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W e dem onstrate that the standard O (n) sym m etric r4

eld theory does not correctly describe

the lrading nite-size e ects near the critical point of spin system s on a d-dim ensional lattice w ith
d> 4.W e show that these nite-size e ects require a description In tem s of a Jattice H am ittonian.

Forn !

1 and n = 1 explicit results are given for the susceptibility and for the B inder cum ulant.

They in ply that recent analyses ofM onteC arlo resuls for the ve-dim ensional Ising m odelare not

conclusive.

PACS numbers: 05.70.Jk, 64602k, 7540M g

The e ect ofa nite geom etry on system s near phase
transitions is of basic interest to statistical physics and
elem entary partick physics. Tn both areasthe ’ ¢ Ham it
tonian

for an n-component eld ’ x) In a nite volume V
plys a fundam ental role E]. For sim plicity we consider
a d-din ensional cube, V = IPd, w ith periodic bound-
ary conditions, ' (x) = L | 7y e* The sum -
m ation runs over discrete k vectors w ith com ponents
ky = 2 ms=L;my = 0; 1; 2;xu33= 1;2;:d; in the
range ks < wiha niecuto

Tt is generally believed that the lading nite-size ef-
fects near the criticalpoint of d-din ensional system s can
be describbed by H both ord d, and ord> d, where
dy = 4 is the upper critical dim ension. Since ford > 4
the bulk criticalbehavior ism ean— eld lke, it isplausble
that the lrading nitesize e ects ford > 4 appear to be
describable in term s of a sin pli ed Ham iltonian :@',3]
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Ho()=1%-m *+uo( ) @)

nvolving only the hom ogeneous uctgations of the low —
est k=0)mode’ =1, =L ¢ _ d'%’ x).Basd
on the statistical weight exp[ H o ( )], universal resuls
have been predicted g] for system saboved, . Forthe case
n = 1, the lowest-m ode predictions have been com pared
with MonteCarlo M C) data for the vedinensional
Ising m odel 4-7]. A though disagreem ents were noted
and doubts were raised in Ref4, subsequent analyses -
7]based on the Ham iltonian H appeared to reconcile the
M C data w ith the lowest-m ode predictions.

In this Letter we shall dem onstrate that the lowest—
m ode approach fails for the Ham iltonian H in Eq.('_]:)
ford > 4 and that the lrading nitesize e ects of spin
system s on a d-dim ensional lattice with d > 4 are not
correctly descrbbed by H . W e show that this defect of
H isduetothe (5 )% tem . These unexpected ndings
shed new light on the role of lattice e ects ord > dy

and In ply that recent analyses ofthe M C data E-7] In
temm s of the contihuum ’ # theory are not conclusive.

W e shall prove our clains rst In the largen Im i
w here a saddle point approach i}:] can be em ployed. Our
proofisnotbased on the renom alization group. W e have
extended the saddle point approach to the nite system
to derive the orderparam eter correlation fiinction
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w ith the statisticalweightexp( H ). Inthelimitn ! 1
at xed ugn we have found the exact result
1

= 1y + 4uynL ¢ (P +xH?t @)

k

W e shalldenote the bulk critical tem perature by T.. For
T T., can be Interpreted as the susceptibility (per
com ponent) of the nite system . In the buk Im it the
standard equation Eg] for the buk susceptbility 1, for
T T, is recovered from Eq.é'_4) as
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where | stands for (2 )¢ Rddk with a nite cuto
ki3 . It is convenient to rewﬁteEq.(Qb n tem s of
ry Irec= aptwhererpe= 4uen , k? isthebuk criti-
calvalue ofry asdeterm ined from Eq.z_ﬁ) (w ith bl = 0),
and t= (T T.)=T..Furthem ore it is Im portant to sep—
arate the k = 0 part 4uonL ¢ from the sum i Eq.().
A fter a sin ple rearrangem ent we obtain
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T hese equations are the starting point of our analysis.
They areexact In thelmin ! 1 at xed ugn and are
valid, at nitecuto ,Prd> 2, orarirary L and for
arbirary rg. They are written In a form that separates
the k = 0 contrbution 16uonL ¢ from the e ect of the
k & 0 m odes. The latter is contained in S and

In addiion to the niewsize e ect of the k = 0
mode, the k 0 modes cause two di erent nite-size
e ects: () a nite renom alization of the coupling ugn
due to S wﬁrh ﬁ)rd > 4 attains the nite buk valie
Sp = 4uon , k() + k?)]1', and (i) a shift of the
tem perature sca]e due to which vanishes in the buk
Ilim . Thesetwo kindsof nitesizee ectswere also iden—
ti ed by B rezin and Znn-Justin fuz?:] who argued that for
d > 4 these e ects do not change the lading L depen-—
dence obtained within the lowest-m ode approxin ation.
These argum ents do not depend on n and, if correct,
should rem ain valid also in the largen lim it.

The nitesizee ect (il) comesfrom which, ford> 2
and nie ,hasthe nontrivial largel. behavior
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apart from m ore rapidly vanishing tem s. For the coe -
clents a; d) > 0 we have found

d Z h? 1 , ig1
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ascon med In Fig.l by num erical evaluation oqu.(:_Q)
rd= 3;4;5. Thus, ©rd > 4, vanishesasL ? , and
notasL?? Pp,57]lorasL 2 []. This inplies that n
Eqg. (-d the zero-m ode term proportionalto L ¢ does no
longer constitute the dom inant nite-size tem .

Ourclhin sarem ost convincingly exam ined atbuk T..
Then Eq.) is reduced to

P
1 + 2+ 16upnL ¢ (1L + S¢)
e = 3)
20+ Se)

where S. is given by the rhs. ofEq.lg) with ! re

placed by [ . W e see that the largeL behavior is sig-
ni cantly a ected by the 2 tem .ForlargeL andd> 4

we dbtain from Egs.{3)and {0)

Ld

a; @ 44 14?; (14)
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By contrast, the lowest-m ode approxim ation wih = 0
and S, = 0 yields o = (4uon) 2 L.9°2. This proves
that the lowest-m ode approach fails in the present case.
W e note that the argum ents in Ref2 regarding the nite-
size e ect (i) are not com pelling since they are focused
on the contributions of individual term s at lowest non-—
zero k ratherthan on an analysisofthe summed e ectof
these contributions.
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FIG.1l. L-dependence of o = ={@uon ¢ ?) wih

from Eqg. CQ) ford = 3;4;5 (solid curves). The dashed lines
represent Eq. QO) wih a; 3) = 027706, a; (4) = 0:08333,
ay () = 0:02443, and a2 3) = 022578, az (4) = 0:14046,
az (5) = 0:10712. T he arrow s indicate the large— L lim its.

Furtherm orewe see that the L% ? powerlaw i Eq.({14)
di ers from the L 972 power Jaw obtained from the exact
solution of the n-vectorm odelon a lattice forn ! 1 [9
and of the m ean sphericalm odel on a lattice flO] This
proves that the eld-theoretic Ham iltonian H In Eqg. @.)
does not correctly describe the leading nite-size e ects
of spin m odels on a d-dim ensional lattice with d > 4, at
least in the largen 1l it.

In the follow ing we show that this defect is due to the
G 7)Y ork? ' tem of
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with ' = |, d'xe™ * ’ (x). Instead we consider a lat-

tice Ham ittonian H' (" ;) rn-com ponent vectors’ ; wih
components’; , 1 "y 1, = 1;::3n,on lattice
points x; of a sin ple cubic lattice with voime Vv = L9
and w ith periodic boundary conditions. W e assum e

<x h i x =
ha Ji4
d 0,2 2,2 ij 2
=i+ (1) + i ")
1 1 2 J .
i i3 28 !

16)

where Ji5 isapairi ction and a is the lattice spacing.
In term sof ™y = &¢ jejkxJ’j‘cheHamjll:onjanHAhas
the sam e o as Eq.{15) but with 1y + k? replaced by
fo+ 2 Jk)where Jk) J0) Jk)and
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The k values are restricted by =a ks < =a. In
the Jarg%—n Iim it at xed @gn the susoeptbilty ~ =

*@=L)* ;< ’i; > is detem ined by Egs. ©-9
w:i:h k? replaced by 2 J k). The largel behavior of
the crucial quantity " isford > 2
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which ford > 4 di ers from that of the continuum ver-
sion ,Eq.(}0), where 2 J (k) was approxin ated by k .
This approxin ation tums out to be the unjisti ed for
d> 4. Eq.{_lg) isvalid for short-range interactions w here

X
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is nite. Asa consequence ofEq. (:_l-S_; the leading L de—
pendence of * at T, isford > 4

1 _ _ _
e Emon)l‘z @+ so)?Le?: @1)

This agrees w ith the L%2 power law of the exact solui—
tion ofthe lattice m odels ofRefs. 9 and 10 ford > 4 and
w ith the lowest-m ode result “o. = % @on) *? L2 . we
e that at T, ord > 4 the k 6 0 m odes of H do not
change the kading exponent d=2 of the lowest-m ode ap—
proxin ation. Nevertheless they produce a mite dqange
of the am plitude of *. through Sb = Qon k[ J k)P
Furtherm ore we oonc]ude from Eqs Cl4 and {2]:) that
ford > 4 the lattice Ham ilttonian K yields signi cantly
di erent nite-size e ects com pared to those ofH .

An analysis of the tem perature dependence of (t;L),
Eq.@), and of " ;L) shows that ford > 4 m;i:e—size
scaling in susualfom is not vald, as expected [{], but
we nd that i rem ains valid in a generalized form with
two reference kngths. The asym ptotic scaling structure
of " is
TP =0 se=bh')

~“L)=L (22)

where 7y is the buk correlation—length am plitude and
b = Bani? @+ $9)* 17€@4 s a second reference
length. T he d-dependent scaling function reads

n piol

B &y) =27, ®y)+ &;y)F + 4y @3)
where &;y)= & [d)y. In the lowest-m ode approxi-
m ation the tetm  a; d)y is dropped which in plies that
the leading nitesize term fort > 0 becom es ncorrect.

Thus, or t > 0, the lowest-m ode approach fails for the

Jattice m odel (and also for the continuum m odel whose
scaling function P tums out to be non-universal).

In the follow ing we extend our analysis to the case
n = 1 which is of relevance to the interpretation ofM C
data of the vedim ensional Isihg m odel @-7]. W e shall
exam Ine the susceptbility and theBindercumulantU,

7
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within the ' ¢ m odel, Eqg. G'].' Including the e ect of the
k $ 0m odesin one-loop order Ford> 4 at nitecuto ,
the perturbative nie-size eld theory l'.Ll- :LZ-] is applica—
bl near T. w ithout a renom alization-ggoup treatm ent.

Theaveragesared%nedas< mo>= i d ™P ()
whereP ()=2 ' D e isthe orderparam eter dis—
trbbution function wih &)= "' ) representing the

Inhom ogeneous uctuations flz‘ From Refs. 11 and 12
we derive the L dependence at T, in one-loop order

.= L824 eff 1=2 #, (ygff ); ©26)
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where
gff _ rgfdezzuEff 1=2 ; (28)
55 = roo+ 12008y (ron ) + 144uPM 2S, ()i (29)
ut™t = uy  36ulS; (mon); 30)
ToL = Toe + 12uM Z; (31)
MZ= @) % #, (el Py 0 ); (32)
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In this order the critical value rp. < 0 is detem ined in —

plictly by the buk lin it (5°° = 0) ofEq.£9),

(33)

dsexp ( %ys2 s?)

roc = 12005 ( 2rgc) + 36uprocle ( 2rpc); (34)

where I, (r)= , @+ k*)"

k $ 0 m odes enters through

. The nitesizee ect ofthe

X
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ForlargeL wehave ry;, = 2rpc+ O @ ¢ ) and
£ = 12u0M ( 2me)  Si( 2rc)]
+ 36uproc [ ( 2roc) Sz ( 21p)]+ 0 L% ): (36)
Sinilarto i Egs.() and (40), the param eterr {*° < 0

vanishes as L 2 (rather than as L?% ) ord > 4, thus
ef f

vs = < 0 diverges as L @%=2 (rather than vanishes as

L<4d>2)f>rd> 4. Since #; y) y=4 and #, ()
y?=16 fr large negative y (1] this inplies that . di-

vergesasLdz and U, attains the largeL lm it 2=3.W e



conclude that the L2 power law or o and the valie
Uoe=1 2#4(0)=#,(0)% = 02705 predicted @] orn = 1
wihin the lowest-m ode approach are incorrect. From
Refs. 2 and 12 we infer that analogous conclusions hold
for generaln > 1.

These unexpected results show that the widely ac—
cepted argum ents in support of the asym ptotic correct-
ness of the lowest-m ode approxin ation above the upper
criticaldim ension In statics [1,2,5-7,13-19]and dynam ics
[1,20-23] are not valid and that recent interpretations (-
7] of the M onte€ arlo data of the ve-din ensional Ising
m odel in tem s of predictions based on the H am ittonian
H, Eq.(r_]:), are not conclusive, In spite of the apparent
agreem ent found in Refs. 5-7.

Guided by our exact results in the largen lin it, we
propose a solution to this puzzle by replacing the eld-
theoretic ’ * Ham itonian H , Eq.('_]:), by the lattice ’*
H am iltonian I-f, Eq.{_l-g‘), wih n = 1 for the com pari-
son w ith the ve-dim ensional Ising m odel. T his nvolves
a reexam ination of ¥y’ ", Eq.{36), with k? replaced by
20 0) J k)]. W e anticipate that the resulting value for
the B inder cum ulant [fl\c ofthe Jattice m odelw illbe close
to (or possbly identical w ith) that of the lowest-m ode
approach. This expectation is based on our result (for
n ! 1) that at T, the lowest-m ode approach yields the
correct leading nitesize exponent of *.. In addition,
how ever, a detailed analysis of non-asym ptotic ( nie1,)
correction tem s is required which, for the H am ittonian
Pf,areexpectedtobedi erent from those employed In a
recent analysis based on H E].

W e sum m arize our ndings for the continuum and lat—
tice versions of the ’ # model ord > 4 as follows: Lat-
tice e ects m anifest them selves not only in changes of
nonuniversalam plitudes but also in changes of the expo—
nents of the lrading nite-size term s as com pared to the
exponents of the continuum ’ ¢ m odel. T he lowest-m ode
approach fails r the conthhuum ’ 4 m odel, and also for
the Jatticem odel for t > 0. T herefore the values for the
am plitude ratios derived previously g] cannot be jisti-

ed on the basis of the / ? continuum theory. For the
lattice H am ittonian, how ever, the low est-m ode approach
is qualitatively justi ed at T, orn ! 1 , at least for ~..
W e con cture that this is the reason ora fortuitous (@p—
proxin ate) agreem ent found between M C (lattice) data
[A-7] and the lowest-m ode predictions 'Q]. Further work
is necessary in tem s ofthe ’ * lattice m odel, Eq.('_l-gi), to
fully establish our congcture.

W e also anticipate lattice and cuto e ects on lead—
Ing nitesize tem satd= d; . This is relevant to future
studies oftricriticalphenom ena atd = 3,eg., h 3HeHe
m ixtures P4] and to M C sinulations for lattice m odels
of elem entary particle physicsat d= 4.
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