
Kondo Screening and Indirect Magnetic Exchange through a Conventional
Superconductor Studied by the Density-Matrix Renormalization Group

Cassian Plorin1, 2 and Michael Potthoff1, 2

1I. Institute of Theoretical Physics, Department of Physics,
University of Hamburg, Notkestraße 9-11, 22607 Hamburg, Germany

2The Hamburg Centre for Ultrafast Imaging, Luruper Chaussee 149, 22761 Hamburg, Germany

The competition between the Kondo screening and indirect magnetic exchange in systems with
two magnetic impurities coupled to a conventional s-wave superconductor gives rise to a nontrivial
ground-state phase diagram. Here, we utilize the density-matrix renormalization group (DMRG)
method and exploit the non-abelian spin-SU(2) symmetry to study the phase diagram for two
quantum-spin- 1

2
impurities locally exchange coupled to large one-dimensional chains. The nonlocal

inter-impurity exchange is treated as an emergent Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida (RKKY) cou-
pling. We find qualitatively different phase diagrams for impurity spins coupled to sites with odd or
even distances d on the chain and a partial-Kondo-screened spin-doublet phase that extends over the
whole range of local exchange couplings J in the limit of weak superconducting pairing strength ∆.
Our numerical studies are complemented by exact diagonalization of small (quantum-box) systems
and by perturbative-in-J computations of the d and ∆ dependent RKKY interaction. It is thereby
demonstrated that the specific system geometry is essential for our understanding of magnetic im-
purity interactions in superconducting hosts, and thus for insights into the control of quantum-state
properties in nanoparticle systems and topological superconductivity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Unconventional properties of physical systems are of-
ten a consequence of competing mechanisms at compa-
rable energy scales. The Doniach diagram [1] represents
a prime example. Here, the individual Kondo screening
[2, 3] of magnetic moments locally exchange-coupled to a
Fermi sea competes with their mutual nonlocal magnetic
interaction, which is mediated by the same Fermi sea.
This Ruderman-Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida (RKKY) indirect
exchange [4–6] JRKKY ∝ J2 is accessible by perturbation
theory in the strength of the local exchange coupling J ,
while the Kondo effect is intrinsically non-perturbative
with the Kondo temperature TK ∝ e−1/J as the charac-
teristic energy scale. The resulting Doniach diagram is
a classical topic [7–9] of many-body theory and material
science that has stimulated a continuous discussion and
methodical advancements over several decades [10–22],
see, e.g., Refs. [23, 24] for an overview.

The Kondo-vs.-RKKY competition is expected to be
fundamentally different, if the electronic structure of the
host material is gapped. For a single magnetic impu-
rity in a finite system, i.e., for a “Kondo box” [25], and
when the finite-size gap δ becomes comparable to the
bulk Kondo temperature, the logarithmic Kondo cor-
relations are truncated by the system size. Hence, for

δ ≳ T
(bulk)
K , the impurity spin cannot be Kondo screened

because there are no low-energy excitations with energies

below T
(bulk)
K available. The physics resulting from the

competition between TK and δ has been studied exten-
sively [26–33].

For several magnetic impurities [34], i.e., for a fi-
nite “Kondo-vs.-RKKY box”, the truncated Kondo effect
competes with an RKKY-like nonlocal exchange with an
exponential distance dependence at large distances, rem-

iniscent of the Bloembergen-Rowland-type [35]. Partic-
ularly interesting is the “on resonance” case, where a
singly occupied conduction-electron eigenstate right at
the Fermi edge gives rise to a two-fold degenerate many-
electron ground state and is thus available for the screen-
ing. It has been shown that this results in an unconven-
tional reentrant competition at weak J and small δ [36].
Later, this work has been generalized to an arbitrary
number of magnetic moments in a metallic nanostructure
[37] and to the strong-J limit [38], where the low-energy
physics is captured by generalized central-spin models.
Ultrafast dynamical manipulations of the interplay be-
tween Kondo and RKKY exchange have been studied for
small nanoring geometries [39].

Several quantum spins coupled to a conventional s-
wave superconductor represents another highly interest-
ing class of systems with a competition between Kondo
screening and indirect RKKY exchange. The competi-
tion is controlled by a gapped electronic structure and
turns into a competition of a truncated “Kondo” ef-
fect (with exponentially decaying Kondo correlations)
with an attenuated indirect “RKKY” magnetic exchange,
which is exponentially suppressed at large distances.
Within standard BCS theory, the gap size 2∆ is related
to the pairing strength ∆ and is thus easily controlled
via its temperature dependence. Opposed to Kondo-
box systems, however, the ground state is a total-spin
singlet at J = 0, and thus there is no “on resonance”
case. The ground-state properties are rather dominated
by level crossings of subgap bound states [40].

Currently, there is a strong interest in chains of mag-
netic adatoms on superconductors [41–50]. The induced
Yu-Shiba-Rusinov (YSR) bound states [51–53] hybridize
to form a subgap energy band that can host Majorana
zero modes. As a platform for Majorana zero modes [54–
57] and topological superconductivity [58, 59] such sys-
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tems have attracted much attention recently. The sim-
plest system in this context consists of just two magnetic
adatoms in proximity to a conventional superconductor
[60–63]. The importance of treating magnetic impurities
or adatoms as quantum spins for the construction of the
superconducting extension of Doniach’s phase diagram
has been emphasized recently [64].

In this paper, we study the case of two quantum spins
with s = 1

2 with antiferromagnetic exchange coupling J
to a conventional (BCS) superconductor with gap 2∆.
The two-impurity Kondo model poses a highly nontrivial
many-body problem, which somewhat simplifies in case
of a superconducting host, because the Kondo scale is
cut by ∆ and since the gap leads to exponentially de-
caying correlations. In the weak-J regime the problem
thus becomes accessible to standard perturbation theory.
Still, an exact treatment requires state-of-the-art numeri-
cal methods, such as the numerical renormalization group
(NRG) [8, 65–67]. The generic zero-temperature phase
diagram has been studied using NRG [68–70] and has
served as an important orientation for subsequent inves-
tigations [42–44, 48–50, 60]. In particular, in a certain
parameter regime, this exhibits a total-spin- 12 “molec-
ular doublet” phase, which is delocalized between the
magnetic impurities, and other phases with dominating
Kondo or RKKY correlations. However, within NRG, for
technical reasons and related to the assumption of a flat
density of states (see Ref. [70], supplemental material),
the inter-impurity indirect magnetic (RKKY) exchange
JRKKY is treated as an independent parameter.

Here, we employ the density-matrix renormalization
group (DMRG) [71, 72] to study the ground-state phase
diagram. The inter-impurity coupling is treated as an
emergent interaction that depends on the details of the
model and, in particular, on the distance d between the
impurity spins. On the other hand, the DMRG phase
diagram is less generic and will depend on the details of
the specific system geometry. The natural choice in the
DMRG context is that of a one-dimensional chain ge-
ometry, and this is adopted here. Although this implies
that the NRG and the DMRG results cannot be quanti-
tatively mapped onto each other, it will be important to
check, whether or not the general phase diagram topolo-
gies are the same. Due to the expected exponential decay
of RKKY correlations at large distances, we focus on ge-
ometries with spin impurities locally exchange coupled to
nearest and to next-nearest neighbor sites of the chain.

Our DMRG study is supplemented by and compared
with analytical perturbative-in-J computations of the
RKKY interaction for weak J . The computed RKKY ex-
change exhibits an unconventional distance dependence,
i.e., a crossover from oscillatory behavior to exponential
decay as function of d. Furthermore, the dependence on
the pairing strength ∆ turns out nontrivial with a sign
change as function of ∆ for even d.

It is common to treat the pairing strength as an ad-
justable parameter. Within BCS mean-field theory, this
can be justified since there is a one-to-one correspon-

dence to the strength of the effective attractive electron-
electron interaction. The approximation must be ques-
tioned, however, if impurities are present, since this leads
to a site-dependent pairing strength ∆i. On a qualitative
level this issue is studied for a model with L = 3 sites
only, but where a site-dependent pairing strength ∆i can
be determined in a self-consistent way.
The paper is organized as follows: Section II introduces

the model and the relevant symmetries. Some details of
the DMRG are discussed in Sec. III. In Sec. IV we present
the results of our DMRG calculations for the phase dia-
gram. The results of the RKKY perturbation theory and
the distance dependence of the RKKY coupling are pre-
sented in Sec. V. In Sec. VI we discuss the relation to the
quantum-box physics and the impact of a self-consistent
treatment of the pairing strength for a simple toy model.
The main conclusions are summarized in Sec. VII.

II. MODEL AND SYMMETRIES

We study systems with M = 2 quantum-spin- 12 impu-
rities Sm coupled via an antiferromagnetic local exchange
of strength J to a conventional s-wave BCS superconduc-
tor with gap 2∆. The total Hamiltonian

H = Hhop +Hex +Hsc (1)

includes the hopping term

Hhop = −t

L−1∑
i=1

∑
σ=↑,↓

(
c†iσci+1,σ + c†i+1,σciσ

)
, (2)

where the nearest-neighbor hopping t ≡ 1 sets the en-
ergy scale, and where ciσ annihilates an electron at site
i = 1, ..., L with spin projection σ =↑, ↓. We consider a
one-dimensional chain of L sites with open boundaries.
The model is studied at half-filling, i.e., for total parti-

cle number ⟨N⟩ = L, where N =
∑

iσ c
†
iσciσ is the total

particle-number operator.
The interaction of the impurity spins Sm with the local

spin moments sim of the electron system at the sites im
for m = 1, ...,M of the lattice is given by

Hex = J

M∑
m=1

Smsim (3)

with J > 0. Here, si = 1
2

∑
σσ′ c

†
iστσσ′ciσ′ , where τ is

the vector of Pauli matrices. For M = 2 we will study
geometries where the impurity spins are coupled to sites
i1 and i2 > i1 at a distance d = i2 − i1 and placed
symmetrically with respect to the chain center, i.e., i1 +
i2 = L+ 1. Finally,

Hsc =

L∑
i=1

(
∆ c†i↑c

†
i↓ +∆∗ci↓ci↑

)
(4)
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describes a system in a conventional s-wave supercon-
ducting state. We assume that ∆ is real and positive,
∆ > 0. Note that this can always be achieved by the

U(1) gauge transformation defined via ciσ →
√

∆∗

|∆| ciσ.

We also have the usual assumption that ∆ is spatially
constant. This assumption can be relaxed slightly, as
will be discussed later, along with an attempt for a self-
consistent evaluation of the pairing strength ∆ 7→ ∆i =
U⟨ci↓ci↑⟩ with an attractive Hubbard-U term.
The Hamiltonian is invariant under SU(2) spin rota-

tions and thus conserves the total spin S ≡
∑

i si +∑
m Sm. At ∆ = 0 and half-filling, there is an additional

SU(2) symmetry in the charge sector (“hidden” SUc(2)
charge symmetry [8]) generated by the components of
the total pseudo-spin η ≡

∑
i ηi, i.e., [η, H] = 0. The

z component of the local pseudo-spin at site i is defined

as ηiz = (c†i↑ci↑ + c†i↓ci↓ − 1)/2, and the x and y compo-

nents, ηix = 1
2 (ηi+ + ηi−) and ηiy = 1

2i (ηi+ − ηi−), are

given in terms of ηi+ = ϵic
†
i↑c

†
i↓ and ηi− = ϵici↓ci↑. Here,

ϵi = (−1)i is the usual sign factor for a bipartite lattice.
The components of ηi span the charge su(2) algebra with
[ηiα, ηiβ ] =

∑
γ=x,y,z ϵαβγηiγ . We have [siα, ηi′α′ ] = 0 for

arbitrary α, α′ = x, y, z.
Furthermore, if L is even, an integer (half-integer) to-

tal spin S implies an integer (half-integer) total pseudo-
spin η, while for odd L an integer (half-integer) total
spin S implies a half-integer (integer) total pseudo-spin
η. Under antiunitary time reversal, si 7→ −si while ηi 7→
(ηix,−ηiy, ηiz), and under unitary particle-hole transfor-

mation C =
∏
(ciσ − c†iσ), we have si 7→ (−six, siy,−siz)

and likewise ηi 7→ (−ηix, ηiy,−ηiz). Finally, we have
si 7→ ηi under C↓Z↓, i.e., under the particle-hole trans-
formation C↓ in the spin ↓ sector combined with the
staggered-sign transformation Z↓ for ↓ electrons defined

via ci↓ 7→ Z↓ci↓Z
†
↓ = ϵici↓.

At finite ∆ > 0, and since

Hsc = 2∆

L∑
i=1

ϵiηix (5)

is proportional to the x component of the total stag-
gered pseudo-spin, the charge (pseudo-spin) SU(2) sym-
metry is broken. This implies that ηz = (N − L)/2 and
hence N are no longer conserved. Only the pseudo-spin
U(1) symmetry around the x axis and the conservation
of ηx (“pseudo-charge”) with (half-)integer eigenvalues
q remains [73]. Furthermore, for ∆ > 0 we still have
conservation of the fermion parity Π ≡ (−1)N . Spatial

parity, unitarily represented by P =
∑

iσ c
†
iσcL+1−i,σ is

conserved. For odd L (only), P additionally commutes
with ηx.

III. DMRG COMPUTATIONS

To compute ground-state expectation values and corre-
lations, we use a variational approach to optimize matrix-

product states. Our algorithm is based on the ideas
of DMRG [71, 72]. It relies on the finding that the
ground state of gapped one-dimensional Hamiltonians
with short-range hopping and interactions obeys an en-
tropic area law, i.e., the entanglement entropy does not
scale with the system size. Matrix-product states pro-
vide a well-suited platform for the handling of such low-
entanglement quantum states. Furthermore, our code
fully exploits the non-abelian spin-SU(2) symmetry by
using symmetry-reduced basis states [74, 75], and by us-
ing a lossless compression of matrix-product operators
[76]. The bond dimension of symmetry-reduced state ma-
trices must take values of the order of 103 to provide a
numerically precise approximation of the quantum states
under study. With increasing ∆, the required bond di-
mension becomes smaller, because the ground-state en-
tanglement decreases when the correlations become pre-
dominantly local. The convergence of the algorithm is
controlled by the measure ∆E2/L = (⟨H2⟩ − ⟨H⟩2)/L
and is additionally monitored by the change of the eigen-
values of the state matrices during the local optimization.
For all results presented, we have achieved a total-energy
variance per site smaller than ∆E2/L = 10−9. The im-
plementation of the spin-SU(2) symmetry allows us to
target spin quantum numbers without numerical inter-
ference of energetically close states from other subspaces.
This is important in order to distinguish between the
ground-state energies for different spin quantum numbers
with a high degree of accuracy.

IV. DMRG RESULTS

A. Phase diagram for distance d = 1

The competition between BCS-singlet formation,
Kondo screening, and the emergent indirect RKKY ex-
change crucially depends on the distance d between the
impurity spins. For nearest neighbors, d = 1, the upper
plot in Fig. 1 shows the impurity-spin correlation ⟨S1S2⟩
in the ground state of a long chain (L = 82 sites). The
impurity spins are coupled to sites in the center of the
chain.
We find that the correlation is antiferromagnetic at

weak J and small ∆, i.e., ⟨S1S2⟩ ≈ − 3
4 . The correla-

tion stays antiferromagnetic for any value of the pairing
strength ∆. This is understood by RKKY-type perturba-
tion theory, as discussed later in Sec. V. Contrary, when
increasing J , the RKKY singlet gradually breaks up, i.e.,
the absolute value of the correlation decreases and, in the
ultimate strong-J limit, ⟨S1S2⟩ → 0 (see the color code).
This transition from the weak to the strong-J regime

is a smooth crossover. In fact, the impurity-spin correla-
tion varies smoothly as function of J and ∆ in the entire
parameter space. This is consistent with the numerical
finding that the ground state |Ψ0(J,∆)⟩ is a total-spin
singlet in the entire parameter space (J,∆). Note that
this has been checked numerically by targeting ground
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FIG. 1. Impurity spin correlation ⟨S1S2⟩ (see color code,
upper plot) and Kondo correlation function ⟨Smsm⟩ (lower
plot) as obtained by DMRG for a system consisting of two s =
1
2
impurity spins (M = 2), exchange coupled to the nearest-

neighbor (d = 1) central sites of a one-dimensional chain with
L = 82 sites as function of J and ∆. The nearest-neighbor
hopping t = 1 fixes the energy scale.

states in sectors with total-spin quantum number S > 0
(in practice up to S = 3

2 ) in the calculations and com-
paring respective ground-state energies. We have also
traced the fermion parity, which is well defined in the
non-degenerate ground state. Π is even in the entire
phase diagram.

However, the character of the singlet ground state is
very different in the different limits. For J ≫ ∆, t the
ground state exhibits strong antiferromagnetic Kondo
correlations ⟨Smsim⟩ ≈ − 3

4 (m = 1, 2) at the impu-
rity sites, see lower plot in Fig. 1. For J → ∞, these
essentially decouple the left and the right remainder of
chain, i < i1 and i > i2, which then form two indi-
vidual conventional BCS singlets. Generally, the local
Kondo correlations are strongest, ⟨Smsim⟩ → − 3

4 , for
strong J and small ∆. Contrary, for weak J and large
∆, we have ⟨Smsim⟩ → 0. This is just complementary
to the impurity-spin correlation ⟨S1S2⟩. The transition
between these limits is featureless and smooth.

Our DMRG results are almost perfectly independent
of the system size as long as ∆ is larger than the finite-
size gap δ ∼ 1/L. We found that this limits our studies

of ground-state correlations to ∆ ≳ 0.1. Given this lim-
itation, our results for L = 82 are fully converged. This
is also true for all DMRG results throughout the paper.
We also note that the results for the correlation func-
tions and, at finite ∆, the total spin S are independent
of whether L is selected as even or odd (while keeping
⟨N⟩ = L). The same holds for the case d = 2 discussed
below.

B. Phase diagram for distance d = 2

A nontrivial phase diagram is obtained for impurity
spins coupled to next-nearest-neighbor sites (d = 2). Fig-
ure 2 shows the J-∆ phase diagram for two impurity spins
exchange coupled to the central sites i1 = 41 and i2 = 43
of a chain with L = 83 sites. Calculations for differ-
ent L and also for different positions i1, i2, but keeping
d = 2 constant, do not lead to any significant changes as
long as the impurities are sufficiently far from the chain
edges. Four different phases are found and discussed in
the following, see Fig. 3.

1. RKKY-triplet phase

For weak J and small ∆, the ground state is a degen-
erate total-spin triplet S = 1 (see Fig. 2 green color).
Here, the two impurity spins are weakly coupled to the
chain and form a nonlocal spin triplet while the host elec-
tron system is in a BCS singlet state. This spin triplet
remains unscreened for the gapped system at ∆ > 0, op-
posed to the ∆ = 0 case, where screening takes place via
two channels of the electron system [77, 78].

The formation of an impurity-spin triplet for small
∆ > 0 is the obvious explanation for the total-spin S = 1
ground state: It relies on the well-known RKKY pertur-
bation theory for the gapless (∆ = 0) case, which for a
bipartite chain with nearest-neighbor hopping yields an
effective RKKY interaction strength,

JRKKY = −J2χi1i2(ω = 0) , (6)

which is negative, i.e., ferromagnetic (Heff =
JRKKYS1S2), since the magnetic response given by the
retarded static (frequency ω = 0) magnetic susceptibility
is positive χi1i2(ω = 0) > 0 at distance d = 2. It will be
shown, see our discussion below in Sec. V, that this also
holds for small but finite ∆.

The triplet formation is seen in our DMRG calcula-
tions of the impurity-spin correlation ⟨S1S2⟩ shown in
the upper plot of Fig. 4 for the same system. In fact,
for J → 0 and finite but sufficiently small ∆, we get
⟨S1S2⟩ → 1

4 , i.e., ferromagnetic correlation. Further-
more, the lower plot in the figure demonstrates that the
local Kondo correlations ⟨Smsim⟩ vanish in this regime.
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FIG. 2. Total-spin quantum number S for a system with
L = 83 lattice sites and two s = 1

2
impurity spins coupled to

next-nearest-neighbor (d = 2) central sites: L = 83, i1 = 41,
i2 = 43. Results as a function of J and ∆. Red: S = 0, blue:
S = 1

2
, green: S = 1.

2. RKKY-singlet phase

Fig. 4 also shows that for ∆ > ∆c ≈ 0.35 and
J → 0 the impurity-spin correlation changes its sign and
immediately becomes strongly antiferromagnetic, i.e.,
⟨S1S2⟩ ≈ − 3

4 . Above the critical pairing strength ∆c,
and for weak J , the impurity spins form a spin-singlet
state, which is disentangled from the BCS singlet of the
electron system. Hence, the full system is in a total-spin
singlet S = 0 state. This RKKY-singlet phase is the
second phase (ii) found in the diagram given by Fig. 2.

Both, the ground states of the RKKY triplet and the
RKKY-singlet phase are sketched in Fig. 3. The transi-
tion can be understood as a discontinuous level crossing
of subgap bound states in the spirit of Refs. [68–70]. We
will demonstrate below (Sec. V) that, at weak J , the
presence of the RKKY-singlet phase as well as the tran-
sition from the triplet to the singlet phase at ∆c can also
be understood perturbatively.
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FIG. 3. Sketch of the four different phases for distance d = 2
between the s = 1

2
impurity spins. Electron system: blue.

Impurity spins: red. Singlets: light yellow. Triplet: light
gray. Doublet: light red. See text for discussion.
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FIG. 4. Impurity-spin correlation function ⟨S1S2⟩ (upper
plot) and Kondo correlation function ⟨Smsm⟩ (lower plot) for
d = 2 (the same setup as for Fig. 2).

The RKKY-singlet phase extends to arbitrarily large ∆
at weak J , and with increasing J is bounded from below
by larger and larger pairing strengths ∆. At the corre-
sponding phase boundary ∆c(J), the impurity-spin cor-
relation ⟨S1S2⟩ jumps from strongly antiferromagnetic
(Fig. 4, upper plot, blue) to slightly ferromagnetic (light
red) and, for J → ∞, to almost vanishing values. For
strong J , the transition line ∆c(J) in Fig. 4, actually re-
flects the (local) competition between Kondo-singlet and
BCS-singlet formation, individually for each impurity. In

fact, ∆c(J) nestles up against the transition line ∆
(1)
c (J)

of the single-impurity (M = 1) model with increasing
J . In the single-impurity model this line separates be-
tween the “Kondo”-screened (S = 0) and a state with
unscreened (S = 1

2 ) impurity spin, and between odd and
even fermion parity Π. The single-impurity phase dia-
gram is shown in the Appendix A, see Fig. 12.

3. Local Kondo-singlet phase

For fixed ∆ > 0 and in the limit J → ∞, one ex-
pects that both impurity spins are individually screened,
i.e., that two completely local Kondo singlets (LKS) are
formed at i1 and i2 with strongly antiferromagnetic and
local Kondo correlations ⟨Smsim⟩ → − 3

4 (for m = 1, 2).
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In fact, this can be seen in the lower plot of Fig. 4 (dark
blue). Consequently, the impurity-spin correlation van-
ishes ⟨S1S2⟩ → 0 as J → ∞ and for arbitrary values of
∆ > 0 (upper plot of Fig. 4, white).

The two LKSs cut the state of the one-dimensional
electron system into three fully disentangled spin-singlet
states: The singlet at the site i1 + 1, i.e., between the
LKSs at i1 and at i2 = i1+2, is given by the eigenstate of
the x component of the local pseudo-spin ηix, i.e., by the
pseudo-spin-ηix = 1

2 state (|vac.⟩ − | ↑↓⟩)/
√
2. This state

and the state (|vac.⟩+ | ↑↓⟩)/
√
2 belong to a pseudo-spin

doublet, which is split due to the finite “field” ∆ locally
coupling to ηix. The pseudo-spins of the two other spin
singlets supported by i = 1, ..., i1 − 1 and by i = i2 +
1, ..., L depend on the lengths of the respective support.
Here, for i1 = 41 and i2 = 43, both consist of an even
number of sites. This implies an integer and, in fact, zero
pseudo-spin. For an odd number of sites, one would have
ηleft = ηright =

1
2 .

As can be seen in the upper and lower plot of Fig.
4, the singlet LKS phase (white and dark blue, re-
spectively) is found at finite J for pairing strengths ∆
bounded from above by a second transition line ∆′

c(J)
(with ∆′

c(J) < ∆c(J)). It is bounded from below by a
third line ∆′′

c (J). With increasing J the range of pair-
ing strengths, ∆′

c(J) < ∆ < ∆′′
c (J), in which the LKS

phase is realized, grows, i.e., ∆′
c(J) increases and ∆′′

c (J)
decreases with J , eventually extending over the entire ∆
axis in the phase diagram.

4. Partial Kondo-screened phase

The remaining doublet phase in the phase diagram in
Fig. 2 (blue color) results as a compromise between the
J driven tendency to form two LKSs, realized for ∆ <
∆′

c(J), and the ∆ driven formation of a more delocalized
BCS singlet state with a nonlocal RKKY two-impurity
spin singlet, realized for ∆ > ∆c(J). The competition
and the resulting compromise necessarily requires two
impurity spins and is meaningless in the single impurity
case. We refer to the state as partial Kondo screening
(PKS).

In fact, in the ground state for ∆′
c(J) < ∆ < ∆c(J),

only a single impurity spin, say S1, undergoes a lo-
cal Kondo screening, while the second (S2) remains un-
screened and is responsible for the twofold ground-state
degeneracy with total-spin quantum number S = 1

2 . At
the site i1 a single electron is localized, and the local
electron spin moment ⟨s2i1⟩ →

3
4 deep in the PKS limit,

i.e., for J → ∞ and ∆′
c(J) < ∆ < ∆c(J), while the local

moment at i2 is suppressed ⟨s2i2⟩ → 0. The true ground
state in the PKS limit is a superposition with a second
state, where the roles of S1 and S2 are interchanged, i.e.,
where S2 is screened while S1 is decoupled from the rest
of the system. The bonding ground state |Ψ⟩+ and the

antibonding excited state |Ψ⟩− thus approach the form

|Ψ⟩± = 1√
2

(
|BCS⟩1 ⊗ |LKS⟩1 ⊗ |M⟩2

± |BCS⟩2 ⊗ |M⟩1 ⊗ |LKS⟩2
)
, (7)

where the BCS singlet states, labelled by m, extend over
all sites except for the site im, and where |M = ± 1

2 ⟩m are
the eigenstates of Smz. The degenerate ground-state spin
doublet |Ψ⟩+ has odd spatial parity p = −, and the states
|Ψ⟩− forming the antibonding doublet have even parity
p = +. Eq. (7) immediately implies that ⟨S1S2⟩ = 0,
consistent with the DMRG result in the deep PKS limit,
see Fig. 4 (upper plot). Also the local Kondo correlation
in the ground state is easily computed from Eq. (7) and
turns out as ⟨Smsm⟩ = − 3

8 for m = 1, 2. Again, this is
in perfect agreement with the numerical result, see the
lower plot in Fig. 4.
For weak J but still in the PKS phase with ∆ < ∆c(J),

ferromagnetic impurity-spin correlations build up, as is
seen in Fig. 4 (upper plot) around ∆ ≈ 0.2. Across
the transition from the PKS to the ferromagnetic triplet
phase for weak J , ⟨S1S2⟩ evolves smoothly. Note that
we continue to refer to the phase under consideration
as “PKS” for simplicity, even though Eq. (7) no longer
holds.
For small ∆ > 0 and strong J , but still within the

PKS phase, the ground state no longer has the form (7):
In the limit J → ∞, our numerical results still yield
⟨S1S2⟩ = 0, but ⟨Smsm⟩ → − 3

4 , i.e., we find the same
correlations as in the LKS state. For strong J and across
the transition from the PKS to the LKS phase, ⟨Smsm⟩
is developing more and more smoothly.
For small ∆ > 0 and weak J within the PKS phase, on

the other hand, the situation is less clear. The data could
be consistent with a critical pairing strength ∆c(J) → 0
for J → 0 (see Fig. 2), such that the PKS state with
∆ < ∆c(J) terminates exactly at the point ∆ = 0 and
J = 0 in the phase diagram with correlations ⟨S1S2⟩ →
1
4 and ⟨Smsm⟩ → 0 (cf. Fig. 4), thereby approaching
those of the RKKY-triplet phase. A direct numerical
proof, however, would require calculations for ∆ ≪ 0.1
and correspondingly for much larger values of L. We will
revisit the discussion of this parameter regime in Sec. VI.

C. Discussion

Partial Kondo screening, i.e., screening of only a single
spin in a unit cell, has been discussed in the context
of the magnetically frustrated Kondo-lattice [79], for the
Anderson model [80, 81] on the triangular lattice, and
the Kondo lattice on the zigzag ladder [82, 83]. As it
emerges as a result of the competition between RKKY
coupling and Kondo screening, the PKS phase is typically
located between an (RKKY driven) magnetic phase and
a paramagnetic heavy-fermion phase with strong local
Kondo correlations in the respective ground-state phase
diagrams.
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In the context of the two-impurity-spin model, the
PKS ground state was first suggested in the NRG study,
Ref. [70] (and called “molecular doublet”). However,
there is a qualitative difference between the more generic
NRG phase diagram for a flat density of states and treat-
ing JRKKY as an independent parameter rather than an
emergent coupling, opposed to the present phase diagram
for the concrete one-dimensional geometry: In the phase
diagram of Ref. [70], the PKS phase is “detached” from
the ∆ = 0 line and extends over a limited parameter
space only. Contrary, in Fig. 2, the phase appears to
merge with the gapless ∆ = 0 state in a rather wide
range of exchange interactions J .

In the gapless model at ∆ = 0, we do not expect a
quantum-critical point at a finite J but rather a smooth
crossover from the RKKY to the Kondo regime with in-
creasing J , see Refs. [9, 78, 84–87] and the discussion in
Ref. [23].

Another interesting question is, what the phase dia-
grams for larger d look like and how the d → ∞ limit
is approached. Obviously, as the distance d between the
impurity spins increases, the physical properties are more
and more governed by the physics of the single-impurity
model (see Appendix A). We have computed the J-∆
phase diagrams for larger distances d = 3 and d = 4, to
explore how the single-impurity physics is approached.
It turns out that the trend is non-monotonic but strictly
alternating between odd and even d. This reflects the
bipartite geometry of the model system studied.

In fact, the topology of the phase diagrams for odd
d and for even d remains the same as d increases. In
particular, there are smooth crossovers rather than first-
order transitions between the different regimes for odd
d, while for even d the phase diagrams consist of the
above-discussed four different phases. The most impor-
tant quantitative effect is the exponentially strong de-
crease of JRKKY = JRKKY(d) with d = i1 − i2 for large
d. Hence, the single-impurity limit is approached rapidly
as d increases. This also crucially depends on ∆, as the
∆ dependence of JRKKY = JRKKY(∆) is exponential as
well, for large ∆ (cf. Sec. V). Furthermore, from the com-
parison between d = 2 and d = 4 (not shown), we con-
clude that the phase space taken by the PKS phase at
even d shrinks to zero as d → ∞.

Finally, it is noticeable that the d = 1 phase diagram
actually consists of a single phase only and that, opposed
to d = 2, there are smooth crossovers only rather than
discontinuous transitions. Key to the qualitatively rather
different phase diagrams is the pseudo-charge q, i.e., the
eigenvalue of ηx.
Consider the deep PKS regime and the ground state

|Ψ⟩+ = |Ψ⟩1 + |Ψ⟩2, see Eq. (7), where |Ψ⟩m for, say,
m = 1, refers to the state where S1 and si1 form a local

Kondo singlet, while S2 remains unscreened. In the state
|Ψ⟩1 the pseudo-charge qi1 = 0, locally at site i1, while
the pseudo-charge at i2 is finite, namely qi2 = ± 1

2 , and

induced by the conjugate “field” ∝ (−1)i2∆, see Eq. (5).
If the distance is d = 2, and since the field is alternating

due to the sign factor ϵi = (−1)i in Eq. (5), the sum
of the local pseudo-charges at the three sites i1, i1 + 1,
and i2 is zero for |Ψ⟩1 and for |Ψ⟩2, and thus for |Ψ⟩.
Contrary, if d = 1, the pseudo-charges at i1 and i2 add
to ± 1

2 for |Ψ⟩1 and to ∓ 1
2 for |Ψ⟩2. This implies that

the PKS state |Ψ⟩1 + |Ψ⟩2 cannot be an eigenstate of H.
Qualitatively, this explains the absence of a PKS phase
in the d = 1 phase diagram. Furthermore, for d = 1
the RKKY coupling is antiferromagnetic. Hence, in the
whole parameter space the ground state is expected to be
a total-spin singlet state with a fixed pseudo-charge. The
latter is q = 0 or q = ± 1

2 for odd or even L, respectively,
and is the same in the RKKY and the LKS regimes.
For the gapped system considered here, discontinuous

transitions result from level crossings between different
subgap bound states upon variation of the model param-
eters. However, a crossing between bound states in the
same (S, q) sector requires the fine-tuning of three in-
dependent parameters [88]. From this we conclude that
level transitions in the J-∆ plane are not to be expected
and that the phase diagram therefore only shows smooth
crossovers (cf. Fig. 1).

V. PERTURBATION THEORY

At any fixed ∆ > 0 and for weak local exchange J ,
degenerate perturbation theory in J applies and can be
used to understand the occurrence of the RKKY triplet
and the RKKY-singlet phase in the phase diagram (Fig.
2) for d = 2 at weak J , and the transition at ∆c(J) ≈ 0.35
in particular.
Our calculations are done for the Hamiltonian (1), i.e.,

a chain of length L, nearest-neighbor hopping t, finite
∆ > 0, and M spins s = 1

2 and make use of the fact
that the BCS-type model HBCS = Hhop + Hsc can be
diagonalized analytically, see Appendix B. The results
of the subsequent RKKY-type second-order perturbation
theory in J , see Appendix C, can be summarized with the
effective impurity-spin Hamiltonian

Heff = P0

∑
mm′

Jimim′SmSm′P0 . (8)

Here, P0 is the projector onto the 2M -dimensional sub-
space of ground states at J = 0. For M = 2 quantum
spins, we have Heff = P0JRKKYS1S2P0 with JRKKY =
2Ji1i2 (the factor 2 is present for i1 ̸= i2 only).
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For arbitrary M , the effective exchange couplings Jimim′ = Jim′ im are obtained as (see Appendix C):

Jimim′ =
−J2

2(L+ 1)2

∑
n,n′

sin(imkn) sin(im′kn) sin(imkn′) sin(im′kn′)
εnεn′ − 4t2 cos(kn) cos(kn′)−∆2

εnεn′(εn + εn′)
. (9)

Here, ±εn = ±
√

4t2 cos2(kn) + ∆2 for kn = πn
L+1 and n = 1, ..., L are the one-particle energies. Both, the positive

and the negative eigenenergies are twofold degenerate each, except for odd L at n = (L + 1)/2, where ±εn = ±∆.
We note that the limit ∆ → 0 in Eq. (9) is regular and that the resulting coupling constant lim∆→0 JRKKY(∆) equals
the standard expression for JRKKY that is obtained by perturbation theory in J , but starting from the J = ∆ = 0
ground state as a reference, see the supplemental material of Ref. [36].

Fig. 5 shows the RKKY interaction strength as func-
tion of the distance d between the impurity spins. For
∆ = 0.1 (red line), JRKKY oscillates between ferromag-
netic (JRKKY < 0) and antiferromagnetic (JRKKY > 0)
when the distance is increased in units of one, and its
magnitude decreases with d. This is very similar to what
is known from RKKY theory for the gapless system at
∆ = 0. However, for d ≥ 7, the distance dependence
changes qualitatively: JRKKY remains antiferromagnetic
and decreases exponentially (note the log-linear scale in
the figure). In addition, there are some superimposed
small oscillations with d, which fade out and essentially
disappear for d ≈ 25. The d dependence beyond d ≈ 25 is
no longer characteristic for the system in the thermody-
namic limit, i.e., the growth of the oscillation amplitude
with d must be seen as an unwanted finite-size effect.

For a gapped system, an exponential decrease of
JRKKY(d) ∝ exp(−d/ξ) with a length scale ξ ∝ 1/∆
for large d and ∆ is simply the result of the tunnelling
effect [35]. On the other hand, for small d and ∆, the
contributions of high-energy excitations to JRKKY dom-
inate and cause oscillations as in the standard RKKY
theory of gapless systems. Furthermore, and plausibly,
the absolute magnitude of RKKY coupling is at a max-
imum for d = 0 and ferromagnetic (both spins couple to
the same site) for any ∆. For ∆ → ∞, we have the sim-
ple analytical result JRKKY(d = 0) = −J2/8∆2. Com-

bined with the general sum rule
∑L

i′=1 Jii′ = 0, valid for
a singlet ground state, this implies that for large d the
coupling must be antiferromagnetic (positive coupling)
to compensate for the strongly negative local term. If
∆ is increased, see blue line in Fig. 5, the tunnel regime
is reached earlier, i.e., at smaller d. For ∆ = 0.5 (green
line), the RKKY coupling is antiferromagnetic for all dis-
tances d, except for d = 0. This also holds for larger ∆.

For all even distances d ̸= 0 this implies that the
RKKY coupling must switch from ferromagnetic at small
∆ to antiferromagnetic at large ∆. This is demonstrated
with Fig. 6, where the ∆ dependence of JRKKY is shown
for d = 1, ..., 4. For d = 1 the coupling is antiferromag-
netic for any ∆ and decreases exponentially. The same
behavior is found for d = 3, except that JRKKY is already
considerably weaker. If d is even, the RKKY interaction
is ferromagnetic for small ∆, and this explains the pres-
ence of the RKKY-triplet phase (see Fig. 2 for d = 2).

However, as can be seen in the figure, there is a critical
pairing strength ∆c(d), beyond which JRKKY becomes
positive such that the impurity spins couple antiferro-
magnetically. For d = 2 (see the blue line in Fig. 6),
we have ∆c ≈ 0.38, consistent with the transition point
(∆c ≈ 0.35) seen in the phase diagram in Fig. 2 between
the RKKY triplet and the RKKY singlet for J → 0,
given the chosen discretization of the ∆ axis. This crit-
ical pairing strength decreases with increasing d (com-
pare with the yellow line). Fig. 6 also demonstrates that
JRKKY decreases exponentially with increasing and suf-
ficiently large ∆ and for any given distance d. In the
tunnel regime for large d and ∆ we have J ∝ e−const.∆d.

To check the validity range of the perturbative ap-
proach, we have compared the normalized RKKY inter-
action JRKKY/J

2 with the DMRG results for different
values of the local exchange coupling J . The DMRG
data are obtained from two independent computations
targeting the S = 0 and the S = 1 sectors, respectively.
The RKKY coupling is then obtained as the total ground-
state energy difference

J
(DMRG)
RKKY = E0(S = 1)− E0(S = 0) . (10)
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FIG. 5. RKKY coupling JRKKY as obtained from Eq. (9)
as a function of the distance d between the impurity spins
for various ∆. Calculations for L = 81 sites, and impuri-
ties placed symmetrically with respect to the chain center at
i1 = 41 and i2 = i1 + d. Note the log-linear scale: in the
grey-shaded range, the scale is linear, else logarithmic. The
nearest-neighbor hopping t ≡ 1 sets the energy scale.
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FIG. 6. RKKY coupling JRKKY as obtained from Eq. (9)
as a function of ∆ for various d. Calculations for L = 81 + d
sites and impurities placed symmetrically with respect to the
chain center at i1 = 41 and i2 = i1 + d.

Perfect agreement between perturbation theory and the
numerically exact DMRG can be expected only, if the
ground states in the S = 0 and S = 1 sectors are given by
a tensor product of a total impurity-spin singlet (triplet)
state with the ground state of the purely electronic rest
of the system: |Ψ0(S)⟩ = |imps.⟩S ⊗ |elect.⟩.
As is demonstrated with Fig. 7, the perturbative re-

sult for the ∆ dependence of JRKKY/J
2, on a logarithmic

scale, agrees quite well with the DMRG data. Consider
first the large-∆ regime. For both, d = 1 (upper panel)
and d = 2 (lower panel), the DMRG results show a sig-

nificant J dependence, but J
(DMRG)
RKKY /J2 monotonically

decreases with decreasing J and approaches the pertur-
bative result.

For smaller ∆ and at J = 3.5 the perturbative result is
no longer consistent with the DMRG data for both, d = 1
and d = 2. In particular, there is a rather strong devia-
tion between the DMRG data and the perturbative result
for d = 2, at J = 3.5 and for ∆ ≲ 1.9 (see green crosses
in the lower panel). This is explained by the fact that
local-Kondo-singlet formation becomes more and more
dominant and that the impurity spins get more and more
entangled with the electron system.

Remarkably, for weak J there is an almost perfect
agreement between perturbation theory and DMRG for
the critical pairing strength, at which the singlet and
the triplet state become degenerate. Consistent with the
phase diagram in Fig. 2, the transition at ∆c ≈ 0.38
from the RKKY singlet (∆ > ∆c) to the RKKY triplet
(∆ < ∆c) is almost J independent. The nature of this
phase transition is thus entirely accessible by perturba-
tive means.

It is instructive to compare the results for quantum
impurity spins 1

2 with approaches, where the impurity
spins are treated as classical [89, 90], and where the
crossover from oscillatory distance dependence of the
inter-impurity coupling, at small d and small ∆, to an-
tiferromagnetic coupling and exponential decay, at large
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FIG. 7. Normalized RKKY interaction JRKKY/J
2 as a func-

tion of ∆. Upper panel: d = 1 (L = 82, i1 = 41, i2 = 42).
Lower panel: d = 2 (L = 83, i1 = 41, i2 = 43). Lines: RKKY
second-order perturbation theory (SOPT). Crosses: DMRG
results for various values of the local exchange coupling J

d and ∆, is explained perturbatively in J . In Ref. 91 it
is furthermore demonstrated by nonperturbative means
that the presence of YSR bound states [51–53] and their
J-dependent position in the gap pushes this crossover to
significantly smaller distances. Here, we find the same
enhanced antiferromagnetic exchange within DMRG for
the quantum-spin case. By comparison with the per-
turbative RKKY results and due to the almost perfect
agreement with the DMRG data, we conclude that there
is no particularly nonperturbative mechanism dominat-
ing over the perturbative RKKY coupling, at least for
the parameter ranges considered. However, consistent
with Ref. 91, there is a nonperturbative contribution to
the enhancement of the antiferromagnetic exchange, i.e.,

J
(DMRG)
RKKY /J2 is J dependent and stronger for stronger J ,

see the results for J = 0.1 and J = 1.5 in Fig. 7 for
∆ > 0.5.

VI. QUANTUM BOX

For small ∆ ≲ 0.1, due to the growth of the entangle-
ment entropy with decreasing gap size 2∆, the DMRG
calculations become increasingly costly. We thus discuss
a toy model with the same Hamiltonian, Eq. (1), but on
a small chain with L = 3 sites only, for which the phase
diagram can be computed by exact diagonalization. The
two impurity spins are placed at distance d = 2 and sym-
metrically around the central site, i.e., they are coupled
to the sites i1 = 1 and i2 = 3. Opposed to the previously
discussed systems, finite-size effects can no longer be ne-
glected and actually dominate the physical properties,
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except for very large ∆, where the superconducting gap
exceeds the finite-size gap δ by far. This “quantum-box”
setup is interesting since, conceptually, it approaches the
phase diagram of the system in the thermodynamical
L → ∞ limit from a different side and thus gives us
a complementary perspective.

A. Exact-diagonalization results

For the L = 3 model, Fig. 8 displays the boundaries
between ground states with different total-spin quantum
numbers. Figs. 9 and 10 show the impurity-spin corre-
lation ⟨S1S2⟩ and the local Kondo correlation ⟨Smsim⟩,
respectively. For strong J and for ∆ with ∆′

c(J) < ∆ <
∆c(J), the ground state is a degenerate spin doublet
(S = 1

2 ), see blue region in Fig. 8. For large ∆ → ∞, it
is of the PKS form, Eq. (7), with correlations S1S2 → 0
and Smsim → − 3

8 (see Figs. 9 and 10). This deep PKS
regime in the parameter space perfectly matches with the
corresponding one for large L (L = 83, see Fig. 2). This
is due to the fact that correlations are almost completely
local for strong J and for ∆ ≫ δ.
The orange-colored phase in Fig. 8 is an LKS phase

with Smsim → −3
4 for J → ∞, and the red-colored

one an RKKY-singlet phase with S1S2 ≈ − 3
4 (see Figs.

9 and 10). In both cases, the ground state is a spin
singlet. However, the eigenvalue of the x component of
the pseudo-spin, the pseudo-charge q, is different: We
have q = + 1

2 in the RKKY singlet and q = − 1
2 in LKS

ground state, while q = 0 for the PKS state.
Compared to the phase diagram for large L, there are

two noteworthy points: (i) There is no RKKY-triplet
phase in the L = 3 model. For weak J and small
∆, we rather find a competition between the RKKY-
singlet phase, characterized by strong antiferromagnetic
impurity-spin correlations ⟨S1S2⟩, and the PKS phase.
The impurity-spin correlations in the PKS phase gradu-
ally increase from ⟨S1S2⟩ ≈ 0, deep in the PKS regime
(strong J , large ∆) to ferromagnetic ⟨S1S2⟩ → + 1

4 for
J → 0 and small ∆. (ii) With decreasing ∆ and down to
∆ = 0 this PKS phase extends over the entire J range.
In particular, the phase boundary between the PKS and
the RKKY-singlet phase is linear in J for weak J , while
for J → ∞ and small ∆ the boundary, ∆′′

c (J), exhibits a
1/J trend.
We can understand the weak-J regime by means of

perturbation theory in J , which is regular as the system
is gapped, either due to the finite-size gap δ > 0 at ∆ = 0
or due a finite superconducting gap 2∆ > 0. The RKKY
approach described in Sec. V equally applies to both, to
∆ ≫ δ, i.e., to the case where finite-size effects are irrel-
evant, and to the case δ ≫ ∆ > 0, i.e., to quantum-box
physics. Conceptually, however, the perturbative treat-
ments are different in the two cases ∆ = 0 and ∆ > 0.
For ∆ > 0, we find that the Kondo effect is absent,

as expected, because the J = 0 state of the electron
system is a BCS singlet. Furthermore and surprisingly,
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FIG. 8. J-∆ ground-state phase diagram for distance d = 2,
as in Fig. 2, but for L = 3 sites (i1 = 1, i2 = 3). Results for
the total-spin quantum number S and the pseudocharge q as
obtained by exact diagonalization.

the RKKY coupling turns out to be antiferromagnetic,
JRKKY > 0, opposed to the ferromagnetic RKKY cou-
pling found in the thermodynamical limit L → ∞ at
weak but finite ∆. Again, this is a plausible consequence

of the sum rule
∑L

i′=1 Jii′ = 0, i.e., the trivially strongly
ferromagnetic (negative) on-site (d = 0) RKKY coupling
must be compensated by (weaker) antiferromagnetic cou-
plings for d = 1 and d = 2. This explains the absence of
an RKKY-triplet phase in the toy model.
Contrary, for ∆ = 0 and for the small system with

L = 3, we have the situation of a “Kondo-vs.-RKKY
quantum box”, as discussed in Refs. [25, 36, 37]. Again,
perturbation theory in J is regular, but qualitatively dif-
ferent, since there is a finite “Kondo” term in the effective
Hamiltonian

Heff = JK
∑
m

SmsF + JRKKYS1S2 , (11)

see Ref. [36] (supplemental material). The Kondo cou-
pling JK is positive (antiferromagnetic) and linear in J ,
while JRKKY ∝ J2, such that the finite-size Kondo effect
“wins” over the RKKY coupling at sufficiently weak J .
The mechanism for the Kondo coupling JK in the toy
model is routed in the J = 0 electronic structure: There
are three spin-degenerate conduction-electron eigenstates
with one-particle energies −

√
2t, 0,

√
2t. At half-filling,

the one with lowest (highest) energy is fully occupied
(unoccupied), while the delocalized and spin-degenerate
“Fermi” orbital |F⟩ with zero one-particle energy is filled
with either a σ = ↑ or a σ = ↓ electron. Hence, the
J = 0 many-body electronic ground state is degenerate
(opposed to the case ∆ > 0) and provides a single Kondo
screening channel. For d = 2 both impurity spins in fact

couple to the electron spin sF = 1
2

∑
σσ′ c

†
Fστσσ′cFσ′ of

the Fermi orbital |F⟩. However, only one of the impurity
spins can be screened, the other one must remain decou-
pled. This explains that the ground state is a total-spin
doublet and has the form given by Eq. (7), i.e., a PKS
state but with the difference that the Kondo screening
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FIG. 9. The same as Fig. 8 but for the impurity-spin corre-
lation function ⟨S1S2⟩ (color code).

of the impurity spin Sm is not local but achieved by the
(same) delocalized Fermi orbital for both, m = 1 and
m = 2. This implies that the according PKS doublet
ground state takes the form

|Ψ⟩+ =
1√
2
|occ.⟩⊗

(
|KS⟩1⊗|M⟩2+|M⟩1⊗|KS⟩2

)
, (12)

with M = ± 1
2 , which is simply obtained from Eq. (7)

by replacing both local-Kondo-singlet states |LKS⟩m by
Kondo singlets |KS⟩m formed with |F⟩, and the BCS
states |BCS⟩m by the occupied Fermi sea |occ.⟩ exclud-
ing |F⟩, i.e., for L = 3, by the lowest one-particle energy
eigenstate.

From Eq. (12) we immediately infer, via a direct calcu-
lation, that ⟨S1S2⟩ = + 1

4 at weak J , where the finite-size
Kondo effect dominates. Note, that this impurity corre-
lation is not due the second-order-in-J RKKY coupling
but due to the fact that both impurity spins couple anti-
ferromagnetically, via JK > 0, to the same Fermi orbital
and hence are correlated ferromagnetically. This explains
the above-mentioned numerical result.

Roughly, the finite-size Kondo effect dominates up to
a critical local exchange Jc, where the bulk Kondo tem-
perature TK ∼ e−1/J equals the finite-size gap δ. At
intermediate J ≳ Jc, the RKKY interaction becomes
dominant. In fact, this turns out as antiferromagnetic,

JRKKY = 3J2

32·
√
2
. The RKKY interaction competes with

the finite-size Kondo effect for weak J and, for strong
J , with local-Kondo-singlet formation, which leads to
⟨S1S2⟩ → 0. It is well known [36], however, that the
RKKY coupling becomes fully effective only for larger
systems. This implies that, with increasing J , the im-
purity correlation decreases but remains positive (ferro-
magnetic) until it vanishes for J → ∞ (see Fig.9).
We conclude that the phase boundary in the weak J

and small ∆ regime is between a PKS doublet and an
RKKY-singlet state. The PKS state has strong ferro-
magnetic impurity correlations for weak J , where the
finite-size Kondo effect dominates over the RKKY cou-
pling. With increasing J and ∆, the PKS state smoothly
evolves from the Kondo-box form given by Eq. (12) into a
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FIG. 10. The same as Fig. 8 but for the Kondo correlation
function ⟨Smsm⟩ (color code).

state of the form of Eq. (7) with vanishing impurity cor-
relations. Contrary, the RKKY state at finite ∆ > 0 for
J → 0 features antiferromagnetic impurity correlations.
This results from the perturbational approach starting
from the superconducting (∆ > 0) phase as described in
Sec. V), where the Kondo term is absent.

B. Thermodynamical limit: extended discussion

Now that we have understood the mechanisms at work
for the L = 3 toy model, we can qualitatively discuss the
L → ∞ limit. For ∆ = 0 and with increasing L and
thus with decreasing finite-size gap δ ∼ 1/L, the criti-
cal coupling Jc ∝ −1/ ln δ shrinks to zero. This means
that the weak-J regime, where the finite-size Kondo ef-
fect is active, becomes irrelevant for L → ∞. Conse-
quently, JRKKY becomes the dominating energy scale at
weak J . While this is antiferromagnetic for small L, it
must turn into ferromagnetic as the finite-size gap gets
smaller. This is the analogous mechanism that has been
discussed for the ∆ (rather than the δ) dependence of
JRKKY in the context of Fig. 5.
In the model for L = 3, the total-spin doublet (PKS)

phase extends over the entire J axis for ∆ → 0. We
expect the same for ∆ → 0 but for larger L such that
finite-size effects are absent at any ∆ > 0, i.e., in the
thermodynamical limit L → ∞ at ∆ = 0. This view
is consistent with our presented DMRG results down to
∆ = 0.1:
On the strong-J side of the phase diagram and for

small ∆, the impurity-spin correlations ⟨S1S2⟩ → 0 and
the local Kondo correlation ⟨Smsim⟩ → −3

4 become iden-
tical in both, the doublet PKS and the singlet LKS phase
(see Fig. 4 for L = 83). The transition line ∆′′

c (J) in
Fig. 2, which separates the S = 0 LKS from the S = 1

2
PKS phase at small ∆, decreases with increasing J and
tends to ∆ = 0 for J → ∞. One possibility to approach
this point in the phase diagram is via paths such that
∆ > ∆′′

c (J), i.e., staying in the LKS phase. In this case
two fully localized Kondo singlets at sites i1 and i2 are
formed and, furthermore, two BCS singlets with supports
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on the two (for L → ∞) half-infinite chains i = 1, ..., i1−1
and on i = i2+1, ..., L, and, finally, a completely localized
pseudo-spin-ηix = 1

2 state (|vac.⟩−| ↑↓⟩)/
√
2. This means

that we have a situation, where both impurity spins are
screened separately. Another possibility is given by paths
with ∆ < ∆′′

c (J), i.e., staying in the PKS phase. Since
for J → ∞ the impurity and the Kondo correlation func-
tions become the same in PKS and the LKS phases, the
physical situation does not change either, except for the
point that the localized state at i1 + 1 is a spin doublet

c†i1+1σ|vac.⟩ (σ =↑, ↓). The state is different from but
smoothly connected to the state in the deep PKS limit
at large ∆ (with ∆′

c(J) < ∆ < ∆c(J)), where the dou-
blet is formed by a single unscreened impurity spin. With
decreasing J and at ∆ = 0, we expect that the impurity
spins are still separately screened but that the two Kondo
clouds extend spatially.

Staying in the PKS phase and decreasing J down to
J = 0, however, there is a smooth crossover from a state
with separate Kondo screening to a state with strongly
ferromagnetic impurity-spin correlations ⟨S1S2⟩ → + 1

4
while ⟨Smsim⟩ → 0. In the limit L → ∞ and ∆ → 0, the
correlations become the same as J → 0 for both, the spin-
doublet PKS and in the triplet RKKY phase, which are
located on opposite sides, ∆ < ∆c(J) and ∆ > ∆c(J), of
the transition line. Hence, the physical picture for J → 0
and ∆ → 0 is the same in both phases. As the total spin
in the PKS is S = 1

2 , however, the RKKY triplet must
be screened down to a doublet state. Different from the
J → ∞ case, the spin doublet localized between the two
impurity spins becomes more and more delocalized with
decreasing J . For J → 0, its character is like in the toy
model: the two impurity spins are both coupled antifer-
romagnetically to the same Fermi orbital and are thus
correlated ferromagnetically. Opposed to the toy model,
however, we expect that more than just a single Fermi
orbital contributes to the screening in the thermodynam-
ical limit L → ∞.
Concluding, our results for finite ∆ and sufficiently

large L, such that finite-size artifacts are absent, are con-
sistent with a physical picture at ∆ = 0, where there is
a crossover from individual Kondo screening at strong J
to screening of the RKKY triplet at weak J . The delo-
calized total-spin doublet in the state at finite but small
∆ becomes thermodynamically irrelevant and at ∆ = 0
just corresponds to the spin doublet that must be realized
for a system at half-filling and odd L. Finally, starting
from even L, one arrives at the same conclusions via an
analogous discussion.

C. Self-consistency

So far we have made the usual assumption that the
pairing strength ∆i ∝ ⟨ci↓ci↑⟩ is homogeneous, ∆i = ∆.
In a BCS-type mean-field theory, there is one-to-one cor-
respondence between the pairing strength and the ef-
fective attractive interaction. This is convenient be-

cause it implies that ∆ can be treated as an external
parameter. On the other hand, as a consequence of
the competition between local-Kondo-singlet and BCS-
singlet formation, one would expect ∆i to be site de-
pendent in the vicinity of i1 and i2, depending on the
strength of the local exchange J . To check the impact
of this competition, we replace the pairing term Hsc by

a Hubbard interaction HU = U
∑

i c
†
i↑ci↑c

†
i↓ci↓ in Eq. (1)

such that the subsequent anomalous mean-field decou-

pling yields HU 7→ Hsc(∆) =
∑

i ∆i(c
†
i↑c

†
i↓ +h.c.), where

∆i = U⟨ci↓ci↑⟩ and where we use the short-hand no-
tation ∆ = {∆i}i=1,...,L. The site dependence of ∆i

is then obtained by a self-consistent calculation for a
fixed attractive Hubbard interaction U < 0: Starting
from an initial parameter set ∆, the ground state of
H(∆) = Hhop + Hex + Hsc(∆) is calculated and used
to update ∆i = U⟨ci↓ci↑⟩. This process is repeated until
self-consistency is achieved. Using the U(1) gauge degree
of freedom as discussed in Sec. II, we can assume that all
∆i are real, if all ∆i have the same phase. Indeed, this
is found to be the case in the self-consistent solution.
We emphasize that this mean-field approach is ten-

tative, as ∆i is obtained from the interacting Hamilto-
nian, including Hex, such that one cannot expect that
the mean-field solution to represent a stationary point
of the total-energy functional. In addition, for a one-
dimensional model with small coordination number, the
approach will lead to a strong overestimation of the i
dependence. Therefore, we expect to obtain only quali-
tative insights. Furthermore, to keep the computational
effort manageable, we study the phase diagram of the
L = 3 toy model only.
Consider the pseudo-spin rotation by π around the y

axis generated by ηy and represented by the unitary op-
erator R = eiπηy . We have ηix 7→ RηixR

† = −ηix, i.e.,
ηix and R are anticommuting. With ∆i = Uϵi⟨ηix⟩ we
get H(∆) 7→ RH(∆)R† = H(−∆). This immediately
implies that if |Ψ(∆)⟩ is a ground state of H(∆), then
the rotated state |Ψ(−∆)⟩ ≡ R |Ψ(∆)⟩ is a ground state
of H(−∆) with the same energy E(∆). Furthermore,
if q is the pseudo-charge of |Ψ(∆)⟩, then |Ψ(−∆)⟩ has
pseudo-charge −q, since ηx |Ψ(−∆)⟩ = ηxR |Ψ(∆)⟩ =
−Rηx |Ψ(∆)⟩ = −q |Ψ(−∆)⟩. Finally, the expectation
value of ηix in the rotated ground state |Ψ(−∆)⟩ is
⟨Ψ(−∆)|ηix|Ψ(−∆)⟩ = ⟨Ψ(∆)|R†ηixR|Ψ(∆)⟩ = −⟨ηix⟩.
Summarizing we can conclude that with ∆ also −∆ is a
self-consistent solution with the same energy but opposite
pseudo-charge, and thus the sign of the pseudo-charge
becomes irrelevant when treating ∆ self-consistently.
Our numerical results are shown in Fig. 11 for compar-

ison with the non-self-consistent results shown in Figs. 8,
9 and 10. With Fig. 11 we focus on the impurity-spin cor-
relation ⟨S1S2⟩, which is most instructive for the qual-
itative discussion. There are four distinct phases with
very different impurity-spin correlations.
At weak J and strong |U |, we recover the RKKY-

singlet phase with strong antiferromagnetic correlations
⟨S1S2⟩ ≈ − 3

4 (blue color). The pseudo-charge is |q| = 1
2 .
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FIG. 11. Impurity-spin correlation ⟨S1S2⟩ in the (−U) vs. J
phase diagram of the quantum-box model with L = 3 lattice
sites, where ∆ has been calculated self-consistently.

The self-consistently computed local pairing strengths ∆i

show a site dependence that reflects the spatial parity
symmetry of the L = 3 model, i.e., ∆1 = ∆3 ̸= ∆2.
For strong |U |, however, there is not much variation
within the RKKY-singlet phase, since all ∆i approach
their maximum value ∆i/|U | = ⟨ci↓ci↑⟩ → 1

2 . The site
dependence is only significant in the weak-U limit, where
we find ∆2 → 0 as U → 0 while ∆1 = ∆3 remain finite.

At strong J and strong |U |, we find the LKS phase
with strong antiferromagnetic local Kondo correlations
⟨Smsm⟩ for m = 1, 2. Consequently, the impurity-spin
correlation is weak (light blue) and vanishes in the deep
LKS limit. Hence, the LKS phase has the same spin and
pseudo-charge quantum numbers, S = 0 and |q| = 1

2 , as
the RKKY-singlet phase but very different correlations.
Again, we have ∆1 = ∆3 ̸= ∆2, but while ∆1 = ∆3 → 0
for U, J → ∞, we have ∆2/|U | → − 1

2 . The suppression
of ∆1 and ∆3 is due to the strong local Kondo correla-
tions which enforce fully developed local spin moments
s21 = s23 → 3

41 in the LKSs.

There is a small parameter region at intermediate J
and strong |U | with weakly ferromagnetic correlations
(see pink color in Fig. 11) and with quantum num-
bers S = 1

2 and q = 0. This is the spin-doublet
PKS phase, which, at self-consistency, exhibits a sponta-
neous breaking of the spatial parity symmetry: We find
|∆1| < |∆2| < |∆3| with a slightly negative ∆1 < 0
while ∆2,∆3 are almost equal and positive. In fact, at
i = 1, where the pairing strength |∆1| is small, the local
Kondo correlation function ⟨S1si1⟩ is strongly antiferro-
magnetic while ⟨S2si2⟩ ≈ 0 since ∆i has the maximum
at i = 3 (note i1 = 1, i2 = 3). So this is a PKS state,
but compared to Eq. (7), the screening is selective and
involves only a single impurity spin. Note that within
the mean-field theory there is a second solution, which
can be obtained by mirroring at i = 2. In the phase di-
agram, this total-spin doublet PKS phase separates the
RKKY-singlet from the LKS state. With increasing |U |,
the PKS phase becomes narrower in the phase diagram
Fig. 11 but its extension remains finite. So far, the phase
diagram thus has the same topology as in the non-self-

consistent case discussed in Sec. VIA.
There is, however, one notable difference. Namely,

in the remaining phase space, at weak |U |, there is no
stable self-consistent solution with ∆i ̸= 0, i.e., the
system is in a normal state and, hence, the physics is
that of a non-superconducting quantum-box model. At
L = 3, the finite-size Kondo effect strongly dominates
and produces strong ferromagnetic impurity-spin corre-
lations (red color in Fig. 11). A comparison with the
non-self-consistent case is therefore not very meaningful
in this parameter range.
In summary, we find the same phases as in the case of a

homogeneous paring strength ∆. The PKS status turns
out to be somewhat fragile. It undergoes a spontaneous
mirror-symmetry breaking and takes up less parameter
space in the phase diagram.

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

A system of two quantum spins 1
2 locally exchange

coupled to a conventional s-wave superconductor fea-
tures a competition between Kondo-singlet formation,
BCS-singlet formation, and indirect magnetic exchange,
which gives rise to a nontrivial phase diagram. Since the
emergent nonlocal RKKY exchange between the impu-
rity spins involves higher-energy excitations, this compe-
tition is expected to depend decisively on the system ge-
ometry. This dependence cannot be fully captured in ap-
proaches where the magnetic exchange is treated within
mean-field approaches, such as dynamical mean-field the-
ory [16], or where the RKKY coupling is introduced as an
independent model parameter [68–70]. We have studied
the resulting phase diagram for a generic one-dimensional
chain geometry, which is accessible to a DMRG approach
that fully exploits the non-abelian spin-SU(2) symmetry.
Our results for the one-dimensional model can be sum-

marized as follows: First, the phase diagrams for impuri-
ties coupled to nearest or to next-nearest neighbor sites
are fundamentally different. In the former case, there
are smooth crossovers only with impurity-spin correla-
tions ⟨S1S2⟩, ranging from strongly antiferromagnetic
for large pairing strengths ∆ to almost vanishing corre-
lations for strong J . Contrary, in the latter case, for
an even distance d = 2, we find discontinuous first-
order (level-crossing) transitions between four phases: an
RKKY-singlet and a local Kondo-singlet phase with im-
purity correlations similar as in the d = 1 phase diagram,
but in addition there is a partial Kondo screening (PKS)
phase, a total-spin doublet, which separates the two sin-
glet phases in the parameter space, and finally, at weak J
and small ∆, an RKKY spin-triplet phase. As compared
to previous NRG calculations [70], the topology of the
phase diagram is different. In particular, the PKS phase
is stable in a rather wide range of exchange interactions
J at small ∆, and appears to merge with the gapless
∆ = 0.
A finite gap, ∆ > 0, is beneficial for the DMRG
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calculations because it leads to exponentially decaying
RKKY and Kondo correlations at large distances. In
fact, reaching the limit ∆ → 0 is computationally in-
creasingly costly for chains that are sufficiently long to
keep finite-size artifacts under control. We have thus ad-
ditionally considered a small system with L = 3 sites
only and two impurity spins at distance d = 2, which
can be treated by exact diagonalization and which gives
complementary insights. Apart from the absence of an
RKKY-triplet phase, which is well understood within
RKKY perturbation theory, the ground-state phase dia-
gram of this quantum-box model is qualitatively the same
as the DMRG phase diagram for d = 2, large L, and for
∆ ≳ 0.1. In the quantum-box model the ∆ → 0 limit is
easily accessible and exhibits a PKS doublet phase, which
extends over the whole J range. This supports the view
that the same holds true for large L in the ∆ → 0 limit
and, hence, that the phase boundary between the PKS
and the RKKY (singlet or triplet) phase does not end
in a critical point at a finite J for ∆ = 0, i.e., for the
gapless system. We note that, at ∆ = 0 and for small
L, a re-entrant finite-size Kondo effect at weak J on a
linear-in-J energy scale is present [25, 36]. It is known,
however, that this is limited to smaller and smaller local
exchange couplings J with increasing L and thus even-
tually becomes irrelevant in the thermodynamical limit
L → ∞.

We have explicitly computed the RKKY exchange cou-
pling JRKKY for the model at finite ∆. At L = 3 and
d = 2, for the toy model, this explains the absence of
an RKKY-triplet phase for weak J . More importantly,
for large L it explains, in perfect agreement with the full
DMRG computations, the critical pairing strength ∆c

that separates the RKKY-triplet phase (∆ < ∆c) from
the RKKY singlet (∆ > ∆c). It is remarkable, that
the sign of the indirect magnetic exchange can be tuned
by varying ∆, since this can be achieved experimentally,
e.g., via its temperature dependence. The distance de-
pendence of JRKKY is interesting as well: The well known
oscillatory and long-ranged RKKY coupling ∝ (−1)d/d
of the one-dimensional gapless system at ∆ = 0 is re-
covered for ∆ > 0, but at short distances only. Beyond
a critical d and depending on ∆, the indirect exchange
stays antiferromagnetic and, apart from some remain-
ing superimposed oscillations, decays exponentially, i.e.,
JRKKY ∝ e−d/ξ with a length scale ξ ∝ 1/∆.

Using a Lanczos-transformation technique [19, 21, 92],
it is possible to map impurity-spin systems in rather ar-
bitrary and higher-dimensional lattice geometries onto a
one-dimensional chain model. This opens the perspec-
tive for further investigations of similar systems in vari-
ous geometries, directly relevant to real materials and ex-
perimental studies, e.g., of magnetic atoms adsorbed on
superconducting surfaces. In this context, it will be im-
portant to additionally consider anisotropic interactions
and to extend the studies to multi-orbital models.

Another interesting avenue of further research is to
study the effect of the spatial structure of a self-

consistently determined pairing strength ∆i. Our results
for the quantum-box model at L = 3 indicate that a site-
dependent ∆i does not qualitatively change the phase-
diagram topology but affects the parameter space, where
the PKS phase is stable. In addition, the computation
and discussion of the nonlocal pairing correlation func-

tion ⟨ci↓ci↑ c†j↑c
†
j↓⟩ is worthwhile, especially for the inho-

mogeneous case with site-dependent ∆i. Furthermore, a
theoretical approach beyond a BCS-type mean-field the-
ory for the conventional superconductor is interesting,
see for example Ref. [93].
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Appendix A: Single-impurity model (M = 1)

Figure 12 shows the DMRG phase diagram for a sin-
gle impurity spin with s = 1

2 exchange coupled to the
central site of a chain consisting of L = 41 sites. The
Hamiltonian is given by Eq. (1), but for M = 1. There is
a competition between the BCS pairing strength ∆ and
the local exchange coupling J . If ∆ ≫ J , the electrons
of the host system form a BCS-singlet ground state, and
the impurity spin remains unscreened. Hence, the de-
generate ground states |Ψ⟩ = |BCS⟩host ⊗

∣∣M = ± 1
2

〉
imp

form a total-spin doublet S = 1
2 , see blue color in the

figure.
In the opposite limit J ≫ ∆, the impurity spin S1 and
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FIG. 12. Total-spin quantum number S for a system with
L = 41 lattice sites and a single s = 1/2 impurity spin coupled
to site i1 = 21 of the chain. Results as a function of J and
∆. Red: S = 0, blue: S = 1.
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the local electron spin si1 at the site i1 develop strong
antiferromagnetic correlations. Hence, for J → ∞, there
is a local Kondo singlet with ⟨si1S1⟩ ≈ −3

4 , disentangled
from two BCS singlets formed by electrons on the left
(i = 1, ..., i1 − 1) and on the right (i = i1 + 1, ..., L) side
of the local Kondo singlet. The explains that the total
ground state is a singlet, S = 0, see red color in the
figure.

The transition line separates two quantum phases with
either “Kondo” screened (S = 0) or unscreened impurity
spin (S = 1

2 ). Asymptotically, in the extreme J → ∞
limit, this is given by

∆c =
3

4
J , (A1)

as is easily obtained by diagonalization of the Hamilto-
nian (1) for M = 1 and L = 1. Across the local quantum
phase transition from S = 0 to S = 1

2 , there is also a
jump of the fermion Π parity from odd to even.

Appendix B: BCS Hamiltonian on an open chain

We consider the following BCS-type Hamiltonian for
electrons hopping on a one-dimensional chain with L sites
and open boundaries:

HBCS = −t

L−1∑
j=1

∑
α=↑,↓

(
c†jαcj+1α + c†j+1αcjα

)

+ ∆

L∑
j=1

(
c†j↑c

†
j↓ + cj↓cj↑

)
. (B1)

With Eqs. (2) and (4), the Hamiltonian reads as HBCS =
Hhop + Hsc. We consider the model at half-filling, i.e.,
for average total particle number ⟨N⟩ = L.

With the asymmetric particle-hole transformation(
fj↑
fj↓

)
=

(
cj↑
c†j↓

)
(B2)

one can expressHBCS in terms of new fermionic operators

fjα, f
†
jα as

HBCS =
∑
ijαβ

hiα,jβf
†
iαfjβ , (B3)

where

hiα,jβ = δij(1−δαβ)∆−(δi,j+1+δi+1,j)δαβsgn(α)t, (B4)

and where sgn(↑) ≡ +1, sgn(↓) ≡ −1.
The Hamiltonian can be diagonalized analytically.

With

kn ≡ πn

L+ 1
(B5)

for n = 1, ..., L, the eigenenergies of the hopping matrix
h are given by

±εn = ±
√

4t2 cos2(kn) + ∆2 . (B6)

Both, the positive and the negative eigenenergies are
twofold degenerate each, except for odd L at n = (L +
1)/2, where ±εn = ±∆.
The components of the eigenvectors v(n,±) of h corre-

sponding to ±εn are given by

v
(n,±)
iσ =

(δσ↑ ± δσ↓) sin(ikn)√
L+ 1

·

√
1∓ 2t sgn(σ) cos(kn)

εn
.

(B7)

Since HBCS commutes with P ≡
∑

i,α f†
iαfL+1−i,α in the

one-particle sector, the eigenstates of h are classified by

their parity (−1)n+1. Note the relations v
(n,+)
i↑ = −v

(n,−)
i↓

and v
(n,+)
i↓ = v

(n,−)
i↑ .

After a second unitary transformation to fermion op-
erators

bn,± =
∑
i,α

v
(n,±)
iα fiα =

∑
i

(
v
(n,±)
i↑ ci↑ + v

(n,±)
i↓ c†i↓

)
,

(B8)
the Hamiltonian takes the diagonal form

HBCS =
∑
n

(
εnb

†
n,+bn,+ − εnb

†
n,−bn,−

)
. (B9)

The b-operator vacuum, defined as bn,± |vacb⟩ = 0, is
related to the c-operator vaccum as

|vacb⟩ = c†1↓ · · · c
†
L,↓ |vacc⟩ , (B10)

and hence the ground state of HBCS is given by

|0⟩ = b†1,− · · · b†L,− |vacb⟩ . (B11)

|0⟩ is a non-degenerate total-spin singlet state.

Appendix C: Second-order perturbation theory in J

The full Hamiltonian of the system is given by H =
HBCS + Hex, where the local antiferromagnetic (J > 0)
exchange interaction

V ≡ Hex = J

M∑
m=1

Smsim (C1)

is treated perturbatively (see, e.g., Ref. [94]). Here, si =
1
2

∑
αα′ c

†
iαταα′ciα′ denotes the local spin of the electron

system at site i, where τ is the vector of Pauli matrices,
and Sm is the m-th localized quantum-spin 1

2 coupling
to the electron system at site im.
Trivially, for M localized spins Sm, the ground-state

energy E0 of H at J = 0 is 2M -fold degenerate. We de-
note the unperturbed ground states by |0,σ⟩ = |0⟩⊗|σ⟩,
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where |0⟩ refers to the non-degenerate electron ground
state and |σ⟩ = |σ1, ..., σm, ..., σM ⟩ to the states of the
orthonormal Sz-standard basis of the system of localized
spins.

At first order in J the effective Hamiltonian is given

by H
(1)
eff = P0V P0, where P0 =

∑
σ |0,σ⟩⟨0,σ| is the

projector onto the ground-state subspace. Since |0⟩ is a

total-spin singlet, we have ⟨0|si|0⟩ = 0 and thusH
(1)
eff = 0.

At second order in J , we have

H
(2)
eff = −

N ̸=0∑
N

P0V PNV P0

EN − E0
= −

∑
σ,σ′′

EΨ ̸=E0∑
Ψ

|0,σ⟩ ⟨0,σ|V |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ|V |0,σ′′⟩ ⟨0,σ′′|
EΨ − E0

. (C2)

Here, EN is the N -th unperturbed (J = 0) eigenenergy of HBCS + V , and PN denotes the projector onto the
corresponding energy eigenspace. A non-vanishing contribution is only obtained for excited states of the form |Ψ⟩ =
b†n,+bn′,− |0,σ′⟩, |Ψ⟩ = b†n,+b

†
n′,+ |0,σ′⟩, and |Ψ⟩ = bn,−bn′,− |0,σ′⟩, see Eq. (B11). All have the same unperturbed

energy εn + εn′ + E0. Hence, we have

H
(2)
eff = −

∑
σ,σ′,σ′′

∑
n,n′

( |0,σ⟩
〈
0,σ

∣∣∣V b†n,+bn′,−

∣∣∣0,σ′
〉〈

0,σ′
∣∣∣b†n′,−bn,+V

∣∣∣0,σ′′
〉
⟨0,σ′′|

εn + εn′

+
1

2

|0,σ⟩
〈
0,σ

∣∣∣V b†n,+b
†
n′,+

∣∣∣0,σ′
〉
⟨0,σ′|bn′,+bn,+V |0,σ′′⟩ ⟨0,σ′′|

εn + εn′

+
1

2

|0,σ⟩ ⟨0,σ|V bn,−bn′,−|0,σ′⟩
〈
0,σ′

∣∣∣b†n′,−b
†
n,−V

∣∣∣0,σ′′
〉
⟨0,σ′′|

εn + εn′

)
. (C3)

The factor 1/2 avoids double counting of terms. The matrix elements are readily calculated:

⟨0,σ′| b†n′,−bn,+V |0,σ′′⟩ = J

2

∑
m′

(
v
(n,+)
im′↑ v

(n′,−)
im′↑ + v

(n,+)
im′↓ v

(n′,−)
im′↓

)
⟨σ′|Sm′z |σ′′⟩ ,

⟨0,σ′| bn′,+bn,+V |0,σ′′⟩ = J

2

∑
m′

(
v
(n,+)
im′↑ v

(n′,+)
im′↓ − v

(n,+)
im′↓ v

(n′,+)
im′↑

)
⟨σ′|Sm′− |σ′′⟩ ,

⟨0,σ′| b†n′,−b
†
n,−V |0,σ′′⟩ = J

2

∑
m′

(
v
(n,−)
im′↓ v

(n′,−)
im′↑ − v

(n,−)
im′↑ v

(n′,−)
im′↓

)
⟨σ′|Sm′+ |σ′′⟩ . (C4)

After eliminating the positive-energy eigenstates by expressing them via their negative-energy counterparts, this yields:

H
(2)
eff = −

∑
σ,σ′,σ′′

∑
n,n′

|0,σ⟩ ⟨0,σ′′|
εn + εn′

∑
m,m′

J2

4

(
v
(n,−)
im↑ v

(n′,−)
im↓ − v

(n,−)
im↓ v

(n′,−)
im↑

)(
v
(n,−)
im′↑ v

(n′,−)
im′↓ − v

(n,−)
im′↓ v

(n′,−)
im′↑

)

×

(
⟨σ|Smz |σ′⟩ ⟨σ′|Sm′z |σ′′⟩+ 1

2
⟨σ|Sm+ |σ′⟩ ⟨σ′|Sm′− |σ′′⟩+ 1

2
⟨σ|Sm− |σ′⟩ ⟨σ′|Sm′+ |σ′′⟩

)

= −J2

4

∑
σ

|0,σ⟩ ⟨0,σ|
∑
m,m′

∑
n,n′

(
v
(n,−)
im↑ v

(n′,−)
im↓ − v

(n,−)
im↓ v

(n′,−)
im↑

)(
v
(n,−)
im′↑ v

(n′,−)
im′↓ − v

(n,−)
im′↓ v

(n′,−)
im′↑

)
εn + εn′

×
(
SmzSm′z +

1

2
Sm+Sm′− +

1

2
Sm−Sm′+

)∑
σ′′

|0,σ′′⟩ ⟨0,σ′′|

= P0

∑
m,m′

Jimim′SmSm′P0. (C5)

We end up with an effective Heisenberg-type (or “RKKY”) model, where the exchange parameters are given by

Jimim′ = −J2

4

∑
n,n′

(
v
(n,−)
im↑ v

(n′,−)
im↓ − v

(n,−)
im↓ v

(n′,−)
im↑

)(
v
(n,−)
im′↑ v

(n′,−)
im′↓ − v

(n,−)
im′↓ v

(n′,−)
im′↑

)
εn + εn′

. (C6)
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For a further discussion of the indirect exchange coupling constants (C6), we employ the derived expressions for
the one-particle states in Eqs. (B7). This yields:

v
(n,−)
i↑ v

(n′,−)
i↓ − v

(n,−)
i↓ v

(n′,−)
i↑

=
sin(ikn) sin(ikn′)

(L+ 1)
√
εnεn′

(√
(εn − 2t cos(kn))(εn′ + 2t cos(kn′))−

√
(εn + 2t cos(kn))(εn′ − 2t cos(kn′))

)
(C7)

and therewith Eq. (9) in the main text:

Jimim′ =
−J2

2(L+ 1)2

∑
n,n′

sin(imkn) sin(im′kn) sin(imkn′) sin(im′kn′) · εnεn
′ − 4t2 cos(kn) cos(kn′)−∆2

εnεn′(εn + εn′)
. (C8)
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