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Abstract

T he statistics of Jow energy states of the 2D Ising spin glass with + 1 and -1 bonds are studied
forT, L square latticeswih I, 48,and p= 0.5, where p is the fraction of negative bonds, using
periodic and/or antiperiodic boundary conditions. T he behavior of the density of states near the
ground state energy is analyzed asa function ofL, in order to obtain the low tem perature behavior
of the model. For large nie L there is a range of T In which the heat capaciy is proportional
to T°33 992 The range of T in which this behavior occurs scales slowly to T = 0 as L increases.
Sim ilar resuls are found for p = 025. Our results indicate that this m odel probably obeys the
ordinary hyperscaling relation d = 2 ,even though T, = 0. The existence of the subextensive
behavior is attribbuted to longrange correlations between zero-energy dom ain walls, and evidence

of such correlations is presented.
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In 1977, Thouless, Anderson and Palmer (TAP) perform ed a m ean— eld theory analysis
of the ring diagram s which contribute to the free energy of the Ising spin glassZ? They
found that, above the critical tem perature Tg, the contribution of these ring diagram s was
subextensive. This m eans that, while the sum of these diagram s is divergent at T, their
contribution at any T > T4 can be neglected in the them odynam ic lin i3 Therefore, in this
lin it, no signature of the transition is visble in the equilbrium themm odynam ic functions
orT > T4. However, one can still study the critical scaling behavior of nite system s.

W hile it is true that hyperscaling is always vioclated in a m ean— eld theory, TAP showed
that a soIn glass has severe uctuations of the order param eter even at the m ean— eld level.
Later, it was shown by Som polinsky and Zippelins'? that the Ising spin glass also violates
the uctuation-dissipation theorem . T hus one should not be surprised if it tums out that
the soin glass does not obey other relations which work for ordinary phase transitions.

In thiswork we analyze data obtained from exact calculations ofthe density of low -energy
states for nite two-din ensional (2D ) lattices. T he sam e data have also been used to study
the scaling behavior ofdom ain walls or thism odel® W e w ill discover that an unusuale ect,
sin ilar to the violation of hyperscaling found In m ean— eld theory, also occurs in 2D . The
data were cbtained using a slightly m odi ed version ofthe com puter program ofVondrak,’?
which isbased on the Pfa an method. O ur data are com plktely consistent w ith the data
of Lukic et al.2°*! which were cbtained using the sam e algorithm . O ur analysis of the heat
capaciy is m ore detailed than theirs, however, and thus we arrive at som ew hat di erent
conclusions.

In two din ensions (2D ), the spin-glassphase isnot stabl at nite tem perature. Because
of this, it is necessary to treat cases w ith continuous distributions of energies CDE) and
cases with quantized distributions of energies QDE) separately 243 In this work we will
study the QDE case.

The Ham iltonian ofthe EA m odel or Ising sping is

X
H = Jij i 37 (1)
hiji
where each spin  ; isa dynam icalvariable which hastwo allowed states, + 1 and 1. The 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 identically distributed quenched random variable, w ith
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FIG.1: (cobr online) F initesize scaling ofE g=L? vs. 1=L°.

the probability distribution
PUy)=p Oy+1) + @ p & 1); @)

o that we actually sst J = 1, as usual. Thus p is the concentration of antiferrom agnetic
bonds,and (1 p) isthe concentration of ferrom agneticbonds. Herewe w illdiscuss prin arily
the equalm xture case, p= 0:5, but results forp= 025 will also be given.

The ground state (G S) entropy is de ned as the natural logarithm of the number of
ground states. For each samplk the GS energy Ey and G S entropy Sy were calculated for
the four com binations of periodic and antiperiodic toroidalboundary conditions along each
of the two axes of the square lattice. W hen p = 035, all four of these types of boundary
conditions are statistically equivalent.

D ata were obtained for Jattices of sizesL = 7, 8, 11, 12,15, 16, 21, 24, 29, 32, 41 and 48.
Foreach L, 500 di erent random sets of bonds were studied, for each of the four boundary
conditions. Thus, com bining the data for the di erent boundary conditions, we have 2000
values of Ey and Sy foreach L.

W ith the boundary conditions we are using, for which there is no welkde ned surface,

the value of E ; averaged over sam ples of the random bonds, is expected to obey
Eo=L? = & + a=L° 3)

to Iowest order In L. Fig. 1 show s that this works well, and that the value of gy obtained
from ourdata isey = 1:40151 0:00027. In principle, higher order corrections exist, but
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FIG .2: (colbr online) Fintte-size scaling of Sp=L? vs. 1=L°.

they are not necessary at the lkevel of precision ofourdata. T his agreesw ith the resul found
by Lukic et al? A 11 statistical error estin ates shown in this work represent one standard
deviation. The best estin ate of e, is still the one of Palmer and Adkr** which uses a
m ethod for which one can go to mudch larger L, because the entropy is not calculated.

The nitesize scaling behavior of S, is slightly m ore com plex. Lukic et al.l? used a shhgle
correction-to-scaling temm , with an exponent @2+ ). From a fiindam ental viewpoint2
however, when g ispositive the naturalfom to use when adding another tting param eter
is

So=L? = s, + a;=L® + h=L": @)
In Fig. 2 we see that this form works well, and gives a value of 59 = 007211 0:00015.
T his value is slightly higher than the one quoted by Lukic et al., but the di erence com es
prim arily from the di erent form ofthe tting function rather than from di erences in the
data. By com paring w ith the work ofB ouchaud, K rzakala and M artin*> one sees that Lukic
et al. have m ade a sign error, and that their t actually uses a negative value for ¢, which
is incorrect 1647

W hik ourvaluesofthe energy and entropy oftheG S of nitel, L latticesforp= 05 are
generally consistent w ith those of other workers, our resuls for L = 32 di er substantially
w ith those reported by Blackm an and Poulteri® (See Figs. 7 and 8 of their paper.) The

origin of this discrepancy is unclear, but it appears to be too large to be explained by the
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di erent boundary conditionsused by them . T heir num bers of sam ples com puted are rather
an all, and i m ay be that they have sin ply underestin ated their statistical errors. H ow ever,
their algorithm , unlike the one used here, does not use exact Integer arithm etic to calculate
the partition function. T herefore, i is lkely that they have a problem w ih roundo errors.
In a strongly correlated system such as the one we are studying, substantial roundo errors
can resul In distrbutions which are too narrow .

In order to obtain inform ation about the low tem perature behavior, it is ussfulto study
the scalingwith L ofS; &, which is the logarithm of the ratio of the degeneracies of the
lowest excited state and the G S 2226712 | e found that

av(S; ) = hm(L?)Y)) + 0528 0:011; )

w ith
= 0:1921 00015 (6)

gives an excellent t forL > 10, as shown in Fig. 3. av() is a con guration average over
random sam pls. The points or L = 7 and 8 (ot shown in the gure) are below the tted
line, due to corrections to scaling at anallL.

The choice In (h ((L?) ")) m ay appear arbitrary to the reader, but i was suggested by
the behavior of the filly frustrated 2D Ising m odell®t’! I principle, if one could go to
very large values of L, one could obtain by plotting the data against 2Inh (L). From
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FIG . 4: Histogram of the distrdbbution of S Sg for L = 48.

Stirling’s approxin ation one sees inm ediately that the di erence between using 2 (L) and
I (n (@?)"Y) isa logarithm ic correction to scaling. T his Jogarithm ic correction appears to be
present in the data, however, and a mudch better t is obtained if one does things as shown
here.

Ifoneuses 2In (L 3) an excellent t over the range of the data is obtained. H owever,
this seem s com pletely arti cial to the author. In any case the value of = 01948 00008
which one nds from this form is close to the one shown in Fig. 3. (The reason why the
statistical error In this number is so an all is that no contrbution from the uncertainty in
the tting param eter \3" is included.)

The reason for taking the con guration average of In (S; %) rather than taking the
logarithm of av(S; &) is that in this way we nd the most probable valuieZ%2! The
probability distrbutions for S; & are highly skewed, and the m ost probable valie scales
di erently with L than av(S; $) does. To illustrate this point, In Fig. 4 we show a
histogram ofthe distrloution ofS; & forthe L = 48 Jattices. If one plots the data using
av (S, $), one nds an apparent value for of 0233 @3). Using the m edian value gives
0222 (3). It is the typical or m ost probable value which is the experim entally cbservable
quantity, as established by Edwards and A nderson? for the spin glass.

From this analysis, we obtain the typicalvalue ofS; & tobe

ST & = f@) AM(@)H] ; @)



wih A = 1696 0019, or, usihg Stirling’s approxin ation,
£@L) AFChE) 1)]: ®)

It follow s Inm ediately that the scaling of S; S wih L is approxin ately a power law,
w ith an exponent close to 04, tines In (L) . This varation wih L ismuch m ore rapid than
the hypothesis of W ang and Swendsen*? who argued for a dependence like 4 In (I.). To this
extent, it agrees w ith the clain s of Jorg et alt!

To obtain the actual behavior of the low tem perature soeci ¢ heat, we must carry the

analysis further. The heat capacity ofa samplk ofsize L. L at temperature T is given by
C @©;T) = h€ @) IE @©)ifi=T?; )

w here the anglk brackets indicate a them al average, and we are using unis in which Bolz—
m ann’s constant is 1.
W riting the partition function ofa nite sam pl wih periodic boundary conditions ex—
plicitly gives
o2
Z(T) = exp(Sn 4n=T) : (10)

n=20

T he heat capacity is then

FoF2
1

C@L;T) = (T°2) 160 n)exp@Gn S  4n=T); (11)

n=0
where n is the value of n or which the argum ent of the exponential has itsm axinum for
a given sam pk at tem perature T .

The average values ofS,, & foram allvaluesofn are shown in Fig.5, over our fiull range
ofL . The slope de ned by these points, om itting the n = 1 points, is plotted versus 1=L in
Fig. 6. The lim itihg value of this slope for large L obtained from thisplot is found to be

= 0842 0:003: (12)
Thismeans that orn L2
Shn S f@)n ; 13)
and in plies
O @©;T)NH f@L)T=4: 14)
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This can only be valid, however, if 0

xed, thenn !

0. Thus the 1m iting
is proportional to exp (

where

T, @)

is the tem perature where n

T
0.04

1. W e have found a positive value for

—
0.08
1L

T
0.06

Sg) vs. 1=L, forn = 2 to 8.

< n L%. Ifwetakethelmi T ! 0, hoding L

Iow tem perature behavior ofC (L;T), Prany xed L

4=T),asitmust be. W e expect to see thisbehaviorwhen T < T,

4L°Rn@L) 1] =(A) 15)

, which m eans that



T;! OasL ! 1.

The reason orom itting then = 1 points shown In Fig. 5 from the tsisthat they alllie
well below the straight lines. The quantity S; S does not behave in the sam e way that
the other S,;7 S do. The author understands this e ect by analogy w ith the wellknown
behavior of random m atrices. T he gap at the band edge is special, because it only feels level
repulsion from one side.

Substituting our expressions forn and S, & into Egn. (10) gives

P g2 _a1=0 )2 =1 )2 .
C@L;:T) = 160 2n-0 @ (AT 4i-P ﬁfﬁ e@nw) 1)) Fep@mil) o
n=0 exp gmn;L))
where
gn;L) = n RC’@Ch@) 1)) 4m =T ]: @7

W henwetry totakethe Imit L ! 1 holdingT xed,we geta surprise. T he exponent
=( ) i3 1216 0033. Because this exponent is greater than than 1, the power-aw
behavior described by the exponent of Egn. (12) isonly valid or T < T,, where T, must
go to zero as L fncreases. n  cannot becom e Jarger than L?! This condition requires that,

when L ! 1 ,T, must also go to zero at least as fast as
Ty (L) 4L 2" Pemn@E) 1) =(A): (18)

A though we do not have data to show that T, actually behaves precisely in thisway, it is
at last plausble that T, goes to zero m ore slow Iy than T; asL increases, sihce < 1.

W hat this m eans is that the singulrity we are studying is subextensive, Jjust as the
therm al shgularity above T4 is .n the TAP mean- eld theory!? It also means that for L
large, but nite, we expect there exists a tam perature regine T, T T, n which the
scaling behavior controlled by this shgularity is ocbservable.

ocontrols the them albehavior in the tem perature range 0< T < T;,and controls the
behavior n the range T; < T < T, . Therefore, these exponents are independent. A simplk
scaling relation between exponents de ned in di erent ranges of T which have independent
behaviors is im possible. T his statem ent is not in contradiction w ith the fact that the value
0of Ty clearly depends on both and . The entire procedure used here is quite sin ilar to
the theory of nested boundary layers2?

Since HE (L)1 isessentially 4n (L;T), the heat capaciy for T; < T < T, iseasily seen to

be proportionalto T =¢ ), which is T°3® %2 Because T, ! OasL ! 1 , thisbehavior



disappears in the them odynam ic lim it. The exponent 2( + 1) is 0068 0:009. This
isan all, so T, is going to zero quite slow k. T hus the power-aw behavior ofC (L;T) should
be visbl form acroscopic values of L . N ote that this e ect is not caused by our choice of
logarithm ic averaging ofS; &, sihce the use of sin ple averaging would give a larger value
for

A Yhough our statistical errors are an all, the estin ate of depends on our choice of the

nitesize scaling tting finction. Notice that the estin ate of the scaling exponent  for
the T dependence ofC (L;T) depends only on , and is independent of . Therefore, cur
estin ate
= 533 0:12 @9)
is independent ofwhether T, ! OasL ! 1 .

A Nl ofthe calculations forp = 05 described above were repeated forp= 025. U sing the
sam e procedures as discussed above, we nd forp= 025 the exponents = 0:1874 0:0019
and = 08527 00017. Therefore we cbtain 2( + 1) = 0080 0007 and =

579 008. These resuls are quite consistent w ith universality of the critical exponents,
since the quoted statistical errors do not include any allowance for errors in the assum ed
scaling fomm s.

R ecently, Jorg et ali* have clain ed that a power-law behavior of C (I.;T) isevidence that
the QDE is In the sam e universality class asthe CDE . H owever, they have not calculated
directly. They have calculated the correlation length exponent 35, and assum ed that

could be obtained via the m odi ed hyperscaling relation of B aker and Bonner.?? The fact
that ourvalue of isnotclosseto 7 show sthat this relation isnot cbeyed. O urvalue seam s
to indicate that the ordinary hyperscaling relation, d = 2 , isobeyed. hasneverbeen
calculated directly forthe CDE, so we cannot say whether the values of are the sam e for
theODE and the CDE.

F inally, we discuss the origin ofthe subextensive singularity. Such behavior in a 2D m odel
probably requires the existence of som e kind of long—range Interactions. Such interactions
are not present explicitly in our Ham iltonian, Eqn. (1), but they m ay arise spontaneously.
Since dom ain walls are extended ob ects, i would not be very surprising for nteractions
between dom ain walls to have long range, especially at T = 0.

U sing the sam e com puter program which was used here to cbtain the heat capaciy and
additional procedures described in a recent publication,? we have calculated the average

10
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FIG.7: (color online) Scaling of average entropy of zero-energy dom ain walls for lattices of size
L M vs.M =L'?%, These dom ain walls run across the lattice in the short direction, which has

length L.

dom ain-wall entropy for zero-energy dom ain wallson latticesofsize . M ,where L M .
R em arkably, the average dom ain-wall entropy for the zero-energy dom ain walls which run
across the lattice In the short (L) direction scales to zero exponentially in the variable
M =L'2°, This is shown in Fig. 7. The exponent 125 is suggestive of the relation recently
proposed by Am oruso, Hartm ann, Hastings and M oore?? which gives a value of 125 for
the fractaldin ension of dom ain walls for thism odel. From the data displayed here we can
say that thisexponent mustbe 125 0:05. Because their entropy scales to zero so rapidly,
these zero-energy dom ain wallsm ust be highly correlated.

Thise ect is strong evidence for long-range interactions between the zero-energy dom ain
walls. Tt does not occur for dom ain walls of other energies. Am oruso et al. do not explicitly
soecify that the behavior of the zero-energy dom ain walls should be special. H owever, this
was suggested by the work of W ang, H arrington and P reskill?® T his dom ain-wall entropy
calculation w illbe described m ore fillly in a subsequent publication 2°

In this work we have calculated In detail the low tem perature them al behavior of the
2D Ising spin glass wih an equalm xture of + 1 and 1 bonds. W e have found that this
behavior bears a strong qualitative resemblance to the behavior found in the TAP m ean—

eld-theory analysis. For nite L there isa range of T forwhich C (L;T) is proportional to

11



T5:33

. However, this behavior disappears slowl asL ! 1 . This subextensive behavior is

attributed to correlations between zero-energy dom ain walls.
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