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1. Introduction

Over the last 30 years there has been an increasing interdkeicritical behaviour of
systems (fluids, magnets ...) confined between two infinitaligh plates i.e. films. Such
systems can be regarded@&slimensional generalization of twid — 1)—dimensional walls
separated by matter of thickness The so called thermodynamic Casimir effect related to
fluctuation induced long—ranged forces between the pladess and still is, the central theme
of these investigations both experimentally and theozu&}@ This effect was first predicted
by Fisher and de Gennes (Fisher & de Gennes 1978) in theistigation on a confined
critical binary liquid at its bulk critical point. They shaad that the reduced free energy
per unit area contains a term of the forli”) L=%+!, where A" is the so called Casimir
amplitude by analogy with the Casimir effect in vacuum flatkons of the electromagnetic
field between two metallic plates (Casimir 1948). It is a endal quantity that depends on
the bulk universality class and the boundary conditibnsimposed on the confining walls
(Privman & Fisher 1984, Singh & Pathria 1985The different types of boundary conditions
are in turn related to distinct universality classes of acefcritical behaviour depending on
the behaviour of the order parameter at the surfaces bogtiaersystem and some additional
surface properties (Diehl 1986).

In general, according to (Privman & Fisher 1984, Singh & Rath98%) the singular
part of the free—energy density of a finite (in one or moredtio&s) d—dimensional system
with linear sizel, near the bulk critical poirf,., may be expressed in the form

£t b L) m LY O (et LYY coh LA, (1.1)

wheret andh are related to the temperatuffe,and the external magnetic field,, via
_ T—1. h = i

T. kT
The arguments of (") (z,, z,) are appropriate scaled variablesandA are the usual critical
exponents, while all the details of the system are incotpdran the non—universal quantities
c; and c,.  Then the functiony (™ (z,,z,) is a universal scaling function, whose exact
expression depends upon the number of finite directionshuleuniversality class and the
boundary condition$r) to which the system is subjected. For a system confined to a film
geometry, atl’ = T,, the Casimir amplitude coincides with the critical ampdi¢uof the
singular part of the free energy density, i.e.

A =Y (0,0). (1.3)

The spherical model of Berlin and Kac (Berlin & Kac 1952) wagially designed to
mimic the critical properties of the Ising model. It has bebtained by requiring the spins to
be continuous variables subject to a global constraintgtime of the squares of spins at each
lattice site is equal to the total number of sifésrather than a local one (the square of the spin
at each site is exactly 1). Later it was shown that the freeggra this model can be obtained

t (1.2)

§ The literature on the thermodynamic Casimir effect can liadkin (Gruineberg & Diehl 2008) and references
therein.
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as a limiting case of that of the Heisenberg model with infimtimber of spin components
(Stanley 1968). The equivalence between the Heisenberglmitth infinite spin components
and the spherical model remains valid for finite systemspag hs one considers boundary
conditions that preserve the translational invariancenheflattice (Knops 1973). Lewis and
Wannier (Lewis & Wannier 1952) proposed to simplify the sjdted model by requiring the
global constraint of Berlin and Kac to be obeyed in the sefism@nsemble average. This
model is generally known as tlmean spherical model

Because of its exact solubility and direct relevance to pgajsical situations the
ferromagnetic mean spherical model has been extensivetitagain insights into the critical
properties of finite (in one or more directions) systdmdPeriodic boundary conditions,
implying ferromagnetic interactions of spins belonginghoth boundaries on the finite
directions, have been by far the most used boundary conditi@hese allow for analytic
treatment of problems related to the finite—size scalingrthérivman et al. 1991, Brankov
et al. 2000). In addition to periodic boundary conditionstigeriodic boundary conditions
have also been used (Barber & Fisher 1973, Singh & Pathri&) 38 investigate the finite—
size scaling properties of the ferromagnetic mean spHemaoalel. The aforementioned
boundary conditions do not break the translational invexgaof the model in the absence
of a magnetic field. Much less has been achieved in the casengieniodic (free) boundary
conditions. These are believed to be more relevant to resd€s)s, especially to systems
confined between parallel plates. The ferromagnetic melaarg@l model of finite thickness
has been investigated in the case of Dirichlet boundary itiond in (Barber & Fisher
1973, Barber 1974, Danchev et al. 1997, Chen & Dohm 2003, dbant& Brankov 2003)
and Neumann boundary conditions in (Barber et al. 1974, Banet al. 1997, Dantchev
& Brankov 2003). The authors of (Barber & Fisher 1973, Barb®874) using a method
originally devised in (Barber & Fisher 1973) investigatbd scaling properties of the mean
spherical model with finite thickness. They obtained expfarms of the equation for the
spherical field at three, four and five dimensions, sepatafehe method was extended to
the study of the finite—size effects in the case of Neumanr\snanann—Dirichlet boundary
conditions in (Danchev et al. 1997). In (Chen & Dohm 2003) ésvargued that the results
of (Barber & Fisher 1973, Barber 1974) for Dirichlet boundaonditions were incorrect
at three dimensions far from the critical point. Later, tig@a&tion for the spherical field of
(Barber & Fisher 1973) was rederived in (Dantchev & Brank003). It should be mentioned,
however that the derivation of (Dantchev & Brankov 2003)asdxd on an improved method
of (Barber & Fisher 1973). On the other hand, in (Barber & Ersi973, Danchev
et al. 1997, Barber 1974, Dantchev & Brankov 2003) the frewgyndensity for the different
kinds of boundary conditions was obtained by integratiregauation for the spherical field
leading to a complicated integral representations.

In the present paper we propose a different method to trediritie size effects in the
mean spherical model of finite thickness. The method is argémnation of that devised
in (Singh & Pathria 1988) for periodic boundary conditions. It applies to antipei®@

|| For an extensive list of literature see (Barber & Fisher 1%i8gh & Pathria 198% Privman 1990, Chamati
et al. 1998, Brankov et al. 2000) and references therein.
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Dirichlet, Neumann boundary conditions imposed on botlfesas bounding the system and
a combination of Dirichlet and Neumann boundary condit@mgach surface. The method is
quite general and is used for arbitrary dimension. Furtioeenthe finite—size contributions to
the free energy density are obtained directly form the spwading general expression rather
than through integration of the equation for the spherieddifi\We anticipate here that from
our results we recover the particular cases of (Barber &d¥id8973, Barber 1974, Danchev
et al. 1997, Dantchev & Brankov 2003) but not the results dfgi€& Dohm 2003). We will
return to these points later in the paper.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In Sedfion 2define the model and
present the expressions for the free energy density andqtnetien for the spherical field
for the different kinds of boundary conditions. In Sectidnv8 present in details how the
method applies to the case of periodic boundary conditiors@mpare our results with
those available in the literature. In Sectigms 4 through 7ewtend the method for arbitrary
dimensions to the other boundary conditions and compatetivi results obtained by other
authors using different methods. Finally in Secfibn 8 we swamze our results.

2. The model

We consider the mean spherical model ef+-dimensional lattice confined to a film geometry
i.e. infinite ind — 1 dimensions and of finite thicknegsin the remaining dimension with
volumeV = L x oco®!. The linear size of the lattice is measured in units of theckat
constant, which will be taken equal to 1. The model is defihedugh

H = —%ZJUSZ'SJ' —HZSi—F%MZSiz (21)
i % %

wheres; = s;(r, z), the spin at sité, is a continuous real variable-to < s; < o0) with
coordinates- in thed — 1 infinite “parallel” planes and in the finite lateral direction.J;; is
the interaction matrix between spins at siteésdj, and H is an ordering external magnetic
field. Finally the fieldu is introduced so as to ensure the spherical constraint
> (s =N, 2.2)

where(- - -) denotes standard thermodynamic averages computed wittathétonian? and
N the total number of spins on the lattice.

Along the finitez direction we impose different kinds of boundary conditievtsch we
will denote collectively byr. For a lattice system this means:

(p) periodic:s(r,1) = s(r, L + 1);

(a) antiperiperiodicis(r,1) = —s(r, L + 1);

(D) Dirichlet: s(r,0) = s(r, L +1) =0;

(N) Neumann:s(r,0) = s(r, 1) ands(r, L) = s(r, L + 1);
)

(ND) Neumann-Dirichlets(r,0) = s(r,1) ands(r, L + 1) = 0.
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For nearest neighbour interactions and under the above daoyinconditions the
Hamiltonian [(2.1) may be diagonalized by plane waves par#dl the confining plates and
appropriate elgem‘unctlorqféZ z) using the representation

2m
(r)=2 / o / Wit s et (2), (23)
™

where the integrals ovets, the components @f, are restricted to the first Brillouin zone of
the hypercubic lattice of dimensieh— 1. The orthogonal eigenfunctions read

1 2
gp@( ) = \/Zexp {z%nz} , n=0,---,L—1; (2.4a)
9057)():7 { ( 1)2}, n=0,-, L1 (2.40)
L+1 [ n—l—l)z}, n=20,---,L—1; (2.4c)
L2 n=0,
; (2.4d)
%os , n=1,...,L—1
PP (2) = 2 (n+3)2; n=0---,L—1 (2.4¢)
n m 2L—'— 1 2 Y Y Y N .
The eigenmodes associated with the above eigenfunctiergiaen by
2
w,(Lp) = —2+ 2cos [%n} ; (2.59)
@ _ _949 2m Lyl . 2.5
w,’ = =24 2cos f(n—l—§) ; (2.50)
wP) = —2 + 2cos | — (n+1)|; (2.5)
" L+1 ’
(N) — _ Tl
W, 2+ 2cos [Ln} ; (2.5d)
2T
w,(LD ):—2—|—2005{2L+1(n+%)]. (2.5¢)

Those corresponding to the diagonalised interaction mate )\ =2 + w((f).

At zero field, the free energy density of the mean sphericallehander the above
boundary conditions imposed along the finite lateral sizetha general expression (obtained
via the Legendre transformation)

1
—1

BE(T, Lig) = 5

1 .
HK+—ZUd1¢+wO —wl) = gK(@tw) -~ K. (26)
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whereK = gJ = J/kgT and

2m del 2 d@d
= —_ ... —1
Ud<2) /0 o /(; o n

In (2.8), the shifted spherical field, defined by

d
z+22(1 —cos@i)] : (2.7)

o =n/T =N,

is the solution of the spherical constraint
L-1

1 SR
with
2 d6 27 do 1
Wd<z):/ _/ il . . (2.9)
o 2m 0 2T 2423¢ (1 - cosb;)

The bulk limit is obtained by letting the lateral size go to infinity. This allows
us to investigate the thermodynamics of the ferromagnegammspherical model in the
thermodynamic limit. Here we shall not enter into the inigegion of the thermodynamic
properties (the interested reader may refer to (Pathri&)}9% is worth mentioning that the
present model undergoes a continuous phase transitiorusit artiical point determined by

Kc,d = Wd(O), (210)

for d > 2. On the other hand faf > 4 the model exhibits mean—field—like critical behaviour.
In the following we will consider only dimensions in the intal 2 < d < 4. Recently an
efficient method to estimate the Watson inted¥al0) and the associated logarithmic integral
for d—dimensional hypercubic lattice has been proposed in @&ycucker 2001).

Before embarking into the investigation of the finite—siZéeas for the different
boundary conditions a few comments are in order:

(1) For the evaluation of the finite—size contributions te bulk expressions of the free
energy and the equation for the spherical field the case agieoundary conditions is the
simplest. A powerful method to treat these sums was propogd@&ingh & Pathria 1988). It
was found that in this case the correlation lengtlof the finite system is given by, = ¢~ /2
(Singh & Pathria 1987).

(2) The same method was successfully extended to the caseipérgodic boundary
conditions (Singh & Pathria 1985 However, the calculation were done in the absence of
the lowest modevé” in (2.8) and[(2.B). Later (Allen & Pathria 1993), it was fouitint the
correlation lengtrt; and the spherical field are no more connected by a simpleéaelas
it is the case for periodic boundary conditions. It was sstggkthat the correlation length
is in fact related to the solution of the equation for spradrield shifted by the asymptotic
behaviour ofu§” i.e. .

(3) The remaining boundary conditions have attracted léssitéon (Barber & Fisher
1973, Barber 1974, Barber et al. 1974, Danchev et al. 19%hKaw et al. 2000, Chen &
Dohm 2003, Dantchev & Brankov 2003). Apart from the paper®ygn & Dohm 2003), all
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investigations were specializeddc= 3 using an approach based on (Barber & Fisher 1973).
For arbitraryd and Dirichlet boundary conditions, a recent work (Chen & B0oB003)
proposed a different method and claimed that the resulBarber & Fisher 1973), obtained
atd = 3, were incorrect.

Here we generalize the method of (Singh & Pathria E)8%r periodic boundary
conditions to the other boundary conditions. We inveséighe finite—size effects of the free
energy density[(216) and the equation for the spherical {&/d) in each case for arbitrary
dimensiond and comment on the results of the aforementioned papers.

3. Periodic boundary conditions

For the sake of completeness we will derive here the relegaptessions for the mean
spherical model of finite thickness under periodic boundawypditions. The derivation
is adapted from (Singh & Pathria 1985(see also (Chamati et al. 1998)). The explicit
expressions for the free energy density and the equatiahéapherical field are given by

L-1
BFP(T, L) = %an + iZUd_l <¢+ 2 [1 — cos (%ﬁnﬂ) — %ch - K, (313
n=0

and
L—1

K = %;Wd_l <¢+2 [1 — cos (%n)}) , (3.1b)

respectively. In this case[()”) =0.
Using the integral representations

2! :/ e (3.29)
0
and

Inz = / % [e_t — e_zq . (3.20)
0

we can separate the expressions for the free energy deBsif) and the equation for the

spherical field[(3.H) into the corresponding bulk expressions and the assdcfatiée—size

contributions. Let us illustrate how this works for the egpia for the spherical field. With

the aid of [3.2) the sum entering this equation can be written as:

L1
Sc(f/%(ﬁs) = Z Wa1 [¢ +2 (1 — cos 2%71)}

n=0

_/ZW@ /27r ded—l /oo 1o B
)y 2rm 0 2 Jo P :

d—1
p+2+2 Z(l — COS QZ)] } (L”)(Qz)

i=1

(3.3)
with

i 2m
Q%)(z) = Z exp [z cos fn] ) (3.4)



Finite—size effects in the spherical model of finite thicene 8

Notice thatQ(Lp)(z) is a periodic function of periodr. Further we use (a generalization of)
the Poisson summation formula, namely

S = / 20 fm)dn -+ fla) + 1 £10) (3.5)

l=—00

to get the identity

Zexp [z cos —n] =L Z In(z (3.6)

l=—0
where [,(z) stands for the modified Bessel function of the first kind (Aboavitz &
Stegun 1972).
Substituting[(3.6) intd(3]3) we obtain

Sc(lpz =L Z/ dze *? [e %I, (22)} e_ZZILl(2z)

l=—o00
= LWy(o) + QLZ/ dze™*? [ ], (22)] e 11(22), (3.7)
where we have used the integral representation

Wa(o) = /O " e [e72215(22)] (3.8)

and the relatiod_,,(z) = I5,(z) (Abramowitz & Stegun 1972).
For largeL, using the asymptotic expansion (Singh & Pathria )85

v vt/ 1 9—32°
I = 14 —4 ———+--- :
Av) == { T T 2R } ) (3.9)
after some straightforward steps, keeping only leadingsen L1, we get
Ka_y (IL\/9)
SP(p) = LW, ¥ 51 L , 3.10
i1(9) 4 (0) + ¢? Z NGIE (3.10)

whereK, (z) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind (Abramp&iStegun 1972).
Collecting the above results the equation for the sphefielal reads
1 = Ky (ZL\/@

4 4
K =W + e 2z 7 3.11
a(0) (4W>§¢ ; TGIE (3.11)

The finite—size behaviour of this equation has been studieléiail in (Chamati et al. 1998)
for arbitraryd. For2 < d < 4, using the asymptotic behaviour

1 2—d
(d—2)/2 (d—1)/2
(M)Mr{ 5 } +0(z ), (3.12)

equation[(3.11) takes the scaling form

o= (y;;/z Ur {2;d”—4i Kl;(ly)] , (3.13)

=1 (ily)§_1

Wd(z) = Wd(O) +
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where we have introduced the scaling variaple= L\/¢ ands» = LY"(K,.4 — K) with
v = (d — 2)~! — the critical exponent measuring the divergence of theetation length.
Consequently we have a solution of the fofm= ¢~1/? = Lf, (), wheref, is a universal
scaling function. For the particular cage= 3, equation[(3.13) takes a simple form

2713 = In 2 sinh %, (3.14)
whose solution at the critical poin = 0, is
1
o = 21n +2\/5. (3.15)

The finite—size contributions to the free energy can be atewolfor by using the integral
representatiori (3. The aim here is to transform the sum
L-1

7Dd ZUd 1[¢+2<1—cos%n)]

/2” db, / db,_,
> [ n
2

into a more tractable form. After some straightforward algealong the lines explained
above, including the use of the identity (3.6), we arrive at

L& Ky (1L
PO)(6) = LUA()) — L—— % (7)
(4m)2 = (JILVE)?

Using (3.17) for the largé. asymptotic behaviour of the free energy density we get

9 P K% (lL\/E)
ant’ ; (LILVG)®

whereFy(T; ¢) = limy,_, o FCET)(T, L; ¢) is the bulk free energy density.
For2 < d < 4, in the vicinity of the bulk critical point, we have the exjzon

d—1
¢+ 2 (1 — Cos Z%n) + 2;(1 — COS@Z')] (3.16)

(3.17)

BEP(T, L; ¢) = BFa(T; 6) — (3.18)

[M]fsH

- 1 2_12—-d /2 (d+1)/2
Ud<2) = Ud<0) + KC,dZ + (47T)d/2 EF |: 5 } A O(Z ) (319)
Thus the singular part of the free energy takes the scalimy fo
(p) _ Ll 2 2y 1.12-d} S K% (ly)
BI5 Y. 7) = 5L {%y + i ( e 2; aw? )| (3-20)
- 2

in consistency with the finite—size scaling hypotheBis)(1.The Casimir amplitude for
d = 3 i.e. the critical amplitude of the singular part of the freeemy density can
be computed analytically using polylogarithm identiti€sa¢hdev 1993). The result is
(Sachdev 1993, Danchev 1998):

2
AP = —@ = —0.153051.. .. (3.21)
T

This value is compatible with estimations obtained for maalistic O(n) models using
different approaches. For more details we refer the read@gitiineberg & Diehl 2008).
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As one would expect from previous studies on the mean sgieriodel, the results
obtained for periodic boundary conditions are in confoymitith the finite—size scaling
hypothesis. In the following we will extend the method désed here to the other
boundary conditions. The generalization is somehow ditiigvard, however we will see
the appearance of some subtleties that need careful coaisohe

4. Antiperiodic boundary conditions

The explicit expressions for the free energy density andetiation for the spherical field
read

BE(T, L; ¢) = 11nK+—ZUd1[¢+w0 - ;@]—%K<¢+wo‘”)—fc (4.12)

and
L—1

LZWd 1[¢+w0“ _ e >] (4.10)

respectively. Here the lowest eigenmmﬁ@ = 0, in contrast to the case of periodic boundary
conditions.

Unlike the analysis of (Singh & Pathria 1985~ve shall not omi'wOT) = —2+2cos T
from our equations, rather we will use the combinatidf = ¢ + w((f”) as a variable in
our consideration of the sums enterihg &.and [4.D). We will see that this is crucial to
our further treatment. Indeed, in our notationss expected to define the correlation length
and no other definition for this quantity is necessary as $ been suggested in (Allen &
Pathria 1993).

The analysis of Sectidd 3 for periodic boundary conditicens lse applied to the sums

ZWd 1 [o@ — w@] (4.20)

Py o ZUd ) [0 @ — @] (4.2b)

appearing in the left hand Slde of (4)1and [4.D), respectively. Now instead of the identity
(3.6) we use (Singh & Pathria 1986

Q(La)(,z) =) exp [2 cos _ﬂ(n + %)] =L Z cos(ml) I (2), (4.3)

to end up with the final expressions

BEST, L;¢) = BFa (T30 + i)
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Ki_, (lL\/gb+w0“))

4 41 o
K =Wy (o+w”)+ iy 0+ ) 'S (- ~ (4.40)
= (%ZL ¢+w§f”’)

For2 < d < 4, making use of the asymptotic behaviour (3.12), for lafgend in the
vicinity of the bulk critical point, withe + wé") < 1, we have the scaling behaviour

- B S e |

where we have usedé“) R~ —Z—z. The solution of[(4.5) may be written @8 = L f,) (),
wheref(,) a universal scaling function.
Ford = 3, equation[(4.5) reads

27 = In 2 cosh %\/yQ — 2, (4.6)

whose positive solution is

Yo = ?7‘(‘. 4.7)

This is the critical amplitude of the correlation length.ig hesult has been obtained also in
(Allen & Pathria 1993) using a different definition for theroglation length imposed by the
choice of a different initial equation for the sphericaldiel

Using the asymptotic behaviodr (3119), valid bk d < 4, the singular part of the free
energy density may be written in a scaling form as

£y, )L = % (y> — )
e T BN o (N
e

In accordance with the finite—size scaling hypothesis| (1Bdr the important casé =
3, its critical amplitude atl. and consequently the corresponding Casimir amplitude for
antiperiodic boundary conditions§s

AW = 0274543 . ... (4.9)

Notice that the Casimir amplitude here is positive in casttta the case of periodic boundary
conditions, see e.g.[ (3.21), but approximately twice highemagnitude. This result is
compatible with that of (Krech & Dietrich 1992) obtained mgirenormalization group.

Before closing this section let us mention that the expoessior periodic boundary
conditions and those corresponding to antiperiodic bogndanditions may be written in
unified general forms with a parameter characteristic o$tied boundary conditions. In the
remainder of the paper we will use these methods to analgdaite—size effects of the mean
spherical model with a film geometry subject to more realistundary conditions.

and

(4.5)

+ (4.8)

Nl

€ This result was obtained independently by (Dantchev etC182
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5. Dirichlet boundary conditions

5.1. Equation for the spherical field

Here we will evaluate the finite—size contributions to thensappearing in(2]8) in the case of
Dirichlet boundary conditions. We start with

L
D T ™
SC(LL)((b):;Wd—I {¢+2COSL+1 _2COSL—|—1} ) (5.1)
which upon extending the sum to= 2L + 1 may be written
| 2L - -
D
SC(LL)(Qb) =3 nz:% Wi [¢+2COSL+ : _QCOSL+ 1]
1 T 1 T
— §Wd_1 [¢+2005L+ ] —1—2} — §Wd_1 [¢+2COSL+ 1~ 2] ) (5.2)

The last two terms correspondto= L + 1 andn = 0, respectively. Comparing with (3.3)
we find that the sum in the right hand side is exacﬁ(g’ﬁu2 o+ wéD) corresponding to
periodic boundary conditions with a film of thicknesk + 2. This suggests that the analysis
of the sum appearing if (5.2) can be performed following tlethmd outlined in Section 3

(see e.q.[(3.10)).
The equation for the spherical field follows from (2.8), {5ad [3.10). This is (to the
leading order in,—1)

72 1 72 1 2 1 2
w=wa(o= ) + g [Wa(6- ) - g (0= T+ 4) ¥ (- )

4 ( W2>§—1iKg—1 (QZL\/Cb_Z_z)

T\

(5.3)

T (wyoz)

where we have used the large asymptotic behaui@@rz —2—2. Equation[(5.B) is the general
form of the equation for the spherical field for arbitrary @insiond. Notice that the right hand
side is composed of a bulk term, a size dependent surface term

2 2 2
Wy < — %) — %Wd_1 (éb - % + 4) — %Wd—l <¢ - %) (5.4)

and finite—size corrections. Here, all the quantities anetion of the combinatiop — Z—i
Thus, the critical properties of the mean spherical moddinitie thickness under Dirichlet
boundary conditions should be investigated u&ﬁngg—i as a small parameter keeping in mind
thatyp < 1 andL > 1.

The scaling behaviour df (8.3) depends strongly updndeed the asymptotic expansion
of W,_1(z) for small argument takes different expressions for difiérealues ofd. We
first start with the important three dimensional case thatlieen extensively studied in the
literature. Later we will extend our analysis to the intér¥a< d < 4. This constraint for
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ensures the validity of the asymptotic expansion (3.12)¥qfz) andW,_,(z) at the same
time. This means that the lower critical dimension in thisecesd = 3.
Ford = 3, using [3.12) with! = 3 and

Wa(z) = %(51n2—lnz) + O(zln 2), (5.5)
m
form (5.3) we have

K K., - 1 K., 1W2(4) ~ 52| LlnL— 1 n sinh2\/L2¢—7T27
’ L ’ 2 Kl 4L 4L \/m
which, apart form an unimportant numerical factor that enitethe definition ofi(, coincides
with equation (4.69) of (Barber & Fisher 1973) obtainediat 3 via a different method.
Consequently our result disagrees with that of (Chen & DoB682, where it has been argued
that equation (4.69) of (Barber & Fisher 1973) was incorfactfrom Kc,ﬂ. At the bulk
critical point, solving[(5.6), with the assumptidn/¢ < 1, we find¢ ~ L2 in agreement
with (Chen & Dohm 2003, Dantchev & Brankov 2003). It is worttemtioning that[(5.J6)
cannot be put in a scaling form because of the logarithmiedéence on.. However, if
one considers a shifted critical point that absorbs the tgoportional tan L and the surface

contributions according to (Barber & Fisher 1973)

1 1 7In2
K(D) K, K,z — ~Wy(4) —
873 73 [ 73 2 2( ) 87T }

(5.6)

1
. — —InI, (5.7)

it is possible to recover the scaling behaviour. However gifted critical temperature (5.7)
has no physical meaning, although at first sight one wouldtiopvrite L—! as L~/ with
(v = (d — 2)71), which is actually not correct as we will see later fox d < 4. A quantity
that has such a meaning is the critical temperature of thegilen by

1 1 5In2
KD — Koot = | K5 — ~Wy(4) — .
3 stT { 373 2(4) o

Here one would expect that the standard finite—size scainigiated since = 3 is the lower
critical dimension.
In the case < d < 4, the equation for the spherical fie[d (5.3) may be written as

— e = LY [Wy(0) — W1 (0) — W41 (4)]

1 9 9 g_1 2—d 3—d 9 9 _%
- (50 (e
L, e K <2l\/y2—7r2)
e 0

=1 <gm>
The first term in right hand side shows that the standard fisize scaling hypothesis breaks

down in the vicinity of the bulk critical temperature. It i&ely that the introduction of a
scaling function depending onr and an additional variable proportional I§—2 aiming at

(5.8)

+

(5.9)

T The origin of this discrepancy is discussed in (Chen & Doh®30
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the modification of the finite—size scaling would cure thifdency. Notice that at the film
critical temperature defined via
1

Ko = Kea+ 7 [Wal0) = §Waea (0) = §Waa (4)] (5.10)

it is possible to rewrite (519) in a scaling form.
5.2. Free energy density

Let us now turn to the evaluation of the free energy densigynééd the asymptotic behaviour
of the sum

-2
T COSL+1

(5.11)

L
(D) ™ ™
= _ 2
Par (¢) n§:1 Uda—1 {¢ +2cos — } )
entering the expression (2.6) of the free energy. Here agaiextend the sum to = 2L + 1,

to get
2L+1

1 s ™
Pé@(cb) =5 Z Uj_q [¢+QCOSL+1 —2COSL+1:|
n=0
1 T 1 T
— iUd_l [¢+2005L+1 —1—2} — iUd_l [¢+2COSL+1 —2] ) (5.12)

The sum in the right hand side 6f (5112) correspondBé@Hz <¢ + w(()D)> from (3.16).

Then from [3.17) and (5.12) we get the free energy density
2

D)y 7 T Looy (o, T
BE; (T, L; ¢) = BFy <T7 o — ﬁ) + ZﬁFd,surf, (T7 ¢ — ﬁ)

gy

IS

L2

> 2. (5.13)
=1 (ZL\/@)Q

ﬁch,ls)tzrf.(T;U) = % {Ud@) - %Ud—1<a +4) — %Ud—l((f)]

d
2

(am)¥

where

accounts for contributions stemming from the surfaces.
Ford = 3, we use the expansions (3.19) and

1 1
Us(z) = Us(0) — Ezlnz + E(l +5In2)z + O(2*In 2) (5.14)
to obtain the singular part of the free energy density
(D) . 1 1 3 1 14+5In2
Bfes' L = 5%(92 — %) — Tor (v* — %) + 3 {Kc,g — $Wa(4) — T8r (v* — =)
1
+ Ton (y2 — 7T2) In (y2 — 7r2) ~ % (y2 — 7r2) In L

— %m Liy <exp [—2 y? — 7r2]> - 16%Li3 (exp [—2 y? — 7r2D

(5.15)
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At the shifted critical pointiK ég) (See [5.I1n), fs(? takes a scaling form. Notice that at
the bulk critical temperaturg"s(? is proportional toL =3 In L implying that the finite size
scaling hypothesis (1.1) breaks down for the mean spharicalel with Dirichlet boundary
conditions atd = 3, while in more realistic models the finite—size scaling ifidzand the
critical Casimir amplitude can be estimated (Krech & Digtrii992).

Another expression for the scaling behaviour of the singpkat of free energy was
obtained in (Barber 1974). In our notations it reads

B3y _ L 2_3/_2 y_2 1 ~ 7In2
BfsL” = 57y T g InL + 5 K3 — 5Ws(4) S + Qo(y), (5.16)
where
2
Qolz) = g [R(—1) ~R (% - 1)} (5.17)
with

R(z):/ lnde.
0 T/ w

By comparing[(5.15) and (5.116) we see that the first threegeémthe right hand side
of (5.18) have their counterparts in_(5.15) obtained thhotige replacemeny®> — 3% — =2,
It seems that the terms linear irt and the term proportional th—3 In L were neglected in
(5.16). It remains to see what is the situation for the resheterms. Unfortunately no direct
analytic comparison can be made, despite the fact that thgrad representation (5J17) can
be expressed in terms of polylogarithms. To achieve the eoisgn recourse must be sought
in numerical methods, so we plot the functi@p(y) and

1 1 3 1
D(y) = 16—7T(21n2 -1) (y2 - 7T2) o (y2 —7T2)2 + = (y2 — 7T2) In (y2 —7r2)
1 1
= g VP =7 Lis (exp |2V = 7] ) = gL (e [-2v/7 = ) )

(5.18)

from (5.15) which contains terms that are not presenting)ahd those that were apparently
neglected. The result is shown in Figlile 1. We see clearlyltbtin functions have similar
behaviours and are shifted one from the other by a constahis Has been checked by
computing the derivatives of both functions which gives lus $ame result. The difference
between the two functions is estimated to be
T 1
Quly) = D) = 15 | -1+ (e + (3)]. (5.19)
Thus, the scaling functions (5J15) and (5.16) are equal wntiorelevant constant that does
not become singular at the bulk critical point.
For3 < d < 4 the scaling form of the singular part of the free energy reads

2f DL = 5 (i — 7) + L5 [Wa(0) — 2Wars (0) — EWais (4)] (v* — 72)

o [ (50 - (05 ]

[SIIsH
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2 ! I ! I ! I ! I ! I ! I ! I ! I ! I

Figure 1. Behaviours of the function@,(y) (6.18) andD(y) (5.18) againsy.

Ky (20/y =)

2. (5.20)

2 4 &
R
=1 (z [ — 72 W2>
Just like the equation for the spherical field we find that thdage contributions to the
singular part of the free energy violates the standard fisiz® scaling hypothesis (1.1). A
reformulation of the scaling behaviour would require thiedduction of a function with two
arguments: the scaling variableand a scaling variable that incorporates the size dependent
term L¢3, It is easy to see that the scaling is recovered if one corssttie difference with
respect to the critical temperature of the film (5.10) rathan the bulk critical temperature.

Nl

6. Neumann boundary conditions

6.1. Equation for the spherical field

To investigate the finite—size effects in the spherical raddinite thickness subject to
Neumann boundary conditions we need to estimate the langapstic behaviour of the
sum

L
Sc(lf\g(gb) = Z Wa {Cb + 2 — 2cos %

n=1
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2L—1
IEZWd1[¢+2—2COSTn]——Wd 1[¢+4]+;Wd 1[¢] (61)
n=0

The sum in the last line is exac d2L( ®) (seel(3.B)). Consequently, fro(6.1) ahd (8.10),
the equation for the spherical field is given by

. = Ke (L3
K =Wy(¢) — 2L (Wa-i(¢+4) — Wair(d)] + (47r4)d/2¢§_1 1221: (QZL\ia)gl )7 (6.2)

to the leading order i, .
The presence df;_;(¢) in (6.2) raises the lower critical dimension of the filmdte-= 3.
At d = 3, equation[(6.2) takes the simple form

1 D 1

~57 [W2(4) - = 1n2} + oL —ln [2L\/Esmh (L\/9) } (6.3)

This equation was derived in (Dantchev & Brankov 2003) usimgethod based on (Barber &
Fisher 1973). At the bulk critical temperatuk& ; the spherical field behaves as~ L~ to
the leading order assumirg,/¢ < 1. In the limit L/¢ > 1 one would expect a logarithmic
behaviour as pointed out by (Dantchev & Brankov 2003). Atshiéted critical temperature,
defined through (Dantchev & Brankov 2003)

1 3 1
KW — g .- — 4)— 22|+ —1InL 4

equation[(6.8) may be written in a scaling form. Howevers teimperature has no physical
meaning and it is more appropriate to use the critical teatpeg of the film given by

1 5
KY =Koy— — [W2(4) ——In 2} . (6.5)

K—-K. 3=

2L 47

We see that the finite—size scaling is not fulfilled due to #wt thatd = 3 is the lower critical
dimension.
For3 < d < 4 the scaling form of the equation for the spherical field isegiby

o= %Ld—?’ [Wa_1(4) = Wa_1(0)] — W {r (2%d) VT (3 . d)} e

Y
4 d—2 Z %—1 (2ly)

(m)22Y — ()t

As above for the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions thendard finite—size scaling

hypothesis is violated here as well and would need a refation in order to take into

account the term proportional th*=2. We remark also that if one defines the critical

temperature of the film via

(6.6)

K(EJZ) =Kea+ = [Wd 1(0) = Wa_1(4)], (6.7)

then [6.6) may be written in a scaling form by considering diféerence in temperature
relative to [6.7).
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6.2. Free energy density

The free energy density is obtained by analysing the sum

L
Py () = nz_:l Uss {gb 19 92cos @]
1 2L—-1 . . .
- 5 Z Ud_l |:¢ +2—2cos T} - §Ud—1 [¢ + 4] -+ §Ud_1 [QS] . (68)
n=0

which contains the terrﬂ?flf’Z)L(gb), equivalent to[(3.16). Using (6.8) and (3.17) we obtain
explicitly

L= Ka (AL
BEM(T, L 6) = BFa(T:0) + T BE (6) — ——08 Y  (ILV5) (6.9)
(4m)2 3 (IL/)®
where
BEe (6) = iUd_l [¢] — iUd—l (¢ + 4] (6.10)

is the surfaces contribution.
At d = 3, using [3.19) and_(5.14) the singular part of the free endagsity reads

(N)L?):} 2 _ 1 3_1[/[/4_1_'_51112 Z_L 21 i2lL
Bfis 5 ~ Y T |Weld) - — |y gy Iyt ytin
r . 1 L
- 8_7ryL12(€ ) — 16—7ryL13(€ ), (6.11)

Here again we have a logarithmic dependencd.@nd surface contributions leading to the
violation of the finite—size scaling hypothedis (1.1). A¢ thon—physical critical poini(6.4)
the scaling is recovered. As one would expect the finite-staéng breaks down even at the
critical point of the film [6.5). This makes the spherical rabdnsuitable for the evaluation
of the Casimir amplitude fa®(n) systems with Neumann boundary conditions. The value of
this quantity is known from renormalization group (Grtnegp& Diehl 2008).

For3 < d < 4, the singular part of the free energy reads

1 1
BINLY = Soey? + S0 Waa(0) = Waa (4)]

" W BF (2 3 d) " d\ﬁr (3 2 d)} - (47r2)d/2yd§ K(Zjiy)
(6.12)

This suggests that standard finite—size scaling hypoth&sI$ is not valid for the mean
spherical model confined to a film geometry with Neumann bawndonditions. If the term
proportional toL¢~2 is absorbed in the definition of the distance to the criticzihpof the
film (6.2), then the scaling behaviour is obtained. Simitathte case of Dirichlet boundary
conditions a modified finite—size scaling hypothesis is ag@gy to get the appropriate scaling
behaviour.
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7. Neumann-Dirichlet boundary conditions

7.1. Equation for the spherical field

To extract the finite—size effects from _(R.8) in the case ofediboundary conditions i.e.
Neumann and Dirichlet on the bounding surfaces, the sum tmbsidered is

L
S0 =3 W

n=1

Y
908 —— — 2 cos N 2)
O+ 2005 gy T 2eos 5

2L 1
1 s 27r(n+—)
=— Wy 2 —2cos ——-2~
1 s
— §Wd_1 ¢ + 2 cos Y] +2|. (7.1)

By inspection of the sum in the second line we see that theysisabf this case is tightly

related to that of antiperiodic boundary conditions. Inesthivords this sum is exactly

S50+ wiM™) with S5, . (o) defined in [4.2) meaning that in this case the finite—
size corrections correspond to a film of thickn@¢s+ 1 subject to antiperiodic boundary
conditions. Then, along lines similar to the analysis oft®ad4, for the equation for the

spherical field we get

2 2 2
K =Wy <¢_%)+% [Wd <¢—%) — Waa <¢—%+4)]

(o) 2 Fio (4o )

e Gy (7.2)

g1
= <ZL,/¢ - %)

to the leading order i.—!. Notice that here the lower critical dimension of the film it n
altered i.e. it coincides with that of the bulk system. Eot d < 4, using [3.1R), we have

w =

L r [2_dH—4i<—1>lKg_l (%)

(4m)d/2 2 4
= s
T

— %Ld‘?’ [Keq— Wa_1(4)]. (7.3)

The solution of this equation depends bavhich leads us to the conclusion that the standard
finite—size scaling is violated here as well. To resolve tbgsie one would need a modified
finite—size scaling assumption. Let us introduce the alitiemperature of the film via

1
57 |
In this case it is possible to write (T.3) in a scaling formniek however that fod = 3 the
term L¢3 vanishes and the finite—size scaling is expected to holdedddatd = 3, (7.3)

K(EZD) = K.q— K.q—Wa1(4)]. (7.4)



Finite—size effects in the spherical model of finite thicene 20
turns into the simple form

2
4mc =In2cosh(/y? — WZ — 27 [K.5 — W)(4)], (7.5)

This equation is identical to equation (4.31) of (DantcheB&ankov 2003) obtained by a
method adapted after (Barber & Fisher 1973). At the bulkaaitemperaturex = 0, solving
(Z.5) numerically we find the critical amplitude

Yo = 1.45684 . ... (7.6)

7.2. Free energy density

The free energy is obtained as a result of the analysis ofuime s

(DN) - s s (n— %)
7Dd,L (¢) = nz::lUd_l ¢+2008m - 2COST+1

1 2L
=5 Ui
n=0

1
— §Ud_1 [(b + 2 cos

2L+ 1 2L+ 1

¢ + 2 cos

m
2| . 7.7
2L+l ] (7.7)

So apart from a surface term (the last term) the asymptatic &d the free energy has a similar
expression td (43 in the case of the antiperiodic boundary conditions withrigplacements
W = W and L — 2L i.e.

SES VAT, L36) = BFa (Ts 6+l ) + LR (0 + ™)

Ky (2ZL\/¢ + WiV )

2 4
_ ¢ + o ND 2 Z (7.8)
(47T)d/2 — 5
= (ZL\/ b+ ngD))
with the surface contribution
1
Fiant(0) = § [Ua(0) = Usa(o +4)]. (7.9)

For2 < d < 4, the singular part of the free energy density follows alsmfrthat for
antiperiodic boundary conditions (4.8) and the correcioriginating from the surfaces. In
this case we get

™

5f(ND (y, ) = EL—d% <y2 — W—2) + EL_3 (Kea— Wa1(4)] (yz - _2)
5 1)1 “ 4
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Here again there is a term proportionalt— that violates the standard finite—size scaling
hypothesis[(1]1) in the vicinity of{. ; and its modification is necessary to get the correct
scaling. At the film critical pointKéZD) from (Z.4) we may write the free energy in a
scaling form. Atd = 3 there is no explicit dependence in In this case, the critical
amplitude of the singular part of the free energy densitybtaimed from [(7Z.10). Thus
the Casimir amplitude for the three dimensional mean spakfiim subject to Neumann—
Dirichlet boundary conditions is

AWDP) —0.01922. ... (7.11)

This exact result is in conformity with that of (Krech & Diath 1992) obtained using
renormalization group. Similar to the case of antiperidesbandary conditions the Casimir
amplitude is positive but smaller in magnitude indicatingg@aker repulsing force between
the surfaces bounding the system.

8. Discussion

We investigated the finite—size effects in tiedimensional ferromagnetic mean spherical
model of finite thicknesd. subject to different kind of boundary conditions: periodig,
antiperiodic(a), Dirichlet (D) and NeumaniiN) on both surfaces bounding the model, and
a combination of Neumann and Dirichlet on each surfdé®). We proposed a method for
the computation of the finite—size corrections of the freergy for arbitrary dimension. Our
analysis showed that for Dirichlet and Neumann boundargitimms the finite—size effects
are essentially equivalent to the case of periodic boundanglitions for a film of thickness
2L and additional surface terms. Similarly, the case of NeumBirichlet was found to be
related to the case of antiperiodic boundary conditionk tiicknes L.

The free energy density and the equation for the spheriddl fwere computed for a
film with arbitrary dimensioni subject to the different boundary conditions. In the pattc
cased = 3, our general expressions foD), (N) and (N D) reduce to those obtained by
(Barber & Fisher 1973) and (Danchev et al. 1997, Dantchev &Bov 2003). It is found
that the singular part of the free energy density has thelatarfinite—size scaling form for
2 < d < 4 only in the case$p) and(a) i.e. for those boundary conditions which do not break
the translation invariance of the model. In these cases waated the critical amplitude
of the singular part of the free energy and obtained the galue?) = —2¢(3)/(5n) =
—0.153051... and A = 0.274543 ... for (p) and (a), respectively. Interpreted in terms
of the Casimir effect this imply that in the cage) we have fluctuation—induced attraction
between the surfaces bounding the model and a repulsioe iceg ).

For a film subject to (D) or (N) the lower critical dimensiorr&ésed to 3 with a critical
point shifted from the bulk one by surface terms. In the vigiof the bulk critical point the
standard finite—size scaling is not valid in general. dAt 3, the solution of the equation
for the spherical field is proportional t6~3 for (D) and toL~! for (N), while the singular
part of the free energy exhibits a logarithmic dependencé.ofor3 < d < 4, the standard
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finite—size scaling for the singular part of the free energgds to be modified according to
SO L)~ LY O byt LMY by L%, (8.1)

S

with b; andb, some non—universal quantities depending on the detaileeofitodel. The
functionY () is expected to be a universal function of its arguments.

In the casg N D), the lower critical dimension is the same as that of the budideh
Nonetheless, the film has its own critical point shifted fribra bulk one by surface terms. For
2 < d < 4, the standard finite—size scaling has to be modified in neigtitood of the bulk
critical temperature using (8.1). A surprising fact is ttia finite—size scaling hypothesis is
again valid atl = 3. At T, the square root of the equation for the spherical field isabtju
1.45684 ... L~' and the Casimir amplitude is found to Be"¥?) = 0.01922...i.e. a weaker
than the caséu) fluctuation—induced repulsion.

It well known that the mean spherical model is not able to wapthe gross features of
O(n) models when it is subject to boundary conditions that breakranslational invariance
of the model. To solve this problem remaining in the framéwafrthe spherical model one
would introduce additional spherical fields to ensure tlogpr behaviour of the surface spins
(Singh et al. 1975). Otherwise one can try recovering thévatgnce between the spherical
model andO(n) spin models by imposing spherical constraints ensuringsdrae mean
square value for all spins of the system (Knops 1973). In #se ©f a film geometry this is
equivalent to having a spherical constraint on each laytreo$ystem with a space dependent
spherical field along the finite direction (Hikami & Abe 19°Hray & Moore 1977, Ohno &
Okabe 1983) whose relaxed version reduce to the model undesideration. Even in this
case an accurate study of the problems related to finitessaimg remains rather untractable
analytically (Hikami & Abe 1976).
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