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By utilizing a multi-orbital periodic Anderson model with parameters obtained from ab initio
band structure calculations, combined with degenerate perturbation theory, we derive effective
Kondo-Heisenberg and spin Hamiltonians that capture the interaction among the effective magnetic
moments. This derivation encompasses fluctuations via both non-magnetic 4f0 and magnetic 4f2

virtual states, and its accuracy is confirmed through comparison with experimental data obtained
from CeIn3. The significant agreement observed between experimental results and theoretical pre-
dictions underscores the potential of deriving minimal models from first-principles calculations for
achieving a quantitative description of 4f materials. Moreover, our microscopic derivation unveils
the underlying origin of anisotropy in the exchange interaction between Kramers doublets, shed-
ding light on the conditions under which this anisotropy may be weak compared to the isotropic
contribution.

I. INTRODUCTION

Heavy fermion materials serve as exemplary strongly
correlated electron systems, exhibiting a wide range of
novel phenomena [1–18]. While simplified minimal model
Hamiltonians inspired by these materials have offered
valuable insights and novel conceptual ideas [19], explor-
ing a broader range of realistic models is essential for
gaining deeper insights into the spectrum of states of
matter that these materials can host.

In the realm of d-electron materials, the shift from
oversimplified effective models to more realistic Hamil-
tonians that incorporate spin-orbit coupling has been
pivotal in uncovering novel states of matter [20, 21].
Furthermore, microscopic insights into d-electron mate-
rials have provided essential guiding principles for un-
derstanding the sign of effective magnetic exchange in-
teractions [22–24], along with exploring potential origins
of exchange anisotropy [20, 25]. Developing similar rules
for 4f -electron materials could significantly impact the
search for novel quantum states of matter, such as quan-
tum spin liquids or skyrmion crystals. However, obtain-
ing insights from first-principles effective models remains
challenging for f -electron systems, primarily due to the
significant disparity in relevant energy scales.

The initial step in deriving low-energy models involves
identifying a hierarchy of energy scales. For f -electron
ions, the relevant single-ion scales include the Coulomb
interaction, spin-orbit coupling (SOC), and crystal field
(CF) potential. The hierarchy Eint ≫ ESOC ≫ ECF, as

assumed in the Russell-Saunders coupling scheme [26], is
commonly used to derive effective spin models [27, 28].
Note, however, that this hierarchy may not be applicable
to every f -ion. For instance, recent studies have shown
that in the tetravalent Pr4+ ion, the CF splitting and
spin-orbit coupling are of comparable magnitude, i.e.,
ESOC ∼ ECF [29–31].

The absence of universal rules and the potential for
significant exchange anisotropies, arising from the inter-
play of strong spin-orbit coupling and CF splitting, high-
light the need for a microscopic approach in the field.
Here we present a systematic derivation of effective low-
energy models, like the Kondo-Heisenberg lattice model
(KHLM) and effective spin Hamiltonians, from a many-
body treatment of the periodic Anderson model (PAM)
with parameters extracted from first-principle calcula-
tions. This integrated approach can provide valuable
insights into the complex behavior of highly correlated
f -electron systems.

As a starting point, we will focus on 4f electron ions
like Ce3+, where the lowest energy electronic configura-
tion is 4f1, indicating one f -electron. These ions fluctu-
ate between this configuration and higher-energy states
4f0 and 4f2. By particle-hole symmetry this approach
is equally valid for Yb3+ with a 4f13 configuration and
a single hole fluctuating to non-magnetic 4f14 and mag-
netic 4f12 states. We will also consider that CF splitting
results in a low-energy Kramers doublet. Our aim is to
derive an effective spin-1/2 Hamiltonian that captures
the interaction between these low-energy doublets medi-
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ated by the conduction electrons. Via direct comparison
against inelastic neutron scattering (INS) data, this ef-
fective spin model can be used to indirectly validate the
PAM and the KHLM derived from our first-principles
calculations.

Recently, we proposed a material-specific low-energy
effective Hamiltonian for the heavy fermion antiferro-
magnet CeIn3 [32]. Beginning with a multi-orbital
PAM (MO-PAM) with parameters obtained from first-
principles calculations, we employed degenerate pertur-
bation theory, keeping only non-magnetic 4f0 virtual
states, to deduce a quantitative yet relatively straight-
forward effective (KHLM) Hamiltonian. This model in-
cludes only a narrow energy range (1 eV) of conduc-
tion band states and incorporates the rest of the band
states via an effective “super-exchange” Heisenberg inter-
action. Validation of this low-energy model was achieved
through comparison with zero-field INS data, revealing
the low-energy magnon dispersion originating from the
low-energy Γ7 doublet.

In this study, we aim to generalize the methodology
outlined in Ref. [32] to comprehend the origin of ex-
change anisotropy in the effective exchange interaction
between Kramers doublets. As we will see below, only
fluctuations via 4f2 virtual states can induce an effective
exchange anisotropy for centro-symmetric bonds. Fur-
thermore, we will “disect” the 4f2 virtual processes to
separate the ones that contribute to the isotropic part of
the effective exchange interaction from those that gener-
ate exchange anisotropy. This analysis will allow us to
identify conditions under which the exchange anisotropy
should be weak in comparison to the isotropic contribu-
tion.

Additionally, we will demonstrate that the incorpora-
tion of 4f2 virtual states in deriving an effective spin
Hamiltonian for CeIn3 results in an energy difference be-
tween the Fermi level EF and the 4f energy level εf of
EF − εf = 0.65 eV. While this value is closer to pho-
toemission experiments (EF − εf = 1.5 - 2.0 eV) [33, 34]
in comparison to the value EF − εf = 0.512 eV obtained
in Ref. [32], which only considered fluctuations via the
non-magnetic 4f0 configuration, it is not enough to re-
produce the photoemission data. As we will see below,
this discrepancy suggests that the first principle calcula-
tions underestimate the f -c hybridization amplitudes by
a factor ≈ 1.22.

This manuscript is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we
present the tight-binding Hamiltonian constructed from
density functional theory (DFT). In Sec. III, we outline
the derivation of a MO-PAM based on first-principle cal-
culations. In Sec. IVA, we implement degenerate per-
turbation theory to derive the KLM from the PAM. Sec-
tion IVB elaborates on the derivation of the KHLM using
degenerate second-order perturbation theory in the hy-
bridization term between the 4f -orbitals and the conduc-
tion electron bands, encompassing fluctuations via 4f0

and 4f2 virtual states. In Sec. V, we derive an effective
spin Hamiltonian employing fourth-order degenerate per-

turbation theory in the hybridization term, assuming the
f -electrons are localized. In Sec. VI we analyze the ori-
gin of exchange anisotropy and the relative contributions
of processes occurring in the particle-hole and particle-
particle channels, as well as via 4f0/4f2 virtual states.
Section VII presents an experimental validation of the ef-
fective spin Hamiltonian through comparison with exper-
imental data obtained from CeIn3. Finally, Section VIII
discusses the conclusions and implications of this work.

II. TIGHT-BINDING HAMILTONIAN

To extract the magnetic exchange interactions from
first principles, we follow the methodology outlined in
Ref. [32]. This approach provides the dispersion of the
conduction bands and their hybridization with the f -
orbitals, forming a material-specific PAM. We note that
the energy εf of the f -level and the Coulomb integrals
F 0, F 2, F 4 and F 6 associated with the double-occupancy
of f -orbitals must be determined by other means.

We start with the reasonable assumption that the PAM
serves as an accurate effective description for elucidat-
ing the low-energy physics of most, if not all, heavy
fermion systems based on 4f -electrons. To exploit trans-
lational invariance, we identify the ions in the crystal-
lographic unit cell by their type and coordinates Rα

jα
,

where 1 ≤ jα ≤ Nα
s and Nα

s is the number of ions of
type α included in the cell. The corresponding creation

and annihilation operators are denoted by a†Rα
jα

,nα
and

aRα
jα

,nα
, respectively. The index 1 ≤ nα ≤ Nα runs over

the different non-f Wannier orbitals of a given α-ion. For
example, α = 0, 1 for CeIn3 because there are two types
of ions. The α = 0 ion is chosen to be the one that con-
tains the f -orbitals, meaning that α = 0 denotes the Ce
ions for CeIn3. For simplicity of notation, we will assume
that there is only one f -ion in each crystallographic unit
cell, i.e., N0

s = 1 and that it is located at the origin:
R0

1 = 0.

Because of the Kramers degeneracy of each Wannier
orbital, it is convenient to introduce 2 × 2 hopping ma-
trices

tnαnβ
(rα − rβ) = tnαnβ

(rα − rβ)Unαnβ
(rα − rβ), (1)

where the scalar amplitudes tnαnβ
can be assumed to

be real (for an adequate gauge choice) because of time-
reversal invariance and Unαnβ

(rα − rβ) is a 2× 2 matrix
with determinant equal to one, i.e., Unαnβ

(rα − rβ) ∈
SU(2). We note that in absence of spin-orbit coupling
the Unαnβ

(rα − rβ) matrices become identity matrices
for a particular gauge choice, i.e., for a particular choice
of the local spin reference frame of each orbital (Kramers
doublet).

The tight-binding Hamiltonian for the conduction
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bands can then be expressed as:

HTB =
∑
R,R′

a†
Rα

jα
+R,nα

tαβnαnβ
(∆Rαβ

jα,jβ
+∆R,R′)a

Rβ
jβ
+R′,nβ

,

(2)

where ∆Rαβ
jα,jβ

≡ Rα
jα

−Rβ
jβ
, ∆R,R′ ≡ R−R′ and {R}

denotes the set of translations that leave the system in-
variant. Unless specified otherwise, here and throughout
this work, we adhere to the convention of summation over
repeated indices, except for the unit cell coordinates (R)
and wavevectors (k or q) or for cases where we make
the sum explicit for clarity of presentation. We have also
introduced the spinor notation:

aRα
jα

+R,nα
≡ (aRα

jα
+R,nα,↑, aRα

jα
+R,nα,↓)

T , (3)

Note that tαβnαnβ
(rα − rβ) = [tβαnβnα

(rβ − rα)]
† because

HTB is hermitian.

After introducing similar two-component spinor nota-
tion for the f -orbitals with fixed projection of the orbital
angular momentum lz = m (−3 ≤ m ≤ 3),

fR,m ≡ (fR,m,↑, fR,m,↓)
T , (4)

we can write the hybridization term between the f -
Wannier orbitals and the rest of the Wannier orbitals

HV =
∑
R,R′

f †
R,mVα

mjαnα
(∆R,R′ −Rα

jα)aRα
jα

+R′,nα
+H.c.,

(5)

where Vα
mjαnα

(∆R,R′ − Rα
jα
) is the 2 × 2 matrix that

hybridizes the lz = m f -doublet centered at the ion R
with the spin doublet of the Wannier orbital nα centered
at the ion Rα

jα
+R′.

To exploit translational invariance, we introduce the
Fourier transform of the creation and annihilation oper-
ators:

ã†
k,α,jα,nα

=
1√
Nu

∑
R

eik·(R+Rjα )a†
Rα

jα
+R,nα

,

ãk,α,jα,nα
=

1√
Nu

∑
R

e−ik·(R+Rjα )aRα
jα

+R,nα
, (6)

where Nu is the number of unit cells. After rewriting
HTB in momentum space, we obtain:

HTB =
∑
k

ã†
k,α,jα,nα

t̃αβjαjβ ,nαnβ
(k)ãk,β,jβ ,nβ

, (7)

with

t̃αβjαjβ ,nαnβ
(k) =

∑
R

e
−ik·(∆Rαβ

jα,jβ
+R)

tαβnαnβ
(∆Rαβ

jα,jβ
+R),

(8)

and ∆Rαβ
jα,jβ

≡ Rα
jα

−Rβ
jβ
. Note that if the system has

spatial inversion symmetry,

tαβnαnβ
(∆Rαβ

jα,jβ
+R) = tαβnαnβ

(−∆Rαβ
jα,jβ

−R), (9)

we can rewrite Eq. (8) as

t̃αβjαjβ ,nαnβ
(k) =

∑
R

cos [k · (R+∆Rαβ
jα,jβ

)] tαβnαnβ
(∆Rαβ

jα,jβ
+R). (10)

By using Eq. (1) and the fact that the amplitudes tnαnβ

are real, we conclude that, in the presence of spatial in-

version symmetry, the 2× 2 matrix t̃αβjαjβ ,nαnβ
(k) can be

expressed as

t̃αβjαjβ ,nαnβ
(k) = t̃αβjαjβ ,nαnβ

(k)Ũαβ
jαjβ ,nαnβ

(k), (11)

where t̃αβjαjβ ,nαnβ
(k) is a real number and Ũαβ

jαjβ ,nαnβ
(k) ∈

SU(2).
The diagonal form of HTB

HTB =
∑
k

εk,µc
†
k,µck,µ (12)

can be finally obtained by implementing a unitary trans-
formation:

ck,µ =
∑

α,jα,nα

bα,jα,nα
(k, µ)Uα,jα,nα

(k, µ)ãk,α,jα,nα
,

ãk,α,jα,nα =
∑
µ

b∗α,jα,nα
(k, µ)U†

α,jα,nα
(k, µ)ck,µ, (13)

where repeated indices are not implicitly summed. The
coefficients bα,jα,nα

(k, µ) are scalars that satisfy the or-
thonormality condition

∑
α,jα,nα

b∗α,jα,nα
(kµ)bα,jα,nα(k, µ

′) = δµµ′ , (14)

and Uα,jα,nα
(k, µ) are unitary 2 × 2 matrices with de-

terminant equal to one. The dispersion of the conduc-
tion bands, εk,µ, does not depend on the spin index
because of Kramers’ theorem. Eq. (11) implies that
b∗α,jα,nα

(k, µ) = bα,jα,nα
(k, µ), i.e., the coefficients of the

unitary transformation are real, in presence of spatial in-
version symmetry.

Similarly, after introducing the Fourier transform of
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the fR,m operators:

fk,m =
1√
Nu

∑
k

e−ik·RfR,m,

fR,m =
1√
Nu

∑
R

eik·Rfk,m, (15)

we can rewrite HV as:

HV =
∑
k

[f †
k,mVα

mjαnα
(k)ãk,α,jα,nα +H.c.], (16)

with

Vα
mjαnα

(k) =
∑
R

eik·(R−Rα
jα

)Vα
mjαnα

(R−Rα
jα). (17)

Finally, after applying the unitary transformation (13)
that diagonalizes the tight-binding Hamiltonian, we get:

HV =
∑
k

[f †
k,mVkmµck,µ +H.c.] (18)

with

Vkmµ = b∗α,jα,nα
(k, µ)Vmjαnα

(k)U†
α,jα,nα

(k, µ). (19)

Eq. (18) can be further simplified to

HV =
∑
k,µ

[f †
kVkµck,µ +H.c.] (20)

by introducing the 14-component Nambu spinor

fk = (fk,−3↑, . . . ; fk,3↑, fk,−3↓, . . . , fk,3↓)
T , (21)

where the 14 × 2 hybridization matrix Vkµ is obtained
from the seven 2× 2 matrices Vkmµ.

III. PERIODIC ANDERSON MODEL

The MO-PAM can be expressed as:

HMO-PAM = H0 + V, (22)

with

H0=
∑
k

εk,µc
†
k,µck,µ +

∑
R

f †
R(Λ + εf )fR +HU , (23)

V=
∑
R

f †
RCfR +

∑
k

(
f †
kVkµck,µ + c†k,µV†

kµfk

)
, (24)

where εf is the energy of the f -orbital. The intra-
atomic spin-orbit coupling is described by the matrix
[Λ]mσ,m′σ′ = Lm,m′ ·Sσ,σ′ , where L and S are the vector
of angular momentum and spin, respectively. The ma-
trix C represents the crystal-field and the term HU is the
Coulomb repulsion in the ion that is determined by the

four Slater integrals F 0, F 2, F 4 and F 6(see Appendix
[D]).

In the context of CeIn3 and related materials, it is
widely recognized that the f2 state is considerably higher
in energy compared to the f0 excited state [35, 36]. In
a previous study [32], we assumed an infinitely large on-
site repulsive interaction between f -electrons, effectively
excluding f2 configurations from the Hilbert space. How-
ever, as we will elucidate in this work, this assumption
results in isotropic effective spin-spin interactions up to
fourth order in the hybridization Vkµ whenever the cen-
ter of the bond under consideration is a center of spatial
inversion symmetry. In other words, it becomes neces-
sary to incorporate processes via the magnetic f2 virtual
states to account for the origin of exchange anisotropy
in materials like CeIn3, where the center of each Ce-Ce
bond is a center of inversion.

The dispersion of the conduction bands, denoted as
εk,µ, and the hybridization between the conduction
bands and the f -orbitals, represented as Vkµ, are deter-
mined through the tight-binding fit to the first princi-
ples DFT calculation. These parameters are identical
to the ones used in Ref. [32]. We project out the ex-
cited J = 7/2 spin-orbit split states from the f -manifold
of states, as they lie roughly 300 meV higher in energy
than the J = 5/2 states. Generically, the CF splits the
J = 5/2 states into three doublets. For CeIn3 the cu-
bic CF splits the J = 5/2 states into a doublet Γ7 and
a quartet Γ8. We set the energy of the Γ7 doublet εf
to 0.65 eV below the chemical potential, which was de-
termined by the overall magnon bandwidth of 2.75meV
measured by INS. We further fix the energy of the Γ8

quartet εfΓ8
to lie ≃ 12meV above the Γ7 ground state

doublet, as determined by INS measurements of the CF
levels [37, 38]. Thus, all parameters of our reduced PAM
can be determined from a combination of ab-initio based
first principles calculations and from spectroscopic mea-
surements of the f -electrons.

IV. EFFECTIVE LOW ENERGY MODELS

A. Kondo Lattice Model

Our next step is to derive a low-energy KLM Hamilto-
nian through degenerate perturbation theory. We start
by identifying the low-energy subspace S within the un-
perturbed Hamiltonian H0. For the formalism of degen-
erate perturbation theory to apply, S must constitute the
ground space of H0. Given the gapless spectrum of H0

due to the presence of a Fermi surface, we introduce an
energy cutoff Λ, as illustrated in Fig. (1). We then ap-
proximate that all band states with energies εk,µ falling
within the range |εk,µ − EF | ≤ Λ possess approximately
equal energies.

Upon making this approximation, the subspace S be-
comes the direct product of singly-occupied J = Jm
f -states and the subspace of states featuring any num-
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ber of particle-hole excitations within the energy window
|εk,µ − EF | ≤ Λ. Subsequently, the projector onto S
can be expressed as the direct product of two projectors:
PS = PJm

⊗ Pc. PJm
denotes the projector onto the

singly-occupied f -states with total angular momentum
J = Jm that minimizes the spin-orbit coupling Λ. For
instance Jm = 5/2 for Ce3+ ions, while Jm = 7/2 for
Yb3+ ions. Pc represents the projector onto the Fock
space associated with band states satisfying the condi-
tion |εk,µ − EF | ≤ Λ.

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the virtual processes of
the second order perturbation theory that leads to the KL
model. The virtual state consist of a particle-hole pair. The
particle (hole) is created in a band-state with energy εkµ
(εqµ′). EF denotes the Fermi level and εf is the energy of
the f -orbital. Panel (a) illustrates the process that produces
an f0 virtual state, while panel (b) illustrates the process that
produces an f2 virtual state. The operator Pc projects into
the low-energy states delimited by the energy cut-off signaled
by EF ± Λ.

The low-energy effective Hamiltonian to second order
in the perturbation V reads [39]

Heff = PSHPS + PS

[
VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS , (25)

where the resolvent operator is given by

Ĝ0(ε0) = P⊥
S

1

ε0 −H0
P⊥
S , (26)

P⊥
S = 1̂− PS and ε0 is the ground state energy of H0.
The projection of HMO-PAM is

H̃ =
∑
k

εk,µc
†
k,µck,µ +

∑
i

f̃ †
i C̃f̃i, (27)

where H̃ = PSHMO-PAMPS , C̃ = PSCPS is the projected

CF matrix and f̃ †
i = (f̃i,−Jm

, · · · , f̃i,Jm
) is restricted to

the subspace J = Jm. After adding the second order
contribution in the hybridization, i.e., the second term of
Eq. (25), we obtain the KLM Hamiltonian:

HKL =

′∑
k

εk,µc
†
k,µck,µ +

∑
i

f̃ †
i C̃f̃i

− 1

N

′∑
i,k,q

ei(q−k)·riSσσ′

i Jkµ,qµ′

σσ′,ss′ c
†
kµscqµ′s′ . (28)

The apostrophe on the summation indicates that par-
ticles and holes are created in states within the energy
cut-off EF ±Λ, the matrix of the local U(2Jm+1) genera-

tors is Sσσ′

i = f̃†iσ f̃iσ′ , and the Kondo interaction matrix
is given by

Jkµ,qµ′

σσ′,ss′ ≃
[Vqµ′ ]σs′ [V

∗
kµ]σ′s

εf − EF
−

[Vqµ′ ]αs′ [V
∗
kµ]α′s γ

ν
σσ′,αα′

EF − εf − εν
(29)

The first term is due to the virtual processes that in-
volve empty f -orbital (f0-states) and the second term
involves doubly-occupied f -orbital (f2-state) virtual pro-
cesses, see Appendix [A]. The energies εν correspond to
the eigenvalues of the single-ion Hamiltonian with 2 f -
particles, i.e., 2 f -electrons (4f2) or 2 f -holes (4f12),

HSI,2p =
∑
ν

εν |ην⟩⟨ην | (30)

in absence of CF splitting. Note that the 91 eigenstates
|ην⟩ can be grouped in 13 J-multiplets with values of J
ranging from 0 to 6 (there is more than one multiplet
for some values of J). Since the 2J + 1 eigevalues for
each multiplet must be degenerate because of rotational
invariance, εν takes only 13 different values. For instance,
Figure 8 shows the f2 energy spectrum for Ce2+. From
now on, whenever the projector |ην⟩⟨ην | is written for a
specific f -ion in the site j, we will denote it as |ηjν⟩⟨ηjν |.
The function γνσσ′,αα′ accounts for the projection of f2-

states that are a direct product of two single-particle (f1)
states into the eigenstates |ην⟩ of the single-ion Hamilto-
nian,

γνσσ′;αα′ ≡ ⟨0|fσfα′ |ην⟩⟨ην |f†αf
†
σ′ |0⟩, (31)

where σ and σ′ are respectively the final and initial f1-
states, while α (α′) is the state where the second particle
is created (annihilated).

B. Kondo-Heisenberg Lattice Model

The Kondo Lattice model describes the effective ex-
change interaction between localized f -moments and
particle-hole excitations. As pointed out by Doniach [40],
deep inside the perturbative regime where the excita-
tion energy of f0 and f2 configurations is much higher
than the hybridization, the effective Ruderman-Kittel-
Kasuya-Yosida (RKKY) interaction [41–43] dominates
over Kondo screening, and conduction band degrees of
freedom can be integrated out to derive a low-energy
spin Hamiltonian Hspin that accounts for the effective
interaction between f -moments mediated by conduction
electrons.
Normally, Hspin is derived from HKL by implement-

ing second-order degenerate perturbation theory in the
Kondo interaction term, which corresponds to fourth or-
der particle-hole processes in the hybridization term of
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the original PAM. The resulting effective spin model is
the RKKY Hamiltonian HRKKY. The problem with this
approach is that it neglects additional fourth-order pro-
cesses in Vkµ that can provide comparable contributions
to Hspin . These processes, which will be grouped un-
der HEx, include any fourth order contribution from the
particle-particle channel and forth order contributions in
the particle-hole channel involving band states outside
the range |εk,µ − EF | ≤ Λ, and will be explicitly derived
in the next section.

In summary, the KL model must be supplemented with
an exchange interaction between the localized moments,
HEx, if we want to derive the same Hspin that would be
obtained from the PAM by direct application of fourth
order degenerate perturbation theory in Vkµ. The result-
ing KHLM is:

HKHL = HKL +HEx, (32)

where HKL is given in Eq. (28) and HEx will be derived
in the next section as part of the contributions to Hspin .
We note that in general HEx may include anisotropic
exchange interactions due to the interplay of spin-orbit
coupling and crystalline anisotropy.

V. EFFECTIVE SPIN MODEL

The goal of this section is to derive an effective spin
model Hspin by applying fourth-order degenerate pertur-
bation theory to the MO-PAM:

HMO−PAM
O(V 4)−−−−→ Hspin = HRKKY +HEx (33)

where HRKKY includes the particle-hole processes whose
middle virtual state has one particle-hole excitation
within the cut-off |εk,µ − EF | ≤ Λ. Once again, we note
that these processes are the ones obtained from HKL

via second order perturbation theory in the Kondo in-
teraction. As elucidated in the preceding section, in the
strongly localized f -electron regime, the magnetic behav-
ior is governed by effective spin-spin interactions medi-
ated by the band states. These interactions can be ob-
tained by directly applying fourth-order degenerate per-
turbation theory to the MO-PAM. Since the only low-
energy degrees of freedom are the f -moments, the low-
energy subspace S0 simply consists of the direct product
of all possible states of the J = Jm f -moments and the
Fermi sea, i.e., the ground state of the conduction elec-
trons in the absence of hybridization with the f -orbitals.
We denote this projector by PS0

. The effective spin
Hamiltonian is then expressed as [39]:

Hspin = PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0 . (34)

We observe that fourth-order processes in the hy-
bridization V encompass particle-hole, particle-particle
and hole-hole virtual excitations.

In an attempt to “dissect” the contributions from each
of these different channels and understand their role in
the generation of effective isotropic and anisotropic ex-
change interactions, we introduce the following notation.
Contributions that only include f0 virtual states, i.e., the
ones that survive when taking the limit of infinite on-site
Coulomb repulsion between f -electrons, will be denoted
as “f0-contributions”. These are the only contributions
that have been included in Ref. [32]. The rest of the pro-
cesses containing at least one doubly occupied virtual f2

state will be denoted as “f2-contributions”. We will fur-
ther split these f2-contributions into “f2:1” and “f2:2”
processes, where the former include virtual states with
only one doubly occupied f -ion, while the latter include
virtual states were both f -ions are doubly occupied in
the intermediate virtual states (note that they are not
necessarily simultaneously doubly occupied).
Contributions from particle-hole processes can be de-

rived from the KLM via second-order degenerate pertur-
bation theory in the Kondo interaction. These processes
give rise to the well-known RKKY interaction. However,
as shown in Ref. [32], particle-particle processes con-
tribute comparably to the effective spin-spin interaction
and are essential for accurately describing the magnon
spectrum of CeIn3. Moreover, the particle-particle chan-
nel also leads to effective long-range interactions that de-
cay like 1/r4 (i.e. faster than the 1/r3 decay that is
obtained from the particle-hole channel) and manifest
in momentum space as a cusp-like singularity at the Γ-
point [32].

We also note that the inclusion of the f2 states gives
rise to a hole-hole channel, which plays a similar role
to the particle-particle channel. The particle-particle,
particle-hole, and hole-hole processes are depicted in
Figs. B.1, B.2 and B.3 of Appendix [B], respectively. Af-
ter adding all virtual processes, the effective spin Hamil-
tonian takes the form

Hspin =
1

2

∑
R,R′

Sσ1σ
′
1

R′ [K(R)]σ1σ
′
1,σ2σ

′
2
Sσ2σ

′
2

R+R′ +
∑
R

Sσσ′

R H̃σσ′

(35)
where the spin-spin interaction is given by the rank-4
tensor K(R). The effective field matrix H̃ includes the
CF contribution and the Zeeman coupling to an external
field B and it is defined by the condition:

Sσσ′

R H̃σσ′
= f̃ †

RC̃f̃R − gJm
µBB · Jm (36)

where gJm is the Landé factor and µB the Bohr magne-
ton.
After the Fourier transformation of the fermionic oper-

ators as f†Rσ = 1√
N

∑
k e

−ik·Rf†kσ , the spin Hamiltonian

becomes

Hspin =
1

2

∑
k

Sσ1σ
′
1

k [K(k)]σ1σ
′
1,σ2σ

′
2
Sσ2σ

′
2

−k +
∑
R

Sσσ′

R H̃σσ′

(37)
The Fourier transform of the U(2Jm + 1) generators are

given by Sσσ′

k = 1√
N

∑
q f

†
q+kσfqσ′ and the rank-4 tensor
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of the exchange interaction in momentum space is given
by

K(k) ≡
∑
R

e−ik·R K(R). (38)

The interaction tensor can be divided in the f0-state and
the f2-state channels

K(k) = K(f0)(k) + K(f2)(k) (39)

with

[K(f0)(k)]σ1σ
′
1,σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N

∑
q

[T̃k+qµ]σ1σ
′
2
[T̃∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1σ2
g(f

0)
εk+qµ,εqµ′

(40)

where T̃kµ = ṼkµṼ†
kµ is the effective hopping restricted to

the low-energy J = Jm multiplet, with the hybridization
Ṽkµ between the (2Jm + 1) f -states and the doublet of
the band µ with momentum k. The g-functions depend
only on the band energies εk+qµ, εqµ′ and εf for the f0

processes, and also on the eigenenergies εν of the doubly-
occupied single-ion state for f2 processes.
The g-function for f0 processes can be broken down

as,

g(f
0)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ = g(f
0:pp)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ + g(f
0:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ (41)

where

g(f
0:pp)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ =
εk+qµ + εqµ′ − 2εf

(εqµ′ − εf )2(εk+qµ − εf )2
[1− f(εk+qµ)][1− f(εqµ′)] , (42)

for the particle-particle channel and,

g(f
0:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ =
1

(εqµ′ − εk+qµ)

[
f(εqµ′)[1− f(εk+qµ)]

(εk+qµ − εf )2
− f(εk+qµ)[1− f(εqµ′)]

(εqµ′ − εf )2

]
(43)

for the particle-hole channel. Here f(εkµ) is the Fermi-
Dirac distribution and pp (ph) indicates the particle-hole
(particle-particle) contribution (see Appendix B).

“Particle-particle” f0 processes (f0 : pp) are those
whose intermediate virtual state has two particles above
the Fermi level. Note that these processes cannot be
derived from a perturbative treatment of the KL model
HKL. “Particle-hole” processes are those that have one
particle excitation and one hole excitation among the
three virtual states. Note that particle-hole processes
that include a middle virtual state with one particle and
one hole simultaneously (particle-hole excitation) are the

ones that can be obtained from HKL by applying sec-
ond order degenerate perturbation theory in the Kondo
interaction.

The contribution to the exchange tensor from processes
involving f2-states can be further split into terms,

K(f2)(k) = K(f2:1)(k) + K(f2:2)(k), (44)

where the first term includes contributions from processes
involving virtual state where only one f -ion is doubly
occupied,

[K(f2:1)(k)]σ1σ
′
1,σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:1)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν ([T̂k+qµ]σ1α
′ [T̂∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1α
γνσ2σ

′
2,αα

′ + γνσ1σ
′
1,αα

′ [T̂∗
k+qµ]σ′

2α
[T̂qµ′ ]σ2α

′), (45)

with T̂kµ = ṼkµV†
kµ being the effective hopping between the low-energy J = Jm multiplet in one site and the 14

possible f -states in the other site. The function of energies is broken down into three channels as

g(f
2:1)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν = g(f
2:1:pp)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν + g(f
2:1:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν + g(f
2:1:hh)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν , (46)

where the contribution from the particle-particle channel is

g(f
2:1:pp)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν = − [1− f(εk+qµ)][1− f(εqµ′)]

εν(εk+qµ − εf )(εqµ′ − εf )
, (47)
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the contribution from the particle-hole channel is

g(f
2:1:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν=
1

εqµ′ − εk+qµ

[
(εk+qµ − εqµ′ + εν)f(εqµ′)[1− f(εk+qµ)]

(εk+qµ − εf )(εqµ′ − εf − εν)εν
− (εqµ′ − εk+qµ + εν)f(εk+qµ)[1− f(εqµ′)]

(εqµ′ − εf )(εk+qµ − εf − εν)εν

]
,

(48)

and the contribution from the hole-hole channels is

g(f
2:1:hh)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν = − f(εqµ′) f(εk+qµ)

(εk+qµ − εf − εν)(εqµ′ − εf − εν)εν
. (49)

In this context, “particle-particle” (f2:1 : pp) processes
involve two intermediate states with one excited particle
as shown in Fig. B.1 for the sequences abcd and cdab.
Similarly, “hole-hole” (f2:1 : hh) processes entail two in-
termediate states with one excited hole as in Fig. B.3 for

the sequences abcd and cdab.

The second term in Eq. (44) represents the virtual pro-
cesses that involve doubly-occupied states in both f -ions.
These contributions can be expressed as:

[K(f2:2)(k)]σ1σ
′
1,σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:2)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
γν1

σ1σ
′
1,αα

′ [Tk+qµ]αβ′ [T∗
qµ′ ]α′βγ

ν2

σ2σ
′
2,ββ

′ , (50)

where Tkµ = VkµV†
kµ is the 14× 14 matrix of the effective hopping that connects all the f2-states in both sites. The

function of energies is separated into two channels,

g(f
2:2)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
= g(f

2:2:ph)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2

+ g(f
2:2:hh)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
, (51)

where the contribution from the particle-hole channel is

g(f
2:2:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
=

1

εqµ′ − εk+qµ

[
f(εqµ′)[1− f(εk+qµ)]

(εqµ′ − εf − εν1
)(εqµ′ − εf − εν2

)
− f(εk+qµ)[1− f(εqµ′)]

(εk+qµ − εf − εν1
)(εk+qµ − εf − εν2

)

]
,

(52)

and the contribution from the hole-hole channels is

g(f
2:2:hh)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
= − (εqµ′ + εk+qµ − 2εf − εν1

− εν2
)

(εk+qµ − εf − εν1)(εqµ′ − εf − εν1)

f(εqµ′) f(εk+qµ)

(εk+qµ − εf − εν2)(εqµ′ − εf − εν2)
. (53)

A. Symmetry of the spin Hamiltonian

In this section, we show that when the hybridization
is restricted to the lowest-energy Kramers doublet, de-
noted by V̄kµ, the effective hopping to second order in

the hybridization, T̄kµ = V̄kµV̄†
kµ, conserves the spin (see

Fig. 2). This property is derived from the invariance of
the MO-PAM under time-reversal symmetry and spatial
inversion relative to the center of the bond under consid-
eration.

Let us consider the 2 × 2 hybridization matrix
V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα
) between the f -doublet and the n-th Wan-

nier orbital of the basis that was extracted from the first
principle calculation. Due to the time-reversal symmetry,

the hybridization matrix fulfills

V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα) = vαjαnαRUα

jαnα
(R−Rα

jα). (54)

where the scalar vαjαnαR can be chosen to be real via a

gauge transformation, and Uα
jαnα

(R − Rα
jα
) is a 2 × 2

unitary matrix with a determinant equal to one. In the
presence of spatial-inversion symmetry V̄α

jαnα
(R−Rα

jα
) =

±V̄α
jαnα

(Rα
jα

− R), where the + (−) sign holds for odd
(even) n-th Wannier orbital. The Fourier transform of
the projected hybridization is

V̄α,k
jα,nα

=
∑
R

eik·(R−Rα
jα

) V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)

=
∑
R

cos [k · (R−Rα
jα)] V̄α

jαnα
(R−Rα

jα)

(55)
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for V̄α
jα,nα

(R−Rα
jα
) = V̄α

jαnα
(Rα

jα
−R) and

V̄α,k
jα,nα

=
∑
R

eik·(R−Rα
jα

) V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)

= i
∑
R

sin [k · (R−Rα
jα)] V̄α

jαnα
(R−Rα

jα)

(56)

for V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα
) = −V̄α

jαnα
(Rα

jα
−R). Equations (54),

(55) and (56) imply that the determinant of V̄α,k
jα,nα

is a
real number:

DetV̄α,k
jα,nα

= (DetV̄α,k
jα,nα

)∗. (57)

Now we are ready to introduce the effective hopping
matrix:

V̄α,k
jα,nα

[V̄α,k
jα,nα

]† =
∑
RR′

e−ik·(R−R′)V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)[V̄

α
jαnα

(R′ −Rα
jα)]

†

=
1

2

∑
RR′

e−ik·(R−R′)(V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)[V̄

α
jαnα

(R′ −Rα
jα)]

† + V̄α
jαnα

(Rα
jα −R′)[V̄α

jαnα
(Rα

jα −R)]†)

=
1

2

∑
RR′

e−ik·(R−R′)(V̄α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)[V̄

α
jαnα

(R′ −Rα
jα)]

† + V̄α
jαnα

(R′ −Rα
jα)[V̄

α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)]

†)

=
1

2

∑
RR′

e−ik·(R−R′)vαjαnαRv
α
jαnαR′(Ūα

jαnα
(R−Rα

jα)[Ū
α
jαnα

(R′ −Rα
jα)]

† + Ūα
jαnα

(R′ −Rα
jα)[Ū

α
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)]

†)

=
∑
RR′

e−ik·(R−R′)vαjαnαRv
α
jαnαR′ cosϕαnαjα(R,R

′) 12×2 = |DetV̄kn| 12×2 (58)

where 12×2 is the 2×2 identity matrix and we have used

Ūα
jαnα

(R−Rα
jα)[Ū

α
jαnα

(R′ −Rα
jα)]

†

= 1 cosϕαnαjα(R,R
′) + i(nα

jα,nα
· σ) sinϕαnαjα(R,R

′),

(59)

where nα
jα,nα

is a unit vector and σ is the vector of Pauli
matrices.

Equation (58) implies that:

V̄α,k
jα,nα

=
√
DetV̄α,k

jα,nα
Ūα,k

jα,nα
, (60)

where Ūα,k
jα,nα

∈ SU(2). After projecting the unitary

transformation given in Eq. (19) into the Γ7 doublet, we
obtain

V̄kµ = b̄k,µα,jα,nα
V̄α,k
jαnα

[Uk,µ
α,jα,nα

]†. (61)

The coefficients b̄k,µα,jα,nα
are real, directly following from

Eq. (57). From Eq. (61) we obtain:

T̄kµ = V̄kµV̄†
kµ =

1

2
b̄k,µα,jα,nα

b̄k,µβ,jβ ,nβ
(V̄α,k

jαnα
[Uk,µ

α,jα,nα
]†Uk,µ

β,jβ ,nβ
[V̄β,k

jβnβ
]† + V̄β,k

jβnβ
[Uk,µ

β,jβ ,nβ
]†Uk,µ

α,jα,nα
[V̄α,k

jβnα
]†)

=
1

2
b̄k,µα,jα,nα

b̄k,µβ,jβ ,nβ

√
DetV̄α,k

jα,nα

√
DetV̄β,k

jβ ,nβ
(Ūα,k

jαnα
[Uk,µ

α,jα,nα
]†Uk,µ

β,jβ ,nβ
[Ūβ,k

jβnβ
]†+Ūβ,k

jβnβ
[Uk,µ

β,jβ ,nβ
]†Uk,µ

α,jα,nα
[Ūα,k

jαnα
]†)

= |Det(V̄kµ)|12×2. (62)

where we have used the fact that (U + U†) ∝ 12×2 for
U ∈ SU(2).

As we show below, Eq. (62) implies that the mag-
netic interaction that emerges from processes within the
lowest-energy Kramers doublet is isotropic. In other
words, the anisotropic exchange interactions originate
from virtual processes involving single-particle f -states
that are orthogonal to the Kramers doublet.

B. Isotropic contribution

From now on, we reduce the low-energy Hamiltonian
to the lowest energy Kramers doublet (e.g. {Γ+

7 ,Γ
−
7 } for

the case of CeIn3). By using Eq. (62) we can simplify the
expression of the exchange coupling in Eqs. (40), (45) and
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FIG. 2. Schematic representation of the emergence of effec-
tive hopping T̄kµ. When the Hamiltonian commutes with the
combination of time-reversal and spatial-inversion operator,
the effective hopping between the low-energy doublet con-
serves the spin. The indices σ1 and σ2 belong to the same
Kramers doublet.

(50) as follows

[K̄(f0)(k)]σ1σ
′
1,σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N

∑
q

v2k+qµv
2
qµ′g(f

0)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ δσ1σ

′
2
δσ′

1σ2
,

(63)

where v2kµ ≡ |Det(V̄kµ)|.
For the f2 channel we can distinguish two contribu-

tions:

K̄(f2:λ)

(k) = K̄(f2:λ)
in (k) + K̄(f2:λ)

out (k), (64)

where λ = 1, 2 and the subscript “in” indicates that the
f2 virtual states are built with two electrons occupying
states within the low-energy doublet. Specifically, it sig-
nifies that the second electron introduced into the preex-
isting low-energy f1 configuration occupies a state within
the doublet that is orthogonal to the one occupied by the
first electron. In contrast, the subscript “out” indicates
that the second electron occupies a state “outside of the
doublet”, i.e., orthogonal to the subspace spanned by the
two states of the lowest energy doublet.

The intra-doublet f2 contributions are given by

[K̄(f2:1)
in (k)]σ1σ

′
1,σ2σ

′
2
=

=
1

N

∑
q

2v2k+qµv
2
qµ′γνσ1σ

′
1,σ

′
2σ2

g(f
2:1)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν , (65)

and

[K̄(f2:2)
in (k)]σ1σ

′
1,σ2σ

′
2
=

=
1

N

∑
q

v2k+qµv
2
qµ′Γν1ν2

σ1σ
′
1;σ

′
2σ2

g(f
2:2)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
, (66)

where Γν1ν2

σ1σ
′
1;σ

′
2σ2

≡
∑

s,s′ γ
ν1

σ1σ
′
1,ss

′γ
ν2

σ2σ
′
2,s

′s, with s and s′

running over the low-energy doublet.

The expressions for K̄(f2:λ)
out (k) are the same as in

Eqs. (45) and (50) with the indices σ1, σ
′
1, σ2 and σ′

2

running over the low-energy doublets, and with at least
one of the indices α, α′, β and β′ running over the out-of-

doublet states, this is K̄(f2:λ)
out (k) = K̄(f2:λ)(k)−K̄(f2:λ)

in (k).

The resulting spin Hamiltonian for zero external mag-
netic field can be written in the spin operator basis as

Hspin =
1

2

∑
k

Iαβk Sα
kS

β
−k (67)

where Sα
k = 1

2
1√
N

∑
q f

†
q+kσ

αfq is the spin-1/2 operator

in momentum space, f †
k = (f†k↑, f

†
k↓) is the f -spinor and

σα is the Pauli matrix with α = x, y, z. The magnetic
interaction components are given by

Ixxk = 2Re
(
[K̄(k)]↑↓↓↑ + [K̄(k)]↑↓↑↓

)
, (68a)

Iyyk = 2Re
(
[K̄(k)]↑↓↓↑ − [K̄(k)]↑↓↑↓

)
, (68b)

Izzk = 2
(
[K̄(k)]↑↑↑↑ − [K̄(k)]↑↑↓↓

)
, (68c)

Ixyk = Iyxk = 2Im
(
[K̄(k)]↑↓↓↑ − [K̄(k)]↑↓↑↓

)
, (68d)

Iyzk = Izyk = −4Im[K̄(k)]↑↓↑↑, (68e)

Izxk = Ixzk = 4Re[K̄(k)]↑↑↑↓. (68f)

where we have used the hermiticity condition,

[K̄(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
= [K̄(−k)]∗σ′

1σ1σ
′
2σ2

(69)

and spatial inversion combined with time-reversal sym-
metry,

[K̄(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2

= sgn(σ1)sgn(σ
′
1)sgn(σ2)sgn(σ

′
2)[K̄(k)]

∗
σ̄1σ̄

′
1σ̄2σ̄

′
2
, (70)

where sgn(σ) = +1(−1) if σ =↑ (↓), and σ̄ is the time-
reversed state of σ.
The symmetry of the exchange interaction is dictated

by δσ1σ
′
2
δσ′

1σ2
, γνσ1σ

′
1;σ

′
2σ2

and Γν1ν2

σ1σ
′
1;σ

′
2σ2

in Eq. (63), (65)

and (66), respectively.
For the f0 channel, δσ1σ

′
2
δσ′

1σ2
yields the non-null ele-

ments

[K̄(f0)(k)]↑↑↑↑ = [K̄(f0)(k)]↑↓↓↑ , (71)

the other two non-null elements (↓↓↓↓ and ↓↑↑↓) are re-
lated by time-reversal symmetry.
Due to Pauli’s exclusion principle, Eq. (31) includes

only four non-zero elements of γνσ1σ
′
1;σ

′
2σ2

, which are real

and related by

γν↑↑;↓↓ = γν↓↓;↑↑ = −γν↑↓;↑↓ = −γν↓↑;↓↑ . (72)

This relation is derived by the anti-commutation relation
of the fermionic operators in Eq. (31). Then, the non-zero
contributions from the f2:1 intra-doublet channel are

[K̄(f2:1)
in (k)]↑↓↓↑ = −[K̄(f2:1)

in (k)]↑↑↓↓ . (73)

From Eq. (72), the function Γν1ν2

σ1σ
′
1;σ

′
2σ2

yields four non-

zero components related by

Γν1ν2

↑↑;↑↑ = Γν1ν2

↓↓;↓↓ = Γν1ν2

↑↓;↑↓ = Γν1ν2

↓↑;↓↑ , (74)
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which implies the following condition for the f2:2 contri-
bution from the intra-doublet channel

[K̄(f2:2)
in (k)]↑↑↑↑ = [K̄(f2:2)

in (k)]↑↓↓↑ (75)

These properties imply that the three channels give rise
to an isotropic magnetic interaction

Iαβk = I
(f0)αβ
k + I

(f2)αβ
in, k , (76)

where

I
(f0)αβ
k = 2[K̄(f0)(k)]↑↓↓↑δαβ (77)

and

I
(f2)αβ
in, k = 2([K̄(f2:1)

in (k)]↑↓↓↑+[K̄(f2:2)
in (k)]↑↓↓↑)δαβ . (78)

To illustrate the relative contributions from each chan-
nel in Eq. (76) with a concrete example, we will consider
the specific case of the heavy-fermion metal CeIn3. In
this case, the spin-orbit coupling yields a Jm = 5/2-low-
energy subspace, which is further split into a low-energy
Kramers doublet spanned by {|Γ+

7 ⟩, |Γ
−
7 ⟩}, and high-

energy quartet spanned by {|Γ+
8a⟩, |Γ

−
8a⟩, |Γ

+
8b⟩, |Γ

−
8b⟩}.

The doublet is given by,

|Γ+
7 ⟩ =

√
1
6 |+

5
2 ⟩ −

√
5
6 | −

3
2 ⟩ = | ↓⟩, (79a)

|Γ−
7 ⟩ =

√
1
6 | −

5
2 ⟩ −

√
5
6 |+

3
2 ⟩ = | ↑⟩, (79b)

and the quartet by

|Γ+
8a⟩ =

√
5
6 |+

5
2 ⟩+

√
1
6 | −

3
2 ⟩, (80a)

|Γ−
8a⟩ =

√
5
6 | −

5
2 ⟩+

√
1
6 |+

3
2 ⟩, (80b)

|Γ+
8b⟩ = |+ 1

2 ⟩, (80c)

|Γ−
8b⟩ = | − 1

2 ⟩, (80d)

where |mJ⟩ ≡ |J = 5
2 ,mJ⟩.

Figure 3 illustrates the contribution from the f0,
f2:1 and f2:2 intra-doublet channels to the interaction
[K̄(k)]↑↓↓↑. From Eq. (76) it is clear that the magnetic
interaction Ik can be extracted from Fig. 3 by applying
a scale factor of two. For an energy difference between
the Fermi-level and the f -orbital level EF −εf = 0.65 eV
and for the Slater integral F 0 = 6.4 eV (see discussion
in section VII) the relative contribution are roughly 0.73
and 0.26 from the f0 and f2:1 intra-doublet channels.
The f2:2 intra-doublet contribution is negligible in this
case. The out of doublet contribution arising from a non-
degenerate f2 configuration will be discussed below.

VI. ORIGIN OF EXCHANGE ANISOTROPY

In the previous section we established that when the
system is time-reversal invariant and the center of the

FIG. 3. Contributions from different channels to the inter-
action in the low-energy doublet of CeIn3. The main con-
tribution originates from the f0 and the f2:1

in intra-doublet
channels. The superscripts 0, 2 :1 and 2:2 indicate the config-
uration of the intermediate virtual state, while the subscripts
in stands for intra-doublet. The label ’Tot’ refers to the total
contribution of each channel. The energy of the f -orbtial is
given by EF − εf = 0.65 eV, and the F 0 = 6.4 eV. The inset
shows the path in the Brilloiun zone.

bonds has spatial inversion symmetry, the effective spin-
spin interaction between Kramers doublets is isotropic if
the virtual processes are reduced to f0 and intra-doublet
f2 states. It is thus natural to inquire about the source of
anisotropic exchange between Kramers doublets, partic-
ularly in scenarios where the centers of bonds connecting
pairs of magnetic ions exhibit inversion symmetry.

The objective of this section is to derive the anisotropic
exchange stemming from the out-of-doublet f2 virtual
processes. Additionally, we aim to delineate conditions
under which this contribution remains weak in compari-
son to the isotropic contribution derived previously.

A. Out-of-doublet contributions: degenerate case

First, we will examine the scenario in which all eigen-
values of the single-ion Hamiltonian are degenerate for
the f2 configuration, meaning that the Slater integrals
are:

εν = F 0, and F 2 = F 4 = F 6 = 0. (81)

In this limit, we will demonstrate that the contribution
from the out-of-doublet f2 virtual processes vanishes ex-
actly. In other words, the out-of-doublet processes do
not produce an effective spin-spin interaction, but only
an irrelevant density-density interaction.

For εν = F 0, the summation over all the eigenstates
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labelled by ν in Eq. (31) leads to∑
ν

γνσσ′;αα′ =
∑
ν

⟨0|fσfα′ |ην⟩⟨ην |f†αf
†
σ′ |0⟩

= (δσσ′δαα′ − δσαδσ′α′), (82)

where we have used
∑

ν |ην⟩⟨ην | = 191×91. Physically,
this relationship indicates that the spin of the incoming
f -electron does not interact with the spin of the preexist-

ing one because the energy of the double-occupied state
is independent of the relative spin orientation.
The out-of-doublet contribution to the zz-component

of the magnetic interaction for wave vector k is

Izzout,k = 2([K̄(f2:1)
out (k)]↑↑↑↑ − [K̄(f2:1)

out (k)]↑↑↓↓). (83)

By using the doublet projected hopping Ťkµ = V̄kµV†
kµ

of dimension 2× 14 in Eq. (45), we obtain

[K̄(f2:1)
out (k)]↑↑↑↑ − [K̄(f2:1)

out (k)]↑↑↓↓ =
1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:1)

εk+qµ,εqµ′,F0
[([Ťk+qµ]↑α′ [Ť∗

qµ′ ]↑αγ
ν
↑↑,αα′ + [Ť∗

k+qµ]↑α[Ťqµ′ ]↑α′γν↑↑,αα′)

− ([Ťk+qµ]↑α′ [Ť∗
qµ′ ]↑αγ

ν
↓↓,αα′ + [Ť∗

k+qµ]↓α[Ťqµ′ ]↓α′γν↑↑,αα′)]

=
1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:1)

εk+qµ,εqµ′,F0
([Ť∗

k+qµ]↑α[Ťqµ′ ]↑α′ − [Ť∗
k+qµ]↓α[Ťqµ′ ]↓α′)δαα′ = 0 (84)

where α and α′ run over the 12 out-of-doublet f -states. The cancellation of Eq. (84) arises from the relation∑
q

[Ť∗
k+qµ]σα[Ťqµ′ ]σ′α g(f

2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′,F0

= sgn(σ)sgn(σ′)
∑
q

[Ť∗
k+qµ]σ̄′ᾱ[Ťqµ′ ]σ̄ᾱ g(f

2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′,F0

, (85)

which is derived in Appendix [C] and it is a direct consequence of time-reversal and spatial-inversion symmetries.
Note also that the cancellation holds for each independent process involving a particular pair of bands (µ, µ′) and a
particular out-of-doublet Kramers conjugate (α, ᾱ).

The remaining components of the magnetic interaction Iαβout,k also cancel out because the other elements of K̄(f2:1)
out (k)

are null, as demonstrated below.
The interaction tensor component

[K̄(f2:1)
out (k)]↑↓↓↑ =

1

N

∑
q

g
(f2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,F 0 (−δ↑αδ↓α′)([Ťk+qµ]↑α[Ť

∗
qµ′ ]↓α′ + [Ť∗

k+qµ]↑α[Ťqµ′ ]↓α′) = 0, (86)

cancels out because α or α′ are out-of-doublet states,
meaning that they are different from ↑, ↓. Similarly,

[K̄(f2:1)
out (k)]↑↓↑↓ = 0. For [K̄(f2:1)

out (k)]↑↑↑↓ we have

[K̄(f2:1)
out (k)]↑↑↑↓ =

1

N

∑
q

(−[Ťk+qµ]↑α[Ť
∗
qµ′ ]↑α′ δ↑αδ↓α′

+ [Ť∗
k+qµ]↓α[Ťqµ′ ]↑α′ δαα′) g

(f2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,F 0 = 0, (87)

where the first term vanishes because δ↑αδ↓α′ = 0 when
α and α′ run over out-of-doublet states. The second term
is equivalent to Eq. (85), which vanishes for σ = σ̄′. A

similar demonstration leads to [K̄(f2:1)
out (k)]↑↓↑↑ = 0.

For processes that involve f2 virtual states on both
sites, the cancellation of the components

[K̄(f2:2)
out (k)]↑↓↓↑ = 0, K̄(f2:2)

out (k)]↑↑↑↓ = 0,

[K̄(f2:2)
out (k)]↑↓↑↑ = 0, [K̄(f2:2)

out (k)]↑↓↑↓ = 0, (88)

arises from γν↑↓,αα′ = −δ↑αδ↓α′ , which vanishes when α or

α′ runs over out-of-doublet states. Finally, the elements

[K̄(f2:2)
out (k)]↑↑↑↑ and [K̄(f2:2)

out (k)]↑↑↓↓ do not vanish, but the
difference does. From Eq. (50), we have

[K̄(f2:2)
out (k)]↑↑↑↑ − [K̄(f2:2)

out (k)]↑↑↓↓ =
1

N

∑
q

g
(f2:2)
k+qµ,qµ′,F 0,F 0

× [Tk+qµ]αβ′ [T∗
qµ′ ]α′β(γ

ν1

↑↑;αα′γ
ν2

↑↑;ββ′ − γν1

↑↑;αα′γ
ν2

↓↓;ββ′)

=
1

N

∑
q

g
(f2:2)
k+qµ,qµ′,F 0,F 0 [Tk+qµ]αβ′ [T∗

qµ′ ]α′β

× (δαα′δββ′ − δαα′δββ′) = 0. (89)

This implies that the contributions to Izzout,k from the

f2:2 out-of-doublet vanish when the f2 multiplets are de-
generate. Note that despite Eqs. (84) and (89) indicate
that there is no contribution to Izzout,k, there is a finite

contribution from [K̄out(k)]↑↑↑↑ + [K̄out(k)]↑↑↓↓, that is
related to an effective density-density interaction. As
anticipated, this contribution is irrelevant for the present
work because the ground space S0 of the unperturbed
Hamiltonian contains only states with one f -electron in
each f -ion.
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B. Non-degenerate case

In this subsection we identify two mechanisms that re-
duce the out-of-doublet f2 contributions relative to the
sum of the f0 and intra-doublet f2 contributions. Since
the anisotropic exchange arises from out-of-doublet f2

contributions, these two mechanisms are responsible for
reducing the strength of the anisotropic exchange relative
to the isotropic contribution. The mechanisms consist of
a compensation between positive and negative contribu-
tions arising from different f2-multiplets and from differ-
ent bands.

FIG. 4. Contributions to [K̄(f0)

µµ′ (k)]↑↓↓↑ − [K̄(f0)

µµ′ (R)]↑↓↓↑
involving different pairs of conduction bands for k =
(0.083, 0.083, 0.083). The virtual process involves hybridiza-
tions with two bands labelled by µ and µ′, and each pair
of bands is denoted by the following combination of the two
indices: η = 18(µ − 1) + µ′. The ph contributions are al-
ways negative. In contrast, contributions from pp processes
are positive and only exist for η ≥ 96. The labels next to
the peaks indicate the band pair index (µ, µ′). The inset
shows the conduction bands near the Fermi level for the path
RΓXMΓ. The bands indexed by µ = 6 and µ = 7 are the
sole ones intersecting the Fermi level, thus constituting the
primary contributors.

We begin by observing a reduction of the interac-
tion due to similar-magnitude, alternating-sign contribu-
tions from various band pairs within the f0, f2 intra-
doublet, and f2 out-of-doublet channels. Again, we
use CeIn3 as a concrete example to illustrate this ef-
fect. This phenomenon is illustrated in Figs. 4, 5, and

6, where K̄(f0)
µµ′ (k)− K̄(f0)

µµ′ (R), K̄(f2:1)
in,µµ′(k)− K̄(f2:1)

in,µµ′(R) and

K̄(f2:1)
out,µµ′(k) − K̄(f2:1)

out,µµ′(R) refer to the band pair (µ, µ′)

contribution to the interaction bandwidth W ∼ K̄(Γ) −
K̄(R) ∼ 4meV (see Fig. 3). Notably, across these chan-
nels, a significant contribution originates from a band
intersecting the Fermi level, yet it remains uncompen-
sated.

As shown in Fig. 4, in the f0 channel, band compen-
sation arises between particle-hole (ph) processes, which

FIG. 5. Contributions to [K̄(f2:1)
in (k) − K̄(f2:1)

in (R)]↑↓↓↑
involving different pairs of conduction bands for k =
(0.083, 0.083, 0.083). The virtual process involves hybridiza-
tions with two bands labelled by µ and µ′ and each pair of
bands is denoted by the following combination of the two in-
dices: η = 18(µ− 1) +µ′. hh processes exist only for η < 116
and give positive contributions. While pp processes exist only
for η ≥ 96 and they give a positive contribution. The labels
next to the peaks indicate the band pair index (µ, µ′). The
inset shows the separate contributions from each f2 multi-
plet for the band pair (µ, µ′) = (6, 6), that gives the main
contribution. The angular momentum of each multiplet is
indicated next to each point. The selection rule derived in
the text states that only the J = 4 and J = 0 multiplets are
excited for intra-doublet f2 processes. Note that all contribu-
tions from different multiplets have the same sign.

contribute negatively, and the particle-particle (pp) pro-
cesses, which contributes positively.
Regarding the f2:1 intra-doublet and f2:1 out-of-

doublet channels, bands contributions from ph processes
are offset by contributions from both pp and hole-hole
(hh) processes. Similarly, in the f2:2 intra-doublet and
f2:2 out-of-doublet channels, the hh and ph processes give
contributions of opposite sign.
By comparing the summation over the bands contribu-

tions with the summation of the absolute value of each
band contribution, we find out that the reduction factor
is 7.7 for the f2:1 out-of-doublet channel, 2.7 for the f0

channel and 2.3 for the f2:1 intra-doublet channel. Since
the anisotropic contributions are contained in the f2:1

out-of-doublet channel, this result implies that the sign
alternation in the sum over contributions from different
band pairs reduces the relative strenth of the anisotropic
contributions by a factor of ∼ 3.
However, looking at the net result (see Fig. 7) that

accounts for both contributions (band + multiplet), the
overall magnitudes of the f0 and f2:1 intra-doublet con-
tributions are comparable, whereas the net contribution
to the f2:1 out-of-doublet channel is approximately 50
times smaller. The extra reduction factor of ∼ 50/3
stems from the cancellation effects between contributions
with alternating signs from different multiplets which
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FIG. 6. Contributions to [K̄(f2:1)
out (k) − K̄(f2:1)

out (R)]↑↓↓↑
involving different pairs of conduction bands for k =
(0.083, 0.083, 0.083). The virtual process involves hybridiza-
tions with two bands labelled by µ and µ′ and each pair of
bands is denoted by the following combination of the two in-
dices: η = 18(µ − 1) + µ′. hh (pp) processes contribute only
for η < 116 (η ≥ 96 ), while ph processes contribute for any
η but mostly near EF . The labels next to the peaks indicate
the band pair index (µ, µ′). The inset showcases the multiplet
contributions for the band pair (µ, µ′) = (6, 6), with the total
angular momentum J of each multiplet indicated adjacent to
its respective point.

only occur in the f2:1 out-of-doublet channel.
The inset of Fig. 5 reveals that the multiplet contri-

butions within the f2:1 intra-doublet channel exhibit the
same sign. The consistent sign across all multiplets for
f2:1 intra-doublet virtual processes stems from

γν↑↑↓↓ = ⟨0|f†↑f
†
↓ |ην⟩⟨ην |f↓f↑|0⟩ = |⟨0|f†↑f

†
↓ |ην⟩|

2, (90)

which is positive for any multiplet labelled by ν. The
same holds true for f2:2 intra-doublet virtual processes:
Γν1ν2

↑↑↑↑ > 0 for any ν1ν2. Back to the f2:1 intra-doublet
processes, contributions with the same sign arise solely
from the three J = 4 multiplets, as well as from the two
J = 0 singlets, as shown in the inset of Fig. 5. This selec-
tion rule can be derived as follows. The representation
of the intra-doublet f2 configuration can be decomposed
as Γ7×Γ7 = Γ1+Γ4, implying that the intra-doublet f2

state belongs to the Γ1 irrep (singlet of the cubic group)
(the Γ4 states are symmetric under exchange of the two
particles). The only J-multiplets that contain the Γ1 ir-
rep upon reducing the symmetry from SO(3) to cubic
are J = 0, 4 and 6. However, since the f2 state is built
from two J = 5/2-particles, the projection on the J = 6
multiplet must be equal to zero.

For the f2:1 out-of-doublet channel, contributions from
virtual states involving different multiplets are of a sim-
ilar order of magnitude as in the f2:1 intra-doublet case.
However, as illustrated in the inset of Fig. 6, there is a
significant reduction due to the alternating sign, which
is a necessary consequence of the cancellation of the out-
of-doublet contributions in the degenerate limit that was

derived in Sec. (VIA). Comparing the net contribution
against the sum of the absolute values of the contribution
from each mutiplet, we obtain a reduction factor of ∼ 50.
The same mechanism works in the reduction of the f2:2

out-of-doublet channel.

Since the out-of-doublet f2 configurations consist of
one electron in the Γ7 (J = 5/2) doublet and a second
electron in any orthogonal state, the possible configura-
tions are Γ7 (J = 5/2) ×Γ6 (J = 7/2), Γ7 (J = 5/2) ×Γ7

(J = 7/2) or Γ7 (J = 5/2) ×Γ8 (J = 5/2, 7/2). Since a
singlet J = 0 can only be obtained when both electrons
occupy J = 5/2 states, and Γ7 × Γ8 = Γ3 + Γ4 + Γ5, the
virtual out-of-doublet f2 configuration has zero projec-
tion on J = 0 states.

Finally, we can compare the relative contribution be-

tween the f0 (I
(f0)αα
k ) and f2 intra-doublet (I

(f2)αα
in k ),

which are isotropic, with the contribution from the f2

out-of-doublet (2Iαβout k). In Fig. 7 the upper panel shows
the isotropic component, which is 50 times bigger than
the anisotropic component shown in the lower panel.

We also considered the effective magnetic interaction
between nearest-neighbor ions arising from direct hop-
ping between the f -ion. The calculation in Appendix
[E] shows that this interaction, of order 1µeV, is very
anisotropic but extremely weak in comparison to the con-
tribution from fourth-order processes in the hybridization
between f -orbitals and band states. This smallness can
be understood after realizing that the effective f−f hop-
ping between J = 5/2 multiplets vanishes exactly for sin-
gle molecule of two f -ions under the assumption of uniax-
ial symmetry (i.e. invariance under continuous rotations
along the axis of the molecule) [44]. Since this continuous
symmetry is weakly broken by the crystal environment,
the f−f hopping matrix is finite but strongly suppressed
when projected onto the lowest energy J = 5/2 multiplet.

Finally, it is important to emphasize that nearly
isotropic exchange interactions are rare in f -electron
magnets. This rarity is one reason we chose CeIn3 to
illustrate conditions where exchange anisotropy can be
over an order of magnitude smaller than the isotropic
(Heisenberg) contribution. In addition to requiring
Kramers doublets and centro-symmetric bonds, there
must be dominant intra-doublet contributions compared
to out-of-doublet ones. This requirement is met in CeIn3
due to the alternating signs of contributions from differ-
ent f2 multiplets with similar energies and from different
bands near the Fermi level. However, this property does
not necessarily hold for other f -electron materials. For
instance, preliminary calculations for CeRhIn5 indicate
that the exchange anisotropy for bonds connecting dif-
ferent CeIn2 layers is comparable to the isotropic contri-
bution when the f -energy is 2.5 eV below the Fermi level.
In general, we expect the relative exchange anisotropy to
become stronger when the weight of the magnetic (out of
doublet) f2 fluctuations increases relative to the f0 and
intra-doublet f2 fluctuations.
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FIG. 7. The upper panel shows the contribution from f0

and intra-doublet f2 virtual states to the magnetic interaction

I
(f0)αα
k + I

(f2)αα
in k along the path RΓXMΓ. The lower panel

shows the magnetic interaction 2I
(f2:1)αβ
out k derived from the

out-of-doublet f2:1 virtual states. Note that the anisotropic
exchange interactions (lower panel) are roughly 50 times
smaller than the isotropic exchange (upper panel). Contribu-
tions from out-of-doublet f2:2 virtual states are even smaller

than I
(f2:1)αβ
out k .

VII. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

In this section, we validate the procedure to obtain a
low-energy spin Hamiltonian derived in previous sections
through comparison with INS experiments conducted on
CeIn3 [32]. Unlike the comparison presented in Ref. [32],
our effective spin model incorporates f2 configurations
to the virtual processes. Although these processes do not
significantly alter the overall magnon dispersion, they do
augment the single-magnon bandwidth. Consequently,
to maintain the experimentally observed magnon band-
width, the energy εf of the f -levels must be downwardly
adjusted relative to the Fermi level EF . This adjustment
yields a new value of εf that better aligns with findings
from photoemission experiments [33, 34], but is still not
sufficient to reproduce the photoemission data.

To derive the MO-PAM for CeIn3, DFT calcula-
tions were performed using the Quantum ESPRESSO
package, assuming itinerant f -electrons and includ-
ing spin-orbit coupling [45]. Fully relativistic pro-
jector augmented-wave (PAW) pseudopotentials and
the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE) exchange-correlation
functional from PSlibrary [46] were implemented. A 25-
orbital tight-binding model was then constructed using
the Wannier90 package to match the DFT-derived elec-
tronic structure [47]. As emphasized by Simeth et al. [32],
accurately describing the electronic structure of the con-
duction bands near the Fermi level requires incorporating
18 conduction electron orbitals per spin: 9 In-p, 3 In-s, 5
Ce-d, and 1 Ce-s orbitals. This comprehensive approach

ensures proper localization of the f -orbitals. The calcu-
lated Fermi level is EF = 12.588 eV.

The Gunnarsson-Schönhammer method is commonly
used to determine the value of Slater integral F 0 from X-
ray photoelectron spectroscopy (XPS) data. For Ce com-
pounds, F 0 typically falls within the range of 5.5 to 8 eV,
although it tends to be closer to 6 eV for intermetallic
compounds [48]. An experimental investigation of CeIn3
has reported F 0 = 6.4 eV [49]. In this work, we adopt the
following values for the Slater integrals [50]: F 0 =6.4 eV,
F 2 =8.3436 eV, F 4 =5.574 82 eV, and F 6 =4.124 46 eV,
which align with the findings of the aforementioned stud-
ies. Additionally, we utilize ζSO =280meV for the spin-
orbit coupling. We opted to disregard the CF in the
single-ion Hamiltonian, given that the energy scale of the
splitting (on the order of ∆ =10meV) pales in compari-
son to the gaps generated by the spin-orbit coupling [38].
The energy spectrum is displayed in Fig. 8.

FIG. 8. Energy spectrum of Ce2+ ion (4f2 configuration).
These results are taken from Table I for F 0 = 6.4 eV [49].
The numbers above the vertical lines indicate the number of
states in each multiplet. The red color marks the multiplets
involved in the f2 intra-doublet processes.

As discussed in more detail in the next subsection,

TABLE I. Spectrum of Ce2+ computed by using the free-ion
model of Eq. (D2) with the parameters in Eq. (D8).

ν εν − F 0 (eV) Degeneracy Composition

1 −1.460198 9 3H4

2 −1.235430 11 3H5

3 −1.000293 13 3H6

4 −0.886112 5 3F2

5 −0.739996 7 3F3

6 −0.715614 9 3F4, 1G4

7 −0.411830 9 3F4, 1G4

8 +0.575542 5 1D2

9 +0.978563 13 1I6
10 +1.012500 1 3P0

11 +1.076594 3 3P1

12 +1.205526 5 3P2

13 +4.224071 1 1S0
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we choose to leave the f -energy level εf as a fitting
parameter to fit the experimental magnon bandwidth
Wexp = 2.75(3)meV. The optimized value is found to
be EF − εf = 0.65 eV, which is smaller than the experi-
mental value deduced to be between 1.5 - 2 eV from pho-
toemission measurements [33, 34]. We note that charge
fluctuations appear to second order in the f − c hy-
bridization and that these Hamiltonian parameters lead
to charge fluctuation gaps of EF−εf = 0.65 eV for f0 and
εν=1−(EF −εf ) = 4.94 - 0.65 eV = 4.29 eV for f2. These
gaps are consistent with the observed predominance of f0

fluctuations [35, 51, 52].

To test the theoretically calculated exchange interac-
tion Ik quantitatively against experiment, we compute
the magnetic excitations for the spin Hamiltonian in
Eq. (67). Since contributions from the f2 out-of-doublet
channel are negligible, we use the magnetic interaction
obtained in Eq. (76), which is shown in the upper panel
of Fig. 7. The single-magnon dispersion is given by

Ek = S
√
(IQ − Ik)(IQ − IQ−k) (91)

with S = 1/2 and the magnetic ordering wave vector
Q = ( 12 ,

1
2 ,

1
2 ).

Figure 9 shows a comparison between the magnon dis-
persion Ek calculated from Eq. (91) and the one ex-
tracted from INS experiments. Remarkably, the calcu-
lated dispersion quantitatively reproduces the measured
dispersion, including the magnon velocity. From the INS
data, the averaged value of the magnon velocity at the
R point along the directions RΓ, RX and RM is vexp =

38.6(8)meV/r.l.u, with 1 r.l.u. ≃ 1.340 Å. While the av-
erage value obtained for Hspin is v =42(1)meV/r.l.u..
For comparison, in Fig. 9 we have also included the
magnon dispersion computed in Ref. [32] with only the
f0 channel contributions.

To go further in the quantitative comparison with the
INS experiment, we test the spectral weight distribution
of the magnetic excitations. The agreement in the spec-
tral weight distribution can be quantified by comparing
the calculated static structure factor (SSF) with the in-
tegral over energy of the imaginary part of the dynamic
magnetic susceptibility extracted from the INS experi-
ment (see Ref. [32] for details). The SSF is given by the
expression

S (k) = S

√
IQ − Ik+Q

IQ − Ik
. (92)

In Fig. 10, we show the comparison between the spectral
weight integrated over energy from INS data, and the
SSF obtained from Eq. (92). The blue line shows the SSF
for the Hspin derived with f0 and f2 channels, and the
red line show the SSF derived with only the f0 channel
as in Ref. [32].

FIG. 9. Comparison between the single-magnon dispersion
Ek obtained from Hspin and the dispersion extracted from
INS data for CeIn3 along the path RΓXMΓ. The blue solid
line shows the magnon dispersion derived from the MO-PAM
with f0 and intra-doublet f2 configurations for EF − εf =
0.65 eV. The red solid line is the magnon derived dispersion
from the MO-PAM with only the f0 channel for EF − εf =
0.512 eV as in Ref. [32].

FIG. 10. Comparison between the SSF of the MO-PAM and
the integral over energy of the imaginary part of the dynam-
ical magnetic susceptibility, χ̃′′

k, extracted from the INS data
for CeIn3 along the path RΓXMΓ. See Ref. [32] for more de-
tails. The blue line shows the SSF derived from the MO-PAM
with f0 and intra-doublet f2 configurations for EF − εf =
0.65 eV. The red line is the SSF derived from MO-PAM with
only the f0 channel for EF − εf = 0.512 eV as in Ref. [32].

A. Fitting of the Ce-4f energy level.

In this subsection we study the sensitivity of the
magnon dispersion to different values of the f -orbital
energy εf and the Coulomb integral F 0, which controls
the relative strength of the f0 and f2 processes. We
note that these parameters primarily adjust the magnon
bandwidth without significantly altering the momentum
dependence. Therefore, we will concentrate on fitting the
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magnon bandwidth to the INS experiment.
The range of possible values of εf is constrained by the

validity of the perturbation theory, i.e., the energy differ-
ences that appear in the denominator must remain much
larger than the matrix elements of the f − c hybridiza-
tion that appear in the numerator of the functions given

in Eqs. (41), (46) and (51). Note that g
(f0)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ diverges

when EF − εf → 0, while g
(f2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν diverges when ei-

ther EF − εf → 0 or EF − εf → εν=1, and the function

g
(f2:2)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2

diverges when EF − εf → εν=1. Thus,
εf must satisfy 0 < EF − εf < εν=1.

The magnon bandwidth can be parameterized by the
value of the dispersion at the M point. Then, Fig. 11
shows the magnon energy at the M point Ek=M for dif-
ferent values of F 0 and EF−εf in the range [0 : εν=1]. For

FIG. 11. Magnon energy at the M point versus EF − εf
for different values of F 0. The magnon bandwidth equals
the experimental value when EF − εf = 0.65 or 4.53 eV, for
the case with F 0 = 6.4 eV (green line). The shaded area
shows the range values of EF − εf according to spectroscopic
experiments.

F 0 = 6.4 eV, two values fit the experimental bandwidth:
EF − εf = 0.65 eV and EF − εf = 4.53 eV. Although
both solutions yield nearly identical magnon dispersion,
the solution EF−εf = 4.53 eV must be discarded as it im-
plies that f2 charge fluctuations dominate over f0 ones.
For smaller values of F 0, the two values Ef − εf that
fit the magnon bandwidth get closer to the experimen-
tal εexpf range. Nevertheless, note that for F 0 =4.35 eV,
which is significantly below the experimental range, it is
not possible to fit the magnon bandwidth for Ef − εf in
the range 1.5 - 2 eV. Moreover, values F 0 that better
align with the magnon bandwidth for Ef − εf = 1.5 -
2.0 eV, will result in f2 charge fluctuations predominat-
ing over the f0.
In summary, the inclusion of the f2 processes is in-

sufficent to account for the measured energy difference
of Ef − εf = 1.5 - 2.0 eV. If this energy difference
were forced to match the experimental value, the result-

ing magnon bandwidth would be approximately half of
the observed value (see Fig. 11). This result suggests
that the f -c hybridization is underestimated by the band
structure calculations. The results shown in Fig. 11 indi-
cate that an upward renormalization of the hybridization
by a factor ≈ 1.22 will reproduce the measured magnon
bandwidth for Ef − εf = 1.5 - 2 eV (see shaded area
in Fig. 11). This is because the magnon bandwidth in-
creases as the fourth power of the hybridization, and the
factor (1.22)4 = 2.2, when multiplied by the bandwidth
of 1.25meV obtained for Ef − εf = 1.5 eV, results in the
experimental value of approximately 2.75meV. This ob-
servation underscores the importance of accurately de-
termining the f − c hybridization amplitudes Vmjα in
first-principles calculations for deriving low-energy effec-
tive models.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

Developing minimal microscopic models that can
quantitatively account for the properties of specific f -
electron materials remains a long-standing challenge in
correlated electron physics. Pure first-principles calcula-
tions struggle to account for strongly correlated effects,
such as the localization of 4f electrons. This localiza-
tion arises from the combination of strong intra-atomic
Coulomb interactions and weak hybridization of 4f or-
bitals with the orbitals of neighboring ions. On the other
hand, typical many-body approaches to this problem of-
ten start from phenomenological theories or oversimpli-
fied microscopic models, aiming to capture qualitative
aspects such as heavy fermion behavior, non-Fermi liq-
uid fixed points, and unconventional superconductivity.
While these approaches are undoubtedly valuable for ex-
ploring and explaining new states of matter, their tenu-
ous connection to specific materials hinders experimental
validation.
This work attempts to combine both approaches: first-

principles calculations for accurately describing the non-
f orbital band dispersion, and a many-body treatment
for addressing the strongly correlated effects induced by
the strong intra-atomic Coulomb interaction of electrons
in the f -orbitals. The resulting MO-PAM serves as
the starting point for deriving low-energy Hamiltonians
via degenerate perturbation theory, including a Kondo-
Heisenberg Lattice model and an effective spin Hamilto-
nian Hspin. This approach, valid in the localized regime,
has been validated against INS data in CeIn3.
An important difference relative to more traditional

perturbative approaches is that we incorporate all the
fourth order processes in the hybridization between the
f -orbitals and the band states in Hspin. As empha-
sized in our previous work on CeIn3 [32], the inclusion of
particle-particle processes (and hole-hole processes when
f2 virtual states are also included) in addition to the
more standard particle-hole processes that lead to the ef-
fective RKKY interaction, is crucial for explaining the
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material’s magnetic ordering and single-magnon disper-
sion. However, in Ref. [32] we included only f0 virtual
processes, assuming suppressed f2 charge fluctuations in
CeIn3. Formally, this simplification was achieved by set-
ting the Coulomb integral F 0 → ∞, effectively eliminat-
ing the f2 virtual states.

While considering only the f0 virtual states may be
a reasonable approximation for CeIn3, it is not neces-
sarily sufficient for other compounds containing Ce3+

(one f -electron) or Yb3+ (one f -hole) ions that can be
described using the formalism presented in this work.
Moreover, including f2 virtual states is essential for ob-
taining anisotropic exchange interactions when the bond
center under consideration is a center of spatial inversion
and the lowest-energy CF multiplet is a Kramers dou-
blet. As demonstrated in this work, the combination of
spatial inversion and time-reversal symmetries can lead
to predominantly isotropic exchange interactions. More
specifically, interactions mediated by f0 processes (f -
electrons leave their f -orbitals to occupy band states)
and intra-doublet f2 processes (f -orbitals are virtually
double-occupied with both electrons in the lowest energy
doublet) are purely isotropic under these conditions.

Exchange anisotropy arises from out-of-doublet f2 vir-
tual processes, where the second f electron occupies
an f state orthogonal to the lowest-energy doublet in
which the first electron resides. More specifically, we
have observed that the net contribution from these out-
of-doublet f2 processes can be significantly suppressed
due to a combination of two effects that are present in
CeIn3. Firstly, the projection of these out-of-doublet f2

states into the different multiplets (eigenstates of the
single-ion Hamiltonian) leads to contributions with al-
ternating signs that exactly cancel out in the limit when
the multiplets are degenerate. Secondly, the sign also
alternates for contributions involving different pairs of
bands, where one f electron virtually hops via one band
to double-occupy another f ion and then returns to the
original ion through a second band state. This sign alter-
nation not only reduces the exchange anisotropy but also
the isotropic exchange contribution arising from out-of-
doublet f2 processes.

The strong reduction in exchange anisotropy is consis-
tent with the weak anisotropy observed experimentally
in CeIn3. The strong suppression of out-of-doublet f2

processes, contributing approximately 50 times less than
other processes combined, allows for approximated treat-
ments that include only f0 and f2 intra-doublet pro-
cesses. This approximation significantly reduces the com-
putational cost of calculating Hspin, as the number of
out-of-doublet f2 processes (the second f -electron can
occupy any of the 12 available f -orbitals) far exceeds
that of intra-doublet f2 processes (the second electron
can only occupy the empty state of the lowest energy
doublet).

While the effective spin Hamiltonian derived in this
work reproduces the magnetic properties of CeIn3, the
value of EF − εf = 0.65 that fits the measured magnon

bandwidth does not agree with photoemission data sug-
gesting that Ef −εf = 1.5 - 2.0 eV [33, 34]. As explained
in the previous section, this disagreement can be elim-
inated if the f − c hybridization amplitudes Vmjα ex-
tracted from first-principle calculations are re-scaled by
a factor of ≈ 1.22. Since Vmjα enters to fourth order in
the effective spin-spin interactions, more work should be
devoted in the future to refine the estimate of Vmjα from
first principle calculations
The results derived in this work also offer insight into

the possible origin of quasi-isotropic super-exchange in-
teractions in insulators containing Yb3+ ions with a low-
energy CF doublet [53–60]. According to our findings,
in the absence of intra-atomic interaction on the lig-
and field (e.g., oxygen p-orbitals in the case of oxides),
the anisotropic contribution to the super-exchange in-
teraction on centro-symmetric bonds arises from out-of-
doublet f2 processes, where the extra f -electron occu-
pies an f -orbital that is orthogonal to the lowest energy
doublet. Notably, the net contribution from these out-
of-doublet f2 processes vanishes in the limit where the
f2 J-multiplets are degenerate. This observation sug-
gests that the contribution from out-of-doublet f2 pro-
cesses can be much smaller than the isotropic one from
intra-doublet f2 processes. This occurs due to partial
cancellation between virtual processes involving different
f2 J-multiplets, as the existing splitting between differ-
ent f2 J-multiplets turns the exact cancellation into a
partial one.

In summary, the results presented in this work demon-
strate the feasibility of deriving microscopic effective
models for 4f -electron intermetallic compounds. This
achievement is particularly remarkable given the three
orders of magnitude separating the energy scales of the
bare interactions (on the order of eV) from the effective
spin-spin interactions (on the order of meV). Moreover,
the approach successfully accounts for the magnitude of
exchange anisotropy, which plays a crucial role in stabi-
lizing various magnetic textures such as skyrmion crys-
tals [61], and quantum spin liquid phases such as the
Kitaev model [62]. These results suggest that f -electron
materials are entering a new era, where speculative state-
ments based on oversimplified phenomenological models
can now be tested against quantitatively accurate micro-
scopic approaches.
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Appendix A: Kondo Lattice Model

In this section, we show the steps for the derivation
of the KLM Hamiltonian given in Eq. (28). The KLM
is obtained through a second-order perturbation in the
MO-PAM presented in Eq. (22). The low-energy effective
Hamiltonian is given by [39]

Heff = PSHPS + PS

[
VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS (A1)

where the resolvent operator is given by

Ĝ0(ε0) = P⊥
S

1

ε0 −H0
P⊥
S , (A2)

P⊥
S = 1̂ − PS and ε0 is the ground state energy of H0.

The projector PS is already defined in the main text.

FIG. A.1. Diagram of virtual processes involve in the deriva-
tion of the KL model. by the creation of a particle above the
Fermi level EF . The energy of the f-orbital is εf . The indices
σ and σ′ indicate respectively the final and initial state of the
f-momentum. The particle created in the c-bands are labeled
by the energy εkµ and the hole by εqµ′ . Each arrow, labeled
by a letter, represents a virtual process that is given by the
perturbation written next to it. There are 2 different pro-
cesses given by the orders ab or ba. The former produces a f0

intermediate state of the f-orbital, while the latter produces a
f2 intermediate state with energy 2εf + εν . The dashed lines
indicate the energy cut-off EF ± Λ used to project into the
low-energy states. See the definition of Pc in the main text.

At second order in perturbation theory, there are two
different sequences the virtual processes can take, as de-
picted in Fig. A.1. The first sequence of virtual processes

happens in (a) before (b) (see Fig. A.1), that involve the
f0 configuration of the f -orbital. This contribution to
the Kondo interaction is

PS

[
VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS

=

′∑
r,k,q

ei(q−k)·r

N

f †
rVqµ′cqµ′c

†
kµV†

kµfr

εf − εkµ

= − 1

N

′∑
r,k,q

ei(q−k)·r [Vqµ′ ]σs′ [V
∗
kµ]σ′s

εf − εkµ

× f†rσfrσ′c
†
kµscqµ′s′ , (A3)

where the apostrophe on the summation means it is re-
stricted to the states within the energy cut-off, EF ± Λ.

The contribution to the Kondo coupling from f2 chan-
nel is given by the virtual processes in the order (b) and
then (a),

PS

[
VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS

=

′∑
r,k,q

ei(q−k)·r

N

c†kµV†
kµfr|ην⟩⟨ην |f †

rVqµ′cqµ′

εqµ′ − εf − εν

=
1

N

′∑
r,k,q

ei(q−k)·r [Vqµ′ ]αs′ [V
∗
kµ]α′s

εqµ′ − εf − εν

× frα′ |ην⟩⟨ην |f†rα c†kµscqµ′s′

=
1

N

′∑
r,k,q

ei(q−k)·r [Vqµ′ ]αs′ [V
∗
kµ]α′s

εqµ′ − εf − εν

× γνσσ′,αα′f†rσfrσ′ c
†
kµscqµ′s′ , (A4)

where we have used

frα′ |ην⟩⟨ην |f†rα
=

∑
σσ′

|σ⟩⟨σ|frα′ |ην⟩⟨ην |f†rα|σ′⟩⟨σ′|

=
∑
σσ′

γνσσ′,αα′ |σ⟩⟨σ′| =
∑
σσ′

γνσσ′,αα′f†rσfrσ′ , (A5)

with γνσσ′,αα′ given by Eq. (31).

By adding up the contributions from the f0 and f2

channels, the exchange interaction is given by

Jkµ,qµ′

σσ′,ss′ =
[Vqµ′ ]σs′ [V

∗
kµ]σ′s

εf − εkµ

−
[Vqµ′ ]αs′ [V

∗
kµ]α′s

εqµ′ − εf − εν
γνσσ′,αα′ . (A6)

Finally, by approximating the energy of the particles and
the holes by the energy of the Fermi level, we get the
Eq. (29).
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Appendix B: Derivation of the spin Hamiltonian

In this section, we give a detailed derivation of the spin
Hamiltonian by implementing the degenerate perturba-
tion theory introduced in the main text.

Figures B.1, B.2 and B.3 show all the virtual processes
that contribute to the spin-spin interaction. We classify
these into three types based on the intermediate states of
the conduction bands, that is, particle-particle, particle-
hole and hole-hole as shown in Figs. B.1, B.2 and B.3,
respectively. We note that within each type, only a few
are independent – we can obtain many others by inter-
changing sites i and j or by interchanging the particles
and holes in the conduction bands.

The low-energy spin Hamiltonian is given by the de-
generate perturbation theory [39],

Hspin = PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

, (B1)

where PS0
projects the f -moments into the low-energy

states of the J = Jm f -moments. The resolvent Ĝ0 and
the hybridization V are given respectively in Eq. (26) and
in Eq. (24).

1. Particle-particle channel

In the particle-particle channel shown in Fig. B.1 there
are 6 different virtual processes.

FIG. B.1. Diagram of virtual processes where the hopping
between the f -orbital in sites i and j is mediated by the cre-
ation of a particle above the Fermi level EF . The energy of
the f -orbital is εf . The indices σ1 (σ2) and σ′

1 (σ′
2) indicate

respectively the final and initial state of the site i (j). The
particles created in the c-bands are labeled by their energy,
εkµ and εqµ′ . Each arrow, labeled by a letter, represents a
virtual process that is given by the perturbation written next
to it. There are 6 different processes given by the orders acbd,
acdb, cabd, cadb, abcd, cdab.

The virtual process Pf0(1)
pp given in the order acbd in

Fig. B.1 involves f0 intermediate states. This is,

Pf0(1)
pp (acbd) :f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f0i c

1
kc

0
qf

1
j →

f0i c
1
kc

1
qf

0
j → f0i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j (B2)

The contribution of this process reads as

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj) gf
0(1)

pp

× PS0f
†
ri

Vqµ′cqµ′f †
rj

Vkµckµc
†
qµ′V

†
qµ′frj

c†kµV†
kµfri

PS0

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj) gf
0(1)

pp

× [Vqµ′ ]σ1s
′ [Vkµ]σ2s

[V∗
qµ′ ]σ′

2s
′ [V∗

kµ]σ′
1s

× [1− f(εkµ)][1− f(εqµ′)](f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2
) (B3)

where [1− f(εkµ)] comes from the projection of the con-

duction bands, PS0
ckµc

†
kµPS0

. The function of energy is
given by

gf
0(1)

pp =
1

(εf − εqµ′)(2εf − εkµ − εqµ′)(εf − εkµ)
. (B4)

The virtual process Pf0(2)
pp is given by the order acdb

in Fig. B.1,

Pf0(2)
pp (acdb) :f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f0i c

1
kc

0
qf

1
j →

f0i c
1
kc

1
qf

0
j → f1i c

1
kc

0
qf

0
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j (B5)

The contribution of this process involves f0 intermediate

states, and only differs from Pf0(1)
pp in the energy,

gf
0(2)

pp =
1

(εf − εkµ)(2εf − εkµ − εqµ′)(εf − εkµ)
(B6)

The virtual process Pf0(3)
pp is given by the order cabd in

Fig. B.1,

Pf0(3)
pp (cabd) :f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

0
j →

f0i c
1
kc

1
qf

0
j → f0i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j (B7)

The energy part of this process is

gf
0(3)

pp =
1

(εf − εqµ′)(2εf − εkµ − εqµ′)(εf − εqµ′)
(B8)

The last process that involves f0 states is Pf0(4)
pp , which

is given by the order cadb. This is,

Pf0(4)
pp (cadb) :f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

0
j →

f0i c
1
kc

1
qf

0
j → f1i c

1
kc

0
qf

0
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j (B9)

And the energy part reads as

gf
0(4)

pp =
1

(εf − εkµ)(2εf − εkµ − εqµ′)(εf − εqµ′)
.

(B10)
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The contribution of all the processes with f0 inter-
mediate states is obtained by summing up the four f0

processes,

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj)
εkµ + εqµ′ − 2εf

(εkµ − εf )2(εqµ′ − εf )2

× [Vqµ′ ]σ1s
′ [Vkµ]σ2s

[V∗
qµ′ ]σ′

2s
′ [V∗

kµ]σ′
1s

× [1− f(εkµ)][1− f(εqµ′)] f†riσ1
f†riσ1

friσ′
1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2

(B11)

Then, the exchange interaction is

[K(f0:pp)(i, j)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj)

× εkµ + εqµ′ − 2εf
(εkµ − εf )2(εqµ′ − εf )2

[1− f(εkµ)][1− f(εqµ′)]

× [Vqµ′ ]σ1s
′ [Vkµ]σ2s

[V∗
qµ′ ]σ′

2s
′ [V∗

kµ]σ′
1s

(B12)

The exchange interaction in momentum space is ob-
tained through

K(k) ≡
∑

ri−rj

e−ik·(ri−rj) K(i, j) (B13)

and reads as,

[K(f0:pp)(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N

∑
q

× εqµ′ + εq+kµ − 2εf
(εqµ′ − εf )2(εq+kµ − εf )2

[1− f(εqµ′)][1− f(εq+kµ)]

× [Vq+kµ]σ1s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s

′ [Vqµ′ ]σ2s
′ [V∗

q+kµ]σ′
2s

(B14)

(we have used the transformation µ −→ µ′ and µ′ −→ µ).
There are two virtual processes that involve f2 inter-

mediate states. The first process Pf2(5)
pp is given by the

order abcd in Fig. B.1,

Pf2(5)
pp (abcd) :f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f0i c

1
kc

0
qf

1
j →

f0i c
0
kc

0
qf

2
j → f0i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j (B15)

and the contribution to the exchange interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj)

(εf − εqµ′)(−εν)(εf − εkµ)

× PS0
f †
ri

Vqµ′cqµ′c
†
qµ′V

†
qµ′frj

|ηjν⟩⟨ηjν |

× f †
rj

Vkµckµc
†
kµV†

kµfri
PS0

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj)
[1− f(εkµ)][1− f(εqµ′)]

(εf − εqµ′)(−εν)(εf − εkµ)

× [Vqµ′ ]σ1s
′ [V∗

qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vkµ]αs[V
∗
kµ]σ′

1s
γνσ2σ

′
2,αα

′

× f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2

(B16)

The virtual process P(6)
pp is given by the order cdab, which

is equivalent to swap site i and j,

Pf2(6)
pp (cdab) :f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

0
j →

f2i c
0
kc

0
qf

0
j → f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

0
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j (B17)

Then, the contribution to the exchange interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj)
[1− f(εkµ)][1− f(εqµ′)]

(εf − εqµ′)(−εν)(εf − εkµ)

× [Vqµ′ ]αs′ [V
∗
qµ′ ]σ′

2s
′ [Vkµ]σ2s

[V∗
kµ]α′s γ

ν
σ1σ

′
1,αα

′

× f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2

(B18)

The total contribution of the processes with f2 inter-
mediate states is

[K(f2:pp)(i, j)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

=
−1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj)
[1− f(εkµ)][1− f(εqµ′)]

(εf − εqµ′)(εf − εkµ)εν

×
(
[Vqµ′ ]αs′ [V

∗
qµ′ ]σ′

2s
′ [Vkµ]σ2s

[V∗
kµ]α′s γ

ν
σ1σ

′
1,αα

′

+ [Vqµ′ ]σ1s
′ [V∗

qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vkµ]αs[V
∗
kµ]σ′

1s
γνσ2σ

′
2,αα

′

)
(B19)

In momentum space,

[K(f2:pp)(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

−1

N

∑
q

[1− f(εqµ′)][1− f(εk+qµ)]

(εf − εk+qµ)(εf − εqµ′)εν

×
(
[Vk+qµ]αs′ [V

∗
qµ′ ]α′s[Vqµ′ ]σ2s

[V∗
k+qµ]σ′

2s
′ γνσ1σ

′
1,αα

′

+ [Vk+qµ]σ1s
′ [V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s
[Vqµ′ ]αs[V

∗
k+qµ]α′s′ γ

ν
σ2σ

′
2,αα

′

)
(B20)

2. Particle-hole channel

Here we consider those virtual processes that involve
virtual states with one excited particle and one excited
hole. Note that the application of second order de-
generate perturbation theory the KL model only in-
cludes particle-hole processes whose virtual state has one
particle-hole excitation. The “particle-hole channel”, as
defined in this subsection includes more fourth-order pro-
cesses in the hybridization, where one of the three inter-
mediate states has a particle excitation, while another
one has a hole-excitation, but the particle and the hole
do not appear simultaneously. All the processes of this
kind are given by different orders of the processes de-
picted in Fig. B.2.

The virtual process P(1)
ph comes from the order abcd in

Fig. B.2(a),

Pf0(1)
ph (abcd) :f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

0
j →

f1i c
1
kc

0
qf

1
j → f0i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j .

(B21)
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FIG. B.2. Diagram of virtual processes where the hopping
between the f -orbital in sites i and j is mediated by the cre-
ation of a particle in one direction, and a hole in the other
direction. The Fermi level is indicated by EF and the energy
of the f -orbital is εf . The indices σ1 (σ2) and σ′

1 (σ′
2) indi-

cate respectively the final and initial state of the site i (j).
The particle created in the c-bands is labeled by its energy
εkµ, and the hole by εqµ′ . Each arrow, labeled by a letter,
represents a virtual process that is given by the perturbation
written next to it. In panel (a), there are 6 different processes
given by the orders abcd, abdc, adbc, badc, bacd, bcad. The
processes in panel (b) are obtained by swapping the sites i
with j. Then, there are 12 processes in total.

The contribution to the interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj)
1

(εqµ′ − εkµ)(εf − εkµ)2

× PS0f
†
ri

Vkµckµc
†
qµ′V

†
qµ′fri

f †
rj

Vqµ′cqµ′c
†
kµV†

kµfrj
PS0

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj)
f(εqµ′)[1− f(εkµ)]

(εqµ′ − εkµ)(εf − εkµ)2

× [Vkµ]σ1s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s

′ [Vqµ′ ]σ2s
′ [V∗

kµ]σ′
2s

× (f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2
) (B22)

The virtual process P(2)
ph is given by the order abdc in

Fig. B.2(a),

Pf2(2)
ph (abdc) :f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

0
j →

f1i c
1
kc

0
qf

1
j → f2i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j (B23)

The contribution to the interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj) g
f2(2)
ph PS0

c†qµ′V
†
qµ′fri

|ηiν⟩

× ⟨ηiν |f †
ri

Vkµckµf
†
rj

Vqµ′cqµ′c
†
kµV†

kµfrj
PS0

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj) g
f2(2)
ph f(εqµ′)[1− f(εkµ)]

× [V∗
qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vkµ]αs[Vqµ′ ]σ2s

′ [V∗
kµ]σ′

2s
γνσ1σ

′
1,αα

′

× (f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2
) (B24)

with the function of energy

g
f2(2)
ph =

1

(εf − εkµ)(εqµ′ − εkµ)(εqµ′ − εf − εν)
(B25)

The virtual process P(3)
ph corresponds to the order adbc

in Fig. B.2(a),

Pf2(3)
ph (adbc) :f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

0
j →

f2i c
0
kc

1
qf

0
j → f2i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j (B26)

The contribution to the exchange interaction differs from

P(2)
ph in the function of energy, that is given by

g
f2(3)
ph =

1

(εqµ′ − εf − εν)(−εν)(εf − εkµ)
. (B27)

This process does not create a particle-hole pair, and
then it cannot be obtained by the RKKY interaction.

Note that the denominator in g
f2(3)
ph does not have the

energy difference (εqµ′ − εkµ).

The virtual process P(4)
ph given by the order badc in

Fig. B.2(a),

Pf2(4)
ph (badc) :f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

2
j →

f1i c
1
kc

0
qf

1
j → f2i c

0
kc

0
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j (B28)

Observe that P(1)
ph and P(4)

ph are related by ph symmetry.
The contribution to the interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0 =

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj) g
f2(4)
ph PS0

c†qµ′V
†
qµ′fri

|ηiν1
⟩

× ⟨ηiν1
|f †

ri
Vkµckµc

†
kµV†

kµfrj
|ηjν2

⟩⟨ηjν2
|f †

rj
Vqµ′cqµ′PS0

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj) g
f2(4)
ph f(εqµ′)[1− f(εkµ)]

× [V∗
qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vkµ]αs[V

∗
kµ]β′s[Vqµ′ ]βs′ γ

ν1

σ1σ
′
1,αα

′ γ
ν2

σ2σ
′
2,ββ

′

× (f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2
) (B29)
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where the function of energy is

g
f2(4)
ph =

1

(εqµ′ − εf − εν1
)(εqµ′ − εf − εν2

)(εqµ′ − εkµ)
(B30)

The virtual process P(5)
ph is obtained by the order bacd

in Fig. B.2(a),

Pf2(5)
ph (bacd) :f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

2
j →

f1i c
1
kc

0
qf

1
j → f0i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j (B31)

Note that P(2)
ph and P(5)

ph are related by ph symmetry.
The contribution to the interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0 =

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj) g
f2(5)
ph PS0f

†
ri

Vkµckµ

× c†qµ′V
†
qµ′fri

c†kµV†
kµfrj

|ηjν⟩⟨ηjν |f †
rj

Vqµ′cqµ′PS0

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(k−q)·(ri−rj) g
f2(5)
ph f(εqµ′)[1− f(εkµ)]

× [Vkµ]σ1s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s

′ [V∗
kµ]α′s[Vqµ′ ]αs′ γ

ν
σ2σ

′
2,αα

′

× (f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2
) (B32)

where the function of energy is

g
f2(5)
ph = g

f2(2)
ph =

1

(εf − εkµ)(εqµ′ − εf − εν)(εqµ′ − εkµ)
(B33)

The virtual process P(6)
ph is obtained by the order bcad

in Fig. B.2(a),

Pf2(6)
ph (bcad)f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

0
qf

2
j →

f0i c
0
kc

1
qf

2
j → f0i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j (B34)

(P(3)
ph and P(6)

ph are related by ph symmetry)
The contribution to the exchange interaction differs

from P(5)
ph only in the function of energy, which is given

by

g
f2(6)
ph = g

f2(3)
ph =

1

(εqµ′ − εf − εν)(−εν)(εf − εkµ)
.

(B35)
By swapping the sites i and j we obtain the processes

shown in Fig. B.2(b). Then, we can get the contribution
to the exchange interaction by exchanging ri with rj , σ1
with σ2, and σ

′
1 with σ′

2.
The total contribution of the processes with f0 inter-

mediate states is

[K(f0:ph)(i, j)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

f(εqµ′)[1− f(εkµ)]

(εqµ′ − εkµ)(εf − εkµ)2

×
(
[Vkµ]σ1s

[V∗
qµ′ ]σ′

1s
′ [Vqµ′ ]σ2s

′ [V∗
kµ]σ′

2s
ei(k−q)·(ri−rj)

+ [Vkµ]σ2s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
2s

′ [Vqµ′ ]σ1s
′ [V∗

kµ]σ′
1s
ei(q−k)·(ri−rj)

)
(B36)

In momentum space,

[K(f0:ph)(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
= − 1

N

∑
q

g(f
0:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′

× [Vk+qµ]σ1s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s

′ [Vqµ′ ]σ2s
′ [V∗

k+qµ]σ′
2s

(B37)

where the function g
(f0:ph)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ is given in Eq. (43).

The total contribution of the processes with f2 inter-
mediate states can be separated as

K(f2:ph)(i, j) = K(f2:1:ph)(i, j) + K(f2:2:ph)(i, j) (B38)

where K(f2:1:ph) contains contribution from processes
with f2 intermediate in only one site, and reads as

[K(f2:1:ph)(i, j)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

(g
f2(2)
ph + g

f2(3)
ph )f(εqµ′)[1− f(εkµ)]

×
[(
[V∗

qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vkµ]αs[Vqµ′ ]σ2s
′ [V∗

kµ]σ′
2s
ei(k−q)·rij

+ [Vkµ]σ2s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
2s

′ [V∗
kµ]α′s[Vqµ′ ]αs′e

i(q−k)·rij
)
γνσ1σ

′
1,αα

′

+
(
[V∗

qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vkµ]αs[Vqµ′ ]σ1s
′ [V∗

kµ]σ′
1s
ei(q−k)·rij

+ [Vkµ]σ1s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s

′ [V∗
kµ]α′s[Vqµ′ ]αs′e

i(k−q)·rij
)
γνσ2σ

′
2,αα

′

]
(B39)

where rij = ri − rj .
In momentum space,

[K(f2:1:ph)(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:1:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν

×
(
[Vk+qµ]αs[V

∗
qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vqµ′ ]σ2s

′ [V∗
k+qµ]σ′

2s
γνσ1σ

′
1,αα

′

+ [Vk+qµ]σ1s
[V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s

′ [Vqµ′ ]αs′ [V
∗
k+qµ]α′sγ

ν
σ2σ

′
2,αα

′

)
(B40)

where the function g
(f2:1:ph)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν is given in Eq. (48).

The processes with f2 intermediate states in both sites

contribute to K(f2:2:ph), and read as

[K(f2:2:ph)(i, j)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

g
f2(4)
ph f(εqµ′)[1− f(εkµ)]γ

ν1

σ1σ
′
1,αα

′γ
ν2

σ2σ
′
2,ββ

′

×
(
[V∗

qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vkµ]αs[V
∗
kµ]β′s[Vqµ′ ]βs′e

i(k−q)·rij

+ [V∗
qµ′ ]β′s′ [Vkµ]βs[V

∗
kµ]α′s[Vqµ′ ]αs′e

i(q−k)·rij
)

(B41)

In momentum space,

[K(f2:2:ph)(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

=
1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:2:ph)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
γν1

σ1σ
′
1,αα

′γ
ν2

σ2σ
′
2,ββ

′

× [Vk+qµ]αs[V
∗
qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vqµ′ ]σ2s

′ [V∗
k+qµ]σ′

2s
(B42)

where the function g
(f2:2:ph)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2

is given in Eq. (52).
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3. Hole-hole channel

Here we consider the virtual processes that involve the
creation of holes. All the processes of this kind are given
by different orders of the processes depicted in Fig. B.3.

FIG. B.3. Diagram of virtual processes where the hopping
between the f -orbital in sites i and j is mediated by the cre-
ation of a hole. The Fermi level is indicated by EF and the
energy of the f -orbital by εf . The indices σ1 (σ2) and σ′

1 (σ′
2)

indicate respectively the final and initial state of the site i (j).
The hole created in the c-bands are labeled by their energy,
εkµ and εqµ′ . Each arrow, labeled by a letter, represents a
virtual process that is given by the perturbation written next
to it. There are 6 different processes given by the orders acbd,
acdb, cabd, cadb, abcd, cdab.

The virtual process P(1)
hh is given in the order acbd of

Fig. B.3,

Pf2(1)
hh (acbd) :f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j → f2i c

1
kc

0
qf

1
j →

f2i c
0
kc

0
qf

2
j → f2i c

0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j (B43)

The contribution to the interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0

=

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj) g
f2(1)
hh

× PS0c
†
kµV†

kµfri
c†qµ′V

†
qµ′frj

|ηjν2⟩⟨ηjν2 |f †
rj

Vkµckµ

× |ηiν1
⟩⟨ηiν1

|f †
ri

Vqµ′cqµ′PS0

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj) g
f2(1)
hh f(εqµ′)f(εkµ)

× [V∗
kµ]α′s[V

∗
qµ′ ]β′s′ [Vkµ]βs[Vqµ′ ]αs′ γ

ν1

σ1σ
′
1,αα

′γ
ν2

σ2σ
′
2,ββ

′

× (f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2
) (B44)

where the function of energy is

g
f2(1)
hh =

1

(εqµ′ − εf − εν1)(εkµ − εf − εν1)

× 1

(εkµ + εqµ′ − 2εf − εν1
− εν2

)
. (B45)

The virtual process P(2)
hh is given in the order acdb of

Fig. B.3,

Pf2(2)
hh (acdb) :f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j → f2i c

1
kc

0
qf
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f2i c
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j → f1i c
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2
j → f1i c
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kc

1
qf

1
j (B46)

The contribution to the exchange interaction differs from

P(1)
hh only in the function of energy, which is given by

g
f2(2)
hh =

1

(εqµ′ − εf − εν1)(εqµ′ − εf − εν2)

× 1

(εkµ + εqµ′ − 2εf − εν1
− εν2

)
. (B47)

By swapping sites i with j in P(2)
hh , we obtain the virtual

process P(3)
hh , that is given by the order cabd in Fig. B.3,

Pf2(3)
hh (cabd) :f1i c

1
kc

1
qf
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j → f1i c
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kc
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j →

f2i c
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j → f2i c
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j → f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j (B48)

The contribution is the same as for P(1)
hh but with the

function of energy given by

g
f2(3)
hh =

1

(εkµ − εf − εν1
)(εkµ − εf − εν2

)

× 1

(εkµ + εqµ′ − 2εf − εν1
− εν2

)
. (B49)

By swapping sites i with j in P(1)
hh , we obtain the virtual

process P(4)
hh , that is given by the order cadb in Fig. B.3,

Pf2(4)
hh (cadb) :f1i c
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qf

1
j (B50)

The contribution is the same as for P(1)
hh with the function

of energy given by

g
f2(4)
hh =

1

(εqµ′ − εf − εν2
)(εkµ − εf − εν2

)

× 1

(εkµ + εqµ′ − 2εf − εν1 − εν2)
. (B51)

The following processes contain f2 intermediate states

for only one site. The virtual process P(5)
hh , is given by

the order abcd in Fig. B.3,

Pf2(5)
hh (abcd) :f1i c
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kc
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0
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

1
kc

1
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1
j .

(B52)
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The contribution to the interaction is

PS0

[
VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)VĜ0(ε0)V

]
PS0 =

=
1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj) g
f2(5)
hh PS0c

†
kµV†

kµfri

× f †
rj

Vkµckµc
†
qµ′V

†
qµ′frj

|ηiν⟩⟨ηiν |f †
ri

Vqµ′cqµ′PS0

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·(ri−rj) g
f2(5)
hh f(εqµ′)f(εkµ)

× [V∗
kµ]α′s[Vkµ]σ2s[V

∗
qµ′ ]σ′

2s
′ [Vqµ′ ]αs′ γ

ν
σ1σ

′
1,αα

′

× (f†riσ1
friσ′

1
f†rjσ2

frjσ′
2
) (B53)

where the function of energy is

g
f2(5)
hh =

1

(εkµ − εf − εν)(εqµ′ − εf − εν)εν
. (B54)

By swapping sites i with j in P(5)
hh , we obtain the virtual

process P(6)
hh , that is given by the order cdab in Fig. B.3,

Pf2(6)
hh (cdab) :f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j → f1i c

0
kc

1
qf

2
j →

f0i c
1
kc

1
qf

2
j → f1i c

1
kc

0
qf

2
j → f1i c

1
kc

1
qf

1
j .

(B55)

The total contribution of the processes of the hole-hole
channel can be split into

K(f2:hh)(i, j) = K(f2:1:hh)(i, j) + K(f2:2:hh)(i, j) (B56)

where K(f2:1:hh) contains contribution from processes
with f2 intermediate in only one site, and reads as

[K(f2:1:hh)(i, j)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

g
f2(5)
hh f(εqµ′)f(εkµ) e

i(q−k)·rij

×
(
[V∗

kµ]α′s[Vkµ]σ2s[V
∗
qµ′ ]σ′

2s
′ [Vqµ′ ]αs′ γ

ν
σ1σ

′
1,αα

′

+ [V∗
kµ]σ′

1s
[Vkµ]αs[V

∗
qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vqµ′ ]σ1s

′ γνσ2σ
′
2,αα

′

)
(B57)

In momentum space,

[K(f2:1:hh)(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:1:hh)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν

×
(
[Vk+qµ]αs′ [V

∗
qµ′ ]α′s[Vqµ′ ]σ2s[V

∗
k+qµ]σ′

2s
′ γνσ1σ

′
1,αα

′

+ [Vk+qµ]σ1s
′ [V∗

qµ′ ]σ′
1s
[Vqµ′ ]αs[V

∗
k+qµ]α′s′ γ

ν
σ2σ

′
2,αα

′

)
(B58)

where the function g
(f2:1:hh)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2

is given in Eq. (49).

The processes with f2 intermediate states in both sites

contribute to K(f2:2:hh), and read as

[K(f2:2:hh)(i, j)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
= − 1

N2

∑
ri,rj ,k,q

ei(q−k)·rijg
f2(1−4)
hh

× f(εqµ′)f(εkµ)γ
ν1

σ1σ
′
1,αα

′γ
ν2

σ2σ
′
2,ββ

′

× [V∗
kµ]α′s[V

∗
qµ′ ]β′s′ [Vkµ]βs[Vqµ′ ]αs′ (B59)

with the function of energy,

g
f2(1−4)
hh =

(εkµ + εqµ′ − 2εf − εν1 − εν2)

(εqµ′ − εf − εν1)(εkµ − εf − εν1)

× 1

(εqµ′ − εf − εν2
)(εkµ − εf − εν2

)
. (B60)

In momentum space,

[K(f2:2:hh)(k)]σ1σ
′
1σ2σ

′
2
=

=
1

N

∑
q

g(f
2:2:hh)

εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2
γν1

σ1σ
′
1,αα

′γ
ν2

σ2σ
′
2,ββ

′

× [Vk+qµ]αs[V
∗
qµ′ ]α′s′ [Vqµ′ ]βs′ [V

∗
k+qµ]β′s (B61)

where the function g
(f2:2:hh)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,εν1 ,εν2

is given in Eq. (53).

By using the effective hopping defined in the main text,

T̃kµ = ṼkµṼ†
kµ, and summing up Eq. (B14) for the pp

channel and Eq. (B37) for the ph channel, we obtain the
final expression given in Eq. (40).
The addition of the pp, ph and hh channels given re-

spectively in Eqs. (B20), (B40) and (B58), and the effec-

tive hopping T̂kµ = ṼkµV†
kµ, gives rise to Eq. (45).

The final expression in Eq. (50) is obtained by adding
the ph and hh channels given in Eqs. (B42) and (B61),

and by using the effective hooping Tkµ = VkµV†
kµ.

Notice that for the pp and hh channels, some contribu-
tions must be removed due to the Pauli exclusion princi-

ple. Specifically, in the processes Pf0(n)
pp and Pf2(n)

hh with
n = 1, 2, 3, 4, the two particles at the c-bands cannot be
created in the same state, meaning that if k = q and
µ = µ′, the spin must be different (s ̸= s′). Nonethe-
less, this particular contribution, which must be elimi-
nated, is compensated by a group of diagrams that we
have neglected, as they solely contribute to a density-
density interaction. These are the diagrams that don’t
exchange particles, which means that the second order
hybridization takes place between the c-bands and the
same f -site. After clarifying this, we only consider these
diagrams only when Pauli exclusion principle acts, which
is equivalent to ignoring Pauli exclusion principle in the
processes mentioned above. This is important for the
magnetic interaction to be continuous at the Γ point.

Appendix C: Derivation of Equation (85)

In this section, we present the demonstration of
Eq. (85), which stems from time-reversal and spatial-
inversion symmetry.
The time-reversal symmetry implies that the effective

hopping

[Tkµ]αβ = sgn(α)sgn(β) [T−kµ]
∗
ᾱβ̄ . (C1)
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Due to the spatial-inversion symmetry, the dispersion of
the conduction bands

εkµ = ε−kµ . (C2)

The function of energy for the f2:1 channel given in
Eq. (46) is invariant under the exchange between εk+qµ

and εqµ′ . This is,

g
(f2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,F 0 = g

(f2:1)
εqµ′ ,εk+qµ,F 0 . (C3)

By mean of these properties, we obtain∑
q

[T∗
k+qµ]σα[Tqµ′ ]σ′α g

(f2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,F 0

C1
= sgn(σ)sgn(σ′)

∑
q

[T−k−qµ]σ̄ᾱ[T
∗
−qµ′ ]σ̄′ᾱ g

(f2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,F 0

q→-q-k
= sgn(σ)sgn(σ′)

∑
q

[Tqµ]σ̄ᾱ[T
∗
k+qµ′ ]σ̄′ᾱ g

(f2:1)
ε-qµ,ε-k-qµ′ ,F 0

C2
= sgn(σ)sgn(σ′)

∑
q

[T∗
k+qµ′ ]σ̄′ᾱ[Tqµ]σ̄ᾱ g

(f2:1)
εqµ,εk+qµ′ ,F 0

C3
= sgn(σ)sgn(σ′)

∑
q

[T∗
k+qµ′ ]σ̄′ᾱ[Tqµ]σ̄ᾱ g

(f2:1)
εk+qµ,εqµ′ ,F 0 .

(C4)

In this equation there is no summation over the repeated
indices µ, µ′ and α. However, for the cancellation in
Eq. (84) is necessary to sum over the Kramers doublet
α, ᾱ.

Appendix D: Energy spectrum of the ion Ce2+

To derive the superexchange contribution that involves
f2 intermediate states, we need to compute the energies
and states of the Ce2+ ion [63]. The two-particle states
of the f2 configuration are constructed in the basis:

|m1σ1,m2σ2⟩ = f†m1σ1
f†m2σ2

|0⟩. (D1)

The single-ion Hamiltonian is the sum of the Coulomb
interaction and the spin-orbit coupling,

Hion = Hsoc +HCoulomb, (D2)

where

HCoulomb =
1

2

∑
m1,m2,σ
m′

1,m
′
2,σ

′

Um1,m2,m′
1,m

′
2
f†m1σf

†
m2σ′fm′

2σ
′fm′

1σ
(D3)

with Um1,m2,m′
1,m

′
2
coming from the Coulomb integral

Um1,m2,m′
1,m

′
2
=

e2

4πϵ0

∫
dr1

∫
dr2ψ

∗
m1

(r1)ψ
∗
m2

(r2)
1

|r1 − r2|
ψm′

2
(r2)ψm′

1
(r1), (D4)

where e is the electron charge and ϵ0 the vacuum permittivity. The electron wave function ψm(r) is well approximated
by the atomic 4f orbitals giving rise to the Slater integral F 2k with k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. Then, the Coulomb integral can
be written as

Um1,m2,m′
1,m

′
2
= δm1+m2,m

′
1+m′

2
(−1)m1−m′

1

3∑
k=0

c2k(m1,m
′
1)c

2k(m2,m
′
2)F

2k (D5)

By using the atomic wave function ψm(r) =
Rnl(r)Y

m
l (θ, ϕ), the Slater integral yields

F 2k =
e2

4πϵ0

∫ ∞

0

r21dr1

∫ ∞

0

r22dr2R
2
43(r1)R

2
43(r2)

r2k<
r2k+1
>

(D6)
where r> = max(r1, r2) and r< = min(r1, r2). The
Guant coefficients are defined in terms of the spherical

harmonics

c2k(m,m′) =

√
4π

4k + 1
(−1)m

×
∫
dΩ Y −m

3 (θ, ϕ)Y m−m′

2k (θ, ϕ)Y m′

3 (θ, ϕ), (D7)
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where
∫
dΩ ≡

∫ π

0
sin(θ)dθ

∫ 2π

0
dϕ. We adopted the fol-

lowing values for the Coulomb integrals [50]:

F 0 = 6.4 eV,

F 2 = 8.3436 eV,

F 4 = 5.574 82 eV,

F 6 = 4.124 46 eV.

(D8)

The spin-orbit coupling Hamiltonian reads as

Hsoc = λ
∑
mm′

∑
σσ′

Lmm′ · Sσσ′ f†mσfm′σ′ (D9)

where L = (Lx, Ly, Lz) is the angular momentum for
l = 3, and S = σ/2 with σ being the Pauli matrices.
For the spin-orbit coupling we used λ = 0.08 eV, which
is equivalent to a spin-orbit splitting of 280meV between
the J = 5/2 and J = 7/2 states.

Appendix E: Exchange from direct f − f hopping

An exchange interaction between the f -orbital can be
derived by considering the direct hopping between them.

The tight-binding Hamiltonian obtained from DFT is

Ĥf−f
TB =

∑
R,r

f †
R+r,mt00m,m′(r)fR,m′ (E1)

where r runs over the six vectors {±ax̂,±aŷ,±aẑ} con-
necting a given Ce ion with its nearest neighbors. The
indices m and m′ run over the projection of the orbital
angular momentum (−3 ≤ m ≤ 3) of the f -doublet-
Wannier orbitals.

By unitary transformation, the hopping matrix can be
written in the basis of the CF eigenstates for the states
with J = 5/2 and the basis of Jz for the states with
J = 7/2,

t̃00αα′(r) = Uαmt̃00mm′(r)[Uα′m′ ]† (E2)

where the indices α and α′ run over the set of doublets
{Γ7, Γ

a
8 , Γ

b
8,

1
2 ,

3
2 ,

5
2 ,

7
2}. The virtual processes involved

in the direct hopping between f -orbitals are depicted in
Fig. B.4. By using perturbation theory

Heff = PSV G(ε0)V PS (E3)

The low-energy Hamiltonian is given by

Hff
eff =

1

2

∑
R,r

Kff
σ1σ

′
1σ2σ

′
2
(r) f†r,σ1

fr,σ′
1
f†R+r,σ2

fR+r,σ′
2

(E4)
where the exchange interaction reads as

Kff
σ1σ

′
1σ2σ

′
2
(r) = −

∑
ν

1

εν

×
∑

αα′,ss′

{
[̃t00α′,Γ7

(r)]∗s′σ1
[t̃00α,Γ7

(r)]sσ′
1
γνσ2σ

′
2,αsα

′
s′

+[̃t00Γ7,α′(r)]σ2s
′ [t̃00Γ7,α(r)]

∗
σ′
2s
γνσ1σ

′
1,αsα

′
s′

}
(E5)

FIG. B.4. Diagram of the virtual processes involved in the
derivation of the effective Hamiltonian due to f -f hopping.
The final and initial states in site R (R + r) are given by σ1

and σ′
1 (σ2 and σ′

2), respectively.

where the indices σ and s run over the spin {↑, ↓}, and
the index αs stands for the state in the doublet α and
spin s.
Finally, by mean of Eqs. (68) we express the spin

Hamiltonian Hff
eff with spin operators as

Hff
eff =

1

2

∑
R,r

Iαβr Sα
RS

β
R+r (E6)

For the nearest neighbors, the magnetic interaction is
very anisotropic and compass-like. For instance, for the
neighbor r = (1, 0, 0) it yields

Ixxr = 2.33µeV, Iyyr = −1.67µeV, Izzr = −1.67µeV.

Due to its short-range nature, interactions with second
neighbors are approximately ten times weaker.

The strong anisotropy can be understood by observ-
ing that the elements of the f -f intra-doublet hopping,
t̃00Γ7,Γ7

(r) = −0.7612×2 meV, are one order of magnitude
smaller than the largest element of the out-of-doublet
hopping, [̃t00Γ7,α

(r)]↓↑ = −9.85meV with α = (J =

7/2, Jz = 3/2). The smallness of the hopping between
J = 5/2-states, in comparison with the hopping between
J = 5/2- and J = 7/2-states, is related with the cancel-
lation that occurs in presence of axial symmetry under
rotation around the bond, as described in Ref. [44].

1. Degenerate case

Here we show that for the direct f -f hopping, the f2

out-of-doublet contributions cancel out when the f2 con-
figurations are fully degenerate. The remaining f2 intra-
doublet contributions generate an isotropic magnetic in-
teraction.

When all the f2 states degenerate, the function that
projects the creation and annihilation of a particle with
state αs and α′

s′ , respectively, in a site with initial state
σ′ and final state σ, is given by Eq. (82),∑

ν

γνσσ′,αα′ = δσσ′δαsα′
s
− δσαs

δσ′α′
s

(E7)
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Then, the interaction due to the direct hopping in Eq. (E5) becomes,

Kff
σ1σ

′
1σ2σ

′
2
(r) = − 1

F 0

{
[̃t00α,Γ7

(r)]∗sσ1
[̃t00α,Γ7

(r)]sσ′
1
δσ2σ

′
2
+ [t̃00Γ7,α(r)]σ2s

[̃t00Γ7,α(r)]
∗
σ′
2s
δσ1σ

′
1

−[̃t00Γ7,Γ7
(r)]∗σ′

2σ1
[̃t00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]σ2σ′
1
− [̃t00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]σ2σ
′
1
[̃t00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]∗σ′
2σ1

}
(E8)

In the following calculations, we resort to the property∑
α,s

[̃t00Γ7,α(r)]σs[t̃
00
Γ7,α(r)]

∗
σ′s

= sgn(σ)sgn(σ′)
∑
α,s

[t̃00Γ7,α(r)]
∗
σ̄ s̄ [̃t

00
Γ7,α(r)]σ̄′s̄, (E9)

where we have used the time-reversal symmetry.
The zz component of the magnetic interaction is pro-

portional to

Kff
↑↑↑↑(r)−Kff

↑↑↓↓(r)

= − 1

F 0

{
[t̃00Γ7,α(r)]↑s [̃t

00
Γ7,α(r)]

∗
↑s − [̃t00Γ7,α(r)]↓s [̃t

00
Γ7,α(r)]

∗
↓s

− 2|[̃t00Γ7,Γ7
(r)]↑↑|2 − 2|[̃t00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]↓↑|2
}

(E10)

Using Eq. (E9), the terms in the second line cancel,
showing that the contributions from out-of-doublet Γ7

are zero. Finally, the time-reversal symmetry implies
that [̃t00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]↓↑ = 0, and the spatial-inversion sym-

metry combined with the hermiticity ([̃t00Γ7,Γ7
(r)]↓↑ =

[̃t00Γ7,Γ7
(r)]↓↑) shows that [t̃

00
Γ7,Γ7

(r)]σσ is real. Then,

Kff
↑↑↑↑(r)−Kff

↑↑↓↓(r) =
2

F 0
([t̃00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]↑↑)
2 (E11)

The interaction Kff
↑↓↓↑ is obtained from Eq. (E8):

Kff
↑↓↓↑(r) =

2

F 0
([t̃00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]↑↑)
2. (E12)

The interaction Kff
↑↓↑↓ yields,

Kff
↑↓↑↓(r) =

2

F 0
[̃t00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]∗↓↑ [̃t
00
Γ7,Γ7

(r)]↑↓ = 0. (E13)

And the interaction Kff
↑↑↑↓ yields,

Kff
↑↑↑↓(r) = − 1

F 0
[t̃00Γ7,α(r)]↑s [̃t

00
Γ7,α(r)]

∗
↓s

+
2

F 0
[t̃00Γ7,α(r)]

∗
↓↑[t̃

00
Γ7,α(r)]↑↑ = 0. (E14)

The contributions of the term in the first line are zero
according to Eq. (E9), whereas the term in the second

line is zero since [t̃00Γ7,Γ7
(r)]↓↑ = 0.

This procedure demonstrates the cancelation of the re-
maining interaction, Kff

↑↓↑↑ = 0.
Finally, from Eqs. (68) we obtain the magnetic inter-

action tensor, which is isotropic

Ixxr = Iyyr = Izzr =
4

F 0
([̃t00Γ7,Γ7

(r)]↑↑)
2, (E15a)

Ixyr = Iyzr = Izxr = 0. (E15b)
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W. Franz, and H. Schäfer, Superconductivity in the Pres-
ence of Strong Pauli Paramagnetism: CeCu2Si2, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 43, 1892 (1979).

[3] H. R. Ott, H. Rudigier, Z. Fisk, and J. L. Smith, UBe13:
An Unconventional Actinide Superconductor, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 50, 1595 (1983).

[4] G. R. Stewart, Z. Fisk, J. O. Willis, and J. L. Smith,
Possibility of Coexistence of Bulk Superconductivity and
Spin Fluctuations in UPt3, Phys. Rev. Lett. 52, 679
(1984).

[5] R. A. Fisher, S. Kim, B. F. Woodfield, N. E. Phillips,

L. Taillefer, K. Hasselbach, J. Flouquet, A. L. Giorgi,
and J. L. Smith, Specific heat of UPt3: Evidence for
unconventional superconductivity, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62,
1411 (1989).

[6] G. Bruls, D. Weber, B. Wolf, P. Thalmeier, B. Lüthi,
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