arXiv:2307.12535v2 [math-ph] 15 Jan 2025

Operator Norm Bounds on the Correlation Matrix of the SK Model at High Temperature

Christian Brennecke^∗ Changji Xu^† Horng-Tzer Yau^‡

February 14, 2025

Abstract

We prove that the correlation matrix M = (⟨σ_iσ_j ⟩ − ⟨σ_i⟩⟨σ_j ⟩)_{1≤i,j≤N} ∈ R^{N×N} of the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model has the property that for every ϵ > 0 there exists K_ϵ > 0, that is independent of N, such that P ( ‖M‖_{op} ≤ K_ϵ ) ≥ 1 − ϵ for N large enough, for suitable interaction and external field parameters (β, h) in the replica symmetric region. In other words, the operator norm of M is of order one with high probability. Our results are in particular valid for all (β, h) ∈ (0, 1) × (0, ∞) and thus complement recently obtained results in [20, 9] that imply the operator norm boundedness of M for all β < 1 in the special case of a vanishing external field.

1 Setup and Main Results

We consider systems of N interacting spins σ_i ∈ {−1, 1}, i ∈ [N] = {1, . . . , N}, described by the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick [30] Hamiltonian H_N : {−1, 1}^N → R which is defined by

H_N (σ) = β ∑ 1≤i<j≤N g_{ij} σ_iσ_j + h N∑ i=1 σ_i = β 2 (σ, Gσ) + h (1, σ). (1.1)

The symmetric matrix G = (g_{ij} )_{1≤i,j≤N} is a GOE matrix, that is, up to the symmetry constraint its entries are i.i.d. centered Gaussian random variables of variance N^{−1} for i ≠ j and we set g_{ii} = 0 for simplicity. The standard Euclidean inner product in R^N and its induced norm are denoted by (·, ·) and ‖ · ‖, respectively. We assume β > 0, h > 0 and

∗Institute for Applied Mathematics, University of Bonn, Endenicher Allee 60, 53115 Bonn, Germany †Center of Mathematical Sciences and Applications, Harvard University, Cambridge MA 02138,USA ‡Department of Mathematics, Harvard University, One Oxford Street, Cambridge MA 02138, USA

we assume the {g_{ij} } to be realized in some probability space (Ω, F, P). The expectation with regards to P is denoted by E (·) and the L^p(Ω, F, P) norms are ‖ · ‖_p = (E | · |^p)^{1/p}.

Based on a novel representation of the entries of the two point correlation matrix

M = M_{β,h} = (m_{ij} )_{1≤i,j≤N} = ( ⟨σ_iσ_j⟩ − ⟨σ_i⟩⟨σ_j ⟩ ) 1≤i,j≤N ∈ R N×N as sums over weights of self-avoiding paths, which is motivated by the results of [1], we recently proved in [9] for the special case h = 0 that at high temperature, M is asymptotically close to a resolvent of G, in the sense that lim N→∞ ‖ M_{β,h=0} − (1 + β^2 − βG)^{−1} ‖ op = 0 (1.2)

in probability. Here, ‖A‖_{op} = sup_{u∈R}N_{:‖u‖=1} ‖Au‖ denotes the standard operator norm, for A ∈ R^{N×N} , and ⟨·⟩ = ⟨·⟩_{β,h} denotes the Gibbs measure induced by H_N , that is ⟨f⟩ = 1 Z_N ∑ σ∈{−1,1}^N f(σ) e^{HN (σ)} with Z_N = ∑ σ∈{−1,1}^N e^{HN (σ)}

for f : {−1, 1}^N → R. We also occasionally abbreviate the covariance of two observables f, g : {−1, 1}^N → R by ⟨f; g⟩ = ⟨fg⟩−⟨f⟩⟨g⟩ so that m_{ij} = ⟨σ_i; σ_j ⟩. By standard properties of GOE matrices, the validity of (1.2) naturally suggests the (well-known) existence of a phase transition at β = 1 and [9] verifies the validity of (1.2) indeed in the replica symmetric region at h = 0, that is, for all β < 1. It implies in particular that lim N→∞ ‖M‖_{op} = 1 (1 − β)^2

, (1.3)

so that the operator norm of M is typically of order one as long as β < 1. The boundedness of ‖M‖_{op} was also proved independently in [20], in the sense that E ‖M‖_{op} = O(1).

Denoting by R : {−1, 1}^N × {−1, 1}^N → R the overlap so that R(σ, τ) =^1_N (σ, τ) and by m = (m_1, . . . , m_N ) = (⟨σ_1⟩, . . . , ⟨σ_N ⟩) ∈ (−1, 1)^N the magnetization, the close relation between replica symmetry and M is perhaps most easily illustrated by observing that 1 N^2

‖M‖^2_{op} ≤ ⟨( R − ⟨R⟩ )_2⟩ = 1 N^2 tr M^∗M + 2 N^2

(m, M m) ≤ 1 N ( ‖M‖^2_{op} + 2‖M‖_{op} ) . (1.4)

Thus, if ⟨R⟩ = 1−^{tr M}_N concentrates, suitable control on ‖M‖_{op} implies replica symmetry. A blow-up of ‖M‖_{op} (e.g. in a sense comparable to (1.3) at (β, h) = (1, 0)), on the other hand, may heuristically suggest that R does not self-average which prohibits replica symmetry.

The fact that the operator norm of M detects the RS-RSB phase transition temperature correctly in the case of a vanishing external field h = 0 (for which ⟨R⟩_{β,h=0} = 0), by (1.2), (1.3) and (1.4), naturally suggests to study the norm boundedness of M and its relation to the RS phase for h ≠ 0. Although a complete proof is still lacking, it is generally expected that the SK model is replica symmetric for all (β, h) satisfying the AT [18] condition^1

β^2E sech^4(h + β √ qZ) < 1, (1.5)

where here and in the following q = q_{β,h} denotes the unique solution to

q = E tanh^2(h + β √ qZ) (1.6)

and where Z ∼ N (0, 1) denotes a standard Gaussian independent of the disorder {g_{ij} }.

Proving the norm boundedness of M, or an analogue of (1.2), for h ≠ 0 under (1.5) is a challenging problem. In this work instead, we impose further assumptions on (β, h) which ensure exponential concentration of the overlap, based on results obtained by Talagrand in [33, 34]. More precisely, we assume in the sequel the AT condition (1.5) together with

(∂_mΦ)(m, q^′) | m=1 < 0 for all q < q^′ ≤ 1, (1.7)

where for 0 ≤ m ≤ 1 and q ≤ q^′ ≤ 1 we set

Φ(m, q^′) = log 2+ β^2 4 (1−q^′)^2 − β^2 4 m(q^{′2} −q^2)+ 1 m E log E_Z′ cosh^m(h+β √ qZ +β √ q^′ − qZ^′) . Here, (Z, Z^′) ∼ N (0, id_R2 ) and E_Z′ (·) denotes the expectation over Z^′. Conditions (1.5) & (1.7) ensure that we consider parameters (β, h) inside a suitable interior region of the replica symmetric phase of the model (see [34, Chapter 13] for more details on this). They imply in particular locally uniform in β exponential concentration of the overlap, which in turn enables an efficient computation of many observables.

While we recall the results from [33, 34] that are based on (1.5) & (1.7) and that are used in the sequel in Section 2, let us already point out that (1.5) & (1.7) are satisfied for every external field strength h > 0 whenever β < 1: indeed following [34] one has

(∂_mΦ)(m, q^′) | m=1(q) = 0, ∂_q′ ( (∂_mΦ)(m, q^′) | m=1 ) (q) = 0,

∂^2_q′ ( (∂_mΦ)(m, q^′) | m=1 ) = β^2 2 ( β^2E

E_Z′ sech^3(h + β √ qZ + β √ q^′ − qZ^′) E_Z′ cosh(h + β √ qZ + β √ q^′ − qZ^′) − 1 )

and simple monotonicity arguments as in [16, Section 3] imply

β^2

E_Z′ sech^3(h + β √ qZ + β √ q^′ − qZ^′) E_Z′ cosh(h + β √ qZ + β √ q^′ − qZ^′) ≤ β^2 E_Z′ sech^4(h + β √ qZ + β √ q^′ − qZ^′). 1Expectations over effective random variables, like for instance Z in Eq. (1.5) and Eq. (1.6), that are independent of the disorder {gij } in (1.1), are denoted by E(·), which is to be distinguished from expectations E(·) over the disorder in (1.1).

Thus, (∂_mΦ)(m, q^′) | |_{m=1} < 0 for all q < q^′ ≤ 1 whenever β < 1.

Assuming from now on (1.5) & (1.7), our strategy to prove the norm boundedness of M combines recent ideas from [5, 6, 1, 17, 12, 20, 9]. While conceptually similar to the main strategy in [9], notice that for h ≠ 0, there is no analogue of the exact graphical representation of the entries of M for h = 0 available. For this reason, the implementation of our strategy is quite different from [9] and it provides several results of independent interest: in the first step of our analysis, we compute M up to an error which has vanishing Frobenius norm in the limit N → ∞. To state this result precisely, we denote from now on by ⟨·⟩^{(i)} the Gibbs measure obtained from ⟨·⟩ by removing the spin σ_i.

Proposition 1.1. Assume that (β, h) satisfy (1.5) & (1.7). Then, there exists a constant C = C_{β,h} > 0 such that for all 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ N, we have that

E ( m_{ij} − β ( 1 − m^2_i )^N∑ k=1 g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} )_2 ≤ CN^{−5/2}.

Remark 1.1. Eq. (1.1) shows that m_{ij} ≈ β ( 1 − m^2_i ) ∑_N k=1 g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} . Iterating the r.h.s., one obtains a representation of m_{ij} as a sum over weights w(γ) of self-avoiding paths γ from i to j: each edge e = {i_1, i_2} ∈ γ contributes a factor βg_{i1i2} to w(γ) and each vertex a factor ( 1 − (m^{(S)}_i )^2 ) , for suitable S ⊂ [N]. For more details on a heuristic derivation of the path representation, see [1, 10]. Since we do not use the path representation to control ‖M‖_{op}, we omit further details on its derivation, but mention that it generalizes the path representation of M_{β,h=0} obtained in [9] in the range β < 1.

Remark 1.2. A similar bound as in Prop. 1.1 was proved in [1, Theorem 1.1]. Compared to the latter, Prop. 1.1 substantially improves the decay rate N^{−1−ϵ} from [1] to a decay rate of order N^{−5/2}. The novel key ingredient that we use here consists of moment bounds on a suitable class of multi-point correlation functions that are naturally linked to strong overlap control. For the details, see in particular Lemmas 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 below.

As discussed in detail in [1] (for small β), after expressing the m^{(i)}_{kj} through the original two point functions m_{kj}, (1.1) suggests the validity of the resolvent type equation M ≈ 1 D + β^2(1 − q) − 2β^2N^{−1}m ⊗ m − βG

, (1.8)

where D ∈ R^{N×N} is the diagonal matrix with entries

(D)_{ij} = m^{−1}_{ii} δ_{ij} = 1 1 − m^2_i δ_{ij} . (1.9)

Motivated by this approximation, the second step of our analysis proves the following.

Proposition 1.2. Assume that (β, h) satisfy (1.5) & (1.7), let q denote the solution of (1.6) and let D ∈ R^{N×N} be defined as in (1.9). Then we have that

‖(D + β^2(1 − q) − βG)M − id_RN ‖_{op} ≤ o(1)‖M‖_{op} + O(1)

for an error o(1) → 0 as N → ∞ in probability and where the error O(1) ≥ 0 is of order one with high probability: there exists a constant C = C_{β,h} > 0 such that P ( O(1) ≤ K ) ≥ 1 − CK^{−2} for every K > 0.

Remark 1.3. In view of the resolvent heuristics (1.8), it seems natural to expect that lim N→∞ ‖ ‖(D + β^2(1 − q) − 2β^2N^{−1}m ⊗ m − βG)M − id_{RN} ‖ ‖_{op} = 0, (1.10)

with high probability. Since the methods presented in this paper do not allow for a simple proof of (1.10) and since the norm boundedness of M is all that matters in connection with replica symmetry (cf. (1.4)), we leave a proof of (1.10) open for possible future work.

Finally, in the last step of our analysis we prove the norm boundedness of M by deriving a uniform lower bound on the matrix D+β^2(1−q)−βG appearing in Prop. 1.2. Compared to the special case h = 0, in which case the resolvent approximation of M only involves the GOE interaction G, let us point out that it is quite non-trivial to relate the infimum of the spectrum of D + β^2(1 − q) − βG to the AT condition (1.5) due to the implicit dependence of D on G. Our bounds are summarized in the next result which is a direct consequence of combining recent ideas from [5, 6, 17, 12]. In its statement, (m^{(k)})_{k≥1} denotes Bolthausen’s iterative TAP solution [5, 6], whose construction is recalled in detail in Section 4 below.

Proposition 1.3. Assume that (β, h) satisfy the AT condition (1.5) and let q denote the solution of (1.6). Then, there exists c = c_{β,h} > 0, which is independent of N ∈ N, so that

D_m(k) + β^2(1 − q) −

2β^2 N m^{(k)} ⊗ m^{(k)} − βG ≥ c (1.11)

for k large enough, with probability tending to one as N → ∞. Here, m^{(k)} denotes Bolthausen’s iterative TAP solution at step k and D_m(k) ∈ R^{N×N} has entries

(D_m(k) )_{ij} = 1 1 − ( m^{(k)}_i )_2 δij . Moreover, assuming (β, h) to satisfy both (1.5) & (1.7), it follows that

D + β^2(1 − q) − βG ≥ D + β^2(1 − q) −

2β^2 N m ⊗ m − βG ≥ c with probability tending to one as N → ∞, where D ∈ R^{N×N} is defined as in (1.9). In particular, D + β^2(1 − q) − βG is invertible with high probability and satisfies ‖ ‖(D + β^2(1 − q) − βG)^{−1} ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ c^{−1} < ∞.

Remark 1.4. We point out that the proof of (1.11) only requires (β, h) to satisfy (1.5). The additional assumption (1.7) is used to show that m is close to m^{(k)}, applying the main result of [17] (see Prop. 4.5 for the details). The proof of (1.11) follows, up to a suitable modifications, from translating the arguments in [12] to the present setting. Remark 1.5. Notice that the matrix on the l.h.s. in (1.11) is, up to a negligible error^2, equal to the negative of the Hessian of the TAP free energy functional [2] at m^{(k)}. In particular, the lower bound in (1.11) resolves a recent open question from [25], which studies the limiting spectral distribution of the Hessian at m^{(k)} and which provides an interesting characterization of Plefka’s conditions [29]. For further recent work related to the TAP approach, see also [19, 4, 15, 14, 13, 11, 7, 21, 3, 28, 23, 26, 10, 8] and the references therein.

Collecting Propositions 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3, we arrive at the following main result.

Theorem 1.4. Assume that (β, h) satisfy (1.5) & (1.7). Then, for every ϵ > 0 there exists a constant K_ϵ > 0, that is independent of N, such that P ( ‖M ‖_{op} ≤ K_ϵ ) ≥ 1 − ϵ for all N large enough.

Proof. On a set of probability tending to one as N → ∞, Prop. 1.3 shows that ‖ ‖(D + β^2(1 − q)) − βG)^{−1} ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ c_{β,h}^{−1} for some constant c_{β,h} > 0, that is independent of N. Using Prop. 1.2 and the norm bound ‖AB‖_{op} ≤ ‖A‖_{op}‖B‖_{op} for all A, B ∈ R^{N×N} , this implies ‖M‖_{op} ≤ c_{β,h}^{−1} ( 1 + ‖(D + β^2(1 − q) − βG)M − id_RN ‖_{op} ) ≤ c_{β,h}^{−1} ( 1 + O(1) ) + c_{β,h}^{−1}o(1)‖M‖_{op}

so that

‖M‖_{op} ≤ c^{−1}_{β,h} + O(1) 1 − c^{−1}_{β,h}o(1) . The claim now follows from the fact that lim_{N→∞} o(1) = 0 in the sense of probability and the bound P ( O(1) > K ) ≤ CK^{−2}, for some C > 0 and every K > 0.

2Under (1.5), it holds true that q = N^{−1} ∑_N i=1 ( m^{(k)}_i )_2 + o(1) for an error o(1) which is such that lim_{k→∞} lim sup_{N→∞} o(1) → 0, in probability.

The rest of this paper is devoted to the proofs of Prop. 1.1, Prop. 1.2 and Prop. 1.3. Section 2 recalls several useful results from [33, 34] and uses them to derive decay estimates on suitable correlation functions. Applying tools from stochastic calculus as in [1], this implies Prop. 1.1 and Prop. 1.2, which is explained in Section 3. Finally, in Section 4 we use the results of [5, 6, 17, 12] to deduce Prop. 1.3.

2 Bounds on (k, p)-Point Correlation Functions

In this section, we derive suitable decay bounds on a certain class of correlation functions that occur naturally in the proofs of Propositions 1.1 and 1.2. Our bounds combine ideas from [1] and results by Talagrand [33, 34] that follow from the assumptions (1.5) & (1.7).

To efficiently employ the results from [33, 34] that are recalled below, it is convenient to work in a slightly more general setting compared to the previous Section 1. To be more precise, we consider in this section spin systems with Hamiltonian of the form

H_N (σ) = β ∑ 1≤i<j≤N g_{ij} σ_iσ_j + N∑ i=1 h_iσ_i = β 2 (σ, Gσ) + (h, σ), (2.1)

where h ∈ R^N is assumed to be a Gaussian random vector whose components are i.i.d. copies of a Gaussian random variable h with mean and variance denoted by h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h). We allow for the possibility that σ^2_h = 0 (so that all of the following results apply in particular to systems with deterministic field as in (1.1)) and we assume that E h^2 > 0 (in particular, the Gaussian field h need not be centered). Under the latter assumption, recall from [24] and [33, Chapter 1] that there is a unique solution q = q_{β,μh,σ}2_h ∈ (0, 1) to (1.6). Let us point out that in this slightly more general setting, the expectation E(·) in (1.5), (1.6) and (1.7) is taken over all of the independent random variables Z, Z^′ and h.

In the following, we use dynamical methods to control the correlation functions of SK models with Hamiltonians as in (2.1), but with possibly modified interaction coupling β^′ and Gaussian field h^′ (whose entries are i.i.d. copies of a modified Gaussian random variable h^′ ∼ N (μ_h′ , σ^2_h′ )). All considered parameters (β^′, h^′) satisfy, however, conditions (1.5) & (1.7) and this motivates us to define the parameter set A_{RS}− = { (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) ∈ (0, ∞)×R×[0, ∞) : (β, h) satisfy (1.5) & (1.7), for h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h) } . Using the continuous dependence (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) → q_{β,h} = q_{β,μh,σ}2_h , it is straightforward to check that the set A_{RS}− ⊂ (0, ∞) × R × [0, ∞) is open, which is frequently used below.

We denote by (σ^l)_{l∈Z} a sequence of i.i.d. samples from ⟨·⟩, called replicas. Following standard conventions, the l-th replica σ^l corresponds to the l-th coordinate in ∏ j∈Z{−1, 1}^N with product Gibbs measure ⨂ j∈Z⟨·⟩. By slight abuse of notation, we write ⟨·⟩ also for expectations over functions of several replicas. Consider e.g. the overlap R : {−1, 1}^N × {−1, 1}^N → R which equals the normalized inner product of two replicas:

R(σ^l, σ^{l′} ) = N^{−1} N∑ i=1 σ^l_iσ^{l′}_i = N^{−1}(σ^l, σ^{l′} ).

Below, we abbreviate for simplicity R_{l,l}′ = R(σ^l, σ^{l′} ) when computing Gibbs expectations of functions of the overlap of multiple replicas. Following the previous remark, we thus write for instance ⟨f(R_{1,2}, R_{3,4})⟩ = ⟨ f ( N^{−1}(σ^1, σ^2), N^{−1}(σ^3, σ^4) )⟩_{⊗4} for every f : R → R.

Theorem 2.1 ([34, Theorem 13.7.1.]). Assume (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) ∈ A_{RS}− and h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h). Let q_{β,h} denote the unique solution of (1.6). Then, there is a constant K_{β,h} > 0 such that E ⟨ exp ( N(R_{1,2} − q_{β,h} )_2 /K_{β,h} )⟩ β,h ≤ 2. Moreover, K_{β,h} = K_{β,μh,σ}2_h is locally bounded in (β, μ_h, σ^2_h): for δ = δ_{β,h} > 0 small enough s.t. (β − δ, β + δ) × (μ_h − δ, μ_h + δ) × [(σ^2_h − δ)_+, σ^2_h + δ) ⊂ A_{RS}− , we find K > 0 such that sup β^′∈(β−δ,β+δ), μ^′_h∈(μ_h−δ,μ_h+δ), σ^2_{h′} ∈[(σ^2_h−δ)_+,σ^2_h+δ) E ⟨ exp ( N(R_{1,2} − q_β′_{,h}′ )_2 /K )⟩ β^′,h^′ ≤ 2, (2.2)

where (σ^2_h − δ)_+ = max(0, σ^2_h − δ) and where h^′ ∼ N (μ_h′ , σ^2_h′ ).

Remark 2.1. That K_{β,h} > 0 is locally bounded in (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) is not explicitly stated in [34, Theorem 13.7.1.], but it readily follows from the arguments in [34, Sections 13.4-13.7].

Theorem 2.1 implies useful decay bounds on a large class of correlation functions. Here, we rely on a direct consequence of (2.2) explained in detail in [33, Sections 1.8 & 1.10]. For the precise statement, we recall from [33] for l, l^′ ∈ Z the notation

T_{l,l}′ = N^{−1}(σ^l − m, σ^{l′} − m), T_l = N^{−1}(σ^l − m, m), T = N^{−1}(m, m) (2.3)

for replicas (σ^l)_{l∈Z} as well as

ν^2_1 =

1 − 2q + q_4 1 − β^2(1 − 2q + q_4 )

, ν^2_2 = q − q_4 ( 1 − β^2(1 − 2q + q_4 ) )( 1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4 ) ), ν^2_3 = q_4 − q^2 1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4 ) + β^2(q_4 − q^2)A^2 1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4 ) + 2β^2(2q + q^2 − q_4)B^2 1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4 ) , (2.4)

where q is as in (1.6) and where q_4 = E tanh^4(h + β √ qZ).

Theorem 2.2 ([33, Theorem 1.10.1]). Assume (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) ∈ A_{RS}− and h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h). Denote by U_{l,l}′ , U_l and U independent centered Gaussian random variables with variance ν^2_1 , ν^2_2 and, respectively, ν^2_3 , as in (2.4). Let T_{l,l}′ , T_l and T be defined as in (2.3). Then, for fixed n ∈ N_0 , k(l, l^′) ∈ N_0 for 1 ≤ l < l^′ ≤ n, k(l) ∈ N_0 for 1 ≤ l ≤ n, k ∈ N_0 as well as m = ∑ 1≤l<l^′≤n k(l, l^′) + ∑ 1≤l≤n k(l) + k, we have that | |E ⟨ ∏ 1≤l<l^′≤n T^{k(l,l′)} l,l^′ ∏ 1≤l≤n T^{k(l)}_l T^k ⟩ − N^{− m2} E ∏ 1≤l<l^′≤n U^{k(l,l′)} l,l^′ ∏ 1≤l≤n U^{k(l)}_l U^k | | ≤ CN_−^{m+1}_2 .

Moreover, the constant C = C_{β,h} is locally bounded in (β, μ_h, σ^2_h).

Remark 2.2. We remark that [33, Theorem 1.10.1] assumes β < 1/2 in order to apply [33, Eq. (1.88)] to obtain the error bounds in [33, Eq. (1.296)]. The latter is the key result that implies [33, Lemma 1.10.2 & Corollary 1.10.3], which in turn implies [33, Theorem 1.10.1]. Instead of assuming β < 1/2, we can equally assume (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) ∈ A_{RS}− and h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h) to get [33, Eq. (1.296)], by Theorem 2.1. Given [33, Eq. (1.296)], Theorem 2.2 can then be proved exactly as in [33, Section 1.10]. Moreover, the fact that the constant C_{β,h} is locally bounded in (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) is not explicitly explained in [33, Section 1.10], but it readily follows as a consequence of Theorem 2.1 and the relevant tools from [33, Sections 1.6, 1.8 & 1.10], in particular [33, Eq. (1.151), (1.154), (1.215) & (1.216)].

We are now ready to apply the preceding results to derive suitable decay bounds on correlation functions. For k ∈ N and i_1, . . . , i_k ∈ [N], we define the k-point functions by m_{i1i2...ik} = ∂_{hi1} ∂_{hi2} . . . ∂_{hik} log Z_N (h). (2.5) To derive our main results, it is useful to consider a certain class of (k, p)-point correlation functions, which are defined as follows: fixing k, p ∈ N_0 and j_1, .., j_p ∈ [N], we define m_{j1...jp;k} = N^{−k} N∑ i_1,...,i_k=1 m_{i1i1i2i2...ikikj1j2...jp} (2.6) by which we mean for k = 0 that m_{j1...jp;0} = m_{j1...jp} . Notice that each of the indices i_1, . . . , i_k over which we average occurs exactly twice.

Lemma 2.3. Assume (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) ∈ A_{RS}− and h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h). Set A_m = m/2 if m ≤ 2 and A_m = m/2 + 1/2 if m ≥ 3. Then, we have for every k ≥ 0, p ≥ 1 with 2k + p ≥ 2 that N^{−p} N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 E m^2_{j1 ...jp;k} ≤ C_{β,h}N^{−A2k+p} for some C_{β,h} > 0 that is locally bounded in (β, μ_h, σ^2_h).

Proof. For simplicity, we give a detailed proof for the cases k = 0 and k = 1; the remaining cases k ≥ 2 are proved with analogous arguments. We use the representation m_{j1...jp} = ⟨ σ^1_{j1} p−1∏ u=1 (^u∑ v=1 (σ^v_{ju+1} − σ^{u+1}_{ju+1} ) )⟩ , (2.7)

where we recall that (σ^l)_{l∈N} denote i.i.d. replicas sampled from ⟨·⟩. Eq. (2.7) follows from ∂_{hi} ⟨ f(σ^1, . . . , σ^u) ⟩ = ∑ σ^1,...,σ^u∈{−1,1}^N f(σ^1, . . . , σ^u) ∂_{hi} e^{HN (σ1)+...+HN (σu)} Z^u_N = ⟨ f(σ^1, . . . , σ^u) (^u∑ v=1 σ^v_i − uσ^{u+1}_i )⟩

= ⟨ f(σ^1, . . . , σ^u) u∑ v=1 (σ^v_i − σ^{u+1}_i ) ⟩

and induction. Observe that the previous identity implies in particular that ⟨^{p−1}∏ u=1 (^u∑ v=1 (σ^v_{ju+1} − σ^{u+1}_{ju+1} ) )⟩ = ∂_{hj2} . . . ∂_{hjp} ⟨1⟩ = 0 . (2.8)

Now, consider first the case k = 0. Recalling that (σ^l)_{l∈Z} denotes a sequence of i.i.d. replicas sampled from ⟨·⟩, Eq. (2.7) and (2.8) imply that we can express m^2_{j1...jp} as m^2_{j1...jp} = ⟨( σ^1_{j1} σ^{−1}_{j1} − N^{−1}‖m‖^2 )^{p−1}∏ u=1 (^u∑ v=1 (σ^v_{ju+1} − σ^{u+1}_{ju+1} ) )(^{−u}∑ v^′=−1 (σ^{v′}_{ju+1} − σ^{−(u+1)} j_{u+1} ) )⟩

so that N^{−p} N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 m^2_{j1...jp}

= ⟨( R_{1,−1} − N^{−1}‖m‖^2 )^{p−1}∏ u=1 u∑ v=1 −u∑ v^′=−1 ( R_{v,v}′ − R_{v,−(u+1)} − R_{u+1,v}′ + R_{u+1,−(u+1)} )⟩

= ⟨ (T_{1,−1} + T_1 + T_{−1}) p−1∏ u=1 u∑ v=1 −u∑ v^′=−1 ( T_{v,v}′ − T_v′_{,−(u+1)} − T_{u+1,v}′ + T_{u+1,−(u+1)} )⟩ . Here, we used in the second step that R_{l,l}′ = T_{l,l}′ + T_l + T_l′ + N^{−1}‖m‖^2 and that R_{v,v}′ − R_{v,−(u+1)} − R_{u+1,v}′ + R_{u+1,−(u+1)} = T_{v,v}′ + T_v + T_v′ + N^{−1}‖m‖^2 − T_{v,−(u+1)} − T_v − T_{−(u+1)} − N^{−1}‖m‖^2 − T_{u+1,v}′ − T_{u+1} − T_v′ − N^{−1}‖m‖^2 + T_{u+1,−(u+1)} + T_{u+1} + T_{−(u+1)} + N^{−1}‖m‖^2 = T_{v,v}′ − T_v′_{,−(u+1)} − T_{u+1,v}′ + T_{u+1,−(u+1)}.

Now, applying and using the same notation as in Theorem 2.2, we get | | |N^{−p} N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 E m^2_{j1 ...jp} − N^{− p2} E p−1∏ u=0 Z_u | | | ≤ CN^{− p+12} , (2.9)

where (Z_u)_{0≤u≤p−1} is a Gaussian random vector whose entries are defined by

Z_u = { U_{1,−1} + U_1 + U_{−1} : u = 0, ∑_u v=1 ∑_{−u} v^′=−1 ( U_{vv}′ − U_{v,−(u+1)} − U_{u+1,v}′ + U_{u+1,−(u+1)} ) : u ≥ 1. This proves the lemma for the case k = 0 and p = 2. To obtain an additional decay factor

N^{−1/2} for the cases p ≥ 3, notice that the entries of (Z_u)_{1≤u≤p−1} are independent:

EZ_uZ_u′ = E u∑ v=1 −u∑ v^′=−1 u^′∑

w=1

−u^′∑

w^′=−1 ( U_{vv}′ − U_{v,−(u+1)} − U_{u+1,v}′ + U_{u+1,−(u+1)} ) U_{ww}′

= u∑ v=1 −u∑ v^′ =−1 ( E U^2_{vv}′ − E U^2_{v,−(u+1)} − E U^2_{u+1,v}′ + E U^2_{u+1,−(u+1)} ) = 0

for all 1 ≤ u < u^′ ≤ p − 1. Since (Z_u)_{0≤u≤p−1} is a Gaussian vector, we can then write

Z_0 = p−1∑ u=1 x_uZ_u + Z^′,

where x = (x_1, . . . , x_{p−1}) ∈ R^{p−1} and where Z^′ is a Gaussian random variable independent

of the remaining entries Z_1, . . . , Z_{p−1}. This implies for p ≥ 3 that

E p−1∏ u=0 Z_u = p−1∑ u=1 x_u ( E Z^2_u ) E p−1∏ u^′=1, u^′≠u Z_u′ = 0

and combining this with (2.9), we conclude that | | N_{−p}^N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 E m^2_{j1 ...jp} | | ≤ CN_−^{p+1}_2 .

Next, consider the case k = 1. By (2.7), we have that m_{j1...jp;1} = 1 N N∑ i_1=1 m_{i1i1j1...jp} = 1 N N∑ i_1=1 ⟨ σ^1_{i1} (σ^1_{i1} − σ^2_{i1} ) p+1∏ u=2 (^u∑ v=1 ( σ^v_{ju−1} − σ^{u+1}_{ju−1} ))⟩

= ⟨ (1 − R_{1,2}) p+1∏ u=2 (^u∑ v=1 ( σ^v_{ju−1} − σ^{u+1}_{ju−1} ))⟩

= ⟨( N^{−1}‖m‖^2 − R_{1,2}

)^{p+1}∏ u=2 (^u∑ v=1 ( σ^v_{ju−1} − σ^{u+1}_{ju−1} ))⟩ , where we used (2.8) in the last step. Hence m^2_{j1...jp;1} = ⟨( N^{−1}‖m‖^2 − R_{12} )( N^{−1}‖m‖^2 − R_{−1,−2} )

× p+1∏ u=2 (^u∑ v=1 (σ^v_{ju−1} − σ^{u+1}_{ju−1} ) )(^{−u}∑ v^′=−1 (σ^{v′}_{ju−1} − σ^{−(u+1)} j_{u−1} ) )⟩

and thus, arguing as in the first step, N^{−p} N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 E m^2_{j1 ...jp;1} = E ⟨ (T_1 + T_2 + T_{12})(T_{−1} + T_{−2} + T_{−1,−2})

× p+1∏ u=2 (^u∑ v=1 −u∑ v^′=−1 ( T_{v,v}′ − T_{v,−(u+1)} − T_{u+1,v}′ + T_{u+1,−(u+1)} ))⟩ . Applying and using the same notation as in Theorem 2.2, we obtain that | | N_{−p}^N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 E m^2_{j1 ...jp;1} − E (U_1 + U_2 + U_{12})(U_{−1} + U_{−2} + U_{−1,−2})Y_{1,p} | | ≤ CN_−^{p+3}_2 ,

where we set

Y_{1,p} = p+1∏ u=2 (^u∑ v=1 −u∑ v^′=−1 ( U_{vv}′ − U_{v,−(u+1)} − U_{u+1,v}′ + U_{u+1,−(u+1)} )) .

Notice in particular that Y_{1,p} is independent of the random variables (U_{l,l}′ )_{l,l}′_{∈Z:ll}′_{>0} and

(U_l)_{l∈Z} and that EY_{1,p} = 0, arguing as in the previous step. We therefore conclude that | | N_{−p}^N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 E m^2_{j1 ...jp;1} | | ≤ CN_−^{p+3}_2 = CN_{−A2+p} .

For the remaining cases k ≥ 2, using the same arguments as above, we find that | | N^{−p} N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 E m^2_{j1 ...jp;k} − E X_{k,p}Y_{k,p} | | ≤ CN^{− 2k+p+12} = N^{−A2k+p} ,

where Y_{k,p} = p+2k−1 ∏ u=2k (^u∑ v=1 −u∑ v^′=−1 ( U_{vv}′ − U_{v,−(u+1)} − U_{u+1,v}′ + U_{u+1,−(u+1)} ))

so that by independence E Y_{k,p} = 0, and where X_{k,p} is a finite polynomial of the random variables (U_{l,l}′ )_{l,l}′_{∈Z:ll}′_{>0} and (U_l)_{l∈Z} so that E[X_{k,p}Y_{k,p}] = 0.

We conclude this section with a few corollaries of Lemma 2.3 that provide useful bounds on the correlation functions, conditionally on a fixed spin σ_i. Recall that m ∈ R^N denotes the magnetization vector (i.e. m_i = ⟨σ_i⟩) and that m^{(i)} denotes the magnetization of the system after removing σ_i. We write ⟨·⟩^{(i)} for the corresponding Gibbs measure so that

m^{(i)} = ( m^{(i)}_1 , . . . , m^{(i)}_{i−1}, m^{(i)}_{i+1}, . . . , m^{(i)}_N ) = ( ⟨σ_1⟩^{(i)}, . . . , ⟨σ_{i−1}⟩^{(i)}, ⟨σ_{i+1}⟩^{(i)}, . . . , ⟨σ_N ⟩^{(i)} ) . Note that ⟨·⟩^{(i)} is a Gibbs measure induced by the SK Hamiltonian as in (1.1), but with N − 1 particles and with coupling β^′ = (1 − 1/N)^{1/2}β (which is close to β for N ≫ 1).

More generally, for fixed i ∈ [N], let us identify (g_{ij} )_{j:j≠i} with (g_{ij} (1))_{j:j≠i}, where the components of ( (g_{ij} (t))_{j:j≠i} ) t∈[0,1] denote N − 1 independent Brownian motions of speed

1/N, i.e. E(g_{ij} (t))^2 = t/N. Then, for σ_i ∈ {−1, 1} and t ∈ [0, 1], we denote by ⟨·⟩^{[i]}(σ_i, t) the Gibbs measure induced by the SK Hamiltonian

H^{[i]}_{N−1}(σ) = ∑ 1≤u<v≤N, u,v≠i β^′g^′_{uv}σ_uσ_v + N∑ 1≤u≤N: u≠i ( h_u + βg_{iu}(t)σ_i ) σ_u

= ∑ 1≤u<v≤N, u,v≠i β^′g^′_{uv}σ_uσ_v + N∑ 1≤u≤N: u≠i h^′_u(σ_i, t)σ_u

for σ = (σ_j )_{j∈[N],j≠i} ∈ {−1, 1}^{N−1}. Here, the interactions g^′_{uv} = (1 − 1/N)^{−1/2}g_{uv} define a GOE matrix G^′ ∈ R^{N−1×N−1} and the random field ( h^′_j (σ_i, t) ) j∈[N],j≠i consists of

independent Gaussian copies of h^′ ∼ N (μ_h′ , σ^2_h′ ) = N (μ_h, σ^2_h + β^2t/N). Observe that

|μ_h − μ_h′ | = 0, |β − β^′| → 0, |σ^2_h − σ^2_h′ | → 0 (2.10)

as N → ∞ and that ⟨·⟩^{[i]}(σ_i, 0) = ⟨·⟩^{(i)}. Moreover, observe that ⟨·⟩^{[i]}(·, 1) corresponds to the Gibbs expectation (⟨·⟩|σ_i) conditionally on σ_i.

In the sequel, we denote by m^{[i]}_{j1...jp} = m^{[i]}_{j1...jp} (σ_i, t) the k-point and by m^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k} =

m^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k}(σ_i, t) the (k, p)-point correlation functions with regards to ⟨·⟩^{[i]}, defined as in

(2.5) and (2.6). Following [1], we finally define for observables f : {−1, 1}^{N−1} → R δ_i⟨f⟩^{[i]} = ( δ_i⟨f⟩^{[i]} ) (t) = 1 2 ⟨f⟩^{[i]}(1, t) − 1 2 ⟨f⟩^{[i]}(−1, t), ϵ_i⟨f⟩^{[i]} = ( ϵ_i⟨f⟩^{[i]} ) (t) = 1 2 ⟨f⟩^{[i]}(1, t) + 1 2 ⟨f⟩^{[i]}(−1, t), Δ_i⟨f⟩^{[i]} = ( Δ_i⟨f⟩^{[i]} ) (t) = ( ϵ_i⟨f⟩^{[i]} ) (t) − ⟨f⟩^{(i)}. The next lemmas estimate certain correlation functions, conditionally on σ_i. To ease the

notation, we write ∑ and understand implicitly that all variables are averaged over [N]\{i}.

Lemma 2.4. Assume (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) ∈ A_{RS}− and h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h). Then, for every k ≥ 0, p ≥ 1

with 2k + p ≥ 1, there exists a constant C > 0 such that sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖ ‖(Δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k})(t) ‖ ‖^2 ≤ CN^{−A}2k+p+2 , sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖ ‖(δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k})(t) ‖ ‖^2 ≤ CN^{−A}2k+p+1 .

Proof. Applying Itô’s lemma w.r.t. ( (g_{ij} (t))_{j∈[N]:j≠i} ) t∈[0,1], we find by definition (2.6) that d ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k} ) = β ∑ l ( δ_im^{[i]}_{lj1...jp;k} ) dg_{il} + β^2 2 (1 − N^{−1}) ( ϵ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k+1} ) dt ,

d ( δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k} ) = β ∑ l ( ϵ_im^{[i]}_{lj1...jp;k} ) dg_{il} + β^2 2 (1 − N^{−1}) ( δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k+1} ) dt . Notice that the integrands on the r.h.s. in the previous equations are linear combinations

of suitable (k, p)-point functions with interaction coupling and external field parameters

all satisfying (1.5) & (1.7) for N large (by the remarks around (2.10)) s.t. by Lemma 2.3 sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p−1} ∑ l,j_1,...,j_p ‖ ‖(ϵ_im^{[i]}_{lj1...jp;k})(t) ‖ ‖^2 ≤ CN^{−A}2k+p+1 ,

sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖( δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k+1} ) (t) ‖_2 2 ≤ CN^{−A2k+2+p} .

Hence, employing the Itô isometry yields sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖( δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k} ) (t) ‖_2 2 ≤ CN^{−A2k+p+1} and plugging this into the dynamical equation for Δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k}, we get sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖ ‖(Δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k})(t) ‖ ‖^2 ≤ CN^{−A}2k+p+2 .

Lemma 2.5. Assume (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) ∈ A_{RS}− and h ∼ N (μ_h, σ^2_h). Then, for every k ≥ 0, p ≥ 1

with 2k + p ≥ 1, there exists a constant C > 0 such that sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖ ‖ ∑ j g_{ij} (t) ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} ) (t) ‖ ‖^2 ≤ CN^{−A2k+p+3} , sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖ ‖ ∑ j g_{ij} (t) ( δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} ) (t) ‖ ‖^2 2 ≤ CN^{−A2k+p+2} . (2.11)

Proof. The bounds follow from integration by parts applied to g_{ij} (t) and g_{ij}′ (t) in N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ∑ j,j^′ E g_{ij} g_{ij}′ ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} )( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j′j1...jp;k} )

and applying Lemma 2.4. It will be clear that the bounds are uniform in t ∈ [0, 1] so for

simplicity, let us ignore the t-dependence in the notation. Applying Gaussian integration

by parts first to the g_{ij}′ implies N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ∑ j,j^′ E g_{ij} g_{ij}′ ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} )( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j′j1...jp;k} )

= N^{−p} N∑ j_1,...,j_p=1 ( t N N∑ j=1 E ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} )_2

+ β^2t(1 − N^{−1}) N∑ j=1 E g_{ij} ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} )( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k+1} )

+ β^2 t N N∑ j,j^′=1 E g_{ij} ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj′j1...jp;k} )( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j′j1...jp;k} )) and then, applying Gaussian integration by parts to the g_{ij} , we arrive at N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ∑ j,j^′ E g_{ij} g_{ij}′ ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} )( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j′j1...jp;k} )

= N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ( t N ∑ j E ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} )_2

+ β^4t^2(1 − N^{−1})E ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j1...jp;k+1} )_2

+ β^4t^2 N (1 − N^{−1}) ∑ j E ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} )( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k+1} )

+ β^4t^2 N (1 − N^{−1}) ∑ j^′ E ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j′j1...jp;k+1} )( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j′j1...jp;k} )

+ β^4t^2

N^2 ∑ j,j^′ E ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj′j1...jp;k} )_2) .

Applying Lemma 2.4 and Cauchy-Schwarz, we thus obtain sup t∈[0,1] N^{−p} ∑ j_1,...,j_p ‖ ‖ ∑ j g_{ij} (t) ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jj1...jp;k} ) (t) ‖ ‖^2 2 ≤ CN^{−A2k+p+3} .

Repeating the computation while replacing Δ_i by δ_i in all integrands, we obtain (2.11).

3 Proof of Propositions 1.1 and 1.2

We start with the proof of Prop. 1.1 which is a simple consequence of Lemma 2.4.

Proof of Prop. 1.1. A direct computation shows that

m_{ij} = (1 − m^2_i ) δ_im^{[i]}_j .

Now, applying Itô as in Lemma 2.4 in the previous section on the i-th row of G, we find m_{ij} 1 − m^2_i − β ∑ l g_{il}m^{(i)}_{lj} = β ∑ k ∫_1 0 ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) (t) dg_{ik}(t) + β^2 2N ∑ k ∫_1 0 ( δ_im^{[i]}_{kkj} ) (t) dt

= β ∑ k ∫_1 0 ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) (t) dg_{ik}(t) + β^2 2 (1 − N^{−1})

∫_1 0 ( δ_im^{[i]}_{j;1} ) (t) dt.

Using that (1 − m^2_i ) ≤ 1 and applying Lemma 2.4, we conclude that ‖ ‖ m_{ij} 1 − m^2_i − β ∑ l≠i g_{il}m^{(i)}_{lj} ‖ ‖^2 ≤ C N ∑ k sup t∈[0,1] ‖ ‖(Δ_im^{[i]}_{jk})(t) ‖ ‖^2 + C sup t∈[0,1] ‖ ‖(δ_im^{[i]}_{j;1})(s) ‖ ‖^2

= C sup_{t∈[0,1]} ( 1 (N − 1)^2 ∑ j_1,j_2 ‖( Δ_im^{[i]}_{j1j2} ) (t) ‖_2 2 + 1 N − 1 ∑ j ‖( δ_im^{[i]}_{j;1} ) (s) ‖_2 2 ) ≤ CN^{−5/2}. (3.1)

Notice that in the second step of the last bound we used the symmetry among the sites j ∈ [N] \ {i}, in order to average over both indices of the two point functions.

We conclude this section with the proof of Prop. 1.2. Our goal is to show that Y = ( D + β^2(1 − q) − βG ) M − id_RN ∈ R^{N×N} with entries y_{ik} = { (1 − m^2_i ) ( β^2(1 − q) − β ∑ j g_{ij} δ_im^{[i]}_j ) : i = k, (1 − m^2_i )^{−1}m_{ik} + β^2(1 − q)m_{ik} − β ∑ j g_{ij} m_{jk} : i ≠ k, (3.2)

has operator norm ‖Y‖_{op} bounded by o(1)‖M‖_{op}, up to a quantity O(1) which is of order one with high probability. Our proof relies on Prop. 1.1. In the following, the standard Frobenius (or Hilbert-Schmidt) norm is denoted by ‖ · ‖_F; recall that ‖ · ‖_{op} ≤ ‖ · ‖_F.

Proof of Prop. 1.2. A direct computation shows that

m_{jk} = ⟨m^{[i]}_j ; m^{[i]}_k ⟩ + ⟨m^{[i]}_{jk}⟩ = ( δ_im^{[i]}_j ) m_{ik} + ϵ_im^{[i]}_{jk} + m_i ( δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) so that, motivated by Prop. 1.1, we can decompose y_{ik} for i ≠ k into y_{ik} = m_{ik} 1 − m^2_i − β ∑ j g_{ij} m^{(i)}_{jk} − β ∑ j g_{ij} ( m_{jk} − m^{(i)}_{jk} ) + β^2(1 − q)m_{ik} = ( β^2(1 − q) − β ∑ j g_{ij} δ_im^{[i]}_j ) m_{ik} + ( m_{ik} 1 − m^2_i − β ∑ j g_{ij} m^{(i)}_{jk} )

− β ∑ j g_{ij} ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) − βm_i ∑ j g_{ij} ( δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) .

Comparing this with the diagonal entries of Y in Eq. (3.2), we can split

Y = Y_1M + Y_2 − Y_3 − Y_4, where the Y_j ∈ R^{N×N} , for j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, are defined by

(Y_1)_{ik} = ( β^2(1 − q) − β ∑ j g_{ij} δ_im^{[i]}_j ) δ_{ik}, (Y_2)_{ik} = { 0 : i = k, m_{ik} 1−m^2_i − β ∑ j g_{ij} m^{(i)}_{jk} : i ≠ k, (Y_3)_{ik} = { 0 : i = k, β ∑ j g_{ij} ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) : i ≠ k, (Y_4)_{ik} = { 0 : i = k, βm_i ∑ j g_{ij} ( δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) : i ≠ k. The matrix Y_2 vanishes in norm when N → ∞, in the sense of probability, by Eq. (3.1) and Markov’s inequality: for every δ > 0, we find that P ( ‖Y_2‖_{op} > δ ) ≤ δ^{−2}E ‖Y_2‖^2_{op} ≤ δ^{−2}E ‖Y_2‖^2_F = N^2 max_{i,j∈[N]:i≠j} E ( Y_2)^2_{ij} ≤ Cδ^{−2}N^{−1/2}.

By Lemma 2.5, the same argument implies lim_{N→∞} ‖Y_3‖_{op} = 0, and we have that P ( ‖Y_4‖_{op} > K ) ≤ K^{−2}β^2N^2 max i,j∈[N]:i≠j E ( Y_4)^2_{ij}

≤ CK^{−2}N^2N^{−1} ∑ j_1 ‖ ‖ ∑ j g_{1j} ( δ_1m^{[1]}_{jj1} )‖ ‖^2 ≤ CK^{−2},

for some C > 0, independent of N, where we used symmetry among the sites to reduce the computation to the first row of G. Combining these remarks, Prop. 1.2 follows if lim N→∞ ‖Y_1‖_{op} = 0 (3.3)

in probability.

To prove (3.3), we argue first as in (3.1) to obtain that E | | ∑ j g_{ij} ( δ_im^{[i]}_j − β ∑ k g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} )| |^2 ≤ CN^{−5/2}. Indeed, this bound is a direct consequence of Itô’s lemma, which shows that d ∑ j g_{ij} ( δ_im^{[i]}_j − β ∑ k g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} ) = β ∑ j ( δ_im^{[i]}_j −β ∑ k g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} ) dg_{ij} +β ∑ j,k g_{ij} ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) dg_{ik}

+ β^2 2 (1 − N^{−1}) ∑ j g_{ij} ( δ_im^{[i]}_{j;1} ) dt + β N ∑ j ( Δ_im^{[i]}_{jk} ) dt, and estimating the different contributions on the r.h.s. of the previous identity using Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5. Combining the previous bound with Markov thus implies lim N→∞ sup_{i∈[N]} | |(Y_1)_{ii} − (β_2(1 − q) − β_2 ∑ j g_{ij} ∑ k g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} )| | = 0 in probability.

We now split

β^2(1 − q) − β^2 ∑ j g_{ij} ∑ k g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} = β^2 ⟨ R_{1,2} − q ⟩_{(i)} − β^2 ∑ j ( g^2_{ij} − (N − 1)^{−1} )( 1 − ( m^{(i)}_j )_2) − β^2 ∑ j,k:j≠k g_{ij} g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} ,

and it is straightforward to deduce from Theorem 2.1 that lim N→∞ sup_{i∈[N]} | |⟨R_{1,2} − q⟩^{(i)} | | = 0

in probability. Indeed, this follows from Markov’s inequality combined with Theorem 2.1,

the continuity of (β, μ_h, σ^2_h) → q_{β,h} = q_{β,μh,σ}2_h and the fact that ⟨·⟩^{(i)} is a SK measure with

interaction coupling β^′ = β^′_N and Gaussian external field h^′ = h^′_N such that |β − β^′| → 0,

|σ^2_h − σ^2_h′ | → 0 as N → ∞ and |μ_h − μ_h′ | = 0, as remarked already at (2.10).

On the other hand, a standard exponential concentration bound yields lim N→∞ sup_{i∈[N]} | | ∑ j ( g^2_{ij} − (N − 1)^{−1} )( 1 − ( m^{(i)}_j )_2)| | = lim_{N→∞} sup_{i∈[N]} | | ∑ j ( g^2_{ij} − N^{−1} )| | = 0

and, finally, applying once more Theorem 2.1, a straightforward computation shows that E ( ∑ j,k:j≠k g_{ij} g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} )_4 ≤ CN^{−4} ∑ j_1,j_2,j_3,j_4 E ( m^{(i)}_{j1j2} )_2( m^{(i)}_{j3j4} )_2 .

Then, using the identity ( m^{(i)}_{j1j2} )_2 = ⟨( σ^1_{j1} − σ^2_{j1} )( σ^1_{j2} − σ^3_{j2} )( σ^{−1}_{j1} − σ^{−2}_{j1} )( σ^{−1}_{j2} − σ^{−3}_{j2} )⟩_{(i)} together with Theorem 2.1 and Cauchy-Schwarz, we arrive at E ( ∑ j,k:j≠k g_{ij}g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} )_4 ≤ C E (⟨( R_{1,−1} + R_{2,−2} − R_{1,−2} − R_{2,−1}

)_2⟩_{(i)})_2 ≤ CN^{−2}.

Hence, by Markov’s inequality, we obtain that lim N→∞ sup_{i∈[N]} | | ∑ j,k:j≠k g_{ij} g_{ik}m^{(i)}_{kj} | | = 0,

in probability. This proves lim_{N→∞} ‖Y_1‖_{op} = 0 and concludes Prop. 1.2.

4 Proof of Proposition 1.3

In this section we conclude Theorem 1.4 by proving Prop. 1.3. Our arguments rely on the main results of [5, 6, 17] and translate, up to a few modifications, the main ideas from [12] to the present context. For the rest of this paper, h > 0 denotes a deterministic field strength as in the definition of H_N in Eq. (1.1) in Section 1.

We first recall the main result of [17], which states that, in a suitable subregion of the replica symmetric phase, the magnetization vector m is well approximated by an iterative solution to the TAP [2] equations introduced by Bolthausen in [5, 6]. To state this precisely, we need to recall Bolthausen’s construction of the TAP solution and collect some of its properties. Here, we find it convenient to follow the conventions and notation used in [6, 11]. We start with the sequences (α_k)_{k∈N} , (γ_k)_{k∈N} and (Γ_k)_{k∈N} which have initializations

α_1 = √ qγ_1, γ_1 = E tanh(h + β √ qZ), Γ^2_1 = γ^2_1

and we define ψ : [0, q] → [0, q] by

ψ(t) = E tanh ( h + β √ tZ + β √ q − tZ^′ ) tanh ( h + β √ tZ + β √ q − tZ^{′′} ) Then, we set recursively

α_k = ψ(α_{k−1}), γ_k = α_k − Γ^2_{k−1} √ q − Γ^2_{k−1}

, Γ^2_k = k∑ j=1 γ^2_j .

Lemma 4.1. ([5, Lemma 2.2, Corollary 2.3, Lemma 2.4], [6, Lemma 2])

1) ψ is strictly increasing and convex in [0, q] with 0 < ψ(0) < ψ(q) = q. If (1.5) is satisfied, then q is the unique fixed point of ψ in [0, q].

2) (α_k)_{k∈N} is increasing and α_k > 0 for all k ∈ N. If (1.5) is satisfied, then lim_{k→∞} α_k = q.

3) For k ≥ 2, we have that 0 < Γ^2_{k−1} < α_k < q and that 0 < γ_k < √ q − Γ^2_{k−1}. If (1.5) is satisfied, then lim_{k→∞} Γ^2_k = q and, consequently, lim_{k→∞} γ_k = 0.

Next, we recall Bolthausen’s decomposition of the interaction matrix G, which yields a convenient representation of the iterative TAP solution. Without loss of generality, we may assume that the interaction matrix G ∈ R^{N×N} in (1.1) is equal to G = W + W^T √ 2 = W̄ for a random matrix W = (w_{ij} )_{1≤i,j≤N} ∈ R^{N ×N} with zero diagonal and i.i.d. Gaussian entries w_{ij} ∼ N (0, N^{−1}) (without symmetry constraint). Here and in the following, we abbreviate X̄ = (X + X^T )/ √ 2 for X ∈ R^{N×N} . Then, we set

W^{(1)} = W, G^{(1)} = W̄^{(1)}, ϕ^{(1)} = N^{−1/2} 1 ∈ R^N , m^{(1)} = √ q1 ∈ R^N and, assuming W^{(s)}, G^{(s)} = W̄^{(s)}, ϕ^{(s)}, m^{(s)} are defined for 1 ≤ s ≤ k, we set^3 ζ^{(s)} = G^{(s)}N^{1/2}ϕ^{(s)}.

Moreover, G_k denotes the σ-algebra G_k = σ ( W^{(s)}N^{1/2}ϕ^{(s)}, (W^{(s)})^T N^{1/2}ϕ^{(s)} : 1 ≤ s ≤ k ) . Conditional expectations and respectively probabilities with respect to G_k are denoted by E_k and P_k. We then define the iterative cavity field z^{(k+1)} ∈ R^N and the iterative TAP solution m^{(k+1)} ∈ R^N at step k + 1 by

z^{(k+1)} = k−1∑ s=1 γ_sζ^{(s)} + √ q − Γ^2_{k−1}ζ^{(k)}, m^{(k+1)} = tanh ( h1 + β z^{(k+1)} ) (4.1)

and we also set ϕ^{(k+1)} = m^{(k+1)} − ∑_k s=1(m^{(k+1)}, ϕ^{(s)})ϕ^{(s)} ‖ m^{(k+1)} − ∑_k s=1(m^{(k+1)}, ϕ^{(s)})ϕ^{(s)} ‖, recalling that ϕ^{(k+1)} is well-defined for all k < N [6, Lemma 5]. Finally, we define W^{(k+1)} = W^{(k)} − ρ^{(k)}, for

ρ^{(k)} = W^{(k)}ϕ^{(k)} ⊗ ϕ^{(k)} + ϕ^{(k)} ⊗ (W^{(k)})^T ϕ^{(k)} − (W^{(k)}ϕ^{(s)}, ϕ^{(k)}) ϕ^{(k)} ⊗ ϕ^{(k)}, where (x ⊗ y)(z) = (y, z) x, and by symmetrization

G^{(k+1)} = W̄^{(k+1)} = G^{(k)} − ρ̄^{(k)}, for

ρ̄^{(k)} = N^{−1/2}ζ^{(k)} ⊗ ϕ^{(k)} + N^{−1/2}ϕ^{(k)} ⊗ ζ^{(k)} − N^{−1/2}(ζ^{(k)}, ϕ^{(k)}) ϕ^{(k)} ⊗ ϕ^{(k)}. (ϕ^{(s)})^k_{s=1} is orthonormal in (R^N , (·, ·)) and P^{(k)}, Q^{(k)} denote the orthogonal projections

P^{(k)} = k∑ s=1 ϕ^{(s)} ⊗ ϕ^{(s)} = (P^{(k)}_{ij} )_{1≤i,j≤N} , Q^{(k)} = 1_RN − P^{(k)} = (Q^{(k)}_{ij} )_{1≤i,j≤N} .

Notice that P^{(k)} equals the orthogonal projection onto span ( m^{(s)} : 1 ≤ s ≤ k ) = span ( ϕ^{(s)} : 1 ≤ s ≤ k ) . In the next result we collect several useful facts about (z^{(s)})^k_{s=1}, (m^{(s)})^k_{s=1} and (G^{(s)})^k_{s=1}. We say for (X_N )_{N≥1}, (Y_N )_{N≥1} that may depend on parameters like β, h, etc. that X_N ≃ Y_N 3Notice that here we use the convention that (ϕ^{(s)})^k_{s=1} forms an orthonormal sequence in (R^N , (·, ·)). In contrast to that, in [6, 11] the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ and the tensor product ⊗ are rescaled by a factor N^{−1}.

if and only if there exist positive constants c, C > 0, which may depend on the parameters, but which are independent of N, such that for every t > 0 we have P(|X_N − Y_N | > t) ≤ Ce^{−cNt2} . Proposition 4.2. ([5, Prop. 2.5], [6, Prop. 4, Prop. 6, Lemmas 3, 11, 14 & 16]) 1) m^{(k)} and ϕ^{(k)} are G_{k−1}-measurable for every k ≥ 1 and W^{(k)}ϕ^{(s)} = (W^{(k)})^T ϕ^{(s)} = G^{(k)}ϕ^{(s)} = 0, ∀ s < k.

2) Conditionally on G_{k−2}, W^{(k)} and W^{(k−1)} are Gaussian, and we have that E_{k−2} w^{(k)}_{ij} w^{(k)}_{st} = 1 N Q^{(k−1)}_{is} Q^{(k−1)}_{jt} and, consequently, that E_{k−2} g^{(k)}_{ij} g^{(k)}_{st} = 1 N Q^{(k−1)}_{is} Q^{(k−1)}_{jt} + 1 N Q^{(k−1)}_{it} Q^{(k−1)}_{js} . 3) Conditionally on G_{k−2}, W^{(k)} is independent of G_{k−1}. In particular, conditionally on G_{k−1}, W^{(k)} and G^{(k)} are Gaussian with the same covariance as in 2).

4) For every k ≥ 1, N^{−1/2}(ζ^{(k)}, ϕ^{(k)}) is unconditionally Gaussian with variance 2/N. 5) Conditionally on G_{k−1}, the random variables ζ^{(k)} are Gaussian with E_{k−1} ζ^{(k)}_i ζ^{(k)}_j = Q^{(k−1)}_{ij} + ϕ^{(k)}_i ϕ^{(k)}_j .

6) For every k ≥ 1 and s < k, one has N^{−1/2}(m^{(k)}, ϕ^{(s)}) ≃ γ_s, N^{−1/2}(m^{(k)}, ϕ^{(k)}) ≃ √ q − Γ^2_{k−1}, N^{−1}(m^{(k)}, m^{(s)}) ≃ α_s, N^{−1}(m^{(k)}, m^{(k)}) ≃ q.

In particular, lim_{N→∞} N^{−1}E ‖m^{(k)}‖^2 = q and, assuming (1.5), we have that lim sup j,k→∞ lim N→∞ N^{−1}E ‖m^{(j)} − m^{(k)}‖^2 = 0.

7) For every k ≥ 1, we have that ‖ ‖N^{−1/2}(ζ^{(k)}, m^{(k+1)}) − β(1 − q) √ q − Γ^2_{k−1} ‖ ‖_2 = 0, and, for 1 ≤ s ≤ k − 1, we have that ‖ ‖N^{−1/2}(ζ^{(s)}, m^{(k+1)}) − β(1 − q)γ_s ‖ ‖_2 = 0.

In addition to the properties listed in Prop. 4.2 it is well-known that the sequences (m^{(s)})^k_{s=1} and (z^{(s)})^{k+1}_{s=2} have an explicit joint limiting law, which we recall in the next proposition. In its statement, convergence of a sequence (μ_n)_{n∈N} of probability measures on R^d , μ_n ∈ P(R^d ) for each n ∈ N, to a limiting measure μ ∈ P(R^d ) in W_2(R^d ) means that

lim_{n→∞} W_2(μ_n, μ) = 0, where W_2(μ, ν) = inf_Π √ E‖X − Y‖^2 denotes the usual Wasserstein 2-distance between two probability measures μ, ν ∈ P(R^d ) (the infimum is taken over all couplings Π ∈ P(R^{2d} ) of μ and ν, and (X, Y) has joint distribution (X, Y) ∼ Π). The next theorem follows from combining [27, 5, 6].

Theorem 4.3. In the sense of probability (w.r.t. the disorder G), we have that lim N→∞ 1 N N∑ i=1 δ_m(1)_{i ,...,m}(k)_{i ,z}(2)_{i ,...,z}(k+1)_i = L_{(M1,...,Mk,Z2,...,Zk+1)}

in W_2(R^{2k} ), where M_1 = √ q, M_s^{s>1}= tanh(h + βZ_s), (Z_2, . . . , Z_{k+1}) ∼ N (0, K_{≤k}) is a Gaussian vector in R^k and L_{(M1,...,MK ,Z2,...,Zk+1)} is the law of (M_1, . . . , M_K , Z_2, . . . , Z_{k+1}). The covariance K_{≤k} ∈ R^{k×k} equals K_{st} = Cov(Z_{s+1}, Z_{t+1}) = EM_sM_t; in particular

K_{st}^{s,t>1}= E tanh(h + βZ_s) tanh(h + βZ_t) = EM_sM_t = { q : s = t, α_{s∧t} : s ≠ t. Remark 4.3. In [27, 5], the iterative TAP sequence is defined differently compared to (4.1). Namely, in the language of [27, 5] one sets ~m^{(0)} = 0, ~m^{(1)} = √ q1 and for k ≥ 1

~z^{(k+1)} = G ~m^{(k)} − β(1 − q) ~m^{(k−1)}, ~m^{(k+1)} = tanh ( h1 + β ~z^{(k+1)} ) . The validity of Theorem 4.3 then follows from lim N→∞ N^{−1}E ‖ ~z^{(k)} − z^{(k)} ‖_2 = 0, lim_{N→∞} N^{−1}E ‖ ~m^{(k)} − m^{(k)} ‖_2 = 0 for every k ≥ 2, which can be proved inductively (note that ~m^{(1)} = m^{(1)}, ~m^{(2)} = m^{(2)}), based on Prop. 4.2 and the decomposition G = G^{(k)} + ∑_{k−1} s=1 ρ̄^{(s)}, and which implies that lim N→∞ W_2 ( 1 N N∑ i=1 δ_m(1)_{i ,...,m}(k)_{i ,z}(2)_{i ,...,z}(k+1)_i , 1 N N∑ i=1 δ_{~m}(1)_{i ,..., ~m}(k)_{i ,~z}(2)_{i ,...,~z}(k+1)_i ) = 0 in probability.

The properties of Bolthausen’s iterative solution (m^{(k)})_{k≥1} suggest that it is close to the magnetization vector m of the SK model, at least in a suitable subregion of the RS phase. This is proved in [17], based on a locally uniform overlap concentration assumption.

Theorem 4.4 ([17]). Assume that β, h > 0 are such that for some δ > 0 we have lim N→∞ sup β−δ≤β^′≤β E ⟨ |R_{12} − q_β′_{,h}|^2 ⟩ β^′,h = 0 . (4.2)

Then we have that lim_{k→∞} lim_{N→∞} N^{−1} E ‖ ‖m − m^{(k)} ‖ ‖^2 = 0. (4.3)

Remark 4.4. Observe that (4.2) is satisfied under (1.5) & (1.7), by Eq. (2.2) in Theorem 2.1. Notice furthermore that [17] defines the TAP iteration differently compared to (4.1):

(z^′)^{(k+1)} = G (m^′)^{(k)} −β ( 1−N^{−1}‖(m^′)^{(k)}‖^2 ) (m^′)^{(k−1)}, (m^′)^{(k+1)} = tanh ( h+β(z^′)^{(k+1)} ) . Similar remarks as for Theorem 4.3 apply: based on Prop. 4.2 and induction, one obtains lim N→∞ N^{−1}E ‖ ‖(z^′)^{(k)} − z^{(k)} ‖ ‖^2 = 0, lim_{N→∞} N^{−1}E ‖ ‖(m^′)^{(k)} − m^{(k)} ‖ ‖^2 = 0,

which implies (4.3) with m^{(k)} as defined in (4.1).

Equipped with the above preparations, we now turn to the proof of Prop. 1.3, which is a direct consequence of the next proposition. For a sequence (X_N )_{N∈N} , we set

p-lim inf N→∞ X_N = sup { t ∈ R : lim_{N→∞} P(X_N ≤ t) = 0 } , p-lim sup N→∞ X_N = inf { t ∈ R : lim_{N→∞} P(X_N ≥ t) = 0 } . The next result follows by translating the main ideas [12, Section 4] to the present context. For completeness, we carry out the key steps, with a few modifications, in detail below.

Proposition 4.5. Assume that (β, h) satisfy (1.5), and define for v ∈ (−1, 1)^N the diagonal matrix D_v ∈ R^{N×N} and the set S_{N,ε,k} ⊂ R^N × (−1, 1)^N by ( D_v ) ij = δ_{ij} 1 − v^2_i , S_{N,ε,k} = { (u, v) ∈ R^N × (−1, 1)^N : ‖u‖^2 = 1, ‖v − m^{[k]}‖^2 ≤ Nε } . (4.4)

Then, there exists a constant c = c_{β,h} > 0, that is independent of N, such that

lim inf ε→0 lim inf k→∞ p- lim inf N→∞ [ inf (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} ( u, ( D_v + β^2(1 − q) −

2β^2 N v ⊗ v − βG ) u )] ≥ c. Remark 4.5. As already remarked in Section 1, note that Prop. 4.5 only requires (β, h) to satisfy the AT condition (1.5). The additional assumption (1.7) in Prop. 1.3 is used to approximate the magnetization m of the SK model by the iterative TAP solution m^{(k)}.

Before giving the proof of Prop. 4.5, let us first record that it implies Prop. 1.3.

Proof of Prop. 1.3, given Prop. 4.5. Observe, first of all, that D = D_m, by (1.9) & (4.4). Now, choosing ε > 0 sufficiently small and k ∈ N sufficiently large, Prop. 4.5 implies that inf (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} ( u, ( D_v + β^2(1 − q) −

2β^2 N v ⊗ v − βG ) u ) ≥ ~c/2 for some constant ~c > 0, with probability tending to one as N → ∞. By the assumptions (1.5) & (1.7), we can apply Theorem 4.4 which combined with Markov implies ‖ m − m^{(k)} ‖_2 ≤ Nε with probability tending to one as N → ∞. Thus inf ‖u‖^2=1 ( u, ( D + β^2(1 − q) − βG ) u )

≥ inf_{‖u‖2=1} ( u, ( D_m + β^2(1 − q) −

2β^2 N m ⊗ m − βG ) u )

≥ inf (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} ( u, ( D_v + β^2(1 − q) −

2β^2 N v ⊗ v − βG ) u ) ≥ ~c/2, i.e. D + β^2(1 − q) − βG ≥ c for c = ~c/2, with probability tending to one as N → ∞.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Prop. 4.5.

Proof of Prop. 4.5. Step 1: We adapt the main idea of [12] and apply the Sudakov- Fernique inequality [32, 22, 31], conditionally on G_k, to reduce the problem to a solvable variational problem. To this end, we first write β ( u, Gu ) = β ( u, G^{(k+1)}u ) + 2β √ N k∑ s=1 (u, ζ^{(s)} ⊗ ϕ^{(s)}, u) + o_u(1)

for an error o_u(1) = −N^{−1/2} ∑_k s=1(ζ^{(s)}, ϕ^{(s})|(ϕ^{(s)}, u)|^2 which satisfies sup_{‖u‖=1} o_u(1) → 0 as N → ∞ almost surely, by Prop. 4.2 5). This means that

p- lim sup N→∞ [ inf (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} ( u, ( βG +

2β^2 N v ⊗ v − D_v − β^2(1 − q) ) u )]

=p- lim sup N→∞ [ inf (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} ( u, ( βG^{(k+1)} + 2β √ N k∑ s=1 ζ^{(s)} ⊗ ϕ^{(s)} +

2β^2 N v⊗v−D_v −β^2(1 − q) ) u )] . Now, comparing the (conditionally on G_k) Gaussian processes ( X_{u,v} ) (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} = ( β ( u, G^{(k+1)}u ) + f (u, v) ) (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} , ( Y_{u,v} ) (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} = ( 2β √ N ‖Q^{(k)}u‖(Q^{(k)}u, ξ) + f (u, v) ) (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} , where ξ ∼ N (0, id_RN ) denotes a Gaussian vector independent of the remaining disorder

and where we abbreviate

f (u, v) = 2β √ N k∑ s=1 (u, ζ^{(s)})(ϕ^{(s)}, u) +

2β^2 N (u, v)^2 − (u, D_vu) − β^2(1 − q),

we have E_k X_{u,v} = E_k Y_{u,v} = f (u, v) and an application of Prop. 4.2, part 4), shows that E_k ( X_{u,v} − X_u′_{,v}′

)_2 ≤ E_k ( Y_{u,v} − Y_u′_{,v}′

)_2

for every (u, v), (u^′, v^′) ∈ S_{N,ε,k}. Thus, by Vitale’s extension [35] of the Sudakov-Fernique

inequality [32, 22, 31] we obtain that a.s.

E_k sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β ( u, G^{(k+1)}u ) + f (u, v) ] ≤ E_k sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ 2β √ N ‖Q^{(k)}u‖(Q^{(k)}u, ξ) + f (u, v) ] . (4.5)

Next, observing that conditionally on G_k, we have the distributional equality

G^{(k+1) d}= Q^{(k)} 1 √ 2N ( U + U^T ) Q^{(k)}

for some random matrix U = (u_{ij})_{1≤i,j≤N} ∈ R^{N×N} with i.i.d. entries u_{ij} ∼ N (0, 1)

(without symmetry constraint) for i ≠ j and u_{ii} = 0, a standard application of Gaussian

concentration (see, for instance, [33, Theorem 1.3.4]) implies that P_k ( | | | sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β ( u, G^{(k+1)}u ) + f (u, v) ]

− E_k sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β ( u, G^{(k+1)}u ) + f (u, v) ]| | | > t ) ≤ 2e^{−CNt2} . Indeed, for X, Y ∈ R^{N×N} , notice that sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β √ N ( Q^{(k)}u, X̄Q^{(k)}u ) + f (u, v) ] − sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β √ N ( Q^{(k)}u, ȲQ^{(k)}u ) + f (u, v) ]

= sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [√ 2β √ N ( Q^{(k)}u, (X − Y)Q^{(k)}u ) + √ 2β √ N ( Q^{(k)}u, YQ^{(k)}u ) + f (u, v) ]

− sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ 2β √ N ( Q^{(k)}u, YQ^{(k)}u ) + f (u, v) ]

≤ sup

u^′∈R^N :‖u^′‖^2≤1 √ 2β √ N ( u^′, (X − Y) u^′ ) ≤ C √ N (_N∑ i,j=1 (X − Y)^2_{ij} )_{1/2} = C √ N ‖X − Y‖ so that, upon switching the roles of X ∈ R^{N ×N} and Y ∈ R^{N×N} , we get | | sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β √ N ( Q^{(k)}u, X̄Q^{(k)}u ) + f (u, v) ] − sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β √ N ( Q^{(k)}u, ȲQ^{(k)}u ) + f (u, v) ]| |

≤ C √ N ‖X − Y‖ for the deterministic constant C = √ 2β > 0. Arguing along the same lines, we also find P_k ( | | | sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ 2β √ N ‖Q^{(k)}u‖(Q^{(k)}u, ξ) + f (u, v) ]

− E_k sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ 2β √ N ‖Q^{(k)}u‖(Q^{(k)}u, ξ) + f (u, v) ]| | | > t ) ≤ 2e^{−CNt2} , and since C > 0 is independent of G_k, we can take the expectation E (·) over the previous

two tail bounds to see that they hold true unconditionally. Thus, we conclude lim N→∞ | | | sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β ( u, G^{(k+1)}u ) + f (u, v) ] − E_k sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ β ( u, G^{(k+1)}u ) + f (u, v) ]| | | = 0 and lim N→∞ | | | sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ 2β √ N ‖Q^{(k)}u‖(Q^{(k)}u, ξ) + f (u, v) ]

− E_k sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} [ 2β √ N ‖Q^{(k)}u‖(Q^{(k)}u, ξ) + f (u, v) ]| | = 0 in the sense of probability. Combining these observations with (4.5), we finally arrive at

lim sup ε→0 lim sup k→∞ p- lim sup N→∞ [ sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} ( u, ( βG +

2β^2 N v ⊗ v − D_v − β^2(1 − q) ) u )]

≤ lim sup ε→0 lim sup k→∞ p- lim sup N→∞ [ sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} F ( u, v, ξ, M^{(k)}, Z^{(k)} )] , (4.6)

where M^{(k)} and Z^{(k)} denote the matrices

M^{(k)} = (m^{(1)} m^{(2)} . . . m^{(k)}) ∈ R^{N×k} , Z^{(k)} = (z^{(2)}, . . . , z^{(k+1)}) ∈ R^{N×k}

and where F ( u, v, ξ, M^{(k)}, Z^{(k)} ) = 2β √ N ‖Q^{(k)}u‖(u, ξ) + 2β ( u, Z^{(k)} ( M^{(k)T} M^{(k)} )_{−1} M^{(k)T} u )

+ 2β^2 N (u, m^{(k)})^2 − (u, D_vu) − β^2(1 − q).

Here, we used additionally that sup ‖v−m^{(k)}‖^2≤Nε N^{−1} ‖ ‖v ⊗ v − m^{(k)} ⊗ m^{(k)} ‖ ‖_{op} ≤ 2√ε

and that, in the sense of probability, we have lim N→∞ | sup ‖u‖^2=1 N^{−1/2} ( P^{(k)}u, ξ )| ≤ lim_{N→∞} N^{−1/2} ‖ P^{(k)}ξ ‖ = 0,

lim N→∞ ‖ ‖ 1√ N k∑ s=1 ζ^{(s)} ⊗ ϕ^{(s)} − Z^{(k)} ( M^{(k)T} M^{(k)} )_{−1} M^{(k)T} ‖ ‖ op = 0.

The last two identities readily follow e.g. from a simple second moment bound and, respectively, from Prop. 4.2. Notice that both matrices N^{−1/2} ∑_k s=1 ζ^{(s)}⊗ϕ^{(s)} and Z^{(k)} ( M^{(k)T} M^{(k)} )_{−1} M^{(k)T} are at most of rank k (Q^{(k)}R^N contained in their kernels) so that the norm convergence follows from pointwise convergence on the vectors (m^{(s)})^k_{s=1}.

Step 2: The remainder of the proof is based on analyzing the optimization problem on the r.h.s. of Eq. (4.6). This can be done with the same arguments as in [12, Sections 4.1 to 4.4]. For completeness, we translate the arguments from [12] to the present setting. In particular, we point out at which steps the AT condition (1.5) enters the analysis.

First, we control the r.h.s. of Eq. (4.6) through an optimization problem that only involves the limiting distributions of M^{(k)} and Z^{(k)}, based on Theorem 4.3. Setting

μ^{(k)}_N = 1 N N∑ i=1 δ^√_{Nui,vi,ξi,M}(k)_{i· , Z}(k)_{i·} ∈ P(R^{2k+3} ), where by X_{i·} ∈ R^n we denote the i-th row of X ∈ R^{m×n} , and setting

E_μ (f) = ∫ μ(dx) f(x), P_μ(S) = ∫ μ(dx) 1_S (x) = μ(S), ⟨f, g⟩_L2_{(dμ)} = ∫ μ(dx) f(x)g(x) for μ ∈ P(R^{2k+3} ), we have that F ( u, v, ξ, M^{(k)}, Z^{(k)} ) = Φ ( μ^{(k)}_N ) , where for every μ ∈ P(R^{2k+3} ) with finite second moment, we define

Φ(μ) = 2β E_μ (UZ^T ) [ E_μ (M M^T ) ]_{−1} E_μ (MU) + 2β‖Q_MU‖_L2_{(dμ)}⟨U, Ξ⟩_L2_{(dμ)} + 2β^2⟨M_k, U⟩^2_L2_{(dμ)} − E_μ ( (1 − V^2)^{−1}U^2 ) − β^2(1 − q).

Here, the coordinates in the integrals over R^{2k+3} w.r.t. to μ are denoted by (U, V, Ξ, M, Z) (or, in other words, L(U, V, Ξ, M, Z) = μ) and Q_M denotes the projection onto the orthogonal complement of the coordinates of M = (M_1, . . . , M_k), i.e.

Q_MU = U − M^T ( E_μ M M^T )_{−1} E_μ MU.

To stay consistent with the construction in (4.1) and with the previous notation, we write in the following Z = (Z_2, . . . , Z_{k+1}). Now, applying [12, Lemma 1] (whose proof in [12, Appendix B.2] carries over directly to the present context upon replacing the functional F_{x,k} from [12] by Φ defined above, based on Prop. 4.2), we obtain the upper bound

lim sup ε→0 lim sup k→∞ p- lim sup N→∞ sup (u,v)∈S_{N,ε,k} F ( u, v, ξ, M^{(k)}, Z^{(k)} ) ≤ lim sup ε→0 lim sup k→∞ sup μ∈S_{ε,k} Φ(μ), (4.7)

where S_{ε,k} = { μ = L(U, V, Ξ, M, Z) : ‖U‖^2_L2_{(dμ)} = 1, ‖V − M_k‖^2_L2_{(dμ)} ≤ ε, P_μ(|V| < 1) = 1,

Z = (Z_2, . . . , Z_{k+1}) ∼ N (0, K_{≤k}), M = (M_1, . . . , M_k) with M_1 = √ q, M_s^{s>1}= tanh(h + βZ_{s−1}), Ξ ∼ N (0, 1) independent of Z } . Next, using that E_μ (Z Z^T ) = E_μ (M M^T ) = K_{≤k}, we observe that ‖ Z^T [ E_μ (M M^T ) ]_{−1} E_μ (MU) ‖_2 L^2(dμ) + ‖QMU‖ 2 L^2(dμ)‖Ξ‖ 2 L^2(dμ)

= E_μ (MU)^T [ E_μ (M M^T ) ]_{−1} E_μ (Z Z^T ) [ E_μ (M M^T ) ]_{−1} E_μ (MU) + ‖Q_MU‖^2_L2_{(dμ)} = 1

so that, by the independence of Z and Ξ, we have that under μ

Z^T [ E_μ (M M^T ) ]_{−1} E_μ (MU) + ‖Q_MU‖_L2_{(dμ)}Ξ ∼ N (0, 1).

Arguing similarly that ⟨ Z_{k+1}, Z^T [ E_μ (M M^T ) ]_{−1} E_μ (MU) ⟩ L^2(dμ) = ⟨Mk, U⟩L^2(dμ) and using that ‖Z_{k+1}‖_L2_{(dμ)} = ‖M_k‖_L2_{(dμ)} = √ q, we can thus write

Z^T [ E_μ (M M^T ) ]_{−1} E_μ (MU) + ‖Q_MU‖_L2_{(dμ)}Ξ = q^{−1}⟨M_k, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)}Z_{k+1} + ‖Q_{Mk} U‖_L2_{(dμ)} Ξ^′

for some Gaussian Ξ^′ ∼ N (0, 1), which is independent of Z_{k+1}, and where Q_{Mk} denotes the projection onto the orthogonal complement of M_k in L^2(dμ). In particular, we have

Φ(μ) = 2β q ⟨U, M_k⟩_L2_{(dμ)}⟨Z_{k+1}, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)} + 2β‖Q_{Mk} U‖_L2_{(dμ)}⟨U, Ξ^′⟩_L2_{(dμ)}

+ 2β^2⟨M_k, U⟩^2_L2_{(dμ)} − E_μ ( (1 − V^2)^{−1}U^2 ) − β^2(1 − q),

and setting M_{k+1} = tanh(h + βZ_{k+1}), such that under the AT condition (1.5) we have ‖M_{k+1} − M_k‖^2_{L2 (dμ)} = 2q − 2α_k → 0 as k → ∞ by Lemma 4.1 and Prop. 4.2 4), we find

lim sup ε→0 lim sup k→∞ sup μ∈S_{ε,k} Φ(μ) ≤ lim sup_{ε→0} sup_{μ∈Sε} Ψ(μ), (4.8) where Ψ is defined by

Ψ(μ) = 2βq^{−1/2} ⟨U, M⟩_L2_{(dμ)}⟨Z, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)} + 2β √ 1 − q^{−1}⟨M, U⟩^2_{L2(dμ)}⟨W, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)}

+ 2β^2⟨M, U⟩^2_L2_{(dμ)} − E_μ ( (1 − V^2)^{−1}U^2 ) − β^2(1 − q),

for every μ = L(M, U, V, W, Z) ∈ S_ε, with S_ε defined by

S_ε = { L(M, U, V, W, Z) : ‖U‖^2_L2_{(dμ)} = 1, ‖V − M‖^2_L2_{(dμ)} ≤ ε,

P_μ(|V| < 1) = 1, (W, Z) ∼ N ( 0, id_R2 ) , M = tanh(h + β √ qZ) } . Step 3: Finally, we need to analyze the optimization problem on the r.h.s. in Eq.

(4.8). Here, we introduce Lagrange multipliers and simply upper bound the r.h.s. by

Ψ(μ) = 2βq^{−1/2} ⟨U, M⟩_L2_{(dμ)}⟨Z, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)} + 2β √ 1 − q^{−1}⟨M, U⟩^2_{L2(dμ)}⟨W, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)}

+ 2β^2⟨M, U⟩^2_L2_{(dμ)} − E_μ ( (1 − V^2)^{−1}U^2 ) − β^2(1 − q)

= 2βq^{−1/2}x ⟨Z, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)} + 2β √ 1 − q^{−1}x^2 ⟨W, U⟩_L2_{(dμ)} + 2β^2x^2 − β^2(1 − q) + λ_u(‖U‖^2_L2_{(dμ)} − 1) + λ_x(⟨U, M⟩_L2_{(dμ)} − x) − E_μ ( (1 − V^2)^{−1}U^2 ) ≤ 2β^2x^2 − β^2(1 − q) − λ_u − λ_xx + E_μ Θ(M, V, W, Z),

where we set x = x(U, M) = ⟨U, M⟩_L2_{(dμ)} as well as Θ(m, v, w, z) = sup_{u∈R} [( 2βq^{−1/2}xz + 2β √ 1 − q^{−1}x^2 w + λ_xm ) u + ( λ_u − (1 − v^2)^{−1} ) u^2 ] . Fixing from now on λ_u < 1 and assuming w.l.o.g. |v| < 1 (in accordance to the fact that P_μ(|V | < 1) = 1), strict concavity implies that Θ(m, v, w, z) = 1 4 ( 2βq^{−1/2}xz + 2β √ 1 − q^{−1}x^2 w + λ_xm

)_2 ( (1 − v^2)^{−1} − λ_u ) . Together with the global Lipschitz continuity of [−1, 1] ∋ v → ( (1−v^2)^{−1} −λ_u )_{−1} ∈ [0, ∞), we thus obtain for every fixed λ_u < 1 and K > 0 the simple upper bound lim sup ε→0 sup_{μ∈Sε} Ψ(μ) ≤ max_{|x|≤1} min_{|λx|≤K} [ 2β^2x^2 − β^2(1 − q) − λ_u − λ_xx

+ E_μ ( 2βq^{−1/2}xZ + 2β √ 1 − q^{−1}x^2 W + λ_xM

)_2

4(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) ]

= max_{|x|≤1} min_{|λx|≤K} [ 2β^2x^2 − β^2(1 − q) − λ_u + E_μ β^2(1 − q^{−1}x^2) (cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) − λ_xx + E_μ β^2q^{−1}x^2Z^2 + βq^{−1/2}xλ_xMZ + λ^2_xM^2/4 (cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) ] .

(4.9)

Notice that, in the last step, we used the independence of W of Z and, consequently, of

M = tanh(h + β √ qZ). Applying Gaussian integration by parts w.r.t. Z and rescaling x

and λ_x by a factor 1/ √ q and respectively √ q , we find that max_{|x|≤1} min_{|λx|≤K} [ 2β^2x^2 − β^2(1 − q) − λ_u + E_μ β^2(1 − q^{−1}x^2)

(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) − λ_xx + E_μ β^2q^{−1}x^2Z^2 + βq^{−1/2}xλ_xMZ + λ^2_xM^2/4

(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) ]

= max |x|≤q^{−1/2} { 2β^2qx^2 − β^2(1 − q) − λ_u + E_μ β^2

(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) − E_μ 2β^4q(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) + sinh^2(h + β √ qZ))

(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u)^2 x^2

+ E_μ

8β^4q cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) sinh^2(h + β √ qZ) (cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u)^3 x^2

+ min |λ_x|≤ √ qK E_μ [ β^2

cosh^2(h + β √ qZ)(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) xλ_x − 2β^2 cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) tanh^2(h + β √ qZ) (cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u)^2 xλ_x − xλ_x + 1 4 M^2

(cosh^2(h + β √ qZ) − λ_u) λ^2_x ]}

= max |x|≤q^{−1/2} Σ_{λu} (x).

(4.10)

Now, evaluating the Hessian of Σ_{λu} for λ_u = 0, one obtains with q_4 = E_μ M^4 that 1 2 d^2Σ_0 dx^2 = 2β^2q − 2β^4q (1 − 4q + 3q_4) − (q − q_4)^{−1} ( 1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4)

)_2

= (1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4))

(q − q_4) ( 2β^2q(q − q_4) − ( 1 − β^2(1 − 2q + q_4) ) − 2β^2(q − q_4) )

= ( 1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4) ) (q − q_4) ( − ( 1 − β^2(1 − 2q + q_4) ) − 2β^2(1 − q)(q − q_4) ) . Finally, by the AT condition (1.5) and q − q_4 = E_μ

(_{tanh2}

cosh^2 ) (h + β √ q Z) ≥ 0, we get

1 − β^2(1 − 2q + q_4) = 1 − β^2E_μ sech^4(h + β √ q Z) > 0, 1 − β^2(1 − 4q + 3q_4) = 1 − β^2(1 − 2q + q_4) + 2β^2(q − q_4) > 0,

and together with 1 − q = E_μ sech^2(h + β √ q Z) ≥ 0 and smoothness in λ_u, this implies

d^2Σ_{λu} dx^2 < 0 for λ_u ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently small. By concavity, we obtain for λ_u > 0 small enough that max_{|x|≤1} min_{|λx|≤K} [ 2β^2x^2 − β^2(1 − q) − λ_u + E_μ β^2(1 − q^{−1}x^2) (cosh^2(h + β √ q Z) − λ_u) − λ_xx + E_μ β^2q^{−1}x^2Z^2 + βq^{−1/2}xλ_xMZ + λ^2_xM^2/4 (cosh^2(h + β √ q Z) − λ_u) ]

= −β^2(1 − q) − λ_u + β^2E_μ 1 cosh^2(h + β √ q Z) − λ_u) = − ∫_{λu} 0 dt [ 1 − β^2E_μ 1 (cosh^2(h + β √ q Z) − t)^2 ] ≤ −c < 0 for some positive constant c = c_{β,h} > 0. Here, the last inequality follows from the assumption that λ_u > 0 is sufficiently small and from the AT condition (1.5), noting that − [ 1 − β^2E_μ 1 (cosh^2(h + β √ q Z) − t)^2 ] |t=0 = − ( 1 − β^2E_μ sech^4(h + β √ q Z) ) < 0. Combining this with (4.6), (4.7), (4.8) and (4.10), this proves Prop. 4.5.

Acknowledgements. We thank two anonymous referees for helpful comments. C. B. acknowledges support by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy – GZ 2047/1, Projekt-ID 390685813. The work of C. X. is partially funded by a Simons Investigator award. The work of H.-T. Y. is partially supported by the NSF grant DMS-1855509 and DMS-2153335 and a Simons Investigator award.

Data Availability

Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no new data were created or analyzed in this study.

References

[1] A. Adhikari, C. Brennecke, P. von Soosten, and H.-T. Yau. Dynamical Approach to the TAP Equations for the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick Model. J. Stat. Phys., 183, 2021.

[2] P. W. Anderson, , R. G. Palmer, and D. J. Thouless. Solution of ’solvable model in spin glasses’. Philos. Magazin, 35:593–601, 1977.

[3] D. Belius. High temperature TAP upper bound for the free energy of mean field spin glasses.

Preprint: arXiv:2204.00681.

[4] D. Belius and N. Kistler. The TAP-Plefka variational principle for the spherical SK model.

Comm. Math. Phys., 367, 2019.

[5] E. Bolthausen. An Iterative Construction of Solutions of the TAP Equations for the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick Model. Comm. Math. Phys., 325(1):333–366, 2014.

[6] E. Bolthausen. A Morita type proof of the replica-symmetric formula for SK. Statistical Mechanics of Classical and Disordered Systems, Springer Proceedings in Mathematics & Statistics, pages 63–93, 2018.

[7] E. Bolthausen, S. Nakajima, N. Sun, and C. Xu. Gardner formula for ising perceptron models at small densities. In: Proc. 35th COLT. PMLR, pages 1787–1911, 2022.

[8] C. Brennecke and A. Schertzer. On the Replica Symmetry of a Variant of the Sherrington- Kirkpatrick Spin Glass. Preprint: arXiv:2412.04336.

[9] C. Brennecke, A. Schertzer, C. Xu, and H.-T. Yau. The Two Point Function of the SK Model without External Field at High Temperature. Prob. Math. Phys., 5:131–175, 2024.

[10] C. Brennecke, C. Van Dam, and A. Schertzer. Spin Covariance Fluctuations in the SK Model at High Temperature. Preprint: arXiv:2404.19122.

[11] C. Brennecke and H.-T. Yau. The Replica Symmetric Formula for the SK Model Revisited.

J. Math. Phys., 63, 2022.

[12] M. Celentano. Sudakov-fernique post-AMP, and a new proof of the local convexity of the TAP free energy. Ann. Probab., 52:923–954, 2024.

[13] M. Celentano, Z. Fan, and S. Mei. Local convexity of the TAP free energy and AMP convergence for Z2-synchronization. Ann. Statist., 51:519–546, 2023.

[14] W. Chen, D. Panchenko, and E. Subag. The generalized TAP free energy II. Comm. Math.

Physics, 381, 2021.

[15] W. Chen, D. Panchenko, and E. Subag. The generalized TAP free energy. Comm. Pure Appl.

Math., 76, 2023.

[16] W.-K. Chen. On the Almeida-Thouless transition line in the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model with centered Gaussian external field. Electron. Commun. Probab., 26:1–9, 2021.

[17] W.-K. Chen and S. Tang. On convergence of the cavity and Bolthausen’s TAP iterations to the local magnetization. Comm. Math. Phys., 386(2):1209–1242, 2021.

[18] J. R. L. de Almeida and D. Thouless. Stability of the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick solution of a spin glass model. J. Phys. A: Math. Gen., 11:983–990, 1978.

[19] J. Ding and N. Sun. Capacity lower bound for the ising perceptron. Preprint:

arXiv:1809.07742, 2018.

[20] A. El Alaoui and J. Gaitonde. Bounds on the covariance matrix of the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model. Electron. Commun. Probab., 29:1–13, 2024.

[21] A. El Alaoui, A. Montanari, and M. Sellke. Sampling from the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick Gibbs measure via algorithmic stochastic localization. 63th Annual Conference on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), 2022.

[22] X. Fernique. Regularité des trajectoires des fonctions aléatoires gaussiennes. Ecole d’Eté de Probabilités de Saint-Flour IV, pages 1–96, 1975.

[23] V. Gayrard. Emergence of near-TAP free energy functional in the SK model at high temperature. Comm. Math. Phys., 405.

[24] F. Guerra. Sum rules for the free energy in the mean field spin glass model. Fields Institute Communications, 30, 2001.

[25] S. Gufler, A. Schertzer, and M. A. Schmidt. On concavity of TAP free energy in the SK model.

Stoch. Processes and Appl., 164:160–182, 2023.

[26] B. Huang. Capacity Threshold for the Ising Perceptron. Preprint: arXiv:2404.18902. [27] A. Javanmard and A. Montanari. State evolution for general approximate message passing algorithms, with applications to spatial coupling. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 2(2):115–144, 2013.

[28] N. Kistler, M. A. Schmidt, and G. Bastiani. On the REM approximation of TAP free energies.

J. Phys. A: Math. Theor., 56.

[29] T. Plefka. Convergence condition of the tap equation for the infinite- ranged ising spin glass model. J. Phys. A: Math. Gen., 15:1971–1978, 1982.

[30] D. Sherrington and S. Kirkpatrick. Solvable model of a spin glass. Phys. Rev. Lett., 35:1792– 1796, 1975.

[31] V. N. Sudakov. Gaussian random processes and measures of solid angles in hilbert space.

Doklady Akademii Nauk, 197:43–45, 1971.

[32] V. N. Sudakov. Geometric Problems in the Theory of Infinite-Dimensional Probability Distributions, volume 141. American Mathematical Society, 1979.

[33] M. Talagrand. Mean Field Models for Spin Glasses: Volume I: Basic Examples. Springer Science & Business Media, 2010.

[34] M. Talagrand. Mean Field Models for Spin Glasses: Volume II: Advanced Replica-Symmetry and Low Temperature. Springer Science & Business Media, 2011.

[35] R. A. Vitale. Some comparisons for gaussian processes. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 128, 2000.