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Near-optimal shattering in the Ising pure p-spin and

rarity of solutions returned by stable algorithms

Ahmed El Alaoui∗

Abstract

We show that in the Ising pure p-spin model of spin glasses, shattering takes place at all
inverse temperatures β ∈ (

√

(2 log p)/p,
√
2 log 2) when p is sufficiently large as a function

of β. Of special interest is the lower boundary of this interval which matches the large
p-asymptotics of the inverse temperature marking the hypothetical dynamical transition
predicted in statistical physics. We show this as a consequence of a ‘soft’ version of the
overlap gap property which asserts the existence of a distance gap of points of typical
energy from a typical sample from the Gibbs measure. We further show that this latter
property implies that stable algorithms seeking to return a point of at least typical energy
are confined to an exponentially rare subset of that super-level set, provided that their
success probability is not vanishingly small.

1 Introduction and main result

We consider the mixed p-spin model on the binary hypercube. Let (gi1,··· ,ik)1≤i1,··· ,ik≤N,k≥2

be a collection of i.i.d. N(0, 1) random variables which we denote by G, and fix a collection
of scalars (γk)

P
k=2. We consider the random Hamiltonian

HN (σ) =

P
∑

k=2

γk
N (k−1)/2

∑

1≤i1,··· ,ik≤N

gi1,··· ,ikσi1 · · · σik , σ ∈ {−1,+1}N . (1.1)

Let ξ(x) :=
∑P

k=2 γ
2
kx

k be the mixture function of HN ; we have E[HN (σ)HN (σ′)] =
Nξ(〈σ,σ′〉/N). We define the corresponding Gibbs measure at inverse temperature β ≥ 0:

µβ,G(σ) =
1

ZN (β)
eβHN (σ) , σ ∈ {−1,+1}N . (1.2)

The Gibbs measure µβ,G is known to undergo a ‘static’ replica symmetry breaking transi-
tion at an inverse temperature βc defined as the largest β at which the free energy E logZN (β)/N
converges to its annealed value β2ξ(1)/2 + log 2 in the large N limit [Tal00]. For some mix-
tures ξ a second ‘dynamical’ transition is expected at a lower inverse temperature βd where
the Gibbs measure is expected to exhibit shattering between βd and βc: a clustering of the
mass of the measure into small and well separated subsets, each of exponentially small mass,
and which together carry all but an exponentially small fraction of the mass. This transition
is also expected to mark the slowdown of natural relaxation dynamics. In the case of the
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pure p-spin model ξ(x) = xp, p ≥ 3 this dynamical transition was predicted in the statistical
physics literature to occur at the value

βd = inf

{

β > 0 : ∃ q ∈ (0, 1] s.t. q =
E
[

cosh(β
√

ξ′(q)Z) tanh2(β
√

ξ′(q)Z)
]

E
[

cosh(β
√

ξ′(q)Z)
]

}

, (1.3)

where Z ∼ N(0, 1) via the formalism of the replica method [MRT03, FLPR12]. For large val-
ues of p, βd is asymptotic to (1+op(1))

√

(2 log p)/p where op(1) → 0 as p → ∞; see [FLPR12,
AMS23a]. In contrast it is known that (1− 2−p)

√
2 log 2 ≤ βc ≤

√
2 log 2 [Tal00] so the “shat-

tered phase” is conjectured to occupy a dominant share of the replica-symmetric regime.

Shattering in the Ising p-spin. Shattering in the Ising pure p-spin model was recently
established in [GJK23] for all

√
log 2 < β <

√
2 log 2 and all p sufficiently large. This was

shown via first and second moment methods tracking the occurrence of a certain overlap gap
property. In this paper we provide a simple argument showing that shattering occurs for the
pure p-spin model for all β ∈ (

√

(2 log p)/p,
√
2 log 2) when p is sufficiently large, matching

the first order term in the asymptotic expansion of βd marking the conjectural dynamical
transition:

Theorem 1.1. Consider the pure p-spin case ξ(x) = xp. For all ε > 0, there exists an integer
p0 = p0(ε) such that for all p ≥ p0 and all (1 + ε)

√

(2 log p)/p ≤ β ≤ (1 − ε)
√
2 log 2, there

exits a random collection of subsets C1, · · · , Cm ⊂ {−1,+1}N (measurable with respect to G)
with the following properties:

1. Small diameter: maxσ1,σ2∈Ci dH(σ1,σ2) ≤ rN for all i ≤ m.

2. Pairwise separation: min1≤i 6=j≤m dH(Ci, Cj) ≥ RN .

3. Small Gibbs mass: Emax1≤i≤m µβ,G(Ci) ≤ e−cN .

4. Collective coverage of the Gibbs measure: Eµβ,G

(
⋃m

i=1 Ci
)

≥ 1− e−cN .

In the above, dH is the Hamming distance, c = c(ε) > 0 and there exists δ = δ(ε) > 0 such
that one can take r = 1/p1+δ and R = δ/p.

We remark that the scaling of the radii r and R are such that the clusters Ci are almost
“point-like” and are at a much larger distance apart than their diameter for large p.

The above theorem is a consequence of a soft overlap gap property that appears in a general
mixture ξ above an inverse temperature β̄d defined as follows: Let ϕ and Φ be respectively
the density and cumulative function of the standard normal distribution, and define

β̄d = inf
q∈(0,1)

2
√

ξ′(1)ϕ
(

Φ−1
(1+q

2

))

ξ(1)− ξ(q)
. (1.4)

In the special case of the pure p-spin, β̄d ≤ (1 + op(1))
√

(2 log p)/p (see Eq. (3.11)).
We mention that for the spherical p-spin model, the available proofs of shattering rely

on different techniques based on the analysis of the stationary points of the TAP free en-
ergy [BAJ24] or the monotonicity of the Franz–Parisi potential [AMS23b]. We show in Sec-
tion 6 that the argument used to prove Theorem 1.1 can also be used in the spherical case.
This would provide an alternative proof of the shattering result of [AMS23b] with an explicit
lower bound on β. In contrast with the Ising case however, the spherical analogue of β̄d is
asymptotic to 2.216 >

√
e, the latter being the conjectural value of the inverse temperature

marking the dynamical transition for large p in the spherical case.
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Rarity of solutions found by Lipschitz algorithms. As mentioned earlier, shatter-
ing has algorithmic consequences pertaining to hardness of approximate sampling: Glauber
dynamics (or Langevin dynamics in the spherical case) slow down exponentially and stable
algorithms are not able to approximately sample from the Gibbs measure when shattering
occurs. This is because shattering implies transport disorder chaos of the Gibbs measure–a
notion of instability of µβ,G in the Wasserstein-2 metric under small perturbations of the dis-
order G–which in turn implies that stable algorithms cannot approximate µβ,G in this same
metric; see [AMS23a, Section 3] and [AMS23b, Section 5] for more detail on this implication.
A second aim of this paper is to investigate the behavior of optimization or search algorithms
in the shattered phase. Suppose we are interested in efficiently finding a point σ whose energy
is approximately typical under µβ,G. More precisely, for β < βc we consider the problem of
efficiently returning a point in the super-level set

Sβ(G) =
{

σ ∈ {−1,+1}N : HN (σ) ≥ βξ(1)N
}

, (1.5)

on input G, β and ξ. The right-hand side of the inequality in the above definition is the
typical energy for a configuration at inverse temperature β, given by the derivative in β of
the limiting free energy β2ξ(1)/2 + log 2 for β < βc. It is not difficult to show that µβ,G is
exponentially concentrated on S(1−ε)β(G) for any ε > 0:

Eµβ,G

(

S(1−ε)β(G)
)

≥ 1− e−cN , c = c(β, ε) > 0 , (1.6)

heuristically suggesting that shattering of the Gibbs measure must impact the behavior of
search algorithms on S(1−ε)β(G) (in fact the shattering clusters (Ci)1≤i≤m for µβ,G of The-
orem 1.1 in the pure p-spin case all belong to S(1−ε)β(G) for some ε > 0 small enough, see
Section 4). Our main result is this direction is that whenever β > β̄d where β̄d is defined
in Eq. (1.4), stable search algorithms must land in an exceptionally rare region of the search
space Sβ(G), provided that they have a high probability of returning a solution at all.

We say that an algorithm A : RM → RN is L-Lipschitz if

‖A(G)−A(G′)‖ ≤ L‖G−G′‖ , ∀G,G′ ∈ RM , (1.7)

where ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm, and M =
∑P

k=2N
k.

Theorem 1.2. Let β ∈ (β̄d, βc), L > 0, B > 0. There exists ε = ε(β, ξ) > 0 such that for
all β′ ∈ [(1 − ε)β, β] there exists a subset E(G) ⊂ Sβ′(G) depending only on β′, L, ξ,G with
exponentially small Gibbs mass relative to µβ,G:

Eµβ,G(E(G)) ≤ e−c0N , c0 = c0(β,L, ξ) > 0 , (1.8)

such that if A is a L-Lipschitz algorithm satisfying supG ‖A(G)‖ ≤
√
BN and P(A(G) /∈

Sβ(G)) ≤ ε0 for some ε0 = ε0(B, β, ξ) > 0, we have

P
(

A(G) ∈ E(G)
)

+ 4P
(

A(G) /∈ Sβ′(G)
)

≥ 1− e−c1N , c1 = c1(β,L, ξ) > 0 . (1.9)

Remark 1. We highlight the contrast between Eq. (1.6) and Eq. (1.8) where E(G) is an excep-
tionally rare subset of Sβ′(G) from the point of view of µβ,G. Moreover if one alters the defi-
nition of Sβ(G) to be the set of point of energies in the interval [(1−ε)βξ(1)N, (1+ε)βξ(1)N ]
(a near level set of typical energies), this new set–call it Sβ,ε(G)–still verifies the concentra-
tion bound (1.6), and the above theorem still holds with Sβ′(G) replaced by Sβ,ε(G) and the
bound (1.8) replaced by a statement about the relative cardinalities: E

[

|E(G)|/|Sβ,ε(G)|
]

≤
e−c0N , c0 = c0(β, ε, L, ξ) > 0. This is because of the fact that µβ,G behaves like the uniform
measure on Sβ,ε(G) up to multiplicative errors of order ec

′N where c′ = c′(ε) → 0 as ε → 0.
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An inspection of the proof of the above theorem in Section 5 reveals that Lipschitzness
of the algorithm can be relaxed to the property of overlap concentration, as already observed
in [HS25] in the context proving lower bounds on optimization as we mention in the next
paragraph. The latter property requires that the inner product 〈A(G),A(G′)〉/N where
(G,G′) are two correlated copies of the disorder concentrate exponentially in N around its
expectation. This is more general than the Lipschitz property and can potentially be the case
of algorithms lacking uniform stability in the input.

The algorithmic threshold EALG of optimizing the Hamiltonian HN is the maximum energy
achievable by a Lipschitz algorithm. It is known that for E < EALG, a Lipschitz algorithm
returning a point in Sβ(G) with E = βξ(1), exists in the form of incremental Hessian ascent
algorithms and incremental approximate message passing [Sub21, Mon21, AMS21, JSS24],
and that if E > EALG then no Lipschitz algorithm (with L = ON (1)) can find a point in
Sβ(G) with probability higher than e−c′N , c′ = c′(β,L, ξ) > 0 [HS25]. The value of EALG is
given by a stochastic control problem whose dual form is an extended Parisi-type variational
formula which is rather difficult to analyze [AMS21]. We currently do not know how β̄dξ(1)
and EALG compare for Ising spin glasses, even for the pure p-spin model. Our result is most
meaningful for mixtures where β̄d < EALG/ξ(1). We comment in Section 6 on the spherical
case where EALG is explicitly known in the pure p-spin model.

A soft overlap gap property. Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 are both a consequence of a ‘soft’
version of the overlap gap property (OGP) which we prove holds for any mixture ξ for all
β ∈ (β̄d, βc). In a random optimization problem, the overlap gap property asserts that
there exists no cluster of points in the solution space (here, Sβ(G)) at predetermined pairwise
distances from each other. Its simplest form asserts the non existence of pairs of points at some
fixed distance. This concept was first used to rule out the existence of some class of efficient
algorithms for finding large independent sets on a random regular graph [GS14]. It was
then extended to many other random optimization problems where this technique currently
provides the best computational lower bounds against large families of algorithms [GS17,
GJW21, GJW20]; for instance a lower bound on Lipschitz algorithms at the algorithmic
threshold EALG discussed above was obtained via a sophisticated version of this argument
called the branching OGP [HS25]. We refer the reader to [Gam21] for a survey and further
references.

In the Ising pure p-spin model with large p it is known that the OGP for pairs of points
undergoes a sharp phase transition in Sβ(G) where it is present with high probability for
energies β >

√
log 2 and absent with high probability if β <

√
log 2 [GJK23, Kız23]. (More

generally the more sophisticated version of “m-OGP” undergoes a sharp transition at βm =
√

(2 log 2)/m.) This is precisely the reason the shattering argument used in [GJK23] is limited
to the range (

√
log 2,

√
2 log 2). Our main technical tool is the observation that the following

relaxed (or soft) version of OGP holds all the way down to β̄d: a typical point from µβ,G

will have no point of typical energy (or more) at some prescribed distance from it, with high
probability:

Theorem 1.3. For β̄d < β < βc, there exists 0 < q < q < 1 depending on β and ξ such that

Eµβ,G

({

σ : ∃σ′ s.t.HN (σ′) ≥ βξ(1)N, q ≤ 〈σ,σ′〉/N ≤ q
})

≤ e−cN , (1.10)

where c = c(β, ξ) > 0.
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We remark that the above theorem also holds if G is replaced by a correlated copy G′

of G in the construction of HN in the above event. The bound (1.10) also holds if the
energy lower bound on HN (σ′) is taken at an inverse temperature β′ slightly lower than β;
see Theorem 3.1. While OGP can be used to rule out the possibility of finding solutions
using Lipschitz algorithms, a soft OGP can be used to show that the solutions returned by
Lipschitz algorithms are confined to an exceptional set. This is the idea behind the proof of
Theorem 1.2; see Section 3.

We finally mention that a statement similar to Theorem 1.3 was shown to hold for the
symmetric binary perceptron model with q = 1 − 1/N–meaning σ′ 6= σ–and with a weaker
bound on the right-hand side, proving that most solutions are isolated up to linear dis-
tance [PX21, ALS22b]. This was used in [AG24] to show that the uniform measure on the
set of solutions exhibits transport disorder chaos which as mentioned earlier implies failure
of stable sampling algorithms. Furthermore it was shown in [ALS22a] that a certain multi-
scale majority vote algorithm is able to find solutions all belonging to a connected cluster of
diameter linear in N at a sufficiently small constraint-to-variable density, showing that this
algorithm finds rare solutions in this low density regime. A version of Theorem 1.2 can be
proved for the symmetric binary perceptron via the same argument where (given current tech-
nology) the size of the exceptional set E(G) and the failure probability of Eq. (1.9) are both
oN (1) instead of exponentially small. This implies that this rareness property is shared by all
Lipschitz (more generally, overlap-concentrated) algorithms at sufficiently small density.

2 Preliminaries

The proof of Theorems 1.1 and 3.1 will rely on studying the local landscape around a typical
point from the Gibbs measure. This is easiest done in a planted model and then transferred
by contiguity to the original model.

In the following we describe a joint distribution νpl of a triplet (G,Gτ ,σ) which we refer
to as the planted model. Let σ be drawn uniformly from {−1,+1}N and we construct the
collection of disorder random variables G as follows for all k ≥ 2, 1 ≤ i1, · · · , ik ≤ N ,

gi1,··· ,ik =
βγk

N (k−1)/2
σi1 · · · σik + g̃i1,··· ,ik , (2.1)

where g̃i1,··· ,ik ∼ N(0, 1) independently of σ and of each other. Next for τ ∈ [0, 1] we let

Gτ = (1− τ)G+
√

2τ − τ2G′ , (2.2)

where G′ is an independent collection of i.i.d. N(0, 1) r.v.’s.
On the other hand we let νrd (the null or random model) be the joint law of (G,Gτ ,σ)

where gi1,··· ,ik ∼ N(0, 1) i.i.d., Gτ is defined as above conditionally on G, and σ ∼ µβ,G. Let
Ω be the common sample space on which νrd and νpl are defined. A standard fact is that νpl

and νpl are “equivalent” or contiguous at the exponential scale for all β < βc:

Lemma 2.1. Let β < βc, let (EN ) sequence of events defined on Ω. If there exists c >
0, N0 ≥ 1 such that νpl(EN ) ≤ e−cN for all N ≥ N0, then there exists c′ > 0, N ′

0 ≥ 1 such that
νrd(EN ) ≤ e−c′N for all N ≥ N ′

0.

The proof appears in [AMS23b, Lemma 3.5] and goes as follows: An application of the
Bayes rule yields a formula for the likelihood ratio of νpl on νrd:

dνpl

dνrd

(G,Gτ ,σ) =
1

2N

∑

σ′∈{−1,+1}N

eβHN (σ′)−β2Nξ(1)/2 , (2.3)
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where the right-hand side does not depend on Gτ nor σ, and HN is the Hamiltonian with
disorder coefficients given by G. We further have the concentration bound

Pνrd

( 1

N

∣

∣

∣
log

dνpl

dνrd

∣

∣

∣
≥ t

)

≤ e−β2ξ(1)(t−oN (1))2N/2 , (2.4)

for all t ≥ 0, β ≤ βc and all N sufficiently large, by Gaussian concentration of Lipschitz
functions [BLM13, Theorem 5.6]: this is since log

(

dνpl/dνrd

)

is a Lipschitz function of G

with Lipschitz constant β
√

ξ(1)N , and 1
N Eνrd log

(

dνpl/dνrd

)

→ 0 and all β < βc. Now for a
sequence of events (EN ) we have

νrd(EN ) = Eνpl

[dνrd

dνpl

1EN

]

≤ eNtνrd(EN ) + Pνrd

(dνpl

dνrd

≤ e−Nt
)

.

If νrd(EN ) ≤ e−cN then we conclude by letting t = c/2 and using the bound Eq. (2.4).
A first application of this Lemma is to prove that energies near βξ(1)N are exponentially

likely under µβ,G:

Lemma 2.2. For all β < βc and ε > 0,

Eµβ,G

({

σ :
∣

∣

∣

HN(σ)

Nξ(1)β
− 1

∣

∣

∣
≤ ε

})

≥ 1− e−cN ,

where c = c(β, ε) > 0. In particular Eµβ,G(S(1−ε)β(G)) ≥ 1− e−cN .

Proof. Under νpl we have for any σ′, HN (σ′) = βNξ(〈σ,σ′〉/N) + H̃N (σ′), where H̃N is
the random Hamiltonian constructed with disorder coefficients (g̃i1,··· ,ik), Eq. (2.1). Taking
σ′ = σ we have

Eνpl µβ,G

({

σ :
∣

∣

∣

HN (σ)

Nξ(1)β
− 1

∣

∣

∣
> ε

})

= P
(

|H̃N (σ)| > Nβξ(1)ε
)

.

Since H̃N (σ) ∼ N(0,
√

Nξ(1)) the above is upper-bounded by 2e−Nβ2ξ(1)ε2/2. We conclude
by appealing to Lemma 2.1.

3 Local landscape around a typical point

This section is dedicated to the proof of a more general version of Theorem 1.3. Recall that
Gτ = (1− τ)G+

√
2τ − τ2G′ for τ ∈ [0, 1] where G′ is a collection of i.i.d. N(0, 1) r.v.’s.

Theorem 3.1. If β ∈ (β̄d, βc), there exists ε > 0, c > 0 and 0 ≤ q < q ≤ 1 depending on β
and ξ such that for all τ ∈ [0, 1],

Eµβ,G

({

σ : ∃σ′ ∈ S(1−ε)β(Gτ ), s.t. q ≤ 〈σ,σ′〉/N ≤ q
})

≤ e−cN . (3.1)

In the case τ = 1, if β ∈ (β̄d, βc) then for any σ ∈ {−1,+1}N ,

P
(

∃σ′ ∈ Sβ(G
′), s.t. 〈σ,σ′〉/N ≥ q

)

≤ e−cN . (3.2)

Finally in the case of the pure p-spin ξ(x) = xp, for ε′ > 0, if β ∈
(

(1 + ε′)
√

(2 log p)/p,√
2 log 2

)

, there exists p0, δ > 0 and c′ > 0 all depending only on ε′ such that for all p ≥ p0,

the bounds (3.1) and (3.2) hold with q = 1− δ/p, q = 1− 1/p1+δ and ε = c′
√

(log p)/p.
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Proof. We proceed by establishing the above result under the planted distribution and then
transfer it to the null distribution using contiguity at exponential scale. Fix q ∈ Z+/N , ε > 0
and τ ∈ [0, 1]. Let us also make the dependence of HN on the disorder explicit by writing
HN ( · ;G) and consider the event

(G,Gτ ,σ) : max
{ 1

N
HN (σ′;Gτ ) : σ

′ ∈ {−1,+1}N , 〈σ,σ′〉 = Nq
}

≥ (1− ε)βξ(1) . (3.3)

Under (G,Gτ ,σ) ∼ νpl we have (HN (σ′;Gτ ))σ′

d
=

(

β(1 − τ)Nξ(〈σ,σ′〉/N) + H̃N (σ′)
)

σ′

where H̃N = HN ( · ; G̃) is the random Hamiltonian constructed with i.i.d. N(0, 1) disorder
coefficients (g̃i1,··· ,ip)1≤ik≤N,k≥2. In the case τ = 1 we need to bound the maximum of H̃N (σ′)
under the constraint 〈σ,σ′〉 = Nq. If τ < 1, we observe that due the constraint 〈σ,σ′〉 =
Nq ≥ 0 we have HN (σ′;Gτ ) ≤ HN (σ′;G), and it suffices to upper bound the probability of
the event displayed in Eq. (3.3) for τ = 0. We only consider the latter case, as the former can
be treated similarly. We call this event Aq = A(G,σ, q). We have

Eνpl µβ,G(Aq) = P
(

βNξ(q) + max
σ′:〈σ,σ′〉=Nq

H̃N(σ′) ≥ (1− ε)βξ(1)N
)

. (3.4)

By sign-invariance of the Gaussian distribution we may assume that σ = 1. First, since
the Hamiltonian H̃(σ′) is

√

Nξ(1)-Lipschitz in the disorder coefficients (g̃i1,··· ,ip) we have

P(XN ≥ EXN + t) ≤ e−t2/(2Nξ(1)) for all t ≥ 0 where XN := maxσ′:〈1,σ′〉=Nq H̃N (σ′). We now

bound the expectation of XN . The collection (H̃N (σ′))σ′∈{−1,+1}N is a centered Gaussian
process whose increment variances can bounded as

E
[

(H̃N (σ′)− H̃N(σ′′))2
]

= 2N
(

ξ(1)− ξ(〈σ′,σ′′〉/N)
)

≤ 2Nξ′(1)
(

1− 〈σ′,σ′′〉/N
)

= ξ′(1)E
[

(〈g,σ′〉 − 〈g,σ′′〉)2
]

, (3.5)

where g ∈ RN is a vector of i.i.d. N(0, 1) r.v.’s. It follows by the Sudakov–Fernique inequal-
ity [Ver18, Theorem 7.2.11] that

E max
σ′:〈1,σ′〉=Nq

H̃N (σ′) ≤
√

ξ′(1)E max
σ′:〈1,σ′〉=Nq

〈g,σ′〉 (3.6)

≤
√

ξ′(1) inf
h∈R

E
[

max
σ′∈{−1,+1}N

〈g,σ′〉+ h(〈1,σ′〉 −Nq)
]

=
√

ξ′(1) inf
h∈R

E
[

N
∑

i=1

|gi + h| −Nhq
]

=
√

ξ′(1)N inf
h∈R

{

E |g1 + h| − hq
}

.

Since

u(h) := E |g1 + h| =
∫ +∞

−h
(z + h)ϕ(z)dz −

∫ −h

−∞
(z + h)ϕ(z)dz = h(2Φ(h) − 1) + 2ϕ(h) ,

the above infimum is achieved at a point such that u′(h) = 2Φ(h)− 1 = q, i.e., h = Φ−1((1 +
q)/2), and we obtain the bound

E max
σ′:〈1,σ′〉=Nq

H̃N(σ′) ≤ 2
√

ξ′(1)Nϕ
(

Φ−1
(1 + q

2

))

. (3.7)
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Therefore recalling the expression of β̄d form Eq. (1.4), if β > β̄d, there exists an interval
[q, q] ⊂ [0, 1] depending on β, ξ such that

2
√

ξ′(1)ϕ
(

Φ−1
(1 + q

2

))

< β(ξ(1)− ξ(q)) , ∀q ∈ [q, q] , (3.8)

by continuity of the functions appearing in Eq. (3.8). Furthermore by continuity we can find
ε = ε(β, ξ) > 0 such that

2
√

ξ′(1)ϕ
(

Φ−1
(1 + q

2

))

< (1− ε)βξ(1) − βξ(q) , ∀q ∈ [q, q] . (3.9)

By a union bound over q ∈ (q, q) ∩ Z+/N (there are at most N points in this set) we obtain
from (3.4)

Eνpl µβ,G

(

⋃

q∈(q,q)∩Z+/N

Aq

)

≤ Ne−cN , c = c(β, ξ) > 0 .

We are able to conclude the argument for a general mixture ξ by invoking contiguity at
exponential scale between νpl and νrd, Lemma 2.1.

For the pure p-spin case we are able to obtain a better quantitative control on the pa-
rameters q, q from Eq. (3.8). For q ∈ (0, 1) we let h = Φ−1((1 + q)/2). By the standard
bound

1− Φ(h) ≥ ϕ(h)
( 1

h
− 1

h3
)

,

valid for all h > 0 (see, e.g., [Ver18, Proposition 2.1.2]) we have

ϕ
(

Φ−1
(1 + q

2

))

= ϕ(h) ≤ (1− Φ(h))h

1− h−2
=

1− q

2

h

1− h−2
.

We now let q = 1−λ/p. Since we have 1− qp ≥ 1− e−λ for all λ ∈ [0, p], a sufficient condition
for Eq. (3.8) to hold for this value of q is

1√
p

λh

1− h−2
≤ β(1− e−λ) .

Now we control the magnitude of h. We have λ/(2p) = (1− q)/2 = 1−Φ(h) ≤ ϕ(h). Solving
for h we obtain

h ≤
√

2 log(c0p/λ) ≤
√

2 log(p/λ) ,

where c0 =
√

2/π < 1. Moreover, since h = Φ−1(1−λ/(2p)) → ∞ as p → ∞ for any λ = o(p),
we have 1/(1− h−2) = 1 + op(1). Putting these bounds together it suffices to have

(1 + op(1))
λ

1 − e−λ

√

2 log(p/λ)

p
< β , (3.10)

for some λ = o(p). Now let β ≥ (1 + ε′)
√

(2 log p)/p with ε′ > 0. Since the function
v(λ) := λ/(1− e−λ) is increasing with v(0+) = 1 and v(+∞) = +∞, for λ ∈ [p−δ, δ] for some
δ > 0 the left-hand side in the above display is smaller than

(1 + op(1))v(δ)

√

2(1 + δ) log p

p
,
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so Eq. (3.10) is satisfied for any δ such that v(δ)
√
1 + δ < 1 + ε′ and all p ≥ p0(ε

′). Moreover
since the inequality is strict there further exists ε = ε(ε′, p) > 0 such that Eq. (3.9) is satisfied
with q = 1− δ/p and q = 1− 1/p1+δ: any ε such that

ε
√

2 log 2 < [(1 + ε′)(1− e−λ)− (1 + op(1))λ
√
1 + δ]

√

(2 log p)/p

will do. This concludes the proof the theorem, and also establishes the bound

β̄d
√
p ≤ (1 + op(1))v(λ)

√

2 log(p/λ) , (3.11)

valid for any λ = o(p), where β̄d is defined in Eq. (1.4).

4 Proof of Theorem 1.1: Shattering

In this section we construct a shattering decomposition for the Gibbs measure and prove
Theorem 1.1. This construction is similar but relatively simpler than the one used for the
spherical case in [AMS23b]: it uses the soft OGP Theorem 3.1 as input instead of a putative
monotonicity of the Franz–Parisi potential.

Fix ε′ > 0 small, and let p0 = p0(ε
′), p ≥ p0(ε

′), δ = δ(ε′) > 0, c′ = c′(ε′) > 0,
ε = c′

√

(log p)/p and q = 1−δ/p, q = 1−1/p1+δ be the parameters appearing in Theorem 3.1
for the pure p-spin model, and let

(1 + ε′)
√

(2 log p)/p ≤ β ≤ (1− ε′)
√

2 log 2 < βc . (4.1)

We further define the inner and outer radii

r =
1

2
(1− q) =

1

2p1+δ
, R =

1

2
(1− q) =

δ

2p
, (4.2)

and remark that for p ≥ p1 for some p1 = p1(ε
′) ≥ p0 we have r < R/3.

We now consider the set of “regular” points

Sreg =
{

σ ∈ {−1,+1}N :
∣

∣

∣

HN(σ)

Nβ
− 1

∣

∣

∣
≤ ε/2 , ∄σ′ ∈ S(1−ε/2)β(G) s.t. dN (σ,σ′) ∈ [r,R]

}

,

(4.3)
where dN is the Hamming distance normalized by N . (Recall that Sβ(G) = {σ : HN (σ) ≥
βN}.) The definition says that the points of Sreg must have near typical energy and have no
points of at least near typical energy at distance between r and R from them.

It is clear that the points in Sreg are clustered: if σ1,σ2 ∈ Sreg then either dN (σ1,σ2) < r
or dN (σ1,σ2) > R. Now consider the ‘clusters’

C(σ) = Sreg ∩BN (σ, r) , for σ ∈ Sreg , (4.4)

where BN (σ, r) = {σ′ ∈ {−1,+1}N : dN (σ,σ′) ≤ r}.
We observe that for σ1,σ2 ∈ Sreg, either C(σ1) = C(σ2) or dN (σ1,σ2) > R − r. Indeed,

if dN (σ1,σ2) ≤ R− r then for any σ ∈ C(σ1) we have dN (σ,σ2) ≤ dN (σ1,σ2)+dN (σ,σ1) ≤
(R− r) + r = R and since σ2 ∈ Sreg, dN (σ,σ2) < r so σ ∈ C(σ2), hence C(σ1) ⊆ C(σ2). By
symmetry we have C(σ1) = C(σ2).

We can now define an equivalence relation on Sreg: σ1 ∼ σ2 if C(σ1) = C(σ2), and define
the clusters (Ci)mi=1 of the shattering decomposition of µβ,G as the collection (C(σ))σ∈R where
R collects one representative from each equivalence class of ∼. (Thenm = |R| is the number of
equivalence classes.) Now we verify the four conditions defining shattering as per Theorem 1.1:
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1. Small diameter: By definition, each cluster has dN -diameter at most 2r. Since the
points of each cluster belong to Sreg and R > 2r, the dN -diameter is actually at most r.

2. Pairwise separation: From the clustering property established in the previous paragraph
we have

dN (C(σ1), C(σ2)) = min
σ∈C(σ1),σ′∈C(σ2)

dN (σ,σ′) ≥ dN (σ1,σ2)− 2r , (4.5)

for any two distinct points σ1,σ2 ∈ R. Since dN (σ1,σ2) > R > 3r it follows that
dN (C(σ1), C(σ2)) > r so actually dN (C(σ1), C(σ2)) > R. This establishes the separa-
tion condition.

3. Small Gibbs mass: Let σ ∈ R. Since HN(σ′) ≤ (1 + ε/2)Nβ for any σ′ ∈ Sreg we have

µβ,G(C(σ)) =
1

ZN (β)

∑

σ′∈C(σ)

eβHN (σ′) ≤ |C(σ)|
ZN (β)

e(1+ε/2)Nβ2

.

One the one hand, by Stirling’s formula, |C(σ)| ≤ |BN (σ, r)| ≤ eN(1+oN (1))h(2r), where
h(s) = −s log s− (1− s) log(1− s). On the other hand, 1

N E logZN (β) = β2/2 + log 2 +
oN (1) for all β < βc. On the event A = { 1

N logZN (β) ≥ β2/2 + log 2 − t} for t > 0 to
be chosen later we have

1

N
log µβ,G(C(σ)) ≤ (1 + oN (1))h(2r) + (1 + ε/2)β2 − β2/2 − log 2 + t .

Since β ≤ (1 − ε′)
√
2 log 2, we take t = [1 − (1 − ε′)2(1 + ε)](log 2)/2 > 0 so that the

above is bounded by

(1 + oN (1))h(2r) − [1− (1− ε′)2(1 + ε)](log 2)/2 .

Next we have ε2 = c′2(log p)/p, and since 2r = 1/p1+δ (see Eq. (4.2)) we have h(2r) =
O((log p)/p1+δ), so that maxσ∈R

1
N log µβ,G(C(σ)) < −Cε′ under the event A, for p

large enough and where C > 0 is some absolute constant. Finally since G 7→ logZN

is a β
√
N -Lipschitz function, by Gaussian concentration of Lipschitz functions, P(A) ≥

1− e−cN , c = c(β) > 0. This yields Emaxσ∈R µβ,G(C(σ)) ≤ e−c′N , c′ = c′(β, ε′) > 0.

4. Collective coverage: Since the collection (C(σ))σ∈R forms a partition of Sreg we have
by a union bound

Eµβ,G

(

⋃

σ∈R

C(σ)
)

= Eµβ,G(Sreg)

≥ 1− Eµβ,G

({

σ : HN (σ) /∈ (1± ε/2)βN
})

− Eµβ,G

({

σ : ∃σ′ ∈ S(1−ε/2)β(G) s.t. dN (σ,σ′) ∈ [r,R]
})

The first term in the above is bounded by e−cN , c = c(β, ε) > 0 by Lemma 2.2, and
similarly for the second term by Theorem 3.1 applied with τ = 0. This finishes the proof
of shattering.
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Remark 2. The requirement r < R/3 is only needed to ensure pairwise separation between
all clusters, see Eq. (4.5). If one is satisfied with pairwise separation between most clusters—
for instance this is enough to prove transport disorder chaos; see [AMS23b, Theorem 5.1]—
then one only needs r < R. Indeed since dN (Ci, Cj) ≤ R implies dN (σ1,σ2) < 3r for any
σ1 ∈ Ci,σ2 ∈ Cj we have

E
∑

1≤i<j≤m

µβ,G(Ci)µβ,G(Cj)1
{

dN (Ci, Cj) ≤ R
}

≤ Eµ⊗2
β,G

(

dN (σ1,σ2) < 3r
)

≤ oN (1) ,

where the last bound holds if 3r < 1/2 (which holds for p sufficiently large), since dN (σ1,σ2) <
3r means 〈σ1,σ2〉/N > 1 − 6r > 0, and the overlap between two replicas from the Gibbs
measure concentrates around zero for β < βc; see [Che19, Theorem 4].

5 Proof of Theorem 1.2: Construction of the exceptional set

Let β ∈ (β̄d, βc), c, ε > 0 and q, q be the parameters appearing in Theorem 3.1 for a general
mixture ξ. Let β′ ∈ [(1 − ε)β, β] and fix 0 < δ < (q − q)/2 and τ ∈ [0, 1]. By monotonicity
of the left-hand side of Eq. (3.1) in ε, the same bound holds with Sβ(G) replaced by Sβ′(G).
Consider the subset of Sβ′(G) defined as

Eτ (G) =
{

σ ∈ Sβ′(G) : P
(

∃σ′ ∈ Sβ′(Gτ ), s.t. 〈σ,σ′〉/N ∈ (q, q)
∣

∣G
)

≥ e−cN/2
}

. (5.1)

The probability in the above definition is with respect to G′, where Gτ = (1 − τ)G +√
2τ − τ2G′.

Lemma 5.1. We have Eµβ,G(Eτ (G)) ≤ e−cN/2, c > 0. Moreover, Eτ=1(G) = ∅.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 3.1, Eq. (3.1):

Eµβ,G(Eτ (G)) = E
∑

σ

1{σ ∈ Eτ (G)}µβ,G(σ)

≤ ecN/2 E
∑

σ

P
(

∃σ′ ∈ Sβ′(Gτ ), s.t. 〈σ,σ′〉/N ∈ (q, q)
∣

∣G
)

µβ,G(σ)

= ecN/2 Eµβ,G

({

σ : ∃σ′ ∈ Sβ′(Gτ ), s.t. 〈σ,σ′〉/N ∈ (q, q)
})

≤ e−cN/2 ,

where the second line was obtained via the inequality 1{x ≥ a} ≤ x/a, x, a > 0 and the
third line follows by exchanging the order of summation. For τ = 1, the we have P(∃σ′ ∈
Sβ′(G′), s.t. 〈σ,σ′〉/N ∈ (q, q) |G) ≤ e−cN since this probability does not depend on (G,σ).

We now construct the exceptional set as the union of the sets Eτ (G) for “all” τ : we let
K be some large integer depending only on q, q, L, and consider

E(G) =
K−1
⋃

k=0

Eτk(G) , τk = k/K . (5.2)

From Lemma 5.1 we have EµG,β(E(G)) ≤ Ke−cN/2.
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Now we fix a L-Lipschitz algorithm A : RM → RN such that supG ‖A(G)‖ ≤
√
BN , and

define its correlation function

χN (τ) =
1

N
E
〈

A(G),A(Gτ )
〉

. (5.3)

The following facts can be collected from [HS25, Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 8.2]:

Lemma 5.2. The function χN is continuous, non-increasing and Lipschitz with constant L2.
Moreover the following concentration bound holds for all t ≥ 0 and all τ ∈ [0, 1]:

P
(
∣

∣

∣

1

N

〈

A(G),A(Gτ )
〉

− χN (τ)
∣

∣

∣
≥ t

)

≤ 2e−Nt2/8L2

.

Proof. The Lipschitz property of χN does not explicitly appear in [HS25] but is straight-
forward to deduce from their calculations: referring to the proof of Proposition 3.1 in their
paper, we write Ai : RM → R for each output coordinate of A and consider its Hermite
decomposition Ai( · ) =

∑

α∈NM
+
aαhα( · ), hα =

∏M
j=1 hαj

where hj are the standard Hermite

polynomials, we have χN (τ) =
∑

j≥0(1− τ)jWj, where Wj = (1/N)
∑N

i=1

∑

|α|=j a
2
α. Taking

a derivative, |χ′
N (τ)| = ∑

j≥1 j(1 − τ)j−1Wj ≤
∑

j≥1 jWj = (1/N)
∑N

i=1 E ‖∇Ai(G)‖2 ≤ L2,
since by Rademacher’s theorem each Ai is differentiable almost everywhere with a gradient
bounded by L in Euclidean norm.

Next, in view of applying the intermediate value theorem we control the values of χN at
the endpoints τ ∈ {0, 1}. Let us consider the events

A(G) =
{

A(G) ∈ Sβ′(G)
}

, R =
{

∄σ′ ∈ Sβ′(G′) :
〈

A(G),σ′
〉

/N ≥ q
}

. (5.4)

By Theorem 3.1, Eq. (3.2), we have P(Rc|G) ≤ e−cN if A(G) ∈ {−1,+1}N . Therefore if
P
(

A(G)c
)

< min{δ/q, δ/3B} and N ≥ c−1 log(B/δ) we have

χN (0) ≥ q P
(

A(G)
)

> q − δ , and (5.5)

χN (1) ≤ q +B P
(

A(G)c ∪A(G′)c ∪Rc
)

≤ q + 2B P(A(G)c) +Be−cN < q + δ . (5.6)

Now consider a subdivision of [0, 1] into K + 1 equally spaced points k/K, 0 ≤ k ≤ K.
By Lemma 5.2 and the bounds (5.5) and (5.6), for K ≥ 10L2/(q − q), there exists some
k ∈ [1,K − 1] such that χN (k/K) ∈ (q + δ, q − δ). We now let τ = k/K. In addition to the
event A(G) and R defined above, we define the events

B(G,Gτ ) =
{

∣

∣

〈

A(G),A(Gτ )
〉

/N − χN (τ)
∣

∣ ≤ δ
}

, (5.7)

F (G) =
{

A(G) ∈ Eτ (G)
}

. (5.8)

Since χN (τ) ∈ (q + δ, q − δ) we have
〈

A(G),A(Gτ )
〉

/N ∈ (q, q) under the event B(G,Gτ ).
Next, from the definition of the set Eτ (G), Eq. (5.1), under A(G) ∩ F (G)c we have

P
(

∃σ′ ∈ Sβ′(Gτ ), 〈A(G),σ′〉/N ∈ (q, q)
∣

∣G
)

≤ e−cN/2 .

We use σ′ = A(Gτ ) as a witness for the above event to obtain

1A(G)∩F (G)c P(A(Gτ ) ∩B(G,Gτ ) |G) ≤ e−cN/2 .
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We now average the above by further restricting to A(Gτ ) ∩B(G,Gτ ):

E
[

1A(G)∩A(Gτ )∩F (G)c∩B(G,Gτ ) P
(

A(Gτ ) ∩B(G,Gτ )
∣

∣G
)

]

≤ e−cN/2 .

Adding E
[

1A(G)∩A(Gτ )∩F (G)∩B(G,Gτ ) P
(

A(Gτ ) ∩B(G,Gτ )
∣

∣G
)]

on both sides we obtain

LHS := E
[

1A(G)∩A(Gτ )∩B(G,Gτ ) P
(

A(Gτ ) ∩B(G,Gτ )
∣

∣G
)

]

≤ e−cN/2 + P(F (G)) . (5.9)

Now we focus on lower-bounding the left-hand side. By the tower property of expectations
we have

LHS ≥ E
[

1A(G) P
(

A(Gτ ) ∩B(G,Gτ )
∣

∣G
)2
]

≥ P
(

A(G) ∩A(Gτ ) ∩B(G,Gτ )
)2

,

≥
(

1− 2P(A(G)c)− P(B(G,Gτ )
c)
)2

, (5.10)

where we used Jensen’s inequality to obtain the second line and a union bound to obtain the
third. From (5.9) and (5.10) we obtain

1− 4P(A(G)c)− 2P(B(G,Gτ )
c) ≤ e−cN/2 + P(F (G)) .

Since P(B(G,Gτ )
c) ≤ 2e−Nδ2/8L2

by Lemma 5.2, this completes the proof.

6 The spherical case

The methods used in the previous sections can be applied to the spherical case as well where
the Gibbs measure µβ,G is defined on the sphere SN−1(

√
N) of radius

√
N via the formula (1.2)

interpreted as a density relative to the uniform measure on it. In this case, for a general
mixture ξ, the inverse temperature β̄d takes the form

β̄sph
d = inf

q∈(0,1)

√

ξ′(1)(1 − q2)

ξ(1)− ξ(q)
, (6.1)

and all the results established in the previous sections extend to the sphere via the same
arguments. The above expression for β̄sph

d can be seen from the bound (3.6) where the
maximization is over the sphere rather than the hypercube. In the case of the pure p-spin
model ξ(x) = xp, one can verify that for large p,

β̄sph
d −−−→

p→∞
inf
λ>0

√
2λ

1− e−λ
= 2.2160... (6.2)

where the minimizing q in Eq. (6.1) is approximately equal to 1 − λ∗/p, λ∗ = 1.2608.... On
the other hand, it is known that the static replica-symmetry breaking transition happens at
βsph
c = (1 + op(1))

√
log p, and it is expected that the dynamical transition happens at

βsph
d =

√

(p − 1)p−1

p(p− 2)p−2
−−−→
p→∞

√
e = 1.6487... , (6.3)

see [CHS93, CC05]. Therefore the spherical pure p-spin model ceases to exhibit the soft
overlap gap property of Theorem 1.3 strictly within the (conjecturally) shattered phase, and

a different argument will be needed to establish shattering in the interval [βsph
d , β̄sph

d ].
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A shattering decomposition for the Gibbs measure was constructed in this spherical case
for β ∈ [C, βsph

c ) where C is some absolute constant in [AMS23b] by showing that the Franz–
Parisi potential is strictly increasing in an interval of the form q ∈ [1 − λ1/p, 1 − λ2/p] with

λ2 ≪ λ1 for large p (and large β, which is allowed since βsph
c is diverging in p). This result

can be reproved using the methods of this paper with a constant C taking the value

C = inf
{

v ≥ β̄sph
d : ∃λ1 > 3λ2 s.t.

√
2λ

1− e−λ
≤ v , ∀ λ ∈ [λ1, λ2]

}

= 2.342... , (6.4)

with λ2 = 0.71... and λ1 = 2.13... The factor 3 between λ1 and λ2 is needed to ensure the
pairwise separation between all clusters; see Eq. (4.5). If one is satisfied with separation

between most clusters then shattering can be proved for all β > β̄sph
d ; see Remark 2. These

numerical values can probably be improved by analyzing the true maximum of the Hamil-
tonian H̃N appearing in the proof of Theorem 3.1 via the Crisanti–Sommers formula on the
sphere [CS92, Tal06], instead of applying a Gaussian comparison bound, Eq. (3.5), but this

approach is unlikely to succeed all the way down to βsph
d .

It is also interesting to compare β̄sph
d to the algorithmic threshold EALG for maximizing

the Hamiltonian HN . Its value is explicitly known in the spherical case [Sub21]:

EALG =

∫ 1

0

√

ξ′′(x) dx .

In the pure p-spin case, EALG = 2
√

(p− 1)/p = 2(1 + op(1)) < β̄sph
d for large p. Since no

Lipschitz algorithm can find a point in SE(G) with a probability which not exponentially
small for any E > EALG [HS25], our Theorem 1.2 is vacuous in this case.

Acknowledgments. The author would like to thank Mark Sellke for instructive conver-
sations.
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[BLM13] Stéphane Boucheron, Gábor Lugosi, and Pascal Massart, Concentration inequali-
ties: A nonasymptotic theory of independence, Oxford university press, 2013.

[CC05] Tommaso Castellani and Andrea Cavagna, Spin-glass theory for pedestrians, Jour-
nal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2005 (2005), no. 05, P05012.

[Che19] Wei-Kuo Chen, Phase transition in the spiked random tensor with rademacher
prior, The Annals of Statistics 47 (2019), no. 5, 2734–2756.

[CHS93] Andrea Crisanti, Heinz Horner, and H J Sommers, The spherical p-spin interaction
spin-glass model: the dynamics, Zeitschrift für Physik B Condensed Matter 92

(1993), 257–271.

[CS92] Andrea Crisanti and H-J Sommers, The spherical p-spin interaction spin glass
model: the statics, Zeitschrift für Physik B Condensed Matter 87 (1992), no. 3,
341–354.

[FLPR12] Ulisse Ferrari, Luca Leuzzi, Giorgio Parisi, and Tommaso Rizzo, Two-step re-
laxation next to dynamic arrest in mean-field glasses: Spherical and ising p-spin
model, Physical Review B—Condensed Matter and Materials Physics 86 (2012),
no. 1, 014204.

[Gam21] David Gamarnik, The overlap gap property: A topological barrier to optimizing
over random structures, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 118

(2021), no. 41.

15

http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.16627
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.08912
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.04659


[GJK23] David Gamarnik, Aukosh Jagannath, and Eren C Kızıldağ, Shattering in the ising
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