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The Threshold Energy of Low Temperature Langevin Dynamics
for Pure Spherical Spin Glasses

Mark Sellke

Abstract

We study the Langevin dynamics for spherical p-spin models, focusing on the short time regime described by
the Cugliandolo—Kurchan equations. Confirming a prediction of [CK93], we show the asymptotic energy achieved
p—1

is exactly Foo(p) = 24/ == in the low temperature limit. The upper bound uses hardness results for Lipschitz

optimization algorithms and applies for all temperatures. For the lower bound, we prove the dynamics reaches and
stays above the lowest energy of any approximate local maximum. In fact the latter behavior holds for any Hamiltonian
obeying natural smoothness estimates, even with disorder-dependent initialization and on exponential time-scales.

1 Introduction

Fix an integer p > 2 and let Ggf,)) € (RN )®p be an order p tensor with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries g;,

N(0,1). The pure p-spin Hamiltonian Hy : RN — R is the random homogeneous polynomial
1 —1 N
Hy(p) =N~ (G p™) = N~"5 3" g ippin---piy- (1.1)
i1 yeeeyip=1
We study the Langevin dynamics for this Hamiltonian on the sphere
N
SNE{pERN:pr:N}
i=1
which is described, for g € Sy, by the stochastic differential equation
N -1
dx; = (BVSPHN(:ct) - %) dt + P, dB;. (1.2)

Here P is the projection matrix onto the orthogonal complement of &, Vs, Hy (z) = P~V Hy () is the Riemannian
gradient on Sy, and By is standard Brownian motion on RN, Itis easy to verify that &, € Sy almost surely for all ¢
by applying It0’s formula to || |%.

The unique invariant measure for (1.2) on Sy is the random Gibbs measure djiog 1y () x e?PH¥ (@) dz, where
dx denotes the uniform measure on Sy.! The static behavior of this and other spin glass Gibbs measures have been
vigorously studied since the seminal works [SK75, Par79]. Notably, this led to the proof of the Parisi formula for the
free energy in [Tal06b, Tal06a] and in more generality by [Pan13, Pan14, Che13, AC17]. For the specific models (1.1),
more precise results are available at sufficiently low temperature due to [SZ17, Sub17b].

The dynamical behavior of mean-field spin glasses and related models has also received significant attention from
both physicists and mathematicians — see the surveys [BCKM98, Cug04, Cug23] and [Ben02, Gui07, Jag19] respec-
tively. While fast mixing is known to hold at high-temperature [GJ19, EKZ22, AJK ™22, ABXY22], low temperature
dynamics are expected to exhibit aging in which the system’s effective memory length grows with time. Much work

!t is common to include a factor /2 with the diffusive term so the values of 3 match. We follow the convention of [BDG06, DGMO07] so the
Cugliandolo—Kurchan equations take the same form.
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has studied and rigorously established this behavior, e.g. on “activated” timescales which are exponentially large yet
shorter than the mixing time [BD95, BC06, BC08, BBC08, BG12].

Our primary focus will be the dynamical behavior on shorter time scales which are dimension-free, as first studied
in [SZ82]. Already many interesting behaviors are expected, including a short-time version of aging as well as con-
vergence to a threshold energy different from the ground state, since the important works [CHS93, CK93, Bir99]. On
the sphere, a primary tool was the Cugliandolo—Kurchan equations: a closed system of integro-differential equations
for certain two-time observables. These equations were proved for a soft spherical analog of (1.2) in [BDGO06], and
many other rigorous works on this topic have appeared including [Gru96, BG97, Gui97, GMO05, Zam08, DS20, DG21,
Mac21, CCM21]. Unfortunately, rigorously analyzing the solutions to these exact equations beyond existence and
uniqueness has proven elusive except in the case p = 2 or at high temperature [BDGO1, DGMO7]. Indeed [BGJ20b]
lists several basic questions which seem difficult to answer from this point of view.

The Threshold Energy I, Let us now sharpen our focus to the question we address: the energy achieved by
Langevin dynamics. In other words, we will investigate its performance for optimization. It was predicted since

[CK93] (see the formula for &, therein) that when T and § are large constants, Hy (z1)/N = Es(p) = 2,/ ijl

holds. E is strictly smaller than the Parisi ground state energy for all p > 3. However it is a natural threshold for
local landscape reasons: typical critical points of Hy with energy below E., are saddle points, while those above
E. are typically local maxima (see e.g. [AB13, ABC13, Sub17a, SZ21] for much more detailed results of this kind).
While this is highly suggestive, it was unclear how to deduce rigorous consequences for the Langevin dynamics.

Further evidence for this prediction has come from the recent works [Sub21, HS21, HS23a] which showed that
E is the largest attainable energy for a natural class of Lipschitz algorithms, i.e. functions A : Hy — x with
dimension-free Lipschitz constant and for which || A(Hy)|| < v/N holds almost surely. The relevant result is recalled
in Proposition 1.9 below (see also [Mon21, AMS21, Sel24] for related algorithms in the Ising case). Indeed a close
variant of (1.2) with reflecting boundary conditions inside a ball was shown to satisfy this property (for a.e. driving
Brownian motion) in [HS21, Theorem 11]. This viewpoint also suggests certain algorithms with explicit links to the
ultrametricity of low-temperature Gibbs measures; in particular they seem quite different from Langevin dynamics.

To our knowledge, the only rigorous lower bounds for the energy attained by (1.2) come from [BGJ20b], which
developed differential inequalities for the dynamical system Uy (t) = (Hy (z:)/N, |V Hy (x¢)||?/N) which are valid
uniformly over ; € Sy in the large N limit. Their estimates were explicit but non-sharp, see Figure 3 therein. This
approach was later employed in [BGJ20a, BGJ21, BGJ22] to study related statistical problems. For upper bounds,
[GIW20] used a different stability property to prove that Hx (x7)/N is bounded away from the ground state energy
by a -independent constant with non-negligible probability when p > 4 is even and 7' is constant.

1.1 Our Results

Theorems 1.1 and 1.7 below are the main results of this paper. Together they confirm the prediction of [CK93]: low
temperature Langevin dynamics reaches energy exactly E, in the limit of large constant S and 7.

Statement of the Lower Bound Our lower bound Theorem 1.1 is proved by analyzing the dynamics on short
O(1/pB) time-scales from arbitrary &, € Sy via the local behavior of Hy, in line with the physical intuition from
[CK93, Bir99]. It holds on activated time-scales eV for small ¢, even when the initial condition xq is disorder-
dependent. Here and throughout, we write ¢ for a constant which is arbitrarily small depending on all other constants
except V. It is most often used to indicate that probabilities are at most e =V or at least 1 — e V.

Theorem 1.1. For any p > 2 and n > 0, for some Ty = To(p,n) and all sufficiently large 5 > Bo(p,n), for N
sufficiently large and any (possibly Hn-dependent) xoy € Sn':

P inf H N > FEo — S _eeN .
tG[Tg,ljr‘loJrecN] N(wt)/ =z n| > e 13

In fact our proof of Theorem 1.1 uses very little about the Hamiltonian Hy. We show that in great generality,
Langevin dynamics reaches and stays above the lowest energy of any e-approximate local maximum as defined now.



Definition 1. = € Sy is an c-approximate critical point for Hy if |V, Hy(x)| < eV/N. If additionally
AleN| (VSPH N(:v)) < ¢, then x € Sy is an e-approximate local maximum. If only the first property holds, «
is an e-approximate saddle point.

Definition 2. For a smooth function Hy : Sy — RV, let N Eia) (H ) be the minimal energy of any e-approximate
local maximum x € Sy.

Theorem 1.1 is a direct consequence of the much more general Theorem 1.2 below. Write 2By = {x €
RN . ||| < 2v/N}. Given a twice-differentiable function Hy : 2By — RY, we define the rescaled Sobolev
norm HHNHW%OO as:

( [Hy(2)| [[VHy(®)
N VN
The operator norms || - ||op We use are defined later in (1.10) and are also known as injective tensor norms. In the setting
of [BGJ20b, Section 4], (1.4) is equivalent to the norm for the space G>. We say Hy : 2By — R is C-bounded if
| H ||W§[,oo < C.Wesay Hy : Sy — R is C-bounded if it is given by restricting some C-bounded function on 255

to Sn.

sup max H,HVQHN(:B)HOP,HV3HN(33)||OP\/N). (1.4)

xE2BN

Theorem 1.2. Let Hy : Sy — R be any C-bounded function. Then for Ty = To(p, e, C) and all sufficiently large
B> Bo(p,e,C), for N sufficiently large and any o € Sn':

P Hy(z)/N > B (Hy) —e| >1—eN (1.5)

inf
tE[T(),T()-'reCN]
Here in the left-hand probability, the only source of randomness comes from the driving Brownian motion in (1.2)
(since Hy and x( are arbitrary).

Proposition 1.11 shows that p-spin Hamiltonians are C-bounded with probability 1—e =" for C' depending only on
p. Hence Theorem 1.1 follows immediately from Theorem 1.2 and the following easy result proved in Subsection 1.2.

Lemma 1.3. Forany E < E, there exists € such that for N large,
PES) (Hy) > E]>1—e V.
We make some remarks on Theorem 1.1.

Remark 1.4. Since zo may depend on H in Theorem 1.1, the interval [Tp, To+e°V] can be replaced by [T'(N), T(N)+
eN] for T(N) > Ty growing arbitrarily with N — simply treat @ (x)_7;, as Zo.

Remark 1.5. Since Tj does not depend on 3 in Theorem 1.1, it is natural to try interchanging the 5 — oo limit with
N — oo to obtain a corresponding result for gradient flow. However running low-temperature Langevin dynamics
for time T is comparable to gradient flow for time 57". Because this diverges with 3, we were unable to show that
gradient flow reaches energy E., — 7 in time O,;(1). Relatedly, although we roughly show that H v (x;) increases until
reaching energy F, —03(1), this increase occurs along a discrete sequence of times and does not imply monotonicity
of t — p-lim Hy (a;)/N for fixed 8 (where p-lim denotes limit in probability).
N — 00

Remark 1.6. Theorem 1.2 is related to recent work in non-convex optimization. Perhaps the most notable of these
is [JING'21], which analyzes similar dynamics in discrete-time and also proves that approximate local maxima are
reached. Aside from holding uniformly in time with exponentially high probability, a significant difference is that
Theorem 1.2 is completely dimension-free. The main algorithm of [JNG'21] corresponds to Langevin dynamics with
both 7" and 3 at least (log N)®. (See Appendix B.1 therein, where 37! corresponds to n—iz The number of iterations
can be read off from the fraction .77/ at the start of the proof of Theorem 4.4, and each iteration corresponds to
7 units of continuous time.) [ZLC17] gave a different analysis in which both 8 and T' grow polynomially with N.
We note that these works aim to reach points with all Hessian eigenvalues less than e, which likely makes at least
logarithmic dimension-dependence necessary (see [SAR18] for a discrete-time result in this direction).



On the Proof of Theorem 1.2 To prove Theorem 1.2 we proceed as follows; here and below, we treat C' as a constant
which may vary from line to line but should depend only on p. First, it is not hard to argue that Langevin dynamics
at low temperature gains energy unless the gradient norm ||V, Hy ()| < CB~/2v/N is small. In this case for /3
large enough that C3~1/2\/N < ey/N, the definition of E'*)(H ) implies that either Hy () > E\*) (Hy) already
holds, or x; is an e-approximate saddle point. The main thrust of our argument is to prove that an energy gain occurs
near approximate saddle points obeying ||V, Hy (z¢)|| < C8~1/2V/N, for 3 sufficiently large depending on ¢.

To do so, we use a local parametrization for Sy to map the dynamics to a flat Euclidean space. The crucial step
is then to use a quadratic Taylor expansion for H to approximate the flattened dynamics by an N — 1 dimensional
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process. This approximating process admits a simple direct analysis, and we find that after time
C'/ B for sufficiently large but B-independent C(¢), it equilibrates on negative eigenmodes while gaining exponential-
in-C energy in positive eigenmodes. This leads to a net energy gain of at least 3~ ' N, while the energy discrepancy
from the original Langevin dynamics turns out to be of lower order O(3 32N ).

We note that the choice of time-scale on which we show an energy gain is crucial and somewhat delicate. Firstly
as observed in [BGJ20b], the process Hy (x+) has negative drift whenever x; is a critical point and Hy (x:) > 0.
This was a key source of difficulty for their approach and makes it clear that studying positive time-scales is necessary
for sharp results. In fact our Ornstein—Uhlenbeck idealization of saddle point dynamics requires time 2(1/8) for the
potentially small fraction of positive eigenvalues to outweigh the negative ones. In the opposite direction, its energy

gain is exponential in C, so on time-scales larger than O (%) it ceases to be a good proxy for x;.

Statement of the Upper Bound Turning next to the upper bound of Theorem 1.7, as previously mentioned it was
shown in [HS21, HS23a] that no dimension-free Lipschitz algorithm reaches energy above E, (see Proposition 1.9
below). The approach we take for the upper bound is to approximate the spherical Langevin dynamics by such a
Lipschitz algorithm so that these results can be applied. This implies that for any 7', > 0:

P[ sup Hy(z¢)/N < Eoo +1] 21— V. (1.6)
te[0,T

This bound is improved to E, — §(/3) using a result of [BGJ20b] which ensures that N~1/2||Vy, Hy (z,)|| remains
above a positive (but 5-dependent) constant with high probability. The result is as follows.

Theorem 1.7. For any p > 2 and 3y € [0, ), there exists 6(p, Bo) > 0 such that the following holds for all < B.
ForanyT > 0, for N sufficiently large and with xy € Sy independent of Hy :

P| sup Hy(z;)/N < Eyp —6| >1—e N, (1.7)
te[0,T]

To approximate the Langevin dynamics by a Lipschitz algorithm and hence prove (1.6), we pass through the
soft spherical analog studied in [BDG06, DGMO07]. As a byproduct, we obtain in Subsection 4.2 the validity of
the Cugliandolo—Kurchan equations for the process (1.2). Indeed this was shown in [BDGO06] for the soft spherical
dynamics, and our approximations suffice to transfer their results.

Finally because our bounds match as 8 — oo, we also find that ||V, Hy (;)|| is small at large constant times.

Corollary 1.8. Forany p > 2 and positive ), for all 8 > Bo(p,n) there exists Ty, ¢ > 0 such that for any T > Ty, for
N sufficiently large and with xy € Sy independent of Hy,

P| sup IIVspHN(wt)IISm/N] >1—e V. (1.8)

te[Ty,T)

On Mixed p-Spin Models More generally than (1.1), one can consider the mixed p-spin models where

P
Hy(x) = ZFYPN*(P*U/Q <G§€), C,,;®p>
p=2



is an inhomogeneous polynomial. The situation is expected to be more complicated here, see e.g. [Cug23, Section 4.4].
In short, our main proof techniques generalize to mixed models with no changes, but do not give matching thresholds.
Theorem 1.7 will feature the algorithmic threshold ALG(E) = fol \/&"(t) dt for Lipschitz algorithms, where £(¢) =

2522 ”ygtp describes the covariance structure of Hpy (see [Sub21, HS21, HS23a]). Meanwhile Theorem 1.1 will

continue to feature E,(f) (Hy) via the general Theorem 1.2. In fact by [HS23b, Section 7], this latter threshold is lower

bounded by E_ — o-(1) with exponentially high probability, where E_ is a Kac—Rice threshold from [AB13].

The basic reason for this mismatch is that the bulk spectrum of Vf,pH ~(z) is determined by the radial derivative
V:iadHn (), which is a constant multiple of Hx (x) only when Hy is homogeneous (see the proof of Lemma 1.3).
Thus the approximate critical points @ with bulk spectral edge A|. | (Vng ~(x)) = 0 may occupy a range of energy
levels, so it is unclear what threshold energy to expect even heuristically. In fact, recent simulations in [FFRT21]
suggest the following in mixed models. If the dynamics are started at high temperature 3, ! before later switching
to zero temperature gradient flow, the asymptotic energy achieved depends nontrivially on 5y. Modulo the difference
between zero and low temperature, this does not happen in pure models: all our results continue to hold if xg is
obtained by a preliminary phase of Langevin dynamics (at arbitrary bounded temperature, for bounded time).

Finally for the pure multi-species spherical spin glasses studied in [Kiv23, Sub23], Theorems 1.1 and 1.7 extend
with trivial changes and match at a generalized E, threshold defined in [HS23a, Section 1.3.3] (see also [McK24]).

1.2 Notations and Technical Preliminaries

Here we define further notation and state some useful results. First, we define 0 = (0,0,...,0) € RY. Recall that
Sy = {p € RN : vazl p? = N} and let By = {p €RY: vazl p? < N} denote the corresponding ball. Let S

denote the orthogonal complement of a non-zero vector ¢ € RY \{6}, and P;- the orthogonal projection matrix onto

S Let s denote the space of Hamiltonians H v, identified with their underlying p-tensor GE\’,’) € (RM)®P and

metrized by entry-wise L? distance via

N
1y = Hy P = D> (ginsin = Gy ™

In particular an L-Lipschitz (optimization) algorithm is simply an L-Lipschitz function A : 5%y — By. The sig-
nificance of this class of functions for us is the following result ensuring the energy attained by any L-Lipschitz
optimization algorithm is at most E, + ox (1), for any fixed L as N — oo. This was first shown by the author and
Huang in [HS21] for even p, using an extension of the overlap gap property [GS14, GS17, Gam21] which was inspired
by ultrametricity of the Gibbs measures — an overview can be found at the end of [AMS23]. Our subsequent work
[HS23a] on multi-species models is cited below because it allows p to be odd (by avoiding the interpolation method).

Proposition 1.9 ([HS23a, Theorem 1 and Corollary 1.8]). Fix p,L,n. For N sufficiently large, any L-Lipschitz
Ay : I — By satisfies
P[Hn(A(HN))/N > Eoo +1] < e V.

In addition to the standard gradients and Hessians for functions defined on R, for € Sy (or occasionally other
x € RV\{0}) we define the radial and spherical derivative and the Riemannian Hessian:

1d
vradHN(w) = NEHN(tw)LZI
VipHn(2) = Py VHy () (1.9)

V2, Hn(x) = Py (VPHN(x) — ViaaHn () - In) Py
Operator norms of N x N matrices and N X N X N tensors will be denoted by
My, z®y
Myflop = sup  NZEY)
x,yeRN\ {0} ]l - lyl

TNy, zRY® z)
ITxnlop=  sup = "F
x,y,z€RN\ {0} Hw” : HyH : HZH

)

(1.10)



Recall the definition of C'-boundedness just before Theorem 1.2. The proof of the next proposition is routine and
omitted (recall C' may change from line to line).

Proposition 1.10. Suppose Hy is C-bounded. Then:
(a) Forall xz,y € 2By

|VFHy ()|, <CN'"2, VO<k<3 (L.11)
IV*Hy (@) - VFHN ()], SCN'Z |z —yl, YOo<k<2.

(b) Forall z,y € 2B\ 35BN,

|VisaHn ()| < C,

|ViadHn(x) — ViaaHy (y)| < Cll — 9|,
IVsp Hn (2)]| < C,

[VspHn () — Vsp Hn (y)[| < Cllz -y,
V2 (2], < .

op

~—_ —

Proposition 1.11. For any p there exist constants C, ¢ > 0 such that H  defined by (1.1) is C-bounded on 2By with
probability 1 — e=°N, for large N. Moreover the set K C 'y of C-bounded Hy is convex.

Proof. The first claim is [HS21, Proposition 2.3], while the convexity is clear. O

We note that convexity of K will be used only to apply the Kirzsbraun extension theorem within the proof of
Lemma 3.2.

Proof of Lemma 1.3. First, the Euclidean tangential Hessian Py V2 H y (x) Py satisfies
Aeny (PaVZHy(2)Py) > 2/plp—1) =7, Vo €Sy (1.12)

with probability 1 — e~V for some 1 > 0 tending to 0 as ¢ — 0. This holds because of the N2 speed in the large
deviation principle for the GOE bulk spectrum, which lets one union bound over an 7-net on Sy; see e.g. [Sub21,
Lemma 3].

Next since H () is a homogeneous degree p polynomial of &, we always have:

ViadHn(z) = pHNn(x)/N, V€ Sn. (1.13)
Then (1.12) implies that with probability at least 1 — e~ for all & € Sy such that Hy(x) < EN:
Men) (VEHN(2)) = Aen| (P V2HN (2)P; ) — pHy ()

>2yplp—1)—n—pE

=p(Ex — E) —
> e.
Here the last step holds for small enough ¢ since 7 tends to 0 with €. This concludes the proof. O

The next proposition will be used to argue that Hy typically increases while the gradient is reasonably large. In
fact [BGJ20b, Theorem 4.5] shows

TrV2 Hy(z) — pHy (2
Sup sp N( ) D N( ) < s
zESN N

with probability 1 — e~V * for pure p-spin models, but we will not need this. (Note also that Tr Vgp(-) is just the
Riemannian Laplacian on the sphere.)



Proposition 1.12. Hy (x:) evolves according to the SDE:
dHy(z,) = (3|\VSPHN(wt)||2 ~Tr prHN(:ct))dt + ||V Hv ()| d By (1.14)

If Hy is C-bounded then sup,¢ s, |Tr VSPHN(:BH < CN.
Proof. 1td’s formula immediately gives (1.14). The latter bound follows from the definition of C-boundedness. [

We now give some remarks on constants (recall also the discussion of ¢ at the start of Subsection 1.1). Throughout
the main proofs, we will use C to denote a constant depending only on p (in particular not on ) which may vary from
line to line. In particular, we may assume H is C-bounded and then use other values of C' in the ensuing proof. In
Section 2 we will consider a large constant C' which depends also on ' < E but is still independent of /3.

1.2.1 Estimates for 1-Dimensional Diffusions

We next state two elementary estimates for 1-dimensional diffusion processes. They essentially ensure that differential
inequalities are not ruined by a vanishing amount of noise. These will be used repeatedly to estimate the growth of
various approximation errors, for example in (1.14). We note that 7’ is used throughout the paper to denote assorted
stopping times. The use of 7 on its own is reserved for . as explained at the start of Section 2.
Here and throughout the rest of the paper, we will use the compact notation X € Z,/(b, o) to indicate that X,
weakly solves the scalar SDE
dXt = bt de + (7 dBt (115)

for coefficients b, o, (progressively measurable with respect to the filtration) until a stopping time 7’. Thus Z (b, o)
denotes the set of weak solutions to this equation. We write Z(b, o) for Zo, (b, o).

Proposition 1.13. Fix constants C1,Cs,C3,e,5 > 0 and suppose the 1-dimensional process Xy, initialized with
Xo = 0, satisfies X € T./(b,0) for b, € [Cy,Cs) and o, < C3/\/N. Then with probability 1 — e~N, either 7' < s
or

min (X; — Cit) > —e.

tG[O,s]( ¢ ! ) -

Proof. By the Dubins—Schwarz representation of stochastic integrals as time-changes of Brownian motion (see e.g.
[RY13, Section V.1]), we find that

¢
P[ min /UtdBtZ—E]Zl—GCN.
0

te[0,sAT]
This implies the claim. O

Proposition 1.14. Suppose A; € Z,/(by, 0+) is a non-negative scalar diffusion where, for constants Cy, Cs, C3,Cy >
0 with Cy, Cs > 0 strictly positive, the coefficients satisfy for all t < 7':

by < C1A; + Con/ AL + Cs,
|Ut| S C’4]\/v_1/2

Then for any fixed s > 0, with probability 1 — e~ :

2
sup A, <e“r® <<2025 + /Ao + cg/cg) - c§/c§> .

te[0,sAT’]
Proof. Let A, = e=C1tA,. Then by 1td’s formula,

dA, = b, dt + ¢ dB;



with
|5t| = e_clt|at| S C’4,Z\/v_1/27

gt < e Gt (b — C1Ay)

< Co\/ Ay + O3 < 209\/ Ay + C2/C2.
From this, letting A, = \//Nlt + C2/C% we find

dA, = b, dt + 5, dB,
where since Xt > C3/Cq:

- 2N
<C
[o¢] < Cy Cs

~

bt
bt S /9 S CZ-
242

Using Proposition 1.13, we find that with probability 1 — e =V,

sup A\t S2CQS+A\0:2028+\/A0+O32/022

t<sAT’

On this event, we obtain

2
sup A; < e1® <<2025+ \/ Ao + O§/C§> - C§/C§> : O

t<sAT’

Remark 1.15. In the statements above, we do not assume the coefficients b;, o, are Lipschitz, nor that the SDEs admit
unique strong solutions. For example in computing using It6’s formula or using the Dubins—Schwarz representation,
it makes no difference whether the driving Brownian motion must be defined on an extended probability space. In
our applications of the results above, X, A; will be obtained from N-dimensional SDEs with Lipschitz coefficients
using Itd’s formula. Hence existence of solutions will be automatic. We also note that in the resulting SDE (1.15),
the coefficients by, oy might not be adapted to the filtration generated by By, but will be progressively measurable only
with respect to the natural filtration of the original R" -valued processes. (Due to this last point, it does not even make
sense to say they are Lipschitz since they depend on more than just (¢, X;).)

The estimates above will be applied to show that pairs of N-dimensional diffusions remain close together, by ex-
plicit consideration of their squared distance. We next describe explicitly the scalar SDE produced by such arguments.

Proposition 1.16. Let y,, y, be N-dimensional processes (possibly with different initializations Y, y,) strongly solv-
ing the SDEs

43, = by dt + &, dBy,
dy, = by dt + &, dBy,

where all coefficients are spatially Lipschitz. (Here Bt, Bt are N-dimensional drift coefficients while oy, are N x N

matrices.) Let wy = ||y, — U, ||*/N. Then (with || - || p the Frobenius matrix norm) we have w € Z(b, o) for:
2 ~ =~ L 1, -
by = N<bt —bLy, —y,) + NHUt — &4l
A (1.16)
ot = 5@ = a)(H: = yo)ll < 2016¢ = Ttllopv/we/N.
Proof. Both statements are immediate from 1t6’s formula. o



2 Lower Bound: Proof of Theorem 1.1

The main goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.2. As explained in the introductory discussion, this implies
Theorem 1.1 thanks to Lemma 1.3 and Proposition 1.11. Thus as in the statement of Theorem 1.2, Hy will always
be a determininistic C'-bounded function in this section (which will be clarified throughout). In Subsection 2.1 we
show that x; gains energy while || Vs, Hy(x¢)|| > CB~'v/N. In the two following subsections, we develop the
crucial Ornstein—Uhlenbeck approximation to the Langevin dynamics near a saddle point. Finally in Subsection 2.4
we establish the required energy gain for the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck approximation. The final proof then combines these
two cases by exhibiting a sequence 0 = 79 < 71 < --- < T of stopping times separated by O(1/0) along which
Hpy (x,,) increases whenever Hy (¢, ) < (Ex — %) N.

Throughout this section we will use &, € Sy to indicate x; stopped at an arbitrary stopping time 7 and study
the behavior of x; on small future time intervals such as ¢t € [r,7 + C371]. All these intermediate results hold for
arbitrary disorder-dependent initial conditions g € Sy in place of x.. However when we eventually implement the
main argument described above, 7 will directly range over the sequence 79, 71, ...,7a. We use the notation F- for
the sigma-field generated by the dynamics until time 7. Since H y is treated as non-random in this section, one may
equivalently think that . is generated by these dynamics as well as H y itself.

2.1 A Priori Estimates and Energy Gain Away From Approximate Critical Points

We begin with the following useful lemma which controls the short-time movement of ;. The first part should be
considered the main statement, as the second part is used only in proving Lemma 2.6. In this section we always take
[ large, in which case 5 + 1 below can be replaced by just 5. However Lemma 2.1 is also used in the proof of
Theorem 1.7 in the next section to upper bound the energy attained, for both small and large values of 3.

Lemma 2.1. For any C-bounded Hy, 8 > 0, v < C and s > 0 the following holds. Suppose ||V, Hy ()| <
YV N. Then for N sufficiently large, with probability 1 — e=N conditionally on F:

sup  ||@; — @ ||/VN < 4eCPHDs /(5 41)24252 + 5. 2.1)
te[T,7+s]

More generally, suppose Ty solves the RN -valued SDE
dit = b(it) de + O'tdBt

ont € [r,7') where |4 lop < 1, b ]| < 1(8+ VN, [lbe]| < C(8+1)VN and b, — b, < C(8+1) & — |
hold almost surely for all t. (Here by = b(Z+) is a time-invariant vector-valued function of .) Then the same bound
(2.1) holds uniformly on t € [1,7" A (T + 5)).

Proof. We prove the latter claim, which immediately encompasses the former one, and for simplicity assume 7/ = oo

which makes no difference. Let w; = w Proposition 1.16 shows that w € Z(b, o) for:
bt = 2N_1 <bt,i/l\,‘t — ir) + HO’t”%w/N,
log| < 10N71/2,

By assumption on &, we find ||o¢||% /N < 1. Using the Lipschitz condition on b(-), we find

[b@)[| < (B+1) - (vWN + Cv/Nuy).

Hence combining, we see that
be] <2C(8 + Dwy +2(8 + 1)vy/we + 1. (2.2)

Set E = 2(8 + 1). Applying Proposition 1.14 to w; and noting that Ay = w, = 0, we find that with probability
1 — e <NV:

sup  w; < e“Ps ((25’75 + 571’771)2 - 572772)
telr,7+s]

— 4¢CPs (52”y282 + s).

This completes the proof (recall that C' may vary from line to line). O



Proposition 2.2. For 3 > 1 and C a large constant, suppose |V, Hy (z,)|| > CB~Y%\/N and Hy is C-bounded.
Then with probability 1 — e~“N conditionally on F:

sup ||l — x| < C'B732VN; (2.3)
s€[r,7+B73]
inf  Hy(x,) > Hy(z,) — C'37%/2N; (2.4)
s€[r,7+B73]
inf ||V Hny ()| > CB~Y2V/N/2; (2.5)
s€[r,7+B73]
CB™3N

HN(EBTJrﬁ—S) > HN(EL‘-,—) + . (26)

4
Proof. First we apply Lemma 2.1 on time-scale 3~ with + a large constant and use that H is C-bounded. We find
that with probability 1 — e =V,

sup &g — || < C'B732VN.

T7<s<t+CB~1
This directly implies (2.3), hence also (2.4) and (2.5) using again C'-boundedness of H .
Turning to (2.6), let 7/ be the first time that | Vs, Hy ()| < CB~'v/N/2. In light of (2.5) we restrict to the

event 7/ > 7 + 373, Then writing

dHN(wt)/N = bt de + oy dBt,

it is easy to see from (1.14) that b; > C'/3 and |o¢| < Og(N~/2). Proposition 1.13 now yields (2.6). O

2.2 Stereographic Projection

To show an energy gain near approximate saddle points, we first parametrize a neighborhood of Sy around x; by
Euclidean space. Our strategy will be to approximate the reparametrized dynamics by Langevin dynamics for a
quadratic potential function, which can be analyzed explicitly as an Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process.

Given z € Sy, recall that the stereographic projection map I'; : Sy'\{—2} + S5 to the orthogonal complement
of z is defined so that (—z, x, T, (z)) are collinear. In coordinates, if z = (v/N,0,...,0) then

o YN
o o+ VN

It is well-known that T, is conformal, i.e. its derivative I}, (x) at any € Sy is a non-negative scalar h,(x) times an
isometry. To compute this scalar, suppose z = (v/N,0,...,0) and = (v/N cos(6), v/ N sin(6),0, ...,0). Then

T.(x1,ze,... (0,22,...,ZN)- 2.7

v/ N sin 0
I‘z(:v)— (O,m,o,...,o (28)
and so q 0 )
sin
hz = | — = . 2.
(@) ‘d@ <1+cos€)‘ 1 4 cos(h) 29)

Proposition 2.3. The law of the process T; obeys the SDE

(N—3)|sm9t| ﬁt

1 ~ 1
dz; = ——— ( BVHN (%) — C = dt + —— dW,. 2.10
Tt (14 cosfy)? (ﬂ N(@) 2N1/2 |:vt|) T + cos b, ! (2.10)

for W a standard Brownian motion in Sy ~ RN 1,

10



Proof. By spherical symmetry it suffices to consider the case z = (\/N ,0,.. ., O),

N sin @
20 = (VN cos(8,), VN sin(6,),0, ..., 0), B = <o YN sin6, o,...,o>

"1+ cosb,’

with 0; € [0, 7). Conformality of T, yields the diffusive term.

For the drift term, the contribution of vVH ~N (%) is direct from the chain rule. (Note that the drift itself is scaled
by (1 + cos ;)= L, while |[VHy (Z,)|| = (1 + cos ;)| VHy ()| has the opposite scaling.) The remaining It6 drift
term is parallel to Z; by rotational symmetry, so it suffices to compute its contribution in the second coordinate of Z;.
Thus, we let (y,)s>; be spherical Brownian motion started from @, and y, = I',(y, ), and compute the drift of y.

Note that at time ¢, with y, = (y1(s),y2(s),...,yn(s)) we have

(N — 1) cos(6;)

dyi(t) = — dt + sin(6;) d By,
yl( ) 2\/N ( t) t
(N —1)sin(6)
dys(t) = ————=—= dt — cos(6;) dB;.
y2( ) 2\/N ( t) t
A5 . . ~ N ()N . .
From It6’s formula it follows that the drift of 7> (s) = TS IVE at time ¢ is

(N —1)sin(fy) VN n (N —1)cos(b:) Y2 (t)VN n sin(6;)
2V'N yi(t) + VN 2v/N (1 (t) + VN)2  VN(1 + cos )2
(V= 1)sin(6y) ((N — 1) cos(6:) n 1> . sin 6;
2v/N (1 + cos 6;) 2 VN (1 + cos 6;)?
(N —3)sin(0) | (N —3)cos(6) sin(6y)
2v/N (1 + cos ;) 2v/N (1 + cos 6;)?
(V= 3)sin(6y)
2v/N (1 + cos 6;)?

where the last term in the first line is the Itd correction

ld_Q N2 in(0;) — 6 cos(6;)
2dd% \ 1+ cos(6;) + N—1/25sin(6;)

6=0

2.3 Quadratic Potential Approximation

Fix ¢ > 0 and assume Hy : Sy — R is C-bounded and 5 > fy(g,C) is large. In light of Proposition 2.2, we
consider an arbitrary «, € Sy satisfying

IVspHny ()| < CB~/2VN. @.11)

We will use 2z = x, for stereographic projection. For Z € SZ, define the quadratic Taylor expansion:

~ &= S 1 S A
HP (@) = Hy (0) + (VHy (0),) + 5 (V2 Hy (0),27). 2.12)
We consider the S -valued process initialized at :cS-Q) = &, and obeying for ¢ > 7 the dynamics:
1
de(@ = §VHJ(VQ) @Dy dt + FAW. (2.13)

Crucially ng) has an Ornstein—Uhlenbeck description which can be analyzed directly. We will show in the next

subsection that if @, obeys (2.11) and Hy (z,)/N < Eia)(HN), then a:gQ) gains energy after time C/37! for a

11



large but 3-independent constant C = C/(e), while closely approximating ;. Notice that the additional drift term
W . H%: 0 dt from (2.10) is not present in H (@) ; it does not scale with /3, hence does not contribute significantly
to the approximation error as shown in Lemma 2.7.

Before this, we establish several preliminary estimates. First, it is easy to see directly that
IVHN (@) = [[VapHa ()] (2.14)
V2Hy(0) ~ V2, Hy () (2.15)

where ~ indicates the two matrices have the same spectrum. Next, the chain rule easily gives the following since Hy
is C-bounded (recall that the actual value of C' may vary from line to line).

Proposition 2.4. Both Hy and HJ(VQ) are C-bounded on ||Z|| < /N, i.e. for all such %:

|VHy (&)|| < CVN,
IV2H N (&)]|op < C,
IV Hy (Z)]op < C/VN,

and similarly for H J(VQ).

The next proposition is immediate by Taylor’s theorem.
Proposition 2.5. For © € St with |Z| < V/N, we have
Hy (@) ~ B @) < ON V||

We next control the movement for ¢ € [r,7 + C3~!]. Lemma 2.6 bounds the movement from time 7 using the
small gradient condition (2.11), which improves the bounds in Lemma 2.7 by crucial polynomial factors of 3.

Lemma 2.6. For any constant C, suppose ., satisfies (2.11). Then with probability 1 — e~°N conditionally on F,
sup_ |1 @l| < Oz(87/2VN), (2.16)
T<s<T+CB~1
sup  [|lz{? | < Oz(B72VN). (2.17)

7<s<T+Cp~1

Proof. Recall &, = o =0 e SL. Let 7/ be the first time that |2,/ = V/N, ie. 6, = /2. Also let
wy = ||Zenrr — T ||2/N. The second part of Lemma 2.1 (applied to S ~ RN ~! rather than R") shows (2.2) with
v = CB~1/2 using (2.11), (2.14). Proposition 1.14 then yields (2.16) with probability 1—e =V, except with 74+C 3~
replaced by (7 + C3~1) A 7/. By definition of 7/, this implies 7/ > 7 + C3~!, hence the full conclusion of (2.16)

(with probability 1 — e~°V). A similar argument gives (2.17). O
p y g g
Lemma 2.7. For any constant C, suppose x, satisfies (2.11). Then with probability 1 — e~ N conditionally on F,,
y pp p ty y
|2, =&, 5l < Oz(B7VN), (2.18)
|Hx (22 g1) = Hy (@, 5p1)| < Oz(B7N). (2.19)

Proof. First it suffices to prove (2.18), which together with (2.11) and (2.16) implies (2.19). Indeed, these results show
that with probability 1 — e, the line segment between wiﬁ% 51 and Z_, 551 in SZ has length 06([3*1\/N ),
while |VHy (2)|| < Oz(8~1/2V/N) holds for every  on this line segment. Hence we focus on proving (2.18).

Choose C' a large constant depending on (¢, C) but still independent of 3 (i.e. 3 is much larger). Let 7’ be the first

time at which ||z > CB~12\/N or ||w5_6}2) | >Cp1/2 \/N._By Lemma 2.6, we may restrict to the exponentially
likely case 7/ > C3~1, which implies that forall 7 < ¢t < 7+ C 71,

0; € [0,05(871%)] (2.20)
= 1—cos(f) < Ox(871). (2.21)

12



Letv; = |2\’ —%,||2/N. Using (2.12), t < C3~!, and Proposition 1.16, we find that v € Z(b, o) for o < 10N /2
and
(N — 3)| sin9t| ﬁt

VH®@ (@) _ gviiv (@ @
PVHN 2 7) = BVHNE) + =5 g

by <2N~!

] el — & + 0z(87).

Here the latter term accounts for the terms stemming from (2.21), including both the differences in drift and diffusivity.
Similarly using (2.20) and Lemma 2.6,

(N — 3)| sin 6,

-1
N 2N1/2

| & - _
|| e = @l < 057,
1]
We estimate the remaining contribution via:
|BvH? @) - 8V AN @)
-y HvﬁN(ﬁ) FV2Hy (D)2 @ - vﬁN@t)H

< 8| VN (@) + V2 An @)l - Vi (@) + 8 | VA ((?) - VN @)

D Prop. 2.4, 2.5
< BNV + OBl — &
< Ox(N'/?) + C’BngQ) — 3. \)Lem. 2.6
All in all, we have obtained
dvy = O (Bur + oy + B71) dt + O5(N~/?)dB,.
Applying Proposition 1.14 yields sup, .., 55-1 0t < Ox(87?) as desired. O

Remark 2.8. Because Sy admits a conformal local parametrization (i.e. is conformally flat), the approximations
above can be slightly simplified by introducing the process
(N —3)|sin,| xmd

mod __ T =~
d.’l}t = (ﬂVHN(CEt) — 2]\]1/2 . ||w;nod||> dt + th

This is a time-change of Z;, and using it to approximate :c%Q) only requires analyzing errors in the drift terms. We opted

not to use this approach since it is so specialized to the sphere. For example as mentioned at the end of Subsection 1.1,
the proofs in this section extend straightforwardly to multi-species spherical spin glasses defined on product spaces
[T;_, Sn,., which are not conformally flat in general. Namely one maps to flat space using a product of stereographic
projections. This retains the form of the SDE (2.10) on each of r coordinate blocks, yielding similar approximation
bounds with a quadaratic potential approximation as above.

In fact we believe that these arguments should extend to more general manifolds obeying suitable curvature esti-
mates matching the order of the sphere, by similar quadratic Taylor expansion arguments. Here the curvature terms
would enter similarly as small errors after fixing a good local parametrization.

2.4 Energy Gain at Quadratic Saddle Points

We now establish an energy gain for the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process ng). Interestingly the condition (2.11) is not

directly needed in the lemma below. It is only used to show that ng) approximates the original dynamics, and (in the

outer argument for Theorem 1.2) to guarantee that Ao | (VZ, Hy () > € holds whenever Hy () is small.

Lemma 2.9. Let Hy be C-bounded and let x, satisfy \|.n| (V2 Hn(x,)) > e. Then for C large depending on C. e
ands =1+ CB~1:

P @) > B @@) + 57N | (Hy,27)] 21— ™.
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Proof. Let A\; > Ao > --- > Ay_1 be the eigenvalues for V2H§VQ)(6), and v; the unit eigenvectors. By (2.15) and
the definition of Eia) (Hx), we have A|.y| > . Moreover max (|/\1|, |)\N|) < (C'since Hy is C-bounded. We write

N-1
0)= b, x® = Z a; ;.
i=1

Below we assume all eigenvalues are non-zero; zero eigenvalues are handled identically (indeed we do not assume
eigenvalues are bounded away from zero). This assumption lets us simplify the calculations by completing the square
for HJ(VQ), which amounts to translating the domain S so that VH ](VQ)(ﬁ) = () holds. Thus we may assume §; = 0,
but we no longer assume :B(Q)
(al,T, . ,aN_l)T) € RN-1,
Recalling (2.13), the evolution of a; ¢ is

= 0. Hence for the rest of the proof, we will consider arbitrary initial conditions

i,
dag,, = D% 4‘”dt+ ~dB,.

Given (a; -, A\;) and for Z; a standard Gaussian, the conditional distribution of a; s is easily seen to be that of

BAi(s—T)/4 . e =4 7. — CM4g. - -7 2.92
e a;r + 3N i=e air + B IR (2.22)
In particular for each ¢, the values a;4,...,an—1, are conditionally independent Gaussians given (HJ(VQ), :cS-Q)).

Hence

-1 2
= < +9 a1t>.
i=1

is an independent sum indexed by the NV — 1 eigenvalues which we will analyze term by term.
First suppose that —C' < \; < 0. Since % < 1forall x > 0, taking x = —6)\1-/2 we find from (2.22) that

2 GONi/2,2 /2 — 1
E|a; 4,7 /\z a; - Aoy
[a3.s | @iy Al = BTV (2.23)
aif +Cp L
Hence we find that o o
E[N\iai, — Niai ., | air, Ni) > =NC /8 > —CC/B. (2.24)

Next suppose A > 0. We again use (2.22). Since s — 7 = C371, we find

E\iai s — Xiag | iz, Ai] > QT
T2 (2.25)
Z Qﬁ : ]]')\i25'
Combining, since A\|.y| > € we can sum over i to obtain
N—
NL.E [H< (@) - B @ (@) HJ<VQ>7:L.§Q>} — Z i 7 | @iy A
65/2 1 CO
> 7( ) - — >2C/B (2.26)

2pe B
where the last bound holds for C' = C(e, O) large.
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Finally we show exponential concentration of HJ(VQ) (w§Q>) conditionally on (HJ(VQ) , :n&"?)). Let m; = E'[a; 5], and

as abovelet Z, Zy, ..., Zn_1 beii.d. standard Gaussians. For constants 4; < 05(1), we have

N-1 N-1
Z )\iaf_rs i Z /\l(mz + AiZi)2
=1 i=1

o
Il

2

1

%

The contribution of Zf\;l A;m? is non-random so it does not affect concentration. The second term contributes

N-1 N-1
=1 =1

Next, using C'-boundedness in the last step,

N-1 N-1 N—-1
D AImiIA < Og (Z )\?”%2) <Og <Z )\?air>
1=1 =1 =1

< 0z (IVHP @@)]?) < Og(N).

Hence 2 ZZ\SI Aim;A; Z; is a centered Gaussian with variance Og(N ), so it does not contribute to the expectation

and is at most % in absolute value with probability 1 — e~V

Finally subtracting another deterministic quantity, Zf\;l NiAZ(Z2 —1)is asum of N — 1 mean zero and Oz(1)-
subexponential random variables, hence is at most g—év in absolute value with probability 1 — e~“" by Bernstein’s
inequality. Combining with (2.26) concludes the proof. O
Proof of Theorem 1.2. Given any C and ¢, choose C'large depending on both and then 3 large depending on (C, &, C').
Let M = ¢°N/2 for suitably small ¢ to be chosen later. We define a sequence 0 = 75 < 71 < --- < T of stopping
times such that with probability 1 — e =Y, for each 0 < m < M — 1 the following properties hold:

Tmt1 — Tm € {872,087}, (2.27)
. 5 € H Tm Tm —Tm
Hy(ms1)/N > min (Ei (Hy) — 5 N]E] ) 4 +;€ ) , (2.28)
sup  |Hy(x) — Hy(xs)| < CB~Y2N. (2.29)

t,5€[Tm, Tm+1]

The existence of such stopping times implies Theorem 1.2 (after adjusting ¢) since H is uniformly bounded on Sy
(by setting k = 0 in (1.11)). These stopping times are constructed as follows:

1. If Hy(a,, )/N > E (Hy) or | Ve Hy (z)|| > CB~ Y2V N, let Tyy1 = T + S5
2. Otherwise, let 7,11 = 7, + C/B.

We analyze this construction in three cases; note that Property (2.27) is always clear. Since M = eN/2 < eV there
is no problem in union bounding over m.

Case 1: Hy(z., )/N > E (Hy).
Applying Lemma 2.1 with v = C and s = 373 shows that with probability 1 — e~V

sup e — || < OB

t,5€[Tm, Tm+1]

This implies (2.29), yielding the first lower bound Eia) (Hn) — § in (2.28) for suitably large /3.
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Case 2: ||V, Hy(x)|| > CB~Y/2\/N.

The latter two properties are immediate from Proposition 2.2, where now we use the second lower bound in (2.28).

Case 3: Hy(a-,,)/N < B (Hy) and | Vo Hy(2)| < C57/2VN.

We apply stereographic projection with z = @, to construct the processes Z, ng) for t > 7,,. By definition,

Sz(®r,,.,) = §7m+55*1
- HN(meJrl) =Hn ({I\:TeréB*l)'
Lemma 2.6 implies property (2.29). Finally property (2.28) follows by writing

HN(me+l) = ﬁN (fc\rer@B*l)

> Hy (2@ o, ) = Oc(B7/2N)

2 100, ) ~0c(522N)
> H (@2) + 5

= HN(CBTM) + %

\) (2.19)

Prop. 2.5, (2.17)

Lem. 2.9

where each step holds with probability 1 — e =, o

3 Upper Bound: Proof of Theorem 1.7

In Subsection 3.1 below, we approximate x; by the soft spherical Langevin dynamics. In Subsection 3.2 we use this
to find a Lipschitz approximation for x;, which implies (1.6) via Proposition 1.9. The refinement to Theorem 1.7 is
finally obtained in Subsection 3.3.

3.1 Approximation by Soft Spherical Langevin

To approximate x; by a Lipschitz function of H y, the first step is to replace the hard spherical constraint by a soft one
so that the Brownian motion acts identically on all trajectories. Let

fu(r) = L(r =17 + (2 = 1. G.D
For L large depending on 3, we consider the full-space dynamics ygL) on R¥ defined by ygL) = x and
ay(" = (6VHN () = LV Y"1yl )at + aB, (32)

This equation has a unique strong solution for all positive times almost surely by [BDGO06, Proposition 2.1]. In
Lemma 3.1 we show that for large L, the process ygL) uniformly approximates x; on ¢ € [0, 7] with exponentially
good probability. For later use, we allow a slight generalization where £ in (1.2) and (3.2) is replaced by a uniformly
bounded, deterministic function 3; : [0, 7] — [0, 8]. The proof is fully self-contained, although for fixed /3 the first
half establishing Equation (3.5) also follows by [DGMO7, Proposition 1.1]. We note that as in the previous section,

Lemma 3.1 allows H to be an arbitrary C-bounded function.

Lemma 3.1. Fix any xy € Sy and C-bounded Hy : RN — R. For any p,e,3,T there exists L, c such that the

following holds. For N sufficiently large, with x, ygL) driven by the same Brownian motion and xy = ygL) € Sn,

P| sup [lz, —yi|| <eVN| >1—e V. 3.3)
t€(0,T]

Moreover (3.3) holds uniformly for deterministic piece-wise Lipschitz functions B; : [0,T] — [0, ).
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Proof. Choose § = d(p,e,3,T) small and L = L(p, ¢, 3,T,0) large. Define the (non-Markov) process

B N1/24)E)
g =S (34

L
g™

which is normalized to be Sy-valued. We will prove that with probability 1 — e~ for some ¢ > 0:

sup |7t -yl < VON, 3.5)
t€[0,T]
sup ||z — 37| < VN /2. (3.6)
t€[0,T]

Combining via the triangle inequality will then imply the result.
We first show (3.5) holds with sufficiently high probability. Letting

2
= (V) 1)

(3.5) is equivalent to the estimate SUD;¢(0,7] 2t < J. Thus let 7 be the first time that z; > §, so Proposition 1.10(b)

applies to ygL) before time 7. For ¢ < 7, Proposition 1.16 gives z € Z(b, o) with oy = 24/2;/N and

by < 2Lz + OB + 1)/

Here the first term was obtained from
L+ V2l 12 (1= V)| = 20y
The O(8 + 1) encapsulates VHy (ygL)) and the It6 term. For ¢ < 7 and L large depending on 5, AM-GM gives
by < —=2Lz +O(B+1)\/z, < —Lz + 1.
Next with = §/10, let M; = e"**N_ Then M;,, is uniformly bounded for any fixed N, and we claim that
Ay = Minr + (T — t)eanLN
is a super-martingale. This follows from bounding the drift term of d M, by

(ULNUt)2

(nLth +

) M; < (nL(—Lz + 1) 4 20°L?2) NM;

®)
< (nL™" 4 20%) L2NeT IV

S 77L2N€n2LN

2
< 2I°LN

Here the step (1) follows because the former expression is negative whenever z; > n and < 0.1 (since L is large
depending on §). The last step holds for N sufficiently large.
In addition to being a super-martingale, A; is almost surely non-negative and

Ag = Te2IN 41 < 97?7’ LN

Further if 7 < T then
AT > MT _ eanTN _ enLéN'

Since = 4/10, optional stopping implies

Plr < T] < Age "N < 9T e(2n°—n8)LN < 9T e~ LN/20.
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This implies (3.5), in fact even on exponential time-scales.
Next we turn to (3.6). We will show it holds with probability 1 — e~V with ¢ € [0, T] replaced by ¢t € [0,T A 7],
which suffices in light of (3.5). Thus

re= N2z € [1- 0121+ 612 3.7)
()

holds below. The point is that ; and y; "’ obey almost the same stochastic differential equation. Namely the latter
satisfies the (non-autonomous) equation

(N - g

d@i“—( BV HN () - g

) dt + r[lP;(L)dBt.

(Recall that (1.9) defines Vg, Hy (+) even for ygL) ¢ Sn). Note the soft spherical term f7 (+) acts radially, and hence

does not appear explicitly in the above equation since gi” is constrained to lie on Sy. Hence we find

N —
d( yz(SL)) ﬂ (VspHN(mt) - Tt vspI{N( (L))) dt + ——— IN ( & - wt) de
+ (P;t e ~(L)) dB,.
By Proposition 1.16, the scalar process w; = N~ 1|z, — yt )||2 lies in Z(b, o) for:
_ ~ N -1
b= 26N <vspHN<wt> Ve Hn ("), @0 - 57 ) - S

—i—N‘l‘

ol = 2N (e = 5, P, = 17 P )|

S 5N—1/2

op

< 10N~V/2,

We estimate b, assuming ¢ < 7. First it is easy to see by C-boundedness that

| VepHy (1) — 17 'V Hy (yS)]| < C/N(wy + ) (3.8)

for r, satisfying (3.7). The matrix Pmﬁ - P}( 1, has rank at most 2 and operator norm O(,/wy), so it follows that

Combining, using ||x; — ﬂgL) || = v/ Nw;, and dropping the second contribution to b; since w; > 0, we find

o =7 P || < O(VN(wi +9)).

by < C(B+1)(wy +9). 3.9)
Finally applying Proposition 1.14 with C; = C(8 + 1),C2 = C+/(B + 1)d and C5 = C(S + 1) yields that
sup  wy < eCPTO(B% +1)6 <¢/2
te[0,TAT]
holds with probability 1 — e =Y. The latter step is by our choice of § and completes the proof. O
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3.2 Lipschitz Approximation

Next we show that ygfL) agrees with a Lipschitz function KEBL)(H ~) of Hy with probability at least 1 — e~Y. The

technique below is similar to that of [BDGO06, Lemma 2.5], which was called localized concentration of measure
therein. Note that the probability in (3.10) is averaged over the randomness of both Hy (as in (1.1)) and B [0,T]

Lemma 3.2. For L > L(3,€) and fixed x, there exists for a.e. By 1) a C(L,¢)-Lipschitz EEBL[Z) ¢ N = By with

i [(1 +e)ty) (Hy) =y | = 1—eN. (3.10)

]
Moreover this holds uniformly over deterministic piece-wise Lipschitz B; : [0, T] — [0, ].

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Let L, € be as in Lemma 3.1. We claim that for almost all B[g 7}, the map

is C(T, 8, L)-Lipschitz when restricted to the set K y (B) C Ky of Hamiltonians for which supyepo, 1] [Tt — ygL) I <
V/N. Assuming this claim, by the Kirzsbraun extension theorem there exists for each By, 7} a Lipschitz function

L. Jy — By such that (B (Hy) = (1+ 5)_1y(TL) whenever Hy € IN(N(B).Z Moreover it follows from
Proposition 1.11 and Lemma 3.1 that B
P[Hy € Kn(B)] > 1 —e V.

Therefore it remains to prove the above claim.

Let Hy1,Hnp2 € IN(N(B) with ||Hy1 — Hyzllz2 < A, and let the corresponding Langevin dynamics be

yng), yg 2) with the same driving Brownian motion B;. With W; = ||yt T~ Yy 2) |2, 1td’s formula gives

1
AW = (i) — iyl —ayly)) ar
=B <y§L1)—yt27VHN1(yt1) VHN 2y ))>
L L — L L
—L<y§ 1) _ygz)a ( 1||y§ )H )ytl fI(N 1||y§72)|| )y§2)>

(Note that the Brownian motion contributions to yg 1), yg 2) cancel.) Next for C-bounded Hy 1, Hy 2 € Ky we have

L L
IVHya(yi) = Va7l < Olyes - yis ||+ A).
Since f is smooth (recall (3.1)), AM-GM implies the differential inequality:
dW, < Op.1(W; + A?). (3.11)

Since Wy = 0, Gronwall implies W < Or g 1,(A?), establishing the above claim and finishing the proof. O

Remark 3.3. ég) can be constructed explicitly for C-bounded Hy by constraining ygL) to lie in the ball of radius

2v/N via inward orthogonal reflection. Indeed inward orthogonal reflection for a convex body only improves the
differential inequality (3.11) (see [HS21, Proof of Theorem 11]), and this reflection has no effect with 1 — e=¢V

probability by Lemma 3.1. However Kirzsbraun’s theorem would still be needed to define ég) for Hy ¢ K.

We are now ready to prove (1.6) using Proposition 1.9. We note that in the proof below, the fact that Hyy is the
Hamiltonian of a p-spin model (rather than a deterministic C-bounded function) enters only via [HS23a].

2The proof of Kirzsbraun’s extension theorem is constructive so there is no issue of measurable dependence on B.
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Proof of (1.6). We treat o € Sy as deterministic below since it is assumed to be independent of H . First for each
fixed t € [0, T], we can apply Lemma 3.2 to obtain a C (T, L, 3)-Lipschitz map ég{?} Y H — Bn. Then by [HS23a,
Theorem 1 and Corollary 1.8] we obtain

]P)[HN(KB[O,t] (HN)) <Ex+ 77] >1- Q_CN-

Take £ small depending on 7, and L as in Lemma 3.1. With probability 1 — e =" in all steps, we find

Hy (65" (HN)/N < B + 2
(L) n DHNGKN
= Hyn((1+e)lg’(Hn))/N < By + 3
(L) 77 QLem 3.2
= Hpn(y; ’)/N < Ex +
QLem 3.1, Hxy € Kn
— Hy(z;)/N < E +3"

Finally we show the bound holds simultaneously for all ¢. Indeed for « a small constant (potentially depending on
all preceding constants except V), a union bound shows that

3
sup  Hy(x)/N < Eoo + 21

teazn[0,T) 4

with probability 1 — e~ Then applying Lemma 2.1 with s = « implies that

N
P sup Hy(xz:) < Hy (ko) + mal >1—e N
te ko, (k+1)a] 4
forall k € {O, L...,|Ta™?| }, concluding the proof. O

3.3 Completing the Proof of Theorem 1.7

Proposition 3.4. For any (3,1 and deterministic xy € Sy the energy Hy(x:)/N concentrates exponentially in the
sense that for some deterministic function Fn and any € > 0,

v H% _FN(ﬂ,t)' < a] >1—e N,

Proof. By [BDGO06, Equation (2.21) and Proof of Lemma 2.7], for each L the energy of soft spherical Langevin
dynamics concentrates exponentially, i.e. for some deterministic function Fly,

|

Indeed Hy (yt ) /N equals the function A (t,t) defined in Equation (1.15) therein, up to a fixed constant factor.® In
particular, for any /3, ¢, we may choose L large as in Lemma 3.1. Then with probability 1 — e~“" we also have

(L)

§6/2‘| >1—e V.

o~y < SN
T
. =20
Since H y is C-bounded with exponentially good probability, combining yields the desired result. o

Proposition 3.5. For 8 > 0 there is n = 1n(8, p) such that for any T > 0, with probability 1 — on (1),

f N2V, H >
tel[%T] VspHn ()| > 1.

3For extensions to mixed models, one could proceed similarly by defining degree-by-degree versions of A (t, t) in [BDGO6].
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Proof. We use [BGJ20b, Theorem 1.1] which states the following when x is independent of H . With P(-) denoting
a space of probability measures, every subsequential limit of

(un(t),von(t) = (Hn(@e) /N, [Vsp Hn (20)]*/N)
in P(C([0,T])?) is a.s. continuously differentiable and uniformly bounded. Further it satisfies
(u(0),v(0)) = (0,p), (3.12)
V() > p(p — 1) + p*u® — O(p, B,u)v (3.13)

for ©® = p — 1 + 28pu + 287, with A, defined there.* It follows that v’() > 0 when v is sufficiently small. In
particular for some 1 > 0, we have v(t) > 27 for all t € [0, 7] in all possible subsequential limits. This implies the
desired result. o

We note that [BGJ20b, Theorem 1.2] gives a more explicit lower bound than Proposition 3.5, but its statement is
restricted to ¢ € [Ty, T'] rather than ¢ € [0, 7.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let n) be as in Proposition 3.5. We fix ¢ and show:
P[Hy(xt)/N < Eo — 6] >1—e N Vte|0,T]. (3.14)

Simultaneity over ¢ € [0, 7] then follows as in the proof of Theorem 1.7. Namely one union bounds over ¢ €
{0,a,2a,...,a|T/a]} for a sufficiently small constant ov and applies Lemma 2.1 on each interval [jov, (j + 1)a.
Fixing ¢, we show (3.14) by lowering the temperature at time ¢. More precisely, we define

B =10Cn""

where as usual C'is a large constant. Then, let (£5)s>; be the spherical Langevin dynamics at inverse temperature E
started from x; = x;. By Proposition 3.5 and Equation (2.6), we find

P [HN(ﬁ;HE,g) — Hy(x) > 25N} >1—on(1)

for some § > Q(n®) > 0. On the other hand, recall that the proof of (1.6) applies to any time-inhomogenous Langevin
process of the form (1.2) for any deterministic piece-wise Lipschitz /3; lying in [0, /3]. In particular,

PHN(Z,, 5 5)/N < Esx+6]>1—e <V,

t+8-
The previous two displays together yield
P [HN(EBt)/N S EOO — 5] Z 1-— ON(l).

Applying Proposition 3.4 improves the probability to 1 — e~V as desired. O

4 Gradient Upper Bound and Cugliandolo-Kurchan Equations

Here we prove the remaining claims, namely Corollary 1.8 and the Cugliandolo—Kurchan equations for the hard
spherical dynamics (Theorem 4.3). We note that Corollary 1.8 relies on the matching thresholds in Theorems 1.1 and
1.7 so it works only for pure models. However Theorem 4.3 generalizes with no changes to mixed p-spin models
without external field; in the case of nonzero external field an analogous extension of [ZamO08] is possible.

4Our convention differs from [BGJ20b] in the sign of H, as well as the scaling of time (our dynamics with 3 corresponds to theirs for 23, but
run at half speed). Hence (3.13) looks slightly different from what is written there. The initial condition (3.12) holds because xo isvindependent of
Hy: we have Hy (0)/N ~ N(0,1/N) while conditionally on &g, p~/2Vs, Hy (20) € SELO is standard Gaussian by e.g. [BCNS22, Lemma
3.2 (b)].
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4.1 Proof of Corollary 1.8

The next lemma is similar to Proposition 2.2 but at a general scale to enable a S-independent energy gain.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose Hy is C-bounded and the disorder-dependent x € Sy satisfies | Vsp Hy (0)|| > nvV'N and
B >100Cn~2. Then

P| sup Hy(m) > Hy(xo) + N&| >1—e N 4.1
0<t<C/p

Sor sufficiently small 6 = §(p,n) > 0 not depending on [3).
Proof. Choose ¢ such that 10C6"/3 < 7. By Lemma 2.1 with s = §/3 and v = C, with probability 1 — e~V

sup &, — xo|| < 6Y3VN.
0<t<6/8

On this event, we have | Vs, Hy (@)|| > nv N /2 forall 0 < ¢ < §/f by choice of 4. Recalling (1.14), Hy (x;) lies
inZ(b, o) for
2 2
N
by > <¥—C)N2n§

and |o] < CN~1/2 (recall 3 > 100Cn~2). The result now follows by Proposition 1.13 (after adjusting ). O

Proof of Corollary 1.8. Suppose for sake of contradiction that Corollary 1.8 is not true. Let 7 be the first time in
[To, T] such that || Vs, Hx ()| > 7v/N, and condition on F, restricted to the event that 7 < T'. Taking 3, as in
Lemma 4.1 with S sufficiently large, we find that

sup

P HN(:vt)—HN(:BS)
s,t€[To, T+CB~1] N

25\}}] >1/2.

However Theorems 1.1 and 1.7 together imply (since § is independent of /3) that

P sup An(zy) — Hy(®,) > 5| <e eV,
s,t€[To, T+CB~1] N

We conclude that P[7 < T < 2e~“Y which completes the proof. O

4.2 Deducing the Cugliandolo-Kurchan Equations

In Lemma 3.1, we showed the hard spherical dynamics are well-approximated by a soft spherical modification of
the dynamics. Such modifications were studied in [BDGO06] which proved the validity of the Cugliandolo—Kurchan
equations for the correlation and integrated response functions. Further, the L — oo limit of these equations was
identified in [DGMO07], but it was not shown that this limit actually describes the behavior of the hard spherical
dynamics (1.2). We establish this description below by combining the aforementioned results with Lemma 3.1.

Recall the dynamics ygL) defined by (3.2). The Cugliandolo—Kurchan description for ygL) relates certain two-time
observables through a non-linear integro-differential equation recalled in the next two definitions.

Definition 3. For fixed 5 and L > 0, define the random functions

CN(Svt): <m55wt>/Na XN(Sat): <mSaBt>/Na
CP(s,t) = (B, g N, X Pis,t) = (), B,)/N.

S
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Definition 4. Let R2 = {(s,t) € RZ, : s > t}. Forfixed 3 and L > 0, let R, C") : RZ — R and
K®) R — Rsatisfy RF)(s,s) = 1, KF)(s) = CF) (s, s) and solve the system:

OsRP (s, 1) = = f1,(K" ()R (s, 1) + B*p(p — 1) /t R (u, t)R™) (5,u) O™ (s, u)P~2 du,
0,C ") (s, 1) = = f1, (K" (s))C P (s, 1) + B2p(p — 1) /0 P (u, ) R™) (5,u) O (5,u)P ™2 du
+ B%p /Ot CB) (s, u)P 'RV (¢, u) du,
0K (s) = =21 (KM () KW (5) + 1+ 28%p° / M (s,uP " R (s,u) du.

0

Moreover let R,C : RS — R satisfy R(s, s) = C(s, s) = 1 and solve the system:
DuR(s,1) = —pu(s)R(s.1) + B2p(p — 1) /t " R(u, t)R(s, w)C(s, w2 du,
05sC(s,t) = —u(s)C(s,t) + Bp(p — 1) /OS C(u,t)R(s,u)C(s,u)?"% du
+6%p /O t C(s,u)’ " R(t, u) du;

u(s) = = + B*p? /S C(s,u)P ' R(s,u) du.
0

N =

Finally define x(*), y : RZ — R via (P (s, 1) = fot RW)(s,u) du and x(s,t) = f(f R(s,u) du.

We now recall the Cugliandolo—Kurchan equations for the soft dynamics y,gL), and their L — oo limit as bivariate

continuous functions. Note that [BDG06, DGMO07] consider the same dynamics as us but for —H  (+); this negation
affects none of the quantites tracked below.

Proposition 4.2 ([BDGO6, Theorem 1.2], [DGMO7, Proof of Proposition 1.1]). Both systems of equations in Defini-
tion 4 have a unique continuous, locally bounded solution. Moreover uniformly on 0 <t < s <T as L — oo:

(RE(s,0), € (5,8), KB (s)) = (R(s.8), C(s,0), 1))
Finally for any T, L > 0, almost surely uniformly on s,t € [0,T)?> as N — oo:
(s ) = x P s, t), O (s,0) = 0P (s,0).

We now obtain the Cugliandolo—Kurchan equations for the hard spherical Langevin dynamics. Similarly to Sub-
section 3.3, the results of [BDGO06, Section 2] could be used to obtain exponential concentration estimates below.

Theorem 4.3. For T > 0, almost surely uniformly on s,t € [0,T]? as N — oo:

xn(s,t) = x(s,t),
Cn(s,t) = C(s,t).

Proof. We focus on the convergence of C'y (s, t) as the proof for y y is analogous. Fixing 6 € (0,1/10) and coupling

the processes in dimension N = 1, 2. ... arbitrarily, we will show that almost surely,
sup |On(s,t) = C(s, )| <& (42)
s,t€[0,T

holds for all but finitely many N. This implies the desired result.
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For each N couple x; with ygL) using a shared Brownian motion B;. Forany L > Lo(p, 8,6, T) asin Lemma 3.1,

with probability 1 — e~V (in particular for all but finitely many N):

0vVN
te[0,T]

Recalling Definition 3, this event implies that

sup |Cn(s,t) — CJ(VL)(S,t)l <4/3.
s,t€[0,T

Moreover the former convergence in Proposition 4.2 implies that for L > L1 (p, 8,6, T),

sup |O(L)(s,t) —C(s,t)] <4/3
s,t€[0,T

while the latter implies that for any fixed L, for all but finitely many N:

sup |ON (s,1) — CB)(s,1)| < 6/3
s,t€10,T)

Finally fixing L > max(Lg, L1) and combining the previous three displays using the triangle inequality, we deduce
that (4.2) holds for all but finitely many N. This completes the proof. o
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