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Supplementary Note 1: Auxiliary multiorbital two-channel Anderson model

In order to analyze the topological features of the S = 1 Kondo model (1) with two non-equivalent channels,
encoded in the generalized Friedel sum rules that we will deduce in Supplementary Note 2, it is better to work with
the auxiliary multiorbital two-channel Anderson Hamiltonian,

HA = H0 +Hint. (S1)

H0 contains the one-body terms:

H0 = Hcond +Hhyb +Hd. (S2)

Hcond corresponds to two conduction bands (channels): one with symmetry 3z2 − r2 (τ = 1) and another that takes
into account the degenerate π-manifold xz, yz (τ = −1)1:

Hcond =
∑
kτσ

εkτ c
†
kτσckτσ; (S3)

we consider conduction electron energy dispersions such that both bands have the same constant density of states
(DOS) and we work in the wide-band limit, such that the half-bandwidth W is the largest energy scale in the problem.
Hhyb contains the hybridization between the conduction and impurity states with the same τ symmetry:

Hhyb =
∑
kτ

(
Vτ c
†
kτσdτσ + H.c.

)
. (S4)

For correct description of FePc on Au(111), it is essential to allow for very different coupling strenghts Vτ of each
localized orbital with the substrate, giving rise to a multiorbital Anderson model with non-equivalent orbitals. Due to
its spatial dependence, the τ = 1 localized orbital hybridizes stronger with the gold surface than the τ = −1 orbital.
As a consequence, V1 > V−1.
Hd includes the impurity single-orbital (hole) energies and the Zeeman term:

Hd =
∑
τσ

ετnτσ −BSz ≡
∑
τσ

ετσnτσ, with ετσ ≡ ετ − σ
B

2
. (S5)

We consider a Zeeman term only at the impurity site because for constant conduction-band DOS in the wide-band
limit, the magnetic field has no effect on the conduction band (i.e., it can be eliminated through a simple energy
shift).
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The interaction terms act on the impurity states:

Hint =
∑
τ

Uτnτ↑nτ↓ − JHS1 · S−1 +D

(∑
τ

Szτ

)2

. (S6)

We study this model in the particle-hole symmetric case, corresponding to ετ = −Uτ

2 and symmetric conduction
bands relative to the ω = 0 Fermi level) in order to have exactly one hole in each impurity orbital. In the Kondo
regime, −ετ � V 2

τ /W , these two holes are ferromagnetically coupled by the first Hund’s rule, JH > 0, yielding an
effective S = 1 at the impurity site. Due to symmetry considerations of the involved 3d orbitals, we take the same
Hubbard repulsion U for each impurity orbital. This implies that both single-orbital energies ετ should be degenerate
in the particle-hole symmetric case, while ab initio calculations2 give an energy difference of the order of 1 eV. In the
Kondo regime this difference is irrelevant.

Among the interactions of a generic multiorbital Anderson Hamiltonian for 3d impurities3, we are neglecting the
inter-orbital Hubbard repulsion U ′n1n−1, as this term is almost constant in the (particle-hole symmetric) Kondo

regime. We also neglect the pair hopping interaction JH(d†1↑d
†
1↓d−1↓d−1↑ + H.c.), as, for FePc on Au(111), the two-

electron low energy sector contains only the triplet states due to the strong Hund’s coupling2. While the inter-orbital
Hubbard repulsion U ′ could be easily included in the NRG computation, the pair hopping interaction breaks the
separate conservation of the isospin in each channel τ , resulting in a very demanding computational effort.

By means of the equation of motion method, it can be shown4 that all the conduction band information needed for
the computation of impurity observables is encoded in the hybridization functions

∆τ (ω) = π
∑
k

V 2
τ δ(ω − εkτ ). (S7)

As we assume equal constant conduction-band DOS for boths channels and energy-independent Vτ , the hybridisation
functions ∆τ are likewise constant functions. This is a very reliable assumption for normal conduction bands with
a finite DOS at the Fermi level, as in this case the Kondo physics depend only marginally on the exact form of the
DOS. It should be stressed that, if we were interested in substrate observables like STM spectra far from the impurity,
there would be a need for a more thorough modeling of the conduction bands and the tunneling parameters Vτ .

It is worth to mention that, in the Kondo regime, the Anderson Hamiltonian (S1) can be exactly mapped to the
Kondo Hamiltonian (1) by means of the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation4, with Kondo exchange interactions given
by Jτ = 4V 2

τ /U . Potential scattering is absent due to the particle-hole symmetry. We have numerically verified
the agreement between the predictions for both Hamiltonians. Although the Kondo model is simpler because of its
reduced local Hilbert space, it is better to work with the auxiliar Hamiltonian (S1) in order to clearly interpret the
Friedel sum rules, which involves the computation of the localized spin-orbital occupancies 〈nτσ〉.

Conservation laws for the Anderson Hamiltonian

The Hamiltonian HA commutes with the total electron number per orbital

Nτ =
∑
kσ

nkτσ +
∑
σ

nτσ (S8)

(nkτσ ≡ c†kτσckτσ) and with the total electron number per spin

Nσ =
∑
kτ

nkτσ +
∑
τ

nτσ. (S9)

Consequently, the system conserves the total electron number,

N =
∑
τσ

Nτσ, (S10)

the total spin projection along the z direction,

Stot
z =

1

2

∑
τσ

σNτσ, (S11)
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and the total orbital isospin

Tz =
∑
τσ

τNτσ. (S12)

As there are no spin-orbit couplings and the magnetic field B is along the single-ion anisotropy axis z, the Hamil-
tonian HA also commutes with the total spin

S2 =
1

2
(S+S− + S−S+) + (Sz)

2
, (S13)

where S+ =
∑
τ

(∑
k c
†
kτ↑ckτ↓ + d†τ↑dτ↓

)
, S− = (S+)†. It is worth to mention that if the single-particle energies εkτσ

and ετσ in H0 were arbitrary, the total spin S2 would commute with HA only if the relations εµτ↑−εµτ↓ = εµ′τ ′↑−εµ′τ ′↓
hold for all µ, µ′ = k, d; τ, τ ′ = 1,−1.

Supplementary Note 2: Generalized Friedel sum rules

Green’s functions and electron occupation numbers

Under the conservation laws (S11), (S12), it can be shown by means of the Lehmann representation that all the
single-particle Green’s functions (GF) of HA ,

Gkk
′

τστ ′σ′ ≡<< ckτσ|c†k′τ ′σ′ >>, Gkdτστ ′σ′ ≡<< ckτσ|d†τ ′σ′ >>,

Gdk
′

τστ ′σ′ ≡<< dτσ|c†k′τ ′σ′ >>, Gdτστ ′σ′ ≡<< dτσ|d†τ ′σ′ >>,

are diagonal in spin and orbital indices. Thus, the GF matrix is block diagonal:

G =

 G1↑ 0 0 0
0 G1↓ 0 0
0 0 G−1↑ 0
0 0 0 G−1↓

 , (S14)

where the block indices run over the conduction electron momenta and the impurity, that is, over the set I ≡
{k1, k2, · · · , d}.

As the interaction terms involve only the impurity degrees of freedom, we can express the conduction-band and
mixed Green’s functions in terms of the impurity GF Gd using the equations of motion. We have

Gkk
′

τσ = gkτ + |Vτ |2gkτGdτσgk′τ ,
Gkdτσ = VτgkτG

d
τσ, (S15)

Gdk
′

τσ = V ∗τ gk′τG
d
τσ,

where

gkτ =
1

z − εkτ
. (S16)

The total electron numbers per spin and per orbital can be expressed as the complex-plane contour integrals5

〈Nτσ〉 =

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)Tr Gτσ(z), (S17)

where nF is the Fermi function and the contour Γ, shown in Supplementary Fig. 1, encloses all the poles of the GF
matrix (along the real axis) and none of the poles of nF (along the imaginary axis). Using (S14) and (S15), we get

Tr Gτσ(z) =
∑
k

Gkkτσ(z) +Gdτσ(z) =
∑
k

gkτ +
∑
k

|Vτ |2

(z − εkτ )2
Gdτσ(z) +Gdτσ(z). (S18)
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Supplementary Fig. 1: Integration contours in the complex plane. a) Γ encloses all the real axis; b) Γ0, the origin of

the complex plane, and Γ−, the negative real axis. The dots represent the fermionic Matsubara frequencies iωn = i (2n+1)π
β

.

If we define the complex hybridization function

Γτ (z) ≡
∑
k

|Vτ |2

z − εkτ
, (S19)

then

Tr Gτσ(z) =
∑
k

1

z − εkτ
+

(
1− ∂Γτ (z)

∂z

)
Gdτσ(z). (S20)

Now we re-express the trace of the GF matrix in terms only of impurity functions (GF and self-energy). Using the
formula16

detGτσ =

(∏
k

gkτ

)
Gdτσ, (S21)

and the impurity Dyson equation

(Gdτσ)−1 = z − ετσ − Γτ (z)− Σdτσ(z), (S22)

where Σdτσ is the impurity self-energy due to the interaction terms (S6), we obtain

∂ ln detG−1
τσ

∂z
=
∑
k

∂ ln g−1
kτ

∂z
+
∂ ln(Gdτσ)−1

∂z
=
∑
k

gkτ +

(
1− ∂Γτ

∂z
− ∂Σdτσ

∂z

)
Gdτσ. (S23)

Therefore,

Tr Gτσ =
∂ ln detG−1

τσ

∂z
+Gdτσ(z)

∂Σdτσ(z)

∂z
, (S24)

and the electron numbers are given by

〈Nτσ〉 =

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)

∂ ln detG−1
τσ

∂z
+

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)Gdτσ(z)

∂Σdτσ(z)

∂z
. (S25)

Generalized Friedel sum rules and Luttinger integrals

Here, we generalize the Friedel sum rules for multiorbital models using the conservation laws studied by Yoshimori
and Zawadowski6. The first integral in the Supplementary Eq. (S25) for the electron numbers can be rewritten, using
(S23), as ∑

k

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)gkτ (z) +

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)

∂ ln(Gdτσ)−1

∂z
≡ 〈N c(0)

τσ 〉+

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)

∂ ln(Gdτσ)−1

∂z
, (S26)
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where 〈N c(0)
τσ 〉 are the conduction electron numbers in the absence of the impurity. In the wide-band limit, the number

of conduction electrons remains unaltered when the impurity is introduced. As a consequence 〈Nτσ〉−〈N c(0)
τσ 〉 = 〈nτσ〉.

On the other hand, the last integral in (S26), in the zero temperature limit, is

lim
T→0

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)

∂ ln(Gdτσ)−1

∂z
= − 1

π
Im

∫ 0

−∞

∂ ln(Gdτσ)−1

∂ω
dω =

1

π
Im lnGdτσ(0)− 1

π
Im lnGdτσ(−∞) =

δτσ
π
, (S27)

where we have defined the (Fermi level) phase shift δτσ
7 through

Gdτσ(0) = −|Gdτσ(0)|eiδτσ .

Putting all these ingredients together we obtain the generalized Friedel sum rules, that relate the quasiparticle phase
shifts and the impurity occupancies at zero T ,

δτσ = π〈nτσ〉+ Iτσ, (S28)

with the Luttinger integrals Iτσ
8 defined as

Iτσ = Im

∫ 0

−∞
Gdτσ

∂Σdτσ
∂ω

dω. (S29)

Until very recently, it had been considered that the vanishing of the Luttinger integrals represents one of the hallmarks
of Fermi liquid phases7,8. In this way, the (ordinary) Friedel sum rules state that the quasiparticle phase shifts are
simply the impurity occupancies divided by π, as it was known from the fifties. However, in the last two years, it was
shown that, for certain single-impurity9,10 and two-impurity11,12 models, the Luttinger integrals can take the discrete
values ±π/2 in the so-called non-Landau Fermi liquids (NLFL), that is, Fermi liquid phases that are not adiabatically
connected with their non-interacting counterparts9. In this work we have found that an iron phthalocyanine molecule
on Au(111) behaves as a NLFL in the absence of an applied magnetic field, while for B 6= 0 it is an “ordinary” Fermi
liquid, but with non-zero Luttinger integrals that change continuosly with B. So, we have shown that there are Fermi
liquids in which the Friedel sum rules (S28) holds only in its generalized version with non-zero (continuous) Luttinger
integrals.

As the impurity spectral function at the Fermi level is

ρτσ(0) = − 1

π
ImGdτσ(0) =

1

π
|Gdτσ(0)| sin(δτσ), (S30)

for a Fermi liquid whose low (but finite) energy behavior is characterized by ImΣdτσ ∝ −aω2 (a > 0). This results
in |Gdτσ(ω → 0)| = sin δτσ/∆τ . Consequently, the Friedel sum rule for spectral functions, valid for Fermi liquids, is
given by

ρτσ(0) =
1

π∆τ
sin2 δτσ. (S31)

The above argument remains valid if the imaginary part of the self-energy has a Dirac δ centered exactly at the Fermi
level, as it happens in the NLFL9 where ImΣdτσ = −aω2 − bδ(ω). The generalized Friedel sum rule for the spectral
funcion ρτσ(ω → 0) (S31) therefore holds even for the NLFL.

Topological interpretation of the Luttinger integrals

Here, we demonstrate that for certain Anderson impurity models (single-orbital, degenerate two-orbital with an
arbitrary magnetic field, non-equivalent two-orbital model without magnetic field), the Luttinger integrals have a
topological nature. For this purpose, we turn off the interactions of the Anderson Hamiltonian HA. The total electron
numbers can change as the interactions are turned off. Using (S25) the electron numbers in the non-interacting case
are

〈Nτσ〉0 =

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)

∂ ln det(G(0)
τσ)−1

∂z
, (S32)

where G(0)
τσ are the non-interacting GF block matrices. One should not confound these electron numbers, corre-

sponding to the non-interacting Anderson model (H = H0, i.e. setting Hint = 0) with the impurity still hybridized
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with the conduction channels, with the previously defined 〈N c(0)
τσ 〉 (Supplementary Eq. S26) that correspond to the

conduction electron numbers for the case of decoupled impurity (i.e., setting Hhyb = 0).
From (S25) and (S32), we obtain

〈Nτσ〉 − 〈Nτσ〉0 =

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)

∂ lnDτσ

∂z
+

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)Gdτσ(z)

∂Σdτσ(z)

∂z
, (S33)

where we have defined the scalar function

Dτσ(z) =
detG(0)

τσ

detGτσ
. (S34)

Taking into account (S21), its expression is simplied to

Dτσ(z) =
G
d(0)
τσ (z)

Gdτσ(z)
. (S35)

For T → 0, it can be shown13 that the integral

nD(Γ) ≡
∮

Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)

∂ lnDτσ

∂z
(S36)

is a winding number. When T → 0, the vanishing of the Fermi function for Re z > 0 turns Γ into the curve Γ− ∪ Γ0

that encircle only the negative real axis and the origin (see Supplementary Fig. 1), and

nD(Γ) → nD(Γ−) +
1

2
nD(Γ0) =

=

∮
Γ−

dz

2πi

∂ lnDτσ(z)

∂z
+

1

2

∮
Γ0

dz

2πi

∂ lnDτσ(z)

∂z
= (S37)

=
1

2πi

∮
DΓ−

dDτσ

Dτσ
+

1

2
× 1

2πi

∮
DΓ0

dDτσ

Dτσ
,

where DΓ− (DΓ0
) is the closed curve that describes D(z), as z goes along Γ− (Γ0) in the complex plane (Re D, Im D).

nD(Γ−), nD(Γ0) are the winding numbers of D around the origin for paths Γ− and Γ0, respectively. These numbers
are integer (positive if D winds counterclockwise around the origin, negative in the other direction). The 1/2 factor
that multiply nD(Γ0) comes from nF (z = 0) = 1

2 .

In the T → 0 limit we can use the relations5

lim
T→0

∮
Γ

dz

2πi
nF (z)F (z) = − 1

π
Im

∫ 0

−∞
F (ω)dω (S38)

to get, from (S33),

〈Nτσ〉 − 〈Nτσ〉0 = − 1

π
Im

∫ 0

−∞

∂ lnDτσ

∂ω
dω − 1

π
Iτσ. (S39)

The integral can be expressed in terms of winding numbers (S37), that is,

〈Nτσ〉 − 〈Nτσ〉0 = nD(Γ−) +
1

2
nD(Γ0)− 1

π
Iτσ. (S40)

From this we deduce that if the total electron numbers do not change when the interactions are turned off, the
Luttinger integrals only take discrete values that are multiples of π/2:

Iτσ = πnD(Γ−) +
π

2
nD(Γ0). (S41)

Note that nD(Γ0) is different from zero if D(z) has a zero or a pole at z = 0. For example, if D(z) = z or 1/z and we
take Γ0 as a circle of radius R centered in the origin, then

nD(Γ0) =
1

2πi
lim
R→0

∮
Γ0(R)

dD

D
=

1

2πi

∫ 2π

0

(±i)Re±iθdθ
Re±iθ

= ±1. (S42)
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Effective one-body Hamiltonian

If, as it can in general be expected, 〈Nτσ〉 6= 〈Nτσ〉0, we can try to tune the effective impurity one-body energies
(chemical potential, magnetic field, crystal-field) in order to force the same interacting and non-interacting electron
numbers. If this is possible, we will show that the Luttinger integrals keep their topological nature. We define an
effective one-body impurity Hamiltonian H̃d

H̃d =
∑
τσ

(
ε̃− σ

2
B̃ + τC̃

)
nτσ ≡

∑
τσ

ε̃τσnτσ. (S43)

The dependence of the single-particle energy ε̃τσ on σ and τ is dictated by the requirement that the effective Hamil-
tonian obey the same conservation laws (see Supplementary Note 1) as the original Anderson Hamiltonian.

To go further we re-arrange the non-interacting and interacting terms of the impurity Hamiltonian:

Himp = Hd +Hint = H̃d + H̃int, (S44)

with

H̃d =
∑
τσ

ε̃τσnτσ = Hd +
∑
τσ

(ε̃τσ − ετσ)nτσ, (S45)

while

H̃int = Hint +
∑
τσ

(ετσ − ε̃dτσ)nτσ. (S46)

As the Hamiltonian remains unaltered, the impurity Green function does not change. However, there is a rearrange-
ment of its “non-interacting” and “interacting” contributions:

(Gdτσ)−1 = (Gd(0)
τσ )−1 − Σdτσ = z − ετσ − Γτ − Σdτσ = (S47)

= z − ε̃τσ − Γτ − Σdτσ + (ε̃τσ − ετσ) = (G̃d(0)
τσ )−1 − Σ̃dτσ, (S48)

where the renormalized self-energy is defined as the original one shifted by a constant real number (a Hartree contri-
bution to the self-energy):

Σ̃dτσ = Σdτσ + (ε̃τσ − ετσ). (S49)

We can see that the renormalization does not change the Luttinger integrals

Ĩτσ = Im

∫ 0

−∞
Gdτσ

∂Σ̃dτσ
∂ω

dω = Iτσ, (S50)

as the constant shift of the self-energy is irrelevant due to the derivative.
Therefore, if we are able to tune the effective parameters so that all the “effective non-interacting” electron numbers

coincide with the interacting ones, that is

〈Nτσ〉 = 〈Ñτσ〉
0
, (S51)

then, the topological relation between the Luttinger integrals and the winding numbers

Iτσ = −Im

∫ 0

−∞

∂ ln D̃τσ

∂ω
dω = πnD̃(Γ−) +

π

2
nD̃(Γ0), (S52)

is still valid, with

D̃τσ =
G̃
d(0)
τσ

Gdτσ
. (S53)

The possibility to satisfy the electron number conditions 〈Nτσ〉 = 〈Ñτσ〉0 for an Anderson Hamiltonian by tuning
the effective non-interacting parameters, depends in how many conditions we must enforce, and how many effective
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parameters we have at our disposal for this purpose. For a single orbital Anderson model under a magnetic field,
there are only two electron conduction numbers conditions, i.e. Summplementary Eq. (S51) for σ =↑ and σ =↓, to

satisfy and we can use two effective parameters (ε̃, B̃). Therefore, the conditions can be satisfied and the Luttinger
integrals have a topological nature. For a degenerate two-orbital Anderson model, even under a magnetic field,
〈N1σ〉 = 〈N−1σ〉 always holds due to the degeneracy. As a consequence, there are again two electron conduction
numbers conditions, and both can be satisfied by tuning the effective parameters. Finally, for the Anderson model
corresponding to FePc on Au(111), there are two non-equivalent orbitals. If B = 0, the spin symmetry 〈Nτ↑〉 = 〈Nτ↓〉
reduces the electron number conditions to two, and, hence, they can be satisfied. However, in the presence of a finite
magnetic field, there are four different electron number conditions 〈Nτσ〉 = 〈Ñτσ〉0 with only three parameters at our

disposal (ε̃, B̃, C̃). Therefore, it would be impossible to make this fit for all the electron numbers. In this last case,
the individual Luttinger integrals may not have a topological (discrete) nature. In fact, numerically we have found
that Iτσ change continuosly with B, and that this behavior is essential to understand the experimental STM spectra
of FePc on Au(111) under a magnetic field.

Even though each individual Luttinger integral loses its topological nature for the non-equivalent two-channel
Anderson Hamiltonian (S1), in the next section, we will demonstrate that, due to the conservation laws, certain linear
combinations of Luttinger integrals do have a topological character.

Conservation laws and topological numbers

As already mentioned, for the non-degenerate two-orbital Anderson model, it is impossible to match the interacting
and non-interacting electron number for each spin-orbital separately. However, with the help of the three effective
parameters: chemical potencial ε̃, magnetic field B̃, and crystal field C̃, using the non-interacting GF’s corresponding
to the effective non-interacting Anderson Hamiltonian

G̃d(0)
τσ =

1

ω + i0+ − ε̃− σ B̃2 + τC̃ − Γτ (ω)
,

we can match, between the interacting and non-interacting models, the three conserved quantities (see Supplemen-
tary Note 1):

i) the total electron number N

N −
∑
τσ

〈N c(0)
τσ 〉 ≡

∑
τσ

〈nτσ〉 =
∑
τσ

〈ñτσ〉0 = − 1

π

∑
τσ

arctan

(
∆τ

ε̃− σ B̃2 + τC̃

)
. (S54)

ii) the total Stot
z

Stot
z =

1

2

∑
τσ

σ〈nτσ〉 =
1

2

∑
τσ

σ〈ñτσ〉0 = − 1

2π

∑
τσ

σ arctan

(
∆τ

ε̃− σ B̃2 + τC̃

)
, (S55)

and, iii) the total orbital isospin Tz

Tz ≡ N1 −N−1 ≡
∑
τσ

τ〈nτσ〉 =
∑
τσ

τ〈ñτσ〉0 = − 1

π

∑
τσ

τ arctan

(
∆τ

ε̃− σ B̃2 + τC̃

)
. (S56)

In this way, we can show that the following linear combination of Luttinger integrals

T ≡
∑
τσ

Iτσ = −
∑
τσ

Im

∫ 0

−∞

∂ ln D̃τσ

∂ω
dω, (S57)

Tσ ≡
∑
τσ

σIτσ = −
∑
τσ

σ Im

∫ 0

−∞

∂ ln D̃τσ

∂ω
dω, (S58)

Tτ ≡
∑
τσ

τIτσ = −
∑
τσ

τ Im

∫ 0

−∞

∂ ln D̃τσ

∂ω
dω, (S59)

(S60)
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are topological numbers, as the left hand integrals can be expressed in terms of winding numbers. By the numerical
NRG computation of the Luttinger integrals, we have found that, for the model describing FePc on Au(111), Tσ =
Tτ = 0. Meanwhile T takes the non-trivial topological value 2π for D > Dc and B = 0 and goes to zero when the
magnetic field is turned on, signalling a topological transition from a NLFL to an OFL (with non-zero Luttinger
integral) as a function of the applied magnetic field.

Supplementary Note 3: Magnetic field dependence of the impurity self-energy

Taking into account that Tτ = Tσ = 0, the Luttinger integrals can be expressed as

I1↑ = I−1↓ = I0 − α(D,B), I1↓ = I−1↑ = I0 + α(D,B), (S61)

where I0 = T/4 has a topological (discrete) nature, while α(D,B) is the non-topological component of the Luttinger
integrals. For B = 0 (D > Dc) all the Luttinger integrals are equal, Iτσ = π/2. When a small positive B is turned
on, I−1↑(= I1↓) changes continuosly from π/2 while I1↑(= I−1↓) has a jump to −π/2. For B < 0 these behaviors are
reversed. The abrupt change in the Luttinger integrals can be ascribed to the shift of the B = 0 Fermi level pole of
the imaginary part of the self-energies: for Σd1↑,Σ

d
−1↓ a small positive B shifts (and broadens) the pole to negative

energies of the order of −B/2, giving rise to a π change in the Luttinger integral. On the other hand, for Σd1↓,Σ
d
−1↑,

due to the symmetry ImΣdτσ(ω) = ImΣdτ−σ(−ω), the poles go to positive energies. These behaviors for ImΣd1↑, ImΣd−1↓
are displayed in Supplementary Fig. 2.
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Supplementary Fig. 2: Imaginary part of the self-energies. a) Σd1↑ and b) Σd−1↓, close to the Fermi level, for different
magnetic fields. The Anderson Hamiltonian parameters are the same as in the main text, except for D = 1.08Dc.

Supplementary Note 4: Detailed comparison with experiment

In this note, we compare side by side experimental results and our theory for three sets of experiments.

Dependence of the differential conductance as the molecule is separated from the surface

In Supplementary Fig. 3 we represent a set of experimental curves for the differential conductance dI/dV taken
from Ref.1 as the molecule is raised from the surface and compare them with the corresponding spectral density of
the localized states of symmetry 3z2 − r2 in our model. Since the experimental results are affected by a factor that
decays exponentially with the distance between the tip and the surface, which is not included in our model, we have
multiplied them by an arbitrary factor f .

In general, the shapes of experimental and theoretical curves are very similar, except for large separations (top) for
which the theoretical curves are affected by the resolution of the NRG calculations and for small separations (bottom)
for which some admixture of conduction states is expected to influence the conductance and is taken into account by
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Supplementary Fig. 3: Raising molecule from surface. Left: experimental differential conductance as a function of voltage
(taken from Fig. 2 (b) of Ref.1). Right: theoretical spectral density of level 1 as a function of energy, as the molecule is raised
from the surface. The spectral densities plotted are the same as in Fig. 2 of the main text, where a rescaling along the vertical
axis was made for a direct comparison with experimental data.

the factor q in Eq. (8) of the main text. In particular, the comparison when the molecule is on the surface is discussed
below including this factor.

Differential conductance for different temperatures

In Supplementary Fig. 4 we compare experiment (taken mainly from Ref.15) and theory for the differential con-
ductance dI/dV at different temperatures. The trend of experimental and theoretical curves is very similar. The
theoretical curves have a steeper downwards slope for positive voltage, and in the experiment the maximum in dI/dV
for positive voltage is larger than the relative maximum for negative voltage. Both features might be related with
the effect of subtraction of a background or other features of a particular experiment. At the lowest experimental
temperature (0.4 K) we also show the experimental curve taken from Fig. 1 (c) of Ref.2. This allows the reader to
grasp some experimental uncertainties.

Differential conductance for different magnetic fields

In Supplementary Fig. 5 we compare the experimental results for dI/dV (also taken from Ref.15) and theory for
different magnetic fields, assuming a gyromagnetic factor g = 2, inside the range of uncertainty of values reported in
the supplemental material of Refs.1,15. Taking into account the features mentioned above related with experimental
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Supplementary Fig. 4: Temperature dependence. Left: experimental differential conductance as a function of voltage for
several temperatures. Curves with different type of lines are taken from Fig. 2 (b) of Ref.15 and data in dots (T = 0.4K) is
taken with permission from Fig. 1 (c) of Ref.2. Right: temperature dependence of the differential conductance as a function of
voltage as in Fig. 3 of the main text with a vertical displacement for a better comparison with the left panel.

uncertainties, and the absence of alternative physical explanations, the agreement is very good.
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