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We use a functional approach to the Casimir effect in order to evaluate the exact vacuum energy for a
real scalar field in d+1 dimensions, in the presence of backgrounds that, in a particular limit, impose
Dirichlet boundary conditions on one or two parallel surfaces. Outside of that limit, the background
may be thought of as describing finite-width mirrors with frequency-dependent transmission and
reflection coefficients. We provide new explicit results for the Casimir energy in some particular
backgrounds.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

The last years have seen a renewed interest in the Casimir effect g] The main reason for this has been
the design and successful implementation of precision experiments [2]. The magnitudes involved in those
experiments posed an important challenge to the first theoretical calculations, usually based on simplified
theoretical models. Indeed, in those models, the materials were usually regarded as perfect mirrors, imposing
strict boundary conditions on the quantum fields.

In order to explain the experimental results, however, it is important to use more accurate models, including
the corrections due to, for example, rugosity, and to finite temperature and conductivity. In this respect,
there is a running controversy about how to model theoretically the finite conductivity of the material, and
also about its influence on the Casimir forces B] The computation of the self-energies due to quantum
fluctuations is even more controversial: while the Casimir forces between two objects become finite and
independent on the properties of the materials in the limit of perfect conductivity, the situation for the
self-energy is, by far, not so clear. The reason may be traced back to the fact that the local energy density
diverges close to an idealized boundary M], and it is therefore necessary to introduce surface counterterms
in order to get finite results for the self-energy ﬂa] Since the self-energy is relevant, for instance, to analyze
physical problems like gravitational effects produced by the vacuum energy, a careful analysis of the sources
of divergences in the stress tensor as well as in the total energy is in order.

Having those problems in mind, in this paper we are concerned with the calculation of the vacuum energy
distortion that results from the presence of some particular backgrounds, for a real scalar field theory in
d + 1 spacetime dimensions. Following ﬂa], we will choose backgrounds which may be used to reproduce
exact Dirichlet boundary conditions on flat surfaces, when a particular limit for the parameters that define
the background is taken (see also ﬂa]) As in ﬂa], we also introduce two properties in the descriptions of the
plates: finite widths and finite strengths. The former is represented by a smooth function o., depending
on a single variable (the normal coordinate to the plate), which has a characteristic width 2e. Regarding
the strength of the coupling between the walls and the fluctuating field, we extend the kind of background
considered in ﬂa], by allowing for a frequency and (parallel) momentum dependent form for a function A,
which determines the strength of that coupling.

Our starting point shall be an action which, in configuration space, assumes a nonlocal form. That
nonlocality may be thought of as resulting from the integration of degrees of freedom inside the material that
constitutes the mirror. This will be a toy model for the interaction between the would-be electromagnetic field
(here the scalar field) and the charges confined to the material. In this way, with finite-widths and frequency-


http://arxiv.org/abs/0801.0760v1

momentum dependent strengths, one can simultaneously control the two sources of UV divergences that pop-
up during the calculation of vacuum energies. This will also allow us to avoid the unnecessary introduction
of ill-defined quantities at the intermediate steps, in the course of calculating physical observables.

From a more technical point of view, we shall use an extended version of a previously used functional
approach ﬂﬂ] to the Casimir effect with perfect mirrors, in order to cope with the more general situations
considered here.

The organization of this paper is as follows: in Section [l the general method used to calculate Casimir
energies for one and two mirrors is introduced. We then present explicit results: in Section [Tl for the
change in the vacuum energy under the introduction of a single mirror, to consider afterwards, in Section
[Vl the case of two mirrors. In this case, we present a general expression, suitable for numerical evaluation,
and derive some of its general properties. In Section [V] we summarize our conclusions.

II. THE METHOD

In this Section we set up the problem, and derive the general expressions subsequently used for the
calculation of vacuum energies in some specific cases.

We shall consider either one or two identical, flat, parallel and finite width (~ 2€) mirrors in d spatial
dimensions. A coordinate system has been chosen such that their ‘centers’ correspond to x4 = 0 for the case
of a single mirror, and to x4 = 0 and x4 = a, for the case of two parallel mirrors. In both cases, the system
will be described by an Euclidean action:

S(p) = Solw) + Si(p), (1)

where Sy defines the free theory:

1
Soly) = 5 /dd“w 0, PO (2)

while S;(p) is a term, quadratic in the field, that contains the interaction with the walls. Introducing a
number N = 1,2 depending on whether one has one or two walls, respectively, we have:

N
Sr=> 5%, (3)
a=1
where:

o 1 _ _
S () = 5/dwo/dw6/dd Edl /dd 'z /d:vd (@0, X)), wa) Awo—w; X =X )oe(Ta—aa) (w5, x|, ) ,
(4)

with a; = 0 and a = a. x| denotes the d — 1 coordinates parallel to the mirror: x1,z2,...,xq4—1. We regard
the interaction term as an effective action coming from the integration of the degrees of freedom confined to
the walls that interact with the scalar field ¢(x). On general grounds, the quadratic part of that effective
action should be of the form:

Set = %/dd“w /ddﬂxl p(2)Ta (x5 2 )p(2) - (5)

Taking into account translation invariance in zo and x|, the dependence of the kernel I'y on the coordinates
must be of the form:

Do(z;a’) = To(za, vy, xo — 0, %) — X'). (6)



If, in addition, we assume locality in the perpendicular coordinate x4, we arrive at [{@l), where the functions
A and o, encode the structure of the walls, such as their reflection and transmission coefficients and their
widths. We will assume, without any lose of generality, that A is an even function (any odd part would cancel
away in the action). Therefore its Fourier transform, 5\, is real. Besides, we will also assume that \is strictly
positive, so that the interaction with the walls is repulsive at all frequencies. Note that the nonlocality in
configuration space will produce reflection and transmission coefficients dependent on the frequency w, as
well as and on the wave vector along the parallel plane, k.

On the other hand, o, is an even, strictly positive and continuous function, approximately constant on a
region of size ~ 2¢ around 0. There is no big loose of generality by assuming strict positivity for this function.
Indeed, assuming that one wanted to consider, for example, a function whose support is the interval [—¢, €],
we could approximate it by a strictly positive one that vanished, arbitrarily fast, outside that interval (see
Section [[II] where this case is dealt with in some detail). Since o, appears multiplied by A, we may impose
the condition:

+oo
/ drgoe(xg) =1, (7)

— 00

without restricting the actual interaction at all. Rather, it is a way of disentagling the ‘shape’ (attributed
to o) from the strength (carried by A) of the interaction.

In our conventions, the Euclidean coordinates shall be denoted as x,, 4 =0,1,...,d. The x4 coordinate
points along the normal direction to the walls, while x| = (1,...,24-1) are parallel to them. The d spatial
coordinates are collectively denoted by x.

We now consider the vacuum energy cost, of distorting the vacuum by the introduction of the mirrors.
This quantity may be written as follows:

. 1 Z
Fo = = Jim 7 n(Z) (8)
where
Z = /Dwe’s(*") , Zo= /D<pe*50(sa) , (9)

and T is the extension of the (imaginary) time interval.

In more than one spatial dimension, FEy is proportional to the ‘area’ L4~! of the mirrors (assumed to be
(d — 1)-dimensional squares of side L). Since L — oo, it is convenient to introduce the energy density &,
such that

1

Z
il N 10
=) (10)
_ Besides, in the case of two mirrors, one is usually interested not in &, but rather in a subtracted quantity,
&o, defined as the difference:

50 = 50 — 50(00) (11)

where £y(c0) denotes the surface energy density when the mirrors are separated by an infinite distance.

&o is finite even if ideal mirrors (i.e., imposing Dirichlet boundary conditions) were considered. The
reason is that the self-energies of the mirrors, being translation invariant, are cancelled when subtracting
the a — oo contribution. This, however, would involve a regulatization in order to avoid the having to deal
with the difference between two ill-defined (divergent) quantities. In our case, the self-energies are finite due
to the presence of a physical regularization mechanism. Therefore, the subtraction of the self-energies is a
well-defined step, without having to invoke any additional regulator.
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To proceed, we note that a quite natural extension of the functional approach followed in previous works ﬂj]
can be implemented here. Indeed, we can introduce an auxiliary field, £, in order to rewrite the exponential

factor S4*():

=S (0) — % / De, e~ 3 J 4" e [ 41 G (@)A T (wo—ahix) —x])oe (va—aa)d(@a—e))éa ()

> eifdd+lw fa(z)oc(Ta—aan) p(x) , (12)
where the factor A/, independent of «, is given by:
N = /’Dga eié Ja e [aT e e (@) AT (@o—aix) =% )oe (2a) S (wa—a)) a2 , (13)

and we have used A~ (g — ;x| — x| ) as a notation for the inverse kernel associated to A(zo — z; x| — X)),
ie.,

", Ny —1/, .11 T A -1 . 1 " T /
/ Mzo — zg;x) — x))A™ (2g — 203 %) — X)) = / A7 (wo — 203 %) — x|)A(zg — 203 X — X))
m// x// 16/7

7
X
07 Il

= d(wo — 2p)d(x) — x|) - (14)

An important difference with the case of ideal, zero-width mirrors, is in that the auxiliary fields now live
in d 4+ 1 dimensions, rather than on the d-dimensional submanifold z4 = 0. The present case reduces to the
ideal situation if o, is replaced by a ¢ function (of which it may be regarded as an approximation when e
is finite). In other words, there is a ‘dimensional reduction’ in the auxiliary fields when ¢ — 0. Particular
profiles for the function o, are introduced in Sections [Tl and [[V], obtaining for them explicit results.

We now use ([I2) to rewrite Z and afterwards integrate out the scalar field ¢, to obtain:

with a matrix kernel whose elements €2, 3 are defined by:

N
DE, e~z dT e [dTT e ST 5y €a(2)Qap (z,a)Ep (27) , (15)
-1

a=

Qapl, ') = bap A~ (w0 — 20; X — X|)0c(2a — aa)d (x4 — 7)

+ oc(xqg — aQ)A(a:O,XH,xd;xg,x/”,a:fi)aé(xfi —ag), (16)
where A is the free scalar-field propagator:

/ / Ak ik-(z—az") 1

We then make, for each auxiliary field &, the redefinition:

=

o (w0, x|, 24) — A2 (xo — xé;xn — xﬁ)ga(a:é,xil,xd —aq) (18)
0%

both in the explicit integral over £ in (I3)) and in the implicit one in the definition of A'. We have assumed

that the square-root kernel is well-defined, what is consistent with the assumptions about its properties.

This redefinition produces a non-trivial (A-dependent) Jacobian for each factor DE,. An identical Jacobian

does, however, appear also in each denominator N, and therefore they cancel each other. Besides, after the



redefinition, the N factor changes: N' — N , which is independent of A\. Thus, after a trivial shift in the
coordinates,

. 7; fdd+1xfdd+lzlza,5 §Q(I)Qa5(m,x’)§5(z’) : (19)

where:

Qap(x,2") = dap S (1 — 2o (xq)

1 1 7 i
+ oe(:vd)/ A2 (zo — 205 %) — X|)A(2g, X[, 2a + aa; 20, X[, 20 + ap)
o g XX

X )\%(:176” xo,xil” xil)aé(:zr:i). (20)

We then proceed to perform yet another redefinition of the auxiliary fields, now involving a diffeomorphism
in the x4 coordinate. We introduce the one-to-one mapping x4 — z that results from the differential equation:

dz

dz = oc(zq) , (21)

where the assumed positivity of o, comes in handy to ensure that the change of variables is non-singular.
Imposing the condition z(0) = 0, the solution to the previous equation is unique. We also note that, as a
consequence of the change of variables,

§(xg —al) = 0c(xa)6(2 = 2') , drgoc(zg) = dz. (22)

Equation (ZI0), together with the condition z(0) = 0 and the normalization condition for o. imply that the
range of z is (regardless of the particular profile used for o) the finite interval [—3, 3].

Keeping the same notation for the auxiliary fields when written in terms of the new variables, we then
have, in a simplified notation:

2 z x z:' x! =/ Za fa(iﬂ X 7Z)Kﬂl'3(m X )Z;ml)x/ )Zl)fﬂ(m, ,X,,Z,)
ZO /HID&X oI E ey ’ o o o o ) (23)

with
Kap(zo, X, 2; xé,xil,z/) = Jap0(z0 — xé)é(dfl)(x” - xil)(s(z —2")
1 1
+ [ N (o — a3 — X)AG X, ma(2) + a3 X, (=) + ag)AE () — ahix! — x)124)
Fo %o X)X

We note that, had any Jacobian arisen because of the last field diffeomorphism, it would have, again, been
cancelled against an equal object coming from N. Furthermore, since after the redefinition N became
independent of A and o, that factor has been dropped.

Then we Fourier transform all the spacetime coordinates for which there is translation invariance, namely,
%o, x|. The transformed operator has the following form:

Kag(2:2') = 8apd(z —2') + Aw, X)) Dag(2;2") (25)

where

S\(W, k”) _ /+oo dxo /dd_l.’ﬂ” e—i(wwo-‘rkuxu))\(xm XH) (26)

— 00



and

o—rlza(z)—va(') +aa—as|

2K ’

Dap(z;2') = (27)
where k = , Jw? + k” (to simplify the notation, we omit writing the dependence of D,s(z;2") on kj and w

explicitly).
Then we have the following expression for Z:

S

Z = Zy(detk) 7, (28)
and:

1 ~
fo = lim orrer (k) (29)

where “Tr’ denotes trace over all the variables (including w and k). Introducing the symbol “Tt’ for the

(reduced) trace over the Hilbert space of functions depending on z € [—%, %], we may write a more explicit
formula, where the trace over the variables for which the kernel is translation-invariant is explicit:

dd 1 ” . _
/ / Py Tr(InK) . (30)
From the last expression one can, in principle, extract the vacuum energy relevant to each case. However,

since there are important differences between them, we present now separate calculations of &, corresponding
to two different physical situations: for the case of one mirror, and for a two-mirror system.

A. One mirror

This case amounts to a single index o = 1; thus we suppress the «, 8 indices, and consider just the kernel:

K(z:2') = 6(z—2') + Mw,k|)D(z,2') (31)

with
) .
() = C T 32

We shall calculate the trace of the logarithm of IE, by finding the eigenvalues of K. The equation for ¢, (2),
the eigenfunction associated to the eigenvalue a, may be written as follows:

+3
/ dz' Mw, k) D(2;2") ha(2') = (a0 —1)ha(2) . (33)

1
2

This can be converted into a differential equation, taking into account the fact that D(z;2’) is obtained by
performing a Fourier transformation plus a change of variables in the Green’s function for the real scalar
field. Indeed, starting from:

2

(=32 ++) Go(xa,xy) = 8(za — ), (34)
d



where Qo(xd, ;) is the Fourier transformed of the free propagator:

o—rlza—ah|

Golwa, xy) = PR (35)
we obtain, by changing variables:
[~ 82 (G2 o) + W2 D(z:) = 2e(2)d(— 7). (36)
where
5.(2) = ouleal:) (37)

We see that, by acting with the differential operator that appears on the left hand side of [B6) on both
sides of [B3)), it becomes a differential equation with the structure:

Llal(2) = &avalz), (38)
where L denotes a linear differential operator of the Sturm-Liouville type:
d,
LIAE) = &L 4 g 1) (39)
with
2
P =62) 5 alz)= 2, (40)

and the eigenvalue of L, £, determined « through the relation &, = ﬁ The eigensystem corresponding to
the operator whose determinant we need has the coefficient functions p and ¢, which are in turn determined
by the properties of the mirror.

An important fact to note is that the space of functions to be used for the calculation of the eigenvalues
of L corresponds to functions that vanish at z = :l:%. Indeed, the K operator is self-adjoint under the L?(R)
scalar product defined by:

+oo
(f.9) = / dzy f*(2a)g(za) (a1)

— 00

for any pair of square integrable functions: f, g. This scalar product becomes, when written in terms of the
new variable z:

3 s
(f.9) = / 2 pe(a(e) . (42)

—1 Ge(z)

In particular, this implies that normalizable functions in the interval [—3, 1] must vanish when z = +1/2
(of course, they should also decrease sufficiently fast for the integral to converge). The reason is that, from
the deﬁning properties of o, it follows that 6. vanishes at least linearly at those points.
It also implies that eigenfunctions of the Sturm-Liouville operator corresponding to different eigenvalues
shall be orthogonal, for the scalar product ([@2]), which includes the weight function 1/&..

Thus, we conclude that, to evaluate the vacuum energy in the one mirror case, this procedure has lead us
to the expression

da-1k
/ / ) e ; In [eu(w, ks )] (43)

where [ labels the eigenvalues a. They are, in general, non trivial functions of their arguments, and they
depend on the particular function o, considered.



B. Two mirrors

We shall now consider the situation of two identical mirrors, located at a distance a apart. Thus, we are
concerned with the quantity:

Eola) = Eo(a) — Ey(o) (44)

We have to consider now the 2 x 2 matrix kernel:

Rasei)] = (5070 FE2)) (5

where the two diagonal elements in the expression above coincide with the (identically noted) kernel corre-
sponding to the single-wall case, equation ([BIl). There appear also two new kernels P and Q:

e—ﬁ|wd(z)—md(z/)—a\

2K ’

P(z2) = Mw, k) Go (za(2) + 0;24(z") + a) = S\(w,kH) (46)
and Q@ = Plos_q-
One can then use the expression for the determinant of a matrix in terms of a combination of its blocks,

det [Ky] = (detK)? det(1 - 0) (47)
where
O =K'PK'Q. (48)

Then we note that, since det K is independent of @, the Casimir energy density, obtained by subtracting the
contribution with the plates at an infinite distance, becomes:

£ola) = TlLiriloo 2Ld-1T

Trin(l — O). (49)
It is important to note that, in the last equation, the a-independent contribution, corresponding to the
self-energies of the plates, have been completely subtracted. Note that that contribution yields exactly twice
the vacuum energy for one plate. Of course, had A\ been assumed to be a constant, those self energies would
have been, generally, divergent.

Thus the UV behaviour of (#9) is milder that in other approaches, where those contributions have to be
dealt with in order to give sense to the Casimir energy. Here, as we shall see in the examples, it is already
finite. Assuming that 9J;(w, k|, €,a) are the eigenvalues of O:

W d—1
o) = 3 / = (C;T)dk'l > 1= dilw, ke 0)] (50)
l

the expression that we will use as a starting point for the calculation of the Casimir energy density in concrete
examples.

The finiteness of ([B0) will follow from the fact that, as a function of the frequency and momenta, O is
bounded by the exponentially decreasing factors of those variables, carried by P and Q.



III. RESULTS FOR THE TOTAL VACUUM ENERGY IN THE SINGLE-MIRROR CASE
A. Smooth o.

We first assume a particular form for the function o.. A very convenient choice, from the calculational
point of view is:

1
oc(xq) = — sech?(=2

2¢ € ) (51)

where the 2— factor has been introduced in order to satisfy f dxqoc(zq) = 1, the normalization condition
corresponding to an approximant of the J-function. Of course, “the wall i is then locahzed around x4 = 0, with
a width ~ 2e. Besides, for this profile we may find the explicit relation between x4 and z:

xq(z) = earctanh(2z)
> = Ltann(®dy. (52)
2 €

Note that z € [—3, 1]. We immediately find:

5elz) = 5o [1 - (227 (53)

Applying the differential operator on the lhs of (B8] to both sides of [B3), and then changing variables:
z — u = 2z, we obtain a differential equation for the eigenfunctions:
Aw k) (er)
20—1) 1—wu?

d o d
%[(1—11 )@wa(u)} + [

JYa(u) = 0. (54)

We recognize the associated Legendre equation, which has regular independent solutions when:

Ej\(w,kn) . .
ek = m, m=1,...,1. (55)

Note that the m = 0 solutions have been discarded, since the last condition does not lead to any non-trivial
solution. The eigenvectors are then the polynomials P"(2z) which (since m # 0) vanish at z = :I:%, as
expected from our general analysis at the end of the previous section.

From the above, we conclude that the eigenvalues are:

65\(&), kH)
= afl =14 — 56
a = a(l,w) + ER (56)
while, for each [, we have the constraints:

w? + k:H ol (57)
which restrict the allowed values of k| = k)| and w. We may then use the explicit form of the eigenvalues
to obtain:

Y / 2 [ s
=1 m=1
6)\(&), kH)
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Note that we are writing a general expression as a function of the dimension of space, d, but we are not
meaning by that that a dimensional regularization is used. Indeed, as we will see, this expression will be
regularized by the function A.

In the case d = 1, there is no integral over k). Furthermore, the integral over w becomes trivial because
of the constraint, and thus we derive an expression for the vacuum energy in terms of a double sum:

1 & A()
&J:EQZH;mZ:I { ln[l—i—r(l_'_l)]
en(—m
f [”Wi ;1))]}, (59)

or,

47r6Zzl l—i—i)i27 (60)

=1 m=1

since A(zg — z() is assumed to be real (i.e., no dissipative coupling to the mirror).

The result ([G0) shows an interesting relationship between the large-w behaviour of X and the size of the
mirror, €. Indeed, assume that A becomes negligible small above some cutoff frequency w,, then we have the
approximate expression:

oo  min{l,[ew.]} N

eA(Z)
Ey ~ In|l+ ———
0 e ni+2l(z+1)

Note that the energy is zero if € < 1/w.. This may be understood from the fact that no modes could be
trapped inside the mirror, since it is transparent for wavelengths smaller than e.

To proceed in the case d > 1, we will assume that A(w, k) = )\( ). The motivation for this assumption is
that, with this choice, the reﬂectlon and transmission coefficients will depend on the wave number kg4 in the
perpendicular direction (note that when rotated back to Minkowski space, k becomes k4). In this case, the
integrals in Eq.(E8)) can be easily computed. We obtain

Q > e
— _d= leZmd ! 1n l(l(—i- i)} (62)

=1 m=1

k (61)

where Q41 = ... is the solid angle in d — 1 dimensions. If there is a cutoff w,, as in the previous example,
and besides we have that for x < w, it is constant: A = Ao, then:

min{l,[ew.]}

Q - € 1
=N T T SR (63

m=1

Of course, we also have the same relationship between w, and € as in the previous example with d = 1, since
the defect is essentially one-dimensional.

Let us see that the introduction of the cutoff w. produces a finite result, in any number of dimensions. To
see this, we just consider the case of a A which is constant below the cutoff, and zero above. Then we may
rewrite (G3]) more explicitly, as follows:
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Now, the first term on the rhs above is a finite sum, while the second one involves a convergent series, so
the result is finite. Of course, the same holds true for the case of a (continuous) A function which is not
necessarily constant below the cutoff. Indeed, one may simple bound that function by a constant, and then
use the previous result.

B. Piecewise constant profile

We consider now another important profile for the function oe. We assume that this function takes the
approximately constant value 1/(2¢) inside the interval [—2 5 2] and vanishes very fast outside. The function
is then extremely smooth, except for small intervals around x4 = +e where all the variation is concentrated.
Of course, one can approximate a ‘square barrier’ function with this kind of profile, and this is the motivation
for considering it.

In the limit when that profile is approached, we are left with the equation for the eigenvalues:

d2 26:\((0, k”)

- @UJQ(Z) + (265)%0a(z) = Q=g Ve (65)

in the interval (—%, %) With the boundary conditions we find the eigenvalues of K, which form a discrete
set:

o= q = M leN. (66)
1272 + (2ek)2’
Thus, in d spatial dimensions, the expression for £ becomes:
2eA(w, k) )

1 di 1k &
“5 [5G 1)
1=1
which differs from the one obtained for the other profile used for o.. It should be noted that the procedure
above for the square barrier profile relies upon the existence of a region where that function is approximately

constant. This would not make sense if we wanted to consider the d-function (e — 0) limit, which we shall
study (see next section) using the (sech)? function instead.

T PR 2P 1 )

We assume, as stated before, that A depends on w and k| trough the particular combination x = , /w? + k”,

e, A= 5\(/@) Then we may write a more explicit formula for &:

1272 + (2ek)?

B 1 oS 2eA(k)
& = ST (d]2) /0 dk K gln . (68)

The series is convergent, and one can immediately find its large-x behaviour:

iln 2eN(k) ] LA (69)
=1

1272 + (2ek)? K

From the previous expression, we see that if A vanishes above a cutoff, the energy is finite. We see that
it would also be finite if it vanished following an exponential law, or even a power-law: A ~ 1/k%, with
a>d-—1.
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C. UV divergences

We conclude this section by presenting a brief study of the UV behaviour (divergences) of the expressions
that we used to calculate the energies in the one mirror case; i.e., of the self-energies, when one approaches
the constant-\ case.

We will study here that limit starting form the self-energy for a finite-width mirror with a cutoff for &, so
that the energy is finite, and then take the relevant limit, which corresponds to a constant A (that eventually
tends to infinity), and a vanishing e. The most transparent way to take these two limits is by letting first
€ — 0, and then making A go to a constant. The advantage of using this order is that the first limit can be
taken exactly. Indeed, when ¢ — 0, we have:

K(z2) = 6(z—2") + Alr) ) (70)
2K
or, in operatorial form,
- A
K—>(1+%)p+n, (71)

where p and 7 are projection operators whose kernels are:
pz;z') = 1, n(zd) = 6(z—2)—p(z7). (72)

Thus, the expression for the vacuum energy in this limit is

1 o , (k)
& = — der®t In 14+ =27 . 73
[ 0] e—0 247d/2(d/2) /0 rh . [ * 2Kk } (73)
Note that the large-x behaviour of the integral is:
- d—1 A(x) [ d—25
der® P In[14+ 5= ~ = dr K 2N (K) , (74)

as in the sharp-o case. Assuming a constant A, and introducing an Euclidean cutoff A for the k-integration,
we see that:

0o ;\ 1 - A
/ dr k41 In 1+ ?] ~ 3 Ao / dr k92, (75)
0 k 0

where the ~ refers to the large-x behaviour of the integrals only. The UV divergences in the previous
expression are then quite immediate to extract: in d = 1 (two spacetime dimensions) there is a logarithmic
divergence:

o . A
[50]540,(11'@ = E ln(;)’ (76)

where p is a momentum scale. It should be noted that these divergences may be interpreted in quantum field
theoretic terms. Indeed, when A is a constant, the model we consider may be regarded as a free scalar field
theory with (2 insertions; the latter coming from an expansion of the term proportional to A in the action
(which is local when A is a constant). For n insertions (i.e., the term of order A") in d + 1 dimensions, the
superficial degree of divergence 6 of a term contributing to & with n insertions of ¢? is, by power counting:

§=(d+1)+n(d—1)—n(d+1). (77)
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For the d = 1 case, we see that only the n = 1 term (linear in ;\) diverges and it does so logarithmically, as
we have seen above. In two spatial dimensions, there is only a linear divergence, in the n = 1 term, while
for d = 3 there are divergences for n = 1 (quadratic) and n = 2 (logarithmic). Therefore, we expect to have
one, two and three renormalization conditions for d = 1, d = 2 and d = 3, respectively.

To make sense of those divergences, rather that dealing with the one particle irreducible functions corre-
sponding to the operator insertions, we apply the renormalization program in a more straightforward way,
in terms of the vacuum energy, as follows: subtracting from the integrand in the expression for &£ with a
constant A its MacLaurin expansion in A up to an order § + 1, where § corresponds to the higher degree of
divergence at the given d, we have a convergent expression.

The renormalized energy will then have a finite degree polynomial, whose coefficientes must be fixed by
imposing suitable renormalization conditions. For example, in d = 1:

& = a1 ho + A&, (78)

where ¢ is a constant (depending logarithmically on the cutoff), and A&y is the finite expression:

1™ oy Ao
A& = %/0 dr [ (1+52) - 52 (79)

A simple rescaling shows that A& is also linear in Ag (although with a cutoff-independent, finite coefficient).
Thus we conclude that the renormalized energy will have the form:

[€0],_y = Ciho, (80)

where C' requires, to be fixed, to know the vacuum energy at some scale. In d = 2, on the other hand,

E = c1ho + A3 4+ A&, (81)
where now,
A& = i OOO dik | In (1+ ;\—Z) - ;—2 %(;—2)2} , (82)
which goes like A2; then:
[€0],., = C1do + C2AF . (83)
Finally, in d = 3, a similar procedure yields:
[&],., = Cido + Ca A} + C3A} . (84)

Thus, one would need to impose three conditions in order to completely fix the renormalization constants
C;. We agree with the results of ﬂa], for the case of a sharp defect.

Finally, note that the would be n = 0 (E\—independent) divergences do not appear because we measure
energies with respect to the vacuum in the absence of mirrors.

IV. RESULTS ABOUT THE CASIMIR ENERGY FOR TWO MIRRORS

We shall now consider the evaluation of the Casimir energy, as a function of the different parameters, for
different profiles.
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A. Thin mirrors

As a first check of the method, we consider firstly the case of thin walls (¢ — 0) and arbitrary A. This
corresponds, physically, to ¢ much smaller than the other two parameters with the dimensions of a length,
a and A~1. Later on we shall also impose the condition that A tends to infinity to recover the well-known
Dirichlet case. ~

The € — 0 condition can be easily imposed on K; indeed, when ¢ — 0, one has the following expression
for that kernel:

K (z2) = 6(z—2') — Lﬁ) , (85)
2k + A(k)
and

P(z;2") — 2(:) e e (86)

Then it is immediate to see that, in the same limit,

\ 2
O(z;2') — (7)\(@ ) e 2ra (87)
2k + A(k)

i.e., it becomes independent of z and z’. Thus the Casimir energy density for ¢ — 0 is given by the expression:

(k)

~ 1 o0
= = dr Iidil In{l - (—————
2dﬂd/2r(d/2) /0 |: (25 + )\(KJ)

Eo(a) ) el (88)

which could be evaluated numerically for different interesting functional forms of :\, depending on the material
considered.

We can obtain exact results using some particular profiles. The Dirichlet case is obtained by considering a
constant A which tends to infinity. Note that the integral is convergent for any finite A, thus the limit could
be taken after evaluating the integral over momenta. Nevertheless, taking the A — oo limit before we can
perform the integral exactly, in any number of dimensions, d. For example,

5= ford=1

. 2
Eola) = _13532 ford = 2 (89)
_LQLFW ford =3

There is another profile for A which allows we to find exact results, albeit it is unphysical regarding the
properties of the function A. However, it serves the purpose of illustrating a property of the Casimir effect in
the Dirichlet case: consider the profile A(k) = 2« k, where « is a constant, which has the unphysical property
of growing with the frequency and momentum. In this case we have:

~ . 1 e d—1 « 2 _2ka
Eo(a) = 72‘17#1/21"(6[/2)/0 dk K ln[l — (1+a) e ]

1(d, ) a—{l , (90)

where

1 * _ o} o
I(d,a)zm/o dx 2?1t ln[l — (1+o¢)26 2 }, (91)
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is a finite number, depending on the constant o and the dimension, d. Note that this kind of profile produces
a dependence of the energy with the distance that is identical to the Dirichlet case, although with a smaller
coefficient, in spite of the fact that the coupling constant is a function that grows with . This is a reflection of
the fact that, although A is not infinite, its particular form introduces reflection and transmission coefficients
that are independent of x, as in the Dirichlet case.

Of course, when oo — 00, we recover the Dirichlet result, which shows that one can approach it not just
from the constant \ case, but also starting from a rather different profile. R

If, on the other hand, ¢ is negligible with respect to a, but not necessarily in comparison with A=!, we
may use the approximation:

|za(2) — za(2') +af ~ a (92)

in the expressions defining P and Q. Then, from the definition of O, we see that:

O(z;2') ~ (%)2 {/d22/d23 1671(22;23)} /dzlléfl(z;zl) e 2 (93)

which is independent of 2’.
Then, O has only one non-vanishing eigenvalue, ¢}, for each &, as in the ¢ — 0 case:

VRS (%)2 [/dz/dz’l@*l(z;z’)}2 e 2 (94)

and

Eola) = m /000 dr k41 1n{1 - (%)2 {/dz/dz’l&fl(z;z’)re*%a}. (95)

Of course, the result depends on € because of the object [dz [ dz’l@’l(z; z"). For the case of the piecewise
constant defect, for example, we find:

(s ) — 8 1 (2k +1)272 + (2¢k)?
/dz/d“C (z7) = wkzzo(%ﬂ)? (2k + 1)27 + (2er)% + 2eN(r)

8 1 2eA(k)
o kzzo (2k +1)% (2K +1)272 + (2¢5)2 + 2eA(k) (96)

We conclude the study of the thin wall case by mentioning that it is possible to study analytically the
net-to-leading term in an expansion in powers of € for &)(a), by extending the method used in thin-wall
approximation. A rather lengthy calculation shows that the first-order term exactly vanishes. Thus, the first
non-trivial correction to &y(a) (if present), can be of the form Ce?/a%t2, in d spatial dimensions.

We also wish to pinpoint to a phenomenon, which appears when considering the finite size limit in expres-
sions obtained by using the eigenvalues corresponding to a particular profile. The € — 0 and A — oo limits,
which we have studied exactly at the beginning of [V A] have been found by using the explicit form of X 1.
It corresponds, in fact, to the exact solution when the mirrors are J-like potentials. That limit, however,
cannot be taken from the finite-e expressions we have derived for particular profiles, since their derivation
assumes that, for all z4, o.(x4) > 0, in order to map R to a finite interval, finding the eigenfunctions in that
finite region. The use of that mapping to find those eigenfunctions collapses when ¢ — 0, however, since
then o(x4) becomes a J-function.

B. Finite width mirrors

We now study some general properties of go(a), which are independent of any assumption regarding the
form of the defect.
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We first note that, denoting by Oy = (¢;|O|¢yr) the matrix elements of the operator O in the basis of
eigenfunctions of K, and a similar convention for the P and Q kernels, we have:

1 1
Ow = " ;leanz' : (97)

To study the properties of &y in more detail, we consider the explicit form of Py, and Q,:

Pin = é—/dz/dz il2)e M) mal) el (1)
(_

= o2 [ax [ iu(ae ity () = P (98)
Then,
o 1 lepl’m
O = - > FoanE (99)

An eigenvalue ¥ corresponding to O (required in order to evaluate the Casimir energy by applying (B0)) is
then determined by Zl/ Oy = Yv;. Using ([@9)), and taking into account the fact that a; > 0, this may be
equivalently written in matrix form as follows:

Av = dgwo (100)

where A is a symmetric and positive definite matrix whose elements are given by

PrmPim
Apr = Z % (101)

m
m

and g is a diagonal matrix: g = diag{ay,aq,...}.
Note that (I00) has the form of a generalized eigenvalue problem for the symmetric matrix A and the
diagonal positive matrix g. Taking advantage of the fact that g is diagonal, one can show that the eigenvalues
1 1

of A can be found as the ones of a matrix B such that By = o > Apey; 2. This matrix B may be given an
even more convenient form:

= CCT, (102)

where

Pri
/OO '

Being symmetric and definite positive, there are many available numerical algorithms to compute the eigen-
values of the matrix B.

Ckl =

(103)

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have computed the Casimir energy for a real scalar field in different backgrounds that
describe finite width, semitransparent mirrors. The properties of the mirrors are described by A(xg —
20;X)| — x|) and oc(xq). The former is a two-point function that depends on time and on the parallel
coordinates, and represents frequency-dependent transmission and reflection coefficients of the mirrors, while
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the latter depends only on the coordinate normal to the mirrors, and describes the spatial dependence of
their electromagnetic properties. Our starting point, a non local effective action for the quantum scalar field,
can be thought as arising from the interaction with the degrees of freedom of the mirrors.

The functions A and o, act as physical regulators for the divergences of the zero point energy, and the
usual ‘perfect conductor’ limit can be obtained when o, becomes a d-function and A tends to infinity. In this
case, the effect of the mirrors is to impose Dirichlet boundary conditions on the scalar field.

We have computed explicitly the self-energy of a mirror using smooth and piecewise constant profiles o..
In both cases, the self-energy is finite under the assumption that the mirror becomes transparent at high
frequencies. We have discussed in detail the dependence of the results with the cutoff frequency w,. at which
the mirror becomes transparent, and with the width e of the mirror, showing that the zero point energy
vanishes for ew. < 1. Finally, we have also analyzed the UV divergences that arise as ¢ — 0, recovering
previous results ﬂa] We hope that an analogous computation of local quantities like < T}, > will, in this
context, be useful to discuss the gravitational effects of the zero point fluctuations, without having to deal
neither with bulk nor surface divergences.

For the case of two mirrors, we have discussed some general properties of the interaction energy, for
arbitrary functions A and o.. In the thin wall limit, the expression for the energy is considerably simpler,
and we have evaluated it explicitly for some particular cases, reproducing also the well known results for
perfect mirrors.

As for future research, as already mentioned, it would be of interest to compute local quantities like the
energy and pressure densities. Moreover, in this paper we did not include the effects of dissipation, which
could be done at a phenomenological level by considering a more general effective action for the scalar field,
or by considering particular models for the interaction of the scalar (or electromagnetic) field with the degrees
of freedom in the mirror. The extension of these results to non planar and/or non static mirrors would also
be of high interest.
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