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Both the weakly coupled and strong coupling Anderson intpgrioblems are characterized by a Fermi-liquid
theory with weakly interacting quasiparticles. In an Arser box, mesoscopic fluctuations of the effective
single particle properties will be large. We study how ttegistical fluctuations at low temperature in these two
problems are connected, using random matrix theory andakie boson mean field approximation (SBMFA).
First, for a resonant level model such as results from the BE8Mve find the joint distribution of energy
levels with and without the resonant level present. Secibrahly energy levels within the Kondo resonance
are considered, the distributions of perturbed levelsapsk to universal forms for both orthogonal and unitary
ensembles for all values of the coupling. These universabsiare described well by a simple Wigner-surmise-
type toy model. Third, we study the fluctuations of the medd fiarameters in the SBMFA, finding that they are
small. Finally, the change in the intensity of an eigenfiorcat an arbitrary point is studied, such as is relevant
in conductance measurements: we find that the introducticheostrongly-coupled impurity considerably
changes the wave function but that a substantial correlagmains.

PACS numbers: 73.23.-b,71.10.Ca,73.21.La

I. INTRODUCTION experimentally2®2? Indeed, for temperatures much lower
than both the mean level spacing and the charging energy, a
small quantum dot in the Coulomb blockade regime can be
described by the Anderson impurity model, with the dots play

electrons, is one of the most thoroughly studied question. g the role of the magnetic impurity and the leads the role of

of many-body solid state physics. One reason for this ont '€ electron sea. Quantum dots, however, bring the possibil

going interest is that the Kondo problem is a deceptivel;/ty of two novel twists to the traditional Kondo problem. The

simple model system which nevertheless displays very nonf_lrst follows from the unprecedented control over the shape,

trivial behavior and so requires the use of a large variety Opar?mleteri, ar)? Spat.'é‘ll ()trgzaln|;at|on (éf ciugntum dots: srch
theoretical tools to be thoroughly understood, including e Eon rol makes I-F.)OS"SI € 0 design and study more complex
act approaches (the numerical renormalization gisipethe quantum impurities” such 5‘43 the two-chanr_lel, two Impylrity
ansatz techniqué and bosonizatich'?) as well as various °" SU(4) Kondo problem#:*The second twist, which shall

approximation schemes (perturbative renormalizafigtand be our main concern here, is that the density of states in th.e
mean field theorid€-19) electron sea may have low energy structure and features, in

contrast to the flat band typical of the original Kondo effiect
metals.

The Kondo problent? namely the physics of a magnetic
impurity weakly coupled to a sea of otherwise non-interagti

In its original form, the Kondo problem refers to a dilute
set of real magnetic impurities (e fge) in some macroscopic

metallic host (sayAu). In such circumstances, the density of  |ndeed, the small dot playing the role of the quantum im-
states of the metallic host can be considered as flat and feéurity need not be connected to macroscopic leads, butrrathe
tureless within the energy scale at which the Kondo physicenay interact instead with a larger dot. The larger dot may it-
takes place. Modeling that case with a simple impurity modeke|f be large enough to be modeled by a sea of non-interacting
such as either the.d model or the Anderson impurity mod&l,  electrons (perhaps with a constant charging energy tertn) bu
one finds that a single energy scale, the Kondo temperatuigh the other hand, be small enough to be fully coherent and
Tk, emerges and distinguishes two rather different temperagisplay finite size effect& These finite size effects introduce
ture regimes. For temperaturésmuch larger tharfk, the  two additional energy scales into the Kondo problem. The firs
magnetic impurity behaves as a free moment with an effecis simply the existence of a finite mean level spacing, legdin
tive coupling which, although renormalized to a larger ealu to what has been called the “Kondo box” problem by Thimm
than the (bare) microscopic one, remains small. Fe& Tk and coworkerg® The other energy scale introduced by the fi-
on the other hand, the magnetic impurity is screened by th@jte electron sea is the Thouless enefgy, = h/7, where
electron gas and the system behaves as a Fermidqefidr- - s the typical time to travel across the “electron-resaivoi
acterized by a phase shift and a residual interaction assakci dot. When probed with an energy resolution smaller than
with virtual breaking of the Kondo singlet. Ey, both the spectrum and the wave-functions of the elec-
That the Kondo effect is in some circumstances reletron sea display mesoscopic fluctuatiéhsyhich will affect
vant to the physics of quantum dots was first theoretithe Kondo physics and hence lead to what has been called
cally predicted®® and then considerably later confirmed the “mesoscopic Kondo problerd? Similar studies were also
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conducted in the context of disordered systéfs. ing regimes. The goal of this paper is to address this issue

Both the Kondo box problem and the high temperature(Some preliminary results were reported in Ref. 46). As an ex
regime of the mesoscopic Kondo probiem are by now reasorﬁct treatment of the low temperature meSOSCOpiC Kondo prOb'
ably well understood. For a finite but constant level spacindem is not an easy task, we shall here tackle this problem in a
in the |arge dot, various theoretical approaches rang'm]g]fr Slmp“fled framework, namely the one of slave boson/fermion
the non-crossing approximati,&'and slave boson mean field mean field theory, within which a Complete Understanding can
theon?? to exact quantum Monte Cafb23 and numerical be obtained. We shall furthermore limit our study to the case
renormalization group metho¥s3® have been used to map Where the dynamics in the finite “electron sea” reservoir is
outthe effect on the Spectra| functiéﬁpersistent Currergtzyég chaotic, and thus the statistical fluctuations of the high-te
conductancé®*! and magnetizatioB?=34 In the same way, a Perature Fermi gas is described by random matrix théory.
mix of perturbative renormalization group analyéi&:43and The structure of this paper is as follows. In $€c. II, we intro
quantum Monte Carf8 have made it possible to understand duce more formally the mesoscopic Kondo model under study
the high temperature regime of the mesoscopic problem (se&nd describe the mean field approach on which the analysis
also Refﬂbﬂz].' ari?_a|45 for treatment of disordered syds based. SeC.lll is devoted to the fluctuations of the mean
tems). The picture that emerges is that mesoscopic fluctudield parameters. Fluctuations of physical static quattiéire
tions of the density of states translate into mesoscopitufluc analyzed in Se€.Iv. We then turn in Sgg.V to the study of
ations of the Kondo temperature, but that once this trainslat the spectral fluctuations. For the resonant level modeharis
has been properly taken into account, the high-temperatuféom the mean field treatment, we give in particular a deriva-
physics remains essentially the same as in the flat band cadin of the spectral joint distribution function, as wellasim-

In particular, physical properties can be written as theesamplified analysis, in the spirit of the Wigner surmiSeof some
universal function of the rati@ /T as in the bulk flat-band correlation functions involving the levels of the low andjkhi
case, as long a%k is understood as a realization depen-temperature regimes. Wave function correlations are then c
dent paramete¥. In this sense, the Kondo temperature re-sidered in Se€.VI. Finally, Sec. VI contains some disaussi
mains a perfectly well defined concept (and quantity) in theand conclusions.

mesoscopic regime, as long as it is defined from the high-

temperature behavior.

In contrast, the consequences of mesoscopic fluctuations Il. MODEL
on Kondo physics in the low temperature regirfie Tk,
remain largely unexplored. A few things are nevertheless A. Mesoscopic bath + Anderson impurity

known: for instance, using the example of the local suscep-

tlblllty, exact Monte Carlo calculations have confirmedttha We investigate the low temperature properties of a meso-
belowTk physical quantities do not have the universal CharaCScopiC bath of electrons (e_g', a big guantum dot), Courqjed t
ter typical of the traditional (flat band) Kondo problé#iThis 4 magnetic impurity (e.g. a small quantum dot or a magnetic
result is not surprising since the mesoscopic fluctuations e jon). The Hamiltonian of the system is

isting at all scales between the mean level spadirand Ey,

introduce in some sense a much larger set of parameters in the H = Hypatn + Himp (1)
definition of the problem, leaving no particular reason why . ) )

all physical quantities should be expressed in ternis . where Hpath descnb_es the mesoscopic electronic bath and
Thus, the low temperature regime of the mesoscopic Konddimp describes the interaction between the bath and the lo-
problem should display non-trivial but interesting feawr ~cal magnetic impurity. Here, in a particular realizatiortiif

On the other hand, it seems reasonably clear that the vegeneral model, the mesoscopic bath is described by the non-
low temperature regime should be described by a Nozieredbteracting (i.e. quadratic) Hamiltonian

Landau Fermi liquid, as in the original Kondo problem. In-

deed, the physical reasoning behind the emergence of Fermi Hyath = Z(Gi - M)Ciacia ) )
liquid behavior at low temperature, namely that for enexgie i,0

much lower tharilk the impurity spin has to be completely wherei = 1,--- , N indexes the levely =1, | is the spin

;crze;e% applies as well in the mesoscopic case as long ggmponent, ang is the chemical potential. We assume that,
3 K-

) in Hin,p, the local Coulomb interactiobingynq, betweend-
_As a consequence, the mesoscopic Kondo problem prasiectrons is such thdl = o, so that states with twa-

vides an interesting example of a system which, as the teMsiectrons on the impurity must be projected out. With this

perature is lowered, starts as a (nearly) non-interacti®g- €  constraint implemented, the local impurity term is taken as

tron gas with some mesoscopic fluctuations wiep> Tk,

goes through an intrinsically correlated regime Tor~ Tk, Hi = Vo Z[CT do + df.cos] + Eq ZdT dy ©)

and then becomes again a non-interacting electron gas (es- P 07 7 = 7

sentially) witha priori different mesoscopic fluctuations as

T becomes much smaller thdrk. A natural question, then, where the annihilation and creation operatiyanddj, acton

is to characterize the correlation between the statistibat-  the states of the impurity (small dot). The state in the reser

tuations of the electron gas corresponding to the two limit-voir to which thed-electrons couple is labeled = 0 with

a
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the corresponding operatag,, related to the bath eigenstate of values of the wave function at= 0, the site in the reser-

operators:;, through voir to which the impurity is connected, is the Porter-Thema
distribution,
N
oo =Y 61 (0)cio . (4) , 1 3
im1 pp(z; = N|¢i(0)]7) = a7 &P (—5:61-) . (8)

whereg; (r) = (r|i) denotes the one-body wave functions of Furthermore, in the GOE and GUE, the eigenvalues and eigen-

the Hyan. The local normalization relatiohy, |¢;(0)[* = 1 vectors are uncorrelated. )
implies that the average intensity|is;(0)|> = 1/N, where qu.the GOE and GUE, the.mef';ln density of states follows a
— ' emicircular law—a result which is rather unphysical. Bptce

t(ﬁ) (leer;o:es thE conﬂgur?tlon ?ver?gfh Finally, the width of, o, explicitly specified, we assume that either we consider
ed-stateI'y, because of coupling to the reservoiris given in only the center of the semicircle or some rectification proce

terms of the mean density of statgg, by dure has been applied, so that we effectively work with a flat
—s mean density of states.

l9:(0)[* 1
To=mpoVy P="x =] (5)
whereD = NA is the bandwidth of the electron bath. C. Slave boson mean-field approximation

To be in the “Kondo regime”, some assumptions are made
about the parameters of the Hamiltonians Elgs. (2) @nd (3). To Following the standard proceduf&t®124%=5\ye introduce
start with, the dimensionless parameter obtained as theé proauxiliary bosorb(") and fermionf§T) annihilation (creation)
uct of the Kondo coupling, operators, such that, = b f,,, with the constraint

2V7 f e
Je=2V0 ©) Vio+> fife=1. 9)
|Edl =

and the local density of states,, should be assumed small: The impurity interaction((3) is rewritten as

podJk < 1, or equivalentlyl'o/E,; < 1. Indeed, this con- B it i t

dition implies that the strengthi?/N E, of the second order Himp = Vo Z[b Coo fo +bfrcos] + Ed Z f3fs - (10)
processes involving an empty-impurity virtual-state isctmu 7
smaller than the mean level spacing Furthermore, as we The mapping between physical states and auxiliary states of

discuss in more detail in Sectibnllll, the Kondo regime isreha the impurity is
acterized byl'x < TI'g, for which the fluctuations of the num-

[ea

ber of particles on the impurity is weak. T increases to Physical state — Auxiliary state
the point thatf'k < T'y, one enters the mixed valence regime 1) S}
where these fluctuations become important. o) = fHo)

o

| )  — projected out .

B. Random matrix model This auxiliary operator representation is exact in thetlithi=

oo as long as the constrairf] (9) is satisfied and the bosonic
To study the mesoscopic fluctuations of our impurity term in Hin,p is treated exactly.
model, we assume chaotic motion in the reservoir in the clas- The mean-field treatment of the Anderson box Hamiltonian
sical limit. Random matrix theory (RMT) provides a good invokes two complementary approximatiorf: The bosonic
model of the quantum energy levels and wave functions irpperatorb is considered as a complex field, with an ampli-
this situation?®4’ we use the Gaussian orthogonal ensembleyude , and a phas®. Since the Hamiltonian is invariant
(GOE, 8 = 1) for time reversal symmetric systems and thewith respect to thé/(1) gauge transformatiob — be’” and

Gaussian unitary ensemble (GUE= 2) for non-symmetric ¢ — f_ e, the phasé is not a physical observable, and we
systems/48The joint distribution function of the unperturbed choose = 0

reservoir-dot energy levels is therefore giverdy

b, b 1, (11)
Ps(er, €2, ,€N) X H le; — ej|5 exp _4% e, wheren is a positi_ve real number. T.his_ approximaﬁon corre-
i>j ot = sponds to assuming that the bosonic field conder{gg3.he

(7)  constraint[(D) is satisfied on average, by introducing acstat
(with « = v/ NA/7 whereA is the mean level spacing in Lagrange multiplier¢. Hamiltonian [1) treated within the
the center of the semicircle). The corresponding distidout  slave boson mean-field approximation thus reads



M =3 <Z (e = el cio + nVo67(0) fleio + nVodi (O)cl, fo | + (Eu —5)f;fg> +el-n) . (12)

=1

The mean-field parameters and ¢ must be chosen so
as to minimize the free energy of the system, =

—T In(Tr[e~ M /T]), yielding the saddle point relations <
>
o
2 =Vo 3 [(fleon) + (o fo)] + (23) 2
L=n®=> (fif), (14) FEEE:
o 0.0 0.423 0.5 0.6 Vv 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
0
where the thermal averagés - ) have to be computed self- of ] 002
consistently from the mean-field Hamiltonigh. P 0.015 /\
~ | —— N: i
e e L om ;
. . . 2 1= —
D. Method for solving the mean-field equations T 0.0054" / / \/_
o / o /\;\

In this section, we explain how to solve the self-consistent 000423 06 v, 08 1 0 0423 06y 08 1
equations for the effective parameteysandé. We start by

introducing the imaginary-time equilibrium Green funetio ~ FIG. 1. (Color online) The evolution of the energy levels avaie
functions as a function of coupling strength for a reali@atidrawn

Grr(r—7) = ({(f.(r); FL(7))) (15)  from the GOE (calculated using infinité-SBMFT). (a) Energy lev-
' els near the Fermi energy= 0 for couplingV; (from 0.423 to 1.0).
Gfi(T —7') = ((fo(1);c m(T N (16) (b) Zoom of a few levels above the Fermi energy. (¢) The wawe-fu
Gif(T ) = ((cio (1); f (H))) , 17) tion amplitudes|y(R)|* corresponding to the energy levels in (b)
, for an arbitrary positiorR # 0. Parameters: band width = 3.,
Gij(r —7') = ((cio (7); ¢l (7)) - (18) g, =—0.7, A= 0.0075, andT = 0.005.

Using the equations of motion from the mean-field Hamilto-
nian Eq.[(I2) and after straightforward algebra, we find
Self-consistency can therefore be achieved by iterating su

G plion) = |iwn + € — Ba— V2 i |p:(0)]2 cessively Eqs[(9)-(21), which define the Green fun.ctiuns i
ftwn n 02 i - terms of the paramete¢sands, and Eqs.[(23)E(24), which fix
i=1 & andn from the Green functions.
(19) As an example of the output from this procedure, we show
Gif(iw,) = MGﬁ(iwn) , (20) in Figs.[d and R, as a function of the strength of the cou-
Wp + =€ pling Vy, the one-body energy levels that result from a slave-
nVod* (0) boson mean field theory (SBMFT) treatment of the Anderson
Griliwn) = —————"—Gys(iwn) , (21)  box for a particular realization of the box. As we discuss in
Wn + p = € more detail below (see sectibn VY B), a non-trivial solutihn
Sii the SBMFT equations exists only fofx above some criti-
Gij(iwn) = ﬁ (22)  cal valueJs,, or equivalently [see EqL6)] fory larger than
" éf ! a thresholdy. We thus show the non-interacting levels be-
1Vo¢3 (0) Gy y(iwn) nVo¢i(0) low that value and break the axis at that poijf [~ 0.423
twp + b — € i, +p— € (GOE) andV¢ ~ 0.453 (GUE) for the realizations chosen)].

Clearly, the levels do indeed shift substantially as a fimmabf
coupling strength; notice as well the additional level atgel

near the Fermi energy. The change in the levels occurs more
sharply and for slightly smaller values ©§ in the GOE case

wherew,, = (2n+1)7T are the fermionic Matsubara frequen-
cies. Finally, the mean-field equations](13)}(14) foand &
can be rewritten as

N  +oo than for the GUE. Finally, we observe that, as one follows
né = VOTZ Z Gif(iwn) + ¢i(0)Gi(iwy)] , a level as a function ofj, little change occurs after some
i=1 n=—o0 point. The coupling strength at which levels reach their
(23)  limiting value depends on the distance to the Fermi enetgy; i
+o0 corresponds to the point where the Abrikosov-Suhl resamanc
1=n*+2T Z Gpliwn) . (24)  becomes large enough to include the considered level. These

o limiting values of the energies are the SBMFT approximation
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of - - - level spacingA are much smaller than the Kondo tempera-
e — ture, we expect the physics of the Kondo box to be described
a SF---C — in terms of fermionic quasi-particles. We take the point of
% 77777 — \{iew thatthe mean field a_lpprogch provides agood approx_ima—
T M — ] tion for these quasi-particles in this low temperature megi
T and therefore for the physical quantities derived from t#&m
] The notions of one particle energies and wavefunction fluctu
ations in the strong interaction regime, which will be ouiima

concern below, are therefore relevant.

8

d 6 Ill. FLUCTUATIONS OF THE MEAN FIELD

3 PARAMETERS

T 4

(T
2r To begin our investigations of the low temperature prop-
0 o253 o5 o8 1 T , 08 1 erties of the mesoscopic Kondo problem within SBMFT, we

0 0 consider the fluctuations of the mean field parameteasd

¢ appearing in Eq[{12). We shall comment also on the de-
gree to which these fluctuations are connected with those of
the Kondo temperaturgy .27:28:43

FIG. 2. (Color online) The analog of Figl 1 for the GUE; parteng
are the same. Note that the variation is smoother for these GU
results than for the GOE in Fifgl 1.

to the single quasi-particle levels of the Noziéeres Ferquiit A Preliminary analysis

theory.
Y We start with a few basic comments about the eigenvalues
{\x — u} and eigenstatedg;) (x =0, 1,--- , N) of the mean
E. Qualitative behavior field Hamiltonian Eq.[(T2). Concerning the latter, we shall b
interested in the two quantities,
Before entering into the detailed quantitative analysis, w ue = | (fhe))? (25)

describe here some simple general properties of the meso- _
scopic Kondo problem within the SBMFT perspective. O = O) (Wl f) - (26)

We note first that the mean-field equatiohns| (23)-(24), have,,, measures the overlap probability between the eigenstate
a trivial solutionn = 0 and{ = E,. This solution is actually  and the impurity statgf), andd,, the admixture of this eigen-
the only one in the high temperature regime: the mesoscopigate with|f) and|0) = >, ¢;(0)]i), the electron-bath state
bath is effectively decoupled from the local magnetic inifgur  connected to the impurity. Note thét is a real quantity. In
which can be considered as a free spji2: The onset of a this section we use = 0 to denote the additional resonant
solutionn # 0 defines, in the mean field approach, the Kondolevel added to the original system, and so in the liRit— 0,
temperaturd. one hagyy) — |f) and\, — €= (k=1,...,N).

Below Tk, the self-consistent mean-field approach results Expressing the Green function of the mean field Hamilto-
in an effective one-particle problem, specifically a resdna nian as
level model with resonant enerdy;+p—¢ and effective cou-
pling nV,. This resonance is interpreted as the Abrikosov- - 1 |
Suhl resonance characterizing the one-particle localggner GA—p) = —p— Hur]™ = Z A — ’
spectrum of the Kondo problem beloWk. The width of

this resonancel'(n) = #°T, vanishes forl" = Tk, and  we can check that\, — 1) are the poles of the Green func-

quicI_<Iy reaches_ a_va_llue of ord€ik whenT < Tk (more tion Gy p(z) = <f|@(2)|f>' From Eq. [(ID) we have therefore
detailed analysis is in Séc.1lIB). Note that the mesoscopi¢mmediately that the.,, are the solutions of the equations
Kondo problem differs from the bulk case: mesoscopic fluc-

tuations may affect the large but finite number of energylteve A _ N_E
which lie within the resonance. => /\iz T 0)(5) ; (28)
The Anderson box is, however, a many-body problem. TSN U
Its ground state cannot be described too naively in terms of .
X ) where we have used the notation
one-body electronic wave functions, and more generally one
should question the validity of the one particle descripfior () =FEg+pu—¢
each physical quantity under investigation. That the law-te () = 7Ty = mpon2 V2 (29)

perature regime of the Kondo box problemaigriori known
to be a Fermi-liquid makes however the situation ratherrfavo for the center and the width of the resonance, and=
able. Indeed, as long as both the temperafuesd the mean  N|¢;(0)|? for the normalized wavefunction probabilityat=
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0. Note first that Eq.[(28) implies that there is one and onlywhich determine their value. While this discussion is n@-sp
one)\, in each intervale;, €;11]: the two sets of eigenvalues cific to the mesoscopic Kondo problem, it is useful to review
are interleaved and so certainly heavily correlated. Furth it briefly before addressing the mesoscopic aspects.
more,|(f|w,)|* are the corresponding residues, so that again The self-consistent equatiofis]1B)3(14)[orl (A3)}H(24) can b

from Eq. [19) written as (performing the summation over Matsubara fre-
) quencies in the standard wdyn the latter case),
i i 2Vo ) (fe—5) 0k =18 (37)
1 0 K k=TS
" ™ ; (Ar =€) »;J 2
N 2
Eqg. (28) is easily solved outside of the resonance, i.e. when ny = Z Fettyy = 1—n ’ (38)
A — & (&)| > T'(n): in that case one contributioiix) dom- o 2

inates the sum on the left hand side. [With our convention )
thatx = 0 corresponds to the extra level added to the originalVhere f« = f(Ax —p) = [1 + exp((Ax —p)/T)] is the

system, we actually just havéx) = «.] The solution for the
fractional shift in the levely,, = (\x — €;(,))/A is then given

by

T(n) i)
Op 2 ——= 1. 31
T A& O (1)
Eq. (30) and[(31) then yield for the wave function intensity
L(n) wiwA A
Uy ™ < . 32
 On—&? ST 2

If the resonance is small'[n) <« A], all states are ac-
counted for in this way, except fop ~ &, which is then such
thatu,_o ~ 1.

If the resonance is larg&,(n) > A, the states within the
resonance — those satisfyihg — &, (§)| < I'(n) — must be
treated differently. Because the left hand side of Ed. (28) c

Fermi occupation number. One furthermore has the sum rules
Yo us = (f|f) =1and}_, 6, = (0[f) = 0 [this latter has
been used to generate the 1/2(inl (37)].

As mentioned in SeEIE, the trivial solution of these mean-
field equations«f = 0,& = E,) is the only one in the high
temperature regime. The Kondo temperatiigeis defined,
in the mean field approach, as the highest temperature for
which an # 0 solution occurs. One obtains an equation
for Tk by requiring that the non-trivial solution of the mean-
field equations continuously vanishes+ 0T, in which case
Ai=0 = &o(§), ux=o — 1, andu,xo — 0. Eq. [38) then
reduces tof (£0(¢) — p) = 1/2, implying &,(§) = p and so
¢ = E4. Using Eq.[(3b) to simplify Eq[(37) then gives the
mesoscopic versiddof the Nagaoka-Suhl equatigh?®

N ) 2
% = Z % tanh [(e; — p)/2Tk] . (39)
i=1

be neglected in this regime, these states have only a weak de-

pendence of'(n). The typical distance betweema and the
closesk; is then of order\, and the corresponding wave func-
tions participate approximately equally in the Kondo state

u, ~ AJ/T(n) [inside the resonance] (33)

In a similar way, the admixture coefficienf,, is the residue

of (0|G(2)|f) = >, ¢*(0)Gis(2) at the polez, = A — p.
Applying Eqgs.[[20) and(28), we thus immediately have

B 1 T'(nA v
O = s A zi:/\ﬁ_ei—um

Assuming the resonance is larg&f)) > A], and inserting
the limiting behaviors ofi,. Egs. [32){(3B), we obtain

AH_EO

nVo

(34)

ZTiw)y A T(n)
9, ~ ot = %) = o I, (35
K - nVO Ak — 50 H)\ 5‘0| > ] ) ( )
A N — &
0, ~ — e —&ol < T 36

B. Formation of the resonance

The same equation fdrfk was obtained from a one-loop per-
turbative renormalization group treatméht?

In the bulk limit (N — oo and no fluctuations) and farin
the middle of the band, this gives for the Kondo temperature
TRV = ap(D/2)e~'/7xro, with ag ~ 1.13 - - as shown in
Appendix[A. Unless explicitly specified, we will always as-
sume this quantity is large compared to the mean level spac-
ing. In this case, the fluctuations of the Kondo temperatore f
chaotic dynamics described by the random matrix model in
Sec[IIB has been analyzed in Refs[27-28 and more recently
using SBMFT in Ref.43. The main result is th#fk, the
fluctuation of the Kondo temperature around the bulk Kondo
temperature, scales as

(6Tx)? ~ TRRA (40)

Now consider what happens @sdecreases further below

Tx. Dividing Eq. [3T) byn Vs, we can write it as

>

k=0

|10 (0)]?

r,—————— tan

A —&o

h{(Ax —p)/2T],  (41)

£
2
0

wherer,, = 6,,/6°"" is one outside the resonance and scales
as (\. — &)?/T'(n)? within the resonance [see EqE.](35)-

Before considering the fluctuations of the mean field pa{36)]. Eq. [41) has a structure very similar to the equation
rameters) and¢ , let us first discuss the physical mechanismsfor Tk, Eq. [39). Indeed$ might not be strictly equal td,
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[and thus&, (&) might differ slightly fromy] but its scale will  solution of Eqgs.[(4B)E(44) with (n, &) and J(n, £) replaced
remain the same. Then outside the resonanger~ ¢, by their bulk approximationyn = n — 77 andé¢ = ¢ —£ the
andr, ~ 1. The main difference in the expression fors  fluctuating part of the mean field parameters, ang, ¢) =
that the logarithmic divergence associated with the summak(n, &) —I(n, £)P" ands.J(n, &) = J(n, &) —J(n, £)PUK the
tion of 1/(\, — &) is cutoff not only by the temperature fac- fluctuating parts of the sums appearing in EQsl (£3)-(44).
tor tanh [(A, — p)/2T] at the scal€l’, but also by the ratio We start by discussing the Kondo limitx < Ty, in
r.. at the scal@(n). As T becomes significantly smaller than which casef; < 1, € —E; < T, andT = TI'() =
Tk, the temperature cutoff becomes inoperative. This implie$D/2) exp(—1/Jk po). A calculation in AppendikA shows
in particular thatl'(n) will rather quickly switch from 0 to

its zero temperature limit whefi goes belowlk. We shall Pk () €) = 21n <L) +0(nY), (45)

in the following not consider the temperature dependence of 2I'(n)
I'(n) but rather focus on its low temperature limit. bulk 1 1&-Ey 4
We see, then, that botiik and I'(;) represent phys- S, €) = 5T T(n) +0(m). (46)

ically the scale at which the logarithmic divergence of .
S [6:(0)]2/(e; — ) should be cut to keep this sum equal Furthermore, as we shall be able to verify below, the lead-

to E,/Vi2. Thus, as long as we are only interested in energyn9 contribution to the fluctuz_sltions of and¢ can be taken
scales, we can write that far < Tk independent of each other (i.e. the fluctuationg afan be

computed assuming constant, and reciprocally).
() ~ Tk . (42) Subtracting its bulk value from Eq._{#4), we havg), &) —
o Jbulk(f. €) ~ —qon, and thus, by definition of.J (1, €),
The energy dependence of the cutoff, within the B B
resonance is, however, slightly different from that of J""(7+ on,&+ 6¢6) — J*(7,&) = —6.J(n, &) — nén .
tanh [(\, — p)/2Tk] belowTk. As an exponentiation is in- .
volved, the prefactors df () andTk are somewhat different; If the fluctuations of¢ andn are small, we can furthermore

a discussion of the ratib(n) /Tx for the bulk case is given in @PProximate.J(n, ) by 6.J(1, £). We thus have

AppendiXA. _
At low temperaturey is fixed in such a way thdt(n) is of 15_55 = —0J(7,&) + EL_Ed)@ _ ﬁ25777 . @D
the scale of the Kondo temperature. The condition Eq. (38) 7 (1) m D@ 7 Ui

then fixest, which governs the center of the resonaéig€)

so that a proportiofil — 52),/2 of the resonance is below the The two last terms on the right-hand-side of Eq] (47) are pro-

. . ~ portional ton? [e.g. see EqL{ATO0) for the second-to-last term]
Fermi energy.. In the Kondo regime when; = 1/2, £(8) ~ 5nq 5o are negligible in the Kondo regime. Computing the

will therefore remain neap. In the mixed valence regime . 5
£o(¢) will float a bit abovey for a distance-8¢ — Ey — & variance(6¢)? therefore amounts, up to the constant factor

: : T'(77), to computing the variance of7 (7, €).
which scales as¢ ~ 7’I'y < E,. The order of magnitude T o
of £ remains thuds; [as we have assumed above when dis- Now, forI'(n) > A, we haveu, = d,[rA/I'(n)], where

cussing Eq.[(41)]. N -

2 G

=1

(48)

C. Fluctuations scale of the mean field parameters
is a dimensionless quantity which fok, — &) < T'(n) is
With this physical picture of how the mean field parametersessentially independent ¢f I'(n), or the other parameters of
n and¢ are fixed, it is now relatively straightforward to eval- the model. Within the resonance, and for our random matrix
uate the scale of their fluctuations. For simplicity, we assu model, we can therefore take thig to have identical distri-
T = 0 so that the mean-field equations become butions (independent of) characterized by a varianeé of
N : ) order one. Neglecting the correlations betweeniheand
e —&o € treating thes< at the edge of the resonance as if they were well
I(n.g)=m) Sgn(/\“_“)w e =1, = 43)  within % (which is obv?ously incorrect but should j}L/JSt afte
r=0 prefactors that we are in any case not computing), we have

1-— 772
J(0,6)= Y un= : (44) 272 A
< 2 G2~ Y i~z (49)
The discussion below generalizes easily to fifiitas long as ~T<Ge=m)<0
itis much smaller thaff’. Inserting this in Eq[{47), we finally get
The average values af(n, &) and J(n,&) are well ap-
proximated by their “bulk-value” analogug$™*(n, ¢) and (062 ~ TA ~ TKA . (50)

Jbulk(n ¢), obtained with the same global parameters but
with the fluctuating wave-function probabilities replaced  With regard to the limits of validity of this estimate, noteat
by 1 and the spacing between successive levels taken cowur random matrix model (Sdc. 11 B) assumes implicitly that

stant,e; 11 — ¢; = A. We furthermore denote bffj, &) the  the Thouless energyry, is infinite, and more specifically that



Ery, > TP, For a chaotic ballistic system with, <
TRk thew, are independentonly in an interval of sigg,;

thus, Eq.[(BD) should be replaced @)? ~ ErpA.
For the fluctuations ofj, we proceed in a similar way, sub-
tracting Eq.[(4B) from its bulk analog and assuming smalkfluc

tuations, and so find

on 7755}
=

n

0T 1
o 4

T (51)

6109

Here, however, it is necessary to split the sum over states in —~ 4

Eq. (43) into two partsf = I'" + [°"* wherel™™ andI°"* are
defined in the same way dsbut over an energy range corre-
sponding, respectively, to the inside and outside of the-res
nance. One hak™"*(n, &) > I'(n,¢) since the former con-
tains the logarithmic divergence. However, the fluctuation

: - 40 T
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of the two quantities are of the same order [basically bexaus
when considering the variance, and thus squared quantities|G. 3. (Color online) The distribution of the mean field pargers,

one transforms a diverging sum, (A, — &)t into a con-
verging oney_, (A — &) 2]. Indeed, the suni°“(n, ¢) is,

critical coupling, and effective Wilson number from SBMFalcu-
lation for both GOE (blue solid line) and GUE (red dash-dogt)i

up to sub-leading corrections, the same as the one enteri@ 7. (b) &, (c) critical couplingJz, and (d) the effective Wilson

into the definition ofl'k. Its fluctuations have been evaluated
in Refs.[ 2/7-28, leading to

A

(5Iout)2 ~ 7
T}lg 1k

(52)

which is consistent with EqL_(40). The variancedsdf™ can,
on the other hand, be evaluated following the same route
for 0.J, yielding

—_— 02 7T2 A
(6In)2 ~ 2 (N — &)~ =
0<(ANZ#)<F (C/mA)2T(n)? YT
(53)

This shows, then, that the two contributio(&/'»)? and
(61°7t)2 scale in the same way.

a

numberWV* = Tkxo(0). The vertical black dashed lines mark the
values for the corresponding bulk flat-band system. Theatig
parameters were used: band width= 3, E; = —0.7, Vo = 0.6,
and7 = 0.005. The mean level spacingis = 0.01, and the Kondo
temperature in the bulk limit ig2"* ~ 0.092.

@]) should be multiplied by a factdr/(T? — (£ — &)?),
which, however, does not change the scaling ®f)2. In
the same way, using Eq_(55) the two last terms on the

right hand side of Eq[(47), which are proportionaldtg/1,

give a contribution~ 7T A to (5€)2, as well as the term

(€ — B4)0¢/(T? — (€ — &)?) that should be added to the
the left hand side of EqL(51) from/ vk /9¢ [see Eq.[(AB)].
Those are negligible in the Kondo regime, but are of the same
size and with the same scaling as the contribution dug/to

For the final contribution—the last term on the r.h.s. ofin the mixed-valence regime. We find, then, that the fluctu-

Eqg. (51)—Eq.[(BD) implies

m(66)?
Iy

A
27
771-\a

(54)

which is proportional toA /T as for the first two contribu-
tions, but the extra smallness factgr makes it negligible in

the Kondo limit. Gathering everything together, we therefo
obtain

((61)?
412

)

~ % . (55)

[If B, < T(n), (6£)? and (6/™*)2 are reduced by a fac-
tor (Ety/T), but not(§7°ut)2; thus, Eq.[(Bb) remains un-
changed.]

ations of the mean field parameters scale with system size in
the same way in both the Kondo and mixed-valence regimes:
the variance of botly andn is proportional toA.

D. Numerical investigations

To illustrate the previous discussion, we have computed nu-
merically the self-consistent parameterand ¢ for a large
number of realizations of our random matrix ensemble at vari
ous values of the parameters defining the Anderson box model
(always within our regime of interest; < A « Tk, except
when explicitly specified). Fid.13 shows the distributioris;o
and¢ for a choice of parameters such that"x /Ty ~ 0.24
(close to but not in the mixed valence regime). We see that
these distributions are approximately Gaussian and cahter

Turning to the mixed-valence regime by releasing the congp their values for the bulk flat-band case, though note the

straintn < 1, we see thatr(6¢)? /Ty becomes comparable
in size to the other contributions {@7)? and has the same

slightly non-Gaussian tail on the left side in both casese Th
distributions for the GOE and GUE are qualitatively similar

parametric dependence. Furthermore, taking the derévativwith those for the GUE being, as expected, slightly narrower

oJPk /9¢ [see Eq.[(AD)] implies that the left hand side of

As anticipated, the fluctuation of these mean parameters is
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FIG. 4. (Color online) Variance of the mean field parametge(teft

panel) and (right) as the size of the system is changed. The chang

in system size is quantified through the mean level separatioAs

expected, the fluctuations are smaller in the GUE compareheto
GOE, and the dependence of the variance of the fluctuatiods isn

nearly linear. Here, we use = 3, E; = —0.7, andVj = 0.8.

e

B. Critical Kondo coupling

Another interesting global quantity is the critical Kondo
coupling J¢ [{e;}, {|¢:(0)|*}] defined for a given realization
of the electron bath by

(56)

Here, exceptionally, we move away from the regifig's >

A. The discreetness of the spectrum is what is making con-

vergent the sum in the above expression, and thusan be

defined only because of the finite size of the electron bath.
Comparing with Eq.[(39), we see that in the SBMFT ap-

proximation J¢ is the realization-dependent value of the

Kondo couplingJx [defined in Eq.[(B)] such thafx = 0

if Jk < J§ andTxk is non-zero if Jx > Jj. Note

that the possibility of vanishing the Kondo temperatiile

small: the root-mean-square variation is less than 5% of theas been discussed in the framework of disordered bulk

mean. Figl¥ further shows how the variancey@ind¢ varies

with the parameters of the model, confirming the behavior ircritical coupling for a mesoscopic Anderson box. Note the

Eqgs. [50) and (85).

IV. OTHER GLOBAL PHYSICAL PROPERTIES

non-Gaussian form of the distribution and the similarity be
tween the GOE and GUE results. Remarkably the distribution
functions do not vanish aff, = 0, indicating that there ex-
ist realizations for which the Kondo screening occurs for an
couplingV, and impurity levelE;. Indeed, as pointed out in

Beyondy and¢ themselves, several interesting global prop-Ref.43, a small¢, corresponds to a situation in which the
erties of the system follow directly from the solution of the chemical potential: lies very close to some leve}, which

mean-field problem. We briefly discuss two of them here.

A. Wilson number: Comparing Tk and the ground state
properties

then dominates the sum i {56). gfexactly coincides with
somee;, J§, = 0: the large dot contains an odd number of
electrons on average so that the impurity can always form a
singlet with the large do¥

V. SPECTRAL FLUCTUATIONS

The “Wilson number” is an important quantity in Kondo
physics: it comparedk with the energy scale contained
in the ground state magnetic susceptibility. It is defined as The mean field approach maps the Kondo problem at low
W* = Tk xo(T —0), wherex(T) = 01/T<SZ(T)SZ(O)>dT temperature into a resonant level problem, Egl (12), with tw
is the static susceptibility}¥’* is thus the ratio between the realization specific parameters: the energy of the resonant
characteristic high temperature scdle and the characteris- €vel [€0(€), takingy = 0 as the energy reference] and the
tic low temperature scal&, = 1/xo(T = 0) of the strong- strength of the coupling to it. We have seen, however, that in
coupling regimé? the limit 7x > A [or equivalentlyT'(n) > A] the scale of

In the bulk Kondo problem, there is only one scale, ofthe fluctuations of these parameters both go to zekg AgT.
course, and so the Wilson number has a fixed vainamely ~ Furthermore, as long d&,. — &| < I'(n), the A, and corre-
0.4128 (approximated a8.349 in the SBMFT). For our meso- sponding|+,;) are relatively insensitive tb and&, and thus
scopic Anderson box on the other hand, this will be a fluc-to their fluctuations. We consider, therefore, in a first stihg
tuating quantity that has to be computed for each realizafluctuations implied by the resonant level model (RLM) with
tion of the mesoscopic electron bath. Computifig ac-  fixed parameters, and then come back later to consider how
cording to Eq.[(3R) and expressing the static susceptilzibt  the fluctuations of the parameters modify the results.

Xo(T) = T Gipliwn)Grp(—iwn) with Gy p(iw,) For the analysis in this section and the next, it is conveinien
given by Eq. [(ID), we obtain the distribution of the Wilson to rewrite the resonant level model (RLM) as

number shown in Fid.13(d). Note the unusual non-Gaussian N N

form of the distribution, with the long tail for large’™*. As  Fp. =S "¢ ]i) (i|+e v No:(0)]i h.cl.

a result, the peak of the distribution is slightly smallearth e ; i) rel I ;[\/—(b Oid{fl+h.c]

the bulk flat-band value. The magnitude of the fluctuations in (57)

W* is modest for our choice of parameters (about 30%) butere,|f) is the bare resonant level state with energyand
considerably larger than the magnitude of the fluctuatidns othe|i) for i > 1 are the bare (unperturbed) states of the reser-
the mean field parameters in Fig. 3(a)-(b). voir with wave functionsg;(r). The eigenstates affgim



(perturbed states) are, as befofg,) for « = 0,--- , N
with corresponding eigenvaluds\ }. Finally, the coupling

strength is taken to scale with system sizevasc 1/v N

10

one to be zero [i.e. thaP(xzg) = d(x0)], one recovers the
original problem.
In terms of the Jacobian for this variable transformatiba, t

so that the largéV limit in the random matrix model can be desired joint distribution can then be written as
conveniently taken. The corresponding width of the resbnan

level isT = wpoNv2.

We use two complementary ways of viewing the RLM.
First, as a microscopic model in its own right, albeit non-
Vo/V'N whereVj is the hopping  wherePs({e;}) andp(z;) are given in Eqs[{7) anl(8). (We

interacting, one has =
matrix element from the resonant level to the: 0 site in the
reservoir as in EqL{3). In this case the width of the levelis s

Pat{ech {0 = Pa({es)) d(a0) Hm w) | e | 52| |

(61)

shall not assume in this subsection that the spec{ryinhas
been unfolded.) In order to find the Jacobian, we first find

ply I' = 'y, andeo is just a parameter of the model. Second,explicitly. Since Eq.[(BB) is linear im;, inverting the Cauchy
if one views the RLM as the result of an SBMFT approachmatrixa,; = 1/(\. — ¢;) yields

in which the fluctuations of the mean field parameters are ne-

glected, one has = 77V, /v/N, in which casd” = T'(7}) =T,
andey = & (€). We stress that in both views; and thee;’s

(1 <i < N)are, in spite of the similarity in the notations, dif-

ferent objects in terms of the statistical ensemble consile

€o is a fixed parameter, when thes are random variables

distributed according to EQ.](7).

A. Joint Distribution Function

T = Z bix )\KUQ i , (62)
whereé?
b - 1 Ale) B)
e = A Ble) A'(\e)
N N
Az)=[[G=2).  BGe) =][z-«). (63)

k=0 1=0

This expression can be simplified by using the residue theo-

To characterize the correlations between the unperturbe@m twice. First, note that

energy levels and the perturbed levels, the basic quantity

needed is the joint distribution functioR({¢;}, {\«}). As
seen in Se€. IITA, the RLM eigenvalues are related to the

unperturbed energies through Hg.](28), which we rewrite as Second, the identity§]‘[i(z — a)/IL;(z — b)dz =

(58)

N
Z . )\’{ —
- /\/1 — € v2 ’
i=1

remembering that; = N|¢;(0)|2. Explicitly writing out the
“interleaving” constraints, we obtain

€ <N < €y, 1=1 N-1
)\0<61

AN €N .

yr

(59)

(Note we slightly change the way we index the levelsvith
respect to sectidnll.) There is furthermore an additimoeal-
straint on the sum of the eigenvalues

N N
D= €&—-Y A=0, (60)
1=0 k=0

a proof of which is given in Append[xIB.
Since we know the joint distribution of the and|;(0)|?,

we now want to use relatioh (b8) to convert from the eigen-

1/ (z —€)B(2) Ale;)
T; = (27”]{ —c)A() dz) Bl (64)
21y, (b; — a;) implies
R R § O )
tT (s [Ls (e —e) (63)
Fori = 0, this reads
1 HN:O(/\K - 50)
ro=—5D g, 66
0 v2 va 1( EO) ( )

and thusey # 0 implies that the\,, cannot coincide witz,
leading then to

N
v? Hj:l (ej — €o)

HNN:O(/\K —€o)

The factord(zg) in Eq. (61) therefore imposes the constraint
(&0) that we know should hold.

Now note thatdx;/0\. is itself a Cauchy-like matrix
(9,@1'/6/\& = Tism/(/\n — 61') where

1 HN(AH B 61')

.8(D) . (67)

6(x0) =

functions to the\,;. A slight complication here is that there The Jacobian, then, is glven by

is one more level,, than wavefunction probabilitigg; (0)|?

(which is why a constraint such as Hg.(60) needs to appéar). |

is therefore convenient to include an additional “unpdréal”

level at energy, associated with a wave-function probabil-
ity =, and to extend the summation in the left hand side of

Eq. (58) toi = 0. Assuming then that, has a probability

Ti:ﬁm and s.=X\.—e+D. (68)
det Ozi Hr Hs det
N €i
_IL.Ow—e+D) Hm(& “M) 69)

v2N [Tsi(e; —€)
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From now on, since no further derivative will be taken, we and the sum constraii (60) then gives
can setry, and thusD, to zero, and thus assume the constraint
(60) holds. The last ingredient we need in order to assemble
the joint distribution function i$ ", «;:

1 A 61')
= w e

~—

N N
s f Soge(Xd-ya). o2
~ ! ]{ Mooz =) (70) Z o
i T e
The relation
ng [z —ai)
2ni ) TS (2 — by Finally, assembling all the different elements, E@s. (@), (

N

L1 N
_E{Zb?—Za?—i—(Zai
i=1 i=1 1

-1, (69), (69), and(72), we arrive at the desired result for tfiret
_ Z bi) } (71)  distribution function: within the domain specified [n{59),

i= i=1 |

_1_I><ez-—ej>H>(Aﬁ—Au> v 5 [ N o
Pa({eih () o S5 S(M=Yer) ex {‘W <ZA2—ZE?>]GX‘) [—@Zeg]-
[IIL A

k=0

i=1 k=

(73)

(In the last exponentialy = v/ NA/x.) We stress again that  Let us now consider the level, located betweenr; and
in Eq. (73),¢o is not a random variable, but a fixed parameter.c; 1. It is reasonable to assume that the position gfwill
be mainly determined by these two levels and the fluctuations
of their corresponding eigenfunctions; (0)|*> = z;/N and
B. Toy models |¢i+1(0)]> = x;11/N, and that the influence of the other
states will be significantly weaker. Neglecting completbly
The joint distribution Eq.[{73) contains in principle alkth influence of all but these closess, the problem then reduces
information about the spectral correlations between tigh hi to the much simpler equation for,,
and low temperature spectra of the mesoscopic Kondo prob-
lem. It is, however, not straight forward here, as in other ci
cumstances (cf. Ref,48), to deduce from it explicit expres-

sions for basic correlation properties. Instead of puigthiis ~ wherexz; andz,,; are uncorrelated and distributed accord-
route, we shall here follow the spirit of the Wigner approaching to the Porter-Thomas distributiofll (8). One notices then
to the nearest neighbor distribution of classic random matr that all energy scales( A, etc. ...) have disappeared from
ensemble¥ and introduce a simple toy model, easily solv- the problem except for;+; — ¢;. The resulting distribution
able, which provides nevertheless good insight for some opf ), is therefore universal, depending only on the symme-
the correlations in the original model. try under time reversal. Straightforward integration otres

~ Starting from Eq.[(38) for the level,. of the RLM, we  Porter-Thomas distributions gives
first notice that the resonance width = wpoNv? defines

Zg Ti+1

=0 75
A — € Ag — €1 ’ (75)

two limiting regimes. When\, is well outside the reso- P(\) = 1 ! GOE (76)
nance,|\, — eo| > T, the low temperature level; has to T/ (€i41 — M) (A — €)

be (almost) equal te; or ¢;1; as expected, the two spectra 1

nearly coincide. On the other hand, well within the resoeanc P(As) = m GUE. (77)

|\« —€o| < T'sothatthe r.h.s. of (58) can be set equal to zero, o R
Breaking time-reversal invariance symmetry thus affecasd

i T 0 (74) tically the correlation between the low temperature level
i=1

N — € ~ and the neighboring high temperature oagsnde; ;. Time-
reversal symmetric systems see a clustering of\{fie close
thus providing a first simplification. to thee,;'s—with a square root singularity—while for systems
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without time-reversal symmetry the distribution is unifor R T . —— L ——

between:; ande; 1. ok ofzzrormeee |7 1 vos [ L —veos |
In the GUE case, for which the Porter-Thomas distribu- o P s e

tion is particularly simple, we can consider a slightly more  =op  }~ oy moaa| T 25T o ropmosl| ]

elaborate version of our toy model. It is, for instance, pos- &
sible to include the average effect of all levels beyond the ® = W
two neighboring ones (for which we keep the fluctuations 1o %
of only the wave-functions, not the energy levels). Further
more one can take into account the tefi, — €)/v that %0z o4 gos os 1% o0z o4gos o8 1
was neglected above, assuming that its variation in the in-

terval [¢;, €;41] is small. Introducing\ = (¢; +¢;41)/2 and *9 ' ' ' ' 28 ' ' ' ;
o= A\—AN)/A € [-1/2,+1/2], Eq. [7B) is replaced by ao} 20F
X . T xi+11 _ ]_—(0)’ (78) @3.0- 1.5
ot3; 0-—3 oLl SBMFT(GOE) Lok : _
with L N SBMFT (GUE) ]
1 X (C) 1 1 1 1 (d) 1 1 1 1
.7:(0) = Z — * Wf (79) 0% 02 04 g 06 08 1 %% 02 04 506 08 1
iz01 7 gt
2 1 1 FIG. 5. (Color online) The distribution of (which includes both
= ( tan(mo) + T ey [Ax — /|6t — €| and|Ax — €ir1]|/|€ir1 — i) for the resonant
2 2

level model (a) GOE, (b) GUE, and for the SBMFT treatment of

Integrating over the Porter-Thomas distribution, we abtai ~ the infinite/ Anderson model (c) GOE, (d) GUE. Insert of (a): the
the GUE case cumulative distribution of thé, = 0.9 GOE data compared to the

toy model. The dashed lines in (a) and (b) are the result ofahe

1 model; those in (c) and (d) show the RLM result fidgr = 0.9 and
P(g) = exp [— (0 + 5)]:(0) - “min} (80) 1.3, respectively. Parameterd) = 3, ¢¢ = 0 for the RLM and
1 1 JF E4; = —0.7 in the SBMFT, 5000 realizations are used, and there are
x {1 + Uiy + (5 +0)F(o) + (Z +02)%] 500 energy levels within the band.

ith umin = inf[0, —F(0)]. ReplacingF by zero in . ) . .
\év(lq &) of coul?s}a recov(gr)i EE{??).I 97 (o) by 2 ! of the interval is greater in the full RLM than in the toy model

Comparing the GUE case with the prediction Eq.] (80) ob-

tained from the second toy model (after performing the prope
C. Numerical distributions averaging oven /T, see AppendikC), we see that this differ-
ence can be attributed to the mean effect of the levels other
than the closest ones, which tend to pushinto the mid-
die of the intervalle;, ¢;+1]. Remarkably, as seen in Fig. 5,
neglecting the fluctuations of the wave-functions othentha
|#:(0)]? and|¢;11(0)|* tends to make this “pressure” toward
5 { M — € e — €ig } the center somewhat bigger than it would be if all fluctuation

To characterize the relation between the weak and stron
coupling levels, we consider the distribution of the norized
level shift defined by

(81)  were taken into account.
One intriguing prediction of the toy model is the square

The range of5 is from0 to 1. root singularity atS = 0 andS = 1 in the GOE case. To

We start by considering the non-interacting RLM, introduc-See whether this is present in the RLM numerical results, we
ing the resonant level right at the chemical potentigl= 0, plot the cumulative distribution function on a log-log sal
and then analyzing those levels within the resonant widthin the inset in Fig[h; the resulting straight line paraliel t
—To/2 < A\ < Ty/2. Fig.[8 shows the probability distri- the toy model result (though with slightly smaller magneyd
bution P(S) obtained by sampling a large number of real- shows that, indeed, the square root singularity is presist.
izations. We see that this distribution is independent ef th predicted by the toy model, breaking time reversal symmetry
coupling strength (for levels within the resonant widthheT —causes a dramatic changefs).
corresponding results for the toy model, E§s] (76) (80), Results for the full SBMFT treatment of the infinité-An-
are plotted in Fig[1l5 as well. The toy model gives a goodderson model are shown in Figs. 5(c) &id 5(d) for the GOE
overall picture of both the distribution ¢f and the difference and GUE, respectively. Only levels satisfyifig— I'(n)/2 <
between the orthogonal and unitary cases: the strong ecaupli A\, < & + I'(n)/2 are included; these are the levels that are
levels are concentrated near the original levels in the ofise within the Kondo resonance. Fig. 5 shows that the perturbed
the GOE while they are pushed away from the original levelenergy levels within the Kondo resonance for the interactin
in the GUE. Quantitatively, however, the weight in the m&ldl model have the same statistical properties as the oneqwithi

leit1 — €l |eir1 — €l
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the resonance for the non-interacting model.

o
o

o
e

VI. WAVE-FUNCTION CORRELATIONS

Wave function correlation

We turn now to the properties of the eigenstates. A key
guantity of interest in quantum dot physics is the magnitude
of the wave function of a level at a point in the dot that is cou-
pled to an external lead. This quantity is directly relatethe
conductance through the dot when the chemical potential i
close to the energy of the lev&9 We assume that the prob-
ing lead is very weakly coupled, so that the relevant quantit i CUE veod | ool GUE
is the magnitude of the wave function in the absence of lead: © = @ [
Within our RMT model, all points other than the point= 0, w03 02 co1 0 01 02 03 T 4 2 0 2z 4 o
to which the impurity is coupled, are equivalent. The evo- ¢ Rescaled o€

lution O.f. the magnitude of the .quaSI_partICle wave funCt'onFIG. 6. (Color online) Wave function correlat6y ,.(;) for the non-
probability |¢);(r)|?, at some arbitrary point # 0 as a func- jyteracting RLM § — 1). (a) GOE and (c) GUE, as a function
tion of the coupling strength is shown in FId. 1(c) for GOE of the average distance betweerandeo. (b) GOE and (d) GUE,
and Fig[2(c) for GUE. Note the large variation in magnitude,as a function of rescaled average distance: (iA — D/2)/T\.
often over a narrow window in coupling,, and the fact that The dashed lines are the result of Egl(90) in which the wangtion
the magnitude of each level tends to go to 0 at some value dfuctuations are taken into account but the energy levelassemed
V, (though not all at the same value). bulk-like. ParametersD = 3, impurity energy levek, = 0, 5000
In order to understand how the coupling to an outside lead€alizations, and00 energy levels within the band.
atr is affected by the coupling to the impurity, we study the
correlation between the quasi-particle wave-functionbgro
bility |¢/,.(;(r)|* and the unperturbed wave-function proba-
bility |¢;(r)|? [using the convention of SECTMMA; (i) = i].
More specifically, we will consider in this section the cdare
tor

Wave function correlation

o V06
x V075
V09
V105
0.2H— Vo 0° 0.2 v,=05RLM) B

PR ®P - BOP @ ., U 8
B S T = e B

Wave function correlation

The averagé-) here is over all realizations, for arbitrary fixed
r # 0, ando(+) is the square root of the variance of the corre-
sponding quantity.

We expect that, as for the energies, most of the wave
function fluctuation properties can be understood by sigrti & _vae N @]
from the RLM Eq.[(5¥) despite the fact that fluctuations of the ==+ 57 55 o = o s 10
mean-field parametersmare not included. We start therefot 6¢/D Rescaled d€
with Fig.[8 which showg’; ,.;) for the non-interacting RLM . . .
as a function of the average distanze = (iA — D/2) be- FIG. 7. (Color online) V\(av_e_functlon correlatiod; (), for the
tweene; ande, = 0 (which is in the middle of the band). In SBFMT approach to the infinité- Anderson model. (a) GOE and

. - . (c) GUE, as a function of the average distance from the midtile
Fig.[8 (a) and (c), the correlatdy, ;) has a dip at the posi the band. (b) GOE and (d) GUE, as a function of rescaled agerag

tion of the impu_rity level. The Wid_th of the dip incre_ases aS gistancese — [(iA—D/2) — (€0(¢)—p)]/T(n). The black lines
the couplingl; increases. Rescaling the energy axislhy  |apeled RLM are results for the non-interacting RLMiat = 0.5;
as done in Fid.16 (b) and (d), shows that the width of the dip iSthe dashed lines are the result of Eg(90) in which the wagion
proportional to the resonance width. One also finds@hat;)  fluctuations are taken into account but the energy levelassemed
is~ 1 for the energy levels outside the resonance, which is exbulk-like. ParametersD = 3, impurity energy levelE, = —0.7,
pected, but that; ;) is slightly below 1/2 in the center of the 5000 realizations, and00 energy levels within the band.
resonance.

Turning now to the full self-consistent problem, we plot in
Fig.[1 the wave-function correlatgy ., for the full SBMFT  the highly asymmetric infinité# Anderson model: for small
approach to the infinité? Anderson model. Panels (a) and coupling, the SBMFT calculation leadsg— = Fy — & =
(c) show that the wave-function correlation has a dip simila 0, while for increasing/, £ — p increases to positive values.
to that in the RLM results. The dip is locatedd@&t = 0.0 In fact, the dip corresponds to the effective Kondo resoeanc
for small coupling (i.eV, = 0.6), and then moves to larger Incorporating the shift o€, (£) and rescaling b¥' () ~ Tk,
0€; as the coupling/} increases. This is a natural result for we plot the wave function correlation as a functionééf=

0.6F[@ Vv;=06 1
> V=075
4 0.4f|— vz g
V105

0.4H = Vo8 :&

* V075

Wave function correlation
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[(iA=D/2) — (&(§)—p)]/T(n) in Fig.[@ (b) and (d). Allthe  whered, = (\.;) — €;)/A. Using Eqs.[(AB),[(Ab), and (A6)
curves collapse onto universal curves, one for the GOE anftom Appendix A, we thus have
another for the GUE. In addition, the universal curves aee th
same as the universal curves for the RLM. 1

As anticipated, the (fixed parameter) resonant level model [cotan_l (6&; /1“)]2 (1 + (6¢; /1“)2)
contains essentially all the physics controlling the bébrav

of the correlatolC; .(;. We can therefore try to understand hich, as anticipated, depends only on the réfio/T'). The
the behavior of this quantity without taking into accourg th cyrve resulting from this expression is shown in Figs. 6[@nd 7
fluctuations of the mean field parameters. and is in good agreement with the numerical data.

Using again the Green function E.[27), we can define Eq. [90) provides a good qualitative and quantitative de-
the quasi-particle wave-function probability.(r)|* as the  scription of the energy dependence of the correlgtqr;, [al-

residue ai\,; of {r|Gr) = 3, ¢;(r)Gjj iy (r). Fromthe  oygh differences betwedfs )™ and?z are visible]. In

[z

Ci,n(i) = ) (90)

expression EqL(22) aF;;: we thus have a conductance experiment, however, only the levels near the
b, (K)ot W2 (£)vs Fermi energy that are within th_e Kondo resonance contribute
[ (1) |2 = Z Ty, (83) to the conductance. In the middle of the resonaidgg;)
7 Ak = € Aw = € is slightly less than one halfAt temperature lower than the

. _ . mean spacing\, for which only one state would contribute to
wherev; = nVu;(0) is the coupling of the stat¢ to the - the conductance, there would be some correlation, but only a
impurity andu,; = |(¥,| f)|? is given by Eq.[(30). Therefore partial one, between the fluctuations of the conductandesn t

) ) uncoupled system and the one in the Kondo limit.
[ (0) |03 (1) = D Qe (1) (x) i (15 (x) . (84)
33’

. VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
where we have defined

*
O, =9,
s L L W
K T € k — €5/

We have obtained results for the correlation between the
statistical fluctuations of the properties of the reserdoit
] ) . electrons in two limits: the high-temperature non-intérag

In our random matrix model, there is no correlation be-gas on the one hand’(>> T{2'X) and, on the other hand,
tween different wave-functions or between wave-functionshe quasiparticle gas when the Anderson impurity is stypngl
and energy levels. We thus have coupled " < T2U¥). The exact treatment of the mesoscopic
Kondo problem in the low temperature regime is, however,
. 2 2 . 2, 2 R TR .. . .
|6 (0)[2 [ (0)[2 =93 ()2 [ (1) 2 = ZQ%' giiji (88)  nontrivial. Since the very low temperature regini

i’ T%) is described by a Nozieres-Landau Fermi liquid, we

(85)

where tackled this problem by using the slave boson mean field ap-
proximation, through which the infinite- Anderson model is
Giirjjr = [1/)1-(1‘)1/);‘, (r)¢; () (r) mapped to an effective resonant level model with renormal-
ized impurity energy level and coupling.
— i(r)y (r) - i ()05 (r)} . (87) We derived the spectral joint distribution function, Hq3),7

) _ ‘which in principle contains all the information about the-co
Because the wave-functions are mdeper;dent and Gaussigglations between the high and low temperature spectraeof th
distributed,g;;7;;» = (2/8)di9;5:0i;|¢i(r)|> (remembering mesoscopic Anderson box. In the spirit of the Wigner sur-
the normalizationy; (r)|> = 1/N and3 = 1 for GOE while m_ise,_a solvable toy mo_de[ was introdu_ced to avoid the com-
B = 2 for GUE). In the same way, we have|¢;(r)[2) =  plications of the joint distribution function. The toy mdde
giii = (2/NB). Furthermore, using Eq(B3) and the limit Provides considerable insight into the spectral correfetin

I > A, we haver (|, (r)]?) ~ (2/N3) which then yields ~ the original model.
The numerical infinite)¥ SBMFT calculation shows the

v |2 following results. First, the distributions of the meandipk-
m : (88)  rameters are Gaussian. Second, the distribution of theatrit
coupling J§, does not vanish at zero which shows that there
[As a side remark, we note that by differentiating Eq.] (28)exist some realizations for which the Kondo effect appetrs a
with respect ta;, one can show th@t\2 /de; = 7, and thus  any bare coupling’, and impurity energy levek,. Third, for
Ciie = 0N,/ 0¢; ] the GOE, the spectral spacing distribution has two sharkgpea
A good approximation t@; ,.(; can then be obtained from at.S = 0 andS = 1, showing that the two perturbed energy
the bulk-value, using EqL{A4) to evaluafe88) in the bulklevels (i.e. those fol” < TR"¥) are close to the unperturbed

Ci_’,{ :QZ—:’UJ,{-

limit yields ones [ >> TRUX). For the GUE, the peak of the spectral cor-
o relation function is located & = 0.5 corresponding to the
(Q@l)bulk - [52 Z #} ’ (89)  center of the two unperturbed energy levels. In additioa, th
" " (i 6r)? spectral spacing distribution for different coupling sigéhs



15

V; collapse to universal forms, one for GOE and one for GUE and likewise Eq.[{30) for the overlap, = |(1.|f)|* is (as-
when we consider only energy levels within the Kondo resosumingl’ > A)
nance.

Finally, we studied the influence of the Anderson impurity T 1
on the coupling strength between an outside lead and the en- r > (0 —3g)72
ergy levels of the large dot, as would be probed in a conduc- '
tance measurement. This is characterized by the intensity 0 Using the identities
the wave function at an arbitrary point. The correlationcfun
tion of this intensity corresponding to the unperturbedeys Z 1

J

(A4)

U =

and perturbed system shows a dip located at the Kondo reso- 8 —J = 7 cotan(mdy) , (AS)

nance, and the width of the dip is proportional to the width of

the Kondo resonance. Only the part of the wave function am- o = 72[1 + cotan®(7é,)] (A6)
. . . - 6 _ -)2 K I

plitude that corresponds to the perturbed energy leveksinvit ; (0 — 7

the Kondo resonance will be significantly affected due to the

coupling to the Kondo impurity. together with Eq[{AB), one obtains

AY
Z (6N i])2 _ 7T2[1 + (/\;.g 1:‘250) ] ) (A7)
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Appendix A: Kondo temperature and values of the mean field =2In % 2 (A8)
parameters in the bulk limit 1+ (6¢/T)% 21
— 1% dy
B N . . n . Jbulk(— 6) = - g
In this appendix, we provide a brief reminder of the deriva- UE T 1+ (y/T)2
tion of the Kondo temperature and mean field parameters in 1 1_°°
the bulk limit. We define this latter by takiny — oo and = — + —tan"}(6¢/T) . (A9)
assuming that there are no fluctuations in either the wave- 2

functions nor the unperturbed levels: for allz; = 1 and

; - with 66 = (E—Ey) = (Eg—p).
€ir1 —€; = A. We further assume the chemical potentiéh o . .
the middle of the band. Eq. [A9) inserted intd(44) yields

Under these assumptions, the equation defining the Kondo R 2
temperature[(39), reads ¢/T' = — tan(mn"/2) , (A10)

which in the Kondo regimé¢n < 1) implieséé/T' = O(n?).

+D/2 . - g
Eq / dy tanh [y/2Tx] = 21n (%2) : Inserting Eq.[(A8) into[(413) then gives
PV D2 Y 2 Tk
(AL) _ D |Eq|
(ax ~ 1.1338..), and thus I'= S exp <— 2p0V02> (A1l1)
T = " Dexp <_ |Ed|2) _ (A2)  Thus in this regimeT and T' differ just by the factor
2 2po Vs ax ~ 1.133. In the mixed valence regiméy /T =

ax/1+ tan?(7n?/2), which however remains of order one

Turning now to the (zero-temperature) mean-field paramsq long ag1—17?) does.

eters, we shall denote their value in the bulk limit yand As a final comment, we note that EE_{A11) impligh —

¢ and byl = T'(7,€) and&y = & (7, €) the corresponding (2 /o 172 1B, D/2V2). f hich btai
width and center of the resonance. Let us consider the peé— /2mVg) exp(~|Ea|D/2V5), from which we obtain an

licit conditi
turbed eigenleveh, € [e;,€;41] , andd, = (\; —€;)/A. Xplcit condition

Eq. (28) reads in the bulk limit 1 V2
exp (— ) < 27T—02 (A12)
Ae =& 1 1 0K p
— = — Z > (A3)
r U P to be in the Kondo regime.
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Appendix B: Constraint on the sum of the eigenvalues of the
resonant level model
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thus, the sum of the two sets of eigenvalues must be equal.

In this appendix, we briefly demonstrate Hq.](60) constrain-

ing the sum of the eigenvalues of the RLM.

Starting from(v,. | Hrim [¥k) = Ak (¥k|1),) We may insert
the identity/ = >
notation thati = 0) =

3O =)
(Z@ (1100l + b )

The sum of these equatio@mN:O, is

ZA Za—v(Z@ (Pl ki) + Dc.)

=0 i,k=0

_ v( i :(0)d0; + h.c.)
1=0

| f)) and obtain

|6) il )w) (B1)

(B2)

|i)(i| on the right hand side (with the

Appendix C: Averaging of Eq.(80)

Averaging Eq. [[80D) over the variable = \/T in some
range[0, A,.x], we find after a bit of algebra

1 Amax 4/7T
P =
Amax/o (0)

1+ 20

exp [—f (0)} X
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