arXiv:cond-mat/0502605v5 [cond-mat.dis-nn] 23 Jun 2006

F inite-Size Scaling in the Energy-Entropy P lane for the 2D

Ronald Fisch
382 W illowbrook D r.
North Brunswick, NJ 08902
D ated: April 14, 2024)

ForL L square latticeswith L 20 the 2D Ising spin glass wih + 1 and -1 bonds is found
to have a strong correlation between the energy and the entropy of its ground states. A t to the
data gives the resul that each additionalbroken bond in the ground state of a particular sam ple of
random bonds increases the ground state degeneracy by approxin ately a factor of10/3. Forx = 05
(where x is the fraction of negative bonds), over this range of L., the characteristic entropy de ned
by the energy-entropy correlation scales with size as L'78@ | Anom alus scaling is not found for
the characteristic energy, which essentially scales as L?.W hen x = 025, a crossover to L> scaling
of the entropy is seen near L = 12. The results found here suggest a naturalm echanism for the
unusual behavior of the low tem perature speci ¢ heat of this m odel, and illustrate the dangers of

J Ising Spin G lass

extrapolating from snallL.

I. NTRODUCTION

The EdwardsAnderson EA) soin g]ass;].’ has been
studied extensively for thirty years. A com plete under—
standing of its behavior in two and three din ensions re—
mains elusive. In recent years it has becom e possble
to com pute the free energy of the two-din ensional (2D )
Ising spin glasswith . «J bondson L. L latticeswith L
0f 100 orm ore £€€+4€¢ From these calculations on large
lattices we have leamed that extrapolationgeofdafa from
ltrices with L < 30 are often m isleading 22244423

A Dbetter understanding of why this happens is clearly
desirable. This is especially true because essentially all
ofthe work on three-din ensional (3D ) EA m odels at low
tem peratures m ust be done on Jatticeswih L. 20, due
to our inability e equilbrate larger lattices at low tem -
peratures in 3D 24 At least one exam ple of com plex be-
havior of the order param eter em erging as L is Increased
is already known in a sin ilar 3D m odel®4

In this work we w ill analyze data for the energies and
entropies of the ground states (GS) of 2D Ising ,g),in
glasses cbtained using m ethods from earlier work Po43
W e will dem onstrate that for am all square lattices the

J EA modelhas a strong correlation of the sam ple-to—
sam ple uctuations of the energy and the entropy of the
G S.The increase ofG S entropy Sp with GS energy E o is
too large to be explained by uctuations in the num ber
of zero-energy single-spin  Ips. This correlation m ay be
the cause of the breakdown of naive scaling behavior at
analll, In thism odel.

II. THE MODEL

The H am iltonian ofthe EA m odel for Ising spins is

H = Ji381S5 7 @)

where each spin S; is a dynam ical variable which has
two allowed states, + 1 and -1. T he hiji indicates a sum

over nearest neighbors on a sin ple square lattice of size
L L. W e choose each bond Ji; to be an independent
dentically distrbuted quenched random variable, w ith
the probability distrdbution

PUy)=x [Guy+1) + @ x) Gy 1); @)

so that we actually set J = 1, asusual

T he data analyzed here used an ensem ble In which, for
a given value of x, every L, L random Jattice sample
had exactly (I x)L? positive bonds and xL? negative
bonds. D etails of the m ethods used to calculats,E ¢ and
the numbers of G S have been descrbed earlier?? s, is
de ned asthe naturallogarithm ofthe num ber ofground
states. For each sampl, E( and Sy were calculated for
the four com binations of periodic ) and antiperiodic
(A ) toroidalboundary conditions along each of the two
axes of the square lattice?d W e will refer to these as
PP,PA,AP and AA .Weuse ALL to referto a data set
w hich lncludesthe results from allfourtypesofboundary
conditions. In the spin-glass region ofthe phase diagram ,
the variation of the sam ple properties for changes of the
boundary conditions is am all com pared tq,the variation
betw een di erent sam ples of the sam e size except when
x is close to the ferrom agnetic phase boundary and the
ferrom agnetic correlation length becom es com parable to
L.

III. GROUND STATE PROPERTIES

The average G S entropy hSpiofan L. L sampl for
this m odel is essentially proportionalto L?,.the num ber
of spins, with 4 small nite-size correction L3 It was dis-
covered earlier’? however, that for x = 0:5 the ratio of
the w idth of the distrbution of Sy for di erent sam ples
of size I, divided by hS(i is not a m onotonic finction of
L,having a peak at L = 8. A sim ilar change in behavior
between L = 8 and L = 10 was seen earlier by Sauland
K ardar in samples w ith open boupdary conditions, and
appears in Fig. 11 of their paper? The originalm otiva—
tion ofthe current study was to understand the origin of
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05 and L = 10: (@) Eo averaged over boundary conditions vs.

num ber of frustrated plaquettes; (o) Sy averaged over boundary conditions vs. num ber of frustrated plaquettes; () So vs. Eg;
(d) Eo vs. Sp. The num ber of sam ples used is 400, and the lines through the data are least-squares ts.

this unexpected behavior. O ur ensam ble, unlike the one
used by Saul and K ardar, does not keep the num ber of
frustrated plaquettes xed.

W e rst look to see if the G S properties are correlated
w ith the num ber of frustrated plaquettes, w ith the num —
ber of bonds of each type held xed. The scatterplot
data orx = 05 and L = 10 are shown n Fig. 1(@).
T here is a substantial correlation ofE o w ith the num ber
of frustrated plaquettes, and this correlation seem s to be
independent ofL . Since it iswellknown thatE ( increases
as the num ber of frustrated plaquettes is Increased, this
is expected.

T here is a w eaker correlation between Sy and the num —
ber of frustrated plaquettes, as shown in Fig. 1 (). On
the average, ncreasing the num ber of frustrated plaque-
ttes increases Sy . T his correlation is also not surprising,
since positive Sy arises from rearranging the strings of
broken bonds which connect the frustrated plaquettes in
a G S. It seam snaturalthat a lJarger num ber of frustrated
plagquettes would give a larger num ber of ways to rear-

range the strings of broken bonds.

For Fig.1l(@) and 1 (), we have averaged E, and Sy
over the fourdi erent boundary conditions for each sam —
ple, because the num ber of frustrated plaquettes doesnot
depend on the boundary conditions. In the rem ainder of
thiswork, we w ill treat each boundary condition for each
sam ple independently.

A1l equilboriim statistical m echanics can be derived
from the partition function, which is detem ined by the
energy and the entropy. T herefore, we would like to know
ifE o and Sy are correlated w ith each other. T he scatter
plots for this correlation from the sam e data are shown
In Fig. 1(c), along wih a least-squares t to the data,
treating E ¢ as the Independent variable. Fig.1 (d) show s
the sam e data w ith the roles of energy and entropy re—
versed. It dem onstratesthat the least-squares tdepends
on which variabl is chosen as the Independent one.

The results of kast-squares ts forx = 0:5, 025 and
0125, and L varying from 6 to 20 are shown in Figures
2, 3 and 4, respectively. For each valie of x and each L,
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FIG .2: (color online) Resuls of least-squares t analysis pa—
ram eterized by Eqn. (3) of the scatter plot of correlations
between Eo and So rx = 05: @)b vs. L, loglog plt;
inset: b=L? vs. L; ®)m vs. L. The number of sam ples
used oreach L, L;# ), is (6:400), (8:400), (10:400), (12:400),
(14:400), (16:400), (18:400) and (20238).

we show the slopem given by the least-squares t, and
the o set b of the entropy, de ned by
S°Eo)=m FEy+ b: 3)
59 is the dependent variabl in the kast-squares t. Note
that E o is negative.
In Figures 5, 6 and 7, we give the value of r, the nor-
m alized covariance de ned by

hEoS()i hEoihSoi
iSo) = ; 4
r®o;So) E2) o) 4)

foreach t. The anglk brackets indicate an average over
the random bond distribbution for some xed value ofx.
T he standard deviation, , isde ned, asusual, as

S

®)= m2i i : G)

x=0.25 ALL
S'=m'E +b
slope=1.81(4)
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FIG . 3: (color online) Resuls of least-squares t analysispa-
ram eterized by Eqn. (3) of the scatter plot of correlations
between Eo and So for x = 025: (@)b vs. L, log-log plot;
inset: b=L? vs. L; ®)m vs. L. The number of sam ples
used reach L, (L;# ), is (6200), (8200), (10200), (12200),
(14200), (16200), (18:133) and (20200).

T he num bers in parentheses and the errorbars shown in
the gures represent a one standard deviation statisti-
cal error, as caloulated by the O rigin 6.0 P rofessional’
least-squares tting routine. O ne expects that, in addi
tion, there m ay be system atic errors arisihg from non-—
idealbehavior of random num ber generators and nonlin—
ear correlations. It is often di cul to obtain m eaningfiil
estin ates of system atic errors.

For an all L there is a strong correlation between E
and Sg. AsL increases, (E() Increases lnearly wih L
but (Sy) increases faster than linearly over this range
of L. Thus the correlation gets weaker as L. Increases.
This is re ected in the tendency for r to decrease as L
increases. From ourdata, it isnot clear whhetherornot r
goes to zero as L goesto In nity. It is generally believed
that them odelis not selffaveragihgat T = 0, so would
be natural or r to rem ain nie asL increases.

T he value of r depends on the choice ofensem ble. For
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FIG .4: (color online) Resuls of least—squares t analysis pa—
ram eterized by Eqn. (3) of the scatter plot of correlations
between Eo and Sy orx = 0:125: (@)b vs. L, log-log plot;
inset: b=L? vs. L; ®)m vs. L. The number of sam ples
used reach L, L;# ), is (6200), (8200), (10200), (12200),
(14200), (16200), (18200) and (20200).
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FIG .5: (color online) Covariance of ground state energy and
ground state entropy, r (E9;So) vs. L forx = 05.
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FIG.6: (coloronline) Covariance of ground state energy and
ground state entropy, r E9;So) vs. L forx = 025.
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FIG .7: (color online) Covariance of ground state energy and
ground state entropy, r E9;So) vs. L forx = 0:125.

the ensemble in which we x both the number of nega—
tive bonds and the num ber of frustrated plaquettes for
each value of L, one would nd higher values of r than
what we nd here. C rudely, one would expect the values
of r in the m ore tightly goeci ed ensemble to be higher
by about a factor of 1=:8, the Inverse of the r-factor for
the correlation between E ( and the num ber of frustrated
plaquettes.

Forx = 025 and x = 0:5, as L Increases the slope of
the regression line through the data given by the least—
squares t appears to rapidly approach a lm it of about
m 0:36. T hisnum ber is slightly greaterthan In 2)=2 =
0:34657:::. Naively, this m eans is that, on the average,
the G S degeneracy increases by about a factor of two
for each additionalbroken bond, since each broken bond
Increases the energy by two unis. Butm isnot actually
a physical observable, because it depends on our choice
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FIG .8: (color online) Resuls of lkast—squares t analysis pa—
ram eterized by Eqn. (6) of the scatter plot of correlations
between Ep and Sy for x = 0:5: (@) A vs. L, log-log plt;
inset: A=L? vs. L; @B vs. L.

of ensemble. W e will say m ore about what the actual
physical quantity is later.

The reader should note that the probability den-—
sity In the energy-entropy plane shown in Fig. 1(c) is
clearly di erent from a two-din ensionalG aussian distri-
bution, sihce, w ith the boundary conditions we are us—
ing, E can only have values which are m ultiples of four
unis. The previous results In Figure 6 of Landry and
C opperam ji:l'l,ri‘di using a much larger num ber of sam ples,
show that the one-dim ensional probability distribution
for Sy at the sam e values ofx and L, which isthe profgc-
tion of the pint distrbution onto the entropy axis, can
be tby a G aussian distrbution.

Since it is generally believed that T = 0 is a critical
point for them odel, perhapsw hat one needs to explain is
w hy the one-din ensionaldistribution isapparently G aus—
sian! This result becom es less surprising, how ever, once
one realizes that the strong correlationsbetween E( and
the num ber of frustrated plaquettes w ill m ake it very
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FIG.9: (coloronline) Resuls of krastsquares t analysis pa—
ram eterized by Eqn. (6) of the scatter plot of correlations
between Eg and Sy orx = 025: @) A vs. L, log-log plt;
inset: A=L? vs. L; @B vs. L.

di cult to see any non-G aussian behavior In this one—

din ensionaldistrdbution, unless one holds the num ber of
frustrated plaquettes xed. In our ensam ble, the num ber
of frustrated plaquettes always has a G aussian distrdbu-
tion.

For x = 0:25, where the ferrom agnetic correlations
are substantialé fr sn allL, the strength ofthe energy—
entropy correlation is som ew hat reduced for the case of
periodic boundary conditions in both directions. This
e ect is probably a result of the fact that or snall L
at x = 0:125, the behavior is essentially dom inated by
short—range ferrom agnetic correlations.

Tt isequally valid to do the least-squares tusihg Sy as
the Independent variable. The results of tsofthis type
forx = 05,025 and 0.125, using the sam edata asbefore,
are shown in Figures 8, 9 and 10, respectively. T he values
of r are not shown again, since they are unchanged from
the earlier case. For each value of x and each L, we now
show the slope B of the last—squares t, and the o set
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FIG . 10: (color online) Results of last—squares t analysis
param eterized by Eqgn. (6) of the scatter plot of correlations
between Eo and Sy forx = 0:125: (@) A vs. L, loglog plot;
inset: A=L? vs. L; @B vs. L.

Py E0;So)=Crf

Eo MoL)i So

A ofthe energy, de ned by
E°So)=A+B S: ®)

Now the notation E ° indicates that energy is the depen-
dent variable in the least-squares t. Since A isnegative,
weuse A in the log-logplot.

From the log-log plots in Figs.2@) and 3@), we nd
that b is proportional to L1'78®@) and L'®¥1®, respec—
tively, while from Figs. 8 (@) and 9 @), the scaling of A
is essentially indistihguishable from L?.A closer inspec—
tion of Fig. 3 (@), however, reveals that there is a clear
curvature of the data on the log-log plot. W e can see
In the inset to Fig. 3 () that, rx = 025, b becom es
essentially proportionalto L? orL  12.

T here is no known reason for a qualitative di erence
In the scaling behavior between x = 05 and x = 025.
T herefore, w e anticipate that the entropy scaling w illalso
becom e proportionalto L? fr som e larger L in the x =
05 case. G wen the results In the literature, we expect
that this w ill happen before L reaches 30.

A s we have dem onstrated In Fig. 1 (¢c) and 1(d), the
regression line which is obtained when one uses Sy as
the Independent variable is not the sam e one which is
found by using E ¢ asthe independent variable. T he slope
param eters.of these two regression lines are related to
each othed as

mB = r*: (7)

Since r? is, In general, a number between 0 and 1, we
are faced wih the problem of deciding what the true
best line through the data is. W ithout som e additional
Infom ation, there is no unigque prescription for solving
this problem 29

W e can w rite down an equation for the pint probabit-
ity distrdbution which builds in the fact that the allowed
values of E y are quantized:

Sy @L)i X

Eo @)

T he dependence on x is not shown explicitly, and C; is
the nom alization constant. A side from am all corrections
to scaling which can be ignored for large L, we expect
that we can assum e

HE,L)i= E; L?; 9)
and
Ko @)i= S; L?: 10)

1
Tt should alo be s=2f®9 to assuime that €, L)) =

4 : 8
o) [ Eo n)] @8)

n= 1

g L. Thgrscaling of (So (L)) with L appears to be
nontrivial?24 but we certainly expect that it w illdiverge
as L goes to in nity. Therefore, for lJarge L it should be
an adequate approxin ation to replace the sum over the

—functions by a uniform background.

If the envelope function £ of the probability distriou—
tion In the energy-entropy plane was a tw o-din ensional



G aussian, then it would have the nom al form

X% 2rKY +Y?
r2) !

11)
w here the argum ents X and Y have probability distrdbu—
tionsw ith zero m ean and unit standard deviation. G iven
this assum ption, which is unproven, we should treat E
and Sy on an equalbasis. Then i would be correct to
set the best regression line through the pint probability
distribution to be equalto

1
¢ 21 r 21

So S1 = fm=r) & Ei); 12)
or, equivalently,
Eo E; = B=r) & Si1): 13)

A s we have repeatedly rem Inded the reader, T = 0 is
believed to be a critical point for thism odel, so the as—
sum ption of G aussian uctuations can be justi ed only
as an approxin ation. W e do not really know what-ac=
tual om of £ (X ;Y ) should be used, and thereforet 29
we do not know what the slope ofthe best regression line
should be. H owever, it seem s certain that corrections to
the G aussian approxin ation are invisble at our current
Jevel of statistical uncertainty.

IV. DISCUSSION

O nem ight think that the behavior ofthe A and B pa—
ram eterswhich we nd by treating the entropy asthe in—
dependent variable in the least-squares t are quie sin —
ple. It is in portant to rem em ber, how ever, that the slope
of the best line through the data isnot B . W ihin the
G aussian approxin ation, aswe have rem arked above, the
slope ofthe best line is B =r. And thus if the slope ofthe
best line through the data is to have some nite slope
In the large L 1im it, it appears necessary to havea nite
Iim it forr.

In Figures 11, 12 and 13, we show the values of B=r
vs. L. The value of B=r appears to be approxin ately
independent of L. for x = 0.125 and 025, because the L
dependences of B and r canceleach other, although the
statistical uncertainties are too large for precise state-
ments to be made. For x = 05, however, B=r m ay be
Increasing with L within our range of L.

D in ensionally, the slope B=r de ned In Egn. (13) has
units of tem perature. It is tem pting to argue that B=r
has som e relation to a ctive glass tem perature for the
crossover between high and low tem perature dynam ical
behavior. T hus, a naive prediction ©orB =r would be that
it should be proportionalto the m ean—- eld energy scale,
which is

Ene=2 x(1 x); (14)

w here the factor of 2 com es from the square root of the
num ber of neighbors on the lattice, and the factor of

1.85
x=0.5 ALL
1.80 -
1.75 -
1.70 -
1.65
1.60 -

1.55

1.50 T T T T T T T T 1

B/r
—a—

FIG.1ll: B=rvs.L Prx= 0:5.
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x (L x) is the second mom ent of P (Ji5). However, no
such dependence on x is seen In our data. T he value of
B =r actually seem sto be decreasing slow Iy as x increases
from 0.125t0 05. Forx = 035, ifwe average the data for
alll,,we nd

B=r= 166 0:03: @5)

T hisnum ber probably underestin ates the resul for large
L slightly, due to the apparent tendency for B=r to in—
crease with L . The quoted statistical error does not In—
clude any allow ance forthise ect. UsingEgn. (15), how —
ever, we nd that, on the average, each additionalbroken
bond In the ground state Increases the G S degeneracy by
a factor o£3.34 (7). O ur uncertainties for the am aller val-
ues of x are larger, but this is prim arily because we have
an aller num bers of sam ples for these cases.

For any GS on a square lattice, each spin which has
tw o nelghbor spins that are oriented along the direction
favored by the bond between them , w ith the other two
neighbor soins pointed opposite to the direction favored



2.3
x=0.125 PP
2.2 4

2.1 4

2.0

B/r

FIG.13: B=rvs.L forx= 0:125.

by the bond (ie. these bonds are broken), can i wih
no energy cost. Each of these free spins contrbutes a
factor of two to the degeneracy of the G S. It is thus ex—
pected that increasing the num ber ofbroken bonds in the
G S would also increase the num ber of such free spins. It
is not reasonable, however, that increasing the num ber
of broken bonds by one would increase the number of
free soins by nearly two, on the average. T herefore, the
fact that we have found the average increase in the G S
degeneracy for each additionalbroken bond to be a fac—
tor of about 10/3 indicates that this e ect cannot be
explained by uctuations in the number of zero-energy
single-spin  Ips. There must be a substantial contribu-
tion from large-scale rearrangem entsofthe G S structure.

An exact calculation of the energy-entropy correlation
forL = 50, orpossbly L = 60, could be perfomm ed using
them ethod 0ofG alluccio, Loebland Vondrak E]: Tt should
be noted, how ever, that it isnot really necessary to calcu—
late Sy exactly. T would bem ore than su cient to have
an approxin ate calculation of Sy which was accurate to
one part in 10*. That does not seem inpossble, and it
m ight allow calculations for even larger L .

An explicit calculation ofthe Iow tem perature speci c
heat or x = 0:5 by Lukic et al? gives a result propor-
tional to exp( 2=T) when L > 30. It is natural that
crossover behavior should be seen in both Sy and the low
T speci c heat, w ith the sam e crossover length. T he low
T Iin it of the speci ¢ heat In this m odel is determm ined
by the degeneracy of the states at energy 4 above the
G S. It is surely not surprising that the degeneracies of
the ground states and the rst excied states would be
controlled by the sam e crossover length. To verify that
this is occurring, the calculation of Lukic et al. could be
repeated forx = 025. W e expect that a crossover length
ofL 12 willbe found, for the speci c heat in that case.

K atzgraber and Lec?4 have calulated the T depen—
dence of the correlation length in thism odel, and found
that it behavesas exp =T ). Recallthat J = 1.) They

use this result to argue that the speci ¢ heat at low

T should be proportional to exp ( 4=T ), as one m ght
naively expect foram odelw ith an energy gap of4. How —
ever, am ore detailed ana]ysjﬁ? has found that theirdata
or the speci ¢ heat agree w ith the conclusions of Lukic
et al® Another recent study by W ang24 usig a new

algorithm , also nds that the low T speci c heat is pro-
portionalto exp( 2=T).

Tt would also be interesting to repeat these calcula—
tions on a hexagonal lattice, where the allowed energy
states are m ultiples of tw o units, because the num ber of
bonds foreach site isodd. T huson this lattice the sm all-
est zero-energy excitation ofthe J m odel involves two
neighboring soins. W e would expect that the low tem —
perature speci ¢ heat is proportional to exp( 2=T) for
the whole range of L in that case.

T he analogy to an Ising chain which ism adeby W ang
and Swendsentd to argue for a speci c heat which ispro—
portionalto exp ( 2=T ) has nothing to do w ith random
bonds. W e know , however, that in 2D a mw frustrated
Ising system does not display thisbehavior? I addition,
by studying triangular lattices, P oulter and B lackm an23
found that adding a an all concentration of unfrustrated
plagquettes to a fully frustrated system does not produce
spin-glass behavior.

Tt was recently shown by Am oruso, M arinari, M artin
and P agnanﬁd that the behavior ofdom ain wallenergies
for the 2D Ising spoin glass is uindam entally di erent in
those cases, such asthe J m odel, where the energiesare
quantized. Ja a very interesting paper, W ang, H arrington
and P reskilE? have argued that the presence ofan energy
gap allow s the existence of topological long—range order.
A less speci ¢ suggestion of topological long-range order
In 2D random -bopd Ising m odels was m ade earlier by
M erz and C haker2d Num erical results for the properties
of dom ain walls, which willbe presented elsew here,2%2¢
are consistent w ith this proposal.

W hat we want to do isto explain the low tem perature
behavior of the speci ¢ heat in tem s of topological ex—
citations. W e know that in the spin-glass region of the
phase diagram i isdi cul to nd a way to overtum a

nite fraction of a large sam pl at zero energy cost. In
contrast, at and near the fully frustrated system , where
the exp ( 2=T ) behavior of the speci c heat does not oc-
cur, it becom es easy to nd ways of overtuming a nite
fraction of the spins at zero energy cost. This explains
the di erence between the spin-glass region and the fully
frustrated region.

W hat is possbl In the spinglass region is nding
many ways of overtuming a nite fraction of the large
sam pl at a cost ofonly 4 .'7;5% T his isprecisgly the general-
ization ofthe W ang-Swendsen m echanisn 4 to a random
2D system . And because we can do this, the behavior of
the P arisioverlap finction®} w illbe nontrivial. O foourse,
since T, is zero, the overlap function collapses to zero as
L increases. But ifwe scale out this sin ple collapse w ith
L, the existence of the largescale niteenergy excia-—
tions m ay be ocbserved in the overlap function. Since we



are trying to observe e ects caused by states of energy
4J,we cannotm erely do anaive T = 0 calculation ofthe
overlap fiinction. However, by m anipulating the doubl
ImitL ! 1 and T ! 0, itmay be possble to see the
e ect.

A lthough the actual in plem entation would be very
challenging, one can in agine studying the energy-entropy
correlation at and below T. In a three-dim ensional Ising
soin glass, using them alaverage valies for the energy
and entropy. In that case, w here the spin-glassphase and
the failure of selfaveraging of the P-arisi overlap finction
are believed to occur at nie T ,'52 one can use a gen-—
eral probability distribution for P (Ji;) and still have a
positive entropy, in contrast to the 2D situation.

T he author’s expectation isthat the anom alous scaling
whichwe nd forthe JmodelatT = 0 in 2D forsnall
L will occur for all types of bond distrbutions In 3D,
where the spin-glass transition isat T > 0. Itm ight also
happen that the crossover length becom es in nite n 3D,
but it seem sm ore likely that the crossover length isonly
In nite in Our orm ore dim ensions.

V. SUMMARY

W e have found that for I L square lattices wih
L 20 the 2D Ising spin glass with +1 and -1 bonds
has a very strong correlation between E o and the num ber
of frustrated plaquettes, and, what ism ore surprising, a
strong correlation between E 4 and So. On the average,

each additional broken bond in the GS of a particular
sam ple of random bonds Increases the G S degeneracy
by a factor of about 10/3. This number is too large to
be explained by uctuations in the num ber of free spins,
w hich im plies that there is a substantial contribution due
to large-scale rearrangem ents of the G S structure. O ver
this range of L, the characteristic G S entropy scales as
L178@) fr x = 035, whilk the characteristic G S energy
scales as L?, as expected. For x = 025, however, a
crossover is seen to nom al scaling behavior of Sy near
L = 12.W ebelieve that a sin ilar crossoverw ill occur for
x= 05atL 25, and that this crossover is connected
to the anom alous behavior of the low tem perature spe—
ci c heat. W e explain why the W ang-Swendsen m echa—
nism fora low T speci cheat proportionalto exp ( 2=T)
should apply in the spinglass regin e, but not in the fully
frustrated regim e.
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