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W e dem onstrate thatthe standard O (n) sym m etric ’
4
�eld theory does notcorrectly describe

the leading �nite-size e�ectsnearthe criticalpointofspin system son a d-dim ensionallattice with

d > 4.W eshow thatthese�nite-size e�ectsrequirea description in term sofa lattice Ham iltonian.

Forn ! 1 and n = 1 explicitresultsare given forthe susceptibility and forthe Bindercum ulant.

They im ply thatrecentanalysesofM onte-Carlo resultsforthe�ve-dim ensionalIsing m odelarenot

conclusive.

PACS num bers:05.70.Jk,64.60.Ak,75.40.M g

The e�ectofa �nite geom etry on system snearphase

transitions is ofbasic interest to statisticalphysics and

elem entary particlephysics.In both areasthe’4 Ham il-

tonian

H =

Z

V

ddx

h
1

2
r0’

2
+
1

2
(5 ’)2 + u0(’

2
)
2

i

(1)

for an n-com ponent �eld ’(x) in a �nite volum e V

playsa fundam entalrole [1]. Forsim plicity we consider

a d-dim ensionalcube, V = Ld, with periodic bound-

ary conditions, ’(x) = L�d
P

k
’ke

ik�x . The sum -

m ation runs over discrete k vectors with com ponents

kj = 2�m j=L;m j = 0;� 1;� 2;:::;j = 1;2;:::d;in the

range� � � kj < � with a �nite cuto� �.

It is generally believed that the leading �nite-size ef-

fectsnearthecriticalpointofd-dim ensionalsystem scan

bedescribed by H both ford � du and ford > du where

du = 4 is the upper criticaldim ension. Since ford > 4

thebulk criticalbehaviorism ean-�eld like,itisplausible

thatthe leading �nite-sizee�ectsford > 4 appearto be

describablein term sofa sim pli�ed Ham iltonian [2,3]

H 0(�)= L d
h
1

2
r0�

2
+ u0(�

2
)
2

i

(2)

involving only the hom ogeneous
uctuationsofthe low-

est(k = 0)m ode’0 = Ld�,� = L �d
R

V
ddx’(x).Based

on the statisticalweight exp[� H 0(�)],universalresults

havebeen predicted [2]forsystem sabovedu.Forthecase

n = 1,the lowest-m odepredictionshavebeen com pared

with M onte-Carlo (M C) data for the �ve-dim ensional

Ising m odel[4-7]. Although disagreem ents were noted

and doubtswereraised in Ref.4,subsequentanalyses[5-

7]based on theHam iltonian H appeared to reconcilethe

M C data with the lowest-m odepredictions.

In this Letter we shalldem onstrate that the lowest-

m ode approach fails for the Ham iltonian H in Eq.(1)

for d > 4 and that the leading �nite-size e�ects ofspin

system s on a d-dim ensionallattice with d > 4 are not

correctly described by H . W e show that this defect of

H isdue to the (5 ’)2 term .These unexpected �ndings

shed new light on the role oflattice e�ects for d > du

and im ply that recentanalyses ofthe M C data [4-7]in

term softhe continuum ’4 theory arenotconclusive.

W e shall prove our claim s �rst in the large-n lim it

wherea saddlepointapproach [1]can beem ployed.O ur

proofisnotbased on therenorm alizationgroup.W ehave

extended the saddle pointapproach to the �nite system

to derivethe order-param etercorrelation function

� =
1

n

Z

V

ddx < ’(x)’(0)> (3)

with thestatisticalweightexp(� H ).In thelim itn ! 1

at�xed u0n wehavefound the exactresult

�
�1

= r0 + 4u0nL
�d

X

k

(�
�1

+ k
2
)
�1
: (4)

W eshalldenotethebulk criticaltem peratureby Tc.For

T � Tc,� can be interpreted as the susceptibility (per

com ponent) ofthe �nite system . In the bulk lim it the

standard equation [8]for the bulk susceptibility �b for

T � Tc isrecovered from Eq.(4)as

�
�1

b
= r0 + 4u0n

Z

k

�

�
�1

b
+ k

2

��1
(5)

where
R

k
stands for (2�)�d

R
ddk with a �nite cuto�

jkjj� �. It is convenientto rewrite Eq.(4)in term s of

r0� r0c = a0twherer0c = � 4u0n
R

k
k
�2 isthebulk criti-

calvalueofr0 asdeterm ined from Eq.(5)(with �
�1

b
= 0),

and t= (T � Tc)=Tc.Furtherm oreitisim portantto sep-

aratethe k = 0 part4u0nL
�d � from the sum in Eq.(4).

Aftera sim ple rearrangem entweobtain

��1 =
�r0 +

p
(�r0)

2 + 16u0nL
�d (1+ S)

2(1+ S)
; (6)

�r0 = a0t� �; (7)

S = 4u0nL
�d

X

k6= 0

[k
2
(��1 + k

2
)]
�1 ; (8)

� = 4u 0n

hZ

k

k
�2

� L�d
X

k6= 0

k
�2

i

: (9)
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These equations are the starting point ofour analysis.

They areexactin the lim itn ! 1 at�xed u0n and are

valid,at�nitecuto� �,ford > 2,forarbitrary L and for

arbitrary r0. They are written in a form thatseparates

the k = 0 contribution 16u0nL
�d from the e�ectofthe

k 6= 0 m odes.The latteriscontained in S and �.

In addition to the �nite-size e�ect of the k = 0

m ode, the k 6= 0 m odes cause two di�erent �nite-size

e�ects: (i) a �nite renorm alization ofthe coupling u0n

due to S which for d > 4 attains the �nite bulk value

Sb = 4u0n
R

k
[k2(�

�1

b
+ k

2)]�1 , and (ii) a shift of the

tem perature scale due to � which vanishes in the bulk

lim it.Thesetwokindsof�nite-sizee�ectswerealsoiden-

ti�ed by Br�ezin and Zinn-Justin [2]who argued thatfor

d > 4 these e�ects do notchange the leading L depen-

dence obtained within the lowest-m ode approxim ation.

These argum ents do not depend on n and, if correct,

should rem ain valid also in the large-n lim it.

The�nite-sizee�ect(ii)com esfrom �which,ford > 2

and �nite �,hasthe nontriviallarge-L behavior

� � 4u 0n�
d�2

h

a1(d)(�L)
�2

+ a2(d)(�L)
2�d

i

(10)

apartfrom m orerapidly vanishing term s.Forthe coe�-

cientsai(d)> 0 wehavefound

a1(d)=
d

3(2�)d�2

Z
1

0

dxxe�x
hZ 1

�1

dye�y
2
x
id�1

; (11)

a2(d)=
� 1

4�2

Z
1

0

dy

h

(

1X

m = �1

e�ym
2

)
d
�

�
�

y

�d=2
� 1

i

; (12)

ascon�rm ed in Fig.1 by num ericalevaluation ofEq.(9)

ford = 3;4;5. Thus,ford > 4,� vanishesasL �2 ,and

notasL2�d [2,5-7]orasL�d=2 [4]. Thisim pliesthatin

Eq.(6)the zero-m ode term proportionalto L�d doesno

longerconstitute the dom inant�nite-size term .

O urclaim sarem ostconvincinglyexam ined atbulk Tc.

Then Eq.(6)isreduced to

�
�1

c =
� �+

p
� 2 + 16u0nL

�d (1+ Sc)

2(1+ Sc)
(13)

where Sc is given by the r.h.s. ofEq.(8) with ��1 re-

placed by ��1c . W e see thatthe large-L behaviorissig-

ni�cantly a�ected by the� 2 term .ForlargeL and d > 4

weobtain from Eqs.(13)and (10)

�c �
Ld�

4u0n
� a1(d)�

d�4 Ld�2 : (14)

By contrast,thelowest-m odeapproxim ation with � = 0

and Sc = 0 yields �0c = (4u0n)
�1=2 Ld=2. This proves

thatthe lowest-m ode approach failsin the presentcase.

W enotethattheargum entsin Ref.2regardingthe�nite-

size e�ect(ii)are notcom pelling since they are focused

on the contributions ofindividualterm s at lowest non-

zero k ratherthan on an analysisofthesum m ed e�ectof

these contributions.
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FIG .1. �L-dependence of � 0 = �=(4u 0n�
d� 2

) with �

from Eq.(9) for d = 3;4;5 (solid curves). The dashed lines

represent Eq.(10) with a1(3) = 0:27706, a1(4) = 0:08333,

a1(5) = 0:02443, and a2(3) = 0:22578, a2(4) = 0:14046,

a2(5)= 0:10712.The arrowsindicate the large-�L lim its.

Furtherm oreweseethattheLd�2 powerlaw in Eq.(14)

di�ersfrom the L d=2 powerlaw obtained from the exact

solution ofthen-vectorm odelon a latticeforn ! 1 [9]

and ofthe m ean sphericalm odelon a lattice [10]. This

provesthatthe �eld-theoretic Ham iltonian H in Eq.(1)

doesnotcorrectly describe the leading �nite-size e�ects

ofspin m odelson a d-dim ensionallattice with d > 4,at

leastin the large-n lim it.

In thefollowing weshow thatthisdefectisdueto the

(5 ’)2 ork2’k’�k term of

H = L�d
X

k

1

2
(r0 + k

2
)’k’�k

+ u0L
�3d

X

kk0k00

(’k’k0)(’k00’�k�k 0�k 00) (15)

with ’k =
R

V
ddxe�ik�x ’(x). Instead we considera lat-

ticeHam iltonian Ĥ (’i)forn-com ponentvectors’i with

com ponents’i�,� 1 � ’i� � 1 ,� = 1;:::;n,on lattice

pointsxi ofa sim ple cubic lattice with volum e V = Ld

and with periodic boundary conditions.W e assum e

Ĥ (’i)= ~a
d

8
<

:

X

i

h
r̂0

2
’
2

i + û0(’
2

i)
2

i

+
X

i;j

Jij

2~a2
(’i� ’j)

2

9
=

;

(16)

whereJij isapairinteraction and ~aisthelatticespacing.

In term sof’̂k = âd
P

j
e�ik�x j’j theHam iltonian Ĥ has

the sam e form as Eq.(15)but with r0 + k
2 replaced by

r̂0 + 2�J(k)where�J(k)� J(0)� J(k)and

2



J(k)= (~a=L)d
X

i;j

Jije
�ik�(x i�x j): (17)

The k values are restricted by � �=~a � kj < �=~a. In

the large-n lim it at �xed û0n the susceptibility �̂ =
1

n
(~a=L)d

P

i;j
< ’i’j > is determ ined by Eqs.(6)-(9)

with k
2 replaced by 2�J(k). The large-L behavior of

the crucialquantity �̂ isford > 2

�̂ = 2û 0n

�Z

k

[�J(k)]�1 � L�d
X

k6= 0

[�J(k)]�1
�

(18)

� 4û0nJ
�1

0
a2(d)L

2�d
(19)

which ford > 4 di�ersfrom thatofthe continuum ver-

sion �,Eq.(10),where2�J(k)wasapproxim ated by k 2.

This approxim ation turns out to be the unjusti�ed for

d > 4.Eq.(19)isvalid forshort-rangeinteractionswhere

J0 =
1

d
(~a=L)d

X

i;j

(Jij=~a
2
)(xi� xj)

2
(20)

is�nite.Asa consequenceofEq.(19),the leading L de-

pendence of�̂ atTc isford > 4

�̂c �
1

2
(̂u0n)

�1=2
(1+ Sbc)

1=2Ld=2: (21)

This agrees with the Ld=2 power law ofthe exact solu-

tion ofthelatticem odelsofRefs.9 and 10 ford > 4 and

with the lowest-m ode result �̂0c =
1

2
(̂u0n)

�1=2 Ld=2. W e

see that at Tc for d > 4 the k 6= 0 m odes of Ĥ do not

changethe leading exponentd=2 ofthe lowest-m odeap-

proxim ation. Neverthelessthey produce a �nite change

ofthe am plitude of �̂c through Sbc = û0n
R

k
[�J(k)]�2 .

Furtherm ore we conclude from Eqs.(14) and (21) that

for d > 4 the lattice Ham iltonian Ĥ yields signi�cantly

di�erent�nite-sizee�ectscom pared to thoseofH .

An analysisofthe tem peraturedependence of�(t;L),

Eq.(6),and of �̂(t;L) shows that for d > 4 �nite-size

scaling in itsusualform isnotvalid,asexpected [9],but

we �nd thatitrem ainsvalid in a generalized form with

two reference lengths. The asym ptotic scaling structure

of�̂ is

�̂(t;L)= L

=�

P̂�(t(L=�̂0)
1=�

;(L=̂l0)
4�d

) (22)

where �̂0 is the bulk correlation-length am plitude and

l̂0 = [4û0nJ
�2

0
(1 + Ŝbc)

�1 ]1=(d�4) is a second reference

length.The d-dependentscaling function reads

P̂�(x;y)= 2J
�1

0

n

�(x;y)+
p
[�(x;y)]2 + 4y

o�1
(23)

where�(x;y)= x � a2(d)y.In thelowest-m odeapproxi-

m ation the term � a2(d)y isdropped which im pliesthat

the leading �nite-size term fort> 0 becom esincorrect.

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

lattice m odel(and also for the continuum m odelwhose

scaling function P� turnsoutto be non-universal).

In the following we extend our analysis to the case

n = 1 which isofrelevance to the interpretation ofM C

data ofthe �ve-dim ensionalIsing m odel[4-7]. W e shall

exam inethesusceptibility � and theBindercum ulantU ,

� =

Z

V

d
d
x < ’(x)’(0)> = L

d
< �

2
> ; (24)

U = 1�
1

3
< �

4 > = < �
2 > 2; (25)

within the ’4 m odel,Eq.(1),including the e�ectofthe

k 6= 0m odesin one-loop order.Ford > 4at�nitecut-o�,

theperturbative�nite-size�eld theory [11,12]isapplica-

ble nearTc withouta renorm alization-group treatm ent.

The averagesare de�ned as< � m > =
R
1

�1
d�� m P (�)

whereP (�)= Z �1
R
D �e�H istheorder-param eterdis-

tribution function with �(x)= ’(x)� � representingthe

inhom ogeneous
uctuations[12]. From Refs. 11 and 12

wederivethe L dependence atTc in one-loop order

�c = Ld=2u
eff�1=2

0
#2(y

eff

0
); (26)

Uc = 1�
1

3
#4(y

eff

0
)=#2(y

eff

0
)
2; (27)

where

y
eff

0
= r

eff

0
Ld=2u

eff�1=2

0
; (28)

r
eff

0
= r0c + 12u0S1(r0L )+ 144u20M

2

0S2(r0L ); (29)

u
eff

0
= u0 � 36u

2

0S2(r0L ); (30)

r0L = r0c + 12u0M
2

0; (31)

M
2

0 = (L
d
u0)

�1=2
#2(r0cL

d=2
u
�1=2

0
); (32)

#m (y)=

R
1

0
dssm exp(� 1

2
ys2 � s4)

R
1

0
dsexp(� 1

2
ys2 � s4)

: (33)

In thisorderthe criticalvalue r0c < 0 isdeterm ined im -

plicitly by the bulk lim it(r
eff

0
= 0)ofEq.(29),

r0c = � 12u0I1(� 2r0c)+ 36u0r0cI2(� 2r0c); (34)

whereIm (r)=
R

k
(r+ k

2)�m .The�nite-sizee�ectofthe

k 6= 0 m odesentersthrough

Sm (r)= L�d
X

k6= 0

(r+ k
2
)
�m : (35)

ForlargeL wehaver0L = � 2r0c + O (L�d )and

r
eff

0
= � 12u0[I1(� 2r0c)� S1(� 2r0c)]

+ 36u0r0c[I2(� 2r0c)� S2(� 2r0c)]+ O (L�d
): (36)

Sim ilarto � in Eqs.(9)and (10),theparam eterr
eff

0
< 0

vanishes as L�2 (rather than as L2�d ) for d > 4,thus

y
eff

0
< 0 diverges as L(d�4)=2 (rather than vanishes as

L(4�d)=2 ) for d > 4. Since #2(y) � � y=4 and #4(y) �

y2=16 for large negative y [11]this im plies that �c di-

vergesasLd�2 and Uc attainsthelarge-L lim it2=3.W e

3



conclude thatthe Ld=2 powerlaw for�0c and the value

U0c = 1� 1

3
#4(0)=#2(0)

2 = 0:2705predicted [2]forn = 1

within the lowest-m ode approach are incorrect. From

Refs. 2 and 12 we inferthatanalogousconclusionshold

forgeneraln > 1.

These unexpected results show that the widely ac-

cepted argum entsin supportofthe asym ptotic correct-

nessofthe lowest-m ode approxim ation above the upper

criticaldim ension in statics[1,2,5-7,13-19]and dynam ics

[1,20-23]arenotvalid and thatrecentinterpretations[4-

7]ofthe M onte-Carlo data ofthe �ve-dim ensionalIsing

m odelin term sofpredictionsbased on the Ham iltonian

H ,Eq.(1),are not conclusive,in spite ofthe apparent

agreem entfound in Refs.5-7.

G uided by our exact results in the large-n lim it,we

propose a solution to this puzzle by replacing the �eld-

theoretic ’4 Ham iltonian H ,Eq.(1),by the lattice ’4

Ham iltonian Ĥ ,Eq.(16),with n = 1 for the com pari-

son with the �ve-dim ensionalIsing m odel.Thisinvolves

a reexam ination ofr
eff

0
,Eq.(36),with k

2 replaced by

2[J(0)� J(k)].W eanticipatethattheresulting valuefor

theBindercum ulantÛc ofthelatticem odelwillbeclose

to (or possibly identicalwith) that ofthe lowest-m ode

approach. This expectation is based on our result (for

n ! 1 )thatatTc the lowest-m odeapproach yieldsthe

correct leading �nite-size exponent of �̂c. In addition,

however,a detailed analysisofnon-asym ptotic(�nite-L)

correction term sis required which,for the Ham iltonian

Ĥ ,areexpected to bedi�erentfrom thoseem ployed in a

recentanalysisbased on H [5].

W esum m arizeour�ndingsforthecontinuum and lat-

tice versionsofthe ’4 m odelford > 4 asfollows: Lat-

tice e�ects m anifest them selves not only in changes of

nonuniversalam plitudesbutalso in changesoftheexpo-

nentsofthe leading �nite-sizeterm sascom pared to the

exponentsofthecontinuum ’4 m odel.Thelowest-m ode

approach failsforthe continuum ’4 m odel,and also for

the lattice m odelfort> 0.Thereforethe valuesforthe

am plitude ratios derived previously [2]cannot be justi-

�ed on the basis ofthe ’4 continuum theory. For the

lattice Ham iltonian,however,the lowest-m odeapproach

isqualitatively justi�ed atTc forn ! 1 ,atleastfor �̂c.

W econjecturethatthisisthereason forafortuitous(ap-

proxim ate)agreem entfound between M C (lattice)data

[4-7]and the lowest-m ode predictions[2]. Furtherwork

isnecessary in term softhe’4 latticem odel,Eq.(16),to

fully establish ourconjecture.

W e also anticipate lattice and cuto� e�ects on lead-

ing �nite-sizeterm satd = du.Thisisrelevantto future

studiesoftricriticalphenom enaatd = 3,e.g.,in 3He-4He

m ixtures [24]and to M C sim ulations for lattice m odels

ofelem entary particlephysicsatd = 4.
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