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In recent work [1], we calculated the infrared (IR) ef-
fective counting dimension dIR [2–4] for critical states
of 3D Anderson models in universality classes O, U, S
and AIII. The results entailed two new messages. (m1)
Space effectively occupied by critical electron is of di-
mension dIR≈8/3. Demonstrated properties of effective
counting imply that the meaning and relevance of this is
fully analogous to e.g. Minkowski dimension of ternary
Cantor set being dUV =log3(2). Indeed, both statements
express the scaling of properly defined physical volume;
both dimensions are measure-based. (m2) The values of
dIR in studied classes coincide to better than two parts
per mill with comparable errors. We dubbed this finding
superuniversality of dIR since other critical indices tend
to differ to a notably larger degree. Exact superuniver-
sality offers itself as a possibility, but obviously cannot
be demonstrated in a finite numerical computation, only
ascertained with better bounds or disproved.

In Ref. [5] Burmistrov claims that he “proved” inexact
nature of (m2) by invoking the multifractal (MF) formal-
ism. He derived MF representation for average effective
count 〈N?〉, involving f(3) and α0 (f(α0)=3), namely

〈N?〉 ' 4c0
Lf(3)√
ln(L)

, c0 =
√
|f ′′(α0)|/(2π) (1)

The asymptotically equal sign (' ) suggests that (1) con-
veys an exact L→∞ leading term of 〈N?〉. However, in
the ensuing discussion, 4c0 appears to be treated as ap-
proximation to proportionality constant, which is what we
will assume. Burmistrov then concludes that (1) “proves
the absence of “superuniversality” of 〈N?〉” due to numer-
ically known class-dependent values of f(3) and c0. We
note in passing that superuniversality of 〈N?〉, exact or
not, was in fact not claimed or invoked in [1].

To put formula (1) in context, recall that MF formalism
was created to describe UV measure singularities arising
e.g. in strange attractors [6, 7]. The method identifies
sets Aα of local singularities with Hölder strength α>0,
treating their Hausdorff dimensions fH(α) = dimH(Aα)
as characteristics of interest. Note that fH(α) is a proper
measure-based dimension of spatial set Aα.

Common variation is the moment method which avoids
computing α(x) at each point for the price of coarsening
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the singularity information. Evaluation of the associated
fm(α) proceeds by computing continuum of generalized
dimensions which are not measure-based and do not rep-
resent dimensions of space in themselves. Nevertheless,
fH(α) and fm(α) coincide under certain analytic assump-
tions by virtue of associated transformations. However,
the moment method does not identify the singularity set
Aα. What it does provide is a trick to evaluate fH(α)
valid in certain circumstances. Without explicit check
that fH(α) = fm(α) or explicit verification that needed
analytic properties are met, one has no choice but to treat
fm(α) as approximation to fH(α).

In Anderson criticality, the situation is somewhat differ-
ent. This is an IR problem which means that the notion
of local singularity is absent and the very concept of Aα
becomes fuzzy. The moment method is then normally
taken to define MF spectrum f(α)≡fm(α) upon formally
replacing the UV cutoff a with 1/L. However, one is
left with little regarding the information on populations
(subsets of space) whose dimensions is fm(α) meant to
represent. Unlike in UV problem of a strange attractor,
there is no readily available analogue of Aα and fH(α) to
independently check upon.

Formula (1) may prove valuable in this regard since
it represents MF prediction (f≡fm) for 〈N?〉 which has
independent definition and well-defined spatial meaning.
Degree of consistency between true 〈N?〉 and (1) can thus
test assumptions associated with the MF approach. We
perform such comparison to 〈N?〉 data of Ref. [1]. To
minimize finite-L systematics, only the upper segment
of all data (64 ≤ L ≤ 128) is used to fit for c0 and
f(3). We find that instead of improving, fit form (1)
worsens χ2/DOF relative to pure power (1.5 → 2.9).
More importantly, resulting f(3) is sharply inconsistent
with the MF-computed value f(3)=2.733(3) [8], used in
Burmistrov argument. Described results refer to O class
but situation in other classes is the same.

The above is conveyed by Fig. 1(a) where 1/L behavior
of f(3), expressed from Eq. (1), is shown together with
fitted 1/L=0 value (with error) and the associated MF
prediction. Analogous plot for pure power is also shown
(full circles). Fitted dIR here is consistent with one ob-
tained from the extrapolated pair method [1]. Approach
of data to fitted values in both cases is of course by de-
sign, similarly to plots in Fig. 1 of Ref. [5]. Note also that
the obtained c0 differs roughly by factor of two from its
approximate MF prediction as shown in Fig. 1(b).

The above discussion warrants the following points.
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FIG. 1. MF-computed indices f(3) [8] and c0 compared to
those obtained from Eq. (1) and 〈N?〉 data of Ref. [1].

(i) Given the scale of inconsistencies found in the MF
prediction (1), we conclude that arguments of Ref. [5]
do not have tangible bearing on our (m1) and (m2),
including the possibility of exact superuniversality in dIR.
One should also keep in mind that superuniversality and
dIR≈8/3 are two distinct conclusions.

(ii) Our findings suggest that derivation of (1) may involve
assumptions on α-populations that are not justified. For
example, setting p(x)≡L−α(x) (p(x) = probability at x),
which forces certain structure on α-populations without
knowing what they actually are, may be too cavalier.
Showing that this is harmless in L→∞ limit is non-trivial
even for moderately complex populations. Similar goes
for setting ν(α)≡Lf(α) where ν(α) is the α-population
count. Assumptions on analyticity of f(α), fm(α) and
quadratic local nature of maximum at α0 are also present.
Characterizations such as “exact” and “proof” in this
context are perhaps too strong and premature.

(iii) Arguments of [5], leading to claim of systematic effect
in the analysis of [1], use numerical results of [8]. But
systematics involved in the latter work is not discussed

although smaller systems and smaller statistics were used.
(Systematics in [1] was also studied in Ref. [4] albeit
from a different angle.) Are there logs affecting standard
MF analyses, appearing e.g. via arbitrary replacement
p≡L−α → p≡constL−α. Are they accounted for?

(iv) The presence of log(L) powers in dimension estimates
is always possible since they leave it intact. MF arguments
are not necessary to invoke the possibility. But in the
absence of a firm prediction, establishing their presence is
a delicate numerical issue. Indeed, it is difficult to show
that the influence of an unknown log is larger than that
of subleading powers. Statistical strength of available
data is frequently not sufficient to do that. Occam’s razor
approach is then an accepted resolution.

(v) We strongly disagree with the comment “dIR is nothing
but f(d)”. There was also a calculus student who once

declared “π is nothing but 22/7−
∫ 1

0
dxx4(1−x)4/(1+x2)”.

Perhaps there is a bit more to dIR than the currently
hypothetical dIR = fm(3). Its meaning is expressed in
(m1), being worked out in requisite detail by Refs. [2–4].

(vi) Regarding comments on prospects for superuniver-
sality in various dimensions, we repeat that our claim
is only for dIR at level better than two parts per mill in
D=3. The gist of our message is that properties of space
in Anderson transitions may be special relative to other
characteristics. Scenario where superuniversality in dIR is
violated in D=2 + ε but very accurate or exact in D=3
and higher dimensions is not contradictory in our opinion.
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