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We study a three-orbital Hubbard-Kanamori model relevant for iron-based superconductors using
variational wave functions, which explicitly include spatial correlations and electron pairing. We
span the nonmagnetic sector ranging from a filling n = 4, which is representative of undoped iron-
based superconductors, to n = 3. In the latter case, a Mott insulating state is found, with each
orbital at half filling. In the strong-coupling regime, when the electron density is increased, we find a
spontaneous differentiation between the occupation of d,. and d, . orbitals, which leads to an orbital-
selective state with a nematic character that becomes stronger at increasing density. One of these
orbitals stays half filled for all densities while the other one hosts (together with the dgy orbital) the
excess of electron density. Most importantly, in this regime long-range pairing correlations appear in
the orbital with the largest occupation. Our results highlight a strong link between orbital-selective
correlations, nematicity, and superconductivity, which requires the presence of a significant Hund’s

coupling.

Introduction. The discovery of iron-based supercon-
ductors (IBS) [1] enriched the landscape of unconven-
tional superconductivity and tempted the community
to compare them with copper-based high-T. supercon-
ductors (cuprates). In both families, superconductivity
emerges in rich phase diagrams and competes with quan-
tum phases driven by electron-electron interactions, in-
cluding spin-density waves and nematic metallic states.

An undisputed difference is the fact that in IBS the
low-energy electronic structure features more than one
band, calling for the inclusion of different atomic orbitals
in the modeling, while copper-based materials are well
described in a single-band picture. This entails impor-
tant consequences for the degree and the nature of elec-
tronic correlation in these materials [2]. Indeed, conflict-
ing evidences led to a persistent debate as to whether
a weak- or a strong-coupling description is more appro-
priate [3-9]. In particular, a picture in terms of renor-
malized itinerant electrons coupled by bosonic excita-
tions, typically of magnetic origin, accounts for several
features of the superconducting phase and its interplay
with nematic ordering [10-15]. On the other hand, the
presence of a sizeable Hund’s coupling has been iden-
tified as the underlying principle that leads to anoma-
lies of the normal state (leading to the so-called Hund’s
metal) [3, 16, 17] among which a pivotal role is played by
orbital-selective correlations [18], i.e., by the simultane-
ous presence of strongly correlated and weakly correlated
electrons associated with different atomic orbitals. An
orbital-selective character has been also reported experi-
mentally both for superconductivity [19] and the normal
state [20-22]. Indeed, the Hund’s metal has been shown
to favor an enhancement (or even a divergence) of the

charge compressibility [23-25] and to favor both super-
conductivity [26, 27] and nematic ordering [28].

In this scenario, where seemingly contradictory ap-
proaches have been successfully used, several fundamen-
tal questions remain open. A particularly important
and challenging problem is to understand whether su-
perconductivity requires the explicit inclusion of a boson
mediating pairing, or whether superconductivity arises
directly within the intermediate/strong coupling regime
of the local interactions. In Ref. [27], a simplified ap-
proach to superconductivity in Hund’s metals (inspired
by Ref. [29, 30]) has been implemented, showing that
a boson-mediated pairing is compatible with a Hund’s
metal which in turn introduces orbital-selective features.
This question is very elusive also for technical reasons. In
fact, it is very hard to find a methodology able to simul-
taneously capture the effects of strong correlations and
the low-energy bosonic mediators for the multi-orbital
models which are necessary to properly study these ma-
terials. Most of the information about the role of Hund’s
correlations comes from Dynamical Mean-Field Theory
(DMFT) [31], which introduces accurate dynamical local
correlations, or simpler methods sharing the local focus
such as slave particles [32]. However, all these methods
do not include non-local correlations beyond static mean-
field.

In this work, we make a further step forward by using
variational Monte Carlo (VMC) method to investigate
the three-orbital Hubbard-Kanamori model [17, 33] used
in Ref. [27, 28] and adapted from Ref. [34, 35]. The
VMC method allows us to accurately describe non-local
correlations and ordering, including non-local supercon-
ductivity, none of which is accessible within DMFT. Still,
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Upper panels: Electronic density per orbital n, as a function of U, as obtained within the VMC method for three

different total electronic densities: n = 3 4+ 1/3 (left column), n = 3 + 1/2 (middle column), and n = 3 4 2/3 (right column).
We fix J/U = 0.2. Data are shown for the L = 12 x 12 cluster. The arrows highlight the size of the differentiation between the
dz. and the d,. orbitals. Lower panels: The same as in the upper panels, computed with DMFT and an exact-diagonalization

solver.

we work within the nonmagnetic sector, to emphasize the
intrinsic correlation effects driven by the Hund’s coupling
and to establish their relation with superconductivity and
orbital symmetric breaking. We follow the evolution of
the system as a function of the filling from n = 4 which
corresponds, in our three-orbital model, to the undoped
compounds (which have a filling of 6 electrons in 5 or-
bitals) to n = 3, where a Mott insulator is found.

We observe a ubiquitous spontaneous breaking of the
orbital degeneracy between d,. and d,. orbitals which
takes place moving away from n = 3, where every orbital
is half filled. Such a differentiation implies a nematic
order in the metallic state. For large electron-electron
repulsion, one of the two orbitals remains half filled in
the whole density window, while the other becomes more
and more filled as we approach n = 4, suggesting an
orbital-selective Mott transition [36]. Most importantly,
the orbital with the largest occupation has sizable pair-
ing correlations, that in a doping range close to n = 3
have similarities with the s* structure [4, 37, 38]. We un-
derline that Hund’s coupling is necessary to drive both
orbital selectivity and superconductivity.

Model and Method. We consider the three-orbital (d,.,
dy., and dy,) Hamiltonian H, [27, 28] that reproduces
qualitatively the generic shape and the orbital content of
the Fermi surfaces of IBS: Two hole-like pockets around
the I' point and two elliptic electron-like pockets centered
at the symmetry-related points X and Y. The explicit
form of the Hamiltonian is reported in the Supplemental
Material [39]. Importantly, the degeneracy of the three

orbitals is partially lifted by the crystal field (penalizing
the d, orbital over the d,, and d.,, which remain degen-
erate). As in previous work, we include local Hubbard
and Hund’s couplings [17, 33]. We underline that our
model is not chosen to reproduce detailed features of any
individual IBS, but rather as a simplified tight-binding
picture, which is sufficiently light to allow for an accu-
rate numerical solution, while containing the main fea-
tures of the IBS fermiology. For this reason, we will not
attempt a direct comparison with experiments, but we
will rather extract information about the general trends
arising from the interplay between non-local electronic
correlations and a sensible electronic structure.

The VMC approach is based on the definition of cor-
related variational wave functions, whose parameters
and properties can be evaluated within a Monte Carlo
scheme [40]. In particular, the electron-electron corre-
lation is inserted by Jastrow factors [41, 42] on top of
an uncorrelated Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) state,
which is appropriate to describe superconductivity:

|0) = JTeTs [®o) - (1)
Here, J. and J; are density and spin Jastrow factors that
are suitable to include correlations within the variational

state Jo = exp (=3 X Lpn Vi nnann,s) and

Js = exp ( — 5 Y ars S pus’ f{’an%,ﬁ) where ng o =
MRt TNRa,y and S7, = (MR.at—"NRa,|)/2 are the to-
tal density and spin along the z axis on site R and orbital
@, 1., NRa,0 = CR 4.0CR.a.0 (where CTR@J and CR.o.0 AT€



creation and annihilation operators for fermions on site

a?

R, orbital «, and spin o). The parameters vR,%, and

u%’ﬁ are pseudo-potentials to be optimized to minimize
the variational energy [40, 43]. Notice that the density
Jastrow factor includes long-range terms, which are im-
portant to describe the Mott insulator [41, 42], while the
spin-spin ones are limited to on-site terms, in order to
include the Hund’s effect. The uncorrelated state |1)g) is
the ground state of an auxiliary Hamiltonian featuring a
BCS intra-orbital pairing, in addition to Hg:

Hpes = Ho— E HaCka,aCR,a,o

R,a,0

+ 2 (Ao‘vécR,a,iCR+6,a7TJrh‘c')’ (2)
R,a,6

where 6 = z, y,  + y, and z — y indicates nearest and
next-nearest neighbors of the site R and p, defines the
chemical potential of orbital . The pairing amplitudes
Ays and o are also optimized, while the hopping pa-
rameters in Hg are kept fixed to the bare Hamiltonian.
Inter-orbital pairing amplitudes are found to be negligi-
ble in the optimal wave function, in agreement with [44].
Calculations are done on L = [ x [ clusters, with periodic
boundary conditions, mainly with [ = 12.

Results. We start with the emergence of the orbital
selectivity. In Fig. 1, we report the density occupation
of the orbitals {n,.,ny.,ngy} for a few representative
densities n = 3 + on (with dn = 2/3, 1/2, and 1/3)
and different values of the Hubbard-U interaction with
J/U = 0.2. The results are compared with DMFT using
an exact-diagonalization solver [45]. For all the cases (in-
cluding others not shown), the results exhibit the same
behavior for small values of the interaction strength U:
the two orbitals d., and d,, have the same electron oc-
cupation, which is larger than the one of the orbital d,
(penalized by the crystal field). By increasing U, the
difference among the orbitals reduces, since the interac-
tion terms affect all of them in the same way. This ini-
tial trend is also found in DMFT. For even larger values
of U, the VMC results change drastically. Indeed, for
0 < on S 0.5, the dy, orbital (which has sizable intra-
orbital hoppings) becomes the most occupied one, while
the other ones have smaller occupations, with one of them
(e.g., dy-) being half filled and the other one (d;) having
an intermediate occupation, i.e., ngy > Nz, > ny, =~ 1.
This fact implies a nematic feature, which increases mov-
ing away from n = 3, where no sign of orbital selectivity
has been detected. For dn slightly larger than 1/2, the
occupations of d,, and d,, orbitals cross each other. By
further increasing 6n, ng, tends rapidly to half filling
(ngy — 1), while most of the excess electron density goes
into the d,, one (n,, ~ 1+ dn). We remark that the
differentiation between d,, and d,, orbitals is not ob-
tained within the DMFT approach (which, however, pre-
dicts the orbital occupation switch), suggesting that it is
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FIG. 2. Upper six panels: Optimal intra-orbital BCS param-
eters [see Eq. (2)] as a function of U. Lower panels: Pairing
correlation function D, (r) in all orbitals, for a value of U
within the orbital-selective regime. Data are shown at total
electronic densities n = 3+1/3 (left column) and n = 3+2/3
(right column). BCS parameters are computed with the vari-
ational approach on a L = 12 x 12 lattice, while the pairing
correlations are obtained on a L = 18 x 18 cluster. In all cases
J/U =0.2.

driven by (long-range) spatial correlations. This obser-
vation is corroborated by the fact that we do not detect
any density disproportion between d. and d,, orbitals
when the density-density Jastrow factor is restricted to
short-range distances.

Now, we turn to the main result of this work, namely
the possible emergence of superconductivity. Within the
VMC approach, the presence of superconductivity is usu-
ally associated with the stabilization of BCS parameters
in the optimized wave function, see Eq. (2) that defines
the uncorrelated state |ip). Still, pairing in the uncorre-
lated part of the wave function does not imply supercon-
ducting order, since the Jastrow factor may suppress the
actual pairing correlations (e.g., in the Mott regime [41,
42]). Then, in order to assess the true presence of
a superconducting state, we compute the intra-orbital
pairing correlations Do (r) = + ZR<PR’QP); ) where

+rz,a

Pp .= CRty.alCRat ~ CRy,atCR.a.l destroys two elec-
trons on the same orbital at nearest-neighbor sites (along
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FIG. 3. Electronic density per orbital n., as a function of
U (upper panel) and pairing-pairing correlations Dq(r) for
U = 2eV (lower panel), in the absence of Hund’s coupling at
density n = 3 + 1/3. Data are obtained on a L = 12 x 12
cluster.

y). Then, superconductivity exists whenever D, (r) does
not decay to zero at large distances.

Let us start by considering the optimal (intra-orbital)
BCS parameters A, s of Eq. (2). The results for n =
3+2/3 and n = 3+ 1/3 are shown in Fig. 2. In both
cases, at sufficiently large values of the Hubbard-U in-
teraction, the orbital selective phase is accompanied by
the development of sizable BCS parameters in both d,
and d,. orbitals, while they are relatively small in the
d,, one. However, the presence of inter-band hoppings
in the Hamiltonian induces a remarkable difference in
the pairing correlations: For n = 3 + 1/3, the stabiliza-
tion of finite BCS parameters in the d,, orbital leads to
a true superconducting (long-range) correlation Dy, (r),
see Fig. 2 (for U = 2eV). Instead, the other two orbitals,
whose densities are close to half-filling, show a very small
signal (in this case, the Jastrow factor gives a substan-
tial suppression of pairing correlations). If we Fourier
transform the pairing amplitudes A, 5 to k-space in the
nematic regime, we find that A,, ; changes sign between
the hole pocket around I' = (0,0) and the electron pock-
ets around the X = (7,0) and Y = (0, ), resembling
the s* symmetry. However, the underlying nematicity
induces a strong difference between X and Y points [39].
The situation is different for n = 3 4 2/3, where n,, ~ 1
and the pairing correlations Dy, (r) are much reduced
(again by the Jastrow factor) with respect to the previ-
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FIG. 4.  Ground-state phase diagram of the three-orbital

model, as reconstructed from the calculations on selected elec-
tron densities. The Hund’s coupling is fixed to J/U = 0.2.
The red and the black regions are characterized by the devel-
opment of superconductivity, as discussed in the text.

ous case, see Fig. 2 (U = 2.3eV). However, surprisingly,
the d,, orbital (which is not half-filled) shows sizable
pairing correlations, despite having relatively small BCS
parameters. This fact is only possible because of the
inter-orbital hybridization in the BCS Hamiltonian (2).

In order to highlight the role of the Hund’s coupling, we
present calculations for J = 0, showing that two orbitals
d.. and d,,, remain equally filled and more occupied than
the dyy one, for all the values of U and no superconduct-
ing state is found, see Fig. 3 for n = 3 + 1/3. Therefore,
it turns out that the symmetry breaking between d,, and
d, . orbitals and superconductivity are intimately related
(and their common origin requires a sizeable J/U).

We finally notice the role of the underlying band struc-
ture. Indeed, a simpler tight-binding Hamiltonian H
with the same diagonal nearest-neighbor hopping for ev-
ery orbital, displays superconductivity for n = 3 + 1/3,
but with the dy2_,» symmetry [39], that one obtains for
the one-band Hubbard model [46]. This finding underlies
that, even in a model with only local electronic interac-
tions, the symmetry of the order parameter depends on
the shape of the Fermi surface.

Conclusions. By using variational wave functions
including pairing parameters and Jastrow factors, we
have studied a simplified model for IBS superconductors.
Spanning the density range between n = 3 (Mott in-
sulator) and n = 4 (Hund’s metal), we find a nematic
state with orbital-selective character and superconduct-
ing pairing. In particular, the d,, (or d,.) orbital re-
mains half-filled in the whole density regime, thus leading
to a spontaneous orbital-selective Mott transition and a
broken rotational symmetry. Most importantly, super-
conductivity is observed in the nematic regime, changing



its character when the electron doping is varied. For
3 < n < 3.5, the dg,, orbital sustains long-range electron
pairing. Instead, for 3.5 < n < 4, finite pairing correla-
tions are observed in the d,, (or d,,) orbital, even though
the BCS parameters are small in the superconducting or-
bital; in this unconventional case, electron pairing can be
established only through the hybridization with the other
orbitals. All these features are triggered by the presence
of Hund’s coupling, since neither orbital selectivity nor
superconductivity are found for J = 0. The tentative
phase diagram for 3 < n <4 is shown in Fig. 4.

Our work underlines how non-local correlations enrich
the scenario of Hund’s driven correlations with respect
to DMFT, and establish a strong link between nematic
correlations and superconductivity. The results are remi-
niscent of several observations in IBS, but we believe that
a closer comparison with experiments must be deferred
to future studies of more involved and complete models.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Three-orbital Hubbard model

The tight-binding Hamiltonian considered in this work
is easily defined in momentum space as:

HO = Zzzcz,a,oTa,ﬁ(k)ckﬁ,g7 (3)

k apf o

where a and 8 are orbital indices (1 = xz, 2 = yz, and
3 = zy), while CLQ,U (Ch.a,0) 18 the fermionic operator
that creates (annihilates) an electron in orbital «, with
momentum k and spin o. The intra- and inter-orbital
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FIG. 5. Left panel: Band structure of the tight-binding

model of Egs. (3) along a selected path in the Brillouin zone,
connecting the points I' = (0,0), X = (7,0), and M = (7, 7);
the chemical potential at density n = 3 4+ 1/3 is subtracted
in order to have the Fermi energy at £ = 0. The color code
denotes the dominant orbital contribution to each band: d..
(red), dy. (green), and dgy (blue). Right panel: Fermi surface
for the electron density n = 3 4+ 1/3. The color code is the
same as in the left panel.

hoppings are given as:

Ty 1(k) = 2tg cos ky + 2t1 cos kyy + 4tz cos kg cos ky,
Ty2(k) = 2ty cosky + 2ty cos kyy + 4tz cos k cos ky,

T3 3(k) = 2t5(cos ky + cos ky) + 4tg cos kg cos ky + €4y,
Ty =Ty, = 4tysink, sink,,

T3 = T?il = 2it7 sin k; + 4itg sin k; cos ky,

Ty 3 = T3 o = 2itysink, + 4itgsin ky cos k.

In this work, we fix the hopping parameters (in units
of eV): t; = 0.02, to = 0.06, t3 = 0.03, t4 = —0.01,
ts = 0.1, tg = 0.15, ty = —0.1, tg = —t7/2 [27]. The
orbital d, has a crystal field e;, = 0.2 (notice that a
slight different choice has been proposed in Ref. [34]).
With the present choice of the hopping parameters, the
total bandwidth is W a 1.6eV. The band structure and
the corresponding Fermi surface are reported in Fig. 5
for density n =3+ 1/3.

The interaction terms are defined by the Hubbard-
Kanamori Hamiltonian:

Hing =U Z Z NR,a, MR,
R «
+U’ Z Z NR,a,tNR,5,|

R a#p

+U' =YD nRawnrse

R a>p o

i i
—J Z Z CR,a,1°R,a,L°R,8,LCR,6,1
R a#B

P
YD ChiatChialCr s CR At (4)
R azp

where ng o0 = CLQ +Ch oo 18 the density operator on
site R, orbital a and spin o; U and U’ are the intra-
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FIG. 6. Fourier transform A, for the d,, orbital, computed
for the optimal BCS parameters at density n = 34 1/3 in the
orbital-selective regime at U = 2eV and J/U = 0.2. Data are
reported on the L = 12 x 12 cluster.
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FIG. 7. Upper panel: Optimal intra-orbital BCS parameters
(the same in each orbital), as a function of U for n = 3+1/3,
when the tight-binding Hamiltonian contains only a nearest-
neighbor hopping ¢ = —0.3eV, see Eq. (6). Lower panel:
Pairing-pairing correlations D(r) [see Eq (7)] at U = 2eV, in
the region where the optimal BCS parameters are finite. Re-
sults are obtained with the variational approach on a 12 x 12
cluster, for J/U = 0.2.

orbital and inter-orbital Hubbard interactions, respec-
tively, and J is the Hund’s coupling. We assume the
system to be rotationally invariant, and thus U’ = U —
2J [17].

Fourier transform of the BCS parameters at density
n=3+1/3

The symmetry of the BCS parameters is highlighted
in k-space, where:

Ag k= 2[Aq,qcos(ks) + Aqy cos(ky)
+ Ap oy cos(ky — ky) + Ag gty cos(ky + ky)] . (5)

In particular, the results for the d,, orbital (where su-
perconductivity emerges at n = 3 4+ 1/3) are reported
in Fig. 6, inside the nematic regime (for U = 2eV).
Here, Ay, 1 changes sign between the hole pocket around
I' = (0,0) and the electron pockets around the X = (,0)
and Y = (0, 7), resembling the s* symmetry. The under-
lying broken symmetry induces a nematic BCS pairing in
the d,, orbital, with a clear difference between X and Y
points. This feature derives from the fact that, in real
space, the BCS parameters connecting nearest-neighbor
sites are different, with [Agy | > |Azy 2|

Results for the simplified multiorbital model

Here, we show the results for the simplified tight-
binding model that is defined by considering only a
nearest-neighbor intra-orbital hopping ¢, that is the same
for the three orbitals. The hopping matrix in momentum
space is then defined as:

To,5(k) = 2t[cos ky + cos ky|da,g. (6)

We report in Fig. 7 the results for the pairing ampli-
tudes Ay and for the pairing-pairing correlations D(r),
defined as:

D) = 7 Y PaPhisa), 7)
R

where P, = CRiy CRA — CRiy1CR.L- In this case, the
orbital index is dropped since the results are identical for
all the orbitals.

Our results show that this model displays superconduc-
tivity for n = 3+1/3, but with the d,2_,2 symmetry, that
one obtains also for the one-band Hubbard model [46].
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