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A scaling hypothesis is set up for the correlation function G(R,T;L) of a finite-sized system,
with O(n) symmetry (n >2), confined to geometry LY~ X «? (2<d <4, d' <2) and subjected to
periodic boundary conditions. Finite-size effects in the correlation length §(T';L) are predicted in
the region of first-order phase transition (T < T.) as well as the region of second-order phase tran-
sition (T ~T.); for the correlation function, the predictions relate mostly to the regime T <T..
To test these predictions, a detailed analytical study is carried out in the case of the spherical
model and all predictions are seen to be fully borne out. In the process we find that, though a sin-
gle correlation length £ governs the scaling of the variable R in all directions, the functional
dependence of the correlation function on the scaled parameter R /& is highly anisotropic, in that
it depends very differently on the components, R, and R, of R pertaining to the finite and the
infinite dimensions, respectively. Most importantly, while long-range order at temperatures below
T, prevails all the way in the direction of R, it is severely limited in the direction of R;. In fact,
for Ry >>L, the qualitative features of the correlation function become characteristic of a d’-
dimensional bulk system, though £ still pertains to the actual, finite-sized system; the net result is
that long-range order in the direction of Ry persists only to distances small in comparison with §
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which, for d’ <2, is found to be O(L (L /a)'¥ =2/2=4") g being the lattice constant.

I. INTRODUCTION

In a recent paper,1 hereafter referred to as I, we car-
ried out a detailed analysis of the thermodynamic prop-
erties of the spherical model of ferromagnetism confined
to geometry L% %X 0%(2<d <4,d' <2) and subjected
to periodic boundary conditions. We showed that, in
the region of the second-order phase transition (T ~T,.),
our analytical results for the ‘“singular” part of the free
energy density '), the specific heat per unit volume ¢
and the magnetic susceptibility X of the system were in
full conformity with the Privman-Fisher hypothesis® on
the hyperuniversality of finite systems. In a subsequent
investigation,® we extended our analysis to the region of
the first-order phase transition (7 <7,.) and found a
similar conformity with a generalized version of the
aforementioned hypothesis in which the scaling parame-
ters of the system were not only model dependent but
temperature dependent as well and covered the tempera-
ture range from 7T =~7, down to T=0. A little
reflection showed*> that, although the motivation for
this generalization had come originally from our study
of the spherical model (n = « ), the predictions of the
generalized hypothesis were, in fact, applicable to all
O(n) models with n >2. At that stage we decided to
turn our attention to the problem of spin-spin correla-
tions in these systems, with a view to studying finite-size
effects in the correlation function G(R,T ;L) as well as
the correlation length £(7T;L). This study has been car-
ried out in detail, in the region of both first- and
second-order phase transitions, and some of the relevant
results were reported in an earlier communication.®

According to the generalized version of the Privman-
Fisher hypothesis, the “singular” part of the free-energy
density of a system confined to geometry L ¢ 4% 0% and
subjected to periodic boundary conditions may be written
as

T, H;L)=TL ~9Y (xy,x,) , (1)

where x; and x, are the scaled variables of the system,

x,=C, L', x,=C,L**H/T . )
C, and C, are certain nonuniversal, model-dependent
(and, in general, temperature-dependent) scale factors
while 7 is a generalization of the conventional tempera-
ture variable t[=(T —T,)/T.]; here, T. denotes the
bulk critical temperature of the system while other sym-
bols have their usual meanings. The function Y (x,x,)
is then a universal function—common to all systems in
the same universality class. Encouraged by the success
of hypothesis (1), we introduce, in Sec. II, a correspond-
ing hypothesis for the correlation function G(R,T,H ;L)
of the finite-sized system which embodies a subsidiary
hypothesis for the correlation length £&(T,H ;L) as well.
A comparison of the proposed form of the finite-system
correlation function with known expression for the bulk
correlation function at temperatures below T, enables us
to determine the scaling parameters C,7 and C, for all
temperatures from 7T ~7. down to T =0. Using our
knowledge of the mathematical nature of the singularity
encountered by the system as T—0, we then make
specific predictions about the size dependence as well as
the temperature dependence of the correlation length &
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in the region of both first- and second-order phase tran-
sitions; this is done in Sec. III, which also includes a
comparative discussion of the magnetic susceptibility of
the system.

In Sec. IV we carry out an exact analysis of the zero-
field correlation function G(R,T;L) and the zero-field
correlation length (7' ;L) of a finite-sized spherical mod-
el under periodic boundary conditions; in Secs. V and VI
we compare our analytical results with the scaling pre-
dictions made in Sec. III. We find that all our predic-
tions are fully borne out and comparison with earlier re-
sults, wherever possible, is perfect. In the process we
isolate the finite-size effect, G*(R,T;L), in the correla-
tion function of the system and analyze it in detail for
various values of R (= |R|) in relation to the parame-
ters L and §. Not surprisingly, the effect associated with
the component R of R (which pertains to directions in
which the system is infinite) turns -out to be very
different in nature from the one associated with the com-
ponent R, (which pertains to directions in which the sys-
tem is finite). While for short distances the two effects
are comparable in magnitude but opposite in sign, for
long distances they are radically different. In fact, the
contrast between the two becomes dramatic when one
considers the propagation of long-range order in the sys-
tem at temperatures below 7, over distances much
greater than L in the direction of R|. One is thereby led
to a “splitting theorem,” for the correlation function
G (R, T;L), which constitutes Sec. VII of the paper and
highlights the fact that, for R, >>L, the mathematical
form of the correlation function bears no resemblance to
the one for a d-dimensional bulk system; it becomes
characteristic of a d’-dimensional bulk system instead.
Clearly, no such problem arises in the case of a fully
finite system (d'=0).

II. SCALING HYPOTHESIS
FOR THE CORRELATION FUNCTION

We propose that the correlation function G (R,T,H ;L)
of a finite-sized system subject to periodic boundary con-
ditions may be written as

D R L
CRTH;L)=—5—50 ‘?,E,xz

(R=R,—R;, R=|R|), ()

where £ is the finite-system correlation length which obeys
the subsidiary hypothesis

E(T,H;L)=LS(x,x;) . 4)

It seems important to note that, as in the case of expres-
sion (1), no nonuniversal scale factor appears in front of
the scaling function S (x,x,) in expression (4); the same
is not true of expression (3) where a nonuniversal factor
D does indeed appear in front of the scaling function
X(r,l,x,). To determine D, we observe that the magnet-
ic susceptibility X(T,H ;L) of the system may be derived
from Eq. (3) as well as from Eq. (1) and require that the
two expressions thus derived be identical. In the former
case,
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X(T,H;L)=L S G(R,—R, T.H:L)
T ]
R.R;
NDg " L
= Z,|—,x , 5
Ta® lg? )

where N is the total number of spins in the system, a is a
microscopic length (such as the lattice constant) while Z,
is some universal function of the variables L /£ and x,.
Using (4), and remembering that the volume of the system
is =~Na? we may write per unit volume of the system
DL~

Y Z,y(x1,%,y) , (6)

X(T,H;L)=

where Z, is another universal function—this time of the
variables x; and x,. Starting from (1), on the other hand,
we obtain (again per unit volume of the system)

azf(s)
3H?

ciLv

VHL)=—
X(T, ) T

Z(x,,x,) , %)

T,L

where Z is also a universal function of the variables x,
and x,. Comparing (6) and (7), we conclude that the ratio
D /a?@C 2 must be a universal number. Since this number
can be adsorbed into the function X (r,/,x,) of Eq. (3), we
may write

D=a*C3}. (8)

A comparison of the present formulation for the finite-
system correlation function G(R,T,H;L) with that of
Privman and Fisher’ for the bulk correlation function
G(R,T,H ; ©») shows that, up to universal factors, our pa-
rameters D and C, are equivalent to their parameters D,
and D,cq ", respectively. Accordingly, our Eq. (8)
amounts, in their notation, to the statement

D]~02dD%c62A/v~a2dA‘il1A% ,

which, however, differs from the last result stated in Eq.
(A8) of Privman and Fisher, in that a factor such as a?? is
not there. The reason for this (minor) discrepancy lies in
the fact that Eq. (A2) of Privman and Fisher lacks a fac-
tor of v 2, where v denotes the “volume of the unit cell”
in the lattice. While this factor is necessary for mutual
consistency of their Egs. (A2) and (A7), it does indeed
arise if the passage from Eq. (Al) to Eq. (A2) is made
with caution. With this modification introduced into Eqgs.
(A2) and (A8) of Privman and Fisher, the result obtained
here would be in complete agreement with theirs.

To determine C,7 and C, appearing in Egs. (2), we ob-
serve that, under appropriate limiting conditions, hy-
pothesis (3) must reproduce known expression for the
field-free, bulk correlation function, namely’ ~°

A(T)
RdAZ

G(R,T,0;00)=M3(T)+ (T <T,) 9)

where M(T) is the spontaneous magnetization and A4 (T)
a system-dependent coefficient. Assuming that, for
T < T, and L — «, the scaling function S in (4) takes the
limiting form



36 SPIN-SPIN CORRELATIONS IN FINITE SYSTEMS WITH . . .

S(x;,00=S_ x| (x;—>—), (10)

whence
ET;L)=S _(Cy|T|) LY (T <T.,, L>w),
(11

we conclude that the function X in (3) must possess the
asymptotic behavior

[X(r,1,0)], -0

r d-24m r !
zXl l(v+a)/a ] +X> jv+ol/e +X*(r,D),
(12)
with universal amplitudes
X, =M3(T)/a®¥CUSV°C, |F|)Md-2+" (13)
and
X,=A(T)/a®C¥SV°C, |7, (14)

while X *(r,l) represents the finite-size effect in X. It fol-
lows that

C\|7|=S-Vo[X,M¥T)/X, A(T)]'/d-2 (15)
and
Co=a [ A(T)/X,1" X, A(T)/X,M3(T)]"/24-2)
(16)
Now, in view of the fact that the quantity
A(DY(T)/TMT), where Y(T) is the “helicity
modulus” of the (bulk) system, is universal,’
AT /TM3(T)=a, , (17

relations (15) and (16) may be written in the alternative
form

(jl |7 | =S:1/0[X2T(T)/00X1T]l/v(d~2) (18)
and
Cr=a " [a,TM3(T)/X, Y (T)]'?
X[aoX T /X, Y(T)]7Hd -2 (19)

The nonuniversal parameters C,7 and C, are thus deter-
mined in terms of the bulk properties of the system.

We note that, as T—T,._, MyT)~ |t |P, while
A(T)~ |t |, t being the conventional temperature vari-
able (T —T,)/T,; it follows that Y(T) in that case would
vary as |t | Y9~ with the result that

C\|T|—>Cy|t], C,—C,, 20)

where C; and C, are the temperature-independent scale
factors pertaining to the original hypothesis of Privman
and Fisher for T~T,; our generalized hypothesis, there-
fore, reduces to the Privman-Fisher form as the region of
second-order phase transition is approached. On the oth-
er hand, as T—0, the quantities M(7T) and Y(T) tend to
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become constant, so that

C"l I’t"l ~T~1/V(d42)’ C2~TB/V(d—2) , (21)

in perfect agreement with the recent proposal of Shapiro;*
see also Ref. 5. Equations (21) are a clear signal of the
singularity lurking at 7' =0 K.

The results stated so far are supposed to be general, in
the sense that they may hold for all O(n) models with

n>2. In the special case of the spherical model
(n = ), the relevant bulk results are known to be’ —°
172
T d—2 |a®"T
My(T)= [1— T, , A(T)=T > emd’iy
(22)
2J T
Y(T)= l——— |,
a d—-2 T(
so that
ap=T % /47r"'/2 ; (23)

here, J denotes the interaction parameter of the model
while a stands for the lattice constant. It follows that for
the spherical model [for which =0 and v=1/(d —2)],
the desired scale factors may be written as

172
A1
T. T

J

ad—2

_Tr_
ad+2J

’ 2=

C\i= (24)

Referring to Egs. (13) and (14), we observe that, with this
choice of C,f and C,, the universal numbers X, and X,
would be given by

X1=S:l/0, X2=%l10 . (25)

It may also be noted that, in the limit 77— T,, our scale
factors (24) reduce precisely to the ones adopted in I, i.e.,

172
C\f>—J—t=Cy1, C L. =C,; (26)
lt_>ad_2TC =0Cq1, 27> ad+2., — %2
see Egs. (20) of I. On the other hand, as T—0,
Ci|T|~T~, C~T'2, 27)

in perfect agreement with (21). We shall now make pre-
dictions on the basis of the formulation of this section.

III. PREDICTIONS BASED ON SCALING
HYPOTHESIS

For this we go back to the general O(n) model with
n >2 and examine various regimes of T and L one by
one. Regarding the correlation length, we note that, for
T <T, and L — oo (which makes x;— — « ), the desired
result is given by Egs. (11) and (18), so that

E(T;L)=[X,Y(T)/apX T]"/¢ 2L+~
(T<T., L>w). (28)

As T—0, Y(T) tends to be a constant, with the result
that £~T ~°/"9=2_ However, as argued earlier,’ the
mathematical nature of the singularity encountered by the
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system in geometry L9 %X «? at T =0 should be
characteristic of the d’-dimensional bulk system. We,
therefore, conclude that o =vv(d —2), where v is the crit-
ical exponent governing the behavior of the correlation
length &(T) of a d’'-dimensional bulk system as
T—T,(d')=0. Making use of the actual value of v, see
Eq. (10) of the appendix, we find that, for d’ <2,

o=v(d —2)/(2—d’) (29)
and hence for the system under study
E(T;L)=~[X,Y(T)/agX,T]"/?~4L (d—d")/(2—d") (30)

~L[L4=2X(T)/TV*4) (T <T,, L—>).

(31)
It will be noted that the approach exponent,
(d —d’)/(2—d’), appearing in (30), though dependent on
d, is totally independent of the critical exponents pertain-
ing to the d-dimensional bulk system. Equation (30) gives
1

Z_a, M3(T) v

Xzs[_y'(d —2)+n]/Hd =2) 4 2dT( T)

X,Y(T)
aoXl T

X(T;L)=
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us complete dependence of § on both T and L throughout
the region of the first-order phase transition. In passing,
we note that Fisher and Privman'® have also derived an
asymptotic expression for £ which holds for all n >2 but
pertains to the “cylindrical” geometry (d'=1). A com-
parison of their result with ours suggests that the univer-
sal quantity

(Xz/aoXl)d::1=2n/(n—l). (32)

Likewise, the zero-field susceptibility of the system in
the regime T < T, would take the form, see Eq. (7),

X(T;L)=Z _(C3/T)\C, |7| LY+ (33)
with Z _ universal and 0 as yet unknown. Arguing as be-
fore, we conclude, with the help of Egs. (21), that

0=(y —1)v(d —2)+2B=v[y(d —2)+7] (34)

where 7 is the corresponding d’-dimensional critical ex-
ponent. It follows that

L2+77‘d -2) . (35)

Making use of the actual values of v and 7, see again Eq. (A10) of the Appendix, we find that, for d' <2,

2 2/(2—d")
Y(T:L)~ Z_ag My(T) | X,X(T) 12 —d)/2—d) (36)
’ ~ XZS(jﬁ—d‘v'q)/v(d —2) a2d»Y~( T) aoX] T
~TL9LM(T)/TP[L?2X(T)/T)¥/*~ % (T <T,, L—>o) . (37)

Equation (36) gives us complete dependence of X on both
T and L throughout the region of the first-order phase
transition. Once again, we note that the approach ex-
ponent, 2(d —d')/(2—d’), appearing in (36), though
dependent on d, is totally independent of the critical ex-
ponents pertaining to the d-dimensional bulk system.

At this point it seems worthwhile to note that, in the
regime under study, the quantity X /&% is independent of L
and depends only on T:

X MJT)  A(T)
52 - Xzs(jﬁ;d'v‘q)/v(d—Z) aZdT(T) ~ T

X Z?ao

; (38)

in the case of the spherical model, even T dependence is
absent and we obtain an especially simple result, viz.

Z

zSZ Jad+2 :

n=cw

X
é—Z
In passing, we observe that, as T—T,_, Egs. (31) and
(37) assume the form

(38a)

§~ It 1 v(d—2)/(2*d’)L(d —d"/2-d’")
~ |t ML [t |44/ (TST,, L>») (39

and
X~ |t 2B+ d —2)d’'/(2—d") [ 2d —d")/(2—d")

~ |t 7L |t |44 (TST,, L>x), (40)

a clear indication of the fact that the system is preparing

[
to enter the region of the second-order phase transition

where X /&2~ |t |7

At this stage we would like to point out that the forego-
ing results were obtained for d’ <2. If d'=2, then power
laws such as (30), (31), (36), (37), (39), and (40) would get
replaced by exponential ones; see Eqgs. (A13) of the Ap-
pendix.

In the ‘“core” region, where |x,|=0O(1) and hence
|t | =0 (L '), the functions & and X, for a fixed value
of x,;, are proportional to L and LY, respectively; see
Egs. (4) and (7). Accordingly, the quantities

E(T.;L)L " and X(T;LXT./C3)L~"", (41)

evaluated at the erstwhile critical point T =T, would be
universal.

Finally, for TR T, and L — «, we expect to recover
standard bulk results, with corrections arising from the
finiteness of the system. Under periodic boundary condi-
tions, these corrections are expected to be exponentially
small. We shall now verify these predictions in the case
of the spherical model of ferromagnetism.

IV. ANALYTICAL RESULTS
FOR THE SPHERICAL MODEL

For analytical study we consider a field-free spherical
model, of size L;X -+ XLy, for which the spin-spin
correlation function under periodic boundary conditions is
given by®!!
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T cos(k-R)
. )= 5 42
G(R,T5L;) 2N I§I A—2J ¥ cos(k;a) “2)
/ j
where n;=0,1,...,N;—1, N;=L;/a, kj=217nj/Lj

(j=1,...,d) while A denotes the ‘“‘spherical field” per-
taining to the model. Following the procedure developed
in I, we obtain (for R;,L; >>a)

(d—2)/2
G(R,T;L;)=-L_ Kua-nplMa)))
47J | 2w lgi=—w [Alg;)]™
4
J
1 1 (d—2)/2 2—d
&S _2 = [ |2=2& || _9dr
™\T. T T 47 2

where A, denotes (A)g _o.

The structure of the quantity A(g;) suggests that we
define a finite-system correlation length £(T;L ;)» through
the relationship

§(T;Lj))=a/[$(T;L))]'?, (46)

and write A(g;) in the scaled form

A(qj)= 2(qjlj+rj)2 172 , (47)
J
where

For geometry L% w?, where d*+d'=d, only those
Alg;) contribute to the sum in (43) which are of the form

a* 172
Ag)= | 3 (gl +r)+r} , (49)
=1
where
d*
I=L/E, rﬁ:rz—rf, ri= S rjz . (50)

It is now straightforward to see that, with nonuniversal
parameter

D=a%*C%=a?"2T/J, (51)

see Egs. (8) and (24), our analytical result for G(R,T ;L)
is in full conformity with the scaling hypothesis (3), with
scaling function

rd—2 K _2,2(A(q))

. (52)
2(2m)47? 2

X(r,,0)=
e [A(q)](d—zvz

As for the correlation length, we invoke the thermo-
geometric parameter y through the standard relationship!

Vp=— (53)

which shows quite readily that £ indeed satisfies the subsi-
diary hypothesis (4), with scaling function
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where K ;(z) are modified Bessel functions,
A )—————‘/— 2112
9)=—, lZ(q,-Lj+Rj) ,
J
(44)
A
= |22
é 7 d|<<1;

the parameter ¢(7;L;) is determined by the constraint
equation of the system, see Eq. (65) of I,

K —2,2(Aolg;)) 45)
az00 [Aolg; )] -2
I
S(x,,0) 1 (54)

=2y(x1) ;

the parameter y (x;), in turn, is determined by the con-
straint equation (45) which may now be written in the
scaled form, see Eq. (24) for the nonuniversal parameter
C‘]?,

yd—2
877'd/2

2—d

2

» Ka_2),2(2yq)

r
S (pg)\d =272

Xy =

[g=(g}+ - +g2)"*>0]. (55

We shall now examine our results for £(T;L) and
G(R,T;L) in different regimes of T and L, and for vari-
ous values of R (in relation to the parameters L and £).

V. FINITE-SIZE EFFECTS
IN THE CORRELATION LENGTH

A. Case(a): T<T.,,L >

In this case, x; — — o and Eq. (55) gives

) 0 gt 1/(2—d")
— I | === ’
oo T |5 /|x1| d'<2),
const X exp(—4m | x; |) (d'=2). (56)

The scaling function S (x,0) then assumes the asymptotic
form (10), with

s /1

o=1/(2-d’)

2-d’
2

1 1/(2—d’)
S_——‘—-? ]

(d'<2). (57)

The value of o obtained here is in perfect agreement
with the scaling prediction (29), with v=1/(d —2). It
may also be noted that, in the case of the ‘“‘cylindrical”
geometry (d'=1), S_ turns out to be 4 which, by Eq.
(25), gives X;=1; it then follows that the ratio
(X,/a,X;) in this case equals 2—in perfect agreement
with Eq. (32), with n — .

The correlation length itself is given by Egs. (53) and
(56), with the result that, for d’' <2,
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| g [TV Ve
~L1lg d’/2/r - 1 [(d—d)/2—d) (58)
§=7 |37 2 @2 | T T,
. g 11V [ pacaypy |72
_ = d'/2 - . 59
5 41 /F 3 T ; (59)

here, use has also been made of Egs. (22) and (24). We find that Eqgs. (58) and (59) do indeed agree with predictions (30)

and (31), with

1 2—d’ _
Xi=Sam?al |72 | Xa=1%
see Eqgs. (22)-(25). For d'=2, we obtain instead
d—2
E=const XL exp [4mJ L iT—% (d'=2);

(60)

(61)

for d =3, the constant in front of this expression turns out to be unity (see also Ref. 11).
For the model under study, the foregoing results may as well be expressed in terms of the spontaneous magnetization,

M (T), of the bulk system; thus,

1 2 d' 1/(2-d’) J d—2 1/(2-d")
> 8#‘”2/1“ —-'—-—H == MA(T) d'<2),
2 T | a
£ _
L~ 714 (62)
const X exp 4777 - M3(T) (d'=2)

It is gratifying to note that, in the special case d’'=1, this
result is in complete agreement with the one derived re-
cently by Fisher and Privman.'?

At this point it seems instructive to recall that the mag-
netic susceptibility per unit volume of the system is given
by the expression’!!

S R
2Jad¢ 8Jad+2y2 ‘
It is readily seen that expression (63) conforms to the scal-
ing relation (7), with scaling function
1 1

= = 2 M 64
Z(xl,O) 8y2 ZS (xl,O), ( )

(63)

cf. (54). Equations (46) and (63) show that for the spheri-
cal model of ferromagnetism the ratio X/&2 is, by
definition, a constant—independent of both T and L:

with

z_=1is?, (66)

which follows from Eq. (64). It should be emphasized,
however, that, for general n > 2, the ratio X /§2 is indepen-
dent of L only for T < T,, but is still a function of T} the
case of the spherical model (n = « ) is special, in that this
ratio is independent of both T and L in all regimes of T.

B. Case (b): The “Core” Region

In the “core” region, where |x;|=0(1) and hence
|t | =0(L~'“~?), the thermogeometric parameter y in
general is also O (1); accordingly, §(L)=0 (L) and its pre-
cise value can be determined only numerically. In the ex-
ceptional cases d R 2 and d <4, however, y does turn out
to be much less than unity and we obtain the following

X/E2=1/2Ja%+? (65) analytical results:
J

(L) B [1T((2—d")/2)e] V279 [e=(d —2) «<1], o

L rer. 20727 |[AT(2=d")/2)e]" V4= [e=(4—d)«<1], (
valid for d’ <2. Equations (67) generalize some recent results of Luck!? (valid for d’=1) and some of Brézin'* (valid for
d'=0 and 1). Of course, for any value of d’, the ratio

(L) N S , (68)

L T=1, 2y(x;=0)
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clearly, a universal number.

C. Case(¢): TRT.,,L > »

In this case, x; — + « and Eq. (55) gives
1/(d —2)

72 (d-172
y= - T 2£lee) e L= (69)
| T((2—d)/2) | r'{(4—d)/2} L ’
accordingly,
d-1/2
d*x'”? 28(0) L
L)~ _ —L/&) | 70
s=ele) I Fa—ainy | L ¢ 7o
where &( o) is the corresponding bulk correlation length, viz.
1/(d —2)
1 r{2—-dy/2}|T,
§loo)=" = SWMJ” at =4 (0<r<<1) . (71)

As expected under periodic boundary conditions, finite-size correction in this regime is indeed exponentially small. In
passing, we note that Eq. (70) generalizes another result of Luck'® which pertained to the special case d'=1, i.e.,
d*=d —1.

V1. FINITE-SIZE EFFECTS IN THE CORRELATION FUNCTION

The correlation function of the system under study is given by Eq. (43) which, for geometry LY X 0¥ (d* +d'=d),
may be written in the form
(d—2)/2

Kia_2,(R/8)+

d-—-2
a2

&R

K _2,2(A(q))
[A(q)](a’~2)/2

T
202w

T
2027 d/?.J

a
€
where the q=0 term has been taken out of the summation and the parameter ¢ has been replaced by £ through the

defining relationship (46); of course, it will be remembered that the quantity A(q) appearing here is given by Egs. (49)
and (50). Now, combining Eq. (72) with (45), we obtain a more useful form of the function G (R, T;L), namely

’

G(R, T;L)= ) (72)

qd*)

T T d—2 (d—2)/2 5 d
a _
G(R,T;L)= |1— | = a2 Kiy_2R/E)+ T | ——
l Tc 2(47’_ ‘”2] é— R (d—2)72 § 2
d—2
N T a | Ka—22(AQ@)  Ky_2,2(Aq)) (73)
2(217')d/2J § aa® [A(q)](d—Z)/Z [Ao(q)](d—Z)/Z ’

where Ay, as before, denotes (A)g_o. For R << £, we make use of the limiting form'?

K. (z)= [ (z)]=ll“(v) iz ) —lr(l—v) lz v—+—0(22_") O<v<l, z<«<1) (74)

v 25m vr) - 2 2 2v 2 ’
with the result that
d-2
T d—2 T a a?2R4d
7T;L = |1—- A "y * 7T; ’

G(R ) ( T + |T > snd2) | R +0 2 G*(R,T;L) (75)

where
d—2
T . | Ka—2.2(AQ) K —2),2(Ad(q))
G*(R,T;L)=————7— 2 d-2/2 d—-272 76)
22m7%T | § aas | [A@)] [Ao(q)]
T

It is now readily seen that, for T < T, and L — « (which hm [ lim G(R,T;L)]=M¥3(T) . (77)
makes £— « ), Eq. (75) correctly reproduces the bulk Row Lo
correlation function (9), with My(T) and A4 (T) given by The above demonstration entails the fact that, in the

Egs. (22). Thus, our result for the finite-system correla- limit (r,/)—0, the scaling function X (r,/,0) of Eq. (52)
tion function is consistent with the expectation’ that would also reduce to the form anticipated in Eq. (12),
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with appropriate values of the universal numbers X; and Ld=2)72 d_2 {
X,, with =0 and with v/o=(2—d')/(d —2). To see WK(d-zvz(r):F IR byl (78b)
this explicitly, we observe that the first term in (12) would (2m) 8

essentially arise from an integration (instead of summa- perfect agreement with the expected result X,, as given
tion) over q(d )] In (52) which, in the desired approxima- by Egs. (23) and (25). The difference between the actual
tion, would give expression in (52) on one hand and the sum of the ap-
proximants (78a) and (78b) on the other would constitute
the remainder function, X *(r,/), of Eq. (12).

rd -2 w Ka—2plgh 277772 x| W . 2 .
f < q q e shall now examine finite-size effects in the correla-
22m)47% Yo (gD =22 T(d*/2) tion function G(R,T;L), as given by Egs. (75) and (76).
1 r—d +d* } pd—2 Remembering that the expression in question is valid for
= : — , (78a) a <<R <<§&, we shall focus our attention on the region of
2(4q)d—d7)72 2 14 the first-order phase transition (T <T.) and examine

different regimes of the variable R in relation to the pa-

. . rameter L.
in perfect agreement with the expected result
X,r97%/1~%, with X, given by (60). The second term,
’ . . A, Casel: R <L
on the other hand, would arise exclusively from the ase <<
(q=0)-term of the sum in (52) which, in turn, would give Equation (76) may, in this case, be approximated as

d—2
T

4(2m)4%g

a

3

it will be remembered that the parameters / and r here stand for the scaled variables L /& and R /€, respectively. For
the “block” geometry (d* =d), r; does not exist, so r, represents the full vector r; Eq. (79) then simplifies to
d—2

_ Kaplgh) 2,2 Ki12),2(q!) 2
(ql)d/z 1 I d*(ql)‘d'z’/z Lo

’

G*(R,T;L)~ (79)

q(d*)

, Ka_2),2(ql)
a d (ql)(d —2)/72

a

£

Now, for T < T, and L — « (which makes x;— — o), the parameter / (=2y)—0; see Eq. (56). The sums appearing in
expressions (79) and (80) may then be replaced by their asymptotic forms, as given by Egs. (79) of I; we thus obtain

G*(R,T;L)~ —L P2 (d*=d) . (80)

T 42wy

Ta? 2 gt | a7 [@RI—a"RY 0<d<2),
G*(R,T;L)~ a qd™) .
4JL? .
_R d’:o ,
g R d'=0

where d’, as usual, is the number of dimensions in which the system is infinite, i.e., d’=d —d*. Quite expectedly, the
finite-size effect for R << L is isotropic in the case of the “block™ geometry but not so in general; in fact, as will be seen
repeatedly, the effect is positive for the component R, and negative for R. For the most practical cases, viz. d=3 and
d*=1, 2, or 3, Egs. (81) simplify to

S(3)2RT—RT) (d*=1), (82a)
G*(RTSL)~ X 6B IR —2RE) (d*=2) (820)
(27/3)R? (d*=3); (82¢)
r
here, use has been made of the Hardy sum'® out that the error term displayed in Eq. (75), which had
- its origin in the (q=0)-term of the original sum in (72), is
" (g2 4+q3) T =4E(s)B(s) ( 1), 83 in the present regime negligible in comparison w1th the
a zg_w i §(Bls) (s >1) (83) effect calculated here. For this, we note that the ratio of
’ the term in question to the effect shown in Egs. (81) is
where O(Ld/Rd‘zé'z), i.e.,
- " d—2 d'd —2)/(2—d")
()= U+D7% Bls)= S (—D/2I+1)~5. (84 ~ & 4 (85a)
=0 =0 R L

Before proceeding further, it seems important to point for d’' <2, and
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d-2 d-—2 d—-2
~ = L exp | —8mJ 1_1 L
R a p T T ||a (85b)
[
for d’=2; see Egs. (58) and (61). We thus find that, for while C; is a universal number of value —8.913 633. . .; it

all d’'<2, the ratio (85) is negligibly small. Equations
(81), therefore, determine the most dominant finite-size
effect for the case under study.

B. Case2: R, =O(L),R =0

For obvious reasons this case is not so readily tractable
as the one with R <<L. For simplicity, therefore, we
confine our discussion to a system in three dimensions, for
which Egs. (75) and (76) reduce to the form

T Ta
G(R,T;L)= |1— —_— *(R,T; ,
(R, T;L) l T, +87rJR +G*(R,T;L) (86)
where
Ta
*(R,T;L)= =R/L), 87
G*( ) 87TJLg(e) (e=R/L) (87)
with
—2yl(q+e)?+ef]/? o -4
gle)= ' —
qg'*) [(quel)zwaﬁ]”2 q
R, R,
€1="7 6= (88)

The function g (€) can be simplified considerably by mak-
ing use of certain identities established in a paper by Cha-
ba and Pathria,!” hereafter referred to as II. For a de-
tailed study we consider the geometries of the cube, the
cylinder and the film and, for clarity of understanding, set
R, =0 (which, in the case of the cube, is true anyway); ac-
cordingly, €,=0 and €, may be designated as €. The

function g (€) then assumes the form
e~ late| e~

la+e| ¢

gle)= 3’ (89)

qd¥*)

(i) The cubic geometry (d*=3). For this case we recall
identities (62) and (63) of II, viz.

, e~ late]
q(3) |q+€|
_ |7, A(e) y* o, cos[2m(n-€)] e €
- 2+ - 20,2 2 2y |
y ™ T a3 hi(n m+y”) €
(90)
and
—2yq C 2
, e T 3 y , 1
=—+—+2y —— —5, (91)
a3 9 2 T ™ ,%) nz(n2772+y2)
where
Ale)= 3 SsZmme] (o) ©92)
n(3) n

will be noted that, for reasons of symmetry, it is sufficient
to consider 0 <¢€; < +. Now, combining (90) and (91), and
remembering that in the temperature regime under study
y =0(a/L)""? << 1, we obtain

_Ale)
- T

1 G .
€

g le) .

For comparison, we recall that the R-dependent part of
the bulk correlation function is given by

Ta

= T50)—MJT)=—""7, 4
Go(R, T)=G(R,T;00)—MyH(T) S7IR (94)
whereby the ratio

G*(R,T;L)/Gy(R, T)=€eg(e)=0(1) . (95)
Some special values of this ratio may be noted:

V3

Tg(%,%,%)=0.762 68 ,

%g(o,%,%)=0.594 37, (96)

1£(0,0,4)=0.37068 .

As €—0, this ratio tends to the limiting value (27/3)€?;
see Eq. (82¢).

(ii) The cylindrical geometry (d*=2). For this case we
recall identities (42) and (44) of 11, viz.

s e W latel —rS cos[2m(n-€)] (€ 0) (97)
a2 latel a (nPm 4yl
and
, e~ T
——=—+D+2y
q 9 y
+3 Ll L, (98)

= | (2 4y2)12 " n

where D is a universal number of value —3.900265. . .;
note that the sums appearing in (97) are full, in the sense
that the terms with q=0 and n=0 are included. With
y << 1, the function g (€) now turns out to be

gle=Pe)——~D (0<e <), 99)

where

Ple=" cos[2m(n-€)] (
n(2) n

€>0) . (100)

The ratio of the finite-size effect, G*(R,T;L), to the R-
dependent part of the bulk correlation function, G,(R, T),
is again eg (€) which, as expected, is of order unity; some
special values of this ratio are



3778

1

585 1)=0.61554, 1g(0,1)=0.37895.  (101)

Finally, as €—0, the ratio eg(e€) tends to the limiting
value £(3/2)B(3/2)€; see Eq. (82b).

(iii) The film geometry (d*=1). In this case the limit
y—0 may be taken right away, with the result that

1 1

g +el g

—2p(1)—(1+e€)—h(1—€) (0<e<d), (102)

where ¥(z) [=d InI'(z)/dz] is the digamma function.'®
The ratio eg (€) in this case admits of an exact expansion
in ascending powers of €, viz.

©

SURJIT SINGH AND R. K. PATHRIA 36

Some special values of this ratio may be noted:
1g(3)=2In2—-1=0.38629 ,
18($)=In3—-1=0.098 61 ,

(104)
1g(1)=31n2-1=0.03972,

1g($H)=2%In2+1In3—-1=0.01140,
tending to the limiting value 2£(3)e’ as €—0; see Egs.
(82a) and (103).

C. Case3: R, =O(L), Ry#0

For a study of this case we go back to Eq. (88) and ex-
amine the influence of the component R, on the function
g(e). In this connection we note that, since R, is ir-
relevant in the case of a cube, we have to consider the
geometries of the cylinder and the film only.

(i) The cylindrical geometry (d*=2). To analyze this
case we need a generalization of identity (97), which turns

egle)=2 3 L(2s +De* ' . (103)  out to be
s=1
|
e nlata 2172
> _lareAr” cos[2m(n-€,)]e T (e>0) (105)
= €> ’
a0 [(a+e)+ef]'”? n(2) (n?mi4y2)i72
where €, =R, /L and ¢)=R /L. Substituting (98) and (105) into (88) and remembering that y << 1, we now obtain
—2mne
e, cos[2m(n-€|)]e I
glom— Lo vy |3 ] —~—-D| (0<eg<t) (106)
y n(2) n
—
For €,=0, the first part of this expression vanishes while Using (62), we may as well write
the second part reduces to (99), as it indeed should. As ¢, ) —Ry /&
increases to values of order unity but is still much less G(R,T;L)=M;(T)e [L <R=0(8)] .
than 1/y, i.e.,, Ry=0(L) <<§, the first part approximates (110)

—2me, which is comparable in value to the second part.
As € becomes much greater than unity and O (1/y), i.e.,
L «<R=0(§), the first part completely dominates and
we obtain, for the full correlation function (86),

T
T,

Ta

_ —2¢p
8JLy

G(R,T;L)= |1—

(I—e ). (107)

It will be noted that the finite-size effect due to R, is,
quite generally, negative—as also seen in case 1. Now,
making use of the fact that y =L /2& while & is given by
Eq. (58) withd=3 and d'=1, i.e., by

=~
a

3 L?, (108)

11
T T,

we find a remarkable cancellation of the R-independent
terms in (107) and are left with the result

Ta —R, /&
G(R,T;L)zzl—l%e 1”8 [L «<R,=0(&)]. (109)

The foregoing results are highly instructive for the fol-
lowing reasons. First of all, they demonstrate
mathematically what is indeed expected on physical
grounds,'® namely that in a system which is partially
finite and partially infinite the propagation of long-range
order at T < T, is severely limited; while in the finite
directions it pervades all the way [for R, is at most
O (L) and L <<£], in the infinite directions it is restrict-
ed to distances governed by the length scale £&. As R,
becomes much greater than L and assumes values of or-
der £, long-range order in the conventional sense is not
seen; cf. Egs. (9) and (110). At the same time, the finite-
size effect in the correlation function is no longer a
“correction” to the standard bulk result; it becomes, in
fact, the most dominant feature of the correlation func-
tion. Furthermore, the manner in which the correlation
function under these circumstances varies with R has lit-
tle to do with the three-dimensional bulk system; it be-
comes instead characteristic of a one-dimensional bulk
system; cf. Eq. (109) with Eq. (A18) of the Appendix.
This comparison suggests that Eq. (109) may as well be
written as
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2
G(R,T;L*X o)~ ‘%] G(R,T;c0")
[L<<R;=0(&)]. (111

Thus, under specified conditions, the correlation function
|

2 24172
© e—2y[(q+el) +e”]

q=2_w (g +€)+€1'?

n=-—occ

along with the standard sum

o e~ lal

> ————=-2In(l—e"¥) (y>0), (113)
= lal
to obtain (for y << 1)
g(e):Z[ln(Zy)—l—KD(Ze”y)]
+]43 cos(2mme ) Ko(2mne)— = | . (114)

n=1

Once again, we find that, as €, becomes much greater than
unity and assumes values of order (1/y), the first part of
the above expression for g(e) completely dominates—
with the result that the full correlation function of the
system is now given by

T
1— —
T,

c

Ta

G(R,T;L)=~
47JL

+ [In(L /&) +Ko(R, /£)]

[L <«<R,=0(£)].

Recalling the relevant expression for £ [see Eq. (61) and
remember that the unknown constant in the present case

(115)

=2 3 cos(2mne )Ko[2¢(n?m*+y?)'"?] (y >0, €,>0),
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of the finite-sized system “splits” into two factors—a con-
stant one pertaining to the finite dimensions of the system
and a variable one pertaining to the infinite dimensions; of
course, the correlation length entering into the latter still
pertains to the actual system.

(i) The film geometry (d* =1). For the analysis of this
case we employ the one-dimensional identity '’

(112)

f
is unity], we again find an exact cancellation of the R-
independent terms, leaving us with the result

Ta
47 JL

Not surprisingly, the R dependence of the correlation
function is now characteristic of a two-dimensional bulk
system, see Eq. (A19) of the Appendix, such that

1

G(R,T;x?)

G(R,T;L'X 02~ %

[L <R;=0()]. 117

Equations (111) and (117) call for an obvious generaliza-
tion.

VII. “SPLITTING THEOREM”
IN GENERAL GEOMETRY

For a generalization of the foregoing results, we go
back to Eq. (43) for the full correlation function and,
recognizing the fact that the geometry under consider-
ation is L9 X o9 with d*+d'=d, render it into the
form

1
d—2 (2—d") /2 2_2 24172
cos[2m(n-R|)/LIK 5_41,2[2(n"7m*+y*)' "R, /L
GR,T;L)=— |2 — [ - ]2‘22 "“jfkw‘t YURAE ocarca.
47472y | L L o (n°m+y°)
(118)
Now, separating the n(d *)=0 term from the rest, we may write (for y << 1)
- d—2 (2—d"/2
a [
.L ~ - —_ i
G(R,T;L) a7y | T 2
(2—d"/2
, cos[2m(n-R,)/L]K;_4,(2mnR, /L)
X I Ko_ayn(Ry/E)+ 3 PR (119)
nd*)

We now make the following observations on this ex-
pression.

(i) If we keep R fixed and let L (and along with it &) in-
crease indefinitely, then the first term of this expression
reduces to

2—d’
2

Tad~2§2—d’

r , ,
2(47)4 /2L —4

(0<d’'<2), (120)

which, with the help of Eq. (58), reproduces exactly the

r
long-range order term 1 —(T/T,). In the second part, we
may, under these conditions, replace the summation over
n(d*) by an integration, which yields precisely the isotro-
pic term characteristic of the d-dimensional bulk system,
V1Z.

Tad—Z
87Td/2JRd~2

d—2

r=

[(R/§)—0] . (121)

For d’'=2, the approach has to be slightly different. Now,
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for the first part we use the standard approximation'’

Ko2)=—[In(12)+y5] (z—0), (122)

where Yy is Euler’s constant, while for the sum over n
(which, in the present case, can only be one-dimensional
because, with d'=2, O0<d™* <2) we use a tabulated re-
sult,?® namely

i cos(pn)Ky(gn)

n=1

T 1
=W+3 In|-*=|+ye| [(p,g9)—0].
(123)
Expression (119) then reduces to
Ta _é L ’
1 - d=3,d=2). (124)
amL ™7 | T2k |

Using (61), this becomes precisely the result expected of a
three-dimensional bulk system, viz.

‘1,1 Ta

4+ . (125)

T, | 8mJR

(ii) If, on the other hand, we keep L fixed and increase
R, indefinitely, we encounter a very different situation.
Now, as R becomes much larger than L, the second term
of expression (119) becomes insignificant; the correlation
function is then dominated by the first part which yields a
result characteristic of a d'-dimensional bulk system; see
Eq. (17) of the appendix. Thus, quite generally (for
0<d’'<2), we obtain what may be called the “splitting
theorem” for the correlation function, namely

d*
G(R,T:0?)

GR,T;L X ¥~

[L <<Ry=0(8)]. (126)
The physical interpretation of this theorem is straightfor-
ward; it must, however, be emphasized that the correla-
tion length § appearing in the function G @) pertains to
the actual system in geometry Lé* X o0o? and not to the
d’-dimensional bulk system.

The exceptional case of the “block” geometry (d'=0) is
worthy of a special note. Here, R is irrelevant, so the
foregoing considerations (and those of case 3 of the
preceding section) do not apply. The appropriate results
for this geometry are given under cases 1 and 2 above,
and the underlying feature of these results is that long-
range order at T < T, pervades the whole system. Finite-
size effect in the correlation function may in this case stay
as a small correction to the R-dependent bulk term
(R << L) or become comparable to it [R =O (L)] but does
not, under any circumstances, mollify the R-independent
term, 1 — (7 /T,), representing the long-range order in the
system.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix we propose to examine the behavior of
a d'-dimensional bulk system (d'<2) as T—T.(d')=
The constraint equation for the system in zero field is
given by the standard expression

2 1
A=2T3 cos(2mn;/N;)
J

=2NpB
{"j]

[nj:O,I,...,(Nj—l)]: (A1)

where various symbols have their usual meanings; in par-
ticular, B=1/T. Following a straightforward pro-
cedure,!! Eq. (A1) can be put in the form

NpI =+ 3 [*
f”j}

x cos(2mn; /N ;)

e~(l/21)xH e ] jdx s (Az)
J

which, in the bulk limit, becomes

&
© 1 27
2 — —(A/20)x e* cosd
pI=1 ["e - d6 | dx
=Wy(d)
where
Wald)=1L fo“’ e e ¥, (x)]dx
A’ ’
b= 7 —2d (A3)

I,(z) being the other modified Bessel functions. For
¢ << 1 and d’ <2, the integral in (A3) may be evaluated by
substituting!®

Lo~ —— 14 L2 ... (A4)
0 V2mx 8x ' 128x2 ’
with the result that
2-d’ 1 2—d"/2 a/2
2BJ r _(4—d/2_¢ +0( ¢ (A5)
It follows that, in the limit 7—0,
¢~ T2/(2—d’) . (A6)

The correlation length, &, the zero-field susceptibility, X,
and the singular part of the specific heat per unit
“volume,” ¢, are then given by

E=a/V~T /24, (A7)

X=1/(2Ja¥¢)~T ~¥2=4) (A8)
and

cW=—(/aNd¢/dT)~T* />~ | (A9)
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with respective exponents
1 . 2 . d’

v — = = ——0 d’ 2 .
v =G—ay TTaoay T a=ay 9<?
(A10)

For d'=2, on the other hand, one obtains!!

231:21;111(32/¢)+0(¢1n¢) , (Al1)
with the result that

¢~32exp(—8wJ/T) (A12)
whence

E~exp(4nJ /T), X ~exp(8aJ/T) ,

¢~ T 2exp(—8mJ /T) (d'=2). (A13)

The correlation function of the system is given by

cos(k-R)

T 27h;
= 2 — J
2N ) )»—2J§cos(kja)

k.=

4 Nja

G(R,T)=

(A14)

Proceeding as before, we obtain in the bulk limit

_ T rew__4xn2 —x
GRT)=> [“e [j[[e In/a(x)ldx . (A1)

For the functions I Vl_(x) we may use the asymptotic ex-

pression!

x —vf/Zx

1 9-32v}
I+ —+——— -+ |, (Al6

L, (x)= 8x | 128x2

Y V2mx

with the result that, for ¢ << 1,

Re |27
RE Ki_ahp(R/E),

T
G(R, 7=
2 a?

(2m)?72g

(A17)

where £(=a /V'$) is the correlation length of the system.
For the special cases d'=1 and 2,

(£/4a)exp(—R /E) (d'=1), (A18)
(1/4mMKy(R/E) (d'=2). (A19)

T
G(R, 1= 7 X
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