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Abstract

We investigate critical properties of the stacked-J1-J2 Ising model on a cubic lattice. Using Monte Carlo
simulations and renormalization group, we find a single phase transition of the first order for J2/J1 > 1/2.
The renormgroup approach predicts that a transition can be of the second order from the universality class of
the O(2) model, but the Monte Carlo results show another set of critical exponents: exponents continuously
vary form the values typical for a first-order transition in the finite-size scaling theory at 1/2 < J2/J1 < 1
to the Ising values in the limit J2/J1 →∞. We also exclude the pseudo-first-order behavior observed in the
J1-J2 Ising model on a square lattice for 0.67 . J2/J1 . 0.9.
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First-order (discontinuous) and continuous phase
transitions differ in the presence or absence of a jump
in the order parameter and internal energy, as it is
reflected in the title of a transition type. Despite
the clarity of this definition, in practice, a transition
type can not always be determined clearly and un-
ambiguously, even using the most reliable theoretical
methods. At that, both situations are realized: when
a first-order transition seems like a continuous one,
and vise versa.

In the first situation, it is customary to say about
the weak first order. In terms of the renormaliza-
tion group (RG), such a situation arises if a RG-
trajectory passes through a vicinity of a saddle fixed
point or a fixed point with complex-valued coordi-
nates with a small imaginary part [1]. Herewith, a
RG-flow is rather slow, so a transition does not show
first-order sings in a wide range of scale (or lattice
size), and furthermore pseudo-scaling behavior may
be observed. Sings of the first order may appear only
when one consider lattices with large sizes. Moreover,
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the weakness of the first order may lead to that var-
ious theoretical approaches not using finite-size lat-
tices predict different types of a transition. Perhaps,
the most vivid example of this is a Heisenberg an-
tiferromagnet on a stacked-triangular lattice, where
the 4− ε expansion [2] and the non-perturbative RG
[3] predict a first-order transition, while the pertur-
bative RG [4, 5] and the conformal bootstrap [6, 7]
show the second order. In this case, even various
Monte Carlo methods predict different results, so the
results [8] based on the Wang-Landau algorithm [9]
confirm the first order, while the recent results [10]
based on the combining of the Metropolis and over-
relaxed algorithms show the second-order behavior
(but the same method predicts a first-order transi-
tion for frustrated helimagnet [11]).

The second situation corresponds to the so-called
pseudo-first order, when the transition exhibits first-
order behavior on small lattices, but the first-order
signs disappear in the thermodynamic limit. In terms
of RG, such a situation arises if a RG-trajectory start-
ing in the region of a stable potential passes through
the stability region boundary but tends to the fixed
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Figure 1: Four ground state configurations.

point locating inside the region or on the boundary
[12]. A pseudo-first-order transition has been previ-
ously found in two-dimensional models: 4-state Potts
model and the Ashkin – Teller model [13], the Wu
– Baxter model [14] and the J1-J2 Ising model on
a square lattice [15, 16, 17]. (Such a behavior is
also discussed for five- and higher-dimensional mod-
els [18, 12].) The later model is interesting because
its three-dimensional analogue, namely the stacked-
J1-J2 Ising model, has a transition a type of which is
still controversial.

The J1-J2 Ising model is an Ising antiferromagnet
with the additional interaction between next-nearest-
neighbor spins on a square lattice. The model and its
three-dimensional generalization are described by the
Hamiltonian

H = J1
∑
ij

si · sj + J2
∑
kl

sk · sl + J
∑
mn

sm · sn, (1)

where s = ±1, the sum ij runs over pairs of nearest-
neighbor spins in layers, the sum kl enumerates pairs
of next-nearest-neighbor spins in layers, and the sum
mn runs over pairs of nearest-neighbor spins in the
interlayer direction. The signs of the exchange con-
stants J1 and J do not affect the critical behavior, so
for simplicity we fix J1 = J > 0. The frustrated state
appears only if J2 > 0. At J2 < J1/2, the ground

state is the non-frustrated antiferromagnetic order.
At J2 > J1/2, the ground state is one of two spin
configurations with the wave-vectors q = (π, 0, π)
or q = (0, π, π). For Ising spins, the four possi-
ble ground state configurations are shown in fig. 1.
This model can be interpreted as two Ising models
on
√

2×
√

2 sublattices interacting with the coupling
constant J1, so the limit J2/J1 → ∞ corresponds to
two non-interacting Ising models.

Another model equivalent to two interacting Ising
models is the Ashkin-Teller model [19]. In two di-
mensions (J = 0), the phase diagram of this model
contains the (self-dual) line of transitions with vary-
ing critical exponents [20, 21, 22]. The possibility of
continuous variation of exponents is realized for criti-
cal points whose conformal symmetry has the central
charge C ≥ 1 [23, 24]. The case C = 1 corresponds,
e.g., to the Ashkin – Teller, 4-state Potts, O(2) (free
boson) and two Ising models. This transition line
has the end point corresponding to the 4-state Potts
model and the intermediate point corresponding to
decoupled Ising models. The section between these
two special points is mapped to the section of the J1-
J2 model for J2/J1 ≥ g∗, where g∗ ≈ 0.67 [15, 16, 17].
For 1/2 ≤ J2/J1 < g∗, a transition is of the first or-
der. In previous works, the position of the tricritical
point has been estimated as g∗ ≈ 0.9. To exclude
the pseudo-first-order behavior using Monte Carlo
simulations, the authors [15, 16, 17] have been com-
pelled to consider large lattices (the signs of a first-
order transition have been observed for lattice sizes
128 ≤ L < 2000). Besides Monte Carlo simulations,
in the work [17] it has been performed the calculation
using the cluster mean-field approach which is con-
firmed the position of the tricritical point g∗ ≈ 0.66.

Perhaps, it is useful to note that the pseudo-first-
order behavior in two-dimensional lattice models can
be disclosed without a consideration large-size lat-
tices by an estimation of the central charge value.
The geometrical meaning of the conformal central
charge is the Casimir energy of a cylindrycal form of
a lattice, where effects of the pseudo-first-order be-
havior are subdued with increasing the ratio of the
length and radius of a cylinder. The rather effective
method for this applicable to the J1-J2 model has
been proposed in [25].
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Figure 2: Energy distribution near the transition temperature
at J2/J1 = 2/3. For L = 30, T/J2 = 3.6950; L = 36, T/J2 =
3.6950; L = 48, T/J2 = 3.6957; L = 60, T/J2 = 3.6957;
L = 80, T/J2 = 3.6960.

As other mean-field methods, the cluster mean-
field approach does not take into account the influ-
ence of critical fluctuations significant at least in di-
mensions less than four (for higher dimensions see,
however [12] and refs. therein), where these fluctu-
ation may induce a first-order transition even if the
Landau or other mean-field theories predict a con-
tinuous one. So, the position of the tricritical point
in the J1-J2 model is caused not by critical fluctua-
tion but other reasons, perhaps connected with the
two-dimensional conformal symmetry.

In the recent work [26], the cluster mean-field ap-
proach has been used for the generalization to the
three-dimensional case J 6= 0. The authors find that
the tricritical point is absent in the frustrated case
J2/J1 > 1/2, so a transition is of the second order.
This result contradicts to the Monte Carlo simula-
tions performed using the replica exchange algorithm
[27, 28, 29], where a first-order transition is found for
1/2 < J2/J1 < 0.9, and to the results obtained with
the Wang – Landau algorithm, where a first-order
transition is found even for J2/J1 = 1 [30]. The au-
thors [26] argue that their method successfully pre-
dicts the position of the tricritical point in two di-
mensions J = 0, and a first-order transition found by
the Monte Carlo simulations can turn out to be of
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Figure 3: Energy distribution near the transition temperature
at J2/J1 = 1. For L = 90 and the Wang – Landau algorithm
T/J1 = 4.1759 [30]; for the Metropolis algorithm and L = 90,
T/J1 = 4.175; L = 108, T/J1 = 4.176; L = 128, T/J1 =
4.1767.

the pseudo-first-order, since lattice sizes L ≤ 90 con-
sidered in the simulations are not sufficiently large to
detect it.

To resolve this contradiction, one should use meth-
ods which correctly take into account critical fluc-
tuations. For the numerical part of this work, we
choose the Metropolis algorithm, though it is not the
most efficient but it is universal and gives easily re-
producible results. As an analytical method, we use
RG with the 4 − ε expansion. Below, we give the
arguments that a transition in the frustrated case
J2/J1 > 1/2 of the stacked-J1-J2 model (at least with
J/J1 = 1) is of the first order.

1. At J2/J1 = 2/3, a transition is of the distinct
first order, and the pseudo-first-order behavior
does not observed. For the later case, the dif-
ference between the peaks position in the energy
distribution ∆Epeaks as a function of a lattice
size L is expected to be

∆Epeaks(L) ∼ L−d/2. (2)

The fig. 2 shows that the peaks position does
not change for a rather wide range of a lattice
size 30 ≤ L ≤ 80.
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Figure 4: Dependence of the critical exponent η on the cou-
pling constant ratio J1/J2.

2. At J2/J1 = 1, a transition is of a weak first order.
The Metropolis algorithm for a rather large lat-
tices 90 ≤ L ≤ 128 also detect the double-peak
energy distribution, though it is almost elusive
for these lattice sizes (see fig. 3). Note that the
previous result [30] using the Wang – Landau
algorithm is consistent with this result but still
has a small mismatch. Such a inconsistency ap-
pears due to our inaccuracy in the realization of
the algorithm (a choice of the histogram flatness
condition, a number of iteration an so on), but,
of cause, it is not a defect of the algorithm.

3. The Fisher critical exponent is negative for all
J2/J1 > 1/2, η < 0 (see fig. 4) that indicates
a first-order transition [31]. To estimate critical
exponents (or pseudo-exponents for a weak first-
order transition), we perform Monte Carlo sim-
ulations for J2/J1 = 2/3, 1, 4/3, 2, 5, 10. We
use periodic boundary conditions and consider
lattice sizes 16 ≤ L ≤ 48. Thermalization to
an equilibrium state is performed within 6 · 105

Monte Carlo steps per spin, and calculation of
averages within 9 · 106 steps. One finds details
of the simulation technics in [32]. Note that
our results are in agreement with the results
[27, 28, 29]. In particular, the results for the
case J2/J1 = 1 are shown in table 1.
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Figure 5: Dependence of the critical exponent ν on the cou-
pling constant ratio J1/J2.

4. The 4− ε expansion predicts either a transition
is of the second order from the universality class
of the O(2) model or a fluctuation induced first-
order transition, but critical (pseudo-)exponets
estimated by Monte Carlo simulations do not
correspond to this universality class. Fig. 5 (see
also table 1) shows that the exponent ν does not
have the value ν ≈ 0.67 typical for the universal-
ity class of the O(2) model for all J2/J1 > 1/2,
but tends to the Ising-like value ν ≈ 0.63 in the
limit J2/J1 → ∞. For J2/J1 → 1/2, critical
exponents tends to values specific to a three-
dimensional first-order transition in the finite-
size scaling theory η = −1 (fig. 4) and ν = 1/3
(fig. 5).

For the RG analysis, one should obtain the cor-
responding Ginzburg – Landau functional from the
lattice model (1). To make this, we perform the
small momentum expansion near the both minima

Table 1: Critical (pseudo)exponents at J2/J1 = 1. The results
of this work mark as [*].

ν β γ η
[*] 0.536(6) 0.230(6) 1.15(2) -0.15(6)
[27] 0.549(5) 0.245(5) 1.190(5) -0.16(2)
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Figure 6: RG diagram.

q = (π, 0, π) and q = (0, π, π), and replace the con-
strain |s| = 1 by the additional potential U(s) =
ms2 + λs4. Introducing the fields

φ = s|q≈(π,0,π) + s|q≈(0,π,π),

ψ = s|q≈(π,0,π) − s|q≈(0,π,π),
(3)

we find after the field rescaling

F =

∫
ddx

(
(∂µφ)

2
+ (∂µψ)

2
+ r(φ2 + ψ2)+

+u(φ4 + ψ4) + 2vφ2ψ2
)
. (4)

The region of the potential stability is

u > 0, v > −u. (5)

In the 1-loop approximation in the minimal substrac-
tion scheme, the RG equations read

∂tu = −εu+ (9u2 + v2)/2,

∂tv = −εv + (6uv + 4v2)/2,
(6)

where t = − ln(µ/Λ), µ is the floating scale, and Λ is
the inverse lattice constant (UV cutoff). In fact, the
RG equations are known at least in the 5-loop ap-
proximation [33], but taking into account the higher
orders in ε preserves the quantitative picture of the
same.

There are the four fixed point in the RG diagram
(see fig. 6). Besides the trivial Gaussian fixed point
G, one has the stable Heisenberg fixed point describ-
ing a phase transition from the universality class of
the O(2) model (see the functional (4) with u = v),
the unstable decoupled fixed point D corresponding
to two non-interacting Ising models, and the unstable
so-called biconical fixed point B.

The coordinates of the initial point for the RG
equations µ = Λ corresponding to the lattice model
(1) continuously depend on the exchange constants
ratio J2/J1. In the limit J2/J1 →∞, a RG trajectory
starts from the vicinity of the decoupled fixed point.
Since for all J2/J1 > 1/2 the critical behavior is not
from the O(2) class, we conclude that initial points
locate in the sector v < 0. All trajectories starting
from this sector leave the stability region that means
a first-order transition.

In addition, we have two more arguments for a
first-order transition.

5. In two dimensions, the transition line of the J1-
J2 models is mapped to the corresponding line
of the Ashkin-Teller model [15], but in three di-
mensions, the Ashkin-Teller line is of the first
order [34].

6. Although the groups Z2⊗Z2 and Z4 are not iso-
morphic, the true symmetry group breaking in
the Ashkin-Teller model as well as in the J1-J2
model is Z4. The all four configurations shown
in fig. 1 can be sequentially obtained from one
another by a lattice rotation in π/2. We know
at least two models belonging to the same sym-
metry class: the 4-state Potts model which has
a distinct first-order transition in three dimen-
sions, and the 4-state clock (or planar Potts)
model the critical behavior of which is described
by the decoupled fixed point [35] (the Ising-like
behavior).

In conclusion, we note that our main statement on
a first-order transition for all J2/J1 > 1/2 still re-
lates to the special three-dimensional case J/J1 = 1.
When 0 ≤ J/J1 ≤ 1, the situation interpolates be-
tween two- and three-dimensional cases. We expect
that at J/J1 . 0.1, a transition for large J2/J1 be-
comes continuous. The exact position of the tricriti-
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cal point is need to be estimated by additional inves-
tigations.
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