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In this work, we discuss how the linear and non-linear advection terms modify the scaling behavior
of the continuous symmetry breaking and stabilize the long-range order, even in d = 2 far from
equilibrium, by means of simple scaling arguments. For an example of the liner advection, we
consider the O(n) model in the steady shear. Our scaling analysis reveals that the model can
undergo the continuous symmetry breaking even in d = 2 and, moreover, predicts the upper critical
dimension dup = 2. These results are fully consistent with a recent numerical simulation of the
O(2) model, where the mean-field critical exponents are observed even in d = 2. For an example
of the non-linear advection, we consider the Toner-Tu hydrodynamic theory, which was introduced
to explain polar-ordered flocks, such as the Vicsek model. Our simple scaling argument reproduces
the previous results by the dynamical renormalization theory. Furthermore, we discuss the effects of
the additional non-linear terms discovered by the recent re-analysis of the hydrodynamic equation.
Our scaling argument predicts that the additional non-linear terms modify the scaling exponents
and, in particular, recover the isotropic scaling reported in a previous numerical simulation of the
Vicsek model. We discuss that the critical exponents predicted by the naive scaling theory become
exact in d = 2 by using a symmetry consideration and similar argument proposed by Toner and Tu.

Introduction.— One of the most famous no-go theo-
rems in equilibrium statistical mechanics is the Mermin-
Wagner theorem [1], which prohibits continuous sym-
metry breaking in d = 2 dimensions. However, the
Mermin-Wagner theorem does not hold far from equi-
librium, and indeed, there are several out-of-equilibrium
systems showing continuous symmetry breaking even in
d = 2 [2–10]. A famous prototypical numerical model
that breaks the Mermin-Wagner theorem is the so-called
Vicsek model [2]. The model consists of XY spins flay-
ing with a constant speed along their magnetic direction,
which mimics the flocking behavior among living things
such as birds and bacteria [2, 11]. Interestingly, the nu-
merical simulation of the model in d = 2 showed that the
model undergoes continuous symmetry breaking from the
disordered phase, where the mean velocity of the spins
vanishes 〈v〉 = 0, to the ordered phase, where 〈v〉 6= 0 [2].

In 1995, Toner and Tu proposed a hydrodynamic the-
ory to explain the long-range order of the Vicsek model
in d = 2 [12]. The Toner-Tu theory in 1995 (TT95) suc-
cessfully explained the existence of the order phase of the
Vicsek model in d = 2. However, subsequent re-analysis
of the hydrodynamic theory by J. Toner reported several
additional terms that were not considered in the original
theory TT95 [12]. These terms hinder the exact calcula-
tions of the critical exponents for compressible fluid [13].
Recently, an extensive numerical simulation of the Vic-
sek model has been performed. The numerical results of
the critical exponents are indeed inconsistent with those
of TT95. In particular, the numerical results suggest al-
most isotropic scaling behavior [14], while TT95 predicts
anisotropic scaling [12]. One of the purposes of this work
is to reconcile this discrepancy by taking into account the
effects of the additional non-linear terms.

In the hydrodynamic theory TT95, the key ingredient
to stabilize the long-range order in d = 2 is the non-linear

advection (v ·∇)v, which leads to the super-diffusion and
facilitates the relaxation of the Goldstone mode [12, 15].
Interestingly, a recent numerical simulation of the O(n)
model with steady shear revealed that the linear advec-
tion (v · ∇)φ, where φ denotes the order parameter, can
also stabilize the long-range order and allows the contin-
uous symmetry breaking in d = 2 [16]. The numerical
result also reported that the critical exponents of the
model agree with the mean-field theory (linear analysis)
even in d = 2. Our other goal is to explain this surprising
result.

To tackle the above two problems, we perform simple
scaling arguments for the continuous symmetry breaking
with advection. Our theory for the linear advection of
the O(n) model predicts that the upper critical dimen-
sion below which the Gaussian fixed point gets unstable
is dup = 2. This explains the mean-field behavior ob-
served in the numerical simulation in d = 2 [16]. For the
non-linear advection, our scaling analysis can reproduce
the previous theoretical results reported in TT95 [12].
Furthermore, the simplicity of the scaling argument al-
lows us to take into account the additional non-linear
terms, which have not been taken into account in the
original theory TT95 [12]. The new critical exponents
obtained by this work indeed support the isotropic scal-
ing reported in the previous numerical simulation of the
Vicsek model [14]. We also argue that the exponents pre-
dicted by the native scaling argument actually become
exact in d = 2.

O(n) model in shear.— We first discuss the effects of
the linear advection. We consider the O(n) model in the
steady shear [16]:

∂φa

∂t
+ v · ∇φa = ∇2φa −

δF [φ]

δφa
+ ξa, (1)
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where the n-component vector φ = {φ1, · · · , φn} denotes
the order parameter,

F [φ] =

∫

dx
[ε

2
(φ · φ) +

g

4
(φ · φ)

2
]

(2)

denotes the standard φ4 free-energy, and ξa denotes the
thermal nosie of zero mean and variance:

〈ξa(x, t)ξb(x
′, t′)〉 = 2Tδabδ(x− x′)δ(t− t′). (3)

The advection term in Eq. (1), v · ∇φa, is a linear func-
tion of the order parameter. For the velocity field v, we
consider the simple shear along the x1 direction:

v = γ̇x2e1, (4)

where e1 denotes the unit vector along the x1 axis. Re-
cently, an extensive numerical simulation of the model
has been performed [16]. The numerical result showed
that the model undergoes the continuous symmetry
breaking even in d = 2. Furthermore, the critical ex-
ponents of the transition agree with the mean-field pre-
diction. Here, we explain this result through a simple
scaling argument.
To investigate the large spatio-temporal behavior of

the model, we consider the following scaling transforma-
tions [17, 18] [19]:

x1 → bζ1x1, x2 → bζ2x2, xi → bxi i = 3, · · · , d,

t → bzt, φa → bχφa, ε → byεε, g → bygg. (5)

For the noise ξa, Eq. (3) implies ξa →

b−
z+ζ1+ζ2+d−2

2 ξa [20]. Then, Eq. (1) reduces to

bχ−z ∂φa

∂t
+ bχ+ζ2−ζ1 γ̇x2

∂φa

∂x1

= bχ−2ζ1
∂2φa

∂x2
1

+ bχ−2ζ2
∂2φa

∂x2
2

+ bχ−2
d

∑

i=3

∂2φa

∂x2
i

− bχ+yεεφa − byg+3χg |φ|
2
φa + b−

z+ζ1+ζ2+d−2

2 ξa (6)

We first discuss the model without shear γ̇ = 0. In this
case, assuming that each term in Eq. (6) has the same
scaling dimension, we get

χ− z = χ− 2ζ1 = χ− 2ζ2 = χ− 2

= χ+ yε = yg + 3χ = −(z + ζ1 + ζ2 + d− 2)/2, (7)

leading to

z = 2, ζ1 = ζ2 = 1, χ =
2− d

2
, yε = −2, yg = d− 4. (8)

To see the stability of the ordered phase, one can observe
the fluctuation of the order parameter

〈

δφ2
a

〉

∼ b2χ. For
d ≤ 2, χ ≥ 0, and thus, the fluctuation diverges in the
thermodynamic limit b → ∞, which destroys the long-
range order [12], as expected from the Mermin-Wagner

theorem [1]. Eq. (5) implies that the coefficient of the
non-linear term g scales as g′ = b−ygg after the scale
transformation x′ → b−1x [17]. When yg > 0, the non-
linear term is irrelevant, and the critical exponents of the
Gaussian fixed point Eq. (8) become exact. The upper
critical dimension dup above which the Gaussian fixed
point stabilizes is obtained by setting yg = 0, leading to
dup = 4 [17]. The results are fully consistent with the
scaling analysis of the equilibrium model [17].
Now, we discuss how the finite shear rate γ̇ 6= 0 changes

the above scaling behavior. If we require all terms in
Eq. (6) to have the same scaling dimension, we obtain
seven equations, while there are only six unknown vari-
ables, ζ1, ζ2, z, χ, yε, and yg, which are overdetermined
and do not have solutions. So, we here assume that the
advection γ̇x2∂x1

φa ∼ bχ+ζ2−ζ1 plays a more dominant
role than the diffusion ∂2

x1
φa ∼ bχ−2ζ1 , which is tanta-

mount to assuming χ+ ζ2 − ζ1 > χ− 2ζ1 → ζ1 + ζ2 > 0
and neglect the term bχ−2ζ1 in Eq. (6). Requiring that
all the remaining terms in Eq. (6) have the same scaling
dimension, we get

χ− z = χ+ ζ2 − ζ1 = χ− 2ζ2 = χ− 2

= χ+ yε = yg + 3χ = −(z + ζ1 + ζ2 + d− 2)/2, (9)

leading to

z = 2, ζ1 = 3, ζ2 = 1, χ = −
d

2
, yε = −2, yg = d− 2.

(10)

The assumption ζ1 + ζ2 > 0 is satisfied self-consistently.
The anisotropic exponent ζ1 = 3 is consistent with the
linear analysis [16]. Since χ < 0, the fluctuation of the
order parameter

〈

δφ2
a

〉

∼ b2χ vanishes in the large scale
b ≫ 1, which allows the long-range order even in d = 2.
This is in sharp contrast with the equilibrium system
without shear γ̇ = 0, where the long-range order can ex-
ist only for d > 2 [1]. The upper critical dimension is ob-
tained by setting yg = 0 [17], leading to dup = 2, meaning
that Eqs. (10) are exact even in d = 2. The exponents ζ1,
ζ2, and yε are indeed consistent with a recent numerical
simulation in d = 2 [16]. However, strictly speaking, the
logarithmic corrections are expected at the upper critical
dimension d = dup = 2 [17]. Further numerical studies
would be beneficial to elucidate this point.
Hydrodynamic theory for the Vicsek model.— Now

we discuss the effects of the non-linear advection of the
hydrodynamic theory of the Vicsek model [2]. We first
investigate the minimal hydrodynamic theory for the po-
lar ordered flocks investigated in Ref. [21]:

∂v

∂t
+ (v · ∇)v = ∇2v −

δF [v]

δv
+ ξ, (11)

where v(x, t) represents the local velocity of the flocks,
and the functional form of the free-energy F is given by
Eq. (2). Compared to the original model proposed by
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Toner and Tu [12], the model Eq. (11) assumes that the
fluid is incompressible and neglects the terms related to
the pressure-gradient forces, such as ∇p and v(v · ∇)p.
Some irrelevant terms, such as (v · ∇)2v, are also ne-
glected [21]. Since the velocity field v itself plays the role
of the order parameter, Eq. (11) has the non-linear ad-
vection term (v · ∇)v [22]. In the ordered phase ε < 0,
the mean value of the velocity field has a finite value
〈v〉 = v0e‖, where e‖ denotes the unit vector along the
mean velocity v0 = |〈v〉|. Now we decompose the velocity
field as v = v‖ + v⊥. We consider the following scaling
transformations [12]:

x‖ → bζx‖, x⊥ → bx⊥, t → bzt,

v⊥ → bχv⊥,v‖ → bχ
′

v‖, ε → byεε, g → bygg. (12)

Then, Eq. (11) in the space perpendicular to e‖ reduces
to

bχ−z ∂v⊥

∂t
+ b2χ−1(v⊥ · ∇⊥)v⊥ + bχ+χ′−ζ(v‖ · ∇‖)v⊥

= bχ−2∇2
⊥v⊥ + bχ−2ζ∇2

‖v⊥

− bχ+yεεv⊥ − byg+χ+2χ′

g
∣

∣v‖

∣

∣

2
v⊥

− byg+3χg |v⊥|
2
v⊥ + b−

z+ζ+d−1

2 ξ⊥. (13)

As before, we assume that the advection
(v⊥ · ∇⊥)v⊥ ∼ b2χ−1 plays the dominant role than
the diffusion ∇2

⊥v⊥ ∼ bχ−2, which is tantamount to
assuming 2χ− 1 > χ− 2 → χ > −1. Then, we obtain
the following scaling relations:

χ− z = χ+ χ′ − ζ = 2χ− 1 = χ− 2ζ

= yε + χ = yg + 3χ = −(z + ζ + d− 1)/2, (14)

leading to

z =
2(1 + d)

5
, ζ =

d+ 1

5
, χ =

3− 2d

5
,

χ′ = −
d+ 1

5
, yε = −

2(1 + d)

5
, (15)

and

yg = χ− z −max[χ+ 2χ′, 3χ] =
2(d− 4)

5
. (16)

The assumption χ > −1 is satisfied self-consistently for
d < 4. The resultant z, ζ, and χ are consistent with the
previous study by Toner and Tu (TT95) [12]. The expo-
nents χ and χ′ both become negative, χ < 0 and χ′ < 0,
for d > 3/2, which allows the long-range order even in
d = 2 [12]. Note that they satisfy the scaling relation
χ′ = χ − 1 + ζ, which is expected from the condition of
the incompressible flow ∇·v = ∇‖ ·v‖+∇⊥ ·v⊥ = 0 [23].
By setting yg = 0, we get the upper critical dimension
dup = 4. The previous renormalization group analysis
revealed that there are no corrections for the exponents
z, ζ, and χ for incompressible fluid [12, 24, 25].

TABLE I. Critical exponents. Data are taken from Ref [14].

d = 2 d = 3
TT95 Vicsek This work TT95 Vicsek This work

χ -1/5 -0.31(2) -1/3 -3/5 -0.62 -2/3
ζ 3/5 0.95(2) 1 4/5 1 1
z 6/5 1.33(2) 4/3 8/5 1.77 5/3

Recently, an extensive numerical simulation of the Vic-
sek model reported that the critical exponents χ, ζ,
and z are inconsistent with TT95, Eqs. (15), see TA-
BLE I [14, 26]. In particular, the numerical results sug-
gest the almost isotropic scaling ζ ≈ 1 [14, 26]. This
discrepancy would be reconciled by considering the hy-
drodynamic theory for compressible fluid [13]. For the
compressible fluid, the density fluctuations δρ are cou-
pled with v, leading to some additional non-linear cou-
pling terms between v and δρ in Eq. (13) [12, 13]. These
non-linear terms were not taken into account in the pre-
vious theory (TT95) [12, 13].
For the scaling argument, it is sufficient to estimate the

order of magnitude of the new non-linear terms for b ≫ 1.
Below, we provide a rough estimation. In principle, one
can express δρ as a function of v by solving the equation
of continuity ∂tρ = −∇ · J [12, 13], meaning that the
additional non-linear terms would also be expressed as
functions of v. The effects of the density fluctuations
appear through the pressure-gradient forces, such as ∇p
and v(v·∇p) [13], implying that the new non-linear terms
may also involve at least one spatial derivative∇‖ or∇⊥.
So, the least-order non-linear terms would be written as

(∇ · v)v‖or⊥, (v · ∇)v‖or⊥, ∇‖or⊥(v · v). (17)

The higher order terms of v‖or⊥ and ∇‖or⊥ are negligible
since these terms have smaller scaling dimensions. From
the scaling point of view, Eqs. (17) yield contributions
proportional to b2χ−1, bχ+χ′−1, b2χ

′−1, b2χ−ζ , bχ+χ′−ζ ,
and b2χ

′−ζ . Using Eqs. (15), one can see that most terms
are irrelevant or do not change the scaling. However,

∇‖(v⊥ · v⊥) ∼ b2χ−ζ (18)

diverge much faster than the terms in Eq. (13) for b ≫ 1,
which makes the scaling Eqs. (15) improper. The above
discussion showed that the most relevant contribution is
b2χ−ζ . Note that the argument itself does not guaran-
tee the existence of such terms. However, fortunately,
the non-linear terms having the same scaling dimension
have indeed been found by a more detailed analysis of
the hydrodynamic theory of the compressible fluid by
J. Toner [13]. He reported several non-linear terms cou-
pled to the density fluctuations δρ, such as δρ∂‖v⊥ and
v⊥∂‖δρ, where δρ and v⊥ have the same scaling dimen-
sion δρ ∼ v⊥ ∼ bχ, implying δρ∂‖v⊥ ∼ v⊥∂‖δρ ∼

b2χ−ζ [13].
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Now we discuss the additional terms indeed recover the
isotropic scaling ζ = 1. To get the new scaling exponents,
we assume that the advection-like terms along the par-
allel direction, Eqs. (18), play more dominant roles than
the diffusion along that direction ∇2

‖v⊥ ∼ bχ−2ζ , which
is tantamount to assuming 2χ− ζ > χ− 2ζ → χ+ ζ > 0.
Then, we get the new scaling relations:

χ− z = χ+ χ′ − ζ = 2χ− 1 = 2χ− ζ

= yε + χ = yg + 3χ = −(z + ζ + d− 1)/2, (19)

leading to the isotropic scaling exponents

z =
d+ 2

3
, ζ = 1, χ = χ′ =

1− d

3
,

yε = −
2 + d

3
, yg =

d− 4

3
. (20)

The assumption χ + ζ > 0 is satisfied self-consistently
for d < 4. By setting yg = 0, we get the upper criti-
cal dimension dup = 4. For d < 4, our theory may not
give the correct result near the transition point. Further-
more, the transition of the Vicsek model is known to be
discontinuous in d = 2, implying that one can not ap-
ply the scaling argument itself [27, 28]. Deep inside the
ordered phase, the fluctuations are predominantly con-
trolled by the Goldstone modes, which do not change the
free-energy F [v]. Therefore, the non-linear term propor-
tional to g would be negligible. In TABLE I, we compare
the Eqs. (20) with the recent numerical results of the
Vicsek model in the order phase in d = 2 and 3. The
agreement is reasonably good, considering the simplicity
of our theory. Further theoretical [12, 23, 24, 29–32], nu-
merical [14, 27], and, hopefully, experimental [11, 26, 33]
studies would be beneficial to estimate more accurate
values of the critical exponents.
Exact critical exponents in d = 2.— We get almost

perfect agreement in d = 2. This is surprising because (i)
the full hydrodynamic equation involves far more non-
linear terms than those considered in the previous sec-
tion [13], and (ii) the naive scaling argument, in gen-
eral, does not give the exact critical exponents for non-
linear systems [17]. Below, we try to justify this result
by using symmetry consideration [29] and argument in
TT95 [12, 24]. First, note that the fluctuations in the or-
dered phase are dominated by the Goldstone mode v⊥,
which does not change the free-energy F [v]. As before,
we assume that the density fluctuation δρ is expressed as
a function of v ≈ v⊥. Then, v⊥ is only the relevant quan-
tity. Let us assume that the equation of motion (EOM)
of v⊥ is written as follows:

∂v⊥

∂t
= f [v⊥] + ξ⊥, (21)

where f denotes the restoring force of v⊥, and ξ⊥ de-
notes the white noise. The restoring force of the Gold-
stone mode f should vanish in the limit of the small wave

number in the Fourier space, implying that each term in
f should involve at least one spatial derivative ∇⊥or‖.
Above the lower critical dimension, v⊥ ∼ bχ, ∇⊥ ∼ b−1,
and ∇‖ ∼ b−ζ vanish in the large scale b → ∞. So, f [v⊥]
would be expanded by v⊥ and ∇⊥or‖ as follows [29]:

f [v⊥] = (D1∇
2
⊥ +D2∇

2
‖)v⊥ + (D3∇⊥ +D4∇‖)(∇⊥ · v⊥)

+ λ1(v⊥ · ∇⊥)v⊥ + λ2(∇⊥ · v⊥)v⊥ + λ3∇⊥(v⊥ · v⊥)

+ ν∇‖(v⊥ · v⊥) +O(|∇|
4
, |v⊥|

4
), (22)

whereDi, λi, and ν are some constants. The higher order
terms of v⊥ and ∇⊥or‖ have smaller scaling dimensions
and would be negligible for b ≫ 1. In d = 2, v⊥ has just
one component, and the equation can be further simpli-
fied as

∂v⊥
∂t

= (d1∂
2
⊥ + d2∂

2
‖ + d3∂⊥∂‖)v⊥,

+ λ∂⊥v
2
⊥ + ν∂‖v

2
⊥ + ξ⊥, (23)

where di, λ, and ν are some constants. For ν = 0,
the critical exponents of Eq. (23) have been calcu-
lated exactly [29], leading to the same results as TT95,
Eqs. (15). Below, we derive the exact critical expo-
nents for ν 6= 0. Since the non-linear terms proportional
to λ and µ are written as the total derivative of ‖ or
⊥, the perturbative expansion of these terms can only
yield the terms ∂‖or⊥(some function). This implies that
the perturbative re-normalization calculation for these
non-linear terms does not contribute to the terms that
do not involve the spatial derivatives [12, 14, 29]. In
particular, the scaling behaviors of ∂tv⊥ ∼ bζ−z and
ξ⊥ ∼ b−(z+ζ+d−1)/2 should remain unchanged. Assuming
∂tv⊥ ∼ ξ⊥, we get [14]:

z = 2χ+ ζ + d− 1. (24)

A recent numerical simulation of the Vicsek model indeed
confirmed the above scaling relation in d = 2 [14]. One
can see that Eq. (23) is invariant under the “Pseudo-
Galilean” transformation: v⊥ → v⊥ + V , x⊥ → x⊥ +
2λV t, and x‖ → x‖ + 2νV t, which implies the following
scaling relations [12, 24]

1 = χ+ z, ζ = χ+ z,

→ ζ = 1, χ = 1− z. (25)

Using Eqs. (24) and (25), we reproduce the exponents z,
ζ, and χ in Eqs. (20). Since Eq. (23) is the most general
form of EOM obtained by the symmetry consideration,
we conclude that z, ζ, and χ calculated above are the
exact critical exponents of the Vicsek model in d = 2. It
is unclear if a similar argument can be applied to Eq. (21)
in d = 3.
Summary.— In summary, we have investigated the

continuous symmetry breaking with linear and non-linear
advections by means of simple scaling arguments. Our
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theory demonstrated that the linear and non-linear ad-
vection terms can generally reduce the lower-critical di-
mension and stabilize the long-range order even in d = 2,
where the Mermin-Wanger theorem prohibits the long-
range order in equilibrium [1]. In particular, our scaling
theory, for the first time, can explain the mean-field be-
havior of the sheared O(2) model in d = 2 [16] and the
isotropic scaling behavior of the Vicesek model [14].

We thank H. Nakano, Y. Kuroda, and D. Nishiguchi
for valuable discussions and comments. This work was
supported by KAKENHI 23K13031.
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