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Weak-coupling approaches to the pairing problem in the iruintide superconductors have predicted a wide
variety of superconducting ground states. We argue hetedhisais due both to the inadequacy of certain ap-
proximations to the effective low-energy band structurel o the natural near-degeneracy of different pairing
channels in superconductors with many distinct Fermi serfheets. In particular, we review attempts to con-
struct two-orbital effective band models, the argumenttii@ir fundamental inconsistency with the symmetry
of these materials, and compare the dynamical suscepébitf two and five-orbital tight-binding models. We
then present results for the magnetic properties, painitegactions, and pairing instabilities within a five-oabit
tight-binding Random Phase Approximation model. We dis¢he robustness of these results for different dop-
ings, interaction strengths, and variations in band stirectWithin the parameter space explored, an anisotropic,
sign-changings-wave (A:,) state and al,»_,2 (B1,) State are nearly degenerate, due to the near nesting of
Fermi surface sheets.

PACS numbers: 74.70.-b,74.25.Ha,74.25.Jb,74.25.Kc
I. INTRODUCTION

The undoped Fe-pnictides are semi-metallic materials
which exhibit structural and spin density wave (SDW) anti-
ferromagnetic transitions. Photoemissi@nd density func-
tional theory (DFT) calculatiod$#:>find that over an energy
range near the Fermi energy the electron bands are made of
states from the Fe-pnictide layers (Hig. 1) of predominantl
Fe character. The two dimensional nature of these layers is
such that the Fermi surfaces consist of hole cylinders afoun
the I' point and electron cylinders around thé¢ point of
the 2 Fe/cell Brillouin zone (see Fif] 2). In the undoped
system, the near nesting of the hole and electron Fermi sur-
faces can give rise to a colinear antiferromagneticallyozd
state within a weak coupling approximatfprand this state
has been confirmed in neutron experiméntsn both the
electron and hole doped cases, superconductivity appears i
proximity to or coexists with the antiferromagnetic SDW or-
der 8210 |tis therefore natural to consider the possibility that
spin fluctuations provide the pairing mechanism and various
random phagé12131415RPA), fluctuating exchang@l’:18  FIG. 1: (Color c_)nline) The crystal structure of LaOFeAs shraythe
(FLEX) and renormalization grodp calculations have been F&-As layers with an Fe square lattice (red) and As atom#ofygin
reported. These have made use of different approximatiorfsPyramidal configuration above and below the Fe plane.
to the band structure and obtained a variety of different gap
structures.

At the same time, various experimental probes of differ-ne€d to isolate which of the apparently small differenceién

ent Fe-pnictides appear to indicate quite different symiest Various approaches is responsible for the different resid
of the order paramet&22:23.24.25.26.27.28.29.3031 %5 discussed tained. The reward for such an effort may be considerable,

below, there is a real possibility that different symmetrige ~ Since the evidence suggests that correlation effects isethe
realized in different materials. It is therefore importemtn- ~ Materials may be modest compared to the cuprates, raising
vestigate the origin of the discrepancies among the variou)€ possibility of a quantitative theory of the supercortahae
theories with regard to their predictions for the supercmtd ~ State.

ing ground state. In the case of the cuprates, where a single Here we describe the results of an RPA calculation of the
Cu-0O hybridized band predominates at the Fermi surface, difpair coupling strength and the momentum dependence of the
ferent methods and band structures all lead-teave pairing.  gap function for a multiorbital tight binding parametriat

If the situation is qualitatively different in the Fe-prithés, we  of a DFT band structure for the LaOFeAs material by @ao
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FIG. 2: (Color online) The Fermi surface for LaOFFeAs found i M XMy

Ref.[4.

FIG. 3: (Color online) (a) Effective Brillouin zone for FesRight-

al 4. We begin in Sedl by discussing the two orbital mode|inding model; (b) Correct zone. In (a) the dashed blacksimews

for the electronic structure of the pnictides that was idticed 1€ boundaries of the correct zone, the dashed blue linag e
. two disconnected pieces of the path that have to be addeddagi

by some of the present authors and has been studied by vals ; :

. . . . . orresponding path in (b).

ious groups, along with some of the inconsistencies associ-

ated with this approach. In Sécllll, we discuss our resolts f

the electronic structure using a five-orbital fit to DFT. Then  pand model can be written as

Sec[TV we examine the spin and orbital susceptibilities and

the effective pairing interaction for both models. In $elcaw Hy = Z U (e (k) — p) 1+ e— (k)73 + €ay(k)T1] ko

effective pairing interaction strengthand gap functiory (k) ko

are introduced and in Sdc.1VI we discuss our results\fand ) ) N . _(1)

g(k). In Sec[VIl, we examine the spatial and orbital structureHere,7; are Pauli matrices and,, = (d;, (k). Sl’g;a(k)‘? Is a

of the pairing interaction and the resulting pairs. Our ¢anc two-componentfield which describes the twh " and “d,,."

sions and comparison with previous work are contained in th&rbitals. The energies; (k) ande,,, (k) are parameterized in

final sectior VIII. terms of four hopping parametets
er(k) = —(t1 + t2)(cosky + cosky) — 4ts cos ky cos ky
ll. TWO-ORBITAL MODEL e-(k) = —(tr —ta)(cos kg — cosky) )

€ay(k) = —4tysink,sink,

Effective models of the band structure based entirely omjagonalizing#, one has
Fe orbitals should be possible because DFT tells us that the
states due to the As 4p orbitals are located approximately 2 Voo (k) = Z as (k) e (k) ©)
eV below the Fermilevel. The As orbitals allow for hybridiza ot
tion with the Fe 3d states, however, and therefore an efecti . )
Fe-Fe hopping Hamiltonian can be constructed, provided thEl€re, 7.+ (k) destroys an electron in the = + band with
symmetries of the entire FeAs layer are respected. It is corsPino and
ceptually simplest to work therefore with a square lattiéégaw

[N

sites corresponding to Fe atoms and introduce a set of effec- 1 e (k)
tive hoppings between these sites. If the primitive unitisel a’ (k) = B 1+ > =a’ (k)
taken to be a square containing a single Fe atom, the effec- €2 (k) + €3, (k)

tive Brillouin zone is the square shown in Hig. 3a. Since the

=

true primitive unit cell contains two Fe atoms, the true Bril 1 e_(k)

louin zone is smaller by a factor of two, as shown in Eig. 3b. @%(k) = B} I- = —a"(k)
The Fermi surface in the correct small zone should be ob- i 2 (k) + €2, (k)

tained from the effective large zone by folding the effeetiv (4)

zone about the black dashed lines in [Elg. 3a. Sheets around
the M point in Fig.[3a thus correspond to sheets aroundthe  With the addition of a chemical potential the Hamiltonian

pointin Fig[3b. takes the following form

In Qi et al.X?, a 2-orbital tight binding model was used to
carry out an RPA calculation of the spin and orbital fluctua- Hy =YY" (By(k) = 1) vy (k)00 (k) (5)
tion pairing interaction. Here we briefly describe this mlode ko v==%

and discuss why it is insufficient to approximate the full @an
structure, especially with regard to the correct orbitaightes 5 ) ) )
along the Fermi surface sheets. The Hamiltonian for the twa/€- (k) + €3, (k). Measuring energy in units of,|, for

where the band energies ar&i (k) = (k) £



t1 = —1,ty = 1.3, t3 = t4 = —0.85 andu = 1.5 we

exhibit the Fermi surface in Fif] 4, displayed in the large ef

fective zone. To obtain the corresponding Fermi surfacken t 7 |

small zone, a folding across the line joinifwg, 0) and(0, 7)

is required, as discussed above. o
The Fermi surfaces; around(0,0) andasy around(r, ) 3

are hole pockets associated wih (k¢) = 0 and thes; and

B2 Fermi surfaces aroun(dr, 0) and(0, 7) are electron pock- <> F i
. &
0

N/

ets fromE, (kf) = 0. We note that the displacement of the
ao Fermi surface from th&'-point to (r, 7) is an artifact of
the 2-orbital approximation. As shown by various DFT calcu-
lations®*:> and noted by Lee and W the orbital states that
have significant weight near th Fermi surfaces include, in kia

addition to thel,.. andd, . orbitals, ad,., orbital. In addition, _ ) _

while the Fermi surface sheets shown in . 4 fold down toF!G- 4: (Color online) Fermi surface for the 2-orbital.-d, . model
give two hole Fermi surfaces around fhpoint of the 2Fe/cell ~ With 1 = 1.5 showing thea; FS sheet arouné = (, 7) rather
Brillouin zone, there should in fact be two hole Fermi sueac than groundc = .(O, 0). The orbital contributions of the band states
around thd” point of the large, effective Brillouin zone. This thzt;e on the different FS sheets are shown color coded:(red)

is known from the wave functions found in the band structure'an v- (green).
calculations. Finally, the 2-orbital model lacks the flgkkiip

to fit the Fermi velocities found in the band structure cadeul
tions, giving Fermi velocities on the electrgri-ermi surfaces
that are anomalously small compared to the velocities on th
hole Fermi surfaces.

with the parameters for a 5 band tight binding fit of the DFT
band structure by Caet al. are listed in the appendix. A
Siagonalization of this Hamiltonian yields the eigeneimesg
and the matrix elements analogously to the two band case dis-
cussed above.

1. 5-ORBITAL MODEL In Fig.[3 (a), we have plotted the resulting band structure
in the backfolded “small” Brillouin zone while the Fermi sur
o . face sheets for zero doping are shown in Elg. 5 (b). The col-
In principle, one could capture the correct behavior near th ors correspond to the dominant orbital weight of each band

a andg Fermi surface sheets by treating a 3-orbital, d,, ., . .
d,, model. However, with short range hoppings, this loadd” momentum space. The gray lines represent the DFT band

to the appearance of an extra unphysical Fermi surface andstructure_ by Cact al. and the comparison shows, that the

fourth orbital is required to remove® In addition, recent . band fit approximately reproduces the DFT bands, espe-

theoretical calculations using 5 Wannier d-orbits 'per fe si cially in the vicinity of the Fermi level. It 'S ObV'.Ou.S thae

find that one can obtain an excellent representation of e el Ay contn_butlon pl_ays an important role in building up the
electron-like Fermi surfaces?(sheets) around th&/ point

tronic structure within a2V window of the Fermi energs: of the “small” Brillouin zone. In the unfolded Brillouin zen

Furtherm_ore, the values of_the Cqulomb interaction parame-Fig'IB (b) thed.,., orbital andd, . (d,.) orbital contribute the
ters obtained for the Wannier basis are such that the avera minant weiahts to the band states at fhé3,) Fermi sur-
Coulomb interaction is small compared to the bandwidth, im- g T2

ving that one is dealing with a weakly counled sv<tm face. To confirm this we also show the orbital weights as a
piying t ne | Ing wi Wweakly coup YStE function of the winding angle on the different Fermi surface
At this point it therefore seems best to use all fiverbitals in Fig.@
in developing a tight-binding modél Here, using a Slater- -8
Koster based parametrization which respects the symmetry o
the FeAs layers, we fit a five-orbitad (., d,., dyy, dy2_,2,
andds.-_,-) tight binding model to the DFT band structure V. THE SPIN AND CHARGE SUSCEPTIBILITIES
determined by Caet al 4. We will use an orbital basis that is
aligned parallel to the nearest neighbor Fe-Fe directitrera A. Noninteracting susceptibilities
than the Fe-As direction. With this choice we avoid the ne-

cessity of introducing a second, rotated coordinate system | this section we examine the RPA enhanced spin and
addition to the one that is used to describe the single Fe uniiharge susceptibilities for the multiorbital model that ive

cell. o ~ troduced in the previous section. The spin operator for an
The Hamiltonian for the 5 band model takes the following gpital s is defined as
form
- 1 ~
Ho = 3" (€nn(k) + €mmn) dhyo ()dno (k) (6) Ss(@) = 5 D dla(k + 0)Fapdsp (k) Y
ko mn k,af3

Here d:rrn,a(k) creates a particle with momentuknand spin  wherea and g are spin indices. The spin susceptibility can
o in the orbitalm. The kinetic energy term§,,.,(k) together  then be calculated from the Matsubara spin-spin correlatio
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FIG. 5: (Color online) (a) The backfolded band structuretfo 5 8

band model witH", X, and M denoting the symmetry points in the Pa( g — wT T

real Brillouin zone corresponding to the 2 Fe unit cell. Thaim Xt (@ 1) /o dre % 2’;<T7dpa(k’ﬂ (1)
orbital contributions are shown by the following color$; . (red), “

dy- (green),d., (yellow), d,>_,» (blue), ds.>_,» (magenta), and dga(k + q,T)dL@(k/,O)dtﬁ(k/ —q,0))

a strongly hybridizedl,.-d,. band (brown). The gray lines show

the correct DFT band structure calculated by @gal. (b) The FS  Now we can derive an explicit expression for the non-

sheets of the 5 band model for the undoped compound (). interacting susceptibilities from
. 1 . . .
function ot (g, iw) = ~NG Z Gop(k,iwn)Gae(k + q, iwy + iw)
k,yiwn,

I _ - _ o (12)
(x1);(q,iw) = 5/ dr e™7 <TTSS(q,T)St(—q, O)> (8)  whereN is the number of Fe lattice site§,= 1/7, and the
0 spectral representation of the Green'’s function is given as

with 7 the imaginary time ang a Matsubara frequency. Inthe

same way we can define the Fourier component of the charge Gop(k,iwn) Z “ k) (13)
density for the orbitak as iwn — E, (k)
Z dl o (k4 q)dsp(k)dup (9)  Here the matrix elements; (k) = (s|uk) connect the orbital
k.aB and the band space and are the components of the eigenvectors
resulting from the diagonalization of the initial Hamilian.
and we can calculate the charge susceptibility from Performing the Matsubara frequency summation and setting
iw, — w + 10" we find the retarded susceptibility
B _
(x0)i (g.1) = /0 e e 0) 00, Z ap (K)ag (k + q)al (k + q)
Xet \ DW= Ty w—i—E (k+q) — B, (k) +i0"

In a more general formulation the susceptibilities are func
tions of four orbital indices. For the non-interacting case X [f(Eu(k +4q) = [(Eu(k))] (14)



B. Random phase approximation for multiorbital system

Now we consider Coulomb interactions of the electrons or
the same Fe atom in an RPA framework. We distinguish be

tween an intraorbital interactioti of electrons in the same
orbital and an interorbital interaction of electrons infeliént
orbitalsV. We can also take the Hund’s rule coupling into
account that favors the parallel alignment of electronspim
the same ion and is described by an enefgy 0 and the pair
hopping energy denoted h¥/. These interactions are gener-
ated automatically in multiorbital models with general two
body interactions using a Hubbard-type approach restricte
intrasite process&s2%:3 Thus in general one can write

E NijsTit — E Sis . Sit

i,8,tF#s i,8,tF#s

§ § zso’ Cw& Cits Cito

zst;és o

Hznt = Uznz st1is) +

15

(15)

wheren;, = n;« + nisy. We have separated the intraor-
bital exchange/ and “pair hopping” termJ’ for generality,
but note that if they are generated from a single two-bodw ter
they are related by’ = J/2. If we now split the interaction

Hamiltonian into singlet ")), triplet (")) and pair (")
channels, we find
s U vV
Hz(m): = ; |:Z§st + 5(1 - 531&)] NisTit (16)
and
U J .
Hin==3" [12% +20- m] Gisda (A7)

1,8t

whered;; = 2S;,, as well as

-y

1,8t O

T
1nt zsa’czsa'clta'cltg (18)

The RPA susceptibilities are obtained in the form of Dyson-

type equations as

RPA RPA

(xo~ Vet = x5 — 0 AU wixs  (19)
and
PR = XBE 4+ (FPMRe(U*)woxt?, (20)
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FIG. 7: (Color online) The bare spin susceptibility (¢) calculated
for the undoped 5 orbital model without (a,c) and with (bjt§ ma-
trix elements. While (a) and (b) show cuts of the suscejitijtalong
the main symmetry directions, (c) and (d) show the suscéptim
the first quadrant of the effective Brillouin zone.

wherea # b. Our notation of the interaction parametéfs
V, J and.J’ can be compared to the notation in Kubas
U

=T, (21)

whereU, V, J and J’ denote the interaction parameters in-

troduced in Refl_37. In Figl]7 we show results for the static,
homogeneous bare spin susceptibility

1

5 )t (a,0)

xs(a) (22)

as a function ofy in the first quadrant of the effective “large”
Brillouin zone as well as cuts along the main symmetry di-
rections. We compare calculations that have been performed
correctly including the matrix elements to calculationsenen

the matrix elements have been considered to be constant
a; (k)ab* (k) = 1/5, as has been reported in certalminitio
electronic structure calculations. Here we used the fivelban

fit discussed in the previous section and chose a chemical po-

where repeated indices are summed over. Here the non-zei@ntial that corresponds to the undoped compound (). As

components of the matricé&” andU* are given as

3
SJ-v,

(U)aa =U, (U)gs =2V, (U")ap = 1 U =T
and

s\aa s\aa 1 s\a s\ba
(U )aa = U’ (U )bb = 5’] (U )ab - _J+‘/7 (U )ab =J

can be seen from Fi@] 7 the matrix elements play a very im-
portant role by “filtering” special structures @fs(¢) in mo-
mentum space, e.g. suppressing the weight for sgallhe
matrix elements for thel,>_,» andds.>_,> are very small

on the Fermi surfaces (Figl 6) so that the actualg) is re-
duced when these matrix elements are properly taken into ac-
count. Neglecting the matrix elements will lead to a wrong
result and generally to a higher value and more homogeneous
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FIG. 9: (Color online) The RPA enhanced spin susceptibility
xs(Q@,w = 0) as a function of the interaction strength= V for

the electron-doped compound £ 0.125) at two different momenta
Q = (7,0)andQ* = (m,0.167).

pound ¢ = 0.125). This shift can be attributed to an im-
perfect nesting of the: and 3 FS sheets due to the opposite
growth of the electron and hole sheets with doping.
_ . When we finally compare in Fi§] 9 the change of the spin
FIG. 8: (Color online) The RPA enhanced suscept_lbllltlelSL_dated susceptibility as a function of/ for the antiferromagnetic
for the electron-doped compoungd & 0.125). The interaction pa- wave vectorQ = (r,0) to the one for the incommensurate
rameters have been choserlas- V' = 1.65 andJ = 0. (a) and (c) tol0* — ’ 016 find derat d |
are plots of the spin susceptibility, (b) and (d) are plotthefcharge wave vec orR” = (0. W).We Ind a moderate and nearly
linear increase ofs(Q) while xs(Q*) diverges if we ap-

susceptibility. -~
proach the critical value df .

distribution of the susceptibility in momentum space. Impo C. T dependenceof y and (13T~
tant features like th€) = (w, 0)—peak, that is responsible for

the antiferromagnetic SDW instability, can be under- orreve h d d fth . ibil

estimated. ~ The temperature dependence of the magnetic susceptibil-
) - ) ) ) ity and NMR spin-lattice relaxation rate in the paramagneti

For the single band susceptibility the inclusion of interac phase are immediate tests of our RPA calculationdfiy, w).

tions within an RPA approach is known to enhance existingrhe susceptibility of the F-doped LaOFeAs 1111 material

structures in the bare susceptibility @ (¢) approaches 1. yhich we study here has been measured both by direct mag-

In the case of a multiorbital susceptibility with onsiterar-  atization and NMR method&3%4° and found to increase

bital repulsionlU, onsite interorbital repulsiol’ and Hund's  gyasi-linearly up to several hundred degrees K. In addition

rule coupling/ it is not obvious how the different structures znanget al.” have pointed out that this behavior appears

in the spin and in the charge susceptibility are changed by, hold for the 122 class of materials as well, and that the

the variation of these three parameters. For a simplified angiope of the lineaf behavior appears to be roughly doping-

more transparent discussion we will first study the suseeptijngependedt. Within our theory, we can calculate the homo-

bility as a function ofU' and we will choose)” = U and  geneous, static bare spin susceptibility by summing oviessp

J = J = 0. In Fig.[8 we compare the spin and charge sus4q using Eq22. AT = 0 it reduces to

ceptibilities of the electron-doped compound with= 0.125

for a value ofU' = 1.65 that is chosen such that the main Yo = 2xs = 2ZNU(0), (23)

peaks in the spin susceptibility are considerably enhanced ~

Here, as elsewhere in this paper, energy units are in eV. For

this value ofU we find that the charge susceptibility is more which is of course just the Pauli susceptibility proportibn

than one order of magnitude smaller than the spin susckptibito the total density of states at the Fermi lev&l,(0) is the

ity. In addition the charge susceptibility has no pronouhce single-spin density of states at the Fermi level in band

structures in momentum space whereas the spin susceptibiliAt finite temperatures one might assume that the susceptibil

shows two distinct peaks betweén, 0) and (7, 7). While ity of an itinerant electron system should decrease. This is

in the undoped compound (see Hiyj. 7) we find the main peathe usual case for a single parabolic band, but in the presenc

in the spin susceptibility at the antiferromagnetic wave-ve of band structure effects the susceptibility may first iase

tor @ = (m,0) (corresponding tdx, ) in the “small” BZ)  For example, in a single band system the band structure en-

we observe a shift of this peak towards an incommensuraters in a simple way ago(7) ~ x0(0) + [(N”(0)N(0) —

wave vectorQ* = (m,0.167) in the electron-doped com- N’(0)?)/N(0)?]T?, whereN’, N, are the derivatives of the
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of rapidly varying density of states, so one may expectthe T T
dependence of the susceptibility to differ from the textboo
results. FIG. 11: (Color online) The NMR relaxation rate in units of

We now plot in Fig['ID the temperature dependence of botleV—2Fe™! as a function of temperatut for two different dopings
o and the RPA enhancedfor the undoped and doped cases, and with the same set of interaction parameters and linesatin
for a particular choice of interaction parameters. It isnsee Fig.[I0. Panels (a) and (b) represent= 0 andz = 0.125, respec-
that in both the doped and undoped cases, the susceptibilityyely. for form factorA(q) = 1. Panels (c) and (d) represent= 0
indeed increases quasilinearly over the experimentalirin andz = 0.125 for A(q) = cos ¢z /2 cos g, /2.
esting range of 100 to 500K. This qualitative result appears
to be relatively independent of the choice of interaction pa

rameters since it arises from the band structure. The RPA en-

hancement for the cases shown is of order 30%. While thigmdd(b) we taéeﬁfohypgrfine form fa(_:tor oLtW'e':F_mfcleusd di
factor increases as one approaches the criticat which the usede.g. in ke to be constant, since the F is located di-

Stoner instability is reached, it cannot increase draralyic rectly above the Fe in the LOFFA material. In panels (c) and
because for the electronic structure of the current motlel, t (d), we have modelled the fqrm factor of tfigAs nucleus as
instability at largeg occurs first. Thus a large enhancement‘1(Q) = c0s ¢z/2 cos g, /2, which suppresses the,(0) fluctu-
(Ref[42) of they — (0, 0) susceptibility does not occur in this ations, since the As atom is in the center of a square congini
model. We conclude that the observed susceptibility costai four Fe.
a significant temperature-independent interband or vankvle  FiguresID an@11 are intended to show some of the de-
component which is not included in the; calculated here. pendence of the susceptibility afgi ' on interaction param-
Similar conclusions were reached by the authors of[Ref. 39. eters for a few cases. The trends are qualitatively simdar t
We also calculated the NMR relaxation rafeg 7, T') thatis  experiment®:2°:40 although the increase with increasing tem-
proportional to to the imaginary part of the localijtegrated) perature for both quantities found here is somewhat weaker
spin susceptibility than observed. We have not attempted to fit experiments in

) ) T 7) detail.

mix\q,wr,
— = — Alg))P ———=— = 24
T qu] (@) == (24)
where A(q) is a geometrical structure factor and, is the
NMR frequency. In Fig-ll1 we show/(717') as a function V. THE EEFECTIVE INTERACTION AND THE GAP
of temperature for the same set of parameters that we have FUNCTION
used for theg = 0 susceptibility. Here we find for the in-
teracting system an initial decrease of the relaxation aate
a function of temperature that is most significant for the un- Assuming that the pairing interaction responsible for the
doped compound with finite values d@f In the latter case we occurrence of superconductivity in the iron pnictides esis
find a very distinct upturn around 300 K followed by a slight from the exchange of spin and charge fluctuations, we can
and nearly linear increase. For the other cases we find a sincalculate the pairing vertex using the fluctuation exchage
ilar tendency, although not as pronounced. In pafiels 11 (g)roximatiors. For the multi-orbital cas¥, the singlet pairing



vertex is given by 2y

spin‘+ orbital —@—

| orbital part ---Bk--
v spin part -4

3
L3 (kK w) = |SUSDNTT A (k= K, w)U+
1 s 1 c, RPA ’ c 1 c "
§U —§U X0 Ak =K, w)U +§U (25)

ps

To(kiK',wn,0)

The x1P4 term describes the spin fluctuation contribution ol ___________.___._____,__._,__._4_.__..____._...___.__...'.......,.
and theyx{*"4 term the orbital (charge) fluctuation contribu- T

tion. Fig.[12 shows the Matsubara frequency dependence of 0s b = - - .
these two terms for a momentum transfer0) and a typical Gy

interaction strength. Here one sees the that the spin fluctua
tion contribution is dominantand falls off on a frequencglsc g 12: (Color online) The energy dependence of the spinaand
which is small compared with the bandwidth. Thus while thepital part of the effective pairing interactidi(k, k', wn, w’,)
gap equation depends upon the kerhel2}(k, k',w)), the
importantk andk’ values are restricted by this frequency cut-
off to remain near the Fermi surfaces. Then, just as for thdhe kernell';;(k, k') is evaluated at temperatures well be-
electron-phonon case, the strength of the pairing intenact ~ low the characteristic temperature at which the spin fluctu-
characterized by a frequency integral of this kernel waight ation spectrum has formed. In this temperature region, the
by w~!. Making use of the Kramers-Kronig relation interaction is independent of temperature. From the above
o [Tk )] eigenv?h;e pré)blem Welwill dfetermine the leading eigenfunc
m gy (5, k7, w)] ng ;o tion g, (k) and eigenvalu@, for a given interaction vertex
/0 d Tw = Re [l (k, ¥, w = 0] (26) I';;(k,k"). The largest eigenvalue will lead to the highest tran-
sition temperature and its eigenfunction determines the- sy
we can prOCGEd further by ConSidering Only the real part@f th metry of the gap. The next |eading eigenva|ues and eigen-
w = 0 pairing interaction. If we now confine our considera- functions further characterize the pairing interactiod aan
tions to the vicinity of the Fermi surfaces we can determinendicate the structure of possible collective states. Wit
the scattering of a Cooper pair from the stéte—k) onthe  knowledge of the pairing functiop. (k) we can also deter-
Fermi surface; to the state(k’, —k') on the Fermi surface mine the individual contributions of the different intraaca

C; from the projected interaction vertex interorbital scattering processes to the total pairingraith
Aa-
Tyj(k, k') = > abr(=k)ag; (k)Re [T5 (k, K, 0)]
stpq
Xa,ij’j (k/)aquj (_k/) (27) VI. RESULTSFOR THE PAIRING STRENGTH A AND

THE GAP FUNCTION g(k)
where the momenta and k' are restricted to the different

Fermi surface sheets with € C; andk’ € C;. If we de- A. Eigenvalueproblem
compose the superconducting gap into an amplithdend a
normalized symmetry functiop(k) we can define a dimen- In this section, we present and discuss results for theggiri
sionless pairing strength functiofbhs strength\ and the symmetry functiop(k) obtained within
) our weak-coupling approach.
Zij fci %(Hk) fc- vjl;,!/)g(k)Fij(k,k/)g(k/) Solving_the eiger_walue problem given in Eq] 30, we find
AMg(k)] = — . o a set of eigenfunctiong, (k) defining thek dependence of
2m)2 32, $o, ey (R the gap on the FS sheets together with a set of corresponding
(28)  eigenvalues\, denoting the dimensionless pairing strengths
HereI;; is only the symmetric part associated with a given, (k). We first have to classify the
different eigenfunctions according to basic symmetry aper
1 [ (k, &) + T (k, — k)] (29) tions. In the following we will speak of anwave state if
. . . . . . . g(_kmvky) = g(kmv_ky) :g(kzvky)
of the full interaction, which gives identical results with gk kn) = g(kesky) (31)
the spin singlet subspace. The Fermi velocity is defined to v vy
bevr(k) = |ViE, (k)| for k on the given Fermi surface. while we have al,-_,» wave state if
From the stationary condition we find the following eigen-
value prob|em Y 9 g g(_kmv ky) = g(km7 —ky) = g(kzv ky)
g(kyvkz) = _g(kzaky) (32)
dkl'l 1

_ Zj{ — ———Ty(k, k) ga(k') = Aaga(k) (30)  Since there are two differemt,: _,- wave states among the
— Jo, 2m 2mop(K') first few eigenfunctions, we have to distinguish them furthe



e.g. by comparing the sign af (k) for v = ay andv = ao @

in the same direction in momentum space. Here we will label 038

the state that changes sign betwegmndas with d,2_ (1), s

the one without sign change with._ 2 (2). Furthermore we osl 777 Gen®

""" Oyoy2 (2)
i dyy

can distinguish &, wave state that is given by

9(=kz,ky) = g(kz, —ky) = —g(kaz, ky)
g(kyvkz) = g(kmvky) (33) 0.2

~ 0.4

and ag wave state with 0 smo===tT
1 1.1 12 13 14 15 16 17
U

9(—ka, ku) = g(ku, —ky) = —g(ka, ku) (b) ©
g(kyv kw) = _g(kwa ky) (34) 1 — A, s wave ! Ml Gy wave
0.8

intra
"
inter inter
0.6 A 0.6 e

intra
— A

B. Resultss J=J =0
= — o4l T T

First we consider a case where the Hund’s rule couplingand  °2 02
the pair hopping energy are negligible compared to the-ntra 0 0

. . . . _\
and interorbital Coulomb interactions, so we et J' = 0 \ ]

andV = U. In Fig.I]B (a) we show the pairing strength eigen- 1 1112 1.3U1.4 15 16 1.7 1 1112 1.3U1.4 15 1.6 1.7
values\,, for the four leading eigenvalues as a functiortof ) ©
for the electron-doped compound €& 0.125). Approaching

the critical value ofU where the eigenvalues start to diverge { ) =1 1=0.832
we find a clear separation of the two leading eigenvalues from

the next two eigenvalues. However the two leading eigenval-
ues, corresponding to theand thed,._,» symmetry remain
very similar in size and we find a crossover from the_ o0 O ol i
to thes symmetry around’ = 1.65. We also show the wave — = -
(d) and thed,-_,» wave (e) pairing functions on the four FS
sheets fol/ = 1.73 close to its critical valu®. The extended
s wave state (which we have labellg}lis characterized by i)

a sign change on theFs she_ets V.Vlth nodal points displaced FIG. 13: (Color online) The eigenvalues and eigenfunctimnghe
from the generi¢0, 7)-(r, 0) direction that would result from electron-doped compound & 0.125) for U/ = V and.J = .J' = 0.
a purecos k; +cos ky state, and ii) a change of average sign onthe four jargest eigenvalues as a functioriofa) and the different
the 8 sheet relative to that on thesheets. On the FS sheets  inter- and intraband contributions to the eigenvalefor the two
we find a nodeless but anisotropic gap distribution with Bigh symmetries with largest eigenvalues, extendgh) andd,2 2 (c)
weight on the smally; compared to the larger, sheet. The wave. Color coded plot of the extendedvave (d) and thel,>
d,2_,» state features an anisotropic gap distribution onthe wave (e) pairing functions along the different Fermi swefabeets,
FS sheets and a rather conventiodalave gap distribution calculated close to the instability/(= V' = 1.73).
on thea FS surfaces, with a sign change betweendhand
ao sheet. In FigC4 we show the corresponding results for
the undopedsA = 0) compound. Here we find similar results, wherei = 1 refers to then;, i = 2, to theas, i = 3 to the
although the eigenvalues close to the instability are bséle- 3, andi = 4 to the 8, Fermi surface \24™ = 33 + Ay
arated and the crossover fraf_ > t0 s appears already for denotes the intraband contributions of hé&S sheets, while
arather small value df. If we compare the wave symmetry — \Z“em = )\,3 + a4 is the corresponding interband contribu-
function forz = 0 close to the instability (see Fig.114 (d)) to tion. Finally \,s sums up all the remaining contributions, re-
the corresponding symmetry function for the electron-dope sulting from scattering between theands Fermi surfaces. It
compound, we find that the nodal points on thé-S have s obvious thatin the case df= .J’ = 0 for both of the main
moved even closer to the tips of the sheets and the negatiymiring symmetries the intershekts contribution is respon-
dip between them has decreased considerably. Fat,the,. sible for the rapid increase of the pairing strengtivith U,
symmetry (see Fig. 14 (e) we find that the weight ondhe reflecting the nesting between th@ndgj FS sheets with nest-
FS sheet has nearly vanished. ing vector@*. All other contributions are small and mainly
In Figs.[13 and 14, as well as in the following Figs] 16 andnegative. For finite values of and.J’, which we will next
(I3 we compare in panels (b) and (c) the contributions of theliscuss we find that for the,=_,» pairing symmetry the in-
different intra- and interband processes. Hggrg sums up terorbital contributions between the twesheets become also
all contributions of\;; resulting from scattering within each  important and for the electron-doped compound even domi-
sheets and in between the twsheets adao = >, ,_; o Ay nant.

/2 n/2
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FIG. 14: (Color online) The same as in Higl 13 but for the umdbp FIG. 15: (Color online) The same as in Hig] 13 for the undopmed-c
compound ¢ = 0) with V = U andJ = J" = 0. Here the two  pound ¢ = 0) with J' = J/2 = U/4andV = U — 5/4.J. Again
pairing functions shown in (d,e) correspond to the two Iegdiigen-  the extended wave (d) and thel,._,» wave (e) pairing functions

values and are calculated for= 1.54. are calculated close to the instability with= 1.25.
C. Reslts J,J >0 stable state followed by the extendedvave state. Close to
the instability the nodeless$ sheets contribute dominantly to

the pairing.

Although the pairing is constrained to the close vicinity of
the Fermi surfaces, one can try to find an approximation of
the g, (k) on the different FS sheets that extends further into
' the Brillouin zone. Here we want to restrict ourselves to the

smallest number of harmonics necessary to find a reasonable

fit of the pairing function on the different FS sheets. Forg¢he
wave symmetry we can write

Now we consider a case of finité and J’. Here we will
chooseJ’ = J/2 and we will fixV = U — 3/4J — J'.
These choices are consistent with the generatlon of itgrasi
couplings from a Hubbard argumén#’, as mentioned above
as well as with the range of values féyU found by Anisi-
movet al. in anab initio calculatio®?. In Fig.[T5 (a) we show
for the undoped compound & 0) and forJ’ = J/2 = U/4
the same four eigenvalues as a functionois in the pre-
vious figures. Here we find again that the extendedave
state (d) is the most stable pairing configuration followgd b gv(k) = 24, [cosky + cosky + 2w,z cos ky cosky
thed,>_,» wave state (). For thé,._, state the main con- +2wWy, 454y €Os 4k, cos 4k, ] (35)
trlbut|0ns to the pairing function are along teFS sheets,
while thea FS sheets contribute less significantly. Since thiswhere we find fol' = 1.5 the following parametersd,,, =

state has no nodes along thesheets, it can be considered 0.051, wq, zy = —0.35, andwa] 4gay = —1.35 for the oy
as a mainly nodeless state, in contrast to the states found feheet,A,, = 0.02, wq, oy = —0.1, @andwq, 424, = 1 for the
J = J'" = 0. The same is true for the electron-doped casex, sheet, andlg = 0.15, wg 4, = 0.17, andwg 44y = —0.1

with = = 0.125 (Fig.[16). Here thel,-._,- state is the most for the 5 sheets. In the same way, we can find an approxima-
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FIG. 17: (Color online) The wave symmetry functiog (k) on the
different FS sheets foi/ = 1.5 andz = 0. Here we compare a
fit of g, (k) (blue line) to the actually calculated valuesgdt) (red
points).

@4
0.2
FIG. 16: (Color online) The same as in Hig] 13 for the electioped 0.1
compound ¢ = 0.125) with J' = J/2 = U/4andV = U —5/4J.
Here thed,._,» wave (d) is more stable than the extendedave ) <
(e) pairing function and the corresponding eigenvaluesctearly o @
separated. Both are calculated close to the instability &it= 1.28. -0.1
-0.2
. . 0 0.2 04 0.6 08 1 0 02040608 1
tion to thed wave symmetry function as ES FS
gu(k) =24, [cosk, — cosky + w, 24 (cos 2k, — cos 2k,)] 0.09
(36) '
with A,, = —1.2 andw,, », = 0 for thea; sheet,A4,, = 0.08
0.12 andwg, 2, = 0, for thea, sheet, andls = —0.018 and < 0.07
wg, 2, = —1.12 for the 5 sheets. The results of the fitting are % 0.06
shown in Figs_1I7 and 18. 0.05
0.04 _
D. Roleof nesting 0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1 0 02 0-"1:80-6 0.8 1

FS

To study the influence of nesting on the spin susceptibil-
ity, especially on thér, 0) peak, we slightly modify the hop-  FiG. 18: (Color online) Thel wave symmetry functiog(k) on the
ping parameters, creating a toy model with perfectly nestedifferent FS sheets fot/ = 1.5 andz = 0. Here we compare a
FS sheets. This means that we try to find an approximatiofit of g, (k) (blue line) to the actually calculated valuesggf) (red
where theas and thes FS sheets are of approximately the points).
same size and shape. The band structure used within this toy
model is very similar to the band structure found formerly by
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FIG. 20: (Color online) The susceptibilityo (¢) for a toy model with

spherical FS sheets.
FIG. 21: (Color online) The leading eigenvalug$or the toy model

with spherical FS sheets (a). The two leading pairing fumsty (%)

. . . for the toy model with spherical FS sheets tor= V' = 1.6 (b,c
afit to the DFT bands, to assure that all basic propertieseof th,,4 forUy: V = 1.66 (dlloe). (k.0

model are reasonable, i.e. that the matrix elements are simi
lar to the correct matrix elements found from the DFT fit. In

Fig.[19 we show the near circular FS sheets of this model. peting states are indeed nearly exactly degeneratd_Big)21

The bare spin susceptibility, (¢) for this modelin the un-  exhibits the dependence of the leading eigenvaluds.on
doped case is exhibited in Fig.]20, and may be compared to

the results of the original model in Figl 7. We see that the
(m,0) peak remains but is not particularly enhanced by the en-
hanced nesting, implying that the original model was alyead
quite close to a nesting condition. On the other hand, some ) o ) )
subtle differences which are quite interesting appear wen  1he gap functiony, (k) contains information on the spatial
examine the pairing functions. If we consider an even morénd orbital structure of the pairs. In the previous sectoa,
Gedanken-type model where the twa sheets have degener- have calculateg,,(.k) and found that its be_hawor on the Fermi
ate radiusz, which is also the same as the twicsheets, we surfaces can be fit by low order harmonics for both 4land _
see that the Fermi surface in the 1st effective Brillouingisn ~ ¢-Wave eigenstates. Here we use these results to determine
invariant under a translation ky, 0). Under this transforma- Simple pictures of the internal pair structure. A gap operat
tion, simple extended-andd,.: - functionscos k, + cosk, ~ ©@n be written as

and cos k, — cosk, map into one another identically. We 1

therefore expect that the pairing eigenvaluessfandd, 2> A= N Z 9 (K)ot (B)vuy (=) (37)

will become degenerate. The toy model band structure con- v,k

sidered here and shown in F[g.] 19 is nearly the same as the

Gedanken model, but has two slightly nondegeneratsheets.  with v, (k) the destruction operator for an electron in tie

We see nonetheless in Hig] 21 (b,c) and (d,e) that the two confband with wave vectok and spino. Using the band-orbital

VIl. THE SPATIAL AND ORBITAL STRUCTURE
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matrix elements to relate the band operator to the orbital op

erator Ay, xz (D Ayz-yz (N
Vo (k) = Z ay, (k)dno (k) (38) [ |
" | |
we have ly :]]:E] ly
1
A= > anm (1 = la)dnt (1) dmy (I2) (39) _ Nl
l1,l2 H ||
with 8 g
ax —X (l) ax2 2—X2y2 (l)
_ 1 n m —ikl y y s y 2 y
anm(l) = + > gu(k)al (k)al (—k)e (40) H
kv
wherel = [; —I5. The amplitude:,,,, (1) describes the internal \
spatial and orbital structure of the pair. ly | ly
Using the harmonic approximations fas(k) for the s and
d,2_,2 gaps discussed in the previous section, we have ca o
culateday,,(1). In principle thek sum should be cut-off
whenk — kr exceeds the inverse coherence length. Here wi I, I,

have used a Gaussian cutoff of keum which decays when
[k — kp| exceed22r /&y, wheref is taken to be of order 3
times the Fe-Fe spacing This provides a local picture of the FIG. 22: (Color online) The spatial and orbital pair struetéor the
internal orbital structure of a pair. This basic structupatin- s 9ap calculated from the harmonic approximationg¢k) corre-
ues out to a radius set by the coherence leigth sponding td/ = 1.5 with a cut-off length 0\ = 3.3dpe—re.
We find that the off-diagonal amplitudes,,, are negligible
compared to the diagonal ones, and that the orbitals that con
tribute are thel, ., d,., andd,, orbitals which have weight measured low-temperature limiting susceptibility. The
near the Fermi surfaces. The amplitudgs (/) for thes and  dependence of bot(7") and(777) ! is qualitatively similar
thed,»_,» gaps are shown in Fig§. 122 and 23, respectivelyto experiments, and may be consistent with them for some val-
For thes case, one sees that the internal structure of a paines of the parameters. A detailed fit was not attempted here.
consists of a superposition ¢fz 1, zz |) singlets whichare ~ We then constructed the pairing vertex from the general-
formed between a central site and sites displaced by an odgded RPA susceptibilities, and calculated the pairing eigé
number of lattice spacings in thedirection,(yz 1,yz |) sin-  ues for dopings corresponding to undoped and electroneblope
glets between the central site and odd numbered sites irr the materials, for a variety of interaction parameters coroesp
direction, and weakefry T, zy |) singlets with a more intri-  ing to intra- and inter-orbital Coulomb matrix elements and
cates-wave arrangement. The internal structure of¢he . Hund’s rule couplings. We found that in the parameter region
state consists of a similar superposition but with a negativwhere there is a significant coupling strength, the painng i
phase difference between thez 1,zz |) and(yz t,yz |)  teraction for our model of the Fe-pnictides arises from the e
singlets. In addition, there is a significait-_,» contribu-  change of spin fluctuations. These give rise to both intrd- an
tion from the(zy 1,2y |) singlets confined primarily to the inter-Fermi surface scattering processes. In a numbersefsca
nearest neighbor sites. the dominant pairing contribution came from particle-juet
scattering processes from the hole Fermi surface around the
T point to the electron Fermi surfaces around the0) and
VI, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS (0, ) points in the unfolded Brillouin zone. These scatterings
involve momentum transfer of ordér, 0). We find that there
We have studied a weak-coupling spin and charge fluctuare two leading pairing channels, one with “sign-changisg”
ation model of the pairing interaction using a tight-birglin wave(A,,) symmetry and one withi,>_ > (B1,) symmetry,
parametrization of the electronic band structure obtafred ~ and that the gap functions corresponding to both have nodes
DFT calculations for the Fe-pnictides. We initially review  on the Fermi surface. For values of the interaction pararsete
criticism of the 2-orbital models used in early studies @§th corresponding to significant pairing strength, these twemi
kind, and compared results with more accurate 5-orbital-modvalues can become very close. Thevave gap that exhibits
els. Within the 5-orbital framework, we have calculated thea sign change between its average values on the electron and
multiorbital susceptibility. We calculated the static hmge-  hole Fermi surfaces nevertheless also displays nodes on the
neous spin susceptibility within this framework, and shdwe electron sheet, whereas tliavave state has its nodes on the
that it qualitatively agrees with experimental measureiieh  hole sheet. The-wave gap nodes are not required by symme-
the T' dependence, but that an interband susceptibility comtry, and could be absent for a different choice of parameters
ponent was necessary to understand the magnitude of thet appear to be robust within the manifold of apparently re-
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Fig.[4. We believe that the strong pair scattering between th
(1 and Sy sheets found in our calculations, and neglected in
some simpler models, is crucial to stabilize the gap strectu
similar tocos kx + cos ky.

We further studied the spatial structure of the states eorre
sponding to the leading pairing eigenvalues. In each chse, t
internal structure consists of a superposition of singlesle
up from electrons which occupy the samg, d,,., or d,, or-
bitals on different sites. The distribution and relativgrs of
these superpositions are illustrated in Figs$. 24 anhd 23fddte
that thes-wave andd-wave solutions have very similar cou-
‘a_xijv (B AaAXzVZ—XZVZ (0 pling constants opens the possibility that different merabe
of the Fe-pnictide superconducting family may have différe
gap symmetries. Furthermore, it suggests that these system
may have low-lying collective particle-particle modes ani
ly T ly would bes-wave like in ad-wave superconductor, adwave
like in an s-wave superconductér

There have been several earlier weak-coupling calculation
of pairing in the Fe-pnictide superconductors. An early-sug
gestion of an extendegtwave sign reversed gap made by

X X Mazin et al.#? was based upon the Fermi surface structure
found in a DFT calculation. There it was proposed that)
FIG. 23: (Color online) The spatial and orbital pair struetfor the  antiferromagnetic spin fluctuations could lead to a superco
d,2_,2 gap calculated from the harmonic approximatiog 0f) cor-  ducting state with an isotropicwave gap which had opposite
responding td/ = 1.5 with a cut-off length ofAc = 3.3dpc—re. signs on the electron and hole pockets.

Using a 5-orbital parameterization of the DFT bandstruc-
ture, Kurokiet al 2! have carried out a calculation in which an
alistic interaction parameters we have studied. RPA form for the spin and orbital contributions to the inter-
An obvious question which arises in such studies is the seraction was used along with bare single particle Green’s-func
sitivity of results to the particular choice of band struetu tions to construct a linearized gap equation. In a parameter
We have relied upon the Fermi surface for the paramagnetiange similar to ours, they found that the leading pairing in
system determined in the Generalized Gradient Approximastability hads-wave symmetry with nodes on the electron-like
tion (GGA) calculations of Caet al.4, but other band calcu- Fermi surface. They also noted that the next leading channel
lations find subtle differences in Fermi surfaces for the La-hadd,._,» symmetry and discussed conditions under which
1111 material. We have attempted to address this question liis could become the leading pairing channel. The behavior
considering variations of our effective 5-band model hagpi of their s-wave gap differs from what we find by a phase fac-
parameters chosen originally to fit the Cetal. band struc- tor of -1 on the electron Fermi surfaces. That is, if the gap
ture. In particular, we considered variations which led to aon the inner hole Fermi surface around theoint is taken
perfect nesting of the outer and 8 Fermi surface sheets, to as positive, then Kurokét al. find that the gap on the elec-
try to maximize the(w, 0) contribution to the pairing vertex. tron Fermi surface atr, 0) reaches its largest negative value
We found that our results for the structure of the suscdjiyibi  at the point closest to the origlh With the same convention,
and pairing vertices changed in fact very little. On the othe we find that the gap on the electron Fermi surface takes on its
hand, the subtle changes led to a nearly exact degeneracy lafgest positive value at this point. This difference m&iect
the extended-andd,>_,» eigenvalues of the linearized pair- a difference in the nesting of the hole and electron Fermi sur
ing problem. We argued that this degeneracy becomes exafatces due to fits to slightly different band structures onfro
for a situation where all sheets have the same radius, ard prthe choice of interaction parametéts
pose this as a simple explanation of our finding that these two Wang et al.X® have studied the pairing problem using a
pairing channels appear to compete very strongly with ore arg-orbital effective band structure together with the func-
other, even in the realistic cases. tional renormalization group approach. Using the samé-tigh
Our results appear to be qualitatively different from saver binding parameterization as Kuroéti al., they also find that
workst®:18:424640whjch find, on heuristic grounds or within the leading pairing channel hasvave symmetry and that the
microscopic calculations, that thé;, state is closer to the nextleading channel hak._,. symmetry. For their interac-
form cos k, x cos k, (in the unfolded zone), in contrast to our tion parameters, they find that there are no nodes on the Fermi
result, which is cIoser to the fornws k,, + cos k,, in the sense  surface, but there is a significant variation in the magrtod
described above. Although both states have identicgl  the gap. With the sign convention where the gap on the inner
symmetry, the difference between them is important given th hole Fermi surface is positive, their gap function reactes i
structure of the Fermi surface; for example, ¢hek,, x cos k, smallest negative value at the point on the electron Fermi su
form does not have nodes on either of theheets shown in face which is closest tb. They note that for other parameter
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choices, thiss-wave gap function on the electron Fermi sur- d symmetries in one-band superconductors with these pairing
face may have nodes. This would lead to a gap which becomeshannels competi®g Separating these possibilities may be
positive on a region of the electron Fermi surface closestdo difficult, and will probably require phase sensitive probess
T" point, in agreement with what we have found. were discussed in the cuprate con®éxt

Both of these studies also conclude that the pairing interac
tion arises from spin fluctuation scattering with the domina
contribution associated wit@) ~ (,0) scattering of a pair
from the inner Fermi hole surface around fhgoint to the
electron Fermi surface arour{d, 0) and (0, 7). They also
find that the magnitude of the gap on the central hole Fermi|
surface is smaller than the maximum magnitudes of the ga
on the inner hole and the electron Fermi surfaces. Thus th
five-orbital weak coupling calculations all find singlet ipag
in the extended-wave channel with a nearby,._,. wave
state. The question of whether there are gap nodes for-the
wave, and indeed whether or not th@vave state is ultimately
stable with respect to thé&wave state, would both appear to
depend on parameters. This sensitivity appears to us to be
natural consequence of the importance of several orbiéals n
the Fermi surface. In contrast to the cuprates, where calcu-
lations of this kind show a cleaf,-_,» state well separated
from other pairing states, it seems possible here thatti@mz
in band structure or interaction parameters found in difier APPENDIX: MODEL PARAMETERSFOR THE 5 BAND FIT
materials might possibly lead to different symmetry ground
states. In the following, the model parameters for the 5 band tight

We close by pointing out that at this writing, experimentsbinding fit of the DFT band structure by Cabal. are listed.
have not conclusively answered either the question of ordeincluding hopping up to fifth nearest neighbors on an eféecti
parameter symmetry or even whether gap nodes are presefe-Fe lattice we find intraorbital kinetic energy teréns,, (k)
Early indications from specific hedt Andreev point con- and interorbital kinetic terms,,,,(k) that respect the basic
tact spectroscog¥, and NMR® on the 1111 materials sug- symmetry requirements imposed by the point group of the
gested nodes in the superconducting order parameter. Qmystal. The intra- and interband hopping parameters asngi
the other hand, some penetration depth experirdeatsd  in Tab.[l and Takl, respectively. The onsite energiegn
ARPES experiment&3? appear to find nearly isotropic gaps eV) ¢; = 0.13, e3 = —0.22, ¢4 = 0.3, andes = —0.211
in the 122 materials. Our calculations find nearly degeeeratwherei = 1 corresponds to thé,., i« = 2 to thed,., i = 3
s andd,:_, states aflt, both of which have nodes on the to thed,>_,2, i = 4 to thed,,, andi = 5 to theds.>_,> or-
Fermi surface. If the experiments indicating a lack of nodesital, and the band structure is listed below. For the toy ehod
are correct, there are two ways to imagine reconciling oor co with nearly spherical Fermi surface sheets we have changed
clusions with experiments on the 122 materials. The firstis t ¢}) from 0.28 to 0.3 and¢}? from —0.354 to —0.409. This is
consider the effects of disorder present at fairly highleie  sufficient to produce nearly degenerate and sphetigalnd
current crystals, which should average the order parasieter 3 FS sheets. For the Coulomb interaction strengths we have
a finite quasiisotropic value in thecase. The second possi- used, the bare ratidé/t;é andU/t!? are of order 5, compa-
bility follows from the observation that if thé,._,- state is  rable to values ot//t in the cuprates. However, we believe
the leading eigenvalue dt., the thermodynamic ground state that for the Fe-pnictide system, the interaction is "spreati
may be unstable towards an admixture ofslstaté!. Asimi-  across multiple bands leading to a subtantially less styong
lar phenomenon occurs in the phase diagram of ordinand  correlated systef.
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E11/20 = 2tz/y cos k, + 2ty/z cos ky + 4t11 cos k cos k, =+ 2t1L (cos 2k, — cos 2k,) + 4tmy/zyy cos 2k, cos ky
+4txyy/my cos 2k, cos k, + 4tglciyy cos(2k,) cos(2ky)
€33 = 2t3(cosky + cosk,) + 4tf’£’l cos k cos ky + 2133 (cos 2k, + cos 2k,)
€4 = 2t44(cos kg + cosky) + 4t;l‘; cos kg cos ky + 2t44 o (cos 2k, + cos 2ky)
+4ti‘iy (cos 2k, cos ky, + cos 2k, cos k) + 4ti‘iyy cos 2k, cos 2k,
&5 = 2t2°(cos ky + cosky) + 2t22 (cos 2k, + cos 2k,
+4tiiy (cos 2k, cos ky, + cos 2k, cosky) + 4tiiyy cos 2k, cos 2k,
§12 = —4tglcz sink, sin k, — 4t my(sm 2ky sinky, + sin 2k, sin k) — 4tmyy sin 2k, sin 2k,
§13/23 = +2it13 sin ky/» 4zt ySink, s, cosky,, F 4ztmy (sin 2k, ), cos kg — €08 2k, sinky )
E1ajoa = 2it,}v4 sink, /,, + 4zt y Cosky sy sinky , + 4it ySin 2k, cosky .
§i5/25 = 2it15 sinky /, — 4it ySinky , cosky, —4i tizyy sin 2k, /. cos 2k, /,,
&34 = 4tiiy(bin 2k, sin k, — sin 2k, sin k)
&35 = 23 (cosk, — cosky) + 4tiiy(cos 2k, cos ky, — cos 2k, cos k)
S5 = 4t45 sin k; sin by, + 4tixyy sin 2k, sin 2k,
tV =z li=yli=oy|i = zx|i = xxy|i = TYY|i = TTYY
m=1{-0.14|-0.4] 0.28 | 0.02 | —0.035| 0.005 0.035
m = 3| 0.35 —0.105] —0.02
m =4| 0.23 0.15 |—0.03| —0.03 —0.03
m=>5| —0.1 —0.04] 0.02 —0.01

TABLE I: The intraorbital hopping parameters used for theTOiE
of the 5 orbital model.

ti" i=x |i=u1xy|i =xxy|i = TTYY

mn = 12 0.05 | —0.015| 0.035
mn = 13|—0.354| 0.099 | 0.021

mn = 14| 0.339 | 0.014 | 0.028

mn = 15| —0.198 | —0.085 —0.014
mn = 34 —0.01

mn =35 —0.3 —0.02

mn = 45 —0.15 0.01

TABLE II: The interorbital hopping parameters used for theTXit
of the 5 orbital model.

1 W. Malaeb, T. Yoshida, T. Kataoka, A. Fujimori, M. Kubota, K. Lett. 83, 27006 (2008).
Ono, H. Usui, K. Kuroki, R. Arita, H. Aoki, Y. Kamihara, M. 7 C. de la Cruz, Q. Huang, JW. Lynn, J. Li, W. Ratcliff,

Hirano and H. Hosono J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 77 (2008) 093714.

2 3. Lebégue, Phys. Rev. B, 035110 (2007). P. Dai,Nature 453, 899 (2008).

% D.J. Singh and M.-H. Du, Phys. Rev. Letfi0, 237003 (2008).
4 C. Cao, P.J. Hirschfeld, H.-P. Cheng, Phys. ReV7B220506(R)

(2008).

® 0.K. Andersen, private communication.
6. Dong, H.J. Zhang, G. Xu, Z. Li, G. Li, W.Z. Hu, D. Wu,
G.F. Chen, X. Dai, J.L. Luo, Z. Fang and N.L. Wang, Europhys.

P. Dai, Nature Materialg, 953 (2008).

J.L. Zarestky, H.A. Mook, G.F. Chen, J.L. Luo, N.L. Wang, and

8 J. Zhao, Q. Huang, C. de la Cruz, S. Li, J.W. Lynn, Y. Chen,
M.A. Green, G.F. Chen, G. Li, Z. Li, J.L. Luo, N.L. Wang, and

% H. Luetkens, H.-H. Klauss, M. Kraken, F.J. Litterst, T. Dell
mann, R. Klingeler, C. Hess, R. Khasanov, A. Amato, C. Baines
J. Hamann-Borrero, N. Leps, A. Kondrat, G. Behr, J. Werner,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16
17

18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

B. Buechner, arXiv:0806.3533.

A.J. Drew, Ch. Niedermayer, P.J. Baker, F.L. Pratt, S.Jn&li,

T. Lancaster, R.H. Liu, G. Wu, X.H. Chen, |. Watanabe, V.K.-Ma
lik, A. Dubroka, M. Rossle, K.W. Kim, C. Baines and C. Bern-
hard, arXiv:0807.4876.

K. Kuroki, S. Onari, R. Arita, H. Usui, Y. Tanaka, H. Kontama

H. Aoki, Phys. Rev. Lettl01, 087004 (2008).

X.-L. Qi, S. Raghu, C.-X. Liu, D.J. Scalapino and S.-C. Zhang
arxXiv:0804.4332.

V. Barzykin and L.P. Gorkov, arXiv:0806.1933.

Y. Bang and H.-Y. Choi, Phys. Rev. B3, 134523 (2008).

Y. Yanagi, Y. Yamakawa, and Y. Ono, arXiv:0808.1192;
arXiv:0809.3189.

Z.-J.Yao, J.-X. Liand Z.D. Wang@, arXiv:0804.4166.

R. Sknepnek, G. Samolyuk, Y. Lee, B.N. Harmon and
J. Schmalian, arXiv:0807.4556.

H. lkeda/ arXiv:0810.1828.

F. Wang, H. Zhai, Y. Ran, A. Vishwanath and D.-H. Lee,
arxXiv:0807.0498.

A.V. Chubukov, D. Efremov and |. Eremin, Phys. Rev.7B,
134512 (2008).

G. My, X.-Y. Zhu, L. Fang, L. Shan, C. Ren and H.-H. Wen, Chin.
Phys. Lett25, 2221 (2008)_arXiv:0803.0928.

K. Matano, Z.A. Ren, X.L. Dong, L.L. Sun, Z.X. Zhao, G. Zheng,
Europhys. Lett83, 57001 (2008). a4
H. Mukuda, N. Terasaki, H. Kinouchi, M. Yashima, Y. Kitaoka,
S. Suzuki, S. Miyasaka, S. Tajima, K. Miyazawa, P.M. Shirage
H. Kito, H. Eisaki, A. lyo, arXiv:0806.3238.

Y. Nakai, K. Ishida, Y. Kamihara, M. Hirano, H. Hosono,
arXiv:0804.4765.

T.Y. Chen, Z. Tesanovic, R.H. Liu, X.H. Chen, C.L. Chi&ature
453, 1224 (2008); K.A. Yates, L.F. Cohen, Z.-A. Ren, J. Yang,
W. Lu, X.-L. Dong, Z.-X. Zhao, Supercond. Sci. Technal,
092003 (2008).

T. Kondo, A.F. Santander-Syro, O. Copie, C. Liu, M.E. Tilima
E.D. Mun, J. Schmalian, S.L. Bud’ko, M.A. Tanatar, P.C. Can-*’
field, A. Kaminski, Phys. Rev. Letl01, 147003 (2008).

G. Li, W.Z. Hu, J. Dong, Z. Li, P. Zheng, G.F. Chen, J.L. Luo,
N.L. Wang, Phys. Rev. Letl01, 107004 (2008).

L. Shan, Y. Wang, X. Zhu, G. Mu, L. Fang, C. Ren and H.-H. Wen,
Europhys. Lett83, 57004 (2008).

D.V. Evtushinsky, D.S. Inosov, V.B. Zabolotnyy, A. Koitdsc
M. Knupfer, B. Buchner, G.L. Sun, V. Hinkov, A.V. Boris,
C.T. Lin, B. Keimer, A. Varykhalov, A.A. Kordyuk,
S.V. Borisenko|_arXiv:0809.4455.

C. Martin, R.T. Gordon, M.A. Tanatar, M.D. Vannette, M.ELI-Ti
man, E.D. Mun, P.C. Canfield, V.G. Kogan, G.D. Samolyuk,
J. Schmalian, R. Prozoraov. arXiv:0807.0876.

K. Hashimoto, T. Shibauchi, S. Kasahara, K. Ikada, T. Kato,?
R. Okazaki, C.J. van der Beek, M. Konczykowski, H. Takeya,
K. Hirata, T. Terashima, Y. Matsuda. arXiv:0810.3506.

H. Ding, P. Richard, K. Nakayama, T. Sugawara, T. Arakane,
Y. Sekiba, A. Takayama, S. Souma, T. Sato, T. Takahashi,

33
34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

45

46

48
49

51

53

17

Z.Wang, X. Dai, Z. Fang, G.F. Chen, J.L. Luo, N.L. Wang, Euro-
phys. Lett.83, 47001 (2008).

P.A. Lee and X.-G. Wen, arXiv:0804.1739.

V.1. Anisimov, Dm.M. Korotin, M.A. Korotin, A.V. Kozhevnikv,

J. Kunes, A.O. Shorikov, S.L. Skornyakov, and S.V. Streitso
arXiv:0810.2629.

A.M. Olés, Phys. Rev. B8, 327 (1983).

T. Takimoto, T. Hotta, and K. Ueda, Phys. Rev.6B, 104504
(2004).

K. Kubo, Phys. Rev. B5, 224509 (2007).

R. Klingeler, N. Leps, I. Hellmann, A. Popa, C. Hess, A. Kon-
drat, J. Hamann-Borrero, G. Behr, V. Kataev, and B. Buechner
arXiv:0808.0703.

H.-J. Grafe, D. Paar, G. Lang, N.J. Curro, G. Behr, J. Werner,
J. Hamann-Borrero, C. Hess, N. Leps, R. Klingeler, and BHBuc
ner, Phys. Rev. Letfl01, 047003 (2008).

K. Ahilan, F.L. Ning, T. Imai, A.S. Sefat, R. Jin, M.A. McG@r
B.C. Sales, D. Mandrus, Phys. Rev7B, 100501(R) (2008).

G.-M. Zhang, Y.-H. Su, Z.-Y. Lu, Z.-Y. Weng, D.-H. Lee, T. Xi-
ang, arXiv:0809.3874.

I.I. Mazin, D.J. Singh, M.D. Johannes and M.H. Du, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 101, 057003 (2008).

N.E. Bickers, D.J. Scalapino and S.R. White, Phys. Rev. B2t
961 (1989).

D.J. Scalapino, E. Loh, Jr., and J.E. Hirsch, Phys. Re34,B8190
(1986).

We find that in order to generate pairing eigenvalues of otder
we need to work within the RPA at interaction strengths quite
close to the Stoner instability. However, from earlier eigrece
comparing RPA with quantum Monte Carlo results on the single
band Hubbard model (T.A. Maiet al., Phys. Rev. B/6, 144516
(2007)), we expect that the bare interaction parametersaap

in the RPA expressions are renormalized, such that oneualact
not so close to the true instability.

S.-L. Yu, J. Kang, and J.-X. Li, arXiv:0901.0821.

M.M. Parish, J. Hu, and B.A. Bernevig, Phys. Rev/® 144514
(2008).

A. Bardasis, and J.R. Schrieffer, Phys. RE21, 1050 (1961).

Note: Even when taking the band parameters given in Kuebki
al. and identical interaction parameters, we find a differemtrfre
surface and pairing eigenvalues. Also the extendedve pairing
function we find for these parameters differes from the onedo
by Kuroki et al. In contrast to this work Kurokét al. use a dyami-
cal susceptibility, but it seems unlikely that this coul¢@ant for
these differences.

F. Ning, K. Ahilan, T. Imai, A.S. Sefat, R. Jin, M.A. McGuire,
B.C. Sales, and D. Mandrus, J. Phys. Soc. J@rl.03705 (2008).
W.-C. Lee, S.-C. Zhang and C. Wu, arXiv:0810.5114.

K.A. Musaelian, J. Betouras, A.V. Chubukov, and R. Joyng<Ph
Rev. B53, 3598 (1996).

C.C. Tsuei and J.R. Kirtley, Rev. Mod. Phy&, 969 (2000).


http://arxiv.org/abs/0806.3533
http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.4876
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.4332
http://arxiv.org/abs/0806.1933
http://arxiv.org/abs/0808.1192
http://arxiv.org/abs/0809.3189
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.4166
http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.4566
http://arxiv.org/abs/0810.1828
http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.0498
http://arxiv.org/abs/0803.0928
http://arxiv.org/abs/0806.3238
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.4765
http://arxiv.org/abs/0809.4455
http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.0876
http://arxiv.org/abs/0810.3506
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.1739
http://arxiv.org/abs/0810.2629
http://arxiv.org/abs/0808.0708
http://arxiv.org/abs/0809.3874
http://arxiv.org/abs/0901.0821
http://arxiv.org/abs/0810.5114

