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Abstract

Lattice quantum field theory is a well established branch of modern quantum field theory (QFT). How-
ever, it has only peripherally been used for the investigation of Casimir systems — i.e. for systems in
which quantum fields are distorted by their interaction with classical background objects. This article
presents a Hamiltonian lattice formulation of static Casimir systems at a level of generality appropriate
for an introductory investigation. Background structure — represented by a lattice potential V(x) — is
introduced along one spatial direction with translation invariance in all other spatial directions. It is
simple to extend this formulation to include arbitrary background structure in more than one spatial
direction. Following some general analysis two specific finite 1D lattice QFT systems are analyzed in
detail. The first has three Dirichlet boundaries at the lattice sites x =0, [ and L (L > [ > 0) with van-
ishing lattice potential V(x) everywhere in between. The vacuum energy and vacuum stress tensor 7"
for this system are calculated in 0 < x < L. Very careful attention must be and is given to renormaliza-
tion in the (continuum) limit of vanishing lattice constant. Globally and locally this lattice system is
seen to closely mimic the corresponding 1D continuum system — as one would hope. Then we intro-
duce a lattice potential V(x) = ¢/(x — xo)* centered at x = xo < 0 to the left of the boundary at x = 0
and extending through this boundary and the middle Dirichlet boundary at x =/ out to the right-hand
boundary x = L > [ and beyond. The vacuum energy and T*" are calculated for this far more compli-
cated system in the region 0 < x < L, again with very good results. The internal consistency of the
lattice version of this system is carefully examined. Our conclusion is that finite-lattice formulation
provides a powerful and effective tool, capable of solving completely many Casimir systems which
could not possibly be handled using continuum methods. This is precisely our reason for introducing
it. Future investigations (in one and more dimensions and in dynamical as well as static contexts) will
display more fully the power of this method.
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1. Introduction

Let us here define Casimir QFT (quantum field theory) to be the study of quantum fields in
flat space, fields which coexist with and interact with classical background objects occupy-
ing the same space (in the simplest case Dirichlet or Neumann boundaries). This interaction
distorts the quantum fields and all local observables connected with them away from the
spatial uniformity (or translation invariance) that would characterize these fields in empry
flat space. This nonuniformity in flat space caused by background objects is generally very
pronounced, becoming even infinite as Dirichlet or Neumann boundary surfaces are ap-
proached. The background objects themselves experience measurable back forces — a
subtle example of Newton’s third law. These back forces are called Casimir forces and their
presence is often identified with the Casimir effect. However the deeper essence of the
Casimir effect is the distortion of the quantum fields caused by the background objects.
Viewed this way the Casimir effect is obviously an extremely fundamental and general
phenomenon in quantum field theory. Any nonuniform classical background whatsoever
will produce a Casimir effect.

To the authors’ knowledge all published work in Casimir QFT employs continuum QFT.
In certain other branches of QFT, of course, lattice formulations have become common-
place. Quite well-developed methods exist for doing QFT on a spatial or spacetime lattice



Fortschr. Phys. 48 (2000) 4 305

(see e.g. the book by Rothe [1]). Generally in lattice-QFT applications spatial uniformity is
assumed. Either one chooses the spatial lattice to be infinite, or one imposes periodicity on
a finite spatial lattice. There are no background objects on the lattice. Rather, one is using
the lattice to learn about nonperturbative properties of interacting fields which are difficult
if not impossible to investigate in continuum theory.

Some years ago two of the authors undertook the reformulation of Casimir QFT in lattice
language. From the outset we have had two main objectives.

First, to gain a sense of how well lattice QFT works when applied to Casimir problems.
By investigating a number of systems whose continuum versions can be solved explicitly
we found that lattice QFT is able to mimic and reproduce in a quite detailed way both
global and local features of continuum Casimir systems. While not unexpected this did
need to be established quantitatively before we could proceed to our second and more
important objective.

That objective is, to use lattice QFT to solve Casimir problems which cannot be dealt
with (adequately, or even at all) using continuum QFT. It is unfortunate that practically all
Casimir systems of physical interest belong in this latter difficult-to-access category.

On a lattice one can work both analytically and numerically. Analytic methods tend to
rather closely parallel continuum theory and, while interesting, do not necessarily offer
greatly increased computational power, especially on an infinite lattice. Numerical methods
used on a finite lattice can be, however, very powerful. One can introduce static back-
ground objects on the finite spatial lattice and make the quantum field ¢(x) interact with
these objects, the interaction being described by a potential in a functional Schrodinger
equation, whose stationary solutions are expressible in terms of the eigenfunctions and the
spectrum of an ordinary Schrédinger equation associated with the functional one. These
spatial modes and the spectrum can be found numerically. Given these basic ingredients
one can then compute everything numerically — the vacuum energy and the stress-energy-
momentum tensor, Casimir forces and so on. This can surely be done for a vast array of
systems which could not be solved in continuum theory.

Of course renormalization must be performed to make lattice observables physically
meaningful. Everything one calculates on a finite lattice is finite. However, lattice quantum
variables like vacuum energy and the vacuum expectation value of the stress-energy-mo-
mentum tensor 7% contain the seeds of ultraviolet (UV) divergences, i.e. terms which grow
without limit in the continuum limit ¢ — O (a is the lattice constant or spacing between
lattice points). For finite and decreasing a these essentially informationless terms eventually
overwhelm the physical signal: their systematic removal is utterly essential. Lattice quanti-
ties which vanish as a — 0 take care of themselves, of course. What remains is the “phy-
sical signal” — a contribution independent of a which therefore neither blows up nor
vanishes as a — 0. All of this is the process of renormalization.

For a number of years we have pursued this numerical strategy, for both standard and
unconventional Casimir systems. To date none of this lattice QFT work has been reported
(excepting the brief descriptions [2, 3]). We begin here the systematic development of
lattice QFT with background objects and its application to nontrivial Casimir systems. Be-
fore describing the contents of the present article we pause to mention some nonstandard
aspects of Casimir QFT.

Traditional Casimir systems have “hard” boundary surfaces — i.e. boundary surfaces O M
with precise spatial location on which the quantum field ¢ (x) has to satisfy some boundary
condition. A perhaps more physically realistic boundary can be fashioned by attaching to a
Dirichlet boundary M (on which ¢ (x) has to vanish) a static potential V(x) which grows
to infinity as x approaches OM and falls off to zero more or less rapidly away from oM.
The interaction of this classical potential with the quantum field ¢(x) is for simplicity
assumed to be described by an interaction term quadratic in ¢(x): (1/2) ¢*(x) V(x). We
refer to such a modification of a hard Dirichlet surface as semihardening [4, 5]. The poten-
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tial function V(x) represents (one can say) surface texture attached to M. The wave equa-
tion [03 — A +m?] ¢ = 0 in usual hard-boundary scalar-field Casimir QFT with appropriate
boundary conditions on ¢ is replaced by

2 — A +m+ V(X)) g(x) =0. (1.1)

Here V(x) should be viewed as a (rather huge) generalization of ordinary boundary con-
ditions. This potential can represent many kinds of background structure which interact
with ¢ and are (for V(x) < co) partially transparent to ¢. The semihardening potentials
above are just one kind of background spatial structure among many which can be intro-
duced into QFT (see e.g. refs. [6, 8, 14, 15]). For us, Casimir QFT comprises all possi-
ble background structures interacting with quantum fields — a truly vast subject. Many
workers, of course, use the term ‘“Casimir effect” mainly in connection with boundary
surfaces (see e.g. the reviews [8, 16]). Diffuse background structures in QFT are then
often called “‘background fields”.

As mentioned earlier the fundamental phenomenon in Casimir QFT is the distortion of
otherwise spatially uniform fields and observable quantities away from spatial uniformity
by the background V(x). To really understand a Casimir system one must work locally.
There is no better physical quantity to compute than the vacuum expectation value of the
stress-energy-momentum tensor (hereafter stress tensor) of a Casimir system which we will
denote by (T""(x)) in the following. This quantity reveals the spatial nonuniformity of the
system, its nonuniform vacuum energy density and its Casimir forces. (7""(x)) can be
computed from the spatial modes and spectrum of ¢(x), both in continuum theory and on a
lattice. When working numerically on a finite lattice (using a lattice potential V(x)) one can
obtain (7" (x)) numerically for practically any kind of background structure.

In sec. 2 we begin our analysis of Casimir systems of the following type: A space of
dimension d is chosen with free (or periodic) “boundary conditions” in each of the direc-
tions x, ..., x4. Along the x; axis we place parallel Dirichlet boundaries at x; = 0 and
x; = [. In sec. 2 we do not concern ourselves with the regions x; < 0 and x; > [ external
to the interval 0 < x; </ of interest. These external regions can be “attached” later on and
given suitable global structure (e.g. periodicity in x; over some larger interval) to complete
the specification of the physical system. We postpone doing this without loss of generality.
In the interval 0 < x; <[ we introduce an arbitrary background potential V(x;). The formu-
lation of lattice scalar QFT on this spatial manifold is reviewed in detail in sec. 2, where
detailed lattice formulae for (T*") are given and the ground is prepared for our very specif-
ic lattice analyses to follow in secs. 3, 4.

In sec. 3 we go to one dimension d = 1, set the background potential V(x) =0 and
study scalar lattice QFT on a 1D lattice 0 < x < [ with Dirichlet walls at x = 0, [ and no
structure in between. Choosing lattice constant a means [ = Na, x =na where
n=20,1,..., N labels the lattice sites. The continuum limit ¢ — 0 (with [ fixed of course)
means N = [/a — oo. As described above we must identify and subtract those terms in the
lattice vacuum energy and (T*") of this system which diverge for ¢ — 0. The remaining
a-independent parts of these functions are then to be brought into comparison with conti-
nuum theory. In sec. 3 we present detailed analysis of this continuum limit on the 1D
lattice. To enable us to make definite statements about the Casimir force on the boundary
x =1 we introduce an “external” region / < x < L with L > [ which can be analyzed on
the lattice exactly as we do the “internal” region 0 < x < /. We then have a more complete
physical system than just the internal region 0 < x < [. To make it a really complete physi-
cal system the region x < 0 needs to be included and the global structure of the x axis must
be specified. However there is no need to do all this here. Our goal is to show how well
hard-boundary renormalized lattice QFT mimics continuum QFT. That goal is nicely
achieved using the two adjacent 1D lattices 0 < x <[, [ <x < L.
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Sec. 4 tackles a more difficult problem. Keeping spatial dimension d = 1 we introduce
the Bessel semihardening potential V(x) = ¢/(x — xo)> centered at x = xo < 0, allowing
this potential to extend arbitrarily far into x > 0. Immersed in V(x) we position Dirichlet
point boundaries at x = 0, /, L as before. One can find the lattice vacuum energy E'* and
(T*") numerically for this system with arbitrary background potential V(x). In sec. 4.1 we
show how to renormalize E'* and (T*") for arbitrary V(x). Then we adopt the Bessel
potential above and begin our principal numerical analysis. In a sense the numerical work
in sec. 4.2 is the central part of this article. Using E}3° we calculate globally the Casimir
force on the middle boundary x = [ due to the other Dirichlet boundaries and the potential
V(x). Using (IT"),., We calculate locally the same Casimir force. Very precise agreement is
found. Some other things are computed as well, but let us limit our description of sec. 4 to
the comment just made. This agreement between global and local calculations of a physical
Casimir force in a quite nontrivial background potential gives us great confidence in the
methods we are using. We have no doubt that equally good results can be gotten for practi-
cally any background V(x). Indeed we have had comparable success with other potentials.

Concluding remarks are made in sec. 5. There we indicate the directions in lattice QFT
theory we presently are pursuing. Three appendices dealing with technical matters enable
us to present a substantially condensed narrative.

2. Scalar Field on a Finite Lattice with Background

To construct our Casimir system we begin with flat d-dimensional space and give it back-
ground structure along just one direction, say x;. The other directions ¥; = (xa, ..., x4) are
free but — in preparation for the finite lattice — we make each of these coordinates periodic
in —L < x; < L with period 2L. Periodicity is, of course, closely akin to “free boundary con-
ditions”, neither of these being a true boundary condition at all. Thus X, specifies position on
a spatial (d — 1)-dimensional torus 79! representing the free directions and x = (x;, ¥, ) is
position in space. A real scalar field ¢(x) with mass m is now defined on this space. ¢ (x)
interacts with and is made nonuniform by and exerts a back force on the background struc-
ture along the x; direction. This interaction is what we wish to study in detail.

For completeness let us mention something we do not wish to study more than neces-
sary: the so-called “topological Casimir effect”. When a quantum field ¢ (x) is defined on a
topologically nontrivial space, ¢(x) is forced to be (nontrivially) different than it would be
in free infinite space. This is itself a kind of Casimir effect. The vacuum energy density of
¢(x) is shifted, vacuum stresses or Casimir forces are exerted by the modified field directly
on the spatial manifold causing the modification etc (see e.g. the reviews [8, 16]). When, as
here, one defines one’s field on a (d — 1)-dimensional torus 7~! (the periodic directions
Xa,..., xg) there arises a topological Casimir effect parametrized by the finite circumfer-
ences of T¢~'. However, no “objects” have been introduced anywhere; periodic boundary
conditions do not involve real boundaries. The T¢~! topological Casimir effect smoothly
disappears as the torus circumferences become infinite.

Topological Casimir effects caused by global spatial structure coexist with the field dis-
tortion caused by locally nonuniform spatial backgrounds, or objects in space. One should,
however, make the effort to keep these two aspects of QFT distinct in one’s thinking. This
seems particularly important when one replaces continuum QFT by lattice QFT. For numer-
ical work the lattice has to be finite, inevitably introducing the topological effect under
discussion, which lattice workers and others usually call “finite-size effects”. Unless one
wishes specifically to study them, finite-size effects tend for obvious reasons to be regarded
as a nuisance.

Many readers may be familiar with finite-size scaling theory (see e.g. refs [17, 18, 19])
in the general area of statistical systems. This and other related work on finite-size effects
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in QFT has rather limited overlap with and relevance for the kind of investigation we are
concerned with here. Our focus is on the distorting effect background objects have on
quantum fields. Finite-size scaling theory usually deals with bulk effects and large scale
collective phenomena near critical points, and the effect of small system size on such phe-
nomena. Phase transitions are involved, and temperature plays an essential role. In Casimir
QFT temperature is something of a sideshow (although not completely without interest),
and phase transitions normally play no role whatsoever. True, the effects of surfaces and
corners in statistical models are sometimes taken into account (see e.g. [17]), and this over-
laps with our work more substantially. However, an attempt to pursue this would take us far
outside the scope of the present work, and necessitate substantially increased length in an
already long paper.

Resuming now our mathematical discussion, we position along x; two planar Dirichlet
boundaries at x; =0 and x; = [. Between these boundaries we subject the quantum field
¢(x) to a background potential V(x;) > 0. Lacking external regions x; < 0 and x; > [ this
Casimir system is physically incomplete. However it is easy to attach these external re-
gions. As long as one does not try to discuss Casimir forces on the boundaries x; =0, [
there is no need to be concerned about anything outside 0 < x < [. Our purpose in this
section will be the detailed formulation of the lattice quantum theory in 0 < x <[ in the
presence of arbitrary background potential V(x;). We begin with a brief summary of the
continuum QFT we wish to put on a spatial lattice.

2.1. Continuum system

The classical Lagrangian of the real scalar field interacting with a background, represented
by a classical potential V(x;) becoming infinite at x; = 0, [, is

L J dix L = j a2 ((09) (0u9) — (" + V(1)) 9°)
= [ s 5 @ = g+ Vin) - 2)9). @.1)

Here in the partial integration used to reach the final equality the surface term vanishes
because of the boundary conditions imposed on the classical field ¢ (x,¢):

ox1 =0,%,0)=¢(x; =LxX,1)=0 (dueto V(0)=V(]) =o0)

G(x1,F1.1) = p(r,¥L +2L&,1),  i=2,....d (periodicity), 22)
€; being the unit vector in i-direction. Using the canonically conjugate field
oL .
w(x,t) = — = ¢(x,1) (2.3)
Op(x, 1)

we obtain from L by Legendre transformation the classical Hamiltonian
. 1
H= J dx 7(x,1) p(x,1) — L = J d’x > (T4 p(m* +V(x) —A)g).  (2.4)

Canonical quantization means replacing the classical field ¢(x,¢) and its conjugate momen-
tum 77(x, ) by hermitian operators @(x,t) and I1(x, ) which obey the equal-time commuta-
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tion relations

[@(x,1), D(X',1)] = [ (x,1), I(X',1)] = 0, (2.5)
[D(x,1), [1(xX',1)] = id(x — x'). (2.6)

Following standard procedure one can realize these commutation relations by expanding the
field operator in terms of creation and annihilation operators &, and d; which satisfy
[dlm&k/] = (Sk,kf and [dk,&k/] = [&k,&k,] = O;

1
(p(xvt) - zk: \/E

Here the ui(x) and ¢ are eigenfunctions and the associated eigenvalues of the operator
[—A +m? +V(x)), ie.

[ax e wy (x) + a@f €' i (x)] . (2.7)

[m* + V(x)) — Al dF(x) = efuf(x) . (2.8)

Separating variables

uF(x) = oM () W (30) .. wh () = R () WR(RL)

k= (ki ks ka) = (ki kL), 2.9)
leads to
82
V(x) ——= R (xy) = 0f VM (x1) (2.10)
(8)C]) !
>’ 2k ,
——— wWi(x;) = oW () , i=2,...,d (2.11)
(8x,-) '
and
d
g =m +op + Y o, (2.12)
i=
where the boundary conditions on v and w" are
o1(0) =0 (1) =0,
whi () =whi(x; +2L),  i=2,...,d. (2.13)

Obviously for the free directions

1
whi(x;) = “i etk (2.14)

with eigenvalues

2 g 2
wk; = k

% 2 kez. (2.15)

The functions v*! (x;) of course depend on the potential V(x;). These functions are chosen
to be real.
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Altogether we have

d_
T e
() = o () WE (51) = o () (ﬁ) a (2.16)
g=m +9k1+2*k2 (2.17)

The set of modes {#*(x)} is complete and orthonormal

Zk: W) (V) =0(x —x) and  [dxut(x)ut” (x) = S, (2.18)
where
> i f Y Ok = OOk Ok (2.19)
k k=1 ky=— ky=—00
Due to periodicity in x;, ..., x;, we need to introduce here the periodic Jd-function S(x)

along these directions, distinguished from the usual d-function for a noncompact direction
by its tilde. The spatial d-function is then

dx—x) =0(x —x)) 6(FL — %) (2.20)

Our attention now shifts to the vacuum stress (energy-momentum) tensor of the system.
The classical canonical stress tensor for a real scalar field is

= 2 (09) (0'9) + (°9) (99)) — "L, (221)

with £ given by the first equality in eq. (2.1). Again standard procedure (see e.g. [10])
leads to the following mode-sum formulae for the vacuum expectation value of the operator

T:
b (x))? 1 o <k ka'(xl))
+ = ()
- 0L T % o an Y T

(26} — 0} + V(x1)) V"1 (x1)?
4gp(2L)* !

1 Ok (xy) g
;45,((2@"“( x| ) ’ (2:22)

(0] 7% (x) |0) =

>
R

1 o (Qk| V(x1))v (Xl)z
0T o) =5 T
1

0 ( ok (x1)>
+ Y ) et
; 4e,(2L)"! oxy <v ) 0x,

(0F, — V(x)) v (1) 1 avk (x1)\
g, (2L)"! > 4ee(2L)"! < Oy > 223)

=5
k
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and fori=2,...,d

; @b (x)? 1 o) Lo 00Ny
O 10, =2 Zekk(zL)d*‘ R 4, (20)7 " Ox; (vk (1) a)El )>
(0F, = Vi) +20}) M (x1)° 1 (R
=2 4, (2L)"! R 4 (2L)"! < Oxi > ‘
(2.24)
The first equality in eq. (2.22) shows that
J dx (0| T |0) = % zkjek (2.25)

as one expects.

2.2. Lattice system

The Casimir system will now be redefined on a finite lattice, which is given the same
lattice constant a in all spatial directions. Thus spatial position becomes
x=(x1,...,x) =a(m, ..., ng) where ny, ..., ng all take integer values. The planar
Dirichlet boundaries at x; = 0, [ have lattice positions n; = 0 and n; = I/a = N;. The con-
tinuum potential V(x;) becomes a lattice potential V(n;) > 0. The free directions X| = arni|
are still periodic with period 2L:

L L
—L<x,<L—-——<n<—=N,, i=2,...,d, (226)
a a

i.e. the lattice is periodic with period 2N, in the spatial directions i = 2, ,d. On the
lattice the Dirac d-function (3(x1 — x}) is replaced by 6,“ " +Ja with O, " the usual Kron-
ecker d. Delta functions 6, » 1n the periodic directions i > 1 are periodic of course.

2.2.1.  Quantization

We now quantize the lattice Casimir system carefully and in detail, using the Schrodinger
picture. On the lattice the classical field ¢(x, ) becomes

P(x,1) = P(x1, X1, 1) = ¢,(1) = @y, 5, (1) - (2.27)
subject to the boundary conditions

$o.7 (1) = Py, 7, (1) =0,

¢n1,ﬁi(t):¢n1.ﬁL+2NL€i(t) ’ l:2,,d (228)
As before we ignore the external regions n; < 0 and n; > N; = I/a beyond the Dirichlet

planes. Since ¢ = 0 on these planes the interior lattice G on which ¢(x) is a quantum field
does not include these planes:

G={neZ|1<m <(Ny=1); (N, +1)<m <Ny, i=2,...d}. (2.29)
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From eq. (2.1) we obtain the classical Lagrangian

Z{N‘z?%}n% S V) f— (V)

=0 n=1 =—N,+1 ng=—N,+1
=3 (5 9l V() 9+ 30(29),). (2:30)
where
Ni—1 N
S =3 z U DR (2.31)
neG ni=1 mp=—N, +1 ng=—N, +1

and A = A,y is the lattice Laplace operator (see Appendix A). The specific n;-summation
prescription given in (2.30) avoids introducing an asymmetry in the x;-direction by the
asymmetry of the lattice derivative. The classical canonical momenta are

oL

_ _ A g
7, (1) = 900 a® ¢,(1), VneG (2.32)
and the classical Hamiltonian is
. al (a? )
H= S m(06,0 - L= T 5 (Zat a0+ V0n) 0= 0,(00), ). (230

Canonical quantization in the Schrédinger picture assigns to the classical field ¢, and mo-
mentum 7, time independent operators

¢n(t) — Dy,

2.34
(1) o, (2.34)

Q

al
which satisfy the commutation relations
[(pna¢n’] = [Hnynn’] :O, (235)

[Q)n,Hnr} = al_d 5n,n’ . (236)

Note that in the continuum limit ¢ — 0

1
i On.w — O(x —X') (2.37)

I, — II(x). (2.38)

The lattice Hamilton operator is

H = Z (Hﬁ + @, (m* +V(ny)) D, — Py (AD),) . (2.39)

neG
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We go now to the field representation in which the field operators @, are simply multiplicative:

q)nqj[{qjm}’ t] = ¢nlp[{¢m}7 t] . (240)

Here Y[{¢,,}, ] is the lattice analogue of the wave functional ¥[¢, ] of continuum theo-
ry, i.e. a function of the c-number variables ¢,,. The canonical-momentum operators I7,
become the differential operators —(i/a?) 3/0¢,. In this representation the Hamilton opera-
tor assumes the form

1 »
H:n%:G< zad (agb") + ¢n(m +V(nl))¢n_¢n(A¢)n>

1
:4;( 2 (9 )2 G2 ¢ v 2 Ont ) 241)

with (see eq. (A.9))

On,n/ - (m2 + V(nl)) 6n,n’ - An,‘n’
d 1
= (2 V(1)) Onw = 3 5 Onsgr — 20n + On 5.0 (2.42)

J=1

This matrix is symmetric in (n, n’) and positive definite. We need its eigenvectors and
eigenvalues to diagonalize the Hamilton operator. The eigenvectors {u’r‘l} fulfilling the eigen-
value equation

S Op i, = ut (2.43)

neG

can be written as a direct product:

k_ ki ke ki _ o KL
Uy, = VWl Wt =l wi (2.44)

with
k= (ki,ka, ... kq) = (kp,k.).

The indices k label the linearly independent vectors, of which there are exactly as many as
there are points on the lattice — namely (N; — 1) (2N.)?"" which is also the dimension of
the real symmetric matrix O, ,». One can therefore choose the individual k’s so they take
the same values as the n; and consequently form the same lattice:

G=1{kecZ'| 1<k <Ny —1); (N + 1) <K <Ny, i=2,...d}. (245)

Choosing the lattice as described above guarantees that the boundary conditions are auto-
matically fulfilled.
The separation formula (2.44) leads to (compare eqs. (2.10)—(2.12))

Ni—1 1
le V(nl)énl,n’] - ; (6n1+1,n'1 - 26”1«",1 + 6n1—l,n’l)) ’Uk}l = QI%1 flll 5 (24’6)
n\=
N 1 ki 2. ki .
> - ((5,1’._“’,1; _Zéni,n;+6n;—l,n;) Wn, = WLW,, i=2,...,d, (2.47)

n=—Ny+1
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where 0}, w? are related to the eigenvalues & of (2.43) by &f =m? + 0} + >, .
While the vﬁ‘l can in general be obtained only numerically, the modes for the free directions
can again be gotten analytically:

ki 1 i king
Wn,‘ = W e ,
L (2.48)
4 2 J'Eki
W, = — sin N,
In summary
1\" g
uh =il = o (—ZN > SR (2.49)
1
d 4 ak;
2 2 -2 i
= — . 2.50
m- + oy, —l—i; 5 Sin <2NJ_> (2.50)

These formulae are the lattice analogue of egs. (2.16), (2.17) in the continuum problem with
one little difference: the exact lattice analog of the orthogonality- and completeness relation

(2.18) would be 3, ; a®ub(ul) = 0 p, Sieg U () =6, /a’. In the limit a — 0O
these expressions tend to (2.18). But on the lattice it is more natural to work with the relations

> uk ()" = Ok, (2.51)
neG
Z Mﬁ(uﬁ’)* = 6rt.,n’ . (2.52)
keG

It is therefore the combination uX/v/ad which in the limit @ — O tends to u*(x).
To diagonalize the Hamilton operator we make the following expansion of ¢, in terms of
the eigenvectors uf,

¢, = kEZG = ., (2.53)
with the inversion
R k"
S VA W) o= St () o (2:54)

Because the ¢, are real we have

O =D = bk (2.55)
Egs. (2.53) and (2.54) imply for the derivatives
0=y Vai ) - (2.56)
a¢n keG "0,
9 _ L (2.57)

00, T " agy



Fortschr. Phys. 48 (2000) 4 315

In terms of the ¢3k the Hamilton operator (2.41) becomes
1 & o
H=— -t ¢, |, 2.58
2kec< 06, 0 k PePr ( )

a finite sum over uncoupled harmonic oscillator Hamiltonians. The remaining steps are
familiar. We introduce annihilation/creation operators

1 0
Ay = —— | ad 2.59
L) »
1 - 0
Al — (ek(p* _ _> , 2.60
k v/ 2¢€; k 0P, ( )
with commutation relations [Ak,A,t,] = 0w, [Ax, Ap] = [AZ,A}:,] =0, in terms of which the
Hamilton operator (2.58) becomes
1 1
H=—=3 a(AlA + AAD) = 3 & (A,tAk +> . (2.61)
2 je6 keG 2

One recognizes that one is dealing with a finite set of uncoupled harmonic oscillators
whose frequencies are the spectrum {¢;}. A Fock space can now be constructed, whose
ground state |0> is of course defined by A, [0) = 0Vk. The (finite) energy of this state is

Z & - (2.62)

keG

The representation of ¢, in terms of creation and annihilation operators is

_ ! ty oo )
¢n_k€§jG <\/WA \/_A) (2.63)

2.2.2. Vacuum stress tensor

To compute the vacuum expectation of the stress tensor operator (2.21) we recall that, in
the Schrodinger picture and field representation, I1(x,t) = ¢(x,t) = —i W() Thus

2
100 = 5 <—<;7) +(VO) + (o + V(n)) ¢2>

52
(_@«p)z

1< 5

2\ (09)
o= (B) 514 ()

2

(m* 4+ V(x;) — A) ¢> +% V(pVe), (2.64)

N —

T(x) =

(o + V) - ) ¢> 5 Ve + (32) . 2o

1
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With the help of the correspondence (2.38) and eqs. (A.32), (A.33) one recasts (2.64),
(2.65) in the form

1 1 82 d n+e ¢2 + ¢n é;
70 — — 4, S Oty | + ) L (2.66
"2 ( @ (g " i) TR T e (200
. 11 4 Pz — 20, + s
TH — — - % ot | — j
n 2 < azd (a¢n)2 ¢n n%:G O 5 ¢n ) /:2:1 4a2
¢n+€,- - 2¢n + d)n—(?i ¢n+e 2¢ + (pn —é;
.z 2 + 202 : (2.67)

The next step is to take the vacuum expectation values of the operators (2.55), (2.56). For
this purpose it is useful to note that

R N 1
P = Pun = o A AL ) (2.68)
0 0 Ek T
573,(:%: 2 (Akl,—kl _Akl,kl)' (2.69)
One then verifies
o 1
(O] @r9y 0) = % Sk s
? 1
<0| 78([) 6&)* |O> = 75 Skék,k’ y (270)
k OPr
o - -~ 0 1
0 = / O - — 0 = 0 :—6 !y
O 55 Be10) = =016 55 100 =5 b1
and
o? d
Ol ———— |0) =(0]a Onn®, |0
(0] ad(8¢n)2|> (0] %EG 7Py 10)
1
=5 > e fuh” (2.71)
keG

Using (2.46), (2.47) and the completeness relations for the eigenvectors one finds

Ek
O T2 10) = 5 25 P+ 5 5 o (b — 21k + ko) (272)

keG keG j=1
2 —V(m) 1
11 9% 1) k2 k k2
0/7}'10) =3 lsz + 3 g (Whial =218 + 1)
_y Y SaM (I — 2 1P+ 1k ) (2.73)

k€G j=2
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and fori=2,...,d

i |\ w,%i 1 k2
OT10) =% 5 P+ 5 gz (ol = 2+ o)
5 e (gl = 2R+ ). (2.74)
S /%
Finally from eq. (2.49)
k] 2
2 (Un )
; AL ‘)d,l (2.75)
L
so the preceding formulae can be simplified. Thus with L =a N,
ki \2 k ki \2 ko2
<O‘ T()() |0> _ Z Sk(an) + Z ( n]1+1) - Z(Unll) + (vnllfl) (276)
! ke 2a(2L)"" &G 8ader(2L)"! ’
2 2 2
oo = 2 GV EER o G -2 )
" keG 2agp(2L)" keG 8a3e, (2L)"! ’
2 ky ki\2 ki 2
- Vi =2V )+ (v
<O|T: |0> Z ( - Z ( n|+1) ( nl) dil( nl—l) 7 i>2. (278)
keG 2a£k(2L) keG 8ader(2L)

Egs. (2.76)—(2.78) are the lattice analogues of eqs. (2.22)—(2.24) in the continuum prob-
lem. One can transform the latter directly to the lattice with the help of egs. (A.32), (A.33)
and the correspondence

uk 2 (Uk')z
uk(x) — \/% , (V" (x1)) —>”T‘ . (2.79)

Eqs. (2.76)—(2.78) are valid on the lattice n € G. However they do not hold for the Dirich-
let boundary surfaces n; = 0, N; which have to be dealt with separately. On these surfaces
one must use the unsymmetric derivative formula discussed in Appendix A which ensures a
smooth continuation of the lattice mathematics onto the Dirichlet boundary surfaces.

The calculation of (7*”) on the Dirichlet surfaces using the one-sided derivative is equiva-
lent (see eqs. (A.28), (A.29)) to introducing in egs. (2.76)—(2.78) the additional definitions

(@)% = (o}')?, (2.80)
(UI;\/].H)z- (Uﬁ}, 1)2~ (2.81)

Thus on the Dirichlet boundary surfaces

(ef')? ii
017 10) = 017 10) = 32 W s = —(01 74 10)
keG A&y k ) (282)
G

(0173 7, 10) = (0 Ty, 7, 10) = —(0| Ty, 5, 10)-

keG dade (2L)"
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We see that the unregularized (T%°) and (T”? are the same on the boundary surfaces.
However, the renormalizations of (7%) and (7'') turn out to be different (secs. 3 and 4).
Thus the renormalized tensor components (T%)  and (T'!)
end up being different.

Using the lattice definition (A.31) of “spatial integration* along x; we find

on the boundary surfaces

ren ren

5 (NZ +N‘Z_;) S (O[T 0)al = X 5 e = Ep. 2.83)

m=1 A keG

This relation must hold, of course, for (T%) to be the unrenormalized lattice vacuum en-
ergy density.

2.2.3. The case V(ny) =0

When the lattice potential V(n;) = 0 between the Dirichlet walls n; = 0, N; one can easily
solve the lattice Schrodinger mode equation (2.46). The eigenvectors and eigenvalues are

2
o =\/5 sin (N£1k1n1> , (2.84)

4 . .7'L'k1
0l = > sin? (ZM) . k=1,23,...,Ny. (2.85)

Thus

(2.86)

i=2

1 1 4 k d 4 ki
Eozzzgkzzz m2+azsin2(nl)+zazsin2<ﬂ ) (2.87)

In computing the vacuum stress tensor we make use of the identities

sin® (a(n + 1)) — 2sin?(an) + sin® (a(n — 1)) = 2sin? (a) cos (2an),

sin® (a) = 4sin® (%) (1 — sin® (%)) , (2.88)

k k k
sin’ (nN—ll (m + 1)) — 25sin? (%1] n1) + sin? (%1] (my — 1))

27k k 27k
= ZazQ;%l cos < ﬂN1n1> — ZrzzQil sin’ (Z—ND cos ( HN1n1> . (2.89)

Thus
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Then from egs. (2.76)—(2.78) and with [ = Ny /a

1 1
OT0) = — S — g —
(O17,710) 120)" ! kezc 2 %; 2L g

2
k 27k
- % sin® (7‘[1) cos ( i ml) ; (2.90)
keG 2I1(2L)" " & 2N, N

2 2
k 21k
oy =y -y % sinZ(ﬂ) cos( i 1”1), (2.91)

(et —ot) cos 27kin
Ny

6 20(2L)" ey ke 212L) T & 2N, N
i 1 1 2 4?2 2tk
<O‘ Tyl; |0> =71 Z — a)i_ — Z Ck d—lk' cos ( T 1”1)
12L) iee 27 des 212L) & N

2

k 27k

+ > % sin’ <ﬂ> cos <M> , i>2. (292
keG 21(2L)" " & 2N, Ny

Comparing eqgs. (2.90)—(2.92) and the continuum formulae (2.22)—(2.24) with background

potential V(x;) = 0 and v% (x;) = /2/I sin (7wkyx; /1), k; = 1,2,3,... one finds in the for-
mer the presence of a lattice artefact term

. 4 .7'L'k1 2.7'[/{11’!1
2 sin N cos N
A=Y ‘ L~ (2.93)

= a?1(2L)" " &

This term has no continuum counterpart and it diverges for a — 0. In Appendix B we
investigate the 1D version of A in considerable detail and conclude that it is essentially
devoid of physical information.

3. One Dimensional Lattice without Background Potential

In this and the following section we specialize to one-dimensional lattice systems with
no additional free directions x;, ..., x;. We drop the subscript 1 and first consider the
case of vanishing potential V(x). In sec. 4 we will introduce a specific nonzero poten-
tial along the lattice. In both sections we wish to deal with Casimir forces. This means
we must also consider one or more regions external to the interval 0 <x <[ or
0 <n< N =1/a. This is easily done. We can attach external regions which are exactly
like the internal region 0 < x < [ (except for their length) with V(x) =0 and a Dirichlet
boundary at either end. When we calculate the lattice vacuum energy Ey,(/) in
0 <x < the same calculation gives us the lattice vacuum energy Ey,(L —1[) in the
adjacent interval / < x < L. Likewise one calculation gives us the lattice 7"’ in both
intervals. Our principal goals here are to understand in detail how to renormalize Ey,c
and 7" in the continuum limit a — 0. Then we can calculate the Casimir force on the
common Dirichlet boundary x =/ in two ways: globally using Ey,. and locally using
T''. Comparison with the continuum version of this system will be important. We shall
find that in every respect the lattice theory closely approximates the continuum system
as expected. It will be convenient to discuss the cases of zero and nonzero field mass
separately.
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3.1. Renormalized vacuum energy
3.1.1. Zero mass

We find from eq. (2.87) the lattice vacuum energy in the internal region 0 < x < [
1 Nl 1 A= Tk
Eg(l,a) =— =— 3.1
=3 % o=y % sin (3] G.)

where N = I/a. The label “reg” here (and subsequently) is used to denote lattice quantities.
The finite sum (3.1) can be evaluated using [7]

1:2;11 sin (kx) = sin <A;x) sin ((Nzl)x> cse <’2f) (32)

with the result

1 1
Eg(lia) = — | ————1]. (3.3)

 \n (57)

Expanding in powers of a yields

21 1 4
Ereg(l,a) :ﬁfzfaf@+(9(a2) (34)

Subtracting all terms in eq. (3.3) which diverge in the continuum limit @ — O we recover
the continuum Casimir energy for a real 1D massless scalar field confined between Dirich-
let boundaries [8, 9, 10],

a— 2a

. 21 1 T
E(l) = llH(l) (Ereg(l> Cl) - E"‘—) - —m . (35)

To directly derive E(I) from the lattice energy (3.1) one can also do the following:
LS 1 ’ 2\ = 1\ 2\’
Nsin | —
2N

where {(s) is the Riemann ¢ function [11]. Because {(s) can be continued throughout the
s-plane (and is a meromorphic function with its only pole at s = 1) one can use the preced-
ing formula to evaluate the N — oo limit of eq. (3.1):

1 N mk 1w T
I\}En Ereg(l a) = /\}14120 E kz NSlnﬁ:T 3 C(*l) = 72741 . (37)

To have a more complete physical system we add the external region [ < x < L. Exactly
the same calculations with / replaced by L — [ give the lattice and continuum vacuum ener-
gies in this region; these are Ey,(L —I,a) and E(L — [) respectively. The total lattice and
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continuum vacuum energies in 0 < x < L are then

E(l,L,a) = Erg(l,a) + Ereg(L — 1, a) (3.8)
E(LL) = E(l) + E(L—1).

Similarly an external region —L' < x < 0 could be attached to the other side of the interval
[0,7]. Additional external regions beyond these could be attached. Global structure on x
could also be imposed; e.g. periodicity on some large interval, or noncompactness for
x — Fo00. We shall do none of these things here. As stated, our sole purpose will be to
probe the closeness of the lattice and continuum descriptions in 0 < x < L.

Consider for example the global Casimir force on the Dirichlet boundary at x = /. The
continuum definition of this force (in the direction of positive x) is

0 T T
Fes(LL)= ——= E(LL)=——5+——. 3.9
() = = g BULL) = =5 (39
On the lattice one would define
FCas(lea Ll)
— Ereg(l + aaa) + El'eg(L — (l + a)? a) — Ereg(l7 a) — El'eg(L B l7 (1) (3 10)

a

In the limit @ — 0 and using eq. (3.3) one verifies that the same Casimir force (3.9) is
recovered without the need to perform explicit subtractions.

3.1.2. Nonzero mass

For nonzero mass the lattice vacuum energy in the internal region 0 < x </

| 4  , (7k
Ereg(m,l,a) = 7 X \/m2 —1—; sin’ (ﬁ)

N 1 N-1 2 5 2 ﬂk
=2 = \/(ml) + 4N? sin N (3.11)

evidently cannot be evaluated in closed form. It can, however, usefully be expanded in
powers of ml:

N N-l k 1 N—1 1
Ereg(m,l,a) = 7 sin (Z—N) —|—§ Dy N
k=1 k=1 Nsin (>
2N
| i 2v N—1 1 2v—1
el S , (3.12)
l =2 2 k=1 . (ﬂk)
Nsin [ —
2N

Cy =

<1 /2> _ T2

v
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The first term in eq. (3.12) is just the m = 0 energy (3.1) which we already know how to
renormalize. All of the terms in eq. (3.12) labeled by v > 2 are convergent in the conti-
nuum limit. Each of them can, in this limit, be expressed in terms of the Riemann & func-
tion using eq. (3.6) with s values s =2v — 1 =3, 5,... for which this latter series con-
verges. Hence they require no renormalization. However the second term in eq. (3.12) does
require renormalization. This is evident from eq. (3.6) where evaluation of the term in ques-
tion corresponds to using (s) at its pole s = 1. More directly, the second term in eq. (3.12)
diverges logarithmically for N — oo. Indeed for N > k

Tk Tk
N sin <2N) ~5 (3-13)

and it is well known that

N—oo

N1

lim (Z k—lnN) =y=05772... (3.14)
k=1

is a definition of Euler’s constant y. Analogously we define here

- 1
Z 7“ lnN +¢(N), A}im (¢(N)) = 0.52125... (3.15)
k=1 N sin o

which specifies another sequence {c(N)} whose limiting value for N — oo can be obtained
numerically with the result shown in eq. (3.15). Thus the second term on the right of
eq. (3.12) behaves as

r ., a m?l
- melin (7) + 5 o), (3.16)

i.e. there is an additional logarithmic divergence which has to be subtracted. By subtracting
from Eo(m,l,a) the first term of (3.16) as it stands, we would incorrectly discard the
I-dependence of this term. We must therefore split this term into the finite term
= m?lIn(ul) and a term — ;- m?lIn(ua) diverging for a — 0. Here u is an arbitrary
constant with dimension [mass] which has to be introduced to make the arguments of
the logarithms dimensionless. We denote by E(m,l a,u) the expression obtained by
subtracting this latter term, in addition to the divergent terms found in (3.3), from

Ewg(m,l,a), ie.

E(m,l,a,u) = Eeo(m,l,a) —1—&-21“ — ln (ua). (3.17)

E(m,l a,u) converges in the limit @ — 0. The renormalized continuum vacuum energy in
the internal region 0 < x <[ can therefore be defined to be

E(m,lu) = hm E(m,la,u). (3.18)

a—0

All the preceding global formulae can be transferred to the external region [ <x <L
by simply replacing ! with L —1[. The total vacuum energy for the system com-
prising the region O <x <L with Dirichlet boundaries at x=0,/ and L is
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E(m,la,u) + E(m,L —l,a,u). The Casimir force on the boundary point at x = [ is then

1
Feos(m, L) = —lim — [E(m,l+a,a,u) + E(m,L —1—a,a,u)

a—0 a

— E(m,l,a,u) — E(m,L—l,a,u)). (3.19)

One can easily convince oneself that the divergences which have to be subtracted in order
to make the renormalized continuum vacuum energy E(m, [ u) finite, cancel in the differ-
ence on the right of eq. (3.19) in the limit a — 0. Le. in the lattice calculation of Fc,s these
terms do not need to be subtracted from E, and the measurable Casimir force, unlike the
vacuum energy, does not depend on the arbitrary parameter u.

Physically fixing u

The dependence of the m > 0 renormalized continuum vacuum energy E(m,[,u) on the
arbitrary mass parameter ¢ seems unsatisfying. This does not, of course, mean that it is
wrong. A vacuum energy in QFT evidently need not be absolutely calculable. (However
shifts in vacuum energies — i.e. Casimir energies and their associated Casimir forces —
should be absolutely calculable as is the case here.) We now propose a way to select a
particular value of x4 which, while not dictated by general theory, is physically moti-
vated.

To this end let us make the ansatz

u=Km, (3.20)

where x is a dimensionless proportionality constant which will be determined by the re-
quirement

lim (—M> =0. (3.21)

This means that the contribution to the Casimir force on the boundary x = [ is determined
by — & E(m, [, u) alone if L is chosen to be co. One can verify that for u = m

m*l m
lim E(m,Llu=m)=——1 - 3.22
fim E(m, L p=m) = —7—In(x) -7, (3.22)
where y is a specific constant which can be determined numerically with the result
Iny = —2.579436. Using this y we define a new renormalized continuum vacuum energy
by

E(m,l) = E(m,l,u = m) —|—’Z—ﬂ Iny

m-1

. 21 1 2
= llII(l) (E]-eg(m, l, Cl) — @ + % + H ln (Xma)> 5 (323)

which has the large-/ behavior

lim E(m,l) = —

l—o0 4 '

(3.24)

Hence, if we identify the parameter x introduced above with the numerically determined
constant y, this vacuum energy E(m,[) achieves the goal set in eq. (3.21). Let us give a bit
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more detail. From egs. (3.5), (3.11)—(3.15)

T 1 -
E(m,l) = — st m?1 In (7ml)

| I L 2 , o [Tk . (7k (ml)?
by 1\}520 kgl \/(ml) + 4N2 sin o) 2N sin )T e
4N sin N

. m r . 1 = 5 5 (ml)2
- 24l+4ﬂmlln(xml)+ﬂkzl< (ml)” + (mk)” — 7k ok | (3.25)

where In (y) differs from In (y) by 7c(00)/2, ¢(o0) being the constant introduced in (3.15):
In (7) = In () +% 0.52125... = —1.76066 .. . . (3.26)

In fig. 1 we plot E(m, [) versus [ for three different masses. An arbitrary length unit is involved
in fig. 1. The relevant scaling property of E(m,l) is obvious in (3.25). In natural units
(h = c=1) the only dimensional quantities available are [ and m, with m [ dimensionless.
Thus / sets the scale in (3.25). E(m, [) is negative, increasingly so for increasing m and fixed I.
For fixed m and increasing [ we see that E(m,[) increases, corresponding to an attractive
Casimir force Fc,s between the boundaries at x = 0 and x = /, where due to our fixing of # no
account has to be taken of the external regions x < 0, x > [ provided they are chosen to ex-
tend to infinity. In this case the Casimir force on the boundaries at x = 0, / becomes

sin’ (nk)

2 Nl 2N 2 1 m? m?

F l) = lim | = S -

cu(m:) a0 | @ =1 AN sin? Tk ﬂa2+2al 47 n (xma) 47

(ml)”+ sin <ﬁ)
T om? 1 & (7tk)* (ml)*

= ——— —— (In(gml) + 1) + — —k +-~——]. (3.27
AR a4z MU + 1) +55 2 T+ | 327)

0.0
E(m/)

-0.5

-1.0
Fig. 1: E(m,l) from (3.23) with

1.5 % =0.0758166. E(m,l) is summed
to k = 1000. In this and the follow-
ing figures an arbitrary length unit
is used.
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Comparison with analytic results

Many authors have calculated the vacuum energy shift of the massless and massive 1D
scalar field confined between Dirichlet points. An early and useful analysis in arbitrary
dimension was given by AMBIORN and WOLFRAM [9]. We simply quote their result for
d=1:

7T
EAw(m O l) ﬁ 5
m 2 Ki(2min)
E, l — N 3.28
awlon, D) = == > (328)

where Kl( ) is a modified Bessel function. Note that no arbitrary mass parameter u
appears in Eaw(m,[) and that lim;_, Eaw(m, l) =0, i.e. the situation is essentially the
same as above after fixing u by the requlrement E(m,l) =0, the only difference being
that our E(m,l) tends to —m/4 for | — oo whereas lim;_.o Egaw(m,l) = 0. Let us form
the ratio

Eaw(m, 1) 12ml &, Ky(2min)

) 3.29
eAW(m ) EAW(m O l) 2 = n ( )
and the corresponding ratio using our result E(m,[):
m
_ ) 4 ml  6(ml) .

) S In (7ml

e(ml) E(m=0,Il) 7T 2 n (gml)

12 X 2 (ml)?
— k) —ak ———|. 3.30
nz(mﬂm - o (330)

Numerically very close agreement of these ratios up to O(107%)—0O(1079) is found. Their
difference increases for large ml as (ml) this arises from our imperfect knowledge of the
number In .

3.2. Renormalized vacuum stress tensor
3.2.1. (T“)
From eq. (2.91) we find for the internal region

sin? (nk)
2 N-1 N
m,lna) == Y 2N +A(m,l,n,a), (3.31)

a i wk
2 s 2

4N? i

\/ (ml)” + 4N?sin <2N>

(r'h)

reg(
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where the lattice artefact term

sin? <ﬂ—k> cos <2nkn)
2 N-1
A(m,l,n,a) = - Z 2N al

2
ar k=1 k
\/ (ml)?® + 4N sin? <§N>

has already been mentioned. This term has no counterpart in the continuum theory and it is
unphysical. As discussed in Appendix B it makes no contribution to the Casimir force. The
artefact A diverges as a — 0 and must be subtracted — but not yet for there is some inter-
play (or more precisely a cancellation) between the leading divergence in A and a nonlead-
ing divergence in the first sum in eq. (3.31).

For zero mass m = 0 one can express eq. (3.31) using egs. (3.3), ( B.18) in the form

(3.32)

2 T
(Tl 0) = —5 =+ f(lna) + O(a?) (3.33)

where the lattice function f(/,n,a) is defined by eq. (B.19). Because f — 0 as a — 0 in the
internal region 0 < x < [ the renormalized continuum tensor for m = 0 in this region is

<T“>=—%=—8€Tgl) (3.34)

as it should be (recall eq. (3.9)). For any m > 0 the continuum (T“> is constant between
parallel Dirichlet planes in arbitrary dimension (see e.g. ref. [10]). This constant value of
(T') equals the Casimir force/area on the enclosing Dirichlet boundaries when no force
acts from outside on these boundaries (because e.g. the external region is infinite).

At the lattice level note that the physical first term in eq. (3.31) is indeed independent of
lattice position n. Thus the lattice formulation has already scored a success in reproducing
this known continuum feature:

(3.35)

.o [Tk

sin” | —

2 Nl <2N>
<T11>phys = <T11> (mal7 a) = ; 1; X
B 12 + 4N sin? | 2%
\/(m) + 4N? sin <2N>

On the other hand the lattice artefact second term in eq. (3.31) does depend on n — another
indication of its unphysical nature.

It is not difficult to see that (T'') (m,l a) coincides with the nonrenormalized Casimir
force obtained from the nonrenormalized global vacuum energy. Thus on the lattice one
obtains the same Casimir force using global and local methods, just as one does in the
continuum formulation. Because we know the a — 0 divergent structure of eq. (3.35) from
the global problem we can write down immediately the renormalized result

sin? Tk
2N 2 1 m?

1
+
= )+ 42 sin? Tk ma?  2al 4m
sin® [ ——
" 2N

Of course the arbitrary parameter u is again present.

11 T =
(T (m, L, 2) = lim

a—0

2
a?
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Physically fixing u
The condition chosen here to fix yu is

OE(m, 1
(" (m, 1) = — (m,1) (3.37)
ol
where E(m, ) is the fixed-u vacuum energy (3.25). Equivalently
Jim ('Y (m,1) =0. (3.38)
It is important to emphasize that in general
OE(m, 1,
() (m, 1) 7 — 22D (3.39)

assuming one uses the same ¢ on both sides. Directly from eq. (3.26) we obtain the fixed-u
vacuum tensor

2 N sin’ (ZT];) 2 1 om
=lim | 5 ———+-———In(tma)|, (3.40)

a—0 | a k=1 Tk Jta2 2al 4
1)? 4 4N2 sin? [ —
\/ (ml)” + sin <2N>

where
In(z) =In(y) + 1 =—-1.579438 ... . (3.41)

Here fixing u has led to ¢ = 7m. In the global vacuum energy it was u = ym.

With the V(n) # 0 system of sec. 4 in mind let us say something more about the renor-
malization of eq. (3.31). Subtract the lattice artefact term A (using eq. (B.26) for it) in
addition to the other subtractions in eq. (3.36):

(T") (m, 1,0)

= (ELH(I) ((T“)reg (m,l,n,a) — % - Zl—; In (ua) —f(I,n,a) — ’%2 h (é, )),(3.42)
or with u = tm

(T (m, 1)

= (111_12) ((T”)reg (myl,n,a)— % - T—; In (zma)— f(I,n,a) — %2 h<£,n>) , (3.43)

where f, h are defined in Appendix B. As indicated both of these functions depend on
position x = na. However, in the continuum limit they both vanish everywhere except on



328 A. ACTOR et al., Casimir Effect on a Finite Lattice

the boundaries n =0, N where they take values independent of [: f — const/a* while
h — 2/m. Subtracting this position dependence in eq. (3.43) yields a (T'!) independent of
lattice position. To show this we rewrite eq. (3.43) in the form

Tk
2N? sin? ()

N 2N N . (7k m?
<T11> (m, ) = ym ];1 — 2 ( > +—
| 2y [ (mD)? + 4N?sin® [ =
\/ (ml)” + sin <2N)

5 o4 Tk 2kx
B 2N~ sin < 2N> cos <l N . lk i Dk
Tk 2N

x omE 1 (7tk)* (ml)?
= s @) +op 3 | ————mk+ |, (3.44)
b Sy ) + ()’ §
with
1ma=m@+%oﬂu5“:mm+1:4mm%““ (3.45)

The two terms following the first term in curly brackets are the first two terms of its expan-
sion in m> multiplied by (—1). This removes all @ — 0 divergences and the resulting limit-
ing value (second equality) follows straightforwardly. Expansion of the latter in powers of
ml yields

2 00 m 2v
(1" (m, 1) = _T_n ln(fml)-s-£ 3 dv<_l> E2v—1),

212 =0 JU
v#1
with
dy = (‘Lﬂ) — (—1)" %\/;”) (3.46)

In fig. 2 we plot the ratio (T'!) (m,1)/(T"") (m = 0,1) versus ml. The exponential fall-off
of this function with increasing ml is evident.



Fortschr. Phys. 48 (2000) 4 329

T m, 1)

<T>0,1)
1.0

OO L L L L L L + L
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
ml

Fig. 2: The ratio (T') (m,1)/(T'') (0,1) with InT = —0.76066 versus ml. Eq. (3.44) is
summed to k = 1000.

322.  (T")

From eq. (2.90) we have

<T00>reg (m,l,n,a)
cos <2ﬂkn>
Ereg(m, 1 2 N]
:M_m? ) N — -+ A(m.Ln.a). (3.47)
) \/ (ml)?® + 4N sin® (%)
The property
N 2tk
> cos( J;\/”) =0 for k#£0 (3.48)
then yields immediately (compare eq. (2.83))
N
a 7% m,l,n,a) = Eeo(m,l,a). 3.49
reg g

n=1

Let us now renormalize eq. (3.47).
The second term in eq. (3.47) remains finite in the limit N — oo away from the boundaries

COS 27kn COS @
v =) |« ()
h k;l \/(ml)2+4NiVsin2 <%) :k; (ml)® +l(7rk)2 ' 50
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\ |

X/

Fig. 3: The function eq. (3.54) summed to k = 1000 over the interval 0 < x/I < 1.

This series converges for 0 < x < I. However its behavior near the boundaries is Inx and
In (I — x) for x — 0 and x — [ respectively (where the series diverges logarithmically). The
renormalized energy density

T (m, 1,x, 1)
E(m,Lu) m*> = COS( l
B R T M e
2

o 0 x N_2 m X oM (L x
_llf(]) <<To>r6g(m’l’a’a) ﬂa2—|—4ﬂln(,u) f(l’a’a) 8h(a’a>>7 (3:31)

therefore contains the expected boundary divergences. Fixing u by y = ym we obtain

T%(m, I, x)

Eml) _m s 7 (ﬁ)

1 (miD)? + (k)

i (7 x N 2om (X
— lim ((T )reg(m7 l,a,a> —5+ 5 In (yma) f(l,a,a) . h( C2)). 352)

a—0 a a

Summing eq. (3.52) over the lattice 0 < x < / we find with the help of egs. (B.11), (B.25)

N 2 m? m? l
00 _ _ _ L

n=1
21 1 mi

—+—+—1 3.53
na2+2a+ 47 n (gma), (3.53)

= Eo(m,1,a) —
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which is the renormalized global vacuum energy (3.23) as it should be. This entitles us to
assign parameter y the same value it has in eq. (3.23). Here we do not have a condition to
impose which fixes x nor do we need one. The connection (3.53) is quite sufficient.

The energy density (T%°) is in contrast with the constant (T'') strongly position depen-
dent, especially important being logarithmic divergences at the boundaries. To display this
we plot in fig. 3 the quantity

(T (m=0,1) E(m=0,I)
27tkx
12 (ml)? & cos <T)

T k=1

X
00 (ml, x

) (T (m, 1,x) E(m,1)
l

(3.54)

versus x/I for three values of ml. The boundary divergences in (7%) are inseparable from
the boundaries themselves [12]. It is gratifying that the lattice formalism very closely repro-
duces [2, 3] this crucially-important and prominent feature of continuum QFT.

4. One Dimensional Lattice with Bessel Potential Background

Continuing on the 1D lattice with Dirichlet point boundaries at x; =0, x, =/ and x3 =L
(in this section it will be convenient to make this change of notation) we now introduce a
background potential V(x) > 0. The Dirichlet boundaries at x = x;, x,, x3 are embedded in
V(x). For convenience we shall in this section combine V(x) and the mass term into a
single potential

Ux)=m*>+V(x). (4.1)

In subsection 4.1 we compute the lattice vacuum stress tensor and vacuum energy for the
region x; < x < x, between adjacent Dirichlet boundaries embedded in an arbitrary back-
ground potential V(x) which vanishes as x — co. Then in subsection 4.2 we choose V(x)
to be the potential

-1
Vi)=—4  a>1/2 (4.2)
(x — x0)

and begin the principal numerical work of this paper. We compute numerically (7*") in
X1 < x < x3 and the global vacuum energy in this same region. Then we compute the Casi-
mir force on the middle Dirichlet boundary at x = x, = [ first as the jump in (7'!) at this
point, and second using the global method. Very close agreement between these two forces
(which should be the same, of course) is found. This is a crucial test of our lattice method,
and it succeeds. A variety of other checks and tests will also be displayed in subsection 4.2.

We remind the reader that the potential (4.2) has a specific physical interpretation. It
defines what the authors call a “Bessel boundary” [2, 5] — i.e. semitransparent surface
texture represented by V(x) attached to a core Dirichlet boundary at x = xo. This entire
boundary was absent in the analysis of sec. 3. Parameter @ > 1/2 controls the amount of
semitransparent material present and the potential V(x) extends from xj into x > xo as far
as we choose to let it. [We can also let V(x) extend arbitrarily far into x < xy — and in fact
should do so if we wanted to calculate the Casimir force on the Bessel wall — but so far as



332 A. ACTOR et al., Casimir Effect on a Finite Lattice

this section is concerned, we need not bother about the region x < xy.] Without the quan-
tum field the classical background material represented by V(x) would not interact directly
with the classical boundaries at x = x;, x5, x3 nor would these objects interact with one
another. However, when the quantum field ¢ is present it is distorted by V(x) and by each
of the hard boundaries at x = x, x, x3. Back forces are then exerted by ¢ on the extended
structure V(x) and on each of the hard boundaries. Forces involving all parts of the spatial
background (including the material represented by V(x)) come into existence. Thus we
have a highly nontrivial Casimir system to study.

4.1. Renormalized vacuum stress tensor for semihard V(x)
4.1.1. (T

For the region x; < x < x, we have from eqs. (2.77), the lattice formula for arbitrary back-
ground potential V(n)

<T“>reg (x1,%2, X1 + na,a)

_ Nz—:l <(g]% — U(x; + na)) (v’,‘,)2 n (Uﬁﬂ)z — 2(1/:,)2 + (Uﬁ1)2> .
k=1

2aek 8a3 Ek

(4.3)

Here x, — x; = Na = I. As we show in Appendix C this expression can be renormalized for
arbitrary V(n). The renormalized lattice (T!!) is (prior to letting a — 0)

2
(T (x1, X2, X1+ na, a,u) = (T“)reg (x1,%2,x1 + na, a) — —f(l,n,a)

- 7{/(2; ") 1o (ua) — Lxl; na) (Cll : n) , (4.4)

where h and f are defined by egs. (B.12), (B.21) respectively. As in the corresponding
lattice formula (3.36) for V(n) = 0 the renormalization process introduces dependence on
an arbitrary renormalization mass parameter ¢ (as always because of the need to subtract a
lattice sum diverging logarithmically as the lattice constant a — 0). Such an arbitrary renor-
malization parameter introduces ambiguity, of course. Fortunately, because of the way (T'!)
depends on u in eq. (4.4) this parameter does not contribute to Casimir forces on e.g. the
boundaries at x = x; and x,. The latter are determined by the jump in (T'!) across these
points. If the background potential V(x) is continuous across a boundary, then the term
U(x)Inua takes on the same value on both sides of this boundary: there is no jump in
(T') and therefore no Casimir force. Only if V(x) makes a jump at a boundary will the
Casimir force on this boundary depend on u. Because Casimir forces are the principal
experimental signature of the distortion of the quantum field by its interaction with all back-
ground structure the importance of Fc,s not depending on u for continuous background
potential V(x) is clear. This observation also highlights the importance of not merely con-
sidering the internal region in studying a Casimir problem. To have a well-posed problem
external regions have to be considered as well.

Quite another question to be answered is this: Is the renormalized vacuum stress tensor
itself well-defined? (T*") is after all our basic local mathematical instrument for represent-
ing/investigating the physical properties of the system. If u in eq. (4.4) is truly arbitrary
then (T*") is not unique. What are the consequences of this? Is the nonuniqueness asso-
ciated with u relatively trivial or is it symptomatic of something deeper? Even if 4 does not
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influence Casimir forces it does influence the energy density (7%°) and the total vacuum
energy.

We see no compelling reason to view u as being, in some sense, a universal constant. If
it were, then why would it be absent for U(x) = 0? Thus in sec. 3 where V(x) =0 we
have fixed this ambiguity by an ad hoc but reasonable condition

lim (T'!) (m,1) = 0. (4.5)

=0

Physically this means that there is no contribution to the Casimir force on the hard bound-
ary at x = [ coming from the infinitely extended region x > I.

Here with x-dependent potential V(x) > 0 we choose what we believe is the natural
extension of the scheme in sec. 3. We set

W =7U(x) = o [m* 4+ V(x)] (4.6)
which of course reduces to the ansatz 4 = m for V(x) = 0. Then eq. (4.4) becomes
(T'"Y (x1,x2,x1 + na,a)

2
= (T") g (x1,%2, %1 + na, @) — — —f(L,n,a)

_ 7[]()618; na) In (?U(x; + na) a®) — M h (é, n) . (4.7

Note that 7 here still does not influence any hard-boundary Casimir force as long as V(x)
is continuous. Because 7 is a constant we can fix it by going to spatial infinity where (we
assume) V(x) — 0 so that U(x) — m?:

lim lim (7" (x1, x2, x, ) = 0. (4.8)

X—00 Xp—00

Here x; < x < x, prior to moving x, =/ out to infinity and then following with x. This
condition is essentially the same as that posed in the V(x) = 0 case in sec. 3 and, just as in
eq. (3.41), we obtain the fixed

Int = —0.76066. .. — % 0.52125... = —1.579438 ... . (4.9)

Eq. (4.7) generalizes eq. (3.43) in the sense m?— U (x). Now in the continuum limit with
X = x| + na held constant, ] = x, — x; and X = x — x3

<T”> (xlax%x) = glm <<T“>reg (X],.Xz,x, Cl) - % _f (lv £7 a)

_%3(;;) In (22U (x) &) — @ h ([ZI, z>a> : (4.10)

4.12.  (T™)

The lattice formula for (T%) is

N-1 [ ¢ ok )= 2(00) + ()2
<T00>reg (x1, %2, %1+ na,a) = 1;1 <ﬁ (vﬁ)2 +( 1) 8(6{3"; (o) . (4.11)



3

334 A. ACTOR et al., Casimir Effect on a Finite Lattice

The renormalized lattice vacuum energy generalizing eq. (3.53) is

(1) (01,52, + ) = (1) (51,3031 4 n,) = 2 = (L m.)
X1,X2,X1 na,a,u) = reg X1,X2,X1 na,a na2 f ,n,a
U(x) + na) 5 oy Ulxi +na) l
—1 — h{— . 4.12
1 1 () - —on). @
With u? = 42 U(x)
00 2
(T%Y(x1,x2,x1 4 na,a) = (T' dreg (X1, X2, X1 + na,a) — p —f(l,n,a)
U
+ Uln + na) In ()*U(x; + na) a*)
8
_ U(xi + na) P (_, n) ’
8 a
where
Iny=Int—1=-2.579438....
In the continuum limit
(1) (1,52,0) = lim (1) (51,30, 5,0) ~ 5~ (1
X1, X2, X _a_>0 reg X1,X2,X,d ) p a7a
U(x) ) ,n Ulx I x
—1 U ———h|l—,—]].
+ 4, M U)a’) —— Pl

Renormalized vacuum energy

4.1.3.
N—1
&k

>

=1

The lattice vacuum energy in the interval x; < x < x,

=~

1
Ereg(xhxba) - E
1

is renormalized in Appendix C with the result
2()C2 — X 1)
ma? 2a

E(X1,X2,Cl,ﬂ) = Ereg(xlaxba) -

energy
2(xp —x 1
E(xl,xZ;a) :Ereg<xl7x230) - ( j_[az 1) Z
X

T

X1

1
+—+E

J UG In (AU ) d

(4.13)

(4.14)

(4.15)

(4.16)

J U(x)dxIn (ua). (4.17)

X1

Assuming E = f(T()O)dx we find from eq. (4.13) the same renormalized lattice vacuum
(4.18)
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Note that in eqgs. (4.17), (4.18) one can use in place of the integral the lattice sum

1 /N-1 N , )
Ton <nzo +nzl> aU(x; +na)In (" U(x; + na)a”) . (4.19)

The difference vanishes when a — 0. In the continuum limit we define

E(x1,x) := lirr(l) E(x1,x,a) . (4.20)

4.2. Numerical evaluation using the Bessel potential

Now we proceed to a numerical investigation of the renormalized (T*') and E(xi, x;)
defined above for the background Bessel potential (4.2). The core of the Bessel boundary is
at x = xo and the surface texture represented by V(x) extends to the right from x = x,. We
generally choose xp = —0.01 and position the first Dirichlet boundary at x; = 0. The other
two Dirichlet boundaries are further to the right at x = x;, x3 > 0. Before presenting our
numerical results it is perhaps worth saying again how they are obtained. First the lattice
mode equation (2.46) has to be solved numerically for the lattice modes v* and their energy
eigenvalues 8]%. Vanishing boundary conditions at each of the hard boundaries are addition-
ally imposed on the 1. A given calculation is performed for specific values of lattice con-
stant a, of parameter o in eq. (4.2), of mass m and of positions xj,x,,x3. When any of
these six values is changed the numerical calculation has to be redone. Given the numerical
ingredients {¢f} and {7} one can insert these ingredients into egs. (4.4), (4.13) to obtain
the lattice (T*") numerically.

4.2.1. Renormalized (T")

Fig. 4 shows the function (7%) obtained from eq. (4.13) in x <x<x, with
xo = —0.01, x; =0, x, = 2 for m = 0 and three different values of the parameter a in eq.
(4.2): these are @ = 1/2 (or V(x) = 0 everywhere between the Dirichlet boundaries), a = 1

0.0————————— oo T T
,/,--- _________________________________________ N
. T N
<T > /,e N -
! \ Y
0.2t { ' y
'” \
/! \
! \
i \
"0-4r i =05 \ 1
' ------------- a=1 \
! —-— a=5 \.
1l \
-0. 6L ‘ ‘ ‘ \
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Fig. 4: (T®) from eq. (4.13) with m = 0, xo = —0.01 for Dirichlet boundaries at x; = 0 and
X = 2. The lattice constant is a = 1,/400.
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- Ina

Fig. 5: (T%) from eq. (4.13) with & = 1 and other parameters as in fig. 4, evaluated on the
right-hand boundary x = x, = 2.

and a = 5. Note again the arbitrary length unit along the horizontal axis. For a = 1/2 we
recover the well-known (m = 0O)-result (see e.g. ref. [10]) (T%) = 7%/(242). For a > 1/2
we see that (T%) is (i) asymmetric about the midpoint x = 1 because of the asymmetry
of the potential (4.2) and (ii) divergent as the boundaries are approached. To investigate
this divergence differently we display in fig. 5 (T%) for n = N or x = x, = 2 on the right
hand boundary and a =1 as a function of (—Ina). Clearly a logarithmic divergence is
involved.

4.2.2. Renormalized (T'')

Here we use eq. (4.7) with the potential (4.2) to compute numerically the renormalized
(T'). First of all we wish to show what this function looks like when the Dirichlet bound-
aries are absent and the system consists of the scalar field coexisting with the Bessel bound-
ary. Of course this system can only approximately be realized on a finite lattice. Again we
position a Dirichlet boundary at x = x; = 0 very close to the core xp = —0.01 of the Bessel
boundary. This is done for computational reasons. We expect (and we may also conclude
from our numerical results) that this hard boundary essentially disappears into the (Dirichlet
like) Bessel boundary and has no significant effect on (T'!) away from x >0. Also for
computational reasons we introduce a second Dirichlet boundary at x, =6 “far” from
x =0. We obtain the numerical results shown in fig. 6 for three different mass values
m=0,2,5 (and a = 1, a = 1/300). These need to be discussed in some detail.

For “large” distance x from the core of the Bessel boundary the potential (4.2) is essen-
tially constant (and small). Thus one expects (T'!) for large x to approach a constant value
equal to (T') in free space for the same field mass m (see sec. 4.2.1). This behavior is
evident in fig. 6 for masses m = 2, 5. For smaller mass m = 2 the asymptotic value for
large x is close to zero. For larger mass m = 5 the asymptotic value of (T'!') increases
noticeably. We remind the reader of the free-space vacuum stress tensor in one spatial
dimension (see e.g. ref. [10])

m2 m

nge:']/w/l7 A:_EIHE (421)
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Fig. 6: (T'"') from eq. (4.7) with
xo=—0.01,a=1 for Dirichlet
boundaries at x; =0 and x, = 6.
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ The lattice constant is a = 1/300.

This formula indicates that, if one may assume m > u, Til is positive and increasing with

free

increasing m — just what is observed in fig. 6. But remember that we fixed 7 in eq. (4.7)
by requiring (7'') to vanish at large distance. (The same requirement applied to T, would
lead to 4 = m and this tensor vanishing everywhere.) This is observed in fig. 6 for m =2
but not for m = 5. The mathematical reason for the m =5 curve not vanishing is our im-
perfect knowledge of the value of parameter t. The numerical consequences of this grow
with m, one consequence being that (T'') does not quite vanish for large x although it
should. Note also that with increasing m the asymptotic value of (T'!) is reached in a
shorter x interval. This is entirely consistent with continuum results where boundary effects
are known to fall off exponentially in mx.

The (m = 0)-curve in fig. 6 does not approach the value (T'') = 0 asymptotically, nor
should it. For m = 0 there is no parameter 4 to fix and no asymptotic condition on
(T'). For m = 0 boundary effects in (T'') no longer diminish exponentially away from
the x =0 boundary, but rather diminish as the inverse power x 2. Consequently the
boundary at x3 = 6 is no longer “far away” and in fact is strongly influencing (7'} in
fig. 6. To see (T'!) asymptotically approaching zero one must choose a substantially
larger value of x,. The m = 0 continuum vacuum stress tensor between Dirichlet bound-
aries at x =0, L is

JT
uvy -
() Our 2412

(4.22)
In fig. 6 the (m = 0)-curve for (T'') goes negative as it should.

Now let us modify the system by introducing a third boundary at x = x, = 1, leaving the
other two boundaries in place at x; =0 and x3 = 6 (the previous x, is now renamed x3).
Figs. 7, 8 display (T'!) throughout the interval 0 < x < 6. One sees in fig. 7 that Fc,s on
the intermediate boundary x, = 1 defined by

Feus = <T“> - <T“>x:l+87 e— 0,

x=l—¢
is directed to the left. This is predictable: the Bessel boundary’s core xo = —0.01 and the
Dirichlet point x; =0 are much closer to x, =1 than is the other Dirichlet boundary
x3 = 6. Dirichlet objects attract in Casimir theory and the Casimir force between closer
Dirichlet objects dominates. Also predictable is the decrease shown in fig. 7 of Fc,s with
increasing mass m. For V(x) = 0 between Dirichlet boundaries it is known that Casimir
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Fig. 7: (T'!) from eq. (4.7) with xp = —0.01, @ = 1, a = 1/300 for Dirichlet boundaries
atx; =0, x, =1 and x3 = 6.

forces weaken rapidly (exponentially) with increasing mass. There is no reason why any
background potential V(x) of the type considered here would qualitatively alter this general
rule.

Fig. 8 shows (T'!) for fixed m = 0 and three values of the strength parameter o = 0.5,
0.6 and 1.0 in potential V(x). Clearly Fc,s increases with increasing a. This too is predict-
able. When o = 1/2 and V(x) =0 we know that (T'') = —m/(24L?) is constant (with
L =1 to the left of x, =1 and L =5 to the right of x, = 1). Increasing a above a = 1/2
causes V(x) =0 to jump abruptly and nonuniformly to a positive value everywhere, and
obviously to a much larger average value in 0 < x < 1 than in 1 < x < 6. The potential
V(x) represents “Dirichlet material” added throughout the interval 0 < x < 6. This nonuni-

formly added material pulls the x, =1 boundary more strongly to the left than to the
right.

{ri) i 1
0 ; =05
0. 17\ \“ 0=0.6 ]
e - a=
TN
i\ LN,
0 O,';r‘ L T e e _1
"u. \‘ :
VA
0.0 N\ 1
hN I
5\
\)
\
-0. 2" | ]
L L L L L
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

Fig. 8: (T') from eq. (4.7) with xy = —0.01, m =0, a = 1/300 for Dirichlet boundaries
atx; =0, x, =1 and x3 = 6.
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4.2.3. Renormalized vacuum energy

These numerical calculations of the vacuum energy are based on eq. (4.18), where the
integral can be done analytically for the potential (4.2). With [ =x, —x; and b = a?> — 1/4
we find

X2 ) X2
J UG In (2U(x) @) dx =In (XIZ) J U(x) dx
| i
+7JU(X1 +xI) P In (U(xy +x1) ) dx (4.23)
0
and
g 1 T 2 o« - 2 2 o« _%
Ulxy,x) =— m° + dx =m" + , 4.24
(ri,32) =5 J (x — xo)? (x1 — x0) (x2 — x0) (4.24)
x|
1 . a? _% , a? _%
g(xl,xz) = J (ml) +m In (ml) +m dx
0 o o
2b1?

(o —x0) (2 — x0)

+ 4mINb {arctan (m(xz—\/%x”)) — arctan (Wﬂ

1(m?(x, — xo)° — b) . <z2(m2(x2 —x0) + b))

+
X2 — Xo (x, — x0)°

L —x) = b) (zZ(m%c1 —x)* + b)) |

X1 — Xo (x1 —x0)*

The renormalized vacuum energy in region x; < x < X, is

1 Nzl 21 1 1U(x1,x) yay  g(x1,x)
E(xi,3,a) = — A e LT (—) 72) 4.25
(x1,%2,4) 2 kzzjl - +2a+ 47 " * 87l (4.25)

Fig. 9 displays this energy as a function of boundary position x, for fixed boundary posi-
tion x; = 0. Nothing beyond the boundary at x, is considered here. Fig. 9 qualitatively
resembles fig. 1 giving the comparable vacuum energy for V(x) = 0. As x, approaches
x2 = 0 here (the boundaries x; =0 and x, move close together) the function E(0,x;,a)
approaches the function —s/241 with I = x, — x;. This is the [ — 0 limiting form of the
vacuum energy for V(x) = 0 and m > 0 as it should be.
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Fig. 9: E(xi, x5, a) from eq. (4.25) with xy = —0.01, m=2,a=1/500 for Dirichlet
boundaries at x; = 0 and variable x,.

4.2.4. Casimir forces

Now we proceed to the numerical evaluation of Casimir forces for various configurations. It
will be extremely important to verify that we obtain locally from (T'!) and globally from
the vacuum energy the same Casimir forces. If this is what is found — and it is — then
because the local and global mathematics differ quite substantially we can be confident
both are working as they should. Indeed these calculations provide the crucial test of our
lattice methods with nonzero background potential V (x).

Global calculations of the vacuum energy will be done using the renormalized formula
(4.25). Positioning three Dirichlet boundaries as before at x; < x, < x3 we obtain the Casi-
mir force on boundary x, (globally) as

Few = lim <E(x1 ,x2,a)— E(x1,x 4 a,a) + E(xa,x3,a) — E(x, — a’xsﬂ))
a—0 a
(4.26)
Alternatively Fc,s can be calculated (locally) as
Feas = (lllil(l) (<T11>reg (x1>x2’x27a) - <T“>reg ()CQ,X3,)62,61)) . (4'27)

Fig. 10 shows these two results for F,s for fixed xi,x;,x3 as a function of Bessel param-
eter a. The agreement is very good. Let us examine this in greater detail. For small o we
find very close agreement between the local and global calculations even for relatively large
lattice constant a. For example, in fig. 10 at a =1 the global and local values are
—0.246007 and —0.246225 respectively. The limiting value of Fc,s for a — 1/2 is
—m/24 + 7/600.

As o increases the agreement between global and local becomes less good. To improve
the agreement one must go to smaller lattice constant a. This is demonstrated in fig. 11
where, for a = 10, we plot the globally and locally obtained results for Fc,s versus a.
Linear extrapolation of the two straight lines to a = 0 yields the limiting values —2.45142
and —2.45105 respectively. This is extremely good agreement.
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0.0 T
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0.5 ener gy
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Fig. 10: Casimir force on the mid-
2.0 7 dle boundary x, = 1 obtained glob-
ally and locally from eqs. (4.26),
_o. 8k 1 427 with x =-0.01,m=0,
a=1/300 and x; =0, x3 = 6.
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o
Note that in fig. 10 the (m = 0)-Casimir force is seen to depend linearly on a. For
m > 0 this is not the case in general; however linear behavior does set in for sufficiently
large a.
To display the agreement between the global and local methods in even more detail let
us decompose Fc,s on the xp-boundary into left (L) and right (R) components

Fcas = Fp + Fg. (428)

F1(Fg) is the force exerted on the boundary x, from left (right)

OE(x1,x
Fr = f% = <T11> (x1,%2,x =x3) ,
(4.29)
Fr= —% = —(T") (x2,x3,x = x3) .
X2

In fig. 12 we plot F;, computed locally using (7'}, (x,x2,%3,a) and globally using

E(-xl;x2 —|—a7a) - E(x17x27a)

Fr(x,x) = — P

(4.30)

Again we find very good agreement as long as a is not too large and x, not too small. For
large o and small x, the influence of V(x) is quite strong and we have to go to smaller

-2.3
_-®
F(:as /,——"‘
o
2.4r - b
o
&--oT11
G—>oener gy
2.5 b
Fig. 11: The global and local Ca-
simir forces in fig. 10 for a = 10
-2.6 w s w s w plotted versus lattice constant a.
0.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0
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lattice constant to observe the local-global agreement. We show in fig. 13 how this works
for o = 5 and x, = 0.1. Linear extrapolation to @ = 0 in fig. 13 yields the global and local
values —56.073 and —56.026 respectively for Fy; again the agreement is extremely close.

The final three figures in this section show Casimir forces computed globally using the
vacuum energy. This is simpler than working with (T'!') which requires knowledge of
eigenvalues and eigenvectors. However we have verified that (7'!) provides the same
results.

Fig. 14 shows how changing the position xy of the center of the Bessel boundary affects
the Casimir force on boundary x; in the system with three Dirichlet boundaries at x,x;, x3,
all embedded in the potential V(x) = (a? — 1/4)/(x — x0)*. Fcas in fig. 14 is the net Casi-
mir force on boundary x, with x;,x; fixed and variable x,. Three different x,-values are
used. Essentially in fig. 14 we are holding all three Dirichlet boundaries fixed and rigidly
translating V(x) by changing xo. Clearly Fc, depends more sensitively on xo as a in-
creases, which one would expect. Moreover the sensitivity of Fc,s to xo increases as the
distance x, — x; between the leftmost and middle Dirichlet boundaries decreases. This is
also to be expected. The conclusion is, that one has to choose xy very small in order to

obtain relevant results for Fc,s. Our Choice xy = —0.01 seems to be appropriate.
-53.0
F
L
..... %
-54.0t T ]
8500 = 1
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_57.0\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
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Fig. 13: The left-hand Casimir forces in fig. 12 for o = 5 and x, = 0.1 plotted versus lattice
constant a.
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Fig. 14: The Casimir force (4.26) as a function of the position xy of the Bessel boundary for
x =0.5,1,2. Here a = 1/500, m = 0, x; = 0 and x3 = 6.

Finally we investigate the dependence on x3 of the Casimir force Fc,s on boundary x;.
For large x3 this force (fig. 15) is practically independent of x3 as one would expect. At
relatively small x3 a quite strong dependence on x3 abruptly appears and Fc,s reverses
direction — again quite predictable. The value of x3 at which Fc,s vanishes (i.e. changes
sign) moves inward with increasing a as it should.

Fig. 16 displays the part of the Casimir force in fig. 15 coming from x, < x < x3. For
a > 1/2 this force component does not vanish as x3 — oo (as it would if V(x) were zero).
The Casimir force on the Dirichlet boundary at x3 obviously tends to zero as x3 — oo
because V(x3) — 0. Thus the asymptotic force for large x3 in fig. 16 is entirely due to
V(x). Naturally this asymptotic force increases with increasing a.

T
=05 ]
-——--a=1
—— a=5 ]
-1.5 L L L L
1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

Fig. 15: Global Casimir force (4.26) for variable position x3 of the rightmost Dirichlet
boundary. Here xo = —0.01, m =0, a = 1/500 and x; =0, x, = 1. The region x > x3 is
ignored.



344 A. AcTOR et al., Casimir Effect on a Finite Lattice

o=0.5 7]
----a=1
—-— o=5

X3

Fig. 16: Fg from eq. (4.29) for variable x3. Same parameters as fig. 15.

5. Conclusion

Continuum QFT has always been used to formulate and study the diverse topics and sys-
tems of static and dynamical Casimir theory. We decided several years ago to reformulate a
broad range of these topics and systems in the language of lattice QFT, confident this
would provide a tool powerful enough to solve many Casimir problems not accessible to
continuum methods. Here we have presented some results on static finite lattice Casimir
systems. A specific static spatial configuration was chosen: parallel Dirichlet boundaries
with fixed separation on a d-dimensional lattice. We formulated this problem first with no
background potential, then with a background lattice potential V(n) depending on the coor-
dinate x = na perpendicular to the boundary planes at x = 0, /. Even for vanishing back-
ground potential V(n) =0 the presence of hard boundaries introduces technical features
into the lattice formulation not present in lattice QFT with no boundaries. We have exam-
ined many of these things in detail. With the introduction of a nonzero background poten-
tial V(n) there appear additional technical complexities which have also received careful
attention.

Renormalization of lattice QFT in the continuum limit a — 0 is a prerequisite to success.
One does lattice QFT primarily to be able to learn things about the continuum theory
which are difficult to find out using continuum methods. Certainly that is our attitude
toward this work. Until one has understood how renormalization works one’s lattice results
do not mean very much: the (informationless) a — 0 divergences will swamp any physical
information contained in the lattice mathematics. For this reason we have paid close atten-
tion to renormalization, both for V(n) =0 and for V(n) > 0. Rather detailed results have
been presented for one-dimensional lattices in secs. 3 and 4. We believe these results reveal
a self-consistent and clear picture of the lattice QFT as it smoothly becomes (after renormal-
ization) the continuum theory in the limit a — 0, both for vanishing and for nonvanishing
background potential V(n).

In unpublished work we have studied the extension of the V(n) = 0 1D-lattice analysis
to d > 2 spatial dimensions. One can discern in the mathematics of these systems how
lattice Casimir QFT in higher dimensions including renormalization parallels continuum
theory. This is very important for us, because from the outset we planned to study 2D and
3D lattice configurations of hard boundaries which, because of nonsymmetric or otherwise
complicated boundary geometry, cannot be dealt with using continuum mathematics. Work
on such systems is in progress.
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Another direction of research we are pursuing is the introduction of background poten-
tials V(n) on d > 1 spatial lattices. The semihard Bessel potential (4.2) is very useful in
continuum theory because it leads to spatial modes which are known explicitly. However
on the lattice it matters little whether one uses this potential or some other: The numerical
work is made neither easier nor more difficult by one’s choice of potential. Thus we are
trying out on the lattice various semihard potentials to gain insights one would perhaps not
be able to obtain differently. Another interesting type of enclosing boundary — soft bound-
aries — is also being studied on the lattice. We intend to report on different aspects of this
work elsewhere.

Beyond the static systems mentioned we have also been able to make progress in another
important area: dynamical Casimir theory. One can, on a lattice, simulate moving bound-
aries quite effectively. Time-dependent backgrounds excite the quantum field and one can
see this clearly in one’s numerical results. We shall present lattice analysis of dynamical as
well as static Casimir systems in subsequent articles.
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A. Operators on the Lattice

On a lattice one can reduce any differential operator to an ordinary numerical matrix once
the fields ¢, have been labeled and ordered. Here we consider lattice versions of the fol-
lowing operators

(Vo)*, ¢Ap and V(pVe). (A1)

On a lattice there is, of course, more than one way to represent differentiation. We shall not
be concerned here with distinguishing among different possibilities; the simplest and most
direct definition will always be chosen.

A.l. Laplace operator

The lattice Laplace operator is relatively straightforward due to its symmetry. However, the
precise form of the matrix representing A will depend on the boundary conditions imposed
on the field ¢». One can see this from the following two simple examples.

Consider a 1D lattice having five points labeled by i =0, ..., 4 and Dirichlet boundary
conditions at i = 0, 4 ; thus the field consists of

¢05¢17¢27¢37¢47 (Az)
with
$o=¢4=0. (A.3)

The second derivative is defined on the lattice in the usual way

Po\ P — 20+ ¢
(75) oo »
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Because of the Dirichlet conditions we need — e.g. in eq. (2.41) — this operator only for
the internal points n; (i = 1,2,3). Thus

3
(A(ﬁ)l :Z A,;’j i s i=1,2,3
=1
with
1 ..
A= ) (0it1,; —26ij+0i-1;), i6,j=1,2,3
or in matrix form

1

A= -2 1. (A5)

p)
“\o 1 -2

As a second example consider a 1D lattice having four points and a periodic boundary
condition; thus the field consists of

15,902,903, Py - (A.6)

The lattice point n =5 is identified with the lattice point n =1, i.e. ¢, = ¢p5. With these
boundary conditions we need — e.g. in eq. (2.58) — the second derivative also on the
lattice “boundary”, i.e. on the lattice point n = 1. One finds

4
(A¢)i:ZAi,j¢j7 i= 1a27374’
=

with
-2 1 0 1
I a7
1 0 1 -2
Using the periodic ¢ function we can also write
A= % (0ip1,; —26;j+0i-1j), 6,j=1,2,3,4. (A.8)

From these two simple examples one can immediately write down a general expression for
the Laplace operator appearing in eq. (2.41)

d 1
An.,n’ = Z ; (6n+€j.n’ - 2n,n’ + 6n—€,,n/) y n»n, €G. (A9)

J=1

Here the J-function 0, , is appropriately periodic. This notation is, for several dimensions,
neither very transparent nor very well suited for numerical work. One can however relabel
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the matrix elements according to e.g. the scheme

(nla"‘and)*)ma

m=n; —1)2N)" "+ (n—1+N.) (2N, )*?
+...4+mg—1 —1+N )N ) +ns+ Ny,

ISHISlel, le+1§n[§NL (l:2,,d) (AIO)

This produces a symmetric matrix A, ,, whose dimension (N; — 1) (2N L)d_] equals the
number of lattice points.

A2 The operators (V¢)? and V(¢Vg)

The lattice representation of the differential operator V is not unique. Let us again use the
periodic 1D lattice with four lattice points to illustrate this. We consider three definitions of V:

Piv1 — P
(1) (Vg), =—+— (A.11)
4
whose matrix representation (V¢) ;= Dijp;is
j=1
-1 1 0 0
wm 1 0 -1 1 0 71 s
Di,j a 0 0 —1 1 - a (6t+1,1 61,/)) (A.IZ)
1 0 0 -1
Pi— Qi
2) (Vo) = (A.13)
whose matrix form is
1 0 0 -1
@_ _porny _Lf-1 1 0 0o} 1 o o
Dz,] - (D )i,j - a 0 —1 1 0 - a (61‘1 61—1,1)? (A14)
0 0 -1 1
D1 — Piy
3 = A.15
(3) (Vo) =21 (A1)
whose matrix form is
0 1 0 -1
a_t|-t o 1 0of_ T ¢ <
D;; = P 0 —1 0 ey (0it1,; — Oi—1,j) - (A.16)
1 0 -1 0

Definitions (1) and (2) have the disadvantage of producing unsymmetric matrices. However
it is not our purpose here to discretize V¢, but rather to define the lattice operator (ng)
For periodic boundary conditions one has in the continuum theory

[dx (Vo(x)" = — [dxp(x) Dp(x). (A.17)
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The analogous statement on the periodic lattice is (here k = 1,2,3 labels the three defini-

tions)

i

= —a Z ¢i Ai,j(pj . (AIS)
LJ

o (S0l ) (£ 0k) ma 20 (T 0V NL00%)

It should be true that

Z (D(k)T) D(k) —_ 7Ai,j . (Alg)

ionn,j
n

However, when we calculate the left-hand side of this equation we find

2 —1 0 -1
1 y 1[=1 2 -1 o0
SO0 =S 00 =5 Ty ), (420

—1 0 -1 2
and

3T () _ -
; (D )i,nDn.j - az =) 0 2 0 . (A21)

Since we use the lattice Laplace operator (A.7) for periodic conditions we see that eq.
(A.19) is fulfilled only for the unsymmetric discretizations k = 1,2. Thus we are led to our
final (symmetric) choice of (V¢)

(V9 =+ ((%Ha— o) (% —¢)>

¢11+1 - 2¢n + ¢n—1 + ¢n+1 2¢2 + ¢n 1
a2

= 7¢n

2a?
==, Z Db + i 22¢22 o (A.22)
Using
(Vo) =V(9Ve) — d L9 (A.23)
we obtain simultaneously from (A.22) a symmetrical definition for V(¢pV¢)
Vg, = L=t s (A24)

2a?

An important mathematical statement for periodic boundary conditions is the “spatial integral”

[ V(0V9) — S a(VipTa), ~0. (A25)

n=1
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With this lattice definition of fé dx eq. (A.17) is satisfied on the periodic lattice. Egs.
(A.22), (A.24) are also applicable for Dirichlet boundary conditions as long as one

stays away from the boundaries. Boundary points have to be dealt with separately. For
the left and right boundary points » =0, N one can define right- and left-handed deri-
vatives as follows

(V9 = (V(6V9))y = 5 97 (A.26)
(V) = (V@V9))y = B (A27)

Then we can also use eqs. (A.22), (A.24) at Dirichlet boundary points if we adopt the
definitions

>, =91, (A.28)
Pt = Py - (A.29)
In the massive theory without potential we need more specifically ¢_, = —¢,,

PN =
Includmg eqs (A.28), (A.29) we are led to a mathematical statement parallel to
eq. (A.25), but for Dirichlet boundaries

(

1
_2_612 ¢% 2 ¢N 1+ a2 ¢N 1+ a2 ¢1 (A30)

l\)\>—~
M=

1 n=0

(V@) + 3 a <v<¢v¢>>n>

=
[
-

a(V(GVP)), + 50z (VHVP)y +% (V($Y)),

3
Il

Thus the appropriate lattice definition of “spatial integral” for Dirichlet boundaries is

n=1 n=0

[ada(£45). A
0

and eq. (A.17) is again satisfied.
In summary: For the basic lattice of this paper with Dirichlet boundaries at x; = 0,/ and
d — 1 periodic directions we have, with eq. (A.9)

Dris — 205 + bi_
(VO)s = —¢u X Lanty +Z e : (A32)
n'eG a
d n-—e, 2¢ +¢
(V(oVe)), = > i (A.33)

j=1 202
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B. A Lattice Artefact

In calculating the (d = 1)-vacuum stress tensor in sec. 3 with V(x) =0 we encountered a
lattice artefact in the lattice formulation which (i) diverges in the continuum limit ¢ — 0
and (ii) has no counterpart in the continuum theory. The origin of such a lattice quantity is
to be found in the noncommutativity of the mode sum over “momentum” k with the limit
a — 0. Our task in this appendix will be to establish some needed properties of this lattice
artefact term

s .4 [Tk 2mkn
2N~ sin” [ — | cos
N-1 2N N . l
A(m,ln,a) = =3 with N =— (B.1)

=1 k a
P \/(ml)2 + 4N? sin’ (;T—N)

Most importantly we will show that A contains no physical information.
To illustrate noncommutativity let us observe that

1irr(1) A(m,ln,a) #0 (B.2)

while in the reverse order

2NZ sin® (ﬂ—k) cos (ann>
z fim 2N N J1-o. (B.3)

—1 a—0 k
2 \/(ml)2 + N2 sin? (Z_N>

Note that A has no global counterpart

év: A(m,ln,a) =0 (B.4)

n=1

because SN | cos (27mkn/N) = 0 for k # 0. Expanding A in powers of m*> we find
Nl k 2mk 2 N1 k 27kl
A(m,ln,a) = Z sin (;TN> cos < J;Vn> + Z — sin (ZN) cos ( J]rvn>

27kn
B

e (3)

—I+1+1I . (B.5)

The term III:
One can verify (numerically for example) that for Re ¢ > —1

cos (2nkn>
N—1
lim | > N

5 e (3

=0, Vn, Reu>-—1. (B.6)
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In the contribution III we need this statement for 4 = 2v — 3 > 1. To illustrate the limit
(B.6) consider the 4 = 1 case. Because

x,  0<x<Z, (B.7)

= 0(a%) Vi, u>1 (B.9)

because the sum over k now converges. In summary, the contribution III is at most O(a)
and therefore this contribution to A vanishes in the continuum limit.

The term I1I:
We define
W | k 27tki l
—sin (22 cos () = n —,n]. (B.10)
k=1 N 2N N a
Clearly
N [
Zh(—,n)zo. (B.11)
n=1 a

The finite sum (B.10) can be evaluated in closed form

l a 1 1
h <_’ n> Y 7Ta nay 7Ta nay 2| - (B.12)
’ an (G 7)) e (G-r)
Writing n = x/a and using the formula
: PR — o141 +0(@®) fir a< (B.13)
tan (a +x) tan(a—x) tan?x) ¢ “ arasy '

we obtain

Il x a ) a a
h<—,z> =-5+0@), << (Z_Z)' (B.14)
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In the continuum limit

a—0 a a

11mh<l x) =0, O<x<l (B.15)

and therefore

l % 1 k 27tk
llgr(l)h(g Z)_gigr(l)(ﬁSIIl(ZN) 05(7;’1))—0, 0<x<lI. (B.16)

For 0 < x < [ it does not matter how one takes the limit @ — 0. However on the boundaries
x =0, [ we have

! I 1 a0 2
h(=0)=n(=N)=2 [——1) =2 = (B.17)
a a 21 tan(—a) 7T
41

In other words, the (N — oco)-limit of the term II is nonuniform in lattice position n. This
phenomenon is quite familiar in infinite series. We see in eq. (B.12) that 4 has poles at
n=1/4 and n =N — 1/4. These poles lie between the boundary and the first adjacent
lattice points — i.e. they are not on the lattice. They signal to us that the lattice function &
is nonuniform as the boundaries are reached.

According to eq. (B.16) the continuum limit of II is zero between the Dirichlet end-
points. At these endpoints the value of II in the continuum limit jumps to m? /4. As there
is no / dependence in this contribution to A one sees that the Casimir force is unaffected.

The term 1:
We define

e mk 27k 1
Z:l sin (2N> 0s< Nn> ::f(l,n,a)JrZ—al, (B.18)

where the function f can also be written

Flna) = —- NZ] (N sin® @T]\(/) cos (27\5”) +%> (B.19)

The finite series (B.18) can be evaluated in closed form

1 Nl (ke 27tkn
~ kglsm <2N>COS< N )

11 1 1 3 3
= —+— +

(B.20)
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and
1 1 1
f(l’n’a) - 16al tan 3&4—75@ +tan @—75@
4] l 4] l
3 3
- tan (na N J_[na) - tan (Jra ﬂna) (B‘Zl)
4] [ 4] l

We see from eq. (B.21) that f(/,n,a) has poles at n =1/4,3/4 and n=1—1/4,1—3/4.
These poles lie between the Dirichlet boundaries and their first adjacent lattice points. From
this we anticipate that the function f will also exhibit nonuniform behavior as the bound-
aries are reached.

From eq. (B.13) it follows that

)o@, ¢ _3a
f(La,a)—O(a), g <<= (B.22)

This means that f vanishes in the limit a — O everywhere between the boundaries

. X
lllgrg)f(l,z,a)—o, 0<x<l, (B.23)

and that for 0 < x < [ we can in eq. (B.19) freely interchange ", with (¢ — 0). The behavior
of f on the boundary is obtained from the expansion (for n < N)

f(l7 n7 a) =

T 1 n 1 3 3
4a2 \3+4n 3 —4n 14+4n 1—4n

)+O(a2), n<N.
(B.24)

In the limit a — O this expression diverges; however the value approached is independent
of 1. The Casimir force on the boundary is the discontinuity in (7'!') across the boundary.
An l-independent jump in (T!') makes no contribution to the Casimir force. On the bound-
ary y_, and a — 0 are not interchangeable. Note also that

1

N
;::1 af (l,n,a) = ~55- (B.25)

In summary we have for the lattice artefact the following:
A(m,Ln,a) = ﬁ +f(l,n,a) + %2 h(l,n,a) 4+ O(a) , (B.26)
g: A(m,ln,a) =0. (B.27)

A(m,n,l,a) — 1/(2al) vanishes in the continuum limit @ — 0 for every point between the
Dirichlet boundaries. This function on the boundaries x = 0, [ jumps to a nonzero value
which — being independent of / — cannot influence the Casimir force.
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The comment now to follow is speculative and mathematical. Let us define a lattice
function

1 1 1

o(l,n,a) == —2af(I,n,a) = 8 ftan 32—’— —na — — 3ma —na
4] [ 4] [
3 3
Y e ey ) B
4] l 4] l
which seems to be rather like a ¢ function. Eq. (B.25) now reads

N
> ad(l,n,a) =1. (B.29)

n=1

The properties of f discussed above show that

8l n,a) = { gﬁ‘f)/a) 2 < 8<1 ! (B.30)

and the “integration” (B.27) over the lattice only receives a contribution from the bound-
aries. This suggests that

lim 0(1,n,a) :% (O(x) +0(x — 1)) . (B.31)

a—0

To test this numerically we applied a test-function polynomial #(x) = Ax® + Bx> + Cx + D
and found that, with very high accuracy

% <£ ad(l,n,a) t(na) +Nil ad(l,n,a) t(na)> z% (#(0) + (1)),

n=1 n=0
ma(a) (B.32)
ad(l,n,a)t(na) = 0.
n=n(a)
In the latter sum, for each lattice constant a used we required that
ni(a)a=const=x; >0 and x; <ny(a)a=const=x, <I. (B.33)
Finally we mention that
1 1 1
01(l,n,a) = 21 a nay T a na )
tan (— +7—) tan(— —7m—
an(41+”z) an(4z ”z)
1 1 1
0x(ln,a) — (B.34)

21 ( 3ﬂa+nna th 3ma nna
a4 I Y I
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have the same properties as 0(/,n,a). Also

1
o(l,n,a) = % o1(l,n,a) + 7 02(l,n,a). (B.35)

C. Perturbation Theory on the One-dimensional Lattice

Here we calculate to first order in the lattice potential U(n) = m? + V(n) the lattice vacuum
energy Ey,. and stress tensor component (7!} for the one-dimensional lattice with Dirichlet
conditions at its endpoints. The “unperturbed” system is the massless scalar field with van-
ishing background potential V(n) = 0. Our calculation for arbitrary U(n) will determine
the additional divergences in Ey,. and (T'!) arising from U(n).

For a given lattice potential one begins by first determining numerically the eigenvectors
and spectrum of the matrix

O’l-ﬁ/ (;L) = An.,n’ + /‘LU(I’l) (5,“1/

Onitnt — 20t + Ot
= Qe 22O T O ()6, 1 <mn <N —1. (C.1)
a

Then from these ingredients one can find the first-order shift in the vacuum energy and in
(T').
For A = 0 the spectrum w% and eigenvectors w* of (H.1) are known

4 k
wl = = sin’ (;TN) , (C2)

2
wE =1/= sin (”—k”) , (C.3)
N N

where 1 <n <N —1 and !/ = Na. These eigenvalues are not degenerate, so we can use
nondegenarate perturbation theory.
For A # 0 we name the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of (C.1) &7(1) and 7*(1) respectively

Ng O w(A) V5 (A) = (A1) vE(A) . (C.4)

Expansion in powers of A yields (see e.g. ref. [13])

g =0l +ieV + 2P 4 (C.5)
Q) =Wk + A0* W 4 2R (C.6)

where

N-1 2 k a— 2 . kx
aW= @)=Y 5 sin? <ﬂ> U(n) =% 7 J sin” (ET> U(x)dx, (C.7)
n=l1
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Ground state energy:
In the expansion of the lattice vacuum energy

N—1
EQ) =% %ek(l) =EO 4 2EW  PE@ 4 (C.9)
k=1

the leading unperturbed term is

21 1 b4

1 N-I
E<o>:7 S g = —— 4 O(d). (C.10)
k=1

7a?  2a 241

To find the first correction to this we need the connection between the terms in

&(A) = \/e2A) = o + el + 22 + .. (C.11)

and the terms in eq. (C.5). From the identity

00 2 00
(Z avxv) =5 bx"
v=0 v=0

o0 o0 o0 o0 v
= Y oax'= bx" Y b= (Z bv_ﬂbﬂ) x” (C.12)
v=0 v=0 u=0 v=0 \u=0
one finds
ay =7y by_ub,. (C.13)
u=0
Thus
v=0 b() = \/LIB .
aj
v=1: b = . C.14
N (C.14)
1 a?
=2: b= - L
v 2 aop <Cl2 461())
Then from
(1) S krrok
(1) 8k (W Uw )
_ _ C.15
ek 2a)k 2(1)k ( )
we find

N-1 1 | N-1 1 N-1 9 k

8 & N sin <;TT]\€,> =1 N N

This is the first-order correction to the lattice vacuum energy for arbitrary lattice potential
V(n).
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Let us define

Ux)=U+U(x), (C.17)

with

(C.18)

1 N-1 1 [ N-l 1 N-12 kn\ =
gL J Ul dr S TS > < sin? (50 T(n)
8 =1 Tk 8 k=1 . Tk n=1 N N
0 Nsin [ — Nsin | —
2 2N
1 N—1 i
=— | UKx)de| = InN+c¢(N) | +— , (C.19)
8 =1 N sin n—k
0 2N
where
I
N-1 9 kn\ ~ a—0 2 -~
a=5 2w (%) On) =57 | s’ (?) 0(x) dx, (€.20)
0
khlgc % =0.

The second term in the second equality of eq. (C.19) is finite for a — 0, while the first
term is logarithmically divergent.
Now we have what we need write down the divergent terms in E(4)

21 1 A i
E(A) = o Ryl Ina J dx U(x) + terms finite for a — 0. (C.21)
0

Terms of (9(/12) and higher do not contain a — 0 divergences. This can be checked numeri-
cally. For U(x) = m?> we recover eq. (3.17). Note that on the lattice one can replace

n=|

j U(x) dx — % (N; + ﬁvjl) Un)a. (C.22)
0

The difference is at most of O(a) and, because alna — 0 in the continuum limit, this
difference is irrelevant.



358 A. ACTOR et al., Casimir Effect on a Finite Lattice

(T'):
For the lattice (T'') we have from eq. (2.77)

N (g(4) = AU@) v (2)?

<Tn’ >(/1) :kgl 2618](()-)
N-L gk () =208 (A + ok (A)°
> 8aei(4)

W (C.23)

n

<T“>n/ +1<Tn”> }) —|—/12<T1,1

From eq. (3.33) the unperturbed tensor is

YO T T i)+ O, (C.24)

Tl
< a® 24P

n

where f is the function (B.19). The first order correction to this is found by substituting
egs. (C.5), (C.6) and (C.11) into (C.23)

- 2 2(1) _ /
<T11> Z l( ) <8k U(n) _ ek(l)> _’_ﬂ Wﬁlvﬁ/(l)]
k=1 a

Wk

N—1 k. 2_9 k12 k 2
+2<me (43" + )" o

3.2
8a’ wy

Wit — sz;ﬁl;ii” - w’,;,_lvﬁ,“1> | ©25)
Next we introduce the potential
Un) = Un)—U®MW), ie. Un)=0 (C.26)
which leads to
g =5" U@,
e =g +%, (C27)
KO k) ’

Here the quantities with tildes are defined with V in Place of V. Continuing with this tilde
notation we find for the first-order correction to (7'!) 0

(™ = in 0 _ ( DX g 1nk LUl Nf Lo <n_k> o (@)

N sin (—) 8 =N N

vt) Nf L U0 v, (C.28)

7wk 8
N sin
2N

where h(N,n’) is the function eq. (B.10).

[\

=@ -
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The lattice quantity <7~",’Z“>“) remains finite in the limit @ — O and is the first-order cor-
rection to <T“><O) for a lattice potential V(n) which vanishes at the point n = n'. It is there-
fore relatively obvious that <T,i/1>(l) contains no a — 0 divergent terms because the lattice

should be (in first order) proportional to V(n'). For V(x) = m? eq. (C.28) reduces to the
system discussed in sec. 4.2. From (C.24), (C.28) we can read off the divergent terms in
eq. (C.23)

@) ) =22 4 ftn.a) + 2

Ina+.... (C.29)

Second-order corrections need not be discussed. Numerical probes show that all divergent
terms are displayed in eq. (C.29).
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