Difference between surface and bulk torque (to Jos and Timo)

https://groups.google.com/group/sci.physics.electromag/browse_thread/thread/3a4c067829d38852?hl 
Timo Nieminen: 

(a) The conservation laws only speak of total quantities. To identify an integrand as an angular momentum density is an assumption. In particular, there are two different choices of what to integrate to find the total angular momentum. (Humblet 1943) 

(b) From the Lagrangian, you obtain the canonical energy-momentum tensor. From this, you get the spin tensor, and the angular momentum density in the centre region of the beam is non-zero. 

One can be offended by the canonical tensor, and render it decent by the usual procedure of making it symmetric. This requires some assumptions about what happens at infinity (see Jauch & Rohrlich, Theory of photons and electrons 2 Ed for a good discussion of this). From this, you obtain an "angular momentum density" for which the density in the centre region is zero.

 Both give the same total angular momentum. The conditions for swapping between the two are the same as going from one of Humblet's expressions to the other. 

Where Radi is wrong, IMO, is that he counts _both_. Therefore getting double the traditional total. 

Consideration of possible optical tweezers experiments to attempt to resolve these paradoxes strongly suggests that they are beyond experimental resolution, yielding identical observable results in all cases

Khrapko 

Timo! Why do you (together with Humblet & others) think that (E x A) is spin density? Standard electrodynamics has no spin at all! Maybe you & others complete the electrodynamics by a spin tensor?

The use of the canonical tensors is absurd because the canonical Pointing vector is absurd: E d\phi/dt – B dA/dt instead of EB – BE.

But my experiment [1], rejected by all journals without consideration, shows the difference between surface and bulk torque!

[1] “Experiment concerning electrodynamics’ nonlocality” http://khrapkori.wmsite.ru/ftpgetfile.php?id=46&module=files


Timo Nieminen: (12 may 01:23)

You find the angular momentum, and you have a term ExA. From coordinate independence, this is spin, by definition. Are you asking how one gets this as a term when finding the angular momentum? 

(Btw, I just saw this paper: http://www.hindawi.com/journals/ijo/2011/728350/ ) 

Khrapko (13 May 20:58)
No, Timo, I do not find spin in a moment of momentum! I introduced spin into electrodynamics [1] besides moment of momentum. You & others are against supplementing the electrodynamics with a spin tensor. So, when transforming moment of momentum, please, name no term spin density.

Btw, I explained many times that coordinate independence did not indicate spin: angular momentum of a bike wheel is coordinate independent.

As to Stewart’s papers, I think you must be ashamed to refer to them. I completely refuted method and conclusion of [2,3] in [4], but he neither answers me nor cites me. 

Btw, Allen & Padgett neither answer me nor cite me though I completely refuted method and conclusion of [5] in [4].

Timo, Jos, stop chatter. What about fringes shift in my experiment [6]?
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Unfortunately, this message was not answered

