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Free energy in the mixeg-spin models
with vector spins

Dmitry Panchenko

Abstract

Using the synchronization mechanism developed in the pusvivork on the Potts spin
glass model, we obtain the analogue of the Parisi formulahferfree energy in the mixed
evenp-spin models with vector spins, which include the SherongKirkpatrick model with
vector spins interacting through their scalar product. Apecial case, this also establishes the
sharpness of Talagrand’s upper bound for the free energyutifpte mixed p-spin systems
coupled by constraining their overlaps.
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1 Introduction

In the previous paper [35], we computed the free energy inPiigs spin glass model. In this
paper, we will extend this result to a more general class adefsowith vector spins that have
arbitrary prior distribution with compact support @, for any k > 1. The components of the
Hamiltonian on each of the coordinates of the spin configuration will be given by mietsiof
p-spin interactions with possibly different sets of invetsmperature parameters. The key step in
the computation of the free energy will be exactly the samia #se Potts spin glass, namely, the
blocks of overlaps will be forced to synchronize in the irtBavolume limit as a consequence of
some special perturbation of the Hamiltonian. This parthef proof will require only cosmetic
changes, and we will refer td_[35] for the details. Compamdhe Potts spin glass, additional
difficulties in the general setting are purely technicaljmtyadue to the fact that we are dealing
with arbitrary prior distribution of spins and one has to fthe right way to combine techniques
from spin glasses and classical large deviations, whiobstalittle bit of care.

Let us now describe the model. Fix integee> 1 and letu be a probability measure R
with compact suppoi® C R¥. A configuration ofN > 1 vector spins will be denoted

0 =(01,...,0n) € (R)N, @)
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the coordinates of each spampwill be written as
g = (ai(1),...,0i(k)) € R, ()

and, for a giverk < k, the configuration of th&!" coordinates will be denoted by

o(k) = (01(K),...,on(k)) € RN. (3)
For eachp > 2, let us consider the classigaispin Hamiltonian orRN,
1
HN,p(U(k)) = mKil;pmgil,...,ipail(k) : “Uip(k), (4)
Where(gily,,,,ip) are i.i.d. standard Gaussian for pli> 2 and(iy,...,ip). Notice that these random

variables are the same for all coordinakes k. Given sequencef3,(k))p>2 for k < k of non-
negative inverse temperature parameters, we considedrpigpin Hamiltonians

HY(0(K) = 3 Bp(KHn.p(a(k)). (5)

p>2

We assume that these sequences decrease fast enough édtleattire series are well defined. For
example, ifQ C [—c,c]* then one can takBy(k) < (2c)P. Finally, we define the Hamiltonian of
the mixedp-spin model with vector spins by

Hn(o) = Y H(a(k)). (6)

k<k

We will consider only mixed evep-spin models, so we will assume tha§(k) = 0 for all odd
p > 3. Our main goal will be to compute the limit of the free energy

_1 ®N
A= NEIOQ/QN expHn(o)du“™(o). (7

One can also add a general external field term to the moddidngimplicity of notation, we will
omit it.

Example. If one takesB>(k) = 3 for k < k andBp(k) = 0 for p > 3 then

= %1 2 Gildi0j).
<hLI<

where(a;, 0j) is the scalar product ofi, gj € R*. This choice corresponds to the analogue of
the classical Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model [40] with wecspins interacting through their scalar
product. In addition, when the measyrés uniform on the standard basisRf, the model reduces
to the Potts spin glass witk orientations, which was considered in [35]. The case whda
uniform on the unit circle ifR? is the spin glass analogue of the classical XY or rotor model o
the lattice and, whem is uniform on the unit sphere iR3, it is the analogue of the classical
Heisenberg model on the lattice. The case- 1 with the general is the Ghatak-Sherrington
model [16] studied previously in [23].

Hn (o) (8)



As usual, we will use the upper index’ for ¢ > 1, to index sequences of spin configurations.
If, for k, k' < k, we introduce the function

&) =3 Bo(k)Ba(K)xP (©)

p>2
then it is easy to check that, for two spin configuratiorqsanda‘" and for anyk, k' < k,
EHE (0 (K))HE (07 (K)) = N&iee (REY). (10)
i.e. the covariance is a function of the overlap between tineesponding coordinates
k1 ey !
Rop = Ni;q (K)a (K). (11)
We will denote the matrix of all such overlaps By or R(c*, a),

’ K 1 /T
R = R(o’,0") = (ngfzf)k,k/gx = N,;‘ Go . (12)
i<

When using matrix operations (transpose, product, etcwialways think of vectors as column
vectors. In order to state our main result, we need to intecilome notation and definitions.

As in the Potts spin glass in [35], we will compute the freergpdirst for a subsystem with
constrained self-overlaR(o, o). Let us consider the closed convex hull

9 = conv{ (al(k>al(k/))k,k/gK |lore Q= supr(u)} 13)
of kK X K matrices generated brylalT for vector spinso; € Q. Clearly, for anyN > 1, the self-
overlap matrixR(o,0) € 2. The setZ is a compact subset @&“*¥, as well as the subspace
consisting of Gram matrices
Mk = {y| yis ak x K symmetric positive-semidefinite mat%ix (14)
Let N be the space of left-continuous monotone functionfOot] with values inl,
Mn= {n: [0,1] — [k | mis left-continuousr(x) < (X)) for x < x’}, (15)
wherer(x) < m(X') means thaft(x') — ri(x) € . ForD € 2, we consider
I'ID:{neI'I\n(O):Oandn(l):D}. (16)
As in [35], the elements dflp will play a role of the principle order parameter in the védaal
formula for the free energy below. We would like to point oottt such order parameter already
appeared in the physics literature(in[15], where a speeais¢ ©f three copies @Fspin model was

studied in the framework of the Parisi replica method.
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A discrete pathrt € INp can be encoded by two sequences,
X1=0<x<...<x_1<% =1 (17)
and a monotone sequence of Gram matricdsin
O=p<n<..<y1<y=D (18)
We can associate to these sequences the path defined by
m(x) =y forxj_1 <x<xjfor0<j<r, (29)
with 77(0) = 0. Recall the functiof ' in (9) and denote

Bk (%) = X1 (X) — & (X) = 5 Bp(K)Bp(K) (p—1)xP (20)

p>2

Given an arbitrark x Kk matrix A, we will denote
$(A) = (gk,k’(Ak,k’))Kk/SKa (21)
and defing’(A) and@(A) similarly. If we denote by, = (Bp(K))k<k then, fory € ',

Ey)="3 py"P Yo (BB,

p>2

8(y)= 3 (P—1)y™Po (B,BY). (22)

p=2

whereo is the Hadamard (element-wise) product a1l is the element-wis@th power ofy. An
important observation is that these representations ittalythe sequences(y;) and6(y;) are
also non-decreasing Ir, for0 < j <r.

Given a discrete patlh (1L9), let us now consider a sequenacalependent Gaussian vectors
zj = (zj(K))k<x for 0 < j <r with the covariances

Cov(z) = §'(vj) — &' (yj-1)- (23)
GivenA = (Agw)1<k<k<k € RKK+D/2 let us define
— log / exp( T k) S z(K+ Y Aor(koyK)) du(or) (24)
(2003 5k 3 )

and, recursively over & p<r —1, define

1
Xj = X logE;j expx;jXji1, (25)

whereE; denotes the expectation with respectjto; only. If x; = 0, we interpret this equation as
Xj = EjXj+1. Notice thatXy is non-random, and we will denote it by

q)<A7D7r7 X? V) = XO? (26)
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making the dependence on all the parameters explicit (tperdkence o here is through the
last constraint in[(18)). For any matr we will denote by

SumA) = zAk,k/ (27)
k7 4
the sum of all its elements. Finally, we define the functional
1
32()\7D7r7xv y) :q)(A?Dar?Xv y)_ )\k7k’Dk,k/_§ Z X| Sun.(e(yj%*l)_e(y])) (28)
k<k 0<j<r—1

Let us mention right away that, as in the setting of the ctadssherrington-Kirkpatrick model
or the Potts spin glass in [85], one can observe that the ibmadt(26) depends ofr, X, y) only
through the pathrin (19), so we can denote it ip(A, D, r). It was shown in[[35] that functionals
of this type are Lipschitz with respect to the metric

1
AT, ﬂ):/o |7(x) — 77 (%)|| ,dx (29)

where||y||; = Yk [W k|- This is a direct analogues of a well-known result of GuenrflB] (see
also [44] or Theorem 14.11.2 in [46]) in the setting of the IBington-Kirkpatrick model (see also
Lemmd8 below). It was also shown [n [35] that a general [Np can be discretized in a way that
approximatest in this metric. Thereforep can be extended by continuity to atie Mp. Also,
rearranging the terms, we can rewrite

= > xSum(yjs1) —6(y)) = —Sum(O(%)) +  (Xj—Xj-1)Sum(6(y;))

O<j<r-1 1<)<r
- —sume()) + [ sun(@(nx))ax (30

and, therefore[(28) can be rewritten as
1 1 /1
P(A,0,71) = ®(A,D,7) — 3 AcDik — 5 Sum(8(D)) +§/O sumO(n(x))dx  (31)
k<K'
The following is our main result.

Theorem 1 For anyk > 1, the limit of the free energy is given by

lim Fy = sup inf Z(A,D,r,x,y)=sup_ inf 22(A,D,n). (32)
N—eo Deg A LXYy DegA.melMp

The formula[(3R) is the analogue of the classical Parisi tdenj3€, 37) 20] for the free energy
in the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model. The upper bound Ww#l a standard application of Guerra’s
replica symmetry breaking interpolation, and most work Wwé devoted to the following lower

bound.

Given a subset of spin configuratio8sC QVN, similarly to (7), we define the free energy
constrained to this set of configurations by

(S = %Elog/sepoN(a)du@’N(a). (33)
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GivenD € 2 ande > 0, we consider an opegineighbourhood ob,
B:(D) = {yex|lly—Dllo <}, (34)

with respect to the sup-norify — D||o = maX |k — Dk /|- Let us recall the definition of the
overlap matrix in[(IR) and consider the set of spin configonst

(D) = {a e QV|R(0,0) € Bg(D)} (35)

with the self-overlap in the-neighbourhood oD. The lower bound in Theorefd 1 is a direct
consequence of the following.

Theorem 2 Forany De 2,

IiinIiI(lnianN(Zg(D))z inf 2(A,D,r,x,y)=_inf 2(A,D,n). (36)

€0 N—o ALY A,meMp

The proof of the lower bound also works for models with qadpin interactions, and only the
proof of the upper bound uses the convexity of the functigusin (9).

Besides the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model with vectomspmentioned above, perhaps, the
most interesting special case included in Theokém 2 casretspto the uniform measuge on
{-1,4+1}¥, i.e. multiple copies of the classical mixgespin model with Ising spins coupled
through their overlaps. One of the fundamental ideas inetheedels is the replica symmetry
breaking interpolation invented by Guerra in[19] to showattthe Parisi formula [36, 37] is an
upper bound on the free energy in the Sherrington-Kirkpktmodel. When Talagrand proved the
Parisi formula in[[42], the main idea was to generalize Gaietvound to two copies of the system
coupled by fixing their overlap. Since then, various anaésgof the Guerra interpolation found
many other applications, see for example [5,/7, 8/ 10, 1114221 23| 28, 32, 34, 35, 43]. After
his seminal work on the Parisi formula, Talagrand proposefds] a generalization of Guerra’s
bound to multiple copies of the system, possibly at diffetemperatures, coupled through their
overlaps (see Section 15.7 in [46]), and suggested a napprbach to other famous problems
in spin glasses, such as ultrametricity and chaos, basedaimb at the discrepancy between
constrained and unconstrained free energies of the syst#imgonstraints violating conjectured
properties of the overlaps. However, except for some spessas, this ‘calculus problem’ remains
impenetrable. In[45], Talagrand raised a possibility thase bounds are not the correct ones, but
this possibility is now eliminated by Theordr 2 showing tthegty are asymptotically sharp. This
leaves other possibilities that the analytical structwgleid these bounds is extremely non-trivial
and remains to be discovered, or that ultrametricity ansbslt@nnot be detected at the level of
the free energy and the probability of spin configuratioméating these properties is not exponen-
tially small, although it has been argued inl[15] (near thecal temperature) and [38] that both
ultrametricity and chaos in temperature can be observddsmiay.

It is interesting to note that, in some sense, we are appiogthe sharpness of Talagrand’s
bounds from the opposite direction, namely, utilizingamtetricity for the overlaps to study these
bounds. Our approach continues the line of ideas origigatianother paper of Gueria[17], where
the first of the so-called stability properties of the Gibbsasure appeared. The identities for the
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distribution of the overlaps discovered by Guerra. in [17tevgeneralized ir [18] to what are now
called the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities. These identitvese originally proved on average over
temperature, but were later recast by Talagrand in [41] amaexjuence of a small perturbation of
the Hamiltonian. This formulation is very powerful becattsequires minimal assumptions from
the model itself and, as a result, the Ghirlanda-Guerratiiieshcan be proved perturbatively in
many other models (the only known example where the Ghida@derra identities can be proved
non-perturbatively is for generic mixgaspin models,[[25]). Another related stability property of
the Gibbs measure known as the Aizenman-Contucci stochstsiility was discovered in[[1].
The two stability properties can be combined into a unifiedbisity property in the form of the
Bolthausen-Sznitman invariance [6] in the context of thelRuprobability cascades, and proved
in the context of spin glass models in [27]. The idea of sifgbilirned out to be very fruitful
and led to many applications. The first real progress on ttrarmétricity problem was made by
Arguin and Aizenman in [3] using the Aizenman-Contucci stastic stability, under a technical
assumption that the overlaps take finitely many values imthr@te-volume limit. A similar result
based on the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities was proved_in (@Bh completely elementary proof
discovered later in_[26]. The general case turned out to behrharder but it was finally shown
in [29] that the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities imply ultramgty of the overlaps, which means that
the Parisi ultrametric ansatz holds perturbatively undeimmal assumptions on the model. This
led to significant further progress. For example, the Péorsnula was proved in [31] for general
mixed p-spin models including odg@-spin interactions, and similar result for the sphericatiele
was proved in[[7]. The Ghirlanda-Guerra identities alsotted proof of important symmetries in
the setting of diluted spin glass models, namely, the hibieal exchangeability of pure states,
[4), [33]. Combined with a new idea of synchronization of theraps, the Parisi ansatz allowed
to solve in [32] a multi-species version of the Sherringkirkpatrick model introduced in_|5].
The Ghirlanda-Guerra identities played important rolehia proof of modified versions of chaos
in temperature in ]9, 10], and a different representatiothefGhirlanda-Guerra identities played
a key role in the proof in [34] of the first canonical chaos imperature result for generic mixed
evenp-spin models. A certain overlap-matrix form of the Ghirlan@uerra identities was used
to solve the Potts version of the Sherrington-Kirkpatricdal in [35], and in this paper we will
use the same idea to solve the general mixed @vspin models with vector spins, including the
sharpness of Talagrand’s bound for multiple systems. Hdlgethe observation that Talagrand’s
bounds are sharp will serve as a further motivation to tryntdasstand if they can be exploited to
study mixedp-spin models non-perturbatively and, for example, pro\aoshn temperature for all
mixed p-spin models.

As we mentioned above, the main idea of the proof is identiwdhe setting of the Potts
spin glassl[35], and the corresponding parts of the prodfbegilonly recalled briefly or sketched,
especially, when they are slightly modified. The main neviatgcal difficulty comes from the fact
that, for a general measurg we can constrain the self-overlap asl[inl(35) only up to somails
€ > 0, while the covariance structure of various cavity fieldthieusual cavity computations must
be constrained more precisely in the limit, in order for sgiass techniques to work. Once we
start cavity computations in Sectidh 3, we will explain théssues in more detail to motivate
the sections that follow. In fact, we will break the cavityngoutations of the lower bound in
three sections, Sectiohk[3, 6 and 8, which will alternatl wicessary technical results proved in
between. In Sectidn 4, we will construct a certain modifamatf the spin configurations designed



to make the main idea work smoothly in the present settingiar@ectiori b, we will reformulate
the perturbation and synchronization mechanisms developthe setting of the Potts spin glass.
Section ¥ will be devoted to some standard large deviatiohnigues for the functionals that
appear in the infinite-volume limit. We begin in Sectldn 2wihe analogue of Guerra’s replica
symmetry breaking interpolation and the proof of the upmemal.

Acknowledgements.The author would like to thank Giorgio Parisi for several coemts which
led to improvement of the paper.

2 Upper bound via Guerra’s interpolation

Remark. Throughout the paper, we will denote hyany constant that does not depend on any
individual parameters, such &< 2 or N, but depends only on the global parameters of the
model, such as the dimensian the covariance structure of the Hamiltonian and the sizéef t
support of the measuge. The constant can change even within the same equation.

The proof of the upper bound is, essentially, identical toti®a 15.7 in [46]. By continuity,
in the rest of the paper we will assume that the inequalitigd ™) are strict,

X 1=0<Xg<...<X_1<X =1 (37)
Let (Vo )aenr be the weights of the Ruelle probability cascades [39] epwading to the sequence
@7) (see e.g. Section 2.3 in [30] for the definition). B3t a2 € N', we denote

1xn2 - - 1_ 42 1_ 4241 2
a“Nd :mln{0§1§r|alzal,...,aj :aj,ajﬂ;«éa”l}, (38)

whereal A a? =r if al = a2. We observed in(22) that the sequené&y;) and6(y;) are non-
decreasing i x for 0 < j <r. As aresult, there exist Gaussian processes

Z(a) = (Z¥a)), ., andY(a), (39)

k<k

both indexed bya € N', with the covariances
Cov(Z(at),Z(a?)) = &' (Vaipa2)
Cov(Y(ah),Y(a?)) = Sum(8(yy1,q2))- (40)

Let Z(ar) be independent copies of the proc&ss ), also independent of (a). For 0<t <1,
consider an interpolating Hamiltonian defined@i x N" by

Hnt(o,a) = ViHN(O) + V1t EN Y ai(Z(a)+VIVNY(a). (41)
i<Nk<k
Similarly to (33), we define the interpolating free energpstnained to the s&C QV,
1
#s(t) = <Elog Y Vo /epoNvt(G, a)duN(a). (42)
aeN’ S

Recall the definition of the sé& (D) in (35). We begin with the following.
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Lemma 1 The derivative of the functiof(t) in (42) with S= (D) satisfiesp’(t) < Le.
Proof. Let us denote by - ); the average with respect to the measure
Gi(do,a) ~ Vg expHni (o, a) du®N (o).

onZg(D) x N". Then, for O< t < 1,

/()= SE( TN D)y

N ot
From the definition oHy (o) in (6) and [(10),
EHN (oY) HN(0?) = NSum(&(Ry2)). (43)

Similarly, from the definition[(40),
E> Y orzi(ah) 3 3 of(9zi(a®) =NSum(Rizo & (g2 (44)

k<k K<k
Using these equations and recalling the covariand€ af) in (40),

lEdHN,t(Ul, al)
N ot
By the usual Gaussian integration by parts (see e.g. Lemina [30]),

1
Hnt(0? a?) = > Sum(f(Rl,z) —R120& (Vaipg2) + e(ycrl/\az))'

#'(t) = SE(Sum{&(Rus) ~ Ru10 € (Yanar) + 6annar) ) ).
_ %E<Sum<5(R17z) —~R120& (Varpa2) + G(VUIA“2)> >t'

Sinceby ke (X) = x& o (X) — &k (x) for all k, K < K, yg1,q1 =y =D andRy 1 = R(a?, 01) € B¢(D)
for o € 5¢(D), the first term is bounded Hye. We also havéy y (a) — aé&; ,(b) + 6k (b) > 0 by
convexity oféy «/, so the second term is negative and this finishes the proof. O

Lemma 2 For anyA = (A )1<k<k<x € RKK+D/2,

FN(Ze(D)) <Le+g|Alla+ 2(A,D,rx,y). (45)
Proof. At the beginning of the interpolation &= 1,

¢s,(0)(1) =Ry (Zg(D)) + %Elog Z Vg expvNY(a). (46)

aeNr

The standard properties of the Ruelle probability cascésisSection 2.3 and the proof of Lemma
3.1in [30]) together with the covariance structurel (40) lyrthat

1 1
~ Elog > vo,exp\/NY(or):é > X Sum(8(yj+1) — 8(y))). (47)
aeNr 0<j<r-1
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Next, let us consider

ZV /Ak,kfai(k)o'i(k/) > —€[|A]l1

and, therefore,

¢5.0)(0) < €A fl1— ) AkwDkk

KK
+Elog 3 va [ exp3 (3 akZ(@)+ 3 daiai(k)) du(o)
aeNF k<k k<k/
If we introduce the notation
X = [ exp( 3 aikzi(a)+ 3 Awaikoi(k)) du(a)
Q k<k k<k’

then this upper bound can be rewritten as

95.0)(0) < €llAlla— > AwkDir+ Elog > Va [1X°
KK a€F N

Standard properties of the Ruelle probability cascades$setion 2.3 in [30]) imply that

1I['Illog Vo |_| X% =Elog VaX{' = Xo,

N aeNr <N aeNr
whereXp = ®(A,D,r, X, y) was defined in[(26) and, therefore,
¢5,0)(0) <€[Ali— ) AxwDrw +P(A,D,1,X,y). (48)

k<k

Together with[(46),[(47) and Lemrh& 1 this implies that>¢ (D)) is bounded by

1
Let+ellAi— 3 MwDiw +®(A.Drxy) =5 5 XJSU”‘(G Vi+1) —8(vi),

k<k’ 0<j<r—
which finishes the proof. O
We are now ready to prove the upper bound in Thedrem 1.

Lemma 3 For anyk > 1, the free energy satisfies

limsupFy < sup inf Z(A,D,r,Xx,y). (49

N—>c0 Arxy
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Proof. Fix 0 > 0 and, forD € 2, let

Ps(D) = max(—g, o+ lrniy,@(}\ ,D,r,X, y)).

For eachD € 2, one can findAp, rp,Xp, b such that?(Ap,D,rp,Xp,yp) < Ps(D). If L is a
constant in[(4b), letp > 0 be such thatp (L + ||Ap]|1) < &. Lemmd2 then implies that

FN(Zep(D)) < 8+ Z5(D).

Since the collection of se®, (D) for D € & form an open cover a¥ andZ is compact, we can
find a finite subcover indexed by sorbe, ...,D, € 2. Consider the random free energy with spin
configurations constrained to the §gt

FN(S) = %Iog /S expHn (o) du“N(0).

Since the union o}ZgDi (Dj) fori<n coversQN,

QM) < Io%

+ TPS%XIEN (Zep, (D).

By the Gaussian concentration inequalitieg(S) deviates from its expectatidfy(S) by more
than 1/v/N with exponentially small probability of the orderN/L, where the constamtdoes not
depend on the s& With the above inequalities, this implies that

2 logn 2 logn _
Ay < T+—+maxFN (ZSD (Di)) < W+T+5+%%X95(D')'

Therefore,
limsupFy < 6+Sup325( )

N— 0

and lettingd | O finishes the proof. O

3 Cavity computation, part 1

The proof of the lower bound in Theorér 2 will take up the réshe paper, and we will start with
a standard Aizenman-Sims-Starr cavity computation [2henform that appeared, for example, in
[22,[7,35]. Let us make the dependence&gfD) in (B5) onN explicit, ZN(D), and denote

Zu(e.D) = [, expHn(0)duN (o), (50)
z¥(D)
so thatFy (ZN(D)) = N~'ElogZy(g,D). We start with an obvious inequality,
_ 1. .
“,(&'[‘C,f A (ZY (D)) > o Il&nﬁlgf <ElogZN+M(e, D) —ElogZn(e, D)), (51)
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whereM on the right hand side is fixed. Let us write spin configurationQN*M asp = (o, 1)
for o € QN andt € QM. Using that

R(p.0) = - R(0,0) + " R(r,T),

N+M N+M

we get that

{p |R(p.p) € Bg(D)} > {a |R(0,0) € BS(D)} X {r IR(T,T) € BS(D)}

and, therefore,
Zum(eD)= [ [ expHim(o, 1) du ™M (0du (o)
(D) /Z¥(D)

This allows to decrease the lower bound(in/(51) to

liminf Fy(=(D ))>I|m|nf— Elog/ / expHn v (0, T)du®™M(1)du®N(o)

N— o ZN ZM

—Elog/ epoN(a)du®N(a)>. (52)
(D)

Then one can do the usual calculation as in the AizenmanSan-representationl[2] (see e.g.
Section 1.3 in[[30]), separating the Hamiltonian

(@1 =H(@) + 3 3 TKZ(0) +1(7) 53)
i k<k

into three types of terms — that depend onlyamnthe ones where only one spinappears, and
the ones where more than two coordinates @ppear. Of courseZX(o) here depends only on
thekth coordinateo (k) of the configuratioro, but the dependence dris already reflected in the
upper index (this includes the dependence on the paran{@igis ) p>2 in (B)). The ternr (1) can
be omitted because it is of a small orderNis» . The Gaussian proces| (o) is defined just
like Hn(0), only with scalings in[(#) by the powers df+ M instead ofN. As a result, one can
decompose (in distribution),

Hy(0) £ H(0)+ VM Y¥(0), (54)

k<k

for some Gaussian proces3€$o) independent oH{;(0). One can easily check (see e.g. Section
3.5in [30] for a similar computation) that, férk’ < k,

EZf(0")Z¥ (0") = & (RES) + (“N”) (55)
EYX(a")YX (0") = B ( §§)+ﬁ('\l\lﬂ> (56)
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If we defineY (o) = Sk« Y¥(o) then

EY(c')Y(0") = Sum(8(R.¢)) +ﬁ<%) : (57)

One can redefine the procesgsaindY* to have the covariances without the error tefi{#1/N),
since this does not affect the right hand sidd_of (52), whieragsume from now on.

Consider the Gibbs measure B\(D) corresponding to the Hamiltoniat{ (o) in (53),

expH{ (o)du®N(o)
Zl,(e,D)

dGn(0) = , whereZ{ (&, D) :/N( )epo,’\,(U)du®N(o) (58)
sND

and let us denote by- )y the average with respect y. Using representations (53) arid (54)

(omitting the negligible term(T)) and dividing inside both logarithms 1% (e, D), we can rewrite

the quantity on the right hand side 6f{52) as

v (Elog</ exp( ZA S Ti(k )du (T )>N —Elog<exp\/MY(a)>N). (59)

k<k

Both terms here are continuous functionals of the distisiouof the overlap arrayRy )¢ #>1
under the measufié(Gy )®> (see e.g. the proof of Theorem 1.3(in[[30]), so in order to ustded
the limit N — o, we need to understand the behaviour of this distributidms Will be achieved
via the main idea used to solve the Potts spin glass in [35hehg a special perturbation of the
HamiltonianH{ (o) which will ensure the validity of the overlap-matrix versiof the Ghirlanda-
Guerra identities.

However, there is an issue we have to deal with that did ne¢ani[35]. Namely, the diagonal
overlap blocksR, , = R(a o ) for replicasa’ sampled from the measu€ are now not fixed,
since we only constrain them to be in tbeneighbourhood (D) of D, and they can not satisfy
the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities that are central to thelevbogument. We will resolve this issue
by mapping configurationg € (D) into configurationss such thatR(G, &) is fixed. We need
to do this in a way that controls global distortion and doesafiect the overlap&(a’, o) much.
Once we see how this can be done, the proceZS(eS) andY(o) in (89) will be replaced by
ZK(&) andY(&) with the covariance depending on the overlR&", &"). In particular, since the
Ghirlanda-Guerra identities is a property of the pertudsadf the Hamiltonian, this perturbation
will need to be directly defined in terms 6f

This introduces another issue we have to be aware of when fireedbe mappingr — &.
As in the Potts spin glass [35], in the above cavity compatatthe HamiltoniarHy v (0, T)
will have a perturbation terraymhnom(P) with p = (o, 1), while the HamiltoniarHy (o) will
come with the perturbation tersyhy(0) and, as usual, in the first term in_(51) we will replace
sn+mhnam (D) by svhn(8). Since we will takesy = NY for any /4 < y < 1/2 WhICh is not
small, and the covariance bf; will be a continuous functlon of the overl®y&’, 5%), in order to
make this work, we will need the difference betwdr(i@’, ) andR(p’,p") to be of the order
1/N. Since the difference betwe®{a’, o’) andR(p’,p") is of order ¥N, this again amounts
to controlling the distortion of the map — &. We will come back to the cavity computation after
we resolve these issues and recall the matrix Ghirlandar&identities from([35].
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4 Modification of spin configurations

Givena matrixD € ¥ C Ik, let
D =QAQ", A=diagAy,...,A), (60)

be its eigendecomposition. Without loss of generalitypsaige that the eigenvalues are arranged in
the decreasing ordek; > ... > A, and, givene > 0, let 0< m < k be such thaf,, > /€ and
Ami1 < V€. Let us define

De = QA:Q", A =diagA1,...,Am,0,...,0). (61)

Given anyo € %¢(D), which means that self-overld{o, o) € B(D), we will construct & x kK
matrix A such that the self-overlap &fo = (Ag;)i<n is equal taDg,

i<

R(AC,A0) = % Zw(Aai)(Aai)T = AR(0,0)AT = Dq, (62)

and such thaA has small distortion in the sense explained below. The reasoremoved the
eigenvalues smaller thayie in D is precisely to ensure th&t has small distortion. These small
eigenvalues will be reintroduced at the very end of the cdatmn of the lower bound, using
continuity properties of the functionals involved. The ma# will depend ono only through the
self-overlapR(o, o), and we will denoté\ by

Ags or A(R(o,0))

when we need to make this dependence explicit.

First of all, small distortion means that the overlapscofvith other configurations QN
should not change much whenis replaced byd = (A4 0;)i<n. A convenient way to control the
difference is as follows. Ip € QN andv = & — o then

FPRLEEPRL] W 3R WSS (T{ P

=5 3 Iwllloll < 5 5 1l
1< 1<
(g el )

Sincev=46 -0 = (As—1)0,
%%M = (A —1)R(0,0)(A—1)T, (64)

and we can control the difference of the overlaps via theetcthis matrix. Another piece of
information about the map, that we will need is motivated by the following question. Sape
that we have two pairs of configuratioas, o2 andp?, p? that are close to each other in the sense
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that their overlapR(o?, 02) andR(p?, p?) and self-overlap®(a!, o) andR(p!, p!}) are close to
each other. Then, how close will the overlaps

R(A;10%,Ag20%) = AiR(0%, 0%)AL, andR(A,1p*, Apzp®) = AiR(p*, p?)AT,  (65)

be after we apply the corresponding transformations tohalldonfigurations? For this, we will
need to control the sup-normi#\,;1 — A,2||», Which will be bounded in terms of the sup-norm
H R(017 Ul) - R<027 02) H°°

Lemma 4 For each Re B¢(D) there exists a matrix A A(R) € ', such that ARA = D¢,
tr(A—1)R(A-1T) <LVe (66)
and, for any R, Ry € B¢(D),

AR~ ARe) o < =Rt~ Rollo (67

Proof. Recall the decomposition if_(60). Let us change the cootdisgstem by applying the
transformatiorQ" RQto all matrices, which does not change the trace and chahgesup norm
IRl only up to a constant factor. In particul®] RQ € B_¢(A). Once we defind\(Q"RQ), we
can go back and defin®R) = QA(Q"RQ)Q’. As a result, from now on we assume tiat= A
andR € B¢(A).

Let us recall[(611) and let us denotg, = diag(Az,...,Am). If Q = (Rek )k k<m is the matrix
consisting of the firstn rows and columns oR, thenQ € B¢(Am). Suppose we can fingh x m
matrix B = B(Q) € 'm such thaBQB™ = A,

tr(B—1QB—-N") <Lve (68)
and, for anyQ1, Q; € B¢ (Am),

IB(Q1) - B(Q) o < < Q1 ~ Qallo (69)

Then, we will defineA(R) by extendingB(Q) by all zeros in rows and columns from+1 to k.
Then [6T) will, obviously, follow from[(69). As fol (66), if @ denote byl = (R )kk>m+1 the
matrix consisting of the lasgt — mrows and columns dR, then

tr(A-DHRA-1)T) =tr(B-1)Q(B—1)T) +1r(T).
However, sincdr € B¢(/\), we have
tr(T) < (K—mM)e+Amr1+... +Ax < K(E+VE),

so it remains to find = B(Q).

1/2 A p—1/2

Let us consider the matri® = Am~ “QAm . SinceQ € Bg(Am) and/An is diagonal with
all elements greater or equal thgfe, we have||Q — 1|« < v/€. By Gershgorin's theorem, all
eigenvalues o are withinmy/e from 1. In particular, it is invertible and we can define

B =B(Q) = AW *G Y2An"%. (70)
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1/2,5 2 1/2

Using thatQ = Am “QAm %, it is easy to check th&QB" = A, and
(B-1Q(B-1)T =AH*(1 — QY22

Since the eigenvalues &f are withinL+/€ from 1, eigenvalues ab'/2 are also withirL./€ from
1 and, thereforg||l — Q¥?||., < L\/€. This implies that

tr(B—1)Q(B—1)T) <Ll —Q?|2 < Le.
Finally, since the elements 8,2 are bounded by~%/4,

IB(Qu) — B(Q2) = < Le™*[1Q;

Since the eigenvalues 031 and (32 are withinL\/€ from 1, we can take a circle of radiug2
around 1 on the complex plané= {z< C | |z— 1| = 1/2}, and represent

1/2 ~x—-1/2
123w

G2 -G = o [ 222~ G) G- Gr)(z- G Helz
m Jc
which implies that

19772 =852l < L @2 — Qulw < Le 2 Q2 Qu
Combining the inequalities yields (69) and finishes the froo 0

5 Perturbation and its consequences

We will now define a direct analogue of the perturbation ingbting of the Potts spin glass [35]
that will force the overlaps to satisfy the matrix versiorttoé Ghirlanda-Guerra identities and all
their consequences. We will first define the perturbatiom#dly for any spin configurations, but
will use it later for modifications of spin configurations daefd in the previous section. Fpr> 1,
we will use the following notation,

e= (il,...,ip) S {1,...,N}p, O = (O'il,...,o-ip)
for a giveno € QN. GivenA € R¥, we denote

= Aaiy(K)--- iy (K)

k<k

and, givem >0 andl = (ey,...,en) € ({1,...,N}P)", we let

S\ (01) =S\ (O¢y) - S (Tey)-

For integerm > 1 andny,...,nm > 1, letlj = (ey,..., &) € ({1,...,N}P)" and Al € R¥ for
1 < j <mand consider the Hamiltonian

1

he(d) — ml Zl gl1,...,|m
1y-++5Im

Si(o) - Sm(ay), (71)
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whereg, .|, are standard Gaussian random variables independent feredif choices of the
indices. We denote the list of all parameters of the Hamigtoty

0= (p,mny,...,nm AL . AM). (72)

If we recall the notation for the matrix of overlaps » in (I12) then a straightforward calculation
as in [35] shows that the covariance of the above Hamiltoisigiven by

CPy = Cov(hg(a"),he(0")) = [T (REAT,A)" (73)

j<m

for any configurations of spins’, o*. Since we assume that the spins are boungie¢k)| < c,
the overlaps will be bounded ly and, forA € [—1,1]¥, we can control the quadratic form above
by [(R5A1,A1)] < k2c2P. If we denoteby = kcP then

‘Cgﬂ‘ < b%(n1+...+nm). (74)

As in [35], let® be a collection of alb of the type [7R) withp > 1, m>1,ny,...,n, > 1, and
Al ..., AMtaking values in[—1,1] NQ)¥ with all rational coordinates. Let us consider a one-to-
one functionjo : ([—1,1]NQ)* — N and let

j(8)=p+ni+...4+m+jo(A1) +...+ jo(Am) +22m.

Let (ug)geco be i.i.d. random variables uniform on the inter{&l2] and define a Hamiltonian

QZ o~ (e n1+ +nm)u h ( ) (75)
Conditionally onu = (ug)gco, this is a Gaussian process with the covariance
Cov(hn(a"),hn (")) = QZ 2 A(O)p, At etn) 2 I_I (RIBAT AT, (76)

In particular, the bound ih_(74) and our choicejof) imply that the variance is bounded by 1.

From now on, for each spin configurationc (D), let & denote the modified configuration
(Ag i )i<n With the matrixA; = A(R(o, 0)) constructed in Lemnid 4. Let us fix anydl< y < 1/2,
consider the sequensg = NY, and redefine the partition function in_(50) by

Zu(e.0)= [, | exn(F(0) + 5w (3) duN(@), (77)

adding to the Hamiltonian the perturbation tesghy(J) depending on modified configurations.
Because the variance bf is of order one and lify_, N‘ls,z\I =0, the free energy

Fu(ZN(D)) = %EmgzN(e,D)

will not be affected by this perturbation in the limit. Natithat the expectation now also includes
the average with respect to the uniform random variafalgs One can now repeat the Aizenman-
Sims-Starr calculation that leads to the representali@ \(th the right hand side that can be
rewritten as in[(§9), with the following minor modificatians
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First of all, the HamiltoniatH{ (o) in (53) will be replaced by the perturbed Hamiltonian

HE™(0) = H\(0) +suhn (), (78)
and the Gibbs measu@y onzY (D) in (G8) will be redefined by
expHR*"(0) du™N (o)

dGn(0) = , wherezR™"(¢,D) :/ZN(D) expHY (o) du®N(a).  (79)

Z’E)Iert(“:7 D)
However, in the middle of this calculation the first term oa tilght hand side of (32) will include
the perturbation ternsymhnsm(P) with p = (Appi)i<n+m With the matrixA, = A(R(p, p))

constructed in Lemnid 4. At that point one would like to replady syhy () via the interpolation

Visnimhnim(B) +v1—tsyhn(6)

for t € [0,1], and one needs to check that this introduces an error thashesiadN — co. If,
conditionally on(ug), we think of the right hand side df (76) as a function of thertaf matrix
Ry.», denote it byf (R, ) and compute the derivative of the first term on the right haae sf (52)
in the parametet in the above interpolation using Gaussian integration byspave will see that
the order of the derivative will be determined by the quéasgiof the type

(N+M)f(R(p*, p?)) — N (R(G1,52))

(see e.g. Section 3.5 in [B0] for details). Let us recall thatwrite the configuratiop € QN*M as
(o,1)foro c QN andr € QM and

M
R(p,p) = N+MR(G’G>+WR(T’T>'
For a fixedM, this implies thaiR(p,p) — R(0,0)| = ¢(N~1) so, from the equatiori (65) and
Lemmal4, we see thaR(p!, p?) — R(G1,62)| = 0((Ne)1). Since(N +M)% — N is of the
orderN~(1-2) and the derivative of is bounded on compacts uniformly ovgrg), the order
of the derivative in the above interpolation will b (1-2) /¢ and the error introduced by the
interpolation will vanish in the limitN — co.

As in the Potts spin glass model in [35], the perturbatiomtgghy (&) is introduced to ensure

the validity of some overlap-matrix version of the clask@hirlanda-Guerra identities [18] for the

Gibbs measuré (79). Given replicas’) from the Gibbs measui®y on =Y(D), let us denote by
Ry =R(@",6") andR = (R.) . (80)

for anyn > 2. Similarly to [73), let us define
Cy = Cov(hg(&" (REATAT) (81)

i<

m
Consider an arbitrary bounded measurable functienf (R") and, for@ € ©, let

A(f,n,0) = [E(1C0n1) - %E(fm(f:fg - % > (82)

whereE denotes the expectation conditionally on the i.i.d. umf@equence = (ug)gco. If we
denote byE, the expectation with respect tthen the following holds.
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Lemma 5 For any n> 2 and any bounded measurable functior- ff (R"), for all 8 € ©,

lim E,A(f,n,6) =0. (83)
N— 0

Proof. The proof is identical to proof of Theorem 3.2 in [30], but wesald emphasize one more
time why we defined the perturbation Hamiltonian in terms afdified configuration$. The
reason is because the proof of the equafioh (83) follows Bome Gaussian integration by parts
computation involving one terrhg (&) in the perturbation (75), but this computation only works
if the covarlancecfg corresponding to the same configurati@his constant independent of the
configuration. Otherwise, some additional terms will appBg the construction of the modified
configurations in Lemma 4,

€2 = [ (RZA1 A" = ] (pPal A1)

j<m j<m

are, indeed, independent of the configuration. Without spidification, the self-overlaR(a*, a*)
would be non-constant, since it is only constrained to beegtneighbourhood db € . With the
small modification of spins that fixes the self-overlap to Qea toD, the proof of the Ghirlanda-
Guerra identities goes through without any changes. O

Let us now summarize main consequences of this result aatamn35]. Using[(88), one can
choose a non-random sequente= (uf)gco € [1,2]° such that

lim A(f,n,8)=0forall 0 €c© (84)

N— oo

for the Gibbs measuré&y with the parameters in the perturbation{45) equal 1" rather than
random. Consider any such sequenteand consider any subsequer{d®)x-1 along which the
array(liw)wzl of overlap matrices in{80) converges in distribution unther measur&Gg”.
Let us slightly abuse notation and denote the limiting aeggin by

Rﬁ,ﬁ’ = (R?:Z/)k’k/g’(, R'= (Rﬁ F’) 00<n’ ng/ = |_| (RZF;/A J,A j)nj . (85)

j<m
Then the equation§(82) arid {84) imply that

1 12
Ef(R)C{n1 = Ef(R)ECT, + [z Ef(R")CP, (86)
=2

for all 6 € ©. SinceC?,, is a continuous function of} € [—1, 1] for j < m, (86) holds a posteriori
for all values ofA !, not only with rational coordinates.
Foranyp>1,A1 ..., AM¢c [~1 1]¥ and a bounded measurable functipnR™ — R, let

Que = ¢ ((RIPALAY), ... (REEA™A™)). (87)

As in Theorem 2 in[35], the next result immediately followsrh (86).
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Theorem 3 For any n> 2 and any bounded measurable functioe- ff (R"),
n 1 n 1 A n
Ef(R")Qun+1=-Ef(R )EQ1,2+—[Z Ef(R")Qu. (88)
n N4

In addition to well-known standard consequences of thesidak Ghirlanda-Guerra identities,
which are contained in_(88), the main consequence abouttthetiwre of the limiting overlap
arrays was the following result in Theorem 3 in|[35] about $lyachronization of the blocks of
overlaps.

Theorem 4 If the overlap array satisfie§ (88) for all choices of paraerstthen
Ry =®(tr(Ry)) a.s. (89)

for some functior®: R™ — 'k, which is non-decreasing if, ®(X) — ®(x) € [, forall x < X,
and Lipschitz continuoug®(X') — ®(x)||1 < L|X —X].

We now return to the cavity computation and explain the nesis

6 Cavity computation, part 2

If we denote the quantity i (59) by

Anm = %Elog</zM(D) exp(i;/‘k; ri(k)Zik(o)> dH®M(T)>N

1
— MIE<2?Iog<exp\/MY(a)>'\l (90)
then in the previous section we explained that the lower Qoun
liminf (ZN (D)) > liminf Ay (91)

holds for the Gibbs measufay in (79) corresponding to the perturbed Hamiltonian. Reiteilt
in this case the expectatidi in (©0) includes the averadgg, in the uniform random variables
u= (Ug)eeco in the definition of the perturbation Hamiltonidn {75). Byrhma 3.3 in[[30], one can
choose a non-random sequenge= (u})gco changing withN such that both(84) anf(91) hold
for the Gibbs measur@y with the parameters in the perturbation Hamiltoniaf (V5) equalut)
rather than random.

Next, similarly to [90), let us define

Aum = %Elog</zy(m exp(l

1< N

> 1(K1Z4(8)) duM(r) )

k<k
— %Elog<exp\/mY(6)>N, (92)

20



where we replaced the configurationwhich indexes the processzé andY by the modified
configurationd defined in Lemmal4. As in (55, (56) arid{57), up to smaller otelens which we
can omit, the covariance of these processes indexed by eddidnfigurations is given by

EZ(5')ZK (6 > & (REE). (93)
( ) ( :SUTT(Q R&g/ ) (94)

By (€3) and [(66),|R,» — R¢|l« < LeY* so the covariance of these processes is affected only
slightly by this substitution. In particular, using the asGaussian interpolation of the form

VIZK(0) +VI=1ZK(5), ViY¥(o) + VI-tY¥(),
one can show thaf\ v — Anm| < LeY* and, therefore,

liminf Ay (ZY(D)) > liminf Ay m — LeY/. (95)
N—00 N— o0

Let us take a subsequence along which the lower limit on titeé hand side is achieved and then

pass to another subsequence along which the distributicbheoarray(f{g 0)ee>1 underEGy”

converges. Let us denote the array with the limiting distiidn by ( M,)p ¢>1, because the I|m|t

was taken for a fixe and may depend avi. Notice that, because of the definition of the modified

configurationss, the diagonal overlap blocks are fixed,

ﬁ&gl — ﬁz{lgl — Dg. (96)

As in the case of the Potts spin glasslin/[35], we now recallvtk#-known fact (see e.g. the
proof of Theorem 1.3 i [30]) that both terms [n [92) are contius functionals of the distribution
of the array(liw)wzl underEG{”, so to describe the limit we need to understand how this
functional looks like for the limiting arraYR',?’_'f/)e,ele. We showed that, due to the perturbation
of the Hamiltonian, this array satisfies the generalizedI&@hia-Guerra identities in Theorém 3
and the synchronization property in Theoflem 4. Moreovef tigoreni B, the arra(;tr(R’t}f'é,))M/Zl
itself satisfies the classical Ghirlanda-Guerra iderstiiad, by the results in Chapter 2 of [30],
it can be generated by the Ruelle probability cascades.mbans that the proof can be finished
exactly as in[[35] if we can only show the Lipschitz contiyugind decoupling properties of the
analogues of the functionals in_(92) for the Ruelle prohbghilascades, which we will do next.

7 Functionals of the Ruelle probability cascades

Let us consider a discrete pathe M, defined as i (19) in terms of the sequences
X 1=0<X<...<X%_1<%=1 (97)
and a monotone sequence of Gram matricdsin

O=p<yn<..<yp1<y=A (98)
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only now the final constraint is given by some arbitrdy\yc . Let us consider the Gaussian
processeZ(a) andY (o) defined as in Sectidd 2 with the covariances

Cov(Z(a%),Z(a%)) = &' (Yatna2):
Cov(Y(a%),Y(a®)) = Sum(8(yg1,q2)). (99)
and letZ;(a) be independent copies @{a) for i > 1. The pathr, including the constrainh in

(98), will be fixed for the rest of this section so we will notiterthe dependence on it explicitly.
Let us consider the analogues of the functional§ in (90),

B(B(0) = gElog 5 vo [, e( 3 nkZH@)outn,  (100)
f2 = %Elog > VaexpVMY(a). (101)
aeNr

Later we will replace the final constraiisn (@8) byD¢ defined in[(61L), but in this section we will
let A be arbitrary and unrelated to the constraint on the configumsr € M (D). The functionals
(100) and[(101) are precisely the functionals that appeatrédte end of Guerra’s replica symmetry
breaking interpolation in Sectidd 2 (only now we writk instead ofN, 1 instead ofg, andA
instead oD in (@8)). We have seen in the proof of Lemfa 2 that

1
g = 5 > X Sum(6(yj+1) — 6(v)))- (102)
0<i<r-1
If we recall the functionafb(A) = ®(A,A, i) defined in [(26) (withD now replaced bw), in the
proof of Lemma® we appealed to the properties of the Ruetibatility cascades to claim that
®(A)=Elog Y va [ exp( ¥ ukz(@)+ T wnlnuk))durm).  (103)
aeNr Q k<k k<k’

We also showed there that, for ay= (A k) 1<k<k<x € R¥KKTD/2,

fi# (Be(D)) < €llAlli— Y Ak Dk +P(A).
KK

We will now show that, if we omig||A |1 and minimize oveA, this bound becomes asymptotically
sharp. FoD € 2, let us denote

®*(D) := irA]f(— AexDyie + CD()\)>. (104)

k<k’

Next lemma will follow by an adaptation of a standard smaagttechnique (see e.g. Section 2.2.2
in [13]), combined with some straightforward spin glassuakdtions.

Lemma 6 Foranye >0and De 2,
liminf f (Be(D)) > ®*(D). (105)

M—00
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Letgi = (Gi(k,K'))kw<k be i.i.d. symmetria x k matrices with independent Gaussian entries
with varianced > 0 except for the symmetry constragitk, k') = g; (K',k), and leg= (91, ...,9m)-
We will denote the distribution ofi on R¥** by v. Defineg = M~13,.\ gi and, for any subset
SC R¥*¥ let us consider the set

5(S) = {(r,g) | R(r,r)+ges}. (106)

Similarly to (100), let us define

() = Elog 3 ve | ooy 3 k@) mevte. @0

aeNf k<k

Without the Gaussian random variabteand withS= B¢ (D), this would be exactlyf; (B¢(D)).
Similarly to (103), let us define

®g(A) =Elog Y va/exp( 5> u(k)zi(a)

aeNr k<k

+ 3 Ae(nlnK) +auk k) ) du(r)dv(g).  (108)

k<K

Sincegs (k, k') for k < k' are independent Gaussian with variaidce

o
Pg(A) =P(A) + 22 )\kk/ (109)
Next, as in[(104), let us define
®;(D) ::ialf<— /\kyk/Dkyk/+q>g(/\)). (110)

KK

Since the symmetric random matigxs not necessarily positive-semidefinite, let us redefire th
setBg(D) in (34) to be a subset

Be(D) = {y e R“*| |ly—DJl < ¢} (112)

of RK*K rather tharl . We will begin by proving the following.
Lemma 7 Foranye >0and De 2,

liminf fy (Be(D)) > ®(D). (112)

Proof. Since®(A) is convex and grows at most linearlyAn the presence of the quadratic second
term in (109) guarantees that the infimum(in (110) is achi@redome critical poinA such that

Odg(A) =D. (113)
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HereD represent only the upper half of the symmetric mabixbut we will abuse the notation
and simply writeD. In other words, with this choice of,

an(D) = — Z Ak,k’Dk,k’ —I—(Dg(A)
k<k

Similarly to (107), consider the functional

(SN = tos 3 v [ e( 3 3 aikza)

aeNr

M S A (R T) + e ) du™M (v (g). (114)

KK

Notice that, by the standard properties of the Ruelle pritibabascades that were already invoked
in the proof of the Guerra upper bound,

fgg (R ) = dg(A) (115)

with @y defined in[(10B). Let us now consider the complemer4D) in R**¥ and let us cover
it by half-spaces of the form

Hl:rk/ = {XE RK*K ‘ Xk,k’ > Dk,k/+€}, HIZk’ = {XERKXK |Xk,k’ < Dk,k’ —8},

Because all the matrices are symmetric, we only need to @densidicesk < k'. Let us consider
one such half-space, for exampte—= H;m(. Let us denote

et = (1((kK) = (mm))

Since, fort > 0 andx € H, we havet(Xmny — Dmmy — €) > 0, this together with[(115) implies that

k<k

fiy(H,A) < —t(Dmpy + &) + Pg (A +temm)- (116)
Fort = 0, this upper bound equaey(A) and, by [11B), the derivative

7

0

®g(A) = D,

so the derivative of the right hand side lof (116) at0 equals-¢. It is tedious but straightforward
to check that the second derivativesiaf are bounded on compacts, and as a result,

g Lt?
fu(H,A) < dg(A) — et —

fort € [0, 1] for some large enough Fort = &/L this yields the bound

g2

f,a(H,)\)qug(A)—i. (117)
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The same bound can be obtained by a similar argument foHasyH,_ . The argument in the
proof of Lemma 6 in[[35] (which we do not repeat here) shows iha;(a) for 1 < j <nare
some positive functions of the Gaussian proceZs@s) andY (o) then
logn
Elog % va ) Aj(a) < ——+maxElog } vaAj(a), (118)
aeN"  j<n X0 J=n aeN'

wherexg is the first element in the sequente](97). SiRéeX can be covered bB: (D) and the
half-spaces as above, this implies that

log(2k +1)

Pg(A) = fg (R*¥,A) < Yo

+ max(f,a(Bg(D),}\),mHaxf,a(H,A)).

The maximum max on the right hand side is over the above half-spaces and thedod 17)
ensures that one can not have

< log(2k + 1)

@y() < A

+mHaxf,8,(H,)\),

for largeM. Therefore, we must have

< log(2k + 1)
S T e

On the other hand, from the definition of these functionals,

®g(A) + f(Be(D),A).

fy (Be(D),A) < 'S AkwDi + ) (Be(D)) + €A 1.

k<K
The above two inequalities imply that

liminf £ (Be(D)) > — > AwiDick +Pg(A) —£[|A [l = Pg(D) — ]| A ]2

k<k/

Since fy (B¢ (D)) is increasing ire, we can lete | 0 on the right hand side while fixing it on the
left hand side. This finishes the proof. O

We can now deduce Lemrha 6 from Lemima 7.

Proof of Lemmal6. Using that

{RE.D)+9€B:(D)} € {R(t.,1) € B2e(D) }U{llgllo > £ .

we can bound

: k M M
/Z(BE(D))GXD(;W Ti(K)Z; (U)> du®M(1)dvEM(g) < A(a) +Ax(a)

i <K
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where

A= [, o e 3 3 noz) du o)
Aol@) = P(glle > ¢) [ | exp(;ﬂkz §(0ZK(@)) du™M (1),

Using this and[(118), we can bound

fg (Be(D)) < Il\/lixj-i—max(f,\l,,(st(D)),Az), (119)
where
1 1
o = 351007 ol > &) + =I0g 3 e Lol 3 3 ik (@) du™M(1).

Sinceg is a vector ofk independent Gaussian random variables with the variantg if zis a
standard Gaussian random variable,

1 evM

- o > >_Y'

100P (1] > ) = Fri0g? (|2 > <20 <
The second term iA; is bounded by some constant, which can be seen by taking ffeeition
inside the logarithm. By letting | O, one can maké, — —o. On the other hand|_(109) implies
that®y(D) > ®*(D) and, by the previous lemma,

ke? LK log?2
20 M

liminf 9 (B¢(D)) > ®*(D).

M—00

Therefore, lettindl — o and thend | 0 in (119) finishes the proof. 0

In addition to the above lower bound, we need to recall stahid@schitz continuity property
for the functionalsf; (B¢ (D), rr) in (0Q) andfg () in (L01), where we now make the dependence
on the patht € M, defined in terms of the sequences| (97) (98) explicit.

Lemma 8 For anyA e 'k and for any two discrete paths 7T € M,
14(Be(D),7 — (8o (D). 70| <L 1)~ ) (120)

and
1
1800 = (0] <L [0 = o) o (121)

The representation df () in (I02), especially when written in the forin {30), makesskeond
equation([(1211) obvious. The proof of the first one is idemticéhe proof of Lemma 7 in[35].
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8 Cavity computation, part 3

The rest of the proof is almost identical to the proof of thedo bound in[[35], and we will only
sketch it here without repeating all the details. We showe@3) that

liminf Ay (ZN(D)) > liminf Aym — Le'/* (122)
N— o0 N—co ’

with AN,M defined in [[(92). We denoted H)R'X'g/)z,z/zl the limit of the array(F?g’g/)le in (80)

in distribution over some subsequence of the sequence albiah the lower limit in [122) is
achieved. One can then take the lower limit[of (122)Vas+ « and choose a subsequence along
which (Rzﬂe/)wzl converges in distribution to some arrég’, ), #>1. All these arrays satisfy
the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities in Theoréin 3. Using thechyonization property in Theorem
4 and well-known approximation properties of arrays sgitigf the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities
(discussed in detail in_[30]), as well as the uniform Lipsztproperties in Lemma@]8, one can

replace the liming_, Ay v in I22) by

fih (Be(D). ) — 1 ()

for some discrete patit € Mp, and the functionals defined in_(100) and (101) witk- D, due to
the constraint in[(96). The discretization introduces semer but it can be made as small as we
wish and can be, for example, absorbed in the tegf* in (I22). To summarize, the argument in
[35] based on the Ghirlanda-Guerra identities and the sypmebation property shows that one can
find a discrete pathr € Np, such that

I N . 1 2 1/4
liminf A (Z(D)) > Ill\r/lrlgof<f,v, (Be(D), 1) — fM(n)> —LeVA, (123)
Lemmd 6 then shows that

liminf £} (B¢(D), ) > ian‘(— Mk Dy + D(A, D, n)),

M—c0 KK

where®(A, D¢, 1) is defined in[(10B) (witih instead oD¢) and, by [(10R),

f,\z,,(n):%O > 1ijun‘(6(yj+1)—9(yj)).
<<t

Therefore, liminf_,. Fn(ZN(D)) is bounded from below by

: 1
Il)'\]f(— )\k7k/Dk7k/+CD()\,Dg,7T>) —é Z 1Xj Sun‘n(@()/JH)—G(yj)) —L$1/4,

k<K 0<j<r—

and the proof of Theoref 2 would be finished if we can replaesfitral constraint(1) = D¢
in the discrete pathr by D. If we recall the definition oD, in (€1), it is clear thaD; < D and
|D — D¢lleo < Ly/€. Therefore, if we simply extend the pathby addingx, .1 = 1 andy; .1 = D to
the sequenceb (17) and[18), this will modify the above dtyamy at mostl\/€. Taking infimum
over discretat € Np and lettinge | O finishes the proof.
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