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We study the consequences of rotational symmetry breaking in isotropic vector spin glasses.
Starting from a microscopic model we identify the underlying symmetries of time-dependent
(replica-dependent) SO(m) rotations. The hydrodynamic triad theory is confirmed and the spin-
wave stiffness is related to a generalized transverse susceptibility. An expansion around mean-field
theory is used to calculate the stiffness approximately.

I. INTRODUCTION

The low-temperature properties of magnetic systems
with quenched random exchange (spin glasses) have been
studied extensively in recent years. Most theoretical work
is based on the spin-glass (SG) model of Edwards and An-
derson,! who suggested that such systems might undergo
a phase transition to a SG state, in which the local mag-
netic moments acquire nonzero thermal expectation
values (S(x))£0. In the mean-field (MF) limit, the
model does show a sharp phase transition at a finite freez-
ing temperature T,.

The Hamiltonian of the Edwards-Anderson (EA) model
is isotropic in spin space, so that a global rotation of all
spins around any axis in spin space is an exact symmetry
of the model. We are interested here in the manifestations
of the breaking of this rotational symmetry in the SG
phase, which we assume to exist for T' < T,. We limit our
considerations to a SG phase, in which the average mag-
netization vanishes and the system remains macroscopi-
cally isotropic. Thus, locally, the rotational symmetry is
spontaneously broken in the SG state, but there is no glo-
bal symmetry breaking.

The local magnetic moments point in noncollinear
directions. Therefore a global rotation of all spins around
any axis generates a new state,> which can be dis-
tinguished from the unrotated state. The SO(m) symme-
try of the model is completely broken. Due to the isotropy
of the model, the rotated and the unrotated state have the
same free energy and are connected by a flat path in phase
space. Figure 1 gives a qualitative picture of the free-
energy surface. There are many valleys separated by
free-energy barriers® and each valley is infinitely degen-
erate with a manifold of states generated by a uniform ro-
tation.

Given the spontaneous breaking of rotational symmetry
in the SG state, we expect to find low-energy excitations
corresponding to almost uniform rotations. These have
been analyzed within a phenomenological theory by
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Halperin and Saslow.? We briefly review the hydro-
dynamic theory. Below T, the system will be found in
one of many possible equilibrium states. One such state is
singled out arbitrarily, denoted by « and specified by the
local magnetic moments {{S(x))_,}. Another equilibrium
state ' is generated by a uniform rotation R of all spins
{R(S(x)),].

In general, for an m-component spin system, we
represent a rotation R (6)=exp(— X5 6°T®) by the
[m(m —1)]/2 generators T® of SO(m) rotations. For
clarity of presentation it is sometimes useful to specialize
to Heisenberg spins. In that case, R (@) are the familiar
three-dimensional rotation matrices. For example, rota-
tions around the 2 axis are achieved by

cos# siné O
R;;(6)= | —sin¢® cos®# O], (1.1
0 0 1

where i and j denote Cartesian spin components. Of par-
ticular interest are infinitesimal rotations, for which
R;;(0) reduces to

FA

> |M|,etc.
eX ,ey,ez

FIG. 1. Schematic picture of the free-energy landscape, to
visualize that a uniform rotation by an angle 6 generates a de-
generate manifold for each valley.
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Rij(0)=8ij+ekij0k . (12)
(We adopt a summation convention over repeated indices.)
Here €;; denotes the antisymmetric tensor €,,,=1 and
€,x; = —1 for all cyclic permutations. The relative angle
of the two configurations « and <’ can then be represent-
ed as

9i: —ql—*fijk<Sj(X)>a’<Sk(X)>a ’

(1.3)
29ga

with

1
qea= "+ g (S(x)),(S(x)), .

_This concept can be generalized to a situation, in which
6'=6'(r) is a slowly yarying function of space. Halperin
and Saslow define a fluctuating variable

0'(r)

LS e (S;(x)S(x) (1.4)

2qpan ey

whose expectation value specifies the local orientation of a
rotated state with respect to the reference state «. 6(r) is
a coarse-grained variable: V denotes a hydrodynamic
volume, which contains a large number of spins n, but is
small compared to the macroscopic length scale.

The free energy of the twisted state is expected to be
higher than the free energy of the equilibrium state. For a
long-wavelength twist, Halperin and Saslow suggested the
following form:

Ps i
5F0=7fddx§ |ve|2.

The stiffness constant p; is a scalar, since the SG state is
macroscopically isotropic. In the hydrodynamic theory,
ps enters as an unknown parameter, which is assumed to
be finite.

The rotation angles (r) are coupled to the magnetiza-
tion density via Poisson bracket relations. The resulting
dynamic excitations have a linear dispersion w ~ck with
spin-wave velocity ¢?=p, /X, with X the uniform magnet-
ic susceptibility. The damping is predicted to vanish like
k2, so that the excitations are well defined in the long-
wavelength limit. The theory has been extended to in-
clude net ferromagnetic interactions® as well as anisotro-
pies and nonzero remanent magnetization and external
field.’

The hydrodynamic theory is based on the assumption
of a finite exchange stiffness in the SG state. An upper
bound to p; is obtained by considering a rigid twist. The
resulting bare stiffness for a nearest-neighbor hypercubic
lattice in d dimension is

2| &
0 2—d
- a . (1.5)
Ps md
Here, £, is the ground-state energy per spin, a denotes the
lattice constant and we assume fixed length spins S?=m.

However, the true stiffness may be considerably reduced
even at zero temperature due to fluctuations in the
strength of the bonds J;;. Indeed, an important question
is whether or not the stiffness of the SG state is at all fi-
nite.

This problem has been addressed in various numerical
simulations. At zero temperature, p; can be deduced from
the energy difference of an equilibrium state and a state
with a macroscopic rotational gradient imposed.®=% For a
nearest-neighbor planar SG, a finite stiffness was found in
d =2 and 3. As compared to the bare stiffness, its value
is reduced by ~50%. For Heisenberg spins in d =3 the
stiffness at 7' =0 was found to be ~ 1 of its bare value

09,10
Ps-

s

Information about the stiffness is contained in the spec-
trum of the Hessian matrix.®!! Due to the presence of
other low-energy excitations in spin glasses, it is difficult
to obtain reliable estimates for p; in that way.

Several authors'"!? have solved the microscopic equa-
tions of motion numerically for small samples. Propaga-
ting modes with a linear dispersion were found to exist for
planar spins!! in three dimensions, but not for Heisenberg
spins.12 Note, however, that the relatively small sample
size severely restricts the range of wave numbers, which
are accessible to such a study.

Inelastic neutron scattering offers one possibility to
detect spin-wave excitations experimentally. So far no
propagating modes with linear dispersion have been ob-
served.!® Several reasons might account for this failure:
Possibly, the stiffness is so small that the energy range of
spin-wave excitations is beyond the resolution of current
experiments. The excitations might be overdamped due to
relaxation processes which have not been taken into ac-
count in the hydrodynamic theory. The analysis of neu-
tron scattering data is further complicated by the appear-
ance of quasielastic components, which are superimposed
on the spin-wave spectrum.

Recently, several authors'* have observed ferromagnetic
spin waves in reentrant systems. Anomalies in the
linewidth and position of the spectra are observed simul-
taneously with the occurrence of a quasielastic peak,
which was taken as evidence for a SG phase.

Another possibility of observing low-energy excitations
is to measure the low- T magnetic specific heat and resis-
tivity.!> In most cases, the observed specific heat is dom-
inated by a linear term, which suggests that other low-
energy excitations are dominant at low 7.

It is our aim to establish the hydrodynamic picture in a
microscopic theory. We want to check it for consistency
and provide a framework for a systematic calculation of
its parameters. We concentrate here on a discussion of p;
and address the following questions: Is there a finite stiff-
ness at zero temperature, and how does it compare to p3?
What is p at finite T, and in particular, what is its criti-
cal behavior? Even though our discussion is restricted to
the isotropic model, we point out that the framework is
general enough to also consider perturbations of the rota-
tional symmetry by weak uniform external fields and ran-
dom anisotropy. This will be discussed elsewhere. A
shcl)gt summary of our work has been reported previous-
ly.
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II. A MICROSCOPIC DEFINITION
OF THE EXCHANGE STIFFNESS CONSTANT

We consider an EA model! for an m-component SG,

H.—_—% > JS(x)-S(x') . (2.1)
x,x'

The exchange couplings {J,} are Gaussian variables
with zero mean and variance [JZ ]=J%K(|x—x'|).
Here K is a nonrandom, function of |x—x’|, normalized
such that K (|x—x'|)=1. In real spin glasses K is
relatively short ranged. However, very little is known, at
present, about the low-temperature properties of the
short-range EA model. We will therefore assume that the
SG phase of the system has the same qualitative features
as the MF model, where the low-T phase is well under-
stood.!’~!® Whether this assumption is valid for the
three-dimensional system is unclear at present.

In the MF model J,, is infinitely ranged with

J

Xﬁ(k)=zﬁﬁ 3 [(S(x)-T(S(x)S(x)) T (S(x') ) Jekx=x) |

where & denotes the axis of rotation. In the limit of
long wavelength this will correspond to X5(k)
= Tqi,{6%k)0% —k)). Hence, the stiffness constant can
be defined as

Ps =VUqEA Eir%[kz)(a(k)]'l , 2.3)
where v is the volume of a unit cell. X3%k) is a
quasiequilibrium quantity. All thermal averages in Eq.
(2.2) are restricted to a single valley.

The susceptibility X3(k) can be intuitively thought of as
a response function to a twisting field. We envisage a
Heisenberg system where { (S(x))} is one of its equilibri-

K(|x—x'|)=1/N,% N being the total number of spins.
MF theory predicts a second-order phase transition from
a paramagnetic to a SG phase with a nonzero value of the
EA order parameter, qpa=[(S(x))-{(S(x))]/m. The
bold square brackets [ ] denote ensemble average over the
Jxx- A full description of the SG phase must take into
account the existence of many equilibrium states which
are degenerate in the thermodynamic limit but have finite
free-energy differences in a finite system.?!

The degenerate SG phases which are not related by a
global rotation are separated by free-energy barriers which
diverge in the N-— o limit. Thus, finite time (.e.,
quasiequilibrium) quantities are obtained as thermal aver-
ages which are restricted to a single SG state (“valley”)
and the manifold of states which are related to it by a glo-
bal rotation. On the other hand, true equilibrium corre-
sponds to an average over all the valleys.

In order to calculate the exchange stiffness constant in
the SG phase, we concentrate on the following ensemble
averaged correlation function,

f

that (S(x)) is not changed by the field, and the only ef-
fect of h; is to split the degeneracy between the state
{(S(x))} and the rotated states {R{S)}. Next, we add a
small transverse field hp(x)

hi(x)=hre;;{S;(x)) cos(k-x) ,

where hy/h; <<1. If k=0 the only effect of hr is to ro-
tate the state (S)—R (S) where R is a uniform rotation
by an angle 8, =hr/h; around the z axis. If k is nonzero
(but small), the resultant state will have a nonuniform
long-wavelength angle of rotation 6,(x) relative to the

um states. We add a small longitudinal field original state. The  transverse response
h; (x)=h; (S(x)). We assume that k; is small enough so [2:2-8(S(x)) X (S8(x))]1/8h7 is just
S
Xik)= % D €€l (S (x)Sk(x)) (S;(x) ) (S;(x") ) Jexp[ik-(x—x")] . (2.4)

x,x’

The bulk of the paper is devoted to a microscopic cal-
culation of X3%k) and p,. Two independent approaches
have been used previously to calculate ensemble averaged
quantities in SG models. One is based on the dynamic
formulation and the other one on the replica trick. In
Secs. III and IV we will use the dynamic approach. We
first formulate the dynamic model and discuss its invari-
ance properties (Sec. III) and then (Sec. IV) present an ap-
proximate calculation of p;. In Sec. V we develop a
framework for a microscopic calculation of p, within the
replica formalism and use it to obtain an explicit MF ex-
pression for p;. A summary and discussion of the results
will be presented in Sec. VI.

III. INVARIANCE UNDER TIME-DEPENDENT
ROTATIONS

In the dynamic approach?®?* we calculate p; as the

static limit of a dynamic response function. In principle,
the dynamic approach is more general and allows one to
consider time-dependent perturbations and address the
problem of propagating modes and their damping. Here
we do not consider finite-time dynamics but rather con-
centrate on static or quasistatic quantities. We have
therefore chosen the simplest microscopic dynamics,
namely a purely relaxational equation of motion®*
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S(Hga+V)

—1 _
Fo'3,8(x,0=—f—s "0

+&(x,1) . (3.1

Here, I'y denotes a constant kinetic coefficient and the
thermal noise £(x,?) is a Gaussian random variable with
variance

N2
(Ei(x,DE;(X',1") ) =8;8,8(t —1') = .

Ty
Instead of working with fixed-length spins it is more con-
venient to consider a soft-spin version of the EA model by
introducing a potential V(S?), that provides a local con-

straint on the length of the spin. For a discussion of
finite-time dynamics, it is certainly important to include
precessional terms in the equation of motion. As far as
equilibrium or quasiequilibrium properties are concerned,
we do not expect that they will be modified by the preces-
sion of spins at finite frequencies.

The quenched average over the random exchange can be
performed as for the Ising case (m =1).2 It is con-
venient to introduce auxiliary response fields §,~(x,t) and
define a generating functional Z{J,,.} for correlations
and response functions. Since Z{J,.} is properly nor-
malized, we can perform the quenched average directly on
Z {J,,} with the following result:

Z=[Z{J}1= [ D{S,S)exp |Lo(S,5)+ 3 [ de[1i(x,0i8;(x,0)+T(x,0S,(x,0)]
2/32J2
. 21( [ drdr'[iS,(x,08;(x',1)iS;(x,1)S;(x',1")
+i8;(x,)8;(x',0)iS;(x',1')S;(x,2")] ] , 3.2)
where L is purely local,
N B 8B(Hgs+ V) 8% BV)
= S ’ _r la 3 ’ — T e, N F 1 e~ . e e .
fdt%l (X,1) 0 19,8:(x,1) 55,50 518:(x,0) fdzz 2 55 e 85, (D) (3.3)

The physical quantities of interest are the averaged multiple-spin correlation and response functions. These are obtained
from Z by functional differentiation with respect to the fields /;(x,¢) and 7;(x,t),

8"8™ InZ
© 81, (X1, )80 (xV,17) - - -

8l; (xyty) - - 81, (Xpnstig)

The SG phase is characterized by time-persistent parts in
both the local correlations

gij(,t")= lim [(S,-(x,t)Sj(x,t')>] (3.5)
Lot —t')—> oo
and response functions
Aj(ti)=  dim  [(iSi(xe)S;(x,0)] | (3.6)

olt —t')— oo
One possible state of the system is given by

qij(t,t')=8;q(t —1'), (3.7)

Ajy(t,t")=8,A'(t —t") (3.8)

Before we go on to discuss the rotational degeneracy of
this state, we briefly recall some of the properties of the
SG state, which have been derived within the dynamic
mean-field theory (MFT).

The simplest MFT does not allow for an anomalous
response, i.e., A’=0. In this case the frozen correlations
have a constant, finite value on the longest time scales.
This solution is identical to the solution of Sherrington
and Kirkpatrick (SK),?° which is known to be unstable
below 7,..?

=[(i§,~l(x11‘1)

C IS (Xa1)S; (Xi11) -+ S) (Kpoty))] (3.4)

Another MF solution has been proposed by Sommers.?

To rederive it within the dynamic approach,?>?* one has
to assume the existence of one microscopic time scale 74,

such that for @ >>1/7,,

L 3(s'(x >‘:l—q,

0 Bh;(x)
whereas for w << 1/75, G(w)=1—q +A. This solution
was shown to be stable on finite time scales, but is unsta-
ble on the longest time scales.”””?® These results are
straightforward generalizations of the corresponding cal-
culations for the Ising case.

In the stable MF solution one takes into account the re-
laxation of both g and A with a distribution of macro-
scopic time scales.!® These are due to “hopping” process-
es over energy barriers, which diverge in the thermo-
dynamic limit. The relaxation times have a hierarchical
structure that can be parametrized by x €[0, 1], such that
Ty << Ty, if y <x. The transitions between different states
give rise to a slow decay of frozen correlations

g(x)=—[(5(y,0):S(y,7))]
m

and an anomalous contribution,
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A'(x) =L[<IS()’, S(yiTx)>]
m

to the low-frequency response
Gx)=1—q(1)+Ax)=1—g(D+ [ dyA'(p) .

In the finite time limit—denoted by 7,—the frozen corre-
lations are maximal and there is no anomalous response
A(1)=0. On the longest time scale 7, frozen correlations
have completely decayed ¢(0)=O0 and the response has
reached its equilibrium value G (0)=1—gq(1)+ A(0).

In the absence of external fields the Lagrangian is trivi-
ally invariant under a uniform rotation of all the spins.
More importantly, the spins at time ¢ can be uniformly
rotated with respect to their direction at some other, arbi-
trary time t’, provided the rotation is slow on the micro-
scopic time scale set by 'y '. The transformation

S(x,t)—>R(6,)S(x,t) ,
R . (3.9)
S(x,t)—>R(6,)S(x,t)

leaves the dynamic Lagrangian invariant, provided
Iy 16—0. This can be easily checked with the explicit ex-
pression for L [Eqgs. (3.2) and (3.3)]. The nonlocal part of
L (3.2) only involves scalar products of two spin operators
at the same time. The same is true for the local part L
(3.3), except for the term zS (x,005'9,8;(x,1). If we re-
quire T'y'6—0, then the transformatlon defined in Eq.

X(XX)=H

h ld(tz —t4)[(Si(x,t1 )S,-(x,tz 1Sk (x',15 )i§,(x’,t4))]ez,-je,k1 ,

(3.9) becomes an exact symmetry of L.

In this limit, nontrivial dynamics for 6(t) survives,
namely variations of 6(f), on macroscopic time scales
{7x}, which are associated with the hopping over macro-
scopic free-energy barriers. Rotations on time scales {7, }
leave L invariant, reflecting the absence of barriers to uni-
form rotations.

The invariance properties of the Lagrangian imply a
manifold of degenerate spin-glass states, which are related
to one another by time-dependent rotations. In Egs. (3.7)
and (3.8), we have singled out that particular state, which
does not contain a slow time-dependent rotation. The
most general order parameters have the form

@)= lim [([ﬁ(@,)-S(x,t)]-[ﬁ(@,r)S(x,t')])]

Cylt—t)—

=R(6,—6,)q(t —t") (3.10a)

A't,t')= lim

Folt —t)— o0

[([R(8,)-iS(x, H1[R(6,) S(x,t)])1]

=R(6,—0,)A(t —1") . (3.10b)

As discussed in Sec. II, the spin-wave stiffness p; is re-
lated to a quasiequilibrium susceptibility X%k). In the
dynamic approach, this amounts to a particular choice of
time separations in a dynamic four-spin correlation,
namely,

(3.11)

with time ordering ¢, <3 <t4 <1, and time separations t; —; ~T, t4—t3~7,, and (¢, —t,) integrated up to time scales

71. For this ordering, the correlations factorize according to

XiA(x,x')=— =n
4T

d (1, —t3)[(Si(x,81)) (Sk(X',23) ) (S;(x,12)i8)(x',24) ) T€zij €t -

(3.12)

We can then use the fluctuation dissipation theorem to relate the unaveraged response function

S d =148 ()8R 1)) = (81,1281 (K 12)) — (SR, 1) ) (S(X' 1))

to the corresponding correlation function. The disconnected part does not contribute in Eq. (3.12), so that the definition
in (3.12) is indeed the same as the preceding definition of Eq. (2.2).

IV. CALCULATION OF p;

The four-spin interactions appearing in Eq. (3.2) are conveniently decoupled by a Gaussian transformation to local

two-spin operators

z= [ D{gjette)
= [ D{Q}exp
1,2 x,x’
with
L, —L0+ 2 S 0%F(x,1,2)d% x,1)PA(x,2) ,

1,2 x

2
——BZJ 3 3 Kw0™(x,1,2)07%(x,1,24° +1n [ D{®

}exp(L,{®,0}) |, (4.1)

(4.2)
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with L, given in Eq. (3.3). Here we have introduced the

following notation:

<I>a(x,1)=(i§,-l(x,tl ),S,' (X,[l ))

1

is a two-component vector where the argument 1=(#,,i,)
denotes the time argument and the Cartesian spin com-
ponent. Summation over greek indices is implied and

+
22 f‘ dtl ft dtzz .
1,2 11,12
The matrix 4 has components

QU2 21 1221 42112

|

AT (x—x)= [

for the particular ordering of external times f; <73 <4 <?, and times separation (¢;—t;)~

tegration over (¢, —t,) extends up to time scales 7.

T 11 12,
d(t; —t)[€ Qi (X,11,15) Qi (X', 13,14))

and zero otherwise. The expectation values of the Q
fields are related to spin correlations and response func-
tions via

(Q”(x,l,2))=%2(<1>2(x,1)<1>2(x,2)> , (4.3)

(Q?(x,1,2)) %Z(CD (x,1)PX(x,2)) (4.4)

and similar for higher-order cumulants. Here we concen-
trate on Y% k), which is given by

— Q5 (x,1 1,1 Y QIF(X' 13,84) ) J€sij€apa 4.5)

71, (t4—1t3)~7,. The in-

In the MF approximation we replace the fields Q by their values at the saddle point

_8L{o} _
50%%(x,1,2)

To go beyond MF theory we expand the Lagrangian L {Q} in fluctuations 8Q*3(x,1,2)=0%%(x,1,2)

quadratic order this expansion reads

8L

=13 3 60%(x,1,2)

50°#(x,1,2)6Q75%(x’,3,4)

(4.6)

—0°%(1,2). Upto

507%x’,3,4) , 4.7)

1,2 x,x’
with
_ 5L =Kt B2 A4°PY8§(1-3)8(2 —4) — BT 4 D%(x,1)DA(x,2)D"(x,3)DYx",4) ) pap
80%(x,1,2)607%x’,3,4)
+ BT Dx,1)DP(x,2) ) mp( DT (x',3)D(x",4) )\ - (4.8)

To calculate p; we use the quadratic approximation to L {Q} given in Eq. (4.7).

Within the Gaussian approximation to

L {Q} the correlations of Q fields are obtained by solving the integral equation,

8°L
80%%(x,1,2)6Q7%x’,3,4)

(8Q7%(x’,3,4)6Q"™(y,5,6)) =8(x—y)8(1—5)8(2—6)8,,5p, 4.9)

It is mstructlve to first calculate the stiffness for the SK solution with constant ¢ and A=0. Naively, one might ex-

pect a kK~

2 divergence of X®(k) also for this theory and one might even hope to find the correct stiffness ps for T suffi-

ciently close to T,. These expectations are not justified by our calculations, as we now show. We explicitly solve the in-

tegral equation (4.9) for components (affvu)=

(2222) and (2212),

8L 8L
80'(x",3,4)60%(y,5,6) 50%(x’,3,4)80'%(y,5,6)) =0, (4.10
6Q22(X,1,2)8Q“(X’,3,4) ( Q x Q y >+ SQZZ(X,I,Q.)SQZI(X',S,4) ( Q X Q y )> ( )
8L
50 (x',3,4)60%(y,5,6)
50712050 (x3.4) (02 (X 07(x,5.6))
2
&L (80%(x,3,4)8Q%(y,5,6)) =8(x—y)8(1—5)8(2—6) . (4.11)

+ 50%(x,1,2)8Q%(x’,3,4)

The rotational susceptibility is obtained from Eq. (4.10) if the external times are ordered as f; <ts <tq <t, and the limit

ts—t;— 0, tg—1t5—> co is taken and ¢, is integrated over all times ¢, > #.

K~'(k) . [m°Gr]
T‘ 3T4 [Gr(Gr+2G)] X(k)=—‘5_‘3~

G (k)

The equation then reads

(4.12)
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(4.13)

Here m, G, and Gy denote the local unaveraged magnetization and transverse and longitudinal response functions of

with
1 .
Gin(x—y)= a7’ ;Z—I:TIim f dt3dt Q7 (x,11,)Q0 (¥, t3,ts) V€gijnna -
MFT:
m=Vv3 tanh(z\/§)——1— GL:a—m and Gr=
V3 | daz’

The average refers to the Gaussian static noise z with variance [z22]=28%¢. In particular,

3
0

[Grm?]=const X fo dz z%e 2/

z

2
0

[Gr(Gr+GL)]=const X f dz 2% —%/2P _mT

0 z

with
const=V'7/2(23%¢)*"? ,

where the last equality follows by partial integration. In
the limit of long wavelength, Eq. (4.12) yields

o= L0 (4.16)
- 3T(ka)2 1221 . .
To be specific, we have used
K(k):K(O)—%(kxa)Zz1—51‘;(1“1)2 , 4.17)

which is appropriate to a nearest-neighbor hypercubic lat-
tice in d dimensions. The spin-wave susceptibility X* k)
diverges in the limit of long wavelength, as we expect.
Whether or not the spin-wave stiffness is finite depends
on the long-wavelength behavior of G, (k). To obtain
the latter function we have to solve Eq. (4.11) for time
separation ¢, —t;— oo and ts and ¢4 integrated freely. In
this limit the second term does not contribute and we find

2
Gran (k) == [T ~'(k) = $[Gr(Gr+26,)11"

d

>~

2ka)?

So the divergence of the rotational susceptibility is actual-
ly stronger than k —2

[m?Gr]l g2
3T  (ka)*

and p; vanishes for the SK solution. Note that the coeffi-
cient of the k ~* divergence vanishes as | T —T, | as the
transition is approached. To see whether the vanishing of
ps is peculiar to the SK solution or a genuine feature of
the SG state, we clearly have to go beyond this simple
theory. Possibly, the existence of a finite stiffness is relat-
ed to the existence of an anomalous response (or replica
symmetry breaking). If so, then Sommers’s solution
should provide the simplest MF theory with a finite p;.
For this solution the nonequilibrium X#* k) requires all
time separations to be small as compared to 7,. The cal-

(4.18)

X(k)=

(4.19)

m om
+2 az

(4.14)

=372, (4.15)

I

culation of X*(k) is rather involved, so we have used a
truncated Lagrangian (quartic approximation), which
gives the correct behavior near T,. The details of the cal-
culation are delegated to Appendix A, the result is

___d_‘l_z__

Xik)= .
2Aq (ka)?

(4.20)

Therefore the stiffness p; =2J%a*Aq /d is finite. This re-
sult, that the SG stiffness is finite, also holds for the mar-
ginally stable MF solution, which involves a distribution
of g and A, as was discussed above. However, the explicit
calculation of p; for the marginally stable phase is diffi-
cult to perform in the dynamic approach. In the follow-
ing section we present a calculation of p; using the replica
formalism, which provides a more elegant method of cal-
culation.

V. REPLICA THEORY

A. The replica theory

In the replica formalism, the ensemble averaged free en-
ergy is obtained as the limit

1 1 .
—Bf_N[an]"Nilfé([Z 1-D. (5.1

The quantity Z” is calculated by analytical continuation
from positive integer n, in which case Z" is just the parti-
tion function of n copies (or replicas) of the system. Us-
ing standard transformations, one traces out the spin de-
grees of freedom in favor of continuous fields Qyg(x)

where a and S are replica indices a,8=1,...,n, and i,j
are the spin Cartesian coordinates i,j =1, ...,m. The re-
sult is
1 .. 1
_gf=211 —[ DO ge—PF1O) 1], 5.2
o= im L[ ouge 52
where
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2 12 .. "
BF{Q}:‘B: zK—l(x_szQ:{B(x) Jig(x')
x,x a,

ij
—InTrs jexp ———2 S Sh(x
afB x

XQ 5(x X)

(5.3)

The fields Q.4 can be restricted to have the symmetry
Q”,g—Q %o~ The order parameters of the spin-glass phase
are

<Q£{B>=# 3 (SLx)SHx)) |, a%B. (5.4)

The rotational invariance of the system is manifested in
the invariance of the free-energy functional (5.3) under
global rotations of each of the replicated systems separate-
ly, i.e.,

F{Qup(x)} =F{R,Qqp(x)R5'} .

Here, {R, }"_1 is a set of n arbitrary O(m) rotations,
R,=R({63}) [recall that o=1, ,m(m—1)/2 and
a:l ,n]. Studies of the rephca theory (in the MF
limit) usually assume 65=0 or R,=1.? In this case the
order parameter (5.4) takes the form

(QUs)=qqp8Y, aB . (5.5)

Equation (5.5) is a manifestation of the fact that none of
the pure SG states contain spontaneous or external bulk
anisotropy. In fact, this holds also for a system with ran-
dom anisotropies. In this case, Eq. (5.5) is the only al-
lowed symmetry of the order parameter. On the other
hand, in the case of an isotropic system, Eq. (5.3), the
most general symmetry of the order parameter is

(Qap)=4apR.R5', a#B, (5.6)

where R, is an arbitrary replica-dependent rotation and
q,p is the following invariant quantity
) m ) 172
dap=— | 2 (Qdp)*| , a#B (5.7)
molij=1

B. Replica symmetry breaking in vector SG

In the MF replica theory, Q23= (Qup ) mr is calculated
by the saddle-point equations

8F o
8Qdp
The marginally stable solution of Eqgs. (5.8) below T,
breaks the replica symmetry, i.e., gop [Eq. (5.7)] depends
on the replica indices (a,3).2° In Parisi’s replica symme-

try breaking scheme, the matrix g,p consists of a hierar-
chy of blocks, as shown schematically in Fig. 2. This

(5.8)

structure allows for the parametrization of g,g by a single
(monotonically increasing) function g(x), 0<x < 1. This
function is equivalent to the function g (x) in the dynamic
MF theory (Sec. III) if one chooses the ‘gauge”
dA/dx = —x.'3

Extending the current physical interpretation'®?! of the
Ising order function to the vector case we consider two
physical copies of the system with the same exchange cou-

plings,

— > Jxy[S1(x)-8;(y) +S5(x)-Syx(y)] . (5.9)
xy

The overlap between the two systems is defined as

Q'Yz‘—‘#Z(S'i(x))(Sé(x)). (5.10)

The probability distribution of Q% equals

P(Q)=S P,P,5(Q —Qu) (5.11)
a,b

where
i 1
= S]
Qdh N g Yal e

Here, P, and P, are the Boltzmann distributions of the
two pure SG states (S), and (S),. The summation over
the pure states (a) and (b) in Eq. (5.11) includes all the
“rotationally” degenerate states. Thus by applying a glo-
bal rotation to, say, the states (a), one observes that
P(Q)=P(RQ), where R is an arbitrary rotation. Further-
more, the fact that each of the pure states is, on the aver-
age, isotropic, implies that the overlap Q must be of the
form,

Qub =4 RoR; (5.12)

AL \
—
Iﬂl
VHZ
a, | oay | q
a | 9 | q a9 a
a | 9 a2

G |9 | 9

ap a9 ap

G | 9 9

a a9 a | 9y | 9

a | 9| 9

FIG. 2. Parisi’s replica symmetry breaking scheme for the
matrix gup.
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Thus P(Q) is a function only of the single invariant g,

P(g)=—~ 3 P,P,8(q —qup) (5.13)
N a,b

where

>
Qab ="
¢ ml;i=1

[% 3 (SH(x))q (S9(x))s

21122
] (5.14)

is invariant under the rotation of one pure state relative to
the other. The quantity (5.13) is related to the replica or-
der function ¢(x) via P(q)=dx /dg, just as in the Ising
case. In MF theory, P(q) has a &-function piece at
Gmax =4 (1), implying that g (1) represents the EA single-
valley order parameter, q(1)=gq,,. The quantity g(1) is
“self-averaging,” i.e., it does not exhibit sample-to-sample
fluctuations in the N — oo limit.?"* The definition (5.13)
and (5.14) of the overlap distribution in a vector SG is
convenient from a computational point of view. Alterna-
tively, one can eliminate the rotational degrees of freedom
by applying an external field.

C. Single-valley stiffness constant in the replica theory

The calculation of X*(k) [Eq. (2.4)] can be performed in
the replica theory using four-spin correlations with three
different replica indices [which corresponds to the three
thermal averages that appear in (2.4)]. However, we have
found it considerably simpler to evaluate within the repli-
ca theory, the following correlation function,

Gz(k) = ——-8_]5 2 eik'("_"' )ezijezkl

X, X’

X [Cu(x,x")Cjy(x,x")] , (5.15)

where
Ci (%,x") = (S;(x)Sk(x')) .

The two quantities G* k) and 2X*k) differ by an amount
which remains finite as k —0, see Appendix C.
Thus, in analogy with Eq. (2.3), p; can be defined as

Ps =V EA l](in})[szz(k)]“ ) (5.16)

As we are interested in the single-valley p,, the thermal
averages of Cy and Cj; must be restricted to the same
pure SG phase. This can be done by considering the repli-
ca propagator,

ég(k)zgezijezk,(QZB(k)Qﬁﬂg(—k)) .
Using Parisi’s theory, Gg(k) is parametrized by a func-
tion G*k;x) where O <x <1, where x represents the scale
of the smallest block to which both a and 8 belong. The
propagator G*k;x) is a continuous function of x for
0<x <X and is constant G*k;x)=G?%*k,1) for x <x <1,
just as g (x).

The physical interpretation of G*k;x) is similar to that
of g(x). Defining the overlap of spatial correlation func-
tions of a pair of pure SG states

(5.17)

:b(k)E % < 2 eik~(x-—x')€zijezk1

x,x'

X(SUxISHx)) o (SAKISUK))p (5.18)

then, the probability distribution of GZ,(k)
P(GXk))= 3 P,Pp8(G*k)—Ggp(k))
a,b
dG,(k;x)
dx

where G*k;x) is the x-dependent propagator calculated
in the replica theory. In particular, G*k;1) corresponds
to the single-valley propagator in which all thermal aver-
ages are restricted to the same pure SG phase. Thus, the
correct definition of the single-valley p; in the replica
theory is

ps::uzqz(l)l{irr})[kZGz(k;l)]_l ,

—1

) (5.19)

(5.20)

where G*k;1) is the propagator Gg(k), Eq. (5.17), but
with a and f3 restricted to belonging to the same smallest-
scale block. In order to calculate py, it suffices to calcu-
late the .infrared divergence of G?*k;1). This is done in
the following subsection by relating this propagator to
spin-wave fluctuations in the fields Q,g(x).

D. Spin-wave fluctuations in the replica theory

We identify spin-wave fluctuations in Q,g as fluctua-
tions which correspond to a long-wavelength modulation
in the replica-dependent rotation angles. We consider a
small perturbation of the state {QZg) =g,58", by space-
dependent rotations around the z axis,

8Q.p5(X) =q,p(R[86%(x)]R ~'[86%(x)]—1I)
:an(aef,—s%)e‘z N

(5.21a)
(5.21b)

where €, stands for the antisymmetric tensor €,;. There
are 3(n — 1) independent fluctuations of this form (in the
Heisenberg case). The reason for the factor n —1 is that a
replica-independent rotation does not induce fluctuations
in {(Qup). It is useful to construct a basis of orthonormal
eigenvectors for the subspace of fluctuations of the form
(5.21). To do so we consider the following eigenvalue
problem in replica space,

S gqu

B

8ap—qap |Us(M) =B e(M)U,(L) ,

A=1,...,n—1. (522)

Here U,(A) is the eigenvector associated with the Ath
eigenvalue B~ !e(A). The n —1 eigenvectors satisfy the
orthonormality condition,

S U (M UG(A) =8 , (5.23)
a

and the additional constraint,

S Uy(M)=0, (5.24)

which excludes the trivial eigenvector U,(A)=U. A gen-
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eral angle fluctuation around the z axis can now be writ-
ten as

865(x)= 3, 8E5(x)UL(A) . (5.25)
A

We define the following n —1 orthonormal vectors
{Qap(A)} in the space of the matrices Q,pg,

Qup M) =€.q,5l Ua(M)—Ug(M)1/[2B7 'e(M)]'2 . (5.26)

Equations (5.22) and (5.23) guarantee the normalization,
EQ ,3(7» Q”B (A)=8y, -

aB

A general spin-wave fluctuation, (5.21), can be expressed
as

n—1

8Qup(x)= 3, 8¢7(x)Qup(A (5.27)
A=1

We can use {Q,g(A)} to project out the spin-wave part of

a general fluctuation. The amplitudes {8g5(x)} associat-

ed with a general fluctuation 8Q,g(x) will be

8¢5 (x)=—+3 3 80Ux)Q%(1N) .

a,B ij

(5.28)

The amplitudes of the fluctuating angles {865(x)} of a
general fluctuation will then be

865 (x)=58q%(x)/[2B8 'e(A)]'2 .

The spin-wave propagators are,

(5.29)

G5 ( k),<zsqA 8qk(— ))
+ S QUMK (M50 U5(k)8Q K (—k))
aﬁ,yS
i,j,k,1
(5.30)
and
(865(k)865(—Kk)) =G5 (k) /2B~ 'e(r) (5.31)

represent pure spin-wave fluctuations. They diverge as
| k | =% below T,.

Equation (5.31) defines n —1 propagators which for
any finite n, diverge as k —0 due to rotational symmetry.
Since the replica free energy must be proportional to n,
there must exist an additional propagator whose mass
vanishes as n—0. In the following subsection we will
make the connection between G3(k) and the physical
correlation function, G%k;1).

E. Eigenvectors of g,g and their relations to p;

Let us first discuss the replica symmetric state given by
qap=q(1—38,p). In this case all the n —1 elgenvectors of
Eq. (5.22) are degenerate with the eigenvalue 8~ 'e=ng?,
indicating clearly that the propagators (860,(k)86;(—k))
diverge more strongly than k~% in the n—0 limit.
Indeed, one finds in this case another mode which be-
comes massless in the n-—0 limit. Together these give
rise to GXk;1)~ | k| ™% i.e., p; =0, see Appendix C. Let

us turn to the SG phase with broken replica symmetry.
We assume that g,g has the hierarchical block structure
of Parisi’s symmetry breaking scheme, as shown schemat-
ically in Fig. 2. The diagonalization of such a matrix is
presented in detail in Appendix B. They consist of bands
of degenerate modes. The bands can be parametrized by
the scales x of the block sizes. The xth band contains
— ndx /x? eigenvectors U, which vary only on the scale
x. The eigenvalue of Eq. (5.22) associated with the xth
band is,

e(x)=p (5.32)

xqHx)— foxqz(y)dy] .

This eigenvector structure suggests that the single-
valley response functions are associated with x =1 modes.
Indeed, an explicit eigenmode decomposition of the prop-
agator G*k;1) shows (see Appendix C) that it has
nonzero projection only on the x =1 mode, i.e.,

Go(k; 1) = B

2e (1) G}‘_l(k)

2(1)(867(k)86°(—Kk)) . (5.33)
Note that Eq. (5.33) represents only the massless part of
G*k;1). Other contributions to G%k;1) come from mas-
sive (“longitudinal”) modes. From Egs. (5.20) and (5.33)
we conclude that

ps= ,limovz[ﬁkz(ﬁel(k 860,(—k))]!

=[zvle<1)/:’—‘]]11%[1(267(1()]—‘ , (5.34)
where G7i(k) is the spin-wave propagator defined in Eq.
(5.30) with A=1. The result (5.34) is quite general. It re-
lies only on the symmetries of the replica free energy
F{Q,p} and on the assumption that the SG phase is
described by a continuous Parisi order function. To actu-
ally evaluate p; one needs an explicit evaluation of G5 (k)
in the k—0 limit. In the following subsection we will
evaluate this propagator using a Gaussian expansion
around MF theory.

F. Expansion around MF theory

Expanding F{Q} in powers of 8Q,5=0,5— QaB where
Q0 is the saddle-point value, F{Q} takes the form,

2 N N
SF{Q}:%— S K Mx—y) 3 80%5(x)8Q5(y)

a,B ij

x,y

(a<B)
—B2 3 S CHs80Usx)80%%(x)

a,B,0,8 x
(a<B,o<8)
i,j,k,1
+0(803%), (5.35)
where

CIl s =(SLSESESE Y mr— (SLSEIME(SESE I mF -
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Restricting ourselves to quadratic order in 8Q, it is easy to
separate out the contribution of the spin-wave (SW) fluc-
tuations. This can be done by substituting the ansatz
(5.21a) in Eq. (5.35) and retaining only quadratic orders in
the angles 8Q. One obtains

5F5w=§2qia[892( —863(—k)P[K (k) —K ~1(0)]
k,o
a,B
:%2 (MK (k) —K ~1(0)1865(k)865( —k)
I

S 8q K[K " Uk)—K~40)]. (5.36)
Ao

Here the index o stands for all m(m —1)/2 rotation

“directions.” From Eq. (5.36) we obtain,

T2
eM[K(k)—K 0]’
and using the expansion of K (k) yields the final result

ps=J%a* % (1)d -

252—d
_J [q2(1 f q%(x) dx].

In terms of the order functions ¢ (x) and A(x), Eq. (5.38)
reads

1
pe=21%"% " [ | A(x)| g (x)dx

(86,(k)80;,( —k)) = (5.37)

(5.38)

(5.39)

VI. CONCLUSIONS

It was our main concern to give a microscopic basis for
the phenomenological theory of hydrodynamic fluctua-
tions in isotropic spin glasses. We have focused here on
the spin-wave stiffness, which enters the hydrodynamic
theory as an unknown parameter. In a microscopic ap-
proach the spin-wave stiffness is related to a correlation
function of the microscopic spin variables

ps=vqa lim [K2X*U0] 7",

Xik)= 4;,7_, ze‘k (r—x’ )6 2ij €2kl

X [{S;(X)S (X)) (S;(x)) (S(x'))] .

(6.1)

This correlation function has been calculated approxi-
mately. Expanding around the marginally stable MF
solution, we find a finite nonequilibrium stiffness,

1
ps=2J4a*"%/d) fo |A'(x)] g(x)dx . (6.2)

As the critical point is approached we expect p; to van-
ish in the following way:

o~ | Tg—T | # (6.3)

MFT predicts close to T,: |A'(x) | =¢(x)g’'(x) and

T 2

T,

()= |1—-L
g

+0‘

Substituting these results into Eq. (6.2) we find the MF
value of the exponent pyp=3.

At the critical point one normally expects that the sym-
metry is restored, i.e., that the singularity of the longitudi-
nal and the transverse SG susceptibility is the same. This
would imply X*k)~k"? for the critical behavior,
whereas the hydrodynamic result is X*(k)~(gga /psk?).
If one assumes scaling, then the two behaviors can be
matched at k~&~ |T—T, |~ yielding pu=v(d —2).
This relation should hold as long as normal scaling laws
are obeyed, which means for d <d,. Above d,, dangerous
irrelevant variables exist and cause a breakdown of hyper-
scaling laws. In the SG problem, d. =6, which suggests
that =2 in d =6. On the other hand, one normally ex-
pects that u should take on its’ MF value in d =d..

The reason for this apparent violation of scaling has
been discussed by Fisher and Sompolinsky,*' who showed
that additional dangerously irrelevant variables appear in
the SG state. The stiffness constant vanishes for the re-
plica symmetric solution and has a singular dependence
on one of the additional dangerously irrelevant variables.
This singular dependence is responsible for the discrepan-
cy of the MF value p=3 and the Josephson relation in
d =6. If the singular dependence is taken into account,
then p is found to change [u=+(d —2)] already for
6<d <8, yielding u=2in d =6.

It is of interest to see how fluctuations in the exchange
reduce the value of the stiffness at zero temperature, as
compared to its bare value p‘,) [Eq. (1.5)], which results
from a rigid twist. For that purpose we express p; in
terms of ¢ (1) and the ground-state energy per spin £(0).

In MFT,
1
le(0)| =L [1_ S, qz(x)dx]

and therefore

202—«1
= (0 Y 1—gq . 6.4
Ps md [ €(0) | [ (1)] ] (6.4)
For very small temperatures, we know that

q(1)=~1—n(T /J) decreases linearly with T. Further in-
formation is available from computer experiments, which
yield 7~0.6 and [€(0)/2]~0.9 for m =2 (Ref. 32) and
n~0.7 and [€(0)/3]~0.9 for m =3 (Ref. 33). This im-
plies a strong reduction in the stiffness constant even at
zero temperature

0.3 form=2,
0.2 for m =3.

Ps _,__mn
0 = Te0)] (6.5
In the spherical limit (m = «), the stiffness vanishes
completely, since n=e=1.3* Note that even for infinite
dimension, the true stiffness differs from its bare value.

One of the main results of the above theory is the close
relationship between the finite stiffness constant in the SG
state and the breaking of replica symmetry. Note that Eq.
(5.39) implies the vanishing of p, in a replica symmetric
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phase. At the moment, it is not clear whether this rela-
tion holds only in MF theory or is a more general feature
of SG condensation. Thus an intriguing open question is,
whether short range SG’s at low d can have a finite p;
without the features of replica symmetry breaking.

Finally, it should be stressed again that in the present
work we have concentrated on the single-valley stiffness
constant. The calculation of the long-time limit (or true
equilibrium value) of the transverse susceptibility X?(k) is
much more complicated. Approximate MF solutions
(such as Sommers solution, see Appendices A and C) indi-
cate that the equilibrium transverse susceptibility diverges
stronger than k ~2 in the SG phase. This would imply the
complete relaxation of p; on the longest time scale. But
this conclusion still has to be confirmed by a more de-
tailed analysis.
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APPENDIX A: STIFFNESS CONSTANT
FOR SOMMERS’S SOLUTION

In this appendix we present the details of the calcula-
tion for Sommers’s solution, which leads to the result of
Eq. (4.20). The dynamic definition of Q;,(¢;,t;) and
Q12(2y,t;) implies that these fields have nonzero expecta-
tion values even in the paramagnetic phase. We want to
use a truncated Lagrangian, which correctly describes the
critical behavior of the full model. To achieve a con-
sistent expansion in 7= |(T —T,)/T, |, we first have to
redefine the fields, such that they correspond to order pa-
rameters:

011(x,1,2)=8 +01(x,1,2),

012(x,1,2)=8(t; —1,)8; ; +Q12(x,1,2) .

(A1)

11,t28i1,i2
(A2)
Here we have assumed, that the microscopic dynamics is

infinitely fast on the time scales of interest. The Lagrang-
ian is expanded in the fields up to quartic terms:

;r‘;ﬂ”( 1,2,3,4)0%(x,1,2)0"%x,3,4)

+ %rgﬁy&m( 1,2,3,4,5,6)0%(x,1,2)07%(x,3,4)0 "(x,5,6)

+%Ffﬁya"””e(1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 )Q*A(x,1,2)Q7%(x,3,4)Q*(x,5,6)QP(x,7,8) .

(A3)

Here and in the following we put J =1 and denote Q by Q again. I“‘,fB- -+ (1,2, ...,n) are the correlations of the local
Lagrangian L,, which are connected with respect to pairs, for example,
T$77%(1,2,3,4) = (DY DPA2)DY(3)D%(4) ) B*— (DU 1)DA(2)), (DT (3)D%4)), B* . (Ad4)
[
We have formally introduced coupling constants w and y we obtain Sommer’s solution
to set up a systematic expansion in 7. Eventually these
parameters will be set equal to unity. q=T1+ > 7+0(7) (A6)
The equation of state is obtained as the solution of the m +
saddle point equation 8L { Q}/8Q,s=0. With the ansatz and
“ZQIIX’Z—fl =q, - (A7)
(A5) This expansion is exact up to and including terms of
o(r).
] ) G=1-—gq forws>s1/r The next step is an expansion in fluctuations around the
— 3 04 (x,0)= =119 >2/Th saddle-point solution up to quadratic order. Using the
m = G=1-g+A foro<<1/7y, truncated Lagrangian of Eq. (A3), the MF local four-spin
correlations of Eq. (4.8) are approximately given by
J
BH DL 1)P2)D,(3)D5(4) ) e —BH P 1D DPp(2) ) pp{ P,(3)D5(4) Y mp

=T9%"%(1,2,3,4) + wl$P™(1,2,3,4,5,6)0,,(5,6) +

%FQ’BVS”“PE(1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8)Qm(5,6)§p6(7,8). (A8)
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We are going to use these results to solve Eq. (4.9) for the spin-wave stiffness p;. We first consider Eq. (4.11) for time or-
dering t5 <t; <tg <t, with t, —t; =At fixed and integrate over ts freely and over t¢, such that z,—tc <<75. The first
term gives the following contribution:

e,,,,,,e,,-,% 3 ™0 [ dryd,drs J S dtel T K 88,8(t, —13)8(1 —14) — {Sy(11)8;(£2)iS(13)i8 1 (£4) Y ar ]

S ’ .o ’ Z(ka)2 A
X[(Sk(x,t3)S1(x,t4)1Sm(x,t5)zS,,(x,t6))]: T T—F F(k,At) ,
(A9)
with
Fl(k,At)zezk,ezmn% S ekt [ g, f<dtf,[<Sk(x,t1)Sl(x,tz)i§m(x’,t5)i§n(x’,t6))]. (A10)
X, X’

Here, f dte denotes an integration range t,—ts <<75. The first term also gives rise to an inhomogeneous term which
combines with the right-hand side of Eq. (4.11)

A
J dts [ dtgeuyamn (5,118,108 (118,16 Drap=2 | T4 5 (A1D)
The second term contributes
€aij€amn [ dty [ dra(Si(10)8;(12)Sk (13)i8)(t) Y wapl (iSy (%,13)81(X,14)iS, (X',25)i8, (X', 16) ) ] = %+0(72) Fy(k),
(A12)
with
1 ik-(x—x') < S S ’ )
Fy(k)=€geomn - 3 ¢ [ dtsdes [ dig[(iSi(x,138,(%,14)i8,,(x',1)iS, (x',16)) ] (A13)
x,x’
f
Collecting the various terms together, we obtain Note that this implies that F(k,At)=F(k) is indepen-
5 dent of At.
Tz(kL)_A Fi(k,At)—q /T*F,(k) To solve for F,(k) and F,(k) we need a second equa-
2d T? tion, which is provided by Eq. (4.9) for components
(aBvu)=(1222). We integrate this equation freely over ¢,
-2 T2+—é—2~ (A14) and fs, and integrate over a restricted range f;—tg <<Tp.
T The first term gives rise to an inhomogeneity
J
< N A ~ 2
[ drides [ 7 dtgen€omn (iSi(11)8,(£,)i8 (1 )is,,<z6)>MF=8—T~qA (A15)

5

as well as to the following term:

€aj€amn | dtidts [ dig fdtgdu% zre“‘"‘*"’[TZK;?S,-kSU&tl—z3)6<z2—t4)—<i§,-(zl)sj(tz)sk<t3)i§,<t4)>wsxx,]

(ka)* A

T2
2d T?

X LSk (x,23)81(x,24)iS  (x",15)i8,,(x",26) ) ] = F,(k) .

(A16)

The second term gives the following contribution:

1 . N, A A~ A
€xij€amn [ disdiydtyds f<dtﬁﬁEe’k'(x”‘)(iS,«(tl)Sj(tz)iSk(t3)iS1(t4))MF
x, X'

X LSk (x,23)8)(x,24)i8,, (x',15)iS, (x",16)) ] = — £qAF,(k) . (A17)
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Collecting terms together, we obtain

Tz(ka)z A

— +qAF,(k)+ =1 Fy(k)=3T*A . (A18)

We now have a closed system of equations, which can be
solved for F; and F,. The determinant D is given by

(ka)? A s 2 A (ka)?
D= T~ _ = | — %42 =~ _2A A19
24 1| 12 2d (A19)
This immediately yields
Fitl=-—24_712. (A20)
(ka)

Note that this result is independent of the parameters of
the quartic theory. This indicates that the result (A20) is
valid beyond the quartic approximation to L, even though
it has been derived only within the truncated model.

The final step in our calculation is the relation of F; to
X%k) via Eq. (4.10). We solve it for time ordering
t) <ts<tg<t, and all time separations <<7, and t,—tg
integrated over:

or
yo—_Tdg (A22)
2A(ka)?

APPENDIX B: DIAGONALIZATION
OF A HIERARCHICAL MATRIX
IN THE n —0 LIMIT

In this appendix we diagonalize a matrix Q,g having
the Parisi hierarchical structure. The simplest examples
of matrices of this kind are q,g, the Parisi order parame-
ter matrix and integer powers thereof Q,g=(g.g). To
set the notation we review the Parisi construction. The &
stage of the hierarchical structure is defined by dividing
the myXmg (mo=n) matrix into m; Xm, blocks; these
blocks are in turn subdivided into m, X m, blocks. The
procedure is iterated k times. There are (m;_/m;)
blocks of size m; inside a block of size m;_;. The row in-
dex a can be replaced by the sequence of hierarchical
block numbers a=(i,i3, ...,k )ij=1,...,(n/my),
i2=l,...,(m1/m2), ey ik+1:1,...,(mk/mk+1).
We define my =1, and i; , | labels replicas in the small-
est block (of size my). For simplicity we consider here
the matrix g,g.

The overlap of two replicas, aNB, a=i, ... i)
and B=(ji,...,jk41), is the integer [ such that
i1=j1,...,0=j; but ij y=j; . (Pictorially, m; is the

smallest block size containing a and 3). A hierarchical
matrix q,g depends on the replica indices a,f only via
their overlap. That is, g,g=¢g; with i =aNp.

The matrix g can be written as

mqg/m,

g=qo|mo|+(qg'—q% |m,|

mq/my

+ gk —gF ) [ my | —q* my o |"

(B1)

| m; | denotes the m; X m; matrix having all its entries
equal to 1. | my | (mg/my) is a my X my matrix obtained
by juxtaposing (mgy/my) blocks | my|. The matrix
| mj | has (m;—1) linearly independent eigenvectors
e [mj_l] havmg zero elgenvalue we label them by an
index A. Notice that >, ek[m 1=0.

The eigenvectors of g, can be written as

(Aliyig, . siphm

il
! 25111'1"‘5,191 [m;/mj 1] . (B2)

Pictorially, this eigenvector is different from zero only in-

side a particular block of size m;, labeled by (i, . .. yij).
Inside this block it depends only on the sub- block 1ndex
liy1 as e,¢+1[(m,/m,+1)/] Notice that Lmj| il
=0if k>jand | m; | ™™ o U g g <,
The decomposition (B1) gives

g™ = e[m, 1T (B3)

with
k . .
elml= 3 (¢/—¢’"m —qFfmy . (B4)
j=l+1

The eigenvalues €[m;], only depend on the “band index”

mj, Aliy,i,, ... ,i;) serve as additional labels. The degen-
ercy of the m; band is given by
m m;
deg(m;)=—> | —2——1]. (BS)
mj | Mj+

Notice that 2}‘:0 deg(m;)=n —1. This procedure gives
all the eigenvectors obeying ¥ ¢;=0. Adding the addi-
tional eigenvector (1,...,1) we check that the total num-
ber of eigenvectors equals the dimension of the matrix gq.

The continuum limit is taken by letting n—0,
m;=i/(k +1), and k—ow; {m;} is a partition of
[mg,m; 1]=[0,1]. The continuous variable x replaces
the discrete index m;. In this limit the eigenvalues all are
given by

1
ex)=— [ qdy —q(x)x (B6)

and the number of modes parametrized by scales between
x and x +dx is given by the continuum version of Eq.
(BS), i.e., —(dx /x?)n.

In Sec. V we have used the eigenvalues of the matrix

S 9o0dap—aisp (B7)
g

The first term induces a constant shift of the spectrum,

S gk = 2 gf(m
o

—mjy) . (B8)

Replacing g by ¢? in Eq. (B6) and combining it with
Eq. (B8) we find €;[m; ], the eigenvalues of Eq. (B7).
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1
elm;l= 3, ‘Ij‘z(mj—mj+1)+¢112mz+1 . (B9)
j=0

The continuum limit k— o« n—0m; ~x, [Eq. (B9)],
(B10) lead to Eq. (5.32)

exx)= [g%0x— [ g2y | . (B10)

APPENDIX C: SPIN-WAVE PROPAGATORS
IN THE SHERRINGTON-KIRKPATRICK
AND IN THE BROKEN REPLICA SYMMETRY
THEORY

In this appendix we explicitly exhibit the relation be-
tween the eigenvectors of hierarchical matrices and the
spin-wave propagators.

Restricting ourselves to fluctuations 8Qdg=€7;6Q 5,
the quadratic part of 6F (8Q) [see Eq. (5.35)] has the form

8L=7 3 8QapLapys6Qys -
a<B
<8
Notice that because of the antisymmetry one can define

8Qqp=—0Q g, for a > .

To perform explicit calculations we restrict ourselves to
the vicinity of T, and keep terms up to cubic order in g,g
in L,p.,5. The resulting L is given by

L =(r +k*I —6wR +8(2y;+y,)I , (C1
where
(@B |1 |aIB’):q¢21B8aa'8ﬁB’ .
The association matrix R is defined by
(aB|R |ay)=4qg,, Y#a,B,
(aB|R |ya)=—gqp,, Y#a&.B, (C2)
(@B|R |y8)=0, y=+#d+a+#B .

The order parameter g,g is determined from the equation
of state

n
4ap—6W S, qpsdsa+ (201 +2)q0p=0 . (C3)
&=1

From symmetry considerations we know that [see Eq.
(5.26)]

ot [Ug(A)—Ug(M)]
aB =dap™ F )

are normalized eigenvectors [, _5(Qag)*=1] of L with
eigenvalue k2. In this appendix we will be concerned with
the relation between the eigenvectors (C4) and the propa-
gators (8Q,8Q0,5).

In the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick solution g,z=g¢q for
a3 and gg, =0. The equation of state (C3) reduces to

=1,...,n—1 (C4)

rqg —6wgi(n —2)+8(2y, +y,)g>=0 (C5)

and the matrix (af8|L |y8) is easily diagonalized. The
eigenvectors dictated by symmetry are

gleh(m—ep(m)]=0%, A=1,...,n—1, (C6)

and have eigenvalue k2. The vectors e,(n) were defined
in the preceding appendix. L is a symmetric
(n—1)n/2Xn(n—1)/2 matrix and therefore has
n(n —1)/2 eigenvectors.

In addition to (C6) there are (n —1)(n —2)/2 eigenvec-
tors of the form EﬁB}‘ =(eﬁe§ —e;}eﬁ' ),  A<A,
AA'=1,...,(n—1); the corresponding eigenvalue is
k*4[n |r | /(2—n)] to lowest order in q.

The propagators (8Q,8Q,s) are found by inverting
the matrix L with the following Ansdatz:

(8Q,p8Q45) =G, a#B,
(6QupdQuy ) =X, a£B£T ,
and
(8Qap8Q,5) =0, a#B+y+#38 .
Alternatively, one combines Dyson equation
G =Gy+Gy6wRG , (c7

SeySps
r+k24+8(2p, +y2)9%8

(@B|Go|vd) =

and the equation of state

rg —6q%(n —2)w +8(2y; +y,)g>=0 (C9)
to obtain, after some algebra,
2 2 1

=4+ 1=-= , (C10)
nk? n | k*+n|r|/(2—n)
11 1 1

=———— . (C11)
nk* n|k’tn|r|/(2—n)

The first terms in Egs. (C10) and (C11) are the spin-wave
contributions to G and X, respectively. That is,

2 (M ()
—= 2 QaBQ aB
n A

1 (M) (A)

—= 2 QaBQay .

n A

This contribution combines with the contribution of the

other modes [second term in Egs. (C10) and (C11)] to give
a finite limit as n —0,

1 ¥
y=drl
2k*

The fact that X diverges faster than (1/k?) indicates that
the spin-wave stiffness vanishes in the absence of replica
symmetry breaking.

Consider now the first stage of replica symmetry break-
ing. The matrix L [see Eq. (C1)] has now a richer spec-
trum. Using the notation of Appendix B we list the
eigenvalues and eigenvectors and their degeneracy in
Table I.

The last two entries in the table are the spin-wave
eigenvectors (C4), that arise from symmetry considera-
tions alone. The eigenvectors listed in the table are not
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A"I;ABLE 1. Eigenvectors, eigenvalues, and degeneracy of the Hessxan at the first stage of replica symmetry breaking. The vector
C; ' is zero when i=/, and obeys 3, C 0. M=(6w/q)[(g} —gdImi+mogd). Ar=6w[ngo+2(q;—qo)m,]. A;=6wngo.
Ay=6w[mogo+(g1—goIm,].

Unnormalized eigenvectors Eigenvalue Degeneracy
(ehel —elel18,'5;! k24 A Mo
1% TOLE, +A 2, m;—1)}m;—2)
A=1, ... ,m—1; A<’
}\.Izl, P ,ml—l; 1121, ... ,(m()/ml)

I gl
9‘26128'1811 e,ze,2 88,

L=1, ... ,(mo/ml)
L=1, ... ,(mg/m)) K244, 1% (ﬂ—l ](m,—l)
2 m, m,
L<h
MA=1, ... ,m—1,
! qim; m
QOB;‘:SJ( f ef);)+W[e‘26 (1— k24X, m—?(ml—l)
1 4
—ei 8 (1=8)], Li=1, ... ,mo/my, A=1, ... ,(m—1)
I MG ) my mg
5,—]6,‘2le (1——8 8 €J2 'l (1—8) k +)&4 ———(ml—l) — 2
m, m,
ezke]}‘l elAI'ein }\.:1, e ,(mo/m1)—1 k2+}k3 L—l L—Z /2
m; m,
e,-}‘ —ej)‘, A=1, ... mog/m;—1 k? ﬂ—l
1 1 m,
A 2 mo
ql(e,-2 )8,18,1+q0[8 e,2 1—8]1) k m—(ml—l)
1
1
5 e,2 —51‘1)1’ A=1, ... ,m—1, L=1,...,my/m
normalized to unity. The first ones are constructed from Inserting the Ansdtz:
eigenvectors of a hierarchical matrix U* belonging to the
first band which varies over the block scale m . The
second one .is built of eigenvectors .varying over a scale (8Qi,i;j1j2800 1;m my) =0, i\5£j15£1%£m,
mi. The third entry from below indicates the existence of o
(n/my;—1)n/m;—2)/2 modes that become massless in (8Qi1,i2311)28Q0 1051 1j2) =84l= =),

the limit »—0. This can be predicted on general grounds
since the free energy has to be proportional to n, and
therefore, the number of massless modes has to be propor- (8Qi,iy;i1j28Qi i ;mym,)=gs ,
tional to n. The spin-wave modes only provide (n —1) L L _
massless modes. To evaluate the propagators we use (8Qi1,i23/1/28Qi1io;m my ) =g7(=)
Dyson equation (C7) and the equation of state (C3) which (8Qiy,iz;j1j28Qi 1;m ms)=g5(5£) ,
gives,

(8Qi1,i2;01j28Qiizziimy) =g4(= ),

(8Qi1,i2;j1J,8Qiiz;j1my) =ge¢(= #),

O:rq1—6w[q(2)(n —m1)+q%(ml—2)] ' .
(8Qi1,i2;j1j28Q011y;j1my ) =gl #) .

+8(2y1+y2)41
0 6wlgd(n —2m ) +2q0q;( D] 12
=V — Oow —_ mi, —
o 7ot i) Sdoditm In Dyson equations (C7) and (C8) we obtain after some

+8(2p1+»2)q5 - algebra,



35 ROTATIONAL SYMMETRY BREAKING IN HEISENBERG SPIN . . . 327

k*+6wm,q, 1 A3
H= = —2)gH = A)=———, gH = =)—2g%= %)= , gs(=)=
8= =)tm—2gi(= #)="5 5 & slI= A=, & nk2(k>+A)
k246w )qo/q) —(n —2m )] Ay b
+owlln —m)qo/q, —(n—2m, 1 3

=)— = — s (=)4+(m;—1)g,(£)= )

mi[g,(=)—gs(5-)] K24 Ay) K2+ A, 87 +(m, g7 (5 nk2(k*>+A3)
6

k1=q—w[(q%—q%)m1+"q§], A3=6wngq, ,

1 (C13b)

Ay=6w([nqo+2(q; —qoIm,] ,Ay=6w[ngo+(q;—qo)m,] .

The short-time stiffness was defined in terms of the
propagators (8Qi;iyi1j28Qi iqij, ) =GPb with
anf=1. [g4(= =), in the present notation.] Solving
(C13) for g4(= =), we find

gt =)= 2 k2+6wmig, 1
my | kX kP4A) kP4l k*4A,
(C14)
o= )2_1_ k24 6wm,q, B 1
my | kX kZ+A)  kP4A

The spin-wave stiffness is defined in terms of the residue
of the pole of g*(= =) at k>=0. From Egs. (C14) and
(C13b), we find

gqi2

- Q%ml“*'qg(mo_ml)

(C195)

This equation can be examined in the Sommers limit
(m;—w, (g—qo)m,—A', my—0 and ¢g,—¢q). We
find,

Y= :)N—A'ik-z— (C16)

in agreement with the results of the dynamical calcula-

4

tion. Alternatively, (C15) can be computed using the
spectral decomposition of g*(= =) in terms of the eigen-
I
I, .. 05k i
vk = . ; Aogk..
B, e pyid- - Bk =i UESTY TR i 1€ 41O,

Equations (C18) and (C17) generalize to
l;ll, L. ’Ik

2__
; (Eil,...,ik_H;i] ,,,,, i,(ij) =24 ,
Lok
k—1
Ml Iy 2 2 2
||1E I’= 3 qitmj—m; ) +gimy .
Jj=0

i
Y

r

vectors listed in Table I. Only eigenvectors with k? eigen-
value (i.e., spin waves) contribute to the residue (C15).
From the explicit expressions in Table I, it is immediate
that eigenvectors belonging to the second band which are
constant inside an m-sized block give zero contribution
to the spectral decomposition of g*(= =). Therefore,
only spin waves varying over the shortest scale contribute
to g4 = =).

To illustrate this point we calculate the short-time stiff-
ness from the eigenvalue decomposition. E M are the un-
normalized eigenvectors from the last entry of Table 1.

A Al
lim kg4 (= =)= B P I ) (C17)
k20 Wi E|?
HEHZ:% > (Ei}IIizjljz ). (C18)

iiysdyhdy
The sums (C17) and (C18) are elementary and we find

202
kigh= =)=— 2ql 2
(g1—q5)m, +ngj

(C19)

in agreement with the result of the direct inversion of L,
Eq. (C15). This approach is easily generalized to the k
stage of replica symmetry breaking.

The relevant eigenvectors are

Jj J
81:"‘81:).

k jk+l

I

Equation (C19) generalizes to

2q¢

lim kg% = =)=
k2,0 k1 2 2
> gilmj—m; ) +qimy
Jj=0

. .. . (C20)
The continuum limit of Eq. (C20) results in (5.39).
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