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We investigate the critical properties of continuous random field Ising model (RFIM). Using the
distributional zeta-function method, we obtain a series representation for the quenched free energy.
It is possible to show that for each moment of the partition function, the multiplet of k-fields the
Gaussian contribution has one field with the contribution of the disorder and (k− 1)-fields with the
usual propagator. Although the non-gaussian contribution is non-perturbative we are able to show
that the model is confined between two Z2 ×O(k− 1)-symmetric models. Using arguments of lower
critical dimension alongside with monotone operators, we show that the phase of the continuous
RFIM can be restricted by an Z2 ×O(k − 1) → O(k − 2) phase transition.

Introduction – In the physics of disordered systems,
the random field Ising model (RFIM) is under intensive
theoretical [1, 2], experimental and numerical studies (for
recent works, see e.g. [3, 4]). This model was introduced
by Larkin, to study vortices in superconductors [5]. Ap-
plying a uniform external field in a diluted Ising antifer-
romagnet, the RFIM can be realized in the laboratory [6].
Other well known example of experimental realization of
the RFIM is binary liquids in random porous media [7].
The RFIM in a hypercubic d-dimensional lattice is de-
fined by the Hamiltonian

H = −J
N∑

(i,j)=1

SiSj −
N∑
i=1

hiSi, (1)

where (i, j) indicates that the sum is taken over nearest
neighbor pairs and Si = ±1. In the above equation N is
the total number of Ising spins. Periodic boundary condi-
tions can be used and the thermodynamic limit must be
used in the end. The partition function is Z = Tr e−βH .
In Eq. (1) the hi’s are the quenched random variables
totally uncorrelated on different sites. The quenched
(Gibbs) free energy is defined as F = E[lnZ] where E [...]
means average over the ensemble of all realizations of the
disorder. Here we consider a Gaussian distribution. The
probability distribution of such quenched random vari-
ables has zero mean-value, E [hi] = 0, and correlation
functions given by E [hihj ] = h20δij .
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A central question in the physics of disordered sys-
tems is the comparison between critical behavior of sys-
tems in the absence and in the presence of disorder [8].
That is, what is it the nature of the transition of mod-
els from the symmetric to the ordered phase? There are
two dimensions that are of particular relevance in pure
and quenched disordered models. The first one is the
lower critical dimension d−

c , which is the lowest value
of the spatial dimension where there is no long range
order. The second one is the upper critical dimension
d+
c , the dimension above which the model is Gaussian in

the infrared. In Ref. [9] the following two results were
presented for the RFIM, which is dominated by disorder
fluctuations. Using Pierls arguments [10], these authors
proved that d−

c = 2. Using renormalization group tech-
niques, they also proved that d+

c = 6. The first result
was discussed by Imbrie [11] and the latter confirmed by
Aizenman and Wehr [12, 13]. Concerning the existence
of the phase transition, in Refs. [14, 15], it was proved
that there is an ordered phase for d ≥ 3. See also the
Ref. [16]. Other important result discussing the behav-
ior of the pure and the disordered model were obtained
by many authors. It was proved that the critical expo-
nents of the system with quenched disorder are identical
to the critical exponents of the pure system in (d − 2)
dimensions [17–22].

The intriguing interplay between disorder and criti-
cality in the RFIM, especially the dimensional reduction
property, provides a fertile ground for exploring its appli-
cations beyond its original formulation. Recent studies
on quasi-long-range order in the RFIM reveal how local
Markov statistics can give rise to intermediate states be-
tween long-range order and disorder. This emergence of
complex behavior from simple local rules resonates with
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phenomena observed in diverse fields where Markov ran-
dom fields find application, such as image analysis, net-
work science, and even social dynamics [23].

The soft version of the RFIM is a Landau-Ginzburg
model with an additive quenched disorder. The aim of
this paper is to study the critical properties of Landau-
Ginzburg model in the presence of additive quenched
disorder, i.e., a non-thermal control parameter. In this
setting, one can find the average free energy [24, 25].
One way to find such an average is the replica trick [26–
29]. Other possibilities discussed the dynamics of sys-
tems with quenched disorder [30–32] and the other uses
Grassmann anticomuting variables [33]. An alternative
method discussed in the literature is the distributional
zeta-function method [34–38], which is adopted in this
work.

Using the distributional zeta-function method and
tools of functional analysis, here we obtain a new result.
Instead of show that the critical behavior of the model
is described by the critical behavior of a system without
disorder in a reduced effective dimension, here we show
that the phase transition of the model must be bounded
by phases transitions of the kind Z2×O(k−1) → O(k−2).

Let us briefly review the functional formalism for pure
systems, that is, systems without disorder [39]. In such a
scenario (pure) Ising Hamiltonian is replaced by Landau-
Ginzburg functional, which is defined as

S(φ) =

∫
ddx

[
1

2
φ(x)

(
−∆+m2

0

)
φ(x) +

λ0
4!
φ4(x)

]
,

(2)
where ∆ denotes the Laplacian in Rd, λ0 is the bare cou-
pling constant, and m0 is a spectral parameter of the
model, which will be called by mass. The functional in-
tegral

Z =

∫
∂Ω

[dφ] exp
(
−S(φ)

)
, (3)

defines the partition function, where [dφ] is a functional
measure, given by [dφ] =

∏
x dφ(x), and ∂Ω in the func-

tional integral means that the field φ(x) satisfies some
boundary condition in the boundary ∂Ω of the domain.
The thermodynamic limit (infinite volume) must be as-
sumed in the end. To preserve translational invariance,
periodic boundary conditions can be imposed replacing
Rd by the torus Td. With the partition function, one can
construct a probability measure equivalent to the Gibbs
measure in statistical mechanics. Therefore, the average
value for any polynomial of the field f(φ) is given by

⟨f(φ)⟩ = 1

Z

∫
[dφ]f(φ) exp

(
−S(φ)

)
. (4)

With the above definition, all the n-point correlation
functions of the model can be found. Introducing an
external source j(x), one can define the generating func-
tional of all n-point correlation functions Z(j) as

Z(j) =

∫
∂Ω

[dφ] exp

(
−S(φ) +

∫
ddxj(x)φ(x)

)
. (5)

Next, using the linked cluster theorem, it is possible to
define the generating functional of connected correlation
functions, given by W (j) = lnZ(j). Both generating
functionals can be represented by Volterra series. Taking
functional derivatives with respect to the external source
and setting to zero in the end, we obtain the n-point
correlations functions and the n-point connected correla-
tions functions of the model, respectively.
To discuss disordered systems, let us introduce the

functional Z(j, h), the generating functional of correla-
tion functions for one disorder realization, where we again
use a external source j(x). This functional integral is de-
fined

Z(j, h) =

∫
∂Ω

[dφ] exp

(
−S(φ, h) +

∫
ddx j(x)φ(x)

)
,

(6)
where the action functional in the presence of disorder is
defined as

S(φ, h) = S(φ) +

∫
ddxh(x)φ(x). (7)

In the above equation, S(φ) is the pure Landau-Ginzburg
action functional, defined in Eq. (2) and h(x) is a
quenched disorder
To perform such a disorder averages, one defines for

one disorder realization lnZ(h, j) and after it, one com-
putes the average over all disorder realizations. As in
the pure system case, one can define the generating func-
tional of connected correlation functions for one disorder
realization, W (j, h) = lnZ(j, h). Therefore, we define
the disorder average of the W (j, h), i.e., the quenched
free energy. This generating functional is written as

E
[
W (j, h)

]
=

∫
[dh]P (h) lnZ(j, h). (8)

The conventional way to obtain the correlation functions
is taking the functional derivative of E

[
W (j, h)

]
) with

respect to j(x) directly using the Eq. (8). Note that to
obtain all the correlation functions of the model, one has
to deal with the contribution (Z(j, h))−1. Notice that
although we have averaged over the disorder obtaining a
model without spatial heterogeneities, the effects of lo-
cal fluctuation of the disorder in the original system will
appear in this formalism.
Distributional zeta-function – For a general disorder

probability distribution, using the disordered functional
integral Z(j, h) given by Eq. (6), the distributional zeta-
function, Ψ(s), is defined as

Ψ(s) =

∫
[dh]P (h)

1

Z(j, h)s
, (9)

for s ∈ C, this function being defined in the region where
the above integral converges. The average generating
functional can be written as

E
[
W (j, h)

]
= (d/ds)Ψ(s)|s=0+ , Re(s) ≥ 0, (10)
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where one defines the complex exponential n−s =
exp(−s log n), with log n ∈ R. Using analytic tools, the
average free energy can be represented as

E [W (j, h)] =

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k+1ck

kk!
E
[
Zk(j, h)

]
− ln(c) + γ +R(c, j) (11)

where the quantity c is a dimensionless arbitrary con-
stant, γ is the Euler-Mascheroni constant, and R(c) is
given by

R(c, j) = −
∫
[dh]P (h)

∫ ∞

c

dt

t
e−Z(j,h)t. (12)

Therefore for large c, |R(c)| is quite small, therefore, the

dominant contribution to the quenched free energy is
given by the moments of partition functions of the model.
We are using a Gaussian disorder, i.e., E[h(x)h(y)] =
σ2δd(x− y). To discuss the ordered phase in the model,
i.e., the infrared regime, one expects that the microscopic
details of the disorder must be irrelevant. After integrat-
ing over the disorder we get that each moment of the
partition function E [Zk(j, h)] can be written as

E
[
Zk(j, h)

]
=

∫ k∏
i=1

[
dφ

(k)
i

]
exp

(
−S(k)

eff

(
φ
(k)
i , j

(k)
i

))
,

(13)

where the effective action S
(k)
eff

(
φ
(k)
i

)
describing the field

theory with k-field components. For now on, we are omit-
ting the super-index k in the fields variables; in this new
notation the effective action reads

S
(k)
eff (φi, ji) =

∫
d dx

 k∑
i=1

(
1

2
φi(x)

(
−∆+m2

0

)
φi(x) +

λ0
4!

(φi(x))
4

)
− σ2

2

k∑
i,j=1

φi(x)φj(x)−
k∑

i=1

φi(x)ji(x)

 . (14)

Free theory – In view of Eq.(14), the propagator of
our effective theory is a k × k full-matrix, i.e., is a non-
diagonal propagator. Such feature have been explored
in the literature in different ways [40–43]. In the con-
text of the distributional zeta function, two ways have
been presented. First, one make a diagonal ansatz in the
function space: φi = φj , ∀ i, j. With such ansatz the
perturbation theory can be carried out in the usual way
and consistent results have been found for both, random
field and random mass cases [36–38, 44–47]. For instance,
using the diagonal ansatz one can show that we recov-
ered the correct upper critical dimension for the RFIM,
d+c = 6 [48]. The question that arises is what are the re-
sults we can find without assuming the diagonal ansatz.
With that in mind, was proposed the second way, the
diagonalization method. This approach emerge once one
analyses the free-part of the effective action

k∑
i,j=1

S0(φi, φj) =
1

2

k∑
i,j=1

∫
ddxφi(x)

(
G0

ij − σ2
)
φj(x),

(15)
where G0

ij =
(
−∆+m2

0

)
δij . Such an action can be

equivalently represented by

k∑
i,j=1

S0(φi, φj) =
1

2

∫
ddx ⟨Φ, GΦ⟩, (16)

where G is the k×k full matrix with components G0
ij−σ2,

Φ(x) is the vector with components φi(x), and ⟨·, ·⟩ is the
natural inner product in Rk. Now noticing that G is real
and symmetric, one can find its diagonalization by an

orthogonal matrix O:

D = ⟨O,GO⟩ =


G0

11 − kσ2 0 · · · 0
0 G0

22 · · · 0
... · · ·

. . .
...

0 · · · G0
kk


k×k

.

(17)
Foremost we should notice that, from the start, in Rk,

which appears as a result of the average, does not have
any special properties. Besides the usual vector space
properties, the Eq. (14) does not impose any other qual-
ities in this space. Then, to keep the formulation general
as possible, we shall assume minimal properties over Rk.
Now, defining that Φ̃(x) = OΦ(x) is the vector with com-

ponents Φ̃ = (ϕ, ϕ1, . . . , ϕk−1), we are able to present a
third expression of the free effective action

k∑
i,j=1

S0(ϕi) =
1

2

∫
ddx ϕ(x)(−∆+m2

0 − kσ2)ϕ(x)

+
1

2

k−1∑
a=1

∫
ddx ϕa(x)(−∆+m2

0)ϕa(x), (18)

which is clearly the sum of k free actions with two distinct
differential operators.
As we have seemed, there is no problem in the appli-

cation of the diagonalization approach, Eq. (17), for the
free effective action. The functional measure is also well-
behaved under the diagonalization, once that the matrix
which do the transformation is orthogonal the absolute
value of Jacobian will be the unity. The source ji, intro-
duced to generate the correlation functions, can always
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be chosen in which way they transform with the inverse
transformation of the vector Φ, it is also well-behaved.
From now on, we discuss the source-free case. So, for free
actions, the diagonalization approach is able to describe
the system without any ansatz over functional space. A
problem emerges once we turn on the interaction.

Interacting theory – From Eq. (17), there is always a
set of k − 1 degenerated eigenvalues. Which means that
one needs to orthogonalize the respective eigenvectors,
which are columns of O. This feature of the matrix O
inserts difficulties in the interacting part. As one can see
from Eq. (14), after the disorder average, the effective
interaction is not symmetric by rotations in Rk. Such an
interaction is known in the literature as cubic anisotropic
interaction [49–51].

Technical difficulties arise when k increases. Such a
feature can be directly related to the non-pertubative be-
havior of the RFIM. However, here the non-pertubative
behavior is of a different kind of the usual that appears
in field theories. It is non-pertubative due to the impos-
sibility to write explicitly the interaction for any value
of k after taking the quenched average. This situation is
similar to the case of Bose-Hubbard model [52].

Nevertheless, we show that the effective action given
by Eq. (14) has an upper and a lower bound which are
rotational-symmetric. We will construct two effective ac-
tions in which the diagonalization procedure does not af-
fect the interacting part, and such actions will establish
an upper and a lower bound for the partition function of
RFIM.

Bounds in partition functions– Once that the free case
have been treated and presents no problems, let us focus
on the cubic anisotropic interaction

S
(k)
CA(φi) =

λ0
4!

∫
ddx

k∑
i=1

(φi(x))
4. (19)

We adopt the notation ∥ · ∥p for the p-norm in Rk, so

that ∥Φ(x)∥p = [
∑

i |φi(x)|p]1/p for any x ∈ Rd; hence,
the interaction can be recast as

S
(k)
CA(Φ) =

λ0
4!

∫
ddx∥Φ(x)∥44. (20)

With that in mind, we can go further. Observe that for
any a ∈ Rk,

∥a∥1 ≤
√
k ∥a∥2, ∥a∥2 ≤ ∥a∥1. (21)

The first above inequality can be proved writing ∥a∥ =
⟨a, s⟩ with si = 1 if ai ≥ 0, si = −1 otherwise, and ap-
plying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The second inequality
can be verified by direct computation of ∥a∥21−∥a∥22. Fix
x ∈ Rd and set ai = φi(x)

2 with for i = 1, . . . , k and a =
(a1, . . . , ak). Since ∥a∥1 = ∥Φ(x)∥22 and ∥a∥2 = ∥Φ(x)∥24,
it follows from the above inequalities that

∥Φ(x)∥22√
k

≤ ∥Φ(x)∥24 ≤ ∥Φ(x)∥22. (22)

This inequality can be used to obtain a bound for the
cubic anisotropic interaction:

1

k
SO(k)(Φ) ≤ S

(k)
CA(Φ) ≤ SO(k)(Φ), (23)

where we have defined the interaction action

SO(k)(Φ) =
λ0
4!

∫
ddx∥Φ(x)∥42. (24)

Such a result is useful once that, for all x ∈ Rd, the
norm ∥ · ∥2 is invariant under orthogonal transformations
in Rk:

∥Φ(x)∥2 =
√
⟨Φ(x),Φ(x)⟩ =

√
⟨OT Φ̃(x), OT Φ̃(x)⟩

=

√
⟨Φ̃(x), OOT Φ̃(x)⟩ =

√
⟨Φ̃(x), Φ̃(x)⟩ = ∥Φ̃(x)∥2,

(25)

for any O orthogonal matrix, that is OTO = I, with OT

denoting the transpose of O. From that, one can use
the actions given by Eqs. (16) and (24) to construct the
following actions

S
(k)
U (Φ) =

1

2

∫
ddx ⟨Φ(x), GΦ(x)⟩+ λ0

4!

∫
ddx∥Φ(x)∥42,

(26)

S
(k)
L (Φ) =

1

2

∫
ddx ⟨Φ(x), GΦ(x)⟩+ λ0

4!k

∫
ddx∥Φ(x)∥42,

(27)

These actions are natural upper and lower limits to the
effective action given by Eq. (14), that is,

S
(k)
L (Φ) ≤ S

(k)
eff (Φ) ≤ S

(k)
U (Φ), (28)

and also, due to the property of the norm ∥ · ∥2, both
have nicer orthogonal transformations on Rk.
Using the same orthogonal matrix that have been used

to diagonalize G, Eq. (17), we can write the diagonalized

action in terms of the components of Φ̃ as

S
(k)
# (ϕ, ϕa) =

∫
ddx

1
2
ϕ(x)(−∆+m2

0 − kσ2)ϕ(x) +
1

2

k−1∑
a=1

ϕa(x)(−∆+m2
0)ϕa(x) +

λ#
4!

(
ϕ2(x) +

k−1∑
a=1

ϕ2a(x)

)2
 ,
(29)
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with S
(k)
# = S

(k)
U , and S

(k)
L , adopting λ# = λ0, and λ0/k

respectively. Analyzing such an action, we can verify that
it is the action for two different kinds of scalar fields, with
different masses. The underlying symmetry of this action
is Z2 ×O(k− 1). In different contexts, such actions have
been studied [53, 54]. One interesting feature is that,
considering any phase transitions, such an action intrin-
sically preserves the no-go theorems of Mermin-Wagner,
Hohenberg, and Coleman [55–57].

Now we can construct the partition function for each
of these actions. Due to the monotonicity of the expo-
nential, we get that

Z
(k)
L ≤ E

[
Zk(j, h)

]
≤ Z

(k)
U , (30)

where

Z
(k)
L =

∫ k∏
i=1

[dφi] exp
(
−S(k)

U (Φ)
)
, (31)

Z
(k)
U =

∫ k∏
i=1

[dφi] exp
(
−S(k)

L (Φ)
)
. (32)

That is, without any ad hoc choice of subsets in Rk, we
are able to obtain partition functions that are bounds, in
each term of the series of Eq. (11).

Conclusions – This is our main result: the effective
action obtained by taking the average over the quenched
disorder, which presents a non-perturbative behavior,
can be confined between two pertubatively well-behaved
actions. The fundamental question that can be answered
with the results of this letter is the nature of the phase
transition of the continuous RFIM. This problem can
be examined using the concepts of the lower critical di-
mension of the RFIM and no-go theorems. The model
is bounded by two theories: Z2 × O(k − 1). In these
theories there are two different phase transitions: (i)
Z2×O(k−1) → O(k−1), and (ii) Z2×O(k−1) → O(k−2)
[54]. Since the lower critical dimension for the RFIM
is two, the case (i) cannot represent a phase transition
due to disorder. We have thus obtained a new result.
The phase transition of the continuous RFIM can be re-
stricted by a Z2×O(k− 1) → O(k− 2) phase transition.

The situation is similar to that of the cubic anisotropic
model, which is confined between the Ising model and the
Heisenberg model. A question that can be answered by
this method is that if the nature of the phase transition
depends on the particular choice of the probability distri-
bution for the random field [58, 59]. In the case of a differ-
ent probability distribution, the symmetry of the bounds
can shed some light in such a question. Also, it is possible
to elucidate the nature of the phase transition in the con-
tinuous RFIM by connecting the bounds established in
the distributional zeta-function approach using the inter-
polation method similar to the one pioneered by Guerra
[60]. A interpolation between the diagonal ansatz and the
bounds can be made as follows. Noting that the inter-
action in the diagonal approximation resembles the self-
interaction of the field variable ϕ(x) in Eq. (29) we may
define a new field variable ψ̃(x) = AΦ̃(x), with A11 = 1,
Aab =

√
tδab, A1a = Aa1 = 0 for a, b ∈ {2, . . . , k}, and

t ∈ [0, 1], so that the new action interpolates between
the bounds and the diagonal ansatz. The explicit calcu-
lations of the critical exponents of the upper and lower
Z2 × O(k − 1) theories, which can be straightforwardly
done using the methods of [61], along with a similar cal-
culation for the t-dependent action, would then lead to
strong statements about the nature of the phase tran-
sition in the continuous RFIM, including the intriguing
problem of dimensional reduction. We conclude by re-
marking that the effective actions derived here provide a
robust framework for this analysis.
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do Rio de Janeiro (FAPERJ) due the Ph.D. scholarship.

[1] T. Nattermann and P. Rujan, Int. J. Mod. Phys. B 3,
1597 (1989).

[2] T. Nattermann, in Spin glasses and random fields, edited
by A. P. Young (World Scientific, Singapure, SG, 1998).

[3] N. G. Fytas, V. Mart́ın-Mayor, M. Picco, and N. Sourlas,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 227201 (2016), arXiv:1605.05072.

[4] N. G. Fytas, V. Martin-Mayor, M. Picco, and N. Sourlas,
Phys. Rev. E 95, 042117 (2017), arXiv:1612.06156 [cond-
mat.dis-nn].

[5] A. I. Larkin, Sov. Phys. JETP 31, 784 (1970).
[6] S. Fishman and A. Aharony, J. Phys. C 12, L729 (1979).
[7] P.-G. De Gennes, J. Phys. Chem. 88, 6469 (1984).

[8] A. B. Harris, J. Phys. C 7, 1671 (1974).
[9] Y. Imry and S.-K. Ma, Phys. Rev. Lett. 35, 1399 (1975).

[10] R. Peierls, in Mathematical Proceedings of the Cam-
bridge Philosophical Society, Vol. 32 (Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1936) p. 477.

[11] J. Z. Imbrie, Phys. Rev. Lett. 53, 1747 (1984).
[12] M. Aizenman and J. Wehr, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 2503

(1989).
[13] M. Aizenman and J. Wehr, Commun. math. Phys. 130,

489 (1990).
[14] J. Bricmont and A. Kupiainen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 59, 1829

(1987).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.227201
https://arxiv.org/abs/1605.05072
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.95.042117
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.06156
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.06156
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/12/18/006
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1021/j150670a004
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/7/9/009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.35.1399
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.53.1747
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.2503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.2503
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02096933
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02096933
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.59.1829
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.59.1829


6

[15] J. Bricmont and A. Kupiainen, Commun. math. Phys.
116, 539 (1988).

[16] G. Grinstein, J. of App. Phys. 55, 2371 (1984).
[17] G. Grinstein, Phys. Rev. Lett. 37, 944 (1976).
[18] A. Aharony, Y. Imry, and S. K. Ma, Phys. Rev. Lett. 37,

1364 (1976).
[19] G. Parisi and N. Sourlas, Phys. Rev. Lett. 43, 744 (1979).
[20] A. Kaviraj, S. Rychkov, and E. Trevisani, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 129, 045701 (2022), arXiv:2112.06942 [cond-
mat.stat-mech].

[21] J. Cardy, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 147102 (2023),
arXiv:2305.13561 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[22] A. Klein, L. J. Landau, and J. F. Perez, Commun. math.
Phys. 94, 459 (1984).

[23] E. Hernández-Lemus, Frontiers in Physics 9,
10.3389/fphy.2021.641859 (2021).

[24] F. Englert, Phys. Rev. 129, 567 (1963).
[25] R. B. Griffiths and J. L. Lebowitz, J. Math. Phys. 9, 1284

(1968).
[26] S. F. Edwards and P. W. Anderson, J. Phys. F 5, 965

(1975).
[27] V. J. Emery, Phys. Rev. B 11, 239 (1975).
[28] G. P. M. Mezard and M. Virasoro, Spin-Glass Theory

and Beyond (World Scientific, Singapore, MY, (1987)).
[29] V. Dotsenko, Introduction to the Replica Theory in Dis-

ordered Statistical Systems (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, U.K., (2001)).

[30] C. De Dominicis, Phys. Rev. B 18, 4913 (1978).
[31] H. Sompolinsky and A. Zippelius, Phys. Rev. Lett. 47,

359 (1981).
[32] C. D. Dominicis and I. Giardina, Random fields and spin

glasses: a field theory approach (Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, U.K., 2006).

[33] K. B. Efetov, Adv. Phys. 32, 53 (1983).
[34] B. F. Svaiter and N. F. Svaiter, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 31,

1650144 (2016), arXiv:1603.05919 [cond-mat.stat-mech].
[35] B. F. Svaiter and N. F. Svaiter, Disordered Field The-

ory in d = 0 and Distributional zeta-Function (2016),
arXiv:1606.04854.

[36] R. A. Diaz, G. Menezes, N. F. Svaiter, and
C. A. D. Zarro, Phys. Rev. D 96, 065012 (2017),
arXiv:1705.06403.

[37] R. A. Diaz, N. F. Svaiter, G. Krein, and C. A. D. Zarro,
Phys. Rev. D 97, 065017 (2018), arXiv:1712.07990.

[38] R. J. A. Diaz, C. D. Rodŕıguez-Camargo, and N. F.
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