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Replica Symmetry Breaking without Replicas

Simone Franchini *

Abstract

We introduce a mathematical framework based on simple combinatorial arguments
(Kernel Representation) that allows to deal successfully with spin glass problems,
among others. Let QN be the space of the configurations of an N—spins system,
each spin having a finite set Q of inner states, and let u : Q¥ — [0,1] be some
probability measure. Here we give an argument to encode 1 into a kernel function
M: |0, 1]2 — Q, and use this notion to reinterpret the assumptions of the Replica
Symmetry Breaking ansatz (RSB) of Parisi et Al [2]], without using replicas,

nor averaging on the disorderﬂ

1 Introduction

Originally introduced by Parisi [1] in his analysis of the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model
(SK) [T 2, the Replica Symmetry Breaking (RSB) ansatz proved to be an extremely
valuable tool in explaining properties of disordered systems. Despite many technical
advances, worth to cite is the proof of the free energy formula by Guerra and Talagrand
[3L 4], some of its fundamental features remain quite mysterious after forty years.

A central role is played by the elusive concept of pure state. Despite a precise defi-
nition is still lacking, it is widely acknowledged that they must satisfy some properties.
For example, it is expected that the connected correlation functions associated to these
states vanish in the thermodynamic limit [2,[12]]. This imply that in some sense the mea-
sure conditioned to those states can be described by a mean field model of some kind
(see Part IIT of [12]], updated 2014 version, for a non-rigorous but detailed discussion

of the finite volume pure states).
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Perhaps, the most striking and unconventional property is that the pure states have
been predicted to have a hierarchical structure, such that the support of the overlaps is
ultrametric [2]. A considerable amount of works have been published on this argument,
that culminated in a proof of ultrametricity by Panchenko [[14].

Anyway, whether the ultrametricity and other properties of the pure states hold in
some general framework, including their representation as well defined mathematical
objects, proved to be an extremely hard task and remains an open question.

Inspired by a remarkable series of papers by Coja-Oghlan and others, which introdu-
ce tools from Graph Theory to study Belief Propagation algorithms [16} [17} 18} [19],
here we present an original framework that is based on elementary combinatorial argu-
ments, and that allows to deal with many interesting physical systems, including spin
glasses, without using replicas, nor averaging over the disorder.

The theory is presented both symbolically and by a graphical representation in

terms of kernel functions of the kind
M: (0,17 = {—,+}. (1.1)

This object is intended to provide a simple visual encoding for probability measures,
and it was central for us in understanding and developing the concepts we are going to
explain.

We introduce the kernel representation in the Section [2| along with some notation,
showing how to encode a probability measure into a kernel and bring it back, the com-
mutation relations, the transposed measure, and other basic kernel features.

In the Section [2] we also introduce an analogue notion of pure states, that can be
applied to any distribution, the space of these generalized states is charted by a simple
partition of the spin space into disjoint subsets. This first section does not contain com-
plex mathematical concepts, and it aims to carefully introduce probability in kernel
language to connect with graph theoretic arguments, and highlight the bridges that ex-
ist between probability and graph theory.

Then in Section E] we introduce more advanced kernel methods, for example it is
possible to introduce a new type of convergence of random variables, ie convergence
in “Cut Distance”, that is stronger than weak* convergence and allows to manage the
kernels (then also Gibbs measures) directly in the thermodynamic limit. In section 3]
we also give an alternative formulation that connects with the findings presented in
[L6, 17, [18) [19] and Graph Theory in general [31].

The readers mostly interested in the physics of the SK model may jump these two
sections in first read, and go straight to the Section[d] where we apply some of the ideas



presented in Section [2]to the SK Hamiltonian

Hg (ov) Y. Y aiijo; (1.2)
\F zeV Jj<i

and its kernel, and develop a scheme for the propagation of properties of the Gibbs
distribution as it evolves along the cavity chain described in [27].

The main steps of our analysis will be as follows: the first is to define a sequence
of SK models of increasing sizes, this is done by partitioning the vertex set V into L
subsets V;, marked by the index ¢, that we call layers. Then, we consider their union
Oy up to a certain £, with Q1 C Qy being a sequence of sets of size |Qy| = g;N, such
that V; = Q; \ Q¢—1 and Qp =V, see Definition[4]

This construction converges to the actual system, and we interpret it as a layering
scheme in which we grow the system layer by layer up to the original size. We find the

Hamiltonian sequence of these layers in Lemma[9]

Hg (ov) =Y Hi(og,), (1.3)
(<L

where Hy is the Hamiltonian describing the layer V/,

(GQz) Ve —qe-1Hg (GVé +\/‘1572;,0'1 i GQ[ 1) (1.4)
i€Vy

the first term is the energy contribution coming from the interactions inside the layer
itself, and is simply a smaller SK model, while #; is a cavity field only depending on
the spins of the previous layers, ie the spins of Qy_;. Then we show that, due to the
mean field nature of the model, if the partition is fine enough the factor \/q; —qo—
kills the contribution from the smaller SK, and the thermodynamics is dominated by
the interface, ie the interaction term Oy, - hy, between the newly added layer and the
rest of the system up to that point of the sequence, see Lemma[I0}

The interface is simply a collection of spins coupled to an external random field that
comes from the previous layers, and can be solved exactly, for example by the same
techniques developed in [7, 18 9] for the Number Partitioning Problem. In Section[5|we
show that the thermodynamics of the layer is equivalent to a Random Energy Model of
the Derrida type [10] in the limit of very low temperature, that is Lemma|[[2]

Finally, in Section [f|we give an explicit application by combining the Cavity Me-
thod of 21} 22} 123 27]] with Lemma[z_f]to obtain a constructive derivation of the cavity

variables, and compute the Parisi functional in a simple way.



2 Kernel representation

Before entering in the core of the discussion some preliminaries are mandatory in order
to explain the notation and justify our later arguments. In particular, we describe how
and why to encode a finite spin system into a kernel function. For this paper we indicate
by I (A) the indicator function of the event A, that is / (A) = 1 if A is verified and is zero
otherwise. Also, given two ordered sets A and B we use the notation A ® B for the tensor
product and just AB for the Cartesian product (ie same for number multiplication). The
Hadamard product is denoted by the o symbol.

Consider a random spin system oy of N spins, distributed according to some law
U (oy), and imagine to perform a sequence of independent measurements of such sys-
tem. Formally, let V ={1,2, ...,N} be a set of N vertices and put a spin o; € Q of inner
states Q = {4, —} on each vertex, we denote by

oy={0c;ieQ:ieV} 2.1

the generic magnetization state. Due to the finiteness of the spin number there is only
a finite set of possible outcomes, in fact, each measurement will give as result some
element of Q" product space of the elementary spin spaces Q.

The first important observation is that if the measurements are independent the
order in which the states are observed cannot contain information of the underlying
law, then we are free to regroup them to our convenience. Let order the states of QY
by some index o : Q" — S, where S = {1,2, ..., 2/V1} is the span of the index. The set
QV is then rewritten as follows

Q'={t%:aes},¥={t%cQ:icV} (2.2)

with each state T being uniquely identified by «, ie T¢ # 1, if ot # .

Since for finite V also Q" has a finite number of states, for a large number of measu-
rements the relative frequencies of the states 77, that are rational numbers, approximate
the probabilities i (7¥) € [0, 1] that are associated to the occurrence of a given state o.

Arranging them into vectors
u={u(w)€lo,1]: a €S}, (2.3)

we can also write a simple representation for the set of measures on QY

2(Q)={unel0,1]: Lou(rd) =1} (2.4)



Is easy to verify that the measure (probability mass function) can be reconstructed from
the vector u. Explicitly, we can write the measure p : Q' — [0, 1] and and its average

applied to some test function f : Q¥ — R as follows

1 i
=Y e@OI(552), Glonu=Yu@E) ). @3
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This will be our preferential notation, and we will also use a dedicated symbol for the

uniform measure v* = 1/|S| = 1/2" and call it support measure (see upper kernel of

Figure
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We can now introduce a powerful graphical tool to represent (i, Q), that simply
consists in rearranging the states into an array. In the following we show how to encode

the probability pair (i, Q") into a two dimensional function.

Definition 1. (Magnetization Kernel) Let L € & (QV), then, the Magnetization Kernel
M : |0, 1]2 — Q associated to U is the step function

My =Y Y tI(x€(xi-1,x],y€ (Va1,Ya]) 27)

acSieV

with I(A) indicator function of the event A. The sizes of the intervals are
Xi—xi1=1/N, yo —ya—1 =1 (7). (2.8)

An explicit example is given in Figures 2.1 and [2.2] where the states are ordered ac-

cording to the inverse binary map o (oy) =1+ Yy 2V~ (#) )

Array encodings of the order parameters have been considered since the beginning
in the context of the Spin Glasses theory (see the overlap matrix of [2]]), but their use to
represent probability distributions is recent enough. Before [16} [17], for example, the
Aldous-Hoover theorem has been used in [[15] to encode the replicated distribution of
the SK model into a four dimensional spin tensor. We remark that i (oy) is defined up

to an arbitrary reshuffling of ¢, if we apply the discrete invertible map o — 6 (o) still

Z“(T‘?(a))n<l+r Gl‘) Z‘u @ H(Hr 6,) (2.9)

acs 1% acs i€V

because for probability measures the labeling of the support is a free parameter.
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Figure 2.1: Kernel representation M, (x,y) of Eq. @ (lower kernel B) and its support
kernel My (x,y) (upper kernel A) for a system of N = 4 spins described by a trial
distribution with pu () > 0 for a € {4,5,6,10,11} and zero otherwise. Dark cells
indicate spin down, bright cells spin up. Between the two kernels it is shown the action
of W on the support kernel My to get the actual kernel M. The states are ordered
following the o.—index of Definition |1} then T = (+,+,—,—), Ty = (—,—,+,—),
T\? = (+a ) +7 _)’ T‘I/O = (+7 ] _’+)’ T‘p = (_a +7 ) +)
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Figure 2.3:  Non compactified kernel of the support v for a system of N = 4 spins,
and its transposed version v'. The figure shows at bottom-left: M, a non compactified
version of the kernel of v, like in Definition [I| but with Xi41 —X; = ygt+1 — Yo = 1. At
top-right: M, non-compactified kernel of the transposed support v' of Egs. and
(217). At top-left and bottom-right: Q and C, the overlap matrix and the correlation
matrix: color shades correspond to the possible values 1 (darkest shade), 1/2,0, —1/2,
—1 (white).



Then, the kernel of u is not unique, because there are a large number of possible
choices for the map 6 that points to the same . But, in general, the order in which the
states are observed gives informations about the pattern that minimizes the action. The
physical meaning of the index « (and the 6 maps in general) is best understood if the
same experiment before is figured for spin systems that are not random, for example
some Lagrangian system. In this setting two measurements are independent if taken
at time intervals that are many times larger than the recurrence time of the system.
By choosing a specific order for the states we are then fixing a time gauge, eventually
adding some momentum to the Hamiltonian that describes the system.

Notice that the kernel function provides a powerful encoding of correlations and
overlaps (and the event algebra in general). The following lemma express this impor-
tant feature of the kernel representation. Clearly, we can write higher order correlation

functions and overlaps using the same procedure:

Definition 2. (Correlations and Overlaps) Let i, j € V and select two rows of My, such
that z; € (xi—1,%i], Zj € (xj_hxj], then the scalar product between the two rows z; and

2; is the two point correlation function

(o)=Y, u(rv)r,-rj:/ . ]dyMEVngj. (2.10)
y€|0,1

v ES

Moreover, let oy and Ty be two magnetization states, let ts € S(oy) and t; € S(1y),
then the scalar product between the columns ts and t; of the kernel M is the magneti-

zation overlap between these states
1
glov,v)=—Y ot :/ dxM's M. (2.11)
N Z T e o

The property can be trivially verified by substituting the definition of M into the above

formulas.

Notice that this last statements admit an interesting operatorial description: if M is
the transposed kernel, then MM = Q and MM" = C, where Q and C are the overlap and
correlation matrices rescaled to the unitary square. In fact, according to the Definition[2]

we can use kernels to represent creation and annihilation operators by the commutator
(M*. M) =M'"M-MM"=0-C, (2.12)

where Q and C are the overlap and correlation matrices rescaled to the unitary square.



Two questions immediately arises, what happen if
M',M] =0 (2.13)

in some way, and the meaning of the measure u ' associated to M.

If the commutator is zero the overlap matrix weakly converges to the correlation
matrix, then the averages on V matches those on § after proper rescaling of the variable
on which we take the average. Concerning the transposed measure, it describes a whole
new spin system whose correlations and overlaps are exchanged in role respect to u,

we can give a simple definition as follows:

Definition 3. (Transposed measure u') Let L € & (QV) be a probability measure de-
scribing a system of |V| = N spins, and let M be its kernel. Starting from [ we can
define a new sequence of probability measures u:,r ey (QR ) each acting on a different
spin space QR with different (eventually much larger) number of spins |R| = n, such that
for n — oo the sequence of the associated kernels weakly converges to M'. We indicate

this limit with the symbol ', and call it the transposed measure of L.

Notice that the sequence 4 is not unique, we can define many that converge to the
same limit kernel. To precisely describe these concepts it would be in fact necessary
to introduce the cut distance convergence and other graph theoretic arguments that are
needed to work with limit kernels (an introduction can be found in Section 3, but there
are already interesting cases in which u is regular enough such that u” can be defined
also when 7 and N are finite. For example, consider the transposed support v'. Let

R =S, and consider the spin vectors
os€QS, 05| =02 | =22", (2.14)
then we introduce ., that is a collection of N states of 2V spins
S ={pseQ’:ieV}CQ (2.15)
these states are eventually the row vectors of Qv
ps:={pLeQ:p,=1" aeS}, (2.16)

and are obtained by the following construction; start from lg, a magnetization state
with all positive spins, and flip half of them to get two groups: one with all positive

spins and one with all negative. Then, apply this procedure iteratively inside each
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group, until the state i = N, where the spins oscillate in sign between each o and o+ 1
(see Figure[2.3). Then, the transposed measure v is

1 ig
vi(oy) =+ Y 11 (”Pfa“) 2.17)

icV aes

notice that due to their special construction, the states pj are exactly orthogonal, ie this
set has overlap exactly zero between any pair of states.

What allows to define v¥ with finite 7 is that the measure V is constant, then it can
be reduced to a rational number apart from a global rescaling. For non uniform real
measures we can only write an approximating sequence: let n > N and split R into
2N 41 disjoint regularized subsets R, with o € S, plus one irregular Ry that collects

the real valued reminders:
IRa| = [np(w))] /n €N, |Ro| =1—-Y4[Rql (2.18)

When n — oo the reminder becomes irrelevant, and the sequence of measures

tlge) e L 1+pl 0y
b (or) =5 3 TT T ( . ) 2.19)

icV aeSacky

converges to u". Luckily enough, the kernel we will deal with for the SK model (kernel
of the eigenstates of magnetization) can be transposed for finite # like in the v case,
and we can partially avoid the technicalities that one would need to manage with limit
kernels.

The physical significance of these transposed kernels is in that we interpret them as
those that actually describe the 1-RSB phase of the Parisi Ansatz, in fact, we interpret
the Parisi full-RSB ansatz as a way to split the systems into sub-systems whose kernel
weakly commute in the thermodynamic limit, so that the averages can be done with the
transposed measure. We remark that the transposed measure is typically defined on an
exponentially larger set of spins: this suggests a connection with the replicated system.

In the Sectiond]of this paper, we will show that for SK a possible scheme to obtain
such partition into commuting sub-systems is to simply split the spin group into small
subgroups and apply the Bayes rule. The physical idea behind is in that any probability
measure describing an actual physical spin system defined for variable number of spins
must be coherent with the fact that such system has been constructed or created in some
way. Then, it must always be possible to construct a sequence of systems of increasing

size that eventually converge to the one we are looking at.

11



Consider, for example, an Ising Model in d = 3 in which N spins are arranged into
a cube: such system can be constructed starting with a single spin, then adding a layer
of nearest neighbors, then add another and so on, until reaching the size N. Notice that
this idea is not new at all, being the same that motivates the Cavity methods and the
Grand Canonical ensemble.

The most convenient layering scheme depends on the system, but in general each
layer has two kinds of energy contributions: those between the spin of the layer itself,
that we call the core contribution, and those between the layer and the previous ones
(just the previous in case of the finite dimensional Ising model before) that we call the
interface.

In the case of fully connected models, we expect that if such partition is into very
tiny layers, then the contributions from the core can be ignored respect to that of the
interface, and that this will make the layer commute. In fact, notice that in case of the
SK model (but the same holds for the Curie-Weiss model) there is no space structure,
and any spin that is added form a layer itself, with a large interface. Following [27], we
can formally define our analogue of the pure states of the RSB ansatz by partitioning

the vertex set V into L subsets V,
¥V ={V1,Va, ..., V1.}, (2.20)

we label the parts by the ordered index 1 < ¢ < L and also relabel the vertexes inside
each Vy, for i € V; we apply a map i — iy such that 1 < iy, <|V;|. We will refer to

oy, = {(7,' eQ:ie V[} (2.21)

as layer magnetization states. Also, it will be convenient to express ¥  in terms of the
sequence Qy, with |Qy| = g¢|V| and 0 < g, < 1. Starting from Q; = V; this sequence is
defined recursively Q¢ = (J;<,V; until the last step £ = L, corresponding to the whole

vertex set. The associated sequence of states is as follows:

oo, = | Jov, € %, (2.22)

1<t
they are composed by the first £ sub-states oy, .

Definition 4. (Filtration of S induced by V') Let define the subsets

S(ov)={ov} (2.23)

12



each composed by one element of S. Then, the filtration of S induced by V'
S ) ={A (V) 1<0<L) (2.24)
is defined as the sequence of partitions
F1(V)={S(0g,) CS: o9, € A%}, (2.25)
that is obtained by recursively joining the subsets according to the iteration

S(og,)= U S(og) (2.26)

ov, eV

downtol=1.Letue (QN ) and take some partition V', we write

ue(og) =Y u(w) (2.27)

TvéS(GQﬁ)

for the probability mass of S (GQZ;) under u. Let f: QV — R, then, the average value
(f (ov))u according to W is obtained starting from

fL(O-QL) :f(GQL)7 (2.28)

where Qp, =V, then we iterate the formula backward

fiei (oo )= Y &(og,) fi(og,), (2.29)

ov, eVt

the average is taken according to the following distribution

& (og,) =t (0g,) /bi-1 (0g,_,) (2.30)
that is the distribution of the layer oy, for a given cg, | [27].

This is enough to analyze the SK Hamiltonian, but before that, it will be useful to dis-
cuss the kernel M, shown in Figures[2.4] 2.5 [2.6] 2.7] We identify our analogue of the
RSB pure states in the sub-kernels associated to the partitions . (¥") (see below).
We anticipate that the following definition aims to generalize the concept of pure
state to any spin distribution, and does not yet have all the properties of the construction

that one finds in [20], which we refer to as SK pure states and discuss in Section@

13



Definition 5. (Analogue Pure States) Let .7 (V') be a filtration induced by the parti-
tion ¥ as in Definition 4} let .7, (V') be the partition associated to the {—th level of

refinement, and let M the kernel associated to U. Then, we can identify a partition
M3 (o, ,)=M:-1[y € S(og, ,)]. (2.31)

where § (O'QH) is the image of S (GQH) on [0,1]. Hereafter will refer to these sub-
kernels as the Pure States of M according to %y (V).

The analogue pure states of the /-th level are identified with the partition that one
gets after £ refinements of S, an example is in Figure [2.5] the sub-kernel associated to
the first pure state of each level is highlighted in blue.

Notice that for any pair of oy, Ty € S (GQZ), holds that the overlap (scalar product)
between the magnetization states oy and Ty satisfy the inequality oy - Ty > |Qy| — |V \
Q¢| because by definition o; = 1; at least for any i € Q,. By [20], any overlap distri-
bution inside an SK pure state is expected to concentrate on some nontrivial value for
large systems, this is recovered under the additional assumption that o; and 7; behaves
independently for i € V' \ Oy, giving oy - 7y = |Q¢|+ o(N) almost surely.

Although the previous definition allows to connect with the usual objects of Spin
Glass theory, this partition structure of M is not the most natural that one can arrange.
In the following we define a second version of the pure states, which we call Layer
States. These are not directly related with the usual notion of Pure State that is found
in Spin Glass (SG) literature, and we interpret them as the transposed version the IRSB

pure states.

Definition 6. (Layer states) Let .7 (V') be a filtration induced by the partition ¥ as in
Definition | and let M the kernel associated to ji. We can identify a partition of M into
the sub-kernels associated to the & (O'Q() distributions

M (og, ) =M -1[xeV;,y€§(op, )] (2.32)

where Vy and S (GQ(,‘—I) are the images of Vy and S (GQL’—I) on the interval [0, 1], we will
refer to these sub-kernels as the Layer States of M according to .7 (V).

One can confront the kernel of Figure 2.6]A with its partition according to the previous
definition, Figure|2.7

The next section contains an introduction to more advanced kernel methods, the
reader mostly interested in the physics of the SK model can jump directly to Section 4]

for the moment.
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3 Kernel filtration

We continue by presenting an alternative approximation scheme that is intended to
give a formulation for the finite volume pure states of Marinari et al. in [12] that is
also compatible with the kernel methods presented in [16} [17, [18], which allows to
operate directly in the thermodynamic limit (TL). In principle, this representation is
more general, as it is not based on any special filtration, and in fact contains the one we
used for the computations of the SK model as special case. The connection between
kernels and the pure states of the RSB ansatz has been first noticed in [16], where a

kernel encoding of u is introduced in order to prove the following

Lemma. (Bapst, Coja-Oghlan, 2016) For any measure |l € & (Qv) it is possible to
)s

take some arbitrary small € > 0 and a partition of QV into a finite number n > n (&, |K
not dependent from N, of disjoint subsets Sq, 0 < a < n such that 1 (Sy) < € and

Yo R - Qick ¥ llpy <eN Va K| > 1 3.1)
Ke{1,.. N}l

if N is chosen large enough (we denoted by || - || the total variatiorﬂ). For example,

in the case |K| =2 we can write

)y

{i,jte{1,..N}?

“371}—“?‘@“?’HTV <eN?, Va. (3.2)

Proof. ltis essentially a measure theoretic version of the Szemeredi Regularity Lemma,
see Chapter 9.2 and 9.3 of [31]] for a detailed review. A proof of Eq.s (3.1)) and (3.2) can
be found in the first part of [16]], after the statements of Theorem 2.2 and Corollaries
2.3-2.5. O

This result tells us that for any measure u that describes a system of variables with
finite set Q of inner states we can decompose our sample space Q" into a finite number
n(g,|K|) of regular disjoint subsets Sy, 1 < o < n(e,|K]|) plus one irregular Sy with
U (So) < € such that for any regular subset Sy, the layers of % over a randomly chosen
set K can be approximated by a product measure in the sense of Eq. (3.1)). Surprisingly,
the number n (€, |K|) of such regular subsets only depends on |K|, |Q| and the level of
precision € we want to achieve for our approximation, and it does not depend on the
size N of the system. This and many other results can be obtained by noticing that

both probability measures and graphs can be exactly encoded into kernel functions.

2Given two measures i,V : S — [0,1] and some A C S the total variation distance between u and v is
given by the formula ||t — V||, =2 sup, [(A) — v(A)|.
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For example, in [16] (17, [19] a new distance on & (QV) based on Graph Theory is

introduced to characterize Gibbs Measures directly in the thermodynamic limit.

Definition. (Cut Distance) Let M, W be two kernels and let 6 = (0, 0,) be a pair of

measure preserving maps. We call Cut Norm the positive quantity

IM||5=sup / / dxdyM (x,y ’ (3.3)
A,BC0,1]|/xea JyeB
and define the Cut Distance as
Do (M, W) = ingM—WGHD, (3.4)

where W9 stands for W (0 (x),60,(y)) [31l]. In the context of probability theory the
cut distance between | ,v : S — [0,1] is the cut distance Doy(My,My) between the
associated kernels My, My of Eq.(2.7) below.

It can be shown [31] that the kernel space is compact in the Cut distance, and that
convergence in cut distance is stronger than the weak* convergence when dealing with
intensive quantities, such as the free energy density associated to a Gibbs measure (see
Chapter 8 of [31] and therein, or the first part of [16} [17], see Chapter 8.2 of [31], or
[[L7] for the measure theoretic approach).

The above Lemma is in fact a probabilistic version of the Szemeredi Regularity
Lemma (Chapter 9.2 and 9.3 of [31]). Since the arguments presented in the following
do not require the use Szemeredi Partitions we won’t discuss this here, but we stress
that these are useful mathematical concepts and we warmly advice the reader to look
at [29| [31]] for further reading on this important subject.

We can give an intuitive picture by considering two independent and equitable par-
titions of S and V into sub-sets S, and V,, their number being n and L respectively.

Then, define the magnetization averages inside the blocks

e 3.5
i = |v4|Z |w||S|ZZ“ G-2)

i€V ieVyoesS,

Then, let ¢ : Q" — [0,1] and 1 : Q¥ — [0, 1] be defined as follows

1+mio;
¢ (ov,) =1 (;ch) ; Z [1né (ov,). (3.6)

i€V, na<ni<L

Szemeredi lemma guarantees that, for any small €, if n and L are taken large enough
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it is possible to find a kernel such that Do(M,,My) < €. This fact can already have
some interesting applications because the number of parameters that controls the trial
measure 1 is finite, although could be very large if we require € to be very small. For
example, let H (oy ) be some Hamiltonian and Z the partition function. By definition

Z:= Y e PHV) = (exp[-BH (ov) —logp (ov)])y <
oy Qv

<exp[~B(H (ov))u — (logu (ov))u] =exp[-BTpu ()], 3.7

where in the second row we applied Jensen inequality, and also introduced the Gibbs

free energy functional

Fpu (1) = (H(ov))u+ B (logp (ov))u. (3.8)

We easily obtained a variational bound for the free energy that is optimized by the

Gibbs measure p*, that is

F=-B 'logZ= inf Fgu(u). (3.9)
ez (QV) '

Nonetheless, the function .7 (1) may be hard to handle, because the number of pa-
rameters that controls i grows exponentially with the size of the system, it is much

simpler is to minimize .#g ;; (1) on the nL parameters that control 7,
F' =inf . 1
inf 7 4 (1) (3.10)

It is possible to show that if the cut distance Dy(My,, My ) — 0, then also the free energy
densities F’/N — F /N are weakly convergent.

Definition 7. (Tree Index for S and V) Let 0 <t < T, then, let introduce the following

pair of tree indexes. The first is
A= 010004 € [T {1,2, -y} (3.11)
where each subindex o4 runs from 1 to some integer n;. The second is
I = iyip...iy € [T {1,2, -0 vk} (3.12)

The integer parameters n, and v, are assumed the same for each level t. Let define the

sets Sa, = {Ar ()} each composed by only one element of S mapped onto the Tree
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Index At by the invertible map At (@). Then we call ., filtration of S, the sequence of

equitable refinements
S =1{84, CS: A €Tt {1,2, ... oi} }, (3.13)

obtained from joining the subsets Sa, C S from the last layer Sy, down to the root level
t =0, associated to S. Then, define Vi, = {I (i)}, containing only one element i of
V mapped on the index It by the invertible map It (i). We call V filtration of V the

sequence of refinements of
Yi={V, CV:Lelhf{1,2, ..., }}, (3.14)

obtained by joining the subsets Vi, C'V from the last layer V. to the root level, associ-
ated with V itself. We remark that the two filtrations above are defined independently,
apart from the fact that must have the same number of levels T, the definition of pure
state is the same given before in Definition 3] with the refinements ., on behalf of
(V).

Using both the filtrations . and ¥ one can construct a sequence of kernels that
approximate M, by progressively averaging (actually “de-averaging”) over the refine-
ments, for example, like in the following nested approximation scheme for the magne-

tization kernel

Definition 8. (Magnetization Averages) Start from the last layer t = T, that is associ-

ated directly to the external nodes,

Qam’ =1 (3.15)
For all the other layers we define
A 1
[0,1] 3 my" = WEZV[ ansAt”aT'q’ (3.16)
down to the root level t = 0, for which we drop the tree index and use simply
1 a-a 1
m:wl;;,su 7 :N;wi)ﬂ. (3.17)
Starting from the Magnetization Averages we define the parameters
Smfy = mfy — iy ! (3.18)
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that indicate the fluctuation of the magnetization respect to the average of the cell at the
level t — 1. For the the root level t = 0 we simply write §m = m. In this representation

the measure U is obtained from the initial condition

ny (o1,) = (1+GITZ; 06m,,) (3.19)

and then applying the recursive formula

n v

oy, ) =— Z I i (ov,) (3.20)

t o=1i=1

to the last level, the measure 1 that we would like to adapt to U,

ny V1

n (o *ZH” ( ) (3.21)

L a=1i=1

We remark that, by construction, the averages of any 8m respect to the indexes o, and
iy is zero, and any averaged magnetization can be reconstructed from the increments

by summing back them together. The scheme is shown using kernel representation in

Figures[3.1|and[3.2]
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Figure 3.1: Kernel representation of the filtration process in Definition [§| for a 3-RSB
system (L = 3), and partition parameters nyp =5, n; =5 and vy = 3, vi = 2. The measure
u is the same of Figure[2:4] The vertical lines highlight the pure states of each layer M,
M and M*% of the kernel M),. The last kernel is M|, itself. The filtration has been
chosen to match that of Figure 2.3]
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Figure 3.2: Detail of the kernel filtration shown in Figure (3.1), associated to the
first effective level of the scheme, that is IRSB. Each block of the kernel has constant
magnetization mfl’l as given in Deﬁnition with a; € {4,5,6,10,11} and 1 <i; <3.
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4 The SK model

We can finally apply these concepts to the SK model. We start introducing the basic
quantities of the previous section in the case of Gibbs measures. Consider a system of

N spins, governed by the Hamiltonian

H:QV 5 R, 4.1)
the associated Gibbs measure is
L —BH(oy)
u(oy) = 7 e , 4.2)

the normalization (partition function) is

Z e BH(ov) _ Z Z e_ﬁH(GQL)_ 4.3)

oy eQV ov, Q" oy Q'L

Now, the Hamiltonian of the Sherrington-Kirckpatrick (SK) model [2,123] is

Hg (oy) Z Y oiJijo; (4.4)

i j<i
with J Gaussian (asymmetric) random matrix with normal independent entries of unita-
ry variance. From now we will work with a random Hamiltonian instead of a single in-
stance of it, so that we don’t have to add another index for the disorder when computing
the Gaussian averages E (- ) (for which we use this special notation). As before, we can

define the partition function

Z e—/ﬂ'lsk(ffv)7 4.5)

oy eQV

that in this case is a J—dependent random quantity.
To simplify some of the coming manipulations we will consider the Asymmetric
SK Hamiltonian (ASK),

H(oy) f Y Y oiijo;, (4.6)

i€V jev

because, apart from vanishing finite size corrections, holds

V2Hgy (oy) L H (o) 4.7)
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in distribution. Using this definition the temperature is rescaled by a factor /2 respect
to the usual Parisi functional. The functional for the original SK model is recovered
from that of ASK by substituting § with 8/v/2 .

Lemma 9. (Layer States of ASK) Given some partition V' the ASK Hamiltonian can
be decomposed according to Definition|d| as follows

H(oy)=Y H(op,), (4.8)
l
where the Hy are the layer Hamiltonians

H, (GQ[;) = Z Gl‘JijGj. “4.9)

1
\/N (ivj) ewy

where we introduced the sequence of edges sets

Wi =07\ 07 ;. (4.10)

In general, we can associate the (random) distributions

f¥ —BH(op,)
& (GQé) = 7 (Gfol)e A%/, 4.11)

and the (random) partition functions

Zi(og, )= Y e PHilon). (4.12)

O-Vl EQW

Proof. The representation of Definition (@) for ASK is as follows. The partition of
V is into a number L of subsets V;, each of macroscopic size O (N). As before we
write everything in terms of the sets O, so that all is controlled by the parameters
|Q¢|/N = gy. The sizes of V; are then |Vy|/N = gy —qp—1. Let

W= {(i,j)eV*:ijeV} (4.13)

be the edges set (for the SK this is a fully connected graph). It is easy to verify that the
effect of ¥ is to produce a corresponding partition of W into subsets W, such that each
W, contains all edges with both ends in Q; minus those with both ends in Qy_; (see
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W
= Qs
W,
Q2
Wh Q 1
Vs v Vi

Figure 4.1: Partition of W induced by #". Under ¥ the edges set W is splitted into
subsets Wy, containing all edges with both ends in Qy minus those with both ends in
Qy—1. As predicted in Definition 4] the contribution to the total energy given by W, is
adapted to the spins of Q1.

Figure [.T)). Then we can define a partition of W
W (V) ={W,Wa, ..., W} 4.14)

uniquely defined by the partition ¥, the sets are Wy = Qf \ Qil- The contribution to
the total energy given by W, is then

1
Hi(og) =—= ) oWijoj=
N (i jyew,

= — Z CF,'J,'jO'j—L
VN VN

i,j)€Q?

Z G,'J,'jO'j. (415)
LJ)€Q7

O

As said in the previous sections, this partition structure is inspired by the fact that
if H (oy) can be defined for arbitrary sizes |V| then we should be able to represent it
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Figure 4.2: Kernel diagrams of the pair correlations and their ¥ —partition. The
smaller diagrams on top are the partitions of S and V? described in the captions of
the Figures andh The last shows the multi-kernel [0, 1]3 — Q that encodes
the tensor V=S — Q of the pair correlations Ti‘" T;", all sub-kernels have been removed
except the first sequence 11...1 (in gray and white) to highlight the structure of the pure
states.
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as the terminal point of the sequence ,/q/H (GQ(). Notice that the layer Hamiltonians
Hy of Eq.(4.9) can in fact be expressed in terms of the difference between two ASK
Hamiltonians, depending on Q; and Qy_; spins respectively, ie

Hy (GQ/:> =VaqH (GQ/) —Vaqi-1H (GQK—I) : (4.16)

In this form the layer Hamiltonians allow a better reading of what we are actually doing,
ie reconstructing the system growing it layer by layer toward a target size |V | = N. This
can be seen also in the Figure 4.1 where a trial partition of the edges set W is shown.
Here the edges (i, j) are represented as elements of the square W = V2. Remember that
the noise of J;; is independent from edge to edge, then also between different W,. This
means that we can average the noise independently for different ¢.

To better understand the physical meaning it will be convenient to introduce the

cavity fields that makes the interface
hy, (0g, ) :=={hi(og, ,) ER: i€V}, (4.17)

with local components given by

1

hi(og, ) = ——=—— Y, Jij0j, (4.18)
\/m €014
and same J used for the Hamiltonian. Then, the layer can be rewritten as
Hy (O-Qz) =Var—q—1H (Gvk) +/2q0-10v,hy, (GQL]) , 4.19)

where the self-interaction is simply a smaller ASK Hamiltonian H (Gw), while the

contribution from the interface is mediated by the cavity fields

Hy [GthVz (GQK—I)} = oy, hy, (GQ/—I) (4.20)

and match the Hamiltonian of an Asymmetric Bipartite SK model (ABSK, see [13]]) at
slightly shifted temperature, and with ratio between the group sizes that shrinks as L

increases. Introducing the auxiliary temperature variables

B/ =BvVar—qi—1, Br:=PB\2qi- 4.21)
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we arrive to the expression

BH, (GQé) =piH (GW) +BeH, [GthVé (GQF—I)] : (4.22)

From this reformulation one can appreciate the structure of the interactions: the
cavity fields hy, (GQF 1) act as random external fields that depend from the previous
level, and toward which the system tries to align, while the thermal fluctuations and
the Hamiltonian H (Gvé) act as perturbations that can introduce more directions for the

eigenstates [27]].

Lemma 10. (10 model) For large N and L, the Gibbs measure associated to the layer
BH, converges in distribution to that of the interface BeHy .

Proof. First we notice that the term H (06y, ) is multiplied by /¢ — g/_1 and its role
become less important as L increases. Then, for any finite temperature 8 we can make
N and L large enough to have a sequence for which B; < B. at any ¢, and it is established
since [S] and [6] by second moment methods that in the high temperature regime the

annealed averages match the quenched ones. U

The layers can be approximated in distribution by the (random) relative weights of the

interface only (hereafter IO model),

8i(00) =5 (crlg o el (423)
g (-1

with (random) partition function given by

Zs (GQK—I) = Z e*ﬁfﬁ/ [ow.,h\/[ (GQ[H)} _
O'V[EQVK

_ Z e*BéO'vfhv[ (GQFI) _

oy, Q"

=[] 2cosh [Behi, (0, )] . (4.24)

ireVy

The interface is simply a group of independent spins coupled to a field, that is adap-
ted to the previous layers but does not depend on the one on which acts. To make
some stronger statement it will be convenient to introduce the (random) spin vector

representing the direction of the external field hy,,
Wy, (GQ(_]) = {a),»e (GQA—l) eQ:iye Vg} s (4.25)
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that we call master direction, its components are defined as follows:

o7 (GQ[—I) = hif (GQé—l) / |hiz (GQ/71)| : (4.26)

Notice that due to parity of the cosh function the partition function Z, does not depend
on @y, but only on the projections of ®;, on the local fields 4;,. This vector has all
positive entries ’h,f‘ and can be represented by the Hadamard product between wy,
and hy,. Let also introduce the local overlap of the iy—th spin with the direction of the
external field

m;, (Gp, ) = <°-iz>g£<ag )(Di[ (o0, ) =

-1

= |tanh [Bsh;, (0, ,)]| €[0,1] (4.27)

this parameter is a measure of how much the spin o;, is binded to the direction of the
external field, and depends on the amplitude of 4;, .

The parameter m;, is an analogue of the local magnetization, is also related to the
local overlap by the formula

mj, (GQZ—I) = \/< Gi, Ti, >E£<6Qg,l)®EE(GQZ,1)7 (4.28)

and can be used as local order parameter. If the amplitude |h,'/| (or B) is large, the
spin will be forced to align with the field and m;, — 1. On the contrary, when &;, is
small, or B is small, then m;, — 0 as the spin disentangles from the direction @;,. The
fluctuations of the interfaces can be characterized in detail by studying the kernel of

(o T/[ := oy, o @y, Hadamard product between 6y, and @y,, the components
GZ (GQk—I) = 0j, 0;, (GQé—I) . (4.29)

Notice that the scalar product of spin states (overlap) equals the magnetization of their
Hadamard product, also notice that the Hadamard product of a group of spin states
by a common master spin state is a theta-map of the kind described in Section [2| and
does not change the overlap between the states in the transformed group. Since we are
now analyzing the behavior inside a given layer state, we can drop the dependence on

previous layers. First notice that the layer Hamiltonian can be written in terms of the
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*
oy, vector

Z oh; = Z O; (6012) h; = Z (O'i(l)i) ((Dl‘/’li) = Z G;‘ |hi‘, (4.30)

i€V i€V i€Vy i€Vy

the relative orientations of oy, and oy are randomized by the multiplication with the
random direction ®;, but are not independent, for example their overlap 67,0y is the
total magnetization of the master direction wy. Since oy = c;*,[ oy, for a general non-

random function f it will be convenient to introduce the associated random function
[ (ov) = f(oy)=f(ovomy), 4.31)

then we can simplify the notation by rewriting f (oy ) as follows

f(ov)=f(oy,c0v)=f"(oy,) (4.32)

and recast the spin variables on which the average is applied:

B,y Gl
ZO'VZEQWe BeXiev, o}l tlf (GV()

f oy, = s
{f(ov)e S

—BeXiev, ilhi
chéesz‘/i ¢ PiLiev, 6l ‘f* (GV[) .
- —B¢Xiev, Gilhi )
Zo_w cove BeX evy oilhi

ie, we have changed the sum from o"*/é to oy,, remembering that the two vectors are
uniquely linked and both span the same space.

There is still a little technical difficulty in that |4;| are different from site to site.
We can overcome this problem in various ways, for example by separating the average

from the residual fluctuations of the field:

_ 1
V|

1

(& -
v Vi

Y Il ;= |kl

i€Vy

Y |nil. (4.34)

i€Vy
Notice that for N — oo the average amplitude Y, converges to a deterministic constant

that only depends on the input from the previous layers,

Y oilhi| = wiM (ov,) +ov, - 9y, (4.35)

i€Vy

where M (oy ) denotes the total magnetization of oy (that should not be confused with
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the kernel of the previous sections). As we shall see in short, this expression already
allows to establish the connection with the Random Energy Model.

An alternative way is to realize that the layer Hamiltonian H is essentially a Num-
ber Partitioning Problem (NPP) on the number sequence |4;|: the NPR would actually
be |H | but the function H f is the same for both models. Then, following Borgs, Chayes
and Pittel [7,18]] (see also [9]] for an informal discussion), we reorder the spins of V; such
that the |4;| amplitudes form a non-decreasing sequence in i, ie such that |h; 1| > |,
this is possible because the fields /; are extracted independently for different index and
there is no space structure to preserve. Then, we can further divide the layers into
some large number L’ of sub-layers Vi, of equal volume, marked by ¢: inside these

sub-layers the fluctuations are bounded
Vo < |hil <l 8w = — Wl <co/L (4.36)

almost everywhere by some constant ¢o/L’ with finite ¢, so that the fluctuations goes

to zero for large L’ and can be neglected. The sub-layers converge to

Hyp (ov,,,hv,,) == WM (ov,,), (4.37)

where Y is the average of |h;| inside V, then

Hy[ov, hy, (00, )] = Y. v [hv, (0, )M (ov,,), (4.38)
r<r

notice that this last representation allows to study the sub-layer in terms of the magne-
tization eigenstates only, although this is done at the price of introducing a new level

of partition.

34



5 Thermodynamics of the interface

To analyze the sub-layers it will be convenient to further simplify the notation and drop
the £¢' index for this section. Let £ the sub-layer measure for some fixed pair £ and £/,

then, the average of a function can be expressed as:

Y oycqr ¢ PYM(ov)=Bov-ey £+ (gy)
B ZGVEQ.V eiﬁWM(GV)*ﬁG\/-(pV

(f(ov))e 5.1

We first do the average according to M. Let introduce the set of magnetization eigen-

states with given eigenvalue M (see Figure[5.1):
QM,N):={oy €Q": M(ov) =M}, (5.2)

In what follows it will be convenient to also define a simplified notation Q (m), to
indicate set of the magnetization eigenstates with given eigenvalue M = |mN |, where

|mN | is the lower integer part of mN and m € [—1,1].

Lemma 11. Let y be the Gibbs measure associated to the Hamiltonian M (oy):
1
y(ov) = e PYiev), (5.3)

the partition function is simply logZ = Nlog2cosh (B ), for large systems the average

of some test function f : Q" — R respect to 'y converges to

(f(ov))y=(f(ov))am): (5.4

the order parameter m := tanh (W f3) is the limit magnetization at which the test function

f is sampled.

Proof. The set Q(m) can be studied using Large Deviations Theory (LDT), even at the
sample-path LDT level. For example, following the methods presented in the proof
sections of [[11], ie by some simple applications of the Varadhan Integral Lemma and
other standard LDT theory tools, one can compute |Q (m)| and find that is proportional
to exp [N¢ (m)] with ¢ convex function of m. Given that these methods are well known

we only give the essential features.
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Q(2,4) Q(-2,4)

~ ~~
Q(4,4) Q(0,4) Q(—4,4)

Figure 5.1: Example of a partition of QV, with N = 4, into the magnetization ei-
genstates Q(M,N) of Eq. (5.2). The spin states are organized by decreasing total
magnetization. The sub-kernels associated to groups of spins with given magnetization
M are highlighted in various shades. Let X be the number of spin up in a given spin
state, then, the kernels with fixed M are equivalent to self-avoiding lattice gases of
X = N/2—M/2 particles on a lattice of size N.
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The average according to ¥ can be expressed in terms of the magnetizations eigen-

states of as follows:

B Yu|Q(M,N)|e PM (f(ov))amn
<f(GV)>Y* ZM‘Q(M,N)|€7ﬁM

(5.5)

In the last formula we introduced a braket notation for the uniform average on the

eigenstates of magnetization: for integer M we write

(flov))amn) = m Y flov), (5.6)

oy €Q(M,N)

that simplifies to (f (Ov))q(m) in case M = |mN|. In this case is also possible to re-
present the average in integral form: for any test function f

Z e—ﬁM(Gv)f(GV) o / - dme_Np(ﬁ'm><f(Gv)>Q(m). (5.7)
me|—1,

oy Qv

The value at which m concentrates can be the computed using a saddle point me-
thod applied to the pressure functional p (8,m) := fm— ¢ (m) with entropy functional
¢ (m) given by the formula

¢ (m) = (+5") log (45") + (15" log (5") =
= —log2+ 1log (1—m?) + Zlog (112). (5.8)

1—n

Follows d,,¢ (m) = tanh™' (m), and 92¢ (m) = 1/ (1 —m?). Then we compute the ave-
rage magnetization m () by putting the derivative of the pressure to zero, d,,p (B,m) =
0, that is equivalent to impose d,,¢ (m) = B. In the end one obtains that m(f3) =
tanh () and finds

Y e POV (oy) o< (£(0V))amp): (5.9)

oy Qv

we remark once again that the average of oy on the states Q (m) is taken with equal

weights for each magnetization eigenstate. O

Then, in the limit of large N the sub-layer average is

)>§ _ ZGVEQ(m) e—ﬁGv'(va* (GV)

Yoycame Povev (5.10)

(f(ov
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the next lemma we show that at very low temperature the sub-layer fluctuations con-
verge in distribution to the Random Energy Model of Derrida (REM, see also [10, |14}
23|| for reviews).

Lemma 12. (Random Energy Model) Let ¢y, € RY be some random vector with N
independent entries of variance 6 as defined in Eq. , and let Q (m) be the set of

magnetization eigenstates of eigenvalue |mN |,
m :=tanh (yf3). (5.11)

Let & : QY — [0,1] be the measure of the generic sub-layer

oBovoy

& (ov) = I(oy € Q(m)), (5.12)

Yoy cam)e Porov

at low temperatures, the fluctuations of the sub-layer & converge in distribution to a

Random Energy Model.

Proof. For this proof we assume that the support of oy is the set of magnetization

eigenstates for some given magnetization parameter. Start from

Yoio,=Y 0—) (1-0)o, (5.13)

eV 9% eV

and define the following subset of V:
X(oy):={jeV:0;=-1} (5.14)

that contains only those sites of V' such that o; is flipped respect to the master direction
;. Notice that the size of the set X is fixed,

1 I—m

Further noticing that for the term on the right in Eq. (5.13) holds

Y (-o)e;= ) 20 (5.16)

iev ieX(oy)

we can define two new cavity variables, a constant offset

1
o(ly) ::ﬁZ‘Pi (5.17)

eV
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and the actual ﬂuctuating term, that is giVCIl by
PLov)= mie i .

then, the fluctuations can be rewritten as

Y 6ipi=VNo(ly)—2vVeNd(ov) (5.19)

1%

the constant offset ¢ (1y) cancels out in the average formula, and it is possible to re-
write the average in terms of the @ (oy) variables only: we can concentrate on the
actually fluctuating component. Notice that by the Central Limit Theorem @ (oy) can
be approximated in distribution by a sum of Gaussian variables with variance 0, ie

J(ov) = (ov)/V3, (5.20)

is approximately a Gaussian variable of unitary variance. Here is the final step: the

overlap between the flipped sets X (oy) and X (1) concentrates on €2N in the TL,

1
lim - (IX (ov) N X () ) a@mza(m) =¢, (5.21)

N—oo N

and vanishes faster than the size of X (oy) as B — oo, then, the fluctuations J become

asymptotically independent for each input, like in the REM. U

Lemma 13. Let fy be a positive function of the fluctuations of the cavity fields around

the master direction (ground state):

BA* (o) ZJ* (5.22)
lEV

defined with an independent noise vector J3,. Then, the average of fo according to §

can be approximated by a Poisson Point Process of rate A:

(fo [BA* (ov)))E £ Ko ( fo[BA (00))*)v. (5.23)

where Ky is a constant, and A and B are deterministic parameters that does not depend
on the spins oy of the considered layer (although may still depend from those of the

previous).
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Proof. Form the proof of Lemma[I2]before, the average formula is

e—Zﬁ\/g?(Gv)WfO [BA* (ov)]
e*2ﬁ\/$j(0v)\/ﬁ

(fo[BA* (ov)])e = Yoy ca(m)

Yoy c(m)

(5.24)

and in the low temperature limit we can use the properties of the REM to study it. It is
known that for a REM of (random) Gibbs distribution

eiﬁj(o-v>\/ﬁ
Yo eV e—BI(w)VN’

n(oy) = (5.25)
with J (oy ) independent and normally distributed, holds that for any positive test func-

tion f : Q¥ — R™ the (random) average is equal to

Y n(ov)f(ov) L Ko(f (ov) )/ (5.26)

oy cQV

with rate parameter A = /log2/ for > /2log2, and A = 1 otherwise.

This result is well known: at low temperatures the weights are proportional in dis-
tribution to a Poisson Point Process (PPP) of rate A, due to concentration of the measure
on the states with lowest energy, and by applying the fundamental averaging property of
PPP [14] 23] (see also Little Theorem of [25]) Eq.(5.26) follows. Above the threshold
the sampling of the test function is dense and the average is unaffected. We can adapt
the formula of Eq. to our case using the scaling properties of REM: first rescale
the number of spins to take into account the size of Q (m): we define K := N /N, with
N :=1og2/¢ (m), then rescale the fluctuations of the cavity fields from N to K spins

A (oy):= %Zlf—%i]fq:

icV i€V

2 Ax A%
== Y Jr=2Vel (o) L2veN.T (0x), (5.27)
\/NiEX(Gv)

introducing the modified temperature

B = 2ﬁ@:\/2log2ﬁ,/ﬁ (5.28)
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and substituting in the formula before we arrive to the expression

(fo[BA™ (ov)])e (5.29)

now the REM average formula of Eq. (5.26) can be applied in straight fashion, and we

see that, at least in the limit of zero temperature
N Ad dx 2 A
(fo[BA™ (ov)])z = Kp —=e 7 fo(Bx)", (5.30)
xeR V2T

in this limit the rate parameter A is given by

1 ¢ (m)

expanding ¢ (m) for § — 1 we find that near zero temperature

B:J@\/E, l:‘/zﬁl& (5.32)

It is an interesting fact that the ratio N, ~ ¢2#¥ between the original number of spins
and the number K at which the REM average is computed is exponentially diverging in
B this suggests a relation with the transposed measure of Section that can be related
to the replicated system, and we interpret as the measure that is actually used in the
1RSB ansatz with replicas. O

We have found that, at low temperatures, the layer converges asymptotically to a
REM, and can be computed using the properties of PPP. This is not new, in fact, a result
similar to Lemma [[2] has been obtained for the NPP in [[7, [8], 9]].

We remark that Eq. (5.30) can be extended to any temperature by noticing that if
holds at zero and infinite temperature, then must hold at any intermediate temperature,
although with different coefficients. In fact, it is possible to show that for § > B’ holds

E{fo[BA" (ov)])ep) < E(fo [ﬁ/A* (Gv)] V(B (5.33)

due to the fact that the variance of BA* (oy) decreases in m (B). Also, when f§ > B’

holds A(8) < A(B’), then by Jensen inequality

EolBar (o)) < E(prar (0B D) (534
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Then, notice that in the high temperature limit obviously holds

Jim B 8 (00)gip) = tim EGolBa (o)), 535
while from Lemma[[3] we have found that
Jim E(o[BA" (0v)])g(p) = lim E(fo[BA (o) BB (s.36)

Then, in the TL there must be a mapping between 3 and B for any f3, although may
be different from that in the proof of Lemma [I3] above, that only holds in the low
temperature limit.

Lemma [I2] completes the mandatory tools to obtain the lower bound of the Parisi
formula, using the Cavity Method in the version of [22], but notice that in our reasoning
we still did not addressed the distribution of the master direction @y itself, that is in
fact not strictly necessary to compute the free energy by Cavity Method. We propose
a conjecture for the full kernel in Figures [5.2]and [5.3] but a detailed argument will be
given elsewhere.
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— 4
~ Wy, Wy, Wy, Wy,

~V~
Sp S\Sp

Figure 5.2: Sub-kernel from of the first layer V| at a low temperature and for some
fixed realization of the noise. The support has been relabeled according to a new in-
dex (dependent from the measure) that orders the states by their probability mass and
where some states have been been removed (call purified index). For some positive
€ we select Sp C Q(|miN; |,N;) as the subset of mass |[Sp| > 1 — & with the smallest
cardinality, then, the purified index run from p = 1, the state with largest weight, to
p = |Sp|, the last before the truncation. We call Q (|m;N;],N;) \ Sp the irregular set.
The ansatz predicts that the states Sp on which y concentrates most are randomly se-
lected from Q (|mN; | ,N;), which means that the overlap between two states p and ¢
is concentrated on a deterministic value g (m;) for all pairs p # ¢t. We expect that in
the low temperature phase only few states, eventually only one, will carry most of the
probability mass. Notice that for low temperature the the states overlap almost per-
fectly with the master direction, except for some small subset of spins that get flipped.
The localization of such subset is different for each state.
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Figure 5.3: Kernel representation of the RSB ansatz with L = 3 for fixed noise. Also in
this case we call Sp the set of states that carries most of the probability mass for large
N, L and f3, and the states have been relabeled according to a purified index p;... pr
where the states of '\ Sp have been removed. The ansatz predicts that the layer states
are independently extracted from Q (|myN;|,Ny) for any py...psj—1 # t1...t—1. It is
easy to realize that this implies an ultrametric organization of the overlaps. In fact,
consider the states py... pgtpyq...tp and py... pgroyq...rp of Spwith gy ... tp Frppq...rp,
the spins of Qy will overlap perfectly, while those restricted to Q \ Q, will concentrate
on some deterministic overlap that is smaller than one.
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6 ROSt variables and Parisi functional

In this end section we will apply our previous findings and methods to the cavity repre-
sentation of the SK incremental pressure (see for example [22, 23 27]) and show that
by Lemma [T2]it can be rewritten to match the functional of the Parisi formula for the

SK model (Parisi functional). First, we need to represent the the (random) pressure

1
pi= AlllgioﬁlogZ 6.1

in terms of some (tractable) functional of , this can be done by cavity method. Follo-
wing the Random Overlap Structure (ROSt) oriented derivation of [22, 23] we define
the ROSt cavity variables, ie the cavity field and the correction term respectively

1 -
*(ov) = = ) iy (6.2)
1 ~ 1 - da 1
y(ov)= N Z}Gijijcj = ﬁHsk(GV) il ﬁHsk(GV)a (6.3)
1<j

the last proportional to the Hamiltonian in distribution. Notice that the above variables
are obtained from a noise matrix J that is independent from J. We keep a tilde on those
variables that depends on the new noise.

Apart from vanishing finite size corrections the Cavity representation of the incre-

mental pressure in the version of Aizenmann et al. is [[14, 21} 22} 23]

Lemma 14. (Incremental pressure) The pressure of the Sherrington-Kirckpatrick model
is equal in distribution to the limit

p< lim A(%,5,1), (6.4)

N—oo

where W is the SK Gibbs measure, X and y are defined in Eq.s (6.2)), (6.3) and the

functional is

A(%,5,u) =log2+log Y w(oy)cosh[Bx(oy)|+

oy e’
—log ). p(ov)exp[By(ov)]. (6.5)

oy cQV

Proof. The result is well known [2] and there are multiple routes, here we follow the
derivation that can be found in the last two pages of [21], originally due to Aizenmann

et al. [22]], see also [14, 23]]. The idea is to relate the partition function of an N—spin

45



system with that of a larger (N + 1)—system, then compute the difference between the

logarithms of the partition functions. The key ingredient is the Gaussian sum rule
JiNa+b2 1 a+7TVb, (6.6)

where J is a new noise matrix independent from the J. Applying this to the Hamiltonian
gives the following relation that holds in distribution

d
Hg(ov) = 0.Jijo; =

Ly
VN 1<i<j<N

d 1 1 ~
= — 0iJii0; + ——— oiJijci. (6.7)
VN+1 ]§i<ZjSN v \/N(N"'l)lgi;jgN Y

We applied the Gaussian trick before to isolate the correction term, the partition func-

tion can be written as

2L Y exp|By/ii(ov)|e” Wt (ov) (6.8)

cVeQV
Now consider the system of N 4+ 1 spins, isolating the last spin gives

1

Hulovowen) = 7o L oo =
ESANAS
1 1
= 0iJii0j + ——=0On+1 Jinty10;. (6.9)
\/mlg,;g ST UNFT 192N ' '

Since the sequence J; y41 is independent from the other J entries, we can write a more
pleasant formula by using the diagonal terms of J on behalf, ie we take J IN41 = Jii s0
that the noise relative to the vertex N + 1 is all expressed in terms of the J matrix. The

associated partition function is

zr=Y ZCosh[[B,/NLH)?(GV)} o BV wiHu(ov) (6.10)

oy cQv

we have written everything in terms of averages respect to a N—system at slightly

shifted temperature. Calling its partition function with

z7= ¥ e PVHulov) 6.11)

oy cQv
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and dividing by this quantity both Z* and Z we arrive to the expression given in the
statement by taking A (¥,%,it) = log(Z*/Z*) —log(Z/Z*), apart from a rescaling of
the temperature that becomes negligible in the TL. Notice that since this expression is
a representation for the incremental free energy and not the actual free energy, then the

proper relation with p would be rather
p > liminf A (%,5, 1), (6.12)
N—oo

but for the SK model it can be shown that the bound is tight [[14} [23]]. O

The cavity formula is then written using Lemma[4] as

A(X,5,8) =log2+log(...(cosh[BX(0g, )] )¢, e, +
—log(...(exp[B¥(og,)])e,--)e,- (6.13)

Here is an important step. Let rewrite the formula once again according to the partition

¥ by introducing the variable

Z (o) VIVl = ¥ Tiioi, (6.14)

icVy

that is the V, component of the cavity field normalized by the square root of the number

of spins |Vy|, and the variable

(GQ[) \/W Z GIJI_]G_], (615)

(i,/)EW,

that is the Wy, component of the correction term, this normalized with the square root
of the number of terms [W;| contributing to ; (g, ) of Lemma[9]
Notice that for fixed ogp, both variables are normally distributed. We rewrite the

cavity variables in terms of the previous, the first is as follows

x(ov)VN =Y Z (ov,) VIVi| (6.16)

(<L

while for the correction term we can follow the same decomposition presented in
Lemma[Qland find

5(ov) V2N =Y & (og,) VWil (6.17)
(<L

where 1/v/2 (and not 1/2) comes from removing the i < j constraint under the as-
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sumption that J is asymmetric almost surely. Recall that by definition the sizes of the

sets are
Vel = 100 = |Qe—1] = (q¢ — qe-1) N, (6.18)

Wil = Qe* — 1001 * = (qf — gi_,) N*. (6.19)

We can already recognize two familiar coefficients, in particular, these relations allow
to identify the sizes of the sets |Qy| with the overlap parameters g as usually intended
in the RSB theory. Then, substituting these expressions into the cavity formula before

we arrive to

A (C[,Z,g’,é) = 10g< <2COSh [ﬁ 2525 (Gw) W]>§L>5l+
710g<~-~<eXp[%Zege(0'Q5)\/Mbgﬂ.)gl. (6.20)

As one can easily see, the Definition |4 provides a natural description of the ROSt
probability space and its variables. Notice that up to this point all the things that we
did on A depend on the partition of V and hold in general, nonetheless, both the cavity
field and the correction term (called fugacity variable in [22]) are now expressed using
a common kernel base. In the following theorem, we show how to obtain the functional
that appear in the celebrated variational formula by Parisi. Concerning the version of

the functional, we refer to the one given in reference [23]] for a comparison.

Theorem 15. (Parisi functional) Lemma[I2|applied to the cavity representation of Eq.
(6:20) gives the Parisi functional

2
Ar(g.2) =log2 oo~ B Y i (a— g, (6.21)
l
where Yy given by the recursion Y?ﬂl = EgY?Z applied to the initial condition
Y1 =cosh (BYZ/ar—qi-1) (6.22)

with Zy i.i.d. normally distributed and E, normal average acting on 7.

Proof. From Lemma|[I2]applied to Eq. (6.20) we find

Yo & (00,)fz(0v,)] LK (f[z(ov)] )M (6.23)

o
vpeQVt

in distribution for some constant Ky, and the same can be done for g,, since in the Eq.
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(6.23) the uniform average v is applied, we can safely take
~ d . . d .
Z (ov,) =%, &(og,) = & (6.24)
with Z, and g, independent and normally distributed for all /, then
~ 1/A; d ~ ,
(f [ (0v) ]P0/ ™ £ [Eef (2%, (6.25)

and do the same for g (0, ). Now, start from the initial condition Y and apply the
averages down to £ = 0. We arrive at

(...(cosh B,z (ov,) Ve —qe—1])e, e, L Yoexp (X,logKy). (6.26)

Then we can compute the correction term in the same way, finding

(.-.{exp {gzzg(agf) W}m--m <

L exp [%2 Yo (g7 —ai-1) + X logKe} . (6.27)

Putting together, the contributions depending from K, cancel out,

A(4,58.6) L Ap(g,1), (6.28)

and we obtained the Parisi functional as is presented in [23]]. O

At this point we can easily understand also the origin of the functional parameters
appearing in the Parisi formula. The variables gy control the energy contributions due
to the new spin (actually is the absence of it) and are determined by the relative sizes
of the sets in the partition ¥, while the lambda parameters A; control the cascade of
Point Processes.

A fundamental aspect of the Parisi ansatz, which we do not address here, is the spe-
cial direction of the variational principle to obtain the pressure (one takes the inferior
limit of the functional instead of the superior as in Boltzmann theory). Concerning our
previous computations, up to now we assumed g, and A, fixed to the correct SK value,

but one can immediately write the lower bound by varying them
E(p) 2 infAp(,). (6.29)
q,

Clearly, the hard part is to prove that this inequality is tight. At least for the SK model
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this has been obtained by proving a matching upper bound via Gaussian interpolation
techniques (Guerra-Toninelli interpolation [3]).

Then, the physical meaning of the Parisi variational formula would be in some
equilibration condition between the original system and the contributions from the new
layer, here composed by just one spin (but one can add more and find the same result).
Moreover, it has been proven in [26] that the Parisi functional Ap (g, A) has a unique
minimizer, indicating that such equilibration process has only one result. Since the
Parisi principle prescribes to maximize the incremental free energy functional the exact
mechanism behind is still not evident, by the way, assuming that the thermodynamic

limit exists, then starting from Eq.(6.20) and applying Jensen inequality

E(p) <logE[expA(¢,%,8,5)], (6.30)

and since by Eq.(6.28)) the functional is distributed like Ap (g, 1), that is non-random,
one finds that Ap(q,A) is also an upper bound for the expectation of the incremental

free energy for any value of ¢ and A.
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7 Conclusions and outlooks

We have described a mathematical formalism that provides a rigorous framework to
handle spin glass problems at finite and infinite volume and in a constructive way. In
particular, the analogue pure states of Definition ] allow a constructive approach to
the cavity method with ROSt (Sections ] and [6), and eventually provide a scheme to
go from 1RSB to L-RSB once the 1RSB approximation is known. In Section ] we
give a detailed analysis of the martingale representation of [27] and its relation to the
Random Energy Model. These manipulations show that a constructive approach to
RSB is at least possible without averages and non-standard algebraic tricks.
Concerning the extensibility of the method beyond the SK model, we remark that
the arguments of the first three sections and their mathematical formalism are very
general, and allow for much in-depth analysis and generalizations. For example, it can

be used to deal with any Hamiltonian

H(oy) = L Y Y aHjjo;, (7.1
gH) & jev
with H;; being any interaction matrix with fancy underlying topology, and generali-
zed to bipartite and multi-spin interactions by considering higher dimensional kernels
(multi-kernels). Also, the kernel formalism allowed to introduce the transposed mea-
sure, an interesting probabilistic object that we interpret in the proof of Lemma T3] as
physically significant to the replica space.

The arguments of Sections[d} [5|and [fare also very general, and they can be directly
applied for noise that is not Gaussian, and also to the multipartite models. For example,
it is possible to repeat the same analysis for the Little model [28]], a bipartite system
defined by the Hamiltonian

Hpine (Ov,Tv) f Y. Y o (7.2)

i€V jev

We can write the same layer decomposition of Lemma[J] obtaining

Hy [ov,,hy, (0g, )., hv, (g, )] =
=Vq *LIZ—IH (GV[;T‘Q) + Mové .hvé (TQ[—I) +
+ vV di—1 TV/ 'hV[ (o-Q[,l) ) (73)

then we apply Lemma|[I0} that establish the irrelevance of the energy contribution from
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the core H (0y,, T, ), and then proceed as in the SK case.

There is a limitation in that Lemma[I0|is expected to hold for fully connected mo-
dels only. In fact, in the case of sparsely connected models the contribution from the
layer core to the energy could be still relevant. By the way, detailed computations
should be possible for the Bethe Lattice and other sparse but mean-field structured
models, in this respect it would be interesting to confront with the loop expansion
method of Chertkov, Chernyak, Xiao and Zhou [32].

Concerning finite dimensional lattice models, consider for example the Ising Spin

Glass on a d—dimensional lattice, the Hamiltonian is

1
Hd (O'\/) = M Z Z O',‘J,‘injQ/', (74)

i€Vi<j

where A;; is the adjacency matrix of the considered lattice, and

1
— Z J,'J'A,'jGj (75)

h; (Gvyfl) = <A v
JEVY

are cavity fields that describe the energy contributions from the interface between the

spins of V; and V,_;. Then we can apply the layer decomposition to obtain

Hy [GthVz (GVI—I)] =Ha- (GVf) + Z Oi-hi (le—l)’ (7.6)
JEVy

where H;_; is the Hamiltonian of the layer’s core, that is a d — 1 dimensional mo-
del. In this case the Lemma [I0] cannot be applied, because the core and the interface
contributions to the layer energy have comparable sizes, but it should be possible to
obtain results with a proper choice of the Q; sequence and the lattice geometry, a short
discussion of this can be found in [27]].

Although we stop here for this paper, we are persuaded that the kernel framework
could provide the ground to systematize many of the known relations between the
spin glass problems and other important fields of physics and mathematics, including
graph theory [31] (the Section [3] provides the connection with [16, [17, (18| [19] and
[31]]), neural networks [33}42]] (notice that the structure proposed in Section[z_f] already
resembles a layer neural network), polymers (the layer states of Definition[d have been
used already to compute an urn model approximation of the Range Problem on fini-
te dimensional lattices in [34]) soft granular matter [35], Nelson mechanics [36 37]]
(through the commutation properties expressed by Lemma [2)), analytic number theory

[7, 18} 19, 138 139} 140] and algorithmic optimization (see [41] for a review). Further in-
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vestigations will establish where this could eventually bring.

Apart from the spin glass theory and RSB, the kernel representation provides a for-
mal ground to confront datasets from real experiments with kernels from spin glass
problems. We remark that datasets of this kind are already available, for example,
from neural activity measurements in mammals, most interesting are those from single
neuron spike detections (see the kernels obtained in the remarkable experiments of
Clawson et al. in [42]).
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