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1. Introduction

Strongly disordered system s such as spin glasses represent som e of the m ost interesting and
m ost di cul problem s of statistical m echanics. Am ongst the m ost rem arkable achievem ents of
theoreticalphysics in this eld is the exact solution of som em odelsofm ean eld type via the replica
trick and P arisi’s replica sym m etry breaking schem e (For an exposiion sese M PV J; the application
tothe Hop eldmodel Ho]was carrded out In A G S]). The replica trick is a form altoolthat allow s
to elim inate the di culy of studying disordered system s by integrating out the random ness at the
expense of having to perform an analytic continuation of som e function com putable only on the
positive integers to the valie zero! . M athem atically, this procedure is highly m ysterious and has
so far resisted all attem pts to be put on a solid basis. On the other hand, is apparent sucoess
is a clear sign that som ething ought to be understood better in this m ethod. An apparently less
m ysterious approach that yields the sam e answer is the caviy m ethod M PV ]. H owever, here too,
the derivation of the solutions Involves a large num ber of intricate and unproven assum ptions that
seam hard or Imn possbl to justify in general.

H owever, there has been som e distinct progress in understanding the approach of the caviy
m ethod at least in sin ple cases where no breaking of the replica sym m etry occurs. The st at-
tem pts In this direction were m ade by Pastur and Shcherbina P S] in the Sherrington-K irkpatrick
m odel and Pastur, Shcherbina and T irozzi PST ] in the Hop eld m odel. T heir resuls were con-—
ditional: They assert to show that the replica sym m etric solition, holds under certain unveri ed
assum ption, nam ely the vanishing of the so—called E dw ardsA nderson param eter. A breakthrough
was achived In a recent paper by Talagrand [T 1] where he proved the validiy of the replica sym —
m etric solution in an explicit dom ain ofthe m odelparam eters In the Hop eld m odel. H is approach
is purely by induction over the volum e (ie. the caviy m ethod) and uses only som e a priori es—
tim ates on the support properties of the distribution of the socalled overlap param eters as rst
proven in BGP1BGP2] and In sharper form in BG1].

Letusrecallthede niion ofthe Hop eld m odeland som e basic notations. Let Sy f 1;1dV
denote the set of functions : fl;:::;Ng ! f 1;1lg, and st S f 1;1g¥ . Wecall a spihn
con guration and denote by ; thevalue of at i. Let ( ;F ;P ) be an abstract probability space

and ket ;,i; 2 IN, denote a fam ily of independent identically distribbuted random variables on
this space. For the purposes of thispaperwe willasssmethat P [, = 1]= % Wewillwrie
[! ] for the N -dim ensional random vector whose i-th com ponent is given by ; [! ] and call such

1 Asamatter of fact, such an analytic continuation is not perform ed. W hat is done ismuch m ore subtle: T he

function at integer values is represented as som e integral suitable for evaluation by a saddle point m ethod. Instead of
doing this, apparently irrelevant critical points are selected judiciously and the ensuing w rong value of the function

is then continued to the correct valie at zero.



a vector a battem’. On the other hand, we use the notation ;[! ] for the M -din ensional vector
w ith the sam e com ponents. W hen we write [! ] w ithout Indices, we frequently w ill consider it as
anM N matrixandwewrte ®[!]forthe transpose ofthism atrix. Thus, ®['] [! ]istheM M

P
m atrix whose elem ents are i I [! . W ih this in m ind we w illuse throughout the paper a
vector notation with ( ; ) standing for the scalar product in whatever space the argum ent m ay lie.

P
E g. the expression (y; i) stands for le .Y sete.

Wede nerandom mapsm  [!]:Sy ! [ l;l]‘ch1:01,1gl’12
1 X
m, [! — [N 11
n B10) N PR L (1)
i=1
N aturally, these m aps btom pare’ the con guration globally to the random con guration 'l.A

Ham iltonian isnow de ned as the sin plest negative function of these variables, nam ely

My ™)

=1 12)

whereM (N ) is som e, generally increasing, function that crucially In uences the properties of the
model k k denotes the Lnom i RY , and the vectormy [! J( ) is always understood to be
M (N )-dim ensional.

T hrough this Ham iltonian we de ne In a naturalway nite volum e G bbsm easureson Sy via

1
| Hy [110) :
n; F10) 7 [ ]e 1:3)

and the induced distrbution of the overlap param eters
Ow; 1w, ] my]"7 (1:4)

T he nom alizing factor Zy ; [! ], given by

X
I 2N e Hy [P10) E e Hy [P10) a1:s5)

25y
is called the partition function. W e are interested in the large N behaviour of these m easures.
In our previous work we have been m ostly concemed w ith the lin iting induced m easures. In this
paper we retum to the lim iting behaviour of the G bbsm easures them selves, m aking use, how ever,
of the Infom ation obtained on the asym ptotic properties of the induced m easures.

2 W e willm ake the dependence of random quantities on the random param eter ! explicit by an added [! ]

whenever we want to stress it. O therw ise, we w ill frequently drop the reference to ! to sim plify the notation.
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W e pursue two ob Ectives. Firstly, we give an altemative proof of Talagrand’s resul (W ih
possbly a slightly di erent range ofparam eters) that, although equally based on the cavity m ethod,
m akes m ore extensive use of the properties of the overlap-distribution that were proven in BG 1].
This allow s, In our opinion, som e considerabl sin pli cations. Secondly, we w ill elucidate som e
conceptual issues conceming the In nite volum e G bbs states In thism odel. Several delicacies In
the question of convergence of nite volum e G bbs states (or Jocalspeci cations) in highly disordered
systam s, and in particular soin glasses, were pointed out repeatedly by Newm an and Stein over
the last years NS1,N S2]. But only during the last year did they propose the form alism of socalled
\m etastates" N S3,N S4,N ]that seem s to provide the appropriate fram ew ork to discuss these issues.
In particular, wew illshow that in theHop eld m odel, this form alism seem sunavoidable for spelling

out convergence resuls.

Let us form ulate our m ain resul in a slightly prelin inary form (precise form ulations require

som e m ore discussion and notation and w illbe given in Section 5).

Denotebym () the lJargest solution ofthemean eld equationm = tanh(m ) andby e the

( 5s)

~th unit vector ofthe canonicalbasisof R ™ . Forall ( ;s)2 £ 1;1g fl;:::;M glktB rY

denote the ball of radius ocentered at sm e . For any pair of lndices ( ;s) and any > 0 we

de ne the conditionalm easures
J2 e oy, mle 3B YY) A2BE 1;19Y) (1:6)

The so called \replica symm etric equations" of AG S] is the llow ing system of equations in

three unknownsm 1 ;r, and g, given by

p_
mi= o @tanh( f1+ " 1)
7
g= AN @tanh?( @1+ ) @)
L q
@ + q)?

W ih this notation we can state

Theorem 1.1: There exists a nonem pty connected set of param eters ; bounded by the curves
=0, =cm ()N*and = c0 , such that if Iim y vy M N )=N = the Plowing holds: For

any niteI N ,and Pranys; f 1;1d%,

T
2 (i i+a 1) 48

Ly 2005( M1 i+

si gy
(5s) _ | Y esibrire
Ny, & 1=s:9!

T
N
P

3 W e cite these equations, (3.3-5) in ARG S] only for the case K = 1, where K is the number of the so-called

\condensed pattems". O ne could generalize our results presum ably m easures conditioned on balls around \m ixed

states", ie. the m etastable states w ith m ore than one \condensed pattem", but we have not worked out the details.



asN " 1, where the g;, 12 I are independent gaussian random variablkes with mean zero and
1

ir

in lJaw with respect to the distribution of the gaussian variablks gj.

variance one that are independent of the random variablkes i2 I. The convergence is understood

T his theoram should be juxtaposed to our second result:

Theorem 1.2: On the same set of param eter as in Theoram 1.1, the ©lbwing is true with
probability one: For any nite T N and for any x 2 R, there exist subsequences N [ ] " 1
such that orany s; £ 1;1g7, if > 0,

() Y eslxl

Nkl ; LI 1= s19) = PN 1:9)

k"1 . _ 2cosh (x4)
21

T he above statem ents m ay look a little bit surprising and need clari cation. Thisw illbe the

m ain purpose of Section 2, where we give a rather detailed discussion ofthe problem of convergence
and the notion ofm etastates w ith the particular issues In disorderedmean eldmodelsin view . W e
w illalso propose yet a di erent notion ofa state (et uscallit \superstate"), that tries to capture the
asym ptotic volum e dependence of G bbs states In the form of a continuous tin e m easure valued
stochastic process. W e also discuss the issue of the \boundary conditions" or rather \extemal
elds", and the construction of conditional G bbs m easures In this context. This w ill hopefully

prepare the ground for the understanding of our resuls in the Hop eld case.

T he follow Ing two section collect technical prelim inardes. Section 3 recalls som e results on the
overlap distribution from BG 1-3] that w illbe crucially needed later. Section 4 states and proves a
version of the B rascam p-Lib Inequalities BL] that is suiable for our situation.

Section 5 contains our central results. Here we construct explicitly the nite din ensional
m arginals of the G bbsm easures In nite volum e and study their behaviour in the in nite volum e
Iim . The results will be stated in the language of m etastates. In this section we assum e the
convergence of certain therm odynam ic functions which willbe proven in Section 6. M odulo this,
this section contains the precise statem ents and proofsof Theoram s 1.1 and 12.

In Section 6 we give a proof of the convergence of these quantities and we relate them to the
replica symm etric solution. This sections is largely based on the ideas of PST ] and [I'1] and is

m ainly added for the convenience of the reader.

A cknow ledgem ents: W e gratefiilly acknow ledge helpfiildiscussionson m etastateswith Ch. New -
man and Ch. Kulske.



2. N otions of convergence of random G ibbsm easures.

In this section we m ake som e ram arks on the appropriate picture for the study of lim iting
G bbs m easures for disordered system s, w ith particular regard to the siuation In m ean- eld lke
systam s. A though som e of the cbservations we w illm ake here arose naturally from the properties
we discovered In the Hop eld m odel, our understanding has been greatly enhanced by the recent
work of Newm an and Stein NS3,NS4,N ] and their introduction of the conocept of \m etastates".
W e refer the reader to their papers for m ore detail and further applications. Som e nice exam ples
can also be found in K BGK ]. O therw ise, we keep this section selfcontained and geared for the
situation we w ill describbe In the Hop eld m odel, although part of the discussion is very general
and not restricted to mean eld situations. For this reason we tak about nite volum e m easures
Indexed by nite sets rather then by the integer N .

M etastates. The basic obcts of study are nite volime Gilbs measures, ,; (Which for con—
venience we w ill always consider as m easures on the in nie product space S; ). W e denote by
M 1 (51 );G) them easurable space of probability m easureson S; equipped w ith the sigm a-algebra
G generated by the open setsw ith respect to theweak topology onM 1 (51 )*. W ew illalways regard
G bbsm easures as random variables on the underlying probability space ( ;F ;P ) wih values in

the space M 1 (S; ), ie. asmeasurablkemaps ! M (57 ).

W e are In principle interested In considering weak lim its of thesemeasuresas " 1 . There
are essentially three things that m ay happen:

(1) A In ost sure convergence: For P -almost all !,

L U 2:1)
where ; [! lmay ormay not depend on ! (in general it w ill).
(2) Convergence in law :
P ) 22)

(3) A In ost sure convergence along random subsequences: T here exist (at least for almost all !)
subsequences ;[!' 1" 1 such that

NRILER 16 spigl] 2:3)

In system s w ith com pact single site state space, (3) holds always, and there are m odels w ith

non-com pact state space w here it holds w ith the \aln ost sure" provision (see eg. BK ]).H owever,

4 N ote that a basis of open sets is given by sets of the form sN ¢, ;..;; e () £ %81 5 3 °(fi)K g, where

AR 3y

f; are continuous fiinctions on s' ; indeed, it is enough to consider cylinder finctions.



this contains little inform ation, if the subsequences along which convergence holds are only know n
In plicitly. In particular, it gives no Informm ation on how, for any given large the measure
\looks lke approxin ately". In contrast, if (i) holds, we are In a very nice situation, as for any large
enough and for @In ost) any realization of the disorder, the m easure [! ] iswell approxin ated
by 1 [']. Thus, the situation would be essentially lke in an ordered system (the \aln ost sure"
exoepted) . Ik seam s to us that the comm on feeling ofm ost people working in the eld of disordered
systam swas that this could be arranged by putting suitabl boundary conditions or extermal elds,
to \extract pure states". Newm an and Stein N S1] were, to our know ledge, the rst to point to
di cultiesw ith thispoint ofview . In fact, there isno rason why we should everbe, orke abk to put
us, in a situation where (1) holds, and thispossbility should be considered as perfectly exceptional.
W ith 3) uninteresting and (1) unlkely, we are eft wih (2). By com pactness, (2) holds always
at least for hon-random !) subsequences ,, and even convergence w thout subsequences can be
expected rather comm only. On the other hand, (2) gives us very reasonable inform ation on our
systam , telling us w hat is the chance that our m easure for large w ill look like som e m easure
1 . This ismuch m ore than what (3) tells us, and baring the case where (1) holds, allwe m ay

reasonably expect to know .

W e should thus investigate the case (2) m ore closely. A s proposed actually rst by A izenm an
and W ehr AW ], it ism ost natural to consider an ob gct K de ned as a m easure on the product
space M 1(S1 ) (equipped with the product topology and the weak topology, respectively),
such that tsm arghaldistrbution on is P while the condiionalm easure, ()'],onMq (S )
given F 5is the D irac m easure on [']; the marginalon M ; (51 ) is then of course the law of

. The advantage of this construction over sim ply regarding the law of lies in the fact that
we can in this way extract m ore nform ation by conditioning, as we shall explain. Note that by
com pactness K converges at least along (hon-random !) subsequences, and wem ay assum e that i
actually converges to som em easure K . Now the case (1) above corresponds to the situation where
the conditional probability on G given F is degenerate, ie.

(H)1= |, py(); as. 24)

Thuswe see that in generaleven the conditionaldistrbution ( )[! JofK isa nontrivialm easure on
the space of in nite volum e G bbsm easures, this latter cb ct being called the @A izenm an-W ehr)
m etastate’® . W hat happens is that the asym ptotic properties of the G bbsm easures as the volum e
tendsto In nity depend In a ntrinsicway on the tailsigm a eld of the disorder variables, and even

5 W e write shorthand F rM 1 (8! ) F whenever appropriate.
6 It m ay be interesting to recall the reasons that led A izenm an and W ehr to this construction. In their analysis

of the e ect of quenched diorder on phase transition they required the existence of \translation-covariant" states.

Such ob jFct could be constructed as weak lin its of nite volum e states w ith eg. periodic or translation invariant



after all random variables are xed, som e \new " random ness appears that allow s only probabilistic
statem ents on the asym ptotic G bbs state.

A toy exam pk: Itm ay be usefilto illistrate the passage from convergence in law to the A izenm an-
W ehr m etastate In a m ore fam iliar context, nam ely the ordinary central lm it theorem . Let
( ;F ;P ) be a probability space, and ket £X g bea fam ily of iid. centered random variables
w ith variance one; kt F,, be the sigm a algebra generated by X 1;:::;X, and ket F lm,n Fpp.

D e ne the realvalued random variable G , P " X,.Wemay de nethe pint law K , ofG,,
n i=1
and the X ; as a probability m easure on IR . C learly, thism easure converges to som em easure K

whosem arginalon IR w illbe the standard nom aldistribbution. H owever, we can say m ore, nam ely

Toy-Lem m a 2.1 In the exam pk descrited alove, the conditionalmeasure ( )[!'] K ( F ) satds es

()I'1=N (0;1); TP -as. 2:5)

P roof: W e need to understand what (2.5) m eans. Let £ be a continuous finction on R . W e clain
that oralmost all !,

Z Z 2=
e
f&) @x)[I 1= —p2:f(X)dx (2:6)
R
D e ne them artingale h, f®X)K @x;d! ¥F,).Wemay write
!
Xk
hy= Im Ex_,, :::Ex, £ P Xy
N "1 n N
i=1 |
" !
= lin Xn+1 ]EXNf pl— Xi ; as (27)
N "1 n N n
i=n+ 1
Z x2=2
e

n
i=

where we used that for xed N, plT ; X3 converges to zero asN " 1 alnost surely. Thus,
R
for any continuous f, h, is alm ost surely constant, whilke lim,»; h, = £ &)K @dx;d! ¥ ), by the

m artingale convergence theoram . T his proves the lemm a. }

The CLT exampl may nspire the question whether one m ight not be abl to retain m ore
Inform ation on the convergence of the random G bbs state than is kept in the A izenm an-W ehr
m etastate. T he m etastate tells us about the probability distrbution of the lim iting m easure, but

boundary conditions, provided the corresponding sequences converge alm ost surely (and not via subsequences w ith
possibly di erent lim its). They noted that in a general disordered system this m ay not be true. T he m etastate

provided a way out of this di culty.



we have thrown out all nform ation on how fora given !, the nite volum e m easuresbehave as the

volum e Increases.

Newm an and Stein N S3,N S4] have Introduced a possbly m ore profound concept of the em -
pirical m etastate which captures m ore precisely the asym ptotic volum e dependence of the G bbs
states in the n nie volum e lin . W e w illbrie y discuss this ob ct and elucidate itsm eaning in
the above CLT context. Let , be an increasing and absorbing sequence of nite volum es. D e ne

the random em piricalm easures §m )[! Ton (M;L(Sl )) by

e

1
o ()] N Ll 28)
n=1
In N S4]iwasproven that for su ciently sparse sequences , and subsequencesN ;, it is true that
alm ost surely
Im " ()M1= ()] 29)

i1 i
Newm an and Stein con ectured that in m any situations, the use of sparse subsequenceswould notbe
necessary to achieve the above convergence. H owever, K ulske K ] has exhdbited som e sin ple m ean
eld exam ples where alm ost sure convergence only holds for very sparse (exponentially spaced)
subsequences) . He also showed that for m ore slow Iy grow Ing sequences convergence In law can be

proven in these cases.

P

Toy exam pke revisited: A 1l this is easily understood in our example. W e set G, p% ri;lXi
T hen the em piricalm etastate corregoonds to

1 X

§m (1 — Galll (2:10)
N
n=1
W e w ill prove that the follow ing Lemm a holds:
ToyLemma 22 Let G, and " ( )[!]be de ned above. Let B, t 2 [;1] denote a standard
Brownian m otion. T hen
Ry
(i) The random measures " converge in bw to themeasure " = dt. 125,
(1)
E[T ()FI1=N (0;1) @241)

P roof: Our main obective is to prove (i). W e will see that quite clearly, this result relates
to Lemma 2.1 as the CLT to the Invariance P rinciple, and indeed, is proof is essentially an
In m ediate consequence of D onsgker’s T heoram . D onsker’s theorem (see HH ] for a form ulation in



m ore generality than needed in this chapter) asserts the follow ing: Let , (t) denote the continuous
function on [0;1] that for t= k=n is given by

Xk
X (2:12)

:;IT'_‘

n k=n)
i=1
and that interpolates linearly between these values for all other points t. Then, , (t) converges
In distrlbbution to standard Brownian m otion in the sense that for any continuous functional F
C (0;1]) ! R itistruethatF (,) convergesin law toF B ). From here the proofof (i) is obvious.
W e have to proof that for any bounded continuous fiinction £,

L ¥ ) L ¥ t =N ) ° N !

- 1 - = n

N Gnl'] N n

, n=1 . n=1 (213)
1 P- 1
dtf Br= t) dtBt=pE(f)

0 0

To see this, sin ply de ne the continuous functionalsF and Fy by
Z

p
F () atf ( ©= b @:14)
0

and
X

p
Fy () f( =N )= n=N) (2:15)

1
N

n=1

W e have to show that in distrdbution F* B8) Fy (y ) converges to zero. But
FB) Fy(n)=F@B) F(y)+F(x) Fyx (x) (2:16)

By the invariance principle, F B) F (y ) converges to zero In distrbution whileF () Fy (n)

converges to zero since Fy is the R iem ann sum approxin ation to F .

To see that (il) holds, note st that as in the CLT, the brownian m otion B ism easurable
w ith respect to the tail sigm a-algebra of the X ;. Thus

E[TFI=N O0;1 @17)

R em ark: It is easily seen that for su ciently sparse subsequencesn ; €g.n; = 1il),

1 X
- ¢., + N (©0;1); as 2:18)

i=1

but the weak convergence result contains in a way m ore inform ation.



Superstates: In our exam pl we have seen that the em piricalm etastate converges in distribution
to the em pirical m easure of the stochastic process B t=p t. It appears natural to think that the
construction of the corresponding continuous tim e stochastic process itself is actually the right way
to ook at the problem also in the context of random G bbsm easures, and that the the em pirical
m etastate could converge (in law ) to the em piricalm easure of this process. To do this we propose

the follow ing, yet som ew hat tentative construction.
W e x again a sequence of nite volum es .. Wede neort2 P;1]
Sl € kEkEn) e B+ Q@ t+ InkEn) 1] 2:19)

(Wwhere as usual k] denote the an allest integer less than or equal to x). Clearly this obgct is
a continuous tin e stochastic process whose state space isM ; (S). W e m ay try to construct the
Iim iting process

(1 I C o] (220)

n"l n

w here the lim it again can in general be expected only in distribution. O bviously, In our CLT ex—
am ple, this isprecisely how we construct the B row nian m otion in the Invariance principple. W e can
now of course repeat the construction of the A izenm an-W ehr m etastate on the level of processes.
To do this, one must m ake som e choices for the topological space one wants to work in. A nat-
ural possibility is to consider the space C ([0;1;M (S' )) of continuous m easure valued flinction
equipped w ith the uniform weak topology®, ie. we say that a sequence of its elem ents  ; converges
to , ifand only if, or all continuous fiinctions £ :S' ! R,

dm sup g (F) £ (E)J= 0 @221)

1o pa
Since the weak topology ism etrizable, so is the uniform weak topology and C (0;1L;M 1 St ) be-
com es am etric space so wem ay de ne the corresponding sigm a-algebra generated by the open sets.
Taking the tensorproductw ith ourold ,wecan thusintroducethesstM ; € (0;1;M 1 sty )
of probability m easures on this space tensored with . Then we de ne the elam ents

K,2M 1 C (0;15M 1Y) )

whose marghals on are P and whose conditionalm easure on C (0;1;M ; S )), given F are

the D irac m easure on the m easure valued function o '], £t2 D;1]. Convergence, and even the

7 The outcom e of our construction w ill depend on the choice of this sequence. O ur philosophy here would be to

choose a natural sequence of volum es for the problem at hand. In mean eld exam ples thiswould be ,=£f1;::5ng,

on a lattice one m ight choose cubes of sidelength n.

8 A nother possbility would be a m easure valued version of the space D ([0;11;M ; (S)) ofm easure valued C adlag

fiunctions. The choice depends essentially on the properties we expect from the lin iting process (ie. continuous

sam ple paths or not).
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existence of lim it points for this sequence ofm easures isnow no longer a trivialm atter. T he problem

of the existence of 1im it points can be circum vented by using a weaker notion of convergence, eg.
that of the convergence of any nite din ensionalm arginal. O therw ise, som e tightness condition is
needed HH ], eg. wemust check that for any continuous function £, SUPs ¢ 3 v (£) S (£)3

n n

converges to zero i probability, uniform  mn N ,as #0.

W e can alwayshopethat the lim it asn goesto In niy ofK , exists. Ifthe lim i, K exists, we can
again consider its conditional distribbution given F , and the resulting ob ct is the functionalanalog
of the A izenm an-W ehrm etastate. W e feel tem pted to call this ob ket the \superstate". N ote that
the m arginal distribbution of the superstate \at tine t= 1" is the A izenm an-W ehr m etastate, and
the law of the em pirical distrbution of the underlying process is the em pirical m etastate). The
\superstate" contains an enom ous am ount of informm ation on the asym ptotic volum e dependence
ofthe random G ibbsm easures; on the other hand, its construction in any explicit form is generally
hardly feasble.

Finally, we want to stress that the superstate w ill nom ally depend on the choice of the basic
sequences , used In its construction. This feature is already present in the em pirical m etastate.
In particular, sequences grow Ing extram ely fast will give di erent resuls than slow Iy increasing
sequences. On the other hand, the very precise choice of the sequences should not be In portant.
A natural choice would appear to us sequences of cubes of sidelength n, or, in mean eld m odels,

sin ply the sequence of volum es of size n.

B oundary conditions, external elds, conditioning. In the discussion ofNewm an and Stein,
m etastates are usually constructed w ith sin ple boundary conditions such as periodic or \free" ones.
T hey em phasize the feature ofthe \selection ofthe states" by the disorder in a given volum e w ithout
any bias through boundary conditions or sym m etry breaking elds. O urpoint of view is som ewhat
di erent In this respect in that we think that the idea to apply specialboundary conditions or, in
mean eld models, symm etry breaking temm s, to In prove convergence properties, is still to som e
extend usefii], the ain ideally being to achieve the siuation (1). Our only restriction in this is
really that our procedure shall have som e predictive power, that is, i should give Inform ation of
the approxin ate form of a nie volum e G bbs state. This excludes any construction nvolring
subsequences via com pactness argum ents. W e thus are interested to know to what extend it is
possble to reduce the \choie" of available states for the random ness to select from , to sm aller
subsets and to classify them inin alpossble subsets which then som ehow play the Ok of extrem al
states). In fact, in the exam ples considered n K BGK ] it would be possbl to reduce the size of

2 T here are pathological exam ples in which we would not expect such a result to be true. An exam ple is the

\highly disordered spin glass m odel" of Newm an and Stein N S5]. O f course, tightness m ay also be destroyed by

choosing very rapidly grow ing sequences of volum es , .
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such subsets to one, while in the exam ple of the present paper, we shall see that this is in possibk.
W e have to discuss this point carefully.

W hile In short range lattice m odels the D LR construction gives a clar fram ework how the
class of n nite volum e G bbs m easures is to be de ned, n mean eld m odels this situation is

som ew hat am biguous and needs discussion.

Ifthe In nite volum e G dbbbsm easure isunique (forgiven ! ), quasiby de nition, (1) must hold.
So our problem s arise from non-uniqueness. Hence the follow ng recipe: m odify in such a way
that unigqueness holds, whilke otherw ise perturbing it in a m inimalway. Two procedures suggest

them selres:
(@) T ilting, and
(i) Conditioning

T ilting consists In the addition ofa sym m etry breaking term to the H am iltonian whose strength
is taken to zero. M ostly, this term is taken linear so that it has the natural interpretation of a
m agnetic eld. M ore precissly, de ne

Iy — P 2 22)
Here h; is som e sequence of num bers that In general w ill have to be allowed to depend on ! if
anything is to be gained. Onem ay also allow them to depend on explicitly, if so desired. From
a physical point of view we m ight wish to add further conditions, lke som e locality of the ! -
dependence; In principle there should be a way of writing them down in som e explicit way. W e
should stress that tilting by linear functions is not always satisfactory, as som e states that one
m ight w ish to obtain are lost; an exam pl is the generalized CurieW eissm odelw ith H am ilftonian
Hy ()= %y ()] at the critical point. There, the free energy has three degenerate absolute
minimaat m ;0,and +m , and whik wem ight want to think of tree coexisting phases, only the
measures centered at m can be extracted by the above m ethod. O f course this can be ram edied
by allow ing arbirary perturbation h m ) w ith the only condition that khk; tends to zero at the

end.

By conditioning we m ean always conditioning the m acroscopic variables to be In som e set
A . This appears natural since, in lattice m odels, extrem al m easures can always be extracted
from arbitrary D LR m easures by conditioning on events In the tail sigma elds; the m acroscopic
variables are m easurabl with respect to the tail sigma elds. O f course only conditioning on
events that do not have too an all probability w illbe reasonable. W ithout going Into too much of
a m otivating discussion, we w ill adopt the follow ing conventions. Let A be an event in the sigm a

12



algebra generated by the m acroscopic fiinction. Put

£, &)= — D, ; []l®) @23)
J3J

W e callA adm issbl for condiioning if and only if

Im £, [']A)=0 224)
jj"l
W e callA m inin al if it cannot be decom posed into two adm issble subsets. In analogy w ith (2 22)

we then de ne

S L TG T B N - @ 25)

’

W e de ne the set ofall Im iting G bbsm easures to be the set of lim it points of m easures A; w ith
adm issble setsA . Choosing A m inim al, we In prove our chances of cbtaining convergent sequences
and the resuling lim its are serious candidates for extrem al lim iting G bbsm easures, but we stress
that this is not guaranteed to succeed, asw illbecom em anifest In our exam ples. Thisw illnot m ean
that adding such condiioning is not going to be useful. It is iIn fact, as it w ill reduce the disorder
In the m etastate and m ay In general allow to construct various di erent m etastates in the case of
phase transitions. T he point to be understood here is that w ithin the general fram ew ork outlined

above, we should consider two di erent notions of uniqueness:

(@) Strong uniquenessm eaning that foralm ost all ! there isonly one 1m it point ; [! ], and

(o) W eak uniqueness'’

m eaning that there is a unique m etastate, in the sense that or any choice
of A , the m etastate constructed taking the in nite volum e lim it w ith the m easures A; is the

sam e.

In fact, i m ay happen that the addition of a sym m etry breaking term or conditioning does
not lad to strong uniqueness. R ather, what m ay be true is that such a eld selcts a subset of the
states, but to which of them the state at given volum e resam bles can depend on the volim e in a
com plicated way.

If weak uniqueness does not hold, one has a non-trivial sest of m etastates.

It is quite clar that a su ciently general tilting approach is equivalent to the conditioning
approach; we prefer for technical reasons to use the conditioning in the present paper. W e also
note that by dropping condition (224) one can enlarge the class of lim iting m easures ocbtainable
to include m etastabk states, which in m any applications, In particular in the context of dynam ics,
are also relevant.

10y aybe the notion ofm eta-unigueness would be m ore appropriate

13



3. P roperties of the induced m easures.

In this section we collect a num ber of resuls on the distrbution of the overlap param eters in
the Hop eld m odel that were obtained in som e of our previous papers BG1BG2,BG3]. W e cite
these results m ostly from BG 3] where they were stated In the m ost suitabl form for our present
purposes and we refer the reader to that paper for the proofs.

W e recall som e notation. Let m () be the largest solution of themean eld equation m =

2
tanh(m ). Notethatm () isstrictly positive forall > 1,1m »«; m ()= 1,1mn #1H= 1
andm ()= 0if l.Denotingby e the ~h unit vector of the canonical basis of R ™ we set,

and forany > 0 we de ne the balls

n O
B (S x2 R" kx m(®k B2)

For any pair of indices ( ;s) and any > 0 we de ne the conditionalm easures
e oy, 0@ 3B A2BE 1;1d7) 33)

and the corresponding induced m easures

(;s)
Q2

v

11@a) Qy, 1@ B #); a2B®" ")) (3:4)

o
T he point here is that for cm,thesetsB(

is)

are adm issble in the sense of the last section.

It will be extram ely useful to Introduce the Hubbard-Stratonovich transform ed m easures
&y ; [! ] which are nothing but the convolutions of the induced m easures w ith a gaussian m ea—

sure of m ean zero and variance 1= N , ie.
I
Gy, [] Qn; 12N (0;?) (3:5)
Sim ilarly we de ne the conditional H ubbard-Stratonovich transform ed m easures
G nim) G, tla 3B ) a2B®" M) (3:6)

W e willneed to consider the Laplace transom s of these m easures which we w ill denote by*°
Z

(;s) I 1) e(t;X)dQ

N; ;

(;s)
N; ;

lx); t2 RY ™) 3:7)

10 This notation is slightly di erent from the one used In BG 3].
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and 7
B 1 edael ¥ nix); t2 r® M) (3:8)

N ;

T he Pllow Ing is a sin ple adaptation of P roposition 2.1 of BG 3] to these notations.

P roposition 3.1:Assunethat > 1. There exist nite positive constantsc  c( );e  e( );c
c( ) such that, with probability one, for allbut a nite number of indices N , if satis es

1 /\p_

—m > > c() §im (3:9)
then, ﬁ)ralltwjth-]f@t% <1,
i)

P nim 1 e em *RE® i e 41 @ 1+e ™ (3:10)

i) for any ; satisfying (3.9)
P w1 e™ BE e e™+rF pln 1+e ™ (3:11)

i) for any ; satisfying (3.9)

z z

a0 [ 1 )m o M@zt ktkee (3:12)

A closely related result that we w illneed is also an adaptation ofestin ates from BG 3], ie. i
is obtained combining Lemm ata 32 and 34 of that paper.

_ p—
Lemma 3.2: There exists , > 0, such that or all > 1andp < L )2,jfc0m— <

P_
< m = 2 then, with probability one, for all but a nite number of indices N, for all 2
P_
fl;:::;M N )g,s2 £ 1;1g, Prallb> 0 such that + b< 2m ,

Q x B(+;1S>)
1 — 14 e M (3:13)

QO n B ( is)
where 0< ¢ < 1 is a num erical constant.
W e nally recallour result on local convexiy of the function
Theorem 3.3: Assumethatl< < 1 .Iftheparameters ; ; are such that or > 0,

inf @ tanh?(m @ )@+ 3p_)
(3:4)



Then with probability one for allbut a nite number of indices N, ; [! It el + v) is a twice
di erentiable and strictly convex function of v on the set fv :kvk, g, and

min T2 n; Mlm e+ v) > (3:15)

on this set.

R em ark: Thistheoram was st obtained In BG 1], the above form is cited and proven In BG 2].
p— p—
W ith chosen as = cm—,the condiion (3.14) means (i) For clseto 1: O an all and, (i)

For large: c !. The condition on for Jarge seem s unsatisfactory, but one m ay easily
convince oneself that it cannot be substantially im proved.
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4. B rascam p-Lieb inequalities.

A basic toolofour analysis are the so—called B rascam p-Lieb Inequalities BL]. In fact, we need
such Inequalities in a slightly di erent setting than they are presented in the literature, nam ely for

M

m easures w ith bounded support on som e dom ain D R™ . Ourdervation follow s the one given

in H] (see also HS]), and is in this context alm ost cbvious.

M be a bounded connected dom ain. Let V. 2 C?2 DO ) be a tw ice continuously

di erentiable fiinction on D, kt r °V denote its Hessian m atrix and assum e that, orallx 2 D,

Let D R

r’vi) c>0 Wherewe say thatam atrix A > ¢, ifand only if forallv 2 RM , ;A V) clv;v)).
W e de ne the probability measure on © ;B O )) by
e NV I »

(@x) PD e NV.&x)dM ¢ (@)

O ur central resul is

Theorem 4.1: Let the probability measure de ned above. Assume that f;g 2 C1 (D), and
R R

assum e that w .r.g.) b d R)gx)= b d ®)f &)= 0. Then
Z 1 Z
d ®)f x)gX) — d ®)kr f x)kkr gx)k,
D N RD 2)
L1 e I fRke NVeOqt Ty
N p e NveEgt x

where & !x is the Lebesgue m easure on @D .

P roof: W e consider the H ibert space L2 ;IIRM ; ) of R" valued functions on D wih scalar
R

product HF;G i b d ®)F ®);G x)). Let r be the gradient operator on D de ned wih a

dom ain of all bounded C '-fiinction that vanish on @D . Let r denote its adpit. Note that

r = fV&re NVE = r 4+ N (rV x)).Oneeasily veri esby partial integration that on this
dom ain the operator r r rdV®pre NV&E = p v + Nr?V x) ssymmetricandr r 0,
so that by our hypothesis, r r AN > 0. Asa oonssquencs, r r has a slfadpint extension

whose nverse (r r ) ! existson allL? @ ;R™ ; ) and isbounded .n nom by @) *.

A's a consequence of the above, orany £ 2 C* D ), we can uniquely solve the di erential
equation

rr ru=rf @4:3)

rru. Now note that (4.3) mpliesthat r ru= f + k, where k is a constant'!. Hence for real

11 0 bserve that this is only true because D is connected. For D consisting of several connected com ponents the

theorem is obviously false.
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valied £ and g as in the statem ent of the theoram ,

z 7 z
d ® cgxrux)= dxe""®dvy e "W H¥grux) + d ®KgK)r rux)
D DZ Z D
1
=~ ' xdiv e VW ¥grux) + d ®K)gK)Ef K)
D D
4 4)
where 7 , d' xe NV &) Therefore, taking into account that ru= @cr ) 'r f,
z z
d X)gx)f x) d ® rg&);cr ) 'rfx)
D D
) z
+E ' xdiv e YV ¥grux)
1 7 4:5)
— d x)kr gx)k,kr £ x)k,
N
. A
+ NZ Px)kr £ xk,e VI Tx

N ote that in second term we used the G auss reen form ula to convert the Integral over a divergence
Into a surface integral. T his concludes the proof.}

Rem ark: As is ocbvious from the proof above and as was polnted out In H ], one can replace
the bound on the lowest eigenvalue of the Hessian of V by a bound on the lowest eigenvalue of
the operator r r . So far we have not seen how to get a better bound on this eigenvalue in our

situation, but i m ay wellbe that this observation can be a clie to an In provem ent of our resuls.

T he typical situation where we want to use Theoram 4.1 is the Pllow Ing: Suppose we are
given a m easure like (4.1) butnoton D ,but on som e bigger dom ain. W em ay be abl to establish
the lower bound on r %V not everyw here, but only on the sm aller dom ain D , but such that the
m easure is essentially concentrated on D anyhow . It is then likely that we can also estin ate away
the boundary term in (4 2), either because V (x) willbe large on @D , or because @D w ill be very
an all (orboth). W e then have essentially the B rascam p-Liegb nequalities at our disposal.

W e m ention the follow ng corollary which show s that the B rascam p-Lieb nequalities give rise
to concentration inequalities under certain conditions.

Corollary 42: Let be asin Lemma 4.3. Assume that £ 2 C? (D) and that m oreover
Ve ®) V (x) tf®)=N fort2 D;1]is stllstrictly convex and g i € ?Ve) > 0. Then

z z z
0 I d xe'® d ®K)f &) —— sup d ¢ ®)kr £k
D R D 2C0N t2 [0;1] D
4 6)
+ s 1 o Bkrfke Vo™ d Ix
t2[O;l]CON D e NVt(x)dM X

where . is the corresponding m easure with V replaced by V.
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P roof: Note that

2

sof
Z, Z., Ey &°f f Bee ot
]nIEVef=]EVf+ ds ds® 5
0 0 Ever @)
Zl Zs
2
= ]E \V4 f + dS dSO]E Vso f ]E Vsof
0 0

w here by assum ption Vg (x) has the sam e properties asV iself. Thususing (4 2) gives 4.7).}

R em ark: W ewould like to note that a concentration estin ate like C orollary 4 2 can also be derived
under slightly di erent hypothesis on £ using logarithm ic Sobolev inequalities (see [Le]) which hold
under the sam e hypothesisas T heoram 4.1, and which in fact can be derived as a special case using

f=h? and g= Inh? in Theorem 4.1.

In the situations where we w ill apply the B rascam p-Ligb inequalities, the correction temm s due
to the nitedom ain D willbe totally irrelevant. T his follow s from the follow ing sin ple cbservation.

Lemma 4.3: LetB denote the ball of radius centered at the origin. A ssum e that for all

x2D,d r 2V (x) c> 0. If x denotes the unigue m inimum ofV , assum e that kx k, =2.
P

Then there exists a constant K < 1 (depending onk on c and d) such that if K M =N, then

for N large enough R
e NV G 1y )
R e N=K 48)
e NveEdt x

The proofofthis lemm a is elem entary and w illbe left to the reader.
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5. The convergence of the G dbbbsm easures.

A fter these prelin naries we can now com e to the central part of the paper, nam ely the study

ofthe m arginal distributions of the G bbsm easures 13 Si . W ithout loss of generality it su cesto
consider the case ( ;s) = (1;1), ofocourse. Letus x I W arbitrary but nite. W e assum e that

I, and for notational sin plicity we put j j= N + JJj. W e are interested In the probabilities

Losa .
E Iez jikm  (sr; nI)k2]I ‘ .
;1) n fm  (s1; na1)2B g
1€ ;= 59 e — 5:1)
s 373 I; I
E.E e 2:lIfm (s1; a1)2B %g

;o

P
N ote that km 1 ( )k, M .Now we can write

N I3
T hen
fm (617 o028 " Temo ()28 (Vg (53)
(1;1) ]I (1;1)
fm  (sr; a1)2B g fm . ()2B g
pM_' .
where NJIJ.Setting 0 % , this allow s us to w rite
R
B (7D dQ ,1; ofm)e "3 1 (s1)m ) e Tjkm 1 (s1)k]
(1;1) H
i L1E 1= 519 +R Bl 2
21IE g @b dQ n1; ofm)e Of i ( 1)im) g 23 skmor ( 1)k
R
Lo dQ nr; ofm)
R (5:4)
g WD dQ p1; ofm)
+
k2 (1;1)
L =I; i + ' Oj[]nI(sI))e 2] ]ka(SI) Q nI; © B +
iy 1;1
21E Lo [ Oj[]m:[(l))ezﬂ kaI(I)kZQ nI; O B( )
and
R
g i) dQ .1, ofm)e %4 96m 1 (s1)5m ) e zﬂjj skm 1 (s1)k2
(1;1) i
P CIE 1= 519 R 312
2E rop b do nI; om)e I3 1 (r)m) g 23 3
+
1;1
Q nI; 0 B( ) (5:5)
(1;1)
Q nI; o B .
15 k? (1;1)
Lo, [D1%Md(e)e 590 6% Qa0 B
o3 : SLECYY )k2 1)
27TE Lot I Oj]nl( 1))e 23 z etk 9 n1; © B

20



Now the term jIN—jzkm T (s)k% is, up to a constant that is independent ofthe s;, irrelevantly am all.
M ore precisely, we have that

Lemma 5.1: Thereexistl > C;c> 0 such that orallI, M , and or allx > O,
. o . qd— #
P sup 2L kmg ek R EE By x
12f 119t (5:0)

2

p
C exp M 1+x 1

P roof: This Lemm a is a direct consequence of estin ates on the nom of the random m atrices
cbtained, eg. In Theoram 4.1 of BG 6].}

Together w ith P roposition 3.1 and Lenm a 32, we can now extract the desired representation
for our probabilities.

_ p— |
Lemma 5.2: Forall >1andp < . )2,jfc0m—< < m = 2 then, with probability

@
@) L (l=;11;) ;LI T@r r)
;',. PI(E 1= s19) = — ) :
2E (LT, DIC°Ta: (1) (5:7)
+omN
and alematively
(1)
1) E(i;ll;) ;I %90 1 (s1))
o HIE 1= 819) = — )
2E I]§=,I;; ) Ojjnl( 1)) (58)

+0 e°o®™)

W e leave the details of the proof to the reader. W e see that the com putation of the m arginal

distrbution ofthe G bbsm easures requires nothing but the com putation ofthe Laplace transform s
P

ofthe Induced m easures or its H ubbard-Stratonovich transform at the random poinntst= 07 St i-

A fematively, these can be seen asthe Laplace transform softhe distribbution ofthe random variables
(i/m).

Now it isphysically very naturalthat the law ofthe random variables ( ;;m ) should determ ine
the G bbs m easures com plktely. The point is that In a mean eld m odel, the distribbution of the

soinsin a nie set I isdetem ned entirely in term softhee ectivem ean eldsproduced by the rest
of the system that act on the spins ;. These elds are precisely the ( 3;m ). In a \nom al" m ean
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eld situation, them ean eldsare constant aln ost surely w ith respect to the G bbsm easure. In the
Hop eld m odelw ith subextensively m any pattems, thisw illalso be true, asm w illbe concentrated
near one ofthe valuesm e (see BGP1]). In that case ( ;;m ) willdepend only in a localand very
explicit form on the disorder, and the G bbsm easures w ill Inherit this property. In a m ore general
situation, the localm ean eldsm ay have a m ore com plicated distribbution, in particular they m ay
not be constant underthe G bbsm easure, and the question ishow to determ ine this. T he approach
of the cavity method (see eg. M PV ]) as carried out by Talagrand [T 1] consists in deriving this
distrbution by induction over the volime. P ST ] also followed this approach, using however the
assum ption of \selfaveragihg" of the order param eter to control errors. O ur approach consists in
using the detailed know Jledge obtained on the m easures &, and in particular the local convexity to
detem ine a priorithe form of the distrbution; induction w ill then only be used to determ ine the
rem aining few param eters.

Let usbegin w ith som e general preparatory steps which w illnot yet require special properties
of ourm easures. To sin plify the notation, we we introduce the follow ing abbreviations:

Wewrite E | for the expectation with respect to the measures & 1, ;, [! ] conditioned on
B andwesst?Z Z E Z.Wewillwrite E | for the expectation with respect to the fam ily

of random variables ;,12 I, = 1;:::5;M .

I

The rst step In the com putation of our Laplace transform oconsists in centering, ie. we w rite
E e 21 SEVEE) o gy SiLEIE oy E e 21 L (5:9)

W hilke the st factor willbe entirely responsible for the for the distribution of the soins, ourm ain
e orts have to go into controlling the second. To do this we w ill use heavily the fact, established

rst In BG1], that on B el the function is convex w ith probability close to one. This allow s
us to exploit the B rascam p-Lib inequalities in the form given in Section 3. T he advantage of this
procedure isthat it allow s us to identify in m ediately the leading term s and to get a prioriestin ates
on the errors. T his is to be contrasted to them uch m ore involved procedure of Talagrand [T 1]who
controls the errors by induction.

G eneralA ssum ption: For the ram ainder ofthispaperwew illalw ays assum e that the param eters
and ofourm odelare such that the hypotheses of P roposition 3.1 and T heorem 3.3 are satis ed.

A 1l lem m ata, propositions and theorem are valid under this provision only.
Lemm a 5.3: Under our general assum ption,

@)

e D) (5:10)



(i) There isa nite constant C such that

" P ! #2
) si(152)
. C
E In P — (541)
N

si(152)

R em ark: The inm ediate consequence of this Jem m a is the observation that the fam ily of random

variables ( i;Z) 21 isasym ptotically close to a fam ily ofiid. centered gaussian random variables
w ith variance Uy E , kZ k% .Uy willbe seen to be one of the essential param eters that we w ill
need to control by induction. Note that for the m om ent, we cannot say whether the law of the
(i;Z2) converges In any sense, as it is not a priori clear whether Uy will converge asN " 1,
although this would be a natural gquess. Note that as far as the com putation of the m arginal
probabilities of the G dbbbs m easures is concemed, this question is, however, com pletely irrelevant,

in as far as this temm is an even function ofthe s;.

Rem ark: It ollows from Lemm a 5.3 that
|
X ) 2
hE , exp si(432) = ?ij L KZKS+ 0 - + Ry (5:12)
21

where

, C
E R{ (513)

P roof: The proof of this Lemm a relies heavily on the use of the Brascam p-Lib inequalities,
Theoram 4.1, which are applicable due to our assum ptions and Theorem 3 3. Itwasgiven n BG 1]
for T being a singk site, and we repeat the m ain steps. F irst note that

P , P ) )
E E e 21 si4i2) E e o SikZk;
I N .
F 2 P 2 2 « P 4 4 5:14)
E . E e i1 si(1i2) E NeT L. SikZk; 4 sikZk,
Note rstthat ifthe am allest eigenvalue of r 2 , then the B rascam p-Lieb nequalities T heorem
41 yield
M =
E kK proe M) (5:15)
and by iterated application
M 20
E K2k 455t0€ T (5:16)

2N2

In the bounds (5.14) we now use Corollary 42 wih f given by 2J32kZ k%, respectively by
250 $2KZ k3 “+4kZ k] to rst m ove the expectation into the exponent, and then (5.15) and
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(5.16) (applied to the slightly modi edmeasures E | s , which still retain the sam e convexiy
properties) to the term s In the exponent. T his gives (5.10).

By very sim ilar com putations one show s rst that

E E e w21 Y E . E e i1 (G:17)

=z
=z
Z|a

M oreover, using again C orollary 4 2, one obtains that (on the subspace where convexity holds)

P
25l 42— i (12 2q42—
e FF2 E e w2: U)o THF2 (5:18)

T hese bounds, together w ith the obvious Lpshitz continuity of the logarithm away from zero yield
(5a1).}

R em ark: The above proof follow s ideas of the proofofLemma 4.1 on [T 1]. Them ain di erence
is that the system atic use of the B rascam p-L b inequalities that allow s us to avoid the appearance
of uncontrolled error tem s.

W enow tum to them ean values ofthe random variables ( ;; E Z ). These are obviously ran—

N

dom variables w ith m ean value zero and variance kE | Z k; . M oreover, the vardables ( ; E | Z)

and (5;E [ Z) areuncorrelated fori6 j.Now E | Z hasonem acroscopic com ponent, nam ely
the st one, while all others are expected to be an all. It is thus natural to expect that these
variables w i1l actually converge to a sum of a Bemoulli variable iIE s 21 plus Independent gaus-
sians w ith variance Ty " ,ME ,2 P, butiisfr from trivial to prove this. It requires in

particular at least to show that Ty converges.
W ewill rstprove the ollow ing proposition :

P roposition 5.4 : In addition to our generalassum ption, assum e that Iim infy »; N 4Ty = +1 ,
P
as..Fori2 I, setX;(N) p2— -, 1+ E [ Z .Then this fam ily converges to a fam ily of i.id.

Ty i N

standard nom al random variablks.

R em ark: The assum ption on the divergence of N 1=*Ty is ham less. W e w ill see Jater that i is

certainly veri ed provided lim infiy vy N ®ETy = +1 .Recallthatour nalgoalisto approxin ate

M

P M
lw) ", E 7

=2 i N

P— -
JE ,Z by Tygi,whereg; isgaussian. SoifTy N '™, then
o
is close to zero (in law) anyway, as s Ty gi, and no ham is done if we exchange the two. W e
w il see that this situation only arises in fact ifM =N tends to zero rapidly, in which case all this

m achihery is not needed.

P roof: To prove such a resul requires essentially to show that E | Z forall 2 tend to zero
asN "1 .Wenote wstthatby symmetry, orall 2, EE Z =EE Z 5. On the other

N N
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hand,

EE ,z2F E [E 27T °? (5:19)

sothat EE 2 j M 172,

N

To derive from thisa probabilisticboundon E | Z itselfwe w illuse concentration ofm easure
estin ates. To do so we need the follow ng lemm a:

Lemmab5.5: Assumethatf (x) isa random fiinction de ned on som e open neighborhood U R.
Assume that f veri es orallx 2 U that orall0 r 1,

. , N r?
P [fx) EfEx)J>r] cexp — (520)

and that, at last with probability 1 p, ¥°&)3j C, ¥P®)j C < 1 both hod uniformly in U .

Then, for any 0 < 1=2,and brany 0< < N 72,
h. . . . =2i 32C 2 agl o2
P fx) Ef®)j> N N exp ——— +p (521)
2 256¢

Proof: Letusassumethat 77 1. Wemay rstassume that the boundedness conditions for
the derivatives of £ hold uniform ly; by standard argum ents one show s that if they only hold w ith
probabiliy 1 p, the e ect is nothing m ore than the nalsummand p in (521). The st step
in the proof consists in show ing that (520) together w ith the boundedness of the derivative of £
Inplies that £ x) E f (x) isuniform Iy an all. To see this Introduce a grid of spacing , ie. It
U =U\ Z.Clkarly

P supfx) Ef®)J>r

X3P
P sup ¥ &) EILfEK)]
x2U
#
(522)
+ sup &) fi+t Efk) EfE)j>r
XiyiE ¥]
P sup f&x) Efx)j>r 2C
x2U
'P fx) Ef&7I>r 2C ]
Ifwe choose = ;& ,thisyields
: , 4c N r?
P supfx) Ef)J>r — exp — (523)
x2U r 4c

25



Nextweshow thatif sup,,y ¥ &) g&)] rortwo functionsf,gw ith bounded second derivative,
then

0 0 . P——
I &) g &)] 8Cr (524)
For notice that
3[f(x+> fx)] f'«) - sup £f%) C-— G25)
2x y x+ 2
so that 1
fFx) &) &+ ) gk+ ) f&®+ gE)I+C
526)
2r
—+C

< I
Choosing the optimal = 2r=C gives (524). It su cesto combine (524) with (523) to get

h o . P—*' a4 N 12
P fx) Ef®j> 8xC — exp — (527)
r 4c
2
Setting r= AL arrive at (521). }
Wewillnow useLemma 55 tocontrolE | Z .Wede ne
1 Z
fx)= —mh d' ze M*2 e N @) (528)
N g @

and denote by E | ;x the corresponding m odi ed expectation. A s has by now been shown m any
tines T1,BG1], £ x) veri es (520). M oreover, f'%%)= E ¢ x2 and

%)= NE @ E 42 ) (529)

N

O f course the addition of the lnear term to  does not change is second derivative, so that we
can apply the B rascam p-Lieb inequalities also to themeasure E | x . This show s that
P 1
E  x @ E | xZ ) N~ (5:30)

which m eans that f (x) has a second derivative bounded by c= 1.

T his gives the

Corollary 5.6: There are nite positive constants ¢;C such that, for any 0 < %, for any ,

h i

B NlZ
P JE ,Z2 EE ,Z 3 N 2 CN exp

C

26



W e are now ready to conclide the proof of our proposition. W e may choose eg. = 1=4
and denote by y the subset of where, rall , JE |, Z EE ,Z2 3j N 8. Then
Plg] O el

1=2

W e will prove the proposition by show ng convergence of the characteristic function to that

Q .
of product standard nom al distrbutions, ie. we show that frany t 2 R', E jzleltjxj(N)
Q 1.2

converges to ;€ % . W e have

Y P P

E eitjxj(N)=:|E ]IN]EIel jZIthj(N)‘l"]IC]EIel szthj(N)
1c N
321
2 3 (5:32)

Y Y 1=2
= FE c4]I

I N

t-
ws p=—E ,Z2 S5+0 eV
. Ty
27321

T hus the second term tends to zero rapidly and can be forgotten. O n the other hand, on y ,

X X
® ,z) N Y™ ® ,z) N Ty (5:33)
=2 =2
M oreover, for any nite ty, for N large enough, ptT]——]E o Z 1. Thus, using that jnh cosx
x°=29 * or kj 1, and that
E _ I,E e 120"
Ic . N 2 I 3
2_ Y Ny 174 (5:34)
e j21tj2sup4 exp CtJTi 5]P (n)
N

N 21
P 2
C kearly, the right hand side converges to e~ 21 ~, provided only that N 14Ty "1 . Since this

was assum ed, the P roposition is proven. }

W e now control the convergence of our Laplace transform except for the three param eters
miMN) E ,Zi, Ty F “,E ,Z2 TandUy E ,kZK:. W hatwe have to show is that
these quantities converge alm ost surely and that the lm is satisfy the equations of the replica
sym m etric solution of Am i, G utfreund and Som polinsky R G S].

W hilke the issue of convergence is crucial, the technical intricacies of its proof are largely
disconnected to the question of the convergence of the G bbsm easures. W e w ill therefore assum e
for the m om ent that these quantities do converge to som e lim its and draw the conclusions for the
G bbsm easures from the results of this section under this assum ption W hich w ill Jater be proven
to hold).

Indeed, collecting from Lemm a 53 (see the rem ark ollow ing that lemm a) and P roposition 5 4,

we can w rite p

P —
L e SR DX T F Ry (1)
(1;
SO IE 1= s19) = P —
Y ' 7 2TE eg 21 i[“l(N)ilJrXi(N)PTN}*RN(I)
I

(5:35)
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w here

0
N !
X;N) ! g In law

Ty ! as.

m;®N)! m;, a.s.

for som e num bers r;m 1 and there fg;g, ¢ isa fam ily of iid. standard gaussian random variables.
P utting this together we get that

P roposition 5.7: In addition to our general assum ptions, assume that Ty ! r, a.s. and
miN)! mi,a.s. Then, orany nite I N

@) Y e Si hii+g r]
(£ 1= 519! i (5:36)

i 1 s
JLZI2COSh imli+gi r

where the convergence holds in law with respect to the measure P, and fg;g, . is a fam ily of
iid. standard nom al random variabls and f ilgiz n are independent Bemoulli random variablks,

independent of the g; and having the sam e distribution as the variabks i .

To arrive at the convergence in law of the random G ibbsm easures, it is enough to show that
(5.36) holds pintly forany nite fam ily ofcylindersets, £ ;= 54;8121, 97k W ,k= 1;:::; C £
K al], Theoram 42). But this is easily seen to hold from the sam e argum ents. T herefore, denoting

1;1
by 1( ,) the random m easure

. Y e i fer P Trgan
S0 e (5:37)
' by 200sh (Ey PEI+ T TTgil])

we have

T heorem 5.8: Under the assum ptions of P roposition 5.7, and w ith the sam e notation,

(1;1) | (1;1) , n ]aw, as "1 (5:38)

.
i 157 ’

This result can easily be extended to the lJanguage ofm etastates. T he follow ing T heoram gives
an explicit representation of the A izenm an-W ehr m etastate in our situation:

Theorem 5.9: Let ( )['] denote the A izenm an-W ehr m etastate. Under the hypothesis of
P roposition 5.7, foralmostall ! , for any continuous function F : TR K1 R , and cylinder functions
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7
@IEF ((E1);:::; (Ex))
M o1(S1)
Zy Y e F=giem: f01]
= iZIdN @)F ]ESIlfi(SII)iZh 2CO§1(tJ_rj_+'m1 iL[! ])"" (5:39)
Y e F_rglerlil[!]] )
227 Es, fx (sg) P

i

g, 20080 ¢ rgi+m; 1)

where N denotes the standard nomn al distribution.

Rem ark: M odulo the convergence assum ptions, that w ill be shown to hold in the next section,
Theoram 5.9 isthe precise statem ent of Theoram 1.1. Note that the only di erence from T heorem

5.8 is that the variables i that appear here on the right hand side are now the sam e as those on
the Jeft hand side.

P roof: This theorem isproven Just as Theorem 5.8, except that the \alm ost sure version" of the
central lin i theorem , P roposition 54, which in tum is proven just as Lemma 2.1, isused. The
details are keft to the reader.}

R em ark: Our conditions on the param eters and place us in the regim e w here, according to
A G S] the \replica symm etry" is expected to hold. This is in nice agreem ent w ith the rem ark in
N S4] where replica symm etry is linked to the fact that the m etastate is concentrated on product

m easures.

Rem ark: One would be tem pted to exploit also the other notions of \m etastate" explained in
Section 2. W e see that the key to these constructions would be an Invariance principle associated
to the central lim it theorem given In P roposition 5.4. However, there are a num ber of di culies
that so far have prevented us from proving such a result. W e would have to study the random

process
MX(tN )
XTWN) E _ Z (5:40)

i tN
=2

(suitably Interpolated fortthat are not integerm uliples of 1=N ). Ifthis process was to converge to

B row nian m otion, its increm ents should converge to ndependent G aussians w ith suitable variance.

But
MX(tN)
X}L:(N) Xf(N)= i]E tNZ
=M (sN)
(541)
MX(SN)
+ . (E Z E Z )

=2

29



The rsttem on the right indeed has the desired properties, as is not too hard to check, but the
second termm is hard to control.

To get som e idea of the nature of this process, we recall from BG1BG2] that E [ Z is

approxin ately given by c( ) Ni 3 (In the sense that the %, distance betw een the tw o vectors

j2 nI
is oforderp " atmost). Let us for sin plicity consider only the case I = f0g. Ifwe replace E Z

N

by this approxin ation, we are led to study the process
1 X b

1
t oy 4
=2 i=1

YEN) (5:42)

fortN ; tN integer and linearly interpolated otherw ise.

P roposition 5.10: The sequence of processes Y * (N ) de ned by (5.42) converges weakly to the

gaussian process t 'B .2, where B is a standard B rownian m otion.

P roof: Notice that
distribution as

has the sam e distrlbution as ,, and therefore Y®*® ) has the same

i

R

t o
) o . (5:43)

for which the convergence to B . Pllow s Inm ediately from D onsker’s theorem . }

At present we do not see how to extend this resul to the real process of interest, but at least

we can expect that som e process of this type w ill em erge.

Asa nalremark we investigate what would happen if we adopted the \standard" notion of
Iim iting G bbsm easures as weak lim it points along possbly random subsequences. The answer is
the follow ing

P roposition 5.10: Under the assum ptions of P roposition 5.7, or any nire I I , for any
x 2 R, or P-almost all ! , there exist sequences N [! ] tending to in nity such that for any

st 2 £ 1;1g°
m e = s
k"1l Nkr

Y osimy P TExy] (5:44)

o200y I+ X))

P roof: To sim plify the notation we w illw rite the proofonly for the case 1= f0g. The general case
di ersonly in notation. It is clear that wem ust show that foralm ost all! there exist subsequences
Ny [!] such that Xo N )[! ] converges to x, for any chosen valie x. Since by assum ption Ty

P
converges aln ost surely to r, i is actually enough to show that the variables Y Ty, XoWNg)
converge to x. But this follow s from the follow ng lemm a:
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p I
Lemma 5.11: De neYy Ty, XoWNyg). Foranyx2 R™ andany > O,

P Ny 2 (X iXo+ ) io.]1=1 (545)

P roof: Letusdenoteby F the sigm a algebra generated by the random variabls ;; 2 IN ;i 1.
N ote that
P Ky 2 &Ko i+ ) io.]=E (P Ky 2 Xo iXo+ ) io.JF ] (5:46)
so that it is enough to prove that foralmostall!, P Ky 2 (Xg iXo+ ) io. JF 1= 1.
Let us de ne the random variables
Mx(Nk)
pR o E NkZ (547)
=M Ny 1)+1
Note rstthat
2 S S 2 2 N
2Nk 1
E Yk ?k = E E N Z M (Nk l)]E E N Zz e (5:48)
_s k k Nk
P
Thus, ifNy is chosen such that ];lNI;—kl < 1 ,by the st BorelC antelli lemm a,
Im (Y, %)=0 as. (5:49)

k"1

On the other hand, the random variables ¥, are conditionally independent, given F . T herefore,
by the second Borel antelli lemm a

P Ky 2 (Xo iXot+ ) io.JF 1=1 (5:50)
if
®
P K2 o iXot+ ) JF 1=1 (5:51)
k=1

But for almost all ! , ¥ conditioned on F converges to a gaussian of variance r (the proof is
identical to that of P roposition 5.3), so that foralmostall! ,ask "1

Z
x+ 5

1
P Ki2 o Xt )IF 1! pee dye 2+ > 0 (5:52)
r o

which in plies (5.51) and hence (5.50). Putting this together w th (5.49) concludes the proofof the
Jemm a, and of the proposition. }
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Som e ram arks conceming the in plications of this proposition are n place. First, it shows
that if the standard de nition of lim iting G Ibbsm easures as weak Iim it points is adapted, then we
have discovered that in the Hop eld m odelallproduct m easureson £ 1;1g¥ are extrem alG bbs
states. Such a statem ent contains som e inform ation, but i is clearly not usefiil as inform ation on
the approxin ate nature ofa nie volum e state. This con m s our discussion in Section 2 on the

necessity to use a m etastate form aliam .

Seocond, one m ay ask whether conditioning or the application of external elds of vanishing
strength as discussed in Section 2 can in prove the convergence behaviour of our m easures. T he
answ er appears obviously to be no. Contrary to a situation where a sym m etry is present whose
breaking biases the system to choose one of the possible states, the application of an arbitrarily
weak eld cannot alter anything.

T hird, we note that the total set of Iim iting G bbbsm easures does not depend on the condition—

@t , while them etastate obtained doesdepend on it. T husthe conditioning allow s

ing on theballB
us to construct two m etastates corresponding to each of the stored pattems. T hese m etastates are
In a sense extram al, since they are concentrated on the set of extrem al (ie. product) m easures of
our system . W ithout conditioning one can construct other m etastates (which however we cannot

control explicitly in our situation).
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6. Induction and the replica sym m etric solution

W e now conclide our analysis by show ing that the quantities Uy E , kZ kg, miN)
E ,Z;and Ty F M= S E 2 P actually do converge aln ost surely under our general assum p—
tions. T he proof consist of two steps: First we show that these quantities are selfaveraging and
then the convergence of their m ean values is proven by induction. W e w ill assum e throughout this
section that the param eters and are such that local convexity holds. W e stress that this section
isentirely based on ideasofTalagrand [T 1]and P astur, Shcherbina and T irozzi P ST Jand ism ainly

added for the convenience of the reader.
Thusour rstresultwillbe:

P roposition 6.1: LetAy denote any of the three quantities Uy , m ; N ) or Ty . Then there are

nite positive constants ¢;C such that, or any 0 < %,

h i N1l 2

P Ay EAyJ N 7 ©6:)

e}

P roof: The proofs of these three statem ents are all very sin ilar to that of C orollary 5.6. Indeed,
form, N ), (61) is a special case of that corollary. In the two other cases, we just need to de ne
the appropriate analogues of the Yenerating function’ £ from (528). They are

1 .
9k) — NE JEO eNx@ah 62)
in the case of Ty and
1
g (x) ?]nIE NIIEONeNxkag (6:3)

T he proofthen proceeds as in that of Corollary 6.6. W e refrain from giving the details. }

W e now tum to the induction part of the proof and derive a recursion relation for the three
quantities above. In the sequel i w illbe convenient to introduce a site 0 that w ill replace the set

ITandtosst o= .Letusde ne

uy () mE (e (#&) 6:4)

N

Wealso sestw () (;E ,Z)andwy () uy () W (). In the sequelwe willneed the
follow ng auxiliary result
Lemm a 6.2: Under our general assum ptions

d

(1) —plT=ivN () converges weakly to a standard gaussian random variablk.

33



i ZLwy () EE _ kZk? converges to zero in probability.

P roof: (i) is obvious from P roposition 54 and the de nition of vy ( ). To prove (i), note that

wy () is convex and Cfl—zsz () — . Thus, ifvar wy ( )) 19%, then var din () Ncl;

by a standard resul sim ilar in spirit to Lemma 55 (see eg. [T 2], P roposition 54). On the other
2

hand, JE wy () 2TIE!]E L kZ k25 p%,byLenmaS.&whjd’l,togeﬂ'lerwjththeboundedness

of the second derivative of wy ( ) in plies that jdi]EwN () ‘EE . kagj# 0. Thism eans

that var Wy ( )) PCT inplies the mm a. Since we already know from G Jllter) that ERZ E—,
it is enough to prove var E | kZ k3 pCT . This ollow s jist as the corresponding concentration

estim ate forUy . }

W e are now ready to start the induction procedure. W e w ill place ourselves on a subspace
e where orallbut nitelymanyN ¥ y EUyJ N ¥,y ETy3j N ¥, etc. This
subspace has probability one by our estim ates.

1;1)

R
Let us note that by (iii) of Proposition 3.1, E [ Z and dQ,;,

exponentially gn allterm . T hus

fm )m dieronly by an

1 X ?
E 7 = — . b‘f,fl; @) ;+0 e ™ 65)
N
and, by sym m etry,
Z
(1;1) cM
EE ,., @ )=E Na1,, @) o+ 0 e 6:6)
Using Lenm a 52 and the de niion ofuy , this gives
eUN 1) eUN( 1)
EE @ )=E +0 e ™ 6:7)

e 1) 4 gan (1)

w here to be precise one should note that the left and right hand side are com puted at tem peratures
and °= I, respectively, and that the value of M isequaltoM (N + 1) on both sides; that
is, both sides correspond to slightly di erent valuesof and , but we w ill see that this causes no

problem s.

U sing our concentration resuls and Lemm a 5.3 this gives

P
EE @ )=E tanh ('Em;N)+ ETyXoN)) +0N % 6:8)

N +1

U sing further P roposition 54 we get a rst recursion form ; NN ):

Z
p
m{N + 1) = dN (g) tanh (Em ;N )+ ETyg) + o) (6:9)
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Rem ark: The error tetmm in (6.9) can be sharpened to O N '=*) by usihg instead of Lemm a
53 a trick, attrbuted to Trotter, that we lreamed from Talagrand’s paper [ 1] (see the proof of
P roposition 6.3 in that paper).

W e need of course a recursion for Ty aswell. From here on there is no great di erence from
the procedure in P ST ], exoept that the N -dependences have to be kept track of carefully. This
was outlined In BG 4] and we repeat the steps for the convenience of the reader. To sin plify the
notation, we ignore allthe 0 N %) error tem s and put them back in the end only. A Iso, the

ram arks conceming and m ade above apply throughout.

Notethat Ty = kE 2k (E ,Z;)* and

. X ;] N
EKE Z k5= E ; g
N+ 1 2 N + l. i N + 1M (1)
=1 i=0

— M (1;1) 2 (6:10)

- N + l]E N+ 1M ( 0) \

KoE, o (o) — * (1)

0 N+ 1;M 0 N + 1 i N+1M i

=1 i=1

Using Lemma 52 as In the step leading to (6.7), we get forthe rstterm in (6.10)

) 2 5 p
E ,_B’Hl;M (o) = E tanh (1E [ Z;+ ETy) EQy (6:11)
For the second tem , we use the dentity from [P ST ]
|
' p
H lX‘I E (0;X )e 0 (0iX)
_ ) = ] N
0 N i N + 1M (1) = T e 0 (0 )
=1 =1 0 N
P (6:12)

0 un ()
1 BluN()eN

= E

1 ein ()
Together w th Lenm a 6 2 one conclides that n law up to an all errors
X 1 X P

N+ 1;M (1) = (:)L]E NZl+ E Ty Xy
=1 i=1 (6:13)

and so "

(6:14)




U sing the selfaveraging properties of E | kZ k% , the Jast term is of course essentially equalto
EE ,kZKEQy (6:15)
The appearance of E | kZ k% is disturbing, as it Introduces a new quantity into the system . For-

tunately, it is the last one. T he point is that proceeding as above, we can show that

"

p
EE ., kZk;= +E tanh L, E _(Z:+ ETyXy

# (6:16)
h P 1
(E 21+ ETyXy + EE (kZKEQy

N

so that setting Uy E , kZ kg,we get, subtracting (6.14) from (6.16), the sin ple recursion
EUy+1= (1 EQy)+ (1 EQy)EUy (6:17)

From thiswe get (sihce all quantities considered are selfaveraging, we drop the E to sin plify the
notation), settihgm W) E | Zq,

Tu+1=, MM + 1)+ Oy + UyQy

p— P —
dN @ m; N )+ Tygltanh m 1 N)+ Ty9) (6:18)

+

=m; N +1)@m,N) m;N + 1)+ UyQu + Ty @ QOn)+ Qn

w here we used integration by parts. T he com plete systam of recursion relations can thusbe w ritten

as

r —
miMN +1)= dN (@tanh m; M)+ Tyg +0MN %)

Ty+1=m N 1@, ) m;® +1)+ UyQy+ Ty @ Qyn)+ Qy +0WN '™
UN+1=Z<1 Q)+ @ Qyx)Uy +0@m

2 p— 1=4
On+1= dN (g) tanh miN)+ Tyg +O0®N )

(6:19)
If the solutions to this system of equations converges, than the limitsr = limynw; Ty=,g=
Imyw; Qp andmi = Imynr; mi N ) @ linygr; Uy can be elim nated) m ust satisfy the equa—
tions 7,

r—
mi= dN @ tanh( fm ; + rqg)) (620)
z p
g= dN @tanh?( m .+ 1g) 621)
q
-3 622
L+ ¢ (6=22)
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w hich are the equations for the replica sym m etric solution ofthe Hop eld m odel found by Am it et
al. AGS].

In principle one m ight think that to prove convergence it is enough to study the stability of
the dynam ical system above w ithout the error temm s. H owever, this is not quite true. Note that
the param eters and of the quantities on the two sides of the equation di er slightly (@lfhough
this is suppressed In the notation). In particular, if we iterate too often, willtend to zero. The
way out of this di culy was proposed by Talagrand [T 1]. W e willbrie y explain his idea. In
a simpli ed notation, we are in the follow ng situation: W e have a sequence X ,, (o) of functions
depending on a param eter p. T here is an explicit sequence p,, satisfying Pr+1 pPnjJ <N and a
functions F, such that

Xne1Pne1)=Fp, ®na))+ 0@ 7% (623)

In this setting, we have the follow ing lemm a.

Lemma 6.3: Assume that there exist a domain D containing a single xed point X (o) ofF.
Assum e that F, X ) is Lipshitz continuous as a function of X , Lipshitz continuous as a function of
p uniform Iy for X 2 D and that for allX 2 D ,F; X)! X (@E). Assume we know that for alln
large enough, X, (©) 2 D . Then

Im X, ) =X (@ (624)

n"l

P roof: Let us choose a integer valued m onotone increasing function k (n) such thatk(n) "1 asn
goesto n nity. Assumeeg.kn) Ihn.Wewilshow that

M Xorkm @ =X @) (625)
an
To see this, note st that Ppixm) Pnl kr(ln) . By (623), we have that using the Lipshitz
properties of F

Xnrkm ©=FF" ®y o))+ 0@ ) (626)

wherewe choose p, such thatpysx ) = P-Now sihceX, (0,) 2D, F;““)

X q (pn) X (P) #0 as
n and thus k (n) goes to In niy, so that (626) Inplies (625). But (625) for any slow Iy diverging

function k (n) in plies the convergence of X , (), as clain d. }

This Jemm a can be applied to the recurrence (618). The main point to check is whether
the corresponding F  attracts a dom ain in which the param etersm 1 N ); Ty ;Uy ;Qn are a priori
located due tho the support properties of the m easure @B(Il;"li . This stability analysis was carried
out (for an equivalent system ) by Talagrand and answered to the a m ative. W e do not want to

repeat this tedious, but in principl elem entary com putation here.
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W e would lke to m ake, however, som e ram arks. It is clear that if we consider conditional

m easures, then we can always force the parameters m 1 N );Ry ;Uy ;Qn to be In som e dom ain.

Thus, n principle, we could st study the xpointsof (6.18), determ ine their dom ains of attraction
and then de ne corresponding conditional G bbsm easures. H ow ever, these m easuresm ay then be
m etastable. A 1so, of course, at kast in our derivation, do we need to verify the local convexity n
the corresponding dom ains since this was used in the derivation of the equations (6.18).
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