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A bstract

Considering theunphysicalresultobtained in thecalculation ofthefree-energy cost

for twisting the boundary conditions in a spin glass, we trace it to the negative

m ultiplicitiesassociated with theParisireplica-sym m etry breaking (RSB).W epoint

outthata distinct RSB,thatkeeps positive m ultiplicities,was proposed long ago,

in the spirit ofan ultra-long tim e dynam icalapproach due to Som polinsky. For

an hom ogeneous bulk system ,both RSB schem es are known to yield identicalfree

energiesand observables. However,using the dynam icalRSB,we have recalculated

thetwistfreeenergy atthem ean-�eld level.Thefree-energy costofthistwistis,as

expected,positivein thatschem e,asitshould.

1 Unit�e M ixte de Recherche 8549 du Centre Nationalde la Recherche Scienti�que et

del’�EcoleNorm aleSup�erieure.
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1 Introduction

Lately a rather strange result was uncovered. As is well-known for an O (N ) fer-

rom agnet,the breaking ofthe continuous sym m etry and the associated Goldstone

m odes,tax the forcing ofa twist in the orientation ofthe m agnetization (between

the z = 0 and z = L boundaries) by an am ount offree energy proportionalto

Ld� 2[1]. Consequently the lower criticaldim ensions above which sym m etry break-

ing occursata non-zero tem perature is exactly given by dc = 2. Fora spin glass,

the broken continuous sym m etry group is the reparam etrization (or gauge) group.

The analog ofa rotation twist,isnow a (sm all)gauge twistbetween the z = 0 and

z = L boundaries. In contradistinction with the O (N ) case,through a long and

arduouscalculation m aking use ofParisi’sreplica sym m etry breaking (RSB)[2]on

Parisi’struncated Ham iltonian,weobtained a twistfreeenergy cost[3]proportional

to � Ld� 2+ � (i.e.with a negative coe�cient)[4];the exponent � is the usualorder

param eteranom alousdim ension,com puted there to one loop. The im plication for

the lower criticaldim ension,nam ely dc = 2 � � ’ 2:5,was indeed in agreem ent

with previous estim ates [5,6]. However the negative sign ofthe coe�cient,i.e. a

gain in free energy undertwist,wasvery puzzling. Taking thisatface value could

pointto the instability ofa solution with a space inhom ogeneous orderparam eter.

Ifone considersforinstance an Ising antiferrom agnet,one m ay obtain a lowerfree

energy with twisted,i.e.antiparallelboundary conditions. But,given thatParisis’s

space-hom ogeneoussolution isnow proven to give the exactfree energy [7,8],this

seem sunlikely.

A way out ofthis puzzle seem s to be the following. Parisi’s solution is (sem i)

stable,alleigenvaluesoftheassociated Hessian beingnon-negativewhen thenum ber

ofstepsR ofRSB goesto in�nity [9].Howeverthem ultiplicitiesofthoseeigenvalues

areallnegative.Thism eansthatthesaddle-pointwherethefree-energy iscalculated

hasthecharacteristicsofa m axim um ;hencesm allexcursionsaway from itwillyield

an unphysicalnegative free-energy cost. This situation,in turn,isdue to the fact
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that,in Parisi’sRSB,thenaturalorderingofthebox sizespu (whereu isthediscrete

overlap)isreversed,i.e.oneworkswith

pR + 1 � 1� pR � � � � � pu � � � � � p1 � p0 � n:

In thisarticlewewould liketo reconsiderthisquestion ofthefree-energy costunder

a twistofboundary conditions,in thelightofa distinctRSB schem e proposed long

ago[10].Thisalternativeschem e hasthefollowing characteristics:

� The box orderisnotreversed,hence one hasm ultiplicities rem aining

positive:

p0 � p1 � � � � � pu � � � � pR � pR + 1 � 1

� W hereaspu in Parisi’s approach isa param eterwithoutany physical

conjugate �eld,it is replaced here by a susceptibility derivative _� u,

a physicalquantity associated with a dynam ical-like approach to the

spin-glass problem (whose history is sketched below). In fact it is a

better candidate for an order param eter,since it vanishes above the

Alm eida-Touless[11]lineand isnon-zero below.

� Atthe saddle-point it gives exactly the sam e value as Parisi’s forall

observables.Ityieldsalso thesam e eigenvaluesfortheHessian atthe

saddlepoint[12],butwith di�erentindividualm ultiplicities.

� Thecostofa twistbecom esnow positive,atleastto lowestorder(for

the"kinetic" partofthefreeenergy,i.e.thepartwhich dependsofthe

spatialvariation ofthe orderparam eter,since the potentialenergy is

invariantunderthetwist).Theone-loop contribution willundoubtedly

takesom etim eto sortout.

To replacein contextthechoicem adehere,a shorthistoricalrem inderseem sappro-

priate.Itallstarted with Som m ers[13]proposing a new solution with non-negative
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entropy to theSherrington-Kirkpatrick [14]m odel,a solution possessing a linearre-

sponse anom aly. Enlarging on the RSB proposalofBlandin etal. [15],soon after,

De Dom inicisand Garel[16],Bray and M oore [17]linked the non-negativity ofthe

entropy tothein�nitelim itofwhathasbeen called abovethebox sizep0,alim itthat

restituted [17]theSom m erssolution.Substituting opaquereplicasby dynam ics[18]

led tosom ephysicalinsightand Som polinsky [19]proposed todescribespin glassesin

term softhespin correlation function q= h��iand a spin susceptibility,orlinearre-

sponse� = ĥ��i (̂� being coupled to a m agnetic�eld).Thelinearresponseanom aly

� isclosely related to �.In thelong tim elim it(when theinitialtim ein Langevin’s

equations is sent to m inus in�nity) he described the sytem through an in�nite set

ofrelaxation tim es�u,with u = 1;2;� � � R and R ! 1 . W hen u rem ainsdiscrete ,

hisq(�u)iswhatwe callqu and his�(�
� 1
u ),our� u (with � _� u = � u � �u+ 1).The

approach used in thepresentarticleisthusa replica reform ulation ofSom polinsky’s

dynam icsasin [10]. Atthispointone m ay ask why notretain dynam icsand drop

replicasaltogether.Theansweristhat

� although som e resultshave been obtained beyond m ean-�eld through

dynam icsby Som polinsky and Zippelius[20,21],itism oredi�cultto

work with fourtim evariablesthan with fourreplicas.Forinstance,the

spectrum ofm asses(theeigenvaluesoftheHessian)areeasily obtained

with replicas,butnotyetfully sorted outwithin thedynam ics.

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

answerforthetwistfree-energy.

In thefollowing we�rstcom putein som edetailsthecontribution to thefreeenergy

costofa twistin theparam etrization,using Parisi’sRSB,asalready sketched before

[3].Then weperform thesam ecalculation fortheRSB introduced by DeDom inicis,

Gareland Orland [10](DGO),thatwem ightcallalso "dynam ical-like" forlack ofa

betternam e,gettingthen theoppositesign.Finallyweshow thatthisresultm ayalso
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beunderstood from thefactthatthereisa plateau contribution in Parisis’ssolution,

wheretheoverlap fuction rem ainsconstantand equaltoitsEdwards-Anderson value,

and does not uctuate. In the dynam ical-like approach there is no such plateau.

Hence when considering spatialvariations the two approaches give distinct reults,

whereasthey lead to identicalresultsforthebulk m ean-�eld problem .

2 K inetic free energy �a la Parisi

In term sofn � n m atricesqab (qaa = 0)thefreeenergy,in Parisi’struncated m odel,

readsfora spatially hom ogeneousorderparam eter

nF
(P )
=L

d = �
X

ab

(
�

2
q
2

ab+
g

12
q
4

ab)+
w

6

X

abc

qabqbcqca: (1)

Thecontribution ofthekineticpartofthefreeenergy FK (i.e.thepartwhich com es

form a non-spatially hom ogeneousorderparam eter)isgiven by

F
(P )

K =
Ld� 1

4n

L� 1
X

i= 0

X

a;b

(qab(i)� qab(i+ 1))2 (2)

in which we assum e twisted boundary conditions in the z-direction (and periodic

boundary conditionsin therem aining (d-1)dim ensions);space in thez-direction is

keptherediscretewith 0� i� L.Using Parisi’soverlap function qu ,u = 0;1;� � � ;R

(with qaa � qR + 1 = 0),and the associated box size pu (with p0 � n;pR + 1 � 1),one

obtains

1

n

X

ab

q
2

ab(i)=

R + 1
X

u= 0

(pu(i)� pu+ 1(i))q
2

u(i) (3)

Oneneedsalso

1

n

X

ab

qab(i)qab(i+ 1)=

R + 1
X

u= 0

[
1

2
(pu(i)+ pu(i+ 1))�

1

2
(pu+ 1(i)+ pu+ 1(i+ 1))]qu(i)qu(i+ 1)

(4)

Thisgivesthen

F
(P )

K =
Ld� 1

4

L� 1
X

i= 0

R + 1
X

u= 0

[(pu(i)� pu+ 1(i))qu(i)� (pu(i+1)� pu+ 1(i+1))qu(i+1)][qu(i)� qu(i+1)]

(5)
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In theR ! 1 continuum lim it,wehave

pu(i)� pu+ 1(i)! � _p(u;i)du (6)

and �nally

F
(P )

K = �
Ld� 1

4

Z
L

0

dz

Z
1� �

0

du
@

@z
(_p(u;z)q(u;z))

@

@z
q(u;z): (7)

Atthebulk saddle-pointonehas

q(u)=
w

2g
p(u): (8)

For twisted boundary conditions,to lowest order in the twist h(u) ( h � 1 and

lim ited to a sm allsupport0< u < ~x),

q(u;z)=
w

2g
(u +

z

L
h(u))+ O (h2)=

w

2g
p(u;z)+ O (h2) (9)

Substituting (9)into (3)we�nally obtain

F
(P )

K = �
1

8
(
w

2g
)2Ld� 2

Z
~x

0

du h
2(u) (10)

thatisa negativecostin freeenergy fortheintroduction ofa twist.

3 K inetic free energy �a la D G O

W hereasthe zeroth step in Parisiapproach isthe (R = 0)m atrix qab = q fora 6= b

(with qaa = 0),herethezeroth step istheso-called Som m ersstartingpoint(form ally

identicalto theR = 1 Parisi’sRSB).Nam ely,onedividesthen � n m atrix Qab into

n=p0 blocksq�;� (ofsizep0� p0)alongthediagonal,and
n

p0
(n
p0
� 1)o�-diagonalblocks

r�;� (ofthesam esizep0 � p0).Then onedoesR stepsofRSB on both m atricesq�;�

and r�;� (whereas in Parisi’s approach those steps would only invlove the diagonal

blocksq�;� ).Onethusneedsa doublelabelling foreach elem entoftheinitialm atrix

Q ab in ordertospecify fora (and b)thep0� p0 block m atrix underconsideration,and
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theelem entin thisblock m atrix .Onethuswritesa = (�;x)with x = 1;2;� � � ;n=p0

and � = 1;2;� � � ;p0

Q ab � Q�;x;�;y = q�;� �x;y + r�;� (1� �x;y): (11)

TheRSB stepsapplynow tothem atricesq�;� (withq�;� = 0)generatingq0;q1;� � � ;qR;qR + 1 �

0,and tothem atricesr�;� givingrisetor0;r1;� � � ;rR + 1.ThesuccessivestepsofRSB

involvethebox sizesp0;p1;� � � ;pR (pR + 1 � 1).In theDGO schem ethebox sizesare

m adeto go to in�nity in theprescribed naturalorder

p0 � p1 � � � � � pR � pR + 1 � 1 (12)

with atthesam e tim eletting the m atrix elem entsofq� r go to zero in such a way

that

� _� 0 = p0(q0 � r0) (13)

rem ains�niteand in general

� _� u = pu[(qu � ru)� (pu� 1 � ru� 1)]’ pu(qu � ru) (14)

Here _� u can beshown to bethe(discrete)susceptibility derivative

� _� u = � u � �u+ 1 (15)

(� _� u isa positivequantity).

AsaresulttheParisifreeenergyfunctionalF (P )fpu;qugisreplacedbyadynam ical-

likefreeenergy F (D )f_� u;qug with theassociated stationarity conditionsdeterm ining

qu;
_� u and theirrelationship.

Thisalternative form ulation gives in the R ! 1 continuum and atthe saddle-

pointresultsthatareidenticaltoParisi’s.Besidesitalsoleadstothesam eeigenvalues

oftheHessian atthesaddle-point[12].

Afterthisbriefrem inderwenow proceed to derivethekinetic contribution :

F
(D )

K =
Ld� 1

4n

X

i

X

a;b

[Q ab(i)� Qab(i+ 1)]2: (16)
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W ehave:

1

n

X

ab

Q
2

ab =
1

n

X

�;�

X

x;y

[(q�;� � r�;� )�x;y + r�;� ]
2 (17)

Sum m ing upon x;y oneobtains

1

n

X

ab

Q
2

ab =
1

n

X

�;�

f
n

p0
[(q�;� � r�;� )

2 + 2r�;� (q�;� � r�;� )]+ (
n

p0
)2r2�;� g (18)

AfterR stepsofRSB oneobtains

1

n

X

ab

Q
2

ab =
1

n

n

p0
p0f

R
X

u= 0

(pu � pu+ 1)[(q
2

u � r
2

u)+
n

p0
ru]

=

R
X

u= 0

pu[(q
2

u � r
2

u)� (q2u� 1 � r
2

u� 1)]� r
2

R + 1 (19)

Sincepu ! 1 ,
pu

pu� 1

! 0,qu � ru �
1

pu
foru = 1;� � � ;R in thelim it(12)theequation

(19)reducesto

1

n

X

ab

Q
2

ab = � 2

R
X

u= 0

qu _� u � r
2

R + 1 (20)

Theanalog of(3)isnow

1

n

X

ab

Q
2

ab(i)= � 2

R
X

u= 0

qu(i)_� u(i)� r
2

R + 1: (21)

Likewise (4)becom es

1

n

X

ab

Q ab(i)Q ab(i+ 1)=

R
X

u= 0

pu[qu(i)qu(i+ 1)� ru(i)ru(i+ 1)]� r
2

R + 1 (22)

The box sizesgoing to in�nity do notcarry a space index any m ore and we end up

with

1

n

X

ab

Q ab(i)Q ab(i+ 1)=

R
X

u= 0

[_� u(i)qu(i+ 1)+ _� u(i+ 1)qu(i)]� r
2

R + 1 (23)

Theresultforthekineticpartofthem ean �eld freeenergy functionalisthus

F
(D )

K =
Ld� 1

4n

L� 1
X

i= 0

X

ab

(Q ab(i)� Qab(i+ 1))
2

= �
Ld� 1

2

L
X

i= 0

R
X

u= 0

[qu(i)_� u(i)+ qu(i+ 1)_� u(i+ 1)� qu(i)_� u(i+ 1)� qu(i+ 1)_� u(i)]

= �
Ld� 1

2

L
X

i= 0

R
X

u= 0

[(qu(i)� qu(i+ 1))(_� u(i)� _� u(i+ 1))] (24)
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and in the double continuum lim it,in which both space is continuous and R,the

num berofstepsofRSB,goesto in�nity

F
(D )

K = �
Ld� 1

2

Z L

0

dz

Z x1

0

du
@q(u;z)

@z

@ _�(u;z)

@z
(25)

Atthesaddle-pointonehas[10,19]

� _�(u)=
2g

w
q(u)_q(u) (26)

whichisthe"anom alousuctuation-dissipationrelationship"forthespin-glass.Again,

to lowestorderin thetwisth(t),onecan justkeep,asin (9)

q(u;z)=
w

2g
[u+

z

L
h(u)]+ O (h2) (27)

from which oneobtains,to lowestorder,thefreeenergy forthattwist

F
(D )

K =
1

4
(
w

2g
)2Ld� 2

Z
~x

0

du h
2(u) (28)

so that

F
(D )

K = � 2F
(P )

K (29)

Thesignsareopposite:thefreeenergy costundertwistispositiveforthedynam ical-

likeRSB.

4 A sim ple calculation at the saddle-point

Given thepreviousdi�erencebetween thetwo RSB schem eswhen oneconsidersthe

spatialvariation oftheorderparam eter,onem ay exam inein thelightoftheprevious

calculation why thetwofreeenergieshappen tocoincideforaspatially uniform order

param eter.

For instance let us consider the bulk contribution to the free energy per unit

volum ewhich isquadraticin theorderparam eter:

f� =
�

4

X

ab

q
2

ab (30)
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In Parisi’sschem e one�nds

f
(P )
� =

�

4
[

R � 1
X

u= 0

(pu � pu� 1)q
2

u + (pR � 1)q2R

=
�

4
[�

Z x1

0

duq
2(u)+ (x1 � 1)q2(x1)]

=
�

4
(
w

2g
)2[�

x31

3
+ (x1 � 1)x21] (31)

Here the second term in the bracket com es from the " plateau " sector ofq(u)

(x1 � u < 1),atwhich itrem ains�xed to itsEdwards-Anderson value

q(x1)=
w

2g
x1 (32)

Them ean �eld stationnarity conditionsdeterm inex1 in term softheexternalparam -

eters(tem peratureand coupling constants).

Forthedynam ical-likeapproach one�nds

f
(D )

� =
�

4
[�

R
X

u= 0

2q(u)_�(u)� r
2

R + 1

=
�

4
[2

Z x1

u= 0

duq
2(u)

2g

w
_q(u)� q

2(x1)]

=
�

4
(
w

2g
)2[
2x31

3
� x

2

1] (33)

The two results(31)and (33)atthe end coincide asannounced,howevertheorigin

ofthe various term s are di�erent. Indeed in (31) part ofthe answer com es from

the plateau where uctuationsare notallowed undertwist. Thuswhen considering

uctuationstheplateau partin (31)willnotcontributeand onewillobtain

(f(D )

� )fluct:= � 2(f(P )� )fluct: (34)

aswefound in (29).

Sim ilarcalculationsforthepartsofthefreeenergy which arecubicand quarticin

theorderparam eterwould show a sim ilarconspiracy to m akethebulk contributions

identical,butyield di�erentresultswhen theorderparam etervariesin space.
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5 C onclusion

W ehavethusdem onstrated thattwo approaches,using di�erentRSB schem es,that

provideidenticalresultsforthebulkm ean-�eld energy,lead todistinct(and opposite)

answerswhen one enforcesspatialvariationsofthe orderparam eter. The negative

m ultiplicitiesoccuring in Parisi’sschem e were responsible fora decrease ofthe free

energy undertwist,whereasthedynam ical-likeDGO schem edoeslead toan increase

undertwist.

Thishasbeen established only atthem ean-�eld level.Itwould beconforting to

extend thisto one-loop calculationsatleast,aswe have donein a previouswork [3]

forParisi’sschem e,butthealgebra,although well-de�ned,isquiteelaborate.

Given thatthetwo RSB schem esyield thesam ebulk m ean-�eld freeenergy,but

are already di�erentundertwist,itbecom esofgreatinterestto com pare the e�ect

ofhigherloopson thebulk free-energy.
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