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We discuss the dependence of the critical properties of the Anderson model on the dimension
d in the language of β-function and renormalization group recently introduced in Ref. (1) in the
context of Anderson transition on random regular graphs. We show how in the delocalized
region, including the transition point, the one-parameter scaling part of the β-function for
the fractal dimension D1 evolves smoothly from its d = 2 form, in which β2 ≤ 0, to its
β∞ ≥ 0 form, which is represented by the random regular graph (RRG) result. We show how
the ϵ = d − 2 expansion and the 1/d expansion around the RRG result can be reconciled
and how the initial part of a renormalization group trajectory governed by the irrelevant
exponent y depends on dimensionality. We also show how the irrelevant exponent emerges
out of the high-gradient terms of expansion in the nonlinear sigma-model and put forward a
conjecture about a lower bound for the fractal dimension. The framework introduced here may
serve as a basis for investigations of disordered many-body systems and of more general
non-equilibrium quantum systems.
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Despite extensive, centuries-long research in the field of statistical mechanics,
the mechanisms underlying the process of thermalization are still not fully

understood. The analog of the ergodic hypothesis of classical mechanics in quantum
mechanical systems, and its validity in presence of quenched disorder, present several
counter-intuitive aspects which attracted the interest of the scientific community
working on foundations and applications of statistical mechanics. It is known that
when the interaction between the particles can be neglected, if the disorder is
sufficiently strong, the system undergoes a transition from an ergodic to a localized,
Anderson insulator, phase (2–4) which has no counterpart in classical mechanics.
The properties of the so-called Anderson transition are qualitatively understood to
depend upon the physical dimension of space d and, as the d increases indefinitely,
those properties have been a subject of growing interest in the recent past (5–11).

In part, this is due to the interest in the complementary case, in which the
elementary excitations of the system cannot be thought of as non-interacting
particles, and interaction needs to be considered in the analysis. The analog of
Anderson localization, in this case, is the subject of Many-Body Localization (MBL)
(12–14), where the system develops local integrals of motion (15, 16) and transport
is suppressed (17). The connection between MBL and the problem of Anderson
localization occurs when thinking of the latter on infinite-dimensional lattices,
or expander graphs, such as trees, and regular random graphs (RRG) (18–20).
Some of the difficulties in interpreting the numerical data supporting MBL (see for
example (21–25)) have very much in common with the difficulties of interpreting
the numerical data of the Anderson model on the RRG (where there is no doubt
about the existence of the transition (26)).

In part, however, there is another reason for the current interest in the Anderson
transition on expander graphs. The absence of an obvious upper critical dimension
and the failure of ϵ expansion around d = 2 dimensions to fit the numerically found
exponents (27) at ϵ = 1 (d = 3), despite going to five loops in the sigma model
(28), is also puzzling. Such mismatch could be due to a failure of the perturbation
theory to converge (29), but it could also be due to something more profound, and
reveal a non-trivial behavior of the model in high dimension (30).

In this paper, we build upon the work that some of us did in Ref. (1) and show how
a single parameter scaling theory (a modern form of the one presented in Ref. (31))
can explain the numerics on the statistical properties of wave functions and spectrum.
We also show, connecting to our work (1) that the irrelevant corrections, in the
RG sense, to the one-parameter scaling evolve in the limit of infinite dimensions
to give rise to a topologically different RG flow. More specifically, to set the stage,

Significance Statement

Quantum particles can localize
when the surrounding environment
is sufficiently disordered, a phe-
nomenon named Anderson local-
ization. In this work, we discuss
how the properties of the localiza-
tion transition depend on the di-
mensionality of real space, showing
how to take properly the limit of
infinite dimensions. To do so, we
use the renormalization group for
quantities that are easily accessible
numerically via exact diagonaliza-
tion. The results presented here are
the bridge connecting low dimen-
sional systems, amenable to con-
trollable analytical treatment, and in-
finite dimensional systems, relevant
for interacting disordered systems.
Moreover, the method developed in
this work allows for a quantitative
analysis of numerical data for the
Many-Body Localization problem
and can help resolve discrepancies
still existing in this problem.

Author affiliations: aPhysics Department, Columbia
University, 538 West 120th Street, New York, New
York 10027, USA; bICTP, Strada Costiera 11, 34151,
Trieste, Italy; cINFN Sezione di Trieste, Via Valerio
2, 34127 Trieste, Italy; dICFO-Institut de Ciències
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Fig. 1. Renormalization group (RG) trajectories (solid lines) for 3d Anderson model
obtained from the numerical calculation of the eigenfunction Shannon entropy S(L)
and the corresponding finite-size fractal dimension D(L) = dS(L)/d lnN . The
envelope of RG trajectories (black dots) is the single-parameter β-function β(D). Its
rootDc gives the fractal dimension of the critical wave functions and the slope of the
red solid curve at D = Dc determines the relevant critical exponent ν. The slope
of β(D) at the ergodic fixed point D = 1 (blue solid line) is (d − 2)/d = 1/3.
The accuracy of one-parameter scaling can be inferred from the length of the initial
parts of the trajectories, ‘the hairs’, before merging with the single-parameter curve.

we first recall the scaling theory of Abrahams, Anderson,
Licciardello, and Ramakrishnan (31), where the RG flow for
the dimensionless conductance has been discussed for the first
time. We then present how to extend the theory to spectral
observables, that are more easily accessible numerically and
that are equivalent to the dimensionless conductance, under
the one-parameter scaling hypothesis. We argue that the
fractal dimension of the eigenstates is a good observable for
our purposes and we describe some general properties of its
flow under the renormalization group. While its behavior
can be predicted analytically in some regimes (as in the deep
ergodic and localized regimes), we have to rely on numerical
results for the properties near the critical point. We show
that our framework is compatible with the existing numerical
observations and gives a clear picture of the behavior of the
model as the number of spatial dimensions is increased. This
is achieved by matching the known exact results in 2d – and
perturbations away from it in the ϵ-expansion framework –
to the results on random regular graphs, that we argue to be
the correct limit d → ∞.

Main results

The main result of the paper is the numerical calculation for
three and the higher dimensions d = 4, 5, 6 of the β-function,
defined as

β(D) = d lnD
d lnN , [1]

where D = D1(L) is the finite-size fractal dimension defined
as the derivative D1(L) = dS(L)/d lnN of the eigenfunction
Shannon entropy S(L) with respect to the logarithm of the
system volume N = Ld. An example for d = 3 is presented
in Fig. 1.

The β-function that corresponds to a single-parameter
scaling is an envelope of RG trajectories parametrized by

β(D) = d ln D
d ln N

D10
Dc

β(D) = d ln D
d ln N

D10

Fig. 2. A sketch of the full β-function. (Upper panel) Behavior at finite dimension,
where 0 < Dc < 1 and the irrelevant direction at finite size becomes increasingly
important as d grows. (Lower panel) Behavior on expander graphs (as the RRG),
where, near the critical value of W , the irrelevant direction becomes the only one
accessible at the available system sizes. The critical fractal dimension Dc ∼ 1/d
for finite d and vanishes in the d → ∞ limit, as in expander graphs. Also, the
contribution of the irrelevant exponents becomes larger when d grows, ultimately
becoming marginal when d → ∞. This is reflected by the length of the critical
trajectory, depicted in red.

the size of the system. The initial part of each trajectory
corresponds to small system sizes and is governed by the set of
irrelevant exponents yn. We identify the irrelevant exponents
as originating from the high-gradient terms that emerge in the
derivation of the effective field theory of localization (32, 33)
but are omitted in the non-linear sigma-model. The length
of the initial part of trajectories increases when the irrelevant
exponent decreases in the absolute value. We show that the
principal irrelevant exponent y = −2 + 2ϵ+O(ϵ2) increases
(decreases in the absolute value) as the dimensionality d =
2+ϵ increases and finally it becomes marginal in the RG sense
for the case of random regular graph (1), which corresponds
to the limit d → ∞ (see Fig. 2).

We also conjecture that the critical fractal dimension Dc

(see Fig. 1) has the lower bound Dc ≥ 1/d and that the slope
αc of β(D) at D = Dc is finite αc → 2 in the limit d → ∞.
If correct, the existence of such lower bound leads to the
scenario I in Ref. (1) and to the existence of two critical
lengths for localization transition on RRG.

Anderson Model and scaling theory for conductance

In this work, we consider the Anderson model as originally
introduced in Ref. (2). It describes a single quantum particle
(whose statistics is thus not important) hopping on a given
lattice Λ in the presence of onsite random fields. In the case
of a d-dimensional cubic lattice, that we study in this work,
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the volume of the system (i.e. the number of sites) is N = Ld.
The Hamiltonian operator defining the model is

H = −J
∑

⟨i,j⟩∈Λ

|i⟩⟨j| + h.c.+
∑
i∈Λ

ϵi |i⟩⟨i| . [2]

In the above expression, ⟨·⟩ represent nearest neighbor sites
on the lattice Λ and the on-site energies ϵi are distributed
uniformly according to the box distribution g(ϵ) = θ(|ϵ| −
W/2)/W . We choose the hopping rate as the unit of energy,
J = 1. The eigenstates ψn have energy H |ψn⟩ = En |ψn⟩.

It is known that the model can have a transition from dif-
fusive/ergodic to localized/non-ergodic phase as the variance
– or strength – of disorder W increases. The location of such
transition (i.e. the critical value ofW = Wc) strongly depends
on the structure of the lattice Λ, while the critical exponents
at the transition are universal and depend only on the
lattice dimensionality. In the seminal work (31) (often called
the “Gang of Four” paper) the dependence of dimensionless
conductance on the system size and the strength of disorder
has been investigated for different spatial dimensions d. The
main result of the paper which determined the development
of the field for decades, was a formulation of the single-
parameter scaling. It stated that the ‘speed’ of the evolution
of conductance with the system size depends only on the
conductance itself and not on the system size and the disorder
strength separately. This allowed to uncover the crucial role of
lattice dimensionality d and predict the absence of delocalized
states in the thermodynamic limit for d = 1 and d = 2, as well
as the existence of the localization/delocalization transition
for d > 2.

In Ref. (31) the main observable is the dimensionless
conductance g(L), where L is the linear size of the system.
g(L) is defined as the ratio:

g(L) = ET h

δ
= 2ℏ
e2 σL

d−2

where ℏ/ET h is the time it takes for a wave packet to reach
the sample boundary, δ is the mean level spacing and σ is
the conductivity. The mathematical formulation of the single
parameter scaling is then given by the equation:

d ln g(L)
d lnL = β(g(L)), [3]

where β(g) is the parameter-free β-function.
Already from the definition of g(L), it is easy to see that

in the developed metallic regime (where σ is L-independent),
the β-function is a positive constant β(g) = (d − 2). In
the deep insulator regime σ ∼ exp(−L/ξ), the β-function
is (−L/ξ) = ln(g) is negative. A continuous interpolation
between these two regimes for d > 2 inevitably leads to the
unstable fixed point gc such that β(gc) = 0 which corresponds
to the localization/delocalization transition. If for small
system sizes the initial value is g0 > gc, the conductance
g(L) increases with L driving the system to the metallic
regime, while at g0 < gc the conductance decreases with
L and, eventually, the system reaches the deep insulating
regime. In contrast to this scenario, if d < 2 (e.g. d = 1) the
β-function is everywhere negative and the metallic behavior
is not possible. The case of the two-dimensional lattice is
special, as at g → ∞ we have β(g) → 0 (e.g. d = 2 is a
critical dimensionality). A more careful perturbative study

in 1/g shows that for disordered potentials without spin-
orbit interaction this limit is reached from below, so that the
simplest assumption of a monotonic β-function leads to the
conclusion that β(g) < 0 everywhere, e.g. on the absence of
delocalized states for d = 2. Expanding the β-function around
g = gc it is possible to determine some critical properties,
such as the exponent ν = 1/s, where s is the logarithmic
slope of the β-function at the critical point β(g) = s ln(g/gc).
For more details, we refer to (31).

β-function for ‘modern’ observables

Numerically accessible scaling variables. The Anderson
localization transition affects most observable properties of
the system. The onset of the localized phase can be spotted
not only from the absence of transport (as in the original
work by Anderson (2)), but also through properties of the
spectrum and statistics of eigenfunction. The conductance
has a transparent physical meaning but it is not easy to
compute numerically. It can be found using the Kubo formula
in terms of numerically obtained eigenstates or, alternatively,
using Green functions, as proposed by Lee and Fisher (34).

Modern libraries for high-performance computing make
spectral statistics and eigenfunctions statistics more readily
accessible and therefore preferable. Trusting the one pa-
rameter scaling hypothesis, these properties are on the same
footing as the conductance in describing the RG flow of the
properties of the system.

A natural observable for eigenfunctions properties is the
Shannon entropy:

S(1)
n ≡ Sn = −

∑
i

ψ2
n(i) ln

(
ψ2

n(i)
)
, [4]

(where ψn(i) = ⟨i|ψn⟩) or eigenfunction Renyi entropy:

S(q)
n = 1

1 − q
ln

∑
i

|ψn(i)|2q, [5]

and their derivatives with respect to the logarithm of volume
N = Ld.

The derivative D(L) with respect to lnN of the average
value S of the eigenfunction Shannon entropy is a fundamental
quantity. In the limit N → ∞ it gives the fractal dimension
of the eigenfunction support set, which is equal to:

D1 ≡ lim
N→∞

dS(1)

d lnN =

{ 1, ergodic states
< 1, (multi)fractal states
0, localized states

[6]

The corresponding derivative of the average eigenfunction
Renyi entropy is the eigenfunction fractal dimension Dq

which gives important details of the multifractal eigenfunction
distribution.

The special role of D1 is seen from its connection with
the spectral property of level compressibility defined as
χ = ⟨δn2⟩/⟨n⟩, where n is the number of energy levels in
a given energy window and the average is over different
positions of the energy window and over disorder realizations.
It was shown (35) that for weak multifractality near the
ergodic phase, the level compressibility is related to the fractal
dimensions as χ ≈ (1 −D2)/2. However, in this regime, it is
degenerate with respect to q, namely (1−D2)/2 = (1−Dq)/q.
Later on, it has been shown analytically in Refs. (36, 37) that
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for some random matrix models where both χ and Dq are
known, only D1 satisfies the relation with χ, even for strong
multifractality. Therefore we are led to suppose that D1 has
a spectral implication, in contrast to Dq with q ̸= 1.

In view of a fundamental role of D1 we choose, instead of
g(L), the scaling variable D(L) defined as an analogue of D1:

D(L) = dS(L)
d lnN , [7]

where S(L) is the average eigenfunction Shannon entropy at
size L.

From the above discussion, it is clear that D(L) is
intimately related to spectral statistics. Among other spectral
statistics the most popular recently was the r-parameter
introduced in Ref. (38) and defined starting from the spectrum
En and the gaps ∆En = En+1 − En,

r = 1
N − 2

N−2∑
n=1

min(∆En,∆En+1)
max(∆En,∆En+1) . [8]

When En’s are eigenvalues of a real Hamiltonian, the
average of r takes values between rGOE ≃ 0.5307 and
rP = 2 ln 2 − 1 ≃ 0.386. When r = rGOE the spectrum
behaves according to the predictions of random matrix theory
(Gaussian orthogonal ensemble) and we expect the system
dynamics to be ergodic. If instead r = rP, the energy levels
are distributed independently (absence of level repulsion) and
ergodicity is broken. Across the Anderson transition, the
value of r goes from rGOE at small W to rP at large W .

We would like to mention here an important difference
between the r parameter statistics and the spectral compress-
ibility that is related to D(L). The point is that the former is
defined at a small energy scale of the order of the mean level
spacing δ, while the latter (and presumably also D(L)) knows
about level correlations at a scale much larger than δ. This
is important for sensing the multifractal-to-ergodic transition
which in some cases does not show up in the r-statistics, as
it happens, e.g. in the Rosenzweig-Porter random matrix
model (39).

For this reason, we choose in this paper the variable D(L)
as the scaling parameter that stands for the dimensionless
conductance in the RG equation:

d lnD(L)
d lnN = β(D(L), L). [9]

Our goal is to compute numerically the l.h.s. of Eq. (9),
without any apriori assumption about the single-parameter
scaling. The single-parameter scaling implies that the β-
function depends only on D(L) and thus the solution L(D)
of this equation is a single-valued function. The inverse
function D(L) may be few-valued, but in any case it should
be represented by a single parametric curve. On the contrary,
if there are other (hidden, or irrelevant in the RG language)
parameters, there will be a family of curves satisfying Eq. (9),
each curve corresponding to a certain initial condition. Thus
numerical evaluation of the l.h.s. of Eq. (9) provides a
framework for answering the question about the nature of the
transition, allowing to discern single- from multiple-parameter
scaling.

Before we come to numerics, we would like to review the
general properties of the β-function if the single-parameter
scaling is given for granted.

General properties of β(D). In the localized phase, when
D ≪ Dc, and in particular when D → 0, the eigenfunctions
decay exponentially with the distance from the localization
center ψ(r) = Ar−α exp[−r/ξ]. Moreover, in finite spatial
dimension d, the number of sites at a given distance r grows
as n(r) ∼ rd. Therefore, the participation entropy becomes

S ≡ −
〈 ∑

x

ψ2(x) lnψ2(x)
〉

≃ −
L∑

r=0

n(r)Ar−αe−r/ξ ln
(
Ar−αe−r/ξ

)
= − lnA+

L∑
r=0

n(r)Ar−α

(
−α ln r − r

ξ

)
e−r/ξ, [10]

with
∑L

r=0 n(r)Ar−αe−r/ξ = 1 from the wavefunction
normalization. From the definition of D(L), Eq. (7), and
neglecting the logarithm in Eq. (10), being subleading, we
get

D ≃ L2−αn(L)
ξd

Ae−L/ξ ≃
(
L

ξ

)d+2−α

e−L/ξ, [11]

and using this result, the β-function turns out to be

β(D) = 1
d

lnD − d− α+ 2
d

ln | lnD| +O(1), Dc ≫ D ≳ 0.
[12]

At not very large d ∼ 1 and α ∼ 1 the first term makes the
leading contribution to β(D) in the insulator. At large d and
close to criticality the exponent α = d− d1, as the structure
of the wave function inside localization radius is close to that
of a critical one and thus upon averaging over the volume
rd < ξd it acquires a power-law prefactor rd1/rd = r−(d−d1).
According to our conjecture 1 < d1 < 2 formulated later on in
this paper, we have 1 < d− α < 2 and it is finite in the limit
d → ∞. Thus the first term in Eq. (12) remains the leading
one also for large d. It is important to note that the region of
applicability of Eq. (12) shrinks to zero in the limit d → ∞.
This is a clear indication of the failure of single-parameter
scaling to describe this limit properly.

In the other limiting case D → 1 we have β(D) ≃ α1(1 −
D). The slope α1 is fixed by the results of the “Gang of
Four” (31). Close to the metallic limit in the orthogonal
ensemble, the corrections to D must be proportional to the
inverse of the dimensionless conductance:

D ≈ 1 − c/g ≃ 1 − c′/Ld−2. [13]

This means that

βd(D) = d− 2
d

1 −D

D
, D ≲ 1, [14]

which gives
α1 = d− 2

d
[15]

near D = 1. In the limit d → ∞ one obtains α1 = 1, the
same scaling we find in RMT and for expander graphs (1, 10).
At d = 2 we obtain α1 = 0; we investigate more in detail the
consequences of this observation later. Notice also that the
above result obtained using a scaling argument can also be
found performing the ϵ-expansion around d = 2, as shown
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later.

At the Anderson localization transition (and in general
close to an unstable fixed point of the RG equations) we must
have

β(D) = αc(D −Dc), [16]
where we are assuming that β(D) vanishes with a finite
derivative; such assumption is valid in any finite dimension
but is not necessarily true in the d → ∞ limit (1). Later
on we argue that, for short-range models like the Anderson
model on a d-dimensional lattice, αc remains finite in this
limit.

The slope αc determines the finite-size scaling exponent ν.
Indeed, plugging Eq. (16) into Eq. (9) and setting D ≈ Dc

one finds the solution:

ln |D −Dc| − ln |D0 −Dc| = αcDcd lnL, [17]

where D0 is the value of D(L) at the smallest L ∼ 1. Then
one readily obtains:

D = Dc ±(L/ξ)1/ν , ξ ∼ |D0 −Dc|−ν ∼ |W0 −Wc|−ν . [18]

where ν is the finite-size scaling exponent:

ν = 1/(αcdDc). [19]

The values of αc and Dc depend on d and must be found
from the numerics.

β-function in two dimensions

After having presented some general properties of the β-
function in the previous section, we conduct here a more
detailed analysis of its behavior at the lower critical dimension
d = 2.

The β-function in d = 2 is always negative and it has a
shallow fixed point at D = 1 (see Eq. 12 and Eq. 15)

β2(D) =
{ 1

2 lnD +O(1), if D ≪ 1
−a(1 −D)2, if D ≃ 1.

[20]

From the numerics, we find a ≃ 1 (see Fig. 5), which we
will assume now to be the case, in agreement with sigma-
model calculations, in particular Eq. (32).

Let us consider the behavior at small W (i.e. near D = 1).
Inserting −(1 −D)2 into r.h.s. of the RG Eq. (9) we find:

d
(

lnL2 + 1
1 −D

)
= 0. [21]

This means that

ξ = L exp
(

1
2(1 −D(W,L))

)
= ℓ exp

(
1

2(1 −D(W, ℓ))

)
, [22]

is constant along the RG trajectory which is fixed by initial
conditions, i.e. by the value of r.h.s. of Eq. (22) at the smallest
length L = ℓ where the single-parameter scaling is still valid
(an ultraviolet cutoff). This is the localization length. To see
its W dependence at small W we assume that:

D(W, ℓ) = 1 − (W/W0)2 +O(W 3), [23]
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Fig. 3. Fractal dimension extracted from the participation entropy according to Eq. 7.
It is clearly visible that near D ≃ 1 the dependence is of the form D = 1 − aW 2,
as indicated by the red line.

as one can see in Fig. 3 (the constant W0 depends on the
cutoff ℓ).

This could have been inferred from the fact that, at finite L,
when W → 0 all the observables are analytic in the variance
and therefore must depend on W 2 analytically. This implies
that, at small W , one obtains:

ξ = ℓ exp
(
W 2

0
2W 2

)
. [24]

This is in agreement with the well-known weak-localization
result that in two dimensions ln(ξ/ℓ) is proportional to the
Drude conductivity and thus to the mean free path (MFP).
Indeed, from a simple calculation of the decay rate of a wave
packet with definite momentum (in the middle of the band),
we have ℓMFP = vtMFP

ℏ
tMFP

= N

∫
d2k′δ(Ek − Ek′ )| ⟨k| V̂

∣∣k′〉 |2 ∝ W 2, [25]

where V̂ is the on-site potential and |k⟩ is the plane wave
of momentum k. This gives ℓMFP ∼ 1/W 2 and therefore
ln(ξ) ∼ 1/W 2, as seen for example in (41).

We now consider the behavior at large W . In this regime
we have according to Eq. (12):

β(D) ≃ 1
2 lnD, [26]

which is compatible with a solution of the form D ∼
(1/W )L = exp[−L/ξ], where

ξ ≃ 1
lnW . [27]

The complete dependence of ξ on W , therefore, has to
interpolate between ξ ∼ exp

(
c/W 2)

, which is the weak
localization regime and ξ ∼ 1/ lnW , which is the strong
localization regime. Therefore, the complete functional
dependence should pass through a region of deceleration. We
believe this has led to some claims in the literature that the
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Fig. 4. System size dependence of D(L) in d = 2, for different values of W . The
solid lines in shades of green are interpolations of the data, used to produce the
β-function in Fig. 5. For small sizes and small W , D(L) may exceed D = 1 even
if the system is localized in the thermodynamic limit, as shown in the inset by the red-
shaded curves. This behavior can be obtained analytically if the eigenfunction inside
the localization radius is weakly multifractal. It happens because of the ‘basin’ regions
where the eigenfunction amplitude ψ2 ∼ N−1−η decreases with the volume faster
than N−1. Such regions should have a large enough probability to overcome
the dominance of the ergodic regions with ψ2 ∼ N−1 in the normalization sum∑

r
ψ(r)2 = 1. The job to suppress the probability of ergodic regions is done

by the regions with ‘elevated’ ψ2 ∼ N−1+η which are always present in a weakly
multifractal state together with the ‘basin’ areas. A similar behavior of D(L) is
present in the Rosenzweig-Porter random matrix ensemble (39, 40).

scaling ln ξ ∼ 1/Wµ with µ close or even equal to 1 (42).

Finally, we present the numerical results on the L-
dependence of D(L) and obtain the β-function for a two-
dimensional system. The set of data on the L-dependence of
D(L) for different W obtained from Eq. (7) is presented
in Fig. 4, where the eigenfunction Shannon entropy is
computed from Eq. (4) using the eigenfunctions from the
exact diagonalization of the Anderson model and averaging
over disorder and eigenfunctions. From this set of data we
obtain the plot β(D) vs D which is presented in Fig. 5.
Remarkably, all the RG trajectories lie almost exactly on a
single curve, just corroborating the single-parameter scaling
as a very precise approximation in d = 2.

β-function for higher dimensions

Numerical β-function for d = 3, 4, 5, 6. The same procedure of
numerical computing of β-function can be applied to higher
dimensions, albeit with an accuracy that decreases as d
increases. The results are presented in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7
as well as in Fig. 1 presented earlier in this paper.

Analyzing the results, we were able to extract the
parameters Dc, αc and ν of a single-parameter curve and
compare them with the available numerical results for ν in
Table 1. Surprisingly, the value of ν for d = 3, 4, 5, 6 extracted
from the best fit of a single-parameter curve β(D) close to
critical point D = Dc is very close to that described by the
‘semiclassical self-consistent theory’ ν = 1/2+1/(d−2), albeit
the theory itself is seriously flawed.

Another important result of our numerics is that the effect
of the irrelevant exponent (encoded in the length of the RG
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Fig. 5. Plot of the β(D) for the Anderson localization model on a two-dimensional
lattice. The dark lines are the numerical results, that are obtained from the
participation entropy according to the definition, and the black dots are the envelope
of the data, identifying the one-parameter scaling part of the β-function. In particular,
the fractal dimension is computed by applying the discrete derivative to S, and the
resulting points are interpolated using a Padé fit for W < Wc and an exponential
fit for W > Wc (see Fig. 6 for more details on the interpolations). The red curve is
β(D) = −(1 −D)2, which perfectly fits the data and coincides with the correction
given by the sigma model, according to Eq. (32)

trajectory at W = Wc before it hits the fixed point) increases
as d increases (see also Fig. 9).

β(D) in the ϵ-expansion and self-consistent theories

In this Section, we discuss the relationship between our
analysis and previous analytical results obtained within
the sigma-model formalism. The discussion is necessarily
technical and relies on results presented in the literature.
The large-d limit and the relation with expander graphs will
be investigated in the next Section.

ϵ-expansion within non-linear sigma-model. Let us now move
perturbatively away from d = 2. Here we employ the results
of Refs.(43, 44) in d = 2 + ϵ dimensions which are based
on the nonlinear sigma model formalism. In the orthogonal
symmetry class, they read:

− d ln t
d lnLd

= ϵ

d
− 2
d
t− 12ζ(3)

d
t4 +O(t5), [28]

1 −D(c)
q = qϵ

d
+ ζ(3)

4d q(q2 − q + 1)ϵ4 +O(ϵ5), [29]

where t(L) is the inverse dimensionless conductance, using
the same notation as in the literature, and D

(c)
q is the q-th

fractal dimension at W = Wc.
Now we introduce the scale-dependent fractal dimension

Dq(L) away from the criticality and find the corresponding β-
function. To this end we use the single-parameter scaling that
implies Dq(L) = Dq(t(L)) and require that Dq(t∗) = D

(c)
q

given by Eq. (29), where t∗ is the fixed point of RG equation
Eq. (28).

Then expressing ϵ in terms of t∗ from Eq. (28), plugging
it in Eq. (29) and replacing t∗ by t = t(L) we obtain for
D(L) ≡ D1(t(L)):

1 −D = (2/d)(t+ 8ζ(3) t4). [30]
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Fig. 6. System size dependence of the numerical fractal dimension at different
dimensions d = 3, 4, 5, 6 and for different values of W . The solid lines
are interpolations of the data, that we will use to produce the β-function. In
particular, for W < Wc we interpolate using a Padè function D(L, d) =
(Ld−1 + aLd−2 + b)/(Ld−1 + cLd−2 + k), while for W > Wc we use
D(L) = exp{(−aL)}(bL + c)/(kL + m). These choices are dictated by
physical arguments, namely the behavior of β(D) at D ∼ 1 and the exponential
decay of D in the localized phase. The red lines in each plot represent the values of
the critical fractal dimension obtained as the point at which the β-function vanishes,
and that are reported in Table 1.

Differentiating Eq. (30) with respect to Ld, using the RG
Eq. (28), expanding in t ≪ 1 up to t4 and using Eq. (30) we
finally obtain:

βD(D) =(1 −D)
(

1 − 2
dD

)
+ 3d2(d− 2)ζ(3) (1 −D)4

[31]

− d2(24 − d)
4 ζ(3) (1 −D)5 +O[(1 −D)6].

At small d− 2 = ϵ one can expand Eq. (31) up to quadratic
order in (1 −D):

βD(D) = (ϵ/2)(1 −D) − (1 −D)2 +O((1 −D)3). [32]

Notice that the coefficient 1 of (1 −D)2 agrees with what is
extracted from the numerical data (see Fig. 5 and Eq. (20)).
This is an independent check of our numerical procedure. In
this parabolic approximation the slopes of the β-function, αc

and α1, at D = Dc (where βD(Dc) = 0) and D = 1, obey
the symmetry:

αc = −α1 = ϵ

2 . [33]

However, this symmetry breaks down even in the ϵ2 approxi-
mation when the subtle terms ∼ ζ(3) are still neglected.

Self-consistent theory by Vollhard and Woelfle and its viola-
tion. In the absence of the four-loop corrections proportional
to ζ(3) the critical point Dc, the slope αc of the β-function
at D = Dc and the critical exponent ν, Eq. (19), are found
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Fig. 7. Plots of the β(D) for the Anderson localization model on higher-dimensional
(d = 4, 5, 6) lattices. The colored lines are the numerical results, that are obtained
from the participation entropy according to the definition. In particular, the fractal
dimension is computed by applying the discrete derivative to S, and the resulting
points are interpolated using a Padé fit for W < Wc and an exponential fit for
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a proxy for the envelope of the data, while the red curves are quadratic fits of the
envelope of the numerical data around β = 0, from which we extractDc and αc as
reported in the plots and Table 1. The blue line instead is the theoretical prediction
for β near D = 1. The last plot is the set of envelopes for different dimensions and
the RRG, displayed to highlight the flow for d → ∞.
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Fig. 8. (a) The critical fractal dimension Dc and (b) the ratio of slopes dβD/dD at
D = Dc and D = 1 as a function of d from exact diagonalization of the Anderson
model on d-dimensional lattice. The last point d = 7 on the left panel is obtained
with very restricted system sizes L < 7 and by a simplified method different from
all other points. The dashed line in panel (b) qualitatively illustrates our conjecture,
Eqs. (45),(46).

from Eq. (31) as:

Dc = 2
d
, [34]

αc = d− 2
2 , [35]

ν = 1
d− 2 . [36]

This result coincides with the one of the so-called “self-
consistent theory of localization” by Vollhardt and Woelfle
(VW)(45). If Eqs. (34),(35),(36) were exact for some d < dup,
where dup is an upper critical dimension, then inevitably
dup = 4, as for d = 4 the exponent ν takes its mean field
value ν = 1/2. Furthermore, at d = 4 within the VW theory,
we obtain Dc = 1/2 which is the lower limit for D where two
randomly chosen fractal wave functions intersect and thus
can be correlated resulting in the Chalker’s scaling (46, 47).
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As a matter of fact, the values of Dc at d = 3 and d = 4
match Eq. (34) pretty well (but Dc is smaller than 2/d for
d > 4, see Table I). However, the value of ν ≈ 1.57 − 1.59
at d = 3, that is found numerically in Refs.(3, 27, 48, 49),
differs substantially from the result of this theory ν = 1.0,
thus invalidating it. Therefore, there is no reason to trust the
result of the VW theory, Eqs. (35),(36), according to which
the slope αc diverges in the limit d → ∞.

Also, the values of αc which we found and collected in
Table I, are not described by Eq. (35). Surprisingly, for d =
3, 4 the values of αc are very close to −α1 thus approximately
exhibiting the symmetry Eq. (33) which should hold only at
small d− 2 = ϵ.

In fact, the contribution of the higher-order terms in the
loop expansion in the nonlinear σ-model (the second term in
Eq. (31)) makes the critical Dc smaller than 2/d:

Dc = 2
d

− ζ(3)
8 ϵ4 +O(ϵ5), [37]

The slope αc and the ratio αc/α1 is also affected by these
terms:

αc ≡
(
dβD

dD

)
D=Dc

= ϵ

2 + 9
8ζ(3) ϵ4 +O(ϵ5), [38]

α1 ≡
(
dβD

dD

)
D=1

= −d− 2
d

, [39]∣∣∣αc

α1

∣∣∣ = 1 + ϵ

2 + 9
4ζ(3) ϵ3. [40]

Notice that the product αcDc that determines the exponent
ν reproduces the well-known result (28) obtained from the
β-function for the variable t, Eq. (28):

αcDcd = ν−1 = ϵ+ 9
4ζ(3) ϵ4 +O(ϵ5). [41]

This demonstrates the invariance of ν with respect to the
change of variables t(L) → D(L) and provides proof of the
correctness of our perturbative calculations.

Despite Eqs. (37)-(38) and Eqs. (40)-(41) are valid only
at very small ϵ ≲ 0.1 and do not apply even for the case
d = 3, the tendency they show is correct and observed in the
numerical simulations [see Fig. 8(a,b)]. In particular, the fact
that Dc decreases faster than 2/d with increasing d and that
the ratio of the slopes obeys the following inequality:∣∣∣αc

α1

∣∣∣ > 1, [42]

and grows with increasing d, is convincingly confirmed.

Correlation between Dc and αc and a ‘semi-classical theory’
for νd. As was already mentioned, the critical Dc for d = 3, 4
is very close to the result of the VW self-consistent theory
Dc = 2/d. Next, we would like to note that the derivative of
the β-function α1 = −(d− 2)/d at the fixed point D = 1 is
an exact result of Eq. (31) which is independent of the higher-
order terms in (1−D). It is interesting to see what happens if
Dc = 2/d and the symmetry Eq. (33) is enforced beyond the
lowest ϵ-expansion. The immediate consequence of αc = |α1|
is that the exponent ν = (dDcαc)−1 = (dDc|α1|)−1 would
take the form:

ν = d

2(d− 2) = 1
2 + 1

d− 2 . [43]

Surprisingly, we obtained the formula empirically suggested
by many authors (27, 50, 51), most notably in Ref. (50) where
a sort of derivation is presented in the spirit of VW self-
consistent theory. We think, however, that this ‘semiclassical
theory’ is seriously flawed. In this derivation the momentum
dependence of a Cooperon was changed from ξ2q2 in the
original VW paper to D0 ξ

2qd, while the dependence of the
correlation length ξ remained the same. This inevitably
requires the dependence of D0 ∝ ℓd−2 on the ultraviolet cutoff
ℓ−1 which violates the single-parameter scaling. In contrast,
our numerics demonstrates that the single-parameter scaling
at d = 3, 4, 5, 6 is a very reasonable approximation.

Notwithstanding this comment, the values of ν obtained
from Eq. (19) for d = 3, 4, 5, 6 using Dc and αc found directly
from the single-parameter β-function (see Fig. 7), are very
close to the ones following from Eq. (43), obtained numerically
in Ref. (51) and also experimentally in Ref. (52) for d = 4.
At the same time, the values of Dc and αc significantly differ
from 2/d and (d−2)/d, respectively (see Fig. 8). This implies
highly correlated deviations of these quantities from the above
naive predictions.

We would like to stress that, in order to obtain a single-
parameter curve, we employed a procedure that is completely
different from the numerical approach of Refs.(3, 27, 48, 49,
53). In our approach, we extracted the single-parameter curve
with no assumption on the number and values of the irrelevant
exponents and then determined the relevant exponent ν
from this single-parameter curve. This procedure is more
complicated compared to that of Refs.(3, 27, 48, 49, 53) and
it inevitably leads to less accurate numerical estimates of the
exponents ∗. However, the clear advantage of this procedure is
that it gives a detailed picture of the RG flow and emergence
of single-parameter scaling and it is free from the choice of the
number and values of the irrelevant exponents. In any case,
the surprisingly high accuracy of a simple formula Eq. (43) for
different dimensionalities d = 3, 4, 5, 6 raises again a question
of its status and the approximation (which we think is still
lacking) it can be obtained from.

A conjecture about the lower bound on Dc. In the absence
of the upper critical dimension (dup = ∞) it seems plausible
that the exponent ν tends to 1/2 in the limit d → ∞, as was
suggested by a number of authors (see e.g. Ref. (27)). Then
the slope αc in this limit can be found from Eq. (19) as:

αc = 2
Dc d

. [44]

An immediate consequence of this is that αc is finite in
the d → ∞ limit if Dc decreases with increasing the
dimensionality d as Dc ∝ 1/d and this slope has an infinite
limit if Dc decreases faster than 1/d. Unfortunately, the
numerical data up to d = 7 of Table 1 and Fig. 8 allows both
asymptotic behaviors, with a crossover dimensionality that
we estimate around d∗ ∼ 10. In this situation of the lack
of theory at large d (when the non-linear sigma model is no
longer justified) and the inability of numerical simulation on
the lattices of dimensionality d ≫ d∗ we would like to propose
a conjecture on the lower bound for Dc for the Anderson

∗Since the procedure involves finding the maximum of the numerical β(D, L) in a given small
interval [D, D+∆D], for different L, W , we believe our procedure can lead to a systematical
overestimate by a few percent the values of αc, Dc and hence of ν.
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model on d-dimensional lattices with short-range hopping.
We argue that

Dc ≥ 1
d
. [45]

and if the upper critical dimension dup = ∞ this inequality
saturates only at d = ∞.

The reason for this conjecture is that by definition
Dc = dc/d, where dc is the dimensionality of the support
set of multifractal wave function embedded into a lattice of
dimensionality d. Clearly, if dc < 1 the support set cannot
be connected and should look like a set of points with the
typical distance between them much greater than the lattice
constant. For a lattice model with short-range hopping, at
high dimensions d the critical disorder Wc ∼ d ln d is large.
Therefore the typical transmission amplitude between such
points should be exponentially small so that the points may
belong to the same support set only if their on-site energies
are in resonance with an exponential accuracy. This situation
is extremely rare and this is exactly the point why we believe
dc must be greater than 1 if the wave function is extended
and the model is short-ranged.

Certainly, this argument does not apply to systems with
long-range hopping, e.g. for the Power-Law Banded random
matrices (54) or the Rosenzweig-Porter models (39, 40, 55).
In those cases, d = 1 and it is known that dc < 1 can be
arbitrarily small.

If the conjecture Eq. (45) is true then Eq. (44) immediately
gives:

lim
d→∞

αc = 2, [46]

that is, it is (a) finite and (b) twice larger than limd→∞ α1 =
1. This seemingly innocuous conclusion has an important
implication for the critical scaling of the Anderson model on
Random Regular Graphs (RRG). If, in fact, β(D)RRG =
limd→∞ β(D)d, then this allows us to choose scenario I
formulated in Ref. (1) as the only possible, and therefore
the RRG has two diverging lengths as W → Wc: one with
exponent ν = 1/2 and one with exponent ν = 1, which
dominates (although sizes larger than the available ones are
needed to observe ν = 1 in the numerical data). The existence
of two critical exponents was also discussed, in a different
context, in Ref. (56).

The high-gradient operators in the non-linear sigma-
model and the irrelevant exponent y

As is seen from Fig. 7, the single-parameter scaling is
an approximation that corresponds to the envelope of RG
trajectories shown by a solid red line around β = 0. A given
RG trajectory (shown by a solid black line) approaches this
envelope at a sufficiently large system size L. To describe
the initial part of RG trajectories one needs to invoke an
irrelevant exponent y introduced in Ref. (48). Apparently, this
exponent is beyond the single-parameter scaling as described
by the formalism of the non-linear sigma model (43, 44, 57).

In order to understand the origin of the operators corre-
sponding to the exponent y one has to extend the conventional
sigma-model (57, 58). The corresponding extension was done
in Ref. (32, 33, 59) by adding to the sigma-model, in addition
to the conventional ‘diffusion’ term t−1 Str[(∇Q)2], also the
higher-order (n > 1) terms of the gradient expansion:

Zn ℓ
2(n−1) Str[(∇Q)2n], [47]

where Q is the Efetov’s super-matrix (58), ℓ is the electron
mean free path and Str denotes the super-trace. Such terms
can be rigorously derived (32, 33, 59) starting from the model
of free electrons in impure metals.

The additional terms have an irrelevant exponent y(0)
n =

−2(n− 1) in the zero-order approximation of non-interacting
diffusion modes (the conventional term proportional to (∇Q)2

has an exponent 0 in this approximation). The interaction
of diffusion modes leads to a renormalization of the coupling
constant t described by one-parameter scaling, Eq. (28).
However, it also gives rise (32, 33, 59) to renormalization
of Zn in Eq. (47):

d lnZn

du
= n(n− 1) + higher order in t ∼ ϵ, [48]

where

u = ln
(

σ0

σ(L)

)
= (L/ℓ)ϵ

1 + (L/ξ)ϵ
. [49]

Here ϵ = d − 2, ξ is the critical length, σ0 is the Drude
conductivity, and σ(L) is that with effects of localization
included.

At small ϵ one may neglect the higher-order terms in t ∼ ϵ
in Eq. (48), so that:

Zn = Z(0)
n

[
(L/ℓ)ϵ

1 + (L/ξ)ϵ

]n(n−1)

. [50]

At criticality, L ≪ ξ, the L-dependent term in the denomina-
tor of Eq. (50) can be neglected and we obtain Zn ∝ Lϵ n(n−1).
This gives a positive correction to yn (see also Fig. 10):

yn = −2(n− 1) + ϵ n(n− 1) + o(ϵ). [51]

At ϵ ≪ 1 the largest irrelevant exponent corresponds to n = 2,
so that we obtain:

y = y2 = −2 + 2ϵ+ o(ϵ). [52]

Equation (52) shows that the irrelevant exponent y > −2
(which is always the case in numerics (49)) and grows with
increasing the dimensionality ϵ = d − 2. As usual in ϵ-
expansion in the localization problem, this equation is not
applicable already for d = 3. However, it shows a tendency
towards making the irrelevant exponent less irrelevant with
increasing d. This results in the corrections to single-
parameter scaling (and hence the length of the RG trajectories
before merging with the single-parameter red curve, see Fig. 7)
more significant, as d increases.

What happens at large d? One of the possibilities is
that the irrelevant exponent becomes relevant (positive) at
some finite d = dup and the single-parameter scaling will
no longer hold for d > dup, even as an approximation. We,
however, think that dup = ∞ and the breakdown of the single-
parameter scaling happens only for localization problems on
expander graphs like RRG (1).

We would like to emphasize that the scenario of breakdown
of single parameter scaling at d > dup described above is
different from the one suggested recently by Zirnbauer (30, 60).
The true theory of the NEE phase with singular-continuous
spectrum should, perhaps, be a combination of both, in which
the higher-gradient terms should play an important role.
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d Wc Dc αcd ν = 1
αcdDc

νnum ν, Eq. (43)

3 16.4 ± 0.2 0.657 ± 0.001 1.029 ± 0.01 1.48 ± 0.02 1.57 ± 0.004 (53), 1.52 ± 0.06 (51) 3/2
4 34.3 ± 0.2 0.447 ± 0.007 2.28 ± 0.10 0.98 ± 0.03 1.156 ± 0.014 (27), 1.03 ± 0.07 (51) 1
5 56.5 ± 0.5 0.367 ± 0.004 3.25 ± 0.13 0.84 ± 0.03 0.969 ± 0.015 (27), 0.84 ± 0.06 (51) 5/6 ≈ 0.83
6 83.5 ± 0.5 0.26 ± 0.01 5.1 ± 0.5 0.74 ± 0.06 0.78 ± 0.06 (51) 3/4
7 110 ± 2 0.22 ± 0.04 / / / /

Table 1. Numerical values for critical properties in d = 3, 4, 5, 6, compared with previous results in the literature. The values of Wc we find,
corresponding to the red lines in Fig. 6, are compatible with the results in the literature (5, 53). The values of Dc and critical exponents are
found by analyzing the numerical data around β = 0. The errors displayed are the ones coming from a quadratic fit of the envelope of the
β-function near the critical point (red curve in the plots). We expect the actual errors to be larger than the ones reported.
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Fig. 9. System size dependence of D(L)/D(L → ∞) at W = Wc for different
spatial dimensions. When d increases, also D(L = O(1))/D(L → ∞) grows,
that implies a longer length of the “hair” in the β-function. However, the saturation
value is achieved approximately at the same linear size L = O(10), as we discuss
in the main text.

Approaching the critical point

One can see from our numerics (Figs. 1, 7) that D(L) has a
minimum DA which corresponds to β(DA) = 0 (see the sketch
on the upper panel of Fig. 2). It is natural to ask how the
minimum of D(L) is approached in different dimensions. As
it happens on the Random Regular Graph (1), the β-function
crosses the line β = 0 with infinite derivative, therefore the
simplest approximation for the β(D) is

β(D) ≃ −
√
D −DA, [53]

where β(DA) = 0. By straightforwardly integrating the
differential equation (9) it is easy to get for the volume
VA = Ld

A that corresponds to the minimum DA:

VA = V0 exp

{
2 arccos

√
DA/D0√

DA

}
[54]

In the above equation, V0 and D0 represent the initial
condition and we can take V0 < VA to be independent of d,
while in general D0 = D0(d) > DA. We now move to the
regime W ≲Wc and let us assume d is large enough so that
DA ≳ Dc ∼ 1/d ≪ 1. In this regime, we can expand Eq. (54)

yn

d − 2
n = 2
n = 3

n = 4

−2

−4

−6

0

Fig. 10. Dependence of the irrelevant exponents yn on the spatial dimension of the
system. The solid lines represent Eq. (51), while the dashed lines give a sketch of
our conjecture as d increases. We conjecture that in the limit of large d all dashed
lines merge and approach zero.

in DA/D0 and we get

VA = V0 exp
{(

π√
DA

− 2√
D0

)}
= Ṽ0 exp

{(
π√
DA

)}
[55]

≃ Ṽ0 exp
{

(c
√
d)

}
, [56]

where c = O(1) is a constant. Note that the system volume
where the minimum is reached is finite in the limit DA → Dc.
Thus in any finite dimension d the length LA = V

1/d
A that

corresponds to the volume VA is not critical, in (at least
qualitative) agreement with the data in Fig. 9. Moreover, it
is equal to the volume Ṽ0 = O(1) in the limit d → ∞. This is
in contrast to the case of RRG where the corresponding length
is critical LA ∼ (Wc −W )−1/2. This is the consequence of the
difference in the dependence of the volume on the length on a
d-dimensional lattice and on a tree/RRG with finite branching
number K0. Indeed, if the relation between the volume VA

and the length LA were like on a tree/RRG then we would
obtain from Eq. (56) a divergent length LA = ln(VA)/ lnK0 ∼√
d in the double limit DA → Dc and d → ∞.
In any case, the result that the length LA ∼ O(1) in any

finite dimensions implies that the critical length is associated
with the single-parameter part of the trajectory and is given
by Eq. (18) with D0 ≈ DA. In contrast, on the RRG there are
two critical lengths, provided that the slope αc is finite: one
of them is LA = (Wc −W )−1/2 and the other, the dominant
one, is determined by the single-parameter part of the β-
function. In this case the exponent ν = 1 independently of
the (finite) slope αc.

This analysis tells us that the localization transition on
the expander graphs like RRG is not simply that in the
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limit d → ∞ on a d-dimensional lattice. A qualitative jump
happens in the critical behavior because the single-parameter
character of the transition in d-dimensions is replaced by a
two-parameter one on expander graphs (1).

Increasing space dimensionality and the Random
Regular Graph

In the previous sections, we have described in detail the
behavior of the β-function for the Anderson model in finite
dimensions, comparing our theoretical arguments with the
numerical results from exact diagonalization.

The goal of this section is to summarize our knowledge
and conjectures concerning the scaling behavior on a d-
dimensional lattice in the limit d → ∞.

• Let us first focus on the region D → 1. As we already
discussed, in d dimensions the β-function in this limit
has slope α1 = (d− 2)/d (see Eq. (39)). For d → ∞ this
readily gives α1 = 1, which is the prediction of RMT
and is found in the Anderson model on RRG.

• We have seen numerically that the critical value of the
fractal dimension Dc ≤ 2/d, and we have argued that
there are reasons to believe that Dc ≥ 1/d for any d.
Independently from the lower bound, Dc → 0 as d → ∞,
in agreement with the results on expander graphs (1, 10).

• As shown in Fig. 1 and Fig. 9 and schematically sketched
in Fig. 2, the contribution of the irrelevant operators
at the critical point becomes increasingly important
as d grows (as evident from the length of the “hairs”
in β(D)). This implies that the irrelevant exponents
become less irrelevant with increasing d until, eventually,
a two-parameter scaling emerges for expander graphs
like RRG.

• The critical behavior on a d-dimensional lattice, and
even in the limit d → ∞, is qualitatively different from
that on an expanded graph like RRG. On a lattice of
any dimension, it takes a finite length (sample size) to
reach the minimum of D(L) when β(D) = 0, even as we
approach the critical disorder. In contrast, this length
diverges at W → Wc as (Wc −W )−1/2 on RRG.

• The sample size Lc when the true metallic behavior
D ≈ 1 is reached for W < Wc is critically divergent Lc =
(Wc −W )−ν in both cases. It is determined by the single-
parameter part of the β-function. However, for the case
of a d-dimensional lattice the exponent ν = 1/(dDcαc)
depends both on the critical value of Dc and on the slope
αc of the β-function and in the limit d → ∞ reaches
the mean field value ν = 1/2. In contrast, on RRG
(where Dc = 0), ν = 1 independently of the slope αc,
provided that the slope is finite. This crucial difference
is due to the qualitative change in the scaling, which
is two-parameter with Dc = 0 for RRG (1) and single-
parameter with Dc > 0 and corrections due to irrelevant
operators for d-dimensional lattice.

Role of loops and correlations in infinite dimensions

One of the outcomes of our work is that the single-parameter
β(D) > 0 (a ‘single-parameter arc’) for RRG (1) is a smooth

Fig. 11. Pictorial representation of an RRG and the size of correlations at different
disorder strengths. For small W (left), the correlation length is small, and under real
space RG, the limit ξ/L ≃ 0 is soon achieved, leading to RMT. For larger W , ξ is
larger, possibly leading to the failure of resonance hybridization, depending on the
graph structure.

deformation of the corresponding arc for D > Dc on d-
dimensional lattice as d increases and tends to infinity. On
the other hand, it is known that in the absence of loops
(i.e. on a tree) the Anderson model (with one orbital per
site) displays multifractality in the entire delocalized phase
(7, 61), where 0 < D < 1 in the thermodynamic limit.
The corresponding β-function must, therefore, terminate
somewhere on the line β(D) = 0 depending on the initial
conditions (e.g. the strength of disorder W ). This means
that the single parameter arc in the case of a loopless tree is
absent. Instead, there is a line of fixed points [0, 1] where the
two-parameter RG trajectories terminate. This is a strong
indication that the single-parameter arc (along which the
system evolves to the ergodic fixed point) emerges due to the
loops on a corresponding graph.

Indeed, let us consider an expander graph of diameter L
and connectivity K, so that its volume is N = KL. In the
ergodic phase, let us denote the correlation length with ξ,
defined as the characteristic length scale for the decay of the
two-point function. Upon averaging, ξ is a function of the
disorder strength: at small W , ξ is small, since the system
is chaotic; on the other hand, when approaching the critical
point at W = Wc, ξ diverges (see Fig. 11), as it is expected
at a phase transition. The correlation length ξ can also be
interpreted as the typical distance between resonances. In
the localized phase the relevant length scale becomes the
localization length. When ξ = O(1) resonances are very
close, and under real space RG (or increasing system size)
the regime ξ/L ∼ 0 is soon achieved. The system behaves as
a fully connected quantum dot and exhibits random matrix
properties. By increasing W , the distance between resonances
grows, and they can eventually fail to hybridize. Their fate,
though, depends on the properties of the graph. On a tree, the
sites on the ‘leaves’ at remote branches are at a large distance
from each other, as they can be connected only through
the root (see right panel of Fig. 12). However, RRGs are
characterized by the presence of large-scale loops connecting
such sites and providing the shortcuts thereby (see left panel
of Fig. 12). This means that the loops help in boosting
the hybridization of resonances, reversing the RG flow and
making it go to RMT along the single-parameter arc (see
Fig. 2).

Conclusions

In this work, we presented a renormalization group-based
framework for addressing the Anderson localization transition
in finite dimension. We discussed how to use the ‘modern’
observables to construct the full β-function of the model in
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Fig. 12. Resonances (pictorially represented as red dots) that are far apart on a tree
(left) can become close on the RRG because of loops (right). This phenomenon
facilitates the flow towards ergodicity, removing the fractal phase on the RRG.

any spatial dimension d. For practical purposes, we chose
the finite size fractal dimension D(N) as such an observable,
albeit other (eigenfunction or spectral) observables can do
the same job as long as one-parameter scaling holds. We
showed that some basic properties can be derived analytically
by simple arguments and, when this was not possible, we
presented numerical results from which we derived critical
properties, in agreement with previous results in the literature.
More importantly, we showed how our technique connects
the perturbative results in d = 2+ ϵ dimensions up to d → ∞,
recovering the known results on RRGs, where this method
has been applied recently (1).

We believe that the method discussed here, and already
applied to expander graphs, is a new useful tool to understand
the scaling properties of ergodicity breaking in disordered
quantum systems, and especially to study the existence and
properties of such purported transitions. This is of particular
importance for interacting systems where the existence and
the properties of non-ergodic phases are under long-standing
debate.
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