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A Constructive Proof of the Spherical Parisi Formula

Brice Huang* Mark Sellke†

Abstract

The Parisi formula for the free energy is among the crown jewels in the theory of spin glasses.

We present a simpler proof of the lower bound in the case of the spherical mean-field model. Our

method is constructive: given the minimizer in Parisi’s variational problem, we locate a pure state via

an explicit optimization algorithm due to Subag on parts with full RSB, and a new truncated second

moment argument on critical points for finite RSB parts. Similarly, we show that a truncated second

moment suffices to analyze the free energy of a pure state, which amounts to computing the free energy

in replica-symmetric models without external field. Our truncation arguments rely on interpolation upper

bounds applied to conditional band models. Notably we do not use the Aizenman–Sims–Starr scheme,

and require interpolation bounds only up to the 1RSB level. Whenever replica symmetry breaks, we

obtain an approximately ultrametric set of exponentially many pure states, each with approximately the

same free energy as the entire model, which are hierarchically arranged in accordance with the Parisi

ansatz. Our methods also yield results for large deviations of the ground state, including the entire upper

tail rate function for all 1RSB models without external field.
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1 Introduction

We consider the mixed p-spin Hamiltonian

HN (σ) =
∑

p≥1

γp

N (p−1)/2

N∑

i1,...,ip=1

gi1,...,ipσi1 · · · σip . (1.1)
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Here gi1,...,ip are i.i.d. standard Gaussians, and the coefficients γp satisfy
∑

p≥1 2
pγ2p < ∞.1 This model is

described by the mixture function ξ(t) =
∑P

p=1 γ
2
pt
p. For σ1,σ2 ∈ R

N , define the overlap R(σ1,σ2) =

〈σ1,σ2〉/N . Then HN is the Gaussian process with covariance

EHN (σ
1)HN (σ

2) = Nξ(R(σ1,σ2)).

Since the introduction of this model by Sherrington and Kirkpatrick [SK75], a central question has been to

understand the free energy, defined as follows. In this paper we consider the case of spherical spins. Let

SN =
{
σ ∈ R

N : ‖σ‖2 =
√
N
}

be the sphere of radius
√
N . The partition function and free energy density are defined by

ZN =

∫

SN
expHN(σ) dσ, (1.2)

FN =
1

N
logZN , (1.3)

where in (1.2) the integration is with respect to the uniform probability measure on SN .

The in-probability limit of the free energy was first predicted by Parisi in [Par79], and proved in the

breakthrough works of Talagrand [Tal06b, Tal06a] and Panchenko [Pan13a] following decades of progress

in the probability and statistical physics communities. In the equivalent formulation due to Crisanti and

Sommers [CS92], the limiting free energy is described as follows. Let x : [0, 1] → [0, 1] be a right-

continuous non-decreasing function such that x(q̂) = 1 for some q̂ < 1 (which may depend on x). Let

x̂(q) =

∫ 1

q
x(q) dq.

Define the Crisanti-Sommers functional

P(x; ξ) =
1

2

{
ξ′(0)x̂(0) +

∫ 1

0
ξ′′(q)x̂(q) dq +

∫ q̂

0

dq

x̂(q)
+ log(1− q̂)

}
. (1.4)

Note that x̂(q) = 1− q for q > q̂, so this functional is independent of q̂. Finally define

P(ξ) = inf
x

P(x; ξ). (1.5)

Theorem 1.1 ([Tal06a, Che13]). The limiting free energy exists and equals

p-lim
N→∞

FN = P(ξ).

1.1 Main Result

The purpose of this paper is to give a new constructive proof of the (more difficult) lower bound for

p-limN→∞ FN in the Parisi formula. In fact, we will construct an ultrametric tree of pure states, each

with the same free energy as the entire model, taking all overlaps in the model’s overlap distribution (in fact

a slight extension thereof, see (1.6) below) as predicted by Parisi’s ultrametric ansatz [Par79, Par83].

1For notational convenience, we have written the model’s external field as the degree-1 term of HN , rather than the traditional

h
∑N

i=1
σi. In the spherical models we consider, these are of course equivalent by rotational invariance.
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We will use the following characterization of the unique minimizer of (1.5). We emphasize that this

description (including existence and uniqueness) is a comparatively elementary fact about the variational

problem, and as yet says nothing about the free energy FN . For given x, define

F (q) = ξ′(q)−
∫ q

0

ds

x̂(s)2
,

f(s) =

∫ s

0
F (q) dq,

S = {s ≤ 1 : f(s) = fmax} , fmax = sup{f(q) : q ∈ [0, 1)}. (1.6)

Lemma 1.2 ([Tal06a, Proposition 2.1]). There is a unique x attaining the infimum (1.5), which is charac-

terized as follows. Let ν be the probability measure on [0, 1] such that x(q) = ν([0, q]). Then ν(S) = 1.

Remark 1.3. The measure ν is the overlap distribution of the model ξ. Namely in the generic models

where
∑

p even:γp>0 1/p =
∑

p odd:γp>0 1/p = ∞, one has limN→∞ EG⊗2(f(R(σ1,σ2))) =
∫
f(x)dν(x)

for all continuous f : [−1, 1] → R, where G is the Gibbs measure of the model and σ1,σ2 are independent

samples from G. The same holds for arbitrary ξ modulo small “generic perturbations” that do not affect the

free energy; see [Pan13b, Chapter 3].

Remark 1.4. It is possible for supp(ν) ⊆ S to be a strict inclusion, and one may think of overlaps q ∈
S \ supp(ν) as “atoms of mass zero” in the overlap distribution. Indeed, [Sub18, Theorem 10] showed that

(for generic models) all overlaps in S are multi-samplable, meaning that the Gibbs probability of sampling

several points with this pairwise overlap is not exponentially small.

The following two definitions describe the geometry of the pure states that our main result will construct.

Definition 1. For k,D ∈ N, let T = T(k,D) be the tree with vertices {∅} ∪ [k] ∪ [k]2 ∪ · · · ∪ [k]D rooted

at ∅, where u ∈ [k]d is the parent of [v] ∈ [k]d+1 if u is the length-d prefix of v. For u, v ∈ T, write |u| for

the length of u and u ∧ v for the length of the least common ancestor of u, v. Let L = L(k,D) = [k]D be

the leaf set of T.

Definition 2. Let k,D ∈ N, 0 ≤ q0 < · · · < qD ≤ 1, ~q = (q0, . . . , qD), and δ > 0. A (k,D, ~q, δ)-
ultrametric tree is a collection of points (σu)u∈T such that

|R(σu,σv)− qu∧v| ≤ δ, u, v ∈ T. (1.7)

For q ∈ [0, 1), define

E(q) =
1

2

{
ξ′(0)x̂(0) +

∫ q

0
ξ′′(s)x̂(s) ds+

∫ q

0

ds

x̂(s)

}
.

For k ∈ N, δ > 0, and ‖σ‖2 ≤
√
qN , let

Bandk,q,δ(σ) =
{
~ρ = (ρ1, . . . ,ρk) :

∥∥ρi
∥∥
2
=
√
qN,

|R(ρi − σ,σ)| ≤ δ, |R(ρi − σ,ρj − σ)| ≤ δ, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ k
}
.

Theorem 1.5. For any δ, ε > 0,D ∈ N and increasing q0, . . . , qD ∈ S with qD = sup(S), there exists c > 0
such that the following holds for any k ≤ ecN . With probability 1− e−cN there is a (k,D, ~q, δ)-ultrametric

tree (σu)u∈T with the following properties.
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(i) Energy of tree nodes: for each u ∈ T, 1
NHN (σ

u) ≥ E(q|u|)− ε.

(ii) Free energy of pure states: for each u ∈ L,

1

kN
log

∫

Bandk,1,δ(σu)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (ρ
i)

)
d~ρ ≥ P(ξ)− ε. (1.8)

The free energy lower bound (1.8) holds even in a “k-replicated” sense, where we average over k replicas

ρi constrained to be nearly orthogonal. This of course lower bounds the free energy of a single replica, as

∫

Bandk,1,δ(σu)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (ρ
i)

)
d~ρ ≤

(∫

Band1,1,δ(σu)
expHN (ρ) dρ

)k
, (1.9)

and this shows there is no free energy cost to taking k approximately orthogonal replicas. In our proof of

Theorem 1.5, we derive an analogous k-replicated lower bound on the energy increment from any σu, where

u ∈ T \ L, to its children σu1, . . . ,σuk, see Theorem 4.2(ii); this allows us to construct the ultrametric tree

(σu)u∈T.

As a consequence of Theorem 1.5, we obtain the lower bound in the Parisi formula.

Corollary 1.6. We have p-lim infN→∞ FN ≥ P(ξ).

Proof. Equations (1.8) and (1.9) imply

FN =
1

N
log

∫

SN

expHN (ρ) dρ ≥ 1

N
log

∫

Band1,1,δ(σu)
expHN(ρ) dρ

≥ 1

kN
log

∫

Bandk,1,δ(σu)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (ρ
i)

)
d~ρ

≥ P(ξ) − ε.

Since this holds for any ε > 0, the result follows.

Taking the temperature to zero, we also obtain the following consequence on near-ground states.

Corollary 1.7. Let ν∞ be the zero-temperature overlap measure defined in (2.4), and let q1 < q2 < · · · <
qD = 1 lie in supp(ν∞). Then for any δ, ε > 0, there exists c > 0 such that for all k ≤ ecN , with probability

1− e−cN there exists a (k,D, ~q, δ)-ultrametric tree T ⊆ SN such that:

min
σ∈L

HN (σ)/N ≥ max
σ∈SN

HN (σ)/N − ε. (1.10)

In fact the same holds with supp(ν∞) replaced by T from (2.5), which is the zero-temperature analog of S.

Finally in Section 5, we obtain consequences for the large deviations of the ground state energy GSN =
maxσ∈SN HN (σ)/N . Confirming predictions of [LFD23], we determine the upper tail rate function for all

1RSB ξ with γ1 = 0, and identify a sharp phase transition in the speed from O(N) to Ω(N2) for general ξ.

The former follows by the methods of Section 3; the latter uses Corollary 1.7, and in particular the fact that

k can be taken exponentially large in N .
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Remark 1.8. Related ultrametric decompositions for spin glasses have appeared in several previous works,

including [Jag17, Sub18, CS21]. A notable aspect of Theorem 1.5 is that it gives an ultrametric tree with

exponentially large branching factor at each level. Our approach to the construction is also quite different,

going one layer at a time “by hand”, which is why we can use it as a proof technique to study free energies.

The aforementioned works proceed in the opposite direction, using previously established properties of

Gibbs measures and/or free energies to construct their decompositions.

At zero temperature, with γ1 = 0 so that 0 ∈ supp(ν∞), the existence of many approximately orthog-

onal near ground states is closely related to disorder chaos; see [Cha14, DEZ15, AC18, CHL18, Eld20].

Corollary 1.7 is the first to show ecN approximately orthogonal near ground states exist without additional

assumptions on ξ.

Remark 1.9. Our proof of Theorem 1.5 is in our opinion easier than previous ones [Tal06b, Tal06a, Pan13a].

We take a quite direct approach, and the most technically sophisticated inputs required are arguably RS and

1RSB interpolation upper bounds (see Remark 2.6 and above). However despite being elementary, the ap-

proaches we combine are conceptually powerful and were developed relatively recently (see Subsection 1.3).

We believe this work further demonstrates the strength and versatility of these ideas.

1.2 History of Mean-Field Spin Glasses and the Parisi Formula

Mean-field spin glasses were introduced in [SK75, Der81] to model disordered magnetic materials. Soon

after, [TAP77, dAT78] observed that the replica-symmetric ansatz made by Sherrington and Kirkpatrick

could not be correct at low temperatures. This was resolved by Parisi’s ground-breaking replica symmetry

breaking solution, yielding a formula for the free energy at any temperature [Par79, Par80, Par83]. Sev-

eral mysterious, fascinating features were present in this highly non-rigorous ansatz, which suggested the

Gibbs measure should be viewed as being supported on a random ultrametric space, with a non-trivial dis-

tribution of overlaps at low temperature [MPS+84a, MPS+84b, MPV87]. Deeper insights into the nature

of the overlaps were later obtained, such as the Ruelle cascades [Rue87] and Ghirlanda–Guerra identities

[GG98]. Spherical spin glasses were also introduced in [CS92], where it was observed that a similar replica

ansatz should apply and lead to simpler formulas. Despite this, rigorous results were for some time mainly

restricted to high-temperature settings with similar behavior to classical spin systems [ALR87, CN95].

A crucial breakthrough was made in [GT02], which proved the existence of a limiting free energy at

all temperatures using the Gaussian interpolation method. Then in [Gue03], Guerra gave an inspired inter-

polation upper bound for the free energy, which matched the conjectural Parisi ansatz. Finally, Talagrand

used a difficult interpolation scheme (analyzing its intermediate-time behavior using another interpolation)

to prove the Parisi formula at all temperatures for both Ising and spherical models, with the slight restriction

that γp = 0 for all p odd [Tal06b, Tal06a].

While Talagrand’s solution was rather complicated, it was realized in [ASS03] that Guerra’s upper bound

allows one to transparently deduce an extended variational formula for the free energy over a space of “ran-

dom overlap structures”, relaxing the ultrametricity condition in the Parisi ansatz. Combined with asymp-

totic ultrametricity of the Gibbs measures shown by [Pan13a], this led to an alternate proof of the Parisi

formula with no parity restriction [Pan14, Che13]. Subsequently, the intrinsic behavior of the associated

variational formula was clarified via connection to stochastic Hamilton-Jacobi equations [AC15, JT16], and

a limiting zero temperature formula was obtained for the ground state energy [AC17, CS17].

1.3 Background for Our Approach

Our approach combines several methods in spin glass theory which are seemingly quite different from each

other, and which did not enter previous proofs of the Parisi formula. In short, we will decompose general
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spin glasses into four types of special cases that can be understood separately and pieced back together. This

decomposition corresponds to layers in the ultrametric Gibbs tree and can be read off explicitly from the

minimizer to the Parisi formula (as depicted later in Figure 1). Below we discuss some key methods we use

to study these special cases, focusing on their uses in previous work as well as their limitations.

(Conditional) Second Moment Method A natural avenue to study the free energy is the second moment

method: if (EZN )
2 and E[Z2

N ] coincide to leading exponential order, then FN converges in probability

to the annealed value limN→∞ 1
N logEZN .2 The second moment method is known to fail in any model

where replica symmetry breaking occurs, as correlations within clusters of the Gibbs distribution cause the

second moment to be exponentially larger than the first moment squared. However, one may hope to use

this method to establish the free energy in the replica-symmetric phase, and a great deal of recent work has

made progress on this question.

It is folklore that for replica-symmetric models without external field, the second moment method

determines the free energy in a non-empty portion of the replica-symmetric phase, see (2.6) below. For

models with external field, the Gibbs measure has a nonzero barycenter, and large-deviations events in its

location dominate the first moment, so that the annealed value above is incorrect at all temperatures. This

issue can be addressed by a conditional second moment argument, developed concurrently by [Bol18] (for

the SK model) and [DS19] (for the Ising perceptron). The idea is that in (a suitable subset of) the replica-

symmetric phase, the approximate message passing (AMP) iteration developed in [Bol14, BM11] should

explicitly compute the barycenter. Because the behavior of AMP depends only on O(N) linear functions

of the disorder, conditioning on this behavior preserves nearly all of the randomness in HN . In particular

it makes sense to apply the second moment method conditionally on typical behavior of the AMP iteration;

this effectively recenters spins around the barycenter, so the second moment now has a good chance to match

the first moment. In this way, [Bol18] verified the replica-symmetric formula for the SK model with external

field at sufficiently high temperature; the range of temperatures was later improved in [BY22].

Unfortunately, the second moment method often does not succeed in the entire RS phase (with or without

external field); extending it to do so is mentioned as an open problem in both [Bol18, BY22]. Relatedly,

[Sub23] characterized when it succeeds in more general spherical spin glasses with multiple species.

Critical Point Complexity An important line of work pioneered by [Fyo04] studies the critical point

complexity of random landscapes using the Kac–Rice Formula [Ric44, Kac43, AT07]. For spherical spin

glasses, [ABČ13, AB13] calculated the exponential growth rate of the expected number of critical points

with given energy and index.

Although replica symmetry breaking prevents a second moment analysis of the free energy, the results

of [Sub17a, BSZ20] demonstrated that in models that are 1RSB at zero temperature (a condition satisfied

by all pure models and perturbations thereof, see Lemma 3.21), a second moment analysis of certain critical

point counts can sometimes determine the ground state energy. This is because in such models, the pure

states dominating the Gibbs measure degenerate at zero temperature to critical points with the ground state

energy; because the model is 1RSB, pairs of such points are typically orthogonal, with no further clustering

structure. In other words, studying critical points allows one to “go up one level of RSB.” This idea was

also used in the celebrated proof of the satisfiability conjecture [DSS22], where a central technique was a

combinatorial encoding of the clusters of solutions to random k-SAT. However for reasons similar to above,

the second moment method applied to critical points determines the ground state energy not throughout the

entire zero-temperature 1RSB regime, but only under a stronger “Condition M” identified in [BSZ20].

2Leading exponential order agreement is well-known to be sufficient thanks to a method introduced by [Fri90] which combines

the Paley-Zygmund inequality with a priori concentration of FN ; see Proposition 2.15.
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A different phenomenon that is also amenable to study via the Kac–Rice formula is topological triv-

ialization. This term describes the regime where HN typically has just two critical points on the sphere,

namely its global extrema, due to a strong external field. In particular, since the ground state energy must be

a critical value, the Kac–Rice formula also enables its computation for topologically trivial models. Precise

phase boundaries for this behavior were determined in [Fyo16, BČNS22, HS23c].

In addition to the aforementioned results, the Kac–Rice formula has also yielded a refined understanding

of pure spherical spin glasses at low temperature beyond just the free energy [SZ17, Sub17b], and has also

been used to analyze numerous other high-dimensional disordered landscapes [FK16, BMMN19, FMM21,

McK21, BBM23b, Kiv23, CFM23, BFK21].

Optimization Algorithms Another pertinent line of work has studied optimization algorithms for mean-

field spin glasses. For us, the most relevant thread is not the rich world of Langevin dynamics [SZ81,

CHS93, CK93, Ben02, Gui07, BDG06, DGM07, BGJ20, Sel23], but instead starts with the remarkable

paper [Sub21]. There, Subag gave an efficient algorithm to optimize spherical spin glass Hamiltonians

based on Hessian ascent, aiming to construct an analog of the ultrametric Gibbs tree at zero temperature.

Notably, this gave an elementary lower bound for the ground state energy, which is sharp for the strictly

full-RSB models where T = [0, 1], for T the zero-temperature analog of S defined in (2.5). It was later

shown in [HS21, HS23a], based on the overlap gap property of [GS17, Gam21], that a natural class of

stable algorithms can never outperform Subag’s algorithm, regardless of the RSB structure of the model

(see also [GJ21, GJW20]). In particular it is believed that only under strict FRSB do efficient algorithms

suffice to sharply lower bound the ground state energy. This motivated the 1RSB component of our main

approach (explained in the next section), which is constructive but not computationally efficient. Related

message-passing optimization algorithms were developed for Ising spin glasses [Mon21, AMS21, AM20,

Sel21], where the close connection between efficient algorithms and strict FRSB persists, and other models

including combinatorial optimization on sparse graphs [AS22, AMS23a, MS23, HS23b, CHM23].

2 Fundamental Model Types

In this subsection we define four types of models, which we term topologically trivial, strictly RS, strictly

1RSB, and strictly FRSB. We state lower bounds on the free energy of strictly RS models and the ground

state energies of the other three model types. These models will serve as the basic building blocks for any

overlap distribution. The proof of Theorem 1.5, carried out in Section 4, will decompose a model ξ into

several sub-models of these types and apply these results.

Definition 3. The model ξ is strictly RS if S = {0}.

The remaining three types of models will be defined using a zero-temperature version of the Crisanti-

Sommers formula introduced in [CS17], which is obtained as a limit of (1.4). For α : [0, 1] → [0,+∞) and

L >
∫ 1
0 α(s) ds, let

α̂(q) = L−
∫ 1

0
α(s) ds.

Then define

Q(L,α; ξ) =
1

2

{
ξ′(0)L+

∫ 1

0
ξ′′(q)α̂(q) dq +

∫ 1

0

dq

α̂(q)

}
(2.1)

and

Q(ξ) = inf
L,α

Q(L,α; ξ). (2.2)
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Theorem 2.1 ([CS17, Theorem 1]). The limiting ground state energy of the model ξ is

p-lim
N→∞

1

N
max
σ∈SN

HN(σ) = Q(ξ).

The minimizer of (2.2) has a similar characterization to Lemma 1.2 above. For given L,α, define

G(q) = ξ′(q)−
∫ q

0

dq

α̂(q)2
, (2.3)

g(s) =

∫ 1

s
G(q) dq.

Similarly to before, we let ν∞ be the finite Borel measure on [0, 1] defined by

ν∞([0, q]) = α(q) ∀q ∈ [0, 1] (2.4)

and define the set

T = {q ∈ [0, 1] : g(q) = 0}. (2.5)

Note that we always have 1 ∈ T .

Lemma 2.2 ([CS17, Theorem 2]). There is a unique (L,α) attaining the infimum (2.2), which is character-

ized by the following properties:

G(1) = 0; min
q∈[0,1]

g(q) = 0; ν∞(T
c) = 0.

Definition 4. The model ξ is topologically trivial if T = {1}, strictly 1RSB if T = {0, 1}, and strictly

FRSB if T = [0, 1].

Remark 2.3. Note that ξ can only be strictly RS, strictly 1RSB, or strictly FRSB if ξ′(0) = γ21 = 0, i.e.

there is no external field. Indeed if ξ′(0) > 0, then F (q), G(q) > 0 for q in a neighborhood of 0, so we

cannot have 0 ∈ S, T . Conversely, by Lemma 2.11(a), ξ can only be topologically trivial if ξ′(1) ≥ ξ′′(1),
which implies ξ′(0) > 0 except in the simple case that ξ is quadratic.

2.1 Proof Outline for Theorem 1.5

Decomposition into Fundamental Types We will construct the ultrametric tree in Theorem 1.5 layer

by layer, as follows. Let x attain the infimum in (1.5); it is known from [JT18] (see Lemma 4.1) that the

associated S (1.6) is a finite union of intervals (including possibly atoms). We may assume without loss

of generality that the sequence q0, . . . , qD contains all endpoints of these intervals, so that q0 = inf S,

qD = supS, and each interval [qd, qd+1] (where we take as convention q−1 = 0, qD+1 = 1) either is

contained in S or intersects S at exactly its endpoints. Recall that (modulo Remark 1.4) S is the support of

the overlap distribution ν([0, q]) = x(q), so these intervals comprise the overlap support and overlap gaps

of the model ξ.

We define a sub-model of ξ for each interval [qd, qd+1] (see (4.1)), which represents the landscape of

HN on an orthogonal band of radius
√
(qd+1 − qd)N around a point of radius

√
qdN . Due to the choice

of q0, . . . , qD, the sub-model for [0, q0] will be topologically trivial, that for [qD, 1] strictly RS, and the

remaining sub-models either strictly 1RSB or strictly FRSB (see Figure 1). We then prove sharp lower

bounds for the free energy of each strictly RS component and the ground state energy of the remaining

8



• q

x(q)

1

1

Topologically trivial 1RSB FRSB 1RSB RS

Decomposition of an overlap distribution into fundamental components. Our proof of Theorem 1.5 com-

bines lower bounds on the free or ground state energy of each piece.

components. For all but topologically trivial components, this lower bound will hold in a k-replicated sense,

which allows us to combine the bounds in Section 4 and thus prove Theorem 1.5.

These lower bounds are stated in Subsection 2.2. For topologically trivial and strictly FRSB models,

they are already known, using the Kac–Rice formula and an explicit optimization algorithm respectively

(see Subsection 1.3). Namely [FD14, BČNS22] showed that topologically trivial models have w.h.p. two

critical points, the global maximum and minimum, and characterized their energies. Meanwhile [Sub21]

showed how to construct an approximate ground state of any strictly FRSB model (which can easily be

made k-replicated). It is worth pointing out that locating the ground state of the topologically trivial model

in the first stage is analogous to the recentering step from the conditional second moment method explained

in Subsection 1.3. Indeed for replica-symmetric models with external field γ1 6= 0, our proof amounts to an

improved implementation of the strategy outlined there.

Given this, our primary remaining tasks are the lower bounds for strictly RS and 1RSB models. We

prove these bounds using a new truncated second moment argument, explained below.

Truncated Second Moment It is natural to study the free energy of strictly RS models using the second

moment method. A direct calculation shows that if

ξ(q) +
1

2
log(1− q2) ≤ 0 ∀q ∈ [0, 1), (2.6)

then the second moment method succeeds and p-limN→∞ FN = 1
2ξ(1). However, this does not encompass

the entire RS phase. Indeed, by Lemma 1.2 (with x ≡ 1), the model is strictly RS if (and only if)

ξ(q) + q + log(1− q) ≤ 0 ∀q ∈ [0, 1) (2.7)

with equality only at q = 0. These conditions do not agree, so even in the strictly RS phase it is possible for

the dominant contribution to the second moment to come from pairs with nonzero overlap.
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Similarly, [BSZ20, Condition M] gives a condition under which the second moment method, applied to a

suitable critical point count, identifies the ground state energy. However, this condition does not encompass

the entire zero-temperature 1RSB phase, given by (3.4) below.

We overcome these difficulties by truncating the moment calculation to typical points, see Definitions 5

and 6. Roughly, σ ∈ SN will be said to be free energy typical if for any q, the free energy on the band

Bandq(σ) = {ρ ∈ SN : R(ρ,σ) = q}

is at most P(ξ), and ground state typical if the ground state energy on such bands is at most Q(ξ). We will

show that typical points dominate the respective first moments for both of the model types described above,

by applying Guerra’s interpolation bound to appropriate conditional models. This implies that truncation

has only a slight effect on the first moment. On the other hand, truncation immediately ensures that the

second moment is dominated by pairs of orthogonal points, causing the second moment method to succeed

throughout the RS and 1RSB regimes.

To prove these highly non-obvious typicality properties, we rely on the following upper bounds which

follow from the interpolation method of [Gue03]. In fact we require only replica-symmetric bounds at

positive temperature, and 1RSB bounds at zero temperature.

Proposition 2.4. For any x as in (1.4) of the form x(q) = 1{q ≥ q∗},

p-lim sup
N→∞

FN ≤ P(x; ξ).

Proposition 2.5. For any (L,α) as in (2.1) of the form α(q) = u1{q ≥ q∗},

p-lim sup
N→∞

1

N
max
σ∈SN

HN (σ) ≤ Q(L,α; ξ).

Remark 2.6. Proposition 2.4 follows directly from [Tal06a], while Proposition 2.5 follows from the zero

temperature limits taken in [CS17] or [JT17]. We note that proving them for general ξ requires Talagrand’s

positivity principle [Pan07, Tal11], which follows from the Ghirlanda–Guerra identities. If one wishes to

avoid these to keep things elementary, one may assume throughout this paper that ξ is convex on [−1, 1].

2.2 Lower Bounds for Free and Ground State Energy

The following propositions lower bound the free or ground state energies in the four fundamental model

types. They are special cases of Theorem 1.5 where ξ is of these types.

Proposition 2.7. Suppose ξ is strictly RS. For all δ, ε > 0, there exists c = c(ξ, δ, ε) such that if k ≤ ecN ,

with probability 1− e−cN ,

1

kN
log

∫

Bandk,1,δ(0)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (σ
i)

)
d~σ ≥ P(ξ)− ε.

Proposition 2.8. Suppose ξ is strictly 1RSB. For all δ, ε > 0, there exists c = c(ξ, δ, ε) such that if k ≤ ecN ,

with probability 1− e−cN there exists ~σ ∈ Bandk,1,δ(0) such that

1

N
HN(σ

i) ≥ Q(ξ)− ε ∀i ∈ [k].
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Proposition 2.9. Suppose ξ is topologically trivial. For all ε > 0, there exists c = c(ξ, ε) such that with

probability 1− e−cN , there exists σ ∈ SN such that 1
NHN(σ) ≥ Q(ξ)− ε.

Proposition 2.10. If ξ is strictly FRSB, the conclusion of Proposition 2.8 also holds.

We will prove Propositions 2.7 and 2.8 in Section 3 by the aforementioned truncated second moment

argument. Propositions 2.9 and 2.10 are known from previous work, and we outline their proofs below.

Lemma 2.11. The following holds.

(a) If ξ is topologically trivial, then ξ′(1) ≥ ξ′′(1) and Q(ξ) =
√
ξ′(1).

(b) If ξ is strictly FRSB, then Q(ξ) =
∫ 1
0 ξ
′′(q)1/2 dq.

Proof. If ξ is topologically trivial, then (recalling notation of Lemma 2.2), α ≡ 0, and so α̂ ≡ L. Thus

G(q) = ξ′(q)− q

L2
.

Since Lemma 2.2 gives G(1) = 0, we have L−2 = ξ′(1). Because min g ≥ 0, we have

0 ≤ g′′(1) = −G′(1) = −ξ′′(1) + L−2,

so ξ′(1) ≥ ξ′′(1). Moreover, plugging this (L,α) into (2.1) shows Q(ξ) =
√
ξ′(1). This proves part (a). If

ξ is strictly FRSB, then g ≡ 0, so

G′(q) = ξ′′(q)− 1

α̂(q)2
= 0.

This implies α̂(q) = ξ′′(q)−1/2. Plugging this α̂ into (2.1) proves part (b).

Proof of Proposition 2.9. By Lemma 2.11(a), we have ξ′(1) ≥ ξ′′(1). Define

GSN ≡ 1

N
max
σ∈SN

HN (σ). (2.8)

[BČNS22, Theorem 1.1] shows via the Kac–Rice formula that with high probability, GSN ≥
√
ξ′(1) −

ε/2. By concentration of the ground state energy (see Proposition 2.15 below), GSN ≥
√
ξ′(1) − ε with

probability 1− e−cN . Lemma 2.11(a) further implies
√
ξ′(1) = Q(ξ), concluding the proof.

Proof of Proposition 2.10. We use a randomized version of Subag’s Hessian ascent algorithm [Sub21] (see

also [HS21, Section 3.7]). Starting from x0 = 0 ∈ R
N , we choose small η = η(ε, δ) ∈ 1/N and for

0 ≤ j < 1/η construct xj+1 from xj as follows. For x ∈ R
N let S(η)(x) be the span of the top Nη

eigenvectors of ∇2HN (x)|x⊥ , with any measurable-in-x tie-breaking procedure. (Here we view ∇2HN(x)
as a quadratic form and restrict it to the subspace x⊥ = {y ∈ R

N : 〈x,y〉 = 0}.) Let Sj = S(η)(xj),
and choose vj ∈ Sj uniformly at random from the corresponding unit sphere, independently of all previous

choices. Then let xj+1 = xj + vj
√
ηN if 〈vj ,∇HN (xj)〉 ≥ 0, else xj+1 = xj − vj

√
ηN . The output

of this algorithm is x∗ = x1/η ∈ SN . (Note that 〈xj ,vj〉 = 0 by construction, thus ‖xj‖22 = jηN almost

surely.)

Let x∗,x′∗ be independent outputs of this algorithm for the same HN . We claim that with probability

1− e−cN over HN and the randomness inside both runs of the algorithm:

|〈x∗,x′∗〉| ≤ δN, (2.9)

HN (x∗)/N ≥
∫ 1

0
ξ′′(q)1/2 dq − ε

Lem2.11(b)
= Q(ξ)− ε, . (2.10)
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This claim implies the desired conclusion by taking ecN/3 independent runs of the algorithm. The first part

(2.9) holds conditionally on x′∗: we have P[|〈vj ,x′∗〉| ≤ ηN | x′∗,xj ] ≥ 1− e−cN since vj is uniform on a

Ω(N) dimensional sphere.

The second part (2.10) is shown similarly to [Sub21] or [HS21, Section 3.7] so we give an outline.

First one notes that ∇2HN (x)|x⊥ is a GOE matrix scaled by
(
1 − 1

N

)
ξ′′(‖x‖22) for x independent of

HN (see e.g. [HS23c, Lemma 2.1]). Because of the N2 speed in the large deviation rate function for

the bulk spectrum of GOE, combining a η
√
N -net of the ball with Proposition 2.14 below implies that

λNη(∇2HN(x)|x⊥) ≥ 2
√
ξ′′(‖x‖2/N) − ε2 uniformly in ‖x‖ ≤

√
N with probability 1 − e−cN . Using

Proposition 2.14 again to control the Taylor approximation error, one finds with the same probability:

HN(xj+1)−HN (xj) ≥
1

2
· ηN ·

(
2
√
ξ′′(‖xj‖2/N)− ε2

)
, ∀0 ≤ j < 1/η.

Telescoping gives (2.10), completing the proof.

Remark 2.12. Proposition 2.9 can also be shown by an explicit gradient-based algorithm as shown in

[HS23c, Section 6]. The idea is to first move to an appropriate multiple x1 of ∇HN(0), and then aim to

find the ground state of HN restricted to Band1,R(x1,x1),0(x1) (the orthogonal band centered at x1). This

restriction of HN turns out to have the conditional law of another topologically trivial spin glass, enabling

a recursion that leads to a completely elementary proof. See [Sel21, Section 5], [HS23b, Section 2.2] for

essentially equivalent approximate message passing formulations that are more convenient for calculation.

Remark 2.13. Approximate message passing also suffice to prove Proposition 2.10. In particular one may

specialize [HS23b, Proposition 3.6] to the single-species case with parameters ~h = (0), m = 1, q1 = 0,

and Φ(q) = q. Then the algorithm therein constructs ecN nearly orthogonal outputs, each with energy

approximately A(Φ) =
∫ 1
0 ξ
′′(q)1/2 dq. This equals Q(ξ) by Lemma 2.11(b).

2.3 Preliminary Concentration Estimates

For a tensor A ∈ (RN )⊗k, define the operator norm

‖A‖op = max
‖σ1‖2,...,‖σk‖2≤1

|〈A,σ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σk〉| .

Proposition 2.14. For any model ξ, there exists a constant c = c(ξ) > 0 and sequence of constants (Ck)k≥0
independent of N such that the following holds. Defining the convex set

KN =

{
HN ∈ HN :

∥∥∥∇kHN (σ)
∥∥∥
op

≤ CkN
1− k

2 ∀k ≥ 0, ‖σ‖2 ≤
√
N

}
⊆ HN ,

(i) For all N , we have P[HN ∈ KN/2] ≥ 1− e−cN .

(ii) More generally, letψ : HN → R
M be an almost surely finite linear map. Then P[HN ∈ KN : ψ(HN )] ≥

1− e−cN whenever E[HN : ψ(HN )] ∈ KN/2.

Proof. Part (i) follows from e.g. [HS21, Proposition 2.3] (modulo dilation of KN by a factor of two). For

part (ii), note that the conditional law of HN − E[HN | ψ(HN )] does not depend on ψ(HN ). Moreover,

letting H
(ψ)
N ∈ HN be a Hamiltonian with this law, there exists an independent centered Gaussian H

(¬ψ)
N ∈

12



HN such that the independent sum H
(ψ)
N +H

(¬ψ)
N has the law of HN . Then whenever E[HN | ψ(HN )] ∈

KN/2, we have

P[HN ∈ KN | ψ(HN )] ≥ P[H
(ψ)
N ∈ KN/2]

(†)
≥ 2P[H

(ψ)
N +H

(¬ψ)
N ∈ KN/2]− 1

= 2P[HN ∈ KN/2]− 1

≥ 1− 2e−cN .

Here (†) follows from the simple observation that by symmetry in law of H
(¬ψ)
N and independence,

P
[
H

(ψ)
N +H

(¬ψ)
N ∈ KN/2 | H(ψ)

N /∈ KN/2
]
≤ 1/2.

Proposition 2.15. For any model ξ, there exists a constant c = c(ξ) > 0 such that FN (1.3) and GSN (2.8)

satisfy the concentration inequality

P (|FN − EFN | ≥ t) ,P (|GSN − EGSN | ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp(−ct2N).

Proof. The concentration inequality for FN is [Pan13b, Theorem 1.2], and that forGSN is by the Borell-TIS

inequality [Bor76, CIS76].

2.4 Preliminaries on the Kac–Rice Formula

For each σ ∈ SN , let {e1(σ), . . . , eN (σ)} be an orthonormal basis of R
N with e1(σ) = σ/

√
N . Let

T = {2, . . . , N}. Let ∇THN(σ) ∈ R
T denote the restriction of ∇HN(σ) ∈ R

N to the space spanned by

{e2(σ), . . . , eN (σ)}, and ∇2
T ×THN (σ) ∈ R

T ×T analogously. Define the radial and tangential derivatives

∂radHN (σ) = 〈e1(σ),∇HN (σ)〉 , ∇spHN (σ) = ∇THN (σ).

Further, define the Riemannian Hessian

∇2
spHN (σ) = ∇2

T ×THN(σ)−
1√
N
∂radHN (σ)IT ×T . (2.11)

The following lemma describes the joint law of these derivatives for any fixed σ ∈ SN .

Lemma 2.16 ([BČNS22, Lemma 3.2]). For any σ ∈ SN , the random variables (HN (σ), ∂radHN(σ)),
∇spHN (σ), and ∇2

T ×THN (σ) are independent, with the following laws.

• (HN (σ), ∂radHN(σ)) is a centered Gaussian with covariance

E(HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ))
⊗2 =

[
Nξ(1)

√
Nξ′(1)√

Nξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]
.

• ∇spHN (σ) is a centered Gaussian with covariance ξ′(1)IN−1.

• ∇2
T ×THN (σ) is a scaled GOE matrix, with

E(∇2
T ×THN (σ))

2
i,j =

(1 + δi,j)ξ
′′(1)

N
,

symmetry across the diagonal, and independent entries on and above the diagonal.
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Say σ ∈ SN is a critical point of HN if ∇spHN(σ) = 0, and let Crt denote the set of such points.

Further, for (σ,HN )-measurable event E , let

Crt(E) = {σ ∈ Crt : (σ,HN ) ∈ E .} . (2.12)

The Kac–Rice formula [Ric44, Kac48], applied to ∇spHN , states that

E|Crt(E)| =
∫

SN

E

[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)|1 {(σ,HN ) ∈ E}
∣∣∣∇spHN (σ) = 0

]
ϕ∇spHN (σ)(0) dσ, (2.13)

where ϕX denotes the probability density of the random variable X. In Section 3, we will use specific

known consequences of this formula, which hold because conditional on (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ)), the matrix

∇2
spHN (σ) appearing in the determinant is a shifted and scaled GOE matrix.

3 Strictly RS and 1RSB Models via Truncated Second Moment

In this section we prove Propositions 2.7 and 2.8. Subsection 3.1 proves Proposition 2.7, and the rest of the

section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 2.8.

3.1 Strictly RS models

Let ξ be strictly RS. Recall from Remark 2.3 that this implies ξ′(0) = 0. Using the notation of Lemma 1.2,

x ≡ 1 and so

P(ξ) =
1

2
ξ(1).

Moreover,

f(q) = ξ(q) + q + log(1− q)

has unique maximum q = 0 on [0, 1]. Set η > 0 small depending on δ such that

f(q) ≤ −8η ∀q ∈ [δ, 1]. (3.1)

For σ ∈ SN and q ∈ [−1, 1], let Bandq(σ) = {ρ : R(σ,ρ) = q}.

Definition 5. A point σ is free energy typical if for all |q| ≥ δ,

Φ(q;σ) ≡ 1

N
log

∫

Bandq(σ)
expHN (ρ) dρ ≤ 1

2
ξ(1)− η.

We denote by TN ⊆ SN denote the set of free energy typical points, and

Z̃N ≡
∫

TN
expHN (σ)dσ.

We will prove Proposition 2.7 by computing two moments of Z̃N .

Proposition 3.1. We have EZ̃N ≥ (1− o(1)) exp(Nξ(1)/2).

Proposition 3.2. We have EZ̃2 ≤ exp(N(ξ(1) +O(δ))).

The following crucial lemma uses the interpolation bound Proposition 2.4 on a band. A similar estimate

was observed by Alaoui, Montanari, and the second author in [AMS23b, Proposition 3.9] to study shattering.
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Lemma 3.3. For fixed σ ∈ SN , E ∈ R, |q| ≥ δ, the following holds. Conditional on HN (σ) = EN , with

probability 1− e−cN

Φ(q;σ) ≤ 1

2
ξ(1) +

ξ(q)

ξ(1)
(E − ξ(1))− 3η.

Proof. We first compute the conditional law of HN given HN (σ) = EN . We have

E[HN(ρ)|HN (σ)] =
EHN(σ)HN (ρ)

EHN (σ)2
HN(σ) =

ξ(R(σ,ρ))

ξ(1)
HN (σ),

and so the process ĤN (ρ) = HN (ρ)− E[HN (ρ)|HN (σ)] has covariance

EĤN(ρ
1)ĤN (ρ

2) = N

(
ξ(R(ρ1,ρ2))− ξ(R(σ,ρ1))ξ(R(σ,ρ2))

ξ(1)

)
.

We conclude that for ρ ∈ Bandq(σ), conditional on HN (σ) = EN ,

HN (ρ)
d
=
ξ(q)EN

ξ(1)
+ ĤN (ρ).

Moreover, on Bandq(σ), writing ρ = qσ +
√

1− q2τ for τ ⊥ σ, the process HN (τ ) = ĤN(ρ) has

mixture

ξ̃q(t) = ξ(q2 + (1− q2)t)− ξ(q)2

ξ(1)
. (3.2)

Define the order parameter x̃(t) = 1{t ≥ r} where r = q
1+q . By Proposition 2.4,

Φ(q;σ) ≤ ξ(q)E

ξ(1)
+ P(x̃; ξ̃q, 0) +

1

2
log(1− q2) + oP (1),

where 1
2 log(1 − q2) accounts for the volume of Bandq(σ) and oP (1) is a term tending to 0 in probability.

Note that P(ξ̃q, 0) depends on ξ̃q through ξ̃′q and ξ̃′′q only, and these depend on q only through |q|. Moreover

ξ(q) ≤ ξ(|q|). So we may assume without loss of generality that q > 0.

We upper bound P(x̃; ξ̃q, 0) via:

2P(x̃; ξ̃q, 0) ≤ ξ̃′q(r)(1− r) +

∫ 1

r
ξ̃′′q (t)(1− t) dt+

r

1− r
+

∫ 1

r

dt

1− t

= ξ̃q(1)− ξ̃q(r) +
r

1− r
+ log(1− r)

= ξ(1)− ξ(q) + q − log(1 + q).

Thus

Φ(q;σ) ≤ ξ(q)E

ξ(1)
+

1

2
ξ(1)− 1

2
ξ(q) +

1

2
q +

1

2
log(1− q) + oP (1)

(3.1)

≤ 1

2
ξ(1) +

ξ(q)

ξ(1)
(E − ξ(1)) − 4η + oP (1).

The conclusion follows from Proposition 2.15, applied to the free energy Φ(q;σ).

Lemma 3.4. For any E ≤ ξ(1) + η, P[σ ∈ TN |HN (σ) = EN ] ≥ 1− e−cN .
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Proof. Suppose the event in Lemma 3.3 holds for all q ∈ {±δ,±(δ + 1/N), . . . ,±(δ +M/N)} for the

largest M such that δ +M/N ≤ 1, and furthermore that HN ∈ KN holds. By Proposition 2.14(ii) with

ψ(HN ) = HN (σ), this occurs with probability 1− e−cN after adjusting c. Then, for all q = ±(δ +m/N),

Φ(q;σ) ≤ 1

2
ξ(1) − 2η,

since E − ξ(1) ≤ η. For all q ∈ [δ +m/N, δ + (m+ 1)/N ], on event KN ,

Φ(q;σ) ≤ Φ(δ +m/N ;σ) +O(N−1) ≤ 1

2
ξ(1) − η,

and similarly for q ∈ [−δ − (m+ 1)/N,−δ −m/N ]. This implies σ ∈ TN .

Proof of Proposition 3.1. For any σ ∈ SN ,

EZ̃N = E[exp(HN (σ))1{σ ∈ TN}] = E [exp(HN (σ))P[σ ∈ TN |HN (σ)]] .

By Lemma 3.4

P[σ ∈ TN |HN (σ)] ≥ (1− e−cN )1{HN (σ) ≤ N(ξ(1) + η)}.
Thus, with g ∼ N (Nξ(1), Nξ(1)), by a Gaussian change of measure,

EZ̃N ≥ (1− e−cN )E [exp(HN (σ))1{HN (σ) ≤ N(ξ(1) + η)}]
= (1− e−cN ) exp(Nξ(1)/2)P[g ≤ N(ξ(1) + η)]

= (1− e−cN ) exp(Nξ(1)/2).

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Writing Z̃2 as a double integral and recalling TN from Definition 5, we have

almost surely

Z̃2 =

∫∫

TN×TN
exp(HN (σ

1) +HN (σ
2))dσ1dσ2

≤
∫∫

SN×SN
exp(HN (σ

1) +HN (σ
2))1{R(σ1,σ2) ≤ δ}dσ1dσ2 + eN(ξ(1)/2−η)

∫

SN
exp(HN (σ)) dσ.

Taking expectations,

EZ̃2 ≤
∫ δ

−δ
eN(ξ(1)+ξ(q))(1− q2)−(N−1)/2 dq + eN(ξ(1)−η).

The exponential growth rate of the integral is

ξ(1) + max
q∈[−δ,δ]

{
ξ(q) +

1

2
log(1− q2)

}
= ξ(1) +O(δ)

by Lipschitz continuity of the quantity inside the maximum around 0.

Proof of Proposition 2.7. The statement is clearly monotone in δ, so it suffices to prove it for δ suitably

small in ε. By the last two propositions and Paley-Zygmund,

P

(
Z̃N ≥ 1

2
exp(Nξ(1)/2))

)
≥ e−O(δ)N . (3.3)
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Suppose this event holds. LetG denote the Gibbs measure of Z̃N (i.e. the Gibbs measure of ZN conditioned

on σ ∈ TN ). Then,

∫

Bandk,1,δ(0)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (σ
i)

)
d~σ ≥

∫

Bandk,1,δ(0)∩T k
N

exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (σ
i)

)
d~σ

= Z̃kNG
⊗k (|R(σi,σj)| ≤ δ for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k

)

≥ Z̃kN

(
1−

(
k

2

)
G⊗2(|R(σ1,σ2)| ≥ δ)

)
.

For any σ1 ∈ TN , G-almost surely

G(|R(σ1,σ2)| ≥ δ|σ1) =
1

Z̃N

∫

|q|≥δ

∫

Bandq(σ1)
exp(HN (σ

2)) dσ2 dq

≤ exp(N(ξ(1)/2 − η))
1
2 exp(Nξ(1)/2)

= 2 exp(−ηN).

For k ≤ eηN/3,

1−
(
k

2

)
G⊗2(|R(σ1,σ2)| ≥ δ) ≥ 1

2
.

Combining the above and letting

Z(k) =
1

kN
log

∫

Bandk,1,δ(0)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN(σ
i)

)
d~σ,

we conclude that

P

(
Z(k) ≥ ξ(1)

2
− o(1)

)
≥ e−O(δ)N .

Similarly to [Pan13b, Theorem 1.2] we can show the concentration inequality

P(|Z(k) − EZ(k)| ≥ t) ≤ exp(−ct2N).

(In fact a much stronger inequality is true, see Lemma 4.4 below.) The result follows from the last two

inequalities for δ suitably small in ε.

3.2 Strictly 1RSB models

We turn to the proof of Proposition 2.8. Let ξ be strictly 1RSB, and so ξ′(0) = 0 by Remark 2.3. For most

of the proof we will assume that ξ is not pure; we then appeal to continuity at the end by slightly perturbing

any pure ξ (which will preserve the strict 1RSB property). This simplifies the presentation below as certain

formulas degenerate in the pure case, see Remark 3.12. We note that some intermediate computations

and lemmas resemble those from previous work including [ABČ13, AB13, BSZ20], which made different

assumptions on ξ.

Recalling the notation of Lemma 2.2, there exists u > 0 such that α ≡ u, and the order parameter (L,α)
is described by the pair (L, u). It can easily be verified that the function υ : [0,+∞) → R given by

υ(z) =
(1 + z) log(1 + z)

z2
− 1

z

is strictly decreasing with limz→0+ υ(z) =
1
2 and limz→∞ υ(z) = 0.
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Lemma 3.5. Assume ξ is strictly 1RSB. Let z be the unique solution to υ(z) = ξ(1)
ξ′(1) and y =

√
(1 + z)ξ′(1).

Then

L =
1 + z

y
, u =

z

y
, Q(ξ) =

ξ′(1) + zξ(1)

y
,

and for all q ∈ [0, 1],

ξ(1)− ξ(q) ≥ ξ′(1)
(
1 + z

z2
log (1 + (1− q)z)− 1− q

z

)
, (3.4)

with equality at exactly q = 0, 1.

Proof. As α̂(q) = L− uq, we calculate that

G(q) = ξ′(q)− q

L(L− uq)
, g(q) = ξ(1) − ξ(q)− 1

u

(
1

u
log

L− uq

L− u
− 1− q

L

)
.

Since G(1) = g(0) = 0, we get the system of equations

ξ′(1) =
1

L(L− u)
, ξ(1) =

1

u2
log

L

L− u
− 1

Lu
.

Let z′ = u
L−u , so

ξ(1)

ξ′(1)
=
L(L− u)

u2
log

L

L− u
− L− u

u
= υ(z′).

Thus z′ = z by monotonicity of υ. Then

L =

√
1 + z′

ξ′(1)
=

1 + z

y
, u = L · z′

1 + z′
=
z

y
.

These formulas and the condition g(q) ≥ 0 for all q (with equality at precisely q = 0, 1) imply (3.4). Finally,

2Q(ξ) = 2Q(L,α; ξ) =

∫ 1

0
ξ′′(q)(L− uq)dq +

∫ 1

0

dq

L− uq

= (L− u)ξ′(1) + uξ(1) +
1

u
log(1 + z).

Note that (L− u)ξ′(1) = ξ′(1)
y , uξ(1) = zξ′(1)

y , and

1

u
log(1 + z) =

zξ′(1)
y

(
(1 + z)

z2
log(1 + z)

)
=
zξ′(1)
y

(
1

z
+
ξ(1)

ξ′(1)

)
=
ξ′(1) + zξ(1)

y
.

This gives the formula for Q(ξ).

We also record a simple inequality in the parameters we will use later.

Lemma 3.6. We have y2 ≥ ξ′′(1).

Proof. Because min g(q) = 0 is attained at q = 1,

0 ≤ g′′(1) = −G′(1) = −ξ′′(1) + (L− u)−2 = −ξ′′(1) + y2.
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Let η1, η2, η3 > 0 be small constants to be determined later, where each ηi will be set small in terms of

δ, ξ, and {ηj : j < i} (i.e. informally, 0 < η3 ≪ η2 ≪ η1 ≪ δ ≪ 1). By (3.4), we may set η3 such that

ξ(1)− ξ(q) ≥ ξ′(1)
(
1 + z

z2
log (1 + (1− q)z)− 1− q

z

)
+

6y

z
η3 (3.5)

for all q ∈ [δ, 1 − η2]. Set

E0 = Q(ξ) =
ξ′(1) + zξ(1)

y
,

R0 = y +
ξ′′(1)
y

,

B = [E0 − η1 − η3, E0 − η1 + η3]× [R0 + η
3/4
1 − η3, R0 + η

3/4
1 + η3]. (3.6)

By slight abuse of notation, for A ⊆ R
2, let

Crt(A) =

{
σ ∈ Crt :

(
1

N
HN (σ),

1√
N
∂radHN(σ)

)
∈ A

}
. (3.7)

Definition 6. A point σ ∈ Crt(B) is ground state typical if the following conditions hold.

(i) For all q ∈ [δ, 1 − η2],

Ψ(q;σ) ≡ 1

N
sup

ρ∈Bandq(σ)
HN (ρ) ≤ E0 − η1 − η3.

(ii) HN does not have any critical points ρ with R(σ,ρ) ≥ 1− η2.

Denote the set of such points by C̃rt(B).

We will prove Proposition 2.8 through the following two propositions, whose proofs comprise the rest

of the section.

Proposition 3.7. We have E|C̃rt(B)| ≥ eΩ(η1)N .

Proposition 3.8. We have E|C̃rt(B)|2 ≤ eO(δ)N .

Remark 3.9. The choice (3.6) of B looks strange at first, because when ξ is a pure model HN(σ) and

∂radHN (σ) are almost surely proportional, so there are a.s. no critical points with energy and radial deriva-

tive described by B. This is not a problem for the proof because the parameters η1, η2, η3 can be taken small

in ξ, and then the statement of Proposition 2.8 is continuous in ξ; see the end of the proof of Proposition 2.8.

3.3 Ground State Typicality is With High Probability

The main result of this subsection is the following proposition. In it, we fix σ ∈ SN and condition on the

event {σ ∈ Crt(B)}. Here when conditioning, we refer to the standard regular conditional probability given

(HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ)), which is a linear function of HN .

Proposition 3.10. If (E,R) ∈ B, then

P
[
σ ∈ C̃rt(B) |

(
HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)

)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]
≥ 1− e−cN .
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We will prove Proposition 3.10 by studying the ground state energy on bands defined by their overlap

with σ, analogously to the replica-symmetric case.

Lemma 3.11. Conditional on (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)) = (EN,R
√
N,0), the restriction of HN

to Bandq(σ) has law

HN (ρ)
d
=
N(qξ′(q) + zξ(q))

y
+N

〈
vq,

[
E − E0

R−R0

]〉
+ ĤN (ρ), (3.8)

where

vq =

[
vqE
vqR

]
=

[
ξ(1) ξ′(1)
ξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]−1 [
ξ(q)
qξ′(q)

]
(3.9)

and ĤN is a (N − 1)-dimensional spin glass with the following covariance. Write ρ = qσ +
√

1− q2τ

and let HN (τ ) = ĤN (ρ). Then HN has mixture

ξ̃q(t) = ξ(q2 + (1− q2)t)− C − (1− q2)ξ′(q)2

ξ′(1)
t. (3.10)

for some constant C (which will be irrelevant for our purposes).

Remark 3.12. Note that the matrix in (3.9) has determinant

ξ(1)(ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1))− ξ′(1)2 =


∑

p≥2
γ2p




∑

p≥2
p2γ2p


−


∑

p≥2
pγ2p




2

.

This is nonnegative by Cauchy-Schwarz and strictly positive when ξ is not pure, so the matrix inverse is

well-defined. This is one reason we assume ξ is not pure.

Proof. By Lemma 2.16, HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ), and ∇spHN (σ) are jointly Gaussian with covariance matrix



Nξ(1)

√
Nξ′(1) 0⊤√

Nξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1) 0⊤

0 0 ξ′(1)IN−1


 .

For ρ ∈ Bandq(σ), we further have

EHN (ρ)HN (σ) = Nξ(q),

EHN(ρ)∂radHN (σ) =
√
Nqξ′(q),

EHN (ρ)∇spHN (σ) = ξ′(q)P⊥
σ
ρ.

Thus

E[HN (ρ)|HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)] =

〈[
ξ(1) ξ′(1)
ξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]−1 [
ξ(q)
qξ′(q)

]
,

[
HN (σ)√

N∂radHN (σ)

]〉

+
ξ′(q)
ξ′(1)

〈P⊥σ ρ,∇spHN (σ)〉. (3.11)
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Then ĤN(ρ) = HN (ρ)− E[HN (ρ)|HN (ρ), ∂radHN (ρ),∇spHN (ρ)] has covariance

1

N
EĤN(ρ

1)ĤN (ρ
2) = ξ(R(ρ1,ρ2))−

〈[
ξ(1) ξ′(1)
ξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]−1 [
ξ(q)
qξ′(q)

]
,

[
ξ(q)
qξ′(q)

]〉

− ξ′(q)2

ξ′(1)
R(P⊥

σ
ρ1, P⊥

σ
ρ2).

This proves (3.10). The conclusion (3.8) follows from (3.11), by noting that
[
ξ(1) ξ′(1)
ξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]−1 [
E0

R0

]

=
1

y(ξ(1)(ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)) − ξ′(1)2)

[
ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1) −ξ′(1)

−ξ′(1) ξ(1)

] [
zξ(1) + ξ′(1)

(1 + z)ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]
=

1

y

[
z
1

]
, (3.12)

and thus 〈[
ξ(1) ξ′(1)
ξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]−1 [
ξ(q)
qξ′(q)

]
,

[
E0

R0

]〉
=
qξ′(q) + zξ(q)

y
.

The next estimate will prepare us to apply Proposition 2.5. We will use the order parameters:

L̃ =
1 + (1− q)z

(1− q2)y
, α̃(t) = u1{t ≥ r}, r =

q

1 + q
. (3.13)

Proposition 3.13. For fixed σ ∈ SN , E,R ∈ R, q ∈ [δ, 1 − η2],

qξ′(q) + zξ(q)

y
+Q(L̃, α̃; ξ̃q, 0) ≤ E0 − 3η3.

Proof. By direct computation,

2Q(L̃, α̃; ξ̃q, 0) = ξ̃′q(r)L̃+

∫ 1

r
ξ̃′′q (t)

(
L̃− (t− r)u

)
dt+

r

L̃
+

∫ 1

r

dt

L̃− (t− r)u
. (3.14)

The first two terms on the right-hand side simplify as

ξ̃′q(r)L̃+

∫ 1

r
ξ̃′′q (t)

(
L̃− (t− r)u

)
dt

= ξ̃′q(1)L̃ + (ξ̃q(1)− ξ̃q(r)− (1− r)ξ̃′q(1))u

= (1 − q2)

(
ξ′(1) − ξ′(q)2

ξ′(1)

)
L̃+

(
ξ(1)− ξ(q)− (1− q)ξ′(1)

)
u

=
1

yξ′(1)

{(
ξ′(1)2 − ξ′(q)2)(1 + (1− q)z

)
+
(
ξ(1)− ξ(q)− (1− q)ξ′(1)

)
zξ′(1)

}

=
1

yξ′(1)

{
ξ′(1)2 + zξ′(1)(ξ(1) − ξ(q))− ξ′(q)2(1 + (1− q)z)

}
.

The last two terms of (3.14) simplify as

r

L̃
=

q(1− q)y

1 + (1− q)z
=
q(1− q)(1 + z)ξ′(1)
y(1 + (1− q)z)

,

∫ 1

r

dt

L̃− (t− r)u
=

1

u
log

L̃

L̃− (1− r)u
=

1

u
log(1 + (1− q)z)

(3.5)

≤ 1

y

(
z(ξ(1) − ξ(q)) + (1− q)ξ′(1)

)
− 6η3.
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It thus suffices to show

qξ′(q) + zξ(q)

y
+

1

2yξ′(1)

{
ξ′(1)2 + zξ′(1)(ξ(1) − ξ(q))− ξ′(q)2(1 + (1− q)z)

}

+
q(1− q)(1 + z)ξ′(1)
2y(1 + (1− q)z)

+
1

2y

(
z(ξ(1) − ξ(q)) + (1− q)ξ′(1)

)
≤ ξ′(1) + zξ(1)

y
.

The terms in red cancel. Also clearing a factor of y, it remains to show

qξ′(q)− 1 + (1− q)z

2
· ξ
′(q)2

ξ′(1)
− 1

2

(
q − q(1− q)(1 + z)

1 + (1− q)z

)
ξ′(1) ≤ 0.

Since q − q(1−q)(1+z)
1+(1−q)z = q2

1+(1−q)z , the desired inequality reduces to the trivial

− 1

2ξ′(1)(1 + (1− q)z)

(
qξ′(1)− (1 + (1− q)z)ξ′(q)

)2 ≤ 0.

Proposition 3.14. For fixed σ ∈ SN , E,R ∈ R, q ∈ [δ, 1 − η2], the following holds. Conditional on

(HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)) = (EN,R
√
N,0), with probability 1− e−cN ,

Ψ(q;σ) ≤ E0 +

〈
vq,

[
E − E0

R−R0

]〉
− 2η3.

Proof. Lemma 3.11, Proposition 3.13, and Proposition 2.5 imply

Ψ(q;σ) ≤ E0 +

〈
vq,

[
E − E0

R−R0

]〉
− 3η3 + oP (1).

The result follows by Proposition 2.15, applied to the ground state energy Ψ(q;σ).

Lemma 3.15. There exist constants c1, c2 > 0 depending only on δ such that for all q ∈ [δ, 1],

vqE ≥ 1− c1(1− q)2, vqR ≤ −c2(1− q).

Proof. We have that

1− vqE =
(ξ(1) − ξ(q))(ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)) − (ξ′(1) − qξ′(q))ξ′(1)

ξ(1)(ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1))− ξ′(1)2
,

−vqR =
qξ′(q)ξ(1) − ξ(q)ξ′(1)

ξ(1)(ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1))− ξ′(1)2
.

Note that

qξ′(q)ξ(1) − ξ(q)ξ′(1) =


∑

p≥2
pγ2pq

p




∑

p≥2
γ2p


−


∑

p≥2
γ2pq

p




∑

p≥2
pγ2p




=
∑

p>p′≥2
γ2pγ

2
p′(p − p′)(qp

′ − qp)

= (1− q)
∑

p>p′≥2
γ2pγ

2
p′q

p′(p − p′)(1 + q + · · ·+ qp−p
′−1).

22



The sum is positive and uniformly bounded away from 0 for q ∈ [δ, 1]. Similarly

(ξ(1)− ξ(q))(ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)) − (ξ′(1)− qξ′(q))ξ′(1)

=


∑

p≥2
γ2p(1− qp)




∑

p≥2
p2γ2p


−


∑

p≥2
pγ2p(1− qp)




∑

p≥2
pγ2p




=
∑

p>p′≥2
γ2pγ

2
p′(p− p′)

(
(1− qp

′

)p− (1− qp)p′
)

= (1− q)2
∑

p>p′≥2
γ2pγ

2
p′(p− p′)



p′−1∑

r=0

(r + 1)(p − p′)qr +
p−2∑

r=p′

p′(p − 1− r)qr




and the sum is uniformly bounded above for q ∈ [δ, 1].

Proof of Proposition 3.10. Consider σ ∈ Crt(B) with HN(σ) = EN , ∂radHN (σ) = R
√
N , so (E,R) ∈

B. We will show both conditions (i) and (ii) hold with conditional probability 1− e−cN .

We begin with condition (i), considering a fixed q ∈ [δ, 1−η2]. LetE = E0−η1+ι1,R = R0+η
3/4
1 +ι2,

where |ι1|, |ι2| ≤ η3. We will show that with probability 1− e−cN ,

Ψ(q;σ) ≤ E0 − η1 − 2η3. (3.15)

By Proposition 3.14, it suffices to show
〈
vq,

[
−η1
η
3/4
1

]〉
+

〈
vq,

[
ι1
ι2

]〉
≤ −η1. (3.16)

By Lemma 3.15, 〈
vq,

[
−η1
η
3/4
1

]〉
≤ −η1 + c1(1− q)2η1 − c2(1− q)η

3/4
1 .

Setting η1 small enough, we can ensure that c1(1− q)2η1 ≤ 1
2c2(1− q)η

3/4
1 . Since η3 can be taken small in

η1, this proves (3.16), and (3.15) follows.

Suppose the event (3.15) holds for q ∈ {δ, δ + 1/N, . . . , δ +M/N} for the largest M such that δ +
M/N ≤ 1, and that HN ∈ KN . This occurs with probability 1− e−cN by Proposition 2.14(ii). On KN , for

all q ∈ [δ +m/N, δ + (m+ 1)/N ],

Ψ(q;σ) ≤ Ψ(δ +m/N ;σ) +O(N−1) ≤ E0 − η1 − 2η3.

Thus part (i) holds.

To verify condition (ii), we will argue that with high (conditional) probability, σ is a “well” for HN .

Let θ : [0,∞) → SN be an arbitrary unit-speed geodesic on SN with θ(0) = σ, and consider the function

f(t) = HN (θ(t
√
N))/N . We have HN ∈ KN with conditional probability 1− e−cN , and on this event the

C3 norm of f is bounded independently of N . Moreover f ′(0) = 0 since ∂radHN(σ) = 0, while

f ′′(0) = 〈θ′(0),∇2
spHN (σ)θ

′(0)〉 ≤ λmax(∇2
spHN (σ)).

Given (HN (σ), ∂radHN(σ)), the conditional law of ∇2
spHN (σ) is (see e.g. [HS23c, Lemma 2.1]):

√
ξ′′(1) ·

(
1− 1

N

)
·GOE(N − 1)− ∂radHN (σ) · IN−1.
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Hence λmax(∇2
spHN (σ)) ≤ (2

√
ξ′′(1) + η3)− ∂radHN (σ) has conditional probability 1− e−cN . We will

prove condition (ii) whenever this inequality and HN ∈ KN both hold. By definition of B, we then have:

f ′′(0) ≤ (2
√
ξ′′(1) + η3)− ∂radHN (σ) ≤ 2

√
ξ′′(1)−R0 − η

3/4
1 + 2η3 ≤ −η

3/4
1

2
.

The final bound follows because R0 = y + ξ′′(1)
y ≥ 2

√
ξ′′(1) by AM-GM, while η3 is sufficiently small

depending on η1. Recalling that f ′(0) = 0 and f has bounded C3 norm, it follows that f ′(t) 6= 0 for all

t ≤ o(η
3/4
1 ). Since θ′(0) was arbitrary, we conclude that HN has no other critical point within distance

o(η
3/4
1

√
N) of σ. In particular for small enough η2 depending on η1, HN has no critical point σ′ with

R(σ,σ′) ≥ 1− η2. This completes the proof.

We will actually use Proposition 3.10 via the following natural corollary.

Corollary 3.16. For any σ ∈ SN and (E,R) ∈ B:

E

[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)| · 1{σ /∈ C̃rt(B)}
∣∣ (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)

)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]

≤ e−cN/3E
[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)|
∣∣ (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)

)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]
.

Proof. Note that the conditional law of ∇2
spHN (σ) that of a GOE(N − 1) matrix scaled by

√
N−1
N and

shifted by R · IN−1. Recalling the notation (3.17), [BBM23a, Theorem A.2] implies:

1

N
logE

[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)|
∣∣ (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)

)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]
= κ(R)± oN (1),

1

N
logE

[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)|2
∣∣ (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)

)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]
= 2κ(R)± oN (1).

(See the end of [HS23c, Proof of Proposition 3.1] for further details.) By conditional Cauchy–Schwarz,

E

[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)| · 1{σ /∈ C̃rt(B)}
∣∣ (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)

)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]

≤ E

[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)|2
∣∣ (HN (σ), ∂radHN(σ),∇spHN (σ)

)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]1/2

× P

[
1{σ /∈ C̃rt(B)}

∣∣ (HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)
)
= (EN,R

√
N,0)

]1/2
.

Applying Proposition 3.10 to the last term gives the claimed estimate.

3.4 Truncated Moments of Critical Point Count via Kac-Rice

We will need the following critical point count formulas from [BSZ20]. Let

Σ =

[
ξ(1) ξ′(1)
ξ′(1) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)

]
, Σq =




ξ(1) ξ(q) ξ′(1) qξ′(q)
ξ(q) ξ(1) qξ′(q) ξ′(1)
ξ′(1) qξ′(q) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1) qξ′(q) + q2ξ′′(q)
qξ′(q) ξ′(1) qξ′(q) + q2ξ′′(q) ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)




be the covariances of ( 1√
N
HN (σ), ∂radHN (σ)) and ( 1√

N
HN (σ),

1√
N
HN (ρ), ∂radHN (σ), ∂radHN (ρ)),

where R(σ,ρ) = q. Let

ρ(dλ) =
1

2π

√
4− λ21{|λ| ≤ 2} dλ
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be the semicircle measure, and define

κ(x) =

∫

R

log |λ− x|ρ(dλ) (3.17)

=
1

4
x2 − 1

2
− 1{|x| > 2}

(
1

4
|x|
√
x2 − 4− log

(√
x2 − 4 + |x|

2

))

Θ(E,R) =
1

2
+

1

2
log

ξ′′(1)
ξ′(1)

− 1

2

〈
(E,R),Σ−1(E,R)

〉
+ κ

(
R/
√
ξ′′(1)

)
(3.18)

Ξ(q,E1, E2, R1, R2) = 1 +
1

2
log

(1− q2)ξ′′(1)2

ξ′(1)2 − ξ′(q)2
− 1

2

〈
(E1, E2, R1, R2),Σ

−1
q (E1, E2, R1, R2)

〉

+ κ
(
R1/

√
ξ′′(1)

)
+ κ

(
R2/

√
ξ′′(1)

)
.

Similarly to (3.7), for A ⊆ [−1, 1] × R
4 let

Crt2(A) =

{
(σ,ρ) ∈ Crt

2 :

(
R(σ,ρ),

1

N
HN (σ),

1

N
HN (ρ),

1√
N
∂radHN (σ),

1√
N
∂radHN(ρ)

)
∈ A

}
.

The next lemma, shown by the Kac–Rice formula and Laplace’s method, gives the first and second moments

for the relevant critical point counts. We note that although only an upper bound is stated below for the

second moment, it actually holds with equality as shown in [BBM23a, Appendix A].

Lemma 3.17 ([BSZ20, Theorems 3.1 and 3.2]). For any product of intervals A ⊆ R
2,

lim
N→∞

1

N
logE|Crt(A)| = sup

(E,R)∈A
Θ(E,R).

Furthermore, for any product of intervals A ⊆ [−1, 1] ×R
4,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logE|Crt2(A)| ≤ sup

(q,E1,E2,R1,R2)∈A
Ξ(q,E1, E2, R1, R2).

Lemma 3.18. We have Θ(E0, R0) = Ξ(0, E0, E0, R0, R0) = 0.

Proof. Let x0 = R0/ξ
′′(1)1/2. Then,

x0 =
y

ξ′′(1)1/2
+
ξ′′(1)1/2

y
(3.19)

so by Lemma 3.6 √
x20 − 4 =

y

ξ′′(1)1/2
− ξ′′(1)1/2

y
. (3.20)

Also clearly x0 ≥ 2. It follows that

κ(x0) =
1

4

(
y

ξ′′(1)1/2
+
ξ′′(1)1/2

y

)2

− 1

2
−
{
1

4

(
y2

ξ′′(1)
− ξ′′(1)

y2

)
− log

y

ξ′′(1)1/2

}

=
ξ′′(1)
2y2

+ log
y

ξ′′(1)1/2

=
ξ′′(1)
2y2

+
1

2
log(1 + z)− 1

2
log

ξ′′(1)
ξ′(1)

.
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By (3.12),

−1

2

〈
(E0, R0),Σ

−1(E0, R0)
〉
= −zE0 +R0

2y
= −zξ

′(1) + z2ξ(1)

2y2
− 1

2
− ξ′′(1)

2y2
.

Thus,

Θ(E0, R0) =
1

2
log(1 + z)− zξ′(1) + z2ξ(1)

2y2

=
z2

2(1 + z)

(
(1 + z) log(1 + z)

z2
− 1

z
− ξ(1)

ξ′(1)

)
= 0.

Clearly Ξ(0, E0, E0, R0, R0) = 2Θ(E0, R0), which concludes the proof.

Remark 3.19. Since we restrict attention to Crt(B) in this section, we do not need to verify that Θ(E0, ·) is

actually maximized at R0. However this is true at least on R ≥ 2
√
ξ′′(1) (the range corresponding to local

maxima of HN ) and follows from Lemma 5.2 later and concavity of Θ. Hence the “annealed complexity”

of local maxima at energy E0 is indeed zero. For the special case of pure models, the appearance of the

ground state energy as a threshold for annealed complexity was verified in [ABČ13].

Proof of Proposition 3.7. We will show that

Θ(E0 − η1, R0 + η
3/4
1 ) =

zη1
y

+O(η
9/8
1 ). (3.21)

Note that κ is C3/2 on [2,+∞), with derivative

κ′(x) =
1

2
x− 1

4

√
x2 − 4− x2

4
√
x2 − 4

+
1√

x2 − 4
=

1

2

(
x−

√
x2 − 4

)
. (3.22)

This implies in particular that κ′
(
a + 1

a

)
= 1/a for a ≥ 1. Recalling (3.19), (3.20), and using Taylor’s

theorem for Hölder continuous functions,

κ

(
R0 + η

3/4
1√

ξ′′(1)

)
= κ

(
R0√
ξ′′(1)

)
+ κ′

(
R0√
ξ′′(1)

)
η
3/4
1√
ξ′′(1)

+O
(
(η

3/4
1 )3/2

)

= κ

(
R0√
ξ′′(1)

)
+
η
3/4
1

y
+O(η

9/8
1 ).

The function f(E,R) = −1
2〈(E,R),Σ−1(E,R)〉 is clearly analytic, so

f(E0 − η1, R0 + η
3/4
1 ) = f(E0, R0)− 〈(−η1, η3/41 ),Σ−1(E0, R0)〉+O(η

3/2
1 )

(3.12)
= f(E0, R0) +

zη1
y

− η
3/4
1

y
+O(η

3/2
1 ).

It follows that

Θ(E0 − η1, R0 + η
3/4
1 ) = Θ(E0, R0) +

zη1
y

+O(η
9/8
1 )

Lem. 3.18
=

zη1
y

+O(η
9/8
1 ),

and thus, by Lemma 3.17,

E|Crt(B)| ≥ eΩ(η1)N .
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Let R(HN ) denote the set of ground state typical σ ∈ SN . We apply the Kac–Rice formula (2.13) with

event

E =
{
σ ∈ (Crt(B) \ C̃rt(B))

}
=

{(
1

N
HN (σ),

1√
N
∂radHN (σ)

)
∈ B

}
∩ {σ 6∈ R(HN )} .

By the law of iterated expectation, the Kac–Rice formula gives

E|Crt(B) \ C̃rt(B)| =
∫

SN

E

[
E
[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)| · 1{σ 6∈ R(HN )}
∣∣HN(σ), ∂radHN(σ),∇spHN (σ)

]

× 1

{(
1

N
HN (σ),

1√
N
∂radHN (σ)

)
∈ B

} ∣∣∣∣∇spHN (σ) = 0

]
ϕ∇spHN (σ)(0) dσ

Cor. 3.16
≤ e−cN/3

∫

SN

E

[
E
[
|det∇2

spHN (σ)|
∣∣HN(σ), ∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)

]

× 1

{(
1

N
HN (σ),

1√
N
∂radHN (σ)

)
∈ B

} ∣∣∣∣∇spHN (σ) = 0

]
ϕ∇spHN (σ)(0) dσ

= e−cN/3E|Crt(B)|.

Thus,

E|C̃rt(B)| ≥ (1− e−cN/3)E|Crt(B)| ≥ eΩ(η1)N .

We defer the proofs of the following two lemmas to Subsection 3.5.

Lemma 3.20. Let V ⊆ SN be a finite set of points with |V | =M .

(a) There exists V1 ⊆ V such that |V1| =MΩ(δ) and R(σ,ρ) ≥ −δ for all σ,ρ ∈ V1.

(b) There exists V2 ⊆ V × V such that |V2| = Ω(M2δ) and R(σ,ρ) ≥ −δ for all (σ,ρ) ∈ V2.

Lemma 3.21. If the function q 7→ ξ′′(q)−1/2 is convex on [0, 1], then ξ is strictly 1RSB.

Proof of Proposition 3.8. By definition of ground state typical, a.s. any distinct σ,ρ ∈ C̃rt(B) satisfy

R(σ,ρ) ≤ δ. Let V2 ⊆ C̃rt(B)2 be the set of (σ,ρ) which furthermore satisfy R(σ,ρ) ≥ −δ. By

Lemma 3.20(b), |C̃rt(B)|2 ≤ Cδ−1|V2| for an absolute constant C . Also, a.s. V2 ⊆ Crt2(B2) where

B2 = [−δ, δ] × [E0 − η1 − η3, E0 − η1 + η3]
2 × [R0 + η

2/3
1 − η3, R0 + η

2/3
1 + η3]

2.

Thus, by Lemma 3.17,

E|C̃rt(B)|2 ≤ Cδ−1E|Crt2(B2)| ≤ Cδ−1 exp {N supΞ(B2) + o(N)} .

It is clear that Ξ is locally Lipschitz near (0, E0, E0, R0, R0). By Lemma 3.18, Ξ(0, E0, E0, R0, R0) = 0,

so supΞ(B2) ≤ O(δ). The result follows.

Proof of Proposition 2.8. We first prove the proposition for non-pure ξ, as we have been assuming through-

out the section. The statement is monotone in δ, so we may assume δ is small in ε. By Propositions 3.7 and

3.8 and Paley-Zygmund,

P

(
|C̃rt(B)| ≥ 1

2
E|C̃rt(B)|

)
≥ e−O(δ)N . (3.23)
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Suppose this event holds. By Lemma 3.20(a), there exists V1 ⊆ C̃rt(B) with

|V1| ≥
(
1

2
E|C̃rt(B)|

)O(δ)

= eO(δη1N)

such that |R(σ,ρ)| ≤ δ for all σ,ρ ∈ V1. By the choice of B, all these points have energy at least

E0 − η1 − η3 ≥ Q(ξ)− ε/2,

where we recall E0 = Q(ξ) and take η1, η3 small in ε. Let

X =
1

N
sup

~σ∈Bandk,1,δ(0)
inf
i∈[k]

HN (σ
i).

Combining the above shows that for any k ≤ eO(δη1N),

P (X ≥ Q(ξ)− ε/2) ≥ e−O(δ)N .

A direct calculation shows that for fixed σ, HN (σ) is O(N1/2)-Lipschitz in the disorder Gaussians. Since

suprema and infima preserve Lipschitz constants, NX is also O(N1/2)-Lipschitz in the disorder Gaussians.

We thus have the concentration inequality

P(|X − EX| ≥ t) ≤ exp(−ct2N).

Combining the last two inequalities implies that (for δ small in ε) P(X ≥ Q(ξ) − ε) ≥ 1 − e−cN . This

completes the proof for non-pure ξ.

Finally, we turn to the case where ξ(q) = β2qp is pure. Then, HN (σ) = βH
(p)
N (σ), where H

(p)
N (σ) =

〈G(p),σ⊗p〉. Consider a perturbation ĤN (σ) = βH
(p)
N (σ) + ιβH

(p+1)
N (σ), for a fixed ι > 0 chosen small

in δ, ε. This has mixture ξ̂(q) = β2(qp + ι2qp+1). Note that

ξ̂′′(q)−1/2 =
q−(p−2)/2

β
√
p(p− 1)

(
1 +

ι2(p + 1)

p− 1
q

)−1/2

is convex on [0, 1], so Lemma 3.21 implies ξ̂ is strictly 1RSB. By the result for non-pure ξ, there exists

c = c(ξ̂, δ, ε/2) such that for all k ≤ ecN , with probability 1 − e−cN there exists ~σ ∈ Bandk,1,δ(0) such

that for all i ∈ [k],
1

N
ĤN(σ

i) ≥ Q(ξ̂, 0)− ε

2
≥ Q(ξ)− ε

2
.

By Proposition 2.14, there exists a constant C such that 1
N supσ∈SN H

(p+1)
N (σ) ≤ C with probability

1− e−cN . On the intersection of these events, for each i ∈ [k],

1

N
HN (σ

i) ≥ 1

N
ĤN (σ

i)− ι

N
H

(p+1)
N (σi) ≥ Q(ξ)− ε

2
− Cι ≥ Q(ξ)− ε

for ι small in ε.
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3.5 Deferred Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.20. Consider the graph G with vertex set V where (σ,ρ) is an edge if R(σ,ρ) < −δ.
Note that G does not contain a r = ⌈1/δ⌉-clique, because if such a clique U ⊆ V existed, then the Gram

matrix [R(σ,ρ)]σ,ρ∈U would not be positive semi-definite.

Let R(s, t) denote the (s, t) Ramsey number. Recall the classic Ramsey upper bound

R(s, t) ≤
(
s+ t− 2

s− 1

)
,

which can be proved by applying the inequality R(s, t) ≤ R(s − 1, t) + R(s, t − 1) recursively. Thus

R(r,M δ/2) . M (r−1)δ/2 ≪ M , so G contains a M δ/2-independent set. This proves part (a). Since G
avoids an r-clique, by Turán’s theorem G avoids at least 1

r−1 = O(δ) fraction of edges, proving (b).

Lemma 3.22. In any model with ξ′(0) = 0, we have 0 ∈ T .

Proof. Assume otherwise and let q ∈ (0, 1] be the minimal point in T . Then g(q) = 0. If q < 1, then q is an

interior local minimizer of g, so 0 = g′(q) = −G(q); if q = 1, then the characterization from Lemma 2.2

implies G(q) = 0. So in either case G(q) = 0. Also from the definition (2.3) of G we have G(0) = 0.

Recall that the measure ν given by ν([0, s]) = α(s) is supported on T . Thus α ≡ 0 on [0, q), and so α̂
is constant on [0, q]. Therefore G is convex on [0, q]. Since G(0) = G(q) = 0, this implies G ≤ 0 on [0, q].

Thus g(0) = g(q) +
∫ q
0 G(s) ds ≤ g(q) = 0. So 0 ∈ T , contradicting minimality of q.

Proof of Lemma 3.21. Lemma 3.22 implies 0 ∈ T , and Lemma 2.2 ensures 1 ∈ T . The following argument,

adapted from [Tal06a, Proposition 2.2], shows that |T | ≤ 2, which then implies T = {0, 1}.

Consider any q1, q2 ∈ T such that q1 < q2. If qi ∈ (0, 1), then G(qi) = 0 because qi is an interior local

minimizer of g; if qi = 1 then G(qi) = 0 by Lemma 2.2; and if qi = 0 then G(qi) = 0 by definition (2.3) of

G. So G(q1) = G(q2) = 0. Moreover g(q1) = g(q2) = 0, so
∫ q2
q1
G(s) ds = 0. It follows that there are two

points in q3, q4 ∈ (q1, q2) such that G′(q3) = G′(q4) = 0.

We have thus shown that between any two elements of T lies two zeros of G′. However,

G′(q) = ξ′′(q)− 1

α̂(q)2
,

so at any zero of G′ we have ξ′′(q)−1/2 = α̂(q). However ξ′′(q)−1/2 is convex by assumption, while α̂(q)
is concave by definition, so these functions intersect at most twice. It follows that |T | ≤ 2.

4 Building a Model from Fundamental Types: Proof of Theorem 1.5

In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 1.5. The proof proceeds in two steps:

(1) Using the lower bounds in Propositions 2.7 through 2.10 and a uniform concentration lemma due to

Subag (Lemma 4.4 below) we prove Theorem 4.2 below, which constructs an ultrametric tree with

somewhat more lenient constraints than Theorem 1.5.

(2) By pruning this ultrametric tree we arrive at the ultrametric tree in Theorem 1.5.
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4.1 A Tree with Local Constraints

Lemma 4.1. For any model ξ, the set S (recall (1.6)) is a disjoint union of finitely many closed intervals,

possibly including atoms. Moreover qD < 1.

Proof. The first statement follows from [JT18, Corollary 1.3] and the ensuing observation that d =
(

1√
ξ′′

)′′

changes sign finitely many times on [0, 1]. Indeed, S is precisely the coincidence set denoted {η = ξ}, as

can be seen from the display between (1.1.1) and (1.1.2) therein.

For the second statement, note that x̂(q) = 1− q for q in some interval [q̂, 1], so

F (q) ≤ C − 1

1− q

for some constant C independent of q. Hence f(q) ≤ Cq + log(1 − q), so limq→1− f(q) = −∞, which

implies qD < 1.

Definition 7. A sequence q0, . . . , qD with 0 ≤ q0 < · · · < qD ≤ 1 is an S-refinement if

∂S ⊆ {q0, . . . , qD} ⊆ S,

where ∂S = S ∩ Sc is the boundary of S in R. (In particular q0 = inf(S) and qD = sup(S).)

In the following variant of Definition 2, the orthogonality constraints are enforced only locally. For

u, v ∈ T, write u ∼ v if u = v, or u, v are siblings, or one of u, v is the parent of the other.

Definition 8. Let k,D ∈ N, 0 ≤ q0 < · · · < qD ≤ 1, ~q = (q0, . . . , qD), and δ > 0. A (k,D, ~q, δ)-locally

ultrametric tree is a collection of points (σu)u∈T such that (1.7) holds for all u ∼ v.

We will first prove the following variant of Theorem 1.5, where the properties required of the ultrametric

tree are relaxed in two ways: ultrametricity will be enforced only locally, and we will lower bound the

average energy increment from each node to its children rather than the energy of each node. We will

deduce Theorem 1.5 from Theorem 4.2 in Subection 4.3 by pruning this tree.

Theorem 4.2. For any δ, ε > 0, D ∈ N, and S-refinement q0, . . . , qD, there exists c > 0 such that the

following holds for any k ≤ ecN . With probability 1 − e−cN , there is a (k,D, ~q, δ)-locally ultrametric tree

(σu)u∈T with the following properties.

(i) Energy of root: 1
NHN(σ

∅) ≥ E(q0)− ε.

(ii) Parent-to-child energy increments: for each u ∈ T \ L,

1

kN

k∑

i=1

(
HN(σ

ui)−HN (σ
u)
)
≥ E(q|u|+1)− E(q|u|)− ε.

(iii) Free energy of pure states: for each u ∈ L,

1

kN
log

∫

Bandk,1,δ(σu)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

(
HN (ρ

i)−HN (σ
u)
)
)

d~ρ ≥ P(ξ)− E(qD)− ε.
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4.2 Model Decomposition into Fundamental Types

Fix parameters δ, ε,D, (q0, . . . , qD) as in Theorem 4.2. We take as convention q−1 = 0, qD+1 = 1. Define

ξ−1(x) = ξ(q0x) and, for 0 ≤ d ≤ D,

ξd(x) = ξ(qd + (qd+1 − qd)x)− ξ(qd)− ξ′(qd)(qd+1 − qd)x. (4.1)

The following proposition is proved by routinely matching order parameters between the model ξ and the

various models in the proposition. Its proof is deferred to the end of the section.

Proposition 4.3. The following holds.

(a) The model ξ−1 is topologically trivial and satisfies Q(ξ−1) = E(q0). (We treat this part as vacuous if

q0 = 0, in which case ξ−1 ≡ 0.)

(b) For each 0 ≤ d ≤ D−1, ξd is either strictly 1RSB or strictly FRSB, and satisfies Q(ξd) = E(qd+1)−
E(qd).

(c) The model ξD is strictly RS and satisfies P(ξD) = P(ξ) − E(qD)− 1
2 log(1− qD).

For 0 ≤ d ≤ D − 1 and ‖σ‖2 =
√
qdN , define

Fd,k(σ) =
1

kN
max

~ρ∈Bandk,qd+1,δ
(σ)

k∑

i=1

(
HN (ρ

i)−HN (σ))
)
,

and for ‖σ‖2 =
√
qDN ,

FD,k(σ) =
1

kN
log

∫

Bandk,1,δ(σ)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

(
HN (ρ

i)−HN (σ)
)
)

d~ρ.

The following uniform concentration lemma was proved at finite temperature in [Sub18], and its proof at

zero temperature (for d ≤ D − 1) is a simple adaptation. We provide a proof at the end of the section.

Lemma 4.4. For all ε > 0, there exists δ0 = δ0(ξ, ε) and k0 = k0(ξ, ε) such that for all δ ≤ δ0, k ≥ k0
the following holds with probability 1 − e−cN . For all 0 ≤ d ≤ D and all ‖σ‖2 =

√
qdN , |Fd,k(σ) −

EFd,k(σ)| ≤ ε.

Proposition 4.5. There exists c > 0 (depending on δ, k,D, q0, . . . , qD) such that the following holds.

(a) With probability 1− e−cN , there exists ‖σ‖2 =
√
q0N such that 1

NHN (σ) ≥ E(q0)− ε.

(b) For all k ≤ ecN , 0 ≤ d ≤ D − 1 and any fixed σ with ‖σ‖2 =
√
qdN :

EFd,k(σ) ≥ E(qd+1)− E(qd)− ε.

(c) For all k ≤ ecN and any fixed σ with ‖σ‖2 =
√
qDN :

EFD,k(σ) ≥ P(ξ)− E(qD)− ε.
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Proof. The Hamiltonian H
(−1)
N (ρ) ≡ HN (

√
q0ρ) has mixture ξ−1, so part (a) follows from Proposi-

tions 4.3(a) and 2.9.

Next we prove part (b). For 0 ≤ d ≤ D − 1, and fixed ‖σ‖2 =
√
qdN , the model

H
(d,σ)
N (ρ) = HN(

√
qd+1 − qdρ+ σ)−HN (σ)−

√
qd+1 − qd〈∇HN (σ),ρ〉,

restricted to the band σ⊥ = {ρ ∈ SN : R(ρ,σ) = 0} is a (N − 1)-dimensional model with mixture ξd.

By Proposition 4.3(b), this model is either strictly 1RSB or strictly FRSB. By Propositions 2.8 and 2.10,

combined with concentration via Borell-TIS, we thus find:

1

kN
E max
~ρ∈Bandk,1,δ(0)∩(σ⊥)k

k∑

i=1

H
(d,σ)
N (ρi) ≥ E(qd+1)− E(qd)− ε.

Still with σ fixed, let ~ρ∗ attain the maximum in the previous display. Then we have the inequality chain

EFd,k(σ) ≥
1

kN
E max
~ρ∈Bandk,1,δ(0)∩(σ⊥)k

k∑

i=1

(
HN(

√
qd+1 − qdρ

i + σ)−HN (σ)
)

≥ 1

kN
E

k∑

i=1

(
HN (

√
qd+1 − qdρ

i
∗ + σ)−HN (σ)

)

(∗)
=

1

kN
E

k∑

i=1

H
(d,σ)
N (ρi∗) ≥ E(qd+1)− E(qd)− ε,

where the step (∗) uses that H
(d,σ)
N is independent of ∇HN (σ) as a process. This proves part (b).

The proof of (c) is similar. The model H
(D,σ)
N restricted to σ⊥ is a (N − 1)-dimensional model with

mixture ξD. By Proposition 4.3(c), this model is strictly RS with respect to the normalizedN−2 dimensional

Hausdorff measure H̃N−2 on σ⊥. By Propositions 2.7 and 4.3(c), with probability 1− e−cN :

1

kN
log

∫

Band
k,1,δ2

(0)∩(σ⊥)k
exp

(
k∑

i=1

H
(D,σ)
N (ρi)

)
dH̃k

N−2(~ρ) ≥ P(ξ)−E(qD)−
1

2
log(1− qD)− ε/3.

Moreover since HN ∈ KN with probability 1−e−cN , we easily find that with high probability, the restricted

free energy with respect to the original uniform measure on SN obeys a similar bound:

1

kN
log

∫

Bandk,1,δ(σ)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (ρ
i)−HN (σ)

)
d~ρ ≥ P(ξ)− E(qD)− ε/2.

Here the term 1
2 log(1− qD) disappeared from rescaling. By Lipschitz concentration of the left-hand side,

1

kN
E

∫

Bandk,1,δ(σ)
exp

(
k∑

i=1

HN (ρ
i)−HN (σ)

)
d~ρ ≥ P(ξ) − E(qD)− 2ε/3.

This concludes the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 4.2. It suffices to prove the theorem for k = ecN and δ ≤ δ0(ξ, ε), as the statement is

clearly monotone in k and δ. As k is growing in N , k ≥ k0(ξ, ε) and Lemma 4.4 holds.

By Proposition 4.5, for d ≤ D − 1 and any fixed ‖σ‖2 =
√
qdN , ‖σ‖2 =

√
qDN , respectively,

EFd,k(σ) ≥ E(qd+1)− E(qd)− ε/2, EFD,k(σ) ≥ P(ξ) − E(qD)− ε/2.

By Lemma 4.4, with probability 1− e−cN , for all ‖σ‖2 =
√
qdN , ‖σ‖2 =

√
qDN , respectively,

Fd,k(σ) ≥ E(qd+1)− E(qd)− ε, FD,k(σ) ≥ P(ξ)− E(qD)− ε. (4.2)

By Proposition 4.5(a), with probability 1 − e−cN there exists
∥∥σ∅

∥∥
2
=

√
q0N such that 1

NHN (σ
∅) ≥

E(q0)− ε. Starting from this point, we can construct the remaining σu using (4.2).

4.3 Pruning the Relaxed Tree

We apply Theorem 4.2 with parameters (δ2/2D4, ε/2(D + 1)) in place of (δ, ε). Let c > 0 be given by

this theorem and k = ecN . Then, with probability 1 − e−cN , there is a (k,D, ~q, δ)-locally ultrametric tree

(σu)u∈T, where T = T(k,D), with properties (i), (ii), (iii) (where δ, ε are replaced by δ2/2D4, ε/2(D+1)).
Throughout this subsection, assume this event holds and KN from Proposition 2.14 holds.

Let c0 = c/2D and k′′ = ec0N . We will show that for a subtree T
′′ ∼= T(k′′,D) of T, (σu)u∈T′′

has the properties described in Theorem 1.5. We obtain T
′′ from T by two steps of pruning: we first

ensure all energies are suitably large (Proposition 4.6), and then that global overlap constraints are satisfied

(Proposition 4.7).

Proposition 4.6. For an absolute constant C = C(ξ) and k′ = ε
CDe

cN , there exists a subtree T′ ∼= T(k′,D)
of T such that the following holds. For each u ∈ T

′ \ L and all i ∈ [k] such that ui ∈ T
′,

1

N

(
HN (σ

ui)−HN (σ
u)
)
≥ E(q|u|+1)− E(q|u|)− ε/(D + 1). (4.3)

Proof. We will construct T
′ by breadth-first exploration starting from the root: at every non-leaf u we

encounter, we will find k′ children of it such that (4.3) holds.

Consider one such u, and abbreviate ∆i =
1
N

(
HN(σ

ui)−HN (σ
u)
)
, ∆E|u| = E(q|u|+1) − E(q|u|).

By property (ii) of Theorem 4.2,

1

k

k∑

i=1

∆i ≥ ∆E|u| − ε/2(D + 1).

On event KN , sup‖x‖2≤
√
N |HN (σ)| ≤ C0N , so deterministically |∆i| ≤ 2C0 for all i ∈ [k]. By Markov’s

inequality on unif([k]),

1

k

∣∣i ∈ [k] : ∆i ≤ ∆E|u| − ε/(D + 1)
∣∣ = 1

k

∣∣i ∈ [k] : 2C0 −∆i ≥ 2C0 −∆E|u| − ε/(D + 1)
∣∣

≤
2C0 −∆E|u| − ε/(D + 1)

2C0 −∆i ≤ 2C0 −∆E|u| − ε/2(D + 1)
,

and thus

1

k

∣∣i ∈ [k] : ∆i ≥ ∆E|u| − ε/(D + 1)
∣∣ ≥ ε/2D

2C0 −∆i ≤ 2C0 −∆E|u| − ε/2(D + 1)
≥ ε

4C0(D + 1)
.

Setting C = 8C0, we conclude that we can find k′ children of u such that (4.3) holds.
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Proposition 4.7. There is a subtree T
′′ ∼= T(k′′,D) of T′ such that for any distinct parent-child pairs

(u, ui), (v, vj) in T
′′ (where possibly u = v), |R(σui − σu,σvj − σv)| ≤ δ/D2.

Proof. We will construct T′′ by breadth-first exploration starting from the root. We will abbreviate xui =
σui − σu. We maintain a set

C = {xui : (u, ui) is a parent-child pair in T
′′},

and will maintain the invariant that |R(x,y)| ≤ δ/D2 for any distinct x,y ∈ C. At every non-leaf u we

encounter in the exploration, we will find k′′ children of it such that, when the corresponding k′′ parent-child

pairs are added to T
′′, this invariant continues to hold. Note that at all times,

|C| ≤ k′′ + (k′′)2 + · · ·+ (k′′)D ≤ 2(k′′)D = 2ecN/2.

Consider the step in this procedure where we choose children for node u. Let Iu = {i ∈ [k] : ui ∈ T
′},

so |Iu| = k′. For y ∈ C, let I+u (y), I
−
u (y) be the sets of i ∈ [k] such that R(y,xui) > δ/D2 and

R(y,xui) < −δ/D2. We claim that at any such step, |I+u (y)| ≤ 2D4/δ2 and |I−u (y)| ≤ 2D4/δ2. This

claim suffices, since it implies

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Iu \

⋃

y∈C
(I+u (y) ∪ I−u (y))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ k′ − 2ecN/2 · 4D

4

δ2
≫ k′′.

Indeed, we may choose any k′′ elements i in this set and add the corresponding ui to T
′′, which preserves

the required invariant by definition.

It remains to prove the above claim, which we do now. We bound only |I+u (y)| since the case of |I−u (y)|
is analogous. For all i ∈ I+u (y), write

xui =
R(y,xi)

R(y,y)
y + τui

for τui ⊥ y. Because T is a (k,D, ~q, δ2/2D4)-locally ultrametric tree, |R(xui,xuj)| ≤ δ2/2D4 for all

i 6= j. Thus, for all distinct i, j ∈ I+u (y).

δ2

2D4
≥ R(xui,xuj) =

R(y,xi)R(y,xj)

R(y,y)
+R(τ ui, τ uj) ≥ δ2

D4
+R(τui, τ uj),

where we use thatR(y,y) ≤ 1. ThusR(τ ui, τ uj) ≤ −δ2/2D4. However,R(τui, τ ui) ≤ R(xui,xui) ≤ 1.

Thus |I+u (y)| ≤ 2D4/δ2, as if not the Gram matrix of (τ ui)i∈I+u (y) would not be positive semi-definite.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. We will show T′′ satisfies the desired properties. First, for any u, v ∈ T′′, let |u| =
d1, |v| = d2, and let (∅ = u0, u1, u2, . . . , ud1 = u), (∅ = v0, v1, . . . , vd2 = v) be the ancestor paths of u, v.

Also let ℓ = u ∧ v, so uℓ = vℓ is the least common ancestor of u, v. Then

R(σu,σv) =

d1−1∑

i=0

d2−1∑

j=0

R(σui+1 − σui ,σvj+1 − σvj ). (4.4)

The sub-sum corresponding to 0 ≤ i = j < ℓ equals

ℓ−1∑

i=0

R(σui+1 − σui ,σuj+1 − σuj ) =

ℓ−1∑

i=0

(qi+1 − qi) = qℓ,
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while the remaining terms of (4.4) are bounded by δ/D2 in absolute value by Proposition 4.7. Thus

|R(σu,σv)− qu∧v| ≤ D2 · δ/D2 = δ,

so (σu)u∈T′′ is a (k′′,D, ~q, δ)-ultrametric tree. By property (i) of Theorem 4.2 and (4.3), for all u ∈ T
′′ with

|u| = d,

1

N
HN (σ

u) =
1

N
HN (σ

∅)+
d−1∑

i=0

1

N
(HN (σ

ui+1)−HN (σ
ui)) ≥ E(qd)− (d+1)ε/(D+1) ≥ E(qd)− ε.

Thus property (i) of Theorem 1.5 holds. Property (ii) of Theorem 1.5 follows immediately from property

(iii) of Theorem 4.2, as this property is monotone in k′.

Proof of Corollary 1.7. The proof is essentially identical to Theorem 1.5 but without the strictly RS part.

Thus we just give an outline. Using [JT17, Theorem 1.13] and analyticity of ξ, it follows that Lemma 4.1

also holds for T . With the obvious definition, let q0, . . . , qD = 1 be a T -refinement. Proposition 4.3 remains

true with the same proof, except that ξD = 0 is now trivial. The remainder of the proof is as before.

4.4 Deferred Proofs

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Throughout this proof, when the quantities x, x̂, F, f, S appear without subscript,

they refer to these quantities for the model ξ.

Since f(q) is maximized at all q ∈ S, for all q ∈ S \ {0, 1}, we must have f ′(q) = F (q) = 0. If q = 0,

then ξ′(0) = 0 (see Remark 1.3), so we also have F (q) = 0. By Lemma 4.1, we never have 1 ∈ S. Thus

F (q) = 0 for all q ∈ S.

Let 0 ≤ d ≤ D − 1. We will show ξd has order parameter

Lξd =
x̂(qd)

qd+1 − qd
, αξd(q) = x(qd + (qd+1 − qd)q)

by verifying the extremality condition in Lemma 2.2. Note that

α̂ξd(q) =
x̂(qd + (qd+1 − qd)q)

qd+1 − qd
.

For q ∈ [qd, qd+1],

0 ≤ fmax − f(q) =

∫ qd+1

q
F (s) ds =

∫ qd+1

q
(F (s)− F (qd)) ds (4.5)

For all q ∈ [0, 1],

Gξd(q) = ξ′d(q)−
∫ q

0

ds

α̂ξd(s)
2

= (qd+1 − qd)

(
ξ′(qd + (qd+1 − qd)q)− ξ′(qd)−

∫ qd+(qd+1−qd)q

qd

ds

x̂(s)2

)

= (qd+1 − qd) (F (qd + (qd+1 − qd)q)− F (qd)) .
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Thus,

gξd(q) =

∫ 1

q
Gξd(s) ds =

∫ qd+1

qd+(qd+1−qd)q
F (s) ds = fmax − f(qd + (qd+1 − qd)q) ≥ 0, (4.6)

verifying the extremality condition. Moreover, because ~q is an S-refinement, either S ∩ [qd, qd+1] =
{qd, qd+1} or [qd, qd+1] ⊆ S. In the former case, equality holds in (4.5) for exactly q ∈ {qd, qd+1}, and

in (4.6) for exactly q ∈ {0, 1}, so ξd is strictly 1RSB. In the latter case, equality holds in (4.5) for all

q ∈ [qd, qd+1], and in (4.6) for all q ∈ [0, 1], so ξd is strictly FRSB. Finally,

2Q(ξd, 0) =

∫ 1

0
ξ′′d (q)α̂ξd(q) +

∫ 1

0

1

α̂ξd(q)
dq

= (qd+1 − qd)

∫ 1

0
ξ′′(qd + (qd+1 − qd)q)x̂(qd + (qd+1 − qd)q) dq

+ (qd+1 − qd)

∫ 1

0

1

x̂(qd + (qd+1 − qd)q)
dq

= 2(E(qd+1)− E(qd)).

This proves part (b). The remaining two parts are verified similarly. For part (a), we show that ξ−1 has order

parameter

Lξ−1,h
√
q0 = x̂(0)/q0, αξ−1,h

√
q0 ≡ 0

by verifying the extremality condition in Lemma 2.2. For part (c), we show that ξD has order parameter

x ≡ 1 by verifying the extremality condition in Lemma 1.2. We omit the routine details.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. For the finite temperature case d = D, this follows from [Sub18, Proposition 1].

Suppose d < D, and let ‖σ‖2 =
√
qdN . Consider the Gaussian process indexed by ~ρ ∈ Bandk,qd+1,δ(σ)

with

X(~ρ) =
1

kN

k∑

i=1

(HN (ρ
i)−HN (σ)).

Then,

VarX(~ρ) =
1

k2N

k∑

i,j=1

(
ξ(R(ρi,ρj))− ξ(R(ρi,σ))− ξ(R(ρj,σ)) + ξ(qd))

)
.

Note that

|R(ρi,σ)− qd| = |R(ρi − σ,σ)| ≤ δ

and, for i 6= j,

|R(ρi,ρj)− qd| = |R(ρi − σ,ρj − σ) +R(ρi − σ,σ) +R(σ,ρj − σ)| ≤ 3δ.

Finally, for i = j, R(ρi,ρj) = qd+1 Thus, uniformly over ~ρ ∈ Bandk,qd+1,δ(σ),

VarX(~ρ) ≤ ξ(qd+1)− ξ(qd)

kN
+

5ξ′(1)δ
N

. (4.7)

By the Borell-TIS inequality,

P (|Fd,k(σ)− EFd,k(σ)| ≥ ε/2) ≤ 2 exp

(
−1

2

(
ξ(qd+1)− ξ(qd)

kN
+

5ξ′(1)δ
N

)−1 ε2
4

)

≤ exp
(
−CN min(k, δ−1)ε2

)
,
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for some C = C(ξ).
On the eventKN in Proposition 2.14, the map σ 7→ Fd,k(σ) isC1/

√
N -Lipschitz for some C1 = C1(ξ).

Consider a ε
√
N/(2C1)-net M of the sphere ‖σ‖2 =

√
qdN , which has cardinality at most eC2N for some

C2 = C2(ξ, ε). By a union bound,

P (|Fd,k(σ)− EFd,k(σ)| ≤ ε/2 ∀σ ∈ M) ≥ 1− exp
(
−CN min(k, δ−1)ε2 +C2N

)
≥ 1− e−cN ,

where the last inequality holds for suitable k0, δ0.

Suppose this event and KN both hold, which occcurs with probability 1− e−cN . Then, for any ‖σ‖2 =√
qdN , there exists σ∗ ∈ M with ‖σ − σ∗‖2 ≤ ε

√
N/(2C1). We now conclude via:

|Fd,k(σ)− EFd,k(σ)| ≤ |Fd,k(σ)− Fd,k(σ
∗)|+ |Fd,k(σ∗)− EFd,k(σ

∗)| ≤ ε
√
N

2C1
· C1√

N
+
ε

2
= ε.

5 Large Deviations for the Ground State

Here we make a brief study of large deviations for the ground state energy GSN = maxσ∈SN HN (σ).
[LFD23] recently investigated this problem using the replica method, obtaining very interesting but non-

rigorous results. It was predicted that for 1RSB models (without external field), the upper tail has rate

function given by a natural Kac–Rice upper bound, referred to as “replica-symmetric” behavior therein. We

verify this prediction in Subsection 5.1 by adapting the interpolation-enhanced truncation from Section 3. In

Subsection 5.2 we employ Corollary 1.7 to show the lower tail speed transitions to Ω(N2) below Q(ξ−γ21t)
for general mixtures. As mentioned in Remark 5.9, the super-linearity in the lower tail is closely connected

to the Dotsenko–Franz–Mézard conjecture [DFM94] proved in [Tal07, Jag17].

5.1 Upper Tail for 1RSB Models

We assume in this subsection that γ1 = 0 and ξ is 1RSB, i.e. the minimizer (L,α) of (2.2) satisfies α ≡ u.

Unlike Section 3, we do not assume strict 1RSB, but parameters such as y, z,E0, R0 still retain the same

definitions. We will also assume throughout this subsection that ξ is not pure. Similarly to Proposition 2.8,

pure ξ can be handled by adding small perturbation terms to ξ, e.g. chosen small enough so the perturbation

Hamiltonian has maximum absolute value at most δN with probability 1−eN/δ (this ensures the perturbation

has essentially no effect even in a large deviation sense).

The main computation is again encapsulated in controlling conditional band models as described in

Lemma 3.11. Note that the only term in (3.8) that depends on (E,R) is

N

〈
vq,

[
E − E0

R−R0

]〉

for vq = (vqE , v
q
R) defined in (3.9).

Proposition 5.1. For any ξ, ε with γ1 = 0, there exists δ such that for all q ∈ [ε, 1 − ε],

vqE ∈ [δ, 1 − δ], (5.1)

vqR ≤ −δ. (5.2)
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Proof. We easily compute

vqE =
ξ(q)ξ′(1) + ξ(q)ξ′′(1)− qξ′(q)ξ′(1)
ξ(1)ξ′(1) + ξ(1)ξ′′(1) − ξ′(1)2

,

vqR =
qξ′(q)ξ(1) − ξ(q)ξ′(1)

ξ(1)ξ′(1) + ξ(1)ξ′′(1)− ξ′(1)2
.

(Recall from Remark 3.12 that the denominators are strictly positive as long as ξ is not pure.) Note that

d

dq

qξ′(q)
ξ(q)

=
ξ(q)(ξ′(q) + qξ′′(q))− qξ′(q)2

ξ(q)2
> 0 (5.3)

by Cauchy–Schwarz (as in Remark 3.12), and so q 7→ qξ′(q)
ξ(q) is strictly increasing. Thus

qξ′(q)ξ(1)
ξ(q) − ξ′(1)

is negative and bounded away from 0 on q ∈ [ε, 1 − ε]. Since ξ(q) is also bounded away from 0 on this

interval, this implies (5.2). Moreover, since q 7→ qξ′(q)
ξ(q) is increasing,

ξ(q)ξ′(1) + ξ(q)ξ′′(1)− qξ′(q)ξ′(1) ≥ ξ(q)
(
ξ′(1) + ξ′′(1)− ξ′(1)2

ξ(1)

)
,

i.e. vqE ≥ ξ(q)/ξ(1) ≥ δ. It now suffices to show vqE is strictly increasing in q. Differentiating and

rearranging, it suffices to show
ξ′′(1)
ξ′(1)

?
>
qξ′′(q)
ξ′(q)

.

This holds because, by a calculation analogous to (5.3), q 7→ qξ′′(q)
ξ′(q) is increasing.

Given ξ, we let R = R × [2
√
ξ′′(1),∞). Critical points with (E,R) ∈ R will correspond to possible

local maxima in Kac–Rice. Recalling (3.18), it is easy to see that Θ is strictly concave and continuously

differentiable on R. (Indeed the integral definition of κ immediately implies strict concavity outside the

support of ρ.) For all E ∈ R, define

R∗(E) = argmax
R≥2

√
ξ′′(1)

Θ(E,R), Θ∗(E) = Θ(E,R∗(E)).

It is easy to see that both are finite, since the matrix Σ in (3.18) is positive definite.

Lemma 5.2. For 1RSB ξ, we have ∂
∂RΘ(E0, R0) = 0.

Proof. Recall (3.18) and (3.22). Since R0 = y + ξ′′(1)
y and y ≥

√
ξ′′(1) by Lemma 3.6, we find:

∇Θ(E0, R0) = −Σ−1
[
E0

R0

]
+

[
0

ξ′′(1)−1/2κ′(R0/
√
ξ′′(1))

]

= −Σ−1
[
(ξ′(1) + zξ(1))/y
y + (ξ′′(1)/y)

]
+

[
0

1/y

]
.

We would like to show the second entry in this vector vanishes, and (using Cramer’s rule) it is given by

ξ′(1)2 + zξ(1)ξ′(1)− ξ(1)y2 − ξ(1)ξ′′(1)
y det(Σ)

+
1

y
.

Recalling from Lemma 3.5 that y =
√
(1 + z)ξ′(1), the conclusion follows.
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Lemma 5.3. If ξ is 1RSB, then R∗(E) is continuous and strictly increasing on [E0,∞) with R∗(E0) = R0.

Moreover Θ∗(E) is continuous and strictly decreasing with Θ∗(E0) = 0 and lim
E→∞

Θ∗(E) = −∞.

Proof. Let

M(R) = max
E∈R

Θ(E,R).

This is easily seen to be C1 on [2
√
ξ′′,∞) and smooth on the interior, and inherits concavity from Θ. Since

Θ(E,R) is a strictly concave quadratic function of (E,R) plus a strictly concave function of R, it can be

written as

Θ(E,R) =M(R)−K1(E −K2R)
2,

for K1,K2 depending only on ξ. Further, one easily finds that −M(R) ≍ R2 for large R since κ grows

sublinearly. Hence M ′(R) is a strictly decreasing, continuous function with limR→∞M ′(R) = −∞.

R∗(E) is the unique solution in [2
√
ξ′′,∞) to

M ′(R∗) = 2K1K2(K2R∗ − E), (5.4)

assuming such a solution exists (if not, one would have the boundary solution R∗ = 2
√
ξ′′(1).) Lemma 5.2

implies R0 = R∗(E0). By monotonicity arguments (or inspecting a diagram), it follows that for allE ≥ E0,

(5.4) admits a solution R∗(E) which is continuous and strictly decreasing in E. It similarly follows that

Θ∗(E) is continuous and strictly decreasing. Finally to show lim
E→∞

Θ∗(E) = −∞, note that since Σ is

positive definite one has Θ(E,R) ≤ −ε(|E| + |R|)2 + log(|R|) for some ε = ε(ξ) > 0.

Similarly to Section 3, for 0 < η4 ≪ η3 ≪ η2 ≪ η1 ≪ 1 small depending on some fixed E > E0 let

B̃(E) = [E − η3, E + η3]× [R∗(E) − η3, R∗(E) + η3].

Recalling (3.7), we say σ ∈ Crt(B̃(E)) is large deviation typical if HN has no critical points ρ with

R(σ,ρ) ≥ 1− η1 and

Ψ(q;σ) = sup
ρ∈Bandq(σ)

HN (ρ) ≤ E − η3, ∀q ∈ [−η4, 1− η1]. (5.5)

Lemma 5.4. For any E > E0 and with small 0 < η3 ≪ η2 ≪ η1 ≪ 1, given that σ ∈ Crt(B̃(E)), σ is

large deviation typical with conditional probability at least 1− e−cN .

Proof. Let Eσ = HN (σ)/N and Rσ = ∂radHN (σ)/
√
N . For η3 small enough we must have Eσ − E0 ≥

(E − E0)/2 > 0 and Rσ −R0 ≥ (R−R0)/2 > 0 since σ ∈ Crt(B̃(E)).
The former condition that HN has no critical points ρ with |R(σ,ρ)| ≥ 1 − η1 follows by Propo-

sition 2.14 applied to the conditionally random part of the Hamiltonian ĤN , exactly as in the proof of

Proposition 3.10(ii). (Since Rσ > R0 = y + ξ′′

y ≥ 2
√
ξ′′, which was also the case in that proof.)

Now we show (5.5). Combining Proposition 5.1 and Lemma 5.3, and using (η1, η2) for (ε, δ) in the

former, we then find

〈
vq,

[
Eσ − E0

Rσ −R0

]〉
≤ vqE(Eσ − E0) ≤ (1− η2)(Eσ −E0), ∀q ∈ [0, 1 − η1]. (5.6)

Next, note that if one replaces the −2η3 term with +η3, the proof of Proposition 3.13 goes through for

(possibly non-strictly) 1RSB models and all q ∈ [0, 1− η1]. Moreover as usual it can be made simultaneous

39



for all q by using Proposition 2.14 to union bound over a finite set of q. Thus conditional on σ ∈ Crt(B̃(E))
and the values (Eσ, Rσ), with probability 1− e−cN we have for all q ∈ [0, 1− η1] simultaneously:

Ψ(q;σ) ≤ E0 +

〈
vq,

[
Eσ − E0

Rσ −R0

]〉
+ η3

(5.6)

≤ E0 + (1− η2)(Eσ − E0) + η3 ≤ Eσ − 2η3.

Finally Proposition 2.14 implies Ψ(q;σ) is C(ξ,Eσ, Rσ)-Lipschitz on [−η4, 0] with probability 1− e−cN .

Thus we find, as desired, that with conditional probability 1− e−cN ,

Ψ(q;σ) ≤ Eσ − η3, ∀q ∈ [−η4, 1− η1].

Recalling (2.12), let LMAX ⊆ Crt denote the set of local maxima of HN .

Proposition 5.5. For any ξ and ε > 0, there exists c(ε) > 0 such that for N large enough,

E

[∣∣∣LMAX ∩ {σ : ∂radHN (σ) ≤ 2
√
ξ′′(1)− ε}

∣∣∣
]
≤ e−c(ε)N

2

.

Proof. Similarly to Corollary 3.16, by combining Cauchy–Schwarz and the Kac–Rice formula it suffices to

show that for all R ≤ 2
√
ξ′′(1)− ε,

P

[
σ ∈ LMAX

∣∣ (∂radHN (σ),∇spHN (σ)
)
= (R

√
N,0)

]
≤ e−c

′(ε)N2

.

Recalling (2.11), this follows easily by the large deviation principle for the bulk spectrum of a GOE matrix,

which has speed N2 [BG97].

We are ready to determine the rate function for the upper tail of GSN in 1RSB models.

Theorem 5.6. Assume ξ is 1RSB. Then max(GSN , E0) obeys a large deviation principle on [E0,∞) with

speed N and good rate function −Θ∗(E).

Proof. Since Θ∗(E) decreases continuously from Θ∗(E0) = 0 to −∞, and exponential tightness is clear

by e.g. Borell–TIS, it suffices3 to show

lim
η↓0

lim
N→∞

1

N
log P[GSN ∈ [E − η,E + η]]

?
= Θ∗(E), ∀E > E0. (5.7)

Thus, fix E > E0 and let

Crttyp(B̃(E)) ⊔ Crtatyp(B̃(E)) = Crt(B̃(E))

respectively denote the large deviation typical and atypical critical points of HN . For the large deviation

upper bound, recall from Lemma 5.3 that on [E,∞) × [2
√
ξ′′(1),∞) the function Θ is maximized at

(E,R∗(E)) with value Θ∗(E). We claim that the expected number of local maxima σ ∈ LMAX satisfying

HN (σ)/N ≥ [E, Ē] is at most exp(NΘ∗(E) + o(N)) for any Ē < ∞ independent of N . Indeed, Propo-

sition 5.5 shows that points R ≤ 2
√
ξ′′(1) − ε contribute a negligible amount. Sending ε → 0 slowly with

N and applying Lemma 3.17 (and continuity of Θ) yields the claim. Since the global maximum of HN is of

course a local maximum, this together with exponential tightness of the ground state yields the upper bound.

For the lower bound, exactly as in Proposition 3.16 and its use in proving Proposition 3.7, we may

deduce from Lemma 5.4 that

E|Crtatyp(B̃(E))| ≤ e−cN/3E|Crt(B̃(E))|.
3Given exponential tightness, [AGZ09, Theorem D.4 and Corollary D.6] show (5.7) implies a large deviation principle on

[E0 + ε,∞) for any ε > 0. The large deviation principle easily extends to [E0,∞) due to the aforementioned properties of Θ∗.
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In particular

E|Crttyp(B̃(E))| ≥ E|Crt(B̃(E))|/2 ≥ exp(−NΘ∗(E)± o(N))/2.

By definition, any two distinct large deviation typical points have overlap at most −η4. Hence there are

almost surely at most 2η−24 large deviation typical points in total, for any HN (because their Gram matrix of

overlaps must be positive semi-definite). Therefore

P[|Crttyp(B̃(E))| ≥ 1] ≥ η24E|Crttyp(B̃(E))|/2
≥ η24 exp(−NΘ∗(E) ± o(N))/4

≥ exp(−NΘ∗(E)± o(N)).

By definition, if |Crttyp(B̃(E))| ≥ 1 then GSN ≥ E − η3. Since η3 was arbitrarily small, we obtain

lim inf
η↓0

lim
N→∞

1

N
log P[GSN ≥ E − η] ≥ Θ∗(E), ∀E > E0.

Since we already established the large deviation upper bound with strictly increasing rate function −Θ∗ as

well as exponential tightness, the previous display implies (5.7) as desired.

5.2 Transition to Quadratic Speed

In this subsection, ξ is a general model, not necessarily 1RSB. We show in Theorem 5.8 that the large devia-

tions ofGSN are of speedO(N) above Q(ξ−γ21t) and Ω(N2) below. The following exact orthogonalization

lemma is crucial to show the latter result.

Lemma 5.7. Fix small constants c, δ > 0. Suppose σ1, . . . ,σk ∈ SN for k = ecN satisfy |R(σi,σj)| ≤ δ
for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k. Then for c′ > 0 depending only on c, δ and for N large enough, there exists a subset

A ⊆ [k] of size |A| ≥ c′N and points {σ̃a}a∈A such that:

R(σ̃a, σ̃a
′

) = 0, ∀a 6= a′ ∈ A,
‖σ̃a − σa‖2 ≤ δ0.01

√
N.

(5.8)

Proof. Let A ⊆ [k] be any maximal subset such that there exist {σ̃a}a∈A obeying (5.8), and assume for

sake of contradiction that |A| < c′N . For i ∈ [k], let σ̂i be the projection of σi onto span
(
{σ̃a}a∈A

)
. By

maximality of A, we have ‖σ̂i‖2 ≥ δ0.1
√
N for all i. With B(A) the radius

√
N ball in span

(
{σ̃a}a∈A

)
, let

B̂ = B(A)\δ0.1B(A). Then, for a universal C > 0, B̂(A) admits a covering by exp(C|A| log(1/δ)) radius

δ
√
N balls, whose centers are disjoint from δ0.1B(A)/2. Since we assumed |A| < c′N , we have (for small

enough c′)
exp(C|A| log(1/δ)) ≤ exp(cN/3).

Hence by the pigeonhole principle, there exists J ⊆ [k]\A with |J | ≥ exp(cN/3) such that the points

{σ̂j}j∈J in B̂ are all contained in a radius δ
√
N ball centered at some σ̂J ∈ span

(
{σ̃a}a∈A

)
with ‖σ̂J‖ ≥

δ0.1
√
N/2. It follows that

1

|J |
∑

j∈J
〈σj , σ̂J〉 = 1

|J |
∑

j∈J
〈σ̂j , σ̂J〉 ≥ 1

|J |
∑

j∈J

(
〈σ̂J , σ̂J〉 − ‖σ̂j − σ̂J‖2 · ‖σ̂J‖2

)
≥ δ0.3N.
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On the other hand, since we assumed |R(σi,σj)| ≤ δ, we have

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

|J |
∑

j∈J
σj

∥∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

=
1

|J |2
∑

j1,j2∈J
〈σj1 ,σj2〉

≤ 1

|J |2
(
|J |+ |J |2δN

)

≤ 2δN.

Since ‖σ̂J‖2 ≤
√
N , Cauchy–Schwarz gives the desired contradiction.

Recall γ1 is the weight of the degree-1 interactions in (1.1), and ξ′(0) = γ21 . For h ≥ 0, let

ξγ1←h(t) = ξ(t)− γ21t+ h2t

denote ξ with this interaction weight replaced by h. In particular ξγ1←0(t) = ξ(t)− γ21t.

Theorem 5.8. For any E > Q(ξγ1←0),

lim sup
ε→0

lim sup
N→∞

− 1

N
log P[GSN ∈ [E − ε,E + ε]] ≤ C1(ξ,E). (5.9)

On the other hand, for any ε > 0,

lim inf
N→∞

− 1

N2
logP[GSN ≤ Q(ξγ1←0)− ε] ≥ C2(ξ, ε). (5.10)

Proof. We first prove (5.9), assuming further that ξ′(0) > 0. By Theorem 2.1 and Proposition 2.14,

Q(ξγ1←h) is uniformly Lipschitz in h. Moreover clearly limh→∞Q(ξγ1←h) = ∞. Thus E = Q(ξγ1←h)
for some h > 0. Let g = (g1, . . . , gN ) be the vector of degree 1 disorder coefficients in (1.1). For small

η > 0,
γ1‖g‖2√

N
∈ [h− η, h + η]

occurs with probability at least e−C1(ξ,E)N . Conditional on this event, P[GSN ∈ [E − ε,E + ε]] ≥ 1/2.

This proves (5.9) if ξ′(0) > 0.

Next, suppose ξ′(0) = 0. Assuming γp > 0, we consider the conditional behavior of HN on the large

deviation event EN,x that the order p coefficient g1,1,...,1 (as in (1.1)) satisfies

g1,1,...,1 = x
√
N.

Using Proposition 2.14 to discretize SN into bands with fixed first coordinate, and applying the zero tem-

perature Parisi formula to each band, it easily follows that, with ξ̃q as in (3.2),

GS(x) ≡ lim
N→∞

E[GSN | EN,x] = sup
0≤q≤1

{
Q(ξ̃q) + qpx

}
.

Moreover this limit holds locally uniformly in x. In particular GS(x) is continuous and strictly increasing,

and (since γ1 = 0) GS(0) = Q(ξ). Hence for some x∗(E), δ > 0 we have GS(x) ∈ [E − ε/2, E + ε/2]
for all x ∈ [x∗(E)− δ, x∗(E) + δ]. Then by Borell-TIS, for N sufficiently large, we conclude (5.9) from:

P[GSN ∈ E − ε,E + ε] ≥ P[N−1/2g1,1,...,1 ∈ [x∗(E) − δ, x∗(E) + δ]]/2 ≥ e−C(ξ,E)N .
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We turn to the proof of (5.10). We start from Corollary 1.7, applied to

HN,≥2(σ) = HN (σ)− γ1〈g,σ〉,

which is a Hamiltonian with mixture ξγ1←0. This implies the high-probability existence of σ1, . . . ,σk ∈ SN
for k = ecN such that |R(σi,σj)| ≤ δ ≪ ε for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k and HN,≥2(σi) ≥ Q(ξγ1←0) − ε

4 . On

this event, Lemma 5.7 ensures the existence of A ⊆ [k] with |A| ≥ c′N and points {σ̃a}a∈A obeying (5.8).

On the event of Proposition 2.14 we then have

1

c′N2
max

~ρ∈Bandc′N,1,0(0)

c′N∑

i=1

HN,≥2(ρ
i) ≥ min

σ̃
a
HN,≥2(σ̃

a)/N ≥ Q(ξγ1←0)− ε

2
.

By the proof of Lemma 4.4, the left-hand side above is sub-Gaussian with bandwidth O(N−2). (Namely we

specialize (4.7) with k = c′N and δ = 0, and then apply Borell-TIS as there.) With c′′ = c′′(ξ, c, c′, δ) > 0
a small constant, we find that

1

c′N2
max

~ρ∈Bandc′N,1,0(0)

c′N∑

i=1

HN,≥2(ρi) ≥ Q(ξγ1←0)− 3ε

4

with probability 1 − e−c
′′N2

. Let (ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂c
′N ) attain the maximum on the left-hand side (and depend

measurably on HN,≥2).

Finally we add back in the external field γ1〈g,σ〉. Note that {σ̃a}a∈A can be chosen (in some measur-

able way) depending only onHN,≥2, so we may take g independent of {ρ̂i}1≤i≤c′N . Then
∑

i≤c′N γ1〈g, ρ̂i〉
is conditionally a centered Gaussian with variance c′N2, so it has absolute value smaller than εc′N2/4 with

probability 1− e−c
′′N2

. On this event and that of the preceding display, we find as desired:

max
σ∈SN

HN (σ)/N ≥ 1

c′N2
max

~ρ∈Bandc′N,1,0(0)

c′N∑

i=1

HN (ρ
i)

≥
(

1

c′N2

c′N∑

i=1

HN,≥2(ρ̂
i)

)
− ε

4

≥ Q(ξγ1←0)− ε.

Remark 5.9. Given a weaker version of Corollary 1.7 with kN ≤ eo(N), one finds |A| ≥ Ω(log kN )
in Lemma 5.7, which implies speed Ω(N log kN ). In particular, Chatterjee’s “multiple peaks” property

[Cha14] suffices to obtain super-linear speed for the lower tail. At positive temperature, the super-linearity in

the lower tail was essentially predicted by Dotsenko-Franz-Mézard in [DFM94] and proved in [Tal07, Jag17]

using a similar “orthogonal structures” idea; see also [Che23] which derives it from superconcentration. The

main new feature of Theorem 5.8 is the quadratic rate, which is best possible when γ2 6= 0. It is natural to

conjecture that Npmin is the correct lower tail speed for pmin = min{p : γp > 0}.
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