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In Hund’s metals, the local ferromagnetic interaction between orbitals leads to an emergence of
complex electronic states with large and slowly fluctuating magnetic moments. Introducing the
Hund’s coupled mixed valence quantum impurity, we gain analytic insight into recent numerical
renormalization group studies. We show that valence fluctuations drastically impede the develop-
ment of a large fluctuating moment over a wide range of temperatures and energy, characterized
by quenched orbital degrees of freedom and a singular logarithmic behavior of the spin susceptibil-
ity χ′′sp(ω) ∝ [ω ln(ω/T eff

K )2]−1, closely resembling power-law scaling χ′′sp(ω) ∼ ω−γ . Such singular
spin fluctuations are suspected to play an important role in future models of Hund’s driven Cooper
pairing.

Introduction - The concept of Hund’s metals was first
introduced in the context of iron-based superconduc-
tors [1–3], with the nomenclature now being extended
to include the ruthenates [4–6]. In both cases, the lo-
cal physics is characterized by electronic shells that are
one filling away from half-filling [7, 8], such that the
ferromagnetic inter-orbital Hund interaction overshad-
ows the Coulomb interaction [9]. This class of materials
presents an intermediate paramagnetic regime dominated
by slowly fluctuating high-spin configurations [10–12] and
largely suppressed Fermi liquid coherence scales, leading
to anomalous transport properties [13–15]. It has been
speculated that Cooper pairing emerges out of this inter-
mediate state in iron-based compounds [16–22].

The link between large moments generated by Hund’s
coupling and the exponential reduction of Fermi liquid
scales in Kondo impurity models has been studied exten-
sively [23–28]. However, the physical valence of Fe or Ru
atoms in Hund’s metals deviates from half-filled shells.
This has led to a vigorous interest in doped multiorbital
models, where an intermediate coupling non-Fermi-liquid
fixed point was pointed out through analytical [29] and
NRG studies [30–32] for the S = 1, three orbital sys-
tem. Most of these studies were performed in the physi-
cal subspace of two electrons among three orbitals; very
few explicitly addressed charge fluctuations out of this
state [9].

Motivated by the potentially new physics in the mixed
valence regime, here we extend our previous work on
the Hund-Kondo impurity [28]. This, coupled with the
unique property of the large-N self-consistent equations
which enable a direct access to real frequency correlation
functions [33], has led us to study in detail the dynam-
ical properties of the intermediate regime generated by
Hund’s coupling.

In this Letter, we show that the treatment of charge
and spin dynamics on equal footing within the dynami-
cal large-N approach [28, 33–41] leads to new insight into

FIG. 1. (a-b) Schematic mixed valence states and of the
Hund-coupled three-orbital Anderson model, referring to
Eq. (2). (c) The obtained phase diagram as a function of
total impurity filling nimp (left side is holon dominated). Torb

and T eff
K are crossover temperatures where the specific heat cv

has a local maxima, as in Fig. 2. Generically, screening occurs
in two steps. The formation of a large emergent fluctuating
moment, while orbital degrees of freedom are quenched, oc-
curs at Torb. In this spin-orbital separated (S.O.S.) regime,
we see a Curie-like spin susceptibility χsp ∼ µ2/T while the
orbital susceptibility reaches a plateau. Then, at T eff

K � T 0
K ,

with T 0
K the bare Kondo temperature for JH = 0, the large

moment is screened and forms a local Fermi liquid. Γ = πρV 2

is the bare hybridization width.

the dynamical properties of hole doped multi-orbital im-
purities. Based on computed thermodynamic quantities,
we unveil the complete phase diagram [see Fig. 1] as a
function of impurity occupancy. Furthermore, we char-
acterize the large emergent moment regime [28] as one
with spin-orbital separation [42]. The spin susceptibility
in this regime shows logarithmic corrections due to the
extremely slow approach to Kondo screening, reminiscent
of the low-energy properties of the underscreened Kondo
model [43–46]. At a strongly renormalized Kondo tem-

ar
X

iv
:2

20
3.

05
17

2v
2 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

tr
-e

l]
  1

9 
A

pr
 2

02
2



2

perature T eff
K � T 0

K , the charge degrees of freedom even-
tually gap out at low energy, resulting in a local Fermi
liquid. The scaling of the local spin susceptibility in the
spin-orbital separated regime is found to exhibit quasi-
power-law scaling due to the unusually strong logarithmic
corrections.

Model - We consider a three-orbital impurity model,
in analogy to the t2g orbital subset generated due to
the tetrahedral environment around the iron atoms in
Fe-based Hund’s metals. Mixed-valence states are in-
cluded via a Hund-Anderson model. We take the limit
of U → ∞, such that the Coulomb interaction enforces
a “no double occupancy” rule for each of the m orbitals.
This is enforced through the use of Hubbard operators
[47], which transform the K empty states |d0 : a〉 into
the N magnetic states |d1 : α〉 filled with local d electrons
for each orbital m. In the large-N formalism, local mo-
ments transform as spin-S representations of SU(N), and
there are K = 2S electronic channels present to maintain

perfect screening. Schwinger bosons X
(m)
α,β = b†mαbmβ

are used to express the spin degrees of freedom through
spinons b† which form a symmetric representation of the
spins. Together with the use of slave fermions (holons
χ†), Hubbard operators can faithfully be represented as

X(m)
α,a ≡ |d1 : α,m〉 〈d0 : a,m| = b†mαχma ,

X(m)
a,α ≡ |d0 : a,m〉 〈d1 : α,m| = χ†mabmα ,

X
(m)
a,b ≡ |d

0 : a,m〉 〈d0 : b,m| = χ†maχmb ,

X
(m)
α,β ≡ |d

1 : α,m〉 〈d1 : β,m| = b†mαbmβ ,

(1)

while the Hamiltonian is itself expressed as H =∑
mH

(m)
c +

∑
mH

(m)
K +HH, with individual terms

H(m)
c =

∑
k

εckc
†
kmαackmαa , (2a)

H
(m)
K = V (c†0mαaX

(m)
a,α +X(m)

α,a c0mαa) + εfX
(m)
a,a , (2b)

HH = −JH
N

∑
m

X
(m)
αβ X

(m+1)
βα . (2c)

A visual representation of the mixed valence states
and the Hund-Anderson model is presented at Fig. 1
(a). Here, V is the hybridization between conduction
electrons and the Hubbard operators corresponding to
adding or removing an impurity electron (Γ = πρV 2 is
the bare hybridization width). We denote the energy of a
hole as εf , which, when tuned, leads to different nimp as
the average valence of each state is changed. The Hund’s
term HH can be treated through a Hubbard-Stratonovich
decoupling in the hopping channel:

HH →
∑
m

[∆̄m(b†m+1,αbmα) + h.c.] +
N |∆m|2

JH
. (3)

A mean-field equation relates JH to the spinon gap ∆,
such that generically, ∆/JH = 〈

∑
m b
†
m+1bm〉 [28]. If JH

is large enough to generate a finite ∆, their relationship
will be such that N∆ = 2SnimpJH in the absence of
the Kondo effect (or T � T 0

K). Furthermore, the total
charge

Qm =
∑
α

b†mαbmα +
∑
a

χ†maχma = 2S , (4)

at each orbital commutes with the Hubbard operators
and is a conserved quantity, setting the size of the local
moments. This is a constraint on the spinons/holons,
enforced through a common Lagrange multiplier λ. In
the large-N limit, the dynamics of holons and spinons is
dominated by the non-crossing Feynman diagrams, which
leads to the self-energy equations

Σχ(τ) = gc(−τ)GB(τ) , ΣB(τ) = −kgc(τ)Gχ(τ) , (5)

where k = K/N = 2S/N and gc,0(z) =
∑

k[z − εck]−1

corresponds to the conduction electron’s bare propaga-
tor for imaginary frequencies z. Eqs. (5) are solved self-
consistently together with the Dyson equations Gb(z) =∑
p[z−εp−V 2Σb(z)]

−1 andGχ(z) = [z−ε∗f−V 2Σχ(z)]−1,
where εp = (λ−2∆ cos p) and ε∗f = λ+ εf . Here, we have
defined the chirality p = 0,±2π/3 which denotes the cho-
sen Hund energy levels such that p = 0 is the aligned
state (maximum total spin). λ and ∆ are adjusted to
fit the constraint of Eq. (4) and the mean-field relation
between JH and ∆.

Thermodynamic and dynamical observables are ob-
tained from the Green’s functions [28, 33, 34]. Notably,
the impurity entropy Simp(T ) can be extracted exactly
in the large-N limit [48, 49] and is given by

Simp = −Tr

∫
dω

π

(∂nB

∂T
[Im ln(−G−1

B ) + G′BΣ′′B]

+ γ
∂nF
∂T

[Im ln(−G−1
χ ) + G′χΣ′′χ − g′′c,0Σ̃′c]

)
,

(6)

where the trace is over all α and a spin and channel
indices and chiralities p, and Σ̃c(τ) = Gχ(−τ)GB(τ). G′ξ
is the real part of the retarded Green’s function while
Σ′′ξ is the imaginary part of the self-energy for the cor-
responding fields. From this closed form, we can extract
the specific heat as cv,imp = T∂Simp/∂T .
Summary of results - In the absence of Hund’s cou-

pling, the presence of holons (decreasing nimp) in-

creases the bare Kondo temperature T 0
K = De−1/J0

Kρ ∼
D exp (−|εf |/Γ) for a fixed hybridization width Γ and
conduction electron bandwidth D. This expected trend
is seen in black in Fig. 1 (b), and we expand further on
it in the supplementary materials [50].



3

FIG. 2. (a) The impurity’s local moment µ2
imp obtained from

the spin susceptibility, for varied impurity occupations nimp.
The large emergent moment, seen as a low-temperature higher
plateau, is destroyed as more holons are added, following the
trend of Fig. 1. (b) The specific heat cv,imp, obtained from
the closed form of the entropy for the multiorbital Anderson
model, see Eq. (6). Both Torb and T eff

K are crossovers associ-
ated with cv peaks. Dashed lines correspond to the high and
intermediate temperature limits for the impurity moment ob-
tained in Ref. [28].

For a finite Hund’s coupling, the situation changes
drastically. The emergence of an intermediate large mo-
ment phase in the Kondo limit is consistent with our
previous work on the Hund-Kondo model [28]. We can
now connect this phase continuously throughout the hole-
doped regime. At some critical holon doping, there is
no longer enough local moments to lock together - the
two-step Kondo screening reverts to a single step Kondo
crossover. The obtained phase diagram of Fig. 1 is con-
sistent with other NRG+DMFT studies [9] of hole doped
multiorbital impurity models.

In Fig. 2, we present the thermodynamic measure-
ments of the total impurity’s magnetic moment µ2 ∼
Tχsp as well as the impurity specific heat for select impu-
rity occupations nimp throughout the entire temperature
range. For Kondo-like systems (nimp = 2.7) there is a
clear non-monoticity in the local moment, signaling the
intermediate formation of an emergent large moment due
to Hund’s coupling. As the holon occupancy increases,
there are less spinons in the system and the emergent
moment can no longer form - the shoulder disappears
at nimp ≈ 0.7. In the specific heat, this disappearance
of the intermediate phase is seen as the low and high
temperature crossover features merge to become one as
nimp = 0.7, where single-step Kondo screnning occurs.

Previous works [9, 31, 32, 42, 51] have characterized
the intermediate large moment phase as a regime with
spin-orbital separation. We can take advantage of the
Hubbard operators’ description in terms of spinons and
holons to write composite orbital operators. This pro-
cedure would not be possible in the absence of physical
holons [28].

We start with the total impurity spin operators at

imaginary time τ , described as Sαβ(τ) =
∑
mX

(m)
αβ (τ) =

∑
m b
†
mα(τ)bmβ(τ) (α, β are SU(N) spin states). Then,

we harness the SO(3) orbital symmetry and describe
impurity orbital operators L̂γ (γ = 1, 2, 3 corre-

sponding to the three degenerate orbitals) as L̂γ =

(1/NK)
∑
mm′αaX

(m)
αa (Lγ)mm′X

(m′)
aα . The Lγ are gen-

erators of the SO(3) group and linear combinations of
the (λ2, λ5, λ7) Gell-Mann matrices [52]. Following these
definitions, spin and orbital susceptibilities in the large-N
limit can be expressed as

χsp(τ) =
1

N2

∑
γ

∑
αβ

〈S(γ)
αβ (τ)S

(0)
βα (0)〉 , (7a)

χorb(τ) =
1

3

∑
γ

〈L̂γ(τ)L̂γ(0)〉 . (7b)

Thus, the inclusion of holons as bona fide particles (as
opposed to Grassmannian variables in the Hund-Kondo
model [28]) allows us to define a clear orbital degree of
freedom and subsequently, to study its dynamical and
static properties. The full expression for the dynami-
cal susceptibilities in real frequency are presented in the
supplementary materials [50], as well as further details on
this derivation. Note that the orbital susceptibility has a
1/K2 factor reduction compared to χsp; we nevertheless
can plot K2χorb and obtain valuable insight. The static
components of these susceptibilities, χorb(τ = 0) and
χsp(τ = 0), are shown in panel (a) of Fig. 3. The clear
splitting of both susceptibilities at Torb, and the subse-
quent plateau in χorb, signals the formation of the large
moment and the separation of spin and orbital scales
(S.O.S). Throughout this regime, orbital and charge fluc-
tuations are nearly frozen while the spin susceptibility
remains Curie-like.
Dynamical susceptibilities - The emergent moment

regime has clear thermodynamic attributes, as described
above and in particular in Fig. 2. Further insight into
this phase is provided by the dynamical spin and orbital
susceptibilities, as defined in Eqs. (7). We show these in
Fig. 3 for two different total impurity valences.

Firstly, it can be clearly seen that at high frequencies,
both spin and orbital degrees of freedom fluctuate freely.
Then, for ω < Torb, the lower-energy high-spin configu-
rations split off, which is associated with the separation
of spin and orbital fluctuation. The charge fluctuations
are nearly frozen and the valence stabilizes below Torb;
this quenching of orbital degrees of freedom leads to the
decrease in χ′′orb.

From Fig. 3, we see that, for many decades in frequency
between T eff

K and Torb, the spin susceptibility seems to
grow in a power-law χsp ∼ ω−γ (dot-dashed green line).
In Kondo impurity problems, such behavior is often in-
dicative of non-Fermi-liquid fixed points [31, 32], for ex-
ample in the 2-channel spin-1/2 Kondo model [53–56].
Closer examination reveals that this is not the case in this
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FIG. 3. (a) Static spin and orbital susceptibilities for nimp = 2.7, showing a clear separation at Torb below which the Curie-like
χsp ∼ µ2/T spin susceptibility is in stark constrast to the constant χorb. (b-c) Imaginary part of the dynamical spin and
orbital susceptibilities, Eqs. (7), presented for different occupations of the three-orbital impurity: nimp = 2 and nimp = 2.7 from
left to right. The value of the Hund coupling JH/D = 0.37 is fixed, and results are presented for T ' 0.1T eff

K . The dashed black
line corresponds to the derived second-order perturbation scaling of the spinon susceptibility, Eqs. (8), while the dot-dashed
green line is the quasi-power-law form of Eq. (10) (with small offset for readability).

system, having maintained perfect screening throughout.
Instead, we find a good agreement with the following scal-
ing at low temperatures and intermediate frequencies:

χ′′sp(ω) =
(Jeff
K ρ)2

ω
∝
(
ω
[

ln
( ω

T eff
K

)]2)−1

. (8)

Here we cover the basic steps of this derivation and
leave the details to [50]. A careful consideration of a
single iteration [28] of the self-energy equations of Eq. (5)
for T eff

K ≤ max(ω, T ) ≤ Torb, along with a mapping of the
mixed valence problem onto a Kondo problem, leads to
an effective holon propagator G̃χ(ω) = −Jeff

K (ω), with

1

ρJeff
K (ω)

' ln
(max(ω, T )

T eff
K

)
. (9)

After having obtained the effective running Kondo cou-
pling, we proceed in a second-order perturbation in Jeff

K

of the spinon bubble of the spin susceptibility [57]. This
leads to the scaling of Eq. (8). One can see in Fig 3
that it agrees perfectly within the intermediate regime
T eff
K < ω < Torb with only T eff

K as an input parameter.
A downturn is observed at lower frequencies consistent
with Imχsp ∝ ω in the Fermi liquid regime. This scaling
holds for all nimp of the phase diagram where the SOS
phase is present.

In the SOS regime, the large separation of scales be-
tween T eff

K and Torb leads to a peculiar observation about
the logarithm in Eq. (8). For intermediate frequencies,
we find that a quasi-power-law form for the spin suscep-
tibility,

χpwl ∼ ω−γ and γ = 1− 2/ ln
(T eff

K

D

)
, (10)

with D = min(Γ, Torb), is indistinguishable from the log-
arithmic form. These two start to deviate as one gets
to very small frequencies ω � D [50], which results in
the upturn seen close to T eff

K in Fig. 3. For very small
T eff
K /Torb, due to strong Hund’s coupling and the re-

sulting nearly frozen charge fluctuations, the slow log-
arithmic scaling presents itself as this quasi-power-law
for many decades in frequency. We find that, for a given
fixed JH/D = 0.37, γ ' 1.2 for nimp = 2.7 and γ ' 1.4
for nimp = 2.0. This exponent γ changes continuously as
nimp is varied.

We note that χ′′sp ∼ ω−1.2 was seen in a different but
related model [31, 32], and was invoked in phenomeno-
logical modeling of the spin-fluctuation-induced Cooper
pairing in the iron-based superconductors [58, 59]. In our
model, the quenching of the local moments, which leads
to the apparent quasi-power-law behavior, can then be
hijacked by a pairing instability, taking the system away
from the Fermi liquid fixed point. Therefore, our work
connects the γ model [58, 60–62] of local fluctuation in-
duced superconducting instability to systems character-
ized by the interplay of Kondo and Hund’s interactions.

Future work should therefore be devoted to the inclu-
sion of the dynamical spin susceptibility from Eq. (8) into
an Eliashberg treatment of the formation of a supercon-
ducting condensate from local spin fluctuations. Based
on the quasi-power-law from our microscopic theory, we
expect the same conclusion as of Ref. [58] of a univer-
sal superconducting gap to Tc ratio at a given nimp, e.g.
∆max/kBTc ∼ 7.2, as is relevant to the case of the iron-
based superconductors.

Conclusion - We have shown that the dynamical large-
N approach can capture the destruction of the Hund’s
coupled emergent large moment due to hole doping. Fur-
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thermore, the inclusion of bona fide holons leads to a de-
scription of orbital degrees of freedom and the conclusion
that the intermediate regime is well described through
the concept of spin-orbital separation (SOS) [9, 42]. In
this phase, the dynamical spin susceptibility has a loga-
rithmic component due to the extremely slow approach
to the Kondo fixed point and to the nearly frozen charge
fluctuations. Because T eff

K � Torb, this presents itself
as a quasi-power-law for an extended intermediate fre-
quency regime. The non-Fermi-liquid-like features in the
emergent moment regime can therefore be continuously
connected to the integer valence limit. Such dynamical
local spin susceptibility could act as a glue for Cooper
pairs in the iron-based superconductors, a subject of a
future work.
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These supplements contain the following sections:

I. Details on the bare mixed valence problem in the absence of Hund’s coupling;

II. The derivation of the spin and orbital susceptibilities;

III. Details on the single iteration approach to logarithmic corrections of the Kondo coupling;

IV. The consequence of the logarithmic approach to the Fermi liquid for the dynamical spin susceptibility and the
subsequently obtained scaling form;

V. The derivation of the quasi-power-law exponent γ.

I. INFINITE-U ANDERSON MODEL IN THE LARGE-N APPROACH

We here present further details on the black curve from Fig. 1 (c), since only once [S49] has the infinite-U Anderson
model been studied in the large-N approach. In this context, the interorbital Hund’s coupling JH is set to 0. While
the self-energy equations are the same, the Dyson equations for the holons and spinons are

Gb(z)
−1 = [z − λ− V 2Σb(z)] , (S1)

Gχ(z)−1 = [z − λ− εf − V 2Σχ(z)] . (S2)

We numerically solve these Dyson equations together with the self-energy self-consistent equations of Eq. (5), for
a fixed bare hybridization width Γ = πρV 2 with ρ = 1/(2D) the conduction electron’s density of states, and a fixed
electronic bandwidth D.

For such an infinite-U Anderson-model, it is known [S49] that the characteristic Kondo temperature is given by

T 0
K = D

( Γ

πD

)k
exp

{
− π|εf |

Γ

}
, (S3)

where k = q = 2S/N for this perfectly screened case. We show in Fig. (S1) the obtained Kondo temperature as a
function of the holon energy level from numerically solving the large-N equations. We can see that, having defined the
holon energy in the action as εfχ

†
iχi, εf > 0 will result in a suppression of the holon occupation (red curve) and an

enhancement of the spinon occupation (blue curve). That is the Kondo limit. In this limit, the Kondo temperature
is very small because of the small holon occupation. This can be understood through as a Gutzwiller renormalization
of the hybridization V due to finite holon occupancy Ṽ ∼ V

√
〈nχ〉 [S47]. Therefore, as nχ → 0, the exponential in

Eq. (S3) tends to 0 exponentially.
On the other side, as εf < 0, the holons dominate over the spinons and the impurity is in the strongly mixed valence

regime. There, the Fermi liquid ground state is still reached, but it is one filled with Kondo singlets, which are easy
to form with the large presence of holons, hence the large Kondo temperature. Since Finally, on Fig. (S1) (b), we see
the reproduced trend of Eq. (S3), and the exponentially smaller Kondo temperature in the bare Kondo limit.

II. SUSCEPTIBILITIES AND HUBBARD OPERATORS

Well defined susceptibilities need to be expressed in terms of the Hubbard operators. These operators, which we
use to capture the contraint of no double occupancy, are defined in terms of the Schwinger bosons b and holons χ:



Spin Susceptibility 2

FIG. S1. (a) Display of the variation in spinon and holon proportional occupation versus the holon energy level (nB/q and
nχ/q respectively), with q = 2S/N and nξ = −(1/π)

∫
dωnξ(ω) ImGξ(ω + iδ). We also plot the effective Kondo temperature

T 0
K , taken as the temperature at which the holon phase shift reaches δχ > 0.98π. (b) The same data for the Kondo temperature
T 0
K , but in a logarithmic vertical axis to show the exponential spread of T 0

K (following Eq. (S3)). The superscript 0 on T 0
K is

to differentiate it with the effective Kondo temperature in the presence of Hund’s coupling.

X(m)
α,a = b†mαχma , X(m)

a,α = χ†mabmα ,

X
(m)
a,b = χ†maχmb , X

(m)
α,β = b†mαbmβ .

(S4)

In [S9, S31, S32, S42, S51], the spin and orbital susceptibilities for the impurity are studied, and their behavior
brings clarity to the concept of spin-orbital separation. We therefore wish to connect these observables with the
large-N Schwinger boson method presented in this paper. These papers define the spin and orbital susceptibility as

χsp =
1

3

∑
α

〈Ŝα| |Ŝα〉ω ,

χorb =
1

8

∑
a

〈T̂ a| |T̂ a〉ω .
(S5)

with T̂ a = 1
2

∑
nn′σ d

†
nστ

a
nn′dn′σ, τa the 8 Gell-Mann matrices such that Tr[τaτ b] = 2δab. Similarly, the spin

operators are taken as Ŝα = 1
2

∑
nσσ′ d†nσσ

α
σσ′dnσ′ , with Tr[σασβ ] = 2δαβ . Their system has SU(2) spin symmetry

and SU(3) orbital symmetry, hence the definition for the Ŝα and T̂ a operators.
The expression 〈X| |X〉ω refers to the Fourier-transformed retarded correlation functions −iΘ(t)〈[X(t), X(0)]〉, with

real frequency ω. In order to connect with these definitions, we need to define spin and orbital operators, and then
obtain the susceptibility bubbles in the large-N limit.

Spin Susceptibility

Consider the total spin operator on the impurity to be

Sαβ(τ) =
∑
m

X
(m)
αβ (τ) =

∑
m

b†m,α(τ)bm,β(τ) , (S6)

with m the orbital index, and α, β ∈ [1, ..., N ] are indices of SU(N). The total spin-spin susceptibility in imaginary
time τ is then defined as

χsp(τ) = 〈~S(τ) · ~S(0)〉 =
1

N2

1

3

∑
αβ

〈Sαβ(τ)Sβα(0)〉

=
1

N2

1

3

∑
αβ

〈
[∑
m

X
(m)
αβ (τ)

][∑
m′

X
(m′)
βα (0)

]
〉 =

1

N2

∑
m

∑
αβ

〈X(m)
αβ (τ)X

(0)
βα (0)〉

(S7)
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where we used orbital invariance on the m index. We obtain

χsp(τ) =
1

N2

∑
m

∑
αβ

〈b†m,α(τ)bmβ(τ)b†0β(0)b0,α(0)〉 (S8)

=
1

N2

∑
m

∑
αβ

[
(((((((((((((

〈b†m,α(τ)bmβ(τ)b†0β(0)b0,α(0)〉+ 〈b†m,α(τ)bmβ(τ)b†0β(0)b0,α(0)〉
]

(S9)

=
1

N2

∑
m

∑
αβ

〈b†m,α(τ)b0,α(0)〉〈bmβ(τ)b†0β(0)〉 (S10)

=
∑
m

GB(m, τ)GB(−m,−τ) (S11)

with the definition that GB(m, τ) = −
∑
αβ〈Tbmα(τ)b†0β(0)〉. The Linked-Cluster theorem allows us to reject discon-

nected parts (first term that is crossed), which anyway lead to a O(1/N) contribution to the susceptibility.
After converting to Matsubara frequencies and doing the analytic continuation iνp → ω + iη, we obtain the finite

frequency result

χsp(ω) =
∑
k

∫
dω′

2π
nB(ω′)G′′B(k, ω′ + iη) [GB(k, ω′ − ω − iη) +GB(k, ω′ + ω + iη)] (S12)

with the bosonic Green’s functions GB(k, z) = [z − λ + 2∆ cos(k) − ΣB(z)]−1 as defined in the main text. The
dynamical spin susceptibility can therefore be computed as χ′′sp(ω) = − 1

π Imχsp(ω).

Orbital Susceptibility

The model we consider has SO(3) symmetry, representing the angular momentum subspace of the t2g (L = 1)
orbitals. The SO(3) group is represented using the iLγ operators (which are themselves linear combinations of the
(λ2, λ5, λ7) Gell-Mann matrices, as SO(3) is a subgroup of SU(3)). The matrices acting in the 3× 3 orbital site space
representing the angular momenta are

Lx =

0 0 0
0 0 −1
0 1 0

 , Ly =

 0 0 1
0 0 0
−1 0 0

 , Lz =

0 −1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

 . (S13)

so that the angular momentum operator in the γ direction, defined through the Hubbard operators, is

L̂γ =
1

NK

∑
mm′αa

X(m)
αa (Lγ)mm′X(m′)

aα =
1

NK

∑
mm′αa

b†m,αχm,a(Lγ)mm′χ†m′,abm′,α (S14)

with a the channel index a ∈ [1, · · · ,K], and α ∈ [1, · · · ,K] the SU(N) spin index, and X
(m)
αa (X

(m)
aα ) being the

Hubbard operator associated with creation (annihilation) of an impurity electron at site m, respectively.It is clear

that acting L̂z on a filled state such as
∏
αa b

†
1,αχ1,a|0〉 leads to its mz, in this case mz = 1 (one impurity electronic

state is filled at m = 1). We then define the orbital susceptibility as

χorb(τ) =
1

3

∑
γ

〈L̂γ(τ)L̂γ(0)〉 (S15)

=
1

3

1

N2K2

∑
mm′nn′

∑
αβab

〈X(m)
αa (τ)X(m′)

aα (τ)X
(n)
βb (0)X

(n′)
bβ (0)〉

[∑
γ

(Lγ)mm′(Lγ)nn′

]
(S16)

=
1

3

∑
mm′nn′

[∑
γ

(Lγ)mm′(Lγ)nn′

]
Ann

′

mm′(τ) (S17)
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FIG. S2. (a) The vertex for the Hubbard operators X
(m)
αa for sites m and m′. Dashed lines are holons propagators Gχ and wavy

lines are spinons propagators Gb. (b-c) The four different Wick contractions that can be created from the vertex presented in
(a). Each closed dashed loop carries a summation over a indices (O(K) sum) while each closed wavy loop carries a summation
over α indices (O(N) sum). (b) is the disconnected part, and does not correspond to any dynamical behavior. Diagrams (c-d)
have disconnected parts to them, but cannot be made fully disconnected without cutting through a propagator. Whereas (c)
and (d) scale like O(N2K) and O(K2N) respectively, (d) scales like O(NK), and we discard it in the large-N limit.

along the following definition:

Ann
′

mm′(τ) =
1

N2K2

∑
αβab

〈T X(m)
αa (τ)X(m′)

aα (τ)X
(n)
βb (0)X

(n′)
bβ (0)〉 (S18)

Vertices at time τ have one Hubbard operator entering and one leaving; this creates a complicated vertex for
bosons and holons (see Fig. S2 (a)). There are four general diagrams one can create after Wick contracting the
boson and holon lines (see Fig. S2 (b-e)), with (b) the truly disconnected one which can be disregarded through the
Linked-Cluster theorem.

Thus, the calculation of the susceptibilities can include the 3 remaining objects (c-e) from figure S2. (c-d) are
O(1/K) and O(1/N) contributions respectively, and (e) is O(1/NK), seen by summing repeated indices for each
bosonic and fermionic loop. The expression for the sum of these three remaining connected graphs is therefore, in the
most general case,

Ann
′

mm′(τ) =
1

N2K2

∑
αβab

〈T X(m)
αa (τ)X(m′)

aα (τ)X
(n)
βb (0)X

(n′)
bβ (0)〉 (S19)

=
1

N2K2

∑
αβab

〈T b†m,α(τ)χm,a(τ)χ†m′a(τ)bm′α(τ)b†nβ(0)χnb(0)χ†n′,b(0)bn′,β(0)〉 (S20)

=
1

N2K2

∑
αβab

〈T b†m,α(τ)bm′α(τ)b†nβ(0)bn′,β(0)χm,a(τ)χ†m′a(τ)χnb(0)χ†n′,b(0)〉

+
1

N2K2

∑
αβab

〈T b†m,α(τ)bm′α(τ)b†nβ(0)bn′,β(0)χm,a(τ)χ†m′a(τ)χnb(0)χ†n′,b(0)〉

+
1

N2K2

∑
αβab

〈T b†m,α(τ)bm′α(τ)b†nβ(0)bn′,β(0)χm,a(τ)χ†m′a(τ)χnb(0)χ†n′,b(0)〉

(S21)

= − 1

K
GB(m′,m, 0−)GB(n′, n, 0−)Gh(m,n′, τ)Gh(n,m′,−τ)

+
1

N
GB(n′,m,−τ)GB(m′, n, τ)Gh(m,m′, 0+)Gh(n, n′, 0+)

− 1

NK
GB(n′,m,−τ)GB(m′, n, τ)Gh(m,n′, τ)Gh(n,m′,−τ)

(S22)
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where the 1/N and 1/K factors come from GB = 1
N

∑
αGB,α(τ) = − 1

N

∑
α〈T bα(τ)b†α(0)〉 and Gαβ = δαβGα. For

Eqs. (S21) and (S22), the three expressions correspond respectively to the diagrams (c) (d) and (e) from figure S2.
Furthermore, we are using the notation that

G(m,n, τ) = −〈TOm(τ)O†n(0)〉 (S23)

with O a bosonic or fermionic operator. Returning to the expression for the orbital susceptibility, we have that

χxorb(τ) =
1

3

[
−A3,2

3,2(τ)−A2,3
2,3(τ) +A2,3

3,2(τ) +A3,2
2,3(τ)

]
(S24)

χyorb(τ) =
1

3

[
−A3,1

3,1(τ)−A1,3
1,3(τ) +A1,3

3,1(τ) +A3,1
1,3(τ)

]
(S25)

χzorb(τ) =
1

3

[
−A1,2

1,2(τ)−A2,1
2,1(τ) +A2,1

1,2(τ) +A1,2
2,1(τ)

]
(S26)

In the case of χxorb(τ), we therefore need to evaluate A3,2
3,2(τ) and A2,3

3,2(τ). To do so, we first remark that since the

term in the action for the holons is diagonal in orbital space (Sχ ∝ εf
∑
m χ
†
maχma), we have the holon’s Green’s

function is diagonal in orbital space. Hence,

Gh(x, y, τ) = − 1

K

∑
a

〈T χx,a(τ)χ†y,a(0)〉 = δxyGh(τ). (S27)

Once we feed those results into the expression for Ann′

mm′(τ), we obtain

A3,2
3,2(τ) = − 1

K
GB(2, 3, 0−)GB(2, 3, 0−)

(((((((((((
Gh(3, 2, τ)Gh(2, 3,−τ)

+
1

N
GB(2, 3,−τ)GB(2, 3, τ)

((((((((((((
Gh(3− 2, 0+)Gh(3, 2, 0+)

− 1

NK
GB(2, 3,−τ)GB(2, 3, τ)

(((((((((((
Gh(3, 2, τ)Gh(3, 2,−τ)

= 0 = A2,3
2,3(τ)

(S28)

and

A2,3
3,2(τ) = − 1

K
GB(2, 3, 0−)GB(3, 2, 0−)Gh(3, 3, τ)Gh(2, 2,−τ)

+
1

N
GB(3, 3,−τ)GB(2, 2, τ)

(((((((((((
Gh(3, 2, 0+)Gh(2, 3, 0+)

− 1

NK
GB(3, 3,−τ)GB(2, 2, τ)Gh(3, 3, τ)Gh(2, 2,−τ)

= − 1

K
Gh(τ)Gh(−τ)

[
GB(2, 3, 0−)GB(3, 2, 0−) +

1

N
GB(3, 3,−τ)GB(2, 2, τ)

]
(S29)

In the limit of large-N, only the first contribution will be relevant. The other contributions from the y and z sectors
will lead to essentially the same results, with a change of index. Therefore, we identify

χorb(τ) =
∑
γ

χγorb =
1

K

( ∆

JH

)2

Gh(τ)Gh(−τ) (S30)

The constant factor of
(

∆
JH

)2

in this expression can be obtained after Fourier transforming the bosonic Green’s

function:

1

3

∑
m

GB(m,m+ 1, 0−)GB(m+ 1,m, 0−) = [GB(k = 0, 0−)−GB(k = ±2π/3, 0−)]2 (S31)

where GB(k, z) = [z − λ− 2∆ cos(k)− ΣB(z)]−1. We have that
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GB(k = 0, 0−)−GB(k = ±2π/3, 0−) =
∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

π
nB(ω)Im[cos(k)GB(k, ω + iη)] =

∆

JH
(S32)

This is the same definition as the constraint on the Schwinger bosons, which leads to the ∆/JH factor, and hence
completes the expression.

After converting to Matsubara frequencies and doing the analytic continuation iωp → ω + iη, we obtain the finite
frequency result

χorb(ω) =
1

K

( ∆

JH

)2
∫
dω′

2π
nF (ω′)G′′h(ω′ + iη) [Gh(ω′ − ω − iη) +Gh(ω′ + ω + iη)] (S33)

with the holonic Green’s functions Gh(z) = [z−λ− εf −Σχ(z)]−1 as defined in the main text. The dynamical orbital
susceptibility can therefore be computed as χ′′orb(ω) = − 1

π Imχorb(ω). This concludes the derivation of the expressions
presented in Eq. (7) and Fig. 3.

III. DETAILS ON SINGLE ITERATION APPROACH

In this section, we analytically evaluate a single self-energy correction to the holon’s propagator, therefore obtaining
the logarithmically dependent effective Kondo coupling, as mentioned in Eq. (9) in the main text.

We consider the single loop correction to the holon propagator,

G−1
χ,0(z) = z − εf − λ , (S34)

G−1
χ,1(z) = G−1

χ,0(z)− V 2Σχ,0(z) . (S35)

In a previous approach [S28], the evaluation of the first order self-energy at z = 0+iδ led to an analytical expression
for the effective Kondo temperature in presence of Hund’s coupling. The argument there was that the holons have a
pole that crosses from ω > 0 to ω < 0 at T = T eff

K . Here, we expand this work to include the frequency dependence
of the self-energy, based on other works on underscreened Kondo models [S44, S46].

A single iteration is conducted by estimating Σχ,0 in a single loop, i.e. through the bare propagators for the spinons
and conduction electrons. In imaginary time, this is written as

Σχ,0(τ) = gc,0(−τ)GB,0(τ) (S36)

where we use the following bare propagators in the presence of Hund’s coupling.

gc,0(z) =

∫
dε
ρ(ε)

z − ε
, GB,0(z) =

1

3

[
(z − λ′)−1 + 2(z − λ′ − 3∆)−1

]
(S37)

Passing from imaginary time to matsubara frequencies leads to

Σχ,0(iωm) =
1

3

∫
dερ(ε)

∑
n

1

iωn − ε

[ 1

iωn + iωm − λ′
+

2

iωn + iωm − λ′ − 3∆

]
(S38)

which, after doing the Matsubara sum over fermionic frequencies, leads to

Σχ,0(iωm) =
1

3

∫
dερ(ε)

[nF (εk) + nB(λ′)

ε− (λ′ − iωn)
+ 2

nF (εk) + nB(λ′ + 3∆)

ε− (λ′ + 3∆− iωn)

]
(S39)

We can then analytically continue this expression iωn → ω + iδ. Finally, progress can be made to evaluate
analytically this integral. Using ρ(ε) = ρΦ(ε) with ρ = 1/2D, such that Φ(ε)D2/(ω2 + D2) for the conduction
electrons’ density of states (Φ acts as a soft cutoff at ω = D, the bandwidth) simplifies the problem. Integrals of this
sort are regularly found in Kondo problems [S47], and can be evaluated through the use of the digamma function
Ψ(z) = d ln Γ(z)/dz. The general result we use is that
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∫
dω′Φ(ω′)

nF (ω′)

ω′ −A
=

[
Ψ

(
1

2
− A

2πiT

)
− ln

(
D

2πT

)]
− π

2

D

iD −A
(S40)

Therefore, the full result is obtained:

Σχ,0(ω) = −ρ
3

(
1 +

2

1 + ∆2

D2

)
ln
( D

2πT

)
+
ρ

3

[
Ψ
(1

2
+
λ′ − ω
2πiT

)
+

2

1 + ∆2

D2

Ψ
(1

2
+
λ′ + 3∆− ω

2πiT

)]
+
πρ

6
[coth(−βλ′/2) + 2 coth(−β(λ′ + 3∆)/2)] ,

(S41)

and the single iteration result for the holon’s Green’s function is then

G−1
χ,1(ω) = ω − εf − λ′ + 2∆

+
ρV 2

3

(
1 +

2

1 + ∆2

D2

)
ln
( D

2πT

)
− ρV 2

3

[
Ψ
(1

2
+
λ′ − ω
2πiT

)
+

2

1 + ∆2

D2

Ψ
(1

2
+
λ′ + 3∆− ω

2πiT

)]
− πρV 2

6
[coth(−βλ′/2) + 2 coth(−β(λ′ + 3∆)/2)] ,

(S42)

where λ′ = λ + 2∆ is the chemical potential for the Schwinger bosons in the aligned state (k = 0). The unaligned
state is gapped. The value of λ′ is obtained by satisfying the constraint concerning the number of bosons. Quite
generally, we will have that nB(λ) = q/α with α > 1 where q = 2S/N . α = 1 corresponds to no Hund’s coupling
and no holons (nχ = 0). The presence of holons reduces the T = 0 spinon occupation and increases α. Therefore, as
T → 0, λ′ → T ln(1 + α/q).

Before exploring the explicit frequency dependence of the holon’s Green’s function, it is very useful to extract
the universal temperature scale T eff

K . The Kondo temperature, signaling the advent of the Nozières Fermi liquid at
T < T eff

K , is intimately related to a shift of the pole Gχ. As it was used before [S28], a useful tool to estimate T eff
K is

that

ReG−1
χ (z)|z=0+iδ = 0 at T = T eff

K (S43)

In extracting the effective Kondo temperature, we are mainly concerned with two limits. Firstly, in the absence
of Hund’s coupling, we can set ∆ = 0. This is a conventional Anderson impurity problem, and an effective Kondo

coupling JK ∼ V 2

εf+λ can be obtained by a Schrieffer Wolff transformation. The same JK scale emerges out of this

method. In this case, the holon’s Green’s function is simply

G−1
χ,1(ω) = ω − εf − λ′ + ρV 2 ln

( D

2πT

)
− ρV 2Ψ

(1

2
+
λ′ − ω
2πiT

)
− πρV 2

2
coth(−βλ′/2) , (S44)

Therefore, the Kondo temperature criteria of Eq. (S43) leads to the following equation

εf + λ′

ρV 2
= ln

( D

2πT eff
K

)
− Re Ψ

(1

2
+

λ′

2πiT eff
K

)
− π

2
coth(−βλ′/2) , (S45)

Quite generally, we will have that nB(λ) = q/α with α > 1 where q = 2S/N . α = 1 corresponds to no Hund’s
coupling and no holons (nχ = 0). The presence of holons reduces the T = 0 spinon occupation and increases α.
Therefore, we have λ → T ln(1 + α/q). This simplifies the digamma term as ln[ln(1 + α/q)/2π]. Furthermore, we
approximate the digamma function such that Re Ψ(z) ' ln(|z|) and simplifying Eq. (S45), we get

T eff
K

D
= F(q) exp

[
− εf + λ

ρV 2

]
(S46)

F(q) =
exp [−π2 coth(− ln(1 + α/q)/2)]

ln(1 + α/q)
(S47)
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where we recover an analogous form to the typical Kondo temperature TK/D ' exp [−1/ρJK ] with JK ∼ V 2

εf+λ as

expected from a Schrieffer Wolff transformation.
In the case of large Hund’s coupling, the spinon gap can be taken to be larger than the electronic bandwidth

(∆ � D), and all spinons will be in the aligned ground state. Furthermore, the chemical potential adjusts itself so
that λ′ = λ− 2∆ ' T ln(1 + α/q). In this case, the holon’s Green’s function is

G−1
χ,1(ω) = ω − εf − λ+

ρV 2

3
ln
( D

2πT

)
− ρV 2

3
Ψ
(1

2
+
λ′ − ω
2πiT

)
− πρV 2

6
[coth(−βλ′/2)− 2] , (S48)

Therefore, the Kondo temperature criteria of Eq. (S43) leads to

3
εf + λ

ρV 2
= ln

( D

2πT eff
K

)
− Re Ψ

(1

2
+

ln(1 + α/q)

2πi

)
− π

2
[coth(− ln(1 + α/q)/2)− 2] , (S49)

Solving for T eff
K , we obtain

T eff
K

D
= K(q) exp

[
− 3

εf + λ

ρV 2

]
(S50)

K(q) =
exp [−π2 coth(− ln(1 + α/q)/2) + π]

ln(1 + α/q)
(S51)

which is equivalent, generically, to the following form

T eff,H
K

D
∝
(T eff,0

K

D

)3

(S52)

T eff,0
K

D
∝ exp

[
− εf + λ

ρV 2

]
(S53)

with the proportionality factor being a function of q, comprising the functions F(q) and K(q). This is a simple
recovery of both the effective Kondo temperature for an Anderson model [S47], as well as the Schrieffer effect for
strong Hund’s coupling [S23]. Therefore, we will generically associate

εf + λ

ρV 2
=
C
n

ln
( D

2πT eff
K

)
(S54)

with n = 1 for JH = 0 (no Hund’s coupling) and n = 3 for JH � D (strong Hund’s coupling). C is a O(1) number
depending on α/q.

We are now fully able to study the holon Green’s function’s full frequency dependence of Eq. S48. We consider
frequencies ω > max{T, T eff

K }. In that case, the digamma functions in Eq. (S48) can be approximated as Ψ(a+ ω) '
ln(ω) for large arguments ω. Furthermore, we take advantage of the relation of Eq. (S54), and are left with

G−1
χ,1(ω) = ω − ρV 2

[C
n

ln
( D

2T eff
K

)
− 1

n
ln
( D

2πT

)
+

1

n
ln
( ω

2πT

)
−D

]
, (S55)

for the general holonic Green’s function at any temperature. Simplifying the logarithms, one finds that the holon’s
Green’s function for the mixed valence problem, once the self-energy has been taken into account, is

G−1
χ,1(ω) = ω − Γ

πn
ln
( ω

T eff
K

)
+ B . (S56)

In the cases studied in this paper, the effective Kondo temperature is very small due to both the presence of holons
in the system (T 0

K is small), and because of strong Hund’s coupling (n = 3). Note that, for n = 3, this is only valid
for ω < Torb, as we have ”locked” the spins at the different orbitals together when putting n = 3.
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Mapping to a Kondo problem

Upon inspection, we can see from Eq. S56 that if T eff
K < ω < min{Γ, Torb}, then the expression is dominated by the

second term. This factor D = min{Γ, Torb} is a natural high-energy cutoff for the regime of validity of our expressions.
For these small frequencies yet above T eff

K , the logarithm part due to the ω-dependent Kondo coupling dominates the
Green’s function.

In this regime, we find that the physical holons χ† can be replaced by simple Grassmann fields χ̄ = V χ†, where
we have absorbed the hybridization V into their definition. This is to connect to the Parcollet-Georges decoupling
[S34, S48, S63, S64] of the Kondo interaction through the use of Grassmann variables, as we have used in Ref.
[S28, S33]. In the infinite-U Anderson model, we have that the holon part of the action is [see Eq. (2)]

Hmv =
∑
m

V (c†0mαaχ
†
m,abmα + h.c.) + (εf + λ)χ†m,aχm,a (S57)

where the effect of Eq. (S56) is to renormalize the holon energy level from εf + λ to ε∗(ω) = ρV 2

n ln
(

ω
T eff
K

)
. In the

Kondo model [S28], we had

Hkondo =
∑
m

(c†0mαaχ̄m,abmα + h.c.) +
χ̄m,aχm,a

JK
(S58)

We can see that one can connect the two Hamiltonians with the association χ̄ = V χ†. This leads to an effective
Kondo coupling

Jeff
K '

V 2

ε∗(ω)
=

n

ρ ln
(

ω
T eff
K

) , (S59)

The new Kondo Green’s function for our holons will be noted as G̃χ(ω) = −〈Tχ(τ)χ̄(0)〉, in terms of the newly

introduced Grassmann quantities. Because of the absorption of a factor of V into the definition of χ̄, we get V 2G̃χ(ω) =
Gχ,1(ω). There is no dynamics (no ∂τ term) in the action for these Grassmannian variables. Therefore, the ω in

Eq. (S56) can be removed in the expression for G̃χ. The final Kondo Green’s function is

G̃χ(ω) '
[
− 1

Jeff
K

]−1

(S60)

This replacement is only valid in the limit where ω/T eff
K > 1 while max(T, ω) < JH . In this regime, the nearly

frozen charge degrees of freedom means that we can neglect the holon’s dynamics and get a very simple instantaneous
effective imaginary time Green’s function

G̃χ(τ) = −Jeff
K δ(τ) (S61)

This concludes the derivation of Eq. (9) in the main text. This result is further used in the next section for second
order contribution to the dynamical spin susceptibility. For large frequencies ω = D one recovers the bare Jeff

K value
of Eq. (S46).

IV. LOGARITHMIC CORRECTION TO THE SPIN SUSCEPTIBILITY

In this section, we consider whether the combination of the single iteration holon propagator, as derived above in
Eq. (S59), with the spinon susceptibility bubble, is enough to obtain the correct scaling form for the dynamical spin
susceptibility, as seen if Fig. 3. Former insight on this is provided by Ref. [S57], in which a running Kondo coupling is
introduced in the context of underscreened Kondo models such that J̃(ω) = 1/ ln(ω/T0) with T0 ∼ TK the onset on
underscreened features. Through a second order correction to the impurity spin dynamics as electrons are scattered
on the impurity through the Kondo coupling JK , this running coupling is then used to predict the spin susceptibility
behavior of χ′′(ω) ∼ [ω ln2(ω/TK)]−1.

The question then becomes whether we obtain such a correction to χsp in this Schwinger boson formalism too. The
previous section showed that a single iteration of the self-energy equations leads to a running effective Kondo coupling
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FIG. S3. (a) Full spinon susceptibility with the dressed propagators. (b) Zeroth order contribution to the spin susceptibility
where only the bare spinon propagrators are taken into account. (b) First order scattering of a spinon into the conduction sea
through the Kondo effect. In the limit of T eff

K � ω � Torb, due to strong Hund’s coupling, the holon propagator can be replaced
by the Kondo-like instantaneous propagator. This diagram then has a bubble correction from the conduction electrons. (c)
Second order correction to the spinon susceptibility. Taking the same limit of an instantaneous holon propagator, we recover
the rightmost diagram of (c), which is calculated explicitly in Eq. (S79) and is responsible for the logarithmic features in the
dynamical spin susceptibility.

as the holon propagator. This section focuses on the use of this propagator to calculate the second order correction
to spinon dynamics as they scatter into holons and conduction electrons.

We first consider the zeroth order contribution to the spin susceptibility. We use the result of Eq. (S12), and replace
GB(k, z) → GB,0(k, z). Furthermore, we can consider both cases of strong Hund’s coupling and no Hund’s coupling
in the same breath. In the case JH = 0, GB,0(k, z) = GB,0(z) = [z − λ]−1. The chemical potential λ is found by
satisfying the contraint on boson number, i.e. we have that nB(λ) ' q = 2S/N .

In the case of finite JK , the bare spinon propagators are GB,0(k = 0, z) = [z−λ+2∆]−1 and GB,0(k = ±2π/3, z) =
[z−λ−∆]−1. The chemical potential adjusts itself to the gap in the spinon dispersion, and we have that nB(λ−2∆) '
3q. Noting λ′ = λ− 2∆, we therefore have GB,0(k = 0, z) = [z − λ′]−1 and GB,0(k = ±2π/3, z) = [z − λ′ − 3∆]−1. In
the limit of large JH and therefore large ∆, GB,0(k = ±2π/3, z)→ 0. Therefore, the bare propagator to be used for
the case of strong Hund’s coupling and absent Hund’s coupling has the same form: GB,0(z) = [z − λ]−1, where λ has
to be adjusted for the context.

Zeroth order

The zeroth order is readily obtained.

χsp,0(iνp) = T
∑
n

GB,0(iνn)GB,0(iνn − iνp) = T
∑
n

1

iνn − λ
1

iνn − iνp − λ
(S62)

= T
∑
n

1

(iνn − λ)2
δp,0 = βnB(λ)(1 + nB(λ))δp,0 (S63)

Therefore there is no finite frequency impurity spin susceptibility absent hybridization with the electronic degrees
of freedom. The p = 0 (zero frequency contribution) leads to the Curie-like behavior of the static susceptibility:
χsp ' βnB(λ)[1 + nB(λ)].

First order

We then consider the first order correction to this through the addition of a self-energy bubble for the spinons, see
Fig. S3 (c). In this section, we concern ourselves with the intermediate energy window where T eff

K < ω < Torb, in which
the results of the preceding section are applicable. In essence, instead of considering a full Gχ holon propagator, we
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will be replacing it such that V 2Gχ = G̃χ, i.e. a Kondo holon’s Green’s function. We use the instanteneous Green’s
function in imaginary time obtained in Eq. (S61).

Therefore, the first order correction to the spinon bubble, as shown in Fig. S3 (b), is

χsp,1(τ) = GB,0(−τ)

∫
dτ1dτ2GB,0(τ1)gc,0(τ2 − τ1)G̃χ(τ2 − τ1)GB,0(τ − τ2) (S64)

= −Jeff
K GB,0(−τ)gc,0(0+)

∫
dτ1dτ2GB,0(τ1)GB,0gc,0(τ2 − τ1)δ(τ2 − τ1)(τ − τ2) (S65)

(S66)

In the next step, we need to use our form for a flat electronic density of states. We have that and the resultant
propagator for the conduction electrons.

gc,0(iωn) = ρ

∫ D

−D
dε

1

iωn − ε
(S67)

where ρ = 1
2D , and D the electron bandwidth. This leads to ρc,0(ω) = ρ. Because of particle-hole symmetry and the

fermionic commutation relation, we then get that gc,0(τ = 0+) = − 1
2 . Therefore, after transforming to Matsubara

frequencies, we obtain

χsp,1(iνp) = (Jeff
K )T

∑
n

[GB,0(iνn)]2GB,0(iνn − iνp) (S68)

= (Jeff
K )T

∑
n

1

(iνn − λ)2

1

iνn − iνp − λ
=

(Jeff
K )n′B(λ)

iνp
=
β(Jeff

K )nB(λ)[1 + nB(λ)]

iνp
(S69)

After doing the analytic continuation iνp → ω + iδ, we see that taking the imaginary part leaves χ′′sp,1(ω) ∝ δ(ω) -
there is no dissipative feature at the first order.

Second order

Finally, we can proceed to the second order correction to the spin susceptibility, which is outlined in Fig. S3 (c).
Again, we use the simplification of an instantaneous holon propagator after mapping the mixed valence problem onto
an effective Kondo one: G̃χ(τ) ' −Jeff

K δ(τ). The second order susceptibility becomes

χsp,2(τ) = (Jeff
K )2GB,0(−τ)

∫
dτ1dτ2GB,0(τ1)gc,0(τ2 − τ1)gc,0(τ1 − τ2)GB,0(τ2 − τ1)GB,0(τ − τ2) (S70)

We then Fourier transform these expressions to Matsubara frequencies. We obtain

χsp,2(iνp) = (Jeff
K )2T 3

∑
n1,...,n6

[
T

∫
dτe(iνp+iνn1−iνn6 )τ

]
×
[
T

∫
dτ1e

(−iνn2
+iωn3

−iωn4
+iνn5

)τ1
][
T

∫
dτ2e

(−iωn3+iωn4−iνn5+iνn6 )τ2
]

×GB,0(iνn1)GB,0(iνn2)gc,0(iωn3)gc,0(iωn4)GB,0(iνn5)GB,0(iνn6) (S71)

= (ρJeff
K )2

∫
dεdε′T 3

∑
n,m,q

1

iωn + iωm + iνp − iνq − λ
1

(iωn + iωm + iνp − λ)2

1

iνp − λ
1

iωn − ε
1

iωm − ε′

(S72)

where the integral form for the conduction electron’s Green’s function (Eq. (S67)) was included in the last line. The
Matsubara sums were performed analytically on Mathematica. The result is
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χsp,2(iνp) = (ρJeff
K )2

∫
dεdε′

(F1(ε, ε′, λ, iνp)

iνp
+
F2(ε, ε′, λ, iνp)

ε− ε′ − iνp

)
(S73)

We are only interested in this section in a Mathematica expression for the dynamical susceptibility, i.e. Imχsp(ω).
Therefore, we first analytically the bosonic Matsubara frequencies from the imaginary axis to the real axis: iνp →
ω + iδ, and then take the imaginary part of that. We then obtain

χ′′sp,2(ω) = (ρJeff
K )2

∫
dεdε′

(
F1(ε, ε′, λ)δ(ω) + F2(ε, ε′, λ)δ(ε− ε′ − ω)

)
(S74)

The factors F1 and F2 are obtained from the Matsubara sums. We simply state the result here

F1(ε, ε′, λ) =
1

ε− ε′
(
nB(λ)2n′F (ε)− [nF (ε′)− nF (ε− λ)][nF (ε)n′B(λ− ε+ ε′)− nB(λ− ε+ ε′)n′F (ε)]

− nB(λ− ε+ ε′)nF (ε)n′F (ε′) + nB(λ)[nF (ε)n′F (ε)− nB(λ− ε+ ε′)n′F (ε′)]

+ nB(λ)[nF (ε− λ)(n′B(λ− ε+ ε′) + n′F (ε))− nF (ε)(n′B(λ− ε+ ε′) + n′F (ε))]
)

(S75)

F2(ε, ε′, λ) =
nB(λ)− nB(λ− ε+ ε′)

(ε− ε′)2
[nB(λ) + nF (ε)][nF (ε′)− nF (ε− λ)] (S76)

Clearly, the first term in Eq. (S74) leads to a contribution only at ω = 0, and therefore does not contribute to the
finite frequency behavior of the spin susceptibility. We then proceed to do the integral over ε, which picks up the
Kronecker δ-function. We are therefore left with

χ′′sp,2(ω) = (ρJeff
K )2nB(λ)− nB(λ− ω)

ω2

∫
dε′[nB(λ) + nF (ε′ + ω)][nF (ε′)− nF (ε′ + ω − λ)] (S77)

Taking the low temperature limit (ω/T � 1), we find that nB(λ − ω) → −1. Furthermore, the low-temperature
substitution for the Fermi-Dirac distribution leads to

χ′′sp,2(ω) = (ρJeff
K )2 (1 + nB(λ))

ω2

∫
dε′[nB(λ) + Θ(−ε′ − ω)][Θ(−ε′)−Θ(−ε′ − ω + λ)]

' (ρJeff
K )2nB(λ)[1 + nB(λ)]

ω
(S78)

since the integrand is only nonzero in the interval [−ω, 0], where its value is nB(λ). We can complete the analogy to
the result of Eq. C7 in Ref. [S57] by noting that nB(λ) ' q = 2S/N .

Furthermore, connecting the formula with the one obtained in Eq. (S59), we get that

χ′′sp,2(ω) ' nB(λ)(1 + nB(λ))

ω
[

ln
(

ω
T eff
K

)]2 (S79)

This completes the derivation of Eq. (8) in the main text.

V. QUASI-POWER-LAW DERIVATION

In this section, we derive the argument given in the main text where the logarithmic corrections give rise to a
quasi-power-law for a large frequency window of the intermediate regime. We start with 1/χ′′sp(ω) and then rewrite
the log, bringing back the upper frequency cutoff D = min(Torb,Γ) into the expression.
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1/χ′′sp(ω) = ω
[

ln
( ω

T eff
K

)]2
= ω

[
ln
( ω
D

)
− ln

(T eff
K

D

)]2
(S80)

= ω ln2
(T eff

K

D

)[
1− lnω/D

lnT eff
K /D

]2
, (S81)

We compare this result with a power-law ansatz for the scaling of the susceptibility

χpwl(ω) = ω−γ ∝ 1

ω

[(ω
Ω

)ε/2]−2

=
1

ω

[
exp

( ε
2

ln
ω

Ω

)]−2

, (S82)

where γ = 1 + ε. We expand the exponential function, and obtain the following series

1/χpwl(ω) = ω
[
1 +

ε

2
ln
ω

Ω
+
ε2

8
ln2 ω

Ω
+ · · ·

]2
, (S83)

which we compare to the expression in Eq. (S81). We see that, upon writing ε = −2/ ln(T eff
K /D), the first two terms

of both expressions agree. This also brings a natural value for Ω = D as a natural cutoff. The logarithmic behavior
of Eq. (S81) will be identical to a power-law behavior with

γ = 1 + ε = 1− 2

ln
T eff
K

D

, (S84)

if and only if ε
2 ln ω

D � 1. This tells us that if the third term in Eq. (S83) is too large, then there will be noticeable
differences between the logarithmic and power-law forms. For n ' 2.7, we can approximate the frequency regime
where a difference would be seen. For such a parameter, we find that D

T eff
K

∈ 104, and therefore, that ε
2 ln ω

D ∼ 1 when

ω ∼ 10−3D. This is in line with Fig. 3 (c), where deviations between the two curves can be seen at low frequencies.
The intermediate frequency regime, which is opened up at its widest for large Hund’s coupling JH and impurities
close to half-filling, therefore appears as quasi-power-law. Only at much reduced energy scales does the logarithmic
scaling of the Kondo coupling generate an upturn in the spin susceptibility.

We finish this section by illustrating the quasi-power-law exponent γ from Eq. (S84) for the different extracted T eff
K

and Torb as a function of nimp from our phase diagram [Fig. 1]. This is shown in Fig. S4.
As one approaches nimp ∼ 1.0, the extent of the S.O.S. phase shrinks so dramatically that the assumption that

ε log ω
D � 1 is no longer valid, and the power-law form ceases to be applicable. As nimp → 2.7, γ shrinks and seems

to approach 1.0 asymptotically.

FIG. S4. Value of the quasi-power-law exponent γ from Eq. (S84), extracted for the various impurity doping values nimp

presented in the main phase diagram and their corresponding ratios T eff
K /Torb.
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