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The Localization Landscape Theory (LLT) provides a classical picture of Anderson localization
by introducing an effective confining potential whose percolation is proposed to coincide with the
mobility edge. Although this proposal shows remarkable numerical agreement in three dimensions,
its fundamental validity remains unsettled. Here we test the LLT analytically on the Bethe lattice,
where both the Anderson localization transition and the LLT percolation problem are exactly solv-
able. We find that the two transitions do not coincide, and their critical behaviors differ markedly.
In particular, LLT percolation displays standard mean-field percolation criticality that is fundamen-
tally distinct from the peculiar critical behavior of the Anderson transition on the Bethe lattice.
Our results provide an exact benchmark showing that, while geometrically intuitive, the LLT does
not capture the true quantum critical properties of localization.

Anderson localization refers to the suppression of wave
propagation caused by disorder-induced interference ef-
fects. Originally proposed by Anderson in the con-
text of electronic transport [1], the phenomenon arises
when multiple scattering from random impurities leads
to destructive interference that inhibits diffusion [2–4].
Anderson localization has been recently observed in a
broad range of physical systems, including light [4, 5],
cold atomic gases [6–11], kicked rotors [12], and classi-
cal sound elastic waves [13]. The effect is particularly
pronounced in low-dimensional systems, where even in-
finitesimal disorder can exponentially localize all eigen-
states, and inhibit a true metallic phase [14–16]. In
higher dimensions, localization occurs only beyond a crit-
ical disorder strength, the mobility edge, giving rise to a
transition between localized (insulating phase) and ex-
tended (metallic phase) states [3, 17, 18]. In the last
decades the field has thrived due to two major develop-
ments: the interplay between localization and topology
(topological insulators [19–25]) and interactions (many-
body localization [26–31]).

The tight-binding Anderson model (AM) is the min-
imal framework for disorder-induced localization [1]. It
describes noninteracting electrons hopping on a lattice
with random on-site energies drawn from a bounded
distribution. In one dimension, all eigenstates are ex-
ponentially localized, as shown by transfer-matrix and
recursive Green’s function methods [1, 14]. In two
dimensions, scaling theory similarly predicts localiza-
tion of all states for any finite disorder [16]. In con-
trast, in three (and higher) dimensions, a true localiza-
tion–delocalization transition occurs, but the mobility
edge and critical exponents–such as the divergence of the
localization length–are known only from numerical stud-
ies [3, 4, 17, 32, 33].

One obstacle to progress is that localization emerges
from intricate interference patterns rather than from ob-

vious features of the disorder potential. Since localization
centers do not correlate simply with potential extrema,
no natural classical limit exists from which to develop
perturbation theory. In this context, a fascinating and
influential proposal by Filoche and Mayboroda [34] pro-
poses a new framework for understanding Anderson lo-
calization. Their approach, known as the Localization
Landscape Theory (LLT), introduces a scalar field–the
Localization Landscape–whose inverse defines an effec-
tive classical confining potential which delineates regions
in which quantum states are spatially trapped [34–38].
The delocalization transition is then interpreted as a
geometric percolation process: the mobility edge corre-
sponds to the energy at which the classically allowed re-
gions of the effective potential first percolate through the
system. The numerical evaluation of the mobility edge
in the three-dimensional AM and the percolation transi-
tion of the LLT compare favourably for low-energy states
close to the bottom of the spectrum [39].

This intriguing proposal naturally calls for a test in a
setting where both the AM and the percolation of the
LLT can be solved exactly. Such a test can indeed be
realized on the Bethe lattice–an infinite, loopless, and
homogeneous graph in which each site is connected to
K + 1 nearest neighbors. The AM on the Bethe lat-
tice exhibits a localization transition at a finite disorder
strength [40], characterized by mean-field critical expo-
nents (e.g., a localization-length exponent ν = 1) and
nontrivial fractal properties of the wave functions at crit-
icality [40–51]. In this work, we investigate the percola-
tion transition of the LLT and its critical properties, and
we demonstrate that they do not coincide with those of
the AM localization transition on the same geometry. Al-
though the LLT provides an excellent approximation to
the mobility edge of the AM in three dimensions, it fails
to capture the precise transition curve and the critical
behavior in more general geometries.
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We focus on the Anderson model of a non-interacting
(spin-less) quantum particle on a lattice under a disor-
dered potential. The Hamiltonian is

Ĥ =
∑

i

ϵiĉ
†
i ĉi − t

∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
ĉ†

i ĉj + ĉ†
j ĉi

)
, (1)

where ĉ†
i and ĉi are the creation and annihilation opera-

tors at site i, and i runs from 1 to the number of lattice
sites N . The on-site disorder potentials ϵi are indepen-
dent identically distributed random variables drawn from
the uniform distribution

γ(ϵ) =
{

1/W if ϵ ∈ [−W/2,W/2] ,
0 else.

(2)

In the second term in Eq. (1), t is the hopping amplitude.
We take the sum to run over nearest-neighbors on an infi-
nite Bethe lattice, i.e., an infinite tree in which each site is
connected to K+1 nearest neighbors, j = 1, . . . ,K+1, as
sketched in Fig. 1(a). The Bethe lattice can be formally
defined as the N → ∞ limit of a random regular graph
with N nodes and fixed degree K+1 (see [52] and the SM
for details). In the absence of disorder (W = 0), Ĥ re-
duces to the adjacency matrix of the Bethe lattice, whose
spectrum spans E ∈ [−2t

√
K, 2t

√
K] with an isolated

eigenvalue at Eiso(W = 0) = −t(K+1) corresponding to
the uniform mode [50]. Turning on disorder broadens the
spectrum to E ∈ [−2t

√
K −W/2, 2t

√
K +W/2] [53–56].

The Localization Landscape Theory [34–38] introduces
an N -dimensional vector u as the solution of the equation
[Ĥ − EminÎ]u = 1 with 1 the uniform vector with com-
ponents identically equal to one, and defines a real-space
potential, 1/ui. The diagonal shift of Ĥ by Emin is intro-
duced to guarantee that Ĥ − EminÎ is positive definite,
thereby ensuring a positive Localization Landscape (the
shift is arbitrary, but the choice of −Emin corresponds
to the minimal and optimal one [57]). The central idea
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Gii, ηi, ui
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j = k

j = K

l = K + 1

(a)
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K

Gk→i
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Gii, ηi, ui

(b)

ηk→i

Figure 1. (a) Bethe lattice centered on site i; colored regions
mark the subtrees rooted at its K + 1 nearest neighbors. (b)
Same structure with site i removed (dotted link and site),
showing only the k-th branch. Each disconnected branch j =
1, . . . , K + 1 forms an infinite tree with coordination K + 1,
except at the root.

of the LLT is that 1/ui acts as an effective (correlated)
classical potential which is significantly smoother than
the disordered potential ϵi (as it satisfies a second-order
PDE). The minima of this landscape identify the regions
where the low-energy states would localize [35, 36].

The set of nearest-neighboring sites on the lattice
with lower potential than the electron’s energy, ΩE =
{i such that 1/ui ≤ E}, are the spatial regions where a
particle is classically confined. The LLT proposes that,
when a macroscopic (“giant”) cluster of this kind exists,
that is, when the set ΩE forms a connected path spanning
the system, the quantum particle of energy E delocalizes.
Under this intriguing proposal, finding the mobility edge
and critical properties of the Anderson model simplifies
considerably: instead of solving a Schrödinger equation,
one only needs to analyze a classical percolation problem
once the potential 1/ui is known.

The hierarchical structure of the Bethe lattice allows
for an exact determination of the Anderson localization
transition and critical behavior in the thermodynamic
limit [40–50]. Similarly, the potential 1/ui can be com-
puted analytically, and the associated classical correlated
percolation problem can be solved exactly, thereby pro-
viding an ideal framework to test the LLT proposal. The
solution is obtained through a recursive approach [58]:
removing the central site i disconnects the lattice into
K+1 independent, semi-infinite subtrees, each rooted at
one of i’s neighboring sites, see Fig. 1(b). These “cavity”
subtrees are statistically identical to the original Bethe
lattice, except that the root site has coordination K in-
stead of K + 1. Under the assumption (which becomes
asymptotically exact in the thermodynamic limit [58–
60]) that, in absence of the central node, the probability
measures on its neighbors factorize, one obtains a self-
consistent equation for the probability measure, and then
expresses local observables in terms of conditionally in-
dependent quantities defined at the roots of the cavity
subtrees. We apply this method to the Anderson local-
ization and Localization Landscape percolation.

Anderson localization. The spectral properties of the
eigenvectors and eigenvalues of Ĥ at energy E are en-
coded in the statistics of the elements of the resolvent
matrix, G(E) = (H − E − i0+)−1, where the last term
is an infinitesimal imaginary regulator that softens the
pole singularities in the denominator of G. On the Bethe
lattice the diagonal elements of G verify a set of self-
consistent recursion relation [40, 49, 50, 60]:

G−1
ii (E) = ϵi − E − i0+ − t2

∑
k∈∂i

Gk→i , (3)

G−1
k→i(E) = ϵk − E − i0+ − t2

∑
l∈∂k\i

Gl→k . (4)

The notation k → i is standard in the literature, and
represents the “message” that the branch k would pass
on i [58] (see Fig. 1), with ∂i the neighbours of i and ∂k\i



3

the neighbours of k excluding i. Equation (4) should be
interpreted as a self-consistent integral equation for the
probability distribution of the cavity Green’s functions,
whose fixed point yields the probability distribution of
the diagonal elements through Eq. (3) [40, 49, 50, 61].
The imaginary part of the Green’s functions yield the
order parameter distribution function for Anderson lo-
calization, from which all the relevant observables can be
computed. In the metallic phase P (ImG) converges to a
stable distribution, while in the localized phase P (ImG)
tends to zero in a singular way. The critical threshold and
the critical properties can thus be obtained by studying
the linear stability of Eqs. (3)-(4) with respect to a small
imaginary part (see the SM) [49, 61, 62].

Localization Landscape percolation. From the inversion
of the Green’s function definition, one easily obtains (Ĥ−
EminÎ)u = Re G−1(Emin)u = 1 =⇒ u = Re G(Emin)1,
i.e. ui =

∑
j Re Gij(Emin). Two methods allow us to

obtain the components of the Localization Landscape.
The simplest one (devised in the End Matter) uses a
Gaussian representation which includes an auxiliary field
η, that satisfies the recursive equations

ηi = 1 + t
∑
k∈∂i

Re Gk→i(Emin) ηk→i , (5)

ηk→i = 1 + t
∑

l∈∂k\i

Re Gl→k(Emin) ηl→k , (6)

where the Green’s fuctions are solutions of Eqs. (4). The
components of the vector u are given by

ui =
∑

j

Re Gij (Emin) = Re Gii(Emin) ηi . (7)

An alternative method for the derivation of Eq. (7) can
be found in the SM. On the Bethe lattice, the probability
pi that site i belongs to the giant cluster is

pi = θ(ui − 1/E)
[
1 −

∏
k∈∂i

(1 − pk→i)
]
, (8)

with pk→i the probability that the root of the semi-
infinite branch originating at k ∈ ∂i is connected to the
infinite cluster in absence of i, which verifies

pk→i = θ(uk − 1/E)
[
1 −

∏
ℓ∈∂k\i

(1 − pℓ→k)
]
. (9)

Since the percolation transition is expected to be con-
tinuous, the percolation threshold can be found studying
the linear stability of Eq. (9) varying E (see SM).

From Eqs. (3)-(9), we determine the critical perco-
lation parameter, Eperc

c (W ), as well as the mobility
edge of the AM, Eloc

c (W ) [40, 50]. In order to com-
pare these two quantities, one must subtract the spec-
tral shift −Emin introduced when defining the effective
potential 1/ui. This subtraction yields a negative per-
colation threshold. However, exploiting the statistical

Figure 2. Phase diagram of the AM on the Bethe lattice with
t = 1 and K + 1 = 3 in the (E > 0, W ) half-plane (the spec-
trum is statistically symmetric with respect to E = 0). Upper
bound of the spectrum, Emax = 2t

√
K + W/2 (black dashed

line), mobility edge (blue solid line), LLT critical percolation
curve (black solid line), and lower bound, Wmin ∼ 0.3, below
which all 1/ui vanish (black dotted horizontal line). Within
the numerical accuracy we have so far, the dashed line for
Wmin ∼ 0.3 vanishes at a point indistinguishable from the
spectral boundary.

symmetry of the spectrum, one can equivalently express
the percolation threshold on the positive-energy side as
Eperc

c (W ) 7→ −Emin − Eperc
c (W ).

In Fig. 2 we display the (E > 0,W ) phase diagram.
The black dashed line locates the upper bound of the
spectrum, Emax = 2t

√
K +W/2 [53–56]. The black solid

line is the LLT critical percolation curve, while the blue
solid line is the mobility edge. The two thresholds are
close to each other at weak disorder, W ≲ 2 (see the inset
of Fig. 2), but they depart at larger W and cross twice.
This is in striking contrast with the 3d behavior, where
the percolation line is found to provide an upper bound
for the mobility edge [39]. The horizontal dotted line
indicates the disorder strength Wmin at which the per-
colation line meets the spectral edge. At this point, the
effective potential 1/ui vanishes, implying that for any
value of E, the system is in the percolating phase. Wmin
coincides with the point where the isolated eigenvalue,
which originates from −t(K+1) at zero disorder, merges
with the continuous part of the spectrum. Hence, for
W < Wmin, even in the presence of disorder, the smallest
eigenvalue of Ĥ remains separated from the continuum
by a gap. As a consequence, to ensure that (Ĥ −EminÎ)
is strictly positive definite, the spectral shift in this re-
gion should not be set to −2t

√
K − W/2, but rather to

the value of the isolated eigenvalue (which can be com-
puted numerically following the method of Ref. [50]). We
argue that implementing this correction would make the
percolation threshold follow the spectral edge smoothly
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down to zero disorder. Details are reported in the SM.
Similarly, the Anderson localization threshold reaches

the spectral edge at a finite value of W close to Wmin,
implying that for weaker disorder all eigenstates are de-
localized, in agreement with the exact result of Ref. [63].

Although the critical percolation curve and the mobil-
ity edge do not coincide, one can wonder whether the
critical properties of Anderson localization are well cap-
tured by the percolation problem in the effective poten-
tial. The natural counterpart of the eigenstates’ inverse
participation rate (IPR) of the AM (a measure of the
inverse volume occupied by an eigenstate) is the inverse
of the average cluster size, 1/S, in the percolation prob-
lem. Both quantities are determined with the method
detailed in [61] and the SM. The IPR and 1/S turn out
to have very different critical behavior. While the IPR
jumps from zero to a finite value at the critical energy,
Eloc

c , and then grows as a square root of the distance
from Eloc

c as conjectured in [61], 1/S grows linearly from
zero at Eperc

c , with the same critical exponent, γ = 1, as
the one for conventional random percolation in large di-
mensions. These results are shown in Fig. 3 for a choice
of parameters such that Eperc

c and Eloc
c are very close.

Figure 4 compares the correlation length of the Ander-
son transition towards delocalization and the one of the
LLT critical percolation, for the same parameters used
in Fig. 3. They both diverge, ξ ≃ (E − Ec)−ν , with ex-
ponent ν = 1, but with quite different prefactors. All
in all, the regions where 1/ui ≤ E largely underestimate
the actual spatial extent of the localized eigenstates of
energy E.

Conclusion. Although the LLT offers an appealing
classical percolation-based interpretation of delocaliza-

Figure 3. Critical behavior of the Anderson model IPR
(blue datapoints and square root fit [61], top axis scale) and
LLT percolation inverse cluster size 1/S (black datapoints and
linear fit, bottom axis scale). W = 1.5, K = 2 and t = 1.

Figure 4. The correlation length of the Anderson model,
ξloc (blue, top axis scale), and LLT critical percolation, ξperc
(black, bottom axis scale), respectively. Both diverge with
critical exponent ν = 1 (inset) at the corresponding transi-
tions. W = 1.5, K = 2 and t = 1.

tion, it fails to reproduce the critical behavior of the
Anderson transition on the Bethe lattice. Moreover, al-
though the critical percolation curve lies close to the
mobility edge at small W , differently from the three-
dimensional case, it does not provide an upper bound
to the Anderson localization’s critical energies Eloc

c (W ),
since the two critical curves cross twice. These discrep-
ancies suggest that, despite its apparent accuracy in the
prediction of the position of the mobility edge at the bot-
tom of the spectrum on the cubic lattice [39], the theory
does not provide a quantitatively reliable description of
Anderson localization on generic geometries. We believe
that the discrepancy stems from the different nature of
the two transitions. Anderson localization is driven by
quantum interference effects, whereas the LLT percola-
tion transition is purely classical. The correlations in-
duced by the spatial structure of the Localization Land-
scape are not sufficient to alter the universality class of
the underlying percolation problem. In particular, while
the upper critical dimension for short-range percolation
is dperc

u = 6, the upper critical dimension for Anderson
localization is dAL

u = ∞ [33, 64]. This could be related
to the deterioration of the qualitative agreement between
localization and the LLT as the dimension increases, and
in particular on tree-like structures.

Intriguingly, the percolation threshold of the Bethe lat-
tice with local degree K + 1 = 6 provides an excellent
approximation to the mobility edge in three dimensions
(SM). It would also be interesting to investigate whether
adjusting the spectral shift could help avoid the crossings
and bring the LLT percolation line closer to the mobility
edge at larger W .
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End Matter: Cavity Equations for the
Localization Landscape

As anticipated in the main text, following the original
formulation of the LLT, we work with a positive defi-
nite Hamiltonian. In the usual Anderson tight-binding
Hamiltonian the spectrum is symmetric, and it has been
shown in Refs. [53, 55] that on the Bethe lattice the ener-
gies E take values in the interval [−2t

√
K−W/2, 2t

√
K+

W/2]. Moreover, there exists an isolated eigenvalue that
lies outside this interval [50]. In the W = 0 case this
eigenvalue is Eiso(W = 0) = −t(K + 1), and the corre-
sponding eigenvector ψiso = (1/

√
N, . . . , 1/

√
N) is the

one associated to the uniform occupation of all sites.
As W increases the eigenvalue Eiso(W ) gets closer to
−2t

√
K − W/2, reaching the left border of the interval

[−2t
√
K − W/2, 2t

√
K + W/2] at W = Wmin. In or-

der to make Ĥ positive definite we need to translate all
the random on-site energies ϵi by a fixed amount −E.
The choice of E is arbitrary, but the optimal value has
been found to be the minimal one [57]. For the Anderson
model on the Bethe lattice this is given by

Emin(W ) =
{

−2t
√
K −W/2 if W > Wmin

Eiso(W ) if W ≤ Wmin
(10)

The functional form of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) re-
mains the same as long as we define the on-site energies as
random variables εi = ϵi−Emin(W ), i.e. drawn uniformly
from [−W/2 − Emin(W ), W/2 − Emin(W )]. From now
on we will omit the explicit W -dependence in Emin(W ).
Having translated the diagonal elements, the Hamilto-
nian now falls in the class of non-singular M-matrices
[65]. This ensures that its inverse exists, and that it has
all real non-negative components.

From the inversion of the Green’s function definition,
(Ĥ − zÎ)Ĝ(z) = Î one easily relates the Localization
Landscape u to the system’s Green function:

Ĥ+u = (Ĥ − EminÎ)u = Ĝ−1(Emin)u = 1 . (11)

Emin correspond to the lower edge of the spectrum, where
the average and local density of states are strictly equal
to zero. Hence, setting z = Emin in the definition of
G, the imaginary part of the Green’s functions vanish
identically, and the cavity equations reduce to the ones
for the real part alone. The components of the vector u
are given by

ui =
N∑

j=1
Re Gij(Emin) , (12)

and are all non-negative. This is precisely the form
adopted in the main text. Henceforth, we will omit the
explicit Emin-dependence and the Re symbol.

The element of the Green’s function can be written as
the expectation values of the product of two Gaussian
variables,

Gij = 1
Z0

∫
Dx xixj e

−S0[x] ≡ ⟨xixj⟩ , (13)

where

S0[x] = 1
2

∑
i

εix
2
i − t

∑
⟨i,j⟩

xixj = 1
2xtH+x , (14)

Z0 =
∫

Dx e−S0[x] . (15)

The angular brackets indicate an average over such Gaus-
sian measure. This expression is justified because H+ is
a positive definite matrix, thus e−S0[x]/Z0 is a properly
normalized Gaussian measure.

The variables ui in the LLT are given by Eq. (12),
which in terms of the Gaussian variables becomes

ui = 1
Z0

∫
Dx xi

∑
j

xj e
−S0[x] = ⟨xi

∑
j

xj⟩ . (16)

In order to compute this object, it is convenient to lin-
early couple a source to the sum of Gaussian variables:

SJ [x] = S0[x] − J
∑

j

xj =⇒ ui = ∂⟨xi⟩J

∂J

∣∣∣∣
J=0

. (17)

In absence of the source term, all the variables xi have
zero mean, and their marginal distributions (the proba-
bility distribution derived from the joint one by integrat-
ing over all other variables) are just Gaussians centered
in zero. In order to compute ⟨xi⟩J we need a marginal
distribution with non-zero mean. The most general such
form is

µi(xi) ∝ e
−

x2
i

2 Gii
+ξixi . (18)

Analogously, for the cavity lattices rooted in k ∈ ∂i, we
can write the marginal distribution on a site k as

µk→i(xk) ∝ e
−

x2
k

2 Gk→i
+ξk→ixk . (19)

To find the recursion relations for the Green’s function Gii

and the field ξi, we have to write the marginal distribu-
tion on site i as the integral of the full measure e−S0[x]/Z0
over all the variables {xk}k ̸=i. Since the only variables
coupled to xi in S0[x] are the nearest neighbors {xk}k∈∂i,
the marginal distribution on site i can be rewritten as an
integral over {xk}k∈∂i of the terms in e−S0[x] which de-
pend on xi, weighted with the joint probability distribu-
tion of {xk}k∈∂i. Moreover, since {xk}k∈∂i are decoupled
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in S0[x], the joint probability distribution is separable
as the product of the cavity marginals on each nearest
neighbor in absence of i. The resulting equation is

µi(xi) = e− 1
2 εix2

i +Jxi

∫ ∏
k∈∂i

[dxk µk→i(xk)] e
txi

∑
k∈∂i

xk

∝ e
− 1

2 εix2
i +Jxi+ 1

2

∑
k∈∂i

(ξk→i+txi)2Gk→i

. (20)

Analogously, we can relate the marginal distribution on
site k in the cavity lattice to the ones on sites l ∈ ∂k \ i
on their respective cavity lattices:

µk→i(xk) ∝ e

− 1
2 εix2

k+Jxk+ 1
2

∑
l∈∂k\i

(ξl→k+txk)2Gl→k

. (21)

Enforcing in Eqs. (20) and (21) the functional forms of
Eqs. (18) and (19), we immediately obtain

G−1
ii = εi − t2

∑
k∈∂i

Gk→i , (22)

ξi = J + t
∑
k∈∂i

Gk→iξk→i , (23)

G−1
k→i = εk − t2

∑
l∈∂k\i

Gl→k , (24)

ξk→i = J + t
∑

l∈∂k\i

Gl→kξl→k . (25)

It is now convenient to introduce the rescaled fields ηk→i

such that Jηk→i = ξk→i, in terms of which the second
and fourth equation read

ηi = 1 + t
∑
k∈∂i

Gk→iηk→i , (26)

ηk→i = 1 + t
∑

l∈∂k\i

Gl→kηl→k , (27)

which are now completely independent of the value of the
source J .

The last step is to express ⟨xi⟩J in terms of the cavity
fields. Since we know its marginal distribution (18) we
just need to compute

⟨xi⟩J =
∫

dxi xi µi(xi) = GiiJηi , (28)

Finally, taking the derivative with respect to the source
J , we obtain

ui = Giiηi . (29)
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In this Supplemental Material, we introduce random regular graphs and the Bethe lattice definition. Then, we
summarize some specific features of the well-known solution of Anderson localization on the Bethe lattice, and next
we present the theoretical framework developed to study the Localization Landscape percolation problem on the same
structure. In Section I we present the definition of the Bethe lattice and its properties. In Section II, we recall the
definition of the Anderson model and the main tools used to analyze its localization properties on the Bethe lattice.
We then end with a description of numerical and analytic methods.

The organization of the document is the following. Section III introduces the Localization Landscape percolation
problem and derives the equations needed to characterize its critical behavior also on the Bethe lattice. Section IV
provides details of the numerical methods employed. Finally, Section V describes the analytical approaches used to
study the relevant equations within the cavity framework, including an assumption of statistical independence and
the large-connectivity limit.

I. RANDOM REGULAR GRAPHS

Random regular graphs are an important class of random graphs in which each node has exactly the same degree
K + 1, ensuring uniform connectivity across the network. They are random in the sense that a random regular graph
with N vertices is a graph drawn uniformly from the set of all graphs with N nodes and fixed degree [52, 66]. These
graphs serve as useful models of space in statistical physics since, in the thermodynamic limit, they represent the
infinite dimensional limit for Euclidean lattices, while preserving a finite local connectivity. In contrast, the usual
mean-field approximation performed making the graph fully connected, has infinite connectivity in the thermodynamic
limit, and loses the notion of distance, since all pairs of sites are connected by a path of length 1. Moreover, for the
Anderson localization problem one cannot observe the localization transition in the fully-connected geometry [67].

An important feature of random regular graphs is that they are locally tree-like. Indeed, it can be shown that
the typical loop length scales as lnN/ lnK [52]. The infinite graph associated with the thermodynamic limit of a
random regular graph is the so-called Bethe lattice. Since the loop length diverges as N → ∞, from the perspective
of a generic reference site the lattice appears as an infinite tree with fixed connectivity. Here, its definition as the
thermodynamic limit of a random regular graph is essential. Because random regular graphs exhibit no intrinsic
hierarchy among nodes, taking the limit N → ∞ implies that each site sees the remainder of the lattice as an infinite
tree and the system becomes translationally invariant.

A common source of confusion is identifying the Bethe lattice with the thermodynamic limit of a Cayley tree. A
Cayley tree of size

N = 1 + K + 1
K − 1(Kn − 1) (S1)

is a loopless tree with n generations, where the root site has K + 1 offspring sites in the first generation, and all sites
from generation 1 to n− 1 have K offspring sites in the next generation. Unlike a random regular graph, the Cayley
tree is not translationally invariant in the thermodynamic limit, is bipartite, and possesses a boundary that contains
a macroscopic number of sites. In Fig. S1 we compare a Cayley tree to a random regular graph for N = 46.

The most important properties of the Bethe lattice, which add to the ones of random regular graphs, can be
summarized as:

• It is statistically translational invariant in the thermodynamic limit.

• Conditioning on one of the vertices, the K + 1 branches of the remaining graph become statistically indepen-
dent [58].

• There is only one simple path of finite length between two vertices.
These properties simplify the analysis of the statistical properties of models defined on Bethe lattices.

II. ANDERSON LOCALIZATION ON THE BETHE LATTICE

In this Section we summarize the analysis of the Anderson model on the Bethe lattice and we present some results
relevant to the comparison to the predictions of the Localization Landscape Theory. In Sec. II A we recall the definition
of the Anderson model and the local density of states (LDoS), in Sec. II B we present the Green’s function formalism
used to analyze the LDoS and phase transition, in Sec. II C we describe the distribution analysis of the Green’s
function, and in Sec. II D a linear analysis of the distribution equation which allows one to locate the phase transition.
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Figure S1. Schematic representation of a Cayley tree and a random regular graph. Left: Cayley tree with 4 generations and
coordination number K + 1 = 3 (thus having 46 nodes). Right: realization of a random regular graph also with K + 1 = 3 and
the same number of nodes.

A. Model and main observables

The tight-binding Anderson model [1] reads

Ĥ =
∑

i

ϵiĉ
†
i ĉi − t

∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
ĉ†

i ĉj + ĉ†
j ĉi

)
(S2)

where ĉ†
i and ĉi are creation and annihilation (spin-less) fermion operators at site i in the second-quantization for-

malism. The parameters ϵi are the on-site disorder potentials, and they are independent and identically distributed
random variables drawn from the uniform distribution

γ(ϵ) =
{

1/W if ϵ ∈ [−W/2,W/2] ,
0 else .

(S3)

The hopping amplitude between neighboring sites is denoted t, and
∑

⟨i,j⟩ runs over nearest-neighbor pairs.
The mobility edge is the disorder strength dependent critical energy, Eloc

c (W ), which separates localized from
extended states. Below the mobility edge, the wave functions are spatially localized due to interference from disorder,
inhibiting transport; above it, states remain delocalized and can carry current. As disorder increases, the mobility
edge shifts until all states become localized, marking the Anderson transition to an insulating phase.

A key mathematical tool for analyzing the localization properties of this (and similar) models is the resolvent or
Green’s function, defined as

Ĝ(z) ≡ (Ĥ − zI)−1, (S4)

where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian of the system, and z = E − iα is a complex number with E the energy and imaginary
part α useful for regularization reasons. The imaginary part of the diagonal elements of Ĝ(z),

Gii(z) = ⟨i|Ĝ(z)|i⟩ , (S5)

where the kets |i⟩ identify the quantum states in which an electron is localized on site i, is directly related to the local
density of states to be defined below, while its decay properties characterize the spatial extent of the wavefunctions.
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The local density of states (LDoS) is a position-resolved version of the density of states, and describes how quantum
states are distributed in both energy E and space i,

ρi(E) =
∑

n

|ψ(n)
i |2 δ(E − En) , (S6)

where En are the eigenvalues and ψ(n) the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian Ĥ. In terms of the imaginary part of the
Green’s function, the LDoS is given by

ρi(E) =
∑

n

|ψ(n)
i |2 δ(E − En) = 1

π
Im Gii(E + i0+) , (S7)

where Gii(E + iα) is the diagonal element of the advanced Green’s function (the distinction between “advanced” and
“retarded” Green’s functions is determined by the choice of z = E ± iα with α > 0 in Eq. (S4)). The expression of ρi

in terms of Gii is a well-known result, and the derivation can be found, for example, in Ref. [68].
The LDoS serves as the order parameter for the delocalization-localization transition. Physically, it represents the

inverse lifetime of a particle of energy E created in i. In the localized phase, ρi(E) is exponentially small on O(N)
sites and of order unity on only O(1) sites. In contrast, in the delocalized phase, ρi(E) remains nonzero on O(N)
sites, enabling transport across the system.

Another order parameter for the delocalizarion-localization transition is the Inverse Participation Ratio or IPR,
which is defined as

I2(E) = E

[∑
n

∑
i

∣∣ψ(n)
i

∣∣4
δ(En − E)∑

n δ(En − E)

]
= E

[
lim

α→0+

α
∑

i |Gii(E + iα)|2∑
i Im Gii(E + iα)

]
, (S8)

and is essentially a measure of the average inverse volume occupied by an eigenstate. Henceforth, the expectation
value E[. . . ] is taken with respect to the disorder distribution. In the delocalized phase I2(E) ∼ O(1/N), while in the
localized one I2(E) ∼ O(1).

Finally, the last quantity we are interested in is the eigenstate correlation function, which is defined as

Cloc(|i− j| ;E) = E

[∑
n

∣∣ψ(n)
i

∣∣2∣∣ψ(n)
j

∣∣2
δ(E − En)∑

n δ(E − En)

]
= E

[
lim

α→0+

α|Gij(E + iα)|2∑
i Im Gii(E + iα)

]
. (S9)

It represents the average correlation between the amplitude of the eigenstates on two sites at distance |i − j|δ, with
δ the lattice spacing. The algebraic steps leading to the final expression in Eq. (S8) are detailed in Ref. [61], and the
last term in Eq. (S9) is derived in an analogous way. Since the delocalization-localization transition is second-order,
from the correlation function one extracts a correlation length, ξloc, which diverges algebraically ξloc ∼ |E − Ec|−ν .
The critical exponent ν depends on the lattice dimension, and the following values are reported in the literature:
ν = 1.57 ± 0.02 in d = 3, ν = 1.1 ± 0.1 in d = 4, and further decreasing for increasing d, until ν = 1/2 in
d → ∞ [33, 40].

From Eqs. (S7)-(S9), it is clear that the critical properties of Anderson localization on a generic lattice are fully
determined by Ĝ(z).

B. The Green’s function on the Bethe Lattice

The advantage of working with the Bethe lattice is that, thanks to the hierarchical structure of the graph, the
computation of the components Gij(z) can be performed analytically. With methods explained in [40, 50], one obtains
that the diagonal elements are given by

Gii(z) = 1
ϵi − z − t2

∑
k∈∂i

Gk→i(z)
, (S10)

where the symbol ∂i represents the set of nearest neighbors of site i, and the terms Gk→i(z) are the cavity Green’s
functions on site k in the absence of site i. The latter satisfy an analogous recursion relation,

Gk→i(z) = 1
ϵk − z − t2

∑
l∈∂k\l

Gl→k(z) , (S11)
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where ∂k\i is a shorthand notation for ∂k\{i} and “\” is the symbol of difference between sets.
The imaginary part of the Green’s function appears as the most relevant object since, according to Eq. (S7), its

probability distribution determines the mobility edge through the LDoS. Indeed, the mobility edge is the curve in the
(E,W )-plane where the Green’s functions transition from vanishing to non-vanishing typical value of the imaginary
part. The interpretation of the real part of the Green’s function has remained elusive so far. The Localization
Landscape Theory could give an interpretation for it. In fact, as we will show in Sec. III, the Localization Landscape
u is directly related to the real part of Ĝ(z).

C. Self-consistent distributional equation

The derivation that we present in this Section is a summary of the one in Ref. [61], with the only difference that
we consider here the case with finite energy E. Let us focus on the cavity Green’s functions Gk→i(z), with z = E+ iα
where α ≪ 1 serves as a regularization parameter. From now on, and to lighten the notation, we only write Gk→i

without the explicit z-dependence. We decompose the cavity Green’s function in the localized phase as

Gk→i = GR
k→i + iαGI

k→i . (S12)

Since in the localized phase the imaginary part of the Green’s functions is linear in α for α ≪ 1, we have factorized
an α from the imaginary part.

The cavity equation (S11) can be separated into real and imaginary parts. By expanding for small α, and retaining
the leading order, we obtain the two cavity equations governing the critical properties:

(GR
k→i)−1 = ϵk − E − t2

∑
l∈∂k\i

GR
l→k , (S13)

GI
k→i = t2(GR

k→i)2
∑

l∈∂k\i

GI
l→k . (S14)

We can now exploit the statistical independence of the cavity variables by noting that, after averaging over disorder,
the Hamiltonian becomes translationally invariant. Consequently, the joint probability distribution of the on-site
variables is identical on every site, and the same applies to the cavity variables. This allows us to write a recursive
equation that relates the joint probability distribution of their real and imaginary parts [Eqs. (S13) and (S14)] to K
copies of itself evaluated on the nearest neighboring cavity sites [40, 49, 61]:

P (g, ĝ) =
∫
dϵ γ(ϵ)

∫ K∏
l=1

[dgldĝl P (gl, ĝl)] δ
(
g − 1

ϵ− E − t2
∑

l gl

)
δ

(
ĝ − t2g2

∑
l

ĝl

)
, (S15)

where the disorder distribution γ is the one in Eq. (S3) and the functions P in the left-hand-side and within the
integrals in the right-hand-side are the same. This follows from the fact that the cavity variables are statistically
independent, thus the joint probability distribution of K cavity variables on the right-hand-side have been decomposed
as

P ({gl, ĝl}l=1,...,K) =
K∏

l=1
P (gl, ĝl). (S16)

This equation can be compared with Eq. (S66), which represents its counterpart in the Localization Landscape
percolation problem. This comparison will let us highlight the difference between the Anderson localization and the
Localization Landscape percolation transitions on the Bethe lattice.

D. Linear stability analysis

Equation (S15) can be rewritten as an integral eigenvalue equation using the following procedure. Starting from
Eq. (S15), we use the integral representation of the delta function for the variable ĝ,

δ

(
ĝ − t2g2

∑
l

ĝl

)
=

∫ ∞

−∞

dλ′

2π e−iλ′(ĝ−t2g2
∑

l
ĝl) , (S17)
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to integrate explicitly over all the ĝl’s in the right-hand-side of Eq. (S15). The result is

P (g, ĝ) =
∫
dλ′

2π e−iλ′ĝ

∫
dϵ γ(ϵ)

∫ K∏
l=1

[
dgl P̂ (gl, λ

′t2g2)
]
δ

(
g − 1

ϵ− E − t2
∑

l gl

)
. (S18)

with

P̂ (gl, λ
′t2g2) ≡

∫
dĝl P (gl, ĝl) eiλ′t2g2ĝl . (S19)

Then, Fourier transforming Eq. (S18) over ĝ on both sides, and recognizing the integral representation of δ(λ − λ′),
we obtain

P̂ (g, λ) =
∫
dϵ γ(ϵ)

∫ K∏
l=1

[
dgl P̂ (gl, λt

2g2)
]
δ

(
g − 1

ϵ− E − t2
∑

l gl

)
. (S20)

Next, we expand this characteristic function around the solution with zero imaginary part to lowest order in λ,
assuming an algebraic form for the distribution [40, 49, 61],

P̂ (g, λ) ≈ P (g) + f(g)|λ|β , (S21)

which gives

f(g) =
∫
dg′ Kβ

loc(g, g′)f(g′) . (S22)

with the kernel

Kβ
loc(g, g′) = K|tg|2β

∫
dϵ γ(ϵ)

∫
dg̃ Rloc(g̃) δ

(
g − 1

ϵ− E − t2(g̃ + g′)

)
, (S23)

where

Rloc(g̃) =
∫ K−1∏

l=1
[dgl P (gl)] δ

( K−1∑
l=1

gl − g̃

)
. (S24)

The function Rloc represent the distribution of the sum of the K − 1 real parts of the cavity Green functions. It
can be evaluated numerically by computing the marginal distribution of the GR

k→i’s through the population dynamics
algorithm explained in Sec. IV A and sampling from it sums of K − 1 variables.

Given this equation, the critical line can be identified as the curve in the (E,W ) plane where the largest eigenvalue of
the kernel equals one. In the localized phase, the only stable solution of the self-consistent distributional equation (S15)
is the one with a vanishing imaginary part of the Green’s function; therefore, any perturbation f(g) of this solution
must decay under iteration of the integral operator. Conversely, in the delocalized phase, such perturbations grow
under iteration. If the leading eigenvalue of Kloc is smaller than one, all components of f , when decomposed on
the eigenbasis of Kloc, decay upon iteration. If it exceeds one, any component not orthogonal to the corresponding
eigenfunctions diverges. Hence, the boundary separating these two regimes is precisely the curve where the largest
eigenvalue of the kernel equals one.

This integral operator can be diagonalized numerically with high precision for all E, as it has been done in Refs. [69]
and [49] for E = 0. Because of the high computational cost of this procedure, in order to obtain the full curve
(sacrificing accuracy) we used the population dynamic approach. This method will be explained in detail in Secs. IV,
and the resulting phase diagram is discussed in the main text.

The integral eigenvalue equation (S22) is fundamentally different from its counterpart in the Localization Landscape
percolation problem. In Sec. V B 4, we will show this explicitly in the high-connectivity limit. This difference suggests
that the critical behavior in Anderson localization may differ from the one of Localization Landscape percolation and,
as we show in the main text, this is indeed the case.
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III. THE LOCALIZATION LANDSCAPE THEORY ON THE BETHE LATTICE

In this Section we derive the relevant equations to study the critical behavior of the Localization Landscape
percolation problem. We begin by recalling the definition of the Localization Landscape, and then derive the set of
coupled equations that let us compute the Localization Landscape on a generic site i of the Bethe lattice as a function
of independent cavity quantities defined on the cavity lattices rooted at the nearest neighbors of i. Here we present
an alternative derivation to that in the End Matter of the paper, employing known results for the Green’s function
of Anderson localization on the Bethe lattice [50, 61], Sec. III B. Next, in Sec. III C we obtain the equation governing
the probability that a generic site belongs to an infinite cluster. Then, in Sec. III D we show how this equation and
the cavity equations of Sec. III B can be recast into a self-consistent distributional equation. Finally, in Sec. III E we
derive the expressions for the percolation correlation function and average cluster size.

A. The Localization Landscape

The Localization Landscape Theory (LLT) [34], here treated in its discrete formulation as in Ref. [39], introduces
an N -dimensional vector u as the solution of the equation

Ĥu = 1 (S25)

with 1 the vector with identical components equal to one, and defines a real-space effective potential, 1/ui. Assuming a
positive definite Hamiltonian—or else translating it to ensure that its eigenvalues are non-negative—we define the set of
nearest-neighboring sites on the lattice with lower potential than the electron’s energy, ΩE = {i such that 1/ui ≤ E}.
These are the spatial regions where a particle is classically confined. The LLT proposes that, when a macroscopic
(“giant”) cluster of this kind exists, that is, when the set ΩE forms a connected path spanning the system, the
quantum particle delocalizes.

In principle the spectral shift of Ĥ to ensure that it is positive definite is arbitrary. However, as discussed in
Ref. [57], the minimal shift, equal to minus the minimal eigenvalue of Ĥ, is also the optimal choice. We therefore
follow Refs. [34, 36–38, 70] and consider

Ĥ+u = (Ĥ − EminÎ)u = 1 . (S26)

From Eqs. (S32) and (S62)-(S65) below, we determine the critical percolation parameter Eperc
c (W ) for the positive

definite Hamiltonian Ĥ+, as well as the exact position of the mobility edge Eloc
c (W ) for the Anderson statistically

symmetric Hamiltonian Ĥ [40, 50]. To compare the percolation threshold within the effective landscape with the
mobility edge, we must subtract the spectral shift −Emin. This subtraction yields a negative percolation threshold.
However, exploiting the statistical symmetry of the spectrum, one can equivalently express the percolation threshold
on the positive-energy side mapping Eperc

c (W ) 7→ −Emin − Eperc
c (W ).

B. Recursive derivation of the cavity equations

As mentioned in the End Matter of the paper, for the Anderson model on the Bethe lattice the minimum possible
eigenvalue of Ĥ depends on W , and it is given by

Emin(W ) =
{

−2t
√
K −W/2 if W > Wmin ,

Eiso(W ) if W ≤ Wmin .
(S27)

The resulting Hamiltonian Ĥ+ has the same functional form of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (S2), except that the on-site
energies are redefined as εi = ϵi − Emin(W ), i.e., they are drawn from

γ+(ε) = γ(ε+ Emin(W )) =
{

1/W if ε ∈ [−W/2 − Emin(W ), W/2 − Emin(W )] ,
0 else ,

(S28)

where γ is the one in Eq. (S3). Henceforth, we omit the explicit W -dependence in Emin(W ).
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From the inversion of the Green’s function definition, (Ĥ − zÎ)Ĝ(z) = Î, one obtains that the components of the
Localization Landscape ui are all non-negative, and are computed as

Ĥ+u =
(

Ĥ − EminÎ
)

u = Ĝ−1(Emin)u = 1 =⇒ ui =
N∑

j=1
Gij(Emin) . (S29)

Since, as mentioned in the End Matter of the paper, for E = Emin the imaginary part of Gij(E) vanishes, Eq. (S29)
can be rewritten in the precise form adopted in the main text

ui =
N∑

j=1
Re Gij(Emin) . (S30)

Henceforth, we omit the explicit Emin-dependence and the Re symbol.
In the End Matter of the paper we showed that

ui = Giiηi (S31)

where

G−1
ii = εi − t2

∑
k∈∂i

Gk→i , (S32)

ηi = 1 + t
∑
k∈∂i

Gk→iηk→i , (S33)

G−1
k→i = εk − t2

∑
l∈∂k\i

Gl→k , (S34)

ηk→i = 1 + t
∑

l∈∂k\i

Gl→kηl→k . (S35)

We obtained this result by representing the Green’s functions of the system as

Gij = 1
Z0

∫
Dx xixj e

−S0[x] ≡ ⟨xixj⟩0 , (S36)

where

SJ [x] = 1
2

∑
i

εix
2
i − t

∑
⟨i,j⟩

xixj − J
∑

j

xj = 1
2xtH+x − J

∑
j

xj , (S37)

ZJ =
∫

Dx e−SJ [x] , (S38)

which is justified by the fact that H+ is a positive definite matrix, thus e−S0[x]/Z0 is a properly normalized Gaussian
measure. In Eq. (S36) the symbol ⟨ · ⟩J indicates the expectation value defined by the Gaussian measure with action
SJ [x]. The component ui is given by the Gaussian expectation

ui =
∑

j

Gij = ⟨xi

∑
j

xj⟩0 = ∂⟨xi⟩J

∂J

∣∣∣∣∣
J=0

, (S39)

parametrizing the on-site marginal distributions on the normal and cavity lattice as

µi(xi) ∝ e
−

x2
i

2 Gii
+Jηixi , µk→i(xk) ∝ e

−
x2

k
2 Gk→i

+Jηk→ixk , (S40)

and finding the self-consistent recursive equations (S32)-(S35).
To validate this result, we compute ui recursively by using the standard cavity method on a tree, see Ref. [58]. The

i-th component of the Localization Landscape can be expressed as

ui =
∑

j

Gij = Gii +
∑
k∈∂i

∑
j∈Bk→i

Gij , (S41)

where Bk→i ≡ {j | j belongs to the cavity lattice rooted at k ∈ ∂i after the removal of site i}. The second sum in the
second term can be rewritten as ∑

j∈Bk→i

Gij = Gik +
∑

j∈Bk→i\k

Gij . (S42)
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Take two sites on the Bethe lattice, say 0 and r, connected by a non-intersecting path of length r. Using the
Gaussian representation of the Green’s function, G0r reads

G0r = 1
Z0

∫
Dxx0xr e

−S0[x] . (S43)

After integrating out all the variables that are not on the chosen path which connects 0 and r, the integral can be
written in terms of the normal and cavity marginals (introduced also in the End Matter of the paper), which in
absence of the source J read

µi(xi) ∝ e
−

x2
i

2Gii , µk→i(xk) ∝ e
−

x2
k

2Gk→i . (S44)

Thus,

G0r =
∫ r−1∏

s=0
[dxs µs→s+1(xs)] dxr µr(xr) x0xr e

t
∑r−1

s=0
xsxs+1

=
∫ r−1∏

s=1
[dxs µs→s+1(xs)] dxr µr(xr) (tG0→1x1)xr e

t
∑r−1

s=1
xsxs+1

= Grr

r−1∏
s=0

(tGs→s+1) . (S45)

In the second line we have explicitly computed the Gaussian integral∫
dx0µ0→1(x0) x0 e

tx0x1 = tG0→1x1 , (S46)

and in the last line we have just repeated the same integration procedure for all s.
Another version of the chain rule of Eq. (S45), can be obtained in an analogous way by using the latter formula to

compute the matrix element Gr0, and by noticing that Gij = Gji. Therefore,

G0r = G00

r∏
s=1

(tGs→s−1) = Grr

r−1∏
s=0

(tGs→s+1) . (S47)

Here, the cavity Green’s functions in the product are the ones connecting the sites along the path going from site r
to site 0 (in the first equality) or vice versa (in the second). Note that the recursive equations defining these normal
and cavity Green’s functions are the same as those for the real part of the normal and cavity Green’s functions in the
Anderson localization context, after substituting E = Emin [Eqs. (S10) and (S11)], or can be derived following the
same procedure as in the End Matter, starting from an action with J = 0, and using the Ansatz for the normal and
cavity marginals of Eq. (S44).

Inserting Eq. (S47) in Eq. (S42) we obtain

Gij = Gjj

∏
(s,s′)∈pij

tGs→s′ = tGi→k Gjj

∏
(s,s′)∈pkj

tGs→s′

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Gkj

= tGi→kGkj , (S48)

where pij represents the directed path connecting site i and site j. Plugging this expression and Gik = tGi→kGkk in
Eq. (S41) we immediately obtain

ui = Gii + t
∑
k∈∂i

Gi→kuk→i , uk→i = Gkk + t
∑

l∈∂k\i

Gk→lul→k , (S49)

where we have defined

uk→i ≡
∑

j∈Bk→i

Gkj . (S50)
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These equations are equivalent to Eqs. (S33). In fact, if we replace

uk→i = Gkkηk→i (S51)

in Eqs. (S33), we recover the recursive Eqs. (S49):

ui = Giiηi = Gii + t
∑
k∈∂i

Giiηk→iGk→i = Gii + t
∑
k∈∂i

Gi→kuk→i , (S52)

uk→i = Gkkηk→i = Gkk + t
∑

l∈∂k\i

Gkkηl→kGl→k = Gkk + t
∑

l∈∂k\i

Gk→lul→k . (S53)

The second equalities in the two equations follow from Eqs. (S47). Indeed,

GkktGl→kηl→k = Gklηl→k = GlltGk→lηl→k = tGk→lul→k . (S54)

Conversely, it is easy to check that by defining ηi = ui/Gii and ηk→i = uk→i/Gkk Eqs. (S49) boil down to Eqs. (S33).
As we can see, Eqs. (S49) depend both on the normal and the cavity Green’s functions. Therefore, Eqs. (S32),

(S34), (S49) form a set of coupled recursive equations that can be solved self-consistently. However, for computing
the percolation critical curve it is more convenient to work with the set of equations (S32)-(S35).

C. The percolation probability

In order to study the percolation problem for the Hamiltonian Ĥ+ at energy E, one has to consider the standard
cavity equation for the random site percolation on the Bethe lattice [71], where the probability of a node being
occupied is replaced by the condition ui ≥ 1/E. In this setting, we define

pi ≡ Pr{site i belong to the giant cluster}. (S55)

Since the value of the Localization Landscape ui at site i is correlated to the ones of its nearest neighboring sites,
uk∈∂i, the probability of a site being occupied is site dependent.

The recursive equations read

pi = θ(ui − 1/E)
[
1 −

∏
k∈∂i

(1 − pk→i)
]
, (S56)

pk→i = θ(uk − 1/E)
[
1 −

∏
l∈∂k\i

(1 − pl→k)
]
. (S57)

From now on we will refer to the pi’s as the percolation probabilities. An important observation is that {pk→i}k∈∂i

in Eq. (S56) are not statistically independent, because for each of them we need to compute the θ(uk − 1/E)’s, which
also depend on quantities evaluated at site i. For this reason, it is useful to switch to a different set of cavity variables
that we define as

p̄k→i ≡ Pr{cavity site k (in absence of i) belong to the giant cluster if occupied} , (S58)

thus:

pk→i = θ(uk − 1/E) p̄k→i . (S59)

In terms of these variables, Eqs. (S56) become

pi = θ(ui − 1/E)
[
1 −

∏
k∈∂i

(
1 − θ(uk − 1/E)p̄k→i

)]
, (S60)

p̄k→i = 1 −
∏

l∈∂k\i

(
1 − θ(ul − 1/E)p̄l→k

)
. (S61)
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Since in the non-percolating phase all these probabilities must be exactly zero, and the critical percolation transition
is expected to be continuous, close to the percolation critical curve we can linearize the second equation above. Under
this assumption it becomes

p̄k→i =
∑

l∈∂k\i

θ(ul − 1/E)p̄l→k . (S62)

Here ul = Gllηl, see Eq. (S31), and it can be computed in terms of independent cavity variables once we realize that

G−1
ll = G−1

l→k − t2Gk→l, ηl = ηl→k + tGk→lηk→l, (S63)

and

G−1
k→l = εk − t2

∑
m∈∂k\l

Gm→k , ηk→l = 1 + t
∑

m∈∂k\l

Gm→kηm→k , (S64)

which follow from Eqs. (S34). The final expression for the Localization Landscape for a site l ∈ ∂k \ i is

ul =

G−1
l→k − t2

εk − t2
∑

m∈∂k\l

Gm→k


−1 ηl→k + t

1 + t
∑

m∈∂k\l

Gm→kηm→k

εk − t2
∑

m∈∂k\l

Gm→k

 ≡ Ul({Gl→k, ηl→k}l∈∂k). (S65)

D. Self-consistent distributional equation

We can now exploit the statistical independence of the cavity variables by observing that, after averaging over
disorder, the Hamiltonian becomes translational invariant. Therefore, the joint probability distribution of on-site
variables must be the same on every site (and the same must hold for the cavity variables). This means that we
can write a recursive equation that relates the joint probability distribution of Gk→i, ηk→i, p̄k→i on a cavity site,
to independent copies of itself. In other words, Gk→i, ηk→i, p̄k→i are written in terms of independent sets of cavity
variables {Gl→k, ηl→k, p̄l→k}l∈∂k drawn from the same probability distribution P (g, η, p̄). Because of translational
invariance P (g, η, p̄) must also be the probability distribution of Gk→i, ηk→i, p̄k→i themselves. Therefore, using all
the cavity equations which define the cavity variables, i.e. Eqs. (S33), (S34), (S62) and (S65), we can write the
self-consistent distributional equation

P (g, η, p̄) =
∫
dε γ+(ε)

K+1∏
l=1

[dgldηldp̄l P (gl, ηl, p̄l)] δ
(
g − 1

ε− t2
K∑

l=1
gl

)

× δ

(
η − 1 − t

K∑
l=1

glηl

)
δ

(
p̄−

K∑
l=1

θ
(
Ul

(
{gl, ηl}l≤K+1

)
− 1/E

)
p̄l

)
. (S66)

This equation holds close to criticality. If one wants to obtain the distribution for a generic pair (E,W ), the equation
must be solved exchanging the delta function enforcing Eq. (S62) with a delta enforcing the full relations in Eqs. (S61).

The critical curve of this percolation problem is given by the points in the (E,W )-plane where p̄k→i passes from
having zero to non-zero expectation value.

Equation (S66) can be solved by using population dynamics, which is a standard numerical technique used to solve
self-consistent distributional equations, see Sec IV A.

E. Correlation function and average cluster size

The correlation function Cp(r) for a percolation problem is defined as the probability that two sites at distance r
belong to the same cluster. Denoting as 0, . . . , r the sites on the lattice along a non-intersecting path of length r, we
have

Cperc(r) = Pr{O0 = 1, . . . , Or = 1} = E
[ r∏

i=0
Oi

]
. (S67)
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with the occupation variables Oi defined as

Oi =
{

1 if ui ≥ 1/E ,

0 otherwise
= θ(ui − 1/E) (S68)

Since the Bethe lattice is statistically translational invariant the occupation probability will be site-independent,
therefore we can define

q ≡ Pr{Oi = 1} = Pr{ui ≥ 1/E} . (S69)

Since the Oi depend only on the set of independent cavity quantities
{

(Gk→i, ηk→i) | i ∈ {0, . . . , r} , k ∈ ∂i ∩
∂{0, . . . , r}}, given the joint probability distribution P (g, η, p̄) we can compute Cperc(r). The expected scaling of
the correlation function for large distances is Cperc(r) ∼ e−r/ξperc/Kr and from this expression one extracts the
correlation length ξperc. The procedure for the numerical computation of Cperc(r) and ξperc is explained in Sec. IV D.

The average cluster size S represents the average size of the connected component to which a generic occupied site
belongs. This can be computed directly from the correlation function, by observing that the average number of sites
at distance r belonging to the same cluster as site i is (K + 1)Kr−1Cperc(r)/q (the factor 1/q is needed to condition
the probability on the occupation of the reference site). Therefore, the average number of sites belonging to the same
cluster of site i, regardless of their distance, will be just

S = 1 +
∞∑

r=1
(K + 1)Kr−1Cperc(r)

q
. (S70)

q can be computed numerically from P (g, η) as explained in Sec. IV D 1.

IV. NUMERICAL METHODS

In this Section we explain the numerical methods that we used to solve the critical percolation properties of the
Localization Landscape. The numerical procedures for computing the critical properties of the Anderson model on
the Bethe lattice are described in detail in Refs. [49, 61].

A. Population dynamics

The population dynamics algorithm is a method used to solve self-consistent distributional equations. It is accurately
described in the context of message-passing algorithms on random graphical models in Ref. [58]. Consider the Bethe
lattice with connectivity K + 1 and the cavity equation that relates a cavity variable X to K + 1 independent copies
of itself on the nearest neighboring sites {Xl}l=1,...,K+1, along with a random variable Y drawn from a distribution
γ+:

X = Ψ ({Xl}l=1,...,K+1 ;Y ) . (S71)

It is important to note that the variables in this equation are not necessarily scalars. For example, in the set of
cavity equations given by Eq. (S34), the equation (S33) in the right column, and Eq. (S61), we will have X =
(Gk→i, ηk→i, p̄k→i), Y = εk, and {Xl}l=1,...,K+1 = {Gl→k, ηl→k, p̄l→k}l∈∂k, and the function Ψ relating these.

We aim to find the probability distribution P such that, when {Xl}l=1,...,K+1 are independent random variables
drawn from P , the equality in Eq. (S71) holds in distribution. This means that P is the solution to the equation

P (x) =
∫
dy γ+(y)

∫ K+1∏
l=1

[dxl P (xl)] δ
(
x− Ψ ({xl}l=1,...,K+1 ; y)

)
, (S72)

where the statistical independence of the Xl variables has let us factorize the joint probability distribution within the
integral of the right-hand-side

P ({xl}l=1,...,K+1) =
K+1∏
l=1

P (xl) . (S73)
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The algorithm is based on defining a “pool” (or “population”) of N variables {Xi}i=1,...,N , which approximately
represents the probability distribution:

P (x) ≃ 1
N

N∑
i=1

δ(x−Xi) . (S74)

Each element of the pool is initialized independently at random. We select an integer T as the number of iterations.
The empirical distribution of {X(τ)

i }i=1,...,N at iteration τ is denoted P̃ (τ). At each iteration step t, we sample a
variable y(τ) from γ+ and randomly select K + 1 indices {i1, . . . , iK+1} from {1, . . . , N}. We then replace X(τ−1)

i1
in

the population with

X
(τ)
i1

= Ψ
(

{X(τ−1)
il

}l=1,...,K+1 ; y(τ)
)
, (S75)

while keeping all other variables unchanged.
Assuming Eq. (S72) has a solution, it can be argued that for sufficiently large T and N , the empirical distribution

P̃ (τ) will be a good approximation of P .

B. Numerical determination of the mobility edge

Here we describe the numerical procedure used to determine the localization transition. The starting point is the
set of recursion equations for the cavity Green’s functions, Eq. (S11). As discussed in Sec. II C, in the localized phase
the imaginary part of the Green’s function vanishes proportionally to the regulator α. Anderson localization can
therefore be investigated through the linear stability of Eqs. (S11) with respect to a small imaginary component,
which leads to the simplified recursion equations (S13)–(S14). Equation (S13) determines the distribution of the real
parts alone, independently of the (small) imaginary components, while Eq. (S14) is linear in the imaginary parts.
As a consequence, the typical value of the imaginary parts either grows exponentially (in the delocalized phase) or
decreases exponentially (in the localized phase) under iteration. The corresponding growth (or decay) rate is given
by the largest eigenvalue λ of the linear integral operator (S22),

GI
typ ∝ λniter , (S76)

and can be computed numerically using the population dynamics algorithm.
The numerical procedure proceeds as follows. We initialize a pool of N pairs of cavity Green’s functions GR

i ,GI
i . We

first iterate Eq. (S13) using population dynamics for the real parts only, until their distribution converges to a station-
ary form. We then start updating the entire pool, real and imaginary parts together, according to Eqs. (S13)–(S14).
The only modification compared to the standard algorithm is the following: since our goal is to monitor the exponen-
tial growth or decay of the typical imaginary part, at each iteration step n+ 1 we generate an entirely new pool of N
elements from the pool at “time” n, replace the old pool, and iterate again. After a transient of about 200 iterations,
the typical value of GI

i begins to grow or decrease exponentially, depending on whether the parameters (E,W ) lie in
the delocalized or localized phase. We extract the growth exponent through a fit of the resulting data, and repeat
the whole procedure several times to improve the statistical accuracy.

The main difficulty of this approach stems from the fact that the probability distributions of (GR
i ,GI

i ) develop
power-law tails at large arguments, as extensively discussed in the literature [40, 49, 61]. Consequently, finite-size
effects associated with the finite pool size N used to represent these distributions are very strong. These finite-size
effects have been investigated in detail and with high precision in Ref. [49] for k = 2 and E = 0, where the localization
transition is driven by increasing W . In that specific case, the operator (S22) has been diagonalized numerically with
very high accuracy in Refs. [49, 69], allowing for a careful characterization and control of the finite-N corrections,
since the N → ∞ asymptotic result is known exactly. We take advantage of this analysis to carry out an accurate
determination of the mobility edge at E > 0.

In Fig. S2 we show lnλ as a function of E for W = 1.5 (with K = 2) for several pool sizes N = 2m, with m ranging
from 19 to 29. The figure clearly demonstrates that the energy at which lnλ crosses zero, Ec(N), obtained from a
linear fit of the data and corresponding to the estimated position of the mobility edge, drifts slowly but systematically
to larger energies as the pool size increases. At E = 0, where the exact N → ∞ asymptotic value of the localization
transition is known with high precision, the analysis of Ref. [49] shows that convergence to the thermodynamic limit
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Figure S2. Exponent governing the exponential growth or decay of the typical imaginary part of the Green’s function in the
linearized regime, ln λ, as a function of the energy E for W = 1.5 and K = 2, shown for several population sizes N = 2m with
m ranging from 19 to 29. The finite-N estimate of the mobility edge, Ec(N), is obtained from a linear fit of the data in the
region where ln λ is small.

is logarithmically slow in N . Motivated by this, we extrapolate the asymptotic mobility edge assuming the same type
of finite-size corrections, and fit Ec(N) with

Ec(N) = Ec − A

(lnN)B
, (S77)

where A and B are disorder-dependent fitting parameters. In Figs. S3(a)–(e) we show the results of these fits for
several disorder strengths. As W decreases, the concavity of Ec(N) becomes flatter, corresponding to a decrease of the
exponent B. This indicates that finite-size effects become increasingly severe at smaller disorder. Combined with the
limited accessible range of lnN -due to increasing computational cost-and with the increasing statistical uncertainty
for the largest N , this results in rather large error bars in the extrapolated asymptotic value of the mobility edge,
especially for small W . Consequently, we are unable to obtain reliable extrapolations for W < 0.5.

A further important point is that, because the accessible range of lnN is limited and the error bars for the largest
N are substantial, a relatively broad range of values of the fitting parameters Ec, A, and B provides fits of comparable
quality for each disorder strength. Within this range, we select the fitting parameters such that their dependence on
W is smooth (for instance, by imposing that Ec, A, and B are decreasing functions of W ), as illustrated in Fig. S3(f).

The result of this procedure finally yields the estimation of the asymptotic position of the mobility edge which is
plotted in the phase diagram of the main text.

C. Numerical algorithm to compute the relevant observables in the localized phase

In this section, we show how the linearized cavity recursion equations (S13)-(S14) can be efficiently used to compute
relevant observables in the localized phase. For clarity, we illustrate the method using the IPR. The extension to the
computation of the two-point correlation function is straightforward and will not be discussed in detail. The approach
is a direct generalization of the algorithm introduced in Ref. [61] to the case E ̸= 0.

The IPR is related to the second moment of |Gii|, which is broadly distributed according to Eq. (S21). The power-
law tails of its probability distribution would lead, in principle, to divergent expressions for ⟨|Gii|2⟩. In practice, this
divergence is avoided because the power-law behavior is cut off at large values of the imaginary part around α−1,
which marks the limit of validity of the linearized equations. Nevertheless, computing ⟨|Gii|2⟩ requires accessing the
region of large imaginary parts of the Green’s function, rather than the region of typical finite values. At first sight,
this seems to suggest that the linearized equations might not be useful.

Fortunately, this is not the case. To see this, we define:

Mii ≡ 1
Gii

= ϵi − E − iα−
∑

m∈∂i

Gm→i = mii − iα m̂ii , (S78)
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Figure S3. Fitting procedure used to determine the asymptotic critical energy Ec according to Eq. (S77), for W = 2 (a),
W = 1.5 (b), W = 1 (c), W = 0.75 (d), and W = 0.5 (e). In panel (f) we plot the W -denepndence of the fitting parameters A
and B.

from which one immediately obtains that

⟨|Gii|2⟩ =
∫
Q(m, m̂) 1

m2 + m̂2α2 dm dm̂ .

Similarly, using the fact that GI
ii = αm̂ii/(m2

ii + α2m̂2
ii), ⟨ImGii⟩ is expressed as:

⟨ImGii⟩ =
∫
Q(m, m̂) αm̂

m2 + m̂2α2 dm dm̂ ,

Given that m̂ is strictly positive we can make the change of variables m = αm̂x that leads to

⟨|Gii|2⟩ =
∫
Q(αm̂x, m̂) (α m̂)−1

1 + x2 dx dm̂ , (S79)

⟨ImGii⟩ =
∫
Q(αm̂x, m̂) 1

1 + x2 dx dm̂ . (S80)

In the α → 0 limit we can approximate Q(αm̂x, m̂) ≈ Q(0, m̂) and perform the integration over x explicitly. Plugging
Eqs. (S79) and (S80) into Eq. (S8), one finally obtains [47, 61]:

I2 =
∫
Q(0, m̂) m̂−1 dm̂∫
Q(0, m̂) dm̂ . (S81)

To sum up, although the moments of the local Green’s functions are controlled by the fact that |Gii| is O(1/α) with
probability O(α), they can be computed in terms of the typical values of Mii, whose real part that is typically
O(1) and whose imaginary part that is typically O(α). The fact that in the localized phase one can use the linearized
equations to compute the relevant observables, such as the (generalized) IPR, facilitates the adoption of highly efficient
computational methods that strongly reduces the effect of the finite size of the population.

We thus introduce a modification of the population dynamics algorithm (see Ref. [61] for more details) which
allows us performing the extrapolation of Q(m, m̂) to m = 0 very efficiently, thereby allowing one to evaluate
the numerator and the denominator of Eq. (S81) with arbitrary accuracy. In fact, from Eq. (S78) we have that
mii = ϵi−E−

∑
m∈∂i GR

m→i. Hence, the probability that mii = 0 is equal to the probability that ϵi = E+
∑

m∈∂i gm→i.
This occurs with probability density 1/W if |E +

∑
m∈∂i gm→i| < W/2, and with zero probability otherwise. Based
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on this observation, we thus proceed in the following way: For a given pair of values (E,W ) in the localized phase,
we implement the standard population dynamics algorithm described in Sec. IV A and obtain the stationary prob-
ability distribution of the cavity Green’s function P (GR,GI) in the linearized regime, corresponding to the solution
of Eqs. (S13)–(S14); We extract K + 1 elements from the pool and compute m and m̂ from Eq. (S78). We define
S = E +

∑K+1
i=1 GR

i ; If (and only if) |S| < W/2 we add m̂−1/W to the numerator and 1/W to the denominator
of I2; We repeat this process several times and divide the numerator and the denominator by the total number of
attempts; We renew the elements of the pool of the cavity Green’s function by performing a few steps of the standard
population dynamics algorithm and repeat the whole process several times until the desired accuracy on I2 is reached.
The algorithm described here can be straightforwardly extended to the computation of generic two-points correlation
functions.

D. Montecarlo sampling of P (g, η)

We now summarize the method that we have used to compute numerically many of the quantities related to the
Localization Landscape percolation. All the following procedures have in common that they involve the sampling of
pairs of cavity Green’s functions and cavity rescaled fields from the P (g, η) that solves

P (g, η) =
∫
dε γ+(ε)

∫ K∏
k=1

[dgkdηk P (gk, ηk)] δ
(
g − 1

ε− t2
∑

k gk

)
δ

(
η − 1 − t

∑
k

gkηk

)
. (S82)

P (g, η) can be computed from this equation via population dynamics, see Sec. IV A.
As argued in Sec. V B 2, with a negligible error we can substitute P (g, η) with the product Pg(g)Pη(η) where

the marginal distributions Pg(g) and Pη(η) are the ones derived in Sec. V B 1. This avoids repeated population
dynamics simulations when varying W . Numerically, we found that the Pearson correlation coefficient r ∼ O(10−2)
and the mutual information is of O(10−2 bits) for the parameter ranges that we used, confirming that the factorization
approximation proposed in Eq. (S104) introduces negligible errors.

1. The occupation probabilities q and q̄

The occupation probability q for the Localization Landscape percolation problem (see Eqs. (S68) and (S69)), can
be written as

q ≡ Pr{Oi = 1} = E[Oi] (S83)

and it can be computed explicitly through Montecarlo sampling:

q = 1
M

M∑
m=1

O
(m)
i , (S84)

where for each sample m we draw {G(m)
k→i, η

(m)
k→i}l∈∂k from P (g, η) to compute the occupation variable O

(m)
i . Al-

ternatively, in the high-connectivity limit, we have an analytical expression of the marginal distribution of ui (see
Eq. (S109)) and we can just calculate q =

∫
du Pu(u) θ(u− 1/E).

The conditional probability q̄ is defined in Eq. (S145). It reads

q̄ ≡ Pr{Ok→i = 1 | Oi→j = 1} ∀i, ∀j ∈ ∂i, ∀k ∈ ∂i \ j , (S85)

with the cavity occupation variables defined in Eq. (S143), and governs the high-connectivity transition. It can
computed numerically by rewriting it as

q̄ = Pr{Ok→i = 1, Oi→j = 1}
Pr{Oi→j = 1}

= E[Ok→iOi→j ]
E[Oi→j ] . (S86)

Again, the expectation values of this expression can be evaluated using Montecarlo sampling, i.e.

q̄ =
∑M

m=1 O
(m)
i→jO

(m)
k→i∑M

m=1 O
(m)
i→j

d= 1
K

∑M
m=1 O

(m)
i→j

∑
k∈∂i\j O

(m)
k→i∑M

m=1 O
(m)
i→j

, (S87)
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where for each of the M samples, {G(m)
k→i, η

(m)
k→i}k∈∂i\j are drawn from P (g, η) to compute the occupation variables O(m)

i→j

and {O(m)
k→i}k∈∂i. The last equality in Eq. (S87) follows from the statistical equivalence of the variables {Ok→i}k∈∂i.

2. The percolation correlation function and the average cluster size

From its definition in Eq. (S67), we compute the correlation function numerically by approximating the expectation
value with the average over M samples as

Cperc(r) = 1
M

M∑
m=1

r∏
s=0

O(m)
s , (S88)

where the Os are the ones defined in Eq. (S68). Each us is computed in terms of the on-site Green’s function and the
rescaled field as us = Gssηs, where Gss and ηs are computed as functions of their cavity counterparts on the nearest-
neighboring sites of the path between site 0 and site r (i.e.

{
(Gk→i, ηk→i) | i ∈ {0, . . . , r} , k ∈ ∂i ∩ ∂{0, . . . , r}})

according to Eq. (S32) and the equation on the left in (S33). Thus, in order to compute a sample of
∏r

s=0 O
(m)
s ,

we just need to draw K(r + 1) + 2 independent identically distributed pairs of cavity Green’s functions and cavity
rescaled fields from P (g, η).

The correlation length of Cperc(r) is evaluated by fitting the functional form e−r/ξperc/Kr to the curve Cperc(r) in
the non-percolating phase, for r ≫ 1.

For the computation of S we just use the definition in Eq. (S70). Therefore, we need to compute the correlation
function Cperc(r) up to a cutoff distance rmax and perform explicitly the sum in Eq. (S70).

V. ANALYTIC RESULTS

In this Section we derive some analytic results. In Sec. V A we present the equation determining the parameter
dependence of the percolation critical curve in the independent-site approximation. Next, in Sec. V B we define
the high-connectivity limit, we write the equations governing the system in this regime, we derive many exact and
approximate results which provide very good approximations for finite and not too small K, and we obtain the exact
solution in the high connectivity limit for the critical properties of the Localization Landscape percolation problem.

A. The independent-site approximation

The uncorrelated site percolation model on a lattice assumes that each site is independently occupied with proba-
bility q (and not occupied with probability 1 − q). On the Bethe lattice with connectivity K + 1 the critical value of
the occupation probability qc above which the system is in the percolating phase is 1/K [71]. The independent-site
approximation for the Localization Landscape percolation problem consists of treating the components of the Local-
ization Landscape ui on different sites as statistically independent. Under this assumption, the problem maps directly
onto an uncorrelated percolation problem where the probability q that a generic site i is occupied, is given by the
probability of ui being greater or equal than 1/E (see Eq. (S69)). Thus, the equation determining the critical curve
Eperc

c (W ) in the (E,W )-plane in the independent-site approximation reads
Pr{ui ≥ 1/Eperc

c (W )} ≡ qc = 1/K. (S89)
The probability q can be computed numerically as explained in Sec. IV D 1. The critical curve in the high-

connectivity limit has been plotted in Fig. S7 with a solid red line. The independent-site approximation curve
deviates significantly from the exact one in the high-connectivity limit, indicating that correlations are not negligible
while determining the critical behavior of the system.

B. The high-connectivity limit

In the high-connectivity limit K ≫ 1, many of the quantities describing the transition can be obtained either
analytically, under a few approximations, or with little numerical effort. Moreover, many of these results remain
accurate even for low values of K,
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making the high-connectivity limit a very convenient regime to study the main features of the transition.
Here, we derive the equations that describe the critical curve in the high-connectivity limit in two ways. The first

one is based on defining an integral eigenvalue equation analogous to the one that we derived in Sec. II D for Anderson
localization. This derivation lets us understand that the equations describing the percolation transition are different
from the ones describing the localization transition. The second method is more straightforward, and it is based on
enforcing that the average cluster size diverges at the transition.

The main idea behind the high-connectivity limit is that normal and cavity variables can be considered to be
statistically equivalent, i.e.

Gii
d= Gi→j , ηi

d= ηi→j , ui
d= ui→j

d= Gi→jηi→j , pi
d= pi→j , ∀i, ∀j ∈ ∂i , (S90)

for K ≫ 1, where the symbol d= represents equality in distribution. This is because recursive equations for normal
and cavity variables differ by just one of the O(K) terms inside sums of the type

∑
k∈∂i or

∑
k∈∂i\j , and according to

large deviation theory, under the hypothesis that cavity variables are random variables with finite mean and variance,
we can safely neglect one of the terms in the sums.

The sets of cavity variables {Gk→i, ηk→i, pk→i}k∈∂i\j are not independent in the general case, because for each of the
pk→i one has to compute uk, and all the uk’s are statistically dependent, since they depend on quantities evaluated at
their common neighbor i. Now, since uk

d= Gk→iηk→i, the cavity percolation probabilities become independent cavity
variables. For this reason, the three cavity equations that determine the transition in the high-connectivity limit are

G−1
i→j = εi − t2

∑
k∈∂i\j

Gk→i , (S91)

ηi→j = 1 + t
∑

k∈∂i\j

Gk→iηk→i , (S92)

pi→j = θ(Gi→jηi→j − 1/E)
∑

k∈∂i\j

pk→i , (S93)

where the last one has been obtained by expanding Eq. (S57) for small cavity percolation probabilities close to the
critical curve. The self-consistent distributional equation that we have to solve is much simpler compared to Eq. (S66),
and reads

P (g, η, p) =
∫
dε γ+(ε)

∫ K∏
k=1

[dgkdηkdpk P (gk, ηk, pk)] δ
(
g − 1

ε− t2
∑

k gk

)
× δ

(
η − 1 − t

∑
k

gkηk

)
δ

(
p− θ(gη − 1/E)

∑
k

pk

)
. (S94)

In Sec. V B 1 we show that the marginal distributions of Gi→j , ηi→j and ui→j admit thin-tailed solutions, and
that these solutions are very close to the ones obtained with population dynamics simulations also for K ∼ O(1). In
Sec. V B 2 we show numerically that the joint distribution P (g, η) can effectively be approximated with the product of
their marginals. Section V B 3 determines the position of the isolated eigenvalue as a function of disorder and minimal
disorder needed to have a percolation transition. In Sec. V B 4 we perform a linear stability analysis and in Sec. V B 5
we study the average cluster size to locate the critical percolation curve.

1. Marginal distributions

In order to obtain a self-consistent solution for the marginal distribution of the cavity Green’s function Pg(g) =∫
dηdpP (g, η, p), we observe that Eq. (S91) is closed, therefore it can be solved independently from the other cavity

equations. If K is large enough, assuming that Pg has finite mean and variance, we can approximate the sum over
the nearest neighbors of site i in absence of j as∑

k∈∂i\j

Gk→i ≈ Kµg +
√
Kσ2

gY , (S95)

where

Y ∼ N (0, 1) , µg = E[Gk→i] , σ2
g = V[Gk→i] , (S96)
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and V[. . . ] is the variance of the random variable. This follows directly from the central limit theorem. Now, the
roughest approximation that we can make is to neglect Gaussian fluctuations. In this limit the probability distribution
of the cavity Green’s functions is simply obtained by changing variables in the probability distribution of εi. Thus,
the probability distribution of the cavity Green’s functions becomes

Qg(g;µg) =


1

Wg2 if g ∈ Dg ≡
[

1
W/2−Emin−t2Kµg

, 1
−W/2−Emin−t2Kµg

]
,

0 else .
(S97)

From this expression, µg and σ2
g are easily obtained self-consistently by solving

µg = 1
W

ln
∣∣∣∣1 − W

W/2 + Emin + t2Kµg

∣∣∣∣ , (S98)

and computing

σ2
g = 1

(t2Kµg + Emin)2 −W 2/4 − µ2
g . (S99)

From population dynamics calculations we have observed that these approximations of the mean and variance of the
distribution are quite accurate already for K > 4 and any W .

A more precise expression for the full probability distribution of the cavity Green’s functions can be found keeping
the Gaussian fluctuations. Starting from

G−1
i→j ≈ ε− t2

(
Kµg +

√
Kσ2

gY
)
, (S100)

we obtain

Pg(g;µg, σ
2
g) = 1

Wg2

∫ W/2−Emin

−W/2−Emin

dεN
(
ε ;Kt2µg + 1/g , Kt4σ2

g

)
, (S101)

where mean and variance have to be obtained self-consistently from

µg =
∫
dg Pg(g ;µg, σ

2
g)g , σ2

g =
∫
dg Pg(g ;µg, σ

2
g)(g − µg)2 . (S102)

We compute now the marginal distribution of the cavity rescaled fields by employing a similar approximation. We
assume that

ηi→j ≈ 1 + t
(
KE[Gk→iηk→i] +

√
KV[Gk→iηk→i]Y

)
, with Y ∼ N (y ; 0, 1) . (S103)

We will argue later that this Gaussian approximation does not hold, even at high connectivity, when the disorder is too
strong. Nevertheless, as we will see, it remains sufficiently accurate to provide an excellent estimate of the marginal
distribution of the cavity Localization Landscapes, even at low connectivity. This is because the distribution of the
cavity Green’s function becomes highly asymmetric in the strong-disorder regime. Consequently, this asymmetry
propagates to the distribution of the rescaled cavity fields, which thereby loses its Gaussian form.

The variables ηk→i and Gk→i are not independent. Therefore, computing the expectation value and the variance
of their product in Eq. (S103) is not trivial. However, for high-connectivity, we can argue that they are weakly
correlated. Therefore, we will consider them as independent, i.e.

P (g, η) =
∫
dp P (g, η, p) ≈ Pg(g)Pη(η) . (S104)

Under this approximation, the mean and variance in Eq. (S103) now read

E[Gk→iηk→i] = µgµη , V[Gk→iηk→i] = σ2
gσ

2
η + σ2

gµ
2
η + σ2

ηµ
2
g , (S105)

where

µη = E[ηk→i] , σ2
η = V[ηk→i] . (S106)
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This implies that the probability distribution of the cavity rescaled fields is

Pη(η;µη, σ
2
η) = N (η ;µη, σ

2
η) , (S107)

with

µη = 1
1 −Ktµg

, σ2
η =

Kt2σ2
g

[1 −Kt2(σ2
g + µ2

g)](1 −Ktµg)2 . (S108)

These expressions have been obtained by enforcing that both sides of Eqs. (S103) have the same mean and variance.
The factorization of P (g, η) in Eq. (S104) also simplifies the calculation of the marginal distribution of the cavity

Localization Landscapes, which in distribution are given by ui→j
d= Gi→jηi→j . The result is

Pu(u) =
∫
dg P (g , η = u/g)

∣∣∣∣d(u/g)
du

∣∣∣∣ =
∫

dg

|g|
Pg(g)Pη(u/g)

=
∫
dg Pg(g) N (u ; gµη , g

2σ2
η) . (S109)

(a) (b)

Figure S4. Marginal distributions of cavity Green’s functions Gi→j (a) and cavity Localization Landscapes ui→j (b) for K = 5,
t = 1, and W = 6. Light blue histograms: empirical distributions obtained with population dynamics with N = 5 × 105. (a)
Red curve: Probability distribution in Eq. (S101) with parameters µg and σ2

g computed solving by iteration the self-consistent
Eqs. (S102). Blue curve: rougher approximation for the probability distribution given in Eq. (S97) with µg computed self-
consistently by iteration of Eq. (S98). (b) Red curve: probability distribution Pu in Eq. (S109), with parameters µu and σ2

u

obtained self-consistently from Eqs. (S110).

We can observe that ui→j is the quantity with mean and variance in Eqs. (S105). Thus, using the results in
Eqs. (S108) we have

µu = µηµg = µg

1 −Ktµg
, σ2

u =
σ2

η

Kt2
=

σ2
g

[1 −Kt2(σ2
g + µ2

g)](1 −Ktµg)2 . (S110)

In Fig. S4 we plotted the distribution of the cavity Green’s functions Gi→j (a) and the distribution of ui→j =
Gi→jηi→j (b) from population dynamics simulations in a model with K = 5, t = 1, and W = 6. We compare the
histograms (light blue) to the large K approximations (red curves) and found that the agreement is very good.

2. Quality of the factorization approximation P (g, η) ≈ Pg(g)Pη(η)

The joint probability distribution of the cavity Green’s function and the cavity auxiliary fields P (g, η) is the one
satisfying the self-consistent distributional equation

P (g, η) =
∫
dε γ+(ε)

∫ K∏
k=1

[dgkdηk P (gk, ηk)] δ
(
g − 1

ε− t2
∑

k gk

)
δ

(
η − 1 − t

∑
k

gkηk

)
. (S111)
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As we have anticipated in the previous section, P (g, η) is well approximated by the product of the two marginals Pg(g)
and Pη(η) as in Eq. (S104), and checked numerically. The quality of the approximation can be further quantified by
computing the mutual information.

The mutual information of two continuous random variables X,Y distributed with P is defined as

I(X,Y ) ≡
∫
dxdy P (x, y) log2

P (x, y)
P (x)P (y) , (S112)

and it represents the information theoretical measure of the dependence of two random variables. More precisely, it is
the information about the variable X that one obtains after measuring Y , quantified in terms of Shannon’s entropy.
The mutual information of two random variables is always greater or equal than zero. I(X,Y ) = 0 corresponds to
the case in which X and Y are statistically independent.

Figure S5. Mutual information of cavity Green’s functions and cavity auxiliary fields. The mutual information, computed
numerically following the procedure devised in Ref. [72] from the population dynamics distribution with a population of
N = 5 × 105 cavity variable pairs, is plotted for many values of the disorder strength above the lower critical disorder Wmin
(see Sec. V B 3) for K = 5, t = 1. As it can be seen from the plot, the mutual information decreases monotonically with W ,
remaining always below 5 · 10−2 bits. This indicates that the factorization approximation of Eq. (S104) represents the exact
joint distribution with good accuracy.

The estimation of the mutual information can be done using population dynamics. Assuming that the population
of N pairs of cavity Green’s functions and cavity rescaled fields represents a set of N samples drawn from the exact
distribution, we can compute I(Gi→j , ηi→j) empirically through the procedure devised in Ref. [72]. We computed
the mutual information with K = 5, t = 1, and many values of W in the range that will be used later to compute
the critical curve. The results are plotted in Fig. S5. As we can see from the plot, the mutual information is of
O(10−2 bits) or less for the analyzed range of disorder, indicating that the factorization approximation describes the
real distribution with good accuracy for this set of parameters. Moreover, it has been checked that for a fixed value
of W , the mutual information decreases as K increases, signaling that the factorization approximation improves for
increasing K.

The mutual information analysis indicates that the quantities µη and σ2
η can be computed self-consistently with

minimal error through Eqs. (S105), and that µu and σ2
u can then be obtained from Eqs. (S110).

It should be noted that the mutual information result does not guarantee that the analytical expression of the cavity
rescaled field distribution in Eq. (S107)—derived under the assumption of independence between g and η—accurately
reproduces the true marginal. This expression relies on the additional approximation introduced in Eq. (S103).
However, the self-consistent distribution of Eq. (S109), which incorporates the Gaussian approximation of Eq. (S107),
closely matches the marginal distribution of the cavity Localization Landscapes obtained from population dynamics.

As discussed in Sec. V B 5, the percolation transition at high connectivity is governed by the statistics of the cavity
Localization Landscapes. Since the self-consistent prediction of Eq. (S109) accurately reproduces the numerical results,
we computed the high-connectivity critical curve by sampling from the factorized distribution Pg(g)Pη(η), determined
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self-consistently from Eqs. (S101) and (S107). The resulting critical energies (solid black line in Fig. S7) show excellent
agreement with the exact ones obtained from sampling the full joint distribution.

In Fig. S6 we represented the colormap plots of the histograms of the joint probability distribution P (g, η), and its
factorized approximation Pg(g)Pη(η). The first one has been computed numerically through population dynamics,
while the second one has been obtained by shuffling the g-variables between the pairs (g, η) in the latter distribution,
erasing the dependencies of the two variables. As we can see from the plots the two distributions are qualitatively
similar. The main difference between the two is that the tails of the distributions have a slightly different shape in
the (g, η) plane. This is due to the fact that the values that ηi→j can take once Gi→j is given are restricted by the
coupled equations (S91) and (S92). As revealed from the mutual information measurements, this feature does not
result in significant effects on the global dependency of the two variables.

Figure S6. Plots of P (g, η) and its mean-field approximation for K = 5, t = 1 and W = 6. Left: plot of the histogram of the
joint probability distribution obtained through population dynamics (see Sec. IV A) with N = 107. Right: plot of the mean
field approximation obtained by shuffling the cavity Green’s functions of the pairs (g, η) in the histogram on the left. As it can
be seen from the plot, the main qualitative differences are in the tails of the distribution, and they’re due to the fact that for
extreme values of Gi→j the set of values that ηi→j can take are restricted by Eqs. (S91) and (S92).

3. Lower bound for the critical disorder and isolated eigenvalue

It is important to note that for physical consistency, the expectation value of the cavity rescaled fields must be
non-negative, as the opposite would imply that the Localization Landscapes are negative, which is impossible as
explained in the End Matter of the paper. Therefore, Eqs. (S108) must be only valid in the regime where

0 ≤ µη < +∞ ⇐⇒ µg <
1
Kt

. (S113)

A more formal derivation of this condition will be discussed in the following.
In the high-connectivity limit, Eq. (S97) indicates that µg is a decreasing function of the disorder strength for

W > Wmin. For W < Wmin, however, the value of µg depends explicitly on Eiso(W ). This quantity was computed
numerically as a function of W in Ref. [50] using the property that the Gaussian integral

⟨xi⟩ = 1
Z0

∫
Dx xi e

−S0[x] , (S114)

where

S0[x] = 1
2xt

(
Ĥ − EÎ

)
x , (S115)
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and Z0 is a normalization constant, must diverge when E > Eiso. By introducing a source term Jxi in the action,
one can follow a procedure analogous to that in the End Matter of the paper to compute this expectation value.
Parametrizing a generic cavity marginal distribution as

µi→j(xi) ∝ e
−

x2
i

2 Gi→j
+yi→jxi

, (S116)

the cavity equations to be enforced are:

G−1
i→j = εi − t2

∑
k∈∂i\j

Gk→i , yi→j = t
∑

k∈∂i\j

Gk→iyk→i . (S117)

Here, the E-dependence is contained in the random variables εi, which are uniformly distributed in the interval
[−W/2 − E,W/2 − E]. The recursion for the variables yi→j is linear and has only two fixed points: 0 and +∞ (if
initialized with a distribution with strictly positive domain). The fixed point at 0 corresponds to the case where the
Gaussian integral in Eq. (S114) converges. By identifying the value of E at which this recursion first diverges, one
can determine Eiso.

Understanding when the recursion converges results pretty simple after taking a few assumptions that can be verified
numerically. We present here an argument based on studying the behavior of the population dynamics algorithm for
this recursion (see Sec. IV A). We consider the original formulation of the population dynamics algorithm, i.e. the
one used in [50], where at each timestep we update the full population. For the sake of simplicity we initialize
the population of y-variables at time τ = 0 according to an initial distribution with finite mean µ

(0)
y > 0 and

finite variance σ
2 (0)
y . Then, for each of the y-variables in the population we associate a cavity Green’s function

drawn from its stationary marginal distribution. With this choice, using the same notation of Sec. IV A, our initial
population is {(G(0)

i , y
(0)
i )}i≤N . At each iteration step τ the algorithm draws randomly with replacement N sets of K

nearest neighboring pairs from the population {(G(τ−1)
i , y

(τ−1)
i )}i≤N , and uses them to compute the new population

{(G(τ)
i , y

(τ)
i )}i≤N . Pointing our attention on a generic variable yi in the population, after T iterations of the algorithm

its value can be written as

y
(T )
i = t

∑
kT −1

G(T −1)
kT −1

y
(T −1)
kT −1

= · · · = tT
∑

kT −1

· · ·
∑
k0

G(T −1)
kT −1

. . .G(0)
kT −1,...,k0

y
(0)
kT −1,...,k0

(S118)

In this equation one can see the summation as a sum over simple paths on a Cayley tree with T generations, where
the leaves are associated to initial conditions, and have time index 0, and the root is associated to y(T )

i . Defining as
P(τ) the set of all paths connecting a site at time τ to a site at time T − 1 we can rewrite y(T )

i as

y
(T )
i = tT

∑
ρ∈P(0)

G(T −1)
ρT −1

. . .G(0)
ρ0
y(0)

ρ0
. (S119)

With this representation the statistical dependence of the variables in the sum is much more easily understood. The
expectation value of y(T )

i can be computed as

µ(T )
y ≡ E[y(T )

i ] = µ(0)
y tT

∑
ρ∈P(0)

E
[
G(T −1)

ρT −1
. . .G(0)

ρ0

]
= µ(0)

y tT
∑

ρ∈P(1)

∑
ρ0

E
[
G(T −1)

ρT −1
. . .G(1)

ρ1
G(0)

ρ0

]
. (S120)

In principle, since the statistical dependence propagates from the leaves to the root, one cannot write the latter
expectation value as a product of the expectation values of the cavity Green’s function on the path p, however, in the
high-connectivity limit, as G(1)

ρ1 depends explicitly on the sum
∑

ρ0
G(0)

ρ0 , and the cavity Green’s functions have a thin
tailed stationary distribution (as we have argued in Sec. V B 1), one can assume that the correlations between G(1)

ρ1

and each individual G(0)
ρ0 are negligible. Thus, in Eq. (S120) one has:∑

ρ0

E
[
G(T −1)

ρT −1
. . .G(1)

ρ1
G(0)

ρ0

]
= E

[
G(T −1)

ρT −1
. . .G(1)

ρ1

]
Kµ(0)

g (S121)

Since the Green’s function were initialized in their stationary distribution, µg remains constant and equal to its
stationary value under iteration of the algorithm, and iterating the previous argument in Eq. (S120) one finally
obtains

µ(T )
y = µ(0)

y (Ktµg)T . (S122)
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This implies that:

µy= lim
T →∞

µ(T )
y =

{
0 if µg < 1/Kt ,
∞ if µg > 1/Kt .

(S123)

Finally, Eiso(W ) must be the one such that the fixed point of the recursion for the y-variables passes from 0 to +∞,
i.e. the one for which the expectation value of the cavity Green’s function for W < Wmin is equal to 1/Kt. We can
now use the high-connectivity results of Sec. V B 1 to obtain the value of Eiso using the roughest approximation of µg

from Eq. (S97). We have that

1
Kt

= 1
W

ln
(

1 − W

W/2 + Eiso(W ) + t

)
, (S124)

thus

Eiso(W ) = −W

2 − t+ W

1 − eW/Kt
. (S125)

It is important to note that this equation correctly reproduces the zero-disorder value of the isolated eigenvalue,
Eiso(0) = −t(K + 1). Figure S7 shows the resulting prediction for −Eiso(W ) for the case K = 5, t = 1. Another
important consequence is that when we return to the Localization Landscape percolation equations with the translated
Hamiltonian from Sec. III B, we find that µg(W ) ≡ 1/Kt for all W ≤ Wmin. Consequently, according to the condition
established earlier in Eq. (S113), the percolation transition ceases to exist precisely at W = Wmin. This means that
the minimal critical disorder for the Localization Landscape percolation transition, below which the system is always
in the percolating phase, coincides with the disorder strength at which the isolated eigenvalue enters the bulk of the
spectrum. This value Wmin can be computed from Eq. (S97) as:

Wmin = Kt ln
∣∣∣∣1 + Wmin

t(2
√
K − 1)

∣∣∣∣ , (S126)

that can be solved self-consistently by iteration.
Note that if we chose to translate the Hamiltonian of a value −E > −Emin this would have decoupled Wmin from

the lower critical disorder for percolation. A further confirmation of the equivalence of Wmin and the lower critical
disorder for percolation is given by observing that, following the same procedure of Eq. (S118), we can compute the
explicit expression for an ηi→j at time T obtained through population dynamics from {(G(0)

i , η
(0)
i )}i≤N , according to

the cavity equations (S91),(S92). What we find is

η
(T )
i = 1 + t

∑
kT −1

G(T −1)
kT −1

η
(T −1)
kT −1

= · · · = 1 +
T −1∑
τ=1

tT −τ
∑

ρ∈P(τ)

G(T −1)
ρT −1

. . .G(τ)
ρτ

+ tT
∑

ρ∈P(0)

G(T −1)
ρT −1

. . .G(0)
ρ0
η(0)

ρ0
. (S127)

After taking the expectation value, using the same argument as for Eq. (S120) we have

µ(T )
η =

T −1∑
τ=0

(Ktµg)τ + µ(0)
η (Ktµg)T , (S128)

thus,

µη = lim
T →∞

µ(T )
η =

{
1/(1 −Ktµg) if µg < 1/Kt ,
∞ if µg ≥ 1/Kt .

(S129)

This result reproduces the result of Eq. (S108) and contains, equivalently to Eq. (S123), the information about the
position of the isolated eigenvalue Eiso, since in the large T limit, neglecting the last term of the series, the sequence
of the expectation values µ(T )

η is proportional to the sequence of the partial sums of µ(τ)
y :

µ(T )
η ∝

T −1∑
τ=0

µ(τ)
y (S130)
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4. Linear stability analysis

Following the same idea of [40], and already used in the analysis of the Anderson problem in Sec. II D, we start
from the self-consistent distributional equation (S66). Using the integral representation of the Dirac delta

δ

(
p− θ(gη − 1/E)

∑
k

pk

)
=

∫ ∞

−∞

dλ′

2π e−iλ′(p−θ(gη−1/E)
∑

k
pk) , (S131)

we can rewrite

P (g, η, p) =
∫
dλ′

2π eiλ′p

∫
dε γ+(ε)

∫ K∏
k=1

[
dgkdηkdpk P̂

(
gk, ηk, θ(gη − 1/E)λ′)]

× δ

(
g − 1

ε− t2
∑

k gk

)
δ

(
η − 1 − t

∑
k

gkηk

)
. (S132)

Then, taking the Fourier transform of the latter with respect to p and recognizing the integral representation of
δ(λ− λ′), we derive

P̂ (g, η, λ) =
∫
dε γ+(ε)

∫ K∏
k=1

[
dgkdηk P̂

(
gk, ηk, θ(gη − 1/E)λ

)]
× δ

(
g − 1

ε− t2
∑

k gk

)
δ

(
η − 1 − t

∑
k

gkηk

)
. (S133)

The theta function in the argument of the characteristic function of the distribution distinguishes between two cases.
For gη > 1/E we have to solve the integral equation

P̂ (g, η, λ) =
∫
dε γ+(ε)

∫ K∏
k=1

[
dgkdηk P̂

(
gk, ηk, λ

)]
δ

(
g − 1

ε− t2
∑

k gk

)
δ

(
η − 1 − t

∑
k

gkηk

)
, (S134)

while for gη < 1/E we simply have

P̂
(
gk, ηk, θ(gη − 1/E)λ) = P̂ (gk, ηk, 0) = P (gk, ηk), (S135)

thus

P (g, η, p) = P (g, η)δ(p), (S136)

In order to find an equation for the critical curve, we are interested in finding a solution for the probability distri-
bution that admits a finite expectation value of the cavity percolation probability. Since its distribution necessarily
has finite mean and variance (because p ∈ [0, 1]), we can assume that at criticality the characteristic function for
gη > 1/E can be expanded in powers of λ, and that the term of the smallest order is exactly of order one:

P̂ (g, η, λ) = P (g, η) + iλf(g, η) +O(λ2). (S137)

Substituting in the integral Eq. (S134), and discarding terms of order higher than one we obtain a self-consistent
equation for f(g, η) that reads

f(g, η) = K

∫
dε γ+(ε) dg′dη′ f(g′, η′)

∫ K−1∏
k=1

[dgkdηk P (gk, ηk)]

× δ

(
g − 1

ε− t2
(
g′ +

∑K−1
k=1 gk

))
δ

(
η − 1 − t

(
g′η′ +

K−1∑
k=1

gkηk

))
, (S138)

and can be recast as

f(g, η) =
∫
dg′dη′ Kperc(g, η, g′, η′)f(g′, η′), (S139)
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with

Kperc(g, η; g′, η′) =
∫
dεdg̃dũ γ+(ε)Rperc(g̃, ũ)δ

(
g − 1

ε− t2(g′ + g̃)

)
δ

(
η − 1 − t

(
g′η′ + ũ

))
, (S140)

where we have introduced the joint probability distribution of the sums
∑K−1

l=1 gl and
∑K−1

l=1 glηl:

Rperc(g̃, ũ) ≡
∫ K−1∏

k=1
[dgkdηk P (gk, ηk)] δ

( K−1∑
k=1

gk − g̃

)
δ

( K−1∑
k=1

gkηk − ũ

)
. (S141)

Performing the integrals over the tilde variables, the kernel simplifies to

Kperc(g, η; g′, η′) = K

g2 t3

∫
dε γ+(ε) Rperc

(
−g′ − 1 − εg

gt2
, −g′η′ − 1 − η

t

)
. (S142)

Now, in the non-percolating phase, the solution with zero percolation probability, i.e. P (g, η, p) = P (g, η)δ(p), is
the stable one. This means that any infinitesimal perturbation of its characteristic function, under iteration of the
recursive equation defining P̂ (g, η, λ) will vanish. Instead, in the percolating phase, we expect that the first-order
perturbative term will increase under iteration. Accordingly, the critical curve will be identified as the curve in the
space of parameters where the first order correction remains stable under iteration, i.e. where the kernel Kperc has
top eigenvalue equal to 1 (following exactly the same argument at the end of Sec. II D).

The kernels of Eqs. (S23) and (S142) are significantly different, and this explains quantitatively the difference
between the two critical behaviors.

The integral operator can be computed numerically, using population dynamics to evaluate the distribution
Rperc(g̃, ũ), and it can be diagonalized numerically to obtain the critical curve with very high precision. How-
ever, this procedure is highly computationally expensive. Therefore, in order to compute the critical curve in the
high-connectivity limit we used a completely different technique that we present in the next section, where we also
present an argument to show that the linear stability analysis produces the same result.

5. Divergence of the average cluster size

An alternative method to determine the critical curve involves deriving an expression for the average cluster size S
and identifying the values (E,W ) for which S diverges.

In the general case, a cluster consists of a connected component of lattice sites i where ui ≥ 1/E. The statistical
dependence between ui and uk (for k ∈ ∂i) is complex, but in the high-connectivity limit the problem simplifies
significantly. Here, we can treat uk

d= uk→i
d= Gk→iηk→i, effectively breaking the mutual dependence between sites i

and k: ui depends on all its neighbors, while uk→i depends on all its neighbors except i.
In this high-connectivity limit, we can replace the occupation variable Oi from Eq. (S68) with

Oi→j =
{

1 if ui→j ≥ 1/E
0 otherwise

. (S143)

By substituting in the definition of Eq. (S67) the set of occupation variables {O1, . . . , Or} with {O1→0, . . . , Or→r−1},
we can factorize Eq. (S67) as

Cperc(r) = Pr{O0 = 1, O1→0 = 1, . . . , Or→r−1 = 1}

=
[

r∏
s=2

Pr{Os→s−1 = 1 | Os−1→s−2 = 1}

]
Pr{O1→0 = 1 | O0 = 1} Pr{O0 = 1} . (S144)

Due to translational invariance, the conditional probability that a site is occupied given that one of its nearest
neighbors is occupied is independent of the specific pair of sites considered. Thus, we define

q̄ ≡ Pr{Ok→i = 1 | Oi→j = 1} ∀i,∀j ∈ ∂i,∀k ∈ ∂i \ j . (S145)

Similarly, the last factor in Eq. (S144) is given by the unconditional occupation probability q (see Eq. (S69)). Using
these definitions, Cperc(r) takes the form

Cperc(r) = qq̄r = q

Kr
e−r/ξp , (S146)



35

where the correlation length is given by

ξperc = − 1
lnKq̄ . (S147)

As in the independent-site percolation problem [71], the correlation function decays exponentially, so the average
cluster size, defined in Eq. (S70), simplifies to

S = 1 + q̄

1 −Kq̄
. (S148)

We immediately see that S diverges when

q̄ = q̄c = 1/K. (S149)

This condition is analogous to that of the independent percolation problem, except that the occupation probability
is now conditioned on the occupation of a neighboring site. By numerically evaluating the pairs (E,W ) that satisfy
q̄ = 1/K, we obtain the critical curve. The numerical procedure to compute q̄ is explained in detail in Sec. IV D.

The solution of the integral integral eigenvalue equation (S139) amounts to determining the critical energy at which
the recursion for pi→j , defined in the linearized version in Eq. (S93) diverges. In the following we show, using an
argument analogous to the one of Sec. V B 3 for the population dynamics of yi→j (see Eq. S123), that this divergence
occurs when q̄ = 1/K. Let us consider a population of cavity variables as {G(0)

i , η
(0)
i , p

(0)
i }i≤N , and for a generic

element of the population at a generic time τ we denote O(τ)
i = θ(G(τ)

i η
(τ)
i −1/E). Here we assume that {G(0)

i , η
(0)
i }i≤N

are drawn from their joint stationary distribution, and {p(0)
i }i≤N from an initial distribution bounded to [0, 1] with

mean µ
(0)
p and variance σ2 (0)

p . As we described in Sec. V B 3 for the value y(0)
i of a generic y-variable at iteration

T of population dynamics, one can write p(T )
i as the result of the iteration of its cavity equation in the population

dynamics algorithm in terms of paths over a Cayley tree with T generations, where the leaves are associated to initial
conditions and the root to the final value. Defining as P(τ) the set of all paths connecting a site at time τ to a site
at time T − 1 we can write p(T )

i as

p
(T )
i = O

(T )
i

∑
k

p
(T −1)
k = · · · = O

(T )
i

∑
kT −1

· · ·
∑
k0

O
(T −1)
kT −1

. . . O
(1)
kT −1,...,1

p
(0)
k0

= O
(T )
i

∑
ρ∈P(0)

O(T −1)
ρT −1

. . . O(1)
ρ1
p(0)

ρ0
. (S150)

Now, taking the expectation value we have

µ(T )
p =

∑
ρ∈P(1)

E

[
O

(T )
i O(T −1)

ρT −1
. . . O(1)

ρ1

]
Kµ(0)

p =
∑

ρ∈P(1)

E

[
O

(T )
i O(T −1)

ρT −1
. . . O(2)

ρ2

∣∣∣∣∣O(1)
ρ1

= 1
]
qKµ(0)

p = q̄(Kq̄)T −2(Kq)(Kµ(0)
p ).

(S151)
In the second equality we used the same high-connectivity property that we used to factorize the correlation function
in Eq. (S144) (that this time is encoded in the algorithm itself), for which the statistical dependence of the occupation
variables propagates from the leaves to the root, thus

Pr{Oi, OρT −1 , . . . , Oρ0} = Pr{Oi|OρT −1}
T −1∏
τ=0

[
Pr{Oρτ | Oρτ−1}

]
Pr{Oρ0} . (S152)

Finally, in the last equality we computed the expectation value summing from the leaves to the root and using
definitions (S69),(S145).

The expectation value of p(T )
i as T → ∞ reads

lim
T →∞

µ(T )
p =

{
0 if q̄ < 1/K ,

∞ if q̄ > 1/K ,
(S153)

indicating that the integral recursion of Eq. (S139) diverges when q̄ = 1/K, marking the transition to the percolating
phase.
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6. The phase diagram

Figure S7 presents the phase diagram obtained in the high-connectivity limit. The left panel displays both the
curve derived from the independent-site approximation condition [Eq. (S89)] and the one obtained using the exact
criterion [Eq. (S149)].

The left phase diagram is plotted in the (E,W )-plane for the positive definite Hamiltonian Ĥ+ (see Sec. III B). The
right panel shows the positive-energy side of the phase diagram associated with the original Anderson Hamiltonian of
Eq. (S2). This was obtained from the left plot by translating the energies by Emin(W ) to restore the statistically sym-
metric spectrum, and then switching E 7→ −E to display only the positive-energy region. Due to this transformation,
the percolating and non-percolating phases are exchanged in the right image.

The exact curve for a given parameter pair (K, t) requires sampling from the joint distribution P (g, η), which
properly accounts for correlations between cavity Green’s functions and rescaled fields (see Sec. IV for numerical
details). However, as anticipated from the results of Sec. V B 2, the phase diagram computed using the factorized
approximation of Eq. (S104) agrees excellently with that obtained from the joint distribution via population dynamics.
In Fig. S7, the solid black line corresponds to the curve derived from the self-consistent marginal distributions of
Sec. V B 1, while the black dots represent critical energies computed by sampling the joint distribution from population
dynamics.

A key observation is that the independent-site curve deviates significantly from the exact one in the left panel, indi-
cating that correlations between nearest-neighbor sites are essential to describe the physics of the system. Neglecting
these correlations leads to incorrect results. This discrepancy is so pronounced that the transformed independent-site
curve becomes physically meaningless in the symmetric case, and thus it is not plotted in the right panel.

The solid blue curve in the right panel shows the prediction of −Eiso(W ) for W ≤ Wmin derived in Sec. V B 3. As
expected, it intersects the spectral boundary Emax(W ) = 2t

√
K +W/2 at the point where the percolation transition

ceases to exist. The disorder value at which this occurs is indicated by a horizontal dotted line.
Although the high-connectivity equations are formally valid for K ≫ 1, many probability distributions from

Sec. V B 1 are accurate even at K = 5 (e.g., the marginals of the cavity Localization Landscapes and cavity Green’s
functions, as shown in Fig. S4). Therefore, we plot both curves for K = 5, arguing that the exact high-connectivity
condition captures many important features of the real curve at this connectivity, despite neglecting the influence of
one neighbor out of six. Moreover, the solution on the Bethe lattice with K = 5 represents the Bethe approximation
for the cubic lattice, allowing for direct comparison with the numerical results from Ref. [39] (plotted as red circles in
the right panel). The Bethe and cubic lattice transitions have a qualitative agreement. The main difference is that
on the Bethe lattice, the spectral boundary prevents the curve from reaching zero disorder, as discussed in Sec. V B 3.
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Figure S7. Percolation phase diagrams for K = 5 and t = 1. Left: positive definite Hamiltonian defined at the beginning of
Sec. III B. Red curve: critical curve separating percolating and non-percolating phases for high-connectivity in the independent-
site approximation [Eq. (S89)]. Black line: exact critical curve in the high-connectivity limit [Eq. (S149)]. Dashed line: upper
boundary of the bulk of spectrum (see Sec. III B). Dotted line: analytically predicted lower critical disorder [Eq. (S126)]. Right:
Hamiltonian with the statistically symmetric spectrum of Eq. (S2). All the curves of the right plot have been obtained from the
ones in the right plot by means of a translation and inversion of sign as explained in Sec. V B 6. The independent-site critical
curve has not been plotted as it loses its physical interpretation in the symmetric case. Red dots: Localization Landscape
percolation critical energies for the cubic lattice from [39]. Blue line: opposite of the isolated eigenvalue −Eiso for W ≤ Wmin
from Eq. (S125)
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