arXiv:2208.11279v1 [math.PR] 24 Aug 2022

Free Energy Subadditivity for Symmetric Random Hamiltonians

Mark Sellke

Abstract

We consider a random Hamiltonian H : ¥ — R defined on a compact space 3 that admits a transitive action
by a compact group G. When the law of H is G-invariant, we show its expected free energy relative to the unique
G-invariant probability measure on X obeys a subadditivity property in the law of H itself. The bound is often
tight for weak disorder and relates free energies at different temperatures when H is a Gaussian process. Many
examples are discussed including branching random walk, several spin glasses, random constraint satisfaction
problems, and the random field Ising model. We also provide a generalization to quantum Hamiltonians with
applications to the quantum SK and SYK models.

1 A General Subadditivity Result

A large part of statistical physics and probability theory is concerned with determining the free energy of various
Hamiltonians. Further, in many interesting settings the Hamiltonian of interest is random. This paper focuses
on free energies of random Hamiltonians obeying rich distributional symmetry.

We begin with a few generalities. Let ¥ be a compact metric space equipped with reference Borel probability
measure p. We consider a (random) continuous Hamiltonian function H : ¥ — R with law £. Define the
associated (random) partition function Z(H) and (deterministic) expected free energy F(L) by

2(1) = [ " (o) (L1)
F(L)=Ellog Z(H)]. (1.2)
F (L) will always be assumed finite.

Our main result requires that (3, u, H) be highly symmetric in a joint sense. Precisely, we require the
existence of a continuous and transitive action G x 3 — 3 on X by a compact group G; such an action is said to
make ¥ a homogeneous space for G. In particular, each g € G acts on ¥ by a homeomorphism o — go. Since
3 and G are compact, there exists a unique G-invariant probability measure on ¥ under which o and go have
the same law for each g € G (see e.g. [DS14, Theorem 6.2]). We require p to be this G-invariant probability

measure.
We say that the law £ of H is G-invariant if for each g € G the transformed Hamiltonian given by

HY(o)=H(go), VoeXx

also has law £. Further, given two Hamiltonian distributions £; and L2, let £1+ L2 be the law of the independent
sum Hy + Hj for (Hy, H2) ~ L1 x L2. We can now state our main subadditivity result.

Theorem 1. Under the conditions above, suppose that L1 is G-invariant. Then
F(Ly+ L2) < F(Ly) + F(L2).
Proof. Consider the random probability measure pi defined from H; by

eHi(o) p(de)

Ado) = T (do)

Note that E[z(do)] = p(do), i.e. for any bounded, measurable function f : ¥ — R independent of i, we have

EVﬂﬂmwﬂ:/ﬂwmw» (1.3)
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Indeed, (1.3) certainly defines some probability measure i’ on the right-hand side. Moreover this probability
measure inherits G-invariance from £1. The uniqueness result [DS14, Theorem 6.2] mentioned above now implies
E[(do)] = u(do) as claimed. Using this, we obtain

F(Ly+ L2) =E |:10g/eH1(a)+H2(cr)u(da.):|

=E {10 /eHl(a) (da')] +E {10 /M (do)
g # 8] Tem@ o) (1.4)

=F(L1)+E {log/e}b(”)ﬁ(da)}
S F(Ly) + F(L2).
In the last step we used (1.3) together with Jensen’s inequality. This concludes the proof. O

Even without symmetry, a weaker form of the above estimate can be obtained with F'(L2) replaced by the
simple upper bound
sup log E[e™2(7)]. (1.5)

ces
Indeed by Jensen’s inequality, (1.5) upper-bounds E [logf eHQ(")ﬁ(dcr)] for any probability measure ji. In the
special case that the marginal distributions of Hi(o) and Hz2(o) do not depend on o, we similarly find that
F(L1) + F(L2) < log E[e™(7)] 4+ log E[e"2(7)] = log B[t (@) FH2(e)],
In particular the estimate in Theorem 1 is asymptotically tight if £, + L2 satisfies
F(L1+ L2) = log E[¢M1 (@) H2(e)],

This near-equality holds at weak disorder or high temperature in many examples, including some presented in
the next section. The right-hand side is often referred to as the annealed free energy of Hi + Ha.

Let us also point out that specializing Theorem 1 to zero temperature by replacing (H1, H2) with (8H1, 8H2)
for large § yields only the trivial bound

max (H1 (o) + Hz (o)) < max Hi(o) + max Ha (o).

This bound holds with no symmetry assumption, but for finite 8 the symmetry conditions in Theorem 1 are
essential. In fact without symmetry, simple counterexamples exist even on a two-point space X = {—1,1} with
u uniform and H; = H> deterministic. Taking H1(1) = H2(1) =0 and Hi(—1) = Hz(—1) = z yields

F(L1) + F(L2) = 2log <1 J;e> ,

2z
F(£1+£2):log<1+2e )

and the latter is easily seen to be strictly larger for all real x # 0.

Remark 1.1. Free energy subadditivity in the system size has been established for mean-field spin glasses
and sparse graph models obeying certain convexity properties in [GT02, BGT13, Hual8]. These results are
fundamentally important as they imply the existence of a limiting asymptotic free energy or ground state value
in such models. Theorem 1 is in a different spirit as the state space X is fixed while the Hamiltonian varies. As
demonstrated by the examples in the next section, our result applies somewhat generically and does not require
any convexity conditions. On the other hand, Theorem 1 is a simpler bound and is usually not tight for low
temperatures, while the results of [GT02, BGT13, Hual8] are asymptotically tight at all temperatures.

2 Examples
We discuss several statistical physics models to which Theorem 1 applies. While we focus on models that are

important in their own right, many others are easily constructed by e.g. independently summing some of the
random Hamiltonians presented below.



2.1 Branching Random Walk

Let Tn,a be a d-ary rooted tree of depth IV, and fix a probability distribution v on R with finite exponential
moments. For each vertex v € V(7Ty,q), generate an i.i.d. variable z, ~ v. For a leaf w of Ty q, let P(w) =
(vo,v1,...,un = w) be the path to w from the root vo. The branching random walk Hamiltonian assigns to
each w € V(7Tn,q) the sum
Hw)= Y . (2.1)
vEP(w)
This model has been studied in e.g. [CR97, Jagl6] and is also known as the directed polymer on a tree. A lot of
other work including [Bra78, LS87, BD11] has resulted in a precise understanding of the extreme values, which
corresponds to the zero temperature setting.
Here the appropriate transitive symmetry group G consists of all root-preserving automorphisms of 7Ty 4. It
is easy to see that the random Hamiltonian in (2.1) is G-invariant for any v, and that the unique G-invariant
measure on the leaf set ¥ = 0Ty, = Tn,a — Tn—1,4 is uniform. Theorem 1 implies that the associated free

H(w
ZweaTN,d e )>

energy

(2.2)

Fn(B) =Elog < i

is a subadditive function of v. Moreover Theorem 1 is asymptotically tight for small 8: [BPP93, CR97] show
that for 8 < Berit (i, d), the limiting free energy agrees with the annealed value

F()= lim Fy(8)/N =logE™™"[¢""]

which is clearly additive in v.

Let us also point out that the generalized random energy model (GREM) Hamiltonian [Der85, DG86] takes
the same form as (2.2), but with the depth N fixed and the degree d growing. Here the distribution of z, may
depend on the depth of v, which doesn’t affect the symmetry used above. It follows that Theorem 1 applies also
to the GREM free energy.

2.2 Spin Glasses with Gaussian Disorder

Spin glasses give rise to some of the most canonical examples of random Hamiltonians. Theorem 1 applies
to the following quite general family of Ising spin glasses. Let ¥y = {—1, 1}N and for 1 < p < P and each
(i1,...,ip) € [N]?, let

Jil,...,ip ~ ./\/‘(07 Cil,...,ip)

be a centered Gaussian with arbitrary variance c¢;,,...;, > 0. We assume the variables J;; are jointly

independent and define the Hamiltonian

» = U. We assume the variables J; ..., ip

P
1
Hy(o) = E NG-DZ E Jiy o ipGiy - - Ty (2.3)
p=1

1<ig,enyip <N
To apply Theorem 1 to Hy, we take G = ZY which acts on & by
(9o)i = (-1)"04, i€ [N].

This is a transitive action preserving the law of Hy, and it is easy to see that the G-invariant measure p is
uniform on . Moreover the independent sum £1 + L2 amounts to adding the vectors ¢ of coefficient variances.
For B8 > 0 the associated free energy at inverse temperature 3 is

Fiv (@) = Elog [ ¢ udar),

for y1 the uniform measure on Y. Of course Fi,5(¢) = Fn(6%€), so we define also Fi (&) = Fi,1(¢). Theorem 1
then implies the following.

Corollary 2.1. For entrywise non-negative coefficient variances ¢ and ¢, we have
Fn (¢4 ) < Fn(@) + Fn ().
In particular for B1, B2 > 0 we have the subadditivity in 5% bound

Fy /552 (©) £ Fng, (©) + Fn,p, (9). (2.4)



The above setup includes many spin glasses, all of which thus satisfy Corollary 2.1. When c¢i;,..i, = ¢p
depends only on p, we recover the well studied mixed p-spin model (see e.g. [Pan13b]) whose covariance

é(o,0%) = E[H (o) H(o?)] = fj (%ﬁ)

depends only on the overlap (o', ?)/N. In this case we may write Fi 5(¢) = Fn,5(£). Hence we find that for
Ising mixed p-spin models,

Fn (61 +&2) < Fn(6) + Fn(€2), (2.5)
FN,\/M (f) < Fng, (5) + FN,/Bz(g)-

When ¢1 =0 and 8 < Bait(c2, ..., cp) is small, the replica-symmetric formula
. Fn (ﬂf) _ 2
MmN =)

holds. Thus (2.6) is asymptotically sharp as N — oo for 81 + B2 < 2 in this case. Another notable example of
the form (2.3) is the Edwards-Anderson model [EA75, NS97] in which (v vz )vy,0,ev(c) 18 the adjacency matrix
of a finite lattice. We mention that [CLO7] considers the family of Hamiltonians (2.3) and shows that F(C) is
coordinate-wise increasing in C.

We remark that for mixed p-spin models, we were surprisingly unable to prove (2.5) in the N — oo limit
directly from the (enormously more difficult) Parisi formula. In the appendix we derive from the Auffinger-
Chen representation of the Parisi formula the weaker statement that free energy relative to counting measure
on {—1,1}" is subadditive in €.

Instead of Ising spins ¥y = {—1, 1}N7 one can also consider a spherical state space or even a product of
spheres. Since the Hamiltonian must now be invariant relative to a larger symmetry group, the applications are
not quite as general as above. A still broad family of examples comes from setting

5 =[s" (/R

for N =3""_, N;, where SMNi1(/N;) is the sphere in RYi of radius /N;. The corresponding transitive symmetry
group is G = [];_, O(N;) with the natural action, and again the unique invariant p is the uniform probability
measure. Let s : [N] — [r] send the N; coordinates in the SYi~*(v/N;) factor above to i € [r]. It is not difficult
to see that Hamiltonians in (2.3) are G-invariant if ¢;;,. i, = Cs(iy),...,s(ip)- Lherefore the subadditivity results
in Corollary 2.1 hold for such ¢. These models are known as multi-species spin glasses and are the subject of
much recent work [BCMT15, Panl5, Mou21, Kiv21, Sub21b, Sub2lc, Sub2la, BS22, BS21].

Yet another generalization is to consider pairs (6!, %) with the overlap constraint (o', o%) = RN for some
R € [-1,1]. Our discussion above goes through essentially unchanged for o', o? on the sphere SNfl(\/N)
because all such pairs are related by a simultaneous O(NV) action. For Ising spin glasses, the same is true once
ZY is replaced by the full symmetry group of the cube which includes also coordinate permutations. In both
these cases, the analog of Corollary 2.1 applies to the two-replica Hamiltonian

FN(0'170'2) = HN(O'l) + HN(crz).

The free energies of such constrained pairs appear in Talagrand’s proof [Tal06] of the Parisi formula and have
also been used to study disorder chaos [Chel4, CS17, CHHS15, Chel7, CP18, CHLI18]. Generalizations with
multiple correlated Hamiltonians and more replicas have been used in relation with the overlap gap property to
establish computational barriers against efficiently optimizing Hy [CGPT19, GJW20, HS21] — on the sphere,
these are still symmetric enough to conclude subadditivity, but we omit the details.

2.3 Orthogonally Invariant Spin Glasses

The orthogonally invariant Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model is a spin glass with dependent couplings studied in
[MPRY94, PP95, BS16, FW21, FLS22]. To define it, one chooses a diagonal N x N matrix Ay and sets

An = ONANOX



for a Haar-random orthogonal matrix Ox € O(N). The associated random Hamiltonian is Hy (o) = (o, Ano)
for o € ¥xy = {—1,1}¥. We let Fy(v) be the corresponding free energy when the entries of A are drawn
iid. from the compactly supported measure v. Such Hamiltonians are O(N)-invariant by definition, and in
particular under the natural Zé\r-action on Y. Hence the conditions of Theorem 1 are met.

In this case, addition of Hamiltonians corresponds to additive free convolution. Indeed if the entries of An,;
are drawn ii.d. from v; for ¢ € {1,2}, and if On,1,0n,2 € O(N) are Haar-random and independent, then the
sum

Ang+ ANz = ON,1AN,1O1E,1 + ON,2AN,2O;,2

is orthogonally invariant with random spectrum converging in probability (in e.g. W2 metric) to the additive free
convolution v1 B e as N — co. Moreover it follows from [BS16, Proof of Proposition 1.1] that the normalized
free energy of the orthogonally invariant SK model is Wasserstein-continuous in the spectrum, leading to the
approximate subadditivity relation

Fy(ri Br2) < Fyn(vi) + Fn(v2) + on(N) (2.7)
for the orthogonally invariant SK model. As in the previous subsection, this bound is asymptotically tight
in the replica-symmetric phase. Indeed here the limiting free energy F(v) = limy— oo FNA;”) agrees with the

annealed value, which is given by an integrated R-transform of v ([BS16, Theorem 1.2 and Equation (1.8)]) and
is therefore additive under free convolution.
A similar construction is possible for tensors as well. For p > 3 one may construct a random p-tensor AE\I,’)

by starting with a deterministic p-tensor AS\’,’) and conjugating on all p “sides” by an independent Haar-random
matrix OE\I;) € O(N). The resulting orthogonally invariant mixed p-spin model Hamiltonian

P
Hy(o) =Y (A .0™")
p=2
has law which is O(N)-invariant and hence ZY -invariant. Thus for deterministic sequences (AE\?), .. .,Ag\f)),

the subadditivity result Theorem 1 still applies. However it is unclear how to extend the clean statement (2.7)
beyond matrices; this would probably require a theory of free probability for tensors.

2.4 Random Constraint Satisfaction Problems
In a typical random constraint satisfaction problem, one equips the state space ¥y = {—1, 1}N with Hamiltonian

M
HN(O') = —;9]‘(02{‘,...,0‘%)
for M = aN or M ~ Poisson(aN). Here each 0; : {—1,1}* — Rs¢ is an i.i.d. non-negative function invariant
in law under the action of Z2', and the indices ) € [N] are i.i.d. as well. For example random k-SAT and NAE
k-SAT can be represented in the above way, where 6; equals 0 when the corresponding clause is satisfied and 1
otherwise. These models have been studied in great detail [AP04, COP16, DSS16, DSS22, NSS22].

In this setting, applying Theorem 1 shows the free energy is subadditive in the clause density «. Specialized
to BH N for large (3, this roughly says that the typical solution density is submultiplicative in «, which is easy
to see directly. (However technically we cannot set 8 = oo in Theorem 1 to obtain “hard” constraints as then
log(Z) = log(0) holds with positive probability.)

The random Ising perceptron model (see [Tallla, Talllb, DS19]) is similarly Z3 -invariant. Here k = N
with deterministic indices (7, ...,7%) = (1,2,..., N) and the functions take the form 0;(a) = ¢((g;, o)) for a
deterministic function ¢ : R — R and Gaussian disorder vector g; ~ N (0, Iy). Theorem 1 applies also to this
model, as well as to the spherical analog where ¥ = SV *1(\/N ) is equipped with uniform measure.

2.5 Random Field Ising Model and Spiked Matrices

The random field Ising model (RFIM) was introduced by [IM75], see also [BK88, AW90, Chal9, DX21]. Here
one considers a vertex set such as V = [N]? with ferromagnetic nearest neighbor interactions and a random



external field h € RY, giving rise to a Hamiltonian with independent two contributions:

H(o) = Hi(o) + Ha(o), oe{-1,1}"; (2.8)
Hi(o) = hyou,

Hy(o) = Z TvOw-
(v,w)eV: [[v—w|=1

The random field term ) _,, hyoy is invariant under the natural ZY action of {—1,1}V if the values (hy)vev
are jointly independent and each h, has negation-invariant law. Since Theorem 1 requires only that H; be G-
invariant, this implies an upper bound on the free energy in (2.8) with p the uniform measure on {—1, 1}V.
As the expected free energy of Hi is just »_ ., E[logcosh(h,)], we obtain an elementary upper bound on the
RFIM free energy in terms of the ordinary Ising model free energy.

Another natural example of a random Hamiltonian which is a sum of two different terms is the spiked
matrix or tensor model which has been studied extensively in e.g. [JohO1, BBAP05, BGN11, DGJ18, PWBM18,
PWB20, Chel9, AMMNI19]. The spiked matrix model is defined by starting with a random matrix A and
adding a random rank 1 spike to obtain A4wwv'. The resulting Hamiltonian is H (o) = (o, Ao’) + (o, v)?. If for
example v is uniform on the sphere or {—1,1}", then the spike is O(N) or Z% invariant. As explained in e.g.
[Chel9], the free energy in a spiked model is intimately related with detectability of the spike. In these models
as well, Theorem 1 applies when either A or v obeys the requisite symmetry property and gives a simple free
energy upper bound separating the different interactions in the Hamiltonian.

3 Generalization to Quantum Hamiltonians

A version of our result extends to quantum Hamiltonians. We restrict attention to operators on finite dimensional
spaces, though this is probably not essential. Let M be a random N X N Hermitian matrix with law M. Then
the associated quantum partition function and average free energy are given by

Z(M) = Tr (eM) /N; (3.1)

F(M) =EM~M[log Z(M)). (3.2)
In the case that M is almost surely diagonal in a fixed orthogonal basis (vi,...,vn), M can be viewed as a
classical Hamiltonian taking value A; (M) on the state o = v;. Z(M) and F (M) defined above then agree with
the classical free energy for the uniform reference measure p on {v1,...,vn5}.

Similarly to before, let M; + M3 denote the law of the independent matrix sum M; + Mz for (My, M2) ~
M1 x Msy. We say that M is G-invariant for a compact group G C U(N) of unitary transformations if for
M ~ M independent of any fixed g € G, we have gM ~ M.

Our generalization of the symmetry assumption is as follows. With E9€9 denoting expectation relative to
Haar measure, we say that G is M -symmetrizing if

Tr(M) - In

E*<IlgMg ™) = ——

(3.3)

For diagonal M, the group Sy C U(N) of permutation matrices is M-symmetrizing, as are all of its transitive
subgroups. This recovers the setting of Theorem 1 for finite . As another example, the subgroup of signed
permutation matrices is M-symmetrizing for all not-necessary-diagonal M. With these definitions in place, we
can now state a generalization of Theorem 1 to quantum free energies.

Theorem 2. Suppose M1 is G-invariant and G is almost surely eM -symmetrizing for My ~ Mi. Then
F(Mi+ M32) < F(Mi) + F(Moz).
Proof. Recall the Golden-Thompson inequality [Gol65, Tho65, FT14]: for all Hermitian matrices My and Ma,

Tr(eM M2y < Tr(eMeM?) (3.4)



Using Jensen’s inequality in the final step below, we find:

FMi+Ms2)=E [logTr (eM1+M2) /N]

B y Tr (eMi+2)
—E[logTr(e 1)/N]-HE logm
(3.4) Tr (eMleM?)

< F(Mi1)+E |log

Tr (eM)

Tr (eMleM2)
< Mo~ Mo My~My .
< FWM1)+E [IogE T (e

Next recall that 719" = geMig~! for unitary g and in particular Tr(enggil) = Tr(e™). Using G-invariance
of M in the first step, we find that for any fixed Ma,

Tr (eM1e2) Tr (enggileMz) Tr (69”1197161”2)
EM1~Mi — EMi~Migeed — EMi~Migo€d
Tr (eMr) Tr (e9Mr9™) Tr (M)
gEG gM1g™ " M2) _
— EMi~My B (E le Je — EMi~Ma Tr (Egeg[geMlg 1]61\42)
Tr (eMr) Tr (eM1)
(33 pMi~My Tr(e™) - Tr (M=) — Tr(eM2)/N
N N - Tr(eMr) = Tr(e™)/N.
Combining the above displays completes the proof. |

In the next two subsections, we explain how to apply Theorem 2 to the quantum SK and SYK models. In
Remark 3.1, we briefly explain a more complicated model that subsumes both while still obeying subadditivity.

3.1 Application to the Quantum SK Model

The quantum SK model was introduced in [RCC89, GLI0]. Following rigorous results in [Cra07, LRRS21], its
free energy was determined at all temperatures for constant transverse field through a connection to (classical)
vector spin glasses in [AB20]. We consider a variant with Gaussian transverse field. To define the model, we
first recall the 2 x 2 Pauli matrices

N O T I R (A o9

Together with the identity I, the Pauli matrices form a basis for the 2 X 2 Hermitian matrices. Moreover they
each square to I and satisfy the relations

oY =io" = —o¥0"

c¥c® =ic" = —c"c"? (3.6)
z T _ .y _ T _z

o%0® =ic?¥ = —c"0".

Fix a positive integer m, the number of interacting particles. For i € [m], let o7 : (C*)®™ — (C*)®™ be the
linear operator which acts by ¢” on the i-th tensor factor, and by the identity on the others:

0 =L - ®c"® 1.
Similarly define ¢! and o. The quantum SK Hamiltonian with Gaussian transverse field is the random operator

M 2 (CH®™ — (CH®™ given by

B z z - x
My =—-= > Jijoioi+hY_ Jio}. (3.7)
\/ﬁ 1<i,j<m i=1



Here 8 and h are constants while as usual J;; and J; are i.i.d. standard Gaussians. The corresponding free
energy is

F3(8,h) = Elog (Tr(e"™)/2™).
It should be noted that taking A = 0 recovers the classical SK model, since then M,, is diagonal in the standard

basis. However the transverse field h Z:il Jiof behaves differently from a classical external field.
For i € [m], define the finite group

Q; ={xl,+0],+0!,to7}

of matrices acting on the i-th tensor factor. Let Q C End((C2)®m) be the group generated by all of the Q;,
so that |Q| = 22! (there are four choices for the operator in each tensor factor, as well as a global choice
of sign). Applying Theorem 2 to the quantum SK Hamiltonian with symmetry group Q yields the following
subadditivity result for the quantum SK model.

Corollary 3.1. For any m > 1 and constants B1, B2, h1, ha > 0, we have

Fo (\//3% + 831+ h%) < BI5(Br, ha) + B2 (Ba, o).

Proof. Tt is easy to see that independently summing quantum SK Hamiltonians with parameters (31, h1) and
(B2, h2) gives another with parameters (\/ﬂ% +B2,\/h3 + h%)7 so it suffices to check that the quantum SK

model verifies the conditions of Theorem 2 with symmetry group Q.
First, note that for any g € Q, if M,, is as in (3.7), then the relations (3.6) imply

GMpng~! = \/i_ Z €i,j(9)Jijoio] + hZEiJi(g)af.
M Cij<m i=1

for deterministic €;,;(g), €i(g9) € {—1,1}. Since J;; and J; are negation-invariant in law and independent, we
find that gM,,g~ ! has the same law as M,,, verifying the Q-invariance condition of Theorem 2.

Next we argue that all of (C?)®™ is symmetrized by Q in the sense of (3.3). Tt is not difficult to see that a
basis for End ((C*)®™) consists of the operators

M=01®02® - Qom (38)

where 0; € {I2,0%,0Y,07} for each i € [m]. Moreover all of these are traceless except the identity I = Iom
which clearly satisfies (3.3). It remains to show that if o; € {06%,0Y,0%} for some ¢ € [n], then M in (3.8)
satisfies

E9€9[gMg~'] = 0. (3.9)

This in turn follows by considering the effect of conjugation on the i-th tensor factor. Indeed since each of

of,0!,0f commutes with half of Q; and anti-commutes with the other half, we find that
> gogt=0 (3.10)
9€Q;

for o € {07,0?,07} which implies (3.9). O

3.2 Application to the SYK Model

The Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model introduced in [SY93, Kit15] is a quantum mechanical model for strongly
interacting fermions with applications to holography and black holes [Ros19]. While different from the quantum
SK model, it also takes a similar form to classical spin glass Hamiltonians such as (2.3), again with non-
commuting variables. We will see that the SYK model also falls under the purview of Theorem 2.

To define the SYK model, we work in the involutive C-algebra C,, generated by x1, ..., xn with relations:

Xi = X:ﬁ (S [n]
i=1, ieln] (3.11)
Xix; +xixi =0, 1<i<j<n.



Its dimension is dim(C,) = 2", and a basis is given by the set of products

XS = Xs1 -+ Xk (3.12)

for subsets S = {s1,...,s,} with 1 <51 <+ < s < n.

Being an associative algebra, C,, acts on itself by left-multiplication. This representation yields a canonical
identification of each element x € C,, with a linear operator M® : C,, — C,. Fixing a positive even integer
q € 2N, the SYK Hamiltonian is given by such an operator M® for random z. Precisely, we set

x=iV? S JiigX1 - Xa (3.13)

1<iy < <ig<n

where the disorder variables Jil,iz,,,,,iq
(3.11) that M® is Hermitian.
Recalling (3.2), let

are i.i.d. centered Gaussians. It is easy to verify using the relations

F2Y(8) = Elog (Tr(e™")/2")
be the expected free energy of M® in (3.13). Our main result for the SYK model follows.
Corollary 3.2. For alln,q > 1 and any (1,82 > 0,

FaXX (/B2 + B2) < FSYS(B1) + FLX(Ba).

The proof of Corollary 3.2 is of course based on Theorem 2. Let gS*YK = {Xs}sc[n) consist of all 2" monomials
written in sorted order, which is easily seen to be a basis for C,,. Q;LYK is not a group, but Gsyk = gs+YKU(_95+YK)
is a group as shown in Proposition 3.3 below. We will apply Theorem 2 with G = Gsyk. Corollary 3.2 thus
reduces to the following two claims.

Lemma 3. The law of M® is Gsyk-invariant.
Lemma 4. Gsyk is M -symmetrizing for all x € Cy.
We begin with an easy preliminary result. For any permutation # € S, and S = {s1,...,s,} C [n] with
1 <81 <82 << 8k <n, define
X5 = Xrm(s1)X7(s2) * Xm(sp)-
Proposition 3.3. For any ™ € Sy, the set of 2"' monomials {EX5}scn) coincides with the multiplicative
subgroup Gsyk C Cp and is in particular independent of m.

Proof. First we show that Gsyk is a group. It is easy to see by using the relations (3.11) to reorder terms that
any product of (possibly non-distinct) generators xi; ... xi, takes the form +xgs for some S C [n], so that Gsyk
is closed under multiplication. Similar reasoning reveals that x5 € {xs, —xs} for all S € [n], so that Gsyk is
closed under inverse and is hence a group.

Next, let G&yi C Crn denote the set {£x5}sc[n). We claim that Giyk = gg{,K if 7’ is obtained from 7 by an
adjacent transposition, which implies that G3yk does not depend on the permutation 7. This in turn follows
from the equality of sets {xixj, —XiX;} = {XjXi, —X;X:} for distinct 7, j € [n], completing the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 3. Fix any monomial y = +x;, ... Xj,, and let

T = Z 34/? Z Jit,oigX1 -+ Xq

q€(Q]2 1< <--<ig<n

be as in (3.16). Note that y~' € {y, —y}. It follows from the relations (3.11) that

ygr:gf1 = Z §9/2 Z Eil,...,iq(y)Jilw.,inl“‘Xq

q€[Q]2 1<iy <---<ig<n

for deterministic constants Eiy,enrig (y) € {—17 1}. Since the couplings Jil,,,,,iq are i.i.d. centered Gaussian, we
find that x and y:cyil have the same law. Since x — M, defines a representation of C,,, M* and MYM?* (My)f1
also have the same law. This completes the proof since y € Gsyk was arbitrary. O



Proof of Lemma 4. We show that for any linear map M : C,, — Cy,

E7E9svK [gMg™!] = BI9sv[gMg ") = —Tr(ﬂgl—' L (3.14)
The first equality is clear because gMg~* = (—g)M(—g)~* for all g € Gsyk, so we focus on the latter equality.

Recall that QgLYK is a basis for C,,. In this basis, it is easy to see that each MY for g € QgLYK acts by a signed
permutation matrix which is the identity when g = 1, and otherwise has all diagonal entries 0 hence trace 0.
Since (3.14) is clear when M is the identity, it suffices to establish for all non-identity elements z € gS*YK the
equality

> gMgTt =0 (3.15)

gEQSrYK

From the S,, symmetry guaranteed by Proposition 3.3, we may without loss of generality assume that z contains
the term Xy, so that x = x;, e Xig_1 Xn for 1 <i1 < -+ <ig—1 < n. Next, let gS+YK,7n - QS+YK consist of the
monomials with no y, term. Since Gdy i = QgLYKﬁn U (QgLYKﬁn - Xn), we find

doogMtgTt = YT gMTgT 4 g MTx; gt
9€GdvK geggYK,—n
= Z g(M + XnMxXn)971
geggYK,—n
=0.

In the last step we used the identity x»M*xn = —M?" for z = X, ... Xi,_, Xn- This holds because ¢ is even and
XnXi, = —XipXn forall 1 <k <qg—1. D

Remark 3.1. In the spirit of (2.3), Corollary 3.2 extends to more general formulations of the SYK model. Let
[Q]2 = [Q] N 2N be the set of positive even integers at most @ and consider

T = /2 > JiroooigX1 - Xq (3.16)

q€(Q]2 1< <+ <ig<n

for independent centered Gaussians J;, ..., iq with arbitrary variances ¢ = (c¢;, iq)ije[n],qe[Q]z- The analog of
Corollary 2.4 generalizes to this setting, as indeed Corollary 3.2’s proof extends essentially verbatim.

Further, Corollaries 3.1 and 3.2 admit a common generalization. This is not surprising if one observes that
the algebra of linear endomorphisms End(C?, C?) is isomorphic to C2. Indeed it follows from the relations (3.6)
that an isomorphism is given by extending the map

,,,,,

I — 1,

O‘z — X1,

oY - X1X2,

O'Z — X2
Therefore the quantum SK Hamiltonians considered previously live in C$™ while SYK Hamiltonians live in Cp.
In general, for any positive integers m and (ni,...,nm), we may consider the algebra ®;":1 Cn; with (Xg)ie[nj]
the generators of Crn;. Then Theorem 2 implies analogous free energy subadditivity for the random operators
on ®;n:1 Cn; given by

m
_ ST 45/2 . J J
M= Z 2551 9 Z J L@ ): setml hela;]) H (Xi{ XZ{Z)
(q1,--,am)€[Q1]2 X X[Qm]2 1Si{<ig<---<iéj§nj j=1 7

where J(.y ~ N(0, ¢(.y) are independent centered Gaussians with arbitrary variances. The proof is identical to
that of Corollary 3.1, with Lemma 4 used in the last step on each Cy; in place of (3.10).
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A Suboptimal Alternate Approach for Mixed p-spin Models

Recall from Subsection 2.2 that for a deterministic sequence (c2,...,cp) € Rgo, the corresponding mixed p-spin
Hamiltonian without external field® is given by

P
1
HN(O') = Z W Z Ji17<><77:p0—i1 <Oy
p=2 1<i

for independent Gaussians Ji, .5, ~ N(0, ¢p) with variance c,. The celebrated Parisi formula gives the limiting
free energy in this model for o € {—1, l}N with the uniform measure p. Surprisingly, we were unable to recover
the free energy subadditivity in

@) =3 epa® (A1)

directly from the Parisi formula. In this appendix we use it to show the weaker Corollary A.3 in which free energy
is defined relative to counting measure on {—1,1}" instead of uniform measure. Counting measure is often used
as the definition of free energy in Ising spin glasses since the partition function is simply > . (113N Hy(o).
(Indeed, this discrepancy led to some confusion on our part which motivated us to include this appendix.) In
Remark A.1 we discuss why our proof strategy seemingly cannot recover the stronger estimate of Theorem 1. It
would be interesting to derive free energy subadditivity relative to uniform measure by using the Parisi formula
in a different way.

Let M o,1) denote the space of increasing and right-continuous functions ¢ : [0, 1] — [0, 1]. To state the Parisi
formula at inverse temperature S = 1 (without loss of generality since 8 can be absorbed into &), we define for
¢ € Mg,q) the function ®¢ ¢ : [0,1] x R = Rx>¢ as the solution to the non-linear PDE:

O Pec(t ) + %f”(t) (Oea®e.c(t,2) + ((£)(Dec(t,2))*) =0 (A.2)
D¢ ¢ (1, 2) = log cosh(z).

Existence and uniqueness of solutions are shown in [AC15, JT16] (in fact we will use only the alternate formula
from [AC15] below). The Parisi functional for the Ising mixed p-spin model is defined by

Pe(0) = ec(0,0) — 5 [ €' c(e)at (A3

0

Finally the Parisi formula [Par79, Gue03, Tal06, Pan13a, Panl4, Pan13b] states that

F() = Jim Px(©)/N= il Pe(C)

LCorollary A.3 extends easily to handle an external field, but we omit this for convenience.
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We will use the more convenient Auffinger-Chen representation for the Parisi functional which we now
describe. Given a filtration F = (Fi).cjo,1] and adapted standard Brownian B(t), let D[0, 1] denote the space
of progressively measurable processes (u:).cjo,1] such that |u:| < 1 holds almost surely for each ¢ € [0,1]. Define

Xec(u; B) = Ve,c(u; B) — Z¢,c(u);

Ve (u; B) = e ¢ (17 [ o ouvars [ \/s"<t>dB(t>)7

L[ e
Zecw) = 3 [ <O @t ar.
0
Auffinger-Chen showed the Parisi functional can be represented as a stochastic control problem involving X c.
Proposition A.1. [AC15, Theorem 3] The function ®¢ ¢ defined in (A.2) satisfies
D¢ ¢(0,0) = E[X, ;B)].
6¢(0,0) = max E[Xec(u; B)]
We note that the statement in [AC15] assumes F is the filtration generated by B(t), but this is not necessary.

Proposition A.2. For mized p-spin covariances &1,&2 as in (A.1) and (1,2 € Mgy, let

GBE (1) + C(1)€2 (1)
() + &)

¢(t) = € Mo, (A4)

Then we have the inequality

CI)§1+§2»C (07 0) < q)ﬁl C1 (07 O) + CI)Ez»Cz (07 0) + 10g(2) .

Proof. Let Bi(t) and Bz(t) be independent standard Brownian motions generating together the filtration F =
(F¢)t>0. Define ¢ as in (A.4) and set

_ &i(t) &a(t)
PO=\Vam+enV M aw +an "

Note that B(t) is also a standard Brownian motion. We choose u € D[0, 1] to maximize Xe, y¢, (u,0) with driving
Brownian motion Bi, so that ®¢, 1¢,.¢(0,0) = Xe, 1¢,,c(u; B). Proposition A.1 implies that for ¢ € {1,2}, we
have

E[szv@' (u; Bl)] < (I)Eivﬁi (07 0) . (A5)
Therefore it suffices to prove that almost surely,
Xeyrea,c(us B) < Xey ¢y (u; Br) 4 Xey ¢, (us B2) + log(2). (A.6)

We first have
Zervenc(u) = Zey oy (u) + Zey.00(w)
by definition. Next, the inequality

Vei+e2.¢(U; B) < Vey ¢y (w5 B1) + Vep ¢ (w5 B2) + log(2)

follows from the identity
/0 CH(E (1) + & M)ul)dt + / &0 + & ()dB(t) = / GBE (Hu(t)dt + / VE DB (1)
+ /0 G ()& (Hu(t)dt + /0 V&S (t)dBa(t)

and the easily verified subadditivity of the function log (2 cosh(:c)). This concludes the proof. O
Corollary A.3. The free energy in the mized p-spin model satisfies F(&1 + &2) < F(&1) + F(&2) + log(2).
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Proof. Choose (1,2 € Mo 1] to minimize the respective Parisi functionals, i.e.
F(&) =Pe,(G), ie{1,2}.
Then with ¢ as in (A.4). we have
F(& +&2) < Peye, (Q)

= Peec0.0) = 5 [ O + W)

< q’fl;gl (07 0) + q)ﬁz,Cz (07 O) + lOg(Q) - % /O t(fi/(t)CI (t) + fg(t)<2(t))dt

= P&, (G1) + Pe, (¢2) +log(2)
= F(&) + F(&) + log(2).

O

Remark A.1. There is a good reason that our argument above cannot recover the stronger estimate of The-
orem 1. Since the process u used in proving Proposition A.2 is adapted to the filtration generated by B(t), it
cannot agree with any nontrivial process adapted to the filtrations generated by Bi(t) or B2(t). This means that
(A.5) and hence Proposition A.2 essentially never hold with equality. By contrast the bound in Corollary 2.1
does hold with equality at high temperature.

Let us also mention that our proof of Proposition A.2 has a similar spirit to that of [AC15, Theorem 4],
which used Proposition A.1 to establish the strict convexity of the Parisi functional in {. In fact the obstruction
just outlined resembles their proof that the convexity is strict.
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