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Using Monte Carlo simulations, we consider the lattice version of the O(N)⊗O(M) sigma model
for 2 ≤ M ≤ 4 and M ≤ N ≤ 8. We find a continuous transition for N ≥ M + 4. Estimates of the
critical exponents for cases of second-order and weak first-order transitions are found. For M = 2
our estimates of the exponents and marginal dimensionality N+

c (M) are in good agreement with
the results of the non-perturbative renormalization group approach. For M ≥ 2 we find estimates
of the exponents and marginal dimensionality between the values obtained in the first and second
orders of the large-N expansion. To complete the picture, we also consider the usual O(N) model
(M = 1).

I. INTRODUCTION

In the modern theory of critical phenomena, many ana-
lytical and numerical methods have been developed that
allow to describe both qualitatively and quantitatively
the critical behavior of various systems. Of course, each
of these methods is associated with certain difficulties,
both purely technical and lying in their justification and
application area. As a rule, they allow to obtain accept-
able quantitative estimates at least for systems from the
universality class of the O(N) model. From the point
of view of renormalization group (RG) approaches, the
simplicity of the O(N) model lies in the uniqueness of
the coupling constant, i.e. there is only one non-trivial
fixed point, which is IR attractive in 2 < d < 4. For
models with two or more coupling constants, the situ-
ation is more complicated, a stable fixed point may be
absent, and then one observes a fluctuation-induced first-
order transition. The properties of a RG-flow and possi-
ble fixed points are widely discussed in multiple coupling
scalar theories such as general N -vector models1–5. The
situation remains controversial even for one of the sim-
plest generalizations of the O(N) model, namely for the
O(N)⊗O(M) model with two coupling constants.

The O(N) ⊗ O(M) model has arisen almost half
a century ago in the context of studying transitions
in spin systems with non-collinear ordering (such as
helimagnets)6–8 and superfluid helium-39. (See10 for a
review.) To date, this model has been considered in the
framework of various approaches: 4 − ε expansion11–16,
1/N expansion14,17,18, perturbative RG19–27, pseudo-ε
expansion15,28, 2 + ε expansion14,29–31 (see also32 for the
N = M and N = M + 1 cases), non-perturbative (func-
tional) RG10,33–38 (NPRG), and the conformal bootstrap
(CB) program39–41.

Unexpectedly, the simplest and most considered case
M = 2 turns out to be the most controversial. (The case
M = 1 is the usual O(N) model.) Moreover, this con-
troversy relates to the most physically significant cases
N = 2 and N = 3. Apart from these cases, discrepancies
in the predictions of different approaches are reduced to
quantitative estimates of critical exponents and the value
N+
c (M,d) such that for M ≤ N < N+

c (M,d) a stable

fixed point is absent but appears for N > N+
c (M,d).

Estimates of N+
c (M, 3) obtained by various theoretical

methods for 2 ≤ M ≤ 4 are shown in table I. How-
ever, the perturbative (fixed-dimension) RG computa-
tions performed at six loops within the zero momentum
massive scheme for M = 2 predict the additional criti-
cal value Nc2 < N+

c (2, 3) below of which a stable fixed
point reappears and exists for N = 2, 3 and 423,24,26. (In
this approach, N+

c (2, 3) ≈ 6.4 and Nc2 ≈ 5.7.) Numer-
ical analysis of the RG-flow geometry, based on the re-
summation of the 6-loop approximation for β-functions,
suggests that this new fixed point is of the focus-type
with a complex-valued correction-to-scaling exponents ω.
In contrast to the perturbative RG, the 4 − ε, pseudo-ε
expansions as well as the non-perturbative RG do not
predict the appearance of such a fixed point.

If the perturbative RG would be the only method giv-
ing results contrary to other methods then one can ap-
peal to his unreliability. In fact, this method is less rig-
orously justified than the 4 − ε and 1/N expansions, if
only because of the absence of a formal small expan-
sion parameter, and its results are high sensitive with
respect to the resummation parameters. Nevertheless,
this approach gives acceptable quantitative estimates of
the critical behavior of the O(N) model, and series ob-
tained from the more reliable 4− ε and 1/N expansions
are also only asymptotic with rather poor convergence
properties for physically interesting values of ε and N .
In addition, the conformal bootstrap program39–41 also
predicts the existence of a non-trivial fixed point below
N+
c (2, 3) with critical exponents in good agreement with

the fixed-dimension perturbative results.

The conformal bootstrap determines the exact bound
to the scaling dimensions of operators. These exclusion
bounds may have kinks which as expected correspond to
the position of actual exponents of the critical point.The
main advantage of this method is that it is not based on
series expansions and does not have convergence prob-
lems, contrary to RG approaches. The disadvantages of
the method include the fact that it postulates scale in-
variance which is absent upon a first-order transition,
and although even mild kinks can be interpreted as the
scaling dimensions of the conformal field theory corre-
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TABLE I. Numerical estimates of N+
c (M, 3) for M = 2, 3, 4

obtained by different approaches within various orders of per-
turbation theory and resummation procedures. PB — Padé–
Borel; PBL — Paé—Borel-–Leroy; DSIS — direct summa-
tion of the inverse series; CB — conform–Borel; P — Padé;
LPA — local potential approximation; LPA’ is LPA with a
moment-dependent anomalous dimension.

Method M = 2 M = 3 M = 4

4− ε, O(ε3), PB13 3.39

4− ε, O(ε3)14 5.3(2) 9.1(9) 12.1(1)

4− ε, O(ε4), PB16 4.6(2.1) 7.7(1.4) 10.3(1.6)

4− ε, O(ε5), PBL15 5.47(7) ∼ 9

4− ε, O(ε5), DSIS15 6.1(2) 9.6(4) 12.7(7)

4− ε, O(ε5), PB16 5.3(7) 8.4(1.1) 11.2(1.3)

4− ε, O(ε6), PB16 5.8(8) 9.3(5) 12.3(6)

4− ε, O(ε6), CB16 6.0(6) 9.3(4) 12.4(3)

4− ε, O(ε6), DSIS 5.9(2) 9.2(4) 12.2(5)

PRG, O(g4), PB19 3.91(1)

PRG, O(g7), PB24 6.4(4) 11.1(6) 14.7(8)

Pseudo-ε, O(τ6), P28 6.23(21)

Pseudo-ε, O(τ6), P15 6.22(12) 9.9(3) 13.2(6)

1/N , O(1/N) 3.8 5.2 6.6

1/N , O(1/N2)14 5.3 7.3 9.2

NPRG, LPA33 4.7

NPRG, LPA’38 5.24(2)

CB39 ∼ 7

This work 5.5(4) 6.5(4) 7.5(4)

sponding to the critical point, only the presence of kinks
cannot serve as evidence that a transition is continuous.
In addition, the conformal bootstrap predicts an ordinary
fixed point instead of the focus-type, so the situation for
the O(2) ⊗ O(2) and O(3) ⊗ O(2) symmetry classes re-
mains unclear.

Monte Carlo (MC) simulations of lattice models from
these symmetry classes do not bring complete clarity to
the problem. The main difficulty here is typical for mod-
els with several coupling constants, like the O(N)⊗O(M)
model: lattice systems can undergo a first-order phase
transition even if a stable fixed point exists on the RG
diagram, but initial values of coupling constants locate
outside the attraction region of this point.

Many different models have been considered using var-
ious MC algorithms (see10,42 for a review). The most
famous of them is an antiferromagnet on a stacked-
triangular lattice (STA). In early works for N = 2 and
N = 3, both first-order and continuous phase transitions
have been observed depending on models. Moreover,
some models with second-order behavior demonstrate the
universality. At that, the tendency towards continuous
as well as universal behavior for the case N = 3 is more
pronounced. In fact, these finite-size lattice results can
be explained in terms RG even if a stable fixed point
is absent, but if a corresponding RG trajectory passes

through a region characterized by a very slow evolution
of RG parameters. Such a region may arise, e.g., if a
fixed point has complex-valued coordinates with a small
imaginary part. Moreover, if this region is small and at-
tracts trajectories starting from a wide set of initial values
of RG parameters then the almost universal behavior is
observed. It is this picture (including the tendency men-
tioned above) that is observed using the non-perturbative
RG approach33–37.

Further numerical studies have confirmed the first-
order transition scenario for the N = 2 case (including
STA43–45, helimagnets46, the lattice version of the O(2)⊗
O(2) model43,47, the lattice version of the O(2) ⊗ O(2)
sigma model48,49) as well as for the N = 3 case (in-
cluding STA50, helimagnets46, the lattice version of the
O(3)⊗O(2) model47, the lattice version of theO(3)⊗O(2)
sigma model43,51). However, the recent study52 of N = 3
STA considering huge lattices finds a continuous tran-
sition. The authors52 do not observe any double-peak
structure the energy distribution in contrast to the re-
sults of the work50, and obtain an indication the focus-
type fixed point, namely, they obtain the complex-valued
correction-to-scaling exponent. The authors note that
the RG flow around the focus-like fixed point may tem-
porarily moves from the potential stability region, that
seems in finite-lattice studies as a first-order transition,
sings of which disappear in the thermodynamic limit (so-
called pseudo-first order). Apparently, further research
is required to explain the inconsistencies in the results of
works ref.52 and ref.50 using different MC algorithms.

Note that the perturbative RG predicts the focus-type
fixed point for N = 3 as well as for N = 2, but for the
later case MC simulations observe a first-order transition.
In addition, the N = 2 case of the O(N)⊗O(2) model has
the same order parameter space G/H = Z⊗SO(2) as the
N = 2 case of the Ising-O(N) model (with three coupling
constants), where a first-order transition is found53–55.
Also note that the correction-to-scaling exponent can be
complex-valued for a complex-valued fixed point, that
can be observed for the pseudo-scaling behavior upon a
weak first-order transition.

We have one more argument in favor of the scenario
with a first-order transition at least for the N = 3
case. There are topological excitations of the special
type, namely so-called Z2-vortices, in the spectrum of
the O(3)⊗O(2) model. We know that in two dimensions
Z2-vortices can crucial change the critical behavior, in
particular in the O(3)⊗O(3) model one observes a finite-
temperature first-order transition instead of a Ising-like
continuous one56,57. In 2 + ε dimensions where a tran-
sition occurs at low temperature, Z2-vortices are associ-
ated in topologically neutral configurations, so a transi-
tion is of the second order from the universality class of
the O(4) model29,30. One expects that the critical behav-
ior changes at some finite ε < 1. So, we cannot exclude
that at ε = 1 a transition becomes of the first order.

Although the presence of topological defects of any
types does not guarantee changes in the critical behavior,
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one can note that they are absent in the O(N) ⊗ O(2)
model for N ≥ 6 that is close to the value N+

c (2, 3). This
coincidence is not reproduced for M > 2 at least in RG
approaches. However, the consistency of different RG
methods in estimating the value N+

c (M, 3) also deterio-
rates with increasing M . So, one should use a method
without series expansions.

In this work we consider the O(N) ⊗ O(M) model,
namely the lattice version of the O(N) ⊗ O(M) sigma
model for M = 2, 3, 4 and N = M, . . . , 8 using Monte
Carlo simulations. Our results do not confirm the ex-
pectations of RG approaches that the first order of a
transition becomes more pronounced with increasing M .

II. MODEL AND METHODS

The O(N)⊗O(M) model is described by the Ginzburg
– Landau functional12

F =

∫
ddx

(∑
i

(
(∂µφi)

2 + rφ2
i

)
+

+u
(∑

i

φ2
i

)2

+ 2v
∑
i,j

(
(φiφj)

2 − φ2
iφ

2
j

) , (1)

where φi is a N -component vector field, i, j = 1, . . . ,M .
The region of the potential stability with the non-
collinear ground state in the broken symmetry phase
r < 0 is

u > 0, v > 0,
M

M − 1
u− v > 0, (2)

and the ground state is

φ2
i =

−r
2(Mu− (M − 1)v)

, φi ⊥ φj . (3)

The order parameter Φ = (φ1, . . . , φM ) is a N × M -
matrix. In the disordered phase, it is invariant under
global O(N)L ⊗ O(M)R symmetry group acting cor-
respondingly left and right on a matrix. In the or-
dered phase, the symmetry group is broken down to
O(N − M)L ⊗ O(M)diag subgroup. So, the order pa-
rameter space G/H is a Stiefel manifold

O(N)L ⊗O(M)R
O(N −M)L ⊗O(M)diag

≈ O(N)

O(N −M)
≡ VN,M . (4)

If we take the limits u→∞, v →∞ keeping |φ| = 1 and
u/u = const, we obtain the O(N)⊗O(M) sigma model.
In this work, we consider this model on a lattice with the
Hamiltonian

H = −J
∑
x,µ

tr ΦTxΦx+eµ , µ = 1, . . . , 3, (5)

where eµ is a unit vector of a simple cubic lattice, J > 0.
Below, for brevity, we denote the O(N) ⊗ O(M) sigma
model on a lattice as the VN,M model.

We investigate the VN,M model by Monte Carlo sim-
ulations using the Wollf cluster algorithm58. We con-
sider the cases M = 2, 3, 4 and N = M, . . . , 8, thus
we reproduce all known numerical results for the three-
dimensional V2,2

48,49, V3,2
43,51,59, V3,3

59,60, V4,3
60, and

V4,4
60 models. In addition, we consider the simplest case

M = 1.
We use periodic boundary conditions and lattices with

sizes L = 15, 20, 25, 30, 40, 50, 60, 80 for M = 1, L =
15, . . . , 60 for M = 2 and N > 3, and L = 15, . . . , 50 for
M = 3, 4 and N > 5. In each simulation, 5 · 105 MC
steps are made for thermalization, and 5 · 106 steps for
calculation of averages.

A field configuration Φx is defined by generalized Eu-
ler angles61. For the uniform distribution of a random
direction on a hypersphere, it is necessary to define the
following functions

fn(θ) =

∫
sinn θ dθ, n = 2, . . . , 6, (6)

and the inverse functions

θ = f−1
n (r), r ∈ [0, 1], θ ∈ [0, π], (7)

where r is a random number. For the inverse functions,
we use tables of values of size 6.4 · 105 and linear inter-
polation.

The order parameter is simply defined as

m =
1

L3

∑
x

φ1(x), m =
√
m2. (8)

The estimation of the transition temperature is per-
formed using the Binder cumulant crossing method62

U = 1− 〈m4〉
3〈m2〉2

. (9)

Critical exponent ν is estimated using the following
cumulants63:

Vn =
∂

∂(1/T )
ln〈mn〉 = L3

(
〈mnE〉
〈mn〉

− 〈E〉
)
, (10)

max (Vn) ∼ L 1
ν . (11)

Other exponents are estimated as follows:

m|T=Tc
∼ L− β

ν , χ|T=Tc
∼ L

γ
ν , (12)

where χ is the susceptibility

χ =
L3

T

〈
m2
〉
, T ≥ Tc. (13)

Since we independently determine the exponents ν, β/ν,
and γ/ν from our simulations, we can more accurately
estimate the Fisher exponent η using both scaling rela-
tions

η = 2− γ

ν
= 2

β

ν
− 1. (14)
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TABLE II. Homotopy groups64,65 of Stiefel manifolds
πk(VN,M ).

G/H = VN,M π0(G/H) π1(G/H) π2(G/H) π3(G/H)

V1,1 Z2 0 0 0

V2,2 Z2 Z 0 0

V3,3 Z2 Z2 0 Z
V4,4 Z2 Z2 0 Z + Z

VN,N , N ≥ 5 Z2 Z2 0 Z
V2,1 0 Z 0 0

V3,2 0 Z2 0 Z
V4,3 0 Z2 0 Z + Z

VN,N−1, N ≥ 5 0 Z2 0 Z
V3,1 0 0 Z Z
V4,2 0 0 Z Z + Z

VN,N−2, N ≥ 5 0 0 Z Z
V4,1 0 0 0 Z

VN,N−3, N ≥ 5 0 0 0 Z2

N ≥M + 4 ≥ 5 0 0 0 0

It is very useful for a case of a weak first-order transition,
where we do not observe a double-peak structure of the
energy distribution. From the unitarity bound for the
anomalous dimensions of the field Φ, we have

η ≥ 0,
β

ν
≥ 1

2
,

γ

ν
≤ 2. (15)

Otherwise, we deals with a first-order transition.
Since we are going to discuss the presence of topo-

logical excitations of any type, it is useful to know
some topological properties of the order parameter space
G/H = VN,M . In general, a q-dimensional topological
configuration is topologically protected in d-dimensions
if the homotopy group πd−q−1(G/H) is non-trivial. So in
three dimensions, a 2-dimensional configuration is a do-
main wall. Domain walls appear if the order parameter
space has the form G/H = Gd ⊗ C, where Gd is a dis-
crete group, and C is a connected homogeneous space. 1-
dimensional topological configurations are vortex tubes.
Besides topological defects of these types, skyrmion-like
configurations may be present if πd(G/H) is non-trivial.
Necessary information about the topology of Stiefel man-
ifolds is shown in Table II. One can note that topological
defects of any types are absent for N ≥M + 4.

As we have discussed above, the presence of topological
defects does not guarantee changes in the critical behav-
ior, but we can formulate a criterion for when topolog-
ical configurations make a significant contribution. For
lattice models, one can define the (total) density of topo-
logical defects using the local definition of defects. This
quantity contains two terms corresponding to free and
associated defects: ρtotal = ρfree +ρpairs for point-like de-
fects, and ρtotal = ρinfinite + ρclosed for extended ones. In
the ordered phase ρfree and ρinfinite tend to be zero, while
in the disordered phase these quantities have some finite

TABLE III. Critical temperature for the VM,N model.

M = 1 M = 2 M = 3 M = 4

N = 1 4.51150(4)

N = 2 2.20163(5) 2.444(1)

N = 3 1.44295(5) 1.53119(6) 1.670(1)

N = 4 1.06855(5) 1.11768(5) 1.174(1) 1.206(1)

N = 5 0.84640(5) 0.87840(7) 0.91245(7) 0.91936(8)

N = 6 0.69998(5) 0.72254(7) 0.74602(8) 0.75010(8)

N = 7 0.59621(5) 0.61286(8) 0.63105(8) 0.63296(8)

N = 8 0.51902(5) 0.53232(8) 0.54481(8) 0.54501(8)

values, renormalized by critical fluctuations. Without
fluctuations, the defect density has a jump at the transi-
tion point, and we deal with a first-order transition. In a
case of strong fluctuations, the situation is more delicate.
Point-like defects associated in pairs or closed extended
defects have the topological charge of zero, so they are
indistinguishable from ordinary non-topological excita-
tions, but can screen the topological charge of free de-
fects, making ρfree or ρinfinite finite in the ordered phase.
So, the singularity of the topological defect density be-
comes softer or quite disappears. Since the internal en-
ergy is proportional to the total defect density66, a sig-
nificant contribution of topological defects in the critical
behavior means that the specific heat (as derivative of
the internal energy with respect to temperature) has a
singularity

C ∼ (T − Tc)−α, α > 0. (16)

In particular, monopole-like configurations in the O(3)
model with α < 0 are not relevant to the critical behavior
as discussed in refs.67,68.

III. RESULTS

A. M = 1

We consider the case M = 1 for two reasons. First,
it allows us to test our modeling technique, that is es-
pecially important for large N . For most values of N ,

TABLE IV. Critical exponents for the case M = 1.

N ν β γ

1 0.630(5) 0.327(2) 1.236(10)

2 0.672(5) 0.348(3) 1.320(10)

3 0.712(6) 0.370(4) 1.396(12)

4 0.750(7) 0.388(4) 1.474(14)

5 0.760(7) 0.392(4) 1.496(14)

6 0.784(7) 0.406(4) 1.541(14)

7 0.830(8) 0.433(5) 1.624(16)

8 0.850(8) 0.436(5) 1.678(16)
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FIG. 1. Internal energy distribution in the V2,2 model

the critical temperatures and exponents are known more
accurately then in this work. We just fill in some gaps.
Second, we use the case M = 1 to fit of the critical tem-
perature as a function of N and M .

Our results on the estimation of the critical tempera-
ture are shown in Table III, and the critical exponents in
the case M = 1 are shown in Table IV.

The simplest fitting of the inverse critical temperature
is

J

Tc
≡ Kc ≈ 0.2440835N − 0.0335268. (17)

A more general fit using the results for M > 1 is as
follows:

Kc ≈ K1N +K0, (18)

where

K1 = 0.247208− 0.004056M + 0.001239M2,

K0 = 0.020598− 0.055813M + 0.001772M2.

B. M = 2

As expected43,49,51, we find a transition of the pro-
nounced first order for the V2,2 and V3,2 models. Figs. 1
and 2 show a typical double-peak structure of the inter-
nal energy distributions. For the V4,2 and V5,2 models,
we do not observe such a structure up to L = 60. So, the
pseudo-scaling exponents can be estimated, and we find
that the Fisher exponent is negative η < 0 (see Table V).
We interpret this as a weak first-order transition.

For the V6,2, V7,2 and V8,2 models, we find a second-
order phase transition. It should be especially noted
that our results are in good agreement with the results
for N = 6 stacked-triangular antiferromagnet20, as well
as with the study within the framework of the non-
perturbative RG approach38 for N = 6 and N = 7.

- 2 . 0 5 - 2 . 0 0 - 1 . 9 5 - 1 . 9 0 - 1 . 8 5

 L = 5 0 ,  T / J = 1 . 5 3 1 7 7 5
 L = 6 0 ,  T / J = 1 . 5 3 1 5 6 2 5

E / J

p ( E )

FIG. 2. Internal energy distribution in the V3,2 model

- 5 . 5 - 5 . 0 - 4 . 5 - 4 . 0 - 3 . 5 - 3 . 0 - 2 . 5 - 2 . 0 - 1 . 5

 L = 8 ,  T / J = 1 . 6 8 5
 L = 1 0 ,  T / J = 1 . 6 8

E / J

p ( E )

FIG. 3. Internal energy distribution in the V3,3 model

The simplest fitting of the inverse critical temperature
for M = 2 is

Kc ≈ 0.244812N − 0.082677. (19)

C. M = 3

We reproduce the results of ref.60 and find a distinct
first-order transition for the V3,3 and V4,3 models (see
figs. 3 and 4). However, for the case M = 3, we obtain
the same result for the V5,3 model (fig. 5). In the case of
the V6,3 model, we find a weak first-order transition with
the negative value of η (see Table VI).

Somewhat more unexpectedly, we observe a second-
order transition for the V7,3 and V8,3. This contradicts
the results of the perturbative RG as well as the 4 − ε
and pseudo-ε expansions.

Again, the simplest fitting of the inverse critical tem-
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TABLE V. Critical exponents for the case M = 2.

VN,M ν α β γ β/ν η

This work 0.572(6) 0.284(18) 0.276(4) 1.165(14) 0.482 −0.037(14)

V4,2 1/N , O(1/N)14 0.676 −0.03 0.365 1.297 0.541 0.081

This work 0.621(7) 0.137(21) 0.308(8) 1.246(17) 0.496 −0.008(15)

V5,2 PRG, O(g4), PB20 0.565 0.305 0.300 1.095 0.531 0.063

1/N , O(1/N)14 0.676 −0.03 0.365 1.297 0.541 0.081

This work 0.686(7) −0.058(21) 0.354(8) 1.35(2) 0.516 0.032(17)

MC, STA20 0.700(11) –0.100(33) 0.359(14) 1.383(36) 0.505 0.025(20)

4− ε, O(ε6), CB16 0.65(2) 0.05 0.34 1.27(3) 0.523 0.047(3)

V6,2 PRG, O(g4), PB20 0.575 0.275 0.302 1.121 0.525 0.051

1/N , O(1/N)14 0.730 −0.19 0.390 1.410 0.534 0.068

1/N , O(1/N2)14 0.633 0.10 0.336 1.227 0.531 0.061

NPRG, LPA’38 0.695(5) −0.09 0.362 1.36 0.521 0.042(2)

This work 0.739(7) −0.217(21) 0.381(8) 1.456(20) 0.515 0.030(17)

4− ε, O(ε5), PBL15 0.71(4) −0.13 0.37 1.39(6) 0.52 0.042(3)

4− ε, O(ε6), CB16 0.713(8) −0.139 0.373 1.396(14) 0.523 0.045(3)

PRG, O(g4), PB20 0.566 0.303 0.295 1.108 0.521 0.042

V7,2 PRG, O(g7), CM24 0.68(2) −0.04 0.354 1.31(5) 0.521 0.042(2)

1/N , O(1/N)14 0.768 −0.305 0.406 1.492 0.523 0.058

1/N , O(1/N2)14 0.697 −0.09 0.367 1.357 0.523 0.053

NPRG, LPA’38 0.735(5) −0.21 0.382 1.44 0.520 0.039(2)

This work 0.771(8) −0.313(24) 0.400(8) 1.516(20) 0.518 0.034(20)

4− ε, O(ε5), PBL15 0.75(4) −0.25 0.40 1.45(6) 0.53 0.067(3)

4− ε, O(ε6), CB16 0.745(11) −0.235 0.388 1.461(17) 0.521 0.042(2)

V8,2 PRG, O(g4), PB20 0.616 0.152 0.319 1.211 0.518 0.035

PRG, O(g7), CM24 0.71(1) −0.13 0.369 1.40(2) 0.520 0.039(1)

1/N , O(1/N)14 0.797 −0.39 0.419 1.554 0.525 0.051

1/N , O(1/N2)14 0.743 −0.23 0.389 1.451 0.524 0.047

TABLE VI. Critical exponents for the case M = 3.

VN,M ν α β γ β/ν η

This work 0.564(18) 0.31(6) 0.264(12) 1.164(40) 0.468 −0.063(40)

V6,3 1/N , O(1/N)14 0.640 0.08 0.349 1.222 0.545 0.09

This work 0.635(8) 0.095(24) 0.328(9) 1.249(24) 0.516 0.033(20)

V7,3 1/N , O(1/N)14 0.691 −0.073 0.372 1.329 0.539 0.077

This work 0.701(14) −0.10(5) 0.373(14) 1.358(40) 0.531 0.063(40)

V8,3 1/N , O(1/N)14 0.730 −0.19 0.390 1.410 0.534 0.068

1/N , O(1/N2)14 0.641 0.076 0.341 1.242 0.532 0.064

TABLE VII. Critical exponents for the case M = 4.

VN,M ν α β γ β/ν η

V6,4 This work 0.54(4) 0.38(12) 0.27(4) 1.08(11) 0.50 0.00(10)

This work 0.612(17) 0.16(5) 0.306(12) 1.225(40) 0.49 −0.002(20)

V7,4 1/N , O(1/N)14 0.614 0.16 0.337 1.169 0.548 0.10

This work 0.643(12) 0.07(4) 0.347(10) 1.236(30) 0.54 0.078(30)

V8,4 1/N , O(1/N)14 0.662 0.013 0.359 1.27 0.542 0.084
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- 3 . 4 - 3 . 2 - 3 . 0 - 2 . 8 - 2 . 6

 L = 1 5 ,  T / J = 1 . 1 8
 L = 2 0 ,  T / J = 1 . 1 7 7 1
 L = 2 5 ,  T / J = 1 . 1 7 5 8

E / J

p ( E )

FIG. 4. Internal energy distribution in the V4,3 model

- 3 . 0 0 - 2 . 9 5 - 2 . 9 0 - 2 . 8 5 - 2 . 8 0

 L = 5 0 ,  T / J = 0 . 9 1 2 8

E / J

p ( E )

FIG. 5. Internal energy distribution in the V5,3 model

perature is

Kc ≈ 0.245994N − 0.135670 (20)

D. M = 4

In this case, we also reproduce the results of ref.60 and
find a distinct first-order transition for the V4,4 model
(see fig. 6). A distinct first-order transition occurs also
in the V5,4 model (fig. 7). However, for the V6,4 and V7,4

models, we find the weak first order (see Table VII).

The V8,4 model has a continuous transition.

The simplest fitting of the inverse critical temperature
is

Kc ≈ 0.250345N − 0.169116 (21)

- 7 - 6 - 5 - 4 - 3 - 2

 L = 8 ,  T / J = 1 . 2 1 2
 L = 1 0 ,  T / J = 1 . 2 0 8

E / J

p ( E )

FIG. 6. Internal energy distribution in the V4,4 model

- 3 . 7 5 - 3 . 7 0 - 3 . 6 5 - 3 . 6 0 - 3 . 5 5 - 3 . 5 0 - 3 . 4 5

 L = 4 0 ,  T / J = 0 . 9 1 9 5

E / J

p ( E )

FIG. 7. Internal energy distribution in the V5,4 model

IV. CONCLUSION

We performed extensive numerical investigation of the
VN,M model, and obtained a few rather interesting re-
sults. We found the value of N+

c (M, 3) is less than pre-
dicted by the perturbative RG and the 4 − ε expansion
for M > 2. Although it may be a coincidence, but we
found that a transition is of the second order for cases
where topological defects are absent. The results of de-
termining the order of a transition are collected in the
Table VIII. It would be interesting to compare values of
the critical exponents for M > 2 with predictions of the
non-perturbative RG and the conformal bootstrap pro-
gram.

Also we find that for M ≥ 2 the estimates of the expo-
nents and marginal dimensionality N+

c (M, 3) lie between
the values obtained in the first and second orders of the
large-N expansion without resummation. Possibly, the
resummation of the large-N series improves the agree-
ment with the results of the numerical analysis, but for
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TABLE VIII. Order of a transition in the VN,M model. Weak
I order means that we do not observe a double-peak structure
of the energy distribution, but η < 0. The lattice size L
indicates that we do not observe a double-peak structure on
smaller lattices.

M = 2 M = 3 M = 4

N = 2 I, L ≥ 8

N = 3 I, L ≥ 50 I, L ≥ 8

N = 4 weak I I,L ≥ 20 I, L ≥ 8

N = 5 weak I I, L ≥ 50 I, L ≥ 40

N = 6 II weak I weak I

N = 7 II II weak I

N = 8 II II II

this it is useful to calculate the third-order corrections,
that is quite a difficult task.
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