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Abstract

T hirty years after the L1u-F isher paper on the bicritical and tetracritical
points In quantum Jlattice gases, these m ulticritical points continue to appear
In a variety of new physical contexts. This paper review s som e recent m ul-
ticritical phase diagram s, which Involve e. g. high-T. superconductivity and
various m agnetic phaseswhich m ay (orm ay not) coexist w ith it. O ne recent
exam ple concems the SO (5) theory, which com bines the 3-com ponent antifer—
rom agnetic and the 2-com ponent superconducting order param eters. T here,
the com petition between the isotropic, biconical and decoupled xed points
yields bicritical or tetracritical points. R ecalling old resuls on the sub gct, it
is shown that the decoupled xed point is stable, in plying a tetracritical
point, contrary to recent clain s, which are critically discussed. O ther exam —
pls, conceming e. g. the superconducting versus charge and soin density
wave phases are also discussed brie y. In all cases, extensions of old resuls

can be used to correct new clain s.
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I. NTRODUCTION

In addition to celebrating M ichael F isher’s 70th birthday, this year we also celebrate
thirty yearsto the fam ousW ilson-F isherpaper [l]on the expansion . T hat paper appeared
a f&w m onthsbefore T arrived as a post-doc In F isher’s group at C omell, and shaped m uch of
my scienti c activity in the follow Ing few years. T he present paper is dedicated to M ichael
Fisher, In recognition of his m any contributions to statistical physics, In gratitude for the
m any thingswhich I leamed from hin in those years and in the 30 years that ollowed, and
In appreciation for his personal guidance and friendship.

The W ilson-F isher paper started three decades of activity, In which the expansion
was used for m any types of Interactions, and for m any types of order param eters. In this
paper I concentrate on one soecial class of these studies, mvoling bicritical and tetra-
critical points, which arise when a varying anisotropy causes a crossover from the critical
behavior of an isotropic n  com ponent order param eter to those of order param eters w ith
less com ponents, and hence w ith lower symm etries P31. F isher hin self started the m odem
theoretical era in this eld in his paper with Liu (also written thirty years ago) f], which
gave a detailed mean eld analysis for the case of the supersolid. He then wrote m any
m ore papers on the sub#ct F{IJ]. For the pumposes of the present discussion Iwould lke
to em phasize his papers w ith K osterlitz and Nelson, on the bi{ and tetracritical points in
anisotropic antiferrom agnetic system s [§[11.

B i{ and tetracritical points have been revisited quite often during the last twenty years,
w henever new physical systam s required such studies. Here I give a critical review of som e
recent discussions of such m ulticritical points, In the context ofthe m aterials which exhibit
high tem perature superconductivity. W hil parts ofthe recent literature require new studies
ofbi{ and tetracritical points, it tums out that m any of the \new " questions were already
discussed In the seventies. The present paper ain s to bridge between the two relevant
comm unities, relate som e of the \new" questions to som e \old" answers, and illum mnate

som e questions which still require further study.



IT.HISTORICAL REVIEW

The rstdetailed mean eld analysis ofbicritical and tetracritical points was given by
Li1 and Fisher f]. In that case, the com peting order param eters involve the super uid and
the crystal, within a quantum Jattice gasm odel. They found three basic scenarios: In the
sin plest case, the two ordered phasss meet at a rst order transition line, which ends at
a bicritical point where the two critical lines between these phases and the disordered
high tem perature phase also meet). At this point, both order param eters becom e critical
sin ultaneously. A fematively, the tw o ordered phases are separated by am ixed \supersolid"
phase, bounded by two critical lines which meet the two disordering critical lines at a
tetracritical point. The third soenario, which required special choices of the param eters,
isam xture ofthe rst two: a \bubblk" ofa m ixed phase exists near the tetracritical point,
ending at som e lower tem perature, tuming Into a st order transition. Being based on
mean eld theory, allthe expressions for the phase boundaries are analytic in the param eters
(tem perature and pressure), and the lnes reach the m ulticrtical point at nite angles w ith
each other.

Bi{ and tetracritical points were studied extensively in the context of the anisotropic
antiferrom agnet AAFM ) In an extemalunifom eld E]. In that case, one observes lon—
gitudinal ordering along the easy axis at low elds, with a st order soin— op transition
Into a phase wih transverse ordering. K osterlitz, Nelson and F isher ﬂ] KNF) gave a
detailed renom alization group RG) analysis of this problem , with both a uniform and a
staggered eld, and found a rich variety of phase diagram s, involving both bi{ and tetra-
critical points. Beginning w ith the two order param eter vectors S; and S,, with n; and n,
com ponents, regpectively wWithn; = landn,=n 1 forthe AAFM problam ), they wrote
the G nzburg-Landau-W ilson Ham iltonian

Z
1
H = ddx[é(r18§+ r283+ (r Sl)z+ (r 82)2)

+upF+ vEf+ 2wE. FB.F) (1)



and studied the RG ow ofu; v and w on the critical surface, to rstorderin = 4 d,
where d is the dim ensionality of space. W hen both order param eters are critical (i. e. at
the m ulticritical point), there exist six xed pointsin theu v w space, and the crtical
behavior is detem ined by the stablk xed point, which is approached under the RG ow
from som e basin ofattraction. Atorder ,KNF drew a diagram which indicated which xed
point is stable fordi erent valuesofn; and n, . A seither ofthese num bers increases, stability
sw itched from the isotropic H eisenberg xed point (IFP) With u = v = w , hence
w ith full rotationalsym m etry in the fulln = n;+ n, com ponent order param eter space), via
the biconical xed point BFP), With nonzerou ; v and w , representing som e lower
symm etry) and then to the decoupled xed point OFP),atwhich w = 0 and each order
param eter has its ow n criticalbehavior, sin ilar to that on the corresoonding critical line. A s
was already known from related studies @], the FP isstabke rn< n.=4 2 + 0 ).
Thus, at d = 3 and n = 3 one is close to the stability boundary between the IFP and
the BFP.W hen the Iniial param eters are not In the basin of attraction of the stable xed
point, the system never has an in nite correlation length, and therefore the transition has
been identi ed as having a uctuation driven rst order [[Jf4]. Quantitatively, one
can calculate the details of this transition by follow ng the RG  ow untilallthe uctuations
are integrated over, and then treating the resulting free energy which isunstablk at quartic
order, and thus requires the addition of higher order tem s) using amean eld analysis.

T he detailed type of the m ulticritical point (i. e. bi{ or tetracritical) is detem ned by
the combination = uv  w?: this point is tetracriticalwhen > 0, and bicritical when

0. KNF thus ooncluded that one should expect a bicritical point forthe stablk IF'P, and

a tetracritical point for the stable BCP . T he Jatter also follow s for the stable D FP, when the
two critical lines jast cross each other. However, the latter is not relevant for the AAFM ,
wih n = 3, and therefore has not been considered in detail.

T he shape of the critical lnes as they approach the multicritical point is determm ined
by scaling. If the quadratic anisotropy has the form g@n,S? nS3), then the critical

lines approach the m ulticrtical point tangentially, as 5 (@) T3 d  i. Forthe critical



disordering Ines, ;= 4,where g= jandd 4 isthe anom alous scaling dim ension of
g; under the RG iterations, g(%) = e * g(0), where e’ is the kength rescaling factor BJT1.
However, when the bicritical point is characterized by the IFP, then the detailed phase
diagram below the bicrtical point m ay depend on the iniial value of the param eter
A though is irrelevant in the RG sense near the IFP, it has slow transients which decay
as e ,wih < 0. If nitially (0) > 0, then after a nite number of iterations *
onemay stillhave (%) > 0, resulting with two critical lines bounding a m ixed phass, as
near a tetracritical point! H owever, the di erence between these two lines vanishes w ith
("), and therefore the exponents ; descrdbbing them contain a combination of 4 and of
= [L4]. The two critical lines below T, thus approach each other faster than those
above T.. If (0) is already am all, then one m ight m istakenly identify these two lnes w ith
a sihgle rst order line, and the tetracritical line w ith a bicritical one.

A sstated, KNF found thattoorder ,thereisalwaysonly one stable xed point. This
fact was placed In a m ore general context by B rezin et al. [[]], who proved this statem ent
for any quartic combination of the order param eter com ponents. In related work, W allace
and Zia [[§] showed that to order 3 (at east orn > 0) theRG ow is lke that ofa particle
moving In a potential, with xed points interchanging stability as they cross each other in
the param eter space. Indeed, all the existing analyses of such ows W ith the exosption of
n = 0, where one of the two stable xed points cannot be reached for physical reasons [LH])
always nd at m ost one stable xed point, even at higher orders In . D etailed exam ples
concem the cubic case @] and the m ore general nm com ponent order param eter case,
where one can ©llow these interchanges between xed point stabilities in detail [L3].

Unlke the stability analysis of most xed points, which relies on calculations of the
stability exponents ; within the expansion, or num erically, it was realized quite early that
one can discuss the stability of the D FP quite generally, using non-perturbative scaling
argum ents [[§]. At the DFP, the coupling tem w $;F5,F scales lke the product of
two energy-lke operators, having the dim ensions (1 n;)= n,y where , and ,, arethe

soeci cheat and correlation Jength exponents of each order param eter ssparately. T hus, the



com bined operator has the din ension d b » Where

ni nz

+

ni nz

D_E(

) @)

is the scaling exponent which determ nesthe RG  ow ofthe coe cient ofthistem , w, near
theDFP.

Indeed, such argum ents gave the RG basis for the H arris criterion for quenched random
system s (Where the param eter which m easures the random ness in the ocoupling constants
scaleswith = =) [[§], and Jed to the prediction of a tetracritical point for a quenched
random alloy of system s w ith com peting spin anisotropies [I9]. For the two order param eter
problem discussed by KNF, one concludes that in d = 3 the boundary of stability between
the BFP and the DFP occurs n fact at much lower values ofn; and n, than those expected

from the order estin ates.

ITT.HIGH TEMPERATURE SUPERCONDUCTORSAND THE STORY OF SO (5)

T he cuprate{based m aterials exh it very rich phase diagram s, and it isgenerally believed
that a good theory should not only explain the high {tem perature superconductivity, but also
explain the other phases which exist near or sim ultaneously w ith the superconducting one.
In this connection, i was em phasized already in 1988 that doping introduces quenched
random ness, w ith a potential m agnetic spin glass phase R4]. In fact, this pin glass phase
exhibits interesting scaling of the equation of state R1], with interesting crossover to a
lower symm etry of the order param eter due to the m agnetic eld PZ]. The concentration {
tem perature phase diagram presented in Ref. PQ], containing m any of the interesting phases
which arise in these exciting m aterials, was later reproduced by M ichael Fisher B3], to
dem onstrate possble deviations from the general G Iobs rules In quenched random system s
(N ote the In proved graphics introduced by F isher in this reproduction!)

In is sin plest version, the phase diagram ofthese m aterials contains only antiferrom ag-

netic AFM ) and d wave superconducting (SC) order. In 1997, Zhang [B}] constructed



an SO (5) theory, which aim ed to unify the 3-com ponent AFM order param eter and the
2-com ponent com plex SC order param eter into a combined 5-com ponent theory. A s the
concentration of electronic holes increases from half 1ling (on the copper ions), one expects
a transition from the AFM phase into the SC phase. Zhang argued that this transition is

rst order, ending at a bicrtical point. T his point is also where the two critical lines, w ith
the crtical behavior of the 3-com ponent AFM and the 2-com ponent SC ordered phases,
m eet, ending up w ith the crtical behavior of the higher sym m etry SO (5) group.

In its sin ple classical version, this SO (5) m odelm aps onto the m odel discussed in the
previous section, wih S; and S, representing the 3-com ponent and 2-com ponent AFM and
SC order param eters, respectively. Indeed, follow ng Zhang’s paper there appeared several
papers which repeated som e ofthe RG analysis reviewed above RG], w ith sin ilar results.
In particular, these references followed the order analysis of KNF, and conclided that
ford= 3; n; = 3 and n, = 2 one has a tetracritical point, govemed by the biconical

xed poInt. However, since orn = 5 the BFP and the IFP m ay be close to each other, it
hasbeen suggested that one m ight actually cbserve a bicritical point, w ith exponents dom —
nated by the IFP .M easuram ent of such exponents was even presented as \an experin ental
m easuram ent of the num ber 5 of the SO (5) theory"! m] However, even In such a scenario,
Ref. @] Incorrectly stated that the all the four phase boundary exponents ; are the sam e,
equalto , (in contrast to Ref. [L4)).

Follow ing this background, Hu R§] used M onte Carlo MM C) simulations on an SO (5)
rotator m odel, and concluded that the multicritical point which characterizes the sinul-
taneous ordering of the SO (3) AFM 3-com ponent and of the U (1) SC 2-com ponent order
param eters, S; and S,, has the crticalbehavior of the isotropic 5-com ponent rotatorm odel.
This seem s to contradict the RG ind = 4 din ensions, which states that (@) to a high
orderin ,the isotropic SO ) xed poinnt (IFP) isunstabke forn > n., withn. < 4 3], and

) to order , thismulticritical point is described by the anisotropic biconical xed point

B3Ea.

These MC results by Hu (as well as the statem ents In m any of the SO (5) papers in



the literature) su er from several problem s. F irst, one m ight question the relevance of this
discussion to high-T. superconductivity Where one should also include uctuations in the
electrom agnetic gauge eld [[J]). Second, these papers gnore the quenched random —
ness, which is Intrinsic for all of the doped cuprates (even if som e electronic propertiesm ay
be viewed as dom inated by extended wave functions). H ere we ignore these two points, and
concentrate on the third issue: as reviewed in the previous section, at d = 3 the multi-
critical point m ust be tetracritical, being characterized by the decoupled xed point O FP).
Retuming to Eq. @), we can now use the known negative valuesof , and ; atd= 3 R9],
to nd that [ = 0087 < 0, and the DFP is stable, n contrast to the order- extrap-
oktion to = 1 [BB28]J]. Thus, asym ptotically the free energy breaks into a sum of the
two free energies, S; and S, exhibit the Heisenberg (n = 3) and XY @0 = 2) crtical expo—
nents and the two critical lines cross each other at nite angles, w ith the crossover exponent

= 1 BQ]. The htter statem ent is only asym ptotic; after a nite number of RG iterations
one stillhasa niew (Y), yielding corrections to the phase boundaries which approach the
asym ptotic lines tangentially. A ccurate experin ents in the asym ptotic regim e thus carry
no Infom ation on the SO (5) theory. However, they may yield som e infomm ation on the
transient non-asym ptotic behavior near the initial H am iltonian.

Ref. 9] used a discrete spin model, with $:F + $,F = 1. This is believed to be i
the sam e universality class as a G inzburg-LandauW ilson G LW ) theory, with the quartic
tem U ($:F + $:F)* where mitally U ! 1) [Bl]. Ref. [B§] then added a coupling
W $:FH.F. Quantum uctuations B]] and RG ierations [LF] then also generate a tem
V($Hi1F BFf). Clarly, u=U+V; v=0U Vandw = U + W=2. Agah, there
exist six xed points in the U A% W param eter space, of which onk one should be
stable [[3/17/g]. For a continuous transition, the above argum ent inpliessan RG  ow away
from the vicinity of the unstable IFP,atV = W = 0, to the DFP,where 2U + W = 0.
This ow may be slow, since the related exponents | and 7 are small: the asym ptotic
DFP behavior can be cbserved only if W X ! becom es com parablk to U, which is large.

Here, X = minh(L; ), with L the samplk size and (T g the correlation length



(T. is the tem perature at the multicrtical point). T herefore, one m ight need to go very
close to the predicted tetracritical point, and to much largew r sam ples, In order to cbserve
the correct critical behavior. The sinulations of R ef. ], which begin close to the ITP

(9] V; W ) and use relatively amall L, apparently stay in the transient regim e which
exhlits the isotropic exponents. To observe the true asym ptotic decoupled behavior, one
should start with a m ore general m odel, allow Ing di erent interactions for S; and for S,,
relax the strong constraint $:F + B,F = 1, and use much larger X . The latter is also
needed due to the an allvalue of . These requirem entsm ay be im possible for realisticM C

sim ulations. In fact, Hu recently generalized hisM C sinulations, and used nite values of
U [B31. However, his initial param eters cbeyed W < 4U , which m ay stillbe m uch too close
to the IFP. In these additional sin ulations, Hu still nds a bicritical phase diagram , w ith

critical exponents which seem close to those of the IFP, thus contradicting the theoretical
asym ptotic expectation of a tertacritical point associated w ith the DFP.

T here are three possible ways to explain this discrepancy:

The crossover due to the RG  ow from the initial vicinity of the IFP to the asym p—
totic DFP ocould be too slow , requiring m uch larger values of X than practical in the
simulation. As X increases, I would expect signals of approaching the DFP.An ex—
am ple of such a signal would be the appearance of a \bubbk" of the m ixed phase
near the m ulicritical point. Since this bubbl m ay be narrow (and short), it could
easily by identi ed as a single st order transition line. At low tem peratures, the
bubble could close back Into the rst order line, e. g. due to higher order term s in the

G Inzburg-L.andau expansion (as happened e. g. In the Liu-F isher phase diagram ).

If the initial H am itonian were out of the basin of attraction of the DFP, then one
should cbserve rst order transitions from the disordered phase nto the ordered phases
P41. A gain, the discontinuity on these transitions m ay be too sn all for the availablke

values of X .

Finall, there could be two stable xed points. As stated several tim es above, T



nd this scenario m ost unlkely. In particular, it is well established that the IFP is
unstable forn > 4. However, if ilndeed this scenario tums out to be true, then this
case would represent a m nirevolution In our thinking ofRG ows in such system s. It
would be nice to have generalizations of the Brezin et al. and ofthe W allace and Zia

argum ents to allorders in  , and speci cally ford = 3.

IV.OTHER EXAMPLES

In addition to the sinple AFM ordering, there have been m any recent scattering ex-—
perim ents which exhbi som e kind of (static or dynam ic) incom m ensurate peaks @].
These peaks, which m ay corregpond to density and/or spin density wave ordering, usually
arise at doping concentrations above those ofthe AFM phase, and often coexist w ith the SC
phase. T he general theory discussed above can thus be transferred to this new com petition.
In the sin plest case, S; would represent the spin density wave (SDW ) order param eter,
and S, would continue to represent the SC ordering. Indeed, K ivelson et al. BY] generated
a variety of tem perature-concentration phase diagram s, taking acoount of the fact that the
concentration x is related to the chem icalpotential which appears In the G inzburg-Landau
Ham iltonian via a Legendre transform . At the m om ent, there exists no detailed RG analy—
sis of this case, which should be a generalization of the FisherNelson [] treatm ent of the
AAFM at xed magnetization. Apart from taking note of the \old" literature, such an
analysis should also be careful In counting the com ponents of the SDW order param eter.
For an incomm ensurate wave vector, this number could be signi cantly Jarger than three
[[4], and the RG m ay not have a stabke xed point at all, inplying a uctuation driven rst
order transition.

O ne theoretical scenario for the SDW ordering concems stripes, which involre charge
density waves [BJ]. This kads to a three-fold com petition, between SDW , CDW and SC
B4]. Since the wave vector ofthe CDW  is equalto tw ice that ofthe SDW , this yields tem s

which are Inear in the CDW order param eter and bilinear In the SDW one, possbly leading

10



to rst order transitions into the CDW phase B§]. Agai,both the CDW and the SDW can
have a large num ber of com ponents, tuming the RG treatm ent (nhot yet done) com plicated
but interesting.

Finally, I mention another class of phase diagram s, involving superconductivity in the
bisn uthates B7]. These system sexhibitboth CDW and SC ordering, and their tem perature-
concentration phase diagram s have drawn m uch Interest even before the discovery of high
tem perature superconductivity B§]. T tums out that both types of order can ©llow from a
negative-U Hubbard m odel, which can then bem apped onto an anisotropic Ising-H eisenbery
sin model. A mean eld analysis of this model 7] yields phase diagram s which are
sim ilar to those found by Fisher and Nelson [], with their m agnetization replaced by the
concentration. The resulting coexistence region was ignored In earlier analyses B3§]. In
addition, the quenched random ness generates e ective random  elds, which ocoupl to
the CDW order param eters and cause a breakdown of that phase into nite dom ains, as
apparently ocbserved experin entally. It would be interesting to search for sin ilar e ects In
the cuprates. It would also be interesting to have a com prehensive study of the role played

by quenched random ness In these interesting system s.

V.CONCLUSIONS

New m aterials bring about new phase diagram s, w ith com peting types of order and
w ith a varety ofm ulticritical points. C uprates and bian uthates are good exam ples of

such rich varieties.

M any details of these phase diagram s are often available from the early days of the

RG ressarch. It would help to bridge between the SC and the RG comm unities.

In the context of SO (5), i would help to have m ore accurate experin ents, aswell as
moreM C sim ulations, In regin eswhich m ight be better suited for reaching the asym p—

totic correct behavior. In paralkl], i m ight be of interest to nd ways to investigate

11



the relative stability of the com peting xed pointsat d= 3.

A fter 30 years of RG studies, there are still new problem s which require new RG
treatm ents. It is appropriate to cekbrate Fisher’s 70th birthday recalling his \old"

contrbutions, which opened the way to much of this \new " activity.
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