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Charge detection offers a powerful probe of mesoscopic structures based on quantum dots, but it
also invariably results in measurement back-action (MBA). If strong, MBA can be detrimental to
the physical properties being probed. In this work, we focus on the effects of MBA on an Anderson
impurity model in which the impurity is coupled electrostatically to a detector. Introducing a
novel non-perturbative method, we explore the interplay of coherent dynamics, strong correlations
and non-equilibrium conditions. The effects of MBA can be seen most clearly in the temperature
derivative of occupation. In the non-equilibrium case, we identify this as arising due to an energy
flow from the detector to the impurity.

Introduction. Charge measurement is a valuable ex-
perimental probe in mesoscopic systems. The standard
technique [1] involves a nearby detector, usually a quan-
tum point contact or a quantum dot, the current through
which is sensitive to the charge of the system due to
electrostatic interactions. Such charge detectors have
been widely used to study a variety of physical phenom-
ena such as Coulomb blockade [1], dephasing in electron
interference [2], double-quantum-dot qubits [3, 4], full
counting statistics [5], charge Kondo screening [6] and
non-equilibrium thermodynamics [7–10]. A recent addi-
tion to the above list is the measurement of thermody-
namic entropy using a Maxwell relation (MR) [11–13],
which has several promising applications [14–23].

While such charge measurements may often be con-
sidered as “noninvasive” [1], it has now been established
that there are circumstances where the detector may have
significant effects on the mesoscopic system via measure-
ment back-action (MBA)[2, 24–35]. The charge detector
continuously measures the system and tends to suppress
its unitary dynamics [34, 36–38], as in the quantum Zeno
effect [39–41]. In addition, a voltage-biased detector can
also serve as an energy bath, leading to detector-assisted
dynamics [29–33].

The presence of the detector leads to a competition be-
tween strong correlations developing in the system itself
(the Kondo effect in the example treated below), and the
correlations and entanglement between the system and
the detector, manifested, e.g., in the Anderson overlap
catastrophe [24, 42]. Here we look in detail at a simple ex-
ample, a quantum dot (QD) coupled to a lead, and study
how MBA due to the charge detector modifies its ther-
modynamic observables. We focus on the average charge
of the QD, N , and its temperature derivative, dN/dT .
The latter has escaped attention in previous MBA stud-
ies but encodes important thermodynamic information of
the system. We show that dN/dT is particularly sensitive
to MBA. This makes it a robust marker for experimental
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FIG. 1: (a) Schematic of an Anderson impurity model elec-
trostatically coupled to a quantum dot detector (QDD). (b)
For Γ → 0, we calculate the exact QD propagator including
the interaction with the QDD (wiggly line), and then use it
to carry out an hybridization expansion in Γ by the D-NCA
method discussed in the main text.

investigation of back-action effects.

This problem serves as a paradigmatic example of the
rich interplay between strong correlations, coherent dy-
namics, and out-of-equilibrium physics, which cannot at
present be treated exactly using analytical or numerical
methods. Our treatment of the MBA is non-perturbative
in both the QD-lead tunneling and the system-detector
interaction. The latter is necessary to capture the many-
body effect of the Anderson orthogonality catastrophe.
In contrast, previous MBA treatments are perturbative
in the system-detector interaction. This includes the phe-
nomenological P (E) theory [43–45], which describes how
fluctuations in the electric field due to the current noise
in the detector [46, 47] lead to a dephasing effect in the
measured QD.

Model. We consider a QD emulating an Anderson im-
purity, capacitively coupled to a detector as shown in
Fig. 1(a). For concreteness, we take the detector to be a
quantum-dot detector (QDD); with an eye to future ex-
perimental tests, this choice has the advantage that the
strength of the MBA due to a QDD can readily be tuned
by changing the QDD energy level and its coupling to the
detector leads [35]. However, the treatment in this paper
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will be formulated in terms of universal MBA parameters
that are not specific to the type of detector.

The Hamiltonian is made up of parts representing the
system, the detector, and the interaction between them,
H = Hsys +Hdet +Hint. The system is described by

Hsys =
∑

σ

ϵdd
†
σdσ + Ud†↑d↑d

†
↓d↓

+
∑

kσ

ϵkc
†
kσckσ +

∑

kσ

(
γkc

†
kσdσ +H.c.

)
.

(1)

Here, d†σ (c†kσ) creates an electron in the single-level QD
(lead) with spin σ and energy ϵd (ϵk). For later conve-
nience, the density of states (DoS) of the lead is taken
to be a Lorentzian of width D, so the line width (hy-
bridization) of the QD is ∆(ω) = 2π

∑
k |γk|2δ(ω− ϵk) =

Γ D2

ω2+D2 . We assume ϵd,Γ, T ≪ D so that band-edge
effects are negligible. The average charge in the QD is
N =

∑
σ⟨d†σdσ⟩. The onsite interaction U is taken to be

infinite such that double occupancy is prohibited.
The detector consists of a quantum dot tunnel-coupled

to two leads at bias voltage ±V/2, and described by

Hdet =
m∑

i=1

ϵqq
†
i qi+

∑

ikµ

[
ϵkφ

†
kiµφkiµ + vµ(φ

†
kiµqi +H.c.)

]
.

(2)

Here, q†i (φ†
kiµ) creates an electron in the detector dot

(lead µ = L,R) with energy ϵq (ϵk) and i denotes addi-
tional conserved degrees of freedom, which can include
spin and other channels; for simplicity, we treat it as a
degeneracy factor with m flavors. The width of the de-
tector QD level due to tunneling is Γq = 2πνq(v

2
L + v2R)

where vµ represents the tunneling strength and νq is the
DoS of the detector leads. The interaction strength be-
tween the system and detector is parameterized by λ, and
given by

Hint = λ
m∑

i=1

(
q†i qi −

1

2

)(∑

σ

d†σdσ − 1

2

)
. (3)

The QDD model ignores intra-detector-dot interactions
to elucidate the MBA effects in a simple and universal
manner. A treatment of MBA effects due to an interact-
ing detector will be considered in a future work.

Key results. Our main result is a condition for the
regime in which MBA on thermodynamic quantities can
be neglected, and the identification of MBA effects that
occur away from this regime. The strength of MBA is
parameterized by two quantities:

• α: a dimensionless exponent that characterizes the
strength of the Anderson orthogonality catastro-
phe. It is given by α = m(δ/π)2, in terms of
the change in the detector scattering phase shift,

δ = arctan
(

ϵq+λ/2
Γq

)
− arctan

(
ϵq−λ/2

Γq

)
, due to an

electron tunneling in/out of the QD [35].

ϵd = − 2Γ
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FIG. 2: Back action effects due to an unbiased detector.
(a) At large Γ/T , the broad peak of the spectral function of
the QD level shifts and narrows with increasing α. (b) For
any given Γ, the width of the charge transition narrows with
increasing α, similar to the effect of reducing Γ. (c) The peak
of dN/dT as a function ofN shifts left with increasing α, again
similar to the effect of reducing Γ. But the dN/dT peak due
to increased α shows an additional broadening compared to
that due to a reduced Γ. The different dN/dT curves here are
rescaled to same height for easy comparison. (d) The effect
of α on entropy change obtained using the Maxwell relation,
for the same set of parameters as in (b). The curves in (b)
and (d) are shifted such that ϵd = 0 corresponds to N = 1/2.

• Γφ: a dephasing rate that captures the inelastic
effects of MBA due to voltage bias in the detector.
It was introduced previously [24, 26] in the context
of dephasing of Aharonov-Bohm oscillations and is
reproduced in Eq. (6).

As we demonstrate below, MBA on thermodynamic ob-
servables is negligible provided that α≪ 1 and Γφ ≪ T .
At equilibrium (V = 0), MBA is governed only by α,
which reduces the width of the charging curve and mod-
ifies the lineshape of dN/dT .
Most of our calculations apply to the non-equilibrium

case, (V ̸= 0), for which we develop a new non-
perturbative approach to solve the Anderson model cou-
pled to a detector, capturing large electrostatic coupling
to the detector (resulting in a large α) and also hybridiza-
tion (Γ) to the lead. We apply this method to show that
the charging curve broadens due to Γφ, though this ef-
fect is small when Γφ ≪ max(Γ, T ). Then, we confirm
that the Maxwell relation based on dN/dT may be ap-
plied only when Γφ ≪ T . Finally, we use the techniques
developed in this paper to study the heat current that
flows from a biased detector to the system, uncovering
a strong but unexpected dependence of the heat current
on occupation.
Equilibrium MBA effects. Figure 2 highlights MBA

effects at equilibrium. Numerical renormalization group
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methods are applied to calculate how two quantities de-
scribing the Anderson impurity depend on α: the impu-
rity spectral function, ν(ω), and its average occupation,
N =

∫∞
−∞ dωf(ω)ν(ω), where f(ω) is the Fermi func-

tion. At weak tunneling, Γ/T ≪ 1, N is not affected
by α [Fig. 2(b)], even though the spectral function itself
broadens with α (not shown) [48]. At strong tunneling,
Γ/T ≫ 1, ν(ω) has a broad peak centered near ω = ϵd,
and a Kondo peak at ω = 0 [Fig. 2(a)]. The width of the
broad peak is Γ when α = 0; it renormalizes downwards
as α grows [34, 49], signaling an effective reduction of the
tunnel strength, which consequently reduces the width of
the charge transition, N(ϵd), see Fig. 2(b).

It may be difficult to identify the effect of α on N in an
experiment, since Γ is typically extracted from the charge
transition itself. For example, the {Γ/T = 14, α = 0}
curve in Fig. 2(b) (solid blue) is nearly indistinguish-
able from the {20, 0.5} curve (dotted red), which has
higher bare Γ/T but effective tunnel strength reduced by
MBA. As seen in Fig. 2(c), however, these charge transi-
tions can be more easily distinguished by looking at the
temperature-induced modifications to the charge transi-
tion, dN/dT . Although they peak at nearly the same
value of N , the line shape of dN/dT (N) for {20, 0.5}
is significantly wider than for {14, 0}, by an amount
that should be straightforward to distinguish in an ex-
periment. A corollary of the different line shapes of
dN/dT (N) is that the entropy change ∆S obtained by
integration of the Maxwell relation,

∆S(ϵd) =

∫ ∞

ϵd

∂N

∂T
|ϵ′ddϵ

′
d, (4)

is slightly different for {20, 0.5} than for {14, 0}. We
note that the determination of entropy change via the
MR is still valid for large α because the system is in
thermal equilibrium. In fact, MR measures the entropy
change of the combined system plus detector. But for
the regime considered here, Γq ≫ T , the entropy change
of the detector itself is negligible.

Non-equilibrium MBA effects. We now discuss MBA
effects due to a voltage-biased detector. When the QD
is decoupled from its lead, Γ → 0, the dynamics of
the many-body state of the detector is governed by the
Hamiltonian Hn = Hdet +Hint. Here n =

∑
σ d

†
σdσ, the

total charge of the system QD, is conserved and is either
0 or 1. All the MBA information is encapsulated in the
functions

A+/−(t) = Tr
[
ρ0/1e

itH0e−itH1
]
, (5)

where ρn ∝ e−Hn/T denotes the non-equilibrium detector
density matrix in which eV is incorporated as a differ-
ence of the chemical potential of electrons incoming from
source and drain. The resulting functions, A±(t), de-
scribe the effect of a sudden change of the detector Hamil-
tonian that occurs due to a tunnel event into [A+(t)] or

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 3: Back action effects due to a biased detector for weak
tunneling, Γ ≪ T , at the Anderson impurity. (a) Dependence
of the dephasing rate, Γφ, on detector bias. Here the line
width of the QDD is Γq/T = 30. For small α, the weak MBA
regime of Γφ ≪ T is satisified even for V ≫ T . The case
α = 0.3 is considered in panels (b)-(d). (b) Broadening of the
charge transition with detector bias. The curves are shifted
such that ϵd = 0 corresponds to N = 1/2. The black dotted
line shows that the bias broadened curve for even a large
dephasing rate (Γφ/T ≈ 7) fits nicely to a Fermi function,
f(ϵd, Teff ), with a larger effective temperature (Teff/T ≈ 4).
(c) Suppression of dN/dT due to increasing detector bias. (d)
The dependence of the energy current from the detector to the
system QD, on detector bias and average charge of the QD.

out of [A−(t)] the QD. These functions can be computed
exactly at finite V because both Hn=0 and Hn=1 are non-
interacting. At long times they decay in an analytically
tractable way, as [24, 50]

A±(t) ≈
(

πT

iξ sinh(πTt)

)α

e−Γφt, (6)

where ξ = O(Γq) serves as a high-energy cutoff. While α
describes a power-law decay exponent of these functions,
the detector bias induces a dephasing rate, Γφ. We em-
phasize that the pair of parameters α and Γφ in Eq. (6)
gives a universal characterization of MBA in general de-
tectors.
Figure 3(a) illustrates the dependence of Γφ on V and

the other parameters of the QD detector in our model, us-
ing the numerically exact methods for computing A±(t)
and its Fourier transforms A±(ω) reported in our previ-
ous work [35]. We find that Γφ ∝ V for T ≲ V ≲ Γq and
it saturates for V > Γq. Γφ itself increases with α and
vanishes when α→ 0. Importantly, for small α, the weak
MBA regime of Γφ ≪ T is satisfied even for V ≫ T .
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We now discuss the distinct implications of the de-
phasing rate on N and dN/dT in the weak tunneling
case by treating finite Γ within a rate equations ap-
proach [35, 48]. The width of the charge transition grows
with V as soon as Γφ is larger than T [Fig. 3(b)]. In
this way, the presence of strong dephasing, Γφ ≳ T , can
be easily detected in experiments, in the form of bias-
dependent broadening of the charge transition. Because
charge transitions broadened primarily by Γφ are conse-
quently less affected by T , dN/dT is suppressed at high
detector biases [Fig. 3(c)]. This signals that the sys-
tem is out of thermal equilibrium, and the application
of thermodynamic relations is made unreliable by MBA.
Interestingly, even when Γφ ≳ T , the broadened charge
transition curves fit very well to thermal broadening line-
shapes, but with a larger effective temperature Teff > T ,
as shown in Fig. 3(b). As a result, a naive application
of the MR can yield an entropy change that is approxi-
mately correct, albeit with a rescaled temperature Teff(T )
of the QD lead.

Detector non-crossing approximation (D-NCA). To
treat non-equilibrium MBA effects at a stronger tunnel
coupling, we develop an approximate non-perturbative
method in which a hybridization expansion is performed
in the slave-boson framework resorting to the non-
crossing approximation (NCA), with the MBA informa-
tion entering as modified bare (i.e. Γ → 0) QD propaga-
tors, see Fig. 1(b). We now briefly describe this method.
A more detailed description is provided in [48].

In the slave-boson formalism, a different Hilbert space
is considered for the system QD, including a (non-
physical) vacuum |Ω⟩, an empty state created by the
slave-boson operator b†|Ω⟩ = |0⟩, and the singly oc-
cupied states created by the pseudo-fermion operators
f†σ|Ω⟩ = |σ⟩. The original fermion creation operators are
expressed in terms of these new operators as d†σ = f†σb.
The expression of Hsys becomes

HSB
sys =

∑

σ

ϵdf
†
σfσ+

∑

kσ

ϵkn̂kσ+
∑

kσ

γk

(
c†kσb

†fσ +H.c.
)
.

(7)
For λ = 0, the NCA is known to be highly accurate, even
well below the Kondo temperature [51, 52]. Under NCA,
tunneling is treated using a simple Dyson-like diagram-
matic expansion in Γ [53]. Our detector-NCA (D-NCA)
approach generalizes the NCA treatment to λ ̸= 0. A
key difference is that the bare retarded and lesser pseudo-
fermion propagators are modified due to the interaction
with the detector using the A± functions,

Gr
fσ,0(ω) = −iA+,r(ω−ϵd), G<

fσ,0(ω) = iA−(ω−ϵd), (8)

where A+,r(ω) is the Fourier transform of θ(t)A+(t), with
θ(t) denoting the Heaviside step function.

The additional approximation in D-NCA is neglecting
higher order mixed irreducible self-energies with both in-
teraction and tunneling vertices, similar in spirit to NCA.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 4: Back action effects (α = 0.3) due to a biased detector
for the case of strong tunneling, Γ/T = 30. (a) The suppres-
sion of the Kondo peak at ϵd = −2Γ with detector bias. (b)
The bias has a very weak effect on the impurity charge for val-
ues of V/T shown, each of which satisfy Γφ ≪ Γ. The curves
here are shifted such that ϵd = 0 corresponds to N = 1/2.
(c) dN/dT gets suppressed with increasing bias, but only for
N ≳ 1/2. (d) The energy current that flows from the detector
to the system is skewed with the peak occurring at N close
to 1.

The D-NCA approximation scheme becomes close to ex-
act in two regimes: (i) Γ ≪ T together with arbitrary α,
and (ii) α≪ 1 together with arbitrary Γ. The D-NCA is
expected to be a decent approximation for the interme-
diate regimes that are discussed in the paper, but might
fail in the extreme simultaneous regime of both α ≫ 1
and Γ ≫ T .

MBA in the Kondo regime. We now proceed to dis-
cuss the results obtained using D-NCA in the strong tun-
neling regime, see Fig. 4. As in Fig. 2(a), a Kondo peak
appears in ν(ω) for Γ ≫ T . The peak is suppressed
with increasing detector bias, similar to the findings of
Ref. [54], and as observed experimentally in Ref. [27].
The width of the charge transition is only weakly affected
by the bias voltage because it is dominated by tunneling,
Γ ≫ Γφ [Fig. 4(b)]. Of particular interest is the behavior
of dN/dT in Fig. 4(c). At V = 0 the peak in dN/dT
occurs at N > 0.5, consistent with the rightward shift of
the peak in Fig. 2(c). Upon increasing bias, dN/dT is
suppressed, but in an N−dependent manner so the line-
shape is changed. This contrasts with the weak tunneling
case in Fig. 3(c), where dN/dT versus N is rescaled by a
constant factor but does not change shape.

The essential conclusion from this analysis, including
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both the weak and strong tunneling cases, is that the
necessary and sufficient measurement condition to mini-
mize MBA for thermodynamic measurements is to ensure
that Γφ ≪ T . In the case of weak coupling, it is possible
to make meaningful measurements even when Γφ ≳ T
through the use of an effective temperature, but in the
case of strong coupling, even that is not possible.

Energy flow. To gain further insight into the differ-
ence in the nature of the suppression of dN/dT between
weak and strong tunneling regimes, we calculate the en-
ergy flow from the non-equilibrium detector to the im-
purity QD. As a proxy to this quantity, we note that
away from equilibrium the impurity distribution func-
tion differs from the Fermi function, and the difference
between these is related to heat flow. At equilibrium, the
lesser Green’s function satisfies G<(ω) = 2πiν(ω)f(ω).
We define the non-equilibrium distribution function of
the QD—which determines how the available states are
occupied—as h(ω) ≡ iG<(ω)/(2πν(ω)). The energy cur-
rent from the QD to the lead can be expressed as [48]

Jen = 2Γ

∫ ∞

−∞
dω ω ν(ω)(h(ω)− f(ω)). (9)

The factor of 2 accounts for spin. In the steady state,
the energy flow from the detector to the system’s QD
equals the energy flow from the system’s QD to its lead,
so Eq. (9) also represents the heat flow between detector
and QD.

We present results for heat flow based on D-NCA in
Fig. 3(d) and Fig. 4(d), representing weak and strong
tunneling respectively. The quantity Jen

ΓT that is plotted
represents how far the system is from thermal equilib-
rium. As long as Γφ ≪ T , the system stays close to ther-
mal equilibrium and Jen

ΓT ≪ 1 for all N. When Γφ ≳ T ,
the energy flow as a function of the average QD charge
is qualitatively different for weak and strong tunnel cou-
plings [Fig. 3(d) compared to Fig. 4(d)]. For weak tun-
neling, it peaks at N ∼ 1/2 as might naively be expected
given that charge fluctuations in a weakly-coupled QD
would also be peaked at N = 1/2. In contrast, for strong
tunneling, heat flow is large only close to N = 1.

While we currently do not have a simple picture for
the anomalous N dependence of the energy flow, we note
that this dependence is similar to the corresponding N -
dependent suppression of dN/dT , which is also peaked
at N close to 1. At an intuitive level, this may be under-
stood from the fact that both quantities directly relate
to the extent of deviation of the system from thermal
equilibrium. An experiment probing N -dependent heat
flow directly in the Anderson impurity-detector setup
would be especially insightful in developing a better un-
derstanding of the mechanism.
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In this supplementary material we provide a detailed description of our method, D-NCA, which incorporates the
MBA functions A±(ω) into the standard Green-function based NCA [1]. We consider throughout the model in
Eqs. (1-3) of the main text.

I. EXACT TREATMENT OF MBA AT WEAK TUNNEL STRENGTH

At weak tunnel strength, the functions A±(ω) modify the tunnel rates in and out of the QD. They are given by [2]

Γin(ϵd) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dω A+(ω − ϵd)f(ω), (1)

Γout(ϵd) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dω A−(ω − ϵd)f(−ω). (2)

Physically, the functions A±(ω) gives the probability of the detector to absorb/emit energy ω in the tunneling-in/out
process of the QD.

Let us determine the occupation of the QD in the weak tunneling regime, Γ ≪ T . Let P0, Pσ denote the occupation
probability of the empty, and singly occupied states with spin σ, with

∑
σ Pσ + P0 = 1. These probabilities are

determined by the rate equation in steady state,

dPσ

dt
= P0Γin − PσΓout = 0. (3)

The average occupation, N =
∑

σ Pσ, is then given by

N(ϵd) =
2Γin(ϵd)

2Γin(ϵd) + Γout(ϵd)
. (4)

Let us introduce the exact retarded, lesser and greater Green functions of the d− level in presence of both tunneling
to the lead and interaction with the detector, defined as,

Gr
σ = −iθ(t)⟨{dσ(t), d†σ(0)}⟩,

G>
σ = −i⟨dσ(t)d†σ(0)⟩,

G<
σ = i⟨d†σ(0)dσ(t)⟩, (5)

along with the corresponding Fourier transform Gr,<,>(ω) =
∫∞
−∞ eiωtGr,<,>(t). We also define the spectral function

of the d−level

νσ(ω) = − 1

π
Im (Gr

σ(ω)) . (6)

We define by Gr,>,<
σ,0 the bare Green functions with respect to Γ, which however take into account exactly the

interaction with the detector λ. We find that

G
>/<
σ,0 (ω; ϵd) = ∓iP0/σ(ϵd)A

±(ω − ϵd), (7)

and the spectral function of the d−level can be expressed as [2] νσ,0(ω; ϵd) = 1
2π (P0(ϵd)A

+(ω−ϵd)+Pσ(ϵd)A
−(ω−ϵd)).

These relations can be proven using a Lehmann representation as in Ref. [2]. Let us show this explicitly for the
greater Green function. Let |ψn

i ⟩ denote the eigenbasis ofHn, whereHn is the detector Hamiltonian which incorporates
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λ, depending on the occupation of the QD n = 0, 1. The eigenenergies of these many body states are denoted En
i .

The density matrix of the detector starting at a particular n is described by Pn
i = e−βEn

i /(
∑

j e
−βEn

j ). Then,

G>
σ,0(ω; ϵd) = −i

∫
dteiωt⟨dσ(t)d†σ(0)⟩

= −i
∫
dteiωt

∑

i,j

P0P
0
j |⟨ψ0

j |ψ1
i ⟩|2e−iϵdteiE

0
j te−iE1

i t = −iP0A
+(ω − ϵd), (8)

where we used the Lehmann representation of A+(ω) given in Eq. (A7) in Ref. [2].

A. V = 0

At thermal equilibrium, the A±(ω) correlators are related by the fluctuation-dissipation theorem (FDT),

A−(ω) = e−β(ω+∆(T ))A+(ω), (9)

where ∆(T ) = Fdet(n = 0) − Fdet(n = 1) and Fdet(n) denotes the Free energy of the detector that depends on the
charge state, n, of the system QD. The free energy difference ∆ in general is temperature dependent.

This again follows from the Lehmann representation,

A−(ω) =

∫
dtTrρ1e

itH0e−itH1eiωt

=

∫
dt
∑

i,j

e−βE1
j

Z1
|⟨ψ0

j |ψ1
i ⟩|2eitE

0
j e−itE1

i eiωt

=
∑

i,j

e−βE1
j

Z1
|⟨ψ0

j |ψ1
i ⟩|22πδ(E0

j − E1
i + ω)

= e−βω
∑

i,j

e−βE0
i

Z1
|⟨ψ0

j |ψ1
i ⟩|22πδ(E0

j − E1
i + ω)

= e−βωZ0

Z1

∑

i,j

A+(ω). (10)

Then from Eqs. (1), (2), it follows that Γout(ϵd) = eβ(ϵd−∆(T ))Γin(ϵd) and consequently,

N(ϵd) =
1

1 + 1
2e

β(ϵd−∆(T ))
. (11)

We can also arrive at the above result from the total partition function of the system and detector,

Z = e−βFdet(n=0) + 2e−βϵde−βFdet(n=1). (12)

Eq. (11) immediately follows.
Thus the average occupation in the weak tunneling limit is not affected by MBA at thermal equilibrium other than

an overall shift, which can be referred to as a Hartree shift. The temperature dependence of ∆(T ) would bring in the
entropy change of the detector between n = 0 and n = 1 when the entropy change is calculated using the Maxwell
relation. In the main text, we consider the level width of the QDD to be much greater than temperature, Γq ≫ T ,
and in this case the entropy change of the detector is negligible.

B. V ̸= 0

At equilibrium G<(ω) = −2if(ω)ImGr(ω). This motivates the definition

hσ(ω) ≡ −iG<
σ (ω)/(2πνσ(ω)), (13)
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for the non-equilibrium distribution function. In the weak tunneling case, using the Eq. (7), we get,

hσ(ω) =
1

1 + P0(ϵd)A+(ω−ϵd)
Pσ(ϵd)A−(ω−ϵd)

. (14)

Note that if the FDT is obeyed then hσ(ω) = f(ω). From the long-time analytical expression of these correlators in
the manuscript, we see that the deviation from the FDT happens when Γφ ≳ T .

II. DETECTOR- NON-CROSSING APPROXIMATION (D-NCA)

The details of the D-NCA method are discussed in this section. The main idea is to perform an hybrdization
expansion for the propagators of the d-level, like standard NCA [1], in the slave boson framework, by starting with
bare propagators (Γ = 0) that are modified to include MBA from the detector in an exact manner.

A. Slave boson representation and MBA-modified bare propagators

For the sake of completeness, we review the key definition of the problem in terms of Green functions using the
slave-boson (SB) representation, closely following Ref. [1].The discussion of the MBA modified bare propagators occurs
towards the end of this subsection, in Eq. (31).

Since we take U to be infinite, the Hilbert space of the d-level consists of 3 states: |0⟩, | ↑⟩, | ↓⟩. In the SB
formalism, a different Hilbert space is considered, generated from a nonphysical vacuum |Ω⟩, using a bosonic creation
operator b† → b†|Ω⟩ = |0⟩, and fermionic creation operators, f†σ → f†σ|Ω⟩ = |σ⟩. Additional states such as f†σb†|Ω⟩ are
nonphysical. The original fermionic operators are expressed in terms of these new operators as

dσ = b†fσ, d†σ = f†σb. (15)

One can write the full Hamiltonian of the model given in Eqs. (1-3) of the main text in terms of these new operators,

HSB = HSB
sys +Hdet +HSB

int , (16)

where the system and interaction part of the Hamiltonian become

HSB
sys = ϵd

∑

σ

f†σfσ +
∑

kσ

ϵkn̂kσ +
∑

kσ

(
γkc

†
kσb

†fσ +H.c.
)
, (17)

HSB
int = λ

m∑

i=1

(
q†i qi −

1

2

)(∑

σ

f†σfσ − 1

2

)
. (18)

The advantage of the SB formalism is that HSB does not allow double occupation of the QD, since d†σ|σ̄⟩ = f†σb|σ̄⟩ =
0. Thus it automatically enforces the U → ∞ condition. The new complication that arises in the SB formalism is that
now there is a constraint: the total number of particles, Q = b†b+

∑
σ f

†
σfσ, should be restricted to unity. It is this

subspace which coincides with the original Hilbert space of the d-level. Notice that even though HSB conserves Q, one
still should project to the particular Q = 1 subspace. One solution is to first work in a unconstrained grand-canonical
ensemble of the b and fσ particles with a chemical potential, here denoted by iµ, and finally impose the constraint
Q = 1 by a Fourier transformation with respect to the chemical potential. We define averages in this grand-canonical
ensemble as

⟨O⟩iµ =
1

Ziµ
Tr
[
e−β(HSB+iµQ)TC [SC(−∞,−∞)O]

]
, (19)

where the trace includes summation over different Q sectors. Here TC in a time ordering operator along the Keldysh
contour, C, and

SC(∞,−∞) = e−i
∫
C

dt′ HSB(t′). (20)

These grand-canonical averages can be computed using standard Green function methods.
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We are interested in particular operators of the original fermions whose expectation value vanish in the Q = 0
ensemble, for example O = d†σdσ(t). For such operators, one can relate the desired averages in the Q = 1 subspace to
grand-canonical averages, as follows, see Eq. (25). Since Q is conserved, the grand canonical average and the partition
function can be written as

⟨O⟩iµ =
1

Ziµ

[ ∞∑

q=0

e−iβµqZQ=q⟨O⟩Q=q

]
, (21)

Ziµ =
∞∑

q=0

e−iβµqZQ=q. (22)

Thus, one can write grand-canonical averages as

⟨O⟩iµ =

∑∞
q=0 e

−iβµqZQ=q⟨O⟩Q=q

Z0 + Z1e−iβµ + . . .
. (23)

Consider expanding this expression in powers of e−iβµ and denote the coefficient of e−iqβµ as ⟨O⟩(q)iµ . It is evident
that the coefficient of e−iβµ is

⟨O⟩(1)iµ =
Z1

Z0
⟨O⟩Q=1, (24)

where we used ⟨O⟩Q=0 = 0. Hence,

⟨O⟩Q=1 =
ZQ=0

ZQ=1
⟨O⟩(1)iµ , (25)

The expression for the ratio of partition functions in the RHS of Eq. (25) can be obtained by putting O = Q = 1,
yielding

ZQ=1

ZQ=0
= ⟨b†b⟩(1)iµ +

∑

σ

⟨f†σfσ⟩(1)iµ . (26)

Let us define the following projected Green functions for the pseudo fermions and slave boson,

Dr(t) = −i θ(t)⟨[b(t), b†(0)]⟩(0)iµ , D>(t) = −i⟨b(t)b†(0)⟩(0)iµ , D<(t) = −i⟨b†(0)b(t)⟩(1)iµ , (27)

Gr
fσ(t) = −i θ(t)⟨{fσ(t), f†σ(0)}⟩(0)iµ , G>

fσ(t) = −i⟨fσ(t)f†σ(0)⟩(0)iµ , G<
fσ(t) = i⟨f†σ(0)fσ(t)⟩(1)iµ , (28)

where [ ] denotes commutator and { } denotes anti-commutator. Note that the different Green functions are defined as
differnet coefficient with respect to the expansion in powers of e−iβµ. Particularly the retarded and greater functions
are defined as the O(1) coefficient (Q = 0 ensemble) while the lesser functions are defined as the O(e−iβµ) coefficients
(Q = 1 ensemble). The reason behind this particular choice will be clarified below. Clearly, if one considers the lesser
function in the Q = 0 subspace, it will trivially vanish because of the annihilation operator on the right. For the same
reason, we also have

Dr(t) = θ(t)D>(t), Gr
fσ(t) = θ(t)G>

fσ(t) =⇒ D>(ω) = 2i Im [Dr(ω)] , G>
fσ(ω) = 2i Im

[
Gr

fσ(ω)
]
, (29)

with the last two equations referring to the respective Fourier transforms.
So far the Green functions are defined as the exact Green functions. We now define the Green functions in the limit

Γ = 0 as the “bare" Green functions, and denote them with a subscript 0. Since the boson operators only enter HSB

in the tunneling terms, the bare projected boson Green functions are trivial,

Dr
0(ω) =

1

ω + iη
, D<

0 (ω) = −2πiP0δ(ω), (30)

where P0 denotes the probability of the empty state. The bare projected pseudo-fermion Green functions can be
easily written in terms of the A± correlators by substituting Hn with HSB

n = HSB
int +Hdet. We then get

Gr
fσ,0(ω) = −iA+,r(ω − ϵd), G<

fσ,0(ω) = iPσA
−(ω − ϵd), (31)

where Pσ denotes the probability of the singly occupied state with spin σ. The bare form of the projected greater
Green function follows from Eq. (29). Note that since the projected retarded and greater Green functions are defined
in the Q = 0 ensemble, there are no occupation probabilities associated with it. We will see later that after the
hybridization expansion, the information of the initial occupation probabilities in the bare form of the projected lesser
Green functions will be erased.
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pseudo-fermion

 ( )Γ = 0

 slave-boson

 ( )Γ = 0

lead

pseudo-fermion 

self-energy

slave-boson

self-energy

= +

= +

 Dyson equation used in D-NCA

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 1: (a)Diagrammatic representation of the different propagators in presence of MBA. The slave-boson and pseudo-fermion
propagators are the projected Green functions defined in Eq. (27) and Eq. (28). The single line denotes a MBA-modified bare
propagator (Γ = 0) and double line denotes exact propagator after including hybridization due to Γ. (b) Self-energy diagrams
for the pseudo-fermion and slave-boson under D-NCA. (c) The diagrammatic representation of the Dyson equations for the
pseudo-fermion and slave-boson propagators under D-NCA.

B. NCA and hybridization expansion

A primary quantity that we wish to calculate is the retarded Green function of the d-level,

Gr
σ(t) = −iθ(t)

〈{
dσ(t), d

†
σ(0)

}〉
= −iθ(t)

〈{
b†(t)fσ(t), f

†
σ(0)b(0)

}〉
Q=1

=
ZQ=0

ZQ=1
G

r(1)
σ,iµ(t). (32)

To proceed we make two approximations: (1) neglect vertex corrections in Eq. (32) factoring it out into a product of
bosons and fermion Green functions, and (2) keep only the leading contribution to the irreducible self-energies. These
two are the approximations used in the standard NCA treatment in the absence of detector. Approximation (2) in
the standard NCA amounts to discarding higher order self-energy diagrams with crossing reservoir lines. In D-NCA,
the diagrams discarded due to approximation (2) also include higher order mixed irreducible self-energies with both
interaction and tunneling vertices. Applying approximation (1), we obtain

G
r(1)
σ,iµ(t)

D−NCA
= −iθ(t)

[
D>(−t)G<

fσ(t)−D<(−t)G>
fσ(t)

]
, (33)

which involves the projected Green functions defined in Eq. (27) and Eq. (28). The reason for the particular choice of
the projected Green functions and why only the kind of factorization in Eq. (33) survives after applying approximation
(1) is simple: by definition, Gr(1)

σ,iµ(t) is of O(e−iβµ), which factorizes to include one O(e−iβµ) factor and another O(1)
factor. The O(1) part of the lesser functions trivially vanishes, and hence the only combination that survives are the
ones in Eq. (33).

The next task is to obtain a diagrammatic expansion of the projected boson and pseudo-fermion Green functions
in terms of the bare functions. This can be done by considering the diagrammatic expansion in the unconstrained
grand-canonical ensemble and then keeping only terms to the required order by simple power counting. For the
diagrammatic expansion in the grand-canonical ensemble we resort to the approximation (2). We will see that the
projected Green functions are easily obtained from such a diagrammatic expansion by simply replacing the usual
Green function lines with the projected ones. This will be more apparent when we discuss the Dyson equations.

The self energy diagrams for the boson (Π(t)) and fermion (Σfσ(t)) propagators under approximation (2) are shown
in Fig. 1(b). Note that all the propagators (except for the lead) are the projected ones and so the self-energies are
also the projected quantities. In particular, following Eq. (29) we have,

Π>(ω) = 2i Im [Πr(ω)] , Σ>
fσ(ω) = 2i Im

[
Σr

fσ(ω)
]
. (34)
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We define the hybridization functions to the lead,

∆>
σ (ω) = −2πiγ2(1− f(ω))

∑

k

δ(ω − ϵk) = −iΓ D2

ω2 +D2
(1− f(ω)), (35)

∆<
σ (ω) = 2πiγ2f(ω)

∑

k

δ(ω − ϵk) = iΓ
D2

ω2 +D2
f(ω). (36)

Here, we took the density of states (DoS) of the leads to be a Lorentzian with width D and consequently the line
width (hybridization) function for the QD is given by

∆(ω) = 2π
∑

k

γ2k δ(ω − ϵk) = Γ
D2

ω2 +D2
. (37)

Throughout we will work in the regime where ϵd,Γ, T ≪ D.
The self-energy diagrams shown in Fig. 1(b) can be expressed as

Π
<
>(ω) =

−i
2π

∑

σ

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′ ∆

>
<
σ (ω

′ − ω)G
<
>
fσ(ω

′), (38)

Σ
<
>
fσ(ω) =

i

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′ ∆

<
>
σ (ω − ω′)D

<
>(ω′). (39)

The expression for the retarded self-energies follows from the relation between greater and retarded projected functions,

Πr(ω) =
i

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′ Π>(ω′)

ω − ω′ + iη
, (40)

Σr
fσ(ω) =

i

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′ Σ>

fσ(ω
′)

ω − ω′ + iη
. (41)

The above form is not ideal for a numerical calculation. Fortunately, for the choice of Lorentzian DoS in the lead, a
partial analytical integration is possible. To see this let us look at Πr(ω) and use the form of Π>(ω) to obtain

Πr(ω) =
1

4π2

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′ 1

ω − ω′ + iη

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′′

(∑

σ

∆<
σ (ω

′′ − ω′)G>
fσ(ω

′′)

)
(42)

=
iΓD2

4π2

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′′G>

fσ(ω
′′)
∫ ∞

−∞
dω′ f(ω′′ − ω′)

(ω′′ − ω′)2 +D2

1

ω − ω′ + iη
, (43)

with an analogous expression for Dr(ω). The final integral over ω′ can be done analytically, yielding

Πr(ω) =
∑

σ

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′K(ω′ − ω)G>

fσ(ω
′), (44)

Σr
fσ(ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′K(ω′ − ω)D>(ω′). (45)

The kernel K(ω) is given by

K(ω) =
Γ

4π2

D2

ω2 +D2

[
πf(ω) + iRe

[
ψ

(
1

2
− iβω

2π

)
− ψ

(
1

2
+
βD

2π

)]
− iω

D

[
π

2
+ Im

[
ψ

(
1

2
+
βD

2π

)]]]
, (46)

where ψ(z) is the digamma function.
The Dyson equations for the projected Green functions are shown diagrammatically in Fig. 1(c). The solution of

the Dyson equations for the projected retarded Green function is

Dr(ω) =
1

ω −Πr(ω)
, Gr

fσ(ω) =
1

(Gr
fσ,0(ω; ϵd))

−1 − Σr
fσ(ω)

. (47)
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The projected greater Green functions then are obtained using Eq. (29). For the projected lesser Green functions,
the solution of the Dyson equations is

D<(ω) =
[
(1 +Dr(ω)Πr(ω))D<

0 (ω) (1 + Πa(ω)Da(ω))
]
+Dr(ω)Π<(ω)Da(ω), (48)

G<
fσ(ω) =

[(
1 +Gr

fσ(ω)Σ
r
fσ(ω)

)
G<

fσ,0(ω)
(
1 + Σa

fσ(ω)G
a
fσ(ω)

)]
+Gr

fσ(ω)Σ
<
fσ(ω)G

a
fσ(ω). (49)

Note that the Dyson equations for the projected Green functions are obtained from the Dyson equations for the
usual (grand-canonical) Green functions by substituting the Green function lines with the projected ones. The power
counting consistency of this procedure is easy to see. The projected retarded function is O(1) and it can be seen from
Eq. (47) that the Dyson equation solution only involves retarded quantities and thereby satisfies the power counting
consistency. The projected lesser function is O(e−iβµ) and it can be seen from Eq. (48) and (49) that the Dyson
equation solution only involves one lesser quantity in each term and thereby satisfies the power counting consistency.

In the standard NCA treatment in the absence of MBA, the bare lesser Green functions are delta-functions and
this leads to the vanishing of the term in square brackets in Eq. (48) and (49). In the presence of MBA in the D-NCA
treatment, the term in the square bracket vanish for the boson Green function in Eq. (48) since the bare lesser function
for the boson is a delta-function; but the term inside the square bracket for the pseudo-fermion Green function in
Eq. (49) does not vanish.

Note that the exact propagators are expressed in terms of the self-energies, which in turn are expressed in terms
of the exact propagators. We obtain a self-consistent solution numerically. For clarity, we now detail the sequence of
steps followed to obtain the self-consistent solution.

C. Procedure for self-consistent steady state solution in D-NCA

The procedure consists of two separated self-consistent loops. One for the retarded/greater functions and another for
the lesser functions. The self-consistent loop for the retarded/greater functions does not involve the lesser functions.
So this loop is first numerically solved. The self-consistent loop for the lesser functions involve the greater functions.
We use the solutions obtained from the greater loop for this.

1. Self-consistent loop for retarded/greater functions

1. Start with a guess for D>(ω). We choose, D>(ω) = 1
ω+iΓ

2. Σr
fσ(ω) =

∫∞
−∞ dω′K(ω′ − ω)D>(ω′)

3. Gr
fσ(ω) =

1
(Gr

fσ,0(ω;ϵd))−1−Σr
fσ(ω)

4. G>
fσ(ω) = 2i Im(Gr

fσ(ω))

5. Πr(ω) =
∑

σ

∫∞
−∞ dω′K(ω′ − ω)G>

fσ(ω
′)

6. Dr(ω) = 1
ω−Πr(ω)

7. D>(ω) = 2i Im(Dr(ω))

8. Go back to 2 until convergence for G>
fσ(ω) and D>(ω) is obtained.

2. Self-consistent loop for lesser functions

1. Start with a guess for D<(ω). We choose, D<(ω) = 1
ω+iΓ

2. Σ<
fσ(ω) =

i
2π

∫∞
−∞ dω′ ∆<

σ (ω − ω′)D<(ω′)

3. G<
fσ(ω) =

[(
1 +Gr

fσ(ω)Σ
r
fσ(ω)

)
G<

fσ,0(ω)
(
1 + Σa

fσ(ω)G
a
fσ(ω)

)]
+Gr

fσ(ω)Σ
<
fσ(ω)G

a
fσ(ω)
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4. Π<(ω) = −i
2π

∑
σ

∫∞
−∞ dω′∆>

σ (ω
′ − ω)G<

fσ(ω
′)

5. D<(ω) = Dr(ω)Π<(ω)Da(ω)

6. Go back to 2 until convergence for G<
fσ(ω) and D<(ω) is obtained.

3. Consistency checks

The following consistency checks are used on the numerically obtained self-consistent solution to make sure proper
convergence is obtained:

−1

π

∫ ∞

−∞
dω Im[Dr(ω)] = 1, (50)

−1

π

∫ ∞

−∞
dω Im[Gr

fσ(ω)] = 1, (51)
∫ ∞

−∞
dωρσ(ω) = 1−

∑

σ′ ̸=σ

⟨nσ′⟩ . (52)

These consistency checks are the same as in standard NCA, and we refer the reader to Ref. [1] for further details.

D. Physical observables and correlators of the original fermions

We list below how the different physical observables and correlators of the original fermions that we are interested
in are obtained using the D-NCA solution:

⟨nσ⟩ =
ZQ=0

ZQ=1

[−i
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dωG<

fσ(ω)

]
, with, (53)

ZQ=1

ZQ=0
=

i

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dω

[
D<(ω)−

∑

σ

G<
fσ(ω)

]
, (54)

G>
σ (t) =

iZQ=0

ZQ=1
D<(−t)G>

fσ(t) =⇒ G>
σ (ω) =

i

2π

ZQ=0

ZQ=1

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′D<(ω′)G>

fσ(ω + ω′), (55)

G<
σ (t) =

iZQ=0

ZQ=1
D>(−t)G<

fσ(t) =⇒ G<
σ (ω) =

i

2π

ZQ=0

ZQ=1

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′D>(ω′)G<

fσ(ω + ω′), (56)

Gr
σ(t) = θ(t)

[
G>

σ (t)−G<
σ (t)

]
, (57)

ρσ(ω) =
1

4π2

ZQ=0

ZQ=1

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′

[
D>(ω′)G<

fσ(ω + ω′)−D<(ω′)G>
fσ(ω + ω′)

]
. (58)

E. Current conservation in D-NCA

Current conservation is an important physical requirement. Current conservation for the setup that we are consid-
ering means the average electric current between the impurity QD and the lead vanishes in the steady state. Note
that if more than one leads are coupled to the QD then the current conservation condition means that the sum of the
currents to the leads vanishes. The proof that D-NCA is a current conserving approximation is identical for the cases
of single and multiple leads. We discuss the single lead case for simplicity.

The defining expression for the electric current from the impurity QD to the lead is [1],

J =
1

2π

∑

σ

∫ ∞

−∞
dω
[
∆<

σ (ω)G
>
σ (ω)−∆>

σ (ω)G
<
σ (ω)

]
. (59)

Plugging in the expression of the electron Green functions in terms of the slave boson and fermion Green functions
from Eqns. (55) and (56), we obtain

J ∝
∑

σ

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′

∫ ∞

−∞
dω′

[
∆<

σ (ω)D
<(ω′)G>

fσ(ω + ω′)−∆>
σ (ω)D

>(ω′)G<
fσ(ω + ω′)

]
. (60)
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We can rewrite the above using the expression for the boson self energies as

J ∝
∫ ∞

∞
dω′ [D>(ω′)Π<(ω′)−D<(ω′)Π>(ω′)

]
. (61)

Since the boson Green functions obey

D
>
<(ω) = Dr(ω)Π

>
<(ω)Da(ω), (62)

we see that J = 0, hence D-NCA is a current conserving approximation.

F. Independence of the D-NCA steady state solution on initial occupation probabilities

The hybridization expansion assumes that the tunneling is turned on abruptly at some point in time and then the
system evolves to a steady state under the full Hamiltonian. Physically one expects the steady state solution to be
independent of the initial occupation probabilities, Pσ at Γ = 0. But in the self-consistent loop for the projected
lesser Green functions, G<

0,fσ(ω) enters, which from Eq. (31) carries the occupation probability Pσ. So does it mean
that the D-NCA steady state solution depends on Pσ? The answer is no. This follows from the fact that the overall
normalization of the projected lesser Green function is arbitrary. In fact, in all the physical quantities related to
the original fermions that are defined in the section IID, the projected lesser functions are always accompanied
by the factor ZQ=0/ZQ=1, and then it follows from Eq. (54) that the overall normalization of the projected lesser
functions dropout. Next, from the equations in the self-consistent loop for the lesser functions, it can be seen that if
Pσ → c Pσ in the bare projected lesser pseudo-fermion Green function, with c being a non-zero complex scalar, the
self-consistent solutions simply scales by the same factor, i.e. D<(ω), G<

fσ(ω) → cD<(ω), cG<
fσ(ω). Since the overall

normalization of the lesser functions dropout for physical quantities, it then follows that the D-NCA steady state
solution is independent of Pσ. Using this fact one can simply take the projected bare pseudo-fermion lesser Green
function as,

G<
fσ,0(ω) = iA−(ω − ϵd). (63)

G. Verification that D-NCA is exact in the limit Γ → 0

We show that the D-NCA steady state solution in the limit Γ → 0 correctly gives the exact electron Green function
with the correct occupation probabilities, as discussed in Section I. In the limit Γ → 0, the pseudo-fermion functions
simply take the bare form and so,

G>
fσ(ω) = −iA+(ω − ϵd), G<

fσ(ω) = iA−(ω − ϵd). (64)

The boson self energies are,

Π>(ω) =
Γ

2π

∑

σ

∫
dω′ f(ω′ − ω)G>

fσ(ω
′) =

−i
π
Γin(ϵd − ω), (65)

Π<(ω) =
−Γ

2π

∑

σ

∫
dω′ (1− f(ω′ − ω))G<

fσ(ω
′) =

−i
π
Γout(ϵd − ω). (66)

In the limit, Γ → 0, we only need the imaginary part of the boson retarded self energy, which is easily obtained from
the relation Π>(ω) = 2iIm(Πr(ω)). Thus,

Πr(ω) =
−i
2π

Γin(ϵd − ω), (67)

and then the retarded boson function becomes

Dr(ω) =
1

ω + i
2πΓin(ϵd − ω)

. (68)
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The Greater and lesser boson functions are then obtained as,

D>(ω) = |Dr(ω)|2Π>(ω)
Γ→0−−−→ −2πiδ(ω), (69)

D<(ω) = |Dr(ω)|2Π<(ω)
Γ→0−−−→ −2πi

Γout(ϵd)

Γin(ϵd)
δ(ω). (70)

Plugging in the forms of the slave boson and fermion Green functions to Eq. (54), we get,

ZQ=1

ZQ=0
=

2Γin(ϵd) + Γout(ϵd)

Γin(ϵd)
. (71)

Then from Eqs. (55) and (56), we see that D-NCA steady state solution gives the exact electron Green functions in
the Γ → 0 limit as discussed in section I.

H. Energy current

Following Ref. [3], the electric current that flows between the QD and its lead can be expressed as

J = eΓ
∑

σ

∫
dω
[
(Gr

σ(ω)−Ga
σ(ω)) f(ω) +G<

σ (ω)
]
. (72)

Using Eq. (6) and Eq. (13) we can rewrite the expression as

J = 2eΓ

∫
dω ν(ω)(h(ω)− f(ω)). (73)

Since ω = 0 corresponds to the Fermi energy of the lead, the energy current density that flows in to the lead at an
energy ω is simply obtained by multiplying the corresponding particle current density with ω. Thus the total energy
current that flows into the lead can be expressed as

Jen = 2Γ

∫
dω ω ν(ω)(h(ω)− f(ω)). (74)

By the steady state condition, this is the energy current that flows into the QD from the detector.
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