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We analyze the spin glass transition in a field in finite dimension D below the upper
critical dimension directly at zero temperature using a recently introduced perturbative
loop expansion around the Bethe lattice solution. The expansion is generated by the so-
called M -layer construction, and it has 1/M as the associated small parameter. Computing
analytically and numerically these non-standard diagrams at first order in the 1/M expansion,
we construct an ϵ-expansion around the upper critical dimension Duc = 8, with ϵ = Duc − D.
Following standard field theoretical methods, we can write a β function, finding a new zero-
temperature fixed-point associated with the spin glass transition in a field in dimensions
D < 8. We are also able to compute, at first order in the ϵ-expansion, the three independent
critical exponents characterizing the transition, plus the correction-to-scaling exponent.

Non-standard perturbative expansion | Upper critical dimension | Renormalization group |
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Spin glasses (SG) with an external field are the prototype of disordered models.
Their fully connected (FC) mean-field (MF) version, the Sherrington and

Kirkpatrick (SK) model (1), was solved more than forty years ago (2), and the
solution has been proved to be rigorously correct more than twenty years later
(3, 4). At small temperatures and fields, the SK model is in an SG phase, with
an infinite number of equilibrium pure states, diverging susceptibilities, and frozen
local magnetizations, while at high temperature/field it is in a paramagnetic (PM)
phase.

Beyond MF, things are much less clear. In particular, it is still a debated
question whether the SG model with an external field in finite dimensions admits
an SG phase at low temperature, and which is the lower critical dimension. The
interpretation of numerical simulations is also debated, because of large finite-size
effects and equilibration times (5–10).

A standard statistical mechanics tool for inferring the finite-dimensional behavior
of models is the perturbative Renormalization Group (RG) (11, 12). This approach
has been applied to the spin glass model in a field and at finite temperature in several
papers (13–21). For dimensions D higher than the upper critical one D > DFC

uc = 6,
the standard field-theoretical approach finds an MF-FC Fixed Point (FP) that is
stable, even if its basin of attraction becomes smaller with decreasing dimension
and eventually goes to zero at DFC

uc . For D < DFC
uc = 6, at the first order in the

loop expansion, one cannot find a stable FP (13, 15). Going to the second order in
the expansion (19, 20), one finds a strong-coupling FP that could in principle be
stable even above DFC

uc , but in this strong-coupling regime, the perturbative nature
of the expansion does not ensure to give correct results.

One could also use real-space RG methods, as done in ref. (22–28). However,
they usually rely on some crude approximations and, even if they can provide useful
indications, they are not conclusive.

In ref. (29) a different perturbative loop expansion has been proposed, around the
MF Bethe solution, a refined, finite-connectivity mean-field theory that is exact on
the Bethe lattice (BL). The BL is a tree-like lattice in which the average connectivity
is finite and the average length of loops diverges logarithmically with the size of the
system. This property implies that, if a single pure state exists, nearest neighbors
can be considered independent if one removes the link between them, and the
marginals for each degree of freedom can thus be obtained by solving some self-
consistent equations. SG models in a field can be solved on the BL exactly in the PM
phase. They display a transition towards an SG phase at a small temperature/field
which can be described within the so-called 1RSB approximation both at finite
and zero temperature (30–32). However, the BL solution is deeply different from
the fully-connected one, in fact, the finite connectivity implies local fluctuations

Significance Statement

The spin glass model in an external
field is the paradigm of disordered
systems. Its solution in the fully-
connected, infinite-dimension limit
has been found more than 40 years
ago. However, its behaviour be-
yond the mean-field solution is still
not clear. The ϵ-expansion around
the upper critical dimension is a
standard statistical mechanics tool
for this purpose. However, the
standard expansion around the fully
connected model fails to find a spin
glass transition below the upper
critical dimension. Using a loop ex-
pansion around the Bethe solution,
a refined, finite-connectivity mean-
field theory, we can identify a new
fixed point associated with the spin
glass transition below the upper
critical dimension and to extract all
the critical properties including the
critical exponents in an ϵ-expansion.

Author affiliations: aDipartimento di Fisica, Sapienza
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of the order parameter, that cannot be identified as a global
averaged one: in this sense, the BL is much more similar to
finite-dimensional systems. The loop expansion of ref. (29)
is obtained through the following procedure: One creates M
copies of the original finite-dimensional lattice that at the
beginning are thus independent. At this point a local random
rewiring of the links is performed: we will call the obtained
lattice the M -layer lattice. In the large M limit, the solution
of the model will exactly correspond to the BL one, with
topological loops whose length will diverge logarithmically
with the number of total degrees of freedom. One could
then perform an 1/M expansion that will take the form of a
diagrammatic expansion in the number of topological loops
with appropriate rules (29). Using standard RG methods,
one could then identify the upper critical dimension of the
model Duc, and set up an expansion around Duc to obtain
critical properties and in particular the critical exponents in
lower dimensions. When this expansion is applied to models
that have the same kind of transition both on the BL and on
the FC lattice, one recovers exactly the same results as the
standard field-theoretical loop-expansion, as recently shown
for the Ising model (33), for the percolation model (34) and
for the SG in a field in the limit of high connectivity for
T > 0 (35). Instead, when the BL solution is different from
the FC one (or if the FC solution does not exist), the M -layer
expansion gives completely new results: this is the case for
the Random Field Ising model (RFIM) at zero temperature
(36), the bootstrap percolation (37), the glass crossover (38)
and the Anderson localization (39).

In ref. (40) the M -layer expansion has been applied to
the SG in a field directly at T = 0: there is no transition
in the SK model at T = 0, because the system is in the
SG phase no matter which is the value of the field, while
in the BL there is a critical value of the field that divides
the PM and the SG phases at T = 0 and the loop-expansion
is performed around this point. Excitingly the M -layer
expansion around the BL found an upper critical dimension
Duc = 8, at variance with the upper critical dimension
identified by standard field-theoretical analysis at T ̸= 0
that is DFC

uc = 6 (13). In this paper, we proceed along the
path started with ref. (40), and we set up an expansion
below Duc = 8: following standard RG methods, for the
first time, we can identify a perturbative finite-dimensional
T = 0 fixed-point that is stable for D < Duc, that governs
the finite-dimensional SG transition. We are also able to
write perturbative expressions for the independent critical
exponents: as in standard T = 0 transitions, the number
of independent exponents is three and not two as in T ̸= 0
fixed-points (41). We also carried out the same computation
for the critical exponents of a one-dimensional SG model with
long-range interactions, for which the power-law exponent
that controls the strength of the interactions can be linked
to an effective dimension. The results of this computation
are particularly useful when one wants to compare analytical
results with numerical simulations, for which one-dimensional
long-range models are much more suitable.

1. Model and Observables

We consider the Edwards-Anderson SG model at zero
temperature, defined on a generic lattice, by the following

Hamiltonian:

H ({σi}i∈L) = −
∑

(i,j)∈E

Jijσiσj −
∑
i∈L

Hi σi , [1]

where L is the set of lattice sites, E is the set of edges and
σi = ±1 ∀i ∈ L are Ising spins at the lattice sites. The Jij ’s
and the Hi’s are quenched random variables, in particular,
we will consider the cases of i) Gaussian distributed J ’s with
EJ [Jij ] = 0 and constant field Hi = H ∀i ∈ L; and ii)
Bimodal distributed Jij = ±1 with zero means and Gaussian
distributed random fields Hi’s with variance ∆2 and zero
means. In the first case, the transition will occur at some
critical value Hc of the field while in the second case, it will
occur at some critical value ∆c of the variance.

On the Bethe lattice, the above model has a zero-
temperature transition and we are interested in assessing
the fate of this transition in finite-dimensional models. To
do so we have considered the M -layer lattice. The aforemen-
tioned construction yields a random finite-dimensional lattice
characterized by the number of layers M . In any dimension,
when M goes to infinity all observables of the model converge
to the Bethe lattice result, therefore a phase transition is
observed with the Bethe lattice critical exponents. At finite
values of M there are O(1/M) corrections that are harmless
above the upper critical dimension D > Duc = 8, but are
expected to alter the critical behavior for D < 8 (40). In the
following, we will consider the first 1/M corrections to various
observables and show that for D < 8 they do not destroy
the transition leading instead to an expansion of the critical
exponents in powers of ϵ ≡ 8 − D. A similar conclusion will
be found for the corresponding long-range models.

Given a realization of the disorder, we consider for each
spin σi the local field hi, defined as usual such that i) σi is
oriented along hi in the ground state and ii) ∆Ei = 2|hi| is
the excitation energy, i.e. the energy difference between the
ground state and the ground state where σi is constrained in
the direction opposite to hi. We stress that the local field hi

is a complicated function of all Jij ’s and of the external fields
Hi’s in the system. The single-site probability density over
the disorder that hi is equal to h is given by P1(x1, h) where
x1 is the position of σi. Due to the translational invariance
of the disorder, the distribution is the same for all spins i.e.
P1(x1, h) = P1(h).

Since either the Jij ’s or the Hi’s obey continuous distri-
butions, P1(h) is also continuous, therefore one could expect
the probability of finding two spins at a finite distance with
the exact same local field to be zero. It turns out that this is
not the case and that for each value of ∆E there is a finite
probability density over the disorder of finding a cluster of
spins with |hi| = ∆E/2. Therefore, for a given realization
of the disorder, the whole system is partitioned in clusters
of spins with the same excitation energy. In the PM phase,
each cluster contains a finite number of sites and extends
over a finite region of the lattice. The clusters are related
to the concept of avalanches, indeed one can show that, if
a spin is forced in the opposite direction of its local field,
all the spins in the same cluster are also flipped in the new
ground state. For the sake of readability we postpone to
Sec. (2) a detailed discussion of clusters and avalanches. The
clusters with nearly zero excitation energy ∆E = 0+ are of
particular importance at the critical point: we call them soft
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clusters as they can be flipped with zero energy cost. We will
see that approaching the de Almeida-Thouless line (42), the
typical size of the soft clusters diverges, much as it happens
in percolation when the critical occupation probability is
approached from the non-percolation phase (43, 44).

The notion of clusters allows us to straightforwardly define
correlation functions. A generic multi-point correlation
function Pq(x1, . . . , xq; ∆E) is defined as the probability
density over the disorder that the q spins at positions
x1, . . . , xq are in the same cluster with excitation energy ∆E.
Again, as the disorder distribution is translational invariant,
the correlation functions are translational invariant as well.
In particular, the probability P1(x1; ∆E) that the spin at
position x1 belongs to a cluster with excitation energy ∆E
does not depend on x1 and is simply related to the local field
distribution: P1(x1; ∆E) = P1(∆E/2) + P1(−∆E/2).

Guided by the percolation problem we also consider the
statistics of cluster sizes. We define the cluster density
n(s, ∆E) such that, in a system of size N , the number of
clusters of size s and excitation energy between ∆E and
∆E + dE is given by n(s, ∆E)NdE. In principle, n(s, ∆E)
depends on the given realization of the disorder but, on
general grounds, we expect it to be self-averaging at large N .
Much as in percolation, one sees that the correlation functions
are related to the moments of n(s, ∆E), in particular, we
have ∑

s

s n(s, ∆E) = P1(x1; ∆E) . [2]

Furthermore, the sum of P2(x1, x2; ∆E) over x2 is related to
the second moment of the cluster distribution:∑

s

s2 n(s, ∆E) =
∑
x2

P2(x1, x2; ∆E) [3]

and in full generality:∑
s

sq n(s, ∆E) =
∑

x2,...,xq

Pq(x1, . . . , xq; ∆E) . [4]

Note that the RHS of the last three formulas does not depend
on x1 due to translational invariance.

The notion of local fields hi can be generalized to any
number of spins. In particular, given two spins σi and σj and
a specific instance of the disorder, we consider the effective
energy function Eij(σi, σj) = −uiσi − ujσj − Jeff

ij σiσj that
yields, apart from a constant, the ground state energy of
the system when the two spins are constrained in the four
possible configurations σi = ±1, σj = ±1. Note, again, that
the effective fields ui, uj and Jeff

ij are complicated functions
of the actual couplings J ’s and fields H’s of the whole system,
as given in Eq. (1). We thus introduce the probability
density over the disorder that the triplet (ui, uj , Jeff

ij ) is equal
to (u, u′, J) as P2(x1, x2; u, u′, J) where x1 and x2 denote
respectively the position on the lattice of the sites i and j.
Again, this distribution is translational invariant with respect
to a shift of x1 and x2, besides it is symmetric with respect
to the exchange u ↔ u′. We expect that at large distances
|x1 − x2| this distribution converges to the factorized form
P1(u)P1(u′)δ(J) where P1(u) is the probability distribution
of the local field on a given site, indeed if J = Jeff

ij = 0,
then ui = u(uj = u′) coincides with the local field hi(hj).
An important property of the triplets distribution is that, at
any distance |x1 − x2|, there is a finite probability of having

J = 0, therefore we can define two additional distributions
P dis(x1, x2; u, u′) and P con(x1, x2; u, u′, J) according to:

P2(x1, x2; u, u′, J) − P1(u)P1(u′) δ(J) =

P dis(x1, x2; u, u′) δ(J) + P con(x1, x2; u, u′, J) , [5]

where P con(x1, x2, u, u′, J) is regular at J = 0.
In the following, we will study the probability densities

P1, P2, and Pq on the M -layer random lattice. In this case,
the average over the disorder includes the average over the
rewirings, i.e. over all possible realizations of the M -layer.
On the M -layer lattice a point is specified by its position x on
the original lattice and by its layer. However, after averaging
over all possible realizations of the M -layer, the probabilities
P1, P2 and Pq do not depend on the actual layers of the spins
but only on their position on the original lattice, therefore,
the dependence on the layers will be dropped.

A. Scaling Laws. An explicit computation, done in the SI
Appendix, shows that at leading order in the 1/M expansion
Eq. (5) takes the following simple form after Fourier transform
(F T ) in position space:

F T
[
P2(x, x′; u, u′, J) − P1(u)P1(u′)δ(J)

]
∝ (2π)Dδ(k+k′)

P̂1(u)P̂1(u′)
(

− 1
(k2 + t)2 δ(J) + 1

(k2 + t + |J |)3

)
[6]

where t vanishes linearly at the critical point i.e. t ∝ H − Hc

or t ∝ ∆−∆c. The function P̂1(u) depends on the microscopic
details of the model and satisfies i) P̂1(u) ≥ 0 for all u

and ii) P̂1(u) = P̂1(−u) in the random-field case ∗. As
a consequence of P̂1(u) = P̂1(−u), the average over the
disorder of σiσj on the ground state vanishes. This has to be
contrasted with the RFIM where σiσj on the ground state
is always positive due to the presence of an additional term
(2π)Dδ(k + k′)A(u)A(u′)(k2 + t)−2δ(J) in Eq. (6) (36) where
A(u) is antisymmetric.

Given a generic translational invariant two-point function
C(x, x′), we define the associated correlation length as
ξ2 ≡

∫
dD x |x|2 C(x, 0)

/ ∫
dD x C(x, 0). Thus in Eq. (6) two

correlation lengths ξdis and ξcon can be identified, respectively
associated with the disconnected and connected functions.
ξdis diverges as t−1/2, while ξcon ∝ (t + |J |)−1/2 depends on
both t and J (but not on u and u′) and diverges iff both t and
J vanish. We note that Eq. (6) holds at small momenta, that
is at large distances |x − x′|, of the order of the correlation
lengths that are large close to the critical point (t = 0) when
|J | ≪ 1.

As we mentioned before, higher-order corrections in 1/M
do not change Eq. (6) above the upper critical dimension
Duc = 8 (40). For D < 8, corrections are instead important,
nonetheless we expect that Eq. (6) is generalized by the
following scaling expression:

P2(x1, x2; u, u′, J) − P1(u)P1(u′)δ(J) = P̂1(u)P̂1(u′)×(
− 1

rD−4+η
fdis

(
r

ξdis

)
δ(J) + 1

rD−4+η−θ
fcon

(
r

ξcon
,

|J |
tνθ

))
,

[7]
∗Note that, applying a random transformation σi → −σi with probability 1/2 independently for

each spin, the constant field case reduces to the random field case with Hi = ±H.
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where r ≡ |x1 − x2| and again the length ξdis depends only
on t and diverges as ξdis ∝ t−ν while ξcon depends on both t
and J (but not on u and u′) and obeys ξcon = t−νfξ(|J |/tνθ).
The scaling function fξ is such that ξcon is finite unless both t
and J vanish and ξcon ∝ t−ν for J = 0 and ξcon ∝ |J |−1/θ for
t = 0. For D < Duc the critical exponents (θ, ν, η) and the
scaling functions (fdis(ϱ), fcon(ϱ, ȷ) and fξ(ȷ)) depend on the
dimension but not on the microscopic details of the model,
i.e. they are universal. The two scaling functions fdis(ϱ) and
fcon(ϱ, ȷ) are finite for ϱ = 0 and decrease exponentially for
ϱ → ∞. The scaling variable ȷ in fcon(ϱ, ȷ) and fξ(ȷ) defines
the lines of approach of the point (t = 0, J = 0) and goes
from ȷ = 0, corresponding to J = 0, to ȷ = ∞ corresponding
to the line t = 0. Note that Eq. (6) is a special case of Eq. (7)
with θ = 2, ν = 1/2, η = 0 and appropriate scaling functions
fcon(ϱ, ȷ), fdis(ϱ) and fξ(ȷ).

Much as in Eq. (6) the function P̂1(u) is positive definite
and model-dependent (at variance with fdis and fcon that
are universal). Given that, by definition, i) P2(x1, x2; u, u′, J)
is normalized with respect to (u, u′, J) and ii) P1(u) is
normalized with respect to u, it follows that the integral
over (u, u′, J) of the LHS of Eq. (7) vanishes. On the other
hand, since P̂1(u) on the RHS is positive definite, the RHS
must vanish due to the integration over J . This has the
following implications: i) the same exponent η appears in
the connected and disconnected part, ii) fdis(ϱ) is related to
fcon(ϱ, ȷ) and fξ(ȷ) by the following relationship:

fdis

(
r

ξdis(t)

)
=

∫ ∞

−∞
fcon

(
r

ξcon(t, J) ,
|J |
tνθ

)
dJ , [8]

iii) the ratio ξdis(t)/ξcon(t, J) depends solely on the ratio
|J |/tνθ and is universal.

The connected correlation function P2(x1, x2; ∆E) can be
obtained from the distribution P2(x1, x2; u, u′, J): as shown in
the SI Appendix, we have to integrate P2(x1, x2; u, u′, J) over
u, u′ and J with the conditions that |u| < |J |, |u′| < |J |, and
|u + u′ signJ | = ∆E/2. By means of a simple computation
we obtain from Eq. (6) the following expression valid for
D ≥ Duc:

F T [P2(x1, x2; ∆E)] ∝ (2π)Dδ(k + k′)P̂ 2
1 (0) 1

k2 + t + ∆E/4 .

[9]
Note that the associated correlation length is ξ = (t +
∆E/4)−1/2 and therefore diverges only for ∆E = 0 and
t = 0, i.e. only the soft clusters display critical behavior. For
D < Duc this generalizes to the following scaling expression
valid at large r

P2(x1, x2; ∆E) = P̂ 2
1 (0) 1

rD−4+η+θ
f2

(
r

ξ
,

∆E

tν θ

)
[10]

where f2(r/ξ, ∆E/tνθ) is a scaling function, related to
fcon and fξ as shown in the SI Appendix, that decreases
exponentially for r/ξ → ∞ and is finite for r/ξ → 0. The
correlation length ξ depends on both t and ∆E; similarly to
ξcon, it obeys a scaling form ξ = t−ν f̃ξ(∆E/tνθ) and diverges
as ξ ∝ t−ν for ∆E = 0 and as ξ ∝ ∆E−1/θ for t = 0 †.
Defining the exponent η from P2(x1, x2, ∆E) ∝ 1/rD−2+η

we have
η = η − 2 + θ [11]

†Note that the universal scaling function of ξcon(t, J) is not the same as that of ξ(t, ∆E).

and for D ≥ 8 the values θ = 2, η = 0 imply the usual
result η = 0. Then we see that, approaching the critical point
(t = 0, ∆E = 0), the space integral diverges with ξ as∑

x2

P2(x1, x2, ∆E) ∝ ξ2−η f̃2

(
∆E

tν θ

)
[12]

where f̃2(e) is related to f2(ϱ, e) (see the SI Appendix). The
corresponding expression for D ≥ Duc is given by Eq. (9)
evaluated for k = 0 leading to∑

x2

P2(x1, x2, ∆E) ∝ 1
t + ∆E/4 ∝ ξ2 [13]

The above result together with Eq. (3) suggests that
n(s, ∆E) obeys a scaling law as well. Following the analogous
treatment of percolation (34, 44) we assume that, changing
the lengths by a factor b by means of a real-space Renor-
malization Group (RG) transformation, the size s of large
clusters, the value of the typical energy excitation energy ∆E
and the reduced field t change according to:

s′ = s/bDf , ∆E′ = ∆E/b−θ , t′ = t/b−1/ν , ξ′ = ξ/b . [14]

Df ≤ D is by definition the fractal dimension of the clusters:
it relates the linear size l of a large cluster with its size s
using s ∝ lDf . The fact that the exponent of the energy has
to be identified with θ will be clear in the following. Now we
assume that under the RG transformation the cluster number
at large s is conserved, i.e.

n(s, ∆E, t)∆s ∆(∆E)LD ≈ n(s′, ∆E′, t′)∆s′ ∆(∆E′)(L′)D

[15]
where L is the linear size of the systems, LD = N . Setting
b = (s/S)1/Df for some fixed large reference size S we then
obtain :

n(s, ∆E, t) = s
θ−D−Df

Df n

(
S,

∆E

(s/S)−θ/Df
,

t

(s/S)−1/(νDf )

)
that can be rewritten in terms of ξ(t, ∆E) (the correlation
length of P2(x1, x2, ∆E)) as

n(s, ∆E, t) ≡ s(θ−D−Df )/Df f0(s/ξDf , ∆E/tνθ) . [16]

f0(s, e) is a scaling expression that decreases exponentially
at large values of s and has a finite limit for s = 0. Therefore
the number density at fixed ∆E and t follows a power-
law s(θ−D−Df )/Df up to a large value s∗ that diverges as
ξDf approaching the critical point t = 0 when ∆E ∼ 0.
We remark that the clusters with a finite ∆E > 0 are
characterized by a finite correlation length including at t = 0.
Indeed we have s∗ ∼ t−ν Df at ∆E = 0 and s∗ ∼ ∆E−Df /θ

at t = 0. From Eq. (4) and Eq. (16) we obtain:∑
x2,...,xq

Pq(x1, . . . , xq, ∆E) =

∑
s

sq n(s, ∆E) ≡ ξDf q−D+θ f̃q(∆E/tνθ) . [17]

In the following, we define the susceptibilities as the above
integrals for ∆E = 0. They diverge at the critical point as:

χq ≡
∑

x2,...,xq

Pq(x1, . . . , xq, 0) ∝ ξDf q−D+θ ∝ t−ν(Df q−D+θ) .

[18]
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The comparison of Eq. (17) for q = 2 with Eq. (12) leads to
the identification of the energy exponent with θ and to:

Df = D − θ + 2 − η

2 , χq ∝ ξ( q
2 −1)(D−θ)+ q

2 (2−η) . [19]

Note that this leads to Df = 4 for D = Duc. Analogously to
the connected susceptibility χ2 we introduce the disconnected
susceptibility as:

χdis
2 ≡

∑
x2

P dis(x1, x2, 0, 0) ∝

−
∫ ∞

0

1
rD−4+η

fdis

(
r

ξdis

)
rD−1dr ∝ −ξ4−η

dis ∝ −t4ν−ην .

[20]

Thus we have χ2
3/χ3

2 ∝ tν(D−θ), while from eqs. (20) and (10)
we find χdis

2 /χ2 ∝ tνθ. If the previous scaling laws hold, the
quantity

λ ≡ −ξ−D χdis
2 χ2

3
χ4

2
[21]

should then remain finite at the critical point where ξ diverges.
We remark that in Eq. (18) and in Eq. (21) ξ stands for ξ(t, 0),
i.e. the correlation length at ∆ = 0 . Adopting standard
jargon we will call λ the renormalized coupling constant
(11, 12, 45) ‡.

An explicit computation (details elsewhere) shows that
at leading order in 1/M the susceptibilities diverge as χq ∝
ξ4q−6, for D ≥ 8 this is the correct result since higher order
corrections in 1/M are irrelevant. This implies that ξDf q−D+θ

as given in Eq. (18) is wrong and this can be traced back to
the failure of Eq. (15) §. Indeed, in analogy with percolation
(34, 44) we expect that for all D > 8 the (hyper-scaling)
cluster number expression (16) must be replaced with the
D = 8 result (η = η = 0, ν = 1/2, θ = 2, Df = 4):

n(s, ∆E) = s−5/2f0(s/ξ4, ∆E/t) . [22]

For ∆E = 0 we have indeed verified that the above
expression gives n(s, 0) at leading order in 1/M leading to the
aforementioned result χq ∝ ξ4q−6. Note that the resulting
expression is precisely the same as the cluster number n(s) in
percolation above the upper critical dimension D = 6, which
has a s−5/2 tail with a cut-off that diverges as t−2 and fractal
dimension Df = 4 (34, 44).

From Eq. (22) it follows that χ2
3/χ3

2 ∝ ξD−θ must be
replaced by χ2

3/χ3
2 ∝ ξ6 and χdis

2 /χ2 ∝ ξθ must be replaced
by χdis

2 /χ2 ∝ ξ2 for D > 8, meaning that, above the
upper critical dimension, the renormalized coupling constant
Eq. (21) goes to zero at the critical point as λ ∝ ξ8−D.

B. Critical exponents for short-range interactions. In the
Materials and Methods section, we will show how the scaling
laws can be used to transform the 1/M expansions into ϵ
expansions for the critical exponents. In practice, the success
of the procedure relies on the existence of a non-trivial zero

‡Note that we put a minus sign in the definition of λ to have a positive value at the critical point
since χdis

2 is negative
§This can be rationalized employing percolation theory. Within percolation, a a box of size b after a

real-space RG transformation is considered occupied if there is a spanning cluster inside it (43).
Below the upper critical dimension, there is at most one spanning cluster in such a large box
therefore the cluster number is conserved under the RG transformation. Instead, above the upper
critical dimension there can be more than one spanning cluster in a large box of size b (44) and
therefore Eq. (15) is incorrect.

of an appropriate beta function for D < 8 and this provides,
a posteriori, a validation of the scaling laws. The final result
is:

ν = 1
2+ 1

16 ϵ+O(ϵ2) , η = − 1
16 ϵ+O(ϵ2) , η = 3

16 ϵ+O(ϵ2) ,

ω = −ϵ + O(ϵ2) , ϵ ≡ 8 − D .
[23]

The exponent ω controls finite-size corrections: in a system
of finite linear size L, a critical observable will display small
corrections of order Lω. Eq. (11) implies θ = 2 − ϵ/4 + O(ϵ2).

C. Long-range interactions. We also carried out the com-
putation of the critical exponents for a one-dimensional
lattice with long-range (LR) interactions. In particular, we
considered the spin glass model defined by the following
Hamiltonian

H ({σi}i∈LLR ) = −
∑

(i,j)∈ELR

Jijσiσj −
∑

i∈LLR

Hiσi , [24]

where the first sum is over all the edges ELR of the LR system
and LLR is the corresponding set of sites. The couplings
are long-range, meaning that Jij are independent distributed
random variables that take non-zero values with a probability
that decreases as a power-law function of rij , the distance
between sites i, j ∈ LLR (46–50). Specifically:

P[Jij ̸= 0] ∝ 1
rρ

ij

, [25]

where 1 < ρ < 3. Once the non-zero coupling is extracted, its
actual value is drawn from a Gaussian or bimodal distribution.
As discussed in Ref. (46), this diluted version of the problem
is expected to lie in the same universality class as the fully
connected model with Gaussian couplings with zero mean and
variance decaying with the distance between sites (51). The
zero-temperature critical phenomenology of the model is the
same as the short-range (SR) models of Sec. (1). In particular,
Eq. (7) holds with the factor D−4 replaced by 3−2ρ and the η
exponent is defined from P2(x1, x2, ∆E) ∝ 1/r2−ρ+η. In the
limit M → ∞ we find η = η = 0, θ = ρ−1 and ν = (ρ−1)−1.
These exponents are not changed by 1/M corrections for
1 < ρ < ρuc = 5/4. Instead, for ρuc ≤ ρ ≤ ρlc, corrections
are important. The critical behavior of the susceptibilities is:

χ2 ∝ ξρ−1 , χdis
2 ∝ ξ2(ρ−1)−η , χq ∝ ξρ−2−η+ q

2 (1+η). [26]

As in the short-range case the 1/M expansion can be used
(52) to extract the critical exponents for 5/4 ≤ ρ ≤ ρlc leading
to:

ν = 4 + O(ϵ2) , η = 0 , η = ϵ + O(ϵ2) ,

ω = −4 ϵ + O(ϵ2) , ϵ ≡ ρ − 5
4 . [27]

We also have θ = ρ − 1 − η leading to θ = 1/4 + O(ϵ2). Note
that η depends on ϵ while η sticks to its mean-field value
η = 0 also for ϵ > 0 as usual for long-range interactions
(53). At finite temperature, it has been suggested that
there is a correspondence between the critical exponents
of short-range models in dimension D and those of long-
range models for some appropriate ρ = ρ(D) (49, 51, 54–56).
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The arguments are qualitative and the correspondence is
approximate, nonetheless, it sometimes holds at first order
in the ϵ expansion (49, 51). In the present context, the
arguments lead to the following formulas: νSR = νLR/D,
θSR = D θLR, ωSR = D ωLR with ρ = D + 2 − η(D). An
explicit computation shows that Eq. (23) and Eq. (27) follow
the correspondence in the first order in ϵ.

2. Clusters and avalanches

An intuitive way of studying zero-temperature correlations
between two spins σi and σj on the lattice is to consider the
difference between the ground state of the system and the new
ground state in which spin σi is constrained in the direction
−hi. If in the new ground state, σj is flipped, then we may
say that the two spins are correlated and define a response
function Rji equal to one in this case and zero otherwise,
note that this is the definition used in (36, 40). We call the
avalanche of spin i the set of spins that flip when i is flipped,
i.e. all the spins such that Rji = 1. A problem with defining
correlation in terms of Rji is that we can find instances of the
disorder in which spin σj flips if we flip σi but not vice-versa,
i.e. it may happen that Rij ≠ Rji, meaning that responses
are not symmetric.

In order to have a symmetric definition of the correlation
function, we recall the effective energy function Eij(σi, σj)
defined in Sec. (1). This function specifies, for a given
realization of the disorder, the ground state configuration
and the three excited configurations with the corresponding
excitation energies. Let us define a quantity, Cij , that is
equal to one if the configuration with the lowest excitation
energy among the three possible ones is the one where both
spins are flipped. Obviously Cij = 1 implies Rij = Rji = 1
and ∆Ei = ∆Ej = ∆E, where ∆E is the excitation energy
of the first excitation. This means that, if Cij = 1, spins
i and j are in the same cluster of spins with local fields
|hi| = |hj | = ∆E/2.

We now want to show that the opposite is true, i.e. that
if |hi| = |hj | then Cij = 1. To be precise, this is true with
probability one over the disorder realization. By definition,
the modulus of the local field |hi|(|hj |) is equal to (half) the
energy difference ∆Ei (∆Ej) of the lowest configuration ci (cj)
in which spin i (j) is flipped with respect to the ground state.
Also by definition, if Cij = 1, these configurations are the
same, ci = cj , while if Cij = 0 they are distinct, ci ̸= cj . Since
either the Jij ’s or the Hi’s obey a continuous distribution,
the three excitation energies have a continuous distribution
as well, meaning that the probability that a given excitation
energy lies in a narrow interval (∆E − dE/2, ∆E + dE/2)
around ∆E is O(dE). Therefore, if ci ̸= cj the probability
that both the corresponding excitation energies ∆Ei and ∆Ej

lie in the same narrow interval around ∆E is O(dE2) while
if Cij = 1 the probability that the excitation energy of the
single configuration ci = cj lies in a narrow interval around
∆E is O(dE). It follows that if ∆Ei and ∆Ei lie in the
same narrow interval around ∆E, with probability one they
actually coincide, i.e. Cij = 1. The connection with excited
configurations can be generalized: given a cluster of size s
with excitation energy ∆E, the lowest of the 2s −1 excitations
of the restricted system of the s spins in the cluster is the one
in which all the s spins are flipped with respect to the ground
state.

Concerning clusters and avalanches, we recall that we
may have that Rij ̸= Rji therefore the avalanche of a given
spin contains the cluster of the spin but may be larger. The
following statements can be shown to hold: i) all spins in a
cluster have the same avalanche, i.e. for each cluster there
is one and only one avalanche. ii) the excitation energy
of any spin j in the avalanche of a given cluster must be
smaller or at most equal to the excitation energy of the
cluster ∆Ej ≤ ∆E. This last statement implies notably that
clusters and avalanches coincide if ∆E = 0, i.e. in the case
of soft clusters, most relevant to this work.

Finally, because of the analogy with percolation, it is
important to remark that it is possible to find clusters that
are disconnected in the sense of percolation. By this we
mean that we can find clusters such that there is at least
one couple of spins in the set not connected by a linear path
made of spins belonging to the set. This disturbing feature
is not present if we consider avalanches, because a spin may
flip only if at least one of its neighbors flips. On the other
hand, since clusters coincide with avalanches for ∆E = 0, it
follows that soft clusters are also connected in the sense of
percolation.

Materials and Methods

A. The M -layer construction. In this section, we recall the dia-
grammatic rules derived in ref. (29) to compute a generic q-
points observable, averaged over the possible rewirings, inside
the 1/M expansion, referring to the original paper (29) and to
the pedagogical applications in refs. (33, 34) for their complete
derivation and additional details. The procedure is composed of
the following steps:

1. Identify the relevant topological diagrams: In the limit of
large M , in a quenched realization of the random rewirings,
if the q sites are connected, they will be connected by a
sequence of adjacent edges without topological loops: the
leading order contribution to the 1/M expansion for the
chosen observable will be given by this type of diagrams. To
be concrete, the leading order contributions for the two- and
three-point susceptibilities come respectively from the left
diagram in Fig. 1 and 2. If then we want to compute the next-
to-leading order, we need to include also diagrams that have
an additional topological loop, that will bring an additional
factor 1/M . The next-to-leading order contributions for the
two- and three-point susceptibilities come respectively from
the right diagram in Fig. 1 and 2. Thus one needs to associate
to each diagram a factor that is a power of 1/M , describing
the probability that a topological diagram of that kind is
obtained in the rewiring procedure.

2. Compute factors for each diagram: In addition to the factor
in powers of 1/M , which we will call W (G), one needs to
associate to each diagram G a symmetry factor S(G), that
takes the same form as the one introduced for Feynman
diagrams in field theory (57), and a factor N (G) that counts
the number of possible realizations with the same form of the
chosen topological diagram on the original lattice.

3. Compute the line-connected observable on the chosen diagram:
For any chosen diagram, one needs to compute the observable
on a Bethe lattice in which the topological structure of that
diagram has been manually injected. If one loop is present, to
avoid multiple counting, one then needs to compute the line-
connected observable, that is the value of the observable on the
given diagram from which we subtract all the contributions
obtained computing the observable on diagrams where a single
line composing the loop is removed (we refer to ref. (29) for
the case in which more than one loop is present).

4. Sum of the contributions: In the end, we sum the contri-
butions to the chosen observable coming from the different
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chosen diagrams, multiplying the value of the line-connected
observable on a given diagram by the factors associated with
that diagram and summing over the positions of internal
vertices and the lengths of the internal lines.

B. Critical Exponents below Duc = 8. We have computed the
susceptibilities up to one loop order in powers of 1/M , following
the prescriptions of the precedent section, using for χ2 and χdis

2
the diagrams in Fig. 1 and for χ3 the diagrams in Fig. 2. Diagrams
involving tadpoles can be shown to be irrelevant with the help of
the condition given by Eq. (8), see section C.1. in the SI Appendix.

Fig. 1. Diagrams considered for the computation of the observables χ2 and χdis
2 up

to one-loop order. The diagram on the left gives the leading O(1/M) contribution,
and the diagram on the right gives the first O(1/M2) correction.

Fig. 2. Diagrams considered for the computation of the observable χ3 up to one-
loop order. From left to right the diagrams give contributions of order O(1/M2),
O(1/M3), O(1/M3).

The results, expressed in terms of m ≡ ξ−1 , are:

χ2 ∝ m−2
(

1 + 1
(4π)D/2

u

2
I4 + O

(
u2

))
, [28]

χ3 ∝ m−6
(

1 + u

(4π)D/2

(3
2

I4 − I3

)
+ O

(
u2

))
, [29]

χdis
2 ∝ m−4

(
1 + u

(4π)D/2 (I4 − I2) + O
(

u2
))

, [30]

where u ≡ g mD−8 and g is a O(1/M) quantity that depends on
the microscopic details of the model, see the SI Appendix. As we
will now see its actual value is irrelevant for the computation of
the critical exponents leading to universal behavior. ¶. We also
have:

I2 ≡
∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
dLa dLb

L2
aLb e−(La+Lb)

(La + Lb)D/2+1 = 1
12

Γ
(

ϵ

2

)
, [31]

I3 ≡
∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
dLa dLb dLc

LaLb + LcLb + LaLc

(La + Lb + Lc)D/2+1 ×

e−(La+Lb+Lc) = 1
8

Γ
(

ϵ

2

)
, [32]

I4 ≡
∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
dLa dLb

L2
aL2

be−(La+Lb)

(La + Lb)D/2+2 = 1
30

Γ
(

ϵ

2

)
, [33]

with ϵ ≡ 8 − D. Inserting Eqs. (28,29,30) into the definition of
the renormalized coupling constant, Eq. (21), we obtain at second
order in u:

λ = u −
4
15

u2

(4π)D/2 Γ
(

4 −
D

2

)
+ O(u3) . [34]

¶The expansions in Eqs. (28,29,30) depend on a single microscopic O(1/M) parameter u.
To be fair in the parenthesis there are other O(1/M) corrections that depend on additional
model-dependent parameters. These corrections, however, can be safely neglected at the critical
point m ≈ 0 because they are sub-leading in m with respect to of u ∝ mD−8 .

According to the scaling laws, λ has a finite value λc at the critical
point for D < 8, but we cannot easily read that value from the
above series because u instead diverges at the critical point m = 0,
according to its definition u ≡ g mD−8. Therefore it is convenient
to transform the series in powers of u into series in powers of λ.
To determine the critical value of λ we follow ref. (11), Chap. 8,
and introduce the β function as:

β ≡ m2 ∂

∂m2

∣∣∣∣
g fixed

λ = 1
2

(D − 8)u ∂

∂u

∣∣∣∣
m2 fixed

λ . [35]

From Eq. (34) and Eq. (35) we obtain the β function in powers of
u, and then, computing u as a function of λ, inverting Eq. (34):

u = λ + 4
15

λ2

(4π)D/2 Γ
(

4 −
D

2

)
+ O(λ3) , [36]

we get to second order in λ:

β(λ) = −
ϵ λ

2
+ 2 ϵ

15(4π)D/2 Γ
(

ϵ

2

)
λ2 + O(λ3) . [37]

Since, at the critical point, λ converges to some λc we must have
β(λc) = 0. More precisely we expect that close to the critical
point, where m is small, λ = λc +c1m−ω with a universal negative
exponent ω that controls the leading finite-size corrections to
scaling. This implies:

β(λc) = 0 , ω = −2 β′(λc) . [38]
From Eq. (37) the following scenario emerges for the zeroes of
the beta function: for ϵ ≤ 0 (D ≥ 8) only the solution λc = 0
exists, meaning that λ tends to zero at the critical point with
ω = ϵ + O(ϵ2) (in agreement with the discussion after Eq. (22)),
while for ϵ > 0 a new solution λc > 0 appears while the solution
λc = 0 becomes unstable as ω = ϵ + O(ϵ2) would be positive, thus
λc = 0 is un-physical. Expanding at small ϵ, we obtain by means
of limϵ→0 ϵ Γ(ϵ) = 1

λc = 15
8

(4π)4ϵ + O(ϵ2) [39]

and ω = −ϵ + O(ϵ2). The critical exponents η and η can be
evaluated considering the following effective exponents functions:

Q(λ) ≡
∂ ln χ2
∂ ln m2

∣∣∣∣
g fixed

, Qdis(λ) ≡
∂ ln χdis

2
∂ ln m2

∣∣∣∣
g fixed

. [40]

They can be obtained from Eqs. (28,30) and expressed in powers
of λ from Eq. (36). The scaling laws χ2 ∝ mη−2, χdis

2 ∝ mη−4 for
m → 0 imply that η and η are related to the effective exponents
functions evaluated at the critical point m = 0 (i.e. λ = λc):

Q(λc) = −1 + η

2
, Qdis(λc) = −2 + η

2
. [41]

The exponent ν can be computed considering ∂t/∂m2. Since
m ∝ tν it follows that ∂t/∂m2 ∝ m1/ν−2 for m → 0 or equivalently
λ → λc. The M -layer computation leads to:

∂t

∂m2 ∝ 1 −
1

(4π)D/2
u

2

(
D − 16

60

)
Γ

(
ϵ

2

)
+ O(u2). [42]

to be combined with the following expressions:

c2(λ) ≡
∂ ln(∂t/∂m2)

∂ ln m2

∣∣∣∣
g fixed

, c2(λc) = 1
2 ν

− 1 . [43]

3. Conclusions

Until now no perturbative stable RG fixed point (FP) was
found for the spin glass model in a field below the upper
critical dimension DFC

uc = 6. Several authors then look at this
absence as an indication of the disappearance of the SG phase
below the upper-critical dimension. In this work, we follow a
perturbative RG approach through a loop-expansion around
the Bethe lattice solution of the model, and we are able to
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find a perturbative FP, different from the MF one, that is
stable below Duc = 8. This FP is a T = 0 one and thus has
different properties compared to standard T ̸= 0 FPs. In
particular, the associated independent critical exponents are
three and not just two. We thus computed the exponents ν, η
and η inside an ϵ-expansion around D = 8. Our computations
are done directly at T = 0. This would be impossible using
standard field-theoretical methods both because the MF FC
SG model around which one expands has no transition in
field exactly at T = 0, and because the Lagrangian is not
well defined at T = 0. The M -layer expansion that we used
instead is well defined even at T = 0, and moreover the
expansion is performed around the Bethe lattice solution that
has a T = 0 transition at a critical value of the field. One
could wonder if the results that we obtained are valid also
for T > 0. Following common folklore, if the exponent θ is
positive, the temperature should be an irrelevant parameter
and the critical line at T > 0 should be controlled by the
T = 0 FP. The exponents measured at finite temperature
should thus be the ones associated with the T = 0 fixed point,
as first conjectured for the RFIM (41) and then numerically
verified.

We thus believe that now it is crucial to perform more
precise numerical simulations, both on SR and LR models,
to numerically check our estimates for the critical exponents.
The exponents ν and η, measured also at T ≠ 0 from the
correlation length and from the two-point susceptibilities
should correspond to the ones we computed at T = 0. We
remark that, according to our results, η is negative and ν
is larger than 1/2 below the upper critical dimension, in

qualitative agreement with the numerical estimates η ≈ −0.3
and ν ≈ 1.46 in four dimensions (ϵ = 4) (7). Numerical
data in dimension six could not be used to obtain estimates,
however, they are compatible with our results inside the
numerical error (9). Eqs. (19) should remain valid for
T > 0 as well, thus from the computation of the q-point
susceptibilities one could extract the exponent θ (that should
be zero if the FP is a T ̸= 0 one, while it is different from
zero following our computation). Apparently there are no
finite temperature correlations that tend to the disconnected
zero-temperature correlations we defined in the limit T = 0
(standard disconnected correlation functions as defined at
T > 0 go to zero in the T → 0 limit); however, one can
extract the exponent η from the numerics determining η and
θ, as suggested above. A detailed analysis of the implications
of the present work for finite-temperature observables is left
for future work.

Finally, let us mention the fact that for D > 6, also the
Gaussian FP associated with the FC transition is stable
(although it has a finite basin of attraction). Thus, if
temperature is an irrelevant parameter in the vicinity of
T = 0, for 6 < D < 8 there are two stable FPs that could
attract the RG flow. It could be possible that the RG flow
on the critical line goes to the FC FP or to the T = 0 FP
depending on the value of the field. Numerical investigation
is crucial to understand this point.
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In this Supporting Information (SI), we detail the computations that lead to the expressions for the susceptibilities, which serve as the
starting point for calculating the critical exponents discussed in the main text. Section 1 focuses on the mean-field analysis of the spin
glass in a field at zero temperature. Next, in Section 2 we apply the M -layer construction to the model of interest. Finally, in Section 3,
we present numerical tests that validate our analytical non-mean-field results for the observables on the M -layer lattice.

1. Mean-field behavior on the Bethe lattice

The first step in studying the critical behavior of a model in finite dimensions is to analyze the corresponding mean-field approximation. For
the spin glass model in a field we know that a zero-temperature transition occurs in the Bethe lattice for a finite value of the external field
(32). In this SI, we restrict our analysis to the zero-temperature case. Throughout the following, it will be assumed that all computations
are performed in this regime. Here we compute a useful approximation of the joint probability distribution of the two effective fields and
the effective coupling between two generic spins at a large distance in the Bethe lattice. We can perform this computation by exploiting
the locally tree-like structure of this topology. Using this approximated distribution we can estimate the scaling functions cited in the
main text and the mean-field expressions of the observables of interest.

A. Semi-analytical Ansatz on the Bethe lattice. We now consider a Bethe lattice with connectivity 2D, where D is the dimension of the
associated M-layer graph, as defined in the main text. Considering the Hamiltonian given in Eq. (1) of the main text and in particular
the case of Gaussian couplings and fixed positive magnetic field, H, on a Bethe lattice one can associate to any edge between nodes i and
j, a cavity field uj→i. The cavity fields are defined such that, knowing them, one can extract the marginal probability distribution of spin
σi simply as:

µi(σi) = 1
N

e
−β

(
H+

∑
j∈∂i

uj→i

)
σi

, [44]

where N ensures the normalization of the marginal probability and we indicate with ∂i the set of nearest neighbors of node i. In the
Bethe lattice at zero temperature the distribution of the cavity fields PB(ui) over the disorder, which we call “Bethe cavity distribution”,
obeys the following implicit equation (40, 58)

PB(u) = EJ

∫ 2D−1∏
i=1

PB(ui) dui δ

(
u − sign

(
J
(

H +
2D−1∑

i=1

ui

))
min

(
|J |, |H +

2D−1∑
i=1

ui|
))

. [45]

As already stated in the main text we expect that, due to universality, the same results obtained in this SI hold for the case of bimodal
couplings and Gaussian external fields Hi: in the following, we will consider fixed H and Gaussian couplings.

To begin, we focus on computing the correlation between two spins, σ1 and σ2. These spins are connected by a unique sequence of
adjacent edges, referred to as a path or chain. This path can be effectively characterized by three parameters: two effective fields, u1 and
u2, acting on σ1 and σ2, respectively, and an effective coupling J .

A convenient way to describe the path connecting σ1 and σ2 is to consider only the sites and edges directly linking them while imagining
that each internal site in the chain is connected to the two neighboring sites along the chain and to 2D − 2 infinite trees from outside the
chain. This construction preserves the original connectivity of the Bethe lattice, 2D, on the internal spins. Notably, this approach implies
that the external spins have connectivity equal to 1, a feature that proves useful in the following computation, as discussed few lines below.

Each of these infinite trees contributes a cavity bias u distributed according to PB(u). Summing over all internal spin configurations,
the entire chain can then be effectively described by the three parameters mentioned above.

As done in ref. (40), one can introduce the distribution of the triplet (u1, u2, J) for two sites at distance L, that we call “semi-analytical
Ansatz”

PL(u1, u2, J) ≡ δ(J) PB(u1) PB(u2) − 2 a L λL δ(J) g(u1) g(u2) + a L2 λL ρ e−ρ|J|L g(u1) g(u2) , [46]

10 — www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.XXXXXXXXXX Angelini et al.

www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.XXXXXXXXXX


where a and ρ are parameters that can be computed, while λ and g(u) are, respectively, the largest eigenvalue and the associated
eigenfunction of the following integral equation (32):

λ g(u) = EJ

∫ 2D−2∏
i=1

PB(ui)dui g(u′)du′ I
[

|H + u′ +
2D−2∑

i=1

ui| < |J |
]

δ

(
u − sign(J)|H + u′ +

2D−2∑
i=1

ui|
)

, [47]

being I[ · ] the indicator function. The function g(u) satisfies g(u) = g(−u),
∫

du g(u) = 1 and g(u) ≥ 0. In this context λ is the control
parameter, at the critical point H = Hc it assumes the critical value λc = 1/(2D − 1). Notice also that three terms contribute to the
distribution in Eq. (46): the first is the trivial case in which the effective coupling is zero and the cavity fields are distributed according to
PB(u), that is the only term that survives in the limit L → ∞; the second and third contributions give the corrections to it. In particular,
the third term is an exponential distribution that is expected for large lengths, while the second term represents the finite weight for J = 0.

This distribution is valid in the large-length regime L ≫ 1. The expression of PL(u1, u2, J) is indeed obtained writing a generic form
up to order L λL

PL(u1, u2, J) = δ(J)
[

PB(u1)PB(u2) − b LλLg(u1)g(u2) − c1LλLg′(u1)g′(u2) − c2LλLg′′(u1)g′′(u2)
]

+

+ aL2λLρ e−ρ|J|Lg(u1)g(u2) , [48]

and then, joining two lines and imposing “self-consistency”, the free parameters can be fixed (40), leading to the expression given in
Eq. (46). Here, “self-consistency” refers to the requirement that the distribution obtained by joining two lines of lengths L1 and L2 must
have the same form as the distributions of the original lines, but with the length parameter equal to L1 + L2.

In order to join two chains with external spins σ1 and σ2, we should marginalize over the spin σ connecting them. At T = 0 the only
configuration that contributes is the one minimizing the energy, thus it depends on the field h acting on σ and the two couplings J1 and
J2 that link σ with the neighboring spins, respectively σ1 and σ2. As an output of this operation, we have two effective fields acting on
the spins σ1 and σ2 and an effective coupling J12 between them:

−u1 σ1 − u2 σ2 − σ1 J12 σ2 ≡ min
σ

(−σ1 J1 σ − σ2 J2 σ − h σ) . [49]

In Tab. S1 we report the rules for this marginalization, where h, J1, J2 and u1, u2, J12 are the input and output parameters respectively:

Table S1. Rules for evolution of a straight line in the case |J2| ≥ |J1|. The complementary case |J1| ≥ |J2| can be obtained simply exchanging
index 1 with index 2, i.e. u1 with u2 and J1 with J2.

u1 u2 J12

|h| > |J2| + |J1| sign(h)J1 sign(h)J2 0
|J2| − |J1| < |h| ∧
|h| < |J2| + |J1|

sign(J1)h−(J1, J2) sign(J2)h+(J1, J2) sign(J1J2)J̃

|h| < |J2| − |J1| 0 sign(J2)h sign(J2)J1

with J̃ = |J1|+|J2|−|h|
2 and h±(J1, J2) = sign(h) |h|±(|J2|−|J1|)

2 .
We remark that the Ansatz distribution on the effective triplet characterizes the effective parameters acting on two spins (uniquely)

connected by L − 1 spins with connectivity 2D, while the two external spins themselves have connectivity equal to 1. This choice ensures
that lines can be joined by adding an arbitrary number of cavity fields on the joining site, allowing to fix its connectivity to the chosen
value 2D. For instance, when connecting q lines on a central spin σ0 to form a q-degree vertex, to retrieve connectivity equal to 2D for the
spin σ0, we only have to add the contributions of 2D − q cavity fields ui to it, with i = 1, . . . , 2D − q.

As a last comment we want to connect the expression for the distribution of the triplet in Eq. (5) of the main text with the expression
on the Bethe lattice, reported here, in Eq. (46). The former describes the effective triplet on the (finite-dimensional) M-layer lattice,
thus additional information regarding the spatial positions is needed, while on the Bethe lattice, there is no notion of Euclidean space.
Moreover, when working on tree-like graphs it is useful to consider cavity distributions, as PB(u) for instance, that differs from the
distribution P1(h) in the main text, where h is the “total” local field acting on a single site, not a cavity quantity as the bias u. In Sec. A,
we will show how to use this distribution to compute observables on more complicated topologies, including those with loop structures.

In order to obtain the triplet distribution on the Bethe lattice we can attach to the external spins 2D − 1 fields, distributed as PB(u),
and the external field H. From Eq. (46) we obtain:

QL(u1, u2, J) − δ(J)P1(u1)P1(u2) = P̂1(u1)P̂1(u2)a
(

−2δ(J)LλL + ρL2λLe−ρ|J|L
)

, [50]

where P1(u) is the “total” local field distribution on the Bethe lattice and P̂1(u1) is defined from:

P̂n(h) ≡
∫ n∏

i=1

g(ui)dui

2D∏
j=n+1

PB(uj)duj δ

(
h − (H +

n∑
i=1

ui +
2D∑

j=n+1

uj)
)

[51]

in the specific case n = 1. We notice that P̂2(h) satisfies the following relationship

4 a P̂2(0)
ρ

= 1 , [52]

that follows from the self-consistency of the Ansatz distribution (40). Notice that, according to the previous definition, we can identify
P̂0(h) with P1(h) on the Bethe lattice.
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B. Scaling functions on the M -layer lattice. Before moving to the actual computations let us compute the distribution of the triplet on the
M-layer graph at leading order (corresponding to the Bethe approximation), averaged over the random rewirings and the disorder. In
order to do so, following the prescriptions of the M -layer construction (29), we have to include the number of “Non-Backtracking Paths”
(NBP), NL(x, x′), between two points x and x′ and sum over the length of the path, L, with the corresponding weight W = 1/M

P2(x, x′; u, u′, J) − δ(J)P1(u)P1(u′) = 1
M

∞∑
L=1

NL(x, x′)
(

QL(u, u′, J) − δ(J)P1(u)P1(u′)
)

. [53]

The number of NBP in a D-dimensional hypercube is:

NL(x, x′) =
( 2D

2D − 1

) (2D − 1)L

(4πL/c)D/2 e−c
(x−x′)2

4 L [54]

where c = 2D−2
a2

l

and al is the lattice spacing, in the remainder of this section we will set c = 1 for simplicity with an appropriate rescaling
of the length. Going to Fourier space we have

F T [NL(x, x′)] ∝ δ(k + k′)(2D − 1)Le−k2 L , [55]
from which we compute the Fourier transform of the distribution of the triplet:

F T [P2(x, x′; u, u′, J) − δ(J)P1(u)P1(u′)] ∝ δ(k + k′) 1
M

∞∑
L=1

(2D − 1)Le−k2 L P̂1(u)P̂1(u′)
(

−2δ(J)LλL + ρL2λLe−ρ|J|L
)

=

δ(k + k′) 1
M

∞∑
L=1

e−k2 L−τL P̂1(u)P̂1(u′)
(

−2δ(J)L + ρL2e−ρ|J|L
)

=

δ(k + k′) 1
M

P̂1(u)P̂1(u′)
(

−δ(J) 2
(k2 + τ)2 + ρ

2
(k2 + τ + ρ|J |)3

)
, [56]

where we defined the distance from the mean-field critical point τ ≡ − ln(λ(2D − 1)) and we assumed that we are near the critical point
τ ≈ 0+ and at large distances k ≈ 0. Measuring J in units of ρ we obtain Eq. (6) of the main text. Note indeed that, at leading order in
1/M , t (defined in the main text) is proportional to τ . Notice that at the mean-field level we can identify the correlation lengths, which
are diverging at the critical point on the M-layer lattice, as ξ ∝ τ−1/2 and ξcon ∝ (τ + ρ|J |)−1/2, while if we take into account loop
corrections these relations are more complicated, as shown in the main text and in Sec. C of this SI.

In real space we obtain

P dis(x1, x2; u1, u2) = 1
M

∞∑
L=1

NL(x1, x2) P J=0
L P̂1(u)P̂1(u′) ∝

∫ ∞

1
dL L1−D/2e−τ L− (x1−x2)2

4L P̂1(u)P̂1(u′) [57]

where we replaced the sum over the length with the corresponding integral. Following the scaling expression in Eq. (7) of the main text
we can find the scaling expression near the critical point and for large r = |x1 − x2| ∼ O(ξ)

1
rD−4+η

fdis

(
r

ξ

)
∝

∫ ∞

1
dL L1−D/2e

− L
ξ2 − r2

4L , [58]

where η = 0 in the mean-field approximation. Changing the integration variable from L to L′ = L/ r2 we have

1
rD−4 fdis

(
r

ξ

)
∝

1
rD−4

∫ ∞

1/ r2
dL′ L′ 1−D/2e

− r2
ξ2 L′− 1

4L′ , [59]

so that, since this scaling is valid for large r we set the lower integration limit to 0 and we get

fdis(x) ∝
∫ ∞

0
dL′ L′ 1−D/2e

− x2L′− 1
4L′ ∝ xD/2−2KD/2−2(x) , [60]

where Kν(x) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. Note that as expected fdis(0) is finite due to the divergence of the
Bessel function at small argument Kα(x) ∝ x−α. Similarly, to express the scaling function fcon, we perform the same computation using
P J ̸=0

L (J) instead of P J=0
L . In this case, the scaling function will have a second argument.

1
rD−4+η−θ

fcon

(
r

ξcon
,

|J |
t−ν θ

)
∝

∫ ∞

1
dL L2−D/2e

− L

ξ2
con

− r2
4 L

, [61]

where θ = 2 in the mean-field approximation. Performing the same change of integration variable the result is

fcon(x, y) ∝
∫ ∞

0
dL′ L′ 2−D/2e

−x2L′− 1
4L′ ∝ xD/2−3KD/2−3(x) . [62]

Note that at first order in 1/M fcon(x, y) has no dependence on the second argument. As for fdis(0) we see that fcon(0, y) is finite due to
the small argument divergence of the Bessel function Kα(x) ∝ x−α.

P2(x1, x2; ∆E) can be expressed in terms of P2(x1, x2; u1, u2, J). According to the definitions given in the main text, the condition
that the two spins are on the same cluster is that R12 = R21 = 1. This implies that |u1| < |J | and |u2| < |J |. In this case, the local fields
on the two spins are respectively u1 + sign(J)u2 and u2 + sign(J)u1 leading to ∆E = 2|u1 + sign(J)u2|. This leads to the following exact
expression:

P2(x1, x2; ∆E) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dJ

∏
i=1,2

∫ |J|

−|J|
dui P2(x1, x2; u1, u2, J) δ

(
|u1 + sign(J) u2| −

∆E

2

)
. [63]
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Taking the Fourier transform we can plug the 1/M expression of P2(x1, x2; u1, u2, J) into the above equation:

F T [P2(x1, x2; ∆E)] ∝ δ(k + k′)
∫ ∞

−∞
dJ

∏
i=1,2

∫ |J|

−|J|
dui P̂1(u1)P̂1(u2) 1

(k2 + τ + ρ|J |)3 δ

(
|u1 + sign(J) u2| −

∆E

2

)
. [64]

Note that we have selected only the contribution coming from J ̸= 0 due to the constraints |u1| < |J | and |u2| < |J |. In the large-distance
limit k ≪ 1 and in the critical region τ ≪ 1, the integral is dominated by |J | ≪ 1, thus we will also have |u1| ≪ 1 and |u2| ≪ 1 because of
|u1| < |J | and |u2| < |J |. Therefore we can replace both P̂1(u1) and P̂1(u2) with P̂1(0). The integrals over u1 and u2 with the conditions
|u1| < |J |, |u2| < |J | and |u1 + u2signJ | = ∆E leads to a factor 2|J | − ∆E/2 we than obtain the expression given in the main text:

F T [P2(x1, x2; ∆E)] ∝ δ(k + k′) P̂ 2
1 (0)

∫ ∞

∆E/4
dJ

|J | − ∆E/4
(k2 + τ + ρ|J |)3 =

δ(k + k′) P̂ 2
1 (0)

∫ ∞

0
dJ

J

(k2 + τ + ρ∆E/4 + ρJ)3 ∝ δ(k + k′) P̂ 2
1 (0) 1

k2 + τ + ρ∆E/4
. [65]

We now want to generalize the above result to the case of a generic fcon(x, y) in order to obtain the scaling function f2(ϱ, e) defined in
the main text through:

P2(x1, x2; ∆E) ≡
P̂ 2

1 (0)
rD−4+η+θ

f2

(
r

ξ
,

∆E

tνθ

)
. [66]

We first observe that at leading order in 1/M we have η = 0 and θ = 2 and the scaling function f2(x, y) is

f2(x, y) ∝
∫ ∞

0
dL

e−L x2−1/(4L)

LD/2 ∝ xD/2−1KD/2−1(x) . [67]

The above result is the Fourier transform of Eq. (65). Note that, much as fcon(x, y), f2(x, y) also does not depend on y at this order. To
obtain the general form of f2(x, y) it is convenient to switch from the scaling variables r/ξcon and |J |/tν θ to the scaling variables r/t−ν

and J/r−θ. Indeed r/ξcon depends on J through ξcon = t−νfξ(|J |/tν θ) and due to the integral over J in expression (63) it is simpler to
have a single scaling variable that is proportional to J . We thus introduce a new function f̃con

(
r

t−ν ,
|J|

r−θ

)
through

f̃con

(
r

t−ν
,

|J |
r−θ

)
≡ fcon

(
r

t−ν

/
fξ

(
|J |
r−θ

r−θ

tνθ

)
,

|J |
r−θ

r−θ

tνθ

)
. [68]

Performing similar steps as those of Eq. (65) we obtain:

P2(x1, x2; ∆E) ∝
P̂ 2

1 (0)
rD−4+η+θ

∫ ∞

∆E

4r−θ

dĴ

(
Ĵ −

∆E

4r−θ

)
f̃con

(
r

t−ν
, Ĵ

)
∝

P̂ 2
1 (0)

rD−4+η+θ

∫ ∞

0
dy′ y′ f̃con(r/t−ν , y′ + ∆E/(4r−θ)) ≡

P̂ 2
1 (0)

rD−4+η+θ
f̂2(r/t−ν , ∆E/r−θ) [69]

leading to:

f̂2(x, y) ∝
∫ ∞

0
dy′ y′ f̃con(x, y + y′) . [70]

From the scaling function f̂2(r/t−ν , ∆E/r−θ) we can obtain the scaling function f2(r/ξ, ∆E/tνθ) by means of a change of scaling variables
analogous to the one performed in Eq. (68).

The last scaling expression to be derived is the one in Eq. (12) of the main text∑
x2

P2(x1, x2, ∆E) ∝ ξ2−η f̃2

(∆E

tνθ

)
[71]

where η = 0 in the mean-field approximation. From Eq. (66) and −η + η = θ − 2 we obtain:

f̃2(e) ∝
∫ ∞

0
ϱ1−η f2(ϱ, e) d ϱ . [72]

C. Observables on the Bethe Lattice. At this point we can make use of the Ansatz distribution to compute the observables of interest on
the Bethe lattice, that is the starting point of the M -layer expansion in power of 1/M . In particular, we will denote with

C2(G; L) , D2(G; L) and C3(G; L) . [73]

respectively the two-point connected and disconnected functions and the three-point connected function on generic diagrams G, as defined
in the main text. On the Bethe lattice, neglecting long loops, two sites can only be connected by a unique sequence of adjacent edges, thus
the two-point functions are computed on a line and the three-point function on the loop-less topology connecting three sites, respectively
represented by G1 and G3 depicted in figures S1 and S2. The notation for C2, D2 and C3 will be particularly useful in the following where
we compute corrections to the (mean-field) Bethe lattice results by means of the M -layer construction, considering the loop diagrams in
figures S1 and S2.
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Fig. S1. Diagrams considered for the evaluation of two-point correlation functions (both connected and disconnected) up to one-loop order with the indicated explicit order in
1/M of their corresponding contribution.

C.1. Two-point connected and disconnected functions. In order to compute the two-point functions, C2 and D2, we recall their operational
definitions, given in the main text. The disconnected function, on a line of length L, is simply defined to be the “non-trivial” J = 0 part of
the distribution QL(u1, u2, J), setting the external effective fields to zero. On the other hand, the connected function can be obtained
from the Ansatz, integrating with the conditions that the absolute values of the two effective fields at the extremities are lower than the
absolute value of the effective coupling, together with the fact that the local field on the two sites is equal to the fixed value ∆E/2, where
we set ∆E = 0, in order to take into account soft clusters, as described in the main text. Notice that the first two conditions make the two
J = 0 terms of the Ansatz irrelevant for the computation of the connected function since their contribution will be null. We will use the
function QL(h1, h2, J) defined in Eq. (50):

QL(h1, h2, J) = δ(J) P̂1(h1)P̂1(h2) − P J=0
L δ(J) P̂1(h1)P̂1(h2) + P J ̸=0

L (J) P̂1(h1)P̂1(h2) , [74]

where we have introduced the following definitions:

P J=0
L ≡ 2 a L λL [75]

and

P J ̸=0
L (J) ≡ a L2 λL ρ e−ρ|J|L . [76]

Now, the disconnected function is the second term of Eq. (74) with h1 = 0 = h2

D2(G1; L) = −2a LλL
(

P̂1(0)
)2

. [77]

Conversely, to compute the connected function we focus on the last term, the only one that gives a non-zero contribution. Integrating over
the three parameters h1, h2, and J with the three conditions given by its definition we have the leading contribution

C2(G1; L) =
∫

dJ

∫
dh1

∫
dh2

∏
i=1,2

Θ(|J | − |hi|) δ(|u1 + u2 sign(J)|) P J ̸=0
L (J) P̂1(h1)P̂1(h2) =

= 4a

ρ

(
P̂1(0)

)2
λL + O

( 1
L

λL
)

, [78]

where, to compute the integrals we neglected O
(

λL/L
)

terms, that we cannot control with our approximate Ansatz distribution. All
these computations are done neglecting higher order terms in the large-lengths limit, in the following we will not explicitly write all the
corrections so that we have

C2(G1; L) = 4a

ρ

(
P̂1(0)

)2
λL . [79]

C.2. Three-point connected function. Here we compute the leading contribution to the three-point connected function, that comes from the
diagram G3 in Fig. S2.

14 — www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.XXXXXXXXXX Angelini et al.

www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.XXXXXXXXXX


Fig. S2. Diagrams considered for the evaluation of the three-point connected correlation function up to one-loop order with the indicated explicit order in 1/M of their
corresponding contribution.

In this case, 7 effective parameters can be identified, that constitute the following effective Hamiltonian
HG3 = −h1σ1 − J1σ1σ0 − h2σ2 − J2σ2σ0 − h3σ3 − J3σ3σ0 − h0σ0 . [80]

The observable we are interested in is the probability that σ1, σ2 and σ3 belong to the same soft cluster. In other words, we want to
compute the probability that the configuration of the three spins in the first excited state is flipped with respect to the one of the ground
state and the energy difference is zero. This situation can be achieved only if also the central spin, σ0 is flipped in the first excited state,
with respect to its configuration in the ground state. The quantity to be averaged over the 7 parameters of the Hamiltonian of Eq. (80) is

Θ(|J1| − |h1|)Θ(|J2| − |h2|)Θ(|J3| − |h→0|) δ(h→3) , [81]
where

h→0 ≡ h0 + sign(J1)h1 + sign(J2)h2 [82]
and

h→3 ≡ h3 + sign(h0 + sign(J1)h1 + sign(J2)h2)J3 . [83]
In this case, the first two Heaviside step functions ensure that σ1 and σ2 are susceptible to a perturbation of σ0, the third step function
ensures that σ0 is susceptible to a perturbation of σ3 and the Dirac delta function ensures that the energy difference with respect to the
ground state is zero. At this point, we need to evaluate the integral over the distributions of the triplets of the three lines composing the
diagram. It can be simplified considering that the J = 0 part of the distributions don’t contribute to the integral, so that we can write,
after the insertions of 2D − 3 cavity fields on σ0 and 2D − 1 on σ1, σ2 and σ3

C3(G3; L1, L2, L3) =
∫

Θ(|J1| − |h1|)Θ(|J2| − |h2|)Θ(|J3| − |h→0|) δ(h→3) P̂3(h0)
∏

i=1,2,3

P J ̸=0
Li

(Ji) P̂1(hi)dJidhi , [84]

that is, neglecting O(λ3L/L) terms (in the limit L1 = L2 = L3 → L ≫ 1)

C3(G3; L1, L2, L3) = 64a3

ρ3

(
P̂1(0)

)3
P̂3(0)λL1+L2+L3 . [85]

Interestingly we notice that, apart from the factor P̂3(0) that comes from the internal vertex, the whole contribution can be factorized in
the three contributions of the (external) lines:

4a

ρ
P̂1(0)λLi for i = 1, 2, 3. [86]

This is a general feature of connected functions. To illustrate, consider G3 in Fig. S2. One of the external spins, say σ1, belongs to the
same soft cluster as the other external spins if and only if it is susceptible to the flip of the internal spin σ0, i.e. σ1 must flip from its
ground state configuration along with σ0. This occurs when the absolute value of the effective coupling between these two spins exceeds
the local field acting on σ1. Imposing this condition with the integration of the Ansatz for the corresponding external line of length L1
yields the factor in Eq. (86).

In the following, we will denote with Gamp the amputated version of the generic diagram G, obtained pruning all the external lines. In
the case of a generic amputated diagram for the connected function, the contribution of the corresponding non-amputated diagram can be
obtained by simply multiplying this factor for each external line, with the corresponding length. Notice that, given a generic diagram,
when amputating an external line the degree, say n, of the vertex to which the leg is connected is decreased by 1. This should imply that
the factor P̂n(0) of the non-amputated diagram becomes P̂n−1 for the amputated one, since in the latter case 2D − (n − 1) cavity fields,
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u ∼ PB(u), should be inserted in the vertex, while in the former case one of these fields is drawn from g(u), coming from the external line.
To simplify the computations of the following sections, we will instead consider the amputated diagrams as if one field is drawn from
g(u), coming from the (amputated) external leg. In this way the factor P̂n is present for the non-amputated as well as for the amputated
version of the same diagram.

2. Application of the M -layer construction to the model

Here we explicitly apply the M -layer construction to the Edwards-Anderson spin glass model at zero temperature in an external field. In
order to show how to get the expressions of χ2, χdis

2 and χ3 given by Eqs. (28), (29) and (30) in the main text, in Sec. A we apply the
generic rules of the M -layer construction, in Sec. B we complete the computation of the observables with loop diagrams and finally, in Sec.
C, we arrive at the expressions of the susceptibilities on the M -layer lattice.

A. Generalities of the construction. Following the prescriptions of the M -layer construction as exposed in the section Material and Methods
of the main text, and in ref. (29, 33, 34), we write here the expressions for the three observables defined in the main text, P2(x1, x2, 0),
P dis(x1, x2, 0, 0) and P3(x1, x2, x3, 0), taking into account the leading order and the one-loop corrections. In this SI, to avoid all the null
inputs of the three observables we define the two-point connected and disconnected functions together with the three-point connected
function respectively as

P2(x1, x2; 0) ≡ C2(x1, x2) , P dis(x1, x2; 0, 0) ≡ D2(x1, x2) and P3(x1, x2, x3; 0) ≡ C3(x1, x2, x3) , [87]
averaged over the disorder and the rewirings on the M-layer lattice. For each observable we will follow the prescribed steps: i) identify
relevant diagrams; ii) compute W , N and S factors; iii) sum the contributions and iv) compute the observable on the identified diagrams.
The last step is the only model-dependent one and we leave it for the following Sec. B, while the other steps are analyzed here. We start
with the connected and disconnected two-point functions, C2(x1, x2) and D2(x1, x2) together, because the contributing diagrams will be
the same.
Observables: C2(x1, x2) and D2(x1, x2)

❶ Identification of relevant diagrams
The simplest diagram connecting two points is the bare line, denoted as G1. When including the possibility of a loop, we consider the
diagram composed of four lines and two degree-three vertices, where the two internal lines form a loop. We will refer to this diagram
as G2 (see Fig. S1).
In principle, two additional diagrams could contribute to two-point observables: the tadpole-type diagrams G′ and G′′, depicted in
Fig. S1. When computing observables on given diagrams, Sec. B, we prove that these contributions are negligible in the large-length
limit considered in this work. Specifically, we show why the contributions to both the two-point disconnected and connected functions
vanish (up to negligible corrections) when computed on the diagrams G′ and G′′. The argument leads to a more general conclusion:
the insertion of a tadpole-type diagram on any generic line is negligible for the computations presented here. This observation allows
us to disregard such diagrams even when they are attached to a generic k-point function, and in particular, for the three-point
function, as we will illustrate below.
In the following, we focus exclusively on G1 and G2.

❷ W , N and S factors
Given a generic diagram G with lengths L⃗ and external vertices at x1, ..., xq , to compute N (G; L⃗; x1, ..., xq), for each internal vertex
we have to ensure that the directions of the entering lines are different. This requires considering the number of NBP between two
points with assigned incoming and outcoming directions. However, for large L, the result becomes independent of the direction and it
is then given by NL(x, y)/(2D)2. Thus, to compute N (G; L⃗; x1, ..., xq) we have to multiply for each line by a factor NL(x, y)/(2D)2.
Then, to take into account the sum over allowed directions at each vertex, we additionally multiply by a factor 2D for each external
vertex and a factor (2D)!

(2D−3)! for each internal cubic vertex. The factors W , N and S result to be the following for the two-point
diagrams:
Diagram G1

• W (G1) = 1
M

;
• N (G1; L; x1, x2) = NL(x1, x2);
• S(G1) = 1.

Diagram G2

• W (G2) = 1
M2

• N (G2; L⃗; x1, x2) = (2D)2
( (2D)!

(2D−3)!

)2 ∑
x0,x′

0

NL1 (x1,x0)
(2D)2

NLA
(x0,x′

0)
(2D)2

NLB
(x0,x′

0)
(2D)2

NL2 (x′
0,x2)

(2D)2 ;

• S(G2) = 1
2 .

❸ Sum of the contributions
The perturbative expression of the two-point connected function on the M-layer lattice, averaged over the rewirings, C2(x1, x2), is
the sum over the two relevant diagrams, up to one-loop contributions:

C2(x1, x2) = 1
M

∑
L

NL(x1, x2)Clc
2 (G1; L) + 1

2M2

∑
L⃗

N (G2; L⃗; x1, x2)Clc
2 (G2; {L⃗}) + O

( 1
M3

)
, [88]

where L⃗ = (L1, LA, LB , L2). Analogously we can write the same expansion for the disconnected function

D2(x1, x2) = 1
M

∑
L

NL(x1, x2)Dlc
2 (G1; L) + 1

2M2

∑
L⃗

N (G2; L⃗; x1, x2)Dlc
2 (G2; {L⃗}) + O

( 1
M3

)
, [89]

where again we remark that the only difference is the observable computed on a given diagram.
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Notice also that we generalized the notation for the observables on the Bethe lattice, including the superscript “lc”

Clc
2 (G; {L⃗}) and Dlc

2 (G; {L⃗}) , [90]
which stands for “line-connected”, a definition that allows to correctly isolate the loop contributions, as prescribed by the M-layer
construction. As explained in the Material and Methods section of the main text, loop corrections to observables include the contribution
coming from the corresponding loop-less sub-diagram. To avoid counting twice these contributions, the M-layer construction requires
the computation of “line-connected” observables. The general definition can be found in ref. (29), while for the diagrams considered
in this paper it is sufficient to state that to compute a generic line-connected observable on a diagram G, Olc(G), one has to compute
the observable on G and then subtract all the contributions from O computed on diagrams where a line composing the loop (if any) is
removed. It follows that a generic observable computed on a loop-less diagram (e.g. G1) is also line-connected: O(G1) = Olc(G1). The
same notation is used in the following for the three-point function: Clc

3 (G; {L⃗}).

Observable: C3(x1, x2, x3)
❶ Identification of relevant diagrams

The simplest diagram connecting three points is the bare degree-three vertex, which we denote as G3. To account for the possibility
of a loop, we consider a diagram composed of six lines and three degree-three vertices, where the three internal lines form a loop.
This diagram is referred to as G4. At the one-loop level, three additional diagrams connect three points with a single loop. These are
similar to G3, but with one of the external legs dressed by G2. We refer to such a diagram as G5. All these diagrams are shown in
Fig. S2.
Other possible diagrams are obtained by setting the length of one line to zero (e.g., the diagram G′′′ in Fig. S2). These diagrams
would, in principle, contribute as additional diagrams under the prescriptions of the M-layer construction. This is because setting
one length to zero increases the number of lines incident to a vertex, thereby altering the combinatorial factors associated with the
number of NBP. However, in Sec. B, we provide an argument explaining why such sub-diagrams can be neglected in our computations.

❷ W , N and S factors
Diagram G3

• W (G3) = 1
M2 ;

• N (G3; L1, L2, L3; x1, x2, x3) = (2D)3 (2D)!
(2D−3)!

∑
x0

∏3
i=i

NLi
(xi,x0)

(2D)2 ;

• S(G3) = 1.

Diagram G4

• W (G4) = 1
M3 ;

• N (G4; L⃗′; x1, x2, x3) = (2D)3
( (2D)!

(2D−3)!

)3 ∑
x0,x′

0,x′′
0

NL1 (x1,x0)
(2D)2

NL2 (x2,x′
0)

(2D)2
NL3 (x3,x′′

0 )
(2D)2

NLA
(x0,x′

0)
(2D)2

NLB
(x0,x′′

0 )
(2D)2

NLC
(x′

0,x′′
0 )

(2D)2 ;

• S(G4) = 1.

Diagram G5

• W (G5) = 1
M3

• N (G5; L⃗′′; x1, x2, x3) = (2D)3
( (2D)!

(2D−3)!

)3 ∑
x0,x′

0,x′′
0

NL1 (x1,x0)
(2D)2

NL2A
(x0,x′

0)
(2D)2

NL2B
(x2,x′′

0 )
(2D)2

NL3 (x3,x0)
(2D)2

∏
l=LA,LB

Nl(x′
0,x′′

0 )
(2D)2 ;

• S(G5) = 1
2 .

❸ Sum of the contributions
As for the two-point function, we can write the perturbative expression of the three-point connected function on the M -layer lattice,
averaged over the rewirings:

C3(x1, x2, x3) = 1
M2

∑
L1,L2,L3

N (G3; L1, L2, L3; x1, x2, x3)Clc
3 (G3; {L1, L2, L3})+

+ 1
M3

∑
L⃗′

N (G4; L⃗′; x1, x2, x3)Clc
3 (G4; {L⃗′})+

+ 1
2M3

∑
L⃗′′

N (G5; L⃗′′; x1, x2, x3)Clc
3 (G5; {L⃗′′}) + O

( 1
M4

)
, [91]

where L⃗′ = (L1, L2, L3, LA, LB , LC) and L⃗′′ = (L1, L2A , LA, LB , , L2B , L3).
The last step of the M-layer construction is the actual computation of the observables on the given diagrams, to be done in the next
section.

B. One-loop corrections of the observables on given diagrams. We already computed the contributions of the observables on the Bethe
lattice in Sec. 1, which corresponds to the leading order in the M -layer framework, in this section we will perform the computation on the
remaining topologies: G2 for the two-point functions, G4 and G5 for the three-point function. Notice that these “diagrams” represent a
Bethe lattice in which, eventually, loops are properly added in order to consider more complicated paths connecting the spins, resulting
from the random rewiring. In this framework we can use Bethe lattice techniques, explained in Sec. 1, for the spin glass model in a
field at zero temperature. We first compute the observables and then we explain why other possible diagrams are not relevant for our
computations.
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Two-point functions Now we want to compute the first corrections to Clc
2 and Dlc

2 . The corresponding diagram is G2, depicted in Fig. S1.
The idea is to repeat the same steps done for G1, to do so we need to compute the effective triplet on the new topology given by the loop
diagram. The first step is to add together two lines to compose the amputated loop, Gamp

2 . In this case we obtain a simple distribution
from the two lines of lengths LA and LB

P amp
LA, LB

(v1, v2, J) =
∫

dvA
1 dvA

2 dvB
1 dvB

2 dJA dJB δ(vA
1 + vB

1 − v1) δ(vA
2 + vB

2 − v2) δ(JA + JB − J)×

× PLA
(vA

1 , vA
2 , JA) PLB

(vB
1 , vB

2 , JB) . [92]
The result is the distribution of the effective triplet of the amputated G2 diagram, in the large-lengths limit. At this point we should join
the two external legs, using the rules of Tab. S1. The resulting distribution does not take into account the line-connected definition, which,
in this case, requires subtracting the two loop-less “sub-diagram” given by G2 removing the upper or lower line composing the loop. To
automatically subtract these two contributions one can simply remove the first term from the complete Ansatz of the two lines of the loop

PLi
(vi

1, vi
2, Ji) → PLi

(vi
1, vi

2, Ji) − δ(J) g(vi
1) g(vi

2) i = A, B , [93]

while keeping the complete expression for the external lines: PL1 (u1, v1
1 , J1) and PL2 (v2

2 , u2, J2). In this way it is possible to figure out
that the subtractions due to the line-connected definition are done, the only difference would be the subtraction of a contribution of a
diagram in which the two lines of the loop are both removed, but for the observables we compute in this paper this contribution will be
zero. The expression of the distribution of the effective triplet, once the external legs are added, is

P lc
{L⃗}

(u1, u2, J) = g(u1)g(u2)
[

64
a4

(
P̂3(0)

)2

ρ2
λL1+L2+LA+LB

LA + LB
LALB(L1 + L2 + LA + LB)δ(J)

− 32
a4

(
P̂3(0)

)2

ρ

λL1+L2+LA+LB

L2
A − L2

B

LALB e−|J|(L1+L2)ρ
(

e−|J|LAρLA(L1 + L2 + LA)2 − e−|J|LBρLB(L1 + L2 + LB)2
)]

, [94]

where again L⃗ = (L1, LA, LB , L2). Before calculating the observables let us notice that the integral over the effective coupling again gives
zero, as for the Ansatz distribution on G1. We expect this property to be general to every loop order for two-point diagrams.

Now we should perform the same steps done for G1 in order to compute the loop contributions for the two-point connected and
disconnected functions. Once 2D − 1 cavity fields are added to each end of the diagram, the disconnected function is simply the J = 0
term:

Dlc
2 (G2; {L⃗}) = 64

a4
(

P̂3(0)
)2 (

P̂1(0)
)2

ρ2
λL1+L2+LA+LB

LA + LB
LALB(L1 + L2 + LA + LB) . [95]

To obtain the result for the connected function we also have to integrate over the effective fields and coupling with the conditions that the
absolute value of the coupling is greater than the ones of the fields and the local field is zero. Finally we have

Clc
2 (G2; {L⃗}) = −

128a4

ρ3

(
P̂1(0)

)2 (
P̂3(0)

)2 LALB

LA + LB
λL1+LA+LB+L2 . [96]

Notice that the dependence on the lengths in this loop correction of the connected function is a non-trivial function of the internal line
lengths LA and LB , whereas the dependence on the external lines L1 and L2 factorizes in two exponentials λL1 and λL2 , as observed in
the comment after Eq. (86).

As a last remark we note that a generalization of the computation of Clc
2 (G2; {L⃗}) is necessary to compute the three-point connected

function on the loop diagram G4, this is what is done in the next Section.

B.1. Three-point function. Here we show how to compute the two one-loop contributions to the three-point connected function. We start
from G5 which is easily done repeating the argument given above for the external lines: the contribution of the “dressed” external leg, that
is Clc

2 (G2; {L⃗}), can be multiplied to the contributions of the remaining two external lines, resulting in

Clc
3 (G5; L⃗′) = −

2048a6

ρ5

(
P̂1(0)

)3 (
P̂3(0)

)3 LALB

LA + LB
λL1+L2A

+L2B
+LA+LB+L3 . [97]

The last diagram to be computed is G4, to do so we generalize the procedure applied to the connected function on the two-point
diagram G2. We will perform the computation in such a way that the contribution of a generic n-point connected function on an amputated
loop diagram (i.e. a ring with n vertices and n lines) can be computed, then, as we argued above, the contributions of the external lines
can be simply multiplied.

Fig. S3. Graphic representation of the procedure to compute Clc
3 (G4; L⃗). Once the probability density that σ2 is in the same soft cluster as σ1 and σ2 the loop systems can

be treated as an effective two-spins system, from which it is simple to compute the connected correlation.

The goal is to compute the three-point connected function of an effective system given by the following Hamiltonian
HGamp

4
= −h1 σ1 − J12 σ1σ2 − h2 σ2 − J23 σ2σ3 − h3 σ3 − J13 σ1σ3 , [98]
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with three effective fields on the three spins σ1, σ2 and σ3 and three effective couplings. Notice that we denoted the amputated three-point
loop diagram with Gamp

4 . The amputated diagram is obtained by removing as usual the external legs and we require that the three spins
belong to the same soft cluster. As already explained, we define the amputated diagram assuming that the distribution of the fields
coming from the external legs is given by g(u) instead of PB(u).

In practice for each line of length L we have a factor g(u)g(u′)(−δ(J) P J=0
L + P J ̸=0

L (J)) and for each internal vertex we have 2D − 3
additional incoming fields distributed as PB(u) and one incoming field distributed as g(u) (according to our definition of amputated
diagrams). Then we have to integrate this pseudo-measure over h1, h2, h3 and J12, J23, J13 with the condition that the three spins are on
a soft cluster. Note that we use the expression pseudo-measure because the resulting product is not positive definite. Due to the factorized
nature of the Ansatz the pseudo-measure is the sum of terms that are factorized over h1, h2, h3 and J12, J23, J13. In particular there is a
factor P̂3(h1)P̂3(h2)P̂3(h3) associated to h1, h2, h3.

We will first consider the case in which all three couplings are different from zero and consider at the end the case in which one of them
vanishes (if two or more couplings are zero the three spins cannot be in the same soft cluster). In this case, the factor is:

P̂3(h1)P̂3(h2)P̂3(h3) a3 ρ3e−|J12|LA+|J23|LB+|J13|Lc L2
AL2

BL2
CλLA+LB+Lc . [99]

To study the problem it is convenient to remove one line, say LC , and then consider the effect of putting it back again in the system
as depicted in Fig. S3, this amounts to assume that J13 = 0. In this way, we reduce the three-spins loop to a simple line for which we
know how to compute the correlation function. We can then compute the effective coupling between σ1 and σ3, let us call it J̃13 and the
two effective fields heff

1 and heff
3 . However, since J12 and J23 are small, the effect of integrating out σ2 produces a negligible shift on

the fields, heff
1 ≈ h1 and heff

3 ≈ h3. Therefore it is correct to consider that integrating out h2, J12 and J23 only leads to an effective
coupling J̃13 while the fields distributions remain P̂3(h1)P̂3(h3). Without LC , the condition for the three spins to be in the same cluster
is equivalent to the condition that spins σ1 and σ3 are in a soft cluster. Indeed by flipping σ3, σ1 flips iff σ2 flips. As we have seen
repeatedly, the condition that spins σ1 and σ3 are in a soft cluster is simply that the absolute value of J̃13 is larger than the absolute
values of the effective fields h1 and h3 and that h1 = −h3. According to Tab. S1 the case J̃13 = 0 can only occur if spin σ2 is blocked or
if either J12 or J23 vanish. Since we are considering the case in which the three couplings J12, J23, J13 are different from zero and σ2 is in
the soft cluster it follows that J̃13 ≠ 0. To re-introduce LC now we can follow the argument used for the loop of diagram G2. In particular
the effective coupling is Jeff

13 = J̃13 + J13. We will now consider two different possibilities: i) in the first case the total effective coupling,
Jeff

13 = J̃13 + J13, between σ1 and σ3 has the same sign of J̃13, ii) in the second case instead it has the opposite sign.
First case - In the first case, adding LC does not change the behavior of the three spins: if the fields on σ1 and σ3, respectively h1 and

h3, are smaller (in absolute value) than Jeff
13 and h1 + sign(Jeff

13 )h3 = 0 all three spins belong to the same cluster. From now on we
consider the case J̃13 > 0, the case J̃13 < 0 can be accounted for by multiplying the final result by 2, for symmetry reasons. We can
already compute the contribution to the three-point connected function of the first case: we have to join LA and LB as described above
for the self-consistency of the Ansatz and then add the contribution of LC with the constraint J13 > −J̃13 that ensures Jeff

13 > 0. Note
however that, according to our definition of amputated diagrams, when we join LA and LB the field on σ2 coming from the external line
is not distributed as PB(u) but as g(u), therefore, the distribution of J̃13) is not given by (LA + LB)2aλLA+LB ρ exp(−ρ(LA + LB)J̃13)
but there is an additional factor 4aP̂3(0)/ρ. Therefore the effective coupling is distributed as P̃ J ̸=0

LA+LB
(J̃13) ≡ P J ̸=0

LA+LB
(J̃13)4aP̂3(0)/ρ.

The contribution of the first case is then:

2
∫ ∞

0
dJeff

13

∫ ∞

0
dJ̃13

∫ ∞

−J̃13

dJ13

∫ ∞

−∞
dh1

∫ ∞

−∞
dh3 P̃ J ̸=0

LA+LB
(J̃13) P J ̸=0

LC
(J13) P̂3(h1) P̂3(h3)×

δ(Jeff
13 − (J̃13 + J13))

∏
i=1,3

Θ(|Jeff
13 | − |hi|) δ(h1 + h3 sign(Jeff

13 )) =

=
16 a3

(
P̂3(0)

)3

ρ2
L2

A + L2
B + 2L2

C + 2LA LB + 2LB LC + 2LA LC

LA + LB + LC
λLA+LB+LC , [100]

where the factor 2 is included to take into account the case J̃13 < 0.
Second case - In the second case, after the addition of J13 spin σ1 and σ3 are oriented differently in the soft cluster and it may now

happen that the spin σ2 is no longer in the soft cluster. Indeed spin σ2 flips always when σ1 and σ3 switch between the two configurations
satisfying σ1σ3 = J̃13 but not necessarily when σ1 and σ3 switch between the two configuration satisfying σ1σ3 = −J̃13. We define
P NB

LA, LB
(J̃13) the probability density of having J̃13 constrained to this additional condition. The suffix (NB) stands for non-blocking

meaning that the central spin σ2 is not blocked if (σ1, σ3) → (−σ1, −σ3) independently of J̃13. Note again that we are safely assuming
that since the couplings are small the fields h1 and h3 are not changed. From now on we consider the case J̃13 > 0, and the case J̃13 < 0
can be accounted multiplying the result by 2 for symmetry reasons. In this case we have to select those instances of the disorder such that
without the line LC , spin σ2 flips not only when σ1 and σ3 switch between (1, 1) and (−1, −1) but also when they switch between (1, −1)
and (−1, 1). Let us again consider only positive couplings J12 > 0, J23 > 0, the negative case can be argued to be the same. Let us also
consider the case J12 > J23, once more the other case will give a similar result. In this case, the condition for σ2 to be susceptible to the
flip of σ1 or σ3 is (J12 − J23) > |h2|, because in this second case the line LC will change the sign of the coupling between σ1 and σ3 and
they will be antiparallel in the ground state. One can see that, when this condition is met, the effective coupling J̃13 is the minimum
between J12 and J23, as can be read from Tab. S1. The Ansatz for the line, of length LA + LB , joining the three spins is

P̂3(h2) ρ2 a2L2
AL2

BλLA+LB e−ρ LA J12 e−ρ LB J23 . [101]

Now, in order to obtain P NB
LA, LB

(J̃13 > 0), we have to integrate the previous expression with the condition |h2| < (J12 − J23), which also
implies that the effective coupling is equal to the minimum coupling J̃13 = J23 (remember that we are considering J12 > J23). We recall
that we are neglecting the effect of the whole procedure on the distribution of h1 and h3, indeed according to Tab. S1 the field on σ1 will
not be changed after the integration over h2, J12 and J13 while the field on σ3 will get a contribution proportional to J23 that can be

Angelini et al. PNAS — March 3, 2025 — vol. XXX — no. XX — 19



neglected with respect to h3, since LB ≫ 1 implies J23 ≪ 1. The resulting contribution for J12 > 0 and J13 > 0 and J12 > J23 is then :

ρ2a2L2
AL2

BλLA+LB P̂3(0)e−ρ LB J̃13

∫ ∞

J̃13

2(J12 − J̃13)e−ρ LA J12 dJ12 = 2a2L2
BλLA+LB P̂3(0)e−ρ (LB+LA) J̃13 , [102]

where the integral over h2 contributes a factor 2(J12 − J̃13)P̂3(0) because |h2| < (J12 − J̃13) ≪ 1. The case J12 < J23 leads naturally to
the same expression with LA ↔ LB , while the case J12 < 0 and J23 < 0 can be reduced to J12 > 0 and J23 > 0 by changing σ2 → −σ2
and leads to an additional factor two. The final expression for P NB

LA, LB
(J̃13) is then:

P NB
LA, LB

(J̃13) = 4 a2 P̂3(0) (L2
A + L2

B) λLA+LB e−ρ |J̃13|(LA+LB) . [103]

We wrote the absolute value |J̃13| as the above expression is valid also for J̃13 < 0 for symmetry reasons. Now it’s possible to re-introduce
the line with coupling J13, contributing the factor

P J ̸=0
LC

(J13) = a ρ λLC L2
Ce−ρ|J13|LC , [104]

with the constraint that J13 < −J̃13. Adding a factor 2 to include the case J̃13 < 0 we have the following contribution:

2
∫ 0

−∞
dJeff

13

∫ ∞

0
dJ̃13

∫ −J̃13

−∞
dJ13

∫ ∞

−∞
dh1

∫ ∞

−∞
dh3 4a2 P̂3(0) (L2

A + L2
B) λLA+LB e−ρJ̃13(LA+LB) P J ̸=0

Lc
(J13)P̂3(h1)P̂3(h3)×

δ(Jeff
13 − (J̃13 + J13))

∏
i=1,3

Θ(|Jeff
13 | − |hi|) δ(h1 + h3 sign(Jeff

13 )) =
16a3

(
P̂3(0)

)3

ρ2
L2

A + L2
B

LA + LB + LC
λLA+LB+LC , [105]

and adding it to the first contribution, Eq. (100), we get:

32a3
(

P̂3(0)
)2

ρ2
L2

A + L2
B + L2

C + LA LB + LA LC + LB LC

LA + LB + LC
λLA+LB+LC . [106]

It remains to be considered the case in which one of the lines has zero coupling. Let us consider the case in which J13 = 0, then the
other cases are the same, up to a re-labeling of the lines. The pseudo-measure contribution is

−2P̃3(h1)P̃3(h2)P̃3(h3) a3 ρ2δ(J13)e−|J12|LA+|J23|LB L2
AL2

BLCλLA+LB+Lc . [107]

The integration of h2, J12 and J23 can be performed first leading to a factor P̃ J ̸=0
LA+LB

(Jeff
13 ). We then find:

− 2a LC λLC

∫ ∞

−∞
dJeff

13

∫ ∞

−∞
dh1

∫ ∞

−∞
dh3 P̃ J ̸=0

LA+LB
(Jeff

13 )P̂3(h1)P̂3(h3)
∏

i=1,3

Θ(|Jeff
13 | − |hi|) δ(h1 + h3 sign(Jeff

13 ))

= −
32a3

(
P̂3(0)

)3

ρ2 LC λLA+LB+LC . [108]

Note again the presence of the term P̃ J ̸=0
LA+LB

(Jeff
13 ) instead of P J ̸=0

LA+LB
(Jeff

13 ) due to our definition of the amputated diagrams. The
other two contributions are the same, exchanging LC with LA and LB . Adding this result to Eq. (106) we finally obtain:

Clc
3 (Gamp

4 ; LA, LB , LC) = −
32a3

ρ2

(
P̂3(0)

)3 LALB + LCLB + LALC

LA + LB + LC
λLA+LB+LC . [109]

It is now easy to compute the full diagram with the three external legs: we have to multiply by

4a P̂1(0)
ρ

λL [110]

for each line of length L. The result is:

Clc
3 (G4; L⃗) = −

2048a6

ρ5

(
P̂1(0)

)3 (
P̂3(0)

)3 LALB + LCLB + LALC

LA + LB + Lc
λL1+L2+L3+LA+LB+LC . [111]

Now we have all the ingredients to compute the susceptibilities as shown in the main text. In a following section we will discuss additional
and irrelevant diagrams.

C. Susceptibilities on the lattice. Here we want to make use of the results obtained for the three observables on the given diagrams to
compute the susceptibilities shown in the main text, in Eqs. (28), (29), and (30). The first step is to write the Fourier transform of
Eq. (88), Eq. (89) and Eq. (91). In order to precisely consider all the microscopic factors, such as the lattice spacing al, we define here the
convention for the Fourier transform in the D dimensional hypercubic grid, denoted with al × ZD:

f̂(k) = aD
l

∑
x∈al×ZD

f(x)eikx , f(x) =
∫[

− π
al

, π
al

] dDk

(2π)D
f̂(k)e−ikx , [112]

that implies the expression of the Dirac delta function in the reciprocal space:(2π

al

)D

δD(k) =
∑

x∈ al ZD

eikx . [113]
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Now we define:
Ĉ2(k1, k2) ≡ a2D

l

∑
x1,x2

eik1 x1+ik2 x2 C2(x1, x2) ≡ (2π)DδD(k1 + k2)Ĉ2(k1) , [114]

D̂2(k1, k2) ≡ a2D
l

∑
x1,x2

eik1 x1+ik2 x2 D2(x1, x2) ≡ (2π)DδD(k1 + k2)D̂2(k1) , [115]

Ĉ3(k1, k2, k3) ≡ a3D
l

∑
x1,x2,x3

eik1 x1+ik2 x2+ik3 x3 C3(x1, x2, x3) ≡ (2π)DδD(k1 + k2 + k3)Ĉ3(k1, k2) . [116]

We will also use the following definition for the Fourier transform of the number of NBP:

NL(x1, x2) ≡
∫

dDk1
(2π)D

∫
dDk2
(2π)D

e−ik1 x1 e−ik2 x2 N̂L(k1, k2) , [117]

and, since the number of NBP only depends on the difference between the two points, we write

N̂L(k1, k2) = (2π)D δD(k1 + k2)N̂L(k1) . [118]
Let us remark that we are interested in the critical point, that is dominated by the large-length behavior of the observables. For this
reason we need the asymptotic expression of the NBP for small k (37, 59):

N̂L(k) ≈ 2D(2D − 1)L−1aD
l e−k2 a2

l
L/(2D−2) . [119]

Now, starting from the Fourier transform of Eq. (88), Eq. (89) and Eq. (91), plugging Eq. (119) and the results of the observables on the
given diagrams we obtain (up to negligible 1/M corrections):

Ĉ2(k) = 4 ρ aD
l

C B2

A

 ∞∑
L=1

e
−

(
a2

l
2D−2 k2+τ

)
L

 (
1+

−
16 A aD

l

(2D − 2)
D
2

∞∑
L=1

e
−

(
a2

l
2D−2 k2+τ

)
L ∑

LA, LB

LALB

LA + LB

∫
dDq

(2π)D
e

−
(

a2
l

2D−2 q2+τ

)
LA−

(
a2

l
2D−2 (q−k)2+τ

)
LB

)
[120]

D̂2(k) = −2 ρ2 aD
l

C B2

A

 ∞∑
L=1

L e
−

(
a2

l
2D−2 k2+τ

)
L

 (
1+

−
32 A aD

l

(2D − 2)
D
2

 ∞∑
L=1

e
−

(
a2

l
2D−2 k2+τ

)
L

 ∑
LA, LB

LALB

LA + LB

∫
dDq

(2π)D
e

−
(

a2
l

2D−2 q2+τ

)
LA−

(
a2

l
2D−2 (q−k)2+τ

)
LB

+

−
16 A aD

l

(2D − 2)
D
2

∑∞
L=1 e

−
(

a2
l

2D−2 k2+τ

)
L

2

∑∞
L=1 L e

−
(

a2
l

2D−2 k2+τ

)
L

∑
LA, LB

LA LB

∫
dDq

(2π)D
e

−
(

a2
l

2D−2 q2+τ

)
LA−

(
a2

l
2D−2 (q−k)2+τ

)
LB

)
[121]

Ĉ3(k1, k2) = 64 ρ a2D
l

C B3

A

∏
i=1,2

 ∞∑
Li=1

e
−

(
a2

l
2D−2 k2

i +τ

)
Li

  ∞∑
L3=1

e
−

(
a2

l
2D−2 (k1+k2)2+τ

)
L3

 (
1+

−
16 A aD

l

(2D − 2)
D
2

∑
LA, LB , LC

LA LB + LA LC + LB LC

LA + LB + LC

∫
dDq

(2π)D
e

−
(

a2
l

2D−2 q2+τ

)
LA−

(
a2

l
2D−2 (q−k1)2+τ

)
LB−

(
a2

l
2D−2 (q+k2)2+τ

)
LC

−
16 A aD

l

(2D − 2)
D
2

 ∞∑
L=1

e
−

(
a2

l
2D−2 k2

2+τ

)
L

 ∑
LA, LB

LALB

LA + LB

∫
dDq

(2π)D
e

−
(

a2
l

2D−2 q2+τ

)
LA−

(
a2

l
2D−2 (q−k)2+τ

)
LB

)
[122]

where we used τ = − ln((2D − 1)λ) and we

A ≡
1

M

(
(2D)!

(2D − 3)!
P̂3(0)

ρ

)2 (
a

(2D − 1)2D

)3
(2D − 2)

D
2 , [123]

B ≡
1

M

(2D)!
(2D − 3)!

P̂3(0)
ρ

2D P̂1(0)
ρ

(
a

(2D − 1)2D

)2
, [124]

C ≡ (2D − 2)
D
2 . [125]
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Notice that, while ρ and al are dimensional quantities, with dimension of energy and length respectively, τ is dimensionless and it quantifies
the distance from the Bethe lattice (mean-field) critical point, for this reason, it can be thought as the “bare” mass in field theory. Here
we also notice that the lengths of the paths are dimensionless, they are only parameters for the number of NBP. The constants A, B and
C are dimensionless too and the justification of their definitions is that, for a diagram with Nloop loops and Ve external vertices, a factor
ANloop−1 and a factor BVe respectively appear. The constant C is defined only for brevity.

Another comment is on the perturbative nature of the expressions for Ĉ2, D̂2 and Ĉ3. The M -layer construction provides a method to
compute perturbative expansions for observables in the large M limit so that the expansion parameter 1/M is reasonably small. For the
sake of simplicity, from now on, we will drop the corrections, and the following computations are done neglecting higher orders in 1/M (or
analogously A or B, given that they both are O(1/M)).

The quantities we are interested in are ∑
x

C2(x, 0) = 1
aD

l

Ĉ2(0) = χ2(τ) , [126]

∑
x,y

C3(x, y, 0) = 1
a2D

l

Ĉ3(0, 0) = χ3(τ) , [127]

∑
x

D2(x, 0) = 1
aD

l

D̂2(0) = χdis
2 (τ) . [128]

Now we have all the ingredients to compute the susceptibilities to one-loop order, to do so we perform the integrals over the “loop
momenta”, denoted by q in all the three expressions given in Eqs. (120), (121) and (122), then we may write the sums over the lengths as
integrals

I∏
i=1

∞∑
Li=1

→
I∏

i=1

∫ ∞

1/Λ2
dLi , [129]

where, for later convenience, we preferred to explicitly write the small-length cut-off Λ = 1. Then we can scale the lengths

L̃i ≡ Liτ [130]

and, plugging Eqs. (120), (121), (122) inside the definitions of the susceptibilities, we have

χ2(τ) = 4 ρ

τ
C

B2

A

(
1 −

16 A τ
D
2 −4

(4π)D/2 I1(τ/Λ2)
)

, [131]

χ3(τ) =64 ρ

τ3 C
B3

A

(
1 −

32 A τ
D
2 −4

(4π)D/2 I3(τ/Λ2) −
48 A τ

D
2 −4

(4π)D/2 I1(τ/Λ2)
)

, [132]

χdis
2 (τ) = −2 ρ2

τ2 C
B2

A

(
1 −

32 A τ
D
2 −4

(4π)D/2

(
I1(τ/Λ2) + I2(τ/Λ2)

) )
, [133]

where we defined the following integrals

I1(τ/Λ2) ≡
∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃aL̃b e−(L̃a+L̃b)

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2+1
, [134]

I2(τ/Λ2) ≡
∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃2
aL̃b e−(L̃a+L̃b)

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2+1
= 1

2

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃aL̃b e−(L̃a+L̃b)

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2
, [135]

and

I3(τ/Λ2) ≡
∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b dL̃c

L̃aL̃b + L̃cL̃b + L̃aL̃c

(L̃a + L̃b + L̃c)D/2+1
e−(L̃a+L̃b+L̃c) . [136]

Note that I1(x) diverges for x → 0 (ultraviolet regime) in D = 8, thus further complicating the expansion at small values of τ , while I2(x)
and I3(x) are regular. These typical divergences can be cured by writing the susceptibilities as functions of the physical mass m, that is
defined as the reciprocal of the correlation length as follows. The correlation length is defined from the connected correlation through the
following formula:

ξ2 =
(

d

dk2 Ĉ−1
2 (k)

)∣∣∣
k=0

Ĉ2(0) , [137]

where, from Eq. (120), scaling the momenta
k̃ ≡ k

al√
τ(2D − 2)

, [138]

we can write

Ĉ2(k) = aD
l

ρ

τ
C

B2

A

(
4 1

k̃2 + 1
−

128
2

A τ
D
2 −4

(
1

k̃2 + 1

)2 ∫
dD q̃

(2π)D

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃aL̃b

L̃a + L̃b

e−q̃2L̃a−(q̃+k̃)2L̃b−(L̃a+L̃b)
)

. [139]

Then we need

Ĉ2(0) = aD
l

ρ

τ
C

B2

A

(
4 −

128
2

A τ
D
2 −4 1

(4π)D/2

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃aL̃b

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2+1
e−(L̃a+L̃b)

)
, [140]
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1
Ĉ2(k)

=a−D
l

τ

ρ

A

C B2
k̃2 + 1

4

(
1 − 16 A τ

D
2 −4 1

k̃2 + 1

∫
dD q̃

(2π)D

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃aL̃b

L̃a + L̃b

e−q̃2L̃a−(q̃+k̃)2L̃b−(L̃a+L̃b)
)−1

= a−D
l

τ

ρ

A

C B2
k̃2 + 1

4

(
1 + 16 A τ

D
2 −4 1

k̃2 + 1

∫
dD q̃

(2π)D

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃aL̃b

L̃a + L̃b

e−q̃2L̃a−(q̃+k̃)2L̃b−(L̃a+L̃b)
)

= a−D
l

τ

ρ

A

C B2
1
4

(
k̃2 + 1 + 16 A τ

D
2 −4

(4π)D/2

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃aL̃b

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2+1
exp

(
−k̃2 L̃aL̃b

L̃a + L̃b

− (L̃a + L̃b)
) )

, [141]

and also

∂

∂k̃2
Ĉ2(k)−1

∣∣∣̃
k2=0

= a−D
l

τ

ρ

A

C B2
1
4

(
1 −

16 A τ
D
2 −4

(4π)D/2

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃2
aL̃2

b

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2+2
exp

(
−(L̃a + L̃b)

) )
, [142]

to compute

ξ2 =
(

∂

∂k2 Ĉ−1
2 (k)

)∣∣∣
k=0

Ĉ2(0) = Ĉ2(0) a2
l C−2/D 1

τ

τ

ρ

A

C B2
1
4

(
1 −

16 A τ
D
2 −4

(4π)D/2

∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃2
aL̃2

b

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2+2
e−(L̃a+L̃b)

)
= a2

l C−2/D 1
τ

(
1 −

16 A τ
D
2 −4

(4π)D/2

(
I4(τ/Λ2) + I1(τ/Λ2)

) )
, [143]

where

I4(τ/Λ2) ≡
∫ ∞

τ/Λ2
dL̃a dL̃b

L̃2
aL̃2

be−(L̃a+L̃b)

(L̃a + L̃b)D/2+2
. [144]

Note that I4(x) is finite for x → 0 in D = 8. Analogously we can write the last equation in terms of the physical distance from the critical
point, which we call m

m2 = 1
ξ2 = C2/D

a2
l

τ

(
1 + 16 A τ

D
2 −4

(4π)D/2

(
I4(τ/Λ2) + I1(τ/Λ2)

) )
. [145]

From the last equation we can write τ as a function of the mass m (neglecting higher orders in A):

τ = a2
l C−2/D m2

(
1 −

1
(4π)D/2

u

2
(

I4(m2/Λ2) + I1(m2/Λ2)
) )

, [146]

where we defined the dimensionless coupling constant u
u ≡ g mD−8 [147]

and
g ≡ 32A (alC

−1/D)D−8 . [148]
Given the last definition and using Eq. (146) we can rewrite the three observables as functions of m2, as in the main text

χ2(m2) = 4ρ C1+ 2
D a−2

l
m−2 B2

A

(
1 + 1

(4π)D/2
u

2
I4(m2/Λ2)

)
, [149]

χ3(m2) = 64ρ C1+ 6
D a−6

l
m−6 B3

A

(
1 + u

(4π)D/2

(3
2

I4(m2/Λ2) − I3(m2/Λ2)
))

[150]

and

χdis
2 (m2) = −2ρ2 C1+ 4

D a−4
l

m−4 B2

A

(
1 + u

(4π)D/2

(
I4(m2/Λ2) − I2(m2/Λ2)

))
. [151]

Note that upon switching from the bare parameter τ to the physical correlation length 1/m the integral I1(τ/Λ2), that is ultraviolet
divergent in D = 8, is no longer present and the expressions are free of ultraviolet divergences, providing the possibility to safely take the
limit m → 0.

C.1. Other irrelevant diagrams. In this section we argue about the irrelevance of some diagrams that in principle we should consider to
compute the observables of interest.

The first kind of diagrams we neglected is the “tadpole-type” ones, depicted in Fig. S1. In principle such topologies should be
considered not only for two-point functions, but also to “dress” the external or internal lines of a generic diagram for a generic n-point
function, for instance, the diagram G3 for the three-point function we computed. The justification for neglecting this kind of topologies
is simple and makes use of the property of the Ansatz distribution of the line, Eq. (8) in the main text. Let us consider two lines, of
the kind of G1, joined by a central common spin σ0 and with σ1 and σ2 at the extremities of the chain. Now, instead of simply joining
them as done before to impose the self-consistency of the Ansatz, let us imagine adding a line starting and ending in σ0, thus forming a
four-degree vertex and a loop. In order to compute the distribution of the effective fields on σ1 and σ2 and the effective coupling between
the two, we have to sum over the configurations of σ0, which depends on the parameters of each of the three lines. In the end we will
integrate over these parameters following some rules which are similar to the ones in Tab. S1. However the coupling of the loop line J00 is
ineffective since its contribution to the effective Hamiltonian, J00σ2

0 , is independent of σ0, given the fact that σ2
0 = 1. This means that,

integrating on J00, without any constraint, the Ansatz distribution of the loop line, only the trivial part will survive∫
dJ00

(
δ(J00) PB(u1) PB(u2) − 2a L λLδ(J) g(u1) g(u2) + P J ̸=0

L (J00) g(u1) g(u2)
)

= PB(u1) PB(u2) , [152]

since, due to the above-mentioned property, the integral over the coupling of the non-trivial zero-coupling part is equal and opposite in
sign of the integral of the non-zero part. We understand that to our order in the large-length limit, closing a line on a site doesn’t change
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the Ansatz distribution (a similar argument can be applied to the three-degree vertex tadpole-type diagram). Since, these tadpoles are
one-loop diagrams we have to be careful, in the M -layer framework, and apply the line-connected definition, which amounts to subtracting
the simple line without the loop. The result is then zero, given that the distribution of the loop diagram is the same as the simple line.
For this reason, every complicated diagram, dressed with such topologies gives zero contribution to the observable for the spin glass model
in a field at zero temperature.

Another kind of diagram we completely neglected is G′′′ in Fig. S2. This diagram can be seen as a special case of G5 where the internal
line connecting the loop to the two other external lines has zero length. However, we remember that the minimum length for a line is
always 1, in order to correctly count all the combinatorial factors originating in each vertex. Indeed, G5 has three three-degree vertices,
while contracting the internal line two three-degree vertices become a single four-degree vertex. For this reason, in principle we should
separately compute the contributions of all diagrams originated from the contraction of a line of a generic diagram. Luckily we can
argue that every time we contract a line the resulting contribution misses a propagator ((k2 + τ)−1 for k2 ∼ 0), thus it will come with a
multiplicative factor τ with respect to the “non-contracted” contribution. When we compute the critical exponents we want to perform
the critical limit τ → 0 (or equivalently m2 → 0), which is why these “contracted” diagrams are not relevant at the critical limit to our
order in the large-length limit, because they will give a subdominant contribution.

C.2. Generic n-point connected function at one loop. Even if we computed all relevant diagrams we want to extend the idea of P NB
{L⃗}

in
order to compute the contribution to a generic n-point connected function on diagrams of the kind depicted in Fig. S4.

Fig. S4. Left: four-point diagram computed in this section. Right: relevant diagram for the amputated n-point function: Gamp
n .

We will consider the case n = 4 and a simple generalization leads to the generic formula for the n-point function. As for the three-point
function, we start by cutting one line, for instance, the one with length L4 as in Fig. S5, we compute the probability that the four spins
belong to the same cluster in this simple case and then we reintroduce the line in a second moment.

Fig. S5. Representation of the steps of the procedure to compute the corresponding P NB
L1,...,Ln−1

distribution on the specific case n = 4.

Again, we have to take into account two possibilities when re-introducing L4: i) the coupling J14 is such that the ground state without
the line is not altered and ii) the coupling J14 is such that the ground state is altered.

As for the three-point function let us start considering the case where all the couplings are different from zero. The first case is simple:
we can sum over the configurations of σ2 and σ3, putting one external field drawn from g(u) in each vertex, to obtain(

4 a P̂3(0)
ρ

)2

P J ̸=0
L1+L2+L3

(J̃14) P̂3(heff
1 ) P̂3(heff

4 ) [153]

and then add the line of length L4 with the usual condition for the resulting effective coupling and fields: Jeff
14 = J̃14 + J14, heff

1 and
heff

4 . As for the three-point function case we notice that summing over the configurations of σ2 (before) and σ3 (after), at our level of
approximation in the large length limit, is ineffective on the values of the effective fields: heff

1 ≃ h1, h̃3 ≃ h3 and heff
4 ≃ h4, see Fig. S5.

The result for this first contribution is:

2
∫ ∞

0
dJeff

14

∫ ∞

0
dJ̃14

∫ ∞

−J14

dJ14

∫ ∞

−∞
dh1

∫ ∞

−∞
dh4 P J ̸=0

L1+L2+L3
(J̃14) P J ̸=0

L3
(J13) P̂3(h1) P̂3(h4)δ(Jeff

14 − (J̃14 + J14))×

×
(

4 a P̂3(0)
ρ

)2 ∏
i=1,4

Θ(|Jeff
14 | − |hi|) δ(|h1 + h4 sign(Jeff

14 )|) =

=
64 a4

(
P̂3(0)

)4

ρ3
L2

1 + L2
2 + L3

3 + 2L3
4 + 2L1 L2 + 2L2 L3 + 2L1 L3 + 2L1 L4 + 2L2 L4 + 2L3 L4

L1 + L2 + L3 + L4
λL1+L2+L3+L4 , [154]

where we considered explicitly the case of positive couplings, the other case is the same by symmetry and gives the factor 2 in front. The
same symmetry arguments are used for the next contribution.
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The contribution of the second case is the non-trivial one. Again we start by removing L4 and then take into account the scenario in
which all the four spins belong to the same cluster even if the coupling J14, when re-introduced, changes the ground state configuration of
σ1 and σ4 from the one where J14 = 0. To do so we want to first join the lines L1 and L2, resulting in the effective coupling J̃13. Next we
should add L3 with the condition that |h3| < |J̃13| − |J34| if |J̃13| > |J34| or |h3| < |J34| − |J̃13| |J̃13| < |J34| otherwise. We notice that
σ3 will follow σ1 if |J̃13| > |J34|, otherwise it will follow σ2. This means that in the first situation, it is sufficient to consider P J ̸=0

L1+L2
(J̃13),

since the necessary condition for σ3 to follow σ1 is that σ2 follows too, while in the second situation, since σ3 follows σ4, we should be
sure that σ2 is “non-blocked”, thus we have to use P NB

L1, L2
(J̃13). With this argument we can compute P NB

L1, L2, L3
(J̃14), the result of the

sum of the two following contributions

4 a
(

P̂3(0)
)2

ρ

∫ ∞

J34

dJ̃13

∫ ∞

−∞
dJ34 P J ̸=0

L1+L2
(J̃13) P J ̸=0

L3
(J34)δ(J̃14 − J34) 2 (J̃13 − J34)+

+
4 a

(
P̂3(0)

)2

ρ

∫ ∞

J̃13

dJ34

∫ ∞

−∞
dJ̃13 P NB

L1, L2 (J̃13) P J ̸=0
L3

(J34)δ(J̃14 − J̃13) 2 (J34 − J̃13) , [155]

which is a sort of generalization of Eq. (102). The result is

P NB
L1, L2, L3 (J̃14) =

16 a3
(

P̂3(0)
)2

ρ
(L2

1 + L2
2 + L2

3) λL1+L2+L3 e−ρ |J̃14|(L1+L2+L3) . [156]

Then we can compute the contribution of the second case:

2
∫ 0

−∞
dJeff

14

∫ ∞

0
dJ̃14

∫ −J̃14

−∞
dJ14

∫ ∞

−∞
dh1

∫ ∞

−∞
dh4 P NB

L1, L2, L3 (J̃14) P J ̸=0
L4

(J14)P̂2(h1)P̂2(h4)×

×
∏

i=1,4

Θ(|Jeff
14 | − |hi|) δ(|h1 + h4 sign(Jeff

14 )|) =
64 a4

(
P̂3(0)

)4

ρ3
L2

1 + L2
2 + L2

3
L1 + L2 + L3 + L4

λL1+L2+L3+L4 . [157]

The last contribution is given by the case in which one of the four lines has zero coupling:

−
128 a4

(
P̂3(0)

)4

ρ3 (L1 + L2 + L3 + L4) . [158]

All the terms together give this contribution to the four-point function

Clc
4 (Gamp

6 ; LA, LB , LC , LD) = −
128 a4

ρ3

(
P̂3(0)

)4 LALB + LCLB + LALC + LALD + LBLD + LCLD

LA + LB + LC + LD
λLA+LB+LC +LD . [159]

From this result is not difficult to express the generic form of the P NB for a generic line of length L1 + L2 + · · · + Ln−1 generalizing the
expression of Eq. (155)

P NB
L1,...,Ln−1

(J̃1n) = a ρ

(
4 a P̂3(0)

ρ

)n−2 n−1∑
i=1

L2
i

n−1∏
i=1

λLi e−ρ|J̃1n|Li , [160]

from which we are able to write the contribution of the diagram depicted in Fig. S4 for a generic n-point function:

Clc
n (Gamp

n ; {Li}i=1,...,n) = −
ρ

2

(
4 a P̂3(0)

ρ

)n
∑1,...,n

i<j
Li Lj∑n

i=1 Li

n∏
i=1

λLi . [161]

3. Numerical tests

In this section, we report some numerical tests we did to confirm the perturbative expressions we obtained for the observables on the given
diagrams, in Eq. (79), Eq. (77), Eq. (95), Eq. (96), Eq. (85), Eq. (97), and Eq. (111). To do so we used the numerical technique described
in the SI of (40). We summarize here the main points. Notice that the following numerical results are obtained for Gaussian couplings
J ∼ N (0, 1/(z − 1)) and fixed external field H on each site, where z is the connectivity of the graph. Due to universality, we believe that
the bimodal distributed coupling and Gaussian external field case would give the same results.

Given the rules for the evolution in Tab. S1, the idea is to start from a population of NT = 107 triplets of two fields and one coupling
characterized by length L = 1, i.e. distributed as PL=1(u0, u1, J1) = δ(u0)δ(u1)N (0, 1/(z − 1)). Joining one triplet of length L − 1 with
one of the kind (0, 0, J), one construct iteratively a new triplet of length L. We can easily see, from the evolution rules in Tab. S1, that at
each step a fraction of the population that satisfies |h| > |JL−1| + |J |, produces a new one with zero coupling, JL = 0. Given that the
effective coupling of two infinitely distant sites is zero, the size of the population with JL ≠ 0 shrinks to zero exponentially fast with L.
Moreover, for the spin glass in a field the triplets with zero coupling, (u0, uL, 0), can be of two different kinds. Indeed, when one joins a
triplet of the type (u0, uL, 0), with u0 and uL that are correlated, with one of the type (0, 0, J), looking at the case |h| > |J | of Tab. S1,
the correlation between the new fields u0 and uL+1 is zero because of the random sign of J . In total, three different signals arise: one
with non-zero coupling, one with zero coupling but correlated fields and one with zero coupling and uncorrelated fields. Thus, to amplify
these three distinct signals, we evolve three populations of the same size NT for each L with an enrichment procedure, alongside with
their probabilities pL and bL that are the weights of AL and BL respectively: AL stores the triplets with JL ̸= 0, BL keeps correlated
fields (u0, uL) but JL = 0 and CL that keeps uncorrelated pairs (u0, uL). Joining a triplet of length L − 1, denoted as TL−1, to one of
length 1 of the type (0, 0, J), to form a new longer triplet, TL, we have different cases:

• TL−1 ∈ AL−1 and |h| < |JL−1| + |J | → TL ∈ AL ,
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• TL−1 ∈ AL−1 and |h| > |JL−1| + |J | → TL ∈ BL ,

• TL−1 ∈ BL−1 and |h| < |J | → TL ∈ BL ,

in all other cases TL ∈ CL. The associated initial probabilities are p1 = 1, b1 = 0. To compute the Bethe distribution of cavity fields
PB(u) we used the corresponding cavity equations (at zero temperature) with 1000 iterations for a population of 106 fields.

Once the population of the triplet for each line is obtained, we can add up the lines summing over the values of the internal spins
in order to generate the distributions for the diagrams we need to compute and estimate the values of the observables. Particularly
easy is the case of the disconnected function (line-connected), since it corresponds to the zero-coupling part of the distribution (once
the trivial PB(u1) PB(u2) δ(J) part is subtracted). Regarding the connected functions, we have some additional work to do. Once the
distribution of the effective parameters is obtained, from the population of triplets, we have to average the connected function. To do so,
given the triplet, we count 1 every time the external spins belong to the same cluster. The result is averaged over the distribution of the
triplets. We then repeated this computation Ndata times for each observable and each set of lengths of the given diagram, each time
extracting independently a new distribution of the triplets and we computed the mean value and its associated statistical error. The result
corresponds to the connected functions we computed analytically.

As we anticipated for the Ansatz distribution of the triplet, each parameter can be computed or at least numerically estimated. Notice
that here and for the following results we set the connectivity of the Bethe lattice z = 3 and the associated critical field to H = 0.358. In
Fig. S7 we show the results for the estimate of the parameter a of the Ansatz, in Eq. (46). To do so we used the two most numerically
precise results, that are for Clc

2 (G1; L) and Dlc
2 (G1; L). With the former we estimated the value of λ as shown in Fig. S6 fitting the data

with free parameter α, which is the multiplicative factor of the term λL, see Eq. (79). Then we used it to fit Dlc
2 (G1; L) and extract the

value of a. We see that the extrapolated values are compatible with the values λ = 1/2 and α = 1. λ = 1/2 is expected exactly at the
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10−1

Estimated parameters
αest = 1.001534(37)
λest = 0.5004937(33)

Extrapolation of λ

αλL

Clc2 (G1;L)

Fig. S6. Numerical extrapolation of the control parameter λ. Points are the data while
the dashed line is the fitting function with parameters λest and αest.
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0.84 f(L, λ) ≡ −Dlc2 (G1;L)
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λest = 0.5004937(33)

Estimated parmeters:
a = 0.78561(75)
b = 0.167(22)

Extrapolation of a

a+ b
2L

f(L, λest)

Fig. S7. Numerical extrapolation of the Ansatz parameter a. Points come from
the numerical evaluation of the bare two-points disconnected correlation, scaled as
−Dlc

2 (G1;L)
2LλL , with the value of λ obtained from Fig. S6. The dashed line is the

fitting function that allows us to extrapolate the Ansatz parameter a.

critical point and the observed deviation is due to a not fully precise value of the critical field H = 0.358. α = 1 is expected because the
parameter α can be expressed as the ratio between g(u) and PB(u) and we see clear numerical evidence that the function g(u) = PB(u)
in the Gaussian couplings case at the critical point. The deviation of the fitted value of α from 1 can be due to the finite size of the
population used.

In Fig. S8 we re-obtained the numerical results of ref. (40) for the two-point connected function. In particular we performed a joint fit
of the parameters, whose results are shown in the table on the right and, for large lengths, are in good agreement with the analytical
computation. Notice that the amputated two-point connected function on G2 depends on two lengths, LA and LB . To check the result in
a single plot we numerically computed the observable for two different combinations of lengths: LA = LB and LB = 2LA.
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−Clc2 (Gamp2 ;L,L)
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DOF 18
α 1.001534(37)
λ 0.5004937(33)
a 0.7885(41)
b 0.151(17)
c 0.162(17)

χ2 18.0108
Reduced χ2 1.0006
P − value 0.4549

Fig. S8. Left: Points correspond to the numerical evaluation of the two-point connected correlation function on the different diagrams of Fig. S1 as a function of the length L; full
lines correspond to the associated joint fit (that also includes next-to-leading order term w.r.t. L); dashed lines correspond to the analytical prediction, with the values αest,
λest and aest extracted from Fig. S7. Right: the evaluated corresponding fit parameters.

In Fig. S8 we report the numerical evaluation of the two-point connected correlation function. Data have been fitted with the following
functions and parameters:

Clc
2 (G1; L) = αλL for L ∈ [2, 11], Ndata = 200 ; [162]

−Clc
2 (Gamp

2 ; L, L) = aLλ2L + bλ2L for L ∈ [4, 11], Ndata = 200 ; [163]

−Clc
2 (Gamp

2 ; L, 2L) = 4
3

aLλ3L + cλ3L for L ∈ [3, 7], Ndata = 400 . [164]

In Fig. S9 we show the results for the three-point function. In particular we plot the bare contribution together with four different
combinations of lengths for the amputated diagram Gamp

4 . The results of the associated joint fit are collected in the table on the right.
Also in this new case we confirm the good agreement between the numerical and the analytical results for the three-point connected
function on the given diagrams.
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Fig. S9. Left:Points correspond to the numerical evaluation of the three-point connected correlation function on the different diagrams of Fig. S2 as a function of the length L;
full lines correspond to the associated joint fit; dashed lines correspond to the analytical prediction, with the values α = 1, λ = 1/2 and a extracted from Fig. S7. Right: the
evaluated corresponding fit parameters.

Clc
3 (G3; L, L, L) = αλ3L for L ∈ [2, 7], Ndata = 1800 ; [165]

−Clc
3 (Gamp

4 ; L, L, L) = 2aLλ3L + bλ3L for L ∈ [4, 8], Ndata = 1800 ; [166]

−Clc
3 (Gamp

4 ; L, L, 2L) = 5
2

aLλ4L + cλ4L for L ∈ [3, 6], Ndata = 1800 ; [167]

−Clc
3 (Gamp

4 ; L, 2L, 2L) = 16
5

aLλ5L + dλ5L for L ∈ [3, 5], Ndata = 1800 ; [168]

−Clc
3 (Gamp

4 ; L, 2L, 3L) = 11
3

aLλ6L + eλ6L for L ∈ [2, 4], Ndata = 1800 . [169]

In Fig. S10 we show the numerical results for the disconnected function. Here we plotted the results for both Gamp
2 and G2 together

with the bare case G1. In the table, we reported the results of the joint fit.
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Dlc2 (Gamp2 ;L,L)

Dlc2 (Gamp2 ;L, 2L)

Dlc2 (G2;L,L, L, L)

Dlc2 (G2;L,L, 2L,L) DOF 52
λ 0.500509(12)
a 0.78472(36)
b 0.1839(25)
c 0.514(13)
d 0.315(23)
e 0.758(22)
f 0.430(51)
g 0.573(54)
h 1.38(17)
i 0.74(20)
j −0.068(70)

χ2 52.0362
Reduced χ2 1.0007
P − value 0.4725

Fig. S10. Left: Points correspond to the numerical evaluation of the two-point disconnected correlation function on the different diagrams of Fig. S1 as a function of the length
L; full lines correspond to the associated joint fit; dashed lines correspond to the analytical prediction, with the values α = 1, λ = 1/2 and a extracted from Fig. S7. Right:
the evaluated corresponding fit parameters.

−Dlc
2 (G1; L) = 2aLλL + bλL for L ∈ [4, 19], Ndata = 100 ; [170]

Dlc
2 (Gamp

2 ; L, L) = 4a2L2λ2L + cLλ2L + dλ2L for L ∈ [3, 17], Ndata = 200 ; [171]

Dlc
2 (Gamp

2 ; L, 2L) = 8a2L2λ3L + eLλ3L + fλ3L for L ∈ [3, 15], Ndata = 150 ; [172]

Dlc
2 (G2; L, L, L, L) = 8a2L2λ4L + gLλ4L + hλ4L for L ∈ [3, 14], Ndata = 100 ; [173]

Dlc
2 (G2; L, L, 2L, L) = 40

3 a2L2λ5L + iLλ5L + jλ5L for L ∈ [3, 9], Ndata = 200 . [174]
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