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We study a strongly interacting quantum dot connected to two superconducting leads using a
slave-spin representation of the dot. At the mean-field level the problem maps into a resonant
level model with superconducting leads, coupled to an auxiliary spin-1/2 variable accounting for
the parity of the dot. We obtain the mean-field phase diagram, showing a transition between a
Kondo (singlet) and a local moment (doublet) regime, corresponding to the 0− π transition of the
junction. The mean-field theory qualitatively captures the Kondo singlet phase and its competition
with superconductivity for weak values of the BCS gap, including the non-trivial dependence of the
Andreev bound states on the interaction, but fails in the doublet regime where it predicts a dot
decoupled from the bath. Using diagrammatic techniques and a random phase approximation, we
include fluctuations on top of the mean-field theory to describe finite-frequency dynamics of the
effective spin variable. This leads to the formation of high-energy Hubbard bands in the spectral
function and a coherent Kondo peak with a BCS gap at low energies. Finally, we compute the
Josephson current and the induced superconducting correlations on the dot.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Kondo effect and superconductivity are two
paradigmatic examples of many-body phenomena in
which the electron spin plays an important role. In the
Kondo effect [1, 2] the spin of a magnetic impurity im-
mersed in a Fermi sea can be screened by the conduction
electrons, resulting in the formation of a spin singlet.
As a result, the impurity behaves as nonmagnetic be-
low the Kondo temperature TK . In the Bardeen-Cooper-
Schrieffer (BCS) theory of superconductivity [3], elec-
trons form pairs with opposite spins, resulting in a singlet
state whose binding energy per electron is equal to the
superconducting gap ∆ [4]. An experimentally accessible
way to bring about the interplay of these two phenom-
ena is to couple a quantum dot (QD) to superconducting
leads (S) [5–20].

A QD is a small electronic system that acts as an ar-
tificial atom [21, 22]. Because of the spatial confinement
of electrons in the QD, its resulting energy levels are
discrete. Provided that the level spacing is sufficiently
large, the QD can be approximated by a single discrete
level whose position can be tuned with a gate voltage.
In such a small system, the effect of the Coulomb repul-
sion U can become important, modifying electron trans-
port through the dot (leading, for example, to Coulomb
blockade). When the single level is occupied by only one
electron, the QD resembles a magnetic impurity and is
theoretically described by the single-level Anderson im-
purity model (AIM) [23]. When connecting the QD to
some metallic leads, one expects the Kondo effect to af-
fect its transport properties [24–27]. Indeed, the Kondo
effect leads to the formation of a resonance in the den-
sity of states of the QD, pinned at the Fermi energy and
having a width of kBTK . The Kondo resonance facilitates
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transport through the dot, making it completely trans-
parent when the temperature is lowered below TK .
When the leads are superconducting, a gap opens in

the density of states of the QD, and a pair of bound
states, the Andreev bound states (ABS), form inside
the gap. Provided there is a finite phase difference be-
tween the leads, the Josephson effect leads to a super-
current flowing through the QD, mostly carried by the
ABS [28, 29]. The ground state of the system depends
on the competition between the Kondo correlations, fa-
voring the formation of a Kondo singlet, the supercon-
ducting correlations, favoring the formation of a BCS
singlet, and the Coulomb interaction, favoring a mag-
netic doublet state. A singlet-doublet transition becomes
possible by tuning the various parameters of the system
(the coupling strength to the leads, the energy of the QD
level, or the superconducting phase difference between
the leads). In the doublet phase, the Josephson current
abruptly changes sign and is suppressed [7, 9], so that the
S-QD-S system behaves as a so-called “π−junction”, in
contrast to the non-interacting “0−junction” behavior.
The 0− π phase transition is accompanied by the cross-
ing of the ABS at zero energy, expressing the fact that
the ABS correspond to transitions between the ground
state and the excited state [30].
Recently, renewed interest has emerged around the

physics of the superconducting AIM. This is largely due
to the idea of using the S-QD-S system as a platform to
realize Andreev-level and Andreev spin qubits [31–36],
as well as qubits using the doublet ground state in QD
Josephson junctions [37, 38]. Another motivation is the
potential realization of topological qubits hosting Majo-
rana bound states [39, 40]. Recent experimental investi-
gations of poor-man Majorana chains, for example, are
based on models of quantum dots coupled to supercon-
ducting leads [41], which reduce, in a suitable parameter
regime, to the Kitaev model [42]. The development of
various experimental techniques which have allowed the
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experimental observation of ABS in QDs using tunnel-
ing spectroscopy [16], supercurrent and Josephson spec-
troscopy [43–45], or microwave spectroscopy [37, 46–49],
provide further motivations for a better theoretical un-
derstanding [50–52]. An interesting question concerns
the dynamics of the S-QD-S system and its response to
external drives, such as the non-linear transport under
Floquet drive and the physics of multiple Andreev re-
flections [53, 54], recently also observed in a quantum
transport emulator based on ultracold atoms [55, 56].

In light of these motivations, it is interesting to explore
theoretical approaches to the superconducting AIM, that
can be then extended to a non-equilibrium regime. Tra-
ditionally, the physics of the superconducting AIM in
equilibrium has been studied with different analytical ap-
proaches (see here for recent reviews [28, 57, 58]), includ-
ing perturbative methods [59–61], mean-field and slave
boson approaches [60, 62–65], as well as within a non-
crossing approximation [66, 67], each of them working
in specific parameter regimes. On the numerical front,
methods such as the numerical renormalization group
(NRG) [68–72] and finite-temperature quantum Monte-
Carlo [73, 74] can provide quantitative comparison to ex-
periments in equilibrium, but are computationally expen-
sive and their extension to the dynamical regime remains
an open question. Moreover, these numerical methods
are difficult to extend to the study of more complex struc-
tures, such as multiterminal and multidot junctions.

In this paper, we use a slave-spin representation to
study the superconducting AIM semi-analytically. The
class of slave-particle methods was designed to tackle
strongly interacting effects at the mean-field level, and
can capture the formation of the Kondo resonance at the
Fermi level. The slave-spin approach has proven useful
for the study of the Hubbard model [75–79], as well as
the AIM [80, 81], both in and out of equilibrium. It pro-
vides a minimal and efficient representation, where the
Hilbert space enlargement is just an auxiliary two-level
system. This method allows us to map the original inter-
acting problem at half-filling to a non-interacting S-QD-
S problem coupled to an Ising spin. Moreover, including
spin fluctuations around the mean-field solution allows
to build up the high-energy Hubbard bands [82, 83].

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Sec. II we
define the model and its slave-spin representation. In
Sec. III we discuss a mean-field theory treatment of the
resulting slave-spin fermion problem and present the re-
sulting phase diagram and spectral properties. We high-
light the aspects that are qualitatively captured by a sim-
ple mean-field decoupling and those that are not, most
notably the descriptions of high-energy incoherent exci-
tations (Hubbard bands). Then in Sec. IV we include
fluctuations corrections to the slave-spin variable, allow-
ing to overcome the main issue of the mean-field theory
and to include corrections to various physical quantities
coming from incoherent excitations. In Sec. V we present
our conclusions. Further technical details are presented
in Appendices A,B and C.

II. THE MODEL AND ITS SLAVE-SPIN
REPRESENTATION

We consider an S-QD-S junction, formed by a quantum
dot coupled to two superconducting leads. The system
is described by the superconducting Anderson impurity
model with Hamiltonian

H = Hdot +HBCS +Htun. (1)

The dot consists of a single level with energy εd with
an on-site Coulomb interaction U,

Hdot =
∑
σ

(εd +
U

2
)f†σfσ +

U

2

(∑
σ

f†σfσ − 1

)2

, (2)

where the operators f†σ and fσ respectively create and an-
nihilate an electron with spin σ on the dot. In what fol-
lows, we will assume the system is always at the particle-
hole symmetric point, corresponding to εd = −U

2 .
The leads are described by the BCS mean-field Hamil-

tonian,

HBCS =
∑
jkσ

εkc
†
jkσcjkσ+

∑
jk

(∆eiϕjc†jk↑c
†
j−k↓+H.c.), (3)

where the index j = L,R denotes the left or right lead.

The operators c†jkσ, cjkσ create and annihilate electrons
at lead j with momentum k and spin σ. The amplitude
of the superconducting gap ∆ is taken to be identical for
the two leads, while ϕj is the superconducting phase of
lead j. We assume a phase difference 2ϕ = ϕL − ϕR and,
without loss of generality, we choose ϕL = −ϕR = ϕ.
Finally, the last term of the model Hamiltonian (1)

describes the tunneling between the dot and the leads,

Htun =
∑
jkσ

Vj

(
c†jkσfσ + f†σcjkσ

)
. (4)

The characteristic energy scales of the problem are the
superconducting gap ∆, the Coulomb interaction U, and
the hybridization between the leads and the QD, which
we define as Γ = πρ0V

2
L+πρ0V

2
R, where ρ0 is a flat density

of states of the leads in the absence of superconductivity.
Experimentally, these three quantities are often of the
same order of magnitude, making an analytical treatment
challenging.
We will rewrite the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) at particle-

hole symmetry by means of a slave-spin representation
of the dot operators. The main idea of any slave-particle
method is to enlarge the Hilbert space by introducing
auxiliary degrees of freedom, supplemented by a con-
straint projecting the enlarged Hilbert space back onto
the physical one. The advantage of this formulation is
that it naturally accounts for the fractionalization of
quantum numbers that often occurs in strongly corre-
lated electron systems. In the slave-spin method one
enlarges the dot Hilbert space, spanned by the states
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|n⟩ = {|0⟩, | ↑⟩, | ↓⟩, | ↑↓}, by adding a spin 1/2 Ising vari-
able σz with eigenstates σz|±⟩ = ±|±⟩, with the value
+ (−) associated respectively to the states with even or
odd parity. The enlarged Hilbert space reads |ndσ⟩ ⊗ |σz⟩
with |ndσ⟩ the states associated to an auxiliary spinful
fermionic variable. We then introduce a projector onto
the physical Hilbert space that reads

P =
1 + σzΩ

2
, (5)

with Ω = 1 − 2 (n− 1)
2
taking the value Ω = ±1 when

nd = 1 or nd = 0, 2, respectively. From the above we
conclude that in the physical Hilbert space the dot de-
struction operator is replaced by

fσ = σxdσ. (6)

Furthermore, one can show that in the physical Hilbert
space, where P = 1, we have σz = Ω. The Hamiltonian
(1) is then mapped to

H′ = HBCS + σx
∑
jkσ

Vj

(
c†jkσdσ +H.c.

)
+
U

4
(1− σz) .

(7)
While the equivalence between the original AIM and
the slave-spin formulation is exact in the presence of
the projector P , it was shown in Ref. [78] that at the
particle-hole symmetric point the slave-spin constraint is
not needed, which largely simplifies the theoretical de-
scription. Finally, we note that it is possible to move
away from the particle-hole symmetric point, although
we will not consider such a case in the present paper.
We note only that in the absence of particle-hole symme-
try, one would obtain a resonant level model coupled to
two auxiliary spin degrees of freedom instead of one [81].

III. MEAN-FIELD THEORY

The simplest way to solve Eq. (7) is by means of a
mean-field approximation. In such an approach, the
wavefunction of the ground state is assumed to be factor-
ized into a fermionic part and a spin part. We therefore
assume that the ground state wavefunction of H′ is a
product state

|Ψ⟩ = |ΨF ⟩ ⊗ |ΨS⟩ , (8)

where |ΨF ⟩ corresponds to the fermionic part and |ΨS⟩
corresponds to the auxiliary spin part. The mean-field
decoupling results in two effective Hamiltonians

HF = ⟨ΨS |H′|ΨS⟩

= HBCS +
∑
jkσ

V j

(
c†jkσdσ + d†σcjkσ

)
, (9a)

HS = ⟨ΨF |H′|ΨF ⟩ = hσx − U

4
σz. (9b)

Equation (9a) describes a non-interacting S-QD-S system
with renormalized hopping amplitudes

V j = ⟨ΨS |σx|ΨS⟩Vj = mxVj , (10)

while Eq. (9b) describes a spin-1/2 system in a field with
components (h, 0,−U/4). The component h is given by
the expectation value of the hybridization energy be-
tween the QD and the reservoirs

h = ⟨ΨF |
∑
jkσ

Vj

(
c†jkσdσ + d†σcjkσ

)
|ΨF ⟩ . (11)

The two equations (9a) and (9b) are coupled through the
parameters mx and h. Calculation of these two param-
eters will lead to a coupled set of equations which will
have to be solved self-consistently.

A. Quantum dot coupled to superconducting leads

For the solution of the non-interacting S-QD-S Hamil-
tonian (9a), it is convenient to work in Nambu space.

We therefore introduce the spinors ψ†
jk =

(
c†jk↑ cj−k↓

)
and ψ†

d =
(
d†↑ d↓

)
. The main object of interest is the

dot Green’s function. In Nambu space, we define the
(imaginary time) dot Green’s function as

Gdd(τ) = −
〈
Tτψd(τ)ψ†

d(0)
〉

= −

 ⟨Tτd↑(τ)d†↑(0)⟩ ⟨Tτd↑(τ)d↓(0)⟩

⟨Tτd†↓(τ)d
†
↑(0)⟩ ⟨Tτd†↓(τ)d↓(0)⟩

 ,
(12)

where the expectation values are taken with respect to
Eq. (9a). Since this is a non-interacting problem, we can
exactly calculate the Green’s function in Eq. (12). Using
the equation-of-motion method, we find a set of equations

Gjd(iω) = gj(iω)V jτzGdd(iω), (13a)

Gdd(iω) =

iω12 −
∑
j

V
2

jτzgj(iω)τz

−1

. (13b)

We have defined the lead-dot Green’s function as

Gjk,d(τ) = −
〈
Tτψjk(τ)ψ†

d(0)
〉
, τi as the ith Pauli ma-

trix, and

gj(iω) =
−πρ0√

∆2 − (iω)2

(
iω ∆eiϕj

∆e−iϕj iω

)
, (14)

as the Green’s function of the isolated and semi-infinite
jth superconductor written as a function of the fermionic
Matsubara frequencies iω. In calculating Eq. (14) we have
taken the wide-band limit, assuming a constant density
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of states ρ0 in the normal state of the superconductor.
We find

G−1
dd (iω) = iω12 +

∑
j

Γj√
∆2 + ω2

(
iω −∆eiϕj

−∆e−iϕj iω

)
,

(15)

where Γj = πρ0V
2

j is the hybridization with lead j. For
convenience, we will consider only the case of symmetric
couplings ΓL = ΓR. In fact, we can do this without loss
of generality since it has been shown that the properties
of an asymmetric system can be related to those of the
symmetric system [84]. Defining ΓL = ΓR = Γ/2 we get

Gdd(iω) =
1

D(iω)

(
iω[1 + α(iω)] α(iω)∆ cosϕ
α(iω)∆ cosϕ iω[1 + α(iω)]

)
, (16)

where D(iω) is the determinant of Gdd(iω) and

α(iω) ≡ Γ√
∆2 + ω2

=
2πρ0V

2

√
∆2 + ω2

. (17)

We have denoted Γ = 2πρ0V
2
and Γ = 2πρ0V

2, so that
Γ = Γm2

x.

B. Self-consistent mean-field equations

The renormalization parameter mx can be calculated
from the solution of the Hamiltonian (9b), from which
we get (for details see Appendix B)

mx = − h

E
, where E =

√
h2 + (U/4)2. (18)

In turn, the hybridization energy h can be calculated as
a function of the lead-dot Green’s function,

h =
2V

β

∑
iω

∑
j

Re
[
G11
jd (iω)− G22

jd (iω)
]
eiω0

+

=
4Γ

βmx
Re
∑
iω

1

D(iω)

[
Γ∆2 cos2 ϕ

∆2 + ω2
+
ω2(1 + α(iω))√

∆2 + ω2

]
,

(19)

The two equations (18) and (19) have to be solved self-
consistently. At zero temperature, the sum over Matsub-
ara frequencies of Eq. (19) becomes an integral on the
real axis

h = − 4

mx

∫ +W

−W

dω

2π

Γ
2

ϕ∆
2 + Γω2(Γ +

√
ω2 +∆2)

Γ
2

ϕ∆
2 + ω2(Γ +

√
ω2 +∆2)2

, (20)

where Γϕ = Γcosϕ. We can solve this integral analyti-
cally in certain limits. Following [64], we make the ap-
proximations

ω√
ω2 +∆2

=

{
1 ω > ∆

0 ω < ∆
, (21)

Δ/Γ=0.1

Δ/Γ=1

Δ/Γ=10

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

U/4Γ

m
x2

FIG. 1: Solution to the self-consistent mean-field equa-
tions for various values of the superconducting gap, ob-
tained from Eq. (20) taking into account a finite band-
width correction (dashed lines) and from the approxi-
mate analytical solution Eq. (23) (continuous lines). Pa-
rameters used: Γ = 0.001W, W = 100, ϕ = 0.

and

∆√
ω2 +∆2

=

{
0 ω > ∆

1 ω < ∆
. (22)

Then, at zero temperature, there are two contributions
to the calculation of the hybridization energy h,

h = −4mxΓ

π

(∫ ∆

0

dω
Γ cos2 ϕ

ω2 + Γ
2

ϕ

+

∫ W

∆

dω
1

ω + Γ

)

= −4mxΓϕ
π

arctan

(
∆

Γϕ

)
− 4mxΓ

π
ln

(
W + Γ

∆+ Γ

)
.

(23)

The first term dominates when ∆ ≫ Γ, becoming exact
at the superconducting atomic limit, while the second
term dominates in the opposite limit ∆ ≪ Γ. In Fig. 1, we
show the renormalization parameter m2

x as a function of
the interaction, for various values of the gap and compare
m2
x calculated from Eq. (23) to the one calculated from

Eq. (20). Moreover, a finite bandwidth correction [85] is
taken into account in the calculation of Eq. (20). The
agreement between the two solutions is good, provided
that the parameters of the problem U,Γ,∆ remain rea-
sonably smaller than W, although in the intermediate re-
gion, ∆ ∼ Γ, the approximate analytical solution slightly
underestimates the effect of U. However, since there is no
significant quantitative difference and using an analyti-
cal equation is faster computationally, we use Eq. (23)
for the calculation of mx in the rest of the paper and do
not add any finite bandwidth correction to the Green’s
functions.
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C. Mean-field phase diagram

The renormalized coupling Γ = Γm2
x can be inter-

preted as the Kondo temperature [80, 81]. In the slave-
spin mean-field theory, m2

x is finite in the singlet phase
and zero in the doublet phase where the Kondo effect is
fully suppressed. Within the slave-spin representation,
the Kondo effect is therefore associated with a sponta-
neous breaking of the Z2 gauge symmetry associated to
the auxiliary degree of freedom. Importantly, this has
been shown to be a true feature of the problem [79, 80]
and not a mean-field artifact. We therefore use the quan-
tity m2

x as an order parameter in order to construct a
phase diagram for the superconducting AIM, which we
present in Fig. 2.

In the absence of superconductivity, ∆ = 0, one ex-
pects to recover the known slave-spin mean-field expres-
sion for the Kondo temperature in the presence of normal
leads [80]. At zero temperature, the average hybridiza-
tion energy simplifies to

h = − 4Γ

πmx

∫ W

0

dω

ω + Γ
≃ −4mxΓ

π
ln

(
W

m2
xΓ

)
. (24)

The non-trivial solution of the self-consistent equations
in the absence of a superconducting gap and at U ≫ Γ
is

Γ = Γm2
x ≃We−πU/16Γ, (25)

and there is always a trivial solution mx = 0. This en-
ergy scale plays the role of an effective Kondo tempera-
ture for the model. We note that the exponential scaling
is captured well as compared to the exact Bethe ansatz
result [57], although the prefactor is overestimated.

In presence of a small superconducting gap ∆ ≪ Γ, the
renormalized hybridization remains finite, up to a criti-
cal value of interaction Uc, above which it vanishes via
a continuous quantum phase transition from the Kondo
screened phase to an unscreened local moment phase, as
we show in Fig. 2. This transition is also a transition from
a singlet phase (due to the Kondo effect) to a magnetic
doublet state represented by the free impurity decoupled
from the bath continuum. The critical value of the in-
teraction Uc(∆) is roughly obtained by imposing Γ ∼ ∆.
In Fig. 2 we plot a phase diagram of the model within
mean-field theory by plotting Γ/Γ = m2

x as a function of
∆/Γ and U/Γ.

As the superconducting gap is further increased new
physics is expected to come into play. Indeed ∆ brings
into the system pairs of electrons with opposite spin,
therefore changing the charge structure of the Kondo
state but not its spin. Within the singlet phase at
U < Uc(∆) we expect therefore a crossover from a Kondo
singlet to a BCS singlet made of superposition of dou-
blons and holons. To probe this crossover it is use-
ful to compute the fraction of doublons on the impu-
rity site. This amounts to calculating the double occu-
pancy on the dot D = ⟨n↑n↓⟩ . In the mean-field theory

mx
2

0.

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 2: Phase diagram of the superconducting AIM at
half-filling. The phase difference is ϕ = 0. The blue
color corresponds to the doublet ground state, where the
Kondo effect is suppressed. Γ = 0.001W,W = 100.

D

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

FIG. 3: Double occupancy of the QD, D = ⟨n↑n↓⟩ . The
vertical axis is in logarithmic scale and parameter values
are the same as in Fig. 2.

D = ⟨d†↑d↑⟩ ⟨d
†
↓d↓⟩ − ⟨d†↑d

†
↓⟩ ⟨d↑d↓⟩ . The result is plot-

ted in Fig. 3. This quantity is equal to 1/4 in the non-
interacting, non-superconducting limit U = 0,∆ = 0.
Within the singlet phase, it increases up to 1/2 at large ∆
and moderate interactions, where a crossover from Kondo
to BCS-like state is clearly visible. For large values of the
interaction and a finite gap, the mean-field is unable to
capture the π phase, falsely giving a nonzero occupancy
at large interaction values. We note that the mean-field
decoupling fails to properly describe the regime at large
∆, where entanglement (and correlations) between the
dot and the auxiliary two-level system is crucial to ac-
count for the right physics. This is more clearly seen in
the limit ∆ → ∞.
In the large gap limit it is well known that the physics

is in fact described by an effective dot-only Hamiltonian
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containing the exact Coulomb interaction and an effec-
tive pairing term [86]. Such a Hamiltonian describes a
level crossing between a singlet and doublet ground state
at a critical value of the interaction Uc = 2Γϕ. In this
limit, the summation over the Matsubara frequencies in
Eq. (20) can be easily performed with a contour integra-
tion. At zero temperature,

h = −
4Γ

2

ϕ

βmx

∑
iω

1

ω2 + Γ
2

ϕ

= −2mxΓϕ. (26)

Then, the solution of the self-consistent equations is

m2
x = 1−

(
U

8Γϕ

)2

, (27)

if U ≤ 8Γϕ, and m2
x = 0 otherwise. This critical value

differs by a factor of 4 [87] from the value expected in the
large gap limit [30]. Furthermore, while Uc signals again
a singlet-doublet transition, this appears to be concomi-
tant in mean-field theory with a transition in the pseudo-
spin magnetization, which is however absent in the exact
solution, as we discuss in Appendix A.

D. Physical Green’s function

An important quantity to characterize the physics of
our model is the dot Green’s function, in particular the
diagonal and off diagonal component in Nambu space
defined as

G11
ff (τ) = −⟨Tτf↑(τ)f†↑(0)⟩ ,

G12
ff (τ) = −⟨Tτf↑(τ)f↓(0)⟩ .

(28)

In the mean-field theory the Green’s function factorizes
into

Gabff (τ) = Bxx(τ)Gabdd(τ), (29)

where

Bxx(τ) = ⟨Tτσx(τ)σx(0)⟩S (30)

is a spin-spin correlation function and Gdd is given in
Eq. (12). Fourier transform turns the product in Eq. (29)
into a convolution, so that

Gff (iω) =
1

β

∑
iε

Bxx(iω − iε)Gdd(iε), (31)

where iω, iε are fermionic Matsubara frequencies. The
σx autocorrelation function, calculated in Appendix B 2,
is equal to

Bxx(iΩ) = m2
xδ(iΩ) + Πxx(iΩ), (32)

where iΩ is a bosonic Matsubara frequency. Bxx is
composed of a coherent contribution proportional to m2

x

as well as an incoherent part which describes the high-
energy behavior,

Πxx(iΩ) = (1−m2
x) tanh(βE)

×
(

1

iΩ+ 2E
− 1

iΩ− 2E

)
.

(33)

With these definitions the Green’s function of the
f−fermions is given by

Gff (iω) = m2
xGdd(iω)+

1

β

∑
iε

Πxx(iω− iε)Gdd(iε). (34)

This expression can be rewritten using the spectral rep-
resentations of the fermionic and spin Green’s functions.
Introducing the spectral representations

Πxx(iΩ) =

∫
dx

ρs(x)

iΩ− x

Gdd(iω) =
∫

dy
ρd(y)

iω − y

(35)

Eq.(34) becomes

Gff (iω) = m2
xGdd(iω)

+

∫∫
dx dy

ρs(x)ρd(y)

iω − x− y
[nF (y) + nB(−x)]

(36)

where nF (x) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution and nB(x)
is the Bose-Einstein distribution.

E. Spectral function and Andreev bound states

Analytical continuation [88] of the physical Green’s
function to real frequencies iω → ω + iη gives access
to the spectral function, which we define as

A(ω) = − 1

π
ImG11

ff (ω + iη)

= m2
xρ

11
d (ω) +

∫
dx ρs(x)ρ

11
d (ω − x)

× [nF (ω − x) + nB(−x)].

(37)

At zero temperature, the mean-field spin spectral func-
tion has a three-peak structure, so that we find

A(ω) = m2
xρ

11
d (ω)

+ (1−m2
x)
[
ρ11d (ω + 2E) + ρ11d (ω − 2E)

]
.

(38)

The above equation gives the correct description for the
low-energy window, but displays some unphysical fea-
tures at high-energies. This is illustrated in Fig. 4a. In
the absence of superconductivity, a three-peak structure
appears. The central peak can be interpreted as the
Kondo resonance, while the high-energy peaks can be
understood as the Hubbard bands. The first unphysical
feature of the mean-field result is that all three peaks are
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FIG. 4: (a) Spectral function for U = 20Γ and Γ =
0.001W. The blue (black) line corresponds to the absence
(presence) of superconductivity. The right panel shows a
zoom in the low energy region. (b) Andreev bound states
in the subgap region as a function of the interaction U
for various values of the gap and Γ = 0.001W.

being broadened with the same width, which here cor-
responds to Γm2

x. This leads to an unphysical narrowing
of the Hubbard bands as U becomes large. At finite ∆,
the Kondo resonance does not fully form, as expected,
and is suppressed inside the gap where ABS form. How-
ever, we also observe the formation of discrete states in
the high-energy features. This unphysical behavior mo-
tivates us to go beyond the mean-field result. In the next
section we will show that including RPA corrections in
the spin autocorrelation function is sufficient to retrieve
the correct high-energy behavior of the spectral function.

Figure 4b shows the dependence of the energies of the
subgap states EABS on the interaction. The energies
start from their non-interacting value and progressively
approach zero with increasing interaction, reaching zero
at the boundary of the 0 − π transition. It is, however,
expected that the ABS cross at the 0− π transition. In-
deed, the ABS represent excitations that change the par-
ticle number by 1, i.e. transitions between the spin dou-
blet (odd parity) states and the spin singlet (even parity)
states [86]. Since at the 0 − π transition the two states
(singlet and doublet) are degenerate, one expects that
the ABS energy at the transition is zero. We see that
the slave-spin method is unable to access the behavior

in the π phase, while for the 0 phase, the mean-field de-
scription of the ABS is qualitatively sufficient. This is
because in the π phase, the slave-spin mean-field decou-
pling erroneously describes the dot as a resonant level
model decoupled from the leads.

IV. RPA-CORRECTIONS TO MEAN-FIELD
THEORY

In this section we go beyond the simple mean-field ap-
proach described so far, by including fluctuations cor-
rections to the spin dynamics within a Random Phase
Approximation approach (RPA) [83], which we general-
ize here to the case of a superconducting bath. As we will
show below, this will allow to correct the high-frequency
features of the mean-field spectrum that displayed Hub-
bard bands with a gap and a width controlled by the
renormalized hybridization Γ, rather than the bare Γ.
For simplicity, the physical fermion Green’s function will
still be calculated using a mean-field decoupling between
spins and electrons, see Eq. (29) that we report here for
simplicity

Gabff (τ) = Bxx(τ)Gabdd(τ) , (39)

with a, b Nambu indices. Our goal is to compute the
spin autocorrelation function Bxx(τ) including quantum
fluctuations beyond mean-field. To formulate the RPA
it is convenient to use Feynman diagram techniques. To
this extent we rewrite the spin operators by introducing
Abrikosov pseudofermions [89–91]. The motivation be-
hind this trick is that spin operators obey non-standard
commutation rules since

[
σi, σj

]
= 2iεijkσ

k, and Wick’s
theorem cannot be applied. The components of the spin
operators are rewritten as

σi =
∑
αβ

ψ†
ασ

i
αβψβ , (40)

where the operators ψ are fermionic:
{
ψ†
α, ψβ

}
= δαβ ,

and {ψα, ψβ} = 0. For a spin-1/2 the indices α, β can
only take two values, α, β = ±. Details of the calculations
are found in Appendix B.
The propagator for the ψ-fermions can be defined as

Gαβψ (τ) = −
〈
Tτψα(τ)ψ†

β(0)
〉
. (41)

In terms of pseudofermions we can rewrite the slave-spin
Hamiltonian (7) as

H′ = HBCS − U

4

∑
αβ

ψ†
ασ

z
αβψβ

+
∑
jkσ

∑
αβ

V
(
c†jkσψ

†
ασ

x
αβψβdσ +H.c.

)
.

(42)

If the pseudofermions are free (V = 0), the bare propa-
gator is

G0
ψ(iω) = (iω + Uσz/4)−1, (43)
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FIG. 5: Random phase approximation (RPA) for the spin
autocorrelation function.

and the bare σx autocorrelation function can be calcu-
lated,

B0
xx(iΩ) = m2

xδ(iΩ)

− 1

β

∑
iν

Trσ
[
σxG0

ψ(iΩ+ iν)σxG0
ψ(iν)

]
,

(44)

where Ω are bosonic and ν are fermionic Matsubara fre-
quencies. A finite hybridization V ̸= 0 in Eq. (42) in-
duces an interaction vertex between the fermions in the
bath, the dot and the pseudo-fermions, leading to two
main effects. First, the pseudo-fermion Green’s function
acquires now a self-energy correction Σψ

Gψ = G0
ψ +G0

ψΣψGψ . (45)

This self-energy can be computed to lowest order using
the Hartree-Fock approximation to obtain Σψ = σxh,
where h is the average hybridization defined in Eq. (11).
As a consequence, the (incoherent part of the) spin auto-
correlation function also gets renormalized into an RPA
bubble with internal lines given by Gψ, i.e.

Πirr
RPA = Π0

xx

= − 1

β

∑
iν

Trσ [σ
xGψ(iΩ+ iν)σxGψ(iν)].

(46)

As we show in Appendix B 2, this expression reproduces
the mean-field result given in Eq. (33). To go beyond
mean-field one needs to account for vertex corrections
in computing the polarization bubble Πxx, consistently
with the Hartree-Fock approximation to make sure to be
conserving [83]. This gives rise to a Dyson equation for
the incoherent contribution to the spin autocorrelation,
which reads

Πxx = Π0
xx +Π0

xxΣxxΠxx, (47)

where Π0
xx is given in Eq. (46) while the self-energy term

takes the form [83]

Σxx(τ) = ⟨V⟩2 − ⟨TτV(τ)V(0)⟩ , (48)

where V =
∑
jkσ Vj

(
c†jkσdσ +H.c.

)
is the tunneling op-

erator. Fourier transformation gives

Σxx(iΩ) =
−V 2

β

∑
jj′

∑
iν

TrN

[(
gj(iν)Gdd(iΩ+ iν)

+ gj(iΩ+ iν)Gdd(iν)
)
δjj′

+ 2Gjd(iΩ+ iν)Gj′d(iν)

]
,

(49)

where TrN indicates a trace over the Nambu indices and
the Green’s functions are given in Eq. (13) and (14). In
Appendix C, we show how the above expression can be
analytically continued to real frequencies, iΩ → Ω + iη,
and find its imaginary part to be

ImΣxx(Ω+iη) = 2πV 2

∫
dx [nF (x)−nF (x+Ω)]

× TrN
∑
j

ρj(x)ρd(x+Ω).
(50)

The corresponding real part which gives a shift of the
Hubbard bands is nonzero but small, and is ignored. In
order to arrive at Eq. (50) we also ignored the last term
of Eq. (49) which is of order Γ2m2

x and therefore much
smaller than the first two terms which are of order Γ.
At zero temperature, the self-energy given by Eq. (50)
has an extended gap, i.e. is non-zero if |Ω| > ∆+EABS,
with EABS being the energy of the ABS. Moreover, we
observe that at large frequencies |Ω| ≫ ∆, the self-energy
tends to a constant value given by Σxx(Ω) = 2iΓsign(Ω).
Calculations can therefore be further simplified by taking
the equivalent of a wide-band limit, which amounts to
making the approximation Σxx(Ω) ≃ 2iΓsign(Ω) when
|Ω| > ∆+ EABS and Σxx(Ω) = 0 otherwise.

A. Spectral function

Using the RPA results for the spin correlation func-
tion we can compute the dot spectral function, which we
plot in Fig. 6a for various values of the interaction U
and a small gap ∆ = Γ/2. The spectral function is calcu-
lated using Eq. (37), where now the spin spectral func-
tion ρs(x) = − 1

π ImΠxx(x+iη) is calculated within RPA.
We see that the RPA corrects the unphysical results of
the mean-field treatment, producing Hubbard bands cen-
tered around energies ±2E = ±

√
4h2 + (U/2)2 and with

a width depending on the bare coupling Γ. At U ≲ Γ the
spectral function resembles the one found in the absence
of superconductivity except for the opening of a gap and
the formation of the ABS in the subgap region (in Fig. 6a
the ABS are not shown for clarity).
As the interaction increases, weight is transferred to

the Hubbard bands and (what remains of) the Kondo res-
onance progressively shrinks. In Fig. 6b we plot the spec-
tral function for a wide range of interaction values. We
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FIG. 6: (a) Dot spectral function after including RPA
corrections, for various values of the interaction and ∆ =
Γ/2. Here the ABS are not shown for clarity. (b) Density
plot of the spectral function as a function of the energy
ω/Γ and the interaction U/4Γ, for ∆ = 5Γ. The coupling
strength is fixed to Γ = 0.001W in both cases.

see that, similar to the mean-field treatment, the bound
state energies reach zero at the 0 − π transition beyond
which they disappear, while the position of the Hubbard
bands in the large interacting limit is correctly given by
ω = ±U/2.

The RPA therefore succeeds in describing the whole en-
ergy spectrum in the singlet phase, but fails to describe
the low-energy features in the doublet phase. While the
Hubbard bands and a gap are correctly present in the
π phase, there is no proximity effect, meaning that the
superconducting continua and the ABS disappear from
the spectral function. Essentially, in the doublet phase
the auxiliary fermions still become decoupled from the
bath as within the previous mean-field treatment. How-
ever, RPA partly corrects this decoupling, because the
auxiliary spins remain coupled to the leads through the
self-energy Σxx.

B. Josephson current

The Josephson current can be calculated through the
variation of the number operator in one of the leads

Jl(t) =
d

dt
Nl(t) = i[H,Nl] = i[Htun, Nl], (51)

where Nl =
∑
kσ c

†
lkσclkσ. It’s expectation value, taken

with respect to Hamiltonian (1), can be written as

Jl = iV
∑
kσ

[〈
f†σclkσ

〉
−
〈
c†lkσfσ

〉]
= −2V

β

∑
iω

eiω0
+

ImTrN Glf (iω).
(52)

We have defined Glk,f (τ) = −
〈
Tτψlk(τ)ψ†

f (0)
〉

a lead-

dot Green’s function in Nambu space, involving the phys-
ical f−fermions. Using the equations-of-motion tech-
nique, we calculate

Glf (iω) = gl(iω)V τzGff (iω). (53)

The physical Green’s function of the QD can be calcu-
lated using a mean-field decoupling, see Eq. (34). Ac-
cordingly, the current for i.e. the left lead can be decom-
posed into a coherent term and an incoherent term which
we note by JL = JcohL + J incL .
The expression for the coherent term is the same as

for the non-interacting Josephson current [57], but cal-
culated with a renormalized coupling to the leads,

JcohL = − 1

β

∑
iω

Γ
2
∆2 sin 2ϕ

D(iω)(∆2 + ω2)
, (54)

At T = 0+, we find

JcohL =

∫ +W

−W

dω

2π

Γ
2
∆2 sin 2ϕ

(Γϕ∆)2 + ω2(Γ +
√
∆2 + ω2)2

. (55)

N.B. here mx is a function of U and of ϕ. The incoherent
term is given by

J incL = −2V 2

β2

∑
iω,iε

ImTrN [gL(iω)τzΠxx(iω−iε)Gdd(iε)].

(56)
At T = 0+,

J incL =
4Γ∆sinϕ

π

∫∫∫
dxdy dz θ(x)θ(y)θ(z −∆)

× ρ12d (x)ρs(y)√
z2−∆2(x+y+z)

.

(57)

Figure 7 shows the resulting Josephson current from the
left lead as a function of the phase difference ϕL − ϕR =
2ϕ. We only show the region ϕL − ϕR ∈ [0, π], with the
reminder that the supercurrent is an odd function in the
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FIG. 7: Josephson current for various interaction values
and fixed gap ∆ = 10Γ, with Γ = 0.001W. The dashed
lines indicate the mean-field result.

phase difference and has a period of 2π. Moreover, we
compare the RPA result to the mean-field one. Since
the Josephson current is mostly carried by the subgap
states, the contribution from the high-energy features is
expected to be small and the RPA corrections do not
change the mean-field result significantly.

The 0 − π transition as a function of the phase is ex-
pressed as an abrupt jump of the supercurrent to zero.
The rounding of the jump is a numerical artifact due to
a finite imaginary part η = 10−6W used in the defini-
tion of the spectral functions. As our method does not
capture the proximity effect in the doublet phase, the off-
diagonal component of the dot Green’s function becomes
zero there. As a consequence, both components of the
Josephson current are always zero in the doublet phase,
while the physical behavior would be a change of sign
and a decrease in magnitude.

C. Superconducting correlations

The quantity ⟨f↑f↓⟩ can be used as a measure of the
induced superconducting correlations on the impurity. In
the superconducting atomic limit and at zero tempera-
ture, the superconducting correlations are equal to the
maximal value of 1/2 in the singlet phase and drop to
zero in the magnetic doublet phase.

The superconducting correlations are given by the
anomalous propagator

G12
ff (τ) = −⟨Tτf↑(τ)f↓(0)⟩ , (58)

with the object of interest being the quantity

⟨f↑f↓⟩ = −G12
ff (0

+). (59)

Assuming a mean-field decoupling, we have that
Gff (0

+) = Bxx(0
+)Gdd(0+). Since Bxx(0+) = 1, the su-

perconducting correlations are simply given by ⟨f↑f↓⟩ =
− 1
β

∑
iω G12

dd(iω) and the auxiliary spin spectral function

plays no role in the calculation.
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FIG. 8: (a) Superconducting correlations as a function of
the ratio Γ(0)/∆, with Γ(0) being the Kondo temperature
in the normal state. Γ = 0.001W. (b) Superconducting
correlations as a function of Γ/∆. In this way of plotting
the results, the π phase gets squished at the zero point
of the abscissa. The blue and orange dashed curves are
asymptotics for the two opposite limits Γ ≫ ∆ and Γ ≪
∆.

At T = 0+,

⟨f↑f↓⟩ =
∫

dω

2π

Γϕ∆
√
∆2 + ω2

(Γϕ∆)2 + ω2(Γ +
√
∆2 + ω2)2

. (60)

The pair correlations are plotted in Fig. 8a as a func-
tion of the ratio Γ(0)/∆, where Γ(0) is the renormalized
coupling in the absence of superconductivity, given by
Eq. (25). Essentially Γ(0) plays the role of the Kondo
temperature TK in the normal state, given by its slave-
spin mean-field expression. We reproduce the expected
result [69, 73] that in the strong-coupling limit (TK ≫ ∆)
an increase in ∆ leads to an increase in the correlations.
In the weak-coupling limit (TK ≪ ∆) the pairing corre-
lations are suppressed, instead of exhibiting a jump to
negative values. Moreover, an artifact of the slave-spin
mean-field is that correlations tend to always saturate at
the maximal value 1/2 before abruptly jumping to zero
in the doublet phase.
In Fig. 8b we show the superconducting correlations as

a function of Γ/∆. With this scaling, all curves collapse
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upon each other, irrespective of the value of interaction
or coupling. This is because we can rescale Eq. (60) by
∆, so that, assuming for simplicity that ϕ = 0,

⟨f↑f↓⟩ =
Γ/∆

2π

∫
dx

√
x2 + 1(

Γ
∆

)2
+ x2

(
Γ
∆ +

√
x2 + 1

)2 . (61)

If Γ ≫ ∆, we find that correlations go to zero as ⟨f↑f↓⟩ ∼
ln(Γ/∆)
πΓ/∆

, while if Γ ≪ ∆, correlations approach the value

1/2 as ⟨f↑f↓⟩ ∼ 1
π(1+Γ/∆)

arctan
(

1+Γ/∆

Γ/∆

)
.

The 0−π transition is expected to occur when TK/∆ ∼
O(1), while the exact value of proportionality (and defini-
tion of TK) differs in the literature, between TK/∆ ∼ 0.3
in the strong coupling limit [68, 71, 92] and TK/∆ ∼ 0.6
[20], see also relevant discussion in [93] and citations
within. Here, if we equate TK = Γ(0), we find the tran-
sition at TK/∆ ∼ 0.2.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have discussed the physics of the su-
perconducting Anderson Impurity Model using a slave-
spin representation. Within a mean-field decoupling of
the spin-fermion Hamiltonian we have obtained the phase
diagram and characterized several quantities such as the
Josephson current and the dot spectral function. This
analysis reveals that the mean-field theory works qualita-
tively well in the singlet (0) phase, in particular for what
concerns the low-energy excitations. However, mean-
field misses some important features, most notably giving
an incorrect description of the high-energy excitations.
Moreover, the mean-field theory predicts a transition into
a doublet (π) phase where the renormalized hybridization
vanishes and the system reduces to a decoupled dot. This
is particularly evident in the spectral function, where the
Hubbard bands are renormalized to zero. At the mean-
field level, all the physical properties of the doublet phase
are missed.

To go beyond this approach, we have included RPA
corrections to the mean-field treatment of the spin sec-
tor, leading to a finite dissipation of the spin dynamics
and hence a finite width of the Hubbard bands. This
also has direct consequences on other observables. Note
that within our approach, the RPA corrections to the
mean-field theory do not renormalize the 0 − π transi-
tion boundary, nor are able to give a description of the
low-energy physics in the π phase. Some interesting ex-
tensions to the present method would then be to do a
self-consistent approximation, where the position of the
critical boundary is also renormalized, and to extend the
method to the doublet phase. Moreover, it should be
straightforward to extend the method outside particle-
hole symmetry, following [81].

The present method could be a promising way to
semi-analytically study more complicated setups such

as multiterminal QD junctions in the presence of inter-
actions, such as the minimal Kitaev chain or the An-
dreev molecule [94, 95]. Future perspectives include the
description of nonequilibrium scenarios, including time-
periodic driving [53, 54] and transport dynamics.
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Appendix A: Slave-spin approach for ∆ → ∞

It is useful to briefly recap the limit ∆ → ∞ and
how one can describe it within the slave-spin framework.
In this limit, one can derive an effective model for the
dot [30], featuring Coulomb repulsion and local pairing

H = −|Γφ|
(
f†↑f

†
↓ +H.c.

)
+
U

2
(n− 1)2. (A1)

In the slave-spin representation of the model we see that
the local pairing is not affected by the auxiliary two-level
variable. We have indeed

H ′ = −|Γφ|
(
d†↑d

†
↓ +H.c.

)
+
U

4
(1− σz). (A2)

The spectrum and eigenstates of the model in the slave
spin formulation are easily obtained. In the physical
subspace satisfying the constraint σzΩ = 1 the states
|↑⟩ |+⟩ , |↓⟩ |+⟩ are degenerate with energy E = 0, while
the Bogolubov states |ϕ±⟩ |−⟩ have energy E± = U/2 ±
|Γφ|, where at half-filling we have |ϕ±⟩ = (|0⟩ ± |↑↓⟩)/2.
As the pairing strength increases at fixed U , the sys-
tem undergoes a level crossing from a doublet state
|↑⟩ |+⟩ , |↓⟩ |+⟩ to the BCS singlet state |ϕ−⟩ |−⟩. At
the level crossing, the fraction of doublons jumps from
D = 1−σz

4 = 0 to D = 1/2. Most importantly, we see
that even in the doublet phase the effective supercon-
ducting pairing remains finite, as opposed to the case of
mean-field decoupling in which it vanishes at the transi-
tion, as discussed in the main text.

Appendix B: Abrikosov pseudofermion Green’s
function in mean-field

Introducing Abrikosov pseudofermions, we rewrite the
slave-spin Hamiltonian (7) as

H′ = HBCS − u
∑
αβ

ψ†
ασ

z
αβψβ

+
∑
jkσ

∑
αβ

V
(
c†jkσψ

†
ασ

x
αβψβdσ +H.c.

) (B1)
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where u ≡ U/4. If the pseudofermions are free (V = 0),
we obtain the bare propagator of the ψ fermions,

G0
ψ(iω) = (iω + uσz)−1, (B2)

with iω being fermionic Matsubara frequencies. Note
that when working at finite temperature we follow the
Popov-Fedotov approach which adds a chemical potential
to the Abrikosov pseudofermions µf = i π2β [96–98].

For the interacting problem (V ̸= 0), the equation of
motion for the ψ fermions is

− d

dτ
Gαβψ (τ) = δ(τ)

〈{
ψα, ψ

†
β

}〉
+
〈
Tτ [H(τ), ψα(τ)]ψ

†
β

〉
= δ(τ)δαβ − u

∑
β′

σzαβ′G
β′β
ψ

+
∑
jkσ

∑
β′

V σxαβ′

〈
Tτ (c

†
jkσψβ′dσ +H.c.)(τ)ψ†

β

〉
.

(B3)

Using a Hartree-Fock decoupling we approximate the last

term by
〈
Tτ (c

†ψβ′d)(τ)ψ†
β

〉
≃ −

〈
c†d
〉
F
Gβ

′β
ψ . This de-

fines a self-energy Σψ = σxh, where h is the average
hybridization defined in Eq. (11). We see that

Gψ(iω) =
1

iω + uσz − hσx
=
iω − uσz + hσx

(iω)2 − E2
, (B4)

with E2 = h2+u2. Equivalently, we can write the Dyson
equation Gψ = G0

ψ +G0
ψΣψGψ.

1. Expectation values of spin operators

The average values of spin operators can be easily cal-
culated using the relation〈

σi
〉
=
∑
αβ

〈
ψ†
ασ

i
αβψβ

〉
= Trσ(σ

iGψ(0
−)), (B5)

where the trace is over the spin degrees of freedom. In-
serting Eq. (B4) in the above expression we get, e.g. for
the magnetization along x:

⟨σx⟩ = 1

β

∑
iω

eiω0
+

Trσ(σ
xGψ(iω))

=
1

β

∑
iω

eiω0
+ 2h

(iω + µf − E)(iω + µf + E)

=
h

E

[
nF (E − µf )− nF (−E − µf )

]
= − h

E
tanh(βE)

(B6)

and, mutatis mutandis for the magnetization along z,

⟨σz⟩ = u

E
tanh(βE). (B7)

In the above calculations, a useful relation for the Fermi
function is

nF (x− µf ) = nF (2x) + i
1

2 cosh(βx)
. (B8)

2. Spin-spin correlation function in mean-field

The spin-spin correlation function is defined as

Bij(τ) =
∑
αβγδ

〈
Tτψ

†
α(τ)σ

i
αβψβ(τ)ψ

†
γσ

j
γδψδ

〉
. (B9)

In the non-interacting case we can use Wick’s theorem
to write

B0
ij(τ) =

〈
σi
〉 〈
σj
〉
− Trσ

[
σiG0

ψ(τ)σ
jG0

ψ(−τ)
]
. (B10)

The Fourier expansion in Matsubara frequencies turns
the product of the two Green’s functions into a convolu-
tion∫ β

0

dτ eiΩτG(τ)G(−τ) = 1

β

∑
ν

G(iΩ+ iν)G(iν), (B11)

resulting in

B0
ij(iΩ) =

〈
σi
〉 〈
σj
〉
δ(iΩ)

− 1

β

∑
iν

Trσ
[
σiG0

ψ(iΩ+ iν)σjG0
ψ(iν)

]
,

(B12)

with Ω representing bosonic and ν representing fermionic
Matsubara frequencies. We define the incoherent contri-
bution as

Π0
ij(iΩ) = − 1

β

∑
iν

Trσ
[
σiG0

ψ(iΩ+ iν)σjG0
ψ(iν)

]
. (B13)

In order to obtain the spin autocorrelation function in
mean-field we dress the pair-bubble by replacing the bare
propagator G0

ψ with Gψ, which is given by Eq. (B4). We
find

Πxx(iΩ) = − 1

β

∑
iν

Trσ[σ
xGψ(iΩ+ iν)σxGψ(iν)]

= (1−m2
x) tanh(βE)

×
(

1

iΩ+ 2E
− 1

iΩ− 2E

)
.

(B14)

This concludes the calculation of the mean-field spin-spin
correlation function,

Bxx(iΩ) = m2
xδ(iΩ) + Πxx(iΩ). (B15)

Appendix C: Analytical continuation of the
self-energy

The goal of this section is to show how to analytically
continue the spin self-energy Σxx from Matsubara to real
frequencies, as well as to justify the approximations used
in the calculation of the spectral function in Fig. 6a. We
start from a rewriting of Eq. (49),

Σxx(iΩ) =
−2V 2

β
TrN

∑
iν

∑
j

gj(iν)Gdd(iΩ+ iν)

− 2V 2

β
TrN

∑
iν

∑
jj′

Gjd(iν)Gj′d(iΩ+ iν).

(C1)
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The second term is of the order of Γ2m2
x so that at large

U/Γ values is much smaller than the first term, which
is of order Γ. We therefore ignore the contribution from
the second term in what follows. Introducing the spectral
representations of the relevant Green’s functions, the self-
energy is written as

Σxx(iΩ) ≃
−2V 2

β
TrN

∑
iν

∑
j

gj(iν)Gdd(iΩ+ iν)

= −2V 2
∑
j

∫∫
dxdy

TrN [ρj(x)ρd(y)]

iΩ+ x− y

× [nF (x)− nF (y)].

(C2)

We perform the analytical continuation iΩ → Ω + iη,
and find the real and imaginary parts of the above quan-
tity:

ReΣxx(Ω) = −2V 2

∫∫
dx dyTrN

∑
j

ρj(x)ρd(y)

× P
Ω+ x− y

[nF (x)− nF (y)],

(C3)

and

ImΣxx(Ω) = 2πV 2

∫
dx [nF (x)− nF (x+Ω)]

× TrN
∑
j

ρj(x)ρd(x+Ω).
(C4)

At zero temperature an explicit expression for the
imaginary part is

ImΣxx(Ω) = 4Γsign(Ω)

∫ |Ω|

∆

dx
θ(|Ω| −∆)√
x2 −∆2

×
[
xρ11d (|Ω|−x)−∆cosϕρ12d (|Ω|−x)

]
,

(C5)

where θ(x) is the Heaviside step function. This term
has an extended gap, |Ω| > ∆ + EABS, and, in the
limit Ω ≫ ∆, reduces to ImΣxx(Ω) = 2Γsign(Ω). We
find that the real part at large frequencies behaves as
(4Γ/π) ln |Ω/W | and is therefore generally much smaller
compared to the Hubbard band energy scale which is
given by the interaction U. In the limit U ≫ Γ we can
safely ignore any shift of the Hubbard bands produced
by ReΣxx.
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L. Grünhaupt, J. J. Wesdorp, Y. Liu, L. P. Kouwenhoven,
R. Aguado, B. van Heck, A. Kou, and C. K. Ander-
sen, Direct manipulation of a superconducting spin qubit
strongly coupled to a transmon qubit, Nature Physics 19,
1110 (2023).

[39] J. D. Sau and S. D. Sarma, Realizing a robust practical
Majorana chain in a quantum-dot-superconductor linear
array, Nature communications 3, 964 (2012).

[40] M. Leijnse and K. Flensberg, Parity qubits and poor
man’s Majorana bound states in double quantum dots,
Phys. Rev. B 86, 134528 (2012).

[41] T. Dvir, G. Wang, N. van Loo, C.-X. Liu, G. P. Mazur,
A. Bordin, S. L. D. ten Haaf, J.-Y. Wang, D. van Driel,
F. Zatelli, X. Li, F. K. Malinowski, S. Gazibegovic,
G. Badawy, E. P. A. M. Bakkers, M. Wimmer, and L. P.
Kouwenhoven, Realization of a minimal Kitaev chain in
coupled quantum dots, Nature 614, 445 (2023).

[42] A. Y. Kitaev, Unpaired Majorana fermions in quantum
wires, Physics-uspekhi 44, 131 (2001).
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S. Csonka, Strong nonlocal tuning of the current-phase
relation of a quantum dot based Andreev molecule, Phys-
ical Review B 109, 245133 (2024).

[96] V. N. Popov and S. A. Fedotov, The functional-
integration method and diagram technique for spin
systems, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz 94, 183 (1988), [Sov.
Phys.–JETP 67, 535 (1988)].

[97] M. N. Kiselev and R. Oppermann, Schwinger-Keldysh
semionic approach for quantum spin systems, Physical
Review Letters 85, 5631 (2000).

[98] J. Brinckmann and P. Woelfle, Diagrammatic approxima-
tions for the 2d quantum antiferromagnet: exact projec-
tion of auxiliary fermions (2008), arXiv:0803.3312 [cond-
mat].

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysicsPhysiqueFizika.2.5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysicsPhysiqueFizika.2.5
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139020916
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01395934
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01395934
https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.61.3239
https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.61.3239
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.195418
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.033199
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.033199
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.109.245133
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.109.245133
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.5631
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.5631
http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.3312
http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.3312
http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.3312

	Slave-spin approach to the Anderson-Josephson quantum dot
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The model and its slave-spin representation
	Mean-field theory
	Quantum dot coupled to superconducting leads
	Self-consistent mean-field equations
	Mean-field phase diagram
	Physical Green's function
	Spectral function and Andreev bound states

	RPA-Corrections to Mean-Field Theory
	Spectral function
	Josephson current
	Superconducting correlations

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Slave-spin approach for 
	Abrikosov pseudofermion Green's function in mean-field
	Expectation values of spin operators
	Spin-spin correlation function in mean-field

	Analytical continuation of the self-energy
	References


