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We consider the zero-temperature random-field Ising modék presence of an external field, on ladders and
in one dimension with finite range interactions, for unbaeashdontinuous distributions of random fields, and
show that there is no jump discontinuity in the magnetizegifor any quasi-one dimensional model. We show
that the evolution of the system at an external field can beritesl by a stochastic matrix and the magnetization
can be obtained using the eigenvector of the matrix corredipg to the eigenvalue one, which is continuous
and differentiable function of the external field.

PACS numbers: 75.10.Nr, 75.60.Ej

The nonequilibrium rangdom field Ising model (RFIM) was larger than the rate at whichis changed, so that all flippable
proposed by Sethnar alt as a model for hysteresis and spins may be said to relax instantly, and any spimlways
Barkhausen noise in ferromagnets. Since then, there has beeemains parallel to the net local fieldat the vertex
a considerable theargtical interest in the nonequilibriem
sponse of the mod@2&485:(8Sethnaer al. showed that in . X
the mean-field limit, if the strength of the quenched random Si = SIgN(%y) = Sign s5+ hi+ h): @)
field is large, the average magnetization per site is a contin =1
uous function of the external field, but for small it shows

a discontinuous jump as the external field is increased. How:- We start withn = = 1 , when all the spins are down, and
. Jump as tr . ; ' slowly increase the field. We are interested in the average
ever, in the mean-field limit, there is no hysteresis aboee th

o . . Do magnetization of the system as a function of external field,
critical disorder ., i.e., the magnetization follows the same 9 Y

: : : A . away from the two ends of the ladder in the thermodynamic
curve in the increasing and decreasing field. This shortcorqimit of N | 1
ing of the mean-field limit can be overcome by working on Under the single spin-flip dynamics, for ferromagnetic cou-
a Bethe I_attlce, where the t.he m_od_el IS solved e>_<act|y for th‘ff)ling (g > 0), the system exhibits return point memory:
hysteres;%and avalanche size distributidinterestingly, the if we start witH with the state where all spins are down (at

behavior of hysteresis loops on a Bethe lattice depends non- ; :
trivially on the coordination numbet, so long as the dis- b= 1), thenstate of the system at an increased fiefd)

tributions of the random fields are unbounded continuousat a later timer, does not depends on the detailed time de-
. . . .~ “pendent of the external fieldlt), and is same for all histories
For z = 3 the hysteresis loops show no jump discontinuity

of magnetization even in the limit of small disorder, but for > long.as the condition ) h (r) for all earlier times is
hi herg they do. Thisz dependence of the h steresis: ersistsObeye Therefore, to find the magnetization it we start

gherzthey do. dep y: pe withh = 1, so that all spins in the system are down and
even for euclidean latticélsThe natural question to ask is to

. . ! ST . then increase the external field toin a single step. At that
whether the existence jump discontinuity in magnetizations at ’ . -
. o field several spins would become unstable. Butfor 0, if
low disorder depend only on the coordination number or also

. . ! . : we start with any stable configuration, and then increase the
on the dimensionality of the lattice. In this paper we answer

this question by showing the nonexistence of ium diSCOnti_ex'[ernal field and allow the system to relax, the final stable
S g y sh 9 .  Of Jump configuration reached is independent of the order in whieh th
nuity in magnetizations for any quasi-one-dimensional\RFI

) ) L unstable spins are flipped, as flipping of a spin can only in-
Irrespective .Of the coordination T‘“mbe“ for unbounded CONcrease the local field at its neighboring vertices and al$oen
tinuous distributions of random fields.

' . R relaxation process no spin flips more than once. Because of
| W;ahflrstAfonsﬁer ? t\/\;ﬂ-leg_ladtljgr (Shqwf n F'%_ ]P-w) of this abelian property of the spin flip, when the external field
_e?g 1: : _tﬁac vertex ) Ef IS a;hsmg ﬁmﬂf— Lw ";{_ . isincreased from 1 tohin asingle step, we may choose to
Interacts with nearest neignoors through a Ierromagnetic | |5y the spins from the two ends of the ladder as follows: We

teractionJ, and coupled to the on-site quenched random field; :
’ . ) irst relax the spins at the boundary ends (level 1). Then we
h; and the homogeneous external fieldThe random fields P y ( )

fh;g are drawn independently from a unbounded continuous

distribution ;). The Hamiltonian of the system is (z+1,2) (2,2)
X X X
H = J SiSy hiSi h Si. (1)
< 1;3> i i

rz+1,1) (z,1
The system evolves under the zero-temperature Glauber (@+1,1) (@,1)

single-spin-flip dynamic&a spin flip is allowed only if it low-

ers the energy. We assume that the rate of spin flips is much FIG. 1: Two-leg ladder
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relax spins next to the boundaries (at level 2) and so on witlusing Eg. '{A) we can recursively determine the probakslitie

increasing levels as we move towards the center of the ladepresented by the column vecroy (). Not%that the matrix

der. In the relaxation process, if a spin at lexdlips up, we  w , is column stochastiH i.e,ws  Oand ‘i: (Wi = 1.

check aI_I th_e spins at lower I(_evels for possible upward flips;Therefore, for largez, the vectorp, ) tends to a limiting
before fllpplng the second spin a}t level Nc_)te_ that the state vectorp ? (h), which is the eigenvector of the matfix,, , cor-
of the spins at a levet from the right end is independent of responding to the eigenvalue one (the maximal eigenvalue).

the state at level from the left end, so long as all the spins The variation o ? (h) with respect to the external fietdist
in between levels are kept down. Therefore we can relax the
spins from the two boundary ends on the left and right halves dP 7 (h) _at dwW » P @) )
of the ladder independently (which are identical). dh B dgh !

We choose our coordinates on each halves of the ladder . ) .
such that the levek consists of verticesix;1) and (x;2). ~ Wherea, is the group inverse of the matrx, = I Wy,
LetP* (s15s;) be the conditional probability that, in the ear- letting I denote identity matrix. The entries af]ﬁ are con-
lier spin relaxation scheme, the spins at lexeteach a fi- tinuous functions of for continuous distributions of random
nal statefs; ;sq, i.e., the spin at the vertek;1) ! s; and fields. Since according to E'g'. 3, the elementw gf are con-
the spin at the vertexx;2) ! s; given that the spins at tinuous and differentiable (with continuous first deriva)i
level x + 1 are kept down and all the spins at the lower lev-P ? () is a continuous and differentiable (with continuous first
els are relaxed and the external fielchis Corresponding to  derivative) function ot.
four possible final states we get four probabilitig$ (1;1), To calculate the magnetization at the center vertext), in
PX(1; 1),PX( 1;l)andp( 1; 1),whichdependonthe thelimitn ! 1 ,we keep the spins atleveldown and relax
states atlevet 1 and the random fields at level Note that  the full system. The states of the spins at the adjacentevel
PX (1; 1)= PZ( 1;1), dueto the symmetry of the lattice. both sides are given independently by the probability wvecto

To illustrate how to obtain the recursions for the proba-P ? ). Now we relax the spins atatlevel Letp? ( 1; 1)
bilities P* (s1;s2)’s, we consider an example where the fi- be the probability that in this relaxation process the spins
nal £1;1g state at levelx is achieved from its initial state levelo do not flip up and? ( 1;1) be the probability that
f 1; lg,whenstate atlevel 1isfl,1g. We denotey, ) only the spin at vertexo ;2) flips up. The magnetization at
with 0 m 3 as the conditional probability that the local the vertex(© ;1) is
field at any vertex will be large enough so that it will flip up,

if m of its neighbors are up, when the uniform external field Mo h)=1 2P7(1; D+P7 (11 : (6)
ish. Clearly, forZa given distribution of random fieldsh): Inthe limitN ! 1, all the vertices deep inside the ladder
1 are equivalent. Therefore, , () gives the average magne-
Pn () = 5 oo n (i) dh;; 0 m  3: (3)  ization on the ladder far away from the boundary. Since for

continuous distributions of random fieldS () is continuous

Since the spin at verte; 1) has one up neighbor, it will flip and differentiable, the average magnetization is alsoicent
up with probabilityp, ). Now the spin at vertexx;2) has  ous and differentiable function of
two up neighbors, so it flips up with probability (). But We have compared the theoretical calculation with numer-
the local field at vertexx;1) may not be large enough for the ical simulation results. The points in Fig. 2 show the result
spin to flip up when it has only one up neighbor. In this caseof simulations for a single realization of quenched Gaussia
the spin at vertexx;2) flips up first, with probabilityp, (), random fields with mean and standard deviation = 0:5J
and then the spin at verte;1) flips up, when is has two and = 1:5J, respectively. We use periodic boundary con-
up neighbors, with probabilityo, ) p; )1 Therefore, dition along the length of a ladder with = 2>°. Different
the total probability of the spins at levelflipping up via this ~ runs using different realizations of quenched field giveiitss
processi®,* ' (1;1)fp; M)p; M)+ b2 ) Py B)Ipy M) which are indiitinguishabl_e atthe scale of the graph. Tl so
The case where the state atlexel 1is £ 1; 1g,theflip-  CUrves the Fig..2 are obtained using theoretical calcuiatio

ping of the spin at vertex<; 1) might causes the spin atvertex 1€ analysis of a two-leg ladder can be extended to a case of
 1;1)toflip up and as a result the spin at vertex 1;2) ann-legladder (with finiten), where the relaxation scheme is

might flip up, while the spin at vertek ; 2) is still kept down. such that, all the spins at the same levelare relaxed before

We denote the probability of this spin flip processd_oy 1 relaxing the spins at leved + 1. The relaxation process can
Ifwe considerP* (1;1);2P ( 1;1);PX ( 1; 1) QF;0%]
as a column vectop, t), then the recursion relations for
these probabilities can be represented in matrix form

states of spins at level and the probabilities ¥ ()’s for in-

termediate relaxations. Now these probabilities at levedn

be obtained from the probabilities at level 1, and using

P, ()= WP, ;h); (4)  proper linear combinations these can be expressed by a ma-

trix recursion relation like Eqi {4). Itis simpler to consitthe

wherew ,, isa4 4 matrix whose elements,;'s are polyno-  n-leg ladder to wrapped around a cylinder (of course the re-

mials inp, ()’s. sultant magnetization is quantitatively different frone ttase

For a given probability distribution of random fieldgh;) of an n-leg ladder, but the qualitative behavior remains un-
and value of external field, we determine,, ), and then, changed), since then many of the probabilities become gqual
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External Field (h) FIG. 3: (a) Linear chain showing nearest and next neightterae-

tions and (b) graph on which nearest neighbor interacti@yisva-

field. N = 2°°.

We next consider the RFIM in one dimension (1D), with
due to the rotational symmetry of the cylinder. As an exam-finite range interactions” — each spin interacts with ak th
ple, consider the case = 3. The state at a levet, when  spins up to a distance, through ferromagnetic interaction
the spins at levek + 1 are kept down, can be representedJ. We take the length of the chain (later we will take the
by only usingp * (1;1;1), P* 1;1; 1),P¥(@; 1; 1),and limitN ! 1 )to be a multiple ofh. Now we can groum
PX( 1; 1; 1). TheQ;h)'s needed to describe the relax- spins together in a single level and relax the spins from the
ation at levelx 1, when relaxing the spins at levelare  two boundaries such that we relax all the spins at the lower

obtained as follows: levels before relaxing the spins at an higher level.
(a) Suppose the state at level 1is f1; 1; 1gand the As a concrete example, we calculate the magnetization for
spin at vertex(x;2) flips up and the spin at vertei;3) is = 2,i.e., each spin interacts with the nearest and next near-

kept down. We defing * *’ () to be the probability that the ~ €st neighbors. The interactions are shown in Fig. 3(a). This
spin at vertexx  1;2) flips up and subsequently the spin at model is also equivalent to the RFIM with nearest neighbor
vertex 1;3) flips up as a result. (b) Suppose the state ainteraction on the graph shown in Fig. 3(b). L®f (s ;s2)
levelx 1lisf 1; 1; 1lgand the spin at vertex;1) flips be the conditional probability that the spins at lexaleach
up while the spins at vertice&;2) and (x;3) are kept down. @ final statefs, ;s,g, i.e., the spin at the vertek;1) ! s

Now we define: (i 2(x 1 ), the probability that the spin at and the spin at the vertek;2) ! sp; giv_en that the spins at
vertex x  1;1) flips up and as a result the spins at verticeslevel x + 1 are kept down anq all the spins at the I_oyyer levels
® 1) are relaxed. We need to define four more probabilities for the

& 1;2)and & 1;3)flipup. (i) 05" " (), the probability ¢, o velaxation at levek 1, as a result of a spin flip at
that the spin at vertexx 1;1) flips up and as a result the spin level x

at vertices 1;2) flips up but the spin at verte 1;3 . . . .
. ) T1ps up P K : Consider the following cases of relaxing the spins at lavel

. x 1) - .
remains down. (i} , (), the probability that the spin at fromits original statee 1; 1g: (a) Suppose the state at level
x 1lisf 1;1gand the spin at vertexx;2) flips up, given

vertex x  1;1) flips up but the spins at verticelg  1;2)
and & 1;3) remain down, and (ivp . ", the probability  that spins at vertesx; 1) and levek+ 1 are kept down. It may
that the spins at verticee  1;2)and x  1;3)flipup after  cause the spin at vertex 1;1) to flip up and we denote the
we flip the spin at vertexx;2) and the spin at vertex;3) is probability of it to flip up byo * * (). The spin at vertexx
still kept down. 1;1) remains down with probability * * ( 1;1) 0* *@).
Now the elements of the probability vect@, th) (b) Suppose the state atlevel 1isf 1; 1gandthe spinat
arepX (1;1;1), 3  (1;1; 1), 3P (@; 1; 1) QFf ()] vertex (x;2) flips up, given that spins at vertgx; 1) and level
30¥0),PF(1; 1; 1) 03h) Q3b) Qf h),Q% k), x+ larekeptdown. This may finally cause the spin at vertex
0% h),0% ) Qf{m)andQ: ). Therecursionrelationfor  1;1)toflip up. The spin atvertexx 1;2) may or may
P, () is represented by E«']. 4 with@a 9 stochastic matrix not flip up during the relaxation. We denote the probability
W, whose elements can be expressed in termg,oth)’s. of the spin at vertexx  1;1) flipping up byQ3 * (). It
Finally, the magnetization can be obtained using the lingiti remains down with probability (1, ) 9F Yo (c)
vectorp ? (h) andp, (h)’s. Suppose the state atlevel 1is £ 1; lgand the spin at
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FIG. 4: Magnetization curve in the increasing field for linehain
with nearest and next neighbor interactions= 22°.

vertex (x;1) flips up, given that spins at vertgx; 2) and level
x+ 1are keptdown. Now we relax the spins at lexel1. The

spin at vertexx 1;2) can not flip up in this further relaxation

unless the spin at vertex  1;1) flips up first. Leto X * ()
be the probability that the spin at verteéx  1;1) flips up,
but it can not cause the spin at vertex 1;2) to flip up. We
denote the probability of both the spins at lexel 1 flipping
up byQ* ' k). Therefore, the spins at level 1 remain
down with probabilitye* *( 1; 1) 0% *m) 0¥ *m).

We consider the probabilitiesPf 1;1), P* @; 1),

Py( L;1) Qi h),Py(1; 1) Q30), Q07 0), 03 k)

4

Q%5 (0) QFh), Q% {m), QF M)] as a column vectop , (),

so that the recursion relations of the probabilities canelpe r
resented in matrix form as in Eg. 4, withea 8 stochastic
matrixw . We find the eigenvectar * () for the matrixw ,,
and usingp ? h) andp, h)’s calculate the average magneti-
zation far away from the boundary. Figu'lje 4 shows the com-
parison between theoretical and simulation results forssau
sian quenched random fields with= 057 and = 1:543.
The simulation results are obtained for single realizatjam

a linear chain of lengtly = 223 with nearest and next neigh-
bor interactions, with periodic boundary condition.

In summary, we have demonstrated that there is no jump
discontinuity in the magnetizations for any quasi-one dime
sional RFIM for unbounded continuous distributions of ran-
dom fields. We showed that for the RFIM on areg lad-
der and in 1D with interactions extendedrtaclosest neigh-
bors, for finiten the relaxation of spins at an external field
can be described by a stochastic matrix; and the average
magnetization can be obtained using the eigenvector of
corresponding to the eigenvalue one, which is a continuous
and differentiable function of, for unbounded continuous
distributions of random fields. We explicitly calculatedth
magnetizations for two simpler cases: (a) the two-leg ladde
and (b) in 1D with nearest and next nearest neighbors inter-
actions; and confirmed our results using numerical simafati
for Gaussian distribution of random fields. The question of
how to take thex ! 1 limit, where the magnetizations show
jump discontinuity below a critical disorder as the extérna
field is varied, remains open.
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