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We consider an interacting quantum dot strongly coupled to two superconducting leads in a Josephson junc-
tion geometry. By defining symmetry-adapted superpositions of states from the leads, we formulate an effective
Hamiltonian with a single orbital directly coupled to the dot and three additional indirectly coupled orbitals.
This minimal basis set allows to account for the quasiparticles in the vicinity of the dot as well as those further
away in the leads, and to describe how their role evolves as a function of the phase bias ϕ. This formulation
also reveals the changing nature of the spin-doublet state for experimentally relevant coupling strength. The
binding of a nearly decoupled quasiparticle in the vicinity of the QD explains the ”doublet chimney” in the
phase diagram for ϕ ∼ π, in contrast to ϕ ∼ 0 where the residual quasiparticle escapes to infinity and plays no
active role.

Josephson junctions (JJs) are key constituents in modern
platforms for quantum state engineering using superconduc-
tors (SCs)1 and they are continuously enhanced with novel
functionalities such as gate tunability, compatibility with mag-
netic fields2, and unconventional Josephson potentials for
building parity-protected qubits3. Another target is fully ex-
ploiting the microscopic degrees of freedom in the JJ, namely
its subgap levels in the few-channel regime. A recent exam-
ple are Andreev spin qubits (ASQ)4–6, where quantum infor-
mation is stored in the spin degree of freedom of a trapped
quasiparticle. The first experimental realisation of this idea7

relied on non-interacting Andreev levels, but required a com-
plex scheme involving higher energy levels for qubit manipu-
lation. A promising alternative makes use of interacting sub-
gap states in JJs with an embedded semiconducting quantum
dot (QD) tuned into a spinful doublet ground state (GS)8–10.
The QD needs sufficiently strong coupling to the SC leads for
efficient control and read-out, but at very large coupling the
doublet is no longer the GS, leading to increased leakage out
of the computational subspace. The competition between sin-
glet and doublet GSs is governed by the coupling strength,
charging energy, QD filling, and phase difference across the
junction, ϕ11,12. Experimentally relevant intermediate cou-
pling regimes will need to be fully understood for building
optimized ASQs.

We approach this problem starting from the strong-coupling
limit by reformulating the superconducting Anderson model
(SAM) in the basis of symmetry-adapted orbitals, using a min-
imal set of states that permits to account for the finite band-
width in the leads. We properly account for the screening of
the QD spin, the main mechanism responsible for lowering the
energy of the subgap states below the continuum of elemen-
tary quasiparticle (Bogoliubov) excitations. It has long been
believed that the QD spin is fully screened in the singlet and
“unscreened” in the doublet GS13. For very strong coupling,
the QD spin is however completely screened in all states at all
ϕ: in this limit the doublet is, in fact, the same as the well-
understood singlet state, but with an overall doublet character
owing to one residual spin resulting from the broken Cooper
pair. We show that the wavefunction of this spin (its orbital
character) depends on the value of ϕ. For ϕ ∼ 0 it is far away

Figure 1. (a) Sketch of the quantum dot Josephson junction. (b, d)
Phase diagrams for ϕ = 0 and ϕ = π. V is the coupling strength,
ν = 1/2 − ϵ/U is the dot filling in units of charge. The “doublet
chimney” for ϕ = π is given by |ν − 1| = ∆2/4V 2, Eq. (6). (c)
Sketch of the model expressed in terms of a symmetric and an an-
tisymmetric superconductor orbital at ϕ = π. Only the symmetric
orbital couples directly to the dot. Superconducting pairing materi-
alizes as a ϕ-dependent anomalous hopping that mixes the two types
of orbitals.

from the QD in a symmetric orbital, while for ϕ ∼ π it is
located closer to the QD in an antisymmetric orbital. Impor-
tantly, while the free magnetic moment exists in the doublet
state at large coupling, it is no longer localized on the QD it-
self, but rather smeared across the superconducting leads. The
exact spatial location and extent depend on the model param-
eters, especially the phase bias ϕ. This puts constraints on
the coupling strength in JJs intended to be used as ASQs: if
the coupling is too strong, the moment is less responsive to
modulation and readout schemes that locally address the dot.
Furthermore, the qubit encoded in the spin degree of freedom
of the ASQ is expected to have different decoherence rate de-
pending on the distribution in space of the spin doublet wave-
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function because the QD and the superconducting leads are
made of materials representing different noise environments.

The notion of unscreened QD spin in the doublet states is
also challenged by the existence of the “doublet chimney”.
This extended doublet phase at ϕ = π that persists even for
large coupling strengths where a singlet GS is generally ex-
pected [see Fig. 1(d)] has been predicted theoretically16–20

long ago and recently directly observed in experiment8. Ex-
pansion in the inverse coupling strength gives analytical in-
sight into the regime of intermediate QD-SC coupling and ex-
plains the role of the residual spin as well as the shape of the
phase boundary.

Model.–The system, sketched in Fig. 1(a), is modelled by
SAM, H = H

(L)
SC +H

(R)
SC +HQD +Hhop, with

H
(β)
SC =

∑
kσ

ϵkc
†
βkσcβkσ −∆

∑
k

eiϕβc†βk↓c
†
βk↑ + H.c.,

HQD = ϵ
∑
σ

n̂dσ + Un̂d↑n̂d↓,

Hhop = − 1√
N

∑
β=L,R

Vβ

∑
kσ

d†σcβkσ +H.c.

cβkσ is the operator for an electron in the superconductor
β ∈ {L,R} with energy ϵk and spin σ. dσ is the operator
for the QD level, n̂dσ = d†σdσ the corresponding number
operator, ϵ the impurity level, U the on-site interaction, and
Vβ the hopping to lead β. We parameterize the hoppings as
VL = V (1− η), VR = V (1 + η), so that η quantifies the left-
right asymmetry. N is the number of k-states in a SC lead.
We set ϕL = −ϕ/2 and ϕR = ϕ/2.

We simplify the Hamiltonian in several steps. First, we ap-
ply the gauge transformation cβkσ → eϕβ/2cβkσ,21,22, and
then reduce the infinite basis set by retaining two states for
each superconductor, one representing states in the immediate
vicinity of the QD, another representing states far away from
the QD: cβσ(r) = (1/

√
N )

∑
k e

ikrcβkσ with r = 0 and
r = l, respectively. The two orbitals are coupled by a hop-
ping term obtained by Fourier transforming the dispersion,
t = (1/N )

∑
k e

iklϵk; this quantifies the mobility of quasi-
particles (QPs) in the truncated model. For an orbital far from
the QD (large l) the sum rapidly oscillates and t is small. Next,
we define the orthogonal symmetric b and antisymmetric a or-
bitals:

bσ(r) =
1√

V 2
L + V 2

R

[
VLe

−iϕ
4 cLσ(r) + VRe

iϕ
4 cRσ(r)

]
,

aσ(r) =
1√

V 2
L + V 2

R

[
−VRe

−iϕ
4 cLσ(r) + VLe

iϕ
4 cRσ(r)

]
.

Our minimal model is H = HSC +HQD +Hhop with

HSC =−∆cos
ϕ

2

∑
r=0,l

[a↓(r)a↑(r) + b↓(r)b↑(r) + H.c.]

−i∆
1− η2

1 + η2
sin

ϕ

2

∑
r=0,l

[a↑(r)b↓(r)− a↓(r)b↑(r) + H.c.]

−i∆
2η

1 + η2
sin

ϕ

2

∑
r=0,l

[b↓(r)b↑(r)− a↓(r)a↑(r) + H.c.]

−t
∑
σ

[
a†σ(0)aσ(l) + b†σ(0)bσ(l) + H.c.

]
,

Hhop =− V
√

2 (1 + η2)
∑
σ

[
d†σbσ(0) + H.c.

]
.

(1)

Only the symmetric proximal orbital b(0) is directly coupled
to the QD, simplifying the hopping term at the price of addi-
tional ϕ-dependent terms in HSC.

Eigenstates.–The strong-coupling theory is based on ex-
panding in 1/V , with Hhop as the non-perturbed part, and
H ′ = HQD+HSC as the perturbation. We use projector-based
perturbation theory (PT) to deal with the large degeneracy23.
Low-energy eigenstates of Hhop have two electrons occupy-
ing the d− b(0) bonding orbital,

|B⟩ =
d†↑ + b†↑(0)√

2

d†↓ + b†↓(0)√
2

|0⟩, (2)

with a bonding energy of EB = −2V
√
2 (1 + η2). The con-

figuration of electrons in the remaining SC orbitals is arbitrary
and does not affect the energy of unperturbed states. It does
determine their total spin, with the doublets having a free spin
in one of the orbitals.

For non-zero 1/V the GS degeneracy is lifted. The first-
order energy corrections are

δE
(1)
S =

U

4
+ ϵ±∆

√[
(1 + η2) cos ϕ

2

]2
+

[
2η sin ϕ

2

]2
1 + η2

,

δE
(1)
D =

U

4
+ ϵ,

(3)

for the lowest singlet (S) and the lowest doublet (D). The ∆-
term simplifies to δE

(1)
S = U

4 + ϵ ± ∆cos(ϕ/2) for η = 0,
the cosine factors originating from the interference processes
between the two leads; this is the same cosine factor that arises
in the anomalous part of the hybridisation function of SAM24.
Unless η = 0 and ϕ = π, the two S states are split, with
D exactly midway between them. Finite bandwidth effects (t
term) favor states where the a orbitals form an a(0) − a(l)
bond. In the doublet state this leaves the b(l) orbital occupied
by a free spin, while in the singlet states two types of a local
singlet are formed in the b(l) orbital, namely 1b(l)±b†↓(l)b

†
↑(l).

The sum with equal phase (+ sign) for the lower-energy state
can be interpreted as a Cooper pair, while the sum with the



3

Figure 2. Low-energy spectra, singlet (red, S = 0) and doublet
(blue, S = 1/2) states. (a) ϕ = 0 and (b) ϕ = π eigenenergies
vs coupling strength V . (c) ϕ-dependence at large V/∆. Labels
indicate the degeneracy of excited states. Full lines: exact diagonal-
isation, dashed lines: first-order expansion for large V , Eq. (3). (d)
Energy difference between the lowest doublet and singlet at ϕ = π
in log-log scale. Dashed line: fifth-order correction, Eq. (5). Param-
eters are η = 0, U = 5∆, ϵ = −U/2, t = 0.01∆. The energies are
shifted by U/2 + 4∆.

opposite phase (-) for the higher-energy state corresponds to a
broken Cooper pair, i.e., two QPs.

The spectrum splits into several manifolds depending on the
occupancy of the bonding and antibonding orbitals between d
and b(0), with all states within the same manifold having the
same V -dependence for large V , see Fig. 2(a,b). Fig. 2(c)
shows the ϕ-dependence in the lowest manifold at large V .
In the singlet subspace (red), the GS contains a Cooper pair,
gaining ∆cos(ϕ/2) condensation energy, while the first ex-
cited singlet has one broken Cooper pair, costing an additional
∆cos(ϕ/2). The lowest-energy doublet (blue) contains a sin-
gle QP. This pattern repeats with higher excitations containing
increasing numbers of broken Cooper pairs and QPs25.

Spin screening.–At V = 0, the GS is a doublet D0, a prod-
uct state composed of a free spin on the QD and decoupled SC
leads. At V = ∞, the GS is a doublet Db, where the QD spin
is bound into a singlet with the quasiparticle in orbital b(0) in
the same way as in the singlet state, and a residual quasiparti-
cle in orbital b(l). The mixing of D0 and Db with increasing V
can be quantified using spin compensation κ = 1 − 2⟨Sz

QD⟩,
ranging from κ = 0 for a free spin to κ = 1 for a com-
pletely screened QD14. Fig. 3(a) shows that κ(V ) is indeed
monotonously increasing from 0 to 1. It weakly depends on ϕ
due to anomalous hopping terms in HSC from Eq. (1).

The relation between the lowest singlet and doublet states
is revealed through matrix elements χα = |⟨D|α†

↑|S⟩| with
α ∈ {a(0), a(l), b(0), b(l)}. Fig. 3(b) shows the ϕ depen-
dence of χ at large V = 2.5∆. Because the QD spin is always
completely screened in the singlet, χb(0) is small when the
(d, b(0)) configuration in both states is similar, i.e., when the
QD spin is screened in the doublet as well. The remaining χ

Figure 3. Local moment screening in the doublet ground state. (a)
Spin compensation κ vs V for ϕ = 0, π/2, π. (b) Addition ampli-
tudes χ vs ϕ for V = 2.5∆. (c) Addition amplitudes χ vs V for
ϕ = 0. (d) Addition amplitudes χ vs V for ϕ = π. Parameters are
η = 0, U = 10∆, ϵ = −U/2, t = 0.2∆. χa(l) is negligibly small
in all cases.

quantify the position of the spin-carrying residual QP in the
doublet. For ϕ ∼ 0, it clearly resides in the orbital b(l). The
maximum value 1/

√
2 is explained by the fact that the state

of b(l) in the singlet is
(
1b(l) + b†↓(l)b

†
↑(l)

)
/
√
2. For ϕ ∼ π,

the residual spin resides mostly in a(0), with some weak ad-
mixture of b(l); the ratio depends on t/∆, i.e., on the mobility
of the quasiparticles. Fig. 3(c) shows the V dependence at
ϕ = 0. It directly confirms the interpretation of κ variation in
terms of the changing nature of the doublet from D0 to Db.
Fig. 3(d) shows the V dependence at ϕ = π. At V = 0,
the singlet is a linear combination of singlet states involving
a(0) and b(0), explaining equal values of the corresponding
χ. With increasing V , the singlet and doublet evolve into a
similar screened state, expect for the residual quasiparticle in
orbital a(0).

Doublet chimney at ν = 1.–The lowest-lying singlet and
doublet states are degenerate at ϕ = π to lowest order, see
Eq. (3), yet the exact solution gives slightly lower energy for
the doublet. It is possible to analytically calculate high-order
corrections at ϕ = π because the “nearly free” quasiparti-
cle occupies a proximal orbital a(0), see Fig. 3(b,d), thus it
is admissible to set t = 0 without qualitatively changing the
low-energy states. For η = 0 the lowest two singlet states
are exactly degenerate at ϕ = π as H ′ does not mix them
in any order26. We thus use the non-degenerate Rayleigh-
Schrödinger PT. In third order, we find

δE
(3)
S − δE

(3)
D = −1

2

U∆2

V 2
|ν − 1| , (4)

with ν = 1
2 − ϵ

U the QD filling in units of particle number.
For ν = 1, a difference is found only in the fifth order and it
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has a surprisingly simple form:

δE
(5)
S − δE

(5)
D =

1

8

U∆4

V 4
. (5)

The energy corrections at all lower orders are exactly the same
in both spin sectors. At fifth order, there are U5, U3∆2 and
U∆4 contributions, with only the terms of the last kind not
cancelling out. Fig. 2(d) shows that Eq. (5) becomes a good
approximation for V ≳ ∆. Combining the third and fifth or-
der equations gives the shape of the transition line (the chim-
ney) as

|ν − 1| = ∆2/4V 2. (6)

Residual interaction.–At large V , the d and b(0) orbitals
are equally strongly coupled in S and D states and, counter-
intuitively, it is the state of the antisymmetric orbital a(0) (the
number of quasiparticles it contains) that differentiates them
via higher order processes. This residual interaction is a kind
of blocking effect27: pairing processes are ineffective for or-
bitals occupied by a single quasiparticle, leading to different
combinatorial prefactors that result in the non-zero fifth or-
der energy difference.28 Note that the energy difference only
appears for U ̸= 0, see Eq. (5). This confirms that the dou-
blet is stabilized by an effective interaction between the QP
screening the QD local moment and the free QP. In the non-
interacting resonant limit (U = 0, ϵ = 0) the completely
proximitized QD level is occupied by a Cooper pair (Andreev
bound state) and there is only one free QP in the doublet state.
At ϕ = π the singlet and doublet states are then exactly de-
generate. An experimental observation of a doublet chimney
thus directly implies an interacting QD level.

We note that an analogous phenomenon of persistent dou-
blet GSs is also found in the hard-gap Anderson impurity
model29–35, to which the QD JJ problem maps for ϕ = π34,35.
Such states have been interpreted in terms of a fixed-point
effective Hamiltonian obtained in a NRG analysis of finite-
size spectra30 and through the analytical structure of the im-
purity self-energy which features a δ-peak pinned at the Fermi
level31,32. Interestingly, the fixed-point analysis in Ref. 30 was
also based on a two-orbital description36. This clearly indi-
cates that for this class of Hamiltonians, the strong-coupling
limit cannot be reproduced with a single-orbital (ZBA) de-
scription of the bands. Our work explains this requirement in
the context of superconducting systems from the perspective
of the two electrons following the break-up of the Cooper pair
due to exchange coupling to the QD: one electron forms the
singlet state with the QD local moment, while the other either
experiences residual interaction (to produce a doublet ground

state at ϕ ∼ π) or goes away to infinity (to produce a singlet
ground state at ϕ ∼ 0).

Discussion.– The proposed model, Eq. (1), should be com-
pared with the zero-bandwidth approximation (ZBA), ob-
tained by setting t = 0 and discarding a(l) and b(l). ZBA
is commonly used to explore the subgap spectrum37–44, as it is
widely believed to reproduce all qualitative features correctly.
This is, however, not the case in the strong-coupling limit for
ϕ ̸= π. For the mirror-symmetric η = 0, ϕ = 0 case, ZBA
predicts a level crossing between two doublet states having
different mirror symmetry as V is increased, which is at odds
with numerical calculations for the full model45 that clearly
show that at ϕ = 0 the symmetry of the doublet state (which is
a mixture of D0 and Db) does not change.In ZBA, the second
QP is constrained to always sit in the proximal antisymmetric
orbital a(0), while in our model the finite hopping t allows
it to tunnel to a distal symmetric orbital b(l), while a(0) and
a(l) form an inter-site singlet, thereby reducing the energy of
Db and restoring the expected symmetry as well as the cor-
rect order of states at ϕ = 0. ZBA is only adequate for the
η = 0, ϕ = π case.

Conclusion.–The multi-orbital approximation used in this
work is a minimal model that makes it possible to correctly
describe the effects of quasiparticles away from the QD. It
provides insights into the spin-screening mechanisms and the
nature of the doublet state for all coupling strengths and all
values of phase bias ϕ. That will be instrumental in the de-
sign of complex hybrid devices based on coupled spins and
SC degrees of freedom, such as ASQs. For example, our re-
sults imply that the doublet spin can be partially redistributed
into the SCs, and thus cannot be manipulated by experimen-
tal methods addressing the QD. We also explained the curious
doublet chimney as a kind of blocking effect arising from the
presence of a residual quasiparticle, located close to the QD
at ϕ = π.
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limit of a double quantum dot coupled to superconducting leads,”
(2022).

43 C. Hermansen, A. Levy Yeyati, and J. Paaske, “Inductive mi-

crowave response of Yu-Shiba-Rusinov states,” Physical Review
B 105 (2022), 10.1103/physrevb.105.054503.

44 Harald Schmid, Jacob F. Steiner, Katharina J. Franke, and Felix
von Oppen, “Quantum Yu-Shiba-Rusinov dimers,” Physical Re-
view B 105 (2022), 10.1103/physrevb.105.235406.
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