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We consider three-dimensional higher-charge multicomponent lattice Abelian-Higgs (AH) models,
in which a compact U(1) gauge field is coupled to an N-component complex scalar field with integer
charge q, so that they have local U(1) and global SU(N) symmetries. We discuss the dependence
of the phase diagram, and the nature of the phase transitions, on the charge q of the scalar field
and the number N ≥ 2 of components. We argue that the phase diagram of higher-charge models
presents three different phases, related to the condensation of gauge-invariant bilinear scalar fields
breaking the global SU(N) symmetry, and to the confinement/deconfinement of external charge-one
particles. The transition lines separating the different phases show different features, which also
depend on the number N of components. Therefore, the phase diagram of higher-charge models
substantially differs from that of unit-charge models, which undergo only transitions driven by the
breaking of the global SU(N) symmetry, while the gauge correlations do not play any relevant role.
We support the conjectured scenario with numerical results, based on finite-size scaling analyses of
Monte Carlo simuations for doubly-charged unit-length scalar fields with small and large number of
components, i.e. N = 2 and N = 25.

I. INTRODUCTION

Abelian U(1) gauge theories with multicomponent
scalar fields, characterized by a global SU(N) symmetry,
emerge as effective theories in many different physical
contexts [1–13]. In particular, they provide an effective
description of deconfined quantum critical points [14], for
example, of the Néel to valence-bond-solid transition in
two-dimensional antiferromagnetic SU(2) quantum sys-
tems [15–22]. These quantum models and their classical
counterparts have been extensively studied to understand
their different phases and the nature of their phase tran-
sitions. A crucial role is played by topological aspects,
like the Berry phase or the compact/noncompact nature
of the gauge fields. For example, the critical behavior
of the lattice CPN−1 model, which is the simplest clas-
sical model with U(1) gauge symmetry, depends on the
presence/absence of topological defects [23–27], such as
monopoles, both for N = 2 and large values of N . Anal-
ogous differences emerge in the behavior of compact and
noncompact lattice formulations of scalar electrodynam-
ics, i.e., of the multicomponent Abelian-Higgs model, see,
e.g., Refs. [12, 14–22, 27–45].

In this paper we consider three-dimensional (3D)
higher-charge multicomponent lattice Abelian-Higgs
(AH) models. In these models a compact U(1) gauge field
is coupled to an N -component complex scalar field with
integer charge q > 1, so that they are invariant under
local U(1) and global SU(N) transformations. We study
the dependence of the thermodynamic properties, such
as the phase diagram and the nature of the phase tran-
sitions, on the value of the charge q. Our work extends
previous studies of the compact lattice AH model with a
single (N = 1) higher-charge complex scalar field [46–52]
to multicomponentN ≥ 2 theories. ForN = 1 and q ≥ 2,
the phase diagram is characterized by two phases, that

are distinguished by the confinement/deconfinement of
single-charge external particles. In this case, the Wil-
son loops associated with charge-one particles can be
considered as the order parameter of the transitions,
which separate the confined high-temperature phase, in
which Wilson loops obey the area law, from the decon-
fined phase. As we shall see, for N ≥ 2 the confine-
ment/deconfinement of charge-one external sources also
plays an important role in determining the phase dia-
gram. However, there are also new features related to
the breaking of the global SU(N) symmetry.

The phase diagram of the multicomponent compact
AH model with q ≥ 2 also presents notable differences
with respect to that of the same model with q = 1. For
N ≥ 2 and q = 1 (this has been explicitly verified in
the London limit in which the scalar fields have unit
length) there are only two phases, that can be charac-
terized by using a gauge-invariant scalar-field order pa-
rameter, while gauge fluctuations do not play any rele-
vant role [44]. In particular, for N = 2 the transition
line between the high- and the low-temperature phase
shows continuous transitions belonging to the CP1—
equivalently, O(3) vector—universality class.

We argue, and present numerical results to support
our arguments, that, for q ≥ 2 and N ≥ 2, the model
with compact gauge fields and unit-length complex scalar
fields (London limit) shows three phases, as sketched in
Fig. 1. They are characterized by the behavior of the
gauge-invariant correlations of the scalar fields, which
may give rise to the breaking of the SU(N) global sym-
metry, and by the confinement/deconfinement of charge-
one external particles, that is signalled by the large-size
behavior of the Wilson loops of the gauge fields. As
shown in Fig. 1, for small J and any κ ≥ 0, there
is a phase in which scalar-field correlations are disor-
dered and single-charge particles are confined (the Wil-
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FIG. 1: Sketch of the J-κ phase diagram of the 3D multi-
component lattice Abelian-Higgs model, in which a compact
U(1) gauge field is coupled to an N-component unit-length
complex scalar field with charge q ≥ 2, for generic N ≥ 2.
The Hamiltonian parameter J is associated with the kinetic
gauge-invariant term of the scalar field, while κ represents the
inverse gauge coupling. See text for a description of the var-
ious phases and transition lines. We also report the models
emerging in some limiting cases: the CPN−1 model for κ = 0,
the O(2N) vector model for κ → ∞, and the lattice Zq gauge
model for J → ∞.

son loop obeys the area law). For large values of J (low-
temperature region) scalar correlations are ordered and
the SU(N) symmetry is broken. Two phases occur here:
for small κ, single-charge particles are confined, while
they are deconfined for large κ. These phases are sep-
arated by three transition lines meeting at a multicriti-
cal point: the DC-OD transition line between the disor-
dered/confined (DC) and the ordered/deconfined (OD)
phases, the DC-OC line between the disordered/confined
and ordered/confined (OC) phases, and the OC-OD line
between the ordered/confined and ordered/deconfined
phases.
The three transition lines have different features, since

they are associated with different phases. Moreover, their
nature crucially depends on the number N of compo-
nents. In particular, for q = 2 and N = 2, we provide
evidence that the transitions along the DC-OC and OC-
OD lines are continuous, belonging to the O(3) vector
and Ising universality class, respectively. The transitions
along the DC-OD line are of first order. For large values
of N we expect a different behavior along the DC-OC
and DC-OD lines. The transitions along the DC-OC line
are expected to be first order. As we shall see, our nu-
merical results for q = 2 and N = 25 provide evidence of
continuous transitions along the DC-OD line.
We note that the different qualitative behavior of the

models with q = 1 and q ≥ 2 is a specific feature of the
compact formulation of the AH theory. Indeed, in the
AH model with noncompact gauge fields a change of the
charge of the scalar field is equivalent to a change of the
strength of the gauge coupling. Therefore, apart from a
trivial rescaling of the gauge coupling, the phase diagram
is the same. We also note that the noncompact formula-

tion of the AH theory should be recovered in the q → ∞
limit of the compact formulation, with an appropriate
correspondence of the gauge couplings.
The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we intro-

duce the lattice AH model with an N -component scalar
field of generic charge q, and define the relevant observ-
ables that characterize the phase transitions. In Sec. III
we present the possible scenarios for the phase diagram
and for the nature of the transition lines. Sec. IV presents
our numerical results for q = 2: we report FSS analy-
ses [53–56] of the Monte Carlo (MC) results for N = 2
and N = 25, which allow us to determine the phase dia-
gram of the model and to characterize the different tran-
sition lines. In Sec. V we discuss the role that monopoles
play in the compact model with q ≥ 2. Finally, we draw
our conclusions in Sec. VI.

II. THE HIGHER-CHARGE LATTICE AH

MODEL

A. The model

We consider a three-dimensional lattice AH model, in
which the scalar field zx is a complex N -component unit
vector (z̄x · zx = 1) of integer charge q defined on the
sites x of a cubic lattice. For the gauge fields, we use the
compact Wilson formulation, associating complex vari-
ables λx,µ with |λx,µ| = 1 to each link connecting the

site x with the site x+ µ̂, where µ̂ = 1̂, 2̂, 3̂ are unit vec-
tors along the lattice directions. The Hamiltonian reads

H = JNHz + κHg . (1)

The first term is the interaction term for the scalar fields
of charge q:

Hz = −
∑

x,µ

(
z̄x · λq

x,µ zx+µ̂ + c.c.
)
, (2)

where the sum is over all lattice links of the cubic lattice.
The second term is the usual Wilson Hamiltonian for a
U(1) gauge field:

Hg = −
∑

x,µ<ν

(Πx,µν + c.c.) , (3)

where the sum is over the lattice plaquettes and Πx,µν is
the field strength associated with each plaquette,

Πx,µν = λx,µ λx+µ̂,ν λ̄x+ν̂,µ λ̄x,ν . (4)

For any integer q the model is invariant under the global
SU(N) transformations zx → Uzx, λx,µ → λx,µ, where
U ∈ SU(N), and under the local U(1) transformations
zx → eiqφxzx, λx,µ → ei(φx−φx+µ̂)λx,µ, where φx is a
site-dependent phase. For q > 1 there are additional
global symmetries that only involve the gauge field. If
we consider the sites y that belong to a given plane—for
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definiteness consider a plane orthogonal to the direction
1̂— the Hamiltonian is invariant under the transforma-
tion λy,1 → αλy,1 on all these sites, where α satisfies
αq = 1. The Zq symmetry is the analogue of the center
symmetry that is present in pure lattice gauge theories.
Its spontaneous breaking signals the deconfinement of the
single-charge sources. The partition function of the sys-
tem reads

Z =
∑

{z},{λ}

e−βH . (5)

In the following we rescale J and κ by β, thus formally
setting β = 1.

B. Observables

To characterize phase transitions associated with the
breaking of the SU(N) symmetry, we consider correla-
tions of the gauge-invariant hermitean operator

Qab
x

= z̄a
x
zb
x
−

1

N
δab. (6)

Its two-point correlation function is defined as

G(x− y) = 〈TrQxQy〉 , (7)

where the translation invariance of the system has been
taken into account. The susceptibility and the correlation
length are defined as χ =

∑
x
G(x) and

ξ2 ≡
1

4 sin2(π/L)

G̃(0)− G̃(pm)

G̃(pm)
, (8)

where G̃(p) =
∑

x
eip·xG(x) is the Fourier transform of

G(x), and pm = (2π/L, 0, 0) is the minimum nonzero
lattice momentum.
In our analysis we will consider renormalization-group

(RG) invariant quantities, such as Rξ = ξ/L and the
Binder parameter

U =
〈µ2

2〉

〈µ2〉2
, µ2 =

∑

x,y

TrQxQy . (9)

We also consider the energy-related observables

Ez = −
1

2V
〈Hz〉 , Cz =

1

4V

(
〈H2

z 〉 − 〈Hz〉
2
)
, (10)

Eg = −
1

2V
〈Hg〉 , Cg =

1

4V

(
〈H2

g 〉 − 〈Hg〉
2
)
, (11)

where V = L3. They correspond to the energy density
and to the specific heat associated with the scalar and
gauge part of the Hamiltonian, respectively. The normal-
izations have been chosen so that Ez and Eg converge to
3 in the ordered limit J, κ → ∞. We also consider the
third cumulant

Hg3 = 〈(Hg − 〈Hg〉)
3〉 . (12)

We consider correlation functions of plaquette operators,
such as the connected correlation function

Gπ(x− y) = 〈ΣxΣy〉c , Σx = Re
∑

µ<ν

Πx,µν . (13)

Note that
∑

x
Gπ(x) = Cg, cf. Eq. (11). Using Gπ(x)

one can also define a correlation length ξπ as in Eq. (8).
We finally define a field-strength correlation function.

For definiteness, we select the x direction and define
(x, y, z are the coordinates of each lattice point)

nx = Im

(
∑

yz

Π(x,y,z),23

)
. (14)

Then we consider a lattice plane orthogonal to the unit
vector 1̂ and sum over all plaquettes that belong to the
plane. When the gauge fields are close to 1, nx is essen-
tially the sum of the field strengths on the plane. Then,
we define a correlation function

GF (x1 − x2) = 〈nx1
nx2

〉, (15)

and a correlation length ξF using Eq. (8). Of course, one
can define an analogous correlation function GF (x) by
considering the y or the z direction. In our simulation,
we compute GF (x) by averaging the correlation function
over the three lattice directions.

III. THE PHASE DIAGRAM

A. Some limiting cases

To understand the phase diagram of the model, it is
useful to consider some particular cases, in which the
thermodynamic behavior is already known. No transi-
tions are expected along the J = 0 line, while transitions
occur along the κ = 0, the J = ∞, and the κ = ∞ lines.

1. Phase diagram along the κ = 0 line.

For κ = 0 the model is equivalent to a lattice formula-
tion of the CPN−1 models with explicit lattice gauge vari-
ables [57]. Indeed, for κ = 0 the charge q does not play
any role: one can redefine λq → λ′, without changing
the model. Its phase diagram has two phases separated
by a finite-temperature transition, where the order pa-
rameter is the gauge-invariant bilinear operator defined
in Eq. (6). Some estimates of the transition point Jc
have been obtained in Refs. [57, 58], and summarized in
Ref. [45]. For N = 2 the transition is continuous, be-
longing to the O(3) vector universality class (accurate
estimates of the O(3) critical exponents can be found in
Refs. [56, 59–63]). For N ≥ 3 it is instead of first or-
der: it is weak for N = 3 [57] and becomes stronger and
stronger with increasing N [58]. We expect that nature
of the transitions to persist for finite, sufficiently small
values of κ.
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2. Phase diagram along the J = ∞ line.

For J → ∞ the relevant configurations are those that
minimize the spin Hamiltonian Hz defined in Eq. (2). In
the lowest-energy configuration the fields zx satisfy

zx = λq
x,µzx+µ̂. (16)

Iterating this relation along a plaquette, we obtain

Πq
x,µν = 1 (17)

on all plaquettes. A similar result holds for the product
of the fields λq

x,µ along any topologically nontrivial lattice
loop. Therefore, modulo gauge transformations, we can
set λq

x,µ = 1 on any lattice link. This condition implies

λx,µ = exp (2πin/q) , n = 0, . . . , q − 1. (18)

Thus, in the J → ∞ limit we obtain a lattice Zq gauge
theory, in which the spin variables are associated with
the links of the lattice. These models can be related by
duality to q-state clock spin models [48], characterized
by a global Zq symmetry. For q = 2, the q-state clock
model is equivalent to the standard Ising model and thus
we expect an Ising transition for J = ∞. For q = 3, the
q-state clock model is equivalent to a three-state Potts
model, which can only undergo first-order transitions.
For larger values of q, we expect a continuous transition.
It belongs to the Ising universality class for q = 4 [64],
and to the 3D XY universality class for q ≥ 5 [64–66].
It is important to note that, for q = 2, duality allows
us to map the Z2 gauge Hamiltonian (3) onto the usual
nearest-neighbor Ising model. This allows us to predict
κc =

1
4 ln cothβI,c, where βI,c is the inverse temperature

of the Ising model. Using [67] βI,c = 0.221654626(5), we
obtain κc = 0.380706646(6).

3. Phase diagram along the κ = ∞ line.

For κ→ ∞ the gauge degrees of freedom are frozen and
we can set λx,µ = 1 modulo gauge transformations. In
this limit the model is therefore equivalent to the O(2N)
vector model, which undergoes a continuous transitions
for any N . The same occurs in the standard lattice q = 1
AH models with compact and noncompact gauge fields,
see, e.g., Refs. [44, 45]. Estimates of the critical values Jc
along the κ = ∞ line are summarized in Ref. [45]. They
are obtained from the results reported in Refs. [58, 68–
71]. The RG analysis of the continuum AH field theory,
see, e.g., Refs. [44, 45], predicts that gauge modes are a
relevant perturbation of the O(2N) fixed point. There-
fore, the DC-OD transitions do not belong to the O(2N)
vector universality class. However, the O(2N) continuous
transition for κ = ∞ gives rise to crossover phenomena
for large values of κ.

B. Transition lines

On the basis of the above considerations, the most nat-
ural phase diagram is the one reported in Fig. 1. There
are three different phases, characterized by the behavior
of the spin and gauge correlations. The spin order param-
eter is the bilinear scalar operator Qx defined in Eq. (6),
that signals the breaking of the global SU(N) symmetry.
The behavior of the gauge modes can be understood by
looking at the behavior of the charge-one Wilson loops

WC =
∏

ℓ∈C

λℓ, (19)

where C is a closed lattice loop. Depending on the phase,
the Wilson loop may or may not obey the area law; cor-
respondingly charge-one sources may be confined or de-
confined.

Using these two order parameters, we can character-
ize the different phases. For small J and any κ, there is
a high-temperature disordered-confined (DC) phase with
disordered scalar-field correlations and confined charge-
one particles. For large J there are two phases, in which
spin correlations are ordered and the global SU(N) sym-
metry is broken. They differ in the behavior of the gauge
correlations: for small κ charge-one sources are confined,
while for large κ they are deconfined. These phases are
separated by three distinct transition lines, that presum-
ably meet at a multicritical point (MCP) at (κm, Jm),
see Fig. 1.

Note that the value of the charge plays here a cru-
cial role. For the unit-charge theory, the area law never
holds, as soon as the scalar interaction is turned on, a
phenomenon known as screening. For instance, for J
small there is always a contribution to WC of order JpC ,
where pC is the length of the Wilson loop. These contri-
butions are absent for any q ≥ 2.

The above predictions strictly apply to the lattice AH
model in the London limit, in which the modulus |zx|
is kept fixed. However, we believe that the same phases
and transitions occur in more general models in which
the constraint is relaxed.

1. The OC-OD transition line

The nature of the OC-OD transition line is expected to
be independent of the number of components, at least for
sufficiently large values of J . For q = 2 it is continuous,
belonging to the Ising universality class, for any J > J∗,
where J∗ may coincide with the position of the MCP,
i.e., J∗ ≥ Jm. Along this transition line the scalar-field
fluctuations are expected to be irrelevant, acting as spec-
tators. For q = 3 the first-order nature of the transition
at J = ∞ is expected to persist for finite values of J . The
transition line is expected to be continuous for q ≥ 4 and
to belong to the XY universality class for q ≥ 5.
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2. The DC-OC transition line

The transitions along the DC-OC line are expected to
have the same nature as the κ = 0 transition, at least for
κ < κ∗, where κ∗ must satisfy κ∗ ≤ κm. As we said, we
do not expect the addition of Hg for small κ to change
the nature of the transition. Therefore, as it occurs for
κ = 0, we expect gauge modes to be irrelevant. Thus, the
transitions for N = 2 should be continuous and belong
to the O(3) vector universality class, while they should
be of first order for N ≥ 3. As in the CPN−1 model
(κ = 0), the DC-OC transition line is characterized by
the condensation of the gauge-invariant bilinear operator
(6).

3. The DC-OD transition line

The nature of the DC-OD transition line is less clear.
The bilinear operator (6) is again expected to be an
appropriate order parameter. Moreover, as J increases
across the transition line, we also expect deconfinement:
the area law ceases to hold in the OD phase. On the ba-
sis of the numerical results reported in Sec. IV, we shall
argue that the behavior along the DC-OD transition line
is controlled by the stable fixed point of the continuum
AH field theory, whose Lagrangian reads

L = |DµΦ|2 + rΦ∗
Φ+

1

6
u (Φ∗

Φ)2 +
1

4g2
F 2
µν , (20)

where Φ is a N -component complex scalar field, Fµν ≡
∂µAν − ∂νAµ, and Dµ ≡ ∂µ + iAµ. This is analogous to
what occurs along the Coulomb-Higgs line of the lattice
AH model with unit-charge spin fields and noncompact
gauge fields [45]. We recall that the RG flow of the AH
field theory predicts that continuous transitions may be
observed only for N > Nc [1, 72, 73], with 4 < Nc < 10
in three dimensions [45, 73].

C. Nature of the bicritical point for q = 2 and N = 2

As discussed above, the phase diagram of the lattice
AH model with charge q = 2 is characterized by three
transition lines meeting at a MCP, which is usually called
bicritical point [74–77]. To discuss its nature, it is crucial
to identify the relevant critical modes. Let us focus on
the particular case N = 2, where we expect continuous
transitions along the DC-OC line with an O(3) scalar
order parameter, and continuous transitions along the
OC-OD line with an Ising order parameter. Therefore,
the nature of the MCP is determined by the competition
of the effective order parameters appropriate for the con-
tinuous DC-OC and OC-OD transitions. This hypothesis
is quite reasonable, as the two transition lines are associ-
ated with different degrees of freedom: transitions along
the DC-OC line are only driven by the condensation of

bilinear scalar fields, while gauge fields drive the transi-
tions along the OC-OD line. The nature of the bicritical
point can be investigated within the Landau-Ginzburg-
Wilson (LGW) framework. One considers the most gen-
eral scalar Φ4 theory that is invariant under O(3)⊕Z2

transformations [74–77], i.e.

HLGW =
1

2

[
(∂µψ)

2 + (∂µϕ)
2
]
+

1

2

(
rφψ

2 + rϕϕ
2
)

+
1

4!

[
uφ(ψ

2)2 + uϕ(ϕ
2)2 + 2wψ2ϕ2

]
, (21)

where the three-component field ψ and the one-
component field ϕ are the coarse-grained O(3) and Z2

order parameters. This LGW field theory has been ex-
tensively studied in Refs. [74–77]. In the mean-field ap-
proximation [74–76], the model admits a phase diagram
analogous to that sketched in Fig. 1, with a bicritical
point, where two continuous transition lines (belonging
to the Heisenberg and Ising universality classes) and a
first-order transition line meet. The nature of the MCP
depends on the stability of the fixed points of the RG
flow of the Φ4 theory (21). A continuous transition is
possible only if the RG flow admits a stable fixed point.

The RG flow of the model was studied in Ref. [77].
Results were not conclusive for the particular case con-
sidered here, leaving open the possibility of observing
a bicritical continuous transition controlled by the so-
called biconical fixed point. If such fixed point is stable,
the transitions along the DC-OC and OC-OD lines may
be continuous up to the the MCP at (κm, Jm). In the
opposite case, the continuous transitions along the two
lines turn into first-order transitions before reaching the
MCP. It is important to note that, independently of the
stability of the biconical fixed point, the LGW Φ4 theory
predicts the DC-OD transition line to be of first order
close to the MCP. As κ is increased along this line, the
first-order transition should become weaker and weaker
(the latent heat decreases) as the O(4) continuous transi-
tion at κ = ∞ is approached, with substantial crossover
phenomena occurring for large values of κ. Note that, a
priori we cannot exclude that the first-order transitions
turn into continuous ones for finite values of κ.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR THE

DOUBLY-CHARGED MODEL

We present a numerical study based onMC simulations
of the doubly-charged lattice AH model with N = 2 and
N = 25. We consider cubic lattices of linear size L with
periodic boundary conditions. As in our previous work
[44, 57], we perform microcanonical and Metropolis up-
dates of the scalar fields. For the gauge field λx,µ we only
performMetropolis updates: we propose λx,µ → eiϕλx,µ,
choosing ϕ either uniformly around 0 (more precisely, in
0 ≤ |ϕ| ≤ a, where a is chosen to obtain an average ac-
ceptance of 30%) or among the q−1 values exp(2πin/q),
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FIG. 2: Plot of the specific heats Cg and Cz as a function of
κ for J = 0.8 and N = 2.

where n is an integer chosen uniformly among 1, . . .,
q − 1).

A. Results for N = 2

1. Results along lines at fixed J

To begin with, we investigate the behavior of the model
along lines with fixed J . We present a detailed study
at J = 0.8 (we consider sizes 16 ≤ L ≤ 64) and some
additional results for J = 0.6, which, as we shall discuss,
is quite close to the MCP.
Since the value J = 0.8 is larger than Jc(κ = 0) =

0.7102(1), we expect, by increasing κ, to intersect the
OC-OD line, see Fig. 1. No other transition is expected
if the MCP satisfies Jm < 0.8 (we will verify below that
Jm . 0.56). In Fig. 2 we show the specific heats Cg

and Cz as a function of κ at fixed J = 0.8. We observe
a peak for κ ≈ 0.47, which confirms the presence of a
phase transition. Quantities related to the observable Q
do not show any singular behavior (although they are
expected to be nonanalytic at the transition), confirm-
ing that the transition belongs to the OC-OD line. The
Binder parameter U and the correlation length ξ do not
vary significantly in the transition region. However, they
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FIG. 3: Scaling plot of the cumulant Hg3 as a function of
X = (κ − κc)L

1/νI , taking νI = 0.629971 and κc = 0.47131.
Results for J = 0.8 and N = 2.

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5
X

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

ξπ/L

L=16
L=24
L=32
L=48
L=64

FIG. 4: Scaling plot of the ratio ξπ/L as a function of

X = (κ − κc)L
1/νI , taking νI = 0.629971 and κc = 0.47131.

Results for J = 0.8 and N = 2.

significantly vary with the size of the system: the values
U ≈ 1.0011, 1.0003, 1.00006 and ξ ≈ 28.7, 81, 230 for
L = 16, 32, and 64. Note that ξ increases faster than
L with the size of the box, as expected for an ordered
phase—we expect that ξ ∼ L2 asymptotically. To char-
acterize the critical behavior, as suggested in Ref. [48], we
consider the scaling behavior of the third moment Hg3,
which is expected to scale as

Hg3 ≈ L3/ν
[
f3(X) + L−ωg3(X) + L3−3/νg3a(κ)

]
,

(22)
where X = (κ − κc)L

1/ν , ω is the leading correction-to-
scaling exponent and the last term is due to the analytic
background. For an Ising transition [78, 79]

νI = 0.629971(4), ωI = 0.832(6), (23)

and 3 − 3/νI = −1.76212(3). Corrections decay quite
rapidly and the analytic background is negligible. Note
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that this is not the case of the specific heats that scale as

Cg,z ≈ L2/ν−3
[
fC(X) + L−ωgC(X) + L3−2/νgCa(κ)

]
.

(24)
In this case, since 3 − 2/νI ≈ −0.17475(2), the analytic
term gives rise to quite slowly decaying scaling correc-
tions.
To verify the Ising nature of the transition, we perform

nonlinear fits to Eq. (22), approximating f3(X) with a
polynomial of degree n and neglecting all scaling correc-
tions (we set g3(X) = g3a(κ) = 0). If we take n = 14 we
obtain ν = 0.630(4) if we use all data and ν = 0.623(10) if
we only include data with L ≥ 24. The results are clearly
compatible with the Ising value νI reported in Eq. (23).
To obtain a more precise estimate of κc we have repeated
the fits fixing ν to the Ising value reported above. A fit
to all data gives

κc = 0.47131(2) , (25)

which is in full agreement with the result obtained using
only results with L ≥ 24, κc = 0.47128(3). In Fig. 3 we
report the scaling plot of Hg3L

−3/ν versus X , using the
Ising value νI and the above-reported estimate of κc. We
observe an excellent agreement.
To further confirm the presence of long-range corre-

lations, we consider the correlation length ξπ, obtained
from the correlation function Gπ, Eq. (13). In Fig. 4
we report ξπ/L as a function of X = (κ − κc)L

1/ν , us-
ing νI and the estimate of κc reported in Eq. (25). We
observe a reasonable good scaling, although not perfect,
plausibly because of the corrections due to the analytic
background. We also considered the correlation length
ξF , which, however, is very small and consistent with
zero within errors.
We have repeated the analysis for J = 0.6, which is

smaller than Jc(κ = 0) = 0.7102(1) [57] and larger than
Jc(κ = ∞) = 0.233965(2) [68]. By looking at Fig. 1,
we see that, by increasing J there are two possibilities:
the line can intersect either one or two transition lines.
The nature of the transition lines depends on the position
of the MCP. If Jm < Jc(κ = 0) as in Fig. 1, there are
two possibilities: if J > Jm, by increasing κ, one would
first cross the DC-OC line and then the OC-OD line; in
the opposite case, J < Jm, one would observe only one
transition on the DC-OD line. On the other hand, if
Jm > Jc(κ = 0), we should observe a single transition
on the DC-OD line. As we discuss below, we find two
transitions, a small-κ Heisenberg one—therefore on the
DC-OC line—and a large-κ Ising one—therefore on the
OC-OD line. We can thus conclude that

Jm < 0.6 < Jc(κ = 0) , (26)

confirming the qualitative correctness of Fig. 1.
In Fig. 5 we report the specific heats as a function of

κ. The plot of Cz indicates the presence of two different
transitions, one at κc ≈ 0.50 and a second one at κc ≈
0.54. Note that Cg is little sensitive to the first transition,

0.460 0.480 0.500 0.520 0.540 0.560
κ

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

Cz

L=16
L=24
L=32

0.460 0.480 0.500 0.520 0.540 0.560
κ

0

5

10

15

Cg

L=16
L=24
L=32

FIG. 5: Plot of the specific heats Cz (top) and Cg (bottom)
as a function of κ for J = 0.6 and N = 2.
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 / 
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FIG. 6: Scaling plot of the cumulant Hg3 as a function of X =
(κ − κc)L

1/νI , at the Ising transition taking νI = 0.629971
and κc = 0.54472. Results for J = 0.6 and N = 2. We only
include data with κ > 0.53.

which is clearly related to the condensation of the Q field.
The gauge degrees of freedom are only relevant fot the
largest-κ transition.

To characterize the large-κ transition, we consider the
data corresponding to κ > 0.53 and fit Hg3 to L3/νf3(X)
(we take a 14th-order polynomial approximation). We
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FIG. 7: Scaling plot of U as a function of Rξ, at the Heisen-
berg transition. Results for J = 0.6 and N = 2. We only
include data with κ < 0.52. The continuous line is the uni-
versal curve U = F (Rξ) in the standard Heisenberg model
[80].

find ν = 0.625(7), consistent with the Ising value (23). If
we fix ν to the Ising value, we obtain κc = 0.54472(5).
The error here only represents the statistical uncertainty
of the fit. The systematic error due to the scaling correc-
tions is probably larger. In Fig. 6 we report the corre-
sponding scaling plot. The scaling is excellent. Compar-
ing the estimates of κc for J = ∞ (κc ≈ 0.381), J = 0.8
and J = 0.6, we see that κc decreases with increasing J ,
as sketched in Fig. 1. Moreover, we can derive a lower
bound on the position of the MCP, κm & 0.55.
To clarify the nature of the lower-κ transition, we plot

U versus Rξ, see Fig. 7, considering only data with κ <
0.52. Data fall onto a single curve, compatible with the
universal curve computed for the Heisenberg universality
class [80]. To determine the critical temperature we have
performed fits of U and Rξ to

R = f(X) , X = (κ− κc)L
1/ν , (27)

taking ν equal to the Heisenberg value [59] νH =
0.71164(10). Using a polynomial approximation for
f(X), we obtain κc = 0.4998(2) (fit of U) and κc =
0.4996(1) (fit of Rξ). Scaling corrections are appar-
ently of the order of the statistical errors. We take
κc = 0.4997(3) as our final estimate.

2. Results along lines at fixed κ

We now study the behavior of the model by performing
simulations at fixed κ. We perform simulations at κ =
0.4, 0.55, and 1.
Since κc(J = ∞) < 0.4 < κm (we estimated κm &

0.55), Fig. 1 allows us to predict that, by increasing J
we should first cross the DC-OC line and, subsequently,
the OC-OD line. We focus here on the low-J transi-
tion. The estimates of U and Rξ indicate that it occurs

0.0 0.2 0.5 0.8 1.0
Rξ

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

U

O(3)
L=16
L=24
L=32
L=16
L=24

κ=0.4

κ=0.55

FIG. 8: Scaling plot of U as a function of Rξ. We report data
for N = 2, and κ = 0.4 and κ = 0.55. The continuous line
is the universal curve U = F (Rξ) in the standard Heisenberg
model [80].

for J ≈ 0.65. To verify that it belongs to the Heisen-
berg universality class, we plot U versus Rξ and com-
pare the results with the universal curve computed in
the Heisenberg model, see Fig. 8. We observe an ex-
cellent agreement. We have also performed fits of U
and Rξ to Eq. (27), with J replacing κ. We obtain
ν = 0.721(7) and 0.720(3) from U and Rξ, respectively.
We observe tiny deviations from the Heisenberg value [59]
νH = 0.71164(10), which are most likely due to scaling
corrections. If we fix ν = νH , we obtain Jc = 0.65001(4)
and Jc = 0.649708(3) from the two fits. Statistical er-
rors are clearly smaller than the systematic deviations
due to the scaling corrections. A conservative estimate
is Jc = 0.64985(20).

We have performed a second set of runs for κ = 0.55.
From the analysis of the data at fixed J we already know
that there is an Ising transition for J ≈ 0.6. We wish
now to identify the Heisenberg transition. We compute
U on lattices of size L = 16 and 24. We observe a rapid
crossover from 5/3 to 1 as J varies from 0.54 and 0.58,
allowing us to identify the transition region. The results
are plotted versus Rξ in Fig. 8. They are very close to the
Heisenberg line, but not exactly on it on the scale of the
figure: all of them are slightly above the scaling curve.
We confirm therefore that the transition is a Heisenberg
one, but observe that scaling corrections are now sizable,
as expected since we are now close to the MCP. As be-
fore, we have performed fits of U and Rξ to Eq. (27). We
obtain estimates of ν that are consistent with the Heisen-
berg value: ν = 0.70(1) and 0.72(3) from the analysis of
Rξ and U . If ν is fixed to the Heisenberg value, we esti-
mate Jc = 0.56419(7) and Jc = 0.56422(12), respectively.
Our final estimate is Jc = 0.5642(2).

Finally, we perform runs for κ = 1, which allows us to
study the behavior along the DC-OD line that connects
the MCP with the O(4) point at κ = ∞. In Fig. 9 we
report the specific heats Cz and Cg, that signal a tran-
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FIG. 9: Plot of Cg (top) and of Cz (bottom) as a function of
J . Results for κ = 1 and N = 2.
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FIG. 10: Scaling plot of U as a function of Rξ. Results for
κ = 1 and N = 2. The continuous line is the universal curve
U = F (Rξ) in the standard Heisenberg model [80].

sition for J ≈ 0.355, which is clearly not a Heisenberg
one: in the latter case, since [56] α < 0, the specific heat
does not increase with the size L. In Fig. 10 we report
U versus Rξ. The data do not scale and, moreover, U
has a maximum whose height apparently increases as L
increases. This is the signature of a first-order transi-

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Rξ

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

ξπ/L

L=16
L=24
L=32
L=48

FIG. 11: Scaling plot of ξπ/L as a function of Rξ. Results for
κ = 1 and N = 2.
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FIG. 12: Scaling plot of ξF as a function of J . Results for
κ = 1 and N = 2.

tion, with a critical temperature Jc = 0.354(1). We also
report ξπ/L versus Rξ, see Fig. 11. Also the energy-
related correlation length increases with L, but with a
finite-size behavior that appears to be unrelated to that
of ξ. Finally, in Fig. 12 we report ξF . At all transition
points we have considered above, ξF ≈ 0. At this transi-
tion ξF is sizable, but significantly smaller than ξ and ξπ.
Moreover, it does not increase with L, indicating that the
modes encoded by this correlation function are not those
that drive the transition.

B. Results for N = 25

We now consider the CP24 model and perform an anal-
ysis analogous to the one presented for N = 2. According
to Ref. [58], the compact CP19 model has a critical tran-
sition at Jc = 0.353(2). Since the transition point in
the CPN−1 model decreases with increasing N , the CP24

model should have a transition at Jc . 0.35. Therefore,
in order to investigate the behavior of the model along
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FIG. 13: Scaling plot of the cumulant Hg3 as a function
of X = (κ − κc)L

1/νI , for νI = 0.629971 and κc = 0.40200.
Results for J = 0.4 and N = 25.

0.27 0.28 0.29 0.30
J

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

Cz

L=16
L=24
L=32
L=48

0.27 0.28 0.29 0.30
J

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

Cg

L=16
L=24
L=32
L=48

FIG. 14: Plot of the specific heats Cz (top) and Cg (bottom)
as a function of J for κ = 1 and N = 25.

the OC-OD critical line that connects the MCP with the
Ising transition at J = ∞, we have performed a run at
fixed J = 0.4. We find that the specific heat Cg has a
clear maximum that increases with L for κ ≈ 0.40, that
we identify as the critical transition. We analyze the be-
havior of the cumulant Hg3 close the transition, fitting

the data to L3/νIf(X), where X = (κ − κc)L
1/νI , using
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FIG. 15: Scaling plot of U as a function of Rξ. Results for
κ = 1 and N = 25.
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FIG. 16: Scaling plot of U (top) and Rξ versus X = (J −

Jc)L
1/ν , for ν = 0.815 and Jc = 0.29333. Results for κ = 1

and N = 25.

νI = 0.629971(4) [78]. Data scale nicely, see Fig. 13, con-
firming the Ising nature of the transition line. We esti-
mate κc = 0.40200(5), where the error takes into account
only the statistical fluctuations of the fit—the systematic
error due to the scaling correction is probably larger.

We now focus on the DC-OC transition line that con-
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FIG. 17: Scaling plot of L−2+ηqχ versus Rξ for ηq = 0.88.
Results for κ = 1 and N = 25.

nects the CP24 transition point with the MCP. We per-
form runs at κ = 0.2 on lattices L = 16, observing strong
hysteresis effects for J ≈ 0.339. The transitions on the
DC-OC line are therefore of first order, as the CP24 tran-
sition for κ = 0.
Finally, we focus on the DC-OD line connecting the

MCP with the O(50) transition point for κ = ∞. We
perform runs for κ = 1, which should be well above the
MCP. On the basis of our results for the Ising line—
the results at fixed J = 0.4—we expect the MCP to
have κm ≈ 0.4-0.5. In Fig. 14 we show the specific heats
as a function of J . The quantity Cz has a well-defined
maximum for J ≈ 0.29, which does not increase with the
size. This is a clear sign of a continuous transition with
α < 0. The specific heat Cg instead seems to be loosely
coupled with the transition: it only shows short plateaus
for the values of J at which Cz has a maximum. The
transition is clearly related to the condensation of the
degrees of freedom associated with the field z. In Fig 15
we report U versus Rξ. Data scale nicely, confirming the
continuous nature of the transition.
We now proceed to the computation of the critical in-

dices. To estimate the correlation-length exponent ν, we
first perform fits to Eq. (27), where we use a polynomial
approximation for f(X). We obtain ν = 0.788(2) and
ν = 0.796(4) from the analysis of Rξ and U , respectively.
However, the χ2 (weighted sum of the fit residuals) for
the fit of Rξ is large: χ2/DOF ≈ 2.5, where DOF is the
number of degrees of freedom of the fit. This may indi-
cate that there are sizable scaling corrections. Therefore,
we performed a second set of fits to

R = f(X) + L−ωg(X), (28)

which includes the leading scaling corrections. The χ2

of the fit is little sensitive to ω in the range ω & 0.5.
Varying ω in this range we can estimate

ν = 0.815(15) , Jc = 0.29333(3) . (29)

We finally estimate the exponent ηq defined by the size

dependence of the susceptibility χ at the critical point:
χ ∼ L2−ηq . We perform fits to [45]

χ = L2−ηq [fχ(Rξ) + L−ωgχ(Rξ)] , (30)

Correspondingly, we obtain the estimate

ηq = 0.88(2) . (31)

The fit is also sensitive to ω and gives ω = 1.1(2). This
estimate is quite reasonable, since we expect ω → 1 in
the limit N → ∞.

V. SUPPRESSING THE MONOPOLES IN THE

HIGHER-CHARGE CPN−1 MODEL

In the previous Sections we have discussed the phase
diagram of the AH compact model with q = 2. As it
has been discussed at length in the literature [12–14, 23–
27], the critical behavior is supposed to depend on the
topology of the gauge fields and in particular on the pres-
ence/absence of monopoles. In particular, it was shown
in our previous work [27] on the q = 1 monopole-free
CPN−1 model, that monopole suppression leads to a dif-
ferent critical behavior. No Heisenberg transition is ob-
served for N = 2, while for N = 25 a novel critical behav-
ior appears, whose intepretation within the field-theory
framework is still obscure [45],
We wish now to investigate the role that monopoles

play in higher-charge systems. As in Ref. [27], we use the
De Grand-Toussaint [81] monopole definition and con-
sider the model in which monopoles are absent. We shall
focus on the model with κ = 0, that will be referred to
as the monopole-free CPN−1 (MFCPN−1) model. As we
shall discuss below, this is will be enough to conjecture
a plausible phase diagram for any κ > 0.
For κ = 0, in the absence of the monopole constraint,

the model with charge-q fields is obviously equivalent
to the usual one. However, the introduction of the
monopole-suppression constraint which is applied to the
λ fields breaks the equivalence and thus a different behav-
ior is possible. We have performed numerical simulations,
studying two cases, q = 2 and q = 3.
Let us first consider the MFCP1. We have performed

simulations on systems with L = 16, 24, 32. In Fig. 18
we show our numerical estimates of U versus Rξ. Data
scale nicely, clearly indicating that scaling corrections are
small. Moreover, data fall on top of the O(3) scaling
curve, allowing us to infer that the transition, for both
values of q, belongs to the O(3) universality class, as in
the standard CP1 model without monopole suppression.
Apparently the monopole constraint, which is crucial in
determining the critical behavior for q = 1, plays no role
for q ≥ 2. We also performed fits of the data to

R(β, L) = fR[(J − Jc)L
1ν ], (32)

taking R = Rξ and U , and using a polynomial approx-
imation for fR(x). We find that the estimates of ν are
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FIG. 18: Plot of the Binder parameter U versus Rξ for q = 2
and q = 3 for the MFCP1 model. The continuous line is the
universal curve U = F (Rξ) in the standard Heisenberg model
[80].

consistent with the Heisenberg value, νH ≈ 0.711. Fix-
ing ν to the Heisenberg value [59] νH = 0.71164(10), we
can estimate the critical temperature: Jc = 0.7074(3) for
q = 2 and Jc = 0.6980(6) for q = 3. These two estimates
are very close to the transition temperature for the stan-
dard CP1 model, Jc = 0.7102(1), while they differ signif-
icantly from the q = 1 MFCP1 value, Jc = 0.4605(3). It
is quite clear that the monopole constraint is not effective
for q ≥ 2. To verify the irrelevance of monopole suppres-
sion we have also performed simulations with q = 2 and
larger values of N . For N = 10, 20 we observe strong
first-order transitions, that are completely analogous to
those observed in the standard CPN−1 model. Appar-
ently, monopole suppression is not effective for any value
of N .
The results obtained for κ = 0 allow us to conjecture

that monopole suppression does not play any role for
any κ > 0. Indeed, the introduction of the interaction
term Hg defined in Eq. (3) leads to a reduction of the
number of monopoles as κ increases. Thus, we expect the
role of monopole suppression to be maximal for κ = 0.
Therefore, the irrelevance for κ = 0 leads us to predict
that they irrelevant for any κ > 0.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have considered 3D lattice AH models with com-
pact gauge fields and multicomponent complex scalar
fields with integer charge q. We have discussed the de-
pendence on the charge q of the phase diagram and the
nature of the phase transitions.
The resulting phase diagram for q = 2—but we ex-

pect a qualititively similar diagram for any q ≥ 2—and
unit-length scalar fields (London limit) is sketched in
Fig. 1. There are three phases, separated by three differ-
ent transition lines meeting at a MCP. There is one phase

(DC phase) in which the scalar fields are disordered—the
SU(N) global symmetry is unbroken—and single-charge
external particles are confined—Wilson loops obey the
area law for large sizes. In the other two phases (OC
and OD) the SU(N) symmetry is broken. They differ in
the behavior of single-charge external particles: they are
confined for small κ (OC phase), deconfined for large κ
(OD phase).

The nature of the transition lines depends on the num-
ber of components. For N = 2 the transitions along the
DC-OC line are continuous, belonging to the O(3) vec-
tor universality classes. Along this line the scalar-field
degrees of freedom order, the SU(N) symmetry breaks,
while gauge-field modes play no role. The transitions
along the OC-OD line are continuous and belong to
the Ising universality class. The transitions are driven
by the gauge degrees of freedom, while the scalar field
plays no role. Finally, first-order transitions are ob-
served along the DC-OD line, ending to the O(4) critical
point for κ → ∞. The phase diagram substantially dif-
fers from that observed for the compact AH model with
single-charge scalar fields [44], whose phase diagram has
two phases, differing only in the behavior of the gauge-
invariant scalar-field correlations; they are separated by a
line of continuous transitions belonging to the O(3) vec-
tor universality class [44], where the gauge correlations
do not play any role.

To characterize the large-N behavior of the model, we
have also reported a numerical study for N = 25. The
transitions along the OC-OD line are continuous and be-
long to the Ising universality class, like the case N = 2.
The behavior along the DC-OC and OC-OD line instead
differs. Indeed, the DC-OC transitions are of first or-
der, while the DC-OD transitions are continuous. We
have determined the correlation-length exponent ν and
the exponent ηq that characterizes the critical behavior
of the order parameter Qx defined in Eq. (6), on the
DC-OD line. We find ν = 0.815(15) and ηq = 0.88(2).
Interestingly, they are in quantitative agreement with the
exponents obtained along the Coulomb-Higgs transition
line in the AH model with noncompact gauge fields [45]:
ν = 0.802(8) and ηq = 0.883(7). In Ref. [45] we con-
jectured that the Coulomb-Higgs transitions in the non-
compact AH model belong to the universality class asso-
ciated with the stable fixed point of the multicomponent
AH field theory [1, 72, 73], cf. Eq. (20). Indeed, the nu-
merical results were in excellent agreement with the 1/N
predictions computed in the continuum AH model [1, 82]:
ν ≈ 0.805 and ηq ≈ 0.870. This comparison leads us to
conjecture that also the critical behavior of the large-N
continuous DC-OC transitions belongs to the universal-
ity class associated with the stable 3D fixed point of the
AH field theory.

The analogies between the phase diagram of compact
AH models with doubly-charged multicomponent scalar
fields and that of the noncompact AH models [45], and,
in particular, the correspondence of the DC-OD criti-
cal behavior with the AH field theory, may appear quite
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unexpected, and certainly deserves further investigation.
We finally note that the noncompact formulation of the
AH theory is recovered in the q → ∞ limit of the com-
pact formulation, with an appropriate rescaling of the
gauge couplings, κnco = κ/q2 (κnco in the inverse gauge

coupling in the noncompact model). Thus, it is tempting
to conjecture that the phase diagram and, in particular,
the nature of the transitions along the DC-OD line, is
the same for any q ≥ 2.
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