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The Hund-metal route to strong correlations continues to attract large interest in the condensed-matter
community. The question arose to what extent it applies to the infinite-layer nickelates and, as a related question,
to two-orbital systems in general. Here, we provide a low-energy perspective on this topic through a dynamical
mean-field study using the numerical renormalization group (NRG) as a real-frequency impurity solver. We find
that the RG flow from high to low energy is a uniquely adequate tool to reveal two-stage Kondo screening (2SKS),
a fascinating mechanism for Hund physics. Further, we show that 2SKS takes place in a quarter-filled two-orbital
system, but can be easily suppressed by a sufficiently large crystal-field splitting. We apply these insights to
LaNiO- using a recently proposed two-orbital model and show that it is indeed the crystal-field splitting that
suppresses multiorbital phenomena in this scenario. Our general findings open the way for further explorations of
2SKS, and we propose a way of reviving low-energy Hund physics in LaNiO2 by counteracting the crystal field.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, the physics of Hund metals [1], where not only
Hubbard U but also Hund’s coupling J plays a key role for the
electronic correlations, is discussed in a broader context than
originally anticipated. Archetypal Hund metals (see Ref. [2]
for a review) are iron pnictides and chalcogenides as well as
ruthenates, whose occupancy of the d shell is away from half-
filling or single occupancy. However, it was also proposed that
Hund physics is relevant for the half-filled NiS,_,Se,. [3, 4]
or for the infinite-layer nickelates (which bear similarities to
the cuprates).

Indeed, the finding of unconventional superconductivity in
the nickelates [5] has revived the theoretical interest in these
compounds. There are by now many works using the combi-
nation of density functional theory and dynamical mean-field
theory (DFT+DMFT) [6, 7] on 112 nickelates (such as NdNiOq
and LaNiO,) [8-18]. Some of them emphasize more the single-
orbital nature of correlations with an additional self-doping
band [8, 13], others evoke a multiorbital Hund-metal picture
[16, 18]. Recently [17], it was pointed out that, while the
dy2_y2 orbital dominates the low-energy properties, there can
be important orbital fluctuations at intermediate energies.

Understanding the influence of Hund physics in 112 nicke-
lates, especially within their Ni e, orbitals, requires answering
a simpler and more general question: To what extent can Hund
physics be present in two-orbital systems, where nonzero in-
teger occupancy is bound to either half-filling or single occu-
pancy (of an electron or a hole)? Addressing this question,
Ref. [19] studied a quarter-filled two-orbital model, finding
that one can indeed distinguish a weak Hund metal. This
study employed a Quantum Monte Carlo imaginary-frequency
DMFT impurity solver [20, 21]. Here, we confirm this finding
and provide an additional perspective by using the numerical
renormalization group (NRG) [22] as a real-frequency impurity
solver, which offers exponentially fine low-energy resolution
and a physically transparent RG flow.

The goal of this paper is twofold. First, we take a minimal-
model point of view and analyze Hund-metal characteristics

in an orbital-symmetric two-orbital system with occupancy 1,
as compared to three-orbital systems with occupancy 1 or 2.
Through properties not studied in Ref. [19] (real-frequency
spectra and RG flows), we substantiate their finding of a weak
Hund metal. We then scrutinize the influence of a crystal-field
splitting between the two orbitals, capable of suppressing mul-
tiorbital phenomena. Second, we turn to a material-realistic set-
ting and analyze a two-orbital description of LaNiOs [17, 23—
26] at quarter-filling. We show that—in this specific scenario—
multiorbital Hund physics is suppressed by a large crystal-field
splitting of |A| & 0.8eV. This is evidenced by comparing
low-energy properties of the d,>_,> orbital obtained from a
two- and a one-orbital calculation and by demonstrating the
resurgence of Hund physics at vanishing |A|. The models and
the method are briefly introduced in Sec. II. The general model
analysis is contained in Secs. III A-III D and the LaNiOs study
in Sec. IITE. We conclude in Sec. IV. Appendix A contains
additional numerical results and App. B general statements
about interaction Hamiltonians.

II. MODELS AND METHOD

We consider multiorbital Hubbard models of the type
H = Zijmm’d d:rmah?;m djmlff + 21 Hing [dimff]ﬂ (H

where djma creates an electron at site ¢, in orbital m €
{1,...,M?}, and with spin o € {1, ]}. For the first part of our
results, the hopping matrix is taken to be diagonal in orbital
space and such that it corresponds to a semicircular density of
states of half bandwidth D =1 (Bethe lattice). We consider
both the orbital-symmetric case with on-site energies €,, = €,
for two and three orbitals as well as two-orbital systems with a
crystal-field splitting A =¢; —es. The three-orbital case with
occupancy 2 serves as our reference system for “canonical”
Hund physics [2, 27, 28]. In the second part of our results, the
hopping matrix is taken from a two-orbital model fitted to the
band structure of LaNiO,. It thus has off-diagonal elements in



M=2DN|M=2HK|M=3DN|M=3HK
U U-2%J | U-J | U-2J | U-3J
Au=U'-J| U=2J | U=3J | U-2J | U-3J

TABLE 1. Average (opposite-spin) Hubbard interaction U and atomic
gap A, for M =2 or 3 orbitals using the DN or HK Hamiltonian.

M | Hing Symmetry Nip lep
3 | DN [U(1)eh ® SU(2)sp ® SU(3)orn | 20k | 800k

(3)
2 | DN [U(1)en ® SU(2)p @ SU(2)om | 15k | 130k
2

3| HK | ®2 _, U(1)eh,m ® SU(2)sp | 100k |350k
2 |HK | ®2,_, U(L)er,m ® SU(2)s | 30k | 90k

TABLE II. Symmetries used and multiples Ny, (or states Ny,) maxi-
mally kept during the NRG iterative diagonalization (1k denotes 10%).

orbital space, except for the local part 7 = j. We remark that
three-orbital models of LaNiOs were suggested too [8, 29, 30],
but these are not considered in the present work.

The local interaction is chosen as (1,,, = dfmdmg)

mt =U Z NmAMm] + Z

m<m/,oco’

—J Y dl dpyd s 2)

m#m/

- (ro” J)nmanm'o’

We show in App. B that, at U’ = U—/J, this realizes the Dworin—
Narath (DN) Hamiltonian (U — 2. J) 1 N(N—1)— JS?+ 3 JN.
AtU’'=U-2J, it corresponds to the Hubbard—Kanamori (HK)
Hamiltonian (U —3.J) 1N (N—1)—2J8*— L JL?+ ZM JN
(L = L3 for M =2), except that pair-hopping is neglected. The
latter restriction does not qualitatively change the low-energy
Hund physics but simplifies the numerics considerably [31].
When ambiguous, we attach a subscript to the Hund’s coupling,
Jpn or Jik, to specify which Hamiltonian is being used.

We follow Ref. [19] in deﬁnlng an average (opposite-spin)
Hubbard interaction U = M2 > et Umme (called U,y in
Ref. [19]), where Uy, =U and Uy, £,y =U’. This yields

i U-U  [U-M=ljp U =U-Jpx
U= - : .
i {U DMt f U = U2
3)

The cases relevant for us are listed in Table I, along with the
corresponding values of the atomic gap A, =U'—J [2].

We treat our models within the DMFT approximation
[6, 7], where the lattice Hamiltonian is mapped onto a self-
consistently determined impurity model. The latter is then
solved with NRG [22] at zero temperature (T'=10"6 or 108
in practice) assuming paramagnetism. We employ the full
density-matrix NRG [32, 33] in a state-of-the-art implementa-
tion based on the QSpace tensor library [34]. We use an adap-
tive broadening scheme [35, 36] and a symmetric improved
estimator for the self-energy [37]. In the cases without SU(M )
orbital symmetry, we interleave the Wilson chains for increased
efficiency [38, 39]. For the overview of quasiparticle weights,
we used n, =2 shifted discretization grids [40]; for all other
calculations, n, =4. We purposefully pick the same NRG dis-
cretization parameter A =4 for all calculations, in order to have

strong effect of J

spin-orbital separation (SOS)

FIG. 1. Venn diagram showing various effects of Hund’s coupling
J. The arguably most intricate effect is two-stage Kondo screening
(2SKS): upon decreasing energy, first, orbital fluctuations are dynami-
cally (Kondo-) screened, then spin fluctuations. This phenomenon was
dubbed spin-orbital separation (SOS) [27], with TK <TX, <U,J.
However, SOS can also occur more trivially. In a half filled system at
finite J, e.g., orbital fluctuations are suppressed at energies below J
(or, in systems with a crystal field A, at energies below A [41]). If, in
abuse of notation, one still calls this energy scale “T.,”, one then has
TSI; < “TX 7~ J, A. Finally, J not only affects low-energy Kondo
physics but also (“high-energy”) atomic physics, like orbital occupan-
cies. Thereby, it, e.g., facilitates an orbital-selective Mott phase in
systems with broken orbital symmetry [42] (see also Ref. [43]).

the most straightforward comparison between different flow
diagrams. All available charge, spin, and orbital symmetries
are exploited, as summarized in Table II. There, we also give
the maximal number of multiplets Ny, (and corresponding
number states Ny) kept during the iterative diagonalization.
The quantities of interest are the (retarded) local self-
energies X, (w) and associated quasiparticle weights Z,,, =
[1—-0,Re X, (w)]w=o] !, the local spectral functions A, (w)
and associated occupancy per orbital 1, = [ dw fi, Aloe,m (W)
(where f,=[1+ exp(w /T)]~1), and the (retarded) local sus-
ceptibilities x = x’ —imx” defined via the spin and orbital
operators (cf. App. B). We further analyze NRG flow diagrams
[22] (see Ref. [31] for how E, is mapped to w). Note that, for
the models solved with interleaved NRG, we perform an addi-
tional diagonalization without interleaving in order to have flow
diagrams comparable to those from the other models. Finally,
in our LaNiOj study, we also consider the momentum-resolved
spectral function A(k,w) = —2Im Trlw+p—h(k)—=(w)] 1,
following from the matrix-valued hopping and self-energy.

III. RESULTS
A. General considerations

Hund’s coupling J can affect interacting systems in various
ways. For instance, J changes the energies of atomic config-
urations and thereby influences their relative probabilities. In
both the DN and the HK Hamiltonians, J acts more strongly
(with a larger prefactor) on the spin than on the orbital op-
erators squared. Thereby, it naturally induces an asymmetry
between the spin and orbital sectors. In the study of Kondo
scales TX, indicating below which energies spin and orbital
fluctuations are dynamically screened, this asymmetry with
TK < TK b Was dubbed spin-orbital separation (SOS) [27, 44].
Bes1des the Kondo screening mechanism, fluctuations can also
be quenched more trivially, say, by atomic energy consider-
ations. In a half-filled system at finite J, e.g., the atomic
ground state is an orbital singlet, and orbital fluctuations are



FIG. 2. (a) Quasiparticle weight Z as a function of U, U, or Ay. The Janus effect (Z| 7,20 < Z|j—o for small U, Z| 20 > Z| ;=0 for large U)

is strikingly clear for (M, N')=(3,2) and somewhat discernible for (M, N)=(2,1) when going from Z(U) to Z(U). (b) Spectral functions.
The red line indicates the orbital-resonance shoulder. (c) Real part of self-energies. The red line indicates the corresponding inverted slope.

suppressed at energies below the bare parameter J. Similarly,
in systems with large crystal-field splitting A, orbital fluctua-
tions are suppressed at energies below the bare parameter A.
The various aspects of J mentioned above are illustrated in
Fig. 1. In the following, we focus on one particular aspect: the
highly nontrivial form of SOS induced by two-stage Kondo
screening (2SKS).

How does the effect of J, and 2SKS in particular, depend
on the number of orbitals M and the occupancy N? From an
atomic perspective, .J splits the manifold of energy eigenstates
with two or more electrons, giving preference to the high-spin
state. Accordingly, this directly affects the atomic ground state
for N > 2, while it only affects excited states for N =1. Go-
ing beyond the atomic picture, early works [45, 46] utilized a
multiorbital Schrieffer—Wolff transformation. The spin Kondo
coupling in a one-orbital system is JSI; =2V (5 + ﬁ)
where AEL > 0 is the energy difference to the states with
charge +1 w.r.t. the ground state. In the one-orbital exam-
ple, these are AE, = ¢+ U and AE,. = —e¢, whence the
well-known result J£ = 2V2(5+U7U)(75) and JX = 8V?/U
at the particle-hole symmetric point e = —U/2 follows. In

multiorbital systems (w.l.o.g. M > N), it was found [45, 46]
that JX = 2V x5 — 1\1/\1[111\! A115+ ). By the negative sign,
JSIE is reduced, thereby suppressing the spin Kondo tempera-
ture. (Note that an integer occupancy is achieved by balanc-
ing charge fluctuations to the adjacent sectors, so often times
AFE_~AF,.) Importantly, however, this statement applies to
all values of M and N < M. Hence, in contrast to the atomic
perspective, it does not give preference to Hund physics in, say,
systems with (M, N)= (3, 2) over those with (M, N)=(2,1).

B. Single-particle properties in orbital-symmetric models

Let us now turn to numerical results. For the orbital-
symmetric models, we employ the DN Hamiltonian, but
the same behavior is observed for the HK Hamiltonian, see
App. A. Figure 2(a) shows how Z depends on the inter-
action strength in various settings and three filling cases:
(M,N)e€{(3,2),(3,1),(2,1)}. First, increasing U at J =0
(black lines), one finds a Mott insulator for sufficiently large
U in all three cases. Finite J changes the behavior drastically,
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FIG. 3. (a) Susceptibilities showing SOS: x¢,, is peaked at higher frequencies than x7,,. (b) NRG flow diagrams. The legend gives the charge
(w.r.t. half-filling), spin, and orbital quantum numbers. (c) Pictorial representation of the ground states during the flow. The systems at charge
one away from half-filling can realize an intermediate orbital-singlet spin-triplet state (red) at the lowest energy and thus experience 2SKS.

see the (dark) green line for Z(U) at J=U/3.

The left panel (M, N) = (3, 2) displays the familiar Janus
effect [2, 47]: compared to the black curve, Z at finite J drops
down for small U and then flattens again for larger U, so that
Z(U)|j20 exceeds Z(U)|j=o for U 2 5. The latter property
is a rather trivial atomic effect, as J reduces the atomic gap
A, = U’ — J away from half-filling [2, 47]. Indeed, this
effect disappears if replacing U by A,; as the independent
variable, and one has Z(Aqu)| 20 < Z(U = U = Aat)| =0
throughout. By contrast, the sharp drop of Z at relatively small
U is a manifestation of Hund physics, i.e., strong correlations
induced by Hund-J at moderate Hubbard-U. As explained
in Ref. [47], this is attributed to lifting the degeneracy of the
atomic ground state (from 15-fold to 9-fold degenerate [2]).

In the middle panel, (M, N)=(3, 1), there is no such Janus
effect. Instead, finite J increases Z(U) for all U (an effect that
is again eliminated by switching from Z(U) to Z(A,t)). The
right panel, (M, N)=(2,1), also has Z(U)| 20> Z(U)|.j=o.
Perhaps, one might say that the initial decrease and subse-
quent flattening of Z(U) jxo is slightly more pronounced in
the (M, N)=(2, 1) than in the (M, N)=(3,1) case.

In Ref. [19], it was argued that U instead of U provides a bet-
ter reference on the horizontal axis. Going from Z(U) to Z(U)
shifts the Z| 7o curve to the left by a relatively small amount
(compared to going from Z(U) to Z(A,)) proportional to J

(and thus U), see the dashed line in Fig. 2(a) and Table 1. The
qualitative behavior in the left and middle panels of Fig. 2(a) re-
mains basically unchanged. For the right panel, one might now
argue that Z(U)| o initially drops to an appreciable extent
below Z(U =U)| y—o and then crosses through Z (U =U)| ;=0
due to a moderate flattening. In this way, one may say that J
slightly increases the correlation strength at U ~ 1, and, thus,
the system for (M, N)=(2, 1) constitutes a weak Hund metal
[19]. However, since the splitting of atomic energy manifolds
by J affects only the excited states for (M, N)=(2,1) (and
not the ground state, as for (M, N)=(3, 2)), the drop in Z is
much smaller for (M, N)=(2,1) than for (M, N)=(3,2).

Next, Figs. 2(b) and 2(c) show the spectral function and
the real part of the self-energy in each case at U = 3 and
J =1 (the point indicated by a star in Fig. 2(a)). The insets in
Fig. 2(b) display A on a wide-energy window, while the main
plots focus on the quasiparticle peak. An intriguing feature
observed in Hund metals is a orbital-resonance shoulder [27,
41, 44] in the left part (for NV < M) of the quasiparticle peak.
Indeed, such a shoulder (marked in red) is very pronounced
for (M, N)=(3,2) and somewhat visible for (M, N)=(2,1).
In Re %, this corresponds to an inverted slope or retracted
renormalization (marked in red) [31, 41, 48-52]. The inverted
slope is also strikingly clear for (M, N) = (3,2) and only
somewhat discernible for (M, N)=(2,1). Nevertheless, the
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FIG. 4. NRG flow diagrams at variable crystal-field splitting A. The intermediate spin-triplet ground state (present in regions where the red line

reaches zero) is only found for |A| STX, (A=0)/2.

fact that both features occur for (M, N) = (3,2) and (albeit
less pronounced) for (M, N)=(2,1) corroborates the notion
of a weak Hund metal in the latter case. Note that they are also
found in rather different settings. For instance, as elaborated in
Ref. [41], they persist when introducing a crystal-field splitting
A. Upon increasing A and approaching an orbital-selective
Mott phase, they eventually change in nature from an orbital
resonance (corresponding to 2SKS) to a separate doublon-
holon peak (atomic-like). The same behavior occurs for the
two-orbital setting with crystal-field splitting analyzed below.

C. NRG flow in orbital-symmetric models

We now inspect SOS and 2SKS via the susceptibilities and
the NRG flow diagrams in each case. From x{, and X, in
Fig. 3(a), one readily observes SOS [39, 44]: the peak of the
orbital susceptibility (indicating that orbital fluctuations get
screened) occurs at a higher energy than the peak of the spin
susceptibility (indicating that spin fluctuations get screened).
This phenomenon is very pronounced for (M, N)=(3,2) and
weakly present in the other two cases. Whether 2SKS causes
SOS is revealed by the NRG flow.

In Figs. 3(b) and 3(c), we present the NRG flow diagrams
(to be read from right to left) and a pictorial representation of
the ground state in different parts of the RG flow, following
Refs. [44, 53]. The legend in Fig. 3(b) gives the U(1) charge
(relative to half-filling), SU(2) spin (twice S*) and SU(M)
orbital quantum numbers. At the beginning of the flow (i.e.,
at high energy, to the right in each panel of Fig. 3(b)), the
system is fully described by an atomic picture. There, the
ground state (brown line) can be represented by N (aligned)
spins symmetrically placed in M orbitals. Going to lower
energies (leftward in the plots), the effect of the environment
(the self-consistently determined bath) comes into play.

The left panel, (M, N)=(3,2), is our reference system for
Hund physics and 2SKS. One clearly observes an extended

region of the flow where the lowest-energy state (red line)
involves the impurity with an additional bath electron (charge
increased by one) that screens the orbital moment (quantum
number 00) and further increases the spin (quantum number 3).
This is part 1 of 2SKS. At the end of the flow (at low energy,
to the left of the plot), three more bath electrons subsequently
screen the magnetic moment (blue line; charge increased by 3,
zero spin and orbital quantum numbers) [44, 53]. This is part
2 of 2SKS, yielding the Fermi liquid.

For (M,N) = (3,1), such a 2SKS is not observed. As
the system is further away from half-filling, an intermediate
orbital-singlet and spin-tripled state would require the impurity
to temporarily bind two bath electrons. Instead, the system
directly flows from the atomic state (brown line, one electron
in three orbitals) to a fully screened ground state (blue line).

Now, for (M, N)=(2, 1), again one away from half-filling,
we do 2SKS: First, the orbital moment of one electron in two
orbitals (brown line) is screened by one bath electron. The
resulting spin triplet (red line) is then screened by two bath
holes, leading to the fully screened Fermi-liquid ground state
(blue line). Whether the final screening is achieved by electrons
or holes depends on the detailed shape of the particle-hole
asymmetric hybridization function at low energies. As before,
Hund-metal signatures (here 2SKS) are observed for three and
two orbitals at charge one away from half-filling, but much
weaker so for M =2 than for M =3.

We end this section with a note of caution. The RG flow in
NRG is discrete, owing to the logarithmic discretzation with
A > 1. Even-odd oscillations and large A values needed in
multiorbital systems make the RG flow rather coarse. Depend-
ing on how the NRG parameters (A, z shifts, etc.) are chosen
and how close the putative RG fixed point is to the given RG
trajectory, one may or may not explicitly see it. Here, for com-
paring different filling cases, we chose A =4 throughout and
were indeed able to see the intermediate spin-triplet state.



D. NRG flow in two-orbital model with crystal-field splitting

Restricting ourselves from now on to (M, N)=(2,1), we
next incorporate the effect of crystal-field splitting. We stick
to the previous setting with a semicircular density of states
but allow for a finite A = ¢; —e5. Since we thereby break
orbital symmetry, we also exclusively use the HK Hamiltonian
henceforth. As interaction values, we choose U = 3.1 and
J=0.7 in units of D =1. These are the same values chosen
later for the two-orbital model of LaNiO5 (then in units of eV).

In Ref. [41], it was explained how the orbital-resonance
shoulder is replaced by a separate peak if |A| > TX, (A=0)/2.
Here, we use the same line of reasoning but focus on the NRG
flow. Figure 4 shows the flow diagrams for four values of A;
the legend gives the two U(1) charges per orbital (w.r.t. a half-
filled orbital) and the SU(2) spin quantum number (twice S#).
At the orbital-symmetric point, A =0, the flow is similar to the
leftmost panel in Fig. 3(b): It starts from the atomic ground
state (degenerate brown and light green lines) and goes through
a regime where the lowest-energy state has an additional bath
electron screening the orbital momentum and forming a spin
triplet (red line). The flow ends at the fully screened Fermi
liquid where the ground state has two additional holes (one per
orbital) screening the magnetic moment (blue line).

Small A =0.02 breaks the orbital symmetry, and the lines
split accordingly, but the same three lowest-energy states in
the three regions persist. At larger A = (.08, the lines shift
further compared to the previous two cases. Most importantly,
the intermediate spin-triplet state (red line) barely touches zero
energy and therefore has a much weaker effect during the RG
flow. The screening of the magnetic moment, yielding the
Fermi-liquid ground state (dark green line) now occurs via an
electron in the lower-in-energy orbital (its charge is increased
by one). Finally, at very large A =0.22, there is no notion of
2SKS anymore. States involving the orbital higher in energy
have shifted away from zero energy, and the standard, one-
stage Kondo screening occurs exclusively in the orbital lower
in energy (brown line to dark green line).

If one merely looks at the susceptibilities, it might appear
that the SOS window has actually increased from A =0 to
A =0.22. The reason is that, for large A, x, roughly peaks
at w~ A [41]. This, however, does not necessarily mean one is
“deeper” in the Hund-metal regime. Instead, the mechanism for
SOS has changed, from 2SKS to atomic energy considerations.
The same is true for the shoulder in the spectral function and
the inverted slope in the self-energy. With increasing A, both
features become more pronounced in the orbital pushed to
half-filling (and less pronounced in the other orbital). For
large A, however, they no longer stem from 2SKS but from
doublon-holon subpeaks [41].

E. Two-orbital model of LaNiO-

We now move on to a material-oriented setting and study the
normal state of LaNiOy. While different models for LaNiOo
with a variable number of orbitals have been constructed, we
here consider a minimal two-orbital model [17, 23-26] at fixed
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—+ DMFT d,2_ (0.82)
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FIG. 5. (a) Band structure of LaNiOs from DFT (black) and our
two-orbital model (d,2_,2 in blue and h-d 2 in red). (b) Local spec-
tral functions from (a) (bare) and DMFT (U = 3.1, J =0.7). The
occupancy per orbital is given in brackets.

occupancy N =1 (quarter-filling). Evidently, this constitutes a
strong simplification compared to more realistic simulations of
infinite-layer nickelates and can be seen as a minimal extension
beyond a model based on only the d,2_, orbital. Indeed, our
model allows us to investigate to what extent orbital fluctua-
tions and Hund physics in this compound persist when treated
in a pure two-orbital description.

Henceforth, our unit of energy is eV and J = Jyk. We em-
ploy the two-orbital model of LaNiO, from Ref. [17] (see their
Fig. S16) constructed from the DFT band structure in a small
energy window of roughly [—1.5,2.5] w.r.t. the Fermi level.
Differently from other models [23-26], we thereby choose
two Ni-centered Wannier functions [17]. Next to the strongly
correlated orbital of mostly Ni d2_,2 character, we have a
weakly correlated hybridized orbital of both Ni and La d3,2_,.2
character (d,2 for short), acting as the self-doping band. We
label this orbital h-d,» (hybridized d,2) to emphasize that it is
not equivalent to an orbital of dominant Ni d .= character (as
obtained, e.g., from a large energy-window construction). Our
model has a sizable crystal-field splitting between the d2_,»
and h-d > orbital of A~ —0.8. We will see that, in the quarter-
filled two-orbital system, this large |A| leads to a large orbital
polarization between the d,2_,2 and h-d,> orbital (the former
almost half-filled, the latter almost empty), suppressing orbital
fluctuations and Hund-metal characteristics.

Figure 5(a) displays the band structure of LaNiO5 from DFT
and from our two-orbital model. The model reproduces the
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FIG. 6. Momentum-resolved spectral function A(k,w) of LaNiO, at variable J and fixed U = 3.1 (with a broadening of 0.1 for plotting
purposes). At J <0.3, n.2 has decreased sufficiently so that the I" pocket is lifted above w=0. White lines show the bare Wannier bands.

original band structure quantitatively within, say, [—0.5,1],
and qualitatively within [—1, 2]. Statements about LaNiOs at
larger energies are evidently not captured by the model. We
choose U =3.1 and J =0.7, as in the narrow energy-window
setting of Ref. [8]. Figure 5(b) shows the local spectral func-
tions Aj,. from the bare model (dashed lines) and from DMFT
(full lines). As can be readily seen, correlations (incorporated
via DMFT) change the spectrum sifnificantly. Especially in the
dy2_,2 orbital, the quasiparticle peak is sharpened and notable
Hubbard side bands emerge. We indicate the occupancy per or-
bital n,,, in brackets. The orbital polarization (1,2 _,2 >n2)
is slightly decreased by correlations but still sizable. Since
the h-d,2 orbital is barely occupied, it is much less corre-
lated (Z,2 > Z,2_,2). The precise quasiparticle weight of
the d,>_ .~ orbital depends on its proximity to half-filling [12].
With ng2_ 2 =0.82, we find Z,2_ > =0.29, consistently with
Fig. S1 of Ref. [12] and somewhat similarly to Ref. [8] (there,
Zg2_y2=0.25 at ng2_ 2 =0.903 in a three-orbital setting for
NdNiO, with the same U and J values as used here).

We now turn to the effect of Hund’s coupling J. At J =0,
the large crystal-field splitting would yield an almost depleted
h-d.> orbital, whereas large J promotes a large-spin state
involving both orbitals. Table III confirms this expectation,
giving the values for n,2_,» (while n,> = 1—n42_,2) for
J=0.7,0.3,0 at fixed U = 3.1. As expected, Z,2_,2 is re-
duced as the orbital approaches half-filling [12]. In Fig. 7,
showing A(k, w), one can see how the T pocket is lifted above
the Fermi level for sufficiently low n 2, realized at J < 0.3.
Table III also gives the eigenvalues of the impurity density
matrix for each symmetry sector (i.e., the valence histogram

J |[ng2_y2 | Za2_y2|| Poo |P1a/2| P21 | P2,0 |P3,1/2|P4,0

0.7|| 0.82 | 0.29 |[15.5%(69.4%|10.0%|4.7%| 0.4% | O

0.3|| 094 | 0.28 |[10.7%|78.7%|2.9% |7.6%|0.1% | O

0|l 0.98 027 || 9.4% |81.3%| 0.6% |8.7%| O 0
TABLE III. LaNiOs results for varying J at U = 3.1. Probabilities
pn,s= for impurity occupancies at different charge NV and spin S.

Even at J=0.7, the spin triplet state has less weight (10.1%) than in
the five-orbital calculation of Ref. [16].

[54]). Of particular interest is the weight ps ; of the high-spin
multiorbital state. It strongly decreases with decreasing J.
However, even at large J =0.7, ps 1 =10.1% is much smaller
than the value in Ref. [16], treating LaNiOs with five corre-
lated orbitals (25.9% in their Table II; Z,2_,2» =0.36 in their
Table I is comparable to ours).

Next, we scrutinize to what extent dynamic correlators of the
more correlated d2_ 2 orbital are affected by J. We present in
Fig. 7 the spectral functions, self-energies (real part), and spin
and orbital susceptibilities for J € {0.7,0.3,0} at U=3.1. We
also include (as a black line) results from a one-shot one-orbital
calculation, where we kept U = 3.1 and took the hybridization
function for the d,>_,> orbital from the two-orbital J = 0.7
calculation. For all values of J and even the one-orbital calcu-
lation, the low-energy behavior is very similar. This includes
the shape of the quasiparticle peak in .4, the slope in Re X,
and the peak position of X, (as a measure for TSIE,). Note that
the peak of X/, occurs at higher energies than that of x{,
even at J = 0 (trivial SOS due to large |A|) and shifts only
slightly to higher energies with increasing .J. This comparison
demonstrates that the effect J in our two-orbital model for
LaNiOs is mostly restricted to the orbital occupancies. Indeed,
as a one-orbital calculation with the appropriate input suffices
to reproduce the relevant quantities at low energies [8], we con-
firm the interpretation that the low-energy physics of LaNiOq
is that of a single-band Hubbard model with an appropriate
self-doping (provided by other orbitals) [8, 13].

Finally, Fig. 8 shows the NRG flow diagram of our two-
orbital model of LaNiOs at U = 3.1, J =0.7. The left panel
resembles the rightmost panel in Fig. 4 in that the size of the
crystal-field splitting prevents 2SKS. As a computational ex-
periment, we add to our model an extra crystal field to achieve
A = 0, thus compensating the original splitting. The cor-
responding flow diagram (right panel in Fig. 8) now has an
intermediate region with a spin-triplet lowest-energy state that
screens the orbital momentum. This confirms that it is indeed
the crystal-field splitting (or equivalently the polarization) that
suppresses low-energy Hund physics in LaNiOs.
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FIG. 7. (a) Spectral functions and (b) real part of self-energies of the
d,2_,2 orbital; (c) susceptibilities. The results stem from variable J
in the two-orbital model of LaNiO-> and from a one-shot one-orbital
(lorb) calculation starting from the two-orbital solution at J =0.7.

IV. CONCLUSION

We studied Hund physics in idealized two- and three-orbital
systems and in a two-orbital model of LaNiO,. Using NRG as
DMFT impurity solver allowed us to examine high-resolution
real-frequency spectra and the NRG flow from high to low
energies. The latter was found to be a uniquely adequate tool
to check for 2SKS, the arguably most fascinating mechanism
behind the SOS of Kondo scales—a hallmark of Hund metals.

First, we focused on orbital-symmetric models and com-
pared three cases of N electrons in M orbitals: (M, N) €
{(3,2),(3,1),(2,1)}. As indications of Hund physics, we ex-
amined (i) the Janus effect in Z(U, .J), (ii) the SOS of Kondo
scales, (iii) 2SKS in the RG flow with an intermediate orbital-
singlet spin-triplet state, and (iv) the orbital-resonance shoulder
in A and the corresponding inverted slope in Re 3 (for orbital-
symmetric models). The case (M, N) = (3,2) is known to
prominently feature Hund physics: Since J splits the atomic
ground-state manifold, Z and 7T} SI; decrease drastically with J,
enabling (i) a clear Janus effect and (ii) wide SOS. (iii) The
RG flow has a wide energy window between T and T2,
dominated by an orbital-singlet spin-triplet state, and (iv) A
shows a pronounced shoulder (Re X an inverted slope).

Since J does not affect the atomic ground state for N = 1,
properties (i) and (ii) are not very pronounced in the two cases
(M,N)e{(3,1),(2,1)}. For (M, N)=(3,1), one does not
observe any signs of properties (iii) and (iv) either. However,
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FIG. 8. NRG flow diagram for LaNiO- in the original setting A #0
and from a computational experiment where we manually set A =0.

for (M, N)=(2,1), even though the window between T2} and

Tgﬁb is relatively small (slightly larger than a decade), one can
distinguish an orbital-singlet spin-triplet state as the lowest-
energy state. Similarly, one can distinguish a weak shoulder
in A (inverted slope in Re XJ). Thereby, we substantiate the
notion of a weak Hund metal for (M, N) = (2,1) [19]. The
RG flow reveals that 2SKS and the intermediate orbital-singlet
spin-triplet state formed by binding a bath electron is facilitated
by N =M —1 (i.e., one-charge proximity to half-filling, inde-
pendent of V), while it is unlikely for N = M —2 (where two
bath electrons would be required to form an orbital singlet).

We then studied the effect of a crystal-field splitting A and
showed that 2SKS is obviated if |A| > TX, (A =0)/2. In
systems with strongly broken orbital symmetry, 2SKS does not
go hand in hand with SOS or the shoulder in A (inverted slope
in ReX): On the one hand, for large |A|, X7, peaks at the bare
parameter |A| due to atomic quenching of orbital fluctuations
(and not dynamic Kondo screening). On the other hand, the
shoulder in A then changes in nature from an orbital-resonance
shoulder to a separate doublon-holon peak [41].

An important next step is to elucidate how 2SKS and the
intermediate orbital-singlet spin-triplet state are reflected in
observables; one candidate are fractional power laws at inter-
mediate frequencies in local susceptibilities [53, 55]. Here, our
observation of 2SKS in a quarter-filled two-orbital model is
helpful as it constitutes a conceptually and numerically simpler
setting than the previously known case (M, N)=(3,2). We
thus suggest a similar study as in Refs. [53, 55], using a gen-
eralized Kondo model to manually increase the intermediate
energy window between T and 1), , but for (M, N)=(2,1).

Second, we analyzed a two-orbital model of LaNiOs, con-
taining the strongly correlated d,2_,2 orbital and a weakly
correlated hybridized orbital of d,> symmetry (not equivalent
to the Ni d,2 orbital of a large energy-window construction).
Our aim was to study a minimal setting in which to test Hund



physics while undoubtedly compromising on the degree of
realism. In particular, the frozen charge of one electron in the
low-energy two-band window is a significant simplification—it
is known that different orbital occupancies in different models
lead to variable outcomes on quantities like Z,2_ 2.

In our quarter-filled two-orbital model, J mainly affects
the orbital occupancies while low-energy Hund physics are
suppressed by the large |A|~0.8 eV. This confirms the inter-
pretation that the low-energy physics of LaNiOs is that of a
single-band Hubbard model with an appropriate self-doping
(provided by other orbitals) [8, 13]. Nevertheless, we showed
that multiorbital effects in our two-orbital model can be revived
by counteracting the crystal-field splitting, thus reducing the
orbital polarization. A first test within DFT showed that posi-
tive strain along the c direction at constant volume of the unit
cell (thus decreasing ¢/a, where a="b, and ¢/a~0.87 in the
pristine structure) decreases the energy splitting between the
two orbitals. It would be interesting to realize similar effects
in experiment and thereby induce low-energy Hund physics.
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Appendix A: Comparing quasiparticle weights

Figure 9 shows that Z depends very similarly on U and J
for both the DN and the HK interaction Hamiltonians. For
the closest connection between both situations, we match the
intraorbital interaction U as well as the atomic gap A,y =U"—J.
Next to U =Upn = Ugk, this leads to the relation

U]IJN_JDN = UI/{K_JHK < U—-2Jpy = U—-3Jpk. (A1)

This simplifies to Juyx = %JDN, and Jpn = %U = Juk = %U.

Appendix B: Operators and interaction Hamiltonians

In a multiorbital system, we have the (local) charge and spin
operators

N = Zdjngdmg, S = % Z d;rnga'aa"dma/v

moo’

(B1)

with the Pauli matrices o. For M =3, specifically, we have

T, = Z LD e - (B2)
Lin=1 Y emmmrdhy,dmro (B3)

as orbital operators. Here, Ty, (a = 1,...,8) applies to SU(3)
symmetry and uses the Gell-Mann matrices \*, while L,,
(m = 1,...,3) applies to SO(3) symmetry and uses the Levi-
Civita symbol €,,,/y». For M = 2, one can replace the
Gell-Mann matrices by the Pauli matrices for SU(2) orbital
symmetry, and one can use L = L3 for SO(2) symmetry.
From these operators, we can build the quartic terms

N2, S, T? L (B4)
In the S* basis, one often refers to the following interactions as
density-density (intraorbital, interorbital opposite-spin, same-
spin), spin-flip, and pair-hopping terms, respectively:

1 2
<(1d) *anfﬂmiv ( ) Z N A Mm/ |,

m#m/
B = Y maror i~ dhhy e
m<m/,o mz#m/
ph — Z me "ll ’idm’T' (BS)
m#m/

Their relation to the terms in Eq. (B4), as derived below, is

IN(N-1)=H}) + B + HY), (B6a)
S?+IN?2 - N =—H{) +H) - Hy, (B6b)
T2 4 SN - MN = HY) —HY) + He,  (B6e)
L? — (M=1)N) = —H{}) + Hy — Hp,.  (B6d)

Evidently, T'? is linearly dependent on N 2, N,and § 2. We ab-
breviate Eqs. (B6b)—(B6d) as S?, T2, and § L?, respectively.

The combinations forming the generalized Kanamori (GK)
and the HK Hamiltonians are (cf. Ref. [2] for M = 3)

3U' —U

Hox =~ IN(N-1)+ (U - U)S?
+ (U -U+ D)5+ B3 U -U) + 5MIN
=ULN(N-1)+ U -U)S*+ (U’ - U+J)§

=UHY +U'HE + (U - DH) + THy

+ (U =U"—=J)Hpn, (B7)
which, for U’ = U — 2J, simplifies to
Huk = (U = 3J)sN(N-1) —2J8% — JAL? + ZEMJN
=U'IN(N-1)-2J8* - JLL?
= UHS) + U'HG) + (U= ))HS) + J(H+ Hyp,).
(B8)
The DN Hamiltonian is given by [2]
Hpxy = (U -3J)3N(N-1) - JS* + 3JN
=U~-J)AN(N-1)-J5?
=U - J)IN(N-1)-2J8% - JT*?
=UHY + U-DNHE + (U—-20)H) + JHy.

(B9)
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FIG. 9. Quasiparticle weight Z as a function of U, U, or A, analogous to Fig. 2(a), compared between the DN and the HK Hamiltonians. The
behavior is qualitatively very similar for both Hamiltonians. Compared as a function of U or A,¢, the results even agree on a quantitative level.

The second-to-last row is a trivial rewriting, emphasizing the
similarity to the HK Hamiltonian with prefactors —2.J and —J

in front of the spin and orbital operators squared, respectively.

To derive Egs. (B6), we first normal-order the interactions:

N2 =N didod! do =Y didl dwds + N, (BI0)
where «=(m, o). Further, we have
i Z dLade/djhadﬁl&/ao’cr’ 055 (B11)
USil’lg Ouo! * O55 = 20056/05'5 — Ogo' 0557, WE get
Z Ao dimordl iy — N2 (B12)
Then, dyord! ., = —d! ,_ dmor + S yields
T
Z dingdm,o, miodmer + N — 1N%. (B13)
In the case of SU(2) orbital symmetry, one finds
T} 3 ol dmodne + N = IN? (B14)

by a simple replacement of m <+ o. For M =3, we have

:1 Z d mad""dmazAmm/)\ﬁnﬁ’-

mm/o’

mm o

(B15)

Using >, A’ Mt = 20 O — 35mm/5mm/ we get

Y d, doidmer — N2 (B16)
mm'oo’
We commute dngd;,a, = —din,a,dng + 040 to Obtain

:7% Z dmo m’o’ madma’+%N*lN2. (B17)

mm'oo’

We can thus summarize both cases M € {2, 3} as

_ 1 T M 1 2
=—3 Y didldmedme + BN — SN
mm O'O'

(B18)

For SO(M

-y ZEmklﬁmkwdzgdzcdllo/dl/a’,

klo m
k'l'o’

) orbital symmetry, we have

(B19)

where m, k, 1, k'l € {1,2,3} for M = 3 and k,[,k',I' €
{1,2} while m = 3 for M = 2. In both cases, we can use
D im Emkl€mk/ 1 = Ok Oy — OpyrOpr to get

B = S (o — ] i i),

kloo’

(B20)

Via didf , = —d
5k1500’7 we find

dig + 0por and dipd) , = —dl_,djy +

lo’

L2 - Z (d;rntfdin’rr’dma’dm'a dmo—dina dm’a’dm’a)

+TJ\?I—U 1)N. (B21)
Now, Eq. (B10) is simplified, after dividing >, . _, into
D=l ool Dmtm! omas A D o0, 88
IN(N Z Al odl Ao diny
=HY +HY +HY. (B22)
Similarly, Egs. (B13), (B18), and (B21) give
§?=-T?=1 Z dod! o dodimg:
=-HY + HY - Hy, (B23)
1% = Z A (d, dmer =AY drgr )

mm'oo’

H( )+Hsf_th-

(B24)

Thus, Egs. (B6) are derived. For completeness, we mention
that §2 can be decomposed into Y, 82, = —3H{) + 3N
and2Y S, S =—iHZ +1HY) — Hy

m<m/
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