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2Laboratoire de Physique Théorique de la Matière Condensée,
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We study the behavior of the classical XY model on a two-dimensional square lattice, with in-
teractions occurring within a vision cone of each spin. Via Monte Carlo simulations, we explore
one non-reciprocal and two reciprocal implementations of these interactions. The corresponding
energy involves couplings that depend non-trivially on the system’s configuration, leading to both
long-range and quasi-long-range ordered phases at low temperatures. Our results demonstrate that
non-reciprocity is not essential for achieving long-range order at low temperatures. Using symme-
try arguments, we provide a theoretical framework to explain these findings, and additionally we
uncover an unexpected order-by-disorder transition.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Among the lattice models studied in statistical physics,
the XY model in spatial dimension d = 2 occupies a
prominent position, establishing itself as a paradigm for
studying topological phase transitions. Unlike the Ising
model, which in spatial dimensions d ≥ 2 undergoes a
second-order phase transition from a phase with long-
range order (LRO) to a disordered (DO) phase [1], the
two-dimensional XY model, with its continuous O(2)
symmetry, is constrained by the Mermin-Wagner theo-
rem [2]. Consequently, it does not exhibit true long-range
order, but instead undergoes a topological phase transi-
tion from a quasi-long-range ordered (QLRO) phase to a
DO phase [3, 4].
Vision cones (VC) have recently been introduced in

the standard two-dimensional XY model [5] to explore
the emergence of LRO in the context of two-dimensional
flocks. Flocks consist of self-propelled, off-lattice agents
which tend to align their velocities with those of their
neighbors. The pioneering studies of Vicsek [6] and Toner
and Tu [7] demonstrated the emergence of LRO despite
the continuous rotational symmetry of the velocity vec-
tors. However, this fact does not contradict the Mermin-
Wagner theorem because these systems are not in ther-
mal equilibrium, a crucial assumption of the theorem.
A more detailed modeling of flock behavior involves in-

corporating non-reciprocal (NR) interactions, defined as
those that violate Newton’s third law (i.e. the action-
reaction principle). NR interactions lead to intrigu-
ing phenomena in active matter systems [8–14], neu-
ral networks [15, 16], and metamaterials [17, 18]. In
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biologically-inspired models, vision is often a source of
non-reciprocity, for instance: when agent A observes
agent B, A’s behavior may be influenced by B (e.g., A
might align its motion with that of B); however, A will
influence B only if B reciprocates by looking at A. This
asymmetric influence renders the interaction between A
and B inherently non-reciprocal.

Although the effects of the VC have already been con-
sidered in diverse models of self-propelled particles [19–
24], it was only recently introduced in a lattice model
in Ref. [5]. There, each two-component spin of the XY
model in two spatial dimensions (thought as laying on
the lattice plane) is equipped with a VC of amplitude
θ centered around its orientation, and it interacts only
with the neighboring spins within its field of view. This
creates asymmetric microscopic couplings and renders
the overall dynamics non-reciprocal. We shall refer to
this system as the non-reciprocal XY model (NRXY).
The non-reciprocal nature of the Monte Carlo dynamics
drives the system into a non-equilibrium state, exhibit-
ing a LRO phase at low temperatures. This behavior can
be thought of as “flocking without moving” [25], repre-
senting an abstract scenario where we observe, from a
co-moving frame, a perfectly organized flock on a lattice,
with no spatial fluctuations.

In this work, we show that the VC interaction can be
designed also in a reciprocal way, and we demonstrate
that the emergence of a LRO phase in this context does
not actually depend on the non-reciprocal nature of the
interactions. For this purpose, we introduce two recip-
rocal variations of the model: the asymmetric reciprocal
XY model (ARXY), and the symmetric reciprocal XY
model (SRXY). Explanations of these names (in particu-
lar a subtle distinction we make between asymmetry and
non-reciprocity) can be found in Sec. II. We will show
that both models, whose couplings depend non-trivially
on the system configuration, turn out to feature an equi-
librium stationary state with a LRO phase at low tem-
peratures.

Our findings suggest that the emergence of LRO is
not due to the non-equilibrium nature of the dynamics
of the system, as seen in Vicsek-type models. Instead,
LRO arises from the interplay between the VC and the
lattice geometry, which breaks the continuous internal
symmetry (e.g., for a square lattice, the O(2) symmetry
is effectively reduced to Z4).

We study in detail the phase diagrams of the three
models, and show that those of the NRXY and ARXY
models are qualitatively analogous. In the latter, we find
that the transition from LRO to DO exhibits different
features depending on the value of θ. The SRXY model,
instead, exhibits a QLRO phase for θ > 180◦. However,
for θ ≳ 180◦ we find that, upon increasing the temper-
ature from low values, a transition occurs from QLRO
to LRO, a phenomenon similar to an order-by-disorder
transition [26–28].

Finally, we present a theoretical framework based on
the symmetries of the models, which accounts for their

peculiarities. These include couplings that depend on the
system configuration and an internal degree of freedom
intricately coupled to the lattice structure. Within this
framework, we can rationalize our findings.
This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II we in-

troduce the three variants of the XY model on a square
lattice which will be the subject of our study. Section III
is dedicated to methods: in particular, Sec. III A intro-
duces the observables of interest, while Sec. III B sum-
marizes their behavior in three benchmark models (the
XY model, the 4-state clock model, and the 6-state clock
model). An analysis of the NRXY model, complement-
ing the one of Ref. [5], is presented in Sec. IV. Section V
is focused on the ARXY model: its phase diagram is
presented in Sec. VA, while in Sec. VB we introduce a
theoretical framework based on internal symmetry which
allows us to elucidate the behavior observed for two spe-
cific values θ of the VC in Sec. VC. In Sec. VI we charac-
terize the SRXY model by discussing its phase diagrams
in Sec. VIA, and the mechanism responsible for the pres-
ence of QLRO for 180◦ < θ < 360◦ in Sec. VIB. In
Sec. VIC we use the arguments previously introduced to
rationalize the order-by-disorder transition observed for
θ ≳ 180◦. Details on the implementation of the Monte
Carlo simulations, and additional results concerning the
NRXY and ARXY models, can be found in the Appen-
dices.

II. THE XY MODEL WITH VISION CONE:
THREE VARIATIONS

In this section, we introduce three variations of the
classical XY model with short-range couplings and
vision-cone interactions on the square lattice with pe-
riodic boundary conditions (PBCs).
To each lattice site i we associate a classical two-

component spin variable si = (cosϕi, sinϕi), i.e., a unit-
length vector parameterized by the angle ϕi that it forms
with a reference direction on the plane. The spin is
thought to belong to the same plane as the lattice (a cru-
cial difference from models usually studied on the lattice,
where the internal degrees of freedom are not coupled to
the spatial structure), and the corresponding VC has an
opening angle θ around the spatial direction of the spin.
For convenience, the angle ϕi is determined with respect
to one of the principal axes of the lattice.
The update protocol of the spins in the Monte Carlo

(MC) dynamics (whose implementation is discussed in
App. A) is defined as follows: let ∆iE denote the varia-
tion of some energy E (which we do not need to specify at
this stage) caused by the spin update ϕi → ϕ′

i attempted
at lattice site i. This proposed update is then accepted
with probability

wG (ϕi → ϕ′
i) =

1

2

[
1− tanh

(
β∆iE

2

)]
(1)

in the Glauber protocol [29]. While for equilibrium sys-
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tems this dynamics satisfies detailed balance — and thus
leads to a distribution in which a configuration with en-
ergy E has probability p ∝ e−βE , where β = 1/T is
the inverse temperature — the situation is different for
non-reciprocal models. In these systems, the dynamics
leads to a non-equilibrium steady state, where β−1 does
not correspond to the actual temperature of the system,
and detailed balance is violated. Accordingly, the inher-
ent arbitrariness in defining the update protocol leads to
distinct steady states, as discussed in App. B.

The features of the actual update protocols for the
three models, which we describe below, are summarized
in Fig. 1.

A. Non-reciprocal XY model — NRXY

The non-reciprocal XY model (NRXY), represented in
Fig. 1(a), was introduced in Ref. [5]. In this model, a
spin at a lattice site i does not seek to minimize a global
energy, but rather its own “selfish” local energy [30] ENR

i ,
consisting of ferromagnetic interactions with the nearest
neighbors within its vision cone. In particular,

ENR
i = −

∑
j∈Ni

Jij (ϕi) cos (ϕi − ϕj) , (2)

where j ∈ Ni indicates that the sum runs over all the
nearest neighbors j of spin i, and the (non-symmetric)
couplings Jij (ϕi) take into account the vision cone as

Jij (ϕi) =

{
J, if min {360◦ −∆ij ,∆ij} ≤ θ/2,

0, otherwise.
(3)

Here ∆ij = |ϕi − ϑij | is the angle that the spin at site i
forms with the lattice vector connecting site i with the
nearest-neighbouring sites j, characterized by the angle
ϑij ∈ {0◦, 90◦, 180◦, 270◦}. In practice, Jij(ϕi) equals J
if the neighbor at site j is within the vision cone of the
spin at site i, while it vanishes otherwise.
In what follows, the bonds connecting spin i to spin

j for which Jij(ϕi) does not vanish will be referred to
as “activated”. If, instead, Jij(ϕi) vanishes but Jji(ϕj)
does not, the bond will be said to be “irrelevant” for the
dynamics of the spin i. This occurs if the spin at site
i does not see the spin at site j, but the latter sees the
former.

In the NRXY model, the selfish energy ENR
i in Eq. (2)

is then used to determine the probability to accept an
attempted MC move, according to the update protocols
in Eq. (1) with ∆iE 7→ ∆iE

NR
i . This implies that the

decision to change the direction of spin i depends solely
on interactions with the spins that i can see, without ac-
counting for the energy cost associated with neighboring
spins that see i but are not seen by it. As a consequence,
this model operates out of equilibrium. Its characteris-
tics will be thoroughly examined in Sec. IV, where we
build upon the study conducted in Ref. [5].

(a) Non-reciprocal XY

ϕi θ
VC

activated irrelevant

(b) Asymmetric reciprocal XY

activated twice

(c) Symmetric reciprocal XY

activated once, redundant

FIG. 1. Graphical illustration of the three models analyzed
in this work. (a) The NRXY model features a selfish energy
(see Eq. (2)), in which the update of the (red) central spin
accounts for the neighbors that are within its VC (and that are
connected to it by the red bonds, which we term “activated”),
while ignoring those outside that cone, even if they “see” the
central spin (and to which they are connected by the dashed
bond on the right, termed “irrelevant”). This choice results
in a non-equilibrium dynamics. (b) In the ARXY model, the
update rule depends on the variation of the total energy (see
Eq. (4)), hence it takes into account both the neighbors of
the spin that are seen by it (red bonds), and those who see
it (blue bonds). Each bond can thus be not activated (grey),
activated once (as in the right panel), or twice (as in the left
panel). The resulting dynamics leads to an equilibrium state.
(c) In the SRXY model, the update also takes into account
the neighbors of the spin that are seen by it (red bonds), and
those who see it (blue bonds) — see Eq. (5). However, a
bond cannot be activated twice, and thus the virtual second
activation is redundant (dashed blue and solid red bond). The
resulting state is at equilibrium.

B. Asymmetric reciprocal XY model — ARXY

For the asymmetric reciprocal XY model (ARXY), the
update probabilities in Eq. (1) are calculated on the basis
of the difference ∆iE 7→ ∆iE

AR of the global energy
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obtained by summing all the non-reciprocal (“selfish”)
energies in Eq. (2), i.e.,

EAR =
1

2

∑
i

ENR
i

= −1

2

∑
⟨ij⟩

[Jij(ϕi) + Jji(ϕj)] cos(ϕi − ϕj),
(4)

where the sum runs over all pairs ⟨ij⟩ of nearest-neighbor
sites i and j on the lattice. The factor 1/2 ensures that
both the NRXY and ARXY models reduce to the stan-
dard XY model with the same coupling when the vision
cone is removed, i.e., for θ = 360◦.

Note that, while the individual couplings Jij(ϕi) and
Jji(ϕj) are asymmetric (i.e., Jij(ϕi) ̸= Jji(ϕj)), the total
coupling between ϕi and ϕj — represented by the terms
within the square brackets in Eq. (4) — is actually sym-
metric. Therefore, unlike the NRXY model, the dynam-
ics of the spin at site i is influenced both by the spins it
sees and by those that see it. This is depicted in Fig. 1(b),
which illustrates how a bond (ij) can be activated zero,
one, or two times, depending on Jij(ϕi) + Jji(ϕj) being
0, J , or 2J . We refer to this model as asymmetric be-
cause the lattice couplings are asymmetric, even though
the eventual interaction between the neighboring spins in
Eq. (4) (which enters the MC update) is symmetric. In
this way, we distinguish it from the SRXY model intro-
duced in the next section, where the couplings are sym-
metric. We emphasize in particular that the asymmetry
of Jij implies that ∆iE

AR ̸= ∆iE
NR
i , as pointed out in

Ref. [31]: this difference underscores the inherently non-
equilibrium nature of NR systems, whose dynamics does
not follow from a principle of global energy minimization.
On the contrary, the ARXY is a proper statistical equi-
librium model, in which a bona-fide temperature β−1 is
defined. Its characteristics are examined in Sec. V.

C. Symmetric reciprocal XY model — SRXY

Another reciprocal version of the XY model with VC
is the symmetric reciprocal XY model (SRXY), whose
couplings are devised to be symmetric while still retain-
ing a VC. This is achieved by defining the total energy
as

ESR = −
∑
⟨ij⟩

J̃ij (ϕi, ϕj) cos (ϕi − ϕj) , (5)

with

J̃ij (ϕi, ϕj)

J
=1 + sgn

[
Θ(ϕi − ϑij + θ/2)

−Θ(ϕi − ϑij − θ/2) + Θ (ϕj − ϑji + θ/2)

−Θ(ϕj − ϑji − θ/2)
]
, (6)

where Θ is the Heaviside function, while ϑij are de-
fined after Eq. (3). These couplings are symmetric,

J̃ij (ϕi, ϕj) = J̃ji (ϕj , ϕi). In practice, as shown in
Fig. 1(c), this means that if at least one of the two
nearest-neighbouring spins at sites i and j is looking at
the other (i.e., one has the other within its vision cone),
then the corresponding bond is activated in the sense that
J̃ij takes the finite value J . If the spins are both look-
ing at each other, the bond is still activated only once:
this is the main difference with respect to the ARXY
model. Accordingly, one of the two activations can be
deemed redundant. If neither of the spins is looking at
the other, then the bond is not activated and J̃ij = 0.
The resulting dynamics of this model is an equilibrium
one. However, the intricate dependence of its couplings
on the configuration of the system results in a behavior
that is significantly distinct from those of the previously
discussed NRXY and ARXY models, as we shall show in
Sec. VI.

D. Energetically unfavorable range — EUR

Before proceeding to the analysis of the various models
introduced above, here we recall the concept of energet-
ically unfavorable range (EUR), introduced in Ref. [5],
that will prove crucial for understanding our results. The
coupling Jij(ϕi) with VC given in Eq. (3), shared by both
the NRXY and ARXY models, implies that the num-
ber of nearest neighbors that are visible to the spin i
varies between the two consecutive integers ⌊θ/90◦⌋ and
⌈θ/90◦⌉ upon varying the spin orientation ϕi. The EUR
corresponds to the set of values of ϕi for which the num-
ber of visible neighbors takes its minimal value. This is
illustrated in Figs. 2(a) and (b) for two different values
of the opening θ of the VC (red fan). The angular exten-
sion αEUR of the EUR varies as a function of θ with a
periodicity of 90◦, as shown in Fig. 2(b). Moreover, both
the size and the centering of the EUR change discontin-
uously at multiples of 90◦. This implies that a perfectly
aligned configuration of the spins maximizes the number
of activated bonds, and minimizes the energy when the
system is oriented either along the lattice directions or
along the lattice directions plus 45◦, depending on the
value of θ. These preferential orientations are indicated
by the arrows close to the horizontal axis in Fig. 2(b).
We anticipate here that the existence of this EUR actu-
ally shapes the phase diagrams of the NRXY and ARXY
models, shown in, c.f., Figs. 4 and 5, respectively. Note
that the impact on the system of losing sight of one of the
n nearest neighbors by entering the n → n− 1 EUR de-
pends not only on the size of this region, but also on how
many other neighbors remain visible, i.e., on the value of
θ. This results in significantly different outcomes, which
will be discussed in Sec. VC.

Finally, we point out that the notion of EUR does not
carry over straightforwardly to the SRXY model, because
the corresponding coupling J̃ij(ϕi, ϕj) (see Eq. (6)) de-
pends on the two angles ϕi,j , and thus the activation of
the four bonds around each spin depends on the value of
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EUR

EUR

EUR EUR

90◦ < θ < 180◦

EUR

EUREUR

EUR

180◦ < θ < 270◦(a) (b)

FIG. 2. Illustration of the EUR. (a) When the direction of a spin enters the EUR (gray zone), the number of visible nearest
neighbors decreases by one compared to its maximal possible value determined by the angular opening θ of the VC (red fan).
Correspondingly, the number of activated links (red) changes from 2 on the left and 3 on the right to 1 and 2, respectively.
Considering as a reference a state in which all spins are aligned in the same direction, this results in a discontinuous increase in
energy, making the configuration energetically unfavorable, whence the name or the region. The angular position of the EUR
depends on the value of θ. (b) Size αEUR of the EUR as a function of θ, exhibiting a periodicity of 90◦. For each period, the
black arrows indicate the spatial directions that are favored by a collective alignment of the spins on the lattice, resulting in
the lowest possible energy. Upon varying θ, the corresponding loss of a nearest neighbor, from n to n− 1, with n = 1, 2, 3, and
4 (indicated by n → n− 1 in the figure) has different effects depending on n (even for the same size αEUR of the EUR), which
are discussed in Sec. VC.

its angle and of those of the 4 neighboring spins. In this
case, the number of activated bonds equals an integer be-
tween ⌊θ/90◦⌋ and 4. This leads to significant differences
in the phase diagram, as will be shown in Sec. VIA.

III. METHODS

The aim of this study is to characterize the phase di-
agram of the models introduced in the previous Section,
focusing on identifying regions that exhibit long-range or-
der (LRO), quasi-long-range order (QLRO), and disorder
(DO), as well as understanding the transitions between
these phases. This is achieved via MC simulations of the
dynamics, which allow one to sample and analyze the
observables we are interested in. Before conducting such
analysis, we recall the results of MC simulations of sys-
tems with well-known behavior, specifically the q-state
clock model with q = 4, 6 and the XY model, which ex-
hibit the three aforementioned phases, and transitions of
second and infinite order separating them.

Details on the numerical implementation of the MC
dynamics are provided in App. A.

A. Observables

The three phases mentioned above, i.e., LRO, QLRO,
and DO, can be identified on the basis of the behavior of
two key observables: the modulus of the magnetization
and the correlation length. The (average) magnetization
of the model is given by the vector

m =
1

N

N∑
i=1

si =

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

cosϕi,
1

N

N∑
i=1

sinϕi

)
, (7)

where the sum runs over all lattice sites of the model,
which are N = L2 in total on a square lattice with linear
size L. Its modulus m = |m| is then given by

m =
1

N

√√√√( N∑
i=1

cosϕi

)2

+

( N∑
i=1

sinϕi

)2

. (8)

From the correlation function

G(r = |i− j|) = ⟨si · sj⟩ = ⟨cos (ϕi − ϕj)⟩, (9)

we define the exponential correlation length ξ as

ξ = lim
r→∞

r

− logG(r)
. (10)

In an infinitely extended system, LRO phases are charac-
terized by a non-zero magnetization m and an exponen-
tially decaying correlation function, corresponding to a
finite correlation length ξ. DO phases have zero magne-
tization m = 0 and also exhibit finite correlation lengths
ξ. In contrast, QLRO phases, as well as critical points
(CPs), feature a power-law decaying correlation function
G(r), implying an infinite correlation length (ξ ∼ L for
finite system sizes), with a vanishing magnetization m.
In the case of spatial dimension d = 2 on which we focus
here, the above can be summarized as

G(r) ∼
{
e−r/ξ, for LRO, DO,

1/r2−η, for QLRO,
(11)

m =

{
const., for LRO,

0, for QLRO, DO.
(12)

Notably, in the case of the XY model at low tempera-
tures, the magnetization is subject to strong finite-size
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corrections due to slow spin-wave scaling [32, 33], de-
scribed by

m ∼ N−T/(8πJ). (13)

This scaling makes it difficult to remove finite-size effects
in simulations. Furthermore, determining the exponen-
tial correlation length ξ from Eq. (10) is practically chal-
lenging for finite geometries. Instead, we will use the
second-moment correlation length, defined as

ξ22 =

∫
ddr r2 G(r)∫
ddr G(r)

= − 1

Ĝ(k)

∂2Ĝ(k)

∂k2

∣∣∣∣
k=0

, (14)

where Ĝ(k) is the Fourier transform of the correlation
function:

Ĝ(k) =

〈 ∑
µ=x,y

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

siµ e
ik·r
∣∣∣∣∣
2〉

, (15)

with six = cosϕi and siy = sinϕi. On the lattice, ξ22 in
Eq. (14) is expressed as [34]

ξ
(2)
L =

1

2 sin (km/2)

√
Ĝ(0)

Ĝ(km)
− 1, (16)

where km = 2π/L, and km = (km, 0). Since in the LRO

phase Ĝ(0) ∼ Ld and Ĝ(km) ∼ L0, the behavior of ξ
(2)
L /L

in d = 2 is given by [35]

ξ
(2)
L /L ∼

 L, for LRO,
const., for QLRO or CPs,
1/L, for DO.

(17)

Accordingly, inspecting the behavior of ξ
(2)
L /L upon in-

creasing L turns out to be a reliable approach for identi-
fying the three phases.

Another useful observable for characterizing phase
transitions is the variance of the magnetization, defined
as

χm =
N

T

(
⟨m2⟩ − ⟨m⟩2

)
, (18)

which is equal to the magnetic susceptibility under equi-
librium conditions. Similarly, the variance of the internal
energy

Cv =
1

NT 2

(
⟨E2⟩ − ⟨E⟩2

)
(19)

is equal to the specific heat at equilibrium.
In order to distinguish between the three phases, it

often proves useful to consider also the vectorial mag-
netization in Eq. (7). This quantity can be sampled at
every MC sweep and visualized in a scatter plot to ob-
serve its distribution. The analysis of this distribution
provides insight into the phase behavior of the system,
which will be discussed in Sec. III B.

Finally, to quantify the irreversibility of the dynamics
in the cases where the system is out of equilibrium, we
consider the mean entropy production rate (EPR) per
spin associated with a certain realization of the process
{ϕi(t)}i,t, defined as [36–39]

EPR =

〈
ln

w (ϕi(t) → ϕi(t+ dt))

w (ϕi(t+ dt) → ϕi(t))

〉
/dt. (20)

Here w (ϕi(t) → ϕi(t+ dt)) is the transition rate for up-
dating the angle ϕi from the value ϕi(t) at time t to the
value ϕi(t + dt) at time t + dt (where dt = 1 in the MC
simulation), as described by the Glauber algorithm of
Eq. (1). The EPR is computed by averaging the loga-
rithm of the ratio of forward to reverse transition rates
over the entire MC history. This measure provides valu-
able information about the deviation of the dynamics of
the system from equilibrium.

B. Phase diagrams of reference models

Here we recall the behavior of the quantities defined
in Sec. IIIA for three paradigmatic models with well-
known properties that we will use for comparison: the 4-
and 6-state clock models and the XY model, all in spatial
dimension d = 2. These models are all characterized by
the same formal expression for the energy E, i.e.,

E = −J
∑
⟨ij⟩

cos (ϕi − ϕj), (21)

where the angular variable ϕi takes different values de-
pending on the model. For the XY model, ϕi is contin-
uous between 0 and 2π, while for the clock models, ϕi

takes discrete values ϕi = 2πk/n for k = 0, 1, . . . , n − 1,
with n = 4 or n = 6 for the 4-state and 6-state clock
models, respectively.
The 4-state clock model. — The behavior of the 4-

state clock model is summarized in Fig. 3(a)–(e), which

shows the observables m, ξ
(2)
L /L, χm, and Cv for differ-

ent system sizes L, and as a function of temperature, as
well as m = (mx,my) for two temperatures within the
two phases. (Hereafter, J = 1 is assumed in all mod-
els.) This model has an internal Z4 symmetry and it
undergoes a second-order phase transition from a LRO
phase to a DO phase, belonging to the Ising universal-
ity class [40]. The magnetization m in panel (a) thus
goes from a finite value at low temperatures to zero as
the temperature is increased beyond the transition at
Tc = 1/ log (1 +

√
2) ≃ 1.13 [41], indicated by the dashed

vertical line in all panels. The curves of the second-

moment correlation length ξ
(2)
L normalized by L, shown

in panel (b), are size-dependent in the LRO and DO
phases (scaling, respectively, as L and 1/L upon increas-
ing L at fixed temperature, see Eq. (17)), and cross at
the transition point.
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FIG. 3. Temperature dependence of the observables defined in Sec. IIIA for three benchmark models, namely: (a)–(e) the

4-state clock model, (f)–(j) the 6-state clock model, and (k)–(o) the XY model. The quantities m, ξ
(2)
L /L, χm, and Cv are

shown for various system sizes L (indicated by the legend in panel (a)), while scatter plots of m are presented at selected

temperatures for a fixed size L = 90. Note that the plots of ξ
(2)
L /L (exhibiting the distinct behaviors outlined in Eq. (17)) and

m are particularly effective for distinguishing the three phases: LRO (yellow), QLRO (green), and DO (blue). See Sec. III B
for a detailed description of the observed behaviors.

The susceptibility in panel (c) is size-independent in
both the LRO and DO phases but exhibits a size-
dependent peak at the transition point. The same holds
for the specific heat in panel (d).

Finally, the scatter plot of the vectorial magnetization
m in panel (e) shows that, within the LRO phase, most
of the spins align along one of the four allowed directions,
with configuration changes occurring only due to finite-
size effects. In contrast, in the DO phase, the magnetiza-
tion no longer favors any of the four directions, forming
an isotropic cloud around the origin.

The 6-state clock model. — Next, the behavior of the
6-state clock model is summarized in Fig. 3(f)–(j). With
its internal Z6 symmetry, this model exhibits two infinite-
order transitions: one from the LRO to the QLRO phase,
and the other from the QLRO to the DO phase [42]. The

corresponding transition temperatures, T
(1)
c ≃ 0.7 and

T
(2)
c ≃ 0.89, indicated by the vertical dashed lines, are

those numerically estimated in Ref. [43]. The magneti-
zation m shown in panel (f) is finite in the LRO phase,
remains finite in the QLRO phase due to finite-size ef-
fects — similarly to what happens in the XY model (see

Eq. (13)) — while it vanishes in the DO phase. The

curves of the second-moment correlation length ξ
(2)
L , nor-

malized by L and shown in panel (g), scale as L in the
LRO phase, collapse onto the same value within the finite
range of temperatures corresponding to the QLRO phase,
and then separate again, scaling as 1/L, in the DO phase.
The magnetic susceptibility in panel (h) does not scale
with the system size in the LRO and DO phases, but it
features a size dependence in the QLRO phase. The po-
sition of the scale-dependent peak at the transition from
QLRO to DO tends logarithmically to the infinite-size
transition temperature TBKT ≃ 0.89 [43].

The specific heat Cv in panel (i) shows size-
independent peaks that do not correspond directly to
the transition temperature, as it is also observed in other
infinite-order transitions such as the one of the XY model
[44]. The distribution of the vectorial magnetization m
in panel (j) reveals that, in the LRO phase, m tends to
align along one of the six available directions, with fluc-
tuations due to finite-size effects. In the QLRO phase,
the system no longer prefers any particular direction, and
the magnetization remains finite due to finite-size effects,



8

resulting in the observed ring-shaped distribution. In the
DO phase, the distribution forms a cloud around the ori-
gin.

The XY model. — Finally, the behavior of the XY
model is summarized in Fig. 3(k)–(o). With its internal
O(2) symmetry, this model exhibits a single infinite-order
transition, from the QLRO phase to the DO phase [3, 4].
The transition temperature, indicated with a dashed line,
is numerically estimated in Ref. [45]. The magnetization
m in panel (k) remains finite in the QLRO phase due to
significant finite-size effects, as described by Eq. (13), and

then it decreases to zero in the DO phase. Here ξ
(2)
L , nor-

malized by L and shown in panel (l), collapses onto the
same value in the QLRO phase and then separates as 1/L
in the DO phase. The magnetic susceptibility in panel
(m) shows a size dependence in the QLRO phase while it
is size-independent in the DO phase. The specific heat in
panel (n) presents a size-independent peak that does not
occur at the transition temperature. The distribution of
the vector magnetization in panel (o) forms a ring in the
QLRO phase, with a finite radius due to the significant
finite-size effects. Finally, in the DO phase, the distri-
bution becomes an isotropic cloud centered around the
origin.

In the next three sections, the comparison with the
behaviors described above will be used to analyze the
phase diagram of the lattice models with VC introduced
in Sec. II.

IV. THE NON-RECIPROCAL XY MODEL

We begin by analyzing the NRXY model of Sec. II A,
previously studied in Ref. [5]. Our goal is to further in-
vestigate certain aspects of the model, highlighting that
its fundamental properties are equivalent to those of its
reciprocal counterpart, that is, the asymmetric recipro-
cal model ARXY, whose analysis will be the subject of
Sec. V. In particular, we will show that the existence of
a phase with LRO is due to the interaction being char-
acterized by a vision cone, rather than its non-reciprocal
nature.

The effects of the chosen update protocol on the sta-
tionary state are discussed in App. B. In general, the
MC dynamics drives the system into a non-equilibrium
stationary state with a non-vanishing EPR; we refer to
App. C for a detailed analysis of the EPR for different
points in the phase diagram of the model.

In Fig. 4(a), we report the magnetization m in the
steady state as a function of the temperature T and the
VC angle θ, for a system of size L = 100. In particu-
lar, this plot reveals that the phase diagram of the model
features a structure with three lobes, characterized by
an enhanced m, which start and end at angles that are
multiples of 90◦. This is a consequence of the periodicity
of the occurrence of EUR, highlighted in Fig. 2. Within
these lobes, a LRO phase is present, with the spins pref-
erentially and collectively aligned along one of the four

directions indicated by the black arrows in Fig. 4(a) for
each lobe. An account of the origin of these lobes and
why there is no LRO for θ < 90◦ is given in the supple-
mental material of Ref. [5]. For θ = 360◦, the standard
XY model is recovered and we find a QLRO phase at low
temperature.

In Figs. 4(b)–(e), we report m and ξ
(2)
L /L as functions

of the temperature T for various system sizes, and for
two representative values of θ = 280◦ and 180◦. As al-
ready suggested in Ref. [5], for all values of the VC angle
that have a finite EUR, such as θ = 280◦, we expect a
LRO phase. Indeed, the magnetization m in panel (b)
approaches 1 for T → 0, remaining flat at low tempera-
tures, and goes to zero above the transition temperature.

Similarly, the curves of ξ
(2)
L /L for the various values of L,

reported in panel (c), intersect at a single point, marking
the transition from LRO to DO. In these two phases, the

curves of ξ
(2)
L /L scale as L and 1/L, respectively, consis-

tently with Eq. (14).
The case with θ = 180◦ (similar to θ = 270◦) — sug-

gested to exhibit QLRO at low temperatures in Ref. [5]
due to disappearance of EUR — is more nuanced. In
panel (d) of Fig. 4, we observe that at low temperatures
the dependence of the magnetization on T is not flat,
but follows instead the scaling behavior of the XY model
described by Eq. (13) (with the coupling J which is ef-
fectively halved because, for θ = 180◦, only half of the
bonds are activated). However, in panel (e), the curves

of the temperature dependence of ξ
(2)
L /L for various L

do not collapse on a single curve at low temperatures,
as expected in the presence of QLRO, but instead they
intersect at a single point. This behavior, combined with
the observation that the system prefers alignment along
the lattice directions at low temperatures (indicated by
the black arrows in Fig. 4(a)), suggests that, for these
values of θ, the phase has LRO at low temperatures de-
spite a vanishing EUR. This phenomenon, also observed
for the ARXY model, will be explained in Sec. VD.

V. THE ASYMMETRIC RECIPROCAL XY
MODEL

In this section, we analyze the ARXY model intro-
duced in Sec. II B, and we put forward an argument based
on internal symmetries that allows us to explain the ob-
served numerical results.

A. Phase diagrams

The behavior of the magnetizationm of this model as a
function of temperature T and the VC angle θ is reported
in Fig. 5(a). In particular, we note that it is qualitatively
very similar to that of the NRXY, presented in Fig. 4(a).
This is rather remarkable, since in the ARXY discussed
here the MC averages of the magnetization (and of the
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FIG. 4. Results of the MC simulations for the NRXY model in the non-equilibrium steady state. (a) The magnetization
m as a function of temperature T and VC angle θ reveals a phase diagram characterized by three distinct lobes. At low
temperatures and for θ > 90◦, a LRO phase (in yellow) is observed, with the spins showing a collective alignment along one
of the spatial directions indicated by the black arrows. At higher temperatures, the system undergoes a transition into a DO

phase (dark blue). (b)–(c) Magnetization m and ratio ξ
(2)
L /L as functions of T , for a vision cone angle θ = 280◦, showing a

clear transition between LRO and DO phases. (d)–(e) Magnetization m and ξ
(2)
L /L as functions of T , for θ = 180◦. In panel

(d), the scaling of m described by Eq. (13) for the XY model is shown for L = 48 (solid blue line), exhibiting consistency with

the numerical data at low temperature (symbols). However, the behavior of the data for ξ
(2)
L /L in panel (e) — qualitatively

similar to panel (c) — indicates that the model does not actually develop QLRO at low temperatures but that it undergoes a
transition between a LRO and a DO phase, as in the previous case.
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FIG. 5. Results of the MC simulations for the equilibrium state of the ARXY model obtained for a system size L = 100. (a)
The behavior of the magnetization m is characterized by the presence of three lobes, qualitatively indistinguishable from those
of the NRXY model (see Fig. 4(a)), with the LRO phase present within the lobes and the DO phase outside them. (b) The
low values of the magnetic susceptibility χm within the three lobes confirms the presence of the LRO phase (see the discussion
in, c.f., Sec. V). However, from this diagram it is not possible to conclude whether the system exhibits LRO or QLRO at
low temperatures for θ = 180◦ and 270◦. The susceptibility χm as a function of temperature features a peak (in red) at the
transition that separates the LRO phase from the DO phase for θ > 90◦, while it increases monotonically upon decreasing the
temperature towards T = 0 for θ < 90◦. (c) The specific heat Cv shows peaks in correspondence of the transitions from LRO
to DO when θ > 90◦, and at low temperatures for θ < 90◦. The origin of these low-temperature peaks is addressed in App. D.

other observables defined in Sec. III A) provide accurate
estimates of the averages sampled from the Boltzmann
distribution, which characterizes equilibrium stationary
states, whereas the NRXY is out of equilibrium. How-
ever, at a closer inspection, some quantitative differences
emerge in the temperature dependence of the magneti-
zation, as we show in Fig. A1(b) of App. B.

The susceptibility χm as a function of T and θ, ob-
tained for a system of size L = 100, is shown in Fig. 5(b).

We observe that χm is small in the LRO phase, while it
increases upon increasing the temperature T for a fixed
value of θ, reaching its maximum along the boundaries
of the three lobes identified in panel (a), which separate
the LRO phase from the DO phase. The higher values
of the susceptibility for θ = 180◦ and 270◦, compared to
those observed at similar temperatures for angles imme-
diately above and below, raise the question of whether
QLRO is present here, as it is for θ = 360◦. However, as
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demonstrated for the NRXY model, this is not the case,
as will be further elaborated in Sec. VD.

The behavior of the specific heat Cv for this model is
shown in Fig. 5(c). Also in this case, we observe that, for
a fixed value of θ, Cv as a function of T reaches its max-
ima along the boundaries of the three lobes separating
the LRO phase from the DO phase. The values attained
at these maxima actually depend on θ: in Sec. VC we
address the origin of this dependence, focusing in partic-
ular on θ = 100◦ and θ = 280◦. The peculiar behavior
for θ < 90◦, where the system does not magnetize for the
same reasons presented in the supplemental material of
Ref. [5], is further investigated for θ = 60◦ in App. D.

Below, we introduce the theoretical argument on the
basis of which we are able to explain the numerical results
presented above.

B. Internal symmetry

In this Section, we provide an interpretation of the
results of the MC simulations presented above, which
requires adapting the notion of internal symmetry to the
types of models we are studying.

In the models typically examined in the context of sta-
tistical physics, the notion of internal symmetry plays a
crucial role in characterizing phase transitions. In par-
ticular, the XY model has an O(2) symmetry, which
means that by applying a global rotation rϑ(ϕi) = ϕi +
ϑ (mod 2π) of an angle ϑ to all spins (i.e., the internal
degrees of freedom) of the system, the total energy does
not change:

EXY [{ϕi}] = EXY [{rϑ(ϕi)}]. (22)

Crucially, in the models usually studied in statistical
physics (including the XY model that is relevant here),
the internal degrees of freedom are not coupled to the
spatial structure of the system, characterized by the di-
mensionality and the lattice type. By contrast, in the
models we are currently interested in, the vision cone acts
as a bridge between the internal degrees of freedom and
the lattice structure, rendering the actual couplings Jij
configuration dependent. In particular, when the vision
cone is θ < 360◦, applying a rotation rϑ has also the
effect of changing the structure of the activated bonds,
as shown in Fig. 6(a), where the active bonds are high-
lighted in red.

Plotting the energy difference per spin, (E[{rϑ(ϕi)}]−
E[{ϕi}])/N , obtained upon rotating the system, provides
information about the symmetry emerging from this in-
terplay between the vision cone and the lattice structure.
In fact, for the XY model (with vision cone θ = 360◦),
the energy difference due to such a rotation is zero, as
shown in Fig. 6(b), as expected due to the O(2) symme-
try of the model. Conversely, in the presence of a vision
cone θ < 360◦ (here for the ARXY model), the energy
difference obtained by rotating a perfectly aligned initial
spin configuration takes the form of a square wave, with

peaks of value 1/2 (see Eq. (4)). This corresponds to
the energy gained when each spin stops interacting with
a neighbor, and is due to the presence of the EUR dis-
cussed in Sec. IID. In the absence of symmetry, the differ-
ence between E[{rϑ(ϕi)}] and E[{ϕi}] actually depends
on the configuration {ϕi}. For this reason, in Fig. 6(b)
we apply the rotation rϑ also to the case of a thermal con-
figuration of the system at a certain temperature T . In
practice, at each step of the MC evolution, we rotate the
configuration {ϕi} of the system by an angle ϑ, calculate
the energy difference per spin (E[{rϑ(ϕi)}]−E[{ϕi}])/N ,
and then we average over many MC realizations. The re-
sulting curve, obtained at low temperatures in the LRO
phase, is smoother compared to the one corresponding
to an initial configuration with perfectly aligned spins,
but it still exhibits a periodicity of 90◦. We also note
that, as the temperature T increases, the system is pro-
gressively less influenced by the presence of the EUR:
the energy-difference curve becomes increasingly flatter,
corresponding to the DO phase. This procedure will be
used to rationalize the order-by-disorder transition ob-
served for the SRXY model in, c.f., Sec. VIC.
In the following, we apply these notions for elucidating

different features of the transition from LRO to DO for
two selected values of the VC angle.

C. Two different manifestations of Z4 symmetry:
θ = 100◦ and θ = 280◦

Numerical results. — Figure 7 reports the results
of the MC simulations of the ARXY for the two values
θ = 100◦ and θ = 280◦ of the VC angle. In both cases,
the size αEUR of the EUR is the same, i.e., αEUR = 320◦.
However, when a spin enters the EUR, the number of
activated bonds changes from 2 to 1 for θ = 100◦, and
from 4 to 3 for θ = 280◦. This entails a significantly
different behavior of the observables for θ = 100◦ and
θ = 280◦, shown in the upper and lower rows of Fig. 7,
respectively.
For θ = 100◦, the behavior observed in Figs. 7(a)–(e)

qualitatively resembles that of the 4-state clock model
shown in Figs. 3(a)–(e), with an appropriate rescaling of
the temperature. In particular, the magnetization m in

panel (a), the curves of ξ
(2)
L /L in panel (b) (which, for

different system sizes L, do not collapse below the tran-
sition temperature, but instead intersect at the onset of
the DO phase), and the magnetic susceptibility χm in
panel (c) (that is size-independent below the transition
temperature), indicate the presence of LRO at low tem-
perature. Numerical data for the 4-state clock model
with L = 60 are included for comparison, and they are
represented by gold symbols and a dashed line in panels
(a)–(d) of Fig. 7. By locating the crossing of the curves

ξ
(2)
L /L vs. T with different L, we estimate the transi-

tion temperature T θ=100◦

c ≃ 0.23, which is indicated by a
vertical dashed line in panel (b). This temperature is ap-
proximately four times smaller than that of the standard



11

rϑ

θ < 360◦

rϑ

θ = 360◦ (XY model)

(a)

0 100 200 300
ϑ(◦)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

(E
[{r

ϑ
(φ

i)
}]
−
E

[{φ
i}]

)/
N

θ < 360◦, aligned

θ < 360◦, low T

θ < 360◦, high T

θ = 360◦ (XY)

(b)

FIG. 6. Illustration of the effects of a global rotation rϑ on the energy of a configuration, used as a tool to probe the
symmetry of a system. (a) In the case of the XY model (i.e., of the ARXY with θ = 360◦), represented on the left, rϑ does
not change the energy of the system, independently of the initial configuration. In fact, all spins continue to interact with
their nearest neighbors, and the differences between angles (i.e., ϕi − ϕj) remain constant. For the ARXY with θ < 360◦,
represented on the right, the angle differences between neighboring spins are again not altered by rϑ, but the structure of the
activated bonds (highlighted in red) changes, resulting in a change of the energy and in the absence of an O(2) symmetry in the
system. (b) Dependence on the rotation angle ϑ of the energy difference per spin (E[{rϑ(ϕi)}] − E[{ϕi}])/N (displayed data
corresponds to θ = 315◦). For the XY model, the energy remains constant upon rotation, as expected. Conversely, for ARXY
with θ < 360◦, the change in energy depends on the starting configuration. For a perfectly aligned configuration, the rotation
results into a square wave with a periodicity of 90◦. For a low-temperature thermal configuration (not perfectly aligned), the
curve is smoothed but retains the 90◦ periodicity. At higher temperatures, corresponding to the DO phase, the curve is again
almost independent of ϑ, similar to the XY model.
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FIG. 7. Behavior of the quantities introduced in Sec. IIIA for the ARXY model with VC angles (a)–(e) θ = 100◦, and
(f)–(j) θ = 280◦. Despite both VC angles sharing the same EUR size, the plots show marked differences. Notably, for θ = 100◦

(upper row of plots), the behavior is similar to that of the 4-state clock model (gold diamond symbols), as evidenced in panels

(a)–(c) by the similar profile of m, ξ
(2)
L and χm (upon rescaling of temperature), and by the comparable peak height of the

specific heat Cv in panel (d). For θ = 280◦ (lower row of plots), we observe a hybrid behavior, as seen particularly in panel
(i), where the specific heat initially grows similarly to the case θ = 100◦ (green triangles), then decreases, and later exhibits a
second peak with the same profile as the XY model (red triangles in panels (h) and (i)).
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FIG. 8. Illustration of the difference in the behavior of
the ARXY model with VC angles θ = 100◦ and θ = 280◦ at
the transition from the LRO to the DO phase. (a) Perfectly
aligned configuration {ϕ̄i = 45◦} — as an approximation for
low-temperature configurations — for both VC angles. Even
though the EUR has the same size, for θ = 280◦ the activated
bonds (in red) are twice as many as for θ = 100◦, which
doubles the energy scale of the model. (b) Profile of the energy
variation per spin, obtained by applying a rotation rϑ to the
aligned configurations shown in (a). The maxima correspond
to the energy gain of 1/2 when a spin enters the EUR and loses
one nearest neighbor. Within our approximation, we consider
this profile as a potential V (ϑ) (see Eq. (23)), to be used
at finite temperatures to compute the fraction of spins fEUR

that are within the EUR (see Eq. (24)). At the transition
temperature for θ = 100◦, only half of the spins are within
the EUR, and the Z4 symmetry is more pronounced than
for θ = 280◦, where 4 out of 5 spins are in the EUR, and
the potential effectively seen by the system is flat, resembling
that of the XY model.

XY model. This fact can be rationalized by consider-
ing that, when the system is disordered approximately
one bond out of four is activated, and thus the coupling
energy rescales accordingly.

The temperature dependence of the specific heat Cv in
Fig. 7(d) is also qualitatively very similar to that of the
4-state clock model, and it features a peak of compara-
ble magnitude. The vectorial magnetization (mx,my)
in Fig. 7(e) illustrates that, at low temperatures, the
spins collectively align along one of the four preferred
directions (complementary to the EUR), while at higher
temperatures, in the DO phase, they form a rotationally
symmetric cloud centered around (0, 0).

For θ = 280◦ in Fig. 7, the size dependence of the mag-

netization m in panel (f), of ξ
(2)
L /L in panel (g), and of

χm in panel (h) are similar to those of the correspond-
ing variables for the VC angle θ = 100◦, shown in the
panels (a)–(c) above. This indicates the presence of a
phase with LRO at low temperatures, and a DO phase
at higher temperatures.

However, the specific heat Cv in panel (i) of Fig. 7
shows a rather peculiar dependence on temperature T :
upon increasing T , there is a first rise in Cv that matches

the increase of Cv for the case θ = 100◦ of panel (d) (dis-
played again for convenience, with a temperature rescal-
ing, with green symbols in panel (i)). Upon further in-
creasing T , a second peak gradually appears, with the
same profile as that of the XY model (red symbols) re-
ported in Fig. 3(n). This suggests that, contrary to the
case θ = 100◦, for θ = 280◦ the system displays also a
behavior which is somehow reminiscent of the XY model.
From the crossing of the ξ

(2)
L /L curves, we estimate the

transition temperature T θ=280◦

c ≃ 0.68, which is indi-
cated by a vertical dashed line in panel (g). This tem-
perature is approximately 3/4 of that in the XY model.
We rationalize this observation by noting that in an al-
most disordered phase, for θ = 280◦, an average of three
out of four bonds are activated, leading to a correspond-
ing rescaling of the effective coupling. The scatter plot
of the vectorial magnetization m = (mx,my) reported
in Fig. 7(j) also suggests that an intermediate case be-
tween disorder and the alignment in one of the four min-
ima — such as those observed in panel (e) — appears.
In this case, the magnetization m does not vanish, but
m lacks a preferred direction and the system becomes
isotropic, similarly to what happens for the XY model in
the phase with QLRO (see Fig. 3(o)). The emergence of
this QLRO-like behavior in a phase which actually ad-
mits a LRO can be explained as discussed below.

The role of internal symmetry. — To motivate
the observations listed above, let us consider a zero-
temperature configuration in which all spins are aligned,
as illustrated in Fig. 8(a) for both values of the VC an-
gle, e.g., forming an angle ϕ̄i = 45◦ at site i. In the case
of θ = 100◦, each spin participates in the activation of
two bonds (thus the energy per spin is EAR/N = −1,
according to the normalization of Eq. (4)), while in the
case of θ = 280◦, each spin activates four bonds (and
thus EAR/N = −2). This estimate of the energy mag-
nitudes suggests that the transition temperature for the
model (that is proportional to the inverse of the effec-
tive coupling strength) with θ = 100◦ is expected to be
approximately half of the transition temperature of the
model with θ = 280◦. Indeed, as discussed above, we es-
timated them to be T θ=100◦

c ≃ 0.23 and T θ=280◦

c ≃ 0.68
from panels (b) and (g) of Fig. 7, respectively. By apply-
ing a rotation rϑ to the configuration {ϕ̄i}, the energy
variation per spin, i.e.,

V (ϑ) = (E[{rϑ(ϕ̄i)}]− E[{ϕ̄i}])/N, (23)

shown in Fig. 8(b) as a function of ϑ, exhibits a periodic-
ity of 90◦. The upper plateaus of the profile correspond
to the values of ϑ for which the rotated spins enter the
EUR, losing one bond and thus increasing the energy per
spin by 1/2. This 90◦ periodicity implies that the inter-
play between the arrangement of the spins according to
a square lattice and the vision cone actually reduces the
symmetry of the model to Z4. This explains the features
of the collective behavior of the model with θ = 100◦,
characterized by the fact that all observables reported in
Fig. 7 are very similar to those of the 4-state clock model.
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However, the same argument does not carry over to
the case θ = 280◦. In fact, while the EUR is not energet-
ically favored, it is not strictly forbidden. Accordingly,
at sufficiently high temperatures, a significant fraction of
the spins actually occupies the EUR. In order to calculate
the probability for this to occur at finite temperature, let
us consider the profile shown in Fig. 8(b), that was ob-
tained for an initial zero-temperature configuration. In
a first approximation, we assume that most of the spins
remain roughly aligned at finite temperature, with only
a finite fraction fEUR of them entering the EUR. This ef-
fectively reduces the problem to that of a single particle
at inverse temperature β = 1/T in the one-dimensional
potential provided by Fig. 8(b), with V (ϑ) ≃ 0 or ≃ 1/2
(see Eq. (23)). In particular, e−βV (ϑ) is approximately
equal to 1 or e−β/2, and is proportional to the probabil-
ity for such particle to be, respectively, outside or inside
the EUR. Denoting again by αEUR ∈ [0◦, 360◦] the total
extension of the EUR, the fraction fEUR of spins within
the EUR is therefore given by

fEUR =
αEUR e−β/2

360◦ − αEUR(1− e−β/2)
. (24)

This relation allows us to determine the value of fEUR

at the transition temperature for θ = 100◦ and θ = 280◦

on the basis of the knowledge of the transition temper-
atures, previously estimated from the crossing points in
Figs. 7(b) and (g). Correspondingly, we obtain fθ=100◦

EUR ≃
0.5 and fθ=280◦

EUR ≃ 0.8. This implies that the number of
spins within the EUR for θ = 100◦ equals that outside
of it, meaning that the statistical weight of the four min-
ima is actually relevant, and the behavior of the spins
is influenced by their presence. On the contrary, for
θ = 280◦, the fraction of spins within the EUR is sig-
nificantly larger, indicating that the statistical relevance
of the four minima is reduced. As a result, the effective
potential experienced by a significant fraction of the spins
of the system, and resulting from that in Fig. 8(b), be-
comes essentially flat. Consequently, the system behaves
like an XY model, for which a rotation rϑ leaves the
energy unchanged. Note, however, that different quanti-
ties are influenced to a different extent by this approxi-
mate recovery of the O(2) symmetry: the specific heat in
Fig. 7(i), in fact, displays the same behavior observed for

the XY model at the transition, while the ratio ξ
(2)
L /L

reported in Fig. 7(c) continues to feature the intersection
typical of the transition from LRO to DO, indicating the
presence of an underlying Z4 symmetry.
The above argument explains why the ARXY can be-

have very differently even for two values of θ for which
the extension αEUR of the EUR is the same: the change
in the number of activated bonds per spin — going from
2 to 1 for θ = 100◦ and from 4 to 3 for θ = 280◦ —
produces a significant difference. Specifically, it alters
the energy scale of the systems relative to the energy lost
upon deactivating a bond, which is always 1/2.
Finally, for αEUR = 0◦ (which is equivalent to αEUR =

360◦, see Fig. 2(b)), the argument presented above would

suggest that the model should behave like a standard XY
model with O(2) symmetry. In the next section, we will
explain why this is not really the case for θ = 180◦.

D. ARXY for θ = 180◦: LRO without EUR

As discussed at the end of the previous section, the
argument presented there indicates that, in the absence
of an EUR, the model should display an O(2) symme-
try. This was also suggested in Ref. [5] for the NRXY
model. Accordingly, one would expect that, in this case,
the transition occurs between a QLRO phase and a DO
phase. However, this is not what we find, as observed in
Fig. 4(e) for the NRXY model, and as will be shown for
the ARXY model in the present section.
Numerical results. — The numerical results for the

ARXY model at θ = 180◦ are shown in Fig. 9(a)–(e).

By looking at the temperature dependence of ξ
(2)
L /L in

panel (b), one notices that the curves corresponding to
different sizes L do not show the collapse expected for
an extended critical phase (such as the one with QLRO)
at low temperatures. On the contrary, the behavior is
similar to that seen for the NRXY model in Fig. 4(e),
indicating LRO. In addition, from the scatter plot of the
vectorial magnetization m in panel (e) it seems that at
low temperatures the system preferentially aligns along
one of the four (actually equivalent) lattice directions.
Upon increasing the temperature, a behavior similar to
that observed for the ARXY model at θ = 280◦ emerges,
where a flavor of QLRO appears, and no spatial orien-
tation seems to be preferred. This is evident from the
magnetic susceptibility in panel (c) as well, which scales
with the system size within a finite range of temperatures
before the transition.
Heuristic explanation. — We aim to explain the fact

that, at least at low temperatures, the various spatial
orientations of the spins are not equivalent. This leads
to a mechanism that reduces the symmetry from O(2) to
Z4, even in the absence of the EUR. To do so, we ana-
lyze the configurations with small fluctuations around a
perfectly aligned state. In such a state, for θ = 180◦, the
number of activated bonds per spin is at most 2 (except
for a perfect alignment with ϕ ∈ {0◦, 90◦, 180◦, 270◦},
which is physically unrealistic). As shown in Fig. 9(f), if
the system predominantly aligns around 45◦ (or its odd
multiples), such small oscillations do not alter the con-
figuration of the bonds activated once by the interaction
(these bonds are depicted in dark gray in the figure). In
contrast, if the spins of the system align along one of the
four lattice directions, as depicted in Fig. 9(g), then even
small fluctuations may lead to the double activation of
one bond (green line) at the expense of the complete de-
activation of another bond (light gray). Note that the
PBCs imposed on the lattice ensure that the number of
bonds that are activated twice is equal to that of the
bonds that are deactivated, such that the energy of the
configuration, up to fluctuations, is almost unaltered.
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FIG. 9. ARXY model for θ = 180◦. (a)–(e) Result of the MC simulations for the quantities introduced in Sec. III A.

In panel (b), the behavior of the curves of ξ
(2)
L /L upon varying L indicates the presence of LRO at low temperatures. The

vectorial magnetization in panel (e) demonstrates that, at low temperatures, the spins preferentially align along one of the four
(equivalent) lattice directions. (f)–(i) Illustration of the mechanism favoring configurations aligned along the lattice directions
at low temperatures. (f) For a configuration aligned around 45◦, all bonds remain activated (dark grey) even in the presence of
small fluctuations. (g) For a configuration aligned around 90◦, small fluctuations can deactivate one bond (in light grey) and
doubly activate another one (in green). (h) For a gapless spin wave, the angular change between neighboring sites i and j scales
as ϕi−ϕj ∼ 1/L. A finite fluctuation α, indicated as a defect in the figure, increases the energy by α2/2, and the corresponding
configuration has an energy that scales subextensively. (i) If the bond at the defect is deactivated, the energy increase is finite
(1/2), but is compensated by the double activation of another bond further along the chain. The corresponding configuration
(identical to that in panel (h), but rotated by 45◦) is gapless in the thermodynamic limit.

As we are about to show, the two reference config-
urations discussed above are actually characterized by
different spectra of gapless excitations, and thus they are
not equivalent in determining the thermodynamics of the
system, therefore breaking the rotational symmetry.

Let us first consider the standard XY model, and
its gapless spin-wave excitations: these are fluctuations
where the angular change between neighboring sites i and
j scales as ϕi − ϕj ∼ 1/L, which lead to a local increase
of energy ∼ 1/L2. Summing this increase over the entire
system amounts to multiplying it by L2, which renders
an intensive energy increase ∝ L0, corresponding to an
excitation that is gapless in the thermodynamic limit.
These kind of excitations are also present for the ARXY
model, irrespective of the direction of global alignment of
the spins (i.e., for both 45◦ and 90◦, and their multiples)
— provided that we consider, in these cases, fluctuations
that do not alter the global alignment of the configura-
tions, such that it still possible to identify configurations
for which ϕi ≃ 45◦ or ϕi ≃ 90◦, as shown in panels (f)
and (g) of Fig. 9, respectively.

Still considering the standard XY model, we now fo-
cus on the energy increase δEα that results from the for-
mation of a line of defects, where the angle of a single
spin along a row changes by a finite value α (potentially
small, but not scaling as 1/L) compared to the direction

of collective alignment of the remaining spins. Referring
to Fig. 9(h), assuming that one defect per lattice row is
formed, the excitation energy is

δEα = L

[
α2

2L2
(L− 1) +

α2

2

]
≃ α2

2
L, (25)

for large L. This results in a subextensive excitation.

Turning to the ARXY model, if the spins in the orig-
inal configuration are aligned around 45◦, and the fluc-
tuations are not sufficiently large to alter the spatial ar-
rangement of the activated lattice bonds, the excitation
energy of the configuration in panel (h) is the same (up
to a factor 1/2 from Eq. (4)), given by δEAR

α ≃ (α2/4)L.

On the other hand, if the configuration aligns around
90◦, the same configuration actually becomes gapless. In
panel (i), we show the same configuration as in panel (h)
but rotated by 45◦. At the defect point (along a row),
one bond deactivates, gaining an energy of 1/2 (indepen-
dently of α, thus the functional dependence on the de-
fect angle disappears). This gain is compensated by the
double activation of another bond further along the row
(because every deactivation must correspond to an acti-
vation of some other bond, due to PBCs). Consequently,
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the energy of this activation is, in this case,

δEAR
α = L

[
α2

4L2
(L− 2) +

1

2
− 1

2

(
1− α2

2L2

)]
≃ α2

4
.

(26)
This results in an intensive excitation ∝ L0.
In other words, in the second case, the spectrum of

strongly gapless excitations (where the global energy re-
quired for excitation does not scale with system size) is
broader. By contrast, in the first case, the same config-
urations have an energy that scales subextensively. Our
heuristic argument is then based on entropic reasoning:
the system favors alignments around the spatial direc-
tion from which more microstates can be explored via
fluctuations at no energy cost. We demonstrated that
configurations near the lattice directions exhibit a higher
number of strongly gapless states: consequently, the four
lattice directions are preferred, breaking the O(2) sym-
metry of the system and leaving a residual Z4 symmetry.
Notably, this symmetry breaking occurs without the in-
volvement of an EUR.

At present, we are unable to make a more direct com-
parison with the behavior of the 4-state clock model or
the XY model, as was done in Sec. VC.

VI. THE SYMMETRIC RECIPROCAL XY
MODEL

In this Section, we first present the results of MC sim-
ulations of the SRXY model introduced in Sec. II C, and
then use symmetry arguments to rationalize the behavior
observed for the various quantities.

A. Phase diagrams

Figure 10 shows the behavior of m, χm and Cv as a
function of the temperature T and the VC angle θ, ob-
tained for a square system with L = 100. In particular,
panel (a) presents the magnetization m, which, contrary
to the previous two models, does not feature the three
lobes which were visible in Figs. 4(a) and 5(a).

To determine whether the low-temperature region with
finite magnetization corresponds to a LRO or QLRO
phase, we analyze the magnetic susceptibility χm shown
in Fig. 10(b). The plot reveals the presence of a lobe char-
acterized by low values of the susceptibility, which sug-
gests the possible presence of a LRO phase, and a region
with higher susceptibility, associated with the QLRO
phase, as we will discuss further below. Moreover, the
plot in Fig. 10(c) shows that the specific heat Cv takes
larger values along the peaks for 90◦ < θ ≲ 180◦ (corre-
sponding to the transition from LRO to DO), and smaller
values for θ ≳ 180◦ (corresponding to the transition from
QLRO to DO). As we shall discuss in Sec. VIB, these
different behaviors observed for smaller or larger VC an-
gles can be attributed to the presence of the redundant

bonds introduced in Sec. II C for θ > 180◦.
Interestingly enough, the lobe characterized by LRO

extends beyond the range θ ∈ [90◦, 180◦] and, in particu-
lar, it exceeds 180◦, before showing a reentrant behavior
at lower temperatures. The reentrance is highlighted by
the red box in Fig. 10(b). This suggests a rather unusual
phenomenon: for values of θ slightly above 180◦, increas-
ing the temperature T drives the system from a QLRO
phase into a LRO phase, resembling a type of order-by-
disorder transition, which shall be discussed in Sec. VIC.
In the next two sections, we will focus on the behavior

of the SRXY model for two specific VC angles: θ = 300◦,
situated within the region where a transition from QLRO
to DO occurs, and θ = 190◦, where the aforementioned
order-by-disorder phenomenon can be observed. The cor-
responding dependence of the relevant observables on the
temperature T are shown in Fig. 11.

B. The role of redundant bonds for θ > 180◦

The quantities plotted in Fig. 10 reveal that, unlike the
NRXY and ARXY models, the SRXY model features a
single lobe of LRO for 90◦ < θ ≲ 180◦ and an extended
QLRO phase for θ ≳ 180◦. In order to highlight the oc-
currence of these different behaviors within the ordered
phase, we focus on the behavior of the SRXY model for
θ = 300◦, which is reported in Fig. 11(a)–(e). The close
match of the observables in panels (a)–(d) with the cor-
responding profiles for the XY model, that we report in
red symbols for L = 60, allows one to conclude that the
model exhibits only a QLRO and a DO phase. The be-
havior of the vectorial magnetization in panel (e) suggests
a similar trend, forming a ring in the QLRO phase and
an isotropic cloud centered around the origin in the DO
phase. We refer to Figs. 3(k)–(o) for a comparison.
This restoration of the O(2) symmetry in the SRXY

model for θ > 180◦ can be understood through the re-
dundant bond mechanism introduced in Sec. II C, as ex-
plained below.
We start by analyzing a typical low-temperature con-

figuration of the model for the VC angle θ either with
90◦ < θ < 180◦ or θ > 180◦, while applying the symme-
try arguments already developed in the previous sections.
For 90◦ < θ < 180◦, Fig. 12(a) illustrates that, assuming
a configuration with aligned spins (up to small fluctua-
tions) at low temperatures, there is actually no difference
between the asymmetric and the symmetric reciprocal
models in terms of the number of activated bonds, and
thus the corresponding energy is the same, up to a factor
of 2 arising from the choice of normalization in Eq. (4) for
the ARXY model. When a rotation rϑ is applied to this
spin configuration, the resulting change of the energy as a
function of the angle ϑ is like the one shown in Fig. 8(c),
exhibiting the Z4 symmetry and therefore indicating a
transition from LRO to DO. Indeed, within this range of
VC angles, the transition from LRO to DO is observed
also in the behavior of Cv reported in Fig. 10(c), in terms
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FIG. 10. Results of the MC simulations for the equilibrium state of the SRXY model, obtained for a system of size L = 100.
(a) The magnetization m as a function of the temperature T and the VC angle θ does not exhibit the three lobes seen in
the previous two models, see Figs. 4(a) and 5(a). The behavior of m, however, is not sufficient to distinguish whether the
low-temperature region with non-zero magnetization corresponds to a LRO or a QLRO phase. (b) The magnetic susceptibility
χm, below the transition to the DO phase, is characterized by a region within which it is relatively small, indicating the presence
of a LRO, and another one within which it takes larger values, corresponding to the QLRO phase. Moreover, for θ ≳ 180◦

we note the existence of a reentrance region (highlighted by a red box), where the system transitions from QLRO to LRO as
the temperature T increases. (c) The specific heat Cv shows peaks corresponding to the transitions from the low-temperature
region to DO, with higher peaks where the transition is from LRO to DO (as in the ARXY model), and lower peaks where the
transition is from QLRO to DO (as in the XY model).
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FIG. 11. Behavior of the quantities introduced in Sec. IIIA for the SRXY model with VC angles (a)–(e) θ = 300◦, and
(f)–(j) θ = 190◦. For θ = 300◦, all the observables in panels (a)–(e) display behaviors that are similar to those observed in
the XY model presented in Fig. 3(k)–(o) (and here indicated by red triangles, for a comparison). For θ = 190◦, evidence of an
order-by-disorder transition is observed at low temperatures, specifically a transition from QLRO to LRO upon increasing the

temperature. In panels (g) and (h), the behavior of ξ
(2)
L /L and χm, respectively, are consistent at low temperatures with those

of the XY model (i.e., with the presence of QLRO), but they deviate towards that expected in the presence of LRO as the
temperature T increases. The vectorial magnetization m in panel (e) is also consistent with the fact that at low temperatures
the system is isotropic, while it recognizes the presence of four preferred directions only at higher temperatures.

of the occurrence of higher values of Cv near the phase
transition compared to the case with θ > 180◦. In this
respect, we remind (see also Figs. 3(d, n)) that the tran-
sition from LRO to DO is accompanied by a significantly
more pronounced peak of Cv (that scales logarithmically
with system size) compared to the case of the transition

between QLRO and DO (that is size-independent).

The situation changes drastically for θ > 180◦. In this
case, applying the rotation rϑ to an aligned configuration
does not change the energy of the SRXY model. The rea-
son is the presence of the redundant bonds, as shown in
Fig. 12(b): for a hypothetical almost aligned configura-
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FIG. 12. Illustration of the behavior of the SRXY model for θ ∈ [90◦, 180◦] and θ > 180◦. (a) For θ ∈ [90◦, 180◦], in a
low-temperature configuration with all spins aligned up to small fluctuations, there is no difference between the ARXY and
SRXY models (apart from a factor 2 in the corresponding values of the energy, due to the normalization chosen in Eq. (4)). In
fact, all bonds are activated, an EUR exists, and the four directions that are preferred by the magnetization are the odd integer
multiples of 45◦. Consequently, as in the case of the ARXY model (see Fig. 5), there is a lobe with LRO at low temperatures
in the phase diagrams in Fig. 10(a)–(b). (b) For θ > 180◦, the redundancy of bonds in the SRXY model makes it drastically
different from the ARXY model. Notably, a nearly aligned low-temperature configuration does not have a privileged alignment
direction in the SRXY model. In fact, starting for example from the configuration {ϕ̄i ≈ 0◦}i, all the vertical bonds are
redundant; upon applying a global rotation rϑ of an angle ϑ ≃ 45◦, all the bonds remain activated, but leaving zero redundant
bonds, so that the energy of the system does not change (see Eq. (5)). With a further rotation, the horizontal bonds become
redundant, but the energy is still unchanged. This mechanism effectively restores the O(2) symmetry.

tion with {ϕ̄i ≈ 0◦}i at low temperatures, all vertical
bonds are redundant. However, the second “virtual” ac-
tivation does not change the energy of the model (see
Eq. (5)), contrary to what happens for the ARXY model.
Rotating the system by an angle ϑ ≃ 45◦ deactivates the
redundancy of the vertical bonds, while the energy re-
mains unchanged. This mechanism leads to a restoration
of the O(2) symmetry, which is reflected in the behavior
of the susceptibility χm in Fig. 10(b): the two lobes with
LRO that were present in the ARXY model for θ > 180◦

are absent in the SRXY model, and they are replaced by
a phase with QLRO.

C. Order-by-disorder transition

As we have already noted in Sec. VIA, the behavior of
the susceptibility χm in Fig. 10(b) exhibits a reentrance
at low temperatures for VC angles θ ≳ 180◦. Corre-
spondingly, upon increasing the temperature T , the sys-
tem undergoes a transition from a phase with QLRO into
one with LRO. This behavior is further confirmed by the

dependence of the observables m, ξ
(2)
L /L, χm, Cv, and

m = (mx,my) shown in Figs. 11(f)–(j) for this model
with θ = 190◦. In fact, the susceptibility χm in Fig. 11(h)
initially increases, upon increasing the temperature T , in
a size-dependent manner, matching the values observed
for the XY model, reported with red symbols for L = 60.
At higher values of T , χm then decreases and becomes
size independent, as expected in a phase with LRO, be-

fore forming a peak at the transition to the DO phase.
Similarly, in Fig. 11(g) we observe that the curves for

ξ
(2)
L /L at various system sizes collapse at low tempera-
tures, onto the same curve as for the XY model, which
indicates the presence of a critical phase with QLRO. As
the temperature increases, the system enters the phase
with LRO, the curves corresponding to different values
of L begin to separate (as expected within a phase with
LRO), but they intersect again at a single point cor-
responding to the temperature of transition to the DO
phase. Another manifestation of the occurrence of the
transition from QLRO to LRO is shown in Fig. 11(j),
where the vectorial magnetization m = (mx,my) is finite
and isotropic at very low temperatures. However, as the
temperature increases, it becomes localized in four min-
ima, before becoming isotropic again in the DO phase.

This transition from QLRO to LRO resembles an
order-by-disorder transition, where, counterintuitively,
order increases upon increasing the temperature [26–28].
The underlying mechanism driving this phenomenon can
be rationalized in terms of the existence of redundant
bonds, and considering the rotation rϑ of the spin con-
figuration as a tool to probe the internal symmetry of the
system. As it has been already discussed in the previous
section, an almost perfectly aligned configuration, such as
the one in Fig. 12(b), can present redundant bonds. How-
ever, this conclusion hinges on the assumption that the
spins are aligned at low temperatures, which is actually
not the case for a system with O(2) symmetry, because
it cannot sustain an ordered state, which is destroyed by
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FIG. 13. Illustration of the mechanism underlying the order-by-disorder transition observed in the SRXY model for θ = 190◦.
(a) As the temperature T increases, the system exhibits more pronounced fluctuations even at the local level, making the
presence of the redundant bonds less likely. In the upper panel, the bond between the red spin and the blue spin is activated
only through the interaction of the red spin with the blue one. Thus, unlike what shown in Fig. 12(b), the rotation rϑ of
the spin configuration shown in the bottom panel can have the effect of deactivating a bond, thus increasing the energy. (b)
Energy difference due to a rotation rϑ of the spins as a function of ϑ, for various temperatures T close to the order-by-disorder
transition. While at very low temperatures the energy difference vanishes, as expected for a system with O(2) symmetry, finite
values with 90◦ periodicity emerge as T increases. (c) Scatter plot of the vectorial magnetization m = (mx,my). While at low
temperatures the angular distribution of m is isotropic, upon increasing the temperature T , m preferentially localizes along
four directions: accordingly, disorder (in the form of fluctuations) reduces the symmetry from O(2) to Z4.

the spin-wave excitations at arbitrarily low temperatures.
Nevertheless, the slow power-law decay of spatial corre-
lations (see Eq. (11)) implies that, at least locally, the
fluctuations of the spins are small, and thus they can be
considered almost aligned across large regions of space.
By applying a rigid rotation rϑ to the spin configuration,
we expect to observe no change in energy (indeed, this
is what happens when θ is sufficiently larger than 180◦).
However, as the temperature increases, local fluctuations
become more pronounced, as illustrated in Fig. 13(a). As
a consequence, as soon as θ is larger than 180◦, some of
the bonds that are not redundant might deactivate after a
rotation rϑ. This is illustrated in Fig. 13 for the VC angle
θ = 190◦. In particular, panel (a) refers to the case of two
neighboring spins that are connected by a non-redundant
bond (activated only through the interaction of the red
spin with the blue one): the rotation rϑ can lead to the
deactivation of the bond, before it is activated again —
this time by the interaction of the blue spin with the red
one. Panel (b) of Fig. 13 shows the energy difference per
spin after performing the rotation rϑ of the spin configu-
ration with θ = 190◦ at various temperatures close to the
order-by-disorder transition. It can be seen that, as the
temperature increases, regions emerge where the energy
difference becomes increasingly more pronounced, with a
dependence on ϑ showing a periodicity of 90◦, thus again
highlighting the Z4 symmetry. This is markedly differ-
ent from the case shown in Fig. 6 for the ARXY model,
where an increase in temperature led to the smoothing
of the square wave profile. Here, instead, at low temper-
atures no direction is favored, while as the temperature

increases, a sort of EUR forms dynamically: fluctuations
make the various directions not equivalent, and there-
fore favor the selection of one of the preferred directions.
Specifically, the four lattice directions are disfavored in
this case. Referring to the lower panel of Fig. 13(a),
we observe that alignment around one of the lattice di-
rections makes the system more susceptible to losing a
bond following a small fluctuation. Consequently, the fa-
vored directions are the four odd integer multiples of 45◦.
This fact is also reflected in the vectorial magnetization
shown in Fig. 13(c), which illustrates that at low temper-
atures there is no preferred direction, but one emerges as
the temperature increases, demonstrating the transition
from O(2) to an effective Z4 symmetry.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we explored the role of non-reciprocity
in the XY model with a vision cone initiated in Ref. [5].
By studying two reciprocal versions of the model (which
we termed ARXY and SRXY models), we demonstrated
that the non-reciprocity itself is not essential for achiev-
ing LRO at low temperatures. It is rather the vision cone,
which introduces a non-trivial coupling between the de-
grees of freedom of the system — i.e., the two-component
spins — and the bond structure of the lattice, that causes
the system to display a LRO phase characteristic of sys-
tems with Z4 symmetry.

In particular, in Sec. V we used numerical MC simula-
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tions to analyze the LRO to DO transition in the ARXY
model, and introduced arguments based on the internal
symmetry in order to rationalize how the various quan-
tities we study change as a function of the temperature,
for various values of the vision cone.

In Sec. VI we studied a second reciprocal variant of
the system, the SRXY model, in which bonds are acti-
vated regardless of whether they are within the vision
cone of one or both of the spins connected by the bond.
This redundant activation mechanism results in a radi-
cally different phase diagram, with a phase with QLRO
for θ > 180◦. In particular, for θ ≳ 180◦, we observed
that, starting from T ≳ 0, increasing the temperature
drives the system from a QLRO phase to a LRO phase
(see Fig. 10(b)). The symmetry arguments mentioned
above are able to elucidate how this order-by-disorder
transition, typically seen in quantum models [26–28], can
also occur in this classical context — characterized by an
energy that involves non-trivial couplings between the
internal degrees of freedom and the underlying spatial
structure. It turns out that, in this case, the relevant
mechanism involves a fluctuation-induced reduction of
symmetry (or degeneracy), from O(2) to Z4.

A natural extension of our study would be towards
off-lattice models, where the spin variables si represent
the velocity vectors of active particles whose positions

ri evolve according to ṙi = si, and which tend to align
their orientations with that of particles within their spa-
tial proximity [6]. In particular, it would be interesting
to compare the phase diagram of active particle mod-
els with either reciprocal or non-reciprocal VC interac-
tions. Note that, in this case, both these models would
be out of equilibrium, contrary to the on-lattice case,
where the reciprocal variants of the model are at equi-
librium. Accordingly, it would be interesting to analyze
the EPR and the response to external perturbations in
this context [46]. Similarly, future studies could address
the critical dynamics of these models [47], and the fate of
collective phenomena such as flocking and the motility-
induced phase separation (in the presence of additional
positional interactions [48]). Finally, our findings call for
a field-theoretical framework capable of capturing some
of the features of the phase diagrams presented here.
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FIG. A1. Temperature dependence of (a) the entropy pro-
duction rate and (b) the magnetization m for various update
protocols in the MC dynamics (see the legend) of the NRXY
model with θ = 225◦. The dependence of these quantities
on the protocols demonstrates that the latter lead to distinct
steady states. In particular, it turns out that the EPR in
panel (a) is the smallest for the Glauber dynamics (which
has the lowest acceptance ratio probability), and the largest
when implemented with sequential sweeps, while it takes in-
termediate values for the Metropolis dynamics. Clearly, the
EPR vanishes for the equilibrium ARXY model. The magne-
tization m in panel (b) (as well as other observables) varies
quantitatively, depending on the update protocol. However,
these differences do not affect qualitatively the resulting phase
diagram of the model.

we expect a LRO phase with spins aligned except for
fluctuations). After allowing for a thermalization time,
estimated by observing when the quantities of interest at
temperatures close to the phase transition have reached
a steady value, the sampling begins. Between each sam-
pling, we perform a number of sweeps proportional to L2,
due to the scaling of the autocorrelation time τ , which
scales as τ ∼ ξ2 for local update algorithms. With the
sampled variables, such as the magnetization and the en-
ergy, we calculate the observables described in Sec. III A,
and estimate the corresponding statistical error by us-
ing a bootstrap method that accounts for the residual
correlation between data points via a blocking technique
[49].

Appendix B: NRXY model with different update
protocols

In a non-equilibrium model such as the NRXY model,
the choice of the MC update protocol is generically ex-
pected to affect the stationary state reached by the dy-
namics and, consequently, the quantities measured in
such a state. In principle, there are infinitely many ways
to implement MC dynamics — for instance, one could
choose the Glauber transition rate or the Metropolis one
[50], and updates can be performed either sequentially
across the lattice or by randomly selecting sites for up-
dates. In general, these choices can lead to different en-
tropy production rates, see Eq. (20). To illustrate this

point, in Fig. A1(a) we present simulations of the NRXY
model at various temperatures for θ = 225◦, and for a
few selected choices of update protocols. Here we observe
that the EPR increases when employing Glauber-like dy-
namics, which is characterized by lower acceptance rates,
especially at high temperatures, compared to Metropolis
dynamics. The EPR increases even further when updates
are performed sequentially — this behavior can be at-
tributed to the faster propagation of domain wall defects
(see the videos included in the Supplementary Material),
which enhances the speed of irreversible dynamics.
However, beyond the quantitative differences,

Fig. A1(a) shows that the qualitative trend of the EPR
is quite robust upon changing the update protocols.
(In passing, we recall that for the SRXY and ARXY
models investigated in this work, the EPR vanishes
identically due to their equilibrium nature.) Similarly,
most other static (i.e., equal-time) observables that we
measured in this work for the NRXY model turn out
to exhibit only minor quantitative (but not qualitative)
differences depending on the update rule. For example,
in Fig. A1(b) we report the magnetization m obtained
using various update protocols for simulating the NRXY
model, showing their overall qualitative consistency. In
particular, these values of m are also very similar to
those of the ARXY model (discussed in Sec. V) for the
same value of θ, which (being an equilibrium model)
reaches the same equilibrium state regardless of the
chosen update protocol.

Appendix C: Analysis of the EPR in the NRXY
model

As we discussed in Sec. IIA, the stationary state
reached by the NRXY model is a non-equilibrium one,
characterized by a non-vanishing EPR. As shown in
App. B, the actual value of the EPR depends on the
chosen update protocol, while its overall behavior does
not. Here, we investigate the dependence of the EPR
(see Eq. (20)) on the value of the VC amplitude θ.
Figure A2(a) shows the EPR as a function of the tem-

perature T and of θ, determined from the MC simula-
tion of the model using Glauber dynamics with random
updates and with L = 100. Interestingly enough, we
observe that, generically, the EPR is rather small and
it either vanishes or approaches zero within the lobes in
the phase diagram (see Fig. 4(a)) corresponding to LRO,
particularly in their lower parts. (Note that, as expected,
the EPR vanishes identically for θ = 360◦ because, cor-
respondingly, the NRXY model becomes the equilibrium
XY model.) In order to explain this fact, we observe that
the spin configurations within these lobes are character-
ized by almost perfectly aligned spins (indeed, the corre-
sponding large EUR implies limited freedom of rotation
at low temperatures). As shown in Fig. A2(b) for the
choice θ = 100◦, the bonds activated by the green spins
— which, in the NRXY model, are irrelevant for updat-
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θ = 100◦ θ = 170◦ θ = 60◦

(b) (c) (d)

FIG. A2. (a) Phase diagram of the EPR for the non-
reciprocal XY model, obtained using Glauber updates with
random site selection for a system of size L = 100. The EPR
vanishes at θ = 360◦ (corresponding to the standard equilib-
rium XY model) and within the lobes with LRO, particularly
in their lower parts, where the EUR is almost 360◦. (b) Typ-
ical low-temperature configuration for θ = 100◦. The green
spins, which make, for the update of the red spin, the differ-
ence between the NRXY model and the ARXY model, are
almost aligned. As a result, they approximately act as a con-
stant magnetic field, which allows one to write the variation
of the selfish energy during an update as the variation of a
global energy, see Eq. (C1). This renders the model effectively
an equilibrium one. (c) Typical low-temperature configura-
tion for θ = 170◦. Since the smaller EUR allows for a greater
range of motion for the spins even within the LRO phase,
the constant magnetic field approximation is no longer ap-
plicable, and the system begins to exhibit its non-reciprocal
nature. (d) Typical configuration for θ = 60◦. Since, for this
value of the vision cone θ, there is no LRO even at low tem-
peratures, the approximation in terms of the presence of a
magnetic field is no longer viable and, as a consequence, the
EPR takes its largest values within this region of the phase
diagram.

ing the red spin (hence the dashed green lines) — mark
the difference between the selfish (ENR

i , see Eq. (2)) and
asymmetric reciprocal (EAR, see Eq. (4)) energy func-
tionals. Accordingly, these green spins act like a mag-
netic field h aligned with the overall magnetization of the
model (h = hm̂, with m̂ = m/|m|), whose fluctuations
diminish as the EUR extends (i.e., approaching the lower
parts of the lobes). As a result, the difference ∆iE

NR
i in

the selfish energy ENR
i due to an update in which spin

i is updated from being si to s′i can be written as the
variation of a global functional:

∆iE
NR
i = ∆iE

AR+h·(s′i−si) = ∆i(E
AR−Emag), (C1)

where Emag = −h · m. Correspondingly, the model be-
haves effectively as an equilibrium one, with vanishing
EPR. This behavior is fundamentally different from other
non-reciprocal two-species lattice models [30], where even
a minimal non-reciprocity at low temperatures leads to
phenomena that are markedly different from those ob-
served in the corresponding reciprocal versions.
Upon increasing the value of θ within each lobe, i.e.,

upon moving from its bottom part towards its upper part,
the freedom of movement of the green spins in Fig. A2(b)
increases due to a decrease of the EUR, as shown in
Fig. A2(c). Correspondingly, the effective magnetic field
h fluctuates more, and its very notion is no longer useful.
Consequently, the difference in the selfish energy can no
longer be described by a global functional, as in Eq. (C1).
At this point, the model begins to feel its non-reciprocal
nature, and the EPR is no longer zero. This effect is even
more pronounced for θ = 60◦, as shown in Fig. A2(d).
In this case, no LRO phase exists even at low tempera-
ture (as we discuss in App. D), making the description in
terms of an almost constant magnetic field no longer ap-
propriate; this is indeed the region with the largest EPR
(see Fig. A2(a)).

Appendix D: ARXY model for θ = 60◦

Here we comment on the numerical results for the
ARXY model with θ = 60◦, which are summarized in
Fig. A3. We first note that, as shown by the behavior of
the magnetization m for the NRXY reported in Fig. 4(a)
and for the ARXY in Fig. 5(a), for θ ∈ (0◦, 90◦) there is
no lobe with LRO at low temperatures. This was ratio-
nalized in Ref. [5] in terms of an XY model with randomly
diluted bonds, in which each bond can be activated with
probability p [51, 52]. In this model, the QLRO phase at
low temperature can only form if the number of activated
bonds exceeds the percolation threshold pc (equal to 1/2
for the model on a square lattice).
In the ARXY model for θ < 90◦, the fraction of ac-

tivated bonds is equal to 1/2 only for configurations in
which the spins are aligned along the lattice direction,
where the system effectively behaves as a collection of L
almost independent one-dimensional chains of length L:
in particular, in the limit θ → 0, this is approximated by
one-dimensional Ising chains. As it is well-known, one-
dimensional models do not exhibit LRO at finite temper-
ature and, similarly, no LRO phase emerges here. On
the other hand, they have a critical point at T = 0 char-
acterized by exponential singularities of the correlation
length [53].
However, the LRO, which is absent in the thermody-

namic limit, might appear as a finite-size effect for large
but finite systems. This can be understood in terms of
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FIG. A3. MC results for the ARXY model with VC angle θ = 60◦. The magnetization in panel (a) becomes nonzero at a
finite temperature, despite the system being effectively one-dimensional. We estimate the temperature (vertical dashed line) at
which this occurs in App. D. Correspondingly, panels (b) and (c) show that the magnetic susceptibility and specific heat exhibit
non-analytic behavior at this transition. In panel (d), the vectorial magnetization illustrates alignment along the horizontal
direction at low temperatures, transitioning to alignment with no preferred orientation along the horizontal directions, and
eventually becoming disordered as the temperature increases. For a detailed discussion, we refer to App. D.

the presence of domain walls which destroy the ordered
state if their free energy Fdw is negative. Indeed, con-
sidering a single line of the ARXY model, a domain-wall
defect has an energy Edw = J/2 = 1/2 and an entropy
Sdw = logL. Accordingly, the corresponding free en-
ergy is given by Fdw = 1/2 − T logL and it is negative
for Tdw(L) > 1/(2 logL): as shown in Fig. A3(a), the
system, in fact, acquires a finite magnetization m for
T < Tdw(L = 56). Correspondingly, the susceptibility
in Fig. A3(b) and the specific heat in Fig. A3(c) exhibit

non-analytical behavior at the corresponding tempera-
ture. Finally, Fig. A3(d) shows the vectorial magnetiza-
tion m, revealing the aforementioned organization into
horizontal stripes at low temperatures (the equivalent or-
dering in vertical stripes can be obtained by changing the
initial conditions in the MC dynamics). In this regime,
all rows align in the same direction. As the temperature
increases, different rows adopt distinct magnetization ori-
entations until the system reaches a fully disordered con-
figuration.
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