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W e argue that the lower bound to the barrier energy to ip an up/down spin dom ain em bedded
In a down/up spin environm ent for Ising soin glass is independent of the size of the system . The
argum ent show s the existence of at least one dynam icalway through which it is possible to bypass
Jocalm axin a In the phase space. For an arbitrary case where one Ips any clister of spin of size

1, we have num erically calculated a lower bound to the exponent

characterizing the barrier one

has to overcom e. In thiscase corresponding to the lower bound calculated on hierarchical lattice
com es out to be equalto the exponent characterizing the dom ain wall energy In ground state.

PACS num bers:

The slow dynam ics of soin glasses [SG ] after a quench
from a tem perature greater then T, to onebelow T. (T, —
spin glass transition tem perature) is to a good extent ex—
plained under the assum ption of droplet theory i_]:, -'2:] of
coherent excitations of spin dom ains. The aging ofa spin
glass system (below T.) is understood as a slow increase
In coherence length Lt () which occurs by accum ulating
an aller dom ains into bigger ones and in that way reduc—
Ing the total dom ain wall length in the system . This,
very slow non-equilbriim behavior which leads the sys—
tem to-wards equilbrium is in excellent agreem ent w ith
the scaling law (L, ]

Thhi], =
Lr (B T)(T) ; @)

where t istine wih ((T) belng the tine scale, T is
the tem perature of the system whose energy has been
calculated In the unit of Bolzm ann constant kg and

is the exponent associated w ith the free energy barrier
one has to overcom e In order to go from one m Inin um
to another. Tt is taken that the barrier energy scales as
1 where 1 is the system size. The barrier exponent is
considered to satisfy the relation d 1. The
upper bound com es because of the fact that any com —
pact cluster of length scale 1 and energy less than 1° !
can be created with a maxinum dom ain wall size I* !
by sim ply m oving the dom ain wall through the clister.
and the lower bound corresponds to the fact that one
cannot I a dom ain of size 1w ithout encountering one
of size at least =2 whose free energy scales as (=2) ‘2:].
The exponent being much smaller than d 1) char-
acterizes the free energy of a spin glass dom ain of linear
size 1. A Iot of experin entalend a f&w num erical work
i?, -'_4, "5'1', :_6, :_7., :g, :_Q, :_l-(_?i] have shown the value of to &1
w ithin the above m entioned range. The fact that som e
experin entally evaluated valie of in two and three di-
m ensions is close to is upper lim it is recently raising
som e question about the validity of the lower lim it of

set by Fisherand Huse i_z.*]. In a recent paper it hasbeen
argued in favorofa lowerlmitas =d 1 [_1-1;] rather
than = .Ane cintnum erical schem e hasbeen pro—
posed In Ref.—[_l-]_;] ollow ing som e underestin ations rele—
vant to the lowerbound to barrier energy. In the present
work wew illm ainly follow thisnum ericalprocedure (@p—
plicable for very high din ensions and length scales) but
to de nitely get di erent results than that jn-'_-gjl].

G etting an idea about the lower bound of in high
length scales isa notoriously com plicated a airin view of
the fact that one ideally requires localoptin izationsofall
possbl soin  Ippingm oveswhich isan NP -com p]ete:_fl_b]
process. Let us st present a dynam icalway of sequen-—
tialan allexcitation and subsequent stabilization which is
able to slow Iy shrink the dom ain wallcovering an entirely
up/down spin dom ain embedded in a down/up spin en—
vironm ent. Fro sin plicity, consider a rectangle separated
by a straight line down the m iddle into two parts. In one
part there are spins all In up-wards direction and in the
otherpart there are spinsallin the down wardsdirection.
Them iddle line w illbe pushed to-w ards one edge in such
a way so that in the end the whole rectangular region is
occupied by down soins only. In reality the dom ain wall
is de niely not a straight line but much thicker than
but our resul can easily be generalized to that. Let us
think about any sequence of single spin I sequence that
pushes the m iddle st line near its one end to-wards the
up-spin dom ain living behind a very sm all extension of
the down spoin dom ain. O ur changed dom ain wallie. the
an all pushed in part of the straight line, now hasm any
spins frustrated on it In m ediately ©llow Ing the change In
shape and w e stabilize them to attain the ground state In
the changed con guration ofthe spin dom ains. Since, In
the above m entioned process we have only excited a very
an allportion ofthe dom ain walland m oreover, after the
stabilization in the new state the dom ain walllength has
changed only by a very am allam ount, the barrier energy
encountered isvery sn all. Now , we repeat the process of
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pushing the straight line (dom ain wall) in the sam e way
Just In the adpcent part of the previously pushed one
and do the whole process. In the process, still we keep
having the sam e stabilized length of the dom ain wall as
In the previous state and had only excited a snallpart
ofi. So In this process we can m ake the down spin state
encroach the up soin region totally but never going at a
very high energy state com pared to the initialone.

Now, to generalize the above m entioned dynam ics,
consider an up/down gpin dom ain com pletely em bedded
In a down/up spin one having a dom ain wallin them id-
dle which can have a com plex shape. F lipping them iddle
up/down spin dom ain can be achieved by slow Iy shrink—
ing the dom ain wallin the abovem entioned way to even—
tually m ake it vanish. In such a process sihce we are
shrinking the boundary wall of a sin ply connected do-—
main, we m ight at worst need to Increase the dom ain
wall by a very am all am ount. M oreover, since the ex—
citations at each step ofm ovem ent are kept very am all
the barrier state energy should never be very large com —
pared to the initial state. If the up/down spin dom ain
ismultiply connected —m eaning that there are droplets
of oppositely oriented soins In the m iddle —the trick will
be to i all the snaller droplts inside follow ing the
sam e procedure to m ake the inner dom ain walls vanish

rst and then m ake the bigger dom ain wall go to zero
as m entioned above. Thus, we can argue that there is
at least one dynam ical way corresoonding to that m en—
tioned above, where the barrier energy should not scale
as the system size. For such a situation, there is de -
niely a way to bypass the Iocalm aximum in the phase
space when one goes from one region to the other and
the path corresponds to the lowest barrier path.

But, de nitely the above mentioned way is a too
stricter one to follow considering therm alm otion to pro-—
duce i. In the follow ing we would consider the way that
nvolves a distrdbution ofthe excitationswhere larger do—
mains can be Iped ooherently at a tine. Here one
should think about optin izing on the Ippihg sequence
of Intermm ediate sized clusters to introduce or abolish a
dom ain wallat a length scale 1. In the rest of this paper
wearegoing to show thatthe owerbound to isequalto

foran Ising spin glasson aM igdalK adanof M K ]H jer-
archicallattice. In what follow swe apply renom alization
group transformm ations to directly calculate at its lower
lim i at various length scales In m any din ensions and
will show the agreem ent in them at lowest and highest
length scales (In our num erics) in alldin ensions starting
from d = 2. Keeping in m ind that it is an in possble
task to probe allthe relevant single soin I sequences to
m ake sure that one of it passes through the true barrier
state one has to apply the optin ized schem e of sequence
ofcluster ipsw ith a cluster length-scale distribution ap—
proprate to the given length scale of the system . Let us
think about optin izing on a sequence of ipping cluster
of spins before changing the boundary condition which

w ill either Introduce or rem ove a dom ain wall inside the
system of size 1. In such a process we would typically
encounter the barrier state jist before or after we change
the boundary condition. W hen we ip a single cluster of
soinswhich waspreviously In ground state in the process
of Jppinga sequence ofthem before changing the bound—
ary conditionswe suddenly frustrate a lot of spinson the
previous dom ain wall of that cluster. In principle, one
could nd a sihgle soin I sequence for the spins on the
dom ain wallbefore iIpping the cluster asa whole which
would at best lead one to a barrier state corresponding
to the I ofthat clusterw ith halfashigh energy. Thisis
50 because In this case also one would encounter the bar-
rier state just before orafter Ipping the cluster ollowed
by adjistm ent of spins on the dom ain wall. The error
In this estin ate w illbe of the order of energy associated
wih a singlke spin  ip. Thus, the scope of adjistm ent
of spins before  Jpping an Intem ediate sized cluster in
a sequence of cluster ips to get to the barrier state as—
sociated w ith change in boundary conditions ofa system
of size 1 could resulk in a barrier state half as high and
w il not essentially alter the scaling law . Since the condi-
tions rem ain unchanged for spins lying inside the cluster
(not on or adpcent to dom ain wall) undergoing ip we
do not bother about them . Here, we actually consider
that w ithin cluster adjustm ents of spinsafterts Ip asa
whole aremuch low energy a airs to change our result.

Ournum erical calculationsare at T = 0 on Ising spin
glass. An Ising son glass has the H am ittonian

JijSiSj @)

and undergoes soin glass transition at nonzero T, in di-
mensions d > 2. In Eqg2 the sum is over all nearest
neighbour pairs and the spins S; and Sy can take up val-
ues 1. There aregood agream entsofcalculated value of
on M K -hierarchical lattice and square and cubic lat—
tice In two and three din ensions [13, 14, 15, 116] and a
hierarchical Jattice is w idely in use for the num erical In—
vestigation of spin glasses. The M K -hierarchical lattice
startsby form ng i its  rst levela unitwith 2 ! parallel
bridges connecting two end spins which set the bound-
ary condition. Every bridge is a serdes connection oftwo
bonds wih a spin in the m iddle. In the present case at
rst level we select the bonds random Iy from a pool of
10000 bonds generated from a G aussian distrbution of
unit width and zero mean. In the next higher lvel of
length scales one replaces the previous bonds w ith ones
obtained from a renom alized bond distribbution which is
equivalent to replacing each bond in the previous level
by the whole uni. Thus, n the Ith level of iterations
the renom alized lattice corresponds to a length scale 2°
where each spin in the m iddl is a dom ain of interm edi-
ate size. On such a Jattice at T = 0, the renom alization
group transformm ation of e ective bonds involves getting



a contrbution from each bridge as
J1= sign (J1J2)m in [{7; 3 P2 J; @)

where J; and J, are the bonds connected in serdes in the
bridge. T he renom alized bond is obtained by sum m ing
over contributions obtained from all parallel bridges.

T he basic theory we ollow In optin izing the m iddle
soin I sequence before we I the right hand comer
soin to change the boundary condition is the same as
n Ref.[_i}'] apart from the fact that we are using renor-
m alized bonds and are not concentrating to L¢ ! nearest
neighbour spin to the right hand comer spin. Let us ex-
plain the steps of spin i sequence Hlow ing Refifli].
W e would always go from the higher energy m inim um
to the lower one corresponding to the states w ith paral-
kland antiparallelend (comer) spins and will nd the
barrier height from the reference energy of the higher Iy—
ing ground state. Since we are after nding the lower
bound to the energy barrier the above m entioned m ove
is Jasti ed. Now consider one of the 2 ! bridges that
connect the end spins. Let us take e as the energy of
the bridge m easured from the reference of the previous
ground state energy of  when them iddle spin is Ipped

rst before  jpping the right hand comer one. Let £be
the energy of it when the comer spin if ipped rst and
them iddle spin rem ais as it wasand e be the energy of
the bridge when them iddle spin is Ioped rst and then
the comer spn is Ipped. Taking the num ber ofm iddle
soins ipped beforewe ip the right hand comer spin to
change the boundary conditions as n, the energy of the
system just before and after ipping the comer spin be
respectively

R X
e’=E?: ®)

k=24 1 n =1

Since the energy barrier w ill be encountered jist before
or after Ipping the end spin the barrier energy is given
by

E=MaxEE?]: 6)

A swe are searching for the low est barrier energy, we can
m ake som e underestin ations. For a param eter a satisfy—
ng0< a< 1lwecan wrie

E = M in, M ax € ;E?)]
= MJ'nnEaE1+ 1 aE?]

X0 E'
@'+ I ak’)+

k=24 1 n

3

= M in, 4 a(25

=1

%2 1
M in[@e' + I

ak’); @ a)l: )

i=1

In the above expression setting a = 05 m eans giving
equalweight to E ! and E ? which w illactually m ake the
barrier energy negative In 2-din ensions [_1-1:] This isbe-
cause ofthe fact that we are alw ays going from higheren-
ergy m ininum to a lower energy m ininum and i m akes
&® negative m ore often than not in 2-din ensions. m  g.l
we have plotted the log of barrier energy E against log
of system size (1= 2') ra = 09 . The plt shows
graphs corresponding to dim ensions from d= 2tod= 9.
W e see allthe graphs are straight lines. H ere we selected
a= 09 because ofthe fact that an alla in the weights of
E! andE ? isnot a good estin ate ford = 2 din ension. Tn
Fig2 we have plotted against alldin ensions obtained
at the lowest pair ( ;) and highest pair ( ;) of length
scales In our num erical calculation. T he two broken-line
graphs corresponding to the two  calculated at two ex—
trem e length scales aln ost f2ll on the continuous graph
show ing a plot of against sam e din ensions.

Now we would ke to m ake a few com m ent regarding
the di erence of our result ( = ) at the lJower bound
and that obtained in t_l-]_}] specially because we are using
the sinpli ed num erical schem e proposed i i[L}]. Tn|[L1]
i has been tacily taken that the barrier introduced or
rem oved w ith the change In boundary condition passes
through the nearest neighbour soins to the right hand
comerone which isactually Ipped to change the bound—
ary condition. W e argue that nobody know s where the
dom ain wallw illpass through corresponding to a change
In the boundary condition and the dom ain wall width
w ill actually be ignored if we concentrate on a sequence
of spn I as is done in :_[1_‘1]. M oreover, I ofa clus—
ter of spins can be equivalently achieved by follow ing se—
quences of single spin i but there is no guarantee that
one would get through a barrier state of low er energy un—
Jess a m ethod of sequential excitation and stabilization
is applied as has been explained in the ntroduction. A 11
these things taken into consideration and specially w hen
wedo notknow where the actualbarrierw illpassthrough
orw illbe rem oved from when the boundary condition is
changed, onem ust apply renom alization group approach
to com pare betw een the routes of going from one ground
state to the other de ned on appropriate length scales
and the outcom e is the sam e as that set by F isher and
Huse 1';2].
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