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Systems with a complex dynamics like glasses or models of biological evolution are often pictured
in terms of complex landscapes, with a large number of possible collective states. We show on
the example of a stochastic spin model with non-reciprocal and heterogeneous interactions how
the complex landscape notion can be generalized far from equilibrium, where collective states may
exhibit spontaneous oscillations, often hidden by the presence of disorder. We identify relevant
observables, like the density of entropy production, to unveil the presence of oscillations, and we
characterize the complex landscape of our model in terms of a configurational entropy, that counts
the number of nonequilibrium collective states with a given entropy production density.

Complex systems may be interpreted as systems made
of a large number of interacting units, that can stay in
many different collective states [1]. Such systems are of-
ten described by a rugged landscape with many minima
corresponding to different possible collective states [2].
Examples include evolutionary dynamics in biology [3, 4],
population dynamics [5], supercooled liquids [6, 7], disor-
dered optical media [8], constraint satisfaction problems
[9, 10], or neural networks [11]. The precise definition of
the landscape may depend on the context: it may corre-
spond, e.g., to a free energy landscape for physical sys-
tems [12, 13], or to a fitness landscape in the context of
biological evolution [14]. The existence of many collective
states typically results from the presence of strong and
heterogeneous interactions. In many situations, the num-
ber of possible macroscopic state increases exponentially
with system size, and one has to resort to a statistical
description of those states through the notion of configu-
rational entropy (or complexity) that counts the number
of states having a given characteristic (e.g., a given free
energy or fitness) [15, 16].

At equilibrium, like in supercooled liquids, states cor-
respond to time-independent collective behaviors. How-
ever, systems driven far from equilibrium by external
forces or local activity may experience non-reciprocal in-
teractions [17], leading to a breaking of detailed balance.
The latter may result in time-dependent collective behav-
iors, like spontaneous temporal oscillations reported, e.g.,
in biochemical clocks [18–20], populations of biological
cells [21, 22], assemblies of active particles [23, 24], pop-
ulation dynamics [25, 26], or nonequilibrium spin models
[27–29]. For systems displaying non-reciprocal heteroge-
neous interactions, the complex landscape picture may
thus be extended to include time-dependent collective
states. Such a far-from-equilibrium complex landscape
may be relevant to describe, e.g., neural network dynam-
ics [30, 31], coupled biological clocks [32, 33], biological
evolution in changing environment [34], population dy-
namics with many interacting species [35], glasses under
cyclic shear [36, 37], crumbled paper sheet [38, 39], or the
laminar-turbulent transition [40, 41].

In this Letter, we investigate a minimal spin model ex-

hibiting a complex, far-from-equilibrium landscape. Our
model includes as a key ingredient non-reciprocal disor-
dered interactions, leading to a rich phase diagram fea-
turing multiple glassy oscillating states. As the latter
may be difficult to observe in practice due to the pres-
ence of disorder that conceals oscillations, we determine
the relevant observables that explicitly exhibit oscilla-
tions. In addition, we characterize the complex land-
scape in terms of a configurational entropy that counts
the number of oscillating states having a given entropy
production, which is a characterization of the irreversibil-
ity of the collective dynamics.
Generic scenario. Our main results regarding far-

from-equilibrium complex landscape can be summa-
rized by the following scenario, whose validity for dis-
ordered systems with non-reciprocal interactions is ex-
pected to extend beyond the specific model studied here.
The numerous collective states can be classified into
spontaneously oscillating states (limit cycles) and time-
independent states (fixed points). The case of more com-
plex time-dependence of collective states, like chaoticity
[42], is not considered here. Importantly, oscillations in
different collective states correspond to different cycles in
phase space that are not visible on the same macroscopic
observables. Each oscillating state α may thus be char-
acterized by its own order parameter mα, which displays
oscillations only when the system is in the collective state
α, as illustrated in Fig. 1. As often the case for disordered
systems, natural physical observables like magnetization
display no signature of non-trivial collective states. Os-
cillating states are characterized by a non-zero entropy
production density σ > 0 in the limit of a large system
size N [29, 43]. For a system with N degrees of freedom
described by a microscopic configuration C, and satisfy-
ing a stochastic Markov dynamics, the entropy produc-
tion density is defined as

σ =
1

N

∑
C′ ̸=C

W (C′|C)P (C) ln
W (C′|C)
W (C|C′)

, (1)

where W (C′|C) is the transition rate from configuration
C to configuration C′, and P (C) the probability of con-
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FIG. 1. Magnetization m and generalized magnetizations mα

versus time. Parameters: T = 0.25, µ = 2, Tg = 0.4, T0 = 0.5,
ξ = 0.2, N = 200 [44].

figuration C. The case σ = 0 corresponds to time-
independent collective states (fixed points), for which
the entropy production is intensive, leading to a van-
ishing entropy production density [29, 43]. The statis-
tics of both oscillating and time-independent collective
states can be described by densities of states nc(σ; ζ) and
nfp(ζ) respectively, where ζ is the set of control param-
eters. These densities of collective states are expected
to scale exponentially with system size N , which defines
the corresponding configurational entropies Sc(σ; ζ) and
S∗
fp(ζ) through the relations nc(σ; ζ) ∼ exp[NSc(σ; ζ)]

and nfp(ζ) ∼ exp[NS∗
fp(ζ)]. Hence the entropy produc-

tion density σ plays for oscillating states a role similar to
the free energy of pure states in equilibrium disordered
systems at low temperature. The total configurational
entropy of oscillating states is S∗

c (ζ) = maxσ Sc(σ; ζ).
We call σ∗ the value of σ > 0 which maximizes Sc(σ; ζ).
When S∗

c (ζ) > S∗
fp(ζ), the macroscopic state is domi-

nated by oscillations, and the average entropy produc-
tion is σ = σ∗ > 0, leading to a macroscopic irreversibil-
ity. This behavior is illustrated in Fig. 2 on the explicit
spin model studied below for which ζ = (T, µ), with
T the bath temperature and µ a parameter quantifying
the breaking of detailed balance. In the opposite situa-
tion, S∗

c (ζ) < S∗
fp(ζ), the macroscopic state is dominated

by time-independent states, as in equilibrium disordered
systems, and σ = 0 [see Fig. 2].

Model. To illustrate this scenario on an explicit
model, we study below a minimal mean-field spin model
incorporating non-reciprocal interactions and slowly re-
arranging disordered as key ingredients. We consider a
generalization of the kinetic mean-field Ising model with
ferromagnetic interactions introduced in [29, 45] (see also,
e.g., [46–49] for related models). The model involves 2N
microscopic variables: N spins si = ±1 and N fields
hi = ±1. We define the magnetization m = N−1

∑N
i=1 si

and the average field h = N−1
∑N

i=1 hi. The stochastic
dynamics consists in randomly flipping a single spin si or
a single field hi. The transition rates W i

k to flip a spin
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FIG. 2. Top: Total configurational entropies S∗
c (T, µ) and

S∗
fp(T, µ) of oscillating and time-independent states respec-

tively, versus temperature T . Bottom: Mean entropy produc-
tion density σ(T, µ) averaged over disorder [Eq. (12)], versus
T . Parameters: µ = 2, Tg = 0.4, T0 = 0.5, ξ = 0.2.

si = ±1 (k = 1) or a field hi = ±1 (k = 2) is given by

W i
k =

1

1 + exp(∆iEk/T )
, (2)

with T the bath temperature and ∆iEk the correspond-
ing variation of Ek defined as

E1({si, hi}) = − 1

N

∑
i,j

Kijsihj (3)

E2({si, hi}) = − 1

N

∑
i,j

[
(1− µ)Kijsihj +

Jij
2
hihj

]
.

(4)

For µ = 0, the transition rates (2) satisfy detailed bal-
ance, and the model is at equilibrium. For µ ̸= 0, spins
and fields have non-reciprocal interactions and detailed
balance is broken. The parameter µ can thus be inter-
preted as a strength of non-reciprocity, or a distance to
equilibrium. In what follows, we focus on the case µ > 0,
as this is the regime in which oscillations may appear. We
choose the disorder to be separable [50]: Kij = ϵiϵj and
Jij = J(ϵ)ϵiϵj , with ϵi = ±1, and ϵ = (ϵ1, . . . , ϵN ). The
amplitude J(ϵ) of the ferromagnetic coupling constants
is assumed to be a quenched random variable, indepen-
dently drawn for each ϵ from the distribution

p(J) =

√
N

πξ2
exp[−N(J − J0)

2/ξ2]. (5)

A given ϵ fixes the disordered coupling constants, and
thus the dynamics of the spin and field variables si and
hi, leading to a statistical collective behavior interpreted
as a state, that can be labeled by ϵ. We assume a slow
dynamics on ϵ to allow the system to explore differ-
ent states. Taking inspiration from the Random Energy
Model (REM) [51], each of the 2N configurations ϵ is
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associated with a quenched random energy level E(ϵ)
drawn from the Gaussian distribution

ρ(E) =
1√

NπU2
exp[−E2/NU2]. (6)

The energy levels are independent random variables. The
slow dynamics of ϵ consists of randomly flipping a vari-
able ϵi, where i is chosen at random. We denote ϵi the
configuration obtained from a configuration ϵ after flip-
ping the variable ϵi. The corresponding transition rate
reads W (ϵi|ϵ) = ν/[1 + exp(E(ϵi) − E(ϵ))/T ]. We as-
sume ν ≪ 1, so that the dynamics of the disorder con-
figuration ϵ is much slower than the dynamics of the
spins si and fields hi, and can be considered as qua-
sistatic. As the dynamics of ϵ does not depend on the
spins si, the fields hi and on the coupling constant J(ϵ),
it satisfies detailed balance with respect to the equilib-
rium distribution Peq(ϵ) ∝ exp[−E(ϵ)/T ]. We relabel
the 2N energy levels E(ϵ) into an increasing sequence
E1 < E2 < · · · < E2N , and we call {wα}1≤α≤2N the
probability weights

wα =
exp(−Eα/T )∑
α′ exp(−Eα′/T )

. (7)

We denote ϵα = (ϵα1 , ..., ϵ
α
N ) and Jα = J(ϵα) the configu-

ration and the coupling constant associated with configu-
ration α. Similarly to the REM, the glass transition tem-
perature is given by Tg = U/(2

√
ln 2) [51]. For T > Tg,

all configurations have comparable probability weights
wα, whereas for T < Tg, only the few lowest energies
levels are explored.

Introducing the state-dependent variables sαi = ϵαi si
and hα

i = ϵαi hi, the dynamics of sαi and hα
i is the same as

the dynamics of si and hi in the absence of disorder, with
a coupling constant Jα [44]. In the quasistatic limit, the
joint steady-state probability distribution PN ({si, hi})
can thus be decomposed over states α as:

PN ({si, hi}) =
∑
α

wαP
0
N ({sαi , hα

i }; Jα), (8)

where P 0
N ({si, hi}; J) is the probability to have the con-

figuration {si, hi} with coupling constant J in the model
without disorder (i.e., with all ϵi = +1). Note that the
time-dependent distribution PN ({si, hi}, t) converges to
a stationary distribution even in the presence of oscillat-
ing states, in which case it describes an ensemble of os-
cillating systems with uniformly distributed phases [29].

Phase diagram. For a high enough temperature T ,
the model is in a paramagnetic phase for all values of
µ. In contrast, the low-temperature behavior of the
model depends on the non-reciprocity parameter µ: for
µ < µ0(T ), the model is in a spin-glass phase, while
for µ > µ0(T ) a phase with multiple oscillating states is
found (see Fig. 3). The spin-glass phase can be detected
by a nonzero value of the Edwards-Anderson parameter
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FIG. 3. Schematic phase diagram for Tg < T0 in the presence
of disorder. Macroscopic oscillations are found for T < T0

and µ > µ0(T ). The configurational entropy S∗
c of oscillating

states is nonzero for T > Tg.

qEA = N−1
∑

i ⟨si⟩2 [52]. In the infinite N limit, we find
that qEA is non-zero only for T < Tg and µ < µ0(T ) [44],
indicating a spin-glass phase in this region of the phase
diagram (Fig. 3). Oscillations present at low tempera-
ture for µ > µ0(T ) are hidden by disorder and are not
visible on the magnetization m(t) (top panel of Fig. 1).
Yet, they can be detected by evaluating the entropy pro-
duction (see below). They can also be visualized by in-
troducing the state-dependent observables

mα = N−1
∑
i

sαi , hα = N−1
∑
i

hα
i . (9)

The generalized magnetization mα(t) is plotted in Fig. 1
for α = 1, 2 and 3, corresponding to the three lowest
energy levels Eα (see [44] for the simulation method).
Oscillations are visible for each of these observables over
some limited time windows, corresponding to the time
spent in state α.
Entropy production. The onset of spontaneous oscil-

lations can be quantified by the entropy production den-
sity, whose nonzero value in the limit N → ∞ indicates
macroscopic irreversibility. We define the entropy pro-
duction density σα(T, µ) in state α,

σα(T, µ) =
1

N

∑
C′ ̸=C

Wα(C
′|C)Pα(C) ln

Wα(C
′|C)

Wα(C|C′)
(10)

where C corresponds to a configuration C = {si, hi}. We
find σα(T, µ) = σ(Jα;T, µ), with for Jα > 2T

σ(Jα;T, µ) = A(T, µ)
Jα − 2T

Jα
, (11)

to first order in an expansion in Jα − 2T , and
σ(Jα;T, µ) = 0 otherwise (see [44] for the expression of
A(T, µ)). Averaging over states α and over the disorder,
we obtain σ(T, µ) =

∑
α wασ(Jα;T, µ) where the overbar

stands for an average over the disorder (Eα, Jα). As wα

depends only on Eα, we get

σ(T, µ) =

∫
dJ p(J)σ(J ;T, µ). (12)
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FIG. 4. Configurational entropy Sc(σ;T, µ) as a function of
the entropy production density σ, for different temperatures.
Parameters: µ = 2, Tg = 0.4, T0 = 0.5, ξ = 0.2.

The average entropy production density σ(T, µ) is plotted
in Fig. 2 (bottom panel), in the limit N → ∞. One finds
that σ(T, µ) is non zero only for T < T0 = J0/2 and
µ > µ0(T ). This confirms the presence of spontaneous
oscillations in this parameter range.

Configurational entropy of oscillating states. We now
assume Tg < T0. In the case T < Tg and µ > µ0(T )
illustrated in Fig. 1, only a few oscillating states α are
present, the ones corresponding to the lowest energies Eα.
For T > Tg, the number of oscillating states grows expo-
nentially with system size, N∗(T, µ) ∼ exp[NS∗

c (T, µ)],
where S∗

c (T, µ) ∈ (0, ln 2) is the global configurational
entropy of oscillating states. A finer characterization is
given by considering the number of states with a given en-
tropy production density, N(σ;T, µ) ∼ exp[NSc(σ;T, µ)].
The statistics of σ can be obtained from the statistics
of the coupling J , by inverting Eq. (11) for Jα > 2T
to get J(σ;T, µ). We introduce the density of state
n(e, σ;T, µ), with e = E/N the energy density. The av-
erage density of states over the disorder is n(e, σ;T, µ) =
2NNρ(Ne)p(J(σ;T, µ)) ∼ exp [Ns(e, σ;T, µ)] with

s(e, σ;T, µ) = ln 2− e2

U2
− 1

ξ2
(
J(σ;T, µ)− J0

)2
. (13)

When the density of states n(e, σ;T, µ) is large, its
relative fluctuations are small and n(e, σ;T, µ) ∼
n(e, σ;T, µ). If s(e, σ;T, µ) > 0, corresponding to |e| <
e0 with

e0 = U

√
ln 2−

(
J(σ;T, µ)− J0

)2
/ξ2, (14)

n(e, σ;T, µ) is exponentially large with N so that the as-
sumption n(e, σ;T, µ) ∼ n(e, σ;T, µ) is valid. However
for |e| > e0, n(e, σ;T, µ) is exponentially small with N ,
which means that in most samples, there are no con-
figurations at energy density |e| > e0. Energy states
are reweighted by a Boltzmann factor, so that the most
probable energy density e∗ satisfies ∂es(e, σ;T, µ) = 1/T ,
yielding e∗ = −U2/2T , as long as e∗ > −e0 (otherwise,
e∗ = −e0, see [44]). We thus get for the configurational

entropy Sc(σ;T, µ) = s(e∗, σ;T, µ), leading to

Sc(σ;T, µ) = ln 2− 1

ξ2
(
J(σ;T, µ)− J0

)2 − U2

4T 2
(15)

if σmin(T, µ) < σ < σmax(T, µ), and Sc(σ;T, µ) = 0 oth-
erwise. The bounds σmin and σmax are the two values of
σ for which the expression of Sc(σ;T, µ) given in Eq. (15)
vanishes. For T < Tg, Sc(σ;T, µ) = 0 for all σ. The con-
figurational entropy Sc(σ;T, µ) is plotted in Fig. 4. We
define the total configurational entropy (see Fig. 2)

S∗
c (T, µ) = max

σ>0
Sc(σ;T, µ). (16)

We find that S∗
c (T, µ) is nonzero only over a finite

temperature range (Tg, T1), where T1 > T0 [44]. For
Tg < T < T1, S∗

c (T ) > 0, leading to an exponen-
tially large number of oscillating states (Fig. 2). How-
ever, to know whether oscillating states dominate over
time-independent states (fixed points), one needs to com-
pare their configurational entropies. The configurational
entropy S∗

fp(T, µ) of fixed points, i.e., states with an
entropy production density σ = 0, can be evaluated
along similar lines [44], and is plotted in Fig. 2. For
T > T0, S∗

fp(T, µ) > S∗
c (T, µ) and time-independent

states are exponentially more numerous than oscillating
states, which are thus in practice not observed for large
system sizes. Accordingly, the mean entropy production
density σ vanishes (Fig. 2). In contrast, for Tg < T < T0,
S∗
fp(T, µ) < S∗

c (T, µ) and oscillating states dominate over
time-independent states. The macroscopically observed
state is thus genuinely out of equilibrium, with σ > 0,
indicating macroscopic irreversibility.

Conclusion. We have studied in a disordered spin
model with non-reciprocal couplings the emergence of a
far-from-equilibrium complex landscape, in which multi-
ple collective oscillating states may exist. These collec-
tive states are non-trivial in the sense that oscillations
in different states cannot be observed on the same ob-
servable (Fig. 1). In some parameter regimes, the num-
ber of oscillating states grows exponentially with system
size, and can be quantified by a configurational entropy.
This description can be refined by counting the num-
ber of oscillating states with a given entropy production
density. Oscillating states may statistically compete with
time-independent states, and their respective configura-
tional entropies determine whether oscillating or time-
independent states dominate on average. The notion of
a far-from-equilibrium complex landscape is expected to
be relevant in many different contexts, for systems ex-
hibiting disordered and non-reciprocal interactions, rang-
ing from fitness models in biological evolution to neural
networks, coupled biological clocks, or models of hetero-
geneous socio-economic agents. Future work might try to
enrich further the far-from-equilibrium landscape picture
by also including chaotic states [42].
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Far-from-equilibrium complex landscapes
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FIG. 1. Schematic phase diagram for Tg < T0 without disor-
der.

PHASE DIAGRAM IN THE ABSENCE OF
DISORDER

State-dependent variables

From a configuration ϵα = (ϵα1 , ..., ϵ
α
N ), we introduce

the state-dependent variables sαi = ϵαi si and hα
i = ϵαi hi.

The energies involved in the transition rates introduced
in the main text Eqs. (3) and (4) can be rewritten as

E1({si, hi}) = − 1

N

∑
i,j

sαi h
α
j (1)

E2({si, hi}) = − 1

N

∑
i,j

[
(1− µ)sαi h

α
j +

Jα
2
hα
i h

α
j

]
, (2)

corresponding to the energies of the model with Kij = K
and Jij = Jα. Thus, the dynamics of sαi and hα

i , while
the system is in a configuration ϵα, is the same as the
dynamics of si and hi in the absence of disorder, with a
coupling constant Jα.

Phase diagram of the model without disorder

In the absence of disorder, i.e., for Kij = K and
Jij = J , the model exhibits three phases, as sketched
in Fig. 1(c): a paramagnetic phase at high temperature
T , a ferromagnetic phase at low T and low µ, and an
oscillating phase where the magnetization spontaneously
oscillates in time at low T and high µ [Fig. 1(a,b)] [1].
We call µPF (T ) the transition line between paramag-
netic and ferromagnetic states, µ0(T ) the transition line
between oscillating and ferromagnetic states. The tran-
sition line between oscillating and paramagnetic states
corresponds to T = T0 ≡ J/2 and µPF (T0).

EDWARDS-ANDERSON PARAMETER

The presence of a spin glass phase can be detected by
a non-zero value of the Edwards-Anderson parameter [2]:

qEA =
1

N

N∑
i=1

⟨si⟩2. (3)

Using Eq (8) of the main text, we obtain

⟨si⟩ =
∑
α

wαϵ
α
i

∑
{sαi ,hα

i }

sαi P
0({sαi , hα

i }; Jα). (4)

The mean magnetisation in the absence of disorder for a
coupling constant J is introduced as

m0(J) =
∑

{sαi ,hα
i }

sαi P
0({sαi , hα

i }; J). (5)

We then obtain

qEA =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(∑
α

wαϵαi m0(Jα)

)2

. (6)

As wα depends only on Eα, and Jα and ϵ are chosen
independently, the average over wα, ϵ and Jα can be
factorised. The average ϵαi ϵ

β
i is zero when α ̸= β. We can

therefore rewrite the Edwards-Anderson order parameter
as follows

qEA =

(∑
α

w2
α

)∫
dJ p(J)m0(J)

2. (7)

In the limit N → ∞, we find that
∑

α w2
α = 1 − T/Tg

for T < Tg (and zero otherwise), while the magnetisation
m0(J) is only nonzero for µ < µ0. Eq. (7) shows that qEA

is nonzero only for T < Tg and µ < µ0, which indicates
the presence of a spin glass phase in this region of the
phase diagram (see Fig 3 of the main text).

STOCHASTIC SIMULATIONS OF THE MODEL

The stochastic model introduced in the main text con-
tains 2N configurations ϵ = (ϵ1, ..., ϵN ), and each config-
uration is associated with an energy level. To run simula-
tions of the model, one needs to calculate the 2N energy
levels (drawn at random) and determine the associated
configurations ϵ. Numerically, the size N of the system is
quite limited; for example, for N = 100 alone, one would
need to calculate more than 1030 configurations.
We propose an alternative method for carrying out

simulations below the critical temperature Tg. Below the
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critical temperature, the wα weights associated with the
ϵ configurations follow a Poisson-Dirichlet law, and the
configuration weights concentrate on a finite number of
configurations. We draw the n (n ≪ 2N ) first wα weights
according to the Poisson-Dirichlet law of parameter T/Tg

(the wα weights are on average ordered in a decreasing
manner). For each weight wα associated with a configu-
ration α, we randomly draw the variables ϵαi = ±1 and a
value of Jα which is selected in accordance with Eq. (5)
of the main text.

According to [3], the long-time dynamics of the REM
can be mapped to a trap model dynamics where each
state α is associated with an average escape time τα ≡
wα/λ, over time scales that are exponential in N , where
N is the number of spins in the REM. We use this map-
ping to simulate efficiently the long-time dynamics of our
model in rescaled time units, as shown in Fig. 1 of the
main text. Thus, the dynamics of the configurations ϵ
(and thus of the states α) are chosen as follows: a state
α among the n possible is chosen randomly and associ-
ated with a time τ exponentially distributed according
to

pα(τ) = τ−1
α e−τ/τα . (8)

After this time τ , a new state α′ is again chosen randomly
and a new time τ is again drawn according to Eq. (8) with
a characteristic time τα′ . We consider that the dynamics
of configurations ϵ is much slower than that of spins and
fields, which corresponds to λ ≪ 1 as λ is proportional
to the attempt frequency ν of the microscopic dynamics,
introduced in the main text. Thus, during each time
interval τ , we maintain the same spin and field reversal
dynamics as introduced in the main text. For Fig. 1 of
the main text, we take λ = 10−2 and n = 100.

ENTROPY PRODUCTION

For a system with N degrees of freedom described by
a microscopic configuration C, and satisfying a stochas-
tic Markov dynamics, the entropy production density is
defined as

σ =
1

N

∑
C′ ̸=C

W (C′|C)PN (C) ln
W (C′|C)
W (C|C′)

, (9)

where W (C′|C) is the transition rate from configuration
C to configuration C′, and P (C) the probability of config-
uration C.

Since the distribution of configurations ϵ verifies de-
tailed balance, it does not contribute to the entropy pro-
duction. Using Eq. (8) of the main text, we thus find

σ =
∑
α

wα
1

N

∑
C′ ̸=C

W (C′|C)P 0
N (Cα; Jα) ln

W (C′|C)
W (C|C′)

,

(10)

where C = {si, hi} and Cα = {sαi , hα
i }. Writing the tran-

sition rates W (C′|C) in the variables sαi and hα
i , we in-

troduce W (C′|C) = Wα(C
′α|Cα). From its definition, one

has that Wα(C
′|C) corresponds to the transition rates of

the model without disorder with a coupling constant Jα.
Finally, we have

σ =
∑
α

wασα, (11)

where

σα =
1

N

∑
C′ ̸=C

Wα(C
′α|Cα)P 0

N (Cα; Jα) ln
Wα(C

′α|Cα)

Wα(Cα|C′α)
.

(12)
As the change of variables from si to sαi and from hi to
hα
i is linear with a Jacobian of 1, one finds

σα =
1

N

∑
C′ ̸=C

Wα(C
′|C)Pα(C) ln

Wα(C
′|C)

Wα(C|C′)
, (13)

where Pα(C) = P 0
N (C; Jα). As Wα(C

′|C) and Pα(C) cor-
respond to the transition rates and the probability den-
sity of the model without disorder with a coupling con-
stant Jα, σα(T, µ) is the entropy production density of
the model without disorder with a coupling constant Jα.
We write σα(T, µ) = σ(Jα;T, µ).
Using a large N and small m = N−1

∑
i si and h =

N−1
∑

i hi approximations (valid for Jα ∼ 2T ), one has
for µ > µ0(T ) [4]

σα =
(1 + 2T 2)(µ− 1− JαT − J2

α)

T 2
⟨m2⟩ (14)

where ⟨.⟩ is the statistical average. Using a large devia-
tion approximation [1], one finds, for µ > µ0(T ) and at
the lowest order in Jα − 2T ,

⟨m2⟩ = µ

(µ− 1)2
Jα − 2T

Jα
. (15)

Finally, at the lowest order in Jα − 2T , we have

σ(Jα, T ) = A(T, µ)
Jα − 2T

Jα
θ(Jα − 2T ) (16)

where θ(x) is the Heaviside function that satisfies θ(x) =
1 for x > 0 and θ(x) = 0 for x < 0 and

A(T, µ) =
(1 + 2T 2)µ(µ− 1− T 2)

(µ− 1)2T 2
(17)

for µ > µ0(T ). For µ < µ0(T ), σ(Jα, T ) = 0.

CONFIGURATIONAL ENTROPY OF
OSCILLATING STATES

Derivation of the configurational entropy

Since the distribution of configurations ϵ verifies de-
tailed balance with respect to the equilibrium distribu-
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tion Peq(ϵ) ∝ exp[−E(ϵ)/T ], we can evaluate the parti-
tion function of the configurations ϵ :

Z(σ;T, µ) =

2N∑
α=1

e−Eα/T , (18)

which can be rewritten as an integral over the energy
density e:

Z(σ;T, µ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
de n(e, σ;T, µ)e−Ne/T , (19)

with n(e, σ;T, µ) the density of states.

In the main text, we show that for |e| < e0 the
assumption n(e, σ;T, µ) ∼ n(e, σ;T, µ) is valid, with
n(e, σ;T, µ) ∼ exp [Ns(e, σ;T, µ)] and s(e, σ;T, µ) is
given in Eq. (13) of the main text. For |e| > e0,
n(E, σ;T, µ) is exponentially small with N , which means
that in most samples there are no configurations at en-
ergy density |e| > e0. Thus, the typical value of Z can
be estimated as

Ztyp(σ;T, µ) ∼
∫ e0

−e0

de exp [N (s(e, σ;T, µ)− e/T )] .

(20)
In the limit of large N , we can evaluate Ztyp by a saddle-
node approximation. We denote e∗(T ) the value of e
achieving the maximum of s(e, σ;T, µ) − e/T if it is
in [−e0, e0] and e∗ = −e0 otherwise. We find e∗ =
−U2/2T if e∗ > −e0. Finally, we denote Sc(σ;T, µ) =
s(e∗(T ), σ;T, µ), yielding Eq. (15) of the main text. Tak-
ing the maximum of Sc(σ;T, µ) over σ leads to the total
configurational entropy S∗

c (T, µ).

Discussion on the value of S∗
c (T, µ)

We now discuss the value of S∗
c (T, µ) for µ > µ0(T ).

For T < Tg, Sc(σ;T, µ) = 0 thus S∗
c (T, µ) = 0. According

to the main text, σ(J ;T, µ) > 0 for all T ≤ J/2. Thus,
for Tg ≤ T ≤ T0, where T0 ≡ J0/2, the maximum is
reached in J(σ;T, µ) = J0 which leads to

S∗
c (T, µ) = ln 2− U2

4T 2
. (21)

For T > T0, the maximum of Sc(σ;T, µ) is reached when
σ(J ;T, µ) → 0 corresponding to J → 2T . Thus,

S∗
c (T, µ) = ln 2− (2T − J0)

2

ξ2
− U2

4T 2
(22)

for T0 < T < T1 where T1 > T0 is one solution of ln 2 −
(2T−J0)

2/ξ2−U2/(4T 2) = 0. For T > T1, S
∗
c (T, µ) = 0.

S∗
c (T, µ) is plotted in Fig. 2 of the main text.

CONFIGURATIONAL ENTROPY OF FIXED
POINTS

To take into account fixed points, for which σ = 0,
we introduce the number of states with a given coupling
constant J , N(J ;T ) ∼ exp[NS(J ;T )]. Along the same
lines as in the main text, we find

S(J ;T ) = ln 2− 1

ξ2
(
J − J0

)2 − U2

4T 2
(23)

if |J − J0| < ξ
√

ln 2− U2/(4T 2) and S(J ;T ) = 0 other-
wise. The configurational entropy of the fixed points is
defined as

S∗
fp(T, µ) = max

σ(J;T,µ)=0
S(J ;T ). (24)

We now discuss the value of S∗
fp(T, µ) for µ > µ0(T ).

According to the main text, σ(J ;T, µ) = 0 for all T ≥
J/2. We thus find that for T ≥ T0, the maximum is
reached for J = J0 which leads to

S∗
fp(T, µ) = ln 2− U2

4T 2
. (25)

For T < T0, the maximum of S(J ;T ) under the con-
straint σ(J ;T, µ) = 0 is reached for J = 2T , leading to

S∗
fp(T, µ) = ln 2− (2T − J0)

2

ξ2
− U2

4T 2
(26)

if ln 2− (2T − J0)
2/ξ2 −U2/(4T 2) > 0 and S∗

fp(T, µ) = 0
otherwise. S∗

fp(T, µ) is plotted in Fig. 2 of the main text.
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