arXiv:1005.0031v1 [hep-th] 30 Apr 2010

Local and Global Casimir Energies:
Divergences, Renormalization, and the Coupling
to Gravity

Kimball A. Milton

Abstract From the beginning of the subject, calculations of quantaguum ener-
gies or Casimir energies have been plagued with two typesefgences: The total
energy, which may be thought of as some sort of regularizatithe zero-point en-
ergy,y %h’w, seems manifestly divergent. And local energy densitietsined from
the vacuum expectation value of the energy-momentum te(&g}, typically di-
verge near boundaries. These two types of divergences idead do with each
other. The energy of interaction between distinct rigid ibedf whatever type is
finite, corresponding to observable forces and torquesdmivthe bodies, which
can be unambiguously calculated. The divergent local enéegsities near sur-
faces do not change when the relative position of the rigididmis altered. The
self-energy of a body is less well-defined, and suffers dieeces which may or
may not be removable. Some examples where a unique totaltsets may be eval-
uated include the perfectly conducting spherical shell ionsidered by Boyer, a
perfectly conducting cylindrical shell, and dilute digléc balls and cylinders. In
these cases the finite part is unique, yet there are divecgatributions which may
be subsumed in some sort of renormalization of physicalpeaters. The finiteness
of self-energies is separate from the issue of the physicsvability of the effect.
The divergences that occur in the local energy-momentusotamear surfaces are
distinct from the divergences in the total energy, which @ften associated with
energy located exactly on the surfaces. However, the lotigy-momentum ten-
sor couples to gravity, so what is the significance of infigitantities here? For the
classic situation of parallel plates there are indicatithvag the divergences in the
local energy density are consistent with divergences istéin’s equations; corre-
spondingly, it has been shown that divergences in the t@ain@ir energy serve to
precisely renormalize the masses of the plates, in accoedaith the equivalence
principle. This should be a general property, but has nobgen established, for
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example, for the Boyer sphere. It is known that such locagdjences can have no
effect on macroscopic causality.

1 Introduction

For more than 60 years it has been appreciated that quantatudtions can give
rise to macroscopic forces between bodiés [1]. These camdught of as the sum,
in general nonlinear, of the van der Waals forces betweetthstituents of the bod-
ies, which, in the 1930s had been shown by London [2] to ar@® flipole-dipole
interactions in the nonretarded regime, and in 1947 to drgsa the same inter-
actions in the retarded regime, giving rise to so-calledir@iasPolder forces[[B].
Bohr [4] apparently provided the incentive to Casimir toeBde the macroscopic
force between a molecule and a surface, and then deriverttetfetween two con-
ducting surfaces, directly in terms of zero-point fluctaas of the electromagnetic
fields in which the bodies are immersed. But these two poiiwnges—action at a
distance and local action—are essentially equivalentosedmplies the other, not
withstanding some objections to the latier [5].

The quantum-vacuum-fluctuation force between two paralleiaces—be they
conductors or dielectric§][6] 7] 8] —was the first situatiomsidered, and still the
only one accessible experimentally. (For a current revieth®experimental situa-
tion, seel[[9]_10]) Actually, most experiments measure thesfbetween a spherical
surface and a plane, but the surfaces are so close toge#tighéhforce may be
obtained from the parallel plate case by a geometrical toamstion, the so-called
proximity force approximation (PFA) 11, 112, 113]. Howevieis not possible to find
an extension to the PFA beyond the first approximation of émasation distance
being smaller than all other scales in the problem. In thefeag years, advances
in technique have allowed quasi-analytical and numerialiutations to be carried
out between bodies of essentially any shape, at least aumedilarge separation,
so the limitations of the PFA may be largely transcended:. {f@ current status of
these developments, see the contributions to this voluntentig, Jaffe, and Rahi,
and by Johnson; for earlier references, see, for examp]é [MHese advances have
shifted calculational attention away from what used to edéntral challenge in
Casimir theory, how to define and calculate Casimir energies self-stresses of
single bodies.

There are, of course, sound reasons for this. Forces betlistmct bodies are
necessarily physically finite, and can, and have, been vbddry experiment. Self-
energies or self-stresses typically involve divergeningitias which are difficult to
remove, and have obscure physical meaning. For examplsetfistress on a per-
fectly conducting spherical shell of negligible thicknesss calculated by Boyer in
1968 [15], who found a repulsive self-stress that has sulzsety been confirmed
by a variety of techniques. Yet it remains unclear what ptalssignificance this
energy has. If the sphere is bisected and the two halvesdpapert, there will
be an attraction (due to the closest parts of the hemispheoes repulsion. The
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same remarks, although exacerbated, apply to the se#fsstre a rectangular box
[16],[17,[18]1B]. The situation in that case is worse becal)sthé sharp corners
give rise to additional divergences not present in the caaesmooth boundary (it

has been proven that the self-energy of a smooth closedtasimially thin conduct-

ing surface is finite[[20, 21]), and (2) the exterior conttibas cannot be computed
because the vector Helmholtz equation cannot be sepaBaiedalculational chal-

lenges aside, the physical significance of self-energy irsreusive.

The exception to this objection is provided by gravity. Giyagouples to the local
energy-momentum or stress tensor, and, in the leading guraapproximation, it
is the vacuum expectation value of the stress tensor thatda®the source term
in Einstein’s equations. Self energies should therefongrinciple be observable.
This is largely uncharted territory, except in the instaatée classic situation of
parallel plates. There, after a bit of initial confusionhés now been established
that the divergent self-energies of each plate in a twoe@pparatus, as well as the
mutual Casimir energy due to both plates, gravitates agugitd the equivalence
principle, so that indeed it is consistent to absorb therdimet self-energies of each
plate into the gravitational and inertial mass of egch [23], Zhis should be a
universal feature.

In this paper, for pedagogical reasons, we will concentedtention on the
Casimir effect due to massless scalar field fluctuationsyevtiee potentials are de-
scribed byd-function potentials, so-called semitransparent bouedain the limit
as the coupling to these potentials becomes infinitely gtrtitis imposes Dirichlet
boundary conditions. At least in some cases, Neumann boyindaditions can be
achieved by the strong coupling limit of the derivativedfunction potentials. So
we can, for planes, spheres, and circular cylinders, redavihis way the results
for electromagnetic field fluctuations imposed by perfectinducting boundaries.
Since the mutual interaction between distinct semitraresgdodies have been de-
scribed in detail elsewherg [24,125, 26], we will, as implazbve, concentrate on
the self-interaction issues.

A summary of what is known for spheres and circular cylindegven in Table

.

2 Casimir Effect Between Parallel Plates: A d-Potential
Derivation

In this section, we will rederive the classic Casimir redolt the force between
parallel conducting plate§][1]. Since the usual Green'sfion derivation may be
found in monographs[38], and was for example reviewed imegtion with current
controversies over finiteness of Casimir enerdies [36], \llenere present a differ-
ent approach, based @nfunction potentials, which in the limit of strong coupling
reduce to the appropriate Dirichlet or Robin boundary coowis of a perfectly con-
ducting surface, as appropriate to TE and TM modes, reséctBuch potentials
were first considered by the Leipzig group][89] 40], but m@&eently have been
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Table 1 Casimir energyk) for a sphere and Casimir energy per unit lengthfor a cylinder, both
of radiusa. Here the different boundary conditions are perfectly emtitig for electromagnetic
fields (EM), Dirichlet for scalar fields (D), dilute dielewtifor electromagnetic fields [coefficient of
(g —1)?], dilute dielectric for electromagnetic fields with mediaing the same speed of light (co-
efficient of €2 = [(e — 1)/(g + 1)]?), perfectly conducting surface with eccentriclly (coefficient
of 6¢2), and weak coupling for scalar field withfunction boundary given by {60), (coefficient of
A?/a?). The references given are, to the author’'s knowledge, ttepfaper in which the results in
the various cases were found.

Type Espheré! Scylinded? References
EM 10.04618 —0.01356 [15]127]

D +0.002817 +0.0006148  [[28][29]

(‘s2 —1)2 +0.004767= &5%, 0 301131

& +0.04974= 3 0 [32)(33]
de? +0.0009 0 [34][35]
A2/d? +0.009947= 5. 0 3611371

the focus of the program of the MIT group |41, 42] 44]. Tieedssion here is
based on a paper by the autHor|[45]. (See alsb [46].) (A nelsipattering approach
to this problem has also been given(in|[25].)

We consider a massive scalar field (magsnteracting with twod-function po-
tentials, one at = 0 and one at = a, which has an interaction Lagrange density

T = —ZAB)Gx) — A B~ )P (), 1)

where the positive coupling constantsand A’ have dimensions of mass. In the
limit as both couplings become infinite, these potentiafs@® Dirichlet boundary
conditions at the two points:

AA oo ©(0),p(a) — 0. 2

The Casimir energy for this situation may be computed in teofithe Green’s
functiongG,

G(x,x') =T o(x)p(x')), 3)
which has a time Fourier transform,

dw

G(x,x') = o

e g (x X w). 4)
Actually, this is a somewhat symbolic expression, for thgrirean Green’s func-
tion (3) implies that the frequency contour of integrati@rdnmust pass below the
singularities inw on the negative real axis, and above those on the positivaxsa
[47,/48]. Because we have translational invariance in thedisections parallel to
the plates, we have a Fourier transform in those directisrneedl:
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%(x,x/;w)—/((zd;)zeik'(rr/)Lg(x,x/;K), (5)

wherek? = 2+ k% — w?.
The reduced Green'’s function inl (5) in turn satisfies

092
[_W+K2+/\5(x)+)\/5(x—a)] g(x,x') = d(x—x). (6)

This equation is easily solved, with the result

1 o 1 [ an
g(x,x’) = ﬂe K‘ ‘—|— 2K—A W2003m|x—xl|
A A A A /
T (“ ﬂ) e K - 2 (“ ﬂ) e )1 (72)

for both fields inside, & x,x’ < a, while if both field points are outside,< x,x’,

PN S ] ST
glx,x') = 2Ke +2KAe
A A A A a
x[—ﬂ (1—§)—ﬂ<1+§)e2 } (7b)
Forx,x' <0,
g(6x) = ——ekhrl | 1 k)
’ 2KA
A A A A ca
x[—ﬂ (1—§)—ﬂ(1+§)e2 } (7c)
Here, the denominator is
A A wa AN
A_<1+§) <1+§)e2 e (8)

Note that in the strong coupling limit we recover the fanmiliasults, for example,
inside ] ]

sinhkx. sinhk (x=. —a)

K sinhka '

AN = g(x,x)— 9)
Herex., x. denote the greater, lesserof’. Evidently, this Green'’s function van-
ishes atv = 0 and atx = a.

Let us henceforward consider = 0, since otherwise there are no long-range
forces. (There is no nonrelativistic Casimir effect.) Wa caw calculate the force
on one of thed-function plates by calculating the discontinuity of theess tensor,
obtained from the Green'’s functidnl (3) by
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1

(TH) = (0“0"/ - ng(?)‘ 0)/\) :il—'G(x,x/) (10)

x=x'

Writing a reduced stress tensor by

)= [32] ((Zdll;)ztw, (11)

we find inside, just to the left of the platexat q,

1
] oy = 5 (K2 0,008 (x. ) (12a)

K AN 1
_—z{1+2WZ}. (12b)

From this we must subtract the stress just to the right of thie@mtx = a, obtained
from (ZB), which turns out to be in the massless limit

K
txx‘x:a+ - _E’

(13)

which just cancels the 1 in braces [N (12b). Thus the pressutbke plate at = a
due to the quantum fluctuations in the scalar field is givenHgy dimple, finite
expression

P=(Tuw)|,_,—(Tw)| :—L/mdyy2 !
T et = 7322 Jo P G/ (Ra) T 1)/ (Va) + D -1
(14)
which coincides with the result given in_[44.]49]. The leagirehavior for small
A=Ais

2
PTE~ —ﬁ, A<, (15a)
while for largeA it approaches half of Casimir's resuli [1] for perfectly datting
parallel plates,
PTE~—$, A1 (15b)

We can also compute the energy density. Integrating theggrdemsity over all
space should give rise to the total energy. Indeed, the atesdt may be easily
derived from the following expression for the total energy,

E— /(dr) (190 = % /(dr)((?o(?’o — ?)G(x,¥) N

17 "dw, 5
— Z,/ (dr) [ 52262 (x,v), (16)
if we integrate by parts and omit the surface term. Integgativer the Green’s
functions in the three regions, given lbyl(7&).1(7b), dndl,(We) obtain forA = A’,
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1 e, 1 ®, 5 1+2/(y+Aa)
éa_48n2a3/o S T 96n2a3/o VY a1 re -1 &0

where the first term is regarded as an irrelevant constaig ¢onstant so the can

be scaled out), and the second term coincides with the nsadgiait of the energy
first found by Bordag et al[ [39], and given in_[44.] 49]. Wheffatientiated with
respect taz, (IT17), with A fixed, yields the pressurg_{14). (We will see below that the
divergent constant describe the self-energies of the tai@gl)

If, however, we integrate the interior and exterior energnsity directly, one
gets a different result. The origin of this discrepancy wite naive energy is the
existence of a surface contribution to the energy. To sex W& must include the
potential in the stress tensor,

THY = 9" @d" p— %g““ (N o) 9+ quz) , (18)

and then, using the equation of motion, it is immediate talsaethe energy density
is

1 1 1
700 — éao(pao(p— E(p(ﬁo)z(p-l- 55 (¢y), (19)

so, because the first two terms here yield the last forniih, (&6)conclude that
there is an additional contribution to the energy,

E (20a)

1 /
—E/dS-DG(x,x)

x'=x

1 odw g (dk) < d
__5/0051 2 2 ad )

; (20b)
x'=x

where the derivative is taken at the boundaries (kef€0, a) in the sense of the
outward normal from the region in question. When this swefeeem is taken into
account the extra terms incorporated[in](17) are supplibé. iiitegrated formula
(@8) automatically builds in this surface contributiontlas implicit surface term in
the integration by parts. That is,

E— / (dr)(T%) + £. 1)

(These terms are slightly unfamiliar because they do neeani cases of Neumann
or Dirichlet boundary conditions.) See Fullirig [50] for flaer discussion. That the
surface energy of an interface arises from the volume er@drggmoothed interface
is demonstrated i [45], and elaborated in Jecti. 2.2.

In the limit of strong coupling, we obtain

lim & = L

Asoo 144Q:%° (22)
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which is exactly one-half the energy found by Casimir forfpetly conducting
plates([1]. Evidently, in this case, the TE modes (calcul&iere) and the TM modes
(calculated in the following subsection) give equal cdnitions.

2.1 TM Modes

To verify this last claim, we solve a similar problem with alary conditions that
the derivative of is continuous at = 0 anda,

ig(x,x’) is continuous (23a)
ox x=0,a
but the function itself is discontinuous,
x=a+ a
g(x,x") o = ag(x,x’) o (23b)

and similarly att = 0. (Here the coupling has dimensions of length.) These bound-
ary conditions reduce, in the limit of strong coupling, toudegann boundary condi-
tions on the planes, appropriate to electromagnetic TM siode

Ao =0. (23c)

It is completely straightforward to work out the reduced &rs function in this
case. When both points are between the planesy &’ < a,

no L e, L] (AR ,
- = x—x/ _ AR 2 e (x —
g(x,x") >k € + KA > coshk (x — x)

+/\7K <1+/\7K) |:eK(x+x’)+efK(x+x’72a):| }7 (24a)

while if both points are outside the planes x,x/,

1A , A p
+ MTK@KW ~20) [(1— TK) + (1+ 7’() eZK“} , (24b)

where the denominator is

~ AK\? wa [AK 2
A_<1+7) & —(7) . (25)
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It is easy to check that in the strong-coupling limit, the leggpiate Neumann
boundary condition[{23c) is recovered. For example, in titerior region, 0<
x,x’ <a,

. coshkx. coshk (x= —
lim g(x,x') = . (x> a).
A—w K sinhka

Now we can compute the pressure on the plane by computing tbemponent
of the stress tensor, which is given by (L2a), so we find

(26)

1 2k (AK\?
e = 5 l‘“ 5(%) ] | (272)
1
sl , gy = 5K (27b)

and the flux of momentum deposited in the planea is
iK
+1) a1’

txx‘x:af B txx|x:a+ - (i (28)

AK

and then by integrating over frequency and transverse mamewe obtain the
pressure:

1 o 1
p™ = ——/ P (29)
32r2a* Jo 2
(% + 1) -1
In the limit of weak coupling, this behaves as follows:
15
T™ 12 42
P 647'[2(16/\ ’ (30)

which is to be compared with (I6a). In strong coupling, ondtieer hand, it has
precisely the same limit as the TE contributidn, ([15b), whionfirms the expec-
tation given at the end of the previous subsection. Grapliseofwo functions are
givenin Fig[1.

For calibration purposes we give the Casimir pressure iatjza units between
ideal perfectly conducting parallel plates at zero temioeea

™ 1.30 mPa

P=———fhe=——""_""°
2404~ " (a/1pm)?

(31)

2.2 Self-energy of Boundary Layer

Here we show that the divergent self-energy of a single phetié the divergent term
in (I7), can be interpreted as the energy associated withahedary layer. We do
this in a simple context by considering a scalar field inteéngavith the background
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-0.020

Fig. 1 TE and TM Casimir pressures betwegiunction planes having strengthand separated
by a distance:. In each case, the pressure is plotted as a function of therdiimnless coupling,

Aaor A /a, respectively, for TE and TM contributions.

A
ﬁnt = —EQDZUa

where the background field expands the meaning of tldefunction,

h,—%<x<$
— bl 2 27
o(x) { 0, otherwise

with the property thatd = 1. The reduced Green’s function satisfies
o + K2+ A0 (x)| glx,x) = (x—x)
0x2 ’ '
This may be easily solved in the region of the slal§ < x < 3,
g(x,x) = 1 e Kl 4 1 Ahcoshk’(x+x')
' 2K’ A

+ (k' — K)ZeK/(sCOSI‘K/(x—x/)} }

Herek’ = vk2+4Ah, and

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)
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A = 2k’ coshk’5 + (K% + k'2) sinhk'3. (36)

This result may also easily be derived from the multiple miten formulas given
in [46], and agrees with that given by Graham and Olun [51].

Let us proceed here with more generality, and consider tessstensor with an
arbitrary conformal terni[52],

W = Hpa" g Zg (0, 00" 9 AhgP) — E(0HDY — M), (3T)

in d + 2 dimensionsd being the number of transverse dimensions, &nd an
arbitrary parameter, sometimes called the conformal par@mApplying the corre-
sponding differential operator to the Green’s function)(2atroducing polar coor-
dinates in th€ , k) plane, with{ = k cosf, k = kK sinf, and

d

(sirf @) = et

(38)

we get the following form for the energy density within thalsl

(1%%) =

2742 (d+1)/2 peo g k4 22 /
r((d+3)/2) /0 A {Ah[(1—45)(1+d)l< — k%] coshx'x

K'A
— (K’—K)ZeK’5K2}, —8/2<x<d/2 (39)

We can also calculate the energy density on the other sidedfdundary, from the
Green'’s function for,x’ < —9/2,

H !
g(x’x/): % |:erx’_eK(x+AJ+6)AhS|n2K5 7 (40)
and the corresponding energy density is given by
00 d(1-4¢(d+1)/d) ' x+5/2) i
(1) = —Sragar e (a3 / dk k' /\hez"( sinhk'3,  (41)

which vanishes if the conformal value &fis used. An identical contribution comes
from the regionx > /2.
Integrating(7°%) over all space gives the vacuum energy of the slab

_ 1 * d 1 ! N\2,,24—K'S
Eslap = 2d+2n<d+1/21'((d+3)/2)/o dk k A [(K K)°ke 9o
2smhK’(S
+ (AR —7 (42)

Note that the conformal term does not contribute to the &nakgy. If we now take
the limit 8 — 0 andh — o so thathd = 1, we immediately obtain the self-energy
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of a singled-function plate:

1 /m dk KdL
20+ 2@ /21 ((d+ 3),2) Jo At2k

h—o0
which ford = 2 precisely coincides with one-half the constant terniin) (17
There is no surface term in the total Casimir energy as lortigeaslab is of finite
width, because we may easily check t%g\x:x, is continuous at the boundaries

i%. However, if we only consider the energy internal to the si@bencounter not
only the integrated energy density but a surface term franrttegration by parts—
see[(21). It is the complement of this boundary term thatgyise toEs, (43), in
this way of proceeding. That is, &— 0,

- /S () /dZ 724 (x,r) = 0, (44)

SO

Es=E| _ (45)

75/2+E|x:5/2’

with the normal defining the surface energies pointing ihtodlab. This means that
in this limit, the slab and surface energies coincide.

Further insight is provided by examining the local energpdiy. In this we
follow the work of Graham and Oluni [bL, 53]. Froin {39) we caicakate the
behavior of the energy density as the boundary is approdobiecthe inside:

r(d+1)Ah 1-4§(d+1)/d
N24+4n{d+1)/2r((d+3)/2) (6—2x)

(199 x| = &/2. (46)

Ford = 2 for example, this agrees with the result foundin [51]§o« O:

Ah o (1-6§)

o)
( OO>~mma Il — . (47)

2
Note that, as we expect, this surface divergence vanisligbdaconformal stress
tensor[[52], wheré = d/4(d +1). (There will be subleading divergencedif- 2.)
The divergent term in the local energy density from the al#sf41), ax — —9/2,
is just the negative of that found il {46). This is why, whee tbtal energy is
computed by integrating the energy density, it is finitedor 2, and independent
of £. The divergence encountered b= 2 may be handled by renormalization of
the interaction potential [51].

Note, further, that for a thin slab, close to the exteriorduth that the slab still
appears thiny > 9, the sum of the exterior and interior energy density divecgs
combine to give the energy density outsidé-&unction potential:

) h ] A 1-6E
“w="ge ) [ e2r v eer) T aem @ 0 W
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for small x. Although this limit might be criticized as illegitimatehis result is
correct for ad-function potential, and we will see that this divergenaceicure
occurs also in spherical and cylindrical geometries, sbitha a universal surface
divergence without physical significance, barring gravity

For further discussion on surface divergences, see[Sect. 3.

3 Surface and Volume Divergences

It is well known as we have just seen that in general the Cagmérgy density
diverges in the neighborhood of a surface. For flat surfacdsanformal theories
(such as the conformal scalar theory considered above ¢8@lectromagnetism)
those divergences are not preﬂm.particular, Brown and Maclay [58] calculated
the local stress tensor for two ideal plates separated bstandier along thez axis,
with the result for a conformal scalar

(THY) = 4217 — ™). (49)

12404
This result was given more recent rederivations i [59, B@&wker and Kennedy
[60] and Deutsch and Candelds|[61] considered the locadsstiensor between
planes inclined at an angte, with the result, in cylindrical coordinatés r, 6, z),

1000
fla) 0-100
Hvy _ _

T =—720ea 0030 | (50)

000-1

where for a conformal scalar, with Dirichlet boundary cdiudis,
? (P a?

f(a):ﬁ<p—§)a (51)

and for electromagnetism, with perfect conductor boundanditions,

fla) = (§+11) (g—l) (52)

Fora — 0 we recover the pressures and energies for parallel p{@fss) and[(311).
(These results were later discussed.in [62].)

Although for perfectly conducting flat surfaces, the enatgwpsity is finite, for
electromagnetism the individual electric and magnetid§idiave divergent RMS

11n general, this need not be the case. For example, Romecednadian[[54] show that with mixed
boundary conditions the surface divergences need nottvdoisparallel plates. For additional
work on local effects with mixed (Robin) boundary condisompplied to spheres and cylinders,
and corresponding global effects, [B5]56/ 57, 50]. BeeSect[ 2.2 and [5L, 53].
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values,

(E?) ~ —(B?) ~ ?14 €0, (53)

a distances above a conducting surface. However, if the surface is acliét,
characterized by a plasma dispersion relation, theseghwees are softened

1 1
2 2
<E >Ngv _<B>N?7 £_>07 (54)
so that the energy density also diverdes [63, 64]
1
00

The null energy conditiorm(,n* = 0)

T”'Vn“nv >0 (56)

is satisfied, so that gravity still focuses light.

Graham [[65[ 66] examined the general relativistic energyditmns required
by causality. In the neighborhood of a smooth domain wallegiby a hyperbolic
tangent, the energy density is always negative at largegindistances. Thus the
weak energy condition is violated, as is the null energy dtwom (G8). However,
when [56) is integrated over a complete geodesic, positisisatisfied. It is not
clear if this last condition, the Averaged Null Energy Cdidfi, is always obeyed in
flat space. Certainly it is violated in curved space, but ffexes always seem small,
so that exotic effects such as time travel are prohibited.

However, as Deutsch and Candelas [61] showed many yearsnaipe, neigh-
borhood of a curved surface for conformally invariant thesr(7,,) diverges as
€3, wheree is the distance from the surface, with a coefficient propodi to the
sum of the principal curvatures of the surface. In partictiiay obtain the result, in
the vicinity of the surface,

(Ty) ~ € 3T + €212 + 7Y, (57)

and obtain explicit expressions for the coefficient teni?é?,% andTﬁ> in terms of
the extrinsic curvature of the boundary.

For example, for the case of a sphere, the leading surfasggdimce has the
form, for conformal fields, for =a+¢€, & — 0

2/a00 0
A|l 000 O
2] 00a O '

0 0 Oasirfé

(Tuv) = (58)

in spherical polar coordinates, where the constantis1/720r for a scalar field
satisfying Dirichlet boundary conditions, @dr= 1/60r for the electromagnetic
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field satisfying perfect conductor boundary conditionsteNthat [58) is properly
traceless. The cubic divergence in the energy density ineasurface translates
into the quadratic divergence in the energy found for a cotidg ball [67]. The
corresponding quadratic divergence in the stress cornelspio the absence of the
cubic divergence if7;,).

This is all completely sensible. However, in their paper Beln and Candelas
[61]] expressed a certain skepticism about the validity efrisult of [68] for the
spherical shell case (described in part in Seci. 4.2) wheralivergences cancel.
That skepticism was reinforced in a later paper by CandéEis \vho criticized the
authors of[[68] for omittingd function terms, and constants in the energy. These ob-
jections seem utterly without merit. In a later critical papy the same authadr [70],
it was asserted that errors were made, rather than a cosseimoval of unphysical
divergences.

Of course, surface curvature divergences are present. Adeles noted [69, 70],
they have the form

E:ES/dS—i—EC/dS(Kl—i-Kz)—i—EIC/dS(Kl—K2)2+E1C1/dSK1K2—|—...(59)

wherek; andk, are the principal curvatures of the surface. The questitmighat
extent are they observable. After all, as has been shovirBiBEj and in Seci. 212,
we can drastically change the local structure of the vacupe@ation value of the
energy-momentumtensor in the neighborhood of flat platesdmgly exploiting the
ambiguity in the definition of that tensor, yet each yields $hme finite, observable
(and observed!) energy of interaction between the platescérved boundaries,
much the same is truel priori, we do not know which energy-momentum ten-
sor to employ, and the local vacuum-fluctuation energy dgisito a large extent
meaningless. It is the global energy, or the force betwestindt bodies, that has
an unambiguous value. It is the belief of the author thatrdieeces in the energy
which go like a power of the cutoff are probably unobservabéng subsumed in
the properties of matter. Moreover, the coefficients of therdent terms depend on
the regularization scheme. Logarithmic divergences, afs®, are of another class
[40]. Dramatic cancellations of these curvature terms canio It might be thought
that the reason a finite result was found for the Casimir gnef@ perfectly con-
ducting spherical shell 15, 20, 68] is that the term invotythe squared difference
of curvatures in[(89) is zero only in that case. However, & haen shown that at
least for the case of electromagnetism the correspondingitenot present (or has
a vanishing coefficient) for an arbitrary smooth cavity! [24id so the Casimir en-
ergy for a perfectly conducting ellipsoid of revolutiony fexample, is finité This
finiteness of the Casimir energy (usually referred to as @m@shing of the sec-
ond heat-kernel coefficierit[71]) for an ideal smooth closedace was anticipated
already in [[20], but contradicted by [61]. More specificalijthough odd curva-

2 The first steps have been made for calculating the Casimiggrier an ellipsoidal boundary
[34,[35], but only for scalar fields since the vector Helmhatjuation is not separable in the
exterior region.
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ture terms cancel inside and outside for any thin shell, ilidoe anticipated that
the squared-curvature term, which is present as a surfaeegéice in the energy
density, would be reflected as an unremovable divergenbeiertergy. For a closed
surface the last term ifi{b9) is a topological invariant,isegjan irrelevant constant,
while no term of the type of the penultimate term can appeertddhe structure of
the traced cylinder expansidn [50].

4 Casimir Forces on Spheres via 0-Function Potentials

This section is an adaptation and an extension of calcalspoesented if [45, 46].
This investigation was carried out in response to the progoéthe MIT group
[41,142 [ 4344, 49]. They first rediscovered irremovablediences in the Casimir
energy for a circle in 2- 1 dimensions first discovered by Sén][F2] 73], but then
found divergences in the case of a spherical surface, theatiing doubt on the
validity of the Boyer calculation [15]. Some of their resjlas we shall see, are
spurious, and the rest are well known1[40]. However, theirktas been valuable
in sparking new investigations of the problems of surfacrgies and divergences.

We now carry out the calculation we presented in $éct. 2 ipetlspatial dimen-
sions, with a radially symmetric background

1A

ﬁm:—ézﬂr—awz(x), (60)

which would correspond to a Dirichlet shell in the limit— . The scaling of the
coupling, which here has dimensions of length, is demangethé requirement
that the spatial integral of the potential be independent @he time-Fourier trans-
formed Green’s function satisfies the equatigf £ —w?)

—D2+K2+%5(r—a) G(r,r')=d(r—r). (61)

We write? in terms of a reduced Green'’s function

G(r,r') =" gi(rr)Vm(Q)Y;,(Q"), (62)
im

whereg; satisfies

1d,d (I+1) , A N1 ,
g E—I—T—i—K —i—;(s(r—a) g,(r,r)—r—25(r—r). (63)
We solve this in terms of modified Bessel functioh$x), Ky (x), wherev =1+1/2,
which satisfy the Wronskian condition

00Ky () ~ Ky (0 (x) = (64)
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The solution to[(6B) is obtained by requiring continuitygpfat each singularity, at
7 anda, and the appropriate discontinuity of the derivative. diesihe sphere we
then find (0< .7 < a)

e?(Ka)

1+ ézsl(Ka)e/(Ka)

] . (65)

1 A
ga(rnr) = - [e;(Kr>)sl(Kr<) - Wsl(Kr)s[(Kr/)

Here we have introduced the modified Riccati-Bessel funstio

si(x) = \/?hl/z(x)v er(x) = \/%Kzﬂ/z(x)- (66)

Note that [[6b) reduces to the expected Dirichlet resultjskang asr — a, in the
limit of strong coupling:

1

. e/(Ka)
lim N = K Kre) —
A%mgl(rﬂ’) < |:el( ”>)Sl( ”<)

si(Ka)

s,(Kr)s,(Kr’)} . (67)
When both points are outside the spherg,> a, we obtain a similar result:

2(ka)
1+ #sl(Ka)e[(Ka)

1 . (68)

1 A
a(rr) = - lel(Kr>)s1(Kr<) - mel(Kr)el(Kr/)

which similarly reduces to the expected resulfas; co.
Now we want to get the radial-radial component of the streissdr to extract the
pressure on the sphere, which is obtained by applying theatqgre

1 050 no 1 2 WI+1)
8,6, —5(~0%"°+ 0 D)%Z{araﬂ K > (69)

to the Green'’s function, where in the last term we have awstager the surface of
the sphere. Alternatively, we could notice tHatl[74]
I(1+1)

= ; (70)

0-0'P(cosy) =

y—0

wherey is the angle between the two directions. In this way we findmfithe
discontinuity of(7,,) across the = a surface, the net stress

X)S] (x))/ _ 261 (X)Sl (x)
1+ Aaej(x)s;(x) ’ (71)

X

A

S =—
213

00 ~00 (el(
21+1 dx
Y@ [

(Notice that there was an error in the sign of the stress, &rleoscaling of the
coupling, in [45[45].)

The same result can be deduced by computing the total er&@&yThe free
Green’s function, the first term if (65) dr (68), evidentlykaa no significant con-
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tribution to the energy, for it gives a term independent efitadius of the sphere,
so we omit it. The remaining radial integrals are simply

/ dysl [(x +l(l+1)) ( )+xs1(x)s§(x)—x2s;2(x)], (72a)
/ dye, = [(x —|—l(l—|—1)) ( )+ xey(x)e)(x) — xze;z( )} (72b)

Then using the Wronskiah (64), we find that the Casimir en&rgy

E—_t %2z+1/ dxxiln{l—k
2T

If we differentiate with respect ta we immediately recover the force{71). This
expression, upon integration by parts, coincides with gihan by Barton[[75], and
was first analyzed in detail by Scanduriral[76]. This resudt &lao been rederived
using the multiple-scattering formalisin [25]. For strormpling, it reduces to the
well-known expression for the Casimir energy of a massleaksfield inside and
outside a sphere upon which Dirichlet boundary conditioesraposed, that is, that
the field must vanish at= a:

A @Ky (x )} | (73)

. 1 2 0 d
fimE= 55 @+ /0 dvx = In {1 (1)K, ()] (74)
because multiplying the argument of the logarithm by a paferis without effect,
corresponding to a contact term. Details of the evaluatfdi@4) are given in[[35],
and will be considered in Se€f._#.2 below. (See &lsol[717. 9B) 7

The opposite limit is of interest here. The expansion of tgatithm is immedi-
ate for smalld. The first term, of ordek, is evidently divergent, but irrelevant, since
that may be removed by renormalization of the tadpole grapbontradistinction
to the claim of [42[ 48, 44, 49], the ord@F term is finite, as established in [36].
That term is

A2 e @ d
B0 = i 3 @D [ bl K0P (79
PR

The sum onl can be carried out using a trick due to Klich80]: The sum rule

[

[;(21 + 1)ey(x)s;(v) P (cosd) = %efp, (76)

wherep = \/x2 +y2 — 2xycosf, is squared, and then integrated o@erccording

to
2

/dcosG)P,(cose)P,,(cose) 5,,,21+1

(77)

In this way we learn that
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[ee]

x2 4 d
PR DeRx)s) = 5 /0 Lo, (78)

Although this integral is divergent, because we did notgraée by parts in[(45),
that divergence does not contribute:

2 dx w 32mad’

which is exactly the result (4.25) df [36].

However, before we wax too euphoric, we recognize that tderor® term ap-
pears logarithmically divergent, just as [44] ahd|[49] wiaiThis does not signal a
breakdown in perturbation theory. Suppose we subtracheftwo leading terms,

oy N Lod phde A
El >_4m3'/0 Wew A" (79)

12 d A A e
E = 2 — Z 21+ 1 / dxx — |:|I"I <1+ Iva> - —ClIVKV + — 2a2 (IVKV)Z
/\2
+ 32ma®’ (80)

To study the behavior of the sum for large values,0fve can use the uniform
asymptotic expansion (Debye expansion),fo co,

| (5 5
Ky(x) ~ \f v (1+z k”) (81)

where
dan 1
= = 2 R —
x=mz, t=1/\/1+72, n()=v1+7? +In[1 \/_} %o
(82)

The polynomials inr appearing in[(81) are generated by

't

o) = 1. wle) = 320-Au 0+ 5 [ SL-52m (). (©69)

We now insert these expansions iftal(80) and expand nbthat in v; the leading
termis 5w )

E ~ 24m4® Z 1+z 2)3/2 247Ta4Z(1)'

(84)

Although the frequency integral is finite, the angular motnensum is divergent.
The appearance here of the divergéfit) seems to signal an insuperable barrier
to extraction of a finite Casimir energy for finile The situation is different in the
limit A — oo —See Secf. 4]2.
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This divergence has been known for many years, and was ficstlated explic-
itly in 1998 by Bordag et al[[40], where the second heat Keroefficient gave an
equivalent result,

A%l

" a8t s
A possible way of dealing with this divergence was advocatef¥6]. More re-
cently, Bordag and Vassilevich [81] have reanalyzed suohlpms from the heat
kernel approach. They show that thisX3) divergence corresponds to a surface ten-
sion counterterm, an idea proposed by me in 1980([82, 83] imection with the
zero-point energy contribution to the bag model. Such aaserferm corresponds
to A fixed, which then necessarily implies a divergence of oideBordag argues
that it is perfectly appropriate to insert a surface tengionnterterm so that this
divergence may be rendered finite by renormalization.

s — 0. (85)

4.1 TM Spherical Potential

Of course, the scalar model considered in the previous stibeas merely a toy

model, and something analogous to electrodynamics is ahfae physical rele-

vance. There are good reasons for believing that canaaiticcur in general be-
tween TE (Dirichlet) and TM (Robin) modes. Certainly theyat@ur in the classic
Boyer energy of a perfectly conducting spherical shell [2®,[68], and the indi-

cations are that such cancellations occur even with impebfeundary conditions
[75]. Following the latter reference, let us consider theeptal

Lt = %A%%c?(r—a)wz(x)- (86)

HereA again has dimensions of length. In the limit— oo this corresponds to TM
boundary conditions. The reduced Green'’s function is thkert to satisfy

10 ,0 I(I+1) s A D 1
rc— +K —755(”—‘1) gl(”vr/):r_zé(”_”/)' (87)

r20r Odr r2

At r = ¥ we have the usual boundary conditions, thiabe continuous, but that its
derivative be discontinuous,

7}
22 =-1 88

r=r'—

while at the surface of the sphere the derivative is contisyo

r=a-+
—0, (89a)

r=a—

9
(3rrgl
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while the function is discontinuous,

r=a+
=— A irgl . (89b)

r=a— aor r=a

Equations[(89a) anfI{8Pb) are the analogues of the boundadjtons [23h) [(23b)
treated in Seck. 211.

It is then easy to find the Green’s function. When both poimésiaside the
sphere,

1

el(ka))?s;(kr)s; (k7'
nr <a: g(nr)= e [SI(KV<)€Z(K}’>)—)\K[ 1(Ka)]%si(Kr)si (K1)

14 Akej(ka)s)(Ka)

} , (90a)

and when both points are outside the sphere,

A K[s;(Ka)]Ze/(Kr)e/(Kr’)
14+ Akej(Ka)s)(Ka)

] . (90b)

1
/ . /
' >a: )= — |si(k Krs)—
nr>a: g(nr) - [s[( re)er(Krs)

It is immediate that these supply the appropriate Robin dannconditions in the
A — oo limit:

=0. (91)

r=a

lim 9
—r
A—00r &1

The Casimir energy may be readily obtained fréml (16), and na fising the
integrals[(72h) [(72b)

[ee]

1 0 d A
B S sy [Cane g D). o)

The stress may be obtained from this by applying/da, and regarding as con-
stant, or directly, from the Green’s function by applying thperator,

Ly = 1 DrDﬂ_KZ_l(l+l) 81 ) (93)
2| r2 H=r
which is the same as that in (69), except that
O, = 1 1, (94)
r

appropriate to TM boundary conditions (se€el[84], for exaandtither way, the total
stress on the sphere is

7= 21’ l;(ZH_l)/o ¢ 1+ 2 xe)(x)s)(x) (93)

The result for the energy (92) is similar, but not identi¢althat given by Barton

[75].
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Suppose we now combine the TE and TM Casimir enerdiek, (#B]3H):

EE4+E™M= _t Z}(Zl—i—l)/ dxxiln {(14—&@) (1+Axe§s§)} .
2Ta = 0 dx a x a
(96)
In the limit A — oo this reduces to the familiar expression for the perfectlydrart-

ing spherical shell[68]:

1 [ 00 el /! S/ SI/
IimE:——Z(ZlJrl)/ dxx( +—+—’+—’,>. (97)
A —o0 2ma &5 Jo e, s S

Here we have, as appropriate to the electrodynamic situyatimitted thel =
mode. This expression yields a finite Casimir energy, as viese@ in Sect_4]2.
What about finitel ? In general, it appears that there is no chance that thegdinee
found in the previous section in ord&? can be cancelled. But suppose the coupling
for the TE and TM modes are different. AfEA™ = 442, a cancellation appears
possible, as discussed in[46].

4.2 Evaluation of Casimir Energy for a Dirichlet Spherical Shell

In this subsection we will evaluate the above expres§iophf(f4he Casimir energy
for a massless scalar in three space dimensions, with aisph®sundary on which
the field vanishes. This corresponds to the TE modes for #trelynamic situ-
ation first solved by Boyef[15, 20, 68]. The purpose of thistisa (adapted from
[36],[46]) is to emphasize anew that, contrary to the impliceof [42,[43[ 44 40],
the corresponding Casimir energy is also finite for this @pnfition.
The general calculation iP spatial dimensions was given in [77]; the pressure

is given by the formula

2l+D-2)F(I+D-2)
Z 1120 7D+ D) /)ZF((D 1 aD+l/ e I” [l @)Ky (x)x* "] (98)

Herev =1— 1+ D/2. ForD = 3 this expression reduces to

10 w
P /Zo @+1) /O dvvsIn [ 1/200Ki10(0/4] . (99)

This precisely corresponds to the strong likit-+ « given in [74), if we recall the
comment made about contact terms therel_In [77] we evaluadgassion(d8) by
continuing inD from a region where both the sum and integrals existed. Inihg,
a completely finite result was found for all positi@enot equal to an even integer.
Here we will adopt a perhaps more physical approach, thdtafiag the time-
coordinates in the underlying Green’s function to approaabh other, temporal
point-splitting, as described in_[68]. That is, we recognthat thex integration
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above is actually a (dimensionless) imaginary frequenmgiral, and therefore we
should replace

[arw =3 [ ave s, (100

where at the end we are to tafie— 0. Immediately, we can replace the! inside

the logarithm in[(9B) by, which makes the integrals converge, because the differ-
ence is proportional to & function in the time separation, a contact term without
physical significance.

To proceed, we use the uniform asymptotic expansions fomibaified Bessel
functions, [81). This is an expansion in inverse powerg ef/ +1/2, low terms in
which turn out to be remarkably accurate even for modeshe leading terms in
this expansion are, using (81),

1 1
In [XIZ+1/2(X)KZ+1/2()C)} ~In E =+ Fg(l‘) =+ Fh(l‘) +..., (101)
1 2 4 6
g(t) = é(t —6r"+5¢°), (102a)
h(t) = 6—14(13¢4 —284°+ 10628 — 13561°+ 56512). (102b)

The leading term in the pressure is therefore

B 1 2 2 1 2, 3 B
Py = 8n2a4,;)(21+1)"./0 i = —ga 3 V= gl (-2 =0,
(103)
where in the last step we have used the formal zeta functisloatiof
v = (2= 1){(s). (104)
2

Here the rigorous way to argue is to recall the presence gdir-splitting factor
€V and to carry out the sum drusing

2 1 1
ele(S = T A s A (105)
/Zo 2isinzd/2
SO
hd ; d? i i 2 1
24Vvz0 — | —
Z;V et = d(z0)22sinzd/2 8 < sSintz5/2 + Sinz5/2> - (106)

3 Note that the corresponding TE contribution the electrametig Casimir pressure would not be
zero, for there the sum starts frdm- 1.
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ThenPy is given by the divergent expression

i @ dz 1
B & 107
0~ 224453 /700 B 1472 (107)

which we argue is zero because the integrand is odd, asedshifi averaging over
contours passing above and below the pole-a®.

The next term in the uniform asymptotic expansion {101); ithelving g, like-
wise gives zero pressure, as intimated[by1104), which hasists = 0. The same
conclusion follows from point splitting, usinf (1I05) andyaing that the resulting
integrand~ z%r3g'(t) /26 is odd inz. Again, this cancellation does not occur in the
electromagnetic case because there the sum stdrts ht

So here the leading term which survives is that of ondetin (IQ1), namely

1 21
Pz— W[;W/O th(t), (108)

where we have now dropped the point-splitting factor beeahis expression is
completely convergent. The integral oves

" 35
/O deh(r) = =2 (109)

and the sum overis 3¢ (2) = 11?/2, so the leading contribution to the stress on the
sphere is
357 0.00527094
6553612 a? '
Numerically this is a terrible approximation.

What we must do now is return to the full expression and addsaibtract the
leading asymptotic terms. This gives

yz = 47Ta2P2

(110)

1 (o]
where - L L
Rl:QH—./o dx{lnzt—i—ﬁg(t)—i—mh(t)] ; (112)

where the integral _

0= — /O deIn[2xly (x)Ky (x)] (113)
was given the asymptotic form in [[77.138]% 1):

0 E+ T 35m . 5651 B 1208767t
! 2 128y 3276873 104857W° 21474836487
138008357t

1374389534729 L (114)
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The first two terms in[(114) cancel the second and third tem{&12), of course.
The third term in[(TTIK) correspondsi@), so the last three terms displayedin (1114)
give the asymptotic behavior of the remainder, which weweéll). Then we have,
approximately,

1 2 1 2
S S — — %VR[ -— vw(V). (115)
Tia? £ Tia? ,:nzﬂ

Forn = 1 this gives¥ =~ 0.002852 7842, and for largen this rapidly approaches
the value first given in[77], and rederived in[78] [79] 85]

~TE = 0.0028174?, (116)

a value much smaller than the famous electromagnetic rfd$1)[86 [68[ 20],

~0.04618

FEM , (117)

2
a
because of the cancellation of the leading terms noted aldeed, the TM con-
tribution was calculated separately in[84], with the réesul
1
7™ = —0.02204;, (118)
a

and then subtracting the= 0 modes from both contributions we obtdin (1117),

SM=ITEL Mg = (119)

4.3 Surface Divergences in the Energy Density

The following discussion is based dn [74]. Usimgl(70), we iediately find the
following expression for the energy density inside or algghe sphere:

dk 2 21+1 I(1+1)

00y _ aK 2 /

() _/o an; an {[ K"+ 0,00 + = :|g1(r7r) .

10 ,0
- ZEr—ZEr Egl(r,r)}, (120)

whereé is the conformal parameter as seen[inl (37). To find the enesggity in
either region we insert the appropriate Green'’s functiég 6r [68), but delete the
free part,

1
g? = Wsl(K'k)@l(KB)a (121)
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which corresponds to the:lk energy which would be present if either medium filled
all of space, leaving us with for> a

00 ] A SZ a 6‘2 r
u(r) = _(1_45)/ dk < 20+1 <25 (Ka) { 7(Kr) [_K21+4E

0 ZT,;) A 1+ %zel(Ka)sl(Ka) Kr2 1-4¢8
I(I+1 1 2 K
+ ( = ) + ﬁ} - ﬁel(Kr)e;(Kr) + ﬁeﬁz(Kr)}. (122)

Inside the shelly < a, the energy is given by a similar expression obtained from
(122) by interchanging; ands;.

We want to examine the singularity structureras a from the outside. For this
purpose we use the leading uniform asymptotic expangien e, obtained from

@1
er(x) ~ Vare ™", s (x) ~ %\/Z_fevna

1 11
— ~=— 123
NG N (123)
wherev =[+1/2, andz, ¢, andn are given in[(8R). The coefficient ef(kr)e;(kr’)
occurring in thed-function potential Green’s functioh (68), in strong ancakeou-
pling, becomes

ep(x) ~ ——=e "1, s5i(x)

A — 00— s’(Ka), (124a)
a e/(Ka)
A ] A,

In either case, we carry out the asymptotic sum over angutenemtum using
(@23) and the analytic continuation 6f(105)

VX = . 125
,;)e 2sinhd (125)

Here ( ~ a)

a

x=2[n0-n(2)] ~2Lw

r—a 2r—a

(126)

r tr r

The remaining integrals overare elementary, and in this way we find that the
leading divergences in the energy density are-asa+,

A e gL 1-6
a ' 1672 (r —a)*’

n 4—n
%—m: u(”)~<—£) M(l—&f)( a > . n<4,(127b)

a 967204 r—a

(127a)
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where the latter is the leading divergence in oraefhese results clearly seem to
demonstrate the virtue of the conformal valu€ e 1/6; but see below. (The value
for the Dirichlet spherd (127 a) first appearedinl [61]; it mogcently was rederived
in [87], where, however, the subdominant term, the leadéngif ¢ = 1/6, namely
(I30), was not calculated. Of course, this result is the s@siiee surface divergence
encountered for parallel Dirichlet plates [36] 38].) Thetpebative divergence for
n=1in (IZ7Zb) is exactly that found for a plate—sE€] (48).

Thus, foré = 1/6 we must keep subleading terms. This includes keeping the
subdominant term ip(E

2r—a r—a\?
X~ - +t , (128)

t r r
the distinction betweer(z) and7 = ¢(Z = za/r),

Fra -1 2 (129)
r

as well as the next term in the uniform asymptotic expansidheBessel functions
(&7). Including all this, it is straightforward to recovéret well-known result{{38)
[61]] for strong coupling (Dirichlet boundary conditions):

1 1

" 3602 a(r—a)?’ (130)

— —> 0 u
a

Following the same process for weak coupling, we find thatahding divergence
inordern, 1<n<3,is (— at)

A0 u(”)~<%)n14jmza(a_lr)3n(n—l)(n+2)l'(3—n). (131)

Note that the subleading(A ) term again vanishes. Both EdS.(130) dnd{131) apply
for the conformal valué = 1/6.

4.4 Total Energy and Renormalization

As discussed i [74] we may consider the potential, in thetsyfi (32),

A

iﬂint: _ﬁ

@’a(r), (132a)

where

4 Note there is a sign error in (4.8) 6f [74].
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0, r<a_,
o(r)=X hya_<r<as, (132b)
0, a+<r

Herea.r = a+9/2, and we sekd = 1. That is, we have expanded theunction
shell so that it has finite thickness.

In partic