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Abstract

Using the renormalization group approach, we consider the O(N)⊗O(M) model in four and more dimensions.
We find that independently on N and M , for N ≥ M ≥ 2, a transition can be of both the first and second
order. In d > 4, we also cannot exclude a pseudo-first-order behavior. As specific physically interesting
cases, we consider the lattice version of the O(2)⊗ O(2), O(3)⊗ O(2) and O(3)⊗ O(3) sigma models on a
four dimensional hypercubic lattice. In all these cases, we find a distinct first-order transition.
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The distinction between first-order and continuous
phase transitions is obvious and consists in the pres-
ence (or absence) of a jump in an order parameter
p ∈ G/H and the internal energy. The phenomeno-
logical Landau theory formulates conditions based on
group theoretical properties of an order parameter
when a transition can be continuous [1, 2]. The most
famous condition is that the symmetric part of the
cubic term of an order parameter should not contain
the unit representation of the full symmetry group G.
However, accounting for critical fluctuations, usually
based on the renormalization group (RG) approach,
makes these conditions necessary but not sufficient.
In particular, in three dimensions d = 3 (and gen-
erally, in 2 < d < 4), a continuous transition cor-
responds to an attractive (stable) fixed point of RG
equations, but such a point may be absent. In this
case, one commonly says about a fluctuation-induced
first-order transition. At first time [3] (see also [4]),
it has been observed in the Abelian Higgs model [5].
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In four dimensions, the fluctuational theory of
phase transitions predicts that a continuous transi-
tion is described by the Gaussian fixed point with
distinctive critical exponents independent on group
theoretical properties of an order parameter. These
exponents are perturbed by logarithmical corrections
arising in the upper critical dimension d = 4. Be-
low four dimensions, a critical point of a continuous
transition may correspond to a non-trivial (not free)
conformal field theory [6], but in d ≥ 4 the theory of
critical phenomena, at least without supersymmetry,
predicts only free theories. There are rigorous proofs
of the triviality of the ϕ4 theory for d > 4 [7, 8, 9],
while for d = 4 such a proof is not exist, and the role
of perturbative logarithmic corrections is discussed
(see, e.g. [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17]).

Recently [17], using the specific non-perturbative
RG approach (so-called higher-order tensor RG) it
has been found the weak first-order transition in the
four-dimensional Ising model. The hidden heat of the
transition is so small that it is necessary to consider
huge size lattices (up to 10244) to discover it. This
makes it very difficult to check the result with other
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methods, for example with Monte Carlo simulations.
Offhand, one can propose two ways to explain this

result. The first way is that a transition is of pseudo-
first order, i.e. the sings of a first-order transition
(e.g., a jump in the internal energy) are observed only
on finite-size lattices and disappear in the thermody-
namic limit. In terms of RG, the pseudo-first order
behavior corresponds to the situation when a RG-
trajectory starting in the stability region (where the
potential is stable) passes through the region bound-
ary but tends to the fixed point locating inside the
region or on the boundary. To stabilize the poten-
tial, one should add next terms resolved by symme-
try in the order parameter expansion, like ϕ6. It is
these terms (in accordance with the Landau theory)
that correspond to the appearance of the observed
jump in the internal energy on finite-size lattices. But
actually, such a situation cannot be realized in the
four-dimensional O(N) model (or other models with
unique ϕ4 term), where the boundary of the stability
region is a single point, namely the Gaussian fixed
point.

If the transition is indeed of the first order, then
one can expect the presence of any non-perturbative
effects (remind, it is believed that perturbative cor-
rections keep the theory trivial). The most obvious
non-perturbative aspect of the Ising model is that
fluctuations are topological defects, domain walls.
Of cause, the presence of topological defects in it-
self does not guarantee the appearance of new effects
in the critical behavior. E.g., monopole-like defects
in the three-dimensional O(3) model are not rele-
vant [18, 19], and in general, the 3D O(N) model
is successfully described by perturbative approaches,
although it can contains topological defects of any
types. Nevertheless, topological defects may affect
the critical behavior, and to test such a possibility
it is useful to consider at least two cases: a system
with the order parameter space G/H = Z2 ⊗ M,
where M is a connected homogeneous space, and a
system with topological defects of another type af-
fecting the critical behavior. Both cases are present
in the O(N)⊗O(M) model.

The order parameter space in this model is a Stiefel
manifold VN,M ≡ O(N)/O(N −M) corresponding to
a set of orientations of M N -dimensional vectors. In

the particular case M = N , the order parameter con-
tains the discrete part equivalent to the parameter of
the Ising model G/H = O(N) ≡ Z2⊗SO(N), so one
should expect that a transition is of the first order.
Another interesting feature of this model is that in
the cases N = M and N = M + 1 the fundamen-
tal group is non-trivial π1(VN,M ) = Z2 for M > 1,
and so-called Z2-vortices are present. Remind that
usual vortices play a crucial role in the critical behav-
ior of systems from the universality class of the O(2)
model. In this case, perturbative fluctuations can be
linearized (by the Berezinskii – Villain transforma-
tion [20, 21, 22]) and integrated out, so the resulting
system has a transition from the same universality
class. Of course, this is due to the fact that SO(2) is
abelian.

The influence of non-abelian Z2-vortices on the
thermal and critical behavior is observable in all di-
mensions 2 ≤ d < 4. Thus, in two dimensions these
defects lead to a rather sharp change in the behavior
of the V3,2 model from low-temperature, describing
by the O(4) sigma model, to some high-temperature
[23, 24, 25, 26]. In the V3,3 model, vortices changes
an Ising-like transition to a first-order one [27, 28].
In 2 + ε dimensions, a transition of the V3,2 model
belongs to the class universality of the O(4) model
[29, 30, 31], but close to ε ≈ 1 a transition becomes
of the first order [32]. In three dimensions, the VN,N
model has a distinct first-order transition, but the
situation for the V3,2 model is still controversial. So,
the 4 − ε [33, 34, 35, 36], 1/N [37, 38] expansions
and the non-perturbative RG [39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44]
predict the first order, while the perturbative (fixed-
dimensional) RG [45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51] and the
conformal bootstrap [52, 53, 54] declare a second-
order transition.

Monte Carlo simulations for three-dimensional
models from the universality class of the V3,2 model
also give controversial results (a first-order transi-
tion in a Heisenberg antiferromagnet on a stacked-
triangular lattice [55] and helimagnets [56], see how-
ever the recent work [57]). Nevertheless, direct sim-
ulations of the lattice version of the O(N) ⊗ O(M)
sigma model predict a distinct first-order transition
for the V2,2 [58, 59], V3,2 [60] and V3,3 [61, 62] cases.
These results are not a defect of the model. For
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Figure 1: Internal energy distribution in the O(2) ⊗ O(2)
model
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Figure 2: Internal energy distribution in the O(3) ⊗ O(3)
model

N > M + 2, the model has a second-order or a
weak first-order transition with critical exponents
consistent with theoretical predictions [63]. More-
over, although the two-dimensional V3,3 model also
has a first-order transition, but, e.g., the 2D V2,2

model shows more difficult behavior, namely when
a Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless transition and an
Ising one occur at different temperatures [26, 28].

Somewhat surprisingly, the V2,2, V3,2 and V3,3 mod-
els exhibit the distinct first-order behavior even in
four dimensions. To obtain this, we perform Monte
Carlo simulations of the corresponding lattice mod-
els. Generally, the lattice version of the O(N)⊗O(M)
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Figure 3: Internal energy distribution in the O(3) ⊗ O(2)
model

sigma model is described by the Hamiltonian [58]

H = −J
∑
x,µ

tr ΦTxΦx+eµ
, µ = 1, . . . , 4, (1)

where eµ is a unit vector of a hypercubic lattice,
J > 0, Φ is a N ×M matrix composed of M unit
mutually orthogonal N -vectors. We use the Wollf
cluster algorithm [64]. In figs. 1 – 3, we see a double-
peak structure of distributions for the internal energy.
Such a structure is typical for a discontinues transi-
tion.

Although the initial motivation for this work is to
find any non-perturbative effects leading to a change
of the critical behavior predicted by the RG ap-
proach, it turns out that in the case of the O(N) ⊗
O(M) model, the results obtained by Monte Carlo
simulations and described above can be easily con-
firmed using the perturbative RG.

The corresponding Ginzburg – Landau functional
for the model (1) reads [33]

F =

∫
ddx×

×

1

2

M∑
n=1

(
(∂µφn)2 + rφ2

n

)
+
u

4!

(
M∑
n=1

φ2
n

)2

+

+
v

4!

M∑
n,m=1

(
(φnφm)2 − φ2

nφ
2
m

))
, (2)
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Figure 4: RG-diagram of the 4D O(3)⊗O(2) model

where φn is a N -component vector field, Φ =
(φ1, . . . , φM ). The 1-loop beta-functions in the 4− ε
expansion with the MS scheme after rescaling are

βu = −εu+
1

6
(NM+8)u2− 1

6
(N−1)(M−1)v(2u−v),

(3)

βv = −εv + 2uv +
1

6
(M +N − 8)v2. (4)

In this scheme, the series for the beta-functions do
not contain poles of ε, so one can extrapolate this
result to ε→ 0.

Fig. 4 shows the RG-diagram of the O(3) ⊗ O(2)
model. The gray sector corresponds to the stability
of the potential (2)

u > 0, v > 0,
M

M − 1
u− v > 0. (5)

We show only this case, the picture remains qualita-
tively the same for all N ≥M ≥ 2. One can see and
it can be easily proved that the RG-flow does not pass
through the line v = 0, but the flow passes through
another boundary of the stability region v = M

M−1u
with the flow velocity in the direction perpendicular
to this boundary having the value (independently on
N and ε)

vflow =
M + 2

3(M − 1)
u2. (6)
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Figure 5: RG-diagram of the 5D O(3)⊗O(2) model

In other words, for all N ≥ M ≥ 2 there are RG-
trajectories starting from the stability region but
which are not attracted by the Gaussian fixed point
u = v = 0 and pass through the stability region
boundary. Thus, in the O(N)⊗O(M) model a first-
order transition induced by perturbative fluctuations
can occur. We emphasize that this result does not
depend on the topological or other properties of the
order parameter space and does not require any ad-
ditional non-perturbative effects.

The naive extrapolation of the beta-function series
to the region of negative ε shows that some of trajec-
tories, starting from the stability region and tending
to the Gaussian fixed point, can leave this region (see
fig. 5). It corresponds to a pseudo-first-order transi-
tion. So, we cannot exclude such a behavior in d > 4.
Such a possibility for the five-dimensional Ising model
has been discussed in [16].

In conclusion, we note that the independence of
the result on N and M allow to suppose that the
accounting of next orders of the perturbative expan-
sion does not change the result. However, we do not
exclude of non-perturbative effects. So, e.g., the re-
sult predicts that some trajectories in the N = M
case attract to the Gaussian fixed point. It means
that some systems belonging to the universality class
of the O(N)⊗O(N) model may have a second-order
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transition. Taking into account the result of [17], we
expect that the same effects, which change the order
of a transition in the Ising model, are also relevant in
the N = M case. To investigate this, one should find
suitable reliable methods.

This work was supported by the Theoretical
Physics and Mathematics Advancement Foundation
’BASIS’ (project No. 19-1-3-38-1).
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