig. 3. The dashed lines denote the field components
and in particular, x with yellow and z with cyan. All results are gathered for
γ = 0.

be encountered on the integration path. This is exactly the case

when γ = 0 and this is the origin of forcing indented paths of

integration even in local computational electromagnetics [5],

to ensure uniqueness and thus improve numerical stability.

We notice as well that the “numerical” predictions of

the imaginary part of the resonant frequencies, agree well

with a theoretical result (see orange circles, Fig. 4), namely

ω′′ = −γ/2, typically discussed for open geometries [59],

though recently rediscovered for the nonlocal cavity in [21].

The maximum relative error between the imaginary part of

the output of the minimizer and the theoretical prediction is a

mere 6.54 × 10−5 % (exempting the lossless case, when the

numerical prediction almost falls on the real axis, see footnote

2). All the above are indications that uniqueness breaks down

in the lossless case, as expected by the theoretical treatment

of Section III. Perhaps, the clearest manner to confirm it is to

study the electromagnetic field at a point of the cavity for the

driven case. As an excitation, we select a spherical wave that

drives TM and longitudinal modes, in particular

Einc(r) = N10(r). (30)

See Appendix A for more information on N and note that

the spherical Hankel function of the first kind is selected

for it in order to describe a spherical wave generated by a

singularity at r = 0 and impinging on the inner side of the

spherical interface. The vector of the excitation then becomes
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Fig. 6. The maximum amplitude for |Ez| is plotted against the number of
frequency points (the refinement of the discretizetation) for γ = γexp (green
dots) and for γ = γexp/11 (black line).

(see Appendix B)

b =








− 1

kr

∂
[

rh
(1)
1 (kr)

]

∂r

−2

(
ǫ

ǫ0
− 1

)
h
(1)
1 (kr)

kr







, r = R. (31)

Using the orthonormality properties of vector and scalar

spherical harmonics (see Appendix A) we deduce that a single

mode, (l,m) = (1, 0) is excited. With this choice of (l,m),
we combine (31) with A of (26) and solve for (b10, c10).
The scattered electric field is then determined at any point

r inside the cavity via (25). In Fig. 5 we plot, for the lossless

case, the determinant of the system’s matrix, as well as the

x and z components of the field distribution, normalized to

their maximum value (to fit the scale). As for Fig. 3, 10, 000
wavelengths are sampled and l = 1. Note that Ey = 0, as

expected from the excitation for this observation point (where

φ = 0).

It becomes immediately obvious that at the resonant fre-

quencies the field demonstrates local maxima (and quite pow-

erful ones when the normalization is removed), as expected

from (29). The remaining features of the curves (i.e., the sharp

local minima) are not of concern to the arguments we are using

here. Intuitively, we anticipate that this rough landscape is

created by the multiple reflection of the scattered wave on the

conducting walls of the cavity and the singularity introduced

at r = 0 by the excitation.

Since the fields exhibit maxima at the “pathological” reso-

nant frequencies, it is a natural step to probe, by increasing the

discretization (namely the number of sampled wavelengths),

how a particular field maximum can be reconstructed. In Fig.

6 we showcase the convergence to the maximal value for two

different values of γ, and for |Ez|. We sweep between different

discretizations, ranging from 10, 000 to 250, 000 frequency

Fig. 7. The solitary nanocube of the second example. Each edge has a length
of 5 nm. For the material properties, we borrow from silver and [76], [77],
[81]. The background is considered to be vacuum (note that the plane below
is just a graphical representation).

points with a step of 1, 000 and for the initial interval of 100
to 1, 000 nm. We have confirmed that |Ex| demonstrates the

same behavior. Raising the number of sampled frequencies, we

expect to progressively fully reconstruct the behavior of the

field on its dominant resonance. This is achieved rather easily

for the realistic case (with γexp). Much more challenging and

oscillatory in nature is the convergence of the case with the

diminished losses. The convergence is clear, however a very

fine discretization is required. In both cases, no matter how

slow the convergence is, uniqueness is achieved. Since the

green, lossy curve may give an impression of flat-lining, we

would like to clarify that both curves showcase such oscillatory

behavior, with the lossy one being much milder, and thus being

considered as converging faster. For the case when γ = 0, the

results appear noisy, with no sense of convergence. In other

words, the value of the field at this point is undefined and

consecutive simulations may give similar or radically different

results. We consider this the most definite indication that when

the conditions of Table I are violated, then the solution to

Maxwell’s equation becomes indeed nonunique. We close this

example by providing the full code in Appendix C.

B. Nanocube in Vacuum

We proceed with the second numerical example. The setup,

shown in Fig. 7, consists of a nanocube with rounded angles.

Each edge has a length of 5 nm, a relatively small size to

limit the radiated power. The structure is embedded in vacuum

and is described by parameters of silver [76], disregarding

the effects of bound electrons (i.e., adopting the pure Drude

model), with the losses being modulated by (28). These are

~Ωp = ~
√
0.845ωp = 8.28 eV, ~γexp = 0.048 eV and

υF = 1.39 × 106 m/s [77]. Additionally, we model the free-

electron response by means of GNOR, for which we require

the diffusion constant D = 2.684 × 10−4 m2s-1 from [81].

Thus, the hydrodynamic parameters are frequency dependent

and given by (23). We probe the response of this nanoparticle

by means of an in-house developed 3D BEM algorithm [43],
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[45], which revolves around an electromagnetic potential-

based reformulation of the governing equations for efficiency.

We aim to support here our initial claim: even algorithms

that only implicitly step on Maxwell’s equations and the

hydrodynamic equation of motion are still enabled by the

uniqueness theorem and are dictated by its terms. We will

not elaborate on the details of the BEM here; they can be

found in a series of papers by our group, see [43]–[47].

From a bird eye’s view, the governing differential equations

(wave equations for potentials) are transformed into integral

equations and by a limiting process, to boundary integral

equations, which satisfy the required boundary conditions.

Potentials and fields are generated not by means of the material

contrasts of the scatterers under study, but rather by sets of

equivalent currents, charges, and “longitudinal” charges, the

latter being responsible for the new, longitudinal degree of

freedom predicted by the nonlocal dynamics. These equivalent

sources are the unknowns of the integral equations and are

to be determined. To achieve this, the integral equations are

transformed to a system of matrix equations by means of a

standard MoM.

As such, in this case, quite different from the analytic toy

problem discussed previously, we can create a matrix equation

similar to (26), in particular [43]

[
M11 M12

M21 M22

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

ABEM

[
σ1
σL
1

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

xBEM

=

[
b11
b21

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

bBEM

. (32)

Above σ1 and σL
1 are the equivalent charge and longitudinal

charge lying on the inner side of an interface. The currents

of either sides and the charges on the outer are extracted

from σ1 and σL
1 . The matrix elements Mρν , with ρ, ν = 1, 2

are defined by means of complicated operator expressions;

what is important to notice is their dimensions: T × T where

T is the number of triangular patches used to discretize the

nanoparticle. The system matrix ABEM is a block matrix here.

Finally, the excitation is dictated by bBEM and is zero for

the nondriven case. As we have discussed for the analytic

example, the determinant of ABEM controls the response of

the system. The computation thereof is a rather challenging

task as direct evaluation (per frequency/wavelength point of

the square 2T × 2T matrix) results in a numerical explosion.

We traced the problem to the fine mesh used. Actually, all but

extremely sparse meshes could not be probed. To circumvent

the problem, we performed singular value decomposition on

ABEM, an approach inspired by [82], [83]; this leads to

the diagonalization ABEM = UΣV
H where H, denotes the

conjugate transpose and which is efficiently implemented as

a built-in function in MATLAB [84]. All matrices share the

dimensions of ABEM Here, U and V
H are unitary matrices,

so det(U) = det(VH) = 1. Matrix Σ is a diagonal matrix

that contains the singular values of ABEM, which are chosen

to be nonnegative numbers (something that we have confirmed

numerically). We note then that

det (ABEM) = det (Σ) =

2T∏

i=1

σii, (33)

where σii are the aforesaid singular values and are not to be

confused with the equivalent charges. This is a fruitless effort

as well, however we can still probe the determinant, at least

qualitatively, should we study the logarithm of it instead

log10(det (Σ)) =

2T∑

i=1

log10(σii) = Tr (log10(Σ)) , (34)

where Tr denotes the trace of the diagonal matrix. In other

words, we are studying log10(det(ABEM)) through a nu-

merically amenable route, since we can extract finite valued

results (dependent on the mesh density). The new, fully real,

determinant is expected to yield even negative values; this is

not surprising as the amplitude of this determinant translates

to the exponent with basis 10 of the actual one (thus negative

values should correspond to regions around the resonance(s)).

Having set the necessary formulation, we proceed with

the numerical experiment. We visualize the determinant by

performing a wavelength (frequency) sweep between 140 and

170 nm. We note that the complexity of the algorithm does

not allow for (almost) arbitrarily fine discretization as for the

analytic case, thus, to increase the density of the discretization,

we investigate a narrower spectrum. Two different mesh den-

sities are evaluated: the first consists of 428 triangular patches

(Mesh 1), with a granular discretization of the rounded edges

and corners and a sparser elsewhere, and a second with 1728

triangular patches (Mesh 2) and a more balanced distribution

of the still adaptive mesh that prioritizes corners and rounded

edges.

In Fig. 8 (a) and (d) we draw the said determinant for 400

frequency points for Mesh 1 and Mesh 2 respectively and we

observe–as for the analytic case–that with decreasing γ (using

(28)) the resonance deepens, even when D 6= 0. We note

that the particular behavior of the determinant is not a caprice

of the sparser Mesh 1, but is recreated completely in Mesh

2, though as mentioned before, the result is mesh dependent.

This agrees well with intuition, especially in the region of

the resonance, where the (far) more negative values of the

determinant of Mesh 2 signify, of course, better convergence.

As in the semianalytical case, deeper resonances with

decreasing the damping rate are associated with nonunique-

ness. For this purpose, we further test the behavior of the

determinant on the resonant frequency, by modifying the

frequency discretization. The spectrum of 130 to 170 nm is

swept using 50 to 400 frequency points, with a step of 50.

In Fig. 8 (b) and (e) the frequency where the minimum is

located is depicted for the case when γ = γexp (blue) and

for the lossless case (orange). This result seems unaffected by

the refinement of the mesh, but dependent on the frequency

resolution. Most importantly it can be read together with Fig.

8 (c) and (f), where using the same color code, the amplitude

of the determinant at its minimum is shown. The amplitude

follows in both (lossy and lossless) cases the frequency trend

with respect to the plasma frequency, location of the material

resonance when γ = 0 and ω = Ωp. We note however,

as in the first example, that the situation between the lossy

and the lossless cases differs significantly in the variation of

reported values: for the lossy case we calculate a standard
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Fig. 8. Numerical results based on the determinant of the system matrix in 32. Two different meshes, Mesh 1 (first row, sparse) and Mesh 2 (second row,
dense) are used. The determinant (after being manipulated as described in this Subsection) is shown for 400 wavelengths and 5 different loss values, namely
γ = γexp, γ = 0.7γexp , γ = 0.4γexp , γ = 0.1γexp , and γ = 0. The deeper the resonance, the smaller the loss. In (b) and (e) the location (frequency) of
the resonance is depicted and is to be analyzed in conjunction with (c) and (f), where the amplitude of the resonance is shown for the lossy case γ = γexp
in blue and for the lossless case in orange. Note that frequencies are depicted normalized to the screened plasma frequency.

mean deviation of 1.20 (4.89 for Mesh 2) versus one of 209
(844.72) for the lossy case. As in Fig. 6, both curves showcase

a variation, but for the lossy case this seems to be much

wilder, and the convergence (if any) slower. We cannot be

as bold in our assertions here, since the purely numerical

case suffers from additional complications, either physical,

as the open problem will have some radiation loss, even

negligible, and most importantly, computational, as the rather

demanding algorithm does not allow for an as meticulous

investigation as for the analytics (especially with respect to

increasing the wavelength resolution). In any case, we evaluate

the presented results as congruent to the intuition we built in

this work, the analytical results, and the theory presented in the

previous Sections; when the material becomes lossless, even

if a complex hydrodynamic parameter is used, the uniqueness

of the solution is jeopardized.

VI. CONCLUSION

The main question answered in this work is how does

the introduction of nonlocal mechanisms through hydrody-

namic models, such as the HDM and GNOR, influence the

material-response requirements for uniqueness of solutions to

Maxwell’s equations. The procedure followed is an adaptation

to the complicated constitutive relations of the derivations

showcased in popular electromagnetics textbooks. As such, the

points of departure from local approximations are made clear.

This framework is particularly effective at the same time in

elucidating the role and necessity in using ABCs, in order

to eliminate the surface integrals arising in the derivations,

see (18). Interestingly enough, HDM and local theory share

the same material requirements, while additional ones arise

with the introduction of a complex hydrodynamic parameter.

Two examples, a semianalytical and a numerical one, support

the thesis, the first for the HDM and the second for GNOR.

The second example is especially illustrating of how the

uniqueness theorem constitutes definitely if covertly a stepping

stone of common practice recipes that may be significantly

reformulated with respect to the original system of Maxwell’s

equations and the hydrodynamic equation of motion.

APPENDIX A

VECTOR WAVE FUNCTIONS

The vector wave functions are generated by the scalar wave

function, which is a solution to the homogeneous and scalar
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Helmholtz equation [2]

∇2ψlm(r) +K2ψlm(r) = 0, (35)

where K is either the transverse or the longitudinal wavenum-

ber depending on whether ψlm describes transverse or longi-

tudinal waves. Here we use the indices (l,m) for the spherical

waves; one could use the generic index n instead.

The vector wave functions are then defined as [5]

Mlm(r) = ∇× rψlm(r), (36)

Nlm(r) =
1

k
∇×∇× rψlm(r), (37)

Llm(r) =
1

κ
∇ψlm(r). (38)

Note that the factor κ−1 in (38) is often excluded from

consideration [2]. Subject to (35), Mlm, Nlm, and Llm are

solutions to the homogeneous vector Helmholtz equation, as

we stated earlier. It is further interesting to notice that Mlm

and Nlm are solenoidal, thus suited for the description of

transverse waves, while Llm is irrotational, thus suited for

the description of longitudinal waves.

Equation (35) can be analytically solved, yielding [5]

ψlm(r) = zl(Kr)Ylm(θ, φ), (39)

where (r, θ, φ) are the standard spherical coordinates, zl de-

notes either the spherical Bessel or Hankel functions of the

first kind and Ylm the scalar spherical harmonics.

It is straightforward albeit laborious to deduce the vector

wave functions from (36)–(38), leading to

Mlm(r) = zl(kr)Xlm(θ, φ), (40)

Nlm(r) = l(l+1)
zl(kr)

kr
Ylm(θ, φ)r̂+

1

kr

∂ [rzl(kr)]

∂r
Zlm(θ, φ),

(41)

Llm(r) =
∂zl(κr)

∂(κr)
Ylm(θ, φ)r̂ +

zl(κr)

κr
Zlm(θ, φ). (42)

Xlm and Zlm are the (two out of the three) vector spherical

harmonics. The scalar spherical harmonics are defined as [85]

Ylm(θ, φ) =

√

2l + 1

4π

(l −m)!

(l +m)!
Pm
l (cos θ)eimφ, (43)

where “!” denotes the factorial and Pm
l is the associated

Legendre polynomial of degree l and order m. On the other

hand, the vector spherical harmonics are [86]

Xlm(θ, φ) =∇× (rYlm(θ, φ))

=
1

sin θ

∂Ylm(θ, φ)

∂φ
θ̂θθ − ∂Ylm(θ, φ)

∂θ
φ̂φφ

(44)

and

Zlm(θ, φ) =r∇Ylm(θ, φ)

=
∂Ylm(θ, φ)

∂θ
θ̂θθ +

1

sin θ

∂Ylm(θ, φ)

∂φ
φ̂φφ.

(45)

From the many properties of scalar and vector spherical

harmonics, we include here orthonormality relations that will

serve us later [85]
∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

Ylm(θ, φ)Y ∗

l′m′(θ, φ) sin θdθdφ = δll′δmm′ , (46)

where δ denotes the Kronecker delta function and
∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

Xlm(θ, φ)·X∗

l′m′(θ, φ) sin θdθdφ = l(l+1)δll′δmm′ ,

(47)

and a simple equation that relates Zlm with Xlm, namely [86]

Xlm(r) = −r̂× Zlm(r). (48)

We note that there is no unique convention in the definition

(symbols and formal expressions) of vector spherical har-

monics. For example, the classic [87] defines our Mlm and

Nlm as vector spherical harmonics. We are closer in spirit

to another standard reference [86] (though note the different

normalization in the definition of scalar spherical harmonics

and for the symbols match P, B, and C with our r̂Y , Z, and

X).

The implementation of the vector and scalar spherical

harmonics, and by extension, of the scalar and vector wave

functions, is not a simple task; for this purpose we relied on

the routines of the toolbox OpenSANS [88].

APPENDIX B

DERIVATION OF EQ. (26) WITH OR WITHOUT EXCITATION

Combining Appendix A, together with (25), we can re-

formulate the field distribution. The derivation of (26) with

or without excitation, is then a matter of application of the

boundary conditions. We start with the nondriven case and

repeat that these are

n×E(r) = 0 (49)

and

n ·Pf (r) = 0, (50)

on the surface r = R. (49) can be written, via (25), (41), (42),

and (48), as

−blm
1

kr

∂ (rjl(kr))

∂r
Xlm(θ, φ)− clm

jl(κr)

κr
Xlm(θ, φ) = 0.

(51)

Next, we multiply both sides by X
∗

l′m′ , integrate along the

elementary solid angle, and use (47) to get

−blml(l + 1)
1

kr

∂ (rjl(kr))

∂r
− clml(l + 1)

jl(κr)

κr
= 0. (52)

Since l is a positive integer

blm
1

kr

∂ (rjl(kr))

∂r
+ clm

jl(κr)

κr
= 0. (53)

To deduce a similar equation from (50), we must follow a

more involved course. Take (8) in a source–free region

Pf (r) = −ǫ0
ω2
p

ω(ω + iγ)

[

E(r)− β2

ω2
p

∇ (∇ · E(r))

]

. (54)

The Helmholtz decomposition theorem allows for writing

the electric field as the superposition of a transverse and a

longitudinal component, E(r) = E
T (r) + E

L(r), the first

being solenoidal, the latter irrotational. Using this and the

vector identity ∇(∇ ·A) = ∇2
A+∇×∇×A,

Pf (r) = −ǫ0
ω2
p

ω(ω + iγ)

(

E
T (r) +E

L(r)− β2

ω2
p

∇2
E

L(r)

)

.

(55)



13

The longitudinal component satisfies a vector Helmholtz equa-

tion ∇2
E

L(r) + κ2EL(r) = 0 [50]. The vector Laplacian of

(55) can then be eliminated

Pf (r) = −ǫ0
ω2
p

ω(ω + iγ)

(

E
T (r) +E

L(r) +
β2

ω2
p

κ2EL(r)

)

,

(56)

and after substituting (27) into (56) and slightly manipulating

the material functions, we end up with [89]

Pf (r) = (ǫ−ǫ0)ET (r)−ǫ0EL(r) = ǫET (r)−ǫ0E(r). (57)

With this more amenable format, we can return to

(50) and substitute directly E
T (r) = blmN

m
l (r) and

E
L(r) = clmL

m
l (r) and yield

blml(l+ 1)(ǫ− ǫ0)
jl(kr)

kr
Ylm(θ, φ)

−clmǫ0
∂jl(κr)

∂(κr)
Ylm(θ, φ) = 0.

(58)

As before, multiply by Y ∗

l′m′(θ, φ), integrate along the ele-

mentary solid angle, and use (46) to get (after dividing by

ǫ0)

blml(l + 1)

(
ǫ

ǫ0
− 1

)
jl(kr)

kr
− clm

∂jl(κr)

∂(κr)
= 0. (59)

By writing (53) and (59) in a matrix format, we end up with

(26).

When an excitation is introduced, the procedure remains.

However, the boundary conditions can be rewritten in order

to distinguish clearly the “excitation” and “scattered” field,

namely

n×Esca(r) + n×Eexc(r) = 0 (60)

and

n ·
(
(ǫ− ǫ0)E

T
sca − ǫ0E

L
sca

)
+ n · (ǫ− ǫ0)E

T
exc = 0, (61)

since the excitation we use here does not have a longitudinal

component.

It is simple to construct the corresponding equations to (51)

and (58)

− blm
1

kr

∂ (rjl(kr))

∂r
Xlm(θ, φ) − clm

jl(κr)

κr
Xlm(θ, φ)

− 1

kr

∂
(

rh
(1)
1 (kr)

)

∂r
X10(θ, φ) = 0

(62)

and

blml(l + 1)(ǫ− ǫ0)
jl(kr)

kr
Ylm(θ, φ) − clmǫ0

∂jl(κr)

∂(κr)
Ylm(θ, φ)

+ 2(ǫ− ǫ0)
h
(1)
1 (kr)

kr
Y10(θ, φ) = 0,

(63)

respectively. We repeat the procedure and arguments involving

orthogonality, though now we use X
∗

1,0(θ, φ) and Y ∗

1,0(θ, φ),
yielding then the correspoding to (53) and (59)

b10
1

kr

∂ (rj1(kr))

∂r
+ c10

j1(κr)

κr
= − 1

kr

∂
(

rh
(1)
1 (kr)

)

∂r
(64)

and

b102

(
ǫ

ǫ0
− 1

)
j1(kr)

kr
− c10

∂j1(κr)

∂(κr)
= −2

(
ǫ

ǫ0
− 1

)
h
(1)
1 (kr)

kr
,

(65)

respectively. Cast the equations above in a matrix format to

get





1

kr

∂ [rj1(kr)]

∂r

j1(κr)

κr

2

(
ǫ

ǫ0
− 1

)
j1(kr)

kr
−∂j1(κr)

∂(κr)






[
b10
c10

]

=








− 1

kr

∂
[

rh
(1)
1 (kr)

]

∂r

−2

(
ǫ

ǫ0
− 1

)
h
(1)
1 (kr)

kr







,

(66)

at r = R, which is (26) driven by the excitation described by

(30).

APPENDIX C

CODES FOR THE FIRST NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

The full MATLAB code for the first numerical example is

available here.
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von metallen (i),” Z. Phys., vol. 203, no. 5, pp. 488–494, Oct. 1967.

[62] A. R. Melnyk and M. J. Harrison, “Theory of optical excitation of
plasmons in metals,” Phys. Rev. B, vol. 2, pp. 835–850, Aug 1970.

[63] F. Forstmann and H. Stenschke, “Electrodynamics at metal boundaries
with inclusion of plasma waves,” Phys. Rev. Lett., vol. 38, pp. 1365–
1368, Jun. 1977.

[64] A. Boardman and R. Ruppin, “The boundary conditions between spa-
tially dispersive media,” Surf. Sci., vol. 112, no. 1, pp. 153–167, 1981.

[65] P. E. Stamatopoulou and C. Tserkezis, “Finite-size and quantum effects
in plasmonics: manifestations and theoretical modelling [invited],” Opt.

Mater. Express, vol. 12, no. 5, pp. 1869–1893, May 2022.
[66] T. V. Teperik, P. Nordlander, J. Aizpurua, and A. G. Borisov, “Robust

subnanometric plasmon ruler by rescaling of the nonlocal optical re-
sponse,” Phys. Rev. Lett., vol. 110, p. 263901, Jun. 2013.

[67] L. Stella, P. Zhang, F. J. Garcı́a-Vidal, A. Rubio, and P. Garcı́a-
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