arXiv:1112.2069v2 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 11 Apr 2012

A network model for field and quenched disorder effects in artificial spin ice.

Zoe Budrikis^{1,2,3}, Paolo Politi^{2,4} and R L Stamps^3

E-mail: zoe.budrikis@gmail.com 1School of Physics, The University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Hwy, Crawley 6009, Australia 2Istituto dei Sistemi Complessi CNR, Via Madonna del Piano 10, 50019 Sesto Fiorentino, Italy 3SUPA School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Glasgow, Glasgow G12 8QQ, United Kingdom 4INFN Sezione di Firenze, via G. Sansone 1, 50019 Sesto Fiorentino, Italy

Abstract. We have performed a systematic study of the effects of field strength and quenched disorder on the driven dynamics of square artificial spin ice. We construct a network representation of the configurational phase space, where nodes represent the microscopic configurations and a directed link between node i and node j means that the field may induce a transition between the corresponding configurations. In this way, we are able to quantitatively describe how the field and the disorder affect the connectedness of states and the reversibility of dynamics. In particular, we have shown that for optimal field strengths, a substantial fraction of all states can be accessed using external driving fields, and this fraction is increased by disorder. We discuss how this relates to control and potential information storage applications for artificial spin ices.

Submitted to: New J. Phys.

1. Introduction

In an idealised model, the nanoscale magnetic islands of artificial spin ice [1–3] are identical Ising macrospins. However, in reality, unavoidable small variations during the island fabrication process lead to a distribution of island properties. In fact, a comparison of experimental and simulation results for square artificial spin ice shows that the effective distribution of island magnetisation switching barriers has a width on the same scale as nearest-neighbour interactions [4]. Quenched disorder provides pinning and nucleation sites and modifies hysteresis [5–10]. Accordingly, a complete understanding of artificial spin ice requires not only an understanding of the behaviour of frustrated coupled Ising spins subject to an external magnetic field, but also an understanding of the role of quenched disorder in those dynamics.

One approach to studying square artificial spin ice dynamics that has received much attention treats the vertices of the array as objects [1,4,5,11–21]. For example, the populations of different vertex types (distinguished by their energy) provide a measure of the level of ordering and can be analysed in terms of an effective temperature associated with ac demagnetisation; magnetisation reversal of an array can be characterised by the motion and interactions of ‘monopole’ vertices; the effects of quenched disorder that affects interactions can be described in terms of variations in vertex energies; and the evolution under a rotating applied field can be modelled in terms of population dynamics of vertex types, allowing analytical expressions for the system’s evolution to be written down and solved.

We have recently demonstrated [22] the value of an alternative approach, in which the fundamental objects of interest are not vertices but whole-array spin configurations. In this approach, the set of all Ising spin configurations forms a discrete phase space, and the action of an applied field is to ‘transport’ the system from one point in phase space to another, via one or more spin flips. This picture is essentially a mapping of dynamics onto a directed network, in which configurational states are nodes and a directed link exists from node i to node f, i.e., i → f, if an applied field can drive the system from configuration i to configuration f. In other words, the network describes which barriers to flipping spins may be overcome by an external field. Related approaches involving network analysis have been used previously in the study of dynamical maps [23,24], geometrically frustrated systems [25–27], the random field Ising model [28–30], proteins [31–35], polymers [36], atomic clusters [37] and glasses [38–43].

In this work, we extend our previous results [22], which showed that quenched disorder lifts degeneracies in how the magnetic moments respond to a global driving field, allowing access to states that cannot be accessed in a perfect system. Here, we study how not only disorder but also driving field strength affects the accessibility of states and controllability of dynamics.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In section 2 we describe our model system and outline the methods we use. In section 3 we discuss how the degree of a network node, that is, the number of links pointing into or out of it, relates to the

Figure 1. The geometry of the 4×4 array studied. (a) One of the two possible ground state tilings. The other ground state is obtained by flipping all spins. (b) One of the four possible polarised configurations, as would be obtained by applying a strong field in the +x direction.

energy of the configuration it represents. In section 4 we study the number of states that can be reached from a polarised configuration and the reversibility of dynamical transitions between those states. These results are built on in section 5, where we study the structure of the spin ice dynamics networks and discuss how small changes to the properties of the artificial spin ice can lead to large changes in dynamics. We give definitions throughout this paper of the network theoretic terminology and concepts used, but readers wishing for a more thorough introduction to network theory should see, for example, [44–47].

2. Methods

2.1. Energetics, dynamics and disorder

In this work, we study a 4×4 spin ice array, with geometry shown in figure 1. The 16 Ising spins of the array can take a total of 2^{16} = 65, 536 configurations. We show elsewhere [22] that this small, feasible to analyse, system has dynamics that are sufficiently similar to those of larger arrays that the results presented here are broadly relevant, even if small arrays are limited in their support of configurational features such as domain walls that are seen in larger systems. Larger arrays are inaccessible to our network analysis due to exponential growth in the number of configurational states (network nodes) with system size. For example, increasing the array size to even 5 × 5 spins increases the number of configurations – or equivalently, network nodes – to around 33, 000, 000. Of course, numerical simulations of dynamics of larger systems are effectively a sampling of their phase space networks, but we leave a rigorous interpretation of simulated dynamics in terms of networks for future work.

We first describe our model for the energetics and dynamics of this system, and then describe how we construct a network representation of those dynamics. The island magnetic moments are Ising point dipoles, interacting so that the dipolar energy of island i is

E^{(i)}_{dip} = − μ_0⃗h^{(i)}_{dip} · ⃗M_i (1) = μ_0 4π ∑ j≠i ( ⃗M_i · ⃗M_j r^3_{ij} − 3 ( ⃗M_i · ⃗r_{ij} )( ⃗M_i · ⃗r_{ij} ) r^5_{ij} ) . (2)

We set both the island magnetic moment M and the nearest-neighbour distance to unity, so that the nearest-neighbour coupling has strength 1.5, in units of μ_0/(4π). This gives the energy scale of the island-island interactions. The total dipolar energy is given by (1/2) ∑ i E^{(i)}_{dip}. A ground state spin configuration that minimises the total dipolar energy is shown in figure 1(a); the other ground state configuration is obtained by a global spin flip.

The other field acting on each island is the external field ⃗h, which gives a Zeeman contribution to the total energy of spin i

E^{(i)}_Z = −μ_0⃗h · ⃗M_i. (3)

When a field strong enough to overcome the dipolar interactions is applied at approximately 45^∘ to the island axes, the system’s favoured state is a polarised configuration, in which all spins have the same projection onto the field. One of the four possible polarised configurations is shown in figure 1(b). Polarised configurations are of particular interest because they are experimentally reproducible.

In addition to the island interactions, a second energy scale in the system is a barrier to island switching. We model this using the switching criterion

− (⃗h^{(i)}_{dip} + ⃗h) · M̂_i > h^{(i)}_c , (4)

where M̂ is the dimensionless unit vector along ⃗M. In other words, we require that the component of the total field antiparallel to an island’s magnetisation be greater than the island’s intrinsic switching field h^{(i)}c . A similar threshold-based model for switching has been used by other authors [7,8,11,14] . (We have studied other switching criteria, such as Stoner-Wohlfarth switching, in numerical simulations and find qualitatively similar dynamics.) In experimental systems, the island switching fields are usually designed to be larger than the dipolar fields so that configuration states can only change under external fields [1]. Here we set the mean switching field to h_c = 11.25, a value outside the range of dipolar coupling strengths.

The dynamics of the system under fixed external field ⃗h consists of a series of single spin flips, determined by criterion (4). The set of all spins that satisfy (4) is calculated, then one is chosen uniformly at random and flipped. The set of spins satisfying (4) is recalculated for the new configuration, and again one is flipped at random. This process continues until no further spin flips are possible, at which point a ‘final’, stationary configuration has been attained. Because spin flips are selected at random and the set of spins that can flip is recalculated at each step, more than one series of spin flips may be possible under application of the same field. In previous simulation studies [17], this meant that different simulation runs did not necessarily have the same outcome, and we instead averaged over outcomes. In our network studies, we enumerate over all these possibilities, as described in section 2.2.

As seen in equation (4), the response of an island to the external driving field is controlled both by its interactions with other islands, and its intrinsic switching field, unless the external field is strong enough to overcome these. Inter-island interactions bias the response of the system towards low-energy states. At the same time, disorder, in the form of a distribution of island properties, introduces randomness in the response to fields. In this work, we focus exclusively on switching field disorder. We show elsewhere [21] that other types of disorder, such as disorder in island positions or orientations, have a similar effect on dynamics as switching field disorder does, and that all disorder can be characterised in terms of an effective switching field disorder. Based on that result, in this work we consider only switching field disorder. A direction for future study might be a study of disorder with correlations.

We characterise the strength of disorder by σ, the standard deviation of the switching fields for all islands. The switching fields are drawn from a nominally Gaussian distribution. However, because in each disorder realisation only 16 h^{(i)}c values are required, the mean of the generated pseudo-random numbers can deviate substantially from the nominal mean of 11.25. This change in mean switching field can have a significant effect on dynamics, so we ‘correct’ each h^{(i)}c value by −Δ, where Δ is the difference between the mean of the generated values and 11.25. Thus, for each disorder realisation studied, the mean switching field is exactly 11.25, the same as the switching field used in the absence of disorder, allowing meaningful comparison between disorder realisations.

In our studies on field strength, we analyse three networks at each field strength: one for the perfect system, and two realisations of disorder. Both realisations are in the strong disorder regime of [21], with σ = 2.05 and σ = 2.22 both larger than the scale of dipolar interactions. We focus on two similar disorder strengths in order to verify that networks representing systems with similar disorder strength have similar properties, regardless of field strength.

2.2. Network construction

The 4 × 4 Ising spin system we study has 2^{16} = 65, 536 possible microscopic configurations. As mentioned in the Introduction, each configuration is a network node, and the number of nodes is fixed at 2^{16} for all networks we study. For a given external field ⃗h, a link exists from node i to node f if the configuration corresponding to i can evolve into the configuration corresponding to f under ⃗h, via a cascade of spin flips according to the dynamics described above. As we describe below, the network can be represented by a 2^{16} × 2^{16} matrix whose rows and columns represent nodes, and whose entries represent links (an ‘adjacency matrix’, in the language of network theory).

The links of our networks are directed, that is, the existence of a link i → f does not necessarily imply the existence of a link f → i. The reason for this is that dynamical transitions are not, in general, reversible: the athermal field-driven dynamics must involve transitions that lower the sum of dipolar and Zeeman energies, due to the nature of the energy barriers in the system. Directed networks appear in many other contexts, such as the world wide web [48], networks of corporate ownership and control [49], and the network representation of basins of mutually-reachable states in the random field Ising model [28–30]. In contrast, the networks used to describe, e.g, the six-vertex model [25–27] are undirected, because dynamics in those systems are taken to be reversible at the microscopic level.

The set links of the network depend on the fields used to construct the network. For simplicity, in this work, each network we consider is constructed for a single field amplitude h and for field angles θ = 0, π/128, 2π/128, . . .. This choice of field angles gives a network with properties approaching the expected finite limit for a continuously varying field angle, while remaining computationally tractable [22]. The network also depends on the disorder realisation used, with different realisations giving different networks.

In order to enumerate all network links, we first determine all allowed single spin flips for each of the 2^{16} configurations, for all fields (h, {θ}). These can be stored as transition matrices T (h, θ), where T_{ij} (h, θ) = 1 if configuration i can be transformed into configuration j by a single spin flip that is allowed under a field (h, θ) according to criterion (4), and T_{ij} (h, θ) = 0 otherwise. Note that T (h, θ) is not symmetric, because only flips that lower the system’s total (dipolar and Zeeman) energy are allowed.

The non-zero entries of T^2 give permitted transitions involving two spin flips. Similarly, three spin flips are described by T^3, and so on. The non-zero entries of T^i are not all equal to 1, so we apply the sign function (sign(x) = 1 if x > 0 and 0 otherwise) to each element of T^i to ‘normalise’ the matrix. Because there are 16 spins in the system and spins can only flip once in a dynamical cascade, the maximum length of a sequence of spin flips is 16, and we must have sign(T^i) = sign(T^{16}) for all i > 16. We denote sign(T^{16}) as A(h, θ), and A_{ij} (h, θ) = 1 if configuration i can evolve by a cascade of spin flips into configuration j, under the field (h, θ), and A_{ij}(h, θ) = 0 otherwise. We define the network adjacency matrix Ã(h) by Ã(h) = sign( ∑ θ A(h, θ)), where the sum is over all θ between 0 and 2π. Ã describes the network representation of all possible dynamics under fields (h, {θ}), and it is the properties of Ã for various field strengths and disorder realisations that will concern us in the rest of this paper. We emphasise that this method of network construction is an exact enumeration over all possible transitions between configuration states allowed for a given set of external fields.

We also emphasise that each network link is active only for a range of field angles θ_{min} < θ < θ_{max}. Accordingly, the existence of a network path from a node i to a node j indicates that there exists one or more sequences of field angles that can be applied to a system prepared in state i to drive it into state j. A particular sequence of field angles, also known as a ‘field protocol’ in the literature, corresponds to the paths on the network that are generated by following links that are active for each angle in the

Figure 2. The (a) out degree and (b) in degree of 1000 randomly selected network nodes (spin configurations), plotted against their dipolar energy. Blue (dark grey) circles represent the perfect system, orange (light grey) squares represent the disordered system with σ = 2.05.

sequence in turn. Conversely, the network contains information about all possible field protocols.

3. Node degrees and energetics

In this section we discuss how an entirely local property of network nodes, namely their degree, can be related to spin ice physics. We also discuss briefly what the distribution of node degrees shows about the global topology of the network; however, we will see in subsequent sections that the degree distributions are insufficient to completely describe the network topology.

The in- (out-) degree of a network node is the number of links pointing into (out of) it. In an undirected network, the two quantities are the same, but in a directed network they are different. The degree distribution N (k_{in(out)}) is the distribution of the number of nodes with degree k_{in(out)}. The in degree of node v is given by

k_{in} = ∑ i Ã_{iv} − Ã_{vv} , (5) and the out degree is given by

k_{out} = ∑ j Ã_{vj} − Ã_{vv} . (6) Figure 2 shows the in- and out-degrees of 1000 randomly selected nodes, vs the energy of the spin configurations they represent, for networks describing a perfect and a disordered system (with σ = 2.05) subject to a field of amplitude h = 11.5. For both perfect and disordered systems, high-energy configurations correspond to nodes with low in-degree and high out-degree, and low-energy configurations correspond to nodes with a higher in-degree and lower out-degree.

Physically, a node with high out-degree represents a configuration that can ‘decay’ into many others when fields are applied, while a node with low out-degree represents a

‘stable’ configuration. ‘Stability’ here refers to how a configuration can be modified by an external field, as measured by, for example, the probability that a field with direction chosen uniformly at random is able to drive the system to a new configuration. Although the stability of a configuration is not completely correlated with its energy and the outdegree vs energy data displays some spread, there is a clear relationship between energy and out-degree, as seen in figure 2(a). This can be understood by considering the extremes of high and low energy: At the field strength studied here (h = 11.5), all spins in a configuration that maximises dipolar energy can be flipped by an external field even when moderate disorder is present, so there are many pathways out of that configuration. On the other hand, the ground state of the system is stable even under moderate disorder.

The energy dependence of the in-degree has a wider spread, especially when indegree is low. This is because the barriers to ‘entering’ a state are topological as well as energetic. A low in-degree may correspond to a state with high energy or it may correspond to a low energy state with antiferromagnetic ordering that is ‘hard’ to access with a global external field, which tends to create ferromagnetic ordering. We discuss these ideas in relation to the ground state of the system elsewhere [4]. Nevertheless, it is the case that only low-energy configurations have high in-degree, as seen in figure 2(b).

Node degrees can also give information about the global network topology, via the degree distribution N (k). For example, many real-world networks such as the world wide web and networks of scientific citation display power-law degree distributions [44,45]. On the other hand, in Erdös-Rényi random graphs [50], where an undirected link between any pair of nodes is present with probability p and absent with probability 1 − p, the degree distribution is Poissonian. Networks describing the phase space of other frustrated spin models and lattice gas models have been shown to have Gaussian degree distributions [25–27].

Directed networks can be described by three distributions: the joint in- and outdegree distribution, which gives the probability that a randomly selected node has in-degree k_{in} and out-degree k_{out}, and the two separate degree distributions, which are obtained by integrating the joint distribution. In figure 3, we plot these three distributions for the network describing an undisordered spin ice at h = 11. In contrast to other frustrated systems [25–27], the spin ice networks do not have a Gaussian degree distribution. Instead, the distributions are clearly asymmetric, and the separate distributions for in- and out-degree are different. As expected from our discussion above about the relationship between configuration energy and node degree, there is a tendency for low in-degree nodes to have a higher out-degree, and vice-versa. However, we will see in section 5 that the degree distribution is inadequate to completely characterise the network.

Figure 3. Degree distributions for a perfect system, subject to a field h = 11. (a) The joint in- and out-degree distribution, for k_{in} < 50 and k_{out} < 30. (b) The separate out-degree distribution. (c) The separate in-degree distribution. Disordered systems have similar degree distributions.

4. Accessibility of states and reversibility of dynamics

Many potential technological applications of artificial spin ices and related systems depend on the answers to two questions. How many distinct configurational states are available, and can those states be accessed reliably? These questions are particularly important for applications relating to information storage: although a system of N Ising spins has in principle 2^N configurations and can store N bits of information, the effective information capacity is lower if only some fraction of those configurations can be realised. In this section, we see that network tools are ideal for studying these questions, and for uncovering effects of disorder and field strength on the accessibility of states.

As already mentioned in section 2.1, the only magnetisation configurations currently known to be exactly experimentally reproducible are the four polarised configurations (see figure 1(b)). Because these configurations can be reliably obtained, in almost all experimental and simulation studies to date, the initial state of the system has been polarised [1, 5, 10, 12, 14, 15, 17, 19, 20, 51]. It is therefore of particular interest to study the accessibility of states from these configurations.

We focus on states that can be accessed using a sequence of fields with fixed amplitude. As mentioned in section 2.2, such a sequence of fields corresponds to a ‘walk’ on the network, in which at each step only a link that is active at that field angle is followed. There may be more than one walk corresponding to a sequence of fields, since there may be more than one link active for a given field angle. A random field protocol, in which the field angle is selected uniformly at random from [0, 2π) at each

Figure 4. (a) The fraction of configurations that can be reached from an initial polarised configuration, vs applied field amplitude. (b, c) The fraction of configurations that can be reached from an initial polarised configuration, vs disorder strength (standard deviation in island switching fields), for an applied field of strength h = 11.5 (b) and h = 11.75 (c). For h = 11.5, there is a jump in the number of accessible states when disorder is turned on, but for h = 11.75, the number of accessible states increases smoothly. Each point represents a single disorder realisation. In all figures, the initial configuration is counted in the number of accessible states.

step of the sequence, is essentially a random walk on the network ‡.

The total set of nodes that can be reached from an initial node v, following network paths of any length, is given by the fixed point of repeatedly multiplying the unit vector ⃗v (all entries zero, except for non-zero entry v) by the adjacency matrix Ã. Each state can be accessed via one or more field protocols, but a given field protocol may not be able to access all of them. We return to this question of ergodicity below.

Figure 4(a) shows how the fraction of configurations that can be reached from the +x polarised configuration depends on field strength, for both the perfect system and two disorder realisations (σ = 2.05 and σ = 2.22). For weak fields, the +x polarised configuration is stable against applied field and no other states are accessible from it. However, for optimal field values, approximately 10% of all configurations can be reached from the +x polarised configuration. In the very high field limit (not shown), applied fields always polarise the system, so from the +x polarised configuration there are 3 other states accessible, namely, the other polarised states.

Although the curves for the perfect and disordered systems in figure 4(a) have similar form, for applied field strengths near the mean island switching field (h_c = 11.25) the difference between perfect and disordered systems is large. This is in agreement with previous results [22]. Figure 4(b) shows how the number of states accessible from the +x polarised configuration depends on disorder strength, for h = 11.5. There is a jump in the number of accessible states when disorder is turned on. This is because two of the configurations that can be reached from the +x polarised configuration have spins that, in the perfect system, require an external field of 11.74 to switch. A small disorder-induced decrease in the switching barrier for these spins allows them to flip at h = 11.5, opening new dynamical pathways. This interpretation is confirmed by the

‡ The equivalence between the simulation of a random field protocol and a random walk on the network is not exact, because the network is unweighted and the probability a link is followed in a random walk depends only on the number of links out of a node, not the range of field angles over which they are active.

Figure 5. (a) An example directed network containing 4 nodes. The nodes A, B, C form a strongly connected component, but D is not a member of the component because there is no path from D to the other nodes. (b) An example of how a node may be accessible, but not reproducibly so. The highlighted node can be reached by applying a field of angle θ to node A, or a field of angle α to node B, but both of these field angles also activate links to other nodes, so it is not possible to construct a field sequence that is guaranteed to pass through the highlighted node.

network for h = 11.75. For that field strength, the fraction of states accessible from the +x polarised configuration in the undisordered system is ∼ 10^{−3}, and increases smoothly with disorder strength, as shown in Figure 4(c). The large impact of small disorder-induced changes to the system is a recurring theme in this work.

The number of states that can be reached from an initial polarised state is a starting point for describing dynamics, but this quantity does not give a complete picture. One question it gives little information about is that of ergodicity – once a transition has been made from the polarised state to another state, what further transitions can be made? Is it still possible to access all of the other configurations that are accessible from the polarised configuration? Can transitions be reversed? This is important for information storage applications, where it is important that the state of the system can be easily and reliably ‘re-written’.

A useful network theoretic concept here is that of strongly connected components (SCCs). An SCC of a directed network is a set of nodes for which paths exist between every pair of nodes, taking the directions of the links into account. For example, in the network shown in figure 5(a), the nodes A, B, C form an SCC, but D is not a member of the component because there is no path from D to the other nodes. We determine the SCCs of a network using the algorithm in [52], as implemented by the software package Mathematica.

Dynamics within an SCC are reversible, provided the correct field protocol is applied. In terms of networks, it is possible to travel along network links from any node of the SCC to any other node of the SCC; in terms of artificial spin ice dynamics this means that for any configuration in the SCC, there exists a sequence of fields to drive the system from that configuration to any other configuration in the SCC, and back again.

The sizes of two SCCs in particular are of interest: the SCC that contains the +x polarised configuration (or one of the other three polarised configurations: this choice is arbitrary), and the size of the largest SCC in the network. Figure 6(a) shows these sizes, plotted against field strength, for the system without disorder and the two disordered systems. For the system without disorder, the +x polarised configuration is always in

Figure 6. (a) Fraction of all nodes that are in the largest strongly connected component (SCC) and the SCC that contains the +x polarised configuration, as a function of field strength. For the system without disorder, the +x polarised configuration is always in the largest SCC. (b)Fraction of all nodes that are in the largest SCC, vs disorder strength (standard deviation in island switching fields). The applied field strength is h = 11.5. Each point represents a single disorder realisation.

the largest SCC.

Below a threshold field, all SCCs have size 1, that is, no dynamical transitions can be reversed. Above the threshold, the size of the largest SCC grows by three orders of magnitude to take in approximately ten percent of all nodes, before decreasing again for large field strengths. In the limit of very strong fields the largest SCC has size 4, and consists of the four polarised configurations. This limit holds for both perfect and disordered systems because strong external fields overcome disorder. When disorder is present, the +x polarised configuration is not always in the largest SCC, but it is when the external field is sufficiently strong.

Comparison of figures 4 and 6 indicates the strong correlation between the number of accessible states and SCC size. In general, the number of states accessible from a node must be greater than or equal to the size of its SCC. Figure 5(a) illustrates a simple example of this: the number of nodes reachable from A is 4, while it is in an SCC of size 3. In fact, in the perfect system, for h ≥ 12, all four polarised configurations are in the largest SCC and for h ≥ 14 all states that can be reached from the +x polarised configuration are in the same SCC. Similar results hold for the disordered systems.

The existence of large SCCs that include the polarised configurations implies that for correctly-tuned fields, the information storage capacity of the artificial spin ice is maximised, with several thousand configurations accessible from one another, making it possible to ‘write’ a configuration and then ‘rewrite’ a new configuration by applying a suitable sequence of fields. However, one should be careful for two reasons. First, if the number of states accessible from a given starting state (e.g, a polarised configuration) is larger than the SCC size, there will be dynamical ‘dead ends’, that is, states that can be entered but not exited. Second, the existence of a path into a node does not guarantee that it is possible to reliably access that configuration. This is illustrated in figure 5(b), where the highlighted node can be accessed, but it is not possible to construct a field sequence that is guaranteed to pass through it. A more detailed study of these two points is a topic for future work.

We close this section by commenting on the effect of disorder. While the general trends for SCC sizes as a function of field strength are the same for disordered and perfect systems, for applied fields close to the mean island switching field of 11.25, the difference in SCC size between perfect and disordered systems is substantial: around two orders of magnitude for h = 11. Figure 6(b) shows the size of the largest SCC for a range of disorder realisations, at an applied field strength of h = 11.5. The size of the largest SCC increases continuously with disorder strength, although, as might be expected, the spread in values for different realisations of strong disorder is substantial.

Although the size of the largest SCC grows with disorder strength in the regime we study, we note that for a given array size and field strength, there is an upper bound on the number of accessible states, which is proportional to 2^{N ′} , where N^′ is the number of spins that are not pinned and that do not always align with the external field, that is, the number of spins that are not ‘frozen’ by disorder. This quantity decreases with disorder strength. This argument suggests there should be an optimal disorder strength for accessibility of states, but the optimal value depends on array size and field strength, rather than being universal to artificial spin ices.

5. Network structure,‘rewiring’, and control

We saw in section 3 that the energetics of artificial spin ice plays a key role in determining network properties on a local, i.e: node, level. Similarly, in section 4, we have seen how the global properties of the network relate to dynamics, which can be observed in simulation and are experimentally testable. In this section, we comment on the relationship between the local and global scales of the network, showing that purely local network properties are insufficient to predict the global structure and that instead, correlations exist in the network that are determined by the dynamics of artificial spin ice. We then show how the insight this gives about the network structure can be used to explore the possibility of controlling artificial spin ices.

We first demonstrate the existence of correlations in the artificial spin ice dynamics networks. We do this by comparing the spin ice networks with two other type of networks that retain some properties of the spin ice dynamics networks but are otherwise randomised. Comparison with randomised networks is frequently used to reveal the structure of real-world networks, see, for example, [53–56].

The first type of randomised network consists of uncorrelated random networks [50], in which any link i → f exists with equal probability, p = n(links)/2^{32} where n(links) is the number of links and 2^{32} is the total number of possible links between 2^{16} nodes. The uncorrelated random networks represent a dynamics in which the possibility to pass from any state to any other state does not depend on energy at all. In particular, the relationship between the energy of a configuration and the degree of its network node is lost.

Figure 7. The fraction of nodes in the largest strongly connected component (SCC), vs number of network links for spin ice dynamics networks and ‘test’ networks with fewer correlations. In the ‘uncorrelated’ test network, any link i → f exists with equal probability. In the ‘randomised’ test networks, the joint in- and out-degree distributions are the same as those of the undisordered spin ice network, but the links themselves are random.

A more sophisticated approach to constructing random networks is to preserve this relationship, by creating ‘maximally random’ networks consistent with a given joint inand out-degree distribution [57, 58] (see section 3). Under such a scheme, high-energy, unstable configurations have many links out, and low-energy, stable configurations have few links out, for example. This gives a network that, at least locally, represents a dynamics much more closely approximating the actual artificial spin ice dynamics.

The comparison between these networks and the spin ice dynamics networks is illustrated in figure 7, where we plot the fraction of nodes in the largest SCC (strongly connected component; see section 4) against the number of links in the network§. For the spin ice dynamics networks, the size of the largest SCC is not a single-valued function of the number of links. However, as seen in figure 6(a), it is a single-valued function of field strength, which parameterises the curve, and the ‘doubling back’ of the SCC size vs the number of links occurs because the number of links has a peak near h = 17.

The randomised networks have very different global properties to the spin ice dynamics networks. This is because the connections in the spin ice dynamics networks are not simply dictated by the degree distribution, which in turn is because the dynamics are not simply dictated by the energies of states but also by the barriers between them. While all networks show an increase in the size of the largest SCC with number of network links, the spin ice dynamics networks have a much reduced tendency towards large SCCs than the randomised networks do. SCC sizes are commonly used as a measure of percolation in directed networks [57, 59–63], but, unlike the randomised networks, the spin ice dynamics networks never fully percolate. This may indicate a

§ A note on definitions: If nodes A and B are linked in both directions, that is, (A → B) and (B → A), we count each directed link separately, to give two links. Unless otherwise specified, we do not count self-links, that is links pointing from a node to itself. Under this definition, the number of links is given by ∑ i≠j Ãij .

high level of clustering in the network [64].

An intriguing feature of figure 7 is the dramatic increase in the size of the largest SCC in the artificial spin ice networks caused by a relatively small increase in the number of network links. When the SCC is enlarged by tuning the field strength, the corresponding increase in the number of links is approximately ten-fold: from 622, 896 to 6, 180, 266 in the field window over which the largest SCC size in the perfect system increases from 1 node (10^{−5} of all nodes) to 8% of all nodes. When disorder is used to increase the SCC size, the change in the number of links is even smaller: at fixed field strength h = 11.5, disorder increases the number of links from 736, 720 in a perfect system to 1, 060, 814 when the disorder strength is σ = 3.3 – a change that is associated with the largest strongly connected component size growing from 3 nodes (10^{−5} of all nodes) to 19% of all nodes.

The fact that a relatively small change in the links of the network can alter the connectedness of nodes so dramatically suggests that for fields close to the mean switching field of 11.25 the perfect system is ‘almost’ well connected. This notion is supported by the jump in the number of states accessible from a polarised configuration at h = 11.5 when disorder is turned on, shown in figure 4(b), which we have already seen is caused by disorder allowing spins to flip that in the perfect system have a switching barrier slightly higher than the applied field.

The possibility for small changes to the system to have large effects on the accessibility of states finds application in the control of artificial spin ice. For example, in experimental studies of field-driven reversal in artificial kagome spin ice, islands were deliberately modified in order to serve as ‘start’ and ‘stop’ sites for avalanches of spin flips [8], and simulations of a colloidal model for artificial spin ice reveal that using different barrier heights for different sublattices leads to a rich array of stable states that are different to those seen when all barriers are the same [65]. As an alternative, one might imagine a system where a small number of macrospins are controlled directly via, for example, current-driving switching. In a network picture, such modifications of the spin ice system are equivalent to deliberately creating and removing certain links. As seen already in this section, such re-wiring can have a dramatic effect.

This effect is illustrated by the networks shown in figure 8. Network (a) is the network of states accessible from the +x polarised configuration (the large red node) for a perfect system, at a field strength of h = 11.5. There are two other configurations accessible via a single field application, and a further two accessible if a second field is applied, making a total of 5 nodes. In contrast, network (b) is the network of configurations accessible from the same initial configuration, for the same field strength, but in a system where the lower-left corner island can be flipped independently of the others. This network contains 128 nodes. In other words, the ability to separately control a single spin yields an order-of-magnitude increase in the number of states accessible from the +x polarised configuration.

These preliminary results demonstrate the value of the network picture of artificial spin ice dynamics for studying these problems. Future work might take advantage

Figure 8. The network of states accessible from the +x polarised configuration (the large red node), at a field strength of h = 11.5, for (a) a perfect system, and (b) a system where the lower-left corner island can be flipped independently of the others.

of other network properties. For example, in studies of how epidemics spread on networks, tools have been developed to determine which nodes are most important in determining the properties of transport on the network [56]. Since field-induced dynamics are essentially the same as network transport in this picture, applying these tools to networks describing spin ices may offer a way to determine how to modify the spin ice to control dynamics as desired.

6. Conclusion and outlook

To summarise: we have shown that a network model for the dynamics of artificial spin ice provides a means of quantifying how applied field strength and quenched disorder affect the system’s behaviour. Increasing disorder strength and tuning the applied field increase the number of states accessible to field-driven dynamics and the reversibility of dynamical transitions, both of which are important for potential applications. The changes in dynamics are caused by a ‘re-wiring’ of the network that involves relatively few links, suggesting that the highly restricted dynamics of a perfect system subject to a sub-optimal field are caused by a small number of dynamical pathways being blocked. We have shown that, indeed, a small change to the artificial spin ice system unblocks these pathways and allows many new configurations to be accessed. We have also shown that the degree of a network node, a local property of the network, can also be related to the physics of the system, via the correlation between node degree and the energy of the configuration it represents.

It would be interesting to apply the network tools we have developed here to understand other problems in artificial spin ice. For example, the square ice studied here is only partially frustrated, and has a well-defined ground state even in the limit of shortrange dipolar interactions. On the other hand, artificial kagome ice [2, 3] or a proposed square ice with sublattice height offsets [11, 66] are fully frustrated with extensive degeneracy, at least when interactions are short-ranged [11,67,68]. Experimental studies have also been made comparing the demagnetisation of frustrated and unfrustrated small clusters of islands [69]. Comparing the network properties of a fully frustrated ice with the partially frustrated square ice may give clues to the role of frustration in the dynamics.

There are also open avenues of enquiry related to the network structures themselves. For example, in studies of frustrated triangular antiferromagnets and the six vertex model, Peng et al. [27] find fractal structures in the phase space networks which they suggest may be a signature of ‘long-range interactions, correlations, or boundary effects in real space’. The artificial spin ice systems studied here exhibit long range interactions, but whether their phase space networks have fractal structure is not yet known.

Acknowledgments

Z.B. thanks Paul Abbott for advice on the implementation of network construction algorithms. Z.B. and R.L.S. acknowledge the Australian Research Council and the Worldwide University Network for funding. Z.B. acknowledges funding from INFN and the Hackett Foundation.

References

[1] Wang R F et al 2006 Nature 439 303 [2] Tanaka M, Saitoh E, Miyajima H, Yamaoka T and Iye Y 2006 Phys. Rev. B 73 052411 [3] Qi Y, Brintlinger T and Cumings J 2008 Phys. Rev. B 77 094418 [4] Budrikis Z, Morgan J P, Akerman J, Stein A, Stamps R L, Politi P, Langridge S and Marrows C H 2011 arXiv:1111.6491 [5] Libál A, Olson Reichhardt C J and Reichhardt C 2009 Phys. Rev. Lett. 102 237004 [6] Kohli K K, Balk A L, Li J, Zhang S, Gilbert I, Lammert P E, Crespi V H, Schiffer P and Samarth N 2011 Phys. Rev. B 84 180412(R) [7] Ladak S, Read D E, Perkins G K, Cohen L F and Branford W R 2010 Nature Phys. 6 359 [8] Mengotti E, Heyderman L J, Fraile Rodríguez A, Nolting F, Hügli R V and Braun H B 2011 Nature Phys. 7 68 [9] Daunheimer S, Petrova O, Tchernyshyov O and Cumings J 2011 Phys. Rev. Lett. 107 167201 [10] Libál A, Reichhardt C and Olson Reichhardt C J 2011 arXiv:1108.3584

A network model for field and quenched disorder effects in artificial spin ice. 18

[11] Möller G and Moessner R 2009 Phys. Rev. B 80 140409 [12] Libál A, Reichhardt C and Olson Reichhardt C J 2006 Phys. Rev. Lett. 97 228302 [13] Nisoli C, Wang R F, Li J, McConville W F, Lammert P E, Schiffer P and Crespi V H 2007 Phys.

Rev. Lett. 98 217203 [14] Remhof A, Schumann A, Westphalen A, Zabel H, Mikuszeit N, Vedmedenko Y, Last T and Kunze U 2008 Phys. Rev. B 77 134409 [15] Ke X, Li J, Nisoli C, Lammert P E, McConville W, Wang R F, Crespi V H and Schiffer P 2008 Phys. Rev. Lett. 101 037205 [16] Mól L A, Silva R L, Silva R C, Pereira A R, Moura-Melo W A and Costa B V 2009 J. Appl. Phys.

106 063913 [17] Budrikis Z, Politi P and Stamps R L 2010 Phys. Rev. Lett. 105 017201 [18] Nisoli C, Li J, Ke X, Garand D, Schiffer P and Crespi V H 2010 Phys. Rev. Lett. 105 047205 [19] Phatak C, Petford-Long A K, Heinonen O, Tanase M and De Graef M 2011 Phys. Rev. B 83 174431 [20] Morgan J P, Stein A, Langridge S and Marrows C H 2011 New J. Phys. 13 105002 [21] Budrikis Z, Politi P and Stamps R L 2012 J. Appl. Phys. 111 07E109 [22] Budrikis Z, Politi P and Stamps R L 2011 Phys. Rev. Lett. 107 217204 [23] Borges E P, Cajueiro D O and Andrade R F S 2007 Eur. Phys. J. B 58 469 [24] Kyriakopoulos F and Thurner S 2007 Lecture Notes in Computer Science vol 4488 (Springer Berlin/Heidelberg) p 625 [25] Han Y 2009 Phys. Rev. E 80 051102 [26] Han Y 2010 Phys. Rev. E 81 041118 [27] Peng Y, Wang F, Wong M and Han Y 2011 Phys. Rev. E 84 051105 [28] Bertotti G, Bortolotti P, Magni A and Basso V 2007 J. Appl. Phys. 101 09D508 [29] Bortolotti P, Basso V, Magni A and Bertotti G 2008 Physica B 403 398 [30] Bortolotti P, Basso V, Magni A and Bertotti G 2010 J. Magn. Magn. Mater. 322 1402 [31] Rao F and Caflisch A 2004 J. Mol. Biol. 342 299 [32] Noé F, Krachtus D, Smith J C and Fischer S 2006 J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2 840 [33] Gfeller D, De Los Rios P, Caflisch A and Rao F 2007 Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 104 1817 [34] Gfeller D, Morton de Lachapelle D, De Los Rios P, Caldarelli G and Rao F 2007 Phys. Rev. E 76 026113 [35] Ravasz E, Gnanakaran S and Toroczkai Z 2007 arXiv:0705.0912 [36] Scala A, Nunes Amaral N A and Barthélémy M 2001 Europhys. Lett. 55 594 [37] Doye J P K 2002 Phys. Rev. Lett. 88 238701 [38] Angelani L, Parisi G, Ruocco G and Viliani G 1998 Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 4648 [39] Angelani L, Parisi G, Ruocco G and Viliani G 2000 Phys. Rev. E 61 1681 [40] Burda Z, Krzywicki A and Martin O C 2007 Phys. Rev. E 76 051107 [41] Seyed-allaei H, Seyed-allaei H and Ejtehadi M R 2008 Phys. Rev. E 77 031105 [42] Carmi S, Havlin S, Song C, Wang K and Makse H A 2009 J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 42 105101 [43] Baronchelli A, Barrat A and Pastor-Satorras R 2009 Phys. Rev. E 80 020102(R) [44] Albert R and A-L Barabási 2002 Rev. Mod. Phys. 74 47 [45] Newman M E J 2003 SIAM Rev 45 167 [46] Boccaletti S, Latora V, Moreno Y, Chavez M and Hwang D-U 2006 Phys. Rep. 424 175 [47] Dorogovtsev S N 2010 Lectures on Complex Networks (Oxford: Oxford University Press) [48] Broder A, Kumar R, Maghoul F and Raghavan P, Rajagopalan S, Stata R, Tomkins A, Wiener J 2000 Comput Netw 33 309 [49] Vitali S, Glattfelder J B and Battiston S 2011 PLoS ONE 6 e25995 [50] Erdös P and Rényi A 1959 Publ. Math. Debrecen 6 290 [51] Kapaklis V et al 2011 arXiv:1108.1092 [52] Tarjan R 1972 SIAM J. Comput. 1 146 [53] Maslov S and Sneppen K 2002 Science 296 910

A network model for field and quenched disorder effects in artificial spin ice. 19

[54] Guelzim N, Bottani S, Bourgine P and Képès F 2002 Nat. Genet. 31 60 [55] Eriksen K A, Simonsen I, Maslov S and Sneppen K 2003 Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 148701 [56] Kitsak M, Gallos L K, Havlin S, Liljeros F, Muchnik L, Stanley H E and Makse H 2010 Nature Phys. 6 888 [57] Newman M E J, Strogatz S H and Watts D J 2001 Phys. Rev. E 64 026118 [58] Milo R, Shen-Orr S, Itzkovitz S, Kashtan N, Chklovskii D and Alon U 2002 Science 298 824 [59] Dorogovtsev S N, Mendes J F F and Samukhin A N 2001 Phys. Rev. E 64 205101(R) [60] Schwartz N, Cohen R, ben-Avraham D, Barabási A-L and Havlin S 2002 Phys. Rev. E 66 015104(R) [61] Boguñá M and Ángeles Serrano M 2005 Phys. Rev. E 72 016106 [62] Ángeles Serrano M and De Los Rios P 2007 Phys. Rev. E 76 056121 [63] Restrepo J G, Ott E and Hunt B R 2008 Phys. Rev. Lett. 100 058701 [64] Newman M E J 2003 Phys. Rev. E 68 026121 [65] Olson Reichhardt C J, Libál A and Reichhardt C 2012 New J. Phys. 14 025006 [66] Mól L A S, Moura-Melo W A and Pereira A R 2010 Phys. Rev. B 82 054434 [67] Möller G and Moessner R 2009 Phys. Rev. B 80 140409(R) [68] Chern G-W, Mellado P and Tchernyshyov O 2011 Phys. Rev. Lett. 106 207202 [69] Li J, Zhang S, Bartell J, Nisoli C, Ke X, Lammert P E, Crespi V H and Schiffer P 2010 Phys.

Rev. B 82 134407