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We present a renormalization group analysis of the problem of Anderson localization on a Random
Regular Graph (RRG) which generalizes the renormalization group of Abrahams, Anderson, Lic-
ciardello, and Ramakrishnan to infinite-dimensional graphs. The renormalization group equations
necessarily involve two parameters (one being the changing connectivity of sub-trees), but we show
that the one-parameter scaling hypothesis is recovered for sufficiently large system sizes for both
eigenstates and spectrum observables. We also explain the non-monotonic behavior of dynamical
and spectral quantities as a function of the system size for values of disorder close to the transition,
by identifying two terms in the beta function of the running fractal dimension of different signs
and functional dependence. Our theory provides a simple and coherent explanation for the unusual
scaling behavior observed in numerical data of the Anderson model on RRG and of Many-Body
Localization.

Recent works on many-body localization (MBL) [1–7]
have challenged our understanding of thermalization in
quantum, disordered systems. Hamiltonian systems un-
der strong disorder display breakdown of ergodicity and
show absence of transport or otherwise extremely slow,
sub-diffusive dynamics [8]. When turning on the inter-
action on a system that is localized in the one-electron
approximation, the perturbation theory presented in
Ref. [1] has many features that resemble the spreading
of a quantum particle on an infinite-dimensional graph
[9], which can locally be approximated by a tree. It is
therefore not surprising that the problem of the Anderson
model [10] on tree-like, infinite-dimensional structures
has seen a revival [11–23] as a consequence of the works
on MBL. A remarkable milestone that determined devel-
opment of the field of Anderson localization for decades
was a scaling theory [24] by Abrahams, Anderson, Lic-
ciardello and Ramakrishnan, also known as the ‘gang of
four’ work. There, the ideas of real space renormalization
group (RG) were successfully applied to the localization
problem and one-parameter scaling was suggested, which
is the most celebrated concept in the theory of Anderson
localization in finite-dimensional systems.

Random graphs [25], in which edges are added ran-
domly to a given set of vertices to satisfy a predefined set
of conditions, are commonly used in statistical physics to
define mean field models. This happens because they lo-
cally look like Cayley trees/Bethe lattices, and therefore
recursion equations can be written for their statistical
properties (see for example [26, 27] for the Anderson lo-
calization problem, [28–31] for the spin glass problem).
Regular Random Graphs (RRGs) are random graphs in
which every vertex has the same coordination or connec-
tivity D = K0 + 1 (see Fig. 1). K0 is usually called the
branching number but we will refer to it as connectivity
as well, neglecting the difference of 1 between the two
definitions.

The geometry of RRGs, being expander graphs [32] of
formally infinite dimension, behaves peculiarly under the
block transformation of the renormalization group. Un-
like a d-dimensional cube [33], which is always connected
to 2d other cubes, irrespective of their size, when we di-
vide an RRG of connectivity K0 in blocks of linear di-
mension L (much smaller than its diameter), such blocks
will have connectivity KL

0 (see Fig. 1). Connectivity is
an important parameter in the Anderson model since, to
a first approximation, localization is achieved when the
disorder strength W measured in units of hopping rate
is much larger than K0. Therefore, under block decima-
tion or composition (to follow Ref. [24] and subsequent
works [34]) one needs to keep track of the ever-growing
connectivity.

This additional parameter in the RG equations on ex-
pander graphs makes a big difference in terms of phe-
nomenology, explaining what happens in the d → ∞
limit of the equations in [24], and why, in this limit, the
Anderson transition is akin to the Berezinski-Kosterlitz-
Thouless transition [35–37]. Similar phenomenological
RG equations have been conjectured to underlie the MBL
transition [38–41], but this time the connection came
from an analogy with the strong disorder Ma-Dasgupta-
Hu-Fisher RG equations [42–45]. It is not surprising that
the “gang of four” RG equations [24] should be modified
and become similar to those of a many-body problem, as
Cayley trees/Bethe lattices have been recognized as prox-
ies of quantum dots [9, 46] and spin chains [1, 4, 11, 14].

In this work we show how, by considering the renor-
malization group approach, it is possible to interpret in a
novel way the finite-size scaling of eigenstates observables
and spectral indicators. Where the RG β-function can-
not be completely fixed by theoretical arguments we rely
on the state-of-the-art numerical results, presented in
Ref. [47], to extract the missing information we need. We
find that for W < Wc the two-parameter scaling, present
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at smaller system sizes, reduces to a one-parameter scal-
ing for sufficiently large sizes. However, in contrast with
the usual phase transitions in statistical models, the in-
sulator phase for W > Wc and the critical behavior at
W ≲ Wc are beyond the single-parameter scaling curve.
This is due to the fact, as we will make clearer in the
following, that the insulating phase is a line of critical
points and that critical phase is at the terminal point of
such line and cannot be distinguished by it. In this case,
it is necessary to split the β-function of any observable in
two terms. One of them, β0, does not contain the system
size (or the connectivity K) explicitly, and it governs the
one-parameter scaling at large system sizes. The remain-
der, called β1, will instead depend explicitly on K, and
it does describe the two-parameter regime that becomes
dominant close to Wc (see also Refs. [20, 23]).
A detailed analysis of the numerical results in Ref. [47]

allows us to accurately describe the β-function in large
neighborhood of the ergodic fixed point, while the be-
havior close to insulating and critical region is not acces-
sible by the available numerics. We, therefore, present
some possible scenarios for the functional form of the
β-function close to the critical point, explaining the con-
sequences of each scenario for the critical exponents of
the transition.

RENORMALIZATION GROUP EQUATIONS

We consider the Anderson model on a RRG of connec-
tivity K0 (i.e. fixed vertex degree D = K0 + 1), defined
by the Hamiltonian

H = −
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(|i⟩ ⟨j|+ |j⟩ ⟨i|) +
∑
i

ϵi |i⟩ ⟨i| , (1)

where ϵi are independent and identically distributed ran-
dom variables sampled according to the box distribution
g(ϵ) = θ(|ϵ| −W/2)/W . Since in an RRG each vertex
has a fixed connectivity, it is locally a Cayley tree, while
on large scales loops will become important to ensure the
regularity of the graph. If N is the number of vertices
of the graph, it is possible to introduce a length scale
L = logK0

N , representing the diameter of the graph, i.e.
the maximal length of the shortest paths connecting two
nodes.

Starting from a tree with connectivity K0 (see Fig. 1,
where K0 = 2) and proceeding in the spirit of the
Kadanoff decimation procedure, we group subtrees of in-
creasing depth creating new “effective” nodes. At step
L, due to the Cayley tree geometry, the new node will
have a larger coordination number D = K(L) + 1, which
coincides with the number of nodes at distance L in the
original bare graph. This is the main difference with the
situation in finite dimensions d, where the geometrical
datum of the connectivity is independent of the renor-

FIG. 1. Grouping of sites under renormalization group. (Left)
In finite dimensions, the connectivity of the blocks does not
change, under RG block transformation. (Right) The RG
transformation on a tree instead changes the connectivity of
a block. One goes from K0 (in the drawing K0 = 2) to KL

0

when sites at distance L are grouped in the same effective
node.

malization scale L. According to this blocking proce-
dure, the equation for the connectivity K(L) at step L is
simply

dK

d lnL
= K lnK, (2)

This equation has the desired solution K(L) = KL
0 which

reflects the geometry of a local tree. This equation rep-
resents the geometric datum of the RRG at scale L and
we consider it now decoupled from the physical datum
describing the structure of the eigenfunctions, the spec-
trum, or transport properties (like the conductance g of
Ref. [24]) at the same scale. We will content ourselves
with this approach, although it is possible that, in the fu-
ture, on the way towards an analytic solution, one might
need to write directly coupled differential equations for
effective geometric and physical quantities. Our simpli-
fication turns out to be sufficient in the metallic phase
which we are mostly concerned with, so we will use it in
the rest of the paper.
As a physically meaningful second parameter, Ref. [24]

would use the dimensionless conductance g =
Ld−2σ(ℏ/e2), where σ is the sample conductivity. We,
however, will consider eigenstates and eigenvalue (spec-
tral) properties, for two reasons. On one hand, they are
more easily accessed in modern numerical calculations,
on the other they represent intrinsic properties of the
unitary dynamics of our system, while the conductance
is affected by the form of the coupling to the leads etc..
Eigenstate and spectral properties must be qualitatively
(and quantitatively) determined by the expected number
of resonant sites at a fixed energy E (for example let us
take the center of the band E = 0) within a distance L.
We can formally define the quantity ψ as follows. By de-
noting a normalized wavefunction at site i as φ(i), follow-
ing Refs. [48, 49], we define the support set Sε satisfying
the relation

∑
i∈Sε

|φ(i)|2 = 1−ε, where the φ’s entering
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the sum are the largest ones in modulus. The dimension
of the set Sε is given by KS(ε) =

∑
i∈Sε

1 [50]. Sε does
not contain explicitly a length (except the system size),
so we need to better describe its structure, by introducing
the number of elements in Sε at a distance smaller than
L from the reference site, for some fixed ε ≪ 1. This is
our proxy for the number of resonances 1+ψ(L). Notice
that 1 is added because there is at least one resonant site,
even in the localized region, as the site is resonant with
itself. It can be shown [48] that KS(ε), and, hence, ψ
in the delocalized phase (generally multifractal), scales as
KS ∼ ψ ∼ KD = KLD

0 ≫ 1 where

D =
∂ ln(1 + ψ)

∂ lnK
≈ ∂ ln(ψ)

∂ lnK
. (3)

The dimension D is, in turn, easily determined numeri-
cally by the eigenfunctions Shannon entropy [48]:

D = D1 =
dS

d lnK
, S = S1 = −

〈∑
r<L

φ2(r) lnφ2(r)
〉
(4)

Deeply in the localized phase the expected number of res-
onances within a distance L decays exponentially ψ ∼
K

−L/ξ
0 ∼ K−α which gives D = ∂ ln(1+ψ)

∂ lnK ≃ ∂ψ
∂ lnK ∼

K−α as well.
We note that in the limit K → ∞, D is L-independent

and equal to zero in the localized phase, equal to 1 in
the ergodic phase, and is a number 0 < D < 1 in the
multifractal phase. We now write an equation for the
variable ψ(L). The function ψ(L) has to decrease expo-
nentially in the localized region, namely when ψ ≪ 1,
and, in the delocalized region to be at most K. Our
RG equations must have two fixed points; one at ψ = 0
(localized phase) and another one at ψ = K−1 ≈ K (de-
localized phase). We write therefore our second equation
as dψ

d lnL = ψ lnψ γ(K,ψ), where the function γ(K,ψ)
should obey the following property in the localized phase:

γ(K,ψ) → 1 for all ψ ≪ 1. (5)

This property ensures that in the localized region one can

have arbitrary localization length: ψ = K
−L/ξ
0 . In the

delocalized phase γ(K,ψ ≫ 1) should obey the property
γ(K,K) = 1 in order to ensure the stable fixed point
ψ = K.
Eliminating L in favour of K wth the help of Eq.(2),

we can write a single equation:

d lnψ

d lnK
=

lnψ

lnK
γ(K,ψ). (6)

In order to make further progress we need a form of
the function γ(K,ψ). As ψ is not readily obtained from
the numerics we instead use D(L) defined in Eqs. (3, 4)
as an implicit function of K,ψ. The whole idea of this
paper is to follow the RG flow of D(L) using the corre-
spondence between RG flow and finite-size flow, and find

the unknown RG functions from the numerics. We will
show that even in the ergodic phase D(L) is a non-trivial
function that plays the same role as the dimensional con-
ductance g(L) does in the original ‘gang-of-four’ work
[24].
The RG equation for this quantity defines the βD func-

tion

d lnD

d lnK
= βD(D,K), (7)

where βD(D,K) = (γ(K,ψ) − 1)/ lnK. The function
βD(D,K), unlike γ(K,ψ), can be easily extracted from
numerical data, and we make it now the main object of
our study. First of all, notice that deep in the localized
phase the scale-invariant law D ∼ K−α means that the
localized phase is a line of fixed points at D = 0 where
β = −α. The critical point W = Wc corresponds to
α = 0. This is the first of many similarities we will find
with the Kosterlitz-Thouless phase transition with

√
D

being analogous to fugacity.
Moving toW < Wc we see from the numerical evidence

(see Fig. 2) that the curves tend to a single curve β0(D)
and this allows us to make the central observation of the
analysis presented in this paper, namely that the function
βD can be divided into two, conceptually different pieces

βD(D,K) = β0(D) + β1(D,K), (8)

where

β0(D) = max
K

βD(D,K). (9)

By virtue of this definition β1(D,K) is negative. In con-
trast, β0(D) does not depend on K and it is positive
β0(D) ≥ 0, vanishing for D = 0 and D = 1. It can be
extracted from the numerically obtained data (see Fig. 2)
by maximizing βD(D,K) at fixed D, i.e. along vertical
lines in Fig. 2. Let us stress that the different values
of βD(D,K) at different K correspond to different or-
bits and therefore to different W (there is a one-to-one
correspondence between (D,K) and (D,W )).
A similar analysis on the (rescaled) r-parameter is

shown in the Supplemental Material. In Fig. 6 of the
Supplemental Material we also show that the function
β0(D) does not depend on the initial connectivity of the
RRG, and thus it defines unambiguously the universality
class of the Anderson model in infinite dimensions.
The emergence of a one-parameter scaling β0 occurs

because of large loops in the RRG: indeed if one considers
a finite Cayley tree, the fractal dimension would saturate
to a finite value between 0 and 1 (in the RG language,
there is a line of fixed points D ∈ [0, 1]) [19]. In the RRG,
the presence of loops favors the flow towards the ergodic
fixed pointD = 1 along the ”single-parameter arc” β0(D)
which describes the true asymptotic limit of the RG flow
and the reaching of the emergent one-parameter scaling
regime:
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FIG. 2. (Main) Numerical data for βD(D,K) (color corre-
sponds to disorder, arrows indicate increasing system size K)
and two possible behaviors of the function β0(D) (dashed and
dotted lines). For values of D ≤ 0.3, the curves are gray to
emphasize that the shape is dependent on the fitting function
used, i.e. either β0 ∝ D (dashed) or β0 ∝

√
D (dotted). (In-

set) The function β1(D,K). The same numerical results for
the r spectral parameter can be found in the Supplemental
Material. The existence of a ’single-parameter arc’ β0(D) > 0
implies that the non-ergodic extended phase does not exist in
the thermodynamic limit [19, 51] but the multifractal behav-
ior with 0 < D < 1 is observed at finite sizes in the vicinity of
the localization transition [11]. The critical exponent ν = 1/2
[52–54] corresponds to evolution in the vicinity of point A in
both scenarios. In scenario I we predict this exponent to be
sub-leading at very large system sizes where the dominant be-
havior in the delocalized phase corresponds to ν = 1 [22, 49]

d lnD

d lnK
= β0(D). (10)

The function β1 describes the evolution of the system
at the beginning of the flow, before large loops are en-
countered, and both parameters, D and K, are necessary
to describe the scaling in the critical region and in the
localized regime.

The function β0(D) has two zeros, at the fixed points
D = 0, 1. A fit of the numerical data with a simple
polynomial (see Supplemental Material for details) which
vanishes in 0 and 1, we get β0(D) = 1−D+O((1−D)2)
for D → 1. The derivative at D = 1 is 1 within the
statistical error (see Fig. 2, solid black curve). In fact,
in the one-parameter scaling theory of Ref. [24], D is an
analytic function of g. One can prove close to d = 2,
that D = 1 − 1/g + O(ϵ) + O(g−2) [55], but we believe
this expansion to be valid for all d and even in the limit
d→ ∞.[56] So, sinceD ≃ 1−1/g+... for g → ∞, and g ∼
Ld−2, in d dimensions this slope should be (d−2)/d [55].
In the limit d→ ∞ we recover the observed slope 1.
The situation near D → 0, is more complicated. Our

numerical data allow a reliable extraction of β0 only down

to D ≃ 0.3 so we must guess the form of β0 down to
D = 0, where it must vanish. The two simplest situations
are either a simple zero β0(D) ∝ D or β0 ∼ D1/2. We will
see later that these two possibilities imply two different
physical pictures.
Other functional forms of β0 close to D = 0 are also

possible within our theory, but the main point of this
paper stands: there exists a function β0(D), which de-
scribes the one parameter scaling flow of D away from
the critical point D = 0 and towards the ergodic critical
point D = 1, thus excluding the multifractal behavior
in the thermodynamic limit. This function must be cal-
culable from first principles, but not necessarily from a
Cayley tree calculation. In fact, on the Cayley tree the
fractal dimension D1 can take any value in [0, 1] [19, 57]
which is possible if β0(D) = 0 and the flow is generated
by β1(D,K). We believe the function β0(D) has not ap-
peared in previous literature on the Anderson model on
the RRG, although its analog β(g), with g being dimen-
sionless conductance, is central in the discussion of finite
dimensional systems [24].
The one-parameter scaling motion is the solution of

Eq. (10), obtained by integrating the differential equation
by separation of variables. The result for the two different
ansatzes is shown in Fig. 5 of the Supplemental Material.
Notice that as long as the evolution is on the one-

parameter segment and Eq. (10) holds one obtains

ln(K/Kin) =

∫ D

Din

dD′

D′ β0(D′)
≡ lnF (D)− lnF (Din),

(11)
where F results from the integration and lnKin is
a length scale for a system to evolve during a two-
parameter regime from the initial condition at small sys-
tem size through the minimum of D and subsequently
during a single-parameter regime to Din ≲ 1. Now, in-
verting the function F (D), we obtain:

D(K) = F−1(K/Kc), (12)

where Kc = Kin/F (Din) is a critical volume. Eq. (12)
corresponds to a volumic scaling [17], which therefore
holds in the delocalized phase as soon as evolution pro-
ceeds along the single-parameter arc.
The function β1(D,K) is dominant, and it has a simple

form near the critical line Wc ≃ 18.17 [12, 54], but it
becomes negligible for sufficiently large system sizes far
from the critical point (inset of Fig. 2) yielding to the
one parameter regime.

THE CRITICAL REGION

In the delocalized region, the critical behavior which
describes the divergence of KB when W → Wc, is ob-
tained by looking at the “time” ln(K/K(L = L0)) it
takes one to reach the fixed point D = 1 − ϵ with any
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given accuracy ϵ ≪ 1. The approach to the fixed point
D = 1 happens in two steps: first, the motion is gov-
erned by β1, since |β1| ≫ β0. Then, after the orbit
approaches the asymptotic curve β0(D) at some scale
K ∼ KB , the motion is described by Eq. (10). Referring
to the main panel of Fig. 2, we have two times to sum:
the first one is the time necessary to go from the initial
condition K0, D(K0) (or equivalently K0,W ) until the
one parameter curve β0(D), corresponding to the path
OA + AB in the figure. Then one moves along the β0
curve till reaching the delocalized fixed point D = 1, cor-
responding to the path BC in the figure. The times along
both OA and AB diverge algebraically when W → Wc

with the same exponent ν = 1/2 independently of the
behavior of β0(D) near the origin, but the corresponding
exponents for motion along β0(D) in the vicinity of the
point B are different for different choices of the function
β0(D) at D ≪ 1.

Along the branch OA, when W → Wc from the delo-
calized region, we must expect according to Ref. [21, 51]
βD(D,K) = 0 for some value DA which corresponds to
the minimum in the dependence D(L) at a fixed W . As
can be seen in the right panel of Fig. 8 in the Supple-
mental Material, DA as a function of W is almost linear
throughout the entire range of W where the minimum
is observed. In fact, a simple linear extrapolation of the
fit gives Wc = 18.0, a good estimate of the Anderson
transition point. More specifically, the fit for W → Wc

reads

DA = η
Wc −W

Wc
, with η = 1.1± 0.1, (13)

a particularly simple result, which seems to hold mutatis
mutandis for higher connectivities as well.

The system spends a large amount of RG time near
the minimum DA, diverging when DA → 0. In order to
enter the truly ergodic, one-parameter region, one needs
to have system sizes K ≫ KA. After that initial slow-
down, the fractal dimension starts moving towards its
final value D = 1.

In order to give a quantitative dependence of KA on
DA we need a model of the function β1(D,K). The clue
to finding this model is to remember that, at D = 0, β
defines the localization length. In fact, D ∝ Kβ(D=0) =

K
−L/ξ
0 . So, β = −1/ξ, and it must approach a constant

at K → ∞. Thus dβ/d lnK → 0 in this limit. However,
in this very limit also D → 0 (see also Fig. 2). Therefore
we come to a conclusion that dβ/d lnK = ϕ(D), where
ϕ(D) must vanish at D = 0. In principle, any function
ϕ(D) like Dα (α > 0) may do the job. However, it is the
simplest choice ϕ(D) = cD with c ≈ 1 that corresponds
to the numerics (see Fig. 10 in Supplemental Material).

This leads to the two equations:

d lnD

d lnK
= β, (14)

dβ

d lnK
= cD, (15)

which are solved implicitly by

1

2
β2(D,K) = c (D −DA). (16)

The time to pass the region around D = DA (from the
region D ≫ DA) can be found from the solution of the
equation:

d lnD

d lnK
= −

√
D −DA, (17)

which is

D(lnK) =
DA

cos2
(
1
2

√
DA ln(KA/K)

) , (18)

Notice that the presence of the square root guaran-
tees that the integral

∫
dD/(Dβ(D)) is convergent at

D = DA, and therefore DA is not a fixed point although
the RG time spent in its vicinity diverges when DA → 0.
In fact, D = DA is a turning point where the func-
tion D(lnK) reaches the minimum. Thus the solution
Eq. (18) can be extended from K < KA to K > KA,
where β > 0.
Now we can compute the RG time ln(KA/K(L = LO))

to go from O to A, where DO = D(K(L = LO)) ∼
O(1) while DA → 0. This means that the argument
of cos2 should be close to π/2 in order to compensate
for the smallness of the numerator. We find, therefore,

from Eq. (18): ln(KA/K(L = LO)) = πD
−1/2
A ∼ π(1 −

W/Wc)
−1/2, which gives

KA ∼ e
π√

1−W/Wc . (19)

This divergent volume corresponds to a critical exponent
ν = 1/2. The RG time to pass from A to B has the same
type of divergence.
Notice that Eq. (18) can be written also in terms of

L = lnK and x =
√
DA L =

√
1−W/Wc L, for DA → 0

as

D(L) = Dc(L)
(πx/2)2

sin2(πx2 )
(0 < x < 1), (20)

where Dc(L) is the fractal dimension on the critical line:

Dc(L) =
1

(lnK)2
. (21)

Eq. (20) has a canonical form of the linear (i.e. L as op-
posed to the volumic K [17]) scaling associated to the
critical region. Summarizing our discussion on the type
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of finite-size scaling, one can claim that the volumic scal-
ing, Eq. (12), corresponds to the single-parameter scaling
governed by β0(D) in the extended phase, while the linear
scaling is a signature of an essentially two-parameter RG
in the localized and the near-critical extended regime.

The critical dependence of D on K in Eq. (21) is a uni-
versal law: it was observed for the first time in Ref. [47]
for several ensembles of expander graphs of constant or
even random connectivity, and it can be seen in Fig. 9
of the Supplemental Material. Let us mention that, in
the context of RG analysis with scaling variable K, the
behavior on the critical line corresponds to a marginally
irrelevant variable since the inverse logarithmic depen-
dence on K corresponds to a critical exponent y = 0−.

If these were the only divergent timescales in the mo-
tion from the point O to the final region close to D = 1
the critical exponent would be ν = 1/2 [52, 53]. How-
ever, we now encounter two possibilities depending on
the behavior of the function β0(D) close to D = 0, which
we present here (see also Fig. 3).

1) First scenario: β0(D) ∝ D. In this case, the motion
from A to B (see Fig. 2) intercepts β0 at D ∼ DA. The
motion from B to any D = O(1) takes time ∼ D−1

A ∼
(1−W/Wc)

−1 in view of Eq. (10). Notice that in this sce-
nario there are two critical lengths L1 and L2: one (L1)
with the exponent 1/2 for reaching the single-parameter
scaling and the other one (L2) with the exponent 1, such
that for L1 < L < L2 the system behaves as approxi-
mately multifractal one with D1 ≈ DA. This behavior
is reminiscent of the one predicted for the Rosenzweig-
Porter random matrix ensemble associated with RRG
[58].

Two critical lengths in the localization problem on
RRG with the exponents 1/2 and 1 were reported re-
cently in Ref. [18]. However, this work is concerned with
the localized phase on RRG, rather than the extended
phase that we study.

2) Second scenario: β0(D) ∝ D1/2. In this scenario, β0
is the analytic continuation of the critical β1(D,K). No
new length is introduced and therefore ν = 1/2, which is
what one obtains by solving for the fixed point of itera-
tive, mean field equations in Refs. [14, 51–53].

We notice that the finite-size scaling exponent ν is de-
termined by the behavior of β0(D) near the fixed point
Dc = 0. This behavior is very sensitive to boundary con-
ditions and for example it changes drastically between a
finite Cayley tree and an RRG. In fact, it is known that
in the finite Cayley tree the whole delocalized phase is
multifractal [19, 57]. In our language this means β0 = 0
and the two-parameter scaling dominates the whole de-
localized region. We believe then that the mean-field
approach is too rough to distinguish between the two sce-
narios that we propose. On top of that, an identification
is made between the exponent controlling the behavior of
the diffusion coefficient [52] (and the typical local density
of states [54]) for the infinite system and the exponent ν

FIG. 3. The β-function β(
√
D) = d ln(

√
D)/d lnK ver-

sus
√
D in the vicinity of the fixed point Dc = 0 and the

Kosterlitz-Thouless flow for the fugacity y, shown in the inset.
The two possible forms of the single-parameter asymptotic
behavior β0(

√
D) are shown by the red dashed and dotted

lines. Scenario II gives the same behavior for β(
√
D) as for

the β-function d ln(y)/d lnL of the fugacity in the Kosterlitz-
Thouless RG, while scenario I gives a different behavior and a
new exponent emerges. Notice the existence of a minimum of
both D and y and a square root behavior of the β-functions
near this minimum. Such a behavior is not possible in the
single-parameter scaling where the β-function must be smooth
and single-valued. Notice also that the localized phase is sim-
ilar to a superfluid one of Kosterlitz-Thouless RG, with the
line of fixed points D = 0, β(D) < 0 and y = 0, β(y) < 0
respectively. Both of them cannot be obtained within the
single-parameter scaling with Dc = 0 or yc = 0. Thus the
second parameter K is relevant for RRG, in contrast to pa-
rameters with irrelevant exponents for the Anderson localiza-
tion problem on d-dimensional lattice which only decorates
the RG flow in the localized phase at small sample sizes [55].

of the finite-size scaling [18, 22], and the exponent that
controls the localization radius in the localized phase. All
of them describe different physics and they do not have
to be the same.

The behavior β0(D) ∼ ±
√
D around D = 0 is also

reminiscent of the Kosterlitz-Thouless flow for the square
of fugacity y2 [35–37]. This is seen easily by passing from
D to

√
D as we do in Fig. 3. Notice also the similarity of

RG flow in the localized phase to that in the superfluid
phase of the Kosterlitz-Thouless flow, the negative semi-
axis D = 0, β(D) < 0 (y = 0, β(y) < 0) being the line of
fixed points in both cases.

Figure 2 unequivocally shows that current numerical
results cannot yet rule out any of these scenarios, and
further analytical and numerical work is needed to resolve
the issue. Recent analytical developments [20, 23], in
which a new field theory of localization was proposed and
studied beyond the weak-coupling regime, give a picture
that in many ways resembles the one presented in this
paper. Further work is needed in this direction.
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CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a real space renormalization group
analysis of the Anderson model on infinite dimensional
graphs in which one of the parameters is a finite-size frac-
tal dimension D(L) and the other, the running connec-
tivity K. In particular, the fact that the critical point
has all the properties of the localized phase makes the
RG flow close to it quite peculiar, distinguishing it from
the RG flow for finite dimensions d described for the first
time in Ref. [24] and from a typical Wilson-Fisher fixed
point. We have introduced the division of the flow into a
function that is responsible for the one-parameter scaling
β0(D) and which describes the approach to the ergodic
fixed point D = 1, and a two-parameter scaling part
β1(D,K) which describes the remaining motion, in par-
ticular close to the minimum of D(K) and to the critical
point D = 0. We believe our work provides the correct
perspective to look at Hamiltonians with localized crit-
ical points, among which it is believed there are many
models displaying many-body localization phenomenol-
ogy [59], showing that the whole beta function needs to
be considered, and not only its linearization close to the
fixed point. We also provided a clean way to describe
non-perturbative effects in such systems, which go be-
yond the tree-geometry results. Among directions for fu-
ture work, let us mention finally the possibility of doing a
controlled 1/d expansion of the Anderson model around
the mean-field d = ∞ result discussed in this paper.
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[8] M. Žnidarič, A. Scardicchio, and V. K. Varma, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 117, 040601 (2016).

[9] B. L. Altshuler, Y. Gefen, A. Kamenev, and L. S. Levi-
tov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 2803 (1997).

[10] P. W. Anderson, Phys. Rev. 109, 1492 (1958).
[11] A. De Luca, B. L. Altshuler, V. E. Kravtsov, and

A. Scardicchio, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 046806 (2014).
[12] G. Parisi, S. Pascazio, F. Pietracaprina, V. Ros, and

A. Scardicchio, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 53, 014003
(2019).

[13] G. Biroli and M. Tarzia, Phys. Rev. B 96, 201114 (2017).
[14] K. Tikhonov and A. Mirlin, Ann. Phys. 435, 168525

(2021).
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL - RENORMALIZATION GROUP ANALYSIS OF THE ANDERSON
MODEL ON RANDOM REGULAR GRAPHS

Data analysis for the fractal dimension

As mentioned in the main text, the numerical data for the fractal dimension are extracted from the participation
entropy, defined as

Sq =
〈 1

1− q
log2

K∑
i=1

|φ(i)|2q
〉
, (22)

and in particular, in this work, we used Sq for q → 1, which is the von Neumann entropy

S1 = −
〈 K∑
i=1

|φ(i)|2 log2 |φ(i)|2
〉
. (23)

From S1, the fractal dimension can be extracted asD(L) = dS1/dL (or equivalently as the S1(L) = D(L)L+c(L) [47]).
We have absorbed here the lnK0 = ln 2 factor in the definition of Sq. Having at our disposal finite increments in the
system size L, we computed the fractal dimension as

D(L) = S1(L+ 1)− S1(L) (24)

and we then consider, for the numerical analysis, D(L+ 1/2) = (D(L+ 1) +D(L))/2.
In order to obtain continuous curves, we interpolated the numerical values of D(lnK) with two different fits,

depending on the value of W . Denoting lnK = x for brevity, we use a Padé-like function for the fit at W ≤ 17

f(x) =
x3 + c1x

2 + c2x+ c3
x3 + d1x2 + d2x+ d3

, (25)

so that f(x) = 1 for x→ ∞, as it should in the delocalized phase. For larger values ofW instead, we use a fourth-order
polynomial fit in 1/x, that perfectly fits the numerical data. We use these functions to compute the β-function using
the definition and to produce the plot in Fig. 2 of the Letter, employing only the range of system sizes for which we
have numerical data so that we are just interpolating, without extrapolations.

We then used these data also to determine two possible forms for the function β0. The function β0 has to fit the
envelope that the numerical data are generating for D ≳ 0.3, and we numerically do so by fitting the set of points
that are obtained by considering, for any small interval dD (D ≥ 0.3), the maximum value of β(D,K) for all W . We
use two different fitting functions, having different behaviors in D = 0. The dashed line in Fig. 2 is obtained through

g(x) = a1 x(1− x) + a2 x(1− x)2 + a3 x(1− x)3 + a4 x
2(1− x) + a5 x

2(1− x)2 + a6 x
3(1− x), (26)

while the dotted line is obtained using the fitting function

h(x) = b1
√
x(1− x) + b2

√
x(1− x)2 + b3 x(1− x) + b4 x

3/2(1− x). (27)

We report the fitting coefficients in Tab. I, and the resulting interpolations compared with the bare data in Fig. 4

g(x) h(x)

a1 0.153 b1 0.986
a2 0.235 b2 0.266
a3 0.476 b3 2.517
a4 0.285 b4 2.429
a5 0.366
a6 0.501

TABLE I. Fit coefficients for the functions g(x) (Eq. (26)) and h(x) (Eq. (27))

Let us remark that the function β0 obtained using the fitting function g(x) in Eq. (26) turns out to have the
symmetry D → 1−D within the precision of the fit even if g(x) doesn’t have such symmetry.
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FIG. 4. Numerical data of the fractal dimension as a function of K (dots) and their interpolation using Eq. (26) and Eq. (27).

β-function for the r-parameter

The same analysis performed on the fractal dimension can be reproduced for the r-parameter, once rescaled so that
it ranges between 0 and 1 as

ϕ =
r − rP

rWD − rP
, (28)

where rP ≃ 0.386 and rWD ≃ 0.5307. The same procedure outlined above for the fractal dimension D is applied to
the data for the r-parameter, and the resulting β-function is displayed in the left panel of Fig. 6.
Let us mention that near ϕ = 1 the envelope of the functions β(ϕ) is different from β0(D) and, in particular, a

best fit is obtained assuming that the derivative β′(ϕ→ 1) diverges logarithmically. This gives a qualitative approach
ϕ→ 1

ϕ ≃ 1− e−(K/K0)
a

, (29)

with a = 0.43 ≃ 1/2. Such difference is still explained in the one-parameter scaling, and it originates from the
non-linear dependence of ϕ on D (or vice-versa) near D,ϕ = 1, when plotted together as in Fig. 7. We leave a more
detailed analysis of these features for future work.

We report in Fig. 8 the values of ϕA such that β(ϕA) = 0, as we did for the fractal dimension. Also in this
case a linear fit gives a good prediction for the critical value of the disorder. Moreover, the critical behavior of the
β1(ϕ) ∼ −√

ϕ implies that

ϕc(K) ∝ 1

(lnK)2
, (30)

which has been already observed in [47]. We report in Fig. 9 the plot presented in [47], showing the 1/L2 approach
to rP of the r-parameter, which turns out to be universal for many models of random graphs.

β-FUNCTION IN THE CRITICAL REGION

In this Section, we want to elaborate on Equation (16) for the β-function presented in the main text. In particular,
we want to show that, for small D, in Eq. (15) the constant c is of order unity and does not depend on D and/or
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FIG. 5. The function D(lnK) in the one-parameter scaling regime, for two best fits for β0, the one vanishing linearly in D = 0
(solid) and the one with square root singularity at the origin (dotted). The integration constant KP is chosen in such a way
that all the curves intersect in one point K = KP , where D(KP ) = 0.85 for all curves, numerical and analytical. The numerical
data are shown as thin colored lines for W ∈ [7, 13].
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FIG. 6. (Left) β-function for ϕ, i.e. the rescaled r-parameter. The data analysis performed is the same that has been done for
the fractal dimension. The red curve is obtained by fitting the envelope with the function z(x) = −a(1− x) ln(1− x) + bx(1−
x)+ cx2(1−x) (a ≃ 0.43, b ≃ 0.06, c ≃ −0.11). In particular, the β-function approaches ϕ = 1 with an infinite derivative, as it
is also confirmed by the right panel. For ϕ < 0.5 we just extrapolated the fitting function used for the points at ϕ > 0.5, and
therefore can be not accurate given the limits of the numerics. (Right) Same analysis performed for a RRG with D = 4. The
β0(D) function is the same as in the D = 3 case, and it is in perfect agreement with the data, supporting the universality of
the function β0.

DA. In fact, in general, we could have

dβ

d lnK
= c(D/DA)D. (31)

We are interested in the behavior of c(D/DA ≃ 1), which means that we can trade D with DA. In Fig. 10 we show
the numerical data for β2(D). If c(1) had a dependence on the initial condition, say c(1) ≃ DA, one would have that
the slope of β(D = DA) would depend on DA, and for our example we would have that the slope vanishes at the
critical point, where DA = 0. If instead c(1) = O(1) for all DA, the slope would not depend on W and it would be



12

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
D

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

φ

W = 7.0

W = 8.0

W = 9.0

W = 10.0

W = 11.0

W = 12.0

W = 13.0

W = 14.0

W = 15.0

W = 16.0

W = 17.0

W = 18.0

W = 19.0

W = 20.0

FIG. 7. ϕ vs D. For intermediate values of D (and ϕ), the two quantities are almost perfectly proportional one to the other.
Near D,ϕ ∼ 1 however, the curve has a vanishing derivative.
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FIG. 8. Values of ϕA, i.e. the values of the rescaled r-parameter such that β(ϕA) = 0, for different values of W (blue dots). A
linear extrapolation gives a critical value for the disorder Wc = 18.3± 0.1 (red dot), which is in very good agreement with the
known position of the transition Wc = 18.17.

finite at the critical point. We can see in Fig. 10 that this is actually the case, with, in particular c = 1/2, proving
that β1(D,K) = ±√

D −DA +O(D −DA). Let us mention, however, that different expressions for c(1) are possible
for different models, for example the Cayley tree.
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FIG. 9. Figure taken from Ref. [47]. The main figures show the collapse of the r-parameter for different values of W and
system size. The collapse is obtained by setting ω = 2 and ν = 1 (see [47] for a description of the critical exponents and
data collapse). The insets show the behavior of the average gap ratio at the critical point, displaying a 1/L2 scaling, which is
predicted by our renormalization group equations. Different subfigures ((a), (b), (c), and (d)) correspond to different types of
network, respectively RRGs with K0 = 2, K0 = 3, uniform random networks and small-world networks (notice that here D in
the plots is the vertex coordination number K0 + 1).
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FIG. 10. Plot of β2(D) vs D. As explained in the text, we notice that the slope of the curves near D = DA (i.e. β ≃ 0)
does not depend significantly on DA (or equivalently W ). Moreover, the critical curve, represented in red, follows the curve
β2(D) = D (dashed line in the plot), meaning that c = 1/2.
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