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Within an extended Hubbard model, we investigate the superconducting pairing behavior of
infinite-layer nickelate NdNiO2 and cuprates superconductors by using the determinant quantum
Monte Carlo method. Our focus is on comparing their dominant pairing symmetries. The results
indicate that the dx2−y2 pairing interaction is significantly enhanced at low temperatures in both
doped nickelates and cuprates, while other typical pairing symmetries are effectively suppressed,
highlighting the dominance of dx2−y2 pairing form. Additionally, we find that the effective pairing
interaction for dx2−y2 pairing in doped nickelates is slightly lower than that in doped cuprates, which
may be attributed to the different degrees of Fermi surface warping caused by the third nearest
hopping t′′. Further studies show that the hole doping and interaction strength have significant
effects on the dx2−y2 pairing interaction within the selected parameter range. The dx2−y2 pairing
interaction is notably weakened when the hole doping increases, while it is significantly enhanced
with increasing Coulomb interaction strength U . This comparative analysis reveals the similarities
and differences in the pairing behaviors of doped nickelates and cuprates, which may provide further
insights into understanding the superconducting properties of these two classes of materials.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of high-Tc superconductivity
in doped cuprates1, unraveling the mechanism of
superconductivity2–6 and the dependence of the
transition temperature on material properties have
been central issues in condensed matter physics.
Comparative studies of materials with similar features
but different chemical compositions should be an
effective way to understand this problem. Recent
breakthroughs in nickelates, such as the achievement
of superconducting transition temperatures up to 15 K
in Nd1−xSrxNiO2

7,8and 9 K in La1−xSrxNiO2
9, have

provided new perspectives for understanding the pairing
mechanism in high-temperature superconductors. The
3d9 electronic configuration of Ni+ in NdNiO2 resembles
that of Cu2+ in cuprates10,11. The Ni+ oxidation state
is stabilized in the infinite-layer square-planar RNiO2 (R
= La, Nd, Pr)12,13, which possesses the same P4/mmm
crystal structure as the parent compounds of high-Tc

cuprates14. Superconductivity is also observed when
substituting neodymium with other lanthanides9,13,15

and in more complex multilayer structures16. These
findings reveal an intrinsic similarity between doped
nickelates and cuprates.

Recently, various experimental studies13,17–23 and
theoretical approaches, including dynamical mean-
field theory (DMFT)24–26, density functional theory
(DFT)25,27–31, and model studies28,32–34, have been
employed to investigate the essential low-energy physics
of doped nickelates and its similarities and differences
with that of doped cuprates. First-principles
calculations based on DFT suggest that the electron-
phonon coupling is insufficient to account for the
superconducting transition temperature up to 15 K35,
and the superconductivity is more likely driven by

electron-electron interactions. Furthermore, recent
studies have revealed a dome-shaped dependence of
the superconducting Tc on the doping3,36, akin to the
behavior of doped cuprates.

Another key question worth exploring is whether the
unique physical phenomena observed in these materials
can be fundamentally explained by the single-band
model. In doped nickelates and cuprates, the low-energy
degrees of freedom are predominantly determined by
the 3d orbitals. However, their electronic structures
exhibit some differences. First, unlike doped cuprates,
the energy difference between O-2p and Ni-3d in doped
nickelates is much larger than the Coulomb interaction
between Ni-3d electrons34,37–39, leading to the direct
entry of additional holes into Ni-3d orbitals rather than
the formation of Zhang-Rice singlets28. Therefore,
the influence of O-2p degree of freedom can be safely
neglected. Second, the electron pockets contributed
by the R-5d (R=Nd, La) degrees of freedom in the
parent compounds occupy a small part of the Brillouin
zone40, having a minor impact on the low-energy physics
in the hole-doped case and can be neglected29,31,35,41.
Furthermore, DMFT calculations indicate that in Sr-
doped NdNiO2 superconductors with Sr doping not
exceeding 30%, holes primarily reduce the occupancy
of the Ni-3dx2−y2 and Nd-5d bands42,43, essentially
rendering the system as a single Ni-3dx2−y2 orbital.
Therefore, given consideration of electronic correlation
effects, the single-band Hubbard model is sufficient to
capture the low-energy physical properties of NdNiO2

within an appropriate doping range.

Determining the dominant superconducting pairing
symmetry remains a crucial research objective and
a major challenge in the field. Previous single-
orbital34,43,44, and multi-orbital studies40,45,46 have
yielded different conclusions regarding the dominant
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pairing symmetry. By using the determinant quantum
Monte Carlo (DQMC) method, we systematically
investigate the superconducting pairing properties of
the infinite-layer nickelate NdNiO2 and typical cuprate
superconductors under the single-band Hubbard model.
We find that at low temperatures, the dx2−y2 pairing
symmetry is significantly enhanced while other typical
pairing symmetries are effectively suppressed within the
given doping range, indicating the dominance of dx2−y2

pairing. The interaction strength U ratio to nearest
hopping U/t, as well as the relative strength of long-range
hopping to nearest hopping in the single-band model47,
are important factors. With increasing Coulomb
interaction strength U , the pairing susceptibility of the
dx2−y2 channel is significantly enhanced, indicating that
electronic correlations play a crucial role in promoting
dx2−y2 pairing. Furthermore, we find that the third
nearest hopping t′′ has a certain suppressive effect on
the dx2−y2 pairing channel.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

In the single-band Hubbard model, the nickel-square
lattice Hamiltonian can be written as

H = HK +Hµ +HV , (1)

HK = −t
∑
⟨i,j⟩,σ

(c†iσcjσ + c†jσciσ)

− t′
∑
⟨i,j⟩,σ

(c†iσcjσ + c†jσciσ)

− t′′
∑
⟨i,j⟩,σ

(c†iσcjσ + c†jσciσ), (2)

Hµ = −µ
∑
i

(ni↑ + ni↓), (3)

HV = U
∑
i

(ni↑ −
1

2
)(ni↓ −

1

2
). (4)

For the copper-oxygen plane, we take the nearest hopping
t as the unit of energy (set to 1), the second nearest
hopping t′ = −0.25t, and the third nearest hopping
t′′ = 0. For the nickel-oxygen plane, we take t = 1,
t′ = −0.25t, and t′′ = 0.12t. These parameters are

derived from DFT44,48–50. The fermionic operators c†iσ
and ciσ represent the creation and annihilation of an
electron with spin σ(σ = ↑, ↓) at site i, respectively,
satisfying the anticommutation relations. The particle

number operator niσ = c†iσciσ gives the number of
electrons with spin σ at site i. The chemical potential
µ is used to tune the electron density of the system. By
changing the value of µ, one can control the doping level
of the system.

We employ the DQMC method to simulate the lattice
shown in Fig. 1(b) under periodic boundary conditions.
This approach maps the interacting fermion model
onto a system of free fermions coupled to auxiliary

FIG. 1. (Color online) (a) presents the crystal structure of
NdNiO2 compound, which consists of Nd, Ni, and O atoms,
exhibiting a distinct layered arrangement. (b) provides a top
view of the lattice structure of NdNiO2 compound, where
the three blue arrows represent the nearest, second nearest,
and third nearest hopping modes of electrons in the lattice,
respectively.

fields. By utilizing the Suzuki-Trotter decomposition and
Hubbard-Stratonovich (HS) transformation to handle the
interaction terms, the partition function Z contains only
quadratic fermion operators, enabling the calculation
of the fermion trace. To ensure reliable results, we
first perform 8000 Monte Carlo sweeps to thermalize
the system, followed by an additional 30000 to 120000
sweeps for statistical averaging of physical quantities,
depending on the complexity of the system. We divide
the independent measurements into 20 equal-length
intervals, perform coarse-grained averaging for each
interval, and estimate the uncertainty of the simulation
results using the standard deviation of the 20 averages,
thereby reducing the statistical fluctuations of physical
quantities. For more technical details regarding DQMC
method, please refer to the relevant literature51–55.
To investigate the superconductivity in doped

nickelates and cuprates, we define the superconducting
pairing susceptibility as

Pα =
1

Ns

∑
i,j

∫ β

0

dτ⟨∆†
α(i, τ)∆α(j, 0)⟩, (5)

where the superconducting order parameter ∆†
α(i) is

given by

∆†
α(i) =

∑
l

f†
α(δl)(ci↑ci+δl↓ − ci↓ci+δl↑)

† (6)

The phase factors δl associated with different pairing
forms determine superconducting pairing symmetry α.
In the square lattice, we investigate the pairing forms
shown in Fig. 2(a)-(d). The structure factors of these
pairing symmetries can be expressed as follows:

s−wave :fs(δl) = 1(δl = (±(x,±ŷ)),

dx2−y2−wave : fdx2−y2 (δl) = 1(δl = (±x̂, 0)),

and fdx2−y2 (δl) = −1(δl = (0,±ŷ)),

sxy − wave : fsxy (δl) = 1(δl = ±(x,±ŷ)),

dxy−wave : fdxy (δl) = 1(δl = ±(−x̂, ŷ)),

andfdxy
(δl) = −1(δl = ±(x̂, ŷ)).

(7)
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FIG. 2. (Color online) The five pairing forms possess different
symmetries and phases. Specifically, (a) is the s-wave, (b) is
the dx2−y2 -wave, (c) is the sxy-wave, (d) is the dxy-wave

To determine the dominant pairing symmetry in
doped nickelates and cuprates, we introduce the
effective pairing interaction P̄α = Pα − P̃α54,56–58,
where the uncorrelated single-particle contribution

P̃α can be obtained by replacing ⟨c†i↓cj↓c
†
i+δl↑cj+δl′↑⟩

with ⟨c†i↓cj↓⟩⟨c
†
i+δl↑cj+δl′↑⟩ in Eq. (6). A positive

effective pairing interaction indicates that the
superconducting pairing form is driven by electron-
electron correlations, whereas a negative value suggests
that this superconducting pairing channel may be
suppressed by other pairing channels.

III. RESULTS

Our main simulations are performed on a two-
dimensional square lattice with 8 × 8 sites, and further
results are also checked on a lattice with 12 × 12 sites,
which is fair large for DQMC method. We investigated
the temperature dependence of the effective pairing
interactions for various candidate pairing symmetries
with these lattices. As shown in Fig. 3, at low
temperatures, we observed a significant enhancement in
the effective pairing interaction of the dx2−y2 symmetry
in both doped nickelates and cuprates. This suggests
that the dx2−y2 pairing symmetry may play a crucial
role in these strongly correlated electron systems.
However, it is noteworthy that the dx2−y2 effective
pairing interaction in doped nickelates is slightly lower
in magnitude compared to that of doped cuprates. This
discrepancy may be attributed to different degrees of
Fermi surface warping caused by distinct tight-binding
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FIG. 3. (Color online) (a) and (b) show the temperature
dependence of the effective pairing interaction for different
candidate pairing symmetries in doped nickelate with lattice
sizes of 8×8 and 12×12, respectively, at U/t = 3 and electron
density ⟨n⟩ = 0.8. (c) and (d) present the corresponding
results for doped cuprates under the same conditions.
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FIG. 4. (Color online) Temperature dependence of the
effective dx2−y2 pairing interaction for doped nickelates (solid
lines) and cuprates (dashed lines) at different lattice sizes,
where circles represent L = 8 and upward triangles represent
L = 12. The calculations are performed with U/t = 3 and
the electron density ⟨n⟩ = 0.8, 0.9.

parameters. Meanwhile, we examined other typical
superconducting pairing symmetries, namely s-wave,
sxy-wave, dxy-wave, and pxy-wave. The results indicate
that the effective pairing interactions for these channels
are either close to zero or negative. This implies
that the dx2−y2 superconducting pairing symmetry has
an intrinsic competitive advantage over other pairing
channels, effectively suppressing the formation of other
superconducting states. This finding provides strong
evidence for the dominance of dx2−y2 pairing symmetry
near optimal doping.

We also investigated the influence of lattice size on the
computational results. As shown in Fig. 4, the dx2−y2
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FIG. 5. (Color online) Temperature dependence of the
effective dx2−y2 pairing interaction for doped nickelates and
cuprates at different hole doping. (a) and (b) show the results
for doped nickelates with lattice size L = 12 and Coulomb
interaction strength U/t = 3 and 4, respectively. (c) and (d)
present the corresponding results for doped cuprates under
the same conditions.

pairing channel exhibits a weak dependence on lattice
size in both doped cuprates and nickelates. The effective
pairing interaction remains nearly constant with varying
lattice size, indicating the robustness of the dx2−y2 wave
dominance.

To systematically investigate the influence of hole
doping on the temperature dependence of the dx2−y2

effective pairing interaction, in Fig. 5, we presents
the evolution of the dx2−y2 effective pairing interaction
as a function of temperature for doped cuprate and
nickelate compounds at U/t = 3, 4 and electron filling
⟨n⟩ = 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95. Within the studied parameter
range, as the electron filling gradually deviates from half-
filling, the dx2−y2 effective pairing interaction exhibits a
significant decreasing trend in both materials, especially
more pronounced in the low-temperature region. This
indicates that the superconducting pairing has a strong
dependence on electron filling, which is a common feature
of doped cuprates and nickelates. This may originate
from the strong Coulomb repulsion between d-orbital
electrons in the CuO2 and NiO2 planes, leading to the
formation of a Mott insulating state near half-filling.
Moderate hole or electron doping can destroy the Mott
insulating state, introduce charge carriers, and thus
realize high-temperature superconductivity.

Figs. 6 and 7 clearly demonstrate the impact of
the Coulomb interaction strength U on the effective
pairing interaction P̄dx2−y2 in the dx2−y2 pairing channel

for doped nickelates and cuprates. As U gradually
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Temperature dependence of the dx2−y2

effective pairing interaction P̄d
x2−y2 in doped nickelates at

different electron densities ⟨n⟩: (a) ⟨n⟩ = 0.8, (b) ⟨n⟩ = 0.85,
(c) ⟨n⟩ = 0.9, and (d) ⟨n⟩ = 0.95. The curves correspond to
various Coulomb interaction strengths U . The calculations
are performed on a lattice size of L = 12.

increases, the P̄dx2−y2 of both materials exhibits a

significant enhancement trend, indicating that electronic
correlation effects play a crucial role in promoting dx2−y2

superconducting pairing. It is noteworthy that in the
low-temperature region, the P̄dx2−y2 of doped cuprates

shows a more pronounced divergence behavior, especially
at larger U values. This divergence trend foreshadows
the formation of dx2−y2 superconducting pairing. In
contrast, the divergence of P̄dx2−y2 in doped nickelates

at low temperatures is less evident, suggesting that their
d-wave superconducting pairing may not be as stable and
prominent as in doped cuprates.

Finally, we investigated the competitive advantage
of the dx2−y2 wave pairing channel under different t′′

values. As shown in Fig. 8(a), when U/t = 3 and
⟨n⟩ = 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95 are fixed, and t′′ is increased, the
effective pairing interaction of the dx2−y2 wave exhibits
a weakening effect. Similarly, as shown in Fig. 8(b),
when ⟨n⟩ = 0.8 and U/t = 2, 3, 4 are fixed, and t′′ is
increased, the pairing susceptibility of the dx2−y2 wave
also shows a weakening effect. This indicates that within
the selected parameter range, t′′ has a certain inhibitory
effect on the dx2−y2 superconducting pairing channel.
This result reveals the important role of the third
hopping in regulating the dx2−y2 wave superconducting
pairing strength for doped nickelates and cuprates. This
may be because reducing t′′ correspondingly reduces
the warping of the Fermi surface. Under optimal
parameter conditions, as the Fermi surface flattens,
superconductivity is enhanced44.
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FIG. 7. (Color online) Temperature dependence of the dx2−y2

effective pairing interaction P̄d
x2−y2 in doped cuprates at

different electron densities ⟨n⟩: (a) ⟨n⟩ = 0.8, (b) ⟨n⟩ = 0.85,
(c) ⟨n⟩ = 0.9, and (d) ⟨n⟩ = 0.95. The curves correspond to
various Coulomb interaction strengths U . The calculations
are performed on a lattice size of L = 12.
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FIG. 8. (Color online) (a) Temperature dependence of the
dx2−y2 -wave pairing susceptibility P̄d

x2−y2 for different t′′

values at lattice size L = 12, interaction strength U/t = 3, and
electron densities ⟨n⟩ = 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95. (b) Temperature
dependence of the dx2−y2 -wave pairing susceptibility P̄d

x2−y2

for different t′′ values at lattice size L = 12, electron density
⟨n⟩ = 0.8, and interaction strengths U/t = 2, 3, 4.

It is worth noting that although t′′ has a certain
inhibitory effect on the dx2−y2 wave superconducting
pairing channel, this effect is not significant in actual
nickelates and cuprates. This is because in these
materials, the magnitude of t′′ is usually much smaller
than the nearest hopping t, and thus its impact on
the shape of the Fermi surface is relatively limited. In
contrast, the interaction strength U and the hole doping
⟨n⟩ have a more significant impact on the dx2−y2 wave
superconducting pairing.

IV. SUMMARY

We constructed two-dimensional square lattice models
of varying lattice sizes to study the temperature
dependence of the effective pairing interactions for
different candidate pairing symmetries. The results
show that at low temperatures, the dx2−y2 pairing
symmetry dominates in both doped nickelates and
cuprates, with a significant enhancement in the effective
pairing interaction, indicating that dx2−y2 pairing plays
a crucial role in these strongly correlated systems.
However, the magnitude of the dx2−y2 effective pairing
interaction in doped nickelates is slightly smaller than
that in doped cuprates, possibly due to differences in
their tight-binding parameters, leading to variations
in Fermi surface warping. We also investigated the
effect of hole doping on the dx2−y2 effective pairing
interaction. The results indicate that as the filling
deviates from half-filling, the dx2−y2 effective pairing
interaction significantly weakens in the low-temperature
region, suggesting a dependence of superconducting
pairing on electron filling. Additionally, with increasing
Coulomb interaction strength U , the dx2−y2 pairing
interaction is significantly enhanced, indicating that
electron correlation effects play a key role in promoting
dx2−y2 superconducting pairing. Finally, we found that
the third hopping t′′ has a certain inhibitory effect on
the dx2−y2 wave pairing channel. However, the Coulomb
interaction strength U and hole doping ⟨n⟩ have a more
significant impact on dx2−y2 wave pairing.
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