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A bstract

C onsidering the unphysical result obtained in the calculation of the freeenergy cost
for tw isting the boundary conditions n a soin glass, we trace it to the negative
m ultiplicities associated w ith the P arisi replica-sym m etry breaking RSB).W e point
out that a distinct RSB, that keeps positive m ultijplicities, was propossd long ago,
In the soirit of an ultra—Jong tim e dynam ical approach due to Som polinsky. For
an hom ogeneous buk system , both RSB schem es are known to yild identical free
energies and cbservables. H owever, using the dynam ical R SB, we have recalculated
the tw ist free energy at the m ean— eld level. T he freeenergy cost of this tw ist is, as
expected, positive In that schem g, as it should.
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1 Introduction

Lately a rather strange resul was uncovered. A s is weltknown foran O N ) fer—
rom agnet, the breaking of the continuous symm etry and the associated G oldstone
m odes, tax the forcing of a tw ist in the ordentation of the m agnetization (oetween
the z = 0 and z = L boundaries) by an am ount of free energy proportional to
L? ?fl]. Consequently the lower critical din ensions above which symm etry break-
ing occurs at a non—zero tem perature is exactly given by d. = 2. For a spin glass,
the broken continuous symm etry group is the reparam etrization (or gauge) group.
T he analog of a rotation twist, isnow a (sn all) gauge tw ist between the z = 0 and
z = L boundaries. In contradistinction with the O N ) case, through a long and
arduous calculation m aking use of Parisi’s replica symm etry breaking RSB) ] on
P arisi’s truncated H am iltonian, we obtained a tw ist free energy cost 3] proportional
to I! * (lewih a negative coe cient) ] ; the exponent is the usual order
param eter anom alous dim ension, com puted there to one loop. The in plication for
the Iower critical din ension, namely d. = 2 " 25, was lndeed In agream ent
w ith previous estin ates {3, §]. However the negative sign of the coe cint, ie. a
gain in free energy under tw ist, was very puzzling. Taking this at face value could
point to the instability of a solution w ith a space inhom ogeneous order param eter.
If one considers for nstance an Ising antiferrom agnet, one m ay obtain a lower free
energy w ith tw isted, ie. antjparallel boundary conditions. But, given that P arisis's
space-hom ogeneous solution is now proven to give the exact free energy 7, 8], this
seem s unlikely.

A way out of this puzzlke seam s to be the ollow ng. Parisi’s solution is (sam i)
stable, all eigenvalues of the associated H essian being non-negative w hen the num ber
of stepsR ofRSB goesto in nity P]. However the m ultiplicities of those eigenvalues
are allnegative. Thism eans that the saddlepoint w here the freeenergy is caloulated
has the characteristics ofa m aximum ; hence sn allexcursions away from it will yield

an unphysical negative free-energy cost. This situation, In tum, is due to the fact



that, In Parisi’s R SB, the natural ordering of the box sizesp, Where u isthe discrete

overlap) is reversed, ie. one works w ith

PrR+1 1 PR vw P 1 ® n:

In this article we would like to reconsider this question of the free-energy cost under
a tw ist of boundary conditions, in the light ofa distinct RSB schem e proposed long

agofL0]. This altemative schem e has the ©llow .ng characteristics :

T he box order is not reversed, hence one has m ultiplicities rem aining
positive:

Po B u P R PPr+1 1

W hereas p in Parisi’s approach is a param eter w ithout any physical
conjigate eld, it is replaced here by a susceptbility derwvative —,
a physical quantity associated w ith a dynam ical-ike approach to the
Foin-glass problem Whose history is sketched below). In fact it is a
better candidate for an order param eter, since it vanishes above the

A In eda-Touless {11] line and is non—zero below .

At the saddlepoint it gives exactly the sam e value as Parisi’s for all
cbservables. It yields also the sam e elgenvalues for the Hessian at the
saddle point [12], but w ith di erent individualm ultiplicities.

T he cost of a tw ist becom es now positive, at least to lowest order ( for
the "kinetic" part ofthe free energy, ie. the part which depends ofthe
Soatial variation of the order param eter, since the potential energy is
Invariant under the tw ist) . T he one-loop contribution w illundoubtedly

take som e tin e to sort out.

To replace In context the choice m ade here, a short historical rem inder seem s appro—

priate. It all started w ith Somm ers {[3] proposing a new solution w ith non-negative



entropy to the SherringtonK irkpatrick [14]m odel, a solution possessing a linear re-
soonse anom aly. Enlarging on the RSB proposal of Blandin et al. [1§], soon after,
De D om inicis and G arel {1§], Bray and M oore {17] linked the non-negativity of the
entropy to the In nite lin i ofwhat hasbeen called above thebox size pg, a lin it that
restituted [[ 1] the Somm ers solution. Substituting opaque replicas by dynam ics 18]
Jed to som e physical insight and Som polinsky fI9] proposed to describe spin glasses in
tem s ofthe soIn correlation finction g= h  iand a soin susoeptibility, or linear re—
soonse = h" i (" beihg coupled to am agnetic eld). T he linear response anom aly
isclosely related to . In the Iong tim e lim i When the Initialtin e n Langevin’s
equations is sent to m Inus In nity) he described the sytem through an n nite sst
of relaxation tines ,,wih u= 1;2; R andR ! 1 . W hen u ram anns discrete ,
hisq(,) iswhatwe callg, and his ( ,'),our , With — = w+1). The
approach used In the present artick is thus a replica reform ulation of Som polinsky’s
dynam ics as in fI(]. At this point one m ay ask why not retain dynam ics and drop

replicas altogether. T he answer is that

although som e results have been obtained beyond m ean—- eld through
dynam ics by Som polinsky and Zippeliis R, 211], it ism ore di culk to
work w ith four tim e variables than w ith four replicas. For instance, the
goectrum ofm asses (the elgenvalues of the H essian) are easily obtained
w ith replicas, but not yet fully sorted out w ithin the dynam ics.

Besides, one is interested in understanding how to obtain a physical

answer for the tw ist freeenergy.

In the follow ing we rst com pute in som e details the contrbution to the free energy
cost of a tw ist In the param etrization, using Parisi’s R SB, as already sketched before
B]. Then we perform the sam e caloulation for the RSB introduced by D e D om inicis,
Gareland O rland 1] @ GO ), that we m ight call also "dynam icatike" for lack ofa

better nam e, getting then the opposite sign . F inally we show that thisresultm ay also



be understood from the fact that there is a plateau contridbution in P arisis’s solution,
w here the overlap fiiction rem ains constant and equalto itsEdwardsA nderson valie,
and does not uctuate. In the dynam icallke approach there is no such plteau.
Hence when considering spatial varations the two approaches give distinct reults,
w hereas they lead to identical results for the buk m ean— eld problam .

2 K inetic free energy a la P arisi

Intem sofn  n matdoes g, (s = 0) the fiee energy, In P arisi’s truncated m odel,
reads for a spatially hom ogeneous order param eter
®)_-d X g 4 w X
nfF ®)=19 = Cpt =)+ —  GpheGat @)
2 12 6
ab abc

T he contrdbution of the kinetic part of the free energy Fx  (ie. the part which com es

form a non-spatially hom ogeneous order param eter) is given by

Ld 1k 1x
P8

K in

@@  @d+ 1)° @)

=0 ab
In which we assum e tw isted boundary conditions In the z-direction (and perodic
boundary conditions In the rem aining (d-1) din ensions) ; space In the z-direction is
kept here discrete w ith 0 i L.UsingParsi’soverlap function g,u= 0;1;

(wih . d+1 = 0), and the associated box size p, W ih pg N;R+1 1), one

R

cbtains
1X B+l
= Gl = @@ R @)@ 3)
nab u=0
O ne needs also
1X Rrlq 1
o Ghp Wy @+ 1) = [5®u<j)+pu(i+l)) E(pu+1(i)+pu+1(i+1))]q1<i>ql<i+l)
ab u=0
@)
T his gives then
©) 1,4 1% 1K+l
Fy ' = 2 oy D) Re1@)aq @ @GE]D) Re1@E ) E DI @ gG+1)]
i=0 u=0
©)



IntheR ! 1 continuum lm i , we have
Pp@D Re1@! p(u;i)du Q)

and nally

ey LiTZr %a @ @
Fy = dz du— @@;z)qW;z))—q;z): (7)
4 9 0 Qz Qz

At the buk saddlepoint one has

Y

qu) = —pW): ®)
29

For tw isted boundary conditions, to lowest order in the twist h@) (h 1 and

Iim ited to a small support 0 < u < %),
W Z 2 W 2
qu;z)= —@u+ -h@)+ 0 ©")= —pl;z)+ O 0) )
29 L 29

Substituting (@) into () we nally obtain

Z
1w ®
®) 2:d 2 2
F = —(—)L du h” (u 10
K 8(2g) , ) (10)

that is a negative cost In free energy for the introduction of a tw ist.

3 Kinetic freeenergy a a DGO

W hereas the zeroth step in Parisi approach isthe R = 0) matrix g, = qfora€ b
(W ith g, = 0), here the zeroth step is the so-called Somm ers starting point (form ally
denticalto theR = 1 Paris’sRSB).Namely, one dividesthen n matrix Q. into
n=p; blocksqg, (ofsizep, ) alng the diagonal, and ;1—0 (;1—0 1) o diagonalblocks
r, (fthesamesizepy, p) .Then onedoesR stgpsof RSB on both m atrices g

and r; (Whereas In Parisi’s approach those steps would only nvlove the diagonal
blocks g, ). One thusneeds a double labelling for each elam ent of the nitialm atrix
Q 2 In orderto specify ora (@ndb) thep,  block m atrix under consideration, and



the elem ent In thisblodk matrix . Onethuswritesa= ( ;xX)with x= 1;2; onN=p

and = 1;2; 0o P
Qab Q;x;;y=q; x,'y+r; (l x;y): (11)
TheRSB stepsapply now tothem atricesg, (withg, = 0)generathgqg);g; RIEI1

0,and to them atrcesr;, giving rdseto ry;13; r+ uXT he successive steps ofR SB
Involve the box sizespg;p:; r ER+1 1). In the DGO schem e the box sizes are

m ade to go to In nity in the prescribed natural order

Po  Pr R PPr+1 1 12)

w ith at the sam e tim e ketting the m atrix elem ents ofg r go to zero In such a way
that

—=pPo@ B) 13)

ram alns nite and in general

~w=ml@ ®n &1 1] @ x®) 14)

Here —, can be shown to be the (discrete) susceptibility derivative
—u = u u+ 1 15)

( — s a positive quantity).

A sa result the P arisi free energy fiinctionalF € fp, ;q,g is replaced by a dynam ical-
like free energy F P f —,;q,g w ith the associated stationarity conditions determ ining
d,; — and their relationship.

This altemative form ulation gives in the R ! 1 oontinuum and at the saddle—
point results that are identicalto P arisi’s. Besides it also leads to the sam e eigenvalues
of the Hessian at the saddleponnt {12].

A fter this brief rem inder we now proceed to derive the kinetic contribution :

d 1
D) T X X

Fp ' = D@ O+ 1)F: (16)
4n i oan
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W e have :
1X ) 1X X 2
— = — , r, ) g,+ T, 17
n Qab n [(ql r ) 1'% r ( )

ab ; Xy
Summ Ing upon x;y one obtains
11X 5 1X n

Qi =— f—l@, 1 )Y+2r, @ )+ —)Pr, g 18
n n . po Po

’

A ffer R steps of RSB one obtans

1X ln X n
= Q% = ——pof ) [ )+ —r,]
. b npopo u:O(Pu R+1 (i lﬁ .
R
= pld £ G, £ 01 £, (19)
u=0
Sihcep, ! 1 ,pf“l! 0,9, % piuﬁru= ; ;R in the Mn it (12) the equation
%) reduces to
1X 5 R
- 9%= 2 an R 20)
ab u=0

The analog of () is now

1X ., R . .
- 0LW= 2 @@ £, 1)
ab u=0
Likew ise () becom es
1X R
- Qu@w+ = p@q @+ wn @+ 1) £, 22)
ab u=0

The box sizes going to In nity do not carry a space index any m ore and we end up

w ith

%

1X
- Q@0+ 1)= [ @a G+ D+ — G+ g @] £,, 23)

ab u=_0

The result for the kinetic part ofthemean eld free energy functional is thus

o) _ Ld 1k 1y ' ' )
FK - (Q ab (l) Qab (l+ l))
4n =0 ab
Ld 1l R
= 5 @@+ @t l)E+1l) g@—wE+ 1) g+ 1) — @]
i=0u=0
Ld 1L R
= 2 (@@ g+ IN( @ —a+ 1)) @4)
i=0u=0



and in the double continuum lm it, In which both space is continuous and R, the
num ber of steps 0of RSB, goes to In nity

LdlZL Z

Pl = gz a2tz i) e5)
2 o 0 @z Qz
At the saddlepoint one has [0, 19]
29
—u) = ;qm)q_(u) (26)

which isthe "anom alous uctuation-dissipation relationship" forthe spin-glass. A gain,

to lowest order In the twist h (t), one can jist kesp, as In {9})
W Z 2
qu;z)= —u+ —h@)]+ O 07) 27)
29 L

from which one obtains, to lowest order, the free energy for that tw ist

Z

1 w ®
D) 2:d 2 2
F = — (—)°L du h” @ 28
K 1 (2g) . () 28)
so that
Fl'=  25% 29)

T he signs are opposite : the free energy cost under tw ist is positive for the dynam ical-

lke RSB.

4 A simple calculation at the saddlepoint

G ven the previous di erence between the two RSB schem es when one considers the
Soatialvariation ofthe order param eter, onem ay exam Ine in the light ofthe previous
calculation why the two free energies happen to coincide for a spatially uniform order
param eter.

For instance ket us consider the buk contribution to the fiee energy per unit

volum e which is quadratic in the order param eter :

f = o (30)



In Parisi’s schem e one nds

13( 1
£®) = Z[ ©u R 1)(f+ (or l)é
u=EX
= Z[ i dudf W)+ & 14 x1)]
3
W 2 Xl
= _(— 1 1 1
16y L3t b )41 G

Here the second tem in the bracket com es from the " plateau " sector of q(u)

(x1 u< 1) ,atwhich it ram ains xed to is E dwardsA nderson value

Y

q®1) = —x1 (32)
29

Themean eld stationnarity conditions determm ine x; In tem s of the external param —
eters (tem perature and coupling constants).

For the dynam icallike approach one nds

R
£°) = [ 2gm)+w) ri,,
4 u=0
Z . 29
= —-Pp dudf @)—g@) 4§ &)l
4 u=0 w
_(E)Zg
4 2g 3

%] (33)

The two results 31) and (33) at the end coincide as announced, how ever the origin
of the various tem s are di erent. Indeed in @B1) part of the answer com es from
the plateau where uctuations are not allowed under tw ist. Thus when considering

uctuations the plateau part in 31) w ill not contrdoute and one w ill obtain

E°Nipe = 26" )i (34)

aswe found In @9).
Sin ilar caloulations for the parts of the free energy which are cubic and quartic in
the order param eter would show a sin ilar conspiracy to m ake the bulk contributions

dentical, but yield di erent resuls when the order param eter varies in soace.



5 Conclusion

W e have thus dem onstrated that two approaches, using di erent R SB schem es, that
provide identical results forthebulk m ean— eld energy, lead to distinct (@nd opposite)
answers when one enforces soatial variations of the order param eter. T he negative
m ultiplicities occuring in Parisi’s schem e were responsble or a decrease of the fiee
energy under tw ist, w hereas the dynam ical-like D GO schem e does kad to an increase
under tw ist.

T his has been established only at the m ean— eld kevel. Tt would be conforting to
extend this to onedoop calculations at least, as we have done in a previous work 3]
for Parisi’s schem g, but the algebra, although welkde ned, is quite elaborate.

G ven that the two RSB schem es yield the sam e buk m ean—- eld free energy, but
are already di erent under tw ist, it becom es of great interest to com pare the e ect
ofhigher loops on the buk free-energy.
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