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L.Correale, E.M arinari, and V. M art��n-M ayor
Dipartim ento di Fisica, SM C and UdR1 of INFM and INFN,

Universit�a di Rom a La Sapienza, P. Aldo M oro 2, 00185 Rom a, Italy

(D ated:M arch 22,2024)

W e presenta generaland powerfulnum ericalm ethod usefulto study the density m atrix ofspin

m odels. W e apply the m ethod to �nite dim ensionalspin glasses, and we analyze in detailthe

fourdim ensionalEdwards-Anderson m odelwith G aussian quenched random couplings.O urresults

clearly supportthe existence ofreplica sym m etry breaking in the therm odynam icallim it.

PACS num bers:PACS 75.10.N r,02.60.D c

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Replica Sym m etry Breaking (RSB)1 was introduced

m orethan twenty yearsago2 asa crucialtoolto describe

the low tem perature phase of spin glasses3. O ne can

seereplicasasan extension ofStatisticalM echanicsthat

can bevery usefulwhen studying com plex system s,such

asstructuralglasses4 orspin glasses3,where the ergod-

icity breaking in the low tem perature phase cannot be

described with the help ofan in�nitesim alexternalcon-

stantm agnetic�eld.

Ifon oneside there islittle doubt5 leftaboutthe cor-

rectness ofthe RSB description ofthe low tem perature

phase ofthe m ean �eld m odels,on the other side the

controversy6,7,8,9 regarding its applicability to �nite di-

m ensionalsystem ssuch asrealistic,physicalspin glasses,

isaliveand in good health.

Unfortunately,we are only starting to guess how to

addressthequestion oftheexistenceofRSB in realspin

glasses from a truly experim entalpoint ofview10: be-

causeofthat,and becauseoftheinherentvery high com -

plexity oftherelevantanalyticcom putations,m ostofthe

recentprogressesarecom ingfrom num ericalsim ulations.

The output data of num ericalsim ulations are never

as reliable as analytic (and, even better, rigorous) re-

sults. So ifon one side the results ofnum ericalsim u-

lations offour dim ensionalspin glasses8,11 support the

RSB scenario (as indeed happens for the three dim en-

sionalm odel8)on theothersideonecan arguethatthese

indicationscould turn outto be fallaciouson largerlat-

tices,on longertim escales,atlowertem peratures...(see

forexam ple12foratypicalcriticism totypicalnum erical

sim ulations).

Itisclearthatnew approachesto thisim portantissue

are precious: Sinova, Canright, Castillo and M acDon-

ald13 have recently proposed such a new tool,that can

allow a better study ofspin glasses. They have noticed

thatthespin-spin correlation m atrix h�i�ji(thatwewill

discuss in better detailin the next section) shares the

m ain properties ofa quantum m echanicaldensity m a-

trix14:itenjoyspositivity,herm iticity and hasunittrace

(notice that our norm alization di�ers from theirs, see

next section). In the low tem perature phase the tim e

reversalsym m etry isbroken,and thusoneshould expect

atleastone non vanishing eigenvalueofthe density m a-

trix in the therm odynam icallim it,due to the extended

characterofthe eigenvectorrelated with the sym m etry

breaking14.W hatisnew istheclaim 13 thatthepresence

ofRSB is equivalent to the existence ofm ore than one

non vanishing eigenvalues in the therm odynam ic lim it.

Thus arm ed the authors of13 undertook the study of

the Edwards-Anderson m odelwith G aussian couplings

in four dim ensions, were they found results that they

judged inconsistentwith thedetection ofRSB on lattices

oflinearsizeup to 6 (i.e.ofvolum eup to 64).

Thee�ortsof13werelim ited tosuchsm alllatticesizes,

because the m em ory and the num ericale�ort required

in theirapproach growsasL2D (in the following L will

be the lattice lineardim ension,and D the space dim en-

sionality). Itisclearthattheirsim ulation strategy and

data analysiscan som etim esgo wrong,asitisevidenced

by itsfailure15 in theanalysisoftheRandom Field Ising

m odel.In thatcase,only turningtothestandard num er-

icalstrategy8,thatfocuseson theParisiorderparam eter

function,P (q),they could establish15 the(plausible)ab-

senceofRSB in thism odel.

Here we presenta num ericalstrategy forthe study of

the density m atrix ofspin glass with a cost ofthe or-

der LD . W e propose a m ore convenient data analysis,

given theexpected behaviorofthedensity ofeigenvalues

ofthe density m atrix in the therm odynam ic lim it (see

nextsection and reference16).In thisway wehavebeen

able to study the Edwards-Anderson m odelwith G aus-

sian couplingson latticesofvolum eup to 84,atthesam e

tem peraturesasin 13.W eobtain resultsthatsupportan

RSB scenario8. Very interesting inform ation about the

density m atrix in a RSB scenario can also be obtained

through m ean �eld calculations16.M oreoverthenum eri-

calapproach thatwehavedeveloped herecan beapplied

to any spin m odel.

W hen com pleting this m anuscript, a note reporting

another e�cient approach to the density m atrix spec-

tralproblem has appeared17. In this work Hukushim a

and Iba dealwith the fourdim ensionalspin glassm odel

with binary (ratherthan G aussian likein ourcase)cou-

plings. They have been able to study latticesofvolum e

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0207460v1
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104,reaching the sam e conclusion thatwe presenthere,

i.e. arguing forthe presence ofRSB in the in�nite vol-

um e lim it (they also discuss an interesting m ethod for

studying tem perature chaos).

The layout ofthe rest ofthis paper is as follows. In

section IIwede�nethem odeland theassociated density

m atrix,discussing its basic properties and the num eri-

calapproach of13. O ur own strategy is presented in

subsection IIA,and a working exam ple is analyzed in

subsection IIB,wherethe(replica sym m etric)ferrom ag-

netic Ising m odelin four dim ensions is analyzed. O ur

num ericalsim ulations ofthe Edwards-Anderson m odel

in 4 dim ensionsaredescribed in section III.O urresults

are presented and discussed in section IV. Finally,we

presentourconclusionsin section V.

II. T H E M O D EL A N D IT S D EN SIT Y M A T R IX

W e consider the four dim ensionalEdwards-Anderson

spin glassin a periodicbox ofsideL.TheN elem entary

spinscan take binary values,�i = � 1,and they are de-

�ned on theverticesofa singlehyper-cubiclatticeofsize

V = LD .W e considera �rstneighborinteraction:

H = �

X

hi;ji

�iJi;j�j: (1)

The quenched couplings,Ji;j = Jj;i,are drawn from a

sym m etricprobability distribution function ofzero aver-

age and variance J2. It is custom ary to take J as unit

oftem perature,and then to setJ = 1: this iswhatwe

do. Two popularchoicesare the one ofa binary proba-

bility distribution Ji;j = � 1 orto take J G aussian dis-

tributed.Here,wedraw thequenched random couplings

from a G aussian distribution (also in orderto allow a di-

rectcom parison with theworkof13).Foralltherelevant

observablesone �rstcom pute the therm alaverage on a

singlerealization ofthecouplings(sam ple),hereafterde-

noted by h:::i,and laterthe averagewith respectto the

couplingsisperform ed (we denote this disorderaverage

by an over-line). The m odel(1) undergoesa spin glass

transition18 atTc = 1:80� 0:01.

The averageoverthe couplingsJi;j inducesa (trivial)

gaugeinvariance19 in them odel.Ifonechoosesa generic

binary valueforeach latticesite,�i = � 1,disorderaver-

aged quantitiesareinvariantunderthe transform ation

Ji;j �! �iJi;j�j; (2)

�i �! �i�i: (3)

Now let�ibearandom num berthattakestheprobability
1

2
the values � 1. Ifone considersthe spin-spin correla-

tion function,thesym m etry (3)yieldsthedisappointing

resultthat

h�i�ji= �i�jh�i�ji= �i;j; (4)

(thatistruesincethisrelation isvalid forevery valueof

�)explainingwhynobody beforereferences13paid m uch

attention to thisquantity.Reference13 wisely suggested

to look atthe correlation function ofa single sam ple as

a m atrix,ci;j.W e de�nehere ci;j as

ci;j �
1

LD
h�i�ji (5)

(notice the di�erence in the factor L �D with the def-

inition ofreferences 13,15). The gauge transform ation

(3)actson them atrix ci;j asan unitary transform ation.

Therefore,contrary to the individualelem entsofci;j it-

self,thespectrum ofci;j doesnotbecom etrivialafterthe

disorderaverage. It is easy to check13 that ci;j is sym -

m etric,positivede�nite,and hastraceequalto one,just

likeaquantum m echanicaldensity m atrix.Thusthecor-

responding eigenvalues,1 � �1 � �2 � :::�N � 0;verify

1 =

NX

k= 1

�k : (6)

Following 14 the authors of13 have argued that in the

param agnetic phase allthe �k are oforder 1

N
,and thus

vanish in thetherm odynam icallim it.O n theotherhand

in the spin glass phase tim e reversalsym m etry is bro-

ken,which im plies som e non localordering pattern for

the spins(unfortunately only known by the spinsthem -

selves),and hence atleastone eigenvalue,�1 should re-

m ain oforderonewhen N ! 1 .They alsoclaim ed that

presenceofRSB isequivalenttom orethan oneeigenvalue

being oforderO (N 0)when N ! 1 . Furtherm ore they

stated thateach non vanishing eigenvaluecorrespondsto

apairofpurestates:thecorrespondencetoapairofpure

statesisbecauseoftheglobal� �! � � sym m etry ofthe

Ham iltonian (1)and ofthe m atrix ci;j.Notice thatthis

m ightbe a clue forthe solution ofthe form idable prob-

lem ofde�ning pure statesin a �nite volum e system 7,8.

The fact that the presence ofm ore than one extensive

eigenvalue (oforderO (N 0))when N ! 1 isequivalent

to RSB istrue in the m ean �eld picture,ascan be veri-

�ed in a m ean �eld analyticcom putation atthe�rststep

ofRSB16.

Com bining perturbation theory and droplets ideas it

wasalsopossibleto tell13 thatin a non RSB scenariothe

second eigenvalueshould notdecay slowerthan

�2 � L
��

; (7)

where the dropletexponentin fourdim ensionsis20 � =

0:6{0:8.Actually when thelatticesizeislargerthan the

correlation length (which m ight not be the case in the

achievablenum ericalsim ulations12),they expecta m uch

fasterdecay.

Using the paralleltem pering optim ized M onte Carlo

schem e21,the authors of13 calculated the m atrix ci;j,

(a com putationaltask ofthe order L2D ,since the lack

oftranslationalinvariance prevents the use ofthe Fast

Fourier transform ). They eventually diagonalized the

m atrix. W hen com paring results for di�erent disorder

realizations,they found very broad distributionsofeach
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�k, that they tried to characterize by their m ean and

typicalvalue. They found that the m ean and the typi-

calvalue ofthe second eigenvalue were decreasing as a

function oflattice size in a double logarithm ic plot for

latticesup to 64 (see �gure 7 ofthe second ofreferences

13). Because ofthat they argued about the absence of

RSB in the m odel.

A . A n E�ective A pproach to the Study ofthe

D ensity M atrix

Studying the spin-spin correlation function ci;j by an-

alyzing the usualdensity ofstatesgu

gu(�)=
1

N

NX

k= 1

�(� � �k) (8)

would not work: because of the constraint (6) in the

N ! 1 lim itgu(�)isa norm alized distribution function

with support in the [0;1]intervalwith m ean value 0.

In other words,this de�nition im plies that in presence

of a generic �nite num ber of extensive eigenvalues for

largevolum esgu(�)= �(�),which doesnotcontain m uch

inform ation.

In ourcase we cannotweightallthe eigenvalueswith

the sam eweight:to considera sensibleindicatorwecan

decide to use asweight�k itself,and to de�ne the m od-

i�ed density ofstatesofthe m atrix ci;j:

g(�)=

NX

k= 1

�k �(� � �k): (9)

It is naturalto expect g(�) to converge in the N ! 1

lim it to a function containing a continuouspart,plus a

deltafunction at� = 0(becauseanum beroforderO (N )

ofeigenvalues willbe oforder O (N �1 )). A calculation

atonestep ofRSB16 tellsusthatthisisindeed thecase.

M oreoverin theonestep calculation thecontinuouspart

do not show any gap,and it covers allthe intervalbe-

tween � = 0 and � = qEA ,the Edwards-Anderson order

param eter(seealso�gure1ofthesecond ofreference13).

Therefore, from the point of view of checking Replica

Sym m etry Breaking,to concentrate on the behavior of

individualeigenvalues does not look the best strategy.

Instead, as it is custom ary when analyzing density of

states22,onecan startby considering the m om entsfora

singledisorderrealization,gJ(�):

Z 1

0

d� �
r
gJ(�)=

NX

k= 1

�
r+ 1

k
= Trcr+ 1 : (10)

O urm ain observation isthatwecan com putethetraceof

ther-th powerofthem atrix c,usingrrealreplicas(inde-

pendentsystem s,with thesam erealizationsofquenched

random couplingsJi;j).Letusde�netheoverlapbetween

replicasal and aj:

q
al;aj �

1

N

NX

i= 1

�
(al)

i �
(al)

i : (11)

Then itiseasy to show that

Trcr = hq
a1;a2q

a2;a3 :::q
ar;a1

i: (12)

Thus,forinstance,the(disconnected)spin glasssuscepti-

bility is�SG = N Trc2.In thislanguagetherelationship

between non vanishing eigenvalues and the phase tran-

sition from the param agnetic to the spin glass phase is

very direct.

Itisnow very easy to suggesta num ericalstrategy of

orderLD : m ake the M onte Carlo sim ulation in parallel

fora discretenum berofreplicas,and usethem to calcu-

latetheappropriatenum berofm om entsofgJ(�).Then

usethisinform ation to extractthelargesteigenvaluesof

the m atrix c. Unfortunately standard m ethods for ex-

tracting the probability density from itsm om ents22 use

orthogonalpolynom ials. Clearly,given the lim ited nu-

m ericalaccuracy that we can expect to obtain for the

Trcr,theuseoforthogonalitym ethodsisoutoftheques-

tion.W e have instead used a cruderm ethod.W e de�ne

a costfunction

F (�1;:::;�r)=

rX

l= 1

�

1 �

P r

k= 1
�lk

Trcl

� 2

; (13)

and m inim ize it,using the values ofthe �k at the m in-

im um as an approxim ation to the eigenvalues. This

m ethod can be checked on sm alllattices,using the di-

rect com putation ofc and its eigenvalues. It turns out

(see subsection IIB and section IV)thatitisextrem ely

precise for the �rsteigenvalue,�1,but that already for

the second eigenvalue,�2 the system atic erroris atthe

10% levelusing12replicas.Fortunately wecan dobetter

than setting �2 � �2. Letusde�ne a (further)m odi�ed

density of states in which we do not include the �rst

eigenvalue

~g(�)=

NX

k= 2

�k �(� � �k): (14)

Itsm om entsare

Z 1

0

d� �
r~g(�)=

�

Trcr+ 1 � �
r+ 1
1

�

� � r+ 1 ; (15)

wherewehavedenoted by � r thesubtracted traces.The

righthand sideofequation (15)can beaccurately calcu-

lated using the costfunction,and containsallthe infor-

m ation thatweneed.

O ne could stillworry about the bias induced by our

use ofthe costfunction to obtain �1.Thiscan be easily

controlled,because,since the eigenvalues ofthe m atrix

decrease fast with k it turns out that we are always in
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a situation where we can expect that � r is clearly and

substantially largerthan � r+ 1.O n theotherhand,ifthe

biason �1 is�,itwilla�ect�r ofa quantity oftheorder

of(� r �
r�1
1 ). Therefore,a bias dom inated subtracted

tracewillbecharacterized by successivem om entsof~g(�)

being very sim ilar(seesubsection IIB).

Letus conclude thissubsection by discussing the dif-

ferent scenarios that could describe the scaling of the

subtracted traces,in the L ! 1 lim it. For a standard

replicasym m etricm odel,such astheusualferrom agnetic

Ising m odel, we expect � r+ 1 = O (L�rD ). In a RSB

scenario we expect that for L ! 1 � r+ 1 tends to a

�nite value (and that �nite volum e corrections due to

the eigenvalues that create the �(�) in g(�) are ofthe

form O (L�rD ), while iother �nite size corrections due

to criticaluctuations m ay not decay so fast). Finally,

in a dropletscenario,ifoneassum esthatthesubtracted

tracesarecontrolled by�2,then equation (7)im pliesthat

� r = O (L�r� ); (16)

with � = 0:6{0:8 in four dim ensions (recallthat this is

an upper bound in the decay of�2). The only way out

from thisscaling behaviorin a dropletpicture would be

to assum e that a num ber of the order L� (� > 0) of

eigenvalues is of order L�� : we are not aware of any

argum ent13 thatwould im ply theexistenceofadivergent

num berofcriticaleigenvaluesin a dropletpicture.

B . A Sim ple Exam ple: the Ferrom agnetic Ising

M odel

Asa�rstcheckwehavestudied theferrom agneticIsing

m odelin fourdim ensions.HeretheHam iltonian hasthe

sam eform than in (1),butwith Ji;j = 1.W e havestud-

ied the system at T = 0:5Tc,to prove the deep broken

phasewith sm allcorrelation length (the criticaltem per-

atureishere23 Tc = 6:68025� 0:00004)).W e havesim u-

lated in parallel(in thiscasewithoutparalleltem pering,

but with an usualheat-bath updating schem e) twelve

replicas oflattices oflinear size L = 3;4;6 and 8,for

3� 105 M onteCarlo steps,starting from a fully ordered

state.

In thissim ple casethe density m atrix ci;j can be very

easily diagonalized. The correlation function h�i�ji de-

pendsonlyon thedistancebetween thetwospins,~xi� ~xj,

and thustheeigenvectorsareproportionalto exp[i~k� ~xi],

where the wave-vectors~k verify the usualquantization

rules on a periodic box. It is straightforward to show

thatthe corresponding eigenvaluesare

�~k =

* �
�
�
�
�

NX

i= 1

ei
~k�~xi�i

LD

�
�
�
�
�

2 +

; (17)

and,given theferrom agneticcharacteroftheinteraction,

the largesteigenvalue correspondsto ~k = 0 (the m agne-

tization,M ):

�1 = hM
2
i: (18)
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FIG .1:Costfunction (13)estim ate ofthe largesteigenvalue

ofthe density m atrix,as a function ofthe num berofcalcu-

lated m om ents (see equation (15)),for the four dim ensional

Ising m odelatT = 0:5Tc,in a L = 4 lattice. The horizontal

lines correspond to hM
2
i plus or m inus one standard devia-

tion.

0.96100

0.96102

0.96104

0.96106

0.96108

0.96110

0.96112

0.96114

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

λ 1

# of moments

ISING FM

L = 8
m2= 0.961133

FIG .2: Asin �gure 1 butfora L = 8 lattice.

In �gures1 and 2 we com pare our estim ate of�1 for

the L = 4 and L = 8 lattices, as obtained from the

m agnetization (the horizontalband is hM 2
iplus/m inus

an standard deviation),and from thecostfunction (13).

As both �gures show,12 replicas are surely enough to

obtain agreem ent within errors,which in this case are

particularly sm all.

Havinggained con�dencein ourprocedurewecan now

check evolution ofthe subtracted traceswith increasing

lattice size (�gures 3 and 4). The two values are very

sm all,decreasing with the lattice size and alm ost (but

not com pletely) com patible with zero. O ne should no-

ticethat� 3 and � 2 arecom patibleswithin errorsforall

lattice sizes (we willsee in section IV that in the spin

glass case the situation is very di�erent): in the ferro-

m agneticcasethereal� 3 and � 2 areso sm allthatthey

are com pletely dom inated by the bias discussed in the
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FIG .3:Thesubtracted trace,� 2,asa function ofthelattice

size,forthe fourdim ensionalferrom agnetic Ising m odel.
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FIG .4: Asin �gure 3 butfor� 3.

previous subsection. O ne m ight ask how com e that we

were able to resolve such an sm allbias,given the com -

paratively largeerrorsreported in �gures1 and 2:thisis

due to the strong statisticalcorrelations betweenTr(cr)

and ourestim ate for�r1.

III. T H E M O N T E C A R LO SIM U LA T IO N

W ehavestudied by num ericalsim ulationsthefourdi-

m ensionalEdwards-Anderson spin glass with quenched

random G aussian couplings (1). W e have sim ulated 12

realreplicasin parallelusing a heath bath algorithm and

ParallelTem pering21,on latticesofvolum e34,44,64 and

84. The ratio between fulllattice heatbath sweepsand

paralleltem pering tem perature swap attem pt was one

to one. Foralllattice sizesthe largesttem perature was

Tm ax = 2:7 and the lowesttem perature Tm in = 0:8 (see

tableIfordetailsofthenum ericalsim ulation).Theprob-

ability ofaccepting a tem perature swap waskeptatthe

60% level.Foreach replicawehavem easured theperm a-

nencehistogram ateach tem perature,and wechecked its

atness. W e controlled therm alization by checking that

there was no residualtem poralevolution in the Binder

cum ulantand in Trc12.

The m ain scope ofthe sim ulation hasbeen to obtain

Trcr,for r = 2;:::;12,using equation (11). There is

an awfully large num ber ofequivalent ways ofform ing

the trace qa1;a2qa2;a3 :::qar;a1 when one m ay choose the

replica labelsai outoftwelvepossiblevalues.O neneeds

to�nd acom prom isebetween loosingstatisticsand wast-

ingtoom uch tim ein agiven disorderrealization (thedis-

orderaverage isthe criticalfactorcontrolling statistical

error). O ur com prom ise has been the following: given

thespecialim portanceofthisobservable8 wehavecalcu-

lated the
12(12�1)

2
possible overlapsqa1;a2,and we have

com puted Tr(c2)usingallthe66quantities.Fortracesof

higherorderwehaveconsideredonlytwelvecontributions

of the form qi;i+ 1qi+ 1;i+ 2 :::qi+ r;i, for i = 1;2;:::;12

(the sum sareunderstood m odulo 12).

0
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0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2 2.2 2.4

 B
 (

T
) 

T

L=3
L=4
L=6
L=8

FIG .5: The Binder cum ulant as a function oftem perature,

forthe4D Edwards-Anderson m odelon latticesoflinearsize

L = 3,4,6 and 8.

In addition to theTr(cr)wehavem easured theBinder

cum ulant(see�gure5)W ehavealso m easured a second

adim ensionaloperator

B 3 =
Trc3

Trc2
3

2

; (19)

thatweshow in �gure6.

The theory of�nite size scaling24 predicts that adi-

m ensionalquantities close to criticality are functions of

L1=�(T � Tc),where� isthetherm alcriticalexponent(in

D = 4 one �nds11 � = 1:0� 0:01)).The crossing points

signalsthe spin glasstransition atTc = 1:8 with sim ilar

accuracy for both the cum ulants that we have consid-

ered. At the lowest tem perature that we have reached

theL = 6 and L = 8 latticesseem to befarenough from

the criticalregion.
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FIG .6:Asin �gure 5,butforthe B 3 cum ulant.

IV . N U M ER IC A L R ESU LT S

Tocom pareourresultswith theonesof13wewillspe-

cialize here to T = 1:0. W e startby checking on sm all

latticesizes(seein �gure7theL = 4data)thecostfunc-

tion procedure. In thiscase the estim ate of�1 thatone

can obtain by using the costfunction can be com pared

directly with theresultobtained by diagonalization ofc:

we�nd a fairagreem ent.Forlargerlatticeswecan only

check theconvergenceof� r asa function ofthenum ber

ofm om ents(see �gure 8).Again,the convergencelooks

fast enough for our purposes. W e show in �gure 9 the

probability distribution of�1 . The low eigenvaluestail

isbasically lattice sizeindependent.

W e show our results for � 2 and � 3 in �gure 10 and

�gure 11,respectively. � 2 is a factor of10 largerthan

� 3: our data are not bias dom inated (see subsections

IIA and IIB).Thefactthatthedatapointfor� 3 in the

L = 8 latticeisabovetheL = 6 oneand attwo standard

uctuations from com patibility m ay be due either to a

strong uctuation,orto a �rstglim pseofbiase�ects.If

onesticksto thebiashypothesis,thee�ecton � 2 can be

(very conservatively) estim ated as the di�erence ofthe

L N sam ples N m easures N therm al N �

3 2800 50000 50000 20

4 2800 50000 50000 20

6 1208 150000 150000 40

8 362 100000 200000 40

TABLE I:Relevant param eters ofthe M onte Carlo sim ula-

tion. L is the lattice size. N sam ples denotes the num ber of

realizationsoftheG aussian couplings.Thenum berofM onte

Carlo steps(heatbath sweep plustem peratureswap attem pt)

discarded fortherm alization wasN therm al.N � isthe num ber

oftem peraturessim ulated in the paralleltem pering.Finally,

m easureswere taken during N m easures M onte Carlo steps.
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0.610

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

λ 1
 

# of moments

T = 1.0

L = 4
true

FIG .7:D isorderaveraged costfunction (13)estim ate ofthe

largest eigenvalue ofthe density m atrix,asa function ofthe

num ber of calculated m om ents (see equation (15)), for the

four dim ensionalEdwards-Anderson spin glass at T = 1:0,

on a L = 4 lattice. The horizontal lines correspond to a

num ericaldiagonalization ofthe m atrix ci;j plus or m inus a

standard deviation.

0.01000

0.01500

0.02000

0.02500

0.03000

0.03500

0.04000
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∆ 2

# of moments

EA
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FIG . 8: D isorder averaged � 2 for the four dim ensional

Edwards-Anderson spin glass at T = 1:0 as a function of

the num berofcom puted m om ents,on di�erentlattice sizes.

L = 6 and L = 8 data pointscorresponding to � 3.This

di�erence iswellcovered by the errorin the L = 8 data

pointfor� 2.

Afterthe aboveconsiderationswecan now proceed to

the in�nite volum e extrapolation. In �gure 12 we plot

thedata for� 2 asa function ofL
�D .Itisevidentthat,

letting aside the L = 3 data,a linear�tisappropriate.

Theextrapolation toin�niteL isde�nitely di�erentfrom

zero:

L � 3;� 2 = 0:0119� 0:0003 ; �
2
=dof= 17:8;(20)

L � 4;� 2 = 0:0102� 0:0004 ; �
2
=dof= 1:73:(21)

In �gure13 weplotthedata asthey should scaleaccord-

ing to the droplet m odel. A �t to behavior im plied by



7

FIG .9: Probability distribution ofthe largest eigenvalue as

calculated in the four dim ensional Edwards-Anderson spin

glass at T = 1:0,for lattices oflinear size L = 4,6 and 8.

The binning in the L = 8 lattice was reduced by a factor of

two,due to the sm allernum berofsam ples.

0.01

0.012

0.014
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0.018
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0.024

3 4 5 6 7 8

∆ 2
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FIG . 10: D isorder averaged subtracted trace � 2 for the

four dim ensionalEdwards-Anderson spin glass at tem pera-

ture T = 1:0 asa function ofthe lattice size.

equation (16) yields a very high value of�2=dof either

when we include the L = 3 data or when we exclude

them (we use� = 0:6,the lowestpossible value20):

L � 3 ; �
2
=dof= 17; (22)

L � 4 ; �
2
=dof= 14: (23)

V . C O N C LU SIO N S

W ehaveproposed and used a new num ericalapproach

to the study ofthe density m atrix in spin glasses. The

originalidea of13,nam ely to introduce the density m a-

trixin thespin glassescontext,allowstom akeinteresting

calculations16,and m ighteven proveusefulto thede�ni-

tion ofpure statesin �nite volum e7,8.

0.001

0.0015

0.002

0.0025

0.003

0.0035

3 4 5 6 7 8

∆ 3

L

EA

FIG .11:Asin �gure 10 butfor� 3.

FIG .12: D isorderaveraged � 2 asa function ofL
� D

forthe

four dim ensionalEdwards-Anderson spin glass at T = 1:0.

The dashed line is for a linear best �t,excluding the L = 3

data.

O ur m ethod is a further step beyond the usefulap-

proach ofof13. The technology we have developed can

be safely applied to the study ofdi�erent spin m odels.

The m ain lim itation ofourapproach isnotrelated with

theuseofthedensity m atrix,butwith theextrem edi�-

culty in therm alizing largelatticesdeep in thespin glass

phase.Should an e�cientM onteCarlo algorithm bedis-

covered,ourm ethod would beim m ediately available,be-

causethecom putationalburden growsonly asLD .Very

recently,another optim ized m ethod has been proposed

by Hukushim a and Iba17.Using theirm ethod they were

abletostudy 104 lattices,usingbinaryratherthan G aus-

sian couplings(which stronglyspeedsup thesim ulation).

Using our approach we have been able to show that

thedensity m atrix approach forthefourdim ensionalEd-

wards Anderson m odelwith G aussian couplings in lat-

tices up to L = 8,and tem peratures down to T = 1:0

(� 0:56Tc),isfully consistentwith an RSB picture,and
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FIG .13:D isorderaveraged � 2,asa function ofL
� 2�

forthe

four dim ensionalEdwards-Anderson spin glass at T = 1:0.

Thedroplet� exponentischosen atitslowerbound,� = 0:6.

The dashed (dotted) line is for a linear best �t, excluding

(including)the L = 3 data point.

that there are serious di�culties with the scaling laws

predicted by the alternative droplet m odel. In this re-

spect,the results are in fullagreem ent with the avail-

ables studies8 ofthe Parisiorder param eter,and with

the recent results of17. A word ofcaution is in order:

the(postulated)im possibility ofgetting therm odynam ic

data in the reachable lattices sizes12,a�ects equally to

the P (q)approach and to the density m atrix approach.

However our data for adim ensionalquantities,such as

the BinderorB 3 cum ulant,seem very hard to reconcile

with the possibility ofa purely �nite volum ee�ect.

A cknow ledgm ents

W earevery gratefulto G iorgio Parisiand to Federico

Ricci-Tersenghiforseveralusefulconversations.O urnu-

m ericalcalculationshavebeen carried outin thePentium

ClustersRTN3(Zaragoza),Idra(Rom aLa Sapienza)and

K alix2 (Cagliari). W e thank the RTN collaboration for

kindly allowing us to use a large am ount ofCPU tim e

on theirm achine.VM M acknowledges�nancialsupport

by E.C.contractHPM F-CT-2000-00450 and by O CYT

(Spain)contractFPA 2001-1813 .

1
M .M �ezard,G .Parisiand M .A.Virasoro,Spin G lassThe-

ory and Beyond (W orld Scienti�c,Singapore 1987).
2 G .Parisi,Phys.Lett.A 73,203 (1979); J.Phys.A 13,

L115 (1980);J.Phys.A 13,1101 (1980);J.Phys.A 13,

1887 (1980).
3
J.A.M ydosh,Spin G lasses:an Experim entalIntroduction

(Taylor and Francis,London 1993);K .Binder and A.P.

Young,Rev.M od.Phys.58,801 (1986);K .H.Fisherand

J. A.Hertz, Spin G lasses (Cam bridge University Press,

Cam bridge U.K .1991).
4
Seeforexam pleC.A.Angell,Science267,1924(1995)and

P.D e Benedetti,M etastable liquids (Princeton University

Press1997).
5 See forexam ple M .Talegrand,Spin G lasses: a Challenge

forM athem aticians.M ean Field M odelsand Cavity M eth-

ods(Springer-Verlag,toappear);F.G uerra,preprintcond-

m at/0205123,and referencestherein.
6
W .L.M cM illan,J.Phys A 17,3179 (1984);A.J.Bray

and M .A.M oore,in Heidelberg Colloquium on G lassy Dy-

nam icsand O ptim ization,edited by L.Van Hem m em and

I.M orgenstern (Springer,1986);D .S.Fisherand D .Huse,

Phys.Rev.B38,386 (1988);
7
C.Newm an and D .Stein,Phys.Rev.E 57,1356 (1998).

8
E. M arinari, G . Parisi, F. Ricci-Tersenghi, J. J. Ruiz-

Lorenzo and F.Zuliani,J.Stat.Phys.98,973 (2000);
9 E. M arinari and G . Parisi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 3887

(2001);Phys.Rev.B 62,11677 (2000).
10

D . H�erisson and M . O cio, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 257202

(2002).
11

E.M arinariand F.Zuliani,J.Phys.A 32,7447 (1999).
12 M .A.M oore,H.Bokiland B.D rossel,Phys.Rev.Lett.

81,4252 (1998).

13
J.Sinova,G .Canrightand A.H.M acD onald,Phys.Rev.

Lett. 85, 2609 (2000); J. Sinova, G . Canright, H. E.

Castillo and A.H.M acD onald,Phys.Rev.B 63,104427

(2001).
14

C.N.Yang,Rev.M od.Phys.34,694 (1962).
15

J.Sinova and G .Canright,Phys.Rev.B 64,94402 (2001).
16

L.Correale,Universit�a diRom a La Sapienza PhD Thesis,

in preparation.
17 K .Hukushim a and Y.Iba,preprintcond-m at/0207123.
18

G . Parisi, F. Ricci-Tersenghi and J.J. Ruiz-Lorenzo, J.

Phys.A 29,7943 (1996).
19

G .Toulouse,Com m unications on Physics 2,115 (1977),

reprinted in 1.
20 A. K . Hartm an, Phys. Rev. E 60, 5135 (1999); K .

Hukushim a,Phys.Rev.E 60,3606 (1999).
21

M .Tesi, E.Janse van Resburg, E.O rlandiniand S.G .

W hillington,J.Stat.Phys.82,155 (1996);K .Hukushim a

and K .Nem oto,J.Phys.Soc.Jpn.65,1604 (1996);fora

review see E.M arinari,O ptim ized M onte Carlo M ethods,

in Advances in Com puter Sim ulation,edited by J.K ert�esz

and Im re K ondor (Springer-Verlag, Berlin 1998), p. 50,

cond-m at/9612010.
22

Seeforexam pleT.S.Chiahara,An Introduction to O rthog-

onalPolynom ials(G ordon & Breach,New-York 1978).
23

H. G . Ballesteros, L. A. Fern�andez, V. M art��n-M ayor,

A. M unoz-Sudupe, G . Parisi and J. J. Ruiz-Lorenzo,

Nucl.Phys.B 512 (1998)681.
24

Seeforexam pleM .N.Barber,Finite-sizeScaling in Phase

Transitions and CriticalPhenom ena,edited by C.D om b

and J.L.Lebowitz (Academ ic Press,New York,1983)vol-

um e 8.

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0205123
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0205123
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0207123
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/9612010

