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Determining Stiffness Exponents from the Reduction of Dilute Lattice Spin Glasses
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Accurate numerical values are presented for the stiffness exponent of the Ising spin glass in
dimensions d = 3 and d = 4, which are y3 = 0.240(5) and y4 = 0.60(1). System sizes of L ≤ 20 are
considered, significantly larger than in previous studies, by using bond-diluted lattices just above
the critical bond fraction p∗, found to be p∗3 = 0.274(1) and p∗4 = 0.1655(5). For bond fractions
p ∈ (p∗, 1] the corresponding spin glass appears to have a finite glass transition temperature, i. e.
Tg > 0, since defect energies increase with L for p > p∗. The numerical data suggest that the
asymptotic scaling of the width of the defect energy distribution is independent of p for p > p∗,
although strong scaling corrections persist close to the transition. To reach accurate statistics and
large system sizes, a reduction algorithm eliminates all low-connected spins while preserving the
ground-state energy exactly, followed by a determination of the ground state of the reduced graph
using the extremal optimization heuristic.
PACS number(s): 05.50.+q, 64.60.Cn, 75.10.Nr, 02.60.Pn.

The stiffness exponent y (often labeled θ) is one of
the most fundamental quantities to characterize the low-
temperature state of a disordered spin system [1]. It pro-
vides an insight into the effect of low-energy excitations
of such a system [2, 3]. A recent study suggested the
importance of this exponent for the scaling corrections
of many observables in the low-temperature regime [4].
To illustrate the meaning of the stiffness exponent,

one my consider an ordinary Ising ferromagnet of size
Ld, which is well-ordered at T = 0 for d > 1, with
periodic boundary conditions. If we make the bound-
ary along one spatial direction anti-periodic, the system
would form an interface of violated bonds between mis-
aligned spins, which would raise the energy of the sys-
tem by ∆E ∼ Ld−1. This “defect”-energy ∆E provides
a measure for the energetic cost of growing a domain of
overturned spins, which in a ferromagnet simply scales
with the surface of the domain. In a disordered system,
say, a spin glass with an equal mix of anti- and ferromag-
netic couplings, the interface of such a growing domain
can take advantage of inevitably-present violated bonds
to grow at a reduced or even vanishing cost. To wit, the
typical range σ(∆E) of the defect-energy may scale like

σ(∆E) ∼ aLy (1)

where L refers to the typical size of the excited do-
main, or of a system with an inverted boundary con-
dition. Clearly, it must be y ≤ d − 1, and a bound of
y ≤ (d−1)/2 has been argued for disordered systems gen-
erally [2]. Particular ground states of systems with y ≤ 0
would be unstable with respect to spontaneous fluctua-
tions, which could grow at no cost, like in the case of the
one-dimensional ferromagnet where y = d− 1 = 0. Such
a system does not manage to attain an ordered state for
any finite temperature. Conversely, a positive sign for y
at T = 0 indicates a finite-temperature transition into an
ordered regime while its value is a measure of the stabil-
ity of the ordered state. Furthermore, in a d-dimensional

family of systems, the marginal value ydc
= 0 would pro-

vide the lower critical dimension dc for such systems.

Accordingly, there have been many attempts to obtain
the value of stiffness exponents in finite-dimensional spin
glasses [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15], using trans-
fer matrix, optimization, or renormalization group tech-
niques. In the early days of spin-glass theory, it was soon
argued that y < 0 for d ≤ 2 and y > 0 for d ≥ 3 [5, 8].
Only recently, the stiffness exponent for d = 2, below the
lower critical dimension, has been improved to consid-
erable accuracy, y = −0.282(2) [13, 14]. Unfortunately,
there has been little progress in the accurate determina-
tion of its physically more interesting value for d ≥ 3
in the last 25 year, despite significant increases in com-
putational power. In particular, in three dimensions y is
expected to be positive but small, and the accepted value
so far has been y3 ≈ 0.19 [8, 11], although there have been
investigations recently pointing to a larger values, such
as 0.23 [10] or 0.27 [13]. In four dimensions the most ac-
curate value reported to date has been y4 ≈ 0.64(5) [12].
All of these studies are based on fitting power-laws over
exceedingly narrow scaling windows at relatively small
system sizes and carry large error bars.

In this Letter we combine recent insights into the
properties of diluted lattices [15], a powerful new reduc-
tion algorithm [16], and an efficient optimization heuris-
tic [17] to improve those values to y3 = 0.240(5) and
y4 = 0.60(1). Our value in d = 3 is at the higher end of
most previous studies and amazingly close to (but dis-
tinct from) the value obtained with the Migdal-Kadanoff
approximation, yMK,3 = 0.25546(3) [15]. Our value for
d = 4 is consistent with Ref. [12] and quite below the
Migdal-Kadanoff value, yMK,4 = 0.7380(5).
It is important to appreciate the complexity of the

task: Most numerical studies are based on sampling the

variance σ(∆E) =

√

〈∆E2〉 − 〈∆E〉2 of the distribution
of defect energies obtained via inverted boundary condi-
tions (or variants thereof [13]). Thus, for an Ising spin
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glass with periodic boundaries, an instance of fixed, ran-
dom bonds is generated, its ground-state energy deter-
mined, then all bonds within a hyperplane have their
sign reversed and the ground-state energy is determined
again. The defect energy ∆E is the often minute differ-
ence between those two ground state energies. Then we
have to generate many such instances of a given size L
to determine the distribution of ∆E and a measure of
its width σ(∆E) accurately. Finally, we have to obtain
differences in σ(∆E) for a large range of L.

The most difficult part of this procedure, limiting the
range of L that can be achieved, is the accurate deter-
mination of the ground state energies in the first place.
Already small errors in the energy for either boundary
condition, by way of their subtraction, quickly lead to
extreme inaccuracies in ∆E. While for d ≤ 2 efficient
algorithms exist to determine ground state energies ex-
actly, and large system sizes can be obtained, for d ≥ 3 no
such algorithm appears to exist: The problem is known
to be NP-hard [18] with the cost of exact algorithms ris-
ing faster than any power of L. Hence, the values quoted
previously for y3 were either based on exceedingly small
systems, L ≤ 4 [8], or on costly heuristic methods with
L ≤ 10 that lead to significant statistical (and possibly
systematic) errors [10, 11].

To overcome those limitations, we propose here an al-
ternative approach to the problem. In a recent study of
spin glasses on diluted lattices in the Migdal-Kadanoff
approximation [15], we observed that the asymptotic
scaling behavior expressed in Eq. (1) is independent of the
degree of bond-dilution, as long as the fraction occupied
bonds p exceeded a characteristic threshold p∗ [19]. In
addition, we have developed a new, exact algorithm [16],
that is capable of drastically reducing the size of sparsely
connected spin glass systems, leaving a much reduced
graph whose ground state can be determined with great
accuracy. The combination of these facts suggests that
much larger system sizes and better statistical averages
for the defect energies may be obtained by considering
bond-diluted Ising spin glasses for some value of p; as
small as possible for an effective reduction but sufficiently
above p∗ to avoid strong scaling corrections.

We will describe the reduction algorithm in more detail
elsewhere [16], including its ability to also determine the
entropy density and overlap for sparse spin glass systems
(see also [15]). To use the algorithm to determine defect
energies at T = 0, we focus here only on the reduction
rules for the energy. These rules are quite general and
apply to Ising spin glass Hamiltonians

H = −
∑

<i,j>

Ji,j xi xj (2)

with any bond distribution P (J) on arbitrary sparse
graphs. For instance, we have used these reduction rules
previously for large three-connected Bethe lattices [21].

But in this Letter, we use exclusively a ±J bond distri-
bution, and bond-diluted hyper-cubic lattices in d = 3
and 4 dimensions. (Our experiments with a continuous
Gaussian bond distribution have shown much faster con-
verging averages but extremely long transients toward
scaling, requiring provibitively large sizes L.)
The reductions effect both spins and bonds, eliminat-

ing recursively all zero-, one-, two-, and three-connected
spins and their bonds, but also adding new bonds be-
tween spins which may or may not have been connected
previously. (It may occur that after a reduction previ-
ously connected spins obtain additional bonds!) These
operations hence can eliminate and add terms to the ex-
pression for the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2), and we account
for offsets in the energy in a variable Ho. These reduc-
tions work because we can account precisely for the effect
on the energy caused by the elimination of a spin assum-

ing that the spin configuration is to take on its ground

state. Only for vertices with 3 or fewer connections such
an accounting is possible that is independent of the re-
maining spins and that does not alter the form of Eq. (2).
Rule I: An isolated spin, which does not contribute

to the sum in Eq. (2) at all, can be eliminated without
changing that sum.
Rule II: A one-connected spin i can be eliminated,

since its state can always be chosen in accordance with its
neighboring spin j to satisfy the bond Ji,j . For the ener-
getically most favorable state we adjust Ho := Ho−|Ji,j |
and then eliminate the term −Ji,j xi xj from H .
Rule III: A double bond, J1

i,j and J2
i,j , between two

vertices i and j can be combined to a single bond by
setting Ji,j = J1

i,j + J2
i,j or be eliminated entirely, if the

resulting bond vanishes. This operation is very useful,
since it lowers the connectivity of i and j at least by one.
Rule IV: A two-connected spin i can be eliminated in

the following way. Consider the two terms in Eq. (2)
referring to the two bonds of i, for which we can write

xi(Ji,1x1 + Ji,2x2)≤|Ji,1x1 + Ji,2x2|=J1,2x1x2 +∆H,

J1,2 = 1
2
(|Ji,1 + Ji,2| − |Ji,1 − Ji,2|) , (3)

∆H = 1
2
(|Ji,1 + Ji,2|+ |Ji,1 − Ji,2|) ,

leaving the graph with a new bond J1,2 between spin
1 and 2 (which may itself vanish) and an increment of

FIG. 1: Depiction of the “star-triangle” relation to reduce
a three-connected spin (center-left). The values for the new
bonds on the right are obtained in Eq. (4).
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Ho := Ho + ∆H . The bound in Eq. (3) becomes exact

when the remaining graph takes on its ground state!
Rule V: A three-connected spin i can be reduced via

the equivalent of a “star-triangle” relation (see Fig. 1):

Ji,1 xi x1 + Ji,2 xi x2 + Ji,3 xi x3 (4)

≤ J1,2x1x2 + J1,3x1x3 + J2,3x2x3 +∆H,

J1,2 = −A−B + C +D, J1,3 = A−B + C −D,

J2,3 = −A+B + C −D, ∆H = A+B + C +D,

A = 1
4
|Ji,1 − Ji,2 + Ji,3| , B = 1

4
|Ji,1 − Ji,2 − Ji,3| ,

C = 1
4
|Ji,1 + Ji,2 + Ji,3| , D = 1

4
|Ji,1 + Ji,2 − Ji,3| .

Reducing 4- and higher-connected spins would lead to
new bonds that connect more than 2 spins, creating a
hyper-graph. (In principle, the algorithm can be ex-
tended to reduce Hamiltonians with multi-spin terms.)
After a recursive application of these reduction rules,

the original lattice graph is either completely reduced
(which is almost always the case for p < pc), in which
case Ho provides the exact ground state energy already,
or we are left with a highly reduced, compact graph in
which no spin has less than four connections. We obtain
the ground state of the reduced graph with the extremal
optimization heuristic [17], which together with Ho pro-
vides a very accurate approximation to the ground state
energy of the original diluted lattice instance.
In Refs. [15, 19] it was shown that spin glasses on di-

luted lattices may possess a distinct critical point p∗ in
their bond density, which is related to the (purely topo-
logical) percolation threshold of the lattice and the distri-
bution of the bond weights P (J). Clearly, no long-range
correlated state can arise below the percolation thresh-
old. A critical point distinct from percolation, p∗ > pc,
emerges only when such a correlated state above pc re-
mains suppressed due to collaborative effects between
bonds [19] (as in Rule III). Thus, to observe any low-
temperature properties on a dilute lattice, we have to
determine p∗ first. In Ref. [15], we were able to locate
p∗ for the Migdal-Kadanoff lattice, exactly where theory
predicted it to be, by using the defect energy scaling from
Eq. (1): For all p > p∗ the stiffness exponent y eventu-
ally took on its p = 1 value, while for any p < p∗ defect
energies diminished rapidly for increasing L.
We have run the above algorithm on a large number of

graphs (about 105−106 for each L and p) for p increasing
from pc in small steps. (The bond-percolation threshold
is at pc,3 ≈ 0.249 in d = 3 and pc,4 ≈ 0.160 for d =
4 [20].) For each given p, L increased until it was clear
that σ(∆E) would either drop or rise for good. In this
way, we bracketed in p∗, as shown in Figs. 2.
Having established the minimal bond density beyond

which we would expect Eq. (1) to hold, the mayor part
of our numerical experiments has been devoted to ex-
tracting the asymptotic scaling of σ(∆E) for a few con-
veniently chosen p. We intend to show that the obtained
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FIG. 2: Log-log plot of the variance σ(∆E) of the defect
energy as a function of systems size L for various bond frac-
tions p > pc in d = 3 (top) and d = 4 (bottom). In each case,
σ(∆E) drops to zero rapidly for increasing L at smaller p, but
turns around and rises for larger p, indicative of a nontrivial
ordered state at low T . Near the boundary at p∗ between
these phases, σ(∆E) undergoes ever longer transients. The
plots suggest p∗d=3 = 0.274(1) and p∗d=4 = 0.1655(5).

value of y is independent of p > p∗, and to extract an ac-
curate estimate of y. Although our algorithm for dilute
lattices clearly permits us to reach large values of L, the
“right” choice of p is crucial to ensure a good compromise
between maximal algorithmic performance (for smaller p)
and minimal scaling corrections (for larger p) that maxi-
mizes the scaling actual window. While we can estimate
the effect of p on the performance of our algorithm, we
have a-priori no information about scaling corrections.
But with some trial-and-error we soon find three values
of p for each dimension, that satisfy those criteria and
that are sufficiently apart to yield independent results.
In our experiments we have used p = 0.30, 0.35, and

0.40 and system sizes up to L = 20, 14, and 13, respec-
tively, in d = 3, and p = 0.20, 0.22, and 0.25 and sys-
tem sizes up to L = 12, 9, and 8, respectively, in d = 4.
While much larger system sizes could have been handled,
it proved to be more important to obtain better statis-
tics at these smaller L. At each combination of p and L,
we have averaged over > 106 instances for smaller sizes,
but at least ≈ 104 for the largest sizes. Error bars given
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FIG. 3: Extrapolation plot of ln(σ)/ ln(L) vs. 1/ ln(L) ac-
cording to Eq. (5). To be asymptotic, data would have to fall
on a line whose extrapolation to 1/ ln(L) = 0 would provide
an approximation for y. For d = 3 (top) and d = 4 (bottom)
we each plot data for three different values of p. Each set of
data is fitted asymptotically by a line, weighting points by
L and inverse error and dropping points outside the scaling
regime. The extrapolation results are discussed in the text.

for each σ(∆E) are proportional to the inverse square-
root of the number of instances contained in the average.
The following data was taken during about a week on a
dedicated cluster of 16 Pentium-4 PCs running Linux.
To demonstrate our assumption that y would be inde-

pendent of p, we convert Eq. (1) into

ln(σ)

ln(L)
∼ y +

ln(a)

ln(L)
(5)

for a linear extrapolation plot of our data. Fig. 3 shows
that there is not only a sizable scaling regime for each
p, but that each linear extrapolation converges almost
exactly toward the same value of y, independent of p.
The linear fits to the data in the scaling regime have
been weighted with respect to L and inverse error. The
fitted values are y3 = 0.243(3), 0.240(5), and 0.240(3)
in d = 3 and y4 = 0.610(5), 0.607(4), and 0.594(3) in
d = 4, respectively, for the above values of p. Based
on these values, we estimate y3 = 0.240(5) for d = 3
and y4 = 0.60(1) for d = 4, ignoring possible systematic
errors that may arise from our assumptions.
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FIG. 4: Log-log plot of the data for d = 3 according to Eq. (1),
where a was chosen for a convenient comparison of the data for
different p. The dashed lines are proportional to our best esti-
mate of the leading asymptotic behavior, Ly with y = 0.240,
and are merely drawn to access the convergence of all data
toward this scaling behavior. Besides the data shown in Fig. 3
for d = 3, we have also included our data for p = 1 for the
undiluted lattice to demonstrate its difficulty to observe scal-
ing. Remarkably, scaling is reached fastest for intermediate
values of p, see p = 0.4.

To demonstrate the consistency of our result in d = 3,
and to compare with reference data we have obtained
for the undiluted lattice at p = 1, we also plot all data
according to Eq. (1) on a log-log scale (with a conve-
niently chosen value of a). We see that the value of
y = 0.240 provides an excellent fit to the data, especially
for p = 0.40 where scaling corrections appear to be small.
Scaling corrections are more noticeable for smaller p but,
surprisingly, also for p = 1 [22], which may explain the
difficulty in obtaining y with undiluted lattices [8, 11].

The appearance of diminished scaling corrections
(combined with the accessibility of larger systems) on
diluted lattices for observables of the spin glass state
is very encouraging. In the future, we intend to bring
our full algorithm to bear on diluted lattices at p > p∗

to measure additional ground state properties, such as
overlaps [15, 16], addressing long-standing questions re-
garding finite dimensional spin glasses at T < Tg.

I would like to thank A. Percus and R. Palmer for
helpful discussions, and our IT staff for providing access
to our student computing lab during spring break.
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