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Low field hysteresis in disordered ferromagnets
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We analyze low field hysteresis close to the demagnetized state in disordered ferromagnets using
the zero temperature random-field Ising model. We solve the demagnetization process exactly in one
dimension and derive the Rayleigh law of hysteresis. The initial susceptibility a and the hysteretic
coefficient b display a peak as a function of the disorder width. This behavior is confirmed by
numerical simulations d = 2, 3 showing that in limit of weak disorder demagnetization is not possible
and the Rayleigh law is not defined. These results are in agreement with experimental observations
on nanocrystalline magnetic materials.
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Ferromagnetic materials display hysteresis under the
action of an external field and the magnetization depends
in a complex way on the field history. In order to define
magnetic properties unambiguously, it is customary to
first demagnetize the material, bringing it to a state of
zero magnetization at zero field. This can be done, in
practice, by the application of a slowly varying AC field
with decreasing amplitude. In this way, the system ex-
plores a complex energy landscape, due to the interplay
between structural disorder and interactions, until it is
trapped into a low energy minimum. This demagnetized
state is then used as a reference frame to characterize the
magnetic properties of the material.
The hysteresis properties at low fields, starting from

the demagnetized state, have been investigated already in
1887 by Lord Rayleigh [1], who found that the branches
of the hysteresis loop are well described by parabolas. In
particular, when the field is cycled between ±H∗ , the
magnetization M follows M = (a+ bH∗)H ± b((H∗)2 −
H2)/2, where the signs ± distinguish the upper and lower
branch of the loop. Consequently the area of the loop
scales with the peak field H∗ as W = 4/3b(H∗)3 and
the response to a small field change, starting from the
demagnetized state is given by M∗ = a(H∗) ± b(H∗)2

[2].
The Rayleigh law has been widely observed in ferro-

magnetic materials [2], but also in ferroelectric ceramics
[3,4] and in type II superconductors [5]. The current
theoretical interpretation of this law is based on a 1942
paper by Néel [6], who derived the law formulating the
magnetization process as the dynamics of a point (i.e.
the position of a domain wall) in a random potential.
In this framework, the initial susceptibility a is associ-
ated to reversible motions inside one of the many minima
of the random potential, while the hysteretic coefficient
b is due to irreversible jumps between different valleys.
Successive developements and improvements have been
devoted to establish precise links between Néel random
potential and the material microstructure [7–10], but in
several cases the issue is still unsettled. For instance,
the initial permeability of nanocrystalline materials typ-
ically displays a peak as a function of the grain size [11],

heat treatment [12,13] or alloy composition [11,14]. This
behavior can be associated to changes in the disordered
microstructure, but can not be accounted for by Néel the-
ory that predicts a monotonic dependence of a from the
disorder width [6].
The zero temperature random-field Ising model

(RFIM) has been recently used to describe the compe-
tition between quenched disorder and exchange interac-
tions and their effect on the hysteresis loop [15]. In three
and higher dimensions, the model shows a phase transi-
tion between a continuous cycle for strong disorder and
a discontinuous loop, with a macroscopic jump, at low
disorder. The two phases are separated by a second or-
der critical point, characterized by universal scaling laws
[15–17] . A behavior of this kind is not restricted to the
RFIM but has also been observed in other models, with
random bonds [18], random anisotropies [19] or vectorial
spins [20]. In addition, a similar disorder induced phase
transition in the hysteresis loop has been experimentally
reported for a Co-Co0 bilayer [21]. Thus the RFIM pro-
vides a tractable model for a more generic behavior: the
model has been solved exactly in one dimension [22,23]
and on the Bethe lattice [24–26], while mean-field theory
[15] and renormalization group [16] have been used to
analyze the transition.
Here, we use the RFIM to analyze the demagnetization

process and investigate the properties of the hysteresis
loop at low fields. Along the lines of Refs. [23,26], we
compute the demagnetization cycles exactly in one di-
mension and derive the Rayleigh law, obtaining a and b
as function of disorder and exchange energies. Next, we
analyze the problem numerically in higher dimensions
(i.e. d = 2 and d = 3) where exact results are at present
not available. In d = 3, we find that the disorder induced
transition [15], defined on the saturation loop, is also re-
flected by the Rayleigh loops: in the weak disorder phase
the system can not be demagnetized, as the final mag-
netization coincides with the saturation magnetization.
A similar behavior has been recently obtained analyzing
subloops [27]. In the high disorder phase, however, a
demagnetization process is possible and hysteresis loops
are still described by the Rayleigh law, with parameters
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scaling to zero at the transition. Above the transition,
the dependence of a and b on disorder is qualitatively
similar in all dimensions, displaying a peak and decreas-
ing to zero for very strong disorder in agreement with
experiments [11–14].
In the RFIM, a spin si = ±1 is assigned to each site i of

a d−dimensional lattice. The spins are coupled to their
nearest-neighbors spins by a ferromagnetic interaction of
strength J and to the external field H . In addition, to
each site of the lattice it is associated a random field hi

taken from a Gaussian probability distribution with vari-
ance R, ρ(h) = exp(−h2/2R2)/

√
2πR. The Hamiltonian

thus reads

E = −
∑

〈i,j〉

Jsisj −
∑

i

(H + hi)si, (1)

where the first sum is restricted to nearest-neighbors
pairs. The dynamics proposed in Ref. [28] and used in
Refs. [15–17] is such that the spins align with the local
field

si = sign(J
∑

j

sj + hi +H). (2)

In this way a single spin flip can lead the neighboring
spins to flip, eventually triggering an avalanche.

It has been shown that the RFIM obeys return-point
memory [15]: if the field is increased adiabatically the
magnetization only depends on the state in which the
field was last reversed. This property has been ex-
ploited in d = 1 to obtain exactly the saturation cy-
cle and the first minor loops [23]. Similar results have
been also reported for the Bethe lattice [26]. Here,
we extend this approach to more general field hysto-
ries, treating explicitely the demagnetization process: the
external field is changed through a nested succession
H = H0 → −H1 → H2 → .....(−1)nHn... → 0, with
Hn−1 > Hn > Hn+1 > 0 and dH ≡ Hn − Hn−1 → 0.
The initial value H0 should correspond to complete satu-
ration, but one can show that as long asHn ≥ J the mag-
netization Mn just follows the saturation curve. Thus we
can safely set H0 = J .
As in Ref. [23], the key quantity to compute is the

conditional probability U2n that a spin flips up before its
nearest neighbor when the field is increased from−H2n−1

toH2n. Similarly on descending loops we defineD2n+1 as
the conditional probability that a spin flips down before
its nearest neighbor when the field is decreased from H2n

to −H2n+1. Enumerating all possible spin hystories, we
find recursion relations for the conditional probabilities
which read as [29]

U2n = U2n−2 +

[

U2n−2(p1(H2n)− p1(H2n−2)) +D2n−1(p0(H2n)− p0(H2n−2))

1− (p1(H2n)− p1(−H2n−1))

]

, (3)

D2n+1 = D2n−1 +

[

D2n−1(p1(−H2n−1)− p1(−H2n+1)) + U2n(p2(−H2n−1)− p2(−H2n+1))

1− (p1(H2n)− p1(−H2n+1))

]

, (4)

where pk(H) =
∫∞

2(1−k)J−H ρ(x) dx is the probability for

a spin to be up when k nearest-neighbors are up. The
magnetization as a function of the peak field is given by

M2n = M2n−1 + 2U2
2n(p2(H2n)− p2(−H2n−1))

+4U2nD2n−1(p1(H2n)− p1(−H2n−1))+

2D2
2n−1(p0(H2n)− p0(−H2n−1)) (5)

and a similar expression holds for M2n+1. In the limit
dH → 0, Hn → H∗, Eqs. 3-4 relations become a pair
of differential equations, but exploiting the symmetry
U(H∗) = D(−H∗), we can reduce the problem to a single
equation

dU

dH∗
= U

ρ(H∗) + ρ(2J −H∗)

1−∆(H∗)
, (6)

with ∆ =
∫ H∗

−H∗
ρ(x) dx and the boundary conditions is

the conditional probability computed on the saturation

loop U(J) = 1/2. Eq. 6 can be easily solved, and the
result reads

U =
1

2
exp

[

−
∫ J

H∗

ρ(x) + ρ(2J − x)

1−∆(x)
dx

]

. (7)

Once the conditional probability U is known, it is
straightforward to compute the magnetization as a func-
tion of the peak field H∗ from Eq. 5, noting that
M(−H∗) = −M(H∗). Inner loops starting from the de-
magnetization curve (i.e. Eq. 5) can also be computed
exactly. In Fig. 1 we report an example of the satu-
ration loop, together with demagnetization curve and
a few inner loops. The analytical results are compared
with numerical simulations, performed on a lattice with
L = 5 105 spins, using a single realization of the disorder.
The perfect agreement between the curves confirms that
the magnetization is self-averaging, as assumed through-
out the calculations.
Expanding the demagnetization curve around H∗ = 0,

we obtain M ≃ aH∗ + b(H∗)2 recovering the Rayleigh
expression with a = 4U(0)2(ρ(0) + ρ(2J)) and b =
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8U(0)2(ρ(0) + ρ(2J))2. An expansion can also be per-
formed for minor loops on the demagnetization curve (i.e
cycling H between ±H∗), yielding M = (a + bH∗)H ±
b((H∗)2−H2)/2, which coincides with the Rayleigh law.
In Fig. 2 we report the values of a and b as a func-
tion of the disorder R, showing that both components
of the susceptibility display a maximum in R. To iden-
tify the low and strong disorder behavior of the suscepti-
bilities, we perform an asymptotic expansion and obtain
that a ∼ exp[−(J2/(2R2))] for R → 0 and a ∼ 1/R for
R → ∞. The parameter b follows similar laws.
Next, we turn our attention to higher dimensional sys-

tem, for which analytical results are not available. In
order to obtain unambiguously the demagnetized state
for a given realization of the disorder, one should per-
form a perfect demagnetization. This is done in practice
changing the field by precisely the amount necessary to
flip the first unstable spin [17]. In this way, the field is
cycled between −H∗ and H∗ and H∗ is then decreased at
the next cycle by precisely the amount necessary to have
one avalanche less than in the previous cycle. This cor-
responds to decrease H∗ at each cycle by an amount dH ,
with dH → 0+. The perfect demagnetization algorithm
allows to obtain a precise characterization of the demag-
netized state but it is computationally very demanding.
Thus we resort to a different algorithm which perform an
approximate demagnetization: instead of cycling the field
between −H∗ and H∗ we just flip the field between these
two values and then decrease H∗ by a fixed amount dH .
We have checked that with a reasonably small dH (i.e.
dH < 10−3) the demagnetization curve is quite insensi-
tive to the algorithm used.
In Fig. 2 we report the values of a and b obtained nu-

merically in d = 2 and d = 3 for different values of R,
using systems of sizes (L = 100)2 and (L = 50)3. The re-
sults are qualitatively similar to those obtained exactly in
d = 1: the curve display a peak for intermediate disorder
and decrease to zero for weak and strong disorder. The
weak disorder limit, however, deserves a closer inspec-
tion. It is well established that in d = 3 the saturation
loops reveal a phase transition at Rc = 2.16 for J = 1 [17]
(the transition is not present in d = 1, while in d = 2 the
issue is controversial [17]). We find that the transition is
reflected also in the Rayleigh loops: in Fig. 3 we report
the magnetization M∞ computed using the demagneti-
zation algorithm for different values of R. For strong
disorder R > Rc, we see that M∞ ≃ 0 as expected, but
as R < Rc the demagnetization curve tends to the sat-
uration magnetization and M∞ → ±1. The transition
becomes sharper as the system size is increased, indicat-
ing that demagnetization is possible only for R > Rc (see
also Ref. [27]). Next, we analyze the behavior of a and
b for R → R+

c varying the system size from (L = 25)3

to (L = 100)3. The results show that a and b vanish for
R → Rc and follow a scaling law a ∼ b ∼ (R − Rc)

1/2,
with very little dependence on the system size.
It is interesting to compare our theoretical results with

experiments on nanocrystalline materials. It has been re-

ported that the initial susceptibility in several cases dis-
plays a peak as the heat treatment or the alloy compo-
sition are varied [11–14]. The peak is usually associated
to changes in the microstructure, which induce a compe-
tition between the disorder present in grain anisotropies
and inter-grain interactions mediated by the amorphous
matrix [11]. Here, we see that this behavior is well cap-
tured by the RFIM, that allows to analyze the the effect
of the disorder-exchange ratio R/J . For weak disorder,
we have a few large domains and the susceptibility is
dominated by domain wall dynamics. When the disorder
is increased, the number of domains (and domain walls)
also increases and so does the susceptibility. Increasing
the disorder further leads to a complete breakup of the
domains and the response is dominated by single spin
flips in low random-field regions with a progressive de-
crease of the susceptibility.

A detailed understanding of the demagnetization pro-
cess and low field hysteresis has important implications
also from a purely theoretical point of view. When a dis-
ordered system is demagnetized, it explores a complex
energy landscape until it finds a metastable minimum.
It would be interesting to compare the statistical proper-
ties of the demagnetized state, with those of the ground
state of the system as suggested in Ref. [28]. The analysis
of the ground state of disordered systems has received a
wide attention in the past few years, due to the connec-
tions with general optimization problems, and the RFIM
is one of the typical model used to test ground state algo-
rithms [30]. Demagnetization could provide a relatively
simple way to obtain a low energy state that can be useful
for optimization procedures. We are currently pursuing
investigations along these lines.
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FIG. 1. Exact expressions for the saturation cycle (thin
lines), the demagnetization curve (thick lines) and a few mi-
nor loops (dotted lines) for J = 1 and R = 1. The points are
the results of a numerical simulation with L = 5 105 spins
and a single realization of the disorder.
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FIG. 2. The reversible susceptibility a computed exactly in
d = 1 is compared with numerical results in d = 2 and d = 3.
In the inset we show a similar plot for the parameter b.
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FIG. 3. The absolute value of the final magnetization |M∞|
as a function of R, obtained from numerical simulations in
d = 3. For strong disorder |M∞| = 0 as expected, while
for weak disorder the final magnetization coincides with the
saturation value. The transition between the two types of
behavior becomes sharper as the system size is increased.

4



10
−1

10
0

R−Rc

10
−2

10
−1

a
,b

a,L=25
b,L=25 
a,L=50
b,L=50
a,L=75
b,L=75
a,L=100
b,L=100

FIG. 4. The Rayleigh parameters a and b scale to zero close
to the transition. The results, obtained from numerical simu-
lations in d = 3, appear to be quite insensitive to the system
size and scale with an exponent roughly equal to 1/2 (see
line).
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