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The interacting resonant level model is the simplest quantum impurity model to display strongly
correlated effects in mesoscopic systems, which triggered its extensive theoretical study. However, to
date, there have not been any realizations of the model with controllable interaction parameters, and
thus the detailed predictions could not be confirmed. Here we use a recently developed approach to
Anderson orthogonality catastrophe physics, using a charge detector coupled to a quantum dot
system, to devise a simple experimental system that could display IRLM behavior, and detail
its predictions. At the same time, the mapping to IRLM allows us to determine the interaction
parameter of the charge detector using simple experimental probes.

I. INTRODUCTION

The interacting resonant level model (IRLM) is given
crudely by the Hamiltonian

δH = t′(ψ†d+H.c.) + Uψ†ψd†d, (1)

and describes a resonant d-level coupled both by tun-
neling and by interactions to its fermionic bath. The
effects of the interaction on physical properties encode
nontrivial renormalization group physics. Particularly,
the resonance width is a key energy scale denoted TK ,
which scales as a power-law of the tunneling amplitude,
TK ∼ t′

α
. This energy scale controls the behavior of

various physical quantities. For example the charge sus-
ceptibility is inversely proportional to TK and the ther-
modynamic entropy drops with decreasing temperature
from ln(2) to 0 at T ∼ TK .
The IRLM appeared extensively in the literature as

a testbed for renormalization group methods and exact
solutions both at equilibrium and out of equilibrium [1–
9]. Being related to elementary quantum impurity mod-
els such as the anisotropic Kondo model [10, 11], the
spin-boson model [12, 13], see also [14, 15], it captures
the basic physics of Anderson orthogonality catastrophe
and Fermi edge singularity. Thus, it is fair to say that
the IRLM featured in various experiments, see for ex-
ample [16]. Yet, while Eq. (1) is a generic model of a
localized site to a metallic medium, in practice it is not
easy to tune t′ and U separately and at large coupling t′

the interaction is exceedingly screened. Thus, a control-
lable realization of the IRLM remains desirable.

Here we revisit our recent work on a double quantum
dot coupled to a charge detector, which is a widely stud-
ied system in mesoscopic physics [17] serving as spin [18]
or charge [19] qubits and giving a paradigmatic model to
study dephasing [20] and backaction effects of the detec-
tor [21–24] either in- or out of equilibrium. We argued
that a localization transition [25] can be observed in such
setup at equilibrium when the electrostatic coupling to
the detector is large enough. Interestingly, we will show
that the model studied in [25] maps to the IRLM, thus
relating the pair of parameters t′ and U to the various

model parameters of the double dot coupled electrostati-
cally to the detector. Therefore the physics of the energy
scale TK and its nontrivial scaling can be observed in a
double quantum dot coupled to a charge detector.

Our motivation for this relationship is to identify ex-
perimental observables that can help to determine the
strength of the interaction between the detector and the
double dot: (i) entropy measurements - which became
possible due to recent experimental progress [26, 27], (ii)
charge measurements – which can reveal the charge sus-
ceptibility of quantum impurity problems [28], or (iii)
transport measurements. The scaling of TK with tunnel-
ing [29] in all of these quantities allows then to determine
the relevant interaction strength. We note that there are
additional ways to gauge the strength of the electrostatic
coupling. In Ref. [30] we considered experiments such
as [21, 24] in the weak-tunneling regime. Here we fo-
cus on the effects of the detector in the strong tunneling
regime where coherence effects develop below a certain
scale TK .

The paper is organized as follows. The triple QDmodel
studied throughout this work, which consists of a double
dot electrostatically coupled to a detector QD, is intro-
duced in Sec. II and mapped to the IRLM in the limit of
large electrostatic coupling using a Schrieffer-Wolff trans-
formation. In Sec. III we extend the mapping to the
IRLM into a broader parameter range using NRG and
and extract the emergent energy scale TK from the ther-
modynamic entropy. We then proceed to discuss physical
quantities: in Sec. IV we discuss the charge susceptibility
and in Sec. V we study the conductance. We conclude
with open questions in Sec. VI.
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FIG. 1. (a) Quantum dot (QD) detector coupled to a double dot consisting of QD1 and QD2. (b) Interacting resonant level
model (IRLM). (c) Charge-stability diagram at t = w = ϵ2 = 0 (and in particular λ ≫ Γ). The three digits denote the
occupation of the d-level, QD1 and QD2, i.e., |nd, n1, n2⟩, and we assume that a single electron resides in the double dot. (d)
Charge-stability diagram for large Γ, so that the charge state of the d-level is not well defined, and the sates are denoted by
the charge of QD1 and QD2, i.e., |n1, n2⟩.

II. MODEL AND MAPPING TO IRLM

We consider a spinless model of a double dot electro-
statically coupled to a QD detector, as shown in Fig. 1(a):

H = Hlead[ψ] +

Ht︷ ︸︸ ︷
t[ψ†(0)d+H.c.] +ϵdd

†d

+ λ(d†d− 1
2 )(d

†
1d1 − 1

2 ) (2)

+ w[d†1d2 +H.c.]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Hw

+
∑
j=1,2

ϵjd
†
jdj .

The first line describes the QD detector, consisting of
the lead fermions ψ and the d-level operator d. The lead
Hamiltonian is written as a chiral fermion

Hlead[ψ] = −iℏvF
∫ ∞

−∞
dxψ†∂xψ, (3)

with {ψ(x), ψ†(x′)} = δ(x−x′). We define Γ as the width
of the d-level in the absence of the subsequent lines of H
and express it in terms of the lead density of states ν,

Γ ≡ πνt2, ν =
1

2πℏvF
. (4)

The double dot consists of fermion operators d1 and d2,
for QD1 and QD2, respectively, that are tunnel coupled
with amplitude w. The left dot is electrostatically cou-
pled to the QD detector with strength λ. Throughout we
assume a single electron resides in the double dot, and so
it is sufficient to set ϵ2 = 0.

In the limit of w = 0 we have a resonant level model
(RLM) with λ entering as an energy shift of the d-level,

that is ϵd → ϵd ± λ/2 for d†1d1 = 1 or 0. Following
Ref. [25], we define δDD as half the phase shift difference

between these two states,

δDD =
1

2

[
δ
(
ϵd+

λ
2 ,Γ

)
−δ

(
ϵd−λ

2 ,Γ
)]
, (5a)

δ(ϵd,Γ) = arctan
ϵd
Γ
. (5b)

For the QD detector setup, as the interaction λ goes from
weak to strong, the phase shift δDD goes from 0 to π/2.

Thus, it cannot reach the critical value δc = π/
√
2 of the

localization transition discussed in Ref. [25].
Re-introducing w, and excluding specific finely-tuned

degeneracy points, the low-energy physics of the double-
dot model can be described as a two-level system coupled
to a dissipative bath. A variety of equivalent models can
be used to describe such systems (see e.g., Ref. [13]).
Here we find it insightful to represent the system as an
IRLM, as depicted in Fig. 1(b)

HIRLM = Hlead[ψ
′] + t′[ψ′†(0)d̃+H.c.] + ϵ0d̃

†d̃

+ U(ψ′†(0)ψ′(0)− 1
2 )(d̃

†d̃− 1
2 ). (6)

The fermionic lead is given as in Eq. (3), and we denote

the fermionic field ψ′ and level d̃, to stress that they could
differ from the ψ and d of the original model in Eq. (2).
We can equivalently parameterize the interaction of the

IRLM by U or by the phase shift

δ = arctan
πνU

2
. (7)

The latter is more convenient since the precise meaning
of U depends on cut-off conventions [see Eqs. (25.29) and
(25.34) in Ref. [31]].
As will be shown in the following subsections, the rela-

tion between the IRLM phase shift and δDD of the double-
dot model is given by

δ =
π

2
− δDD

(ϵd=0)
= arctan

Γ

λ/2
. (8)
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Observe that weak interaction in the double-dot model
corresponds to strong interaction of the IRLM and vice-
versa, which might lead to confusion. Indeed, in the
language of the original double-dot model, the zero-
interaction limit λ≪ Γ yields a finite phase shift δ = π/2.
But this follows because δ = 0 corresponds to a decoupled
lead (Γ → 0), while finite Γ with λ → 0 means that we
have extended the lead to include one more site. In the
IRLM picture, this definition of the phase shift is natural,
with δ = 0 corresponding to the zero-interaction U = 0
limit and δ = π/2 corresponding to the U → ∞ limit.
Note that in contrast to the double-dot model with a QD
detector, the IRLM does undergo a Kosterlitz-Thouless
transition. However, this occurs at negative U (or δ – see
e.g., [13]), whereas in our case δ is always positive.

While the mapping of the double-dot model to the
IRLM with δ as in Eq. (8) holds generally, here we we
will only derive it the two limits of λ ≫ Γ (Sec. IIA)
and λ ≪ Γ (Sec. II B). We will then verify this relation
numerically for the full range of λ/Γ, and discuss its con-
sequences in Sec. III.

A. Mapping to the IRLM: λ ≫ Γ

In this limit we start from the reference point of
w = Γ = 0. Then we can work with well defined oc-
cupation states for the d-level and the two dots, that we
denote by |ndn1n2⟩ with nj=d,1,2 = 0, 1 indicating empty
or occupied. Fixing the double dot to single occupation
and setting ϵ2 = 0, we have four states with energies

E101 = −λ
4
+ ϵd, E010 = −λ

4
+ ϵ1,

E110 = +
λ

4
+ ϵd + ϵ1, E001 = +

λ

4
. (9)

These are depicted in the charge stability diagram in
Fig. 1(c), that indicates which of the four is the ground
state as a function of ϵd and ϵ1. Along the diagonal
transition line we have two degenerate states, |101⟩ and
|010⟩. As we will now show, when coupled to the lead,

these form the two states of a d̃-level in the IRLM of
Eq. (6). At the origin of the charge-stability diagram we
have particle-hole symmetry. Throughout we will focus
on this point, unless explicitly stated otherwise (e.g., as
in Sec. IV), setting ϵd = ϵ1 = ϵ2 = 0.

We treat all the tunneling terms Ht and Hw pertur-
batively, defining H0 ≡ H − Hw − Ht. Performing a
Schrieffer-Wolff [32] transformation with respect to w and
t, yields an effective Hamiltonian

δH = (Ht +Hw)
1

E −H0
(Ht +Hw), (10)

where E = −λ/4 is the ground state energy to zeroth
order in t, w and we implicitly assume a projection onto

the ground space. This yields 3 types of terms,

δHt2 = − t2

λ/2

(
|101⟩ ⟨101| d†ψψ†d |101⟩ ⟨101|

+ |010⟩ ⟨010|ψ†dd†ψ |010⟩ ⟨010|
)

= − t2

λ/2

(
ψψ† |101⟩ ⟨101|︸ ︷︷ ︸

d̃†d̃

+ψ†ψ |010⟩ ⟨010|︸ ︷︷ ︸
d̃d̃†

)
,

δHw2 = − w2

λ/2
= const, (11)

δHtw = − tw

λ/2

(
|010⟩ ⟨010|ψ†dd†1d2 |101⟩ ⟨101|

+ |101⟩ ⟨101| d†ψd†2d1 |010⟩ ⟨010|
)
+H.c.

= − tw

λ/2

(
ψ† |010⟩ ⟨101|︸ ︷︷ ︸

d̃

+ |101⟩ ⟨010|︸ ︷︷ ︸
d̃†

ψ
)
+H.c.

Thus, we obtained the IRLM of Eq. (6), with ψ′ = ψ and

U =
4t2

λ
, t′ = −4tw

λ
. (12)

The two resonant states are |101⟩ (d̃ occupied) and |010⟩
(d̃ empty). As flipping between these two states involves
two tunneling amplitudes, t′ ∝ tw with the energy de-
nominator λ. The U term is nothing but a scattering
phase shift on the ψ electrons which depends on the
occupancy of the d̃-level. Namely, according to HIRLM

in Eq. (6), the two states of the resonant level yield a
potential ±U/2 on the lead fermions, which results in
a phase shift ±δ as in Eq. (7). Indeed, substituting
πνU
2 = Γ

λ/2 from Eq. (12) into Eq. (7) yields Eq. (8),

i.e., δ = arctan Γ
λ/2 . Note that the phase shift, like U in

Eq. (12), is calculated to zeroth order in w, and to lead-
ing order in t. Interestingly, however, we get the correct
phase shift to all orders in t (and to zeroth order in w),
i.e., for the full range of λ/Γ.
For future reference, away from the particle-hole sym-

metric point, but with |ϵ1|, |ϵd| < λ/2 so that the two
ground states are still |101⟩ and |010⟩, we have to lead-
ing order

U = +
t2

λ/2 + ϵd
+

t2

λ/2− ϵd
, (13a)

t′ = − tw

λ/2 + ϵd
− tw

λ/2− ϵd
, (13b)

ϵ0 = ϵ1 − ϵd. (13c)

Note that in this case, according to Eqs. (8) and (5a) we
expect the phase shift to be

δ =
1

2
arctan

Γ

λ/2 + ϵd
+

1

2
arctan

Γ

λ/2− ϵd
. (14)

Here, in contrast to the ϵd = 0 case, substituting U as in
Eq. (13a) into Eq. (7) will only yield the expected δ to
leading order in t.
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B. Mapping to the IRLM: λ ≪ Γ

In the opposite limit λ ≪ Γ our reference state is a
RLM decoupled from the double dot, i.e., the first line of
Eq. (2). Explicitly

HRLM = Hlead[ψ] + t[ψ†(0)d+H.c.]. (15)

Let us consider low energies compared to Γ. Then, the
d-level is absorbed into the lead, changing its boundary
condition. One can show that in this limit

HRLM
T≪Γ−→ Hlead[ψ

′] (16)

where ψ′(x) = ψ(x) for x < 0 and ψ′(x) = −ψ(x) for
x > 0. Namely, the resonant level d disappears from the
model, as in the case of a quantum point contact detector,
and we have an effective lead Hlead[ψ

′]. Thus, the charge
of the d-level is not well defined, and the charge-stability
diagram is irrelevant. The two level system in this limit
corresponds to the two states of the double dot, which
can be denoted as |n1n2⟩ = |01⟩ , |10⟩. Let us focus on the
case ϵd = 0, with more details of the derivation provide
in Appendix A. One can show in this limit that the low
energy operator identity holds [33, 34]

d ∼ −2ℏvF
t

ψ′(x = 0). (17)

Introducing λ perturbatively yields

H → Hlead[ψ
′] +Hw

+ 2ℏvF
λ

Γ
ψ′†(0)ψ′(0)

(
d†1d1 − 1

2

)
. (18)

Bosonizing this Hamiltonian with ψ′(x) = F 1√
2πa

eiϕ(x),

where a = ℏvF /Γ is a short distance cutoff of this theory,
and F is a Klein factor, we obtain the spin-boson model
precisely as in Ref. [25]

H → ℏvF
∫
dx

4π
(∂xϕ)

2 − ℏvF
π

δDD︷︸︸︷
λ/2

Γ
∂xϕσ

z + wσx. (19)

Then, we can refermionize to get the IRLM [12, 13].
One option is to perform a unitary transformation H →
ÛHÛ† with Û = eiσzδDDϕ(0)/π. This transformation com-
pletely removes the term proportional to λ from the
Hamiltonian and results in σ+ → σ+ei2δDDϕ(0)/π. Thus,
the scaling dimension of the w operator is 2(δDD/π)

2.
However, in order to obtain the IRLM, one can instead
demand that the scaling dimension of w becomes that of

free fermions, 1/2. This is achieved with Û = eiσz δ̃ϕ(0)/π

with δ̃ = π/2, namely Û = eiσzϕ(0)/2. It results in the
IRLM for the ψ′ fermions as in Eq. (6) with

δ =
π

2
− λ

2Γ
, (20a)

t′ = w
√
2πa =

√
π
tw

Γ
. (20b)

Observe that Eq. (20a) is indeed the leading order ex-
pansion of Eq. (8) in the limit of λ≪ Γ.

III. TK AND THE SCALING EXPONENT

From the previous two limits we see that the effec-
tive low-energy model of a double dot coupled to a QD
detector is the IRLM. However, depending on the ratio
λ/Γ, the realization of the two states of the resonant level
continuously change: while for large λ they correspond
to the states denoted above as |101⟩ and |010⟩, as λ→ 0
they correspond to the two states of the double dot |01⟩
and |10⟩. Generally, the tunneling term which flips be-
tween the states is t′ ∝ w, but the exact expression for
t′ changes between these two limits. On the other hand,
the expression for the phase shift δ in Eq. (8) holds in
both limits, and as we will now show numerically, for the
full range of λ/Γ.
The IRLM gives rise to an emergent energy scale TK

(the analog to the Kondo temperature in the Kondo
model)

TK ∼ t′α, α =
1

1− 1
2

(
1− 2

π δ
)2 . (21)

The exponent α = 1/(1 − d) is related to the scaling
dimension d of the tunneling operator. The latter can
be derived using standard RG analysis, yielding [29] d =
(1 − g)2/2 with g = 2

π δ. Substituting δ for ϵd = 0 from

Eq. (8) and using arctanx = π
2 − arctan 1

x , we obtain

αϵd=0 =
1

1− 1
2

(
2
π arctan λ/2

Γ

)2 . (22)

Consider the two limits of α: At zero interaction U = 0
(i.e., λ ≫ Γ) we get α → 2 as Tk coincides with the

bare width of the d̃-level, i.e., is quadratic in t′. In the
opposite limit, of U → ∞, the dot and the first site form
a two-state system with splitting t′, and thus α → 1. In
the original model, we have a decoupled double dot with

Hamiltonian Hw = wd†1d2 + H.c. and the energy scale
TK ∼ w is simply the bonding-antibonding splitting.
TK and α can be extracted from NRG simulations of

the original double-dot model in Eq. (2) as follows. With
NRG it is convenient to calculate the impurity entropy S
for any fixed Γ, λ, w. Here we define S as the difference
between the thermodynamic entropy of the full system,
and that of the detector, i.e., with an empty double dot.
For large T the two double-dot states are accessible and
we have S = ln 2, while below TK we observe their split-
ting and S = 0. Thus, as shown in the inset of Fig. 2(a),
we identify TK as the midpoint S(TK) = 1

2 ln 2. For any
fixed Γ, λ we have Tk ∼ wα (as t′ ∝ w), and so by vary-
ing w and fitting we extract α [see Fig. 2(a)]. We then
plot α and in Fig. 2(b) as a function of the ratio λ/Γ
and find perfect agreement with Eq. (22). For reference,
we also plot δ by inverting the relation in Eq. (21) to
demonstrate its agreement with Eq. (8).
While for α we had an analytical expression for the

full parameter range, for t′ we only know the limit cases.
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FIG. 2. (a) TK as a function of w for Γ = 0.01D and λ = 0.1D in units of the half-bandwidth D. Here, TK is defined as
the temperature at which the impurity entropy is halfway between 0 and ln 2, i.e., S(TK) = 1

2
ln 2 (see inset for w = 10−4D).

Fitting a power-law dependence TK ∝ wα, we obtain α = 1.618. (b) Fixing Γ = 10−4D and varying λ, we extract α as in
(a), and invert Eq. (21) to get δ, finding excellent agreement with Eqs. (22) and (8), respectively. (c) Entropy for w = 10−4D,
Γ = 0.01D and varying λ, as a function of the ratio λ/Γ and temperature T [inset to (a) corresponds to a vertical slice at
λ/Γ = 0.1]. Green corresponds to S ≈ ln 2, purple to S ≈ 0, and white to S ≈ 1

2
ln 2, tracking the evolution of TK . The

analytic expressions for TK are indicated by dashed lines in the two limits λ ≪ Γ (blue) and λ ≫ Γ (red).

In Fig. 2(c) we plot the impurity entropy as a function
of temperature and the ratio λ/Γ, with the color-scale
indicating the value of S, and white corresponding to
TK . Following Ref. [29], we explicitly rewrite Eq. (21) as

ν′TK = C(α)(ν′t′)α (23)

where ν′ is the IRLM density of states, i.e., of ψ′(0). The
prefactor C(α) is of order one with a weak dependence
on α. Its value is chosen in the two limits as discussed
in Appendix B. The above equation is given in Ref. [29]
for a lattice model, so that ν′ and t′ must be redefined
accordingly. This proves convenient for comparison with
NRG, as the latter is also defined on a lattice.

In the λ≫ Γ limit ψ′ coincides with the bare ψ so that
ν′ = ν = 1/πD where D is the NRG high-energy cutoff.
As the Schrieffer-Wolff analysis in Sec. IIA would look
identical on a lattice, we take t′ as in Eq. (12) where t
is now understood as the lattice version of the tunneling.
This TK is marked in Fig. 2(c) by a dashed red line,
and displays excellent agreement down to λ ≈ Γ. In the
opposite limit of λ ≪ Γ, the effective bandwidth is Γ
and so we take ν′ = 1/πΓ. Transforming Eq. (20b) to a

lattice model, we have t′ → t′/
√
a =

√
2πw, where a is

the short distance cutoff of this theory. TK in this limit
is marked by a dashed blue line. As α ≈ 1, and for an
appropriate choice of the prefactor, we indeed observe
TK ≈ w.

Observe that as we keep increasing the ratio λ/Γ, the
energy scale TK keeps decreasing, although the limit
α → 2 has already been saturated. This is because t′

keeps decreasing. It should not be confused with the
localization transition, at which TK → 0 due to the di-
vergence of α (at δ = π

2 − δ√
2
). For the latter, we expect

S = ln 2 at all temperatures above some critical λc.

IV. WIDTH OF CHARGING CURVE

We now discuss the charging curve of dot 1, i.e., ⟨n1⟩
versus the detuning ϵ1. The width of the charge curve is a
convenient way to study the localization phase transition,
at which the charge curve becomes discontinuous with
vanishing width [35]. As discussed, in our model the
transition does not take place. Yet, as we will see we
can study at what parameters regime the width becomes
minimal, and we will also directly related it to TK .
Let us briefly discuss how to measure the charging

curve. In the strongly interacting regime λ ≫ Γ, the
QD detector is part of the system, and so cannot be used
to measure ⟨n1⟩. Instead, we envision introducing a sec-
ond charge detector that is only weakly coupled to QD1,
as depicted in the inset to Fig. 3(a). Then, by measuring
the conductance through this second detector we obtain
⟨n1⟩ with negligible effect on the system.
To gain intuition for the charging curve, first consider

the weakly interacting regime. For λ→ 0 the double dot
decouples, and for T ≪ w we have

⟨n1⟩ =
1

2
− 1

2

ϵ1√
4w2 + ϵ21

. (24)

Thus, the charge susceptibility, i.e., the slope of the
charging curve at ϵ1 = 0 (for which ⟨n1⟩ = 1/2), is

−dn1

dϵ1

∣∣∣∣
ϵ1→0

=
1

4w
. (25)

In other words, the width of the charging curve is pro-
portional to w. Any deviation from this behavior will be
due to interaction with the detector.
In order to consider larger λ, we turn to the IRLM. At

low temperatures T ≪ TK , the charge susceptibly of the
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（a） (b) (c)

101

110

001

010

FIG. 3. (a) Charging curve of QD1, i.e., ⟨n1⟩ as a function of ϵ1 for various ϵd along vertical cuts of the charge-stability
diagram – see inset to panel (c). The x-axis ϵ̄1 is equal to ϵ1 up to an ϵd-dependent shift such that ⟨n1⟩ = 0 at ϵ̄1 = 0. The
charging curve can be measured by a charge detector that is weakly coupled to QD1 as shown in the inset. (b) Varying w
for fixed Γ = 0.01D and λ = 0.1D we fit TK ∼ wα and extract α. (c) The extract α for each ϵd is in perfect agreement with
Eq. (27).

d̃-level is given by1

−
dnd̃

dϵ0

∣∣∣∣
ϵ0→0

=
1

4TK
. (26)

As can be seen from the limit cases [see e.g., Eq. (13c)],
ϵ0 is equal to ϵ1 up to an ϵd-dependent shift, which we
find numerically by imposing ⟨nd̃⟩ = 1/2 at ϵ0 = 0. We
also note that in both limits ⟨nd̃⟩ = ⟨n1⟩. Thus, up to a
redefinition of ϵ1 → ϵ̄1, such that ⟨n1⟩ = 1/2 at ϵ̄1 = 0,
the measured charge susceptibility of Eq. (25) is equal
to that of the IRLM in Eq. (26). In other words, the
width of the charging curve is proportional to TK . With
TK ∼ t′α and t′ ∝ w, we can use the w dependence of
the susceptibility to extract α. As in the previous section,
we can vary α according to Eq. (22) by varying the ratio
λ/Γ. Here we take a different path, with similar results.
In Fig. 3(a) we plot the charging curve for vertical cuts

of the charge-stability diagram, which cross the diagonal
separating |010⟩ from |101⟩ or the horizontal line sepa-
rating |010⟩ from |001⟩ [see inset to Fig. 3(c)]. Observe
the narrowing of the width ∼ TK as we approach the ori-
gin of the charge-stability diagram. Along the horizontal
line, on the other hand, the width approaches w, as the
QD detector is off-resonance. Focusing on the diagonal,
we would like to use the narrowing to gauge the enhance-
ment of α, or the suppression of δ according to Eq. (14)
as ϵd → 0. However, as TK ∼ t′α, we need to also ac-
count for the trivial narrowing due to the suppression of
t′ according to Eq. (13b) as ϵd → 0. To separate these
effects, we can proceed as in Sec. III: we vary w while

1 The exact definition of TK can differ by factors of order one. Of-
ten the susceptibility is equated with 1/πTK (see e.g., Ref. [29]),
but here we chose 1/4TK as in Ref. [13] to make contact with
Eq. (25). This definition of TK also differs by a multiplicative
constant from the entropy half-height definition employed in the
previous section.

fixing all other parameters, and then fit α, as shown in
Fig. 3(b). In Fig. 3(c) we observe excellent agreement
with α as obtained by substituting δ from Eq. (14) into
Eq. (21), or explicitly

α =
1

1− 1
2

(
1
π arctan ϵd+λ/2

Γ − 1
π arctan ϵd−λ/2

Γ

)2 . (27)

Although we expect that w can be varied in an experi-
ment, its value must be measured (up to some multiplica-
tive constant) to set the x axis of Fig. 3(b). This can be
achieved by assuming α = 1 for ϵd > λ/2, and using a
sweep of w in that regime as the x axis. Similarly, we can
fix ϵd = 0 and vary λ/Γ to change α, while setting the x
axis as the width at the λ→ 0 limit. The requirement for
a reference measurement of w comes with the risk that
model parameters might change between the two mea-
surements. For example, as we vary ϵd, we also change
ϵ̄1, which in turn could lead to a dependence of the bare
w on ϵd.
A second major drawback of the above approach for

extracting α, as with any approach that relies on mea-
suring TK , is the dependence on t′ (and not the bare w).
Typically, large α comes with a small t′, in which case
the narrowing of the width could drop below the exper-
imental accuracy due to the suppression of t′, regardless
of α. We point out that the narrowing due to the sup-
pression of t′ makes it difficult to use such a probe to
observe a localization transition (which in the model in
this work cannot be reached). While at the transition α
diverges and above it the charging curves is not contin-
uous, it could be difficult to discriminate between such
discontinuity and a trivial narrowing due to t′.

V. CONDUCTANCE

We now turn to a different route. Instead of introduc-
ing a second detector, we suggest measuring the conduc-
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FIG. 4. (a) The spectral function of the d-level (solid lines)
for various Γ while fixing λ = 0.01D and w = 10−5D. This
spectral function can be probed by weakly coupling the de-
tector QD to another lead as shown in the inset and mea-
suring the conductance through it. Observe a plateau in the
TK < ω < λ/2 regime with height sin2 δ (dotted lines). (b)

The spectral function of dd†1d2 (markers) for the same param-

eters as in (a) and the spectral function of the d̃-level (dashed
lines) in the IRLM, for the same values of δ. The x-axis and

y-axis are properly normalized such that the d̃-level spectral
function depends solely on δ. The d-level spectral function is
also plotted (solid lines) for comparison.

tance through the original QD detector, which is tunnel-
coupled to two leads as shown in the inset to Fig. 4. The
couplings are taken to be very asymmetric Γ> ≫ Γ<,
with the potential of the strongly coupled lead fixed to
the Fermi energy, and the full voltage bias V falling on
the weakly coupled lead. In this limit, the differential
conductance G(V ) = dI/dV through the QD detector is
given by [36]

G(V )/G0 = 4πΓ<A(ω = eV ). (28)

G0 = e2/h is the conductance quantum and A(ω) is the
equilibrium spectral function (or local density of states)
of the d-level

A(ω) = − 1

π
ImGR

d(ω) = Im
i

π

∫ ∞

0

dteiωt⟨{d(t), d†(0)}⟩,(29)

By construction, A(ω) depends only on the strongly-
coupled lead so that Γ = Γ> + Γ< ≈ Γ> and the QD
potential ϵd is unaffected by the bias.
Let us study the properties of A(ω), as plotted in

Fig. 4(a) for a single lead. We focus on the particle-
hole symmetric point (the origin of the charge-stability
diagram), for which A(ω) = A(−ω). Fixing the interac-
tion λ and then double-dot tunneling w, we vary Γ and
rescale A(ω) accordingly. Observe three distinct features:
a zero-bias peak, satellite peaks at ±λ/2, and a plateau
between the peaks.
The height of the zero-bias peak is fixed to 1/πΓ, corre-

sponding to perfect conductance. This behavior is clear
in the λ→ 0 limit, where the QD detector is described by

a resonant level and A(ω) = Γ/π
ω2+Γ2 . In the IRLM picture,

this corresponds to the strong-coupling limit (U → ∞)
with δ → π/2, for which the zero-bias conductance is
given by G = G0 sin

2 δ. Importantly, at the particle-
hole symmetric point, the IRLM with any U > 0 flows
to a strong-coupling fixed point, i.e., a Fermi-liquid with
δ = π/2. Thus, the height of the zero-bias peak is inde-
pendent of the bare δ and is equal to 1/πΓ for any λ/Γ
and w. As this holds only below TK , the width of the
peak does depend on the model parameters and is given
by ∼ min{Γ, TK}.
Next, consider the plateau in the TK < ω < λ/2

regime. Its height is given by

G = ⟨n1⟩Gϵd+
λ
2
+ (1− ⟨n1⟩)Gϵd−λ

2

(ϵd=0)
= G0 sin

2 δ, (30)

with δ the bare phase shift according to Eq. (8). We
understand this conductance to be generated by a prob-
abilistic mixture of an electron present or absent at QD1,
thereby applying a potential ϵd ± λ/2 to the d-level and
yielding a conductance

Gϵd±λ/2 = G0 sin
2[δ(ϵd ± λ/2,Γ)− π/2], (31)

according to Landauer’s formula. At ϵd = 0 we have
⟨n1⟩ = 1/2 for any temperature by particle-hole sym-
metry, yielding the right-hand side of Eq. (30). Thus,
by measuring this plateau and inverting Eq. (30) we get
δ (and α) without varying w. We point out that the
occupation ⟨n1⟩ in Eq. (30) is taken at T = ω > TK .
Although ⟨n1⟩ = 1/2 for T < TK at any point along the
diagonal, above TK it is constant only at the particle-
hole symmetric point. Thus, for any ϵd ̸= 0 we will not
observe plateaus due to the temperature dependence of
⟨n1⟩.
Let us now compare with the IRLM d̃-level spectral

function. The latter is discussed in detail in Ref. [37].

For λ≫ Γ the Schrieffer-Wolff mapping yields d̃ = dd†1d2.
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Thus, in Fig. 4(b) we plot the spectral function obtained

by substituting d → dd†1d2 into Eq. (29). Following
Ref. [37], we rescale the x-axis by TK and normalize the
spectral function such that A(ω = 0) = 1. Under such
a rescaling we observe excellent agreement with the uni-
versal IRLM curve for the spectral function of d̃, that
depends only on δ (dashed lines) [37]. Interestingly, this
agreement holds even for Γ ≳ λ, that is presumably be-
yond the validity range of the Schrieffer-Wolff mapping.
In the extreme limit λ/Γ → ∞ (or U = 0) we expect

d ∼ d̃. Indeed for the smallest Γ (in red) we observe
that the spectral functions agree up to normalization,
i.e., correspond to a Lorentzian of width TK ∼ t′2. How-
ever, for any finite λ/Γ the two spectral functions deviate
from each other. Thus, although the IRLM spectral func-
tion does emerge in the considered double-dot system, we
leave the question of how to measure it for future work.

VI. SUMMARY

We considered a double quantum dot that is moni-
tored by a charge detector. In a recent paper [25] we
showed that upon increasing the electrostatic coupling
to the detector, this model displays a localization tran-
sition. However, experimentally it is not clear how to
estimate this electrostatic coupling. Here, we focused on
the case where the double dot interacts with a spinless
quantum-dot (QD) detector. Our main finding is that
the resulting model maps to the well known interacting
resonant level model (IRLM).

We then applied results on the IRLM for the double-
dot system. Particularly the IRLM has a dynamic energy
scale, TK , at which the entropy drops to zero, which also
determines the charge susceptibility of the QD system,
and the conductance of the QD detector. All of these
quantities are experimentally accessible allowing to mea-
sure TK . Importantly, TK scales as a power law of the
tunneling, and this power law allows to extract directly
the coupling between the detector and the system, even
when the system is far from the localization transition.

The IRLM with repulsive interaction U > 0 does not
display the localization transition even upon increasing U
to infinity. In our previous work [25] we obtained a local-
ization transition by enhancing the electrostatic coupling
beyond the first site of the detector while here we realis-
tically assumed that the double dot interacts only with
the QD of the detector. An experimentally plausible way
to enhance the interaction and observe the transition is
to add multiple detectors, which also requires to include
spin in the analysis. However, in that case more com-
plex effects such as the Kondo effect in the detector take
place. The prospect for observing the transition in real-
istic systems is left for future work [38].
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Appendix A: Derivation of Eq. (17)

This appendix provides supplementary information to
Sec. II B, where we derived the effective model in the
small interaction limit λ→ 0. Treating λ perturbatively,
we start from λ = 0 for which we have the RLM

HRLM = −iℏvF
∫
dxψ†∂xψ + t[ψ†(0)d+H.c.] + ϵdd

†d.

(A1)

It can be diagonalized into H =
∑

k ϵkψ
†
kψk with eigen-

modes {ψk, ψ
†
k′} = δkk′ . We can express the field ψ(x)

and the d operator as a mode expansion

ψ(x) =
∑

φk(x)ψk, d =
∑
k

fkψk. (A2)

Expressing the Heisenberg equations of motion for the
operators ψ(x) and d in terms of the mode operators ψk,
we obtain the pair of equations

−iℏvF∂xφk(x) + tδ(x)fk = ϵkφk(x),

ϵdfk + tφk(0) = ϵkfk. (A3)

The solutions with ϵk = ℏvF k have the form φk(x) =
e−iδkeikx for x < 0 and φk(x) = e+iδkeikx for x >
0. Then φk(0) = cos δk and −i

∫ ϵ

−ϵ
dx∂xφk(x) →ϵ→0

2 sin δk. We obtain

tan δk = − t2

2ℏvF (ϵk − ϵd)
. (A4)

For k ≈ 0 we can write more conveniently δk = π
2 + δ̃k

with

tan δ̃k =
2ℏvF (ϵk − ϵd)

t2
. (A5)

We now define an effective lead fermion ψ′(x) =∑
k φ

′
k(x)ψk where φ′

k(x) = eikx. Next we can express
the d operator using the equations of motion

d =
∑
k

fkψk =
∑
k

tφk(0)

ϵk − ϵd
. (A6)

Using φk(0) = cos δk ∼ − sin δ̃ ∼ 2ℏvF
t2 (ϵk−ϵd), we obtain

d = −ψ′(0)
2ℏvF
t

. (A7)
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We thus obtain

H = λ:ψ′†ψ′:
2ℏvF
Γ

(d†1d1 − 1/2), (A8)

where the operator (d†d − 1/2) became the normal-

ordered density operator :ψ′†ψ′:. We can write this using
bosonization as

H = ℏvF
∫
dx

4π
(∂xϕ)

2 + 2ℏvF
λ

Γ

∂xϕ

2π

σz

2
+ wσx. (A9)

This maps to the spin-boson model (using the same no-
tation of δDD as in Ref. [25]) with coupling corresponding
to

δDD =
λ

2Γ
. (A10)

Clearly this is consistent with Eq. (8) in the main text,
using

δ = arctan
Γ

λ/2
=
π

2
− arctan

λ/2

Γ
. (A11)

Appendix B: The constant in Eq. (23)

In the limit λ/Γ = ∞, our model can be mapped to
the non-interacting resonant level model, which is exactly
solvable. Specifically, the impurity entropy is given by

S(T ) = ln 2− 1

2π

∫ ∞

0

dx
x

cosh2 x
2

arctan
Γ

Tx
. (B1)

Solving the Equation S(TK) = 1
2 ln 2 , we get TK ≈

0.508Γ. In this limit, Eq. (23) predicts TK = Cπν′t′2 =
CΓ′, this fixes the constant to be 0.508.
In the opposite limit λ/Γ = 0, the double dot and the

QD detector are decoupled, the entropy of a double dot
is given by

S(T ) = ln 2 + ln cosh
w

T
− w

T
tanh

w

T
(B2)

Again solving the Equation S(TK) = 1
2 ln 2, we get TK ≈

1.045w. Eq. (23) predicts TK = C
√
2πw as t′ =

√
2πw

in this limit, this fixes C ≈ 0.399.
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