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Environment-induced localization transitions (LT) occur when a small quantum system interacts
with a bath of harmonic oscillators. At equilibrium, LTs are accompanied by an entropy change,
signaling the loss of coherence. Despite extensive efforts, equilibrium LTs have yet to be observed.
Here, we demonstrate that ongoing experiments on double quantum dots that measure entropy
using a nearby quantum point contact (QPC) realize the celebrated spin-boson model and allow
to measure the entropy change of its LT. We find a Kosterlitz-Thouless flow diagram, leading to
a universal jump in the spin-bath interaction, reflected in a discontinuity in the zero temperature
QPC conductance.

Introduction— Environment-induced localization tran-
sitions (LTs) occur when a small quantum system
switches from coherent to incoherent dynamics due to
its interaction with an infinite number of environmental
degrees of freedom. A simple example of this is the spin-
boson model [1, 2]. It was proposed already 40 years
ago [3–5] that when the coupling of the spin or two-level
system to the bath exceeds a certain threshold, the tun-
neling between the two levels vanishes. Despite numer-
ous proposals to observe this phase transition in various
mesoscopic [6–9] and atomic [10, 11] systems, or by track-
ing the dynamics of the quantum system [11], this LT has
not been observed to date without external driving [12].
This is largely due to the experimental difficulty of con-
tinuously tuning the coupling or altering the power-law
spectrum of the bosonic bath. Different than dissipative
phase transitions [13–18] that occur out of equilibrium,
LTs can be identified in their thermodynamic properties.
Here, utilizing the fact that the entropy displays a charac-
teristic change across the transition [19] we demonstrate
that already existing experimental setups measuring the
entropy of quantum dot (QD) systems [20–22] can be
employed to observe the hitherto elusive LT for the spin-
boson model at equilibrium.

Our proposed realization of the two-level system is a
double dot (DD) containing a single electron, having a
pair of states denoted {|01⟩, |10⟩}, with the electron be-
ing in the right or left QD, respectively (the spin of the
electron is irrelevant). The role of the bath is played
by a nearby quantum point contact (QPC), whose trans-
mission is controlled by gate voltage Vg, which acts as a
charge detector [23]of QD A, see Fig. 1(a). Below, we
relate the QPC-QD electrostatic coupling to an effective
change of the scattering phase shift δ in the QPC, occur-
ring as an electron enters QD A.

The decoupled system (δ = 0) undergoes a kB log 2
entropy drop (where kB is the Boltzmann constant, set
to unity in the following) as the temperature is lowered
below the DD tunneling amplitude w. Indeed, the sym-
metric DD transitions from the high-temperature state,
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FIG. 1. (a) Model: quantum dot (QD) A tunnel coupled (via
w) to QD B, here another QD, and electrostatically coupled
(as parametrized by δ) to a quantum point contact (QPC).
δ is tuned by a gate voltage Vg and Ḡ is the average QPC
conductance. The inset shows a conductance jump obtained
by changing Vg(δ). (b) RG flow diagram. In the red (blue)
shaded area, δ flows to δ ̸= 0 (δ = 0). Two black dotted lines
correspond to the w axis of (c) and (d) and the black dashed
line corresponds to the Vg axis of the inset of (a). (c) At
δ < δc, there is no quantum phase transition tuned by w. (d)
For δ > δc at T = 0, there appears a LT at w = wc (empty
circle), characterized by an entropy jump.

described by the diagonal density matrix (|01⟩⟨01| +
|10⟩⟨10|)/2, to the coherent ground state (|01⟩+|10⟩)/

√
2.

We predict that for a nonzero coupling to the bath,
δ > 0, the temperature scale for this incoherent-coherent
crossover decreases, and eventually vanishes at the LT
at some δ = δc. This can be understood from the An-
derson orthogonality catastrophe [9, 24, 25]. For δ > δc
the orthogonality between the many-body wave functions
of the QPC for the QD states |01⟩ and |10⟩ effectively
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turns the tunneling amplitude w to zero, see Fig. 1(b,d),
reminiscent of the Zeno effect [26, 27], and the entropy
remains log 2 down to zero temperature. We find that
both w and the effective electrostatic interaction δ are
scaling variables of the LT described by the renormaliza-
tion group (RG) flow diagram of a Kosterlitz-Thouless
(KT) transition, see Fig. 1(b). While it may be difficult
to tune δ, the LT can be driven as a function of tunnel-
ing coupling w, which can be readily tuned by a gate. As
seen in Fig. 1(d) there is a critical tunneling amplitude wc

below which the entropy remains finite at zero tempera-
ture, while coherence develops for w > wc, manifested as
a drop of the entropy to zero at low temperature.

From this flow diagram, we can see that the effec-
tive QPC-QD interaction δeff at low temperature, being
the destination of the flow diagram, changes discontinu-
ously depending on its bare value, between a finite value
δeff ≥ δc in the incoherent phase, and δeff = 0 in the
coherent phase. This universal step is the analog of the
discontinuity in the superfluid density in the standard
KT transition due to vortices. In our system, unexpect-
edly, this is reflected as a sudden change of the QPC
conductance as T → 0, see inset of Fig. 1(a).

Model— As depicted in Fig. 1(a), we consider a DD
electrostatically coupled to a QPC with Hamiltonian
H = HDD + HQPC . HDD, defined explicitly in Eq. (6)
below, describes two subsystems. SubsystemA is a QD in
the Coulomb blockade regime which accommodates only
two charge states labeled by NA = 0, 1, while subsystem
B could be, in principle, arbitrary. For simplicity, we
consider here the case when the subsystem B is another
QD (for more examples, see [28]). The two subsystems
are connected via a tunneling amplitude w. We use the
Pauli matrix σz = |1⟩⟨1| − |0⟩⟨0| to denote the charge
operator of QD A, N̂A = (1 + σz)/2. For the symmetric
DD system, HDD = wσx.

The QPC consists of a quantum wire running along the
x direction, interrupted by a potential barrier VNA

(x, y),

HQPC =

∫
dxdy

∑

s=↑,↓
Ψ†

s(x, y)

[
− ℏ2

2m
∇2

+ V0(x, y)|0⟩⟨0|+ V1(x, y)|1⟩⟨1|
]
Ψs(x, y). (1)

As a consequence, the potential in the QPC suddenly
switches between V1(x, y) and V0(x, y) as an electron
tunnels in and out of QD A. An explicit model for
HQPC is considered below in Eq. (9) where VNA

(x, y) =
V (y) + VNA

(x), with VNA
(x) = VNA

(−x). In this case,
for each transverse mode n = 0, 1, 2, . . . of the poten-
tial V (y) the scattering matrix is diagonal and encoded

by the even and odd phase shifts δ
(e,n)
NA

, δ
(o,n)
NA

. For
more general cases see [28]. For convenience, we label
parity, channel, and spin index collectively by a sin-
gle index i = {e/o, n, s} = 1, . . . , imax, and also define

the difference and average phase shifts in each channel
δi = (δi0 − δi1)/2 and δ̄i = (δi0 + δi1)/2.

Mapping to the spin-boson model— At energies close
to the Fermi energy, the fermion fields ψn,s(x) have left
and right components [29, 30], ψn,s(x) = eikF,nxψR,n,s +
e−ikF,nxψL,n,s. It allows to define even and odd chiral
fields ψe/o,n,s = (ψR,n,s(x) ± ψL,n,s(−x))/

√
2 which we

bosonize [31] into

HQPC = vF
∑

i

(∫
dx

4π
(∂xϕi)

2 − δi
π
σz∂xϕi(0)

)
+Hps,(2)

with [ϕj(x), ∂yϕk(y)] = −2πiδjkδ(x−y) [31]. The second
term ∝ σz describes the NA-dependent potential. The
last termHps = −vF

π

∑
i δ̄i∂xϕi(0) is a constant potential

that can be removed by a unitary transformation H →
UHU† with U = e−i

∑
j δ̄jϕj(0)/π. We define

δ =

√∑

i

δ2i , (3)

and ϕ(x) = 1
δ

∑
i δiϕi(x), along with imax− 1 orthogonal

combinations {ϕ′i, i = 2, . . . , imax} which do not interact

with σz. We obtain H = Heff(ϕ) +
∑imax

i=2 H[ϕ′] where
the LT is captured by the effective model

Heff(ϕ) =
vF
4π

∫
dx(∂xϕ)

2 − vF
π
δσz∂xϕ(0) + wσx. (4)

This model is equivalent to the spin-boson model with
an Ohmic bath [28]. The term ∝ δσz describes the in-
teraction between the spin and the bosonic environment
ϕ(x).

Anderson orthogonality catastrophe and LT— One can
apply a similar transformation U ′ = eiσ

zδϕ(0)/π to remove
the interaction ∝ δσz from Eq. (4). Then the tunneling
term ∝ wσ+ + h.c. gets ‘dressed’ by a bath operator
known as a boundary condition changing operator with
scaling dimension xb = 2 (δ/π)

2
[9, 29]. It reflects the or-

thogonality of the many-body ground states of the QPC
for NA = 0, 1. Thus the tunneling w satisfies the RG
equation dw/dl = w(1−xtun−xb) where xtun = 0 is the
bare scaling dimension of w. More generally, we find [28]

dw

dl
=w

(
1−

(
δ

δc

)2
)
,

dδ

dl
= −2δw2, (5)

where δc = π/
√
2 for the DD. For small enough w, we see

that w switches, upon increasing δ, from being relevant
to irrelevant at δ = δc. This critical interaction separates
the strong interaction phase δ > δc in which the coherent
tunneling is suppressed as in the Zeno effect, from the
weak interaction phase δ < δc with coherent tunneling.
Equivalently, there is an energy scale that vanishes at the
quantum phase transition [28, 32] T ∗ ≈ wπ2/4δc(δc−δ).
More generally, also δ flows according to the celebrated
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FIG. 2. (a) NRG results for the entropy versus T for var-
ious w and for δ = 1.03δc. For w > wc the entropy drops
to zero at low temperatures, but for w < wc it remains ln 2
down to T = 0 as exemplified by the sudden change in the
entropy at T = 0 at w = wc, depicted in the inset. (b)
Crossover temperature T ∗ for various δ as a function of w.
The blue thick line corresponds to the parameter δ = 1.03δc
of (a), with the 4 colored markers denoting the crossover tem-
peratures for the 4 different curves in (a). Inset: T ∗/D0 as
a function of D0/(w − wc), demonstrating the dependence

T ∗ ∝ exp(−const× (w−wc)
−1/2), from which we extract wc.

.

KT flow diagram in Fig. 1(b). For δ > δc we deduce
a LT as function of w, see Fig. 1(d). We now apply
numerical renormalization group (NRG) calculations to
demonstrate these signatures more quantitatively.

NRG results— The spinless DD is described by

HDD = −µ(a†a+b†b)+∆(a†a−b†b)−w(a†b+h.c.)+Ua†ab†b,
(6)

where µ and ∆ denote, respectively, the DD chemical
potential and asymmetry. As finite asymmetry smears
the LT [28], we focus here on the symmetric case ∆ = 0.
Here a(b) annihilates an electron in QD A(B), N̂A = a†a
and we define the DD occupancy N ≡ ⟨a†a + b†b⟩. µ
is used to continuously switch from the empty regime
N = 0 to the singly occupied regime N = 1. We assume
U → +∞ to exclude double occupancy. We ignore real
spin, assuming that a particular electron spin is being

trapped in the DD.

Our NRG calculations solve a fermionic lattice model
corresponding to Eq. (1), which is also equivalent at low
energy to the effective Hamiltonian Eq. (4) and hence
reproduces its critical properties. It consists [28] of a
fermionic semi-infinite tight binding chain interacting
near the origin with the DD. The interaction term is se-
lected [28] to yield the desired NA-dependent phase shift
δ. We compute the entropy, the total charge of the DD,
and the many-body energy levels.

Fig. 2(a) shows the entropy S(T ) in the singly occu-
pied regime. We consider the interesting case with δ > δc.
For w > wc, S(T ) displays a drop by ln 2 below a char-
acteristic energy scale T ∗ (defined as S(T ∗) = 1

2 ln 2).
As displayed in Fig. 2(b) by the thick blue curve, upon
decreasing w, T ∗ decreases and eventually vanishes at
w = wc(δ). The precise form of the vanishing of T ∗ is
shown in the inset, demonstrating the scaling behavior
expected near the KT transition. The resulting phase
diagram in Fig. 2(b), which is plotted for few values of
δ, has the structure of Fig. 1(c) for δ < δc and Fig. 1(d)
for δ > δc. In particular, for δ < δc, T

∗ only vanished at
w = 0. Thus the LT features a discontinuous change of
entropy at T → 0 as a function of w, see inset of Fig. 2(a).

Entropy from Maxwell relations— Experimentally,
changes in the entropy upon varying the DD chemical
potential µ : µ1 → µ2 are accessible via the Maxwell
relation [20–22, 33, 34]

∆Sµ1→µ2
=

∫ µ2

µ1

dN(µ)

dT
dµ. (7)

Namely, by using the QPC as a charge detector, one mea-
sures the differential charging curve dN/dT upon varying
µ from the empty to the singly occupied regime. Since
the entropy vanishes in the empty-DD regime, we obtain
the entropy of the spin-boson model described by the
singly occupied regime from this integral.

Fig. 3 displays dN/dT as calculated from NRG (top
panel) and the entropy change S(µ2) as obtained by in-
tegration from µ1 = −∞ to µ2 (lower panel), for two
different values of w, as shown in the inset of Fig. 3, at
a fixed temperature. In the absence of the QPC, the
ground state of the DD is unique (e.g. the symmetric
state), and thus the entropy increases as a function of
µ, from zero, in the empty-DD regime, to ln 2, when the
empty and singly occupied states are degenerate and then
decrease back to zero in the singly occupied regime. This
is observed when w > wc (blue curves). However, once
w becomes smaller than wc (or δ becomes larger than
δc for this value of w), the behavior changes abruptly.
Now, due to the loss of coherence between the two QDs,
the two singly occupied states |N = 1, NA = 0, 1⟩ are de-
generate, resulting in the increase of the entropy to ln 3
before dropping to ln 2 for the singly occupied state.

Conductance jump— For a 2D superfluid, the
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FIG. 3. (a) dN/dT for {w1/D0, w2/D0} = {0.03, 0.17} as
function of the DD chemical potential for T/D0 = 7.5×10−9.
Red (blue) lines describe the decoherence (coherence) phase,
corresponding to the green (magenta) region as depicted in
the inset. (b) Entropy S(µ2) obtained by integrating dN/dT ,
see Eq. (7). We shifted the µ axis such that peaks occur at
the origin. The blue curves for w > wc agree with the entropy
of a decoupled DD, while for w < wc the system is driven to
the incoherent phase. As a comparison, the black diamonds
show the entropy obtained directly from NRG.

Kosterlitz-Thouless RG equations result in a universal
jump in the superfluid density [35]. What is then the
corresponding discontinuous quantity in our system?

The DD creates a different single-particle scattering
potential on the QPC for each value of NA. We can use
the Landauer formula, which gives the conductance at
T = 0

GNA
=

2e2

h

∑

n

cos2(δ
(e,n)
NA

− δ
(o,n)
NA

). (8)

So a discontinuity in δ yields a discontinuity in GNA
. To

be concrete, consider the model

HQPC = − ℏ2

2m
(∂2x+∂

2
y)+

mω2y2

2
−ℏω

2
+
V0|0⟩⟨0|+ V1|1⟩⟨1|

cosh2(x/a)
.

(9)
The Fermi momentum kF,n of the n−th transverse
mode satisfies EF = ℏ2k2F,n/2m + nℏω with n =
0, 1, . . . , ⌊EF /ω⌋. We let V0 = Vg and V1 = Vg + ∆V ,
with fixed ∆V characterizing the electrostatic interac-
tion and a parameter Vg tunable using a gate voltage.

𝛿𝑐
(𝑤=0.1)

𝛿𝑐
(𝑤=0.001)

(𝑎)

(𝑏)

(𝑐)

FIG. 4. (a) Phase shift δ for various electrostatic couplings
∆V , versus a gate voltage controlling the potential barrier
(EF /ω = 4.3 and ℏ2/(2ma2)/EF = 100). Dashed horizontal

lines denote δ
(w)
c for two values of w. (b) Renormalized phase

shift δeff for ∆V/EF = 0.1125 and w/D0 = 0.001 (red) or

w/D0 = 0.1 (blue). Whenever δ crosses δ
(w)
c there is a discon-

tinuous jump in δeff . (c) Corresponding conductance jumps.

For each mode, one can analytically compute [36] the
even and odd phase shifts, and thus obtain δ. In Fig. 4(a)
we plot the calculated δ versus Vg for a constant ∆V for
selected parameters corresponding to 5 transverse modes.
Then δ displays peaks approximately when a transverse

mode becomes reflecting. δ
(w)
c is marked by dashed lines

for two values of w. In each case, we can see regions

where δ > δ
(w)
c are achieved for large enough ∆V .

From Fig. 1(b), one can see that upon increasing δ, as
obtained by continuously varying Vg, when the condition

δ > δ
(w)
c is met, the effective interaction δ(ℓ→ ∞) ≡ δeff

suddenly jumps from 0 to δc = π/
√
2. In Fig. 4(b) we plot

δeff as extracted from the NRG finite-size spectrum [28],
indeed demonstrating these sharp jumps.

For either the coherence or decoherence fixed points
with δ → 0 or w → 0, respectively, one can recombine
the two terms H = Heff(ϕ) +

∑imax

i=2 H[ϕ′] by replacing
δ → δeff . Returning to the original basis {ϕi}, one can
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read off the even and odd phase shifts in each channel,

(
δ
(i)
0,1

)
eff

= δ̄i ± δi
δeff
δ
. (10)

Substituting Eq. (10) in the expression (8) for the con-
ductance, we see that when δeff changes discontinuously
across the LT, so do both G0 and G1. In Fig. 4(c) we
plot the average conductance Ḡ = (G0+G1)/2 at T = 0.
We see that it displays discontinuities precisely when the
LT is crossed for each value of w (in Ref. 28 we show
that a similar discontinuity can occur for a fixed Vg as
a function of w). Thus, the LT of the KT type can be
inferred from the conductance itself.

Summary— Recent experiments demonstrated the
ability to measure entropy changes in mesoscopic sys-
tems by coupling them to charge detectors. Here, we
demonstrate that even at thermal equilibrium the charge
detector may strongly affect the system and drive an
environment-induced localization transition. The result-
ing entropy change describes the process of a quantum
measurement of a state as it is being measured by an envi-
ronment. Relating this entropy change due to measure-
ment of a subsystem to entanglement entropy between
the two subsystems is left for future work [37–39].
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This supplementary material includes (i) details on our numerical renormalization group (NRG) calculations, (ii)
NRG results on the double-dot (DD) and the resonant level model (RLM), (iii) an analysis of the asymmetry in the
DD model together with asymmetry in the QPC, and (iv) few details on our effective field theory.

DETAILS ON OUR NRG CALCULATIONS

In this section, we detail our NRG analysis. We start with a semi-infinite tight-binding model with a local potential

that depends on NA, the number of electrons on QD A. The Hamiltonian is H = H
(f)
QPC +Hsys, where the system’s

Hamiltonian Hsys is specified below, and the QPC is described by

H
(f)
QPC = −t′

∞∑

i=1

(f†i fi+1 + h.c.)−
imax∑

i=1

vi(f
†
i fi −

1

2
)(N̂A − 1

2
), (S1)

see Fig. S1.

For each value of NA = 0, 1, H
(f)
QPC describes a non-interacting scattering problem. Incoming waves pick up from

the potential a scattering phase shift which depends on NA. While the QPC in Fig. 1 in the main text contains source
and drain leads, allowing to define its conductance, the only important parameter is the total phase shift difference
over all parity quantum numbers, transverse modes and spin. Thus Eq. (S1) is an economic model taking into account
only a single mode (and no even/odd parity quantum numbers).

By fixing NA, one can solve analytically for the phase shift, as follows. In our tight-binding model, the phase
shift switches sign as NA = 1 → 0, hence δ = |δNA=1|. Solving the Schrödinger equation, using the asymptotic
wavefunction ψj ∝ sin(kj + δ(k)), we find

δ(k) = tan−1 2α cos k sin 2k − 1
2 sin 2k + α sin k

2α2 − (2α cos k cos 2k − 1
2 cos 2k + α cos k)

, (S2)

where we have set v1 = v2 = V , and α = t′/V . δ varies on an energy scale set by the bandwidth t′, thus δ can be
approximated by a constant for T ≪ t′. For the half filled chain, we use δ = δ(kF = π/2) = tan−1 2α

4α2−1 . The phase
shift δ is the dimensionless coupling constant of the problem. Given this analytic relation between δ and {vi}, we
plot various quantities (like entropy) as function of δ, and not {vi}.
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𝑣2, 𝑣1
𝑤𝑡′

RLMQPC

(c)

FIG. S1: Schematics of the tight-binding chain used in our NRG simulations for our (a) DD model, (b) RLM, and (c) off-
diagonal scattering model. Dashed lines denote interactions and solid lines denote hopping amplitudes.
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Unless specified otherwise we used an interaction range imax = 2, v1 = v2 = V , the bandwidth of QPC is fixed to
unity, t′ = 1 (thus all other energies are measured in this unit). The NRG discretization parameter is fixed to Λ = 2
and we keep 800 states per iteration. The entropy calculated from NRG is often referred to as the impurity entropy

Simp, being the difference between the entropy of the full system H
(f)
QPC +Hsys and the one without the “impurity”,

namely H
(f)
QPC .

δeff FROM NRG

w = 0.0001 w = 0.2

ẼNRG/C LEfp/(2π) ẼNRG/C LEfp/(2π)

state 1 0 0 0 0

state 2 0 0 0.5 0.5

state 3 0.2364 δeff
π

− 1
2
= 0.2364 0.5 0.5

state 4 0.2364 δeff
π

− 1
2
= 0.2364 1 1

state 5 0.7636 3
2
− δeff

π
= 0.7636 1.507 1.5

state 6 0.7636 3
2
− δeff

π
= 0.7636 1.507 1.5

state 7 1 1 2.007 2

state 8 1 1 2.007 2

state 9 1.2278 δeff
π

+ 1 = 1.2364 2.007 2

state 10 1.2278 δeff
π

+ 1 = 1.2364 2.007 2

TABLE I: Comparison of the NRG finite size spectrum and the fixed point spectrum Eq. (S3). We fix δ = 1.03δc and find
C = 1.31. For w = 0.0001, the system flows to the decoherence fixed point, with doubly degenerate spectrum. We find
δeff = 0.7364. For w = 0.2, the system flows to the coherence fixed point, with δeff = 0.

We extract δeff (see Fig. 4 in the main text) from the NRG finite size spectrum. The underlying principle is that
the NRG fixed point is a boundary conformal field theory, whose energy spectrum is given by

Hfp =
2π

L

∑

q∈Z or Z+ 1
2

(q − δeff
π

)c†qcq, (S3)

for a system of size L. Here q takes integer (half-integer) values for even (odd) L, see Refs. [1, 2]. So by fitting the
NRG fixed point spectrum with Eq. (S3),

lim
N→∞

H̃N = C
L

2π
Hfp, (S4)

we can extract δeff . Here H̃N is the rescaled Hamiltonian in NRG, C is a Λ-dependent constant to be determined
numerically, with Λ = 2 in our NRG calculation. In Table I, we list 10 lowest eigenstates of the NRG fixed point
spectrum, and the corresponding fitting based on the boundary conformal field theory Eq. (S3), for w = 0.0001 < wc

and w = 0.2 > wc, separately. We see for w = 0.0001 < wc that the spectrum is doubly degenerate, reflecting the
localization of the electron in the DD.

NRG RESULTS FOR THE DD AND RLM MODELS

In the main text, we studied a DD coupled to a QPC. However, the LT happens more generally. In this section,
we exemplify this for the RLM coupled to a QPC.

Generally, the system’s Hamiltonian Hsys contains two subsystems A and B connected by a tunneling term Htun =

H
(+)
tun + H

(−)
tun where H

(+)
tun(H

(−)
tun) increases (decreases) NA by one. We consider only two possible charge states for

subsystem A, NA = 0, 1, represented by a Pauli matrix σz = ±1.
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(𝑎) (𝑏)

(𝑑)(𝑐)

𝛿1 𝛿2 𝛿3 𝛿4

𝑙𝑛3

𝑙𝑛2

𝑆/𝑙𝑛2

FIG. S2: DD results. (a) Impurity entropy as a function of normalized temperature T/w and normalized phase shift δ/δc.
We use w/D0 = 0.001. (b) The crossover scale T ∗ follows the scaling form of Eq. (S6) with δc = π/

√
2. (c,d) Same as Fig. 3

in the main text, but for the specified values of δ1, . . . , δ4 in (a).

Let us assume that for the isolated system, the tunneling w has a bare scaling dimension xtun. This means that
the tunneling amplitude satisfies the RG equation dw/dℓ = w(1−xtun). Coupling the system to the QPC via Heff(ϕ)
in the main text, the RG equation becomes

dw

dℓ
= w(1− xtun − xb), xb = 2(δ/π)2. (S5)

We denote the RG energy scale by D and the bare scale by D0 = t′ as set by the bandwidth of the QPC, such that

ℓ = log(D0/D). Then the RG equation is solved by w(D) = w(D0)
(
D0

D

)1−xtun−x
. Assuming that the bare coupling

w(D0) ≡ w is small, setting w(T ∗) = 1, leads to the energy scale

T ∗ = D0w
1

1−xtun−x ≈ D0w
π2

4δc(δc−δ) , (S6)

which vanishes at the LT. In the second equality, we expanded 1− xtun − x to first order in δ near δc.

Double dot model

The DD model has a Hamiltonian Hsys = HDD = −µ(a†a + b†b) + ∆(a†a − b†b) − w(a†b + h.c.) + Ua†ab†b,
reproduced from the main text for clarity. For zero asymmetry ∆ = 0, the two charge states are degenerate. The
tunneling operator ∝ w that connects them has scaling dimension xtun = 0, see Table II. From the RG equation
Eq. (S5) the LT dw/dℓ = 0 occurs at δc = π/

√
2, see Table II.

We display in Fig. S2(a) the entropy versus temperature and δ; the scaling of T ∗ is shown in Fig. S2(b). Figs. S2(c-d)
are similar to Figs. 3 in the main text, but for the specified values of δ.
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Resonant level model

Now we consider a RLM Hsys = HRLM , given by the Hamiltonian

HRLM = ϵaa
†a− t

∞∑

i=1

(c†i ci+1 + h.c.) + w(a†c1 + h.c), (S7)

with N̂A = a†a, i.e. instead of a second dot in the DD system, dot A is now coupled to a second quantum wire,
described by a non-interacting tight-binding model, see Fig. S1(b). When ϵa = 0 the two states with NA = 0, 1 are
degenerate. The main difference compared to the DD case is that the tunneling operator w includes a lead operator
c1 which has scaling dimension xtun = 1/2, see Table II. Then the transition occurs when δ = π/2 < π/

√
2, namely

a weaker interaction with the QPC is needed to drive the LT, see Table II. In our NRG calculation, we assume the
bandwidth of the lead is also fixed to unity, t = D0 = 1.

Our NRG results for the RLM model are summarized in Fig. S3. Fig. S3(a) shows the entropy versus temperature
and interaction strength δ. At δ = 0, the entropy S(T ) displays a drop by ln 2 as T is reduced below Γ = w2/t in
accordance with the behavior of a decoupled RLM. The ln 2 entropy at T ≫ Γ represents the two possible occupations
of the level. At low temperature, T ≪ Γ the level is hybridized with the lead and this entropy is quenched. As δ

increases, we observe a decreasing energy scale which eventually vanishes at δ = δc according to T ∗ ∼ w
const
δc−δ , see

Fig. S3(b).
The ln 2 entropy for T ≫ Γ is quenched upon shifting the level away from resonance, as seen in Fig. S3(d). The peak

is suppressed at T ≪ Γ. However, as seen in Figs. S3(d), for δ > δc, in the localized phase, all curves corresponding
to vastly different temperatures collapse to the same curve because the tunneling term Γ is effectively absent.

TABLE II: xtun and δc for the double dot and resonant level models.

xtun δc

DD 0 π/
√
2

RLM 1/2 π/2

Conductance jump tuned by w

In the main text, we illustrated the conductance jump observed upon crossing the LT as a function of δ. Here, we
demonstrate that the LT in the conductance can also be seen as a function of w.

In the inset of Fig. S4(a) we plot the conductance Eq. (9) in the main text versus V , the coefficient of the

1/ cosh2(x/a) potential, for EF

ℏω = 4.3 corresponding to 5 spinful transverse modes, and ℏ2/(2ma2)
EF

= 100.
Now we let V depend on NA = 0, 1, V = VNA

, select a value V0/EF = 0.4, and plot in Fig. S4(a) both the calculated
δ and G as function of V1. We then select V1 such that δ > δc (vertical dashed line).

As explained above, we compute δeff from NRG. Fig. S4(b) depicts δeff , which is zero for w > wc(T ), while for
w < wc(T ) δeff is finite, and coincides with the bare δ (of Fig. S4(a)) for w → 0. The jump of δeff at w = wc yields δc.

Importantly, the QPC acts as a charge sensor due to the dependence of the phase shifts on NA = 0, 1. However,
for w > wc, δ → 0, we have G0 = G1 and the visibility of the charge detector vanishes. For w < wc we see from the
flow diagram Fig. 1(a) of the main text that w → 0, meaning that the conductance is either given by G0 or G1, for
the two values of NA which no longer fluctuates.

While G0 and G1 can be measured independently from the telegraphic noise as an electron hops into and out of
QD A [3], we consider the average conductance Ḡ = (G0 + G1)/2. As seen in Fig. S4(b), the universal jump in δeff
results in a non-universal jump in Ḡ which depends on all the phase shifts. But, its location at w = wc is indicative
of the LT.
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(𝑐) (𝑑)

(𝑏)(𝑎) 𝑆/𝑙𝑛2

FIG. S3: NRG results for the resonant level model. In panel (a), we display the impurity entropy in units of ln 2 as a function of
normalized temperature T/Γ and normalized phase shift δ/δc. Notice the similarity between panel (a) and the phase diagram
for the DD. In panel (b), we show that T ∗ follows Eq. (S6) with δc = π/2. In panels (c) and (d) we show the dependence of
Simp on the level position ϵa. In panel (c), there is no interaction with the QPC, δ = 0 and in panel (d) we are in the strong
interaction regime, δ = π

2
× 1.2 > δc = π

2
. The fact that in panel (d) all curves collapse is a manifestation of the LT.

𝛿𝑐
𝛿𝑐

FIG. S4: (a) Inset: conductance G versus V for the QPC model Eq. (10) of the main text for EF
ℏω = 4.3 corresponding to 5

transverse modes, and ℏ2/(2ma2)
EF

= 100. Main panel: one conductance step, and δ for fixed V0 as function of V1. We mark δc
by a blue dot and select V1 as in the corresponding vertical dashed line. (b) Effective interaction δeff and average conductance
Ḡ as function of w. δeff displays a universal jump of π/

√
2 at wc.

EFFECTS OF ASYMMETRY ∆ ON THE DD

Here we explore the effects of asymmetry ∆ in the DD model. For finite ∆ the DD coupled to a QPC maps to
the spin-boson model with an additional longitudinal magnetic field ∆σz breaking the degeneracy between the two
eigenstates of σz. Hence the LT does not exist as a quantum phase transition.

We perform NRG calculations with ∆ = 10−5w. In Fig. S5 we show the entropy of the system. All other parameters
remain the same as for the ∆ = 0 case in Fig. S2(a). We see that no finite entropy phase survives below the temperature
T = ∆ (dashed horizontal line in Fig. S5(a)). Physically, below this temperature, the electron stays in the quantum
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(𝑎) (𝑏)

FIG. S5: Results for DD with finite asymmetry ∆ = 10−5w. In panel (a), we show the phase diagram as a function of
temperature T/w and phase shift

√
2δ/π. In panel (b), we show how S depends on

√
2δ/π at various temperatures close to the

asymmetry ∆ (red cut in panel (a)).

dot with lower energy and is no longer affected by the QPC.
Interesting features emerge if we zoom in on the regime T ∼ ∆ ∼ T ∗, where 3 different energy scales compete.

In Fig. S5(b) we plot the entropy as a function of δ at various temperatures T around ∆. We observe a small peak
developing as we decrease temperature. The entropy then saturates to a finite value at large δ.

The plateau developed at large δ can be explained simply by setting w = 0 in the DD Hamiltonian, yielding an
asymmetric two-level system. However, the peak cannot be explained within a decoupled two-level system model.

In this section, we extend our analysis to the case in which not only the scattering phase shifts but also the basis
of scattering states depends on N̂A. We will demonstrate that this model also undergoes a LT.

Specifically we consider the Hamiltonian H = HDD +H
(f)
QPC , where

H
(f)
QPC = −t′∑0

i=−∞(f†i fi+1 + h.c.)− t′
∑∞

i=1(f
†
i fi+1 + h.c.) + tLR(f

†
0f1 + f†1f0)

+V0(f
†
−1f−1 + f†0f0 + f†1f1 + f†2f2) + VLN̂A(f

†
−1f−1 + f†0f0) + VRN̂A(f

†
1f1 + f†2f2), (S8)

see Fig. S1(c). This describes two semi-infinite chains connected by hopping amplitude tLR, with a background
scattering potential V0, and a pair of N̂A-dependent potentials VL and VR. If VL = VR, the scattering matrix is
diagonal in the even/odd basis, fe/o ∝ fi ± f1−i, regardless of the value of N̂A. In this case, only the scattering phase

shift changes due to electron hopping in or out of QD A. On the contrary, if VL ̸= VR, only when N̂A = 0, H
(f)
QPC is

parity symmetric, but when N̂A = 1, H
(f)
QPC is not parity symmetric and the basis in which the scattering matrix is

diagonal is not the even/odd basis. In this case, we cannot write down an effective Hamiltonian as simple as Eq. (4)
in the main text.

We perform NRG calculations on H, with the following parameters: t′ = D0 = 1.0, tLR = 0.2, V0 = −0.5 and NRG
discretization parameter Λ = 2.0. We keep 400 states at each iteration. Notice that the two QDs are not a priori
symmetric: the asymmetry ∆ needs to be fine-tuned such that ⟨N̂A⟩ = 1

2 . In Fig. S6 , we show how the crossover
temperature T ∗ depends on ∆, in both symmetric (VL = VR = V ) and asymmetric (VL = V/2, VR = 2V ) case. We
find that T ∗ first decreases, and then increases, reaching a minimum at a value of ∆ denoted as ∆0, which corresponds
effectively to a symmetric DD.

Notice that when the scattering basis changes, the Anderson orthogonality catastrophe is not fully captured by the
change of scattering phase shifts. Nevertheless, we calculate the ground state overlap

⟨GS(N̂A = 0)|GS(N̂A = 1)⟩ ∼ L−xb (S9)

numerically, to extract the scaling dimension xb of the boundary condition changing operator. In Eq. (S9) |GS(N̂A =

0(1)⟩ denotes the ground state of H
(f)
QPC with NA = 0(1). L denotes the lattice size. At the critical value of V ,

Vc, we have xb(Vc) = 1 by definition. Based on the numerical value of Vc, we find the crossover temperature at the
symmetric point, T ∗

0 ≡ T ∗(∆0), decreases with V exponentially, T ∗
0 ∼ exp(−const/(Vc − V )), as shown in the insets.

This confirms that Vc is a quantum critical point.
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FIG. S6: Crossover temperature as a function of DD asymmetry for the model in Eq. (S8).

EFFECTIVE THEORY

In the following, we discuss various results associated with our effective theory,

Heff(ϕ) = wσx − vF δ

π
σz∂xϕ(0) +

vF
4π

∫
dx(∂xϕ)

2. (S10)

The QPC bath is ohmic: Using imaginary time path integral, we can integrate out the boson field ϕ. Then we
obtain a new term in the effective action, given by

δS ∝
∫
dτdτ ′

σz(τ)σz(τ ′)
|τ − τ ′|2 , (S11)

where τ denotes the imaginary time, and the kernel 1/|τ − τ ′|2 is set by the propagator of the operator coupled to σz,
i.e., ∂xϕ(0). The same effective action describes the spin-boson model with Ohmic bath, see Ch. 3 of Ref. 4. Similar
arguments can be drawn for the RLM with a capacitively coupled QPC.

Derivation of the RG equation for δ: Here, we apply the operator product expansion (OPE) method to derive
the second equality in Eq. (6) in the main text. In the following, we set vF = 1 for convenience. First, applying the

unitary transformation U ′ = eiσ
z δ

πϕ(0) to the effective Hamiltonian Heff(ϕ), we have

UHeff(ϕ)U
† = w(σ+ei

2δ
π ϕ(0) + σ−e−i 2δ

π ϕ(0)) +
1

4π

∫
dx(∂xϕ)

2. (S12)

From the OPE of two vertex operators, [5]

eiλϕ(z)e−iλϕ(z′) =
1

(z − z′)λ2 +
λi∂z′ϕ(z′)

(z − z′)λ2−1
+ · · · , (S13)

we find that the OPE between σ+ei
2δ
π ϕ(0) and σ−e−i 2δ

π ϕ(0) gives us a term σz∂xϕ(0) with OPE coefficient 2δ
π . Applying

U ′ again, this transforms back to the σ+ei
2δ
π ϕ(0) term. Following Ref. [6], we find that δ obeys

δ → δ − 2w2δdl (S14)

under scaling transformation a→ a(1 + dl), where a denotes the UV cutoff. This yields the desired result.
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