arXiv:1605.01509v3 [cond-mat.supr-con] 3 Jun 2016
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We studied pairing mechanism of the heavily electron doped FeSe (HEDIS) systems, which commonly have
one incipient hole band — a band top below the Fermi level by a finite energy distance €, — at I' point and
ordinary electron bands at M points in Brillouin zone (BZ). We found that the system allows two degenerate
superconducting solutions with the exactly same 7, in clean limit: the incipient s,jfe-gap (A, #0, Af #0)
and sj;"-gap (A, = 0, Af # 0) solutions with different pairing cutoffs, Ags (spin fluctuation energy) and €,
respectively. The s;,"-gap solution, in which the system dynamically renormalizes the original pairing cutoff
Asr to Appys = € (< Ayy), therefore actively eliminates the incipient hole band from forming Cooper pairs,
but without loss of T, becomes immune to the impurity pair-breaking. As a result, the HEDIS systems, by
dynamically tuning the pairing cutoff and therefore selecting the s, *-pairing state, can always achieve the
maximum 7; — the 7, of the degenerate s;fe solution in the ideal clean limit — latent in the original pairing

interactions, even in dirty limit.

PACS numbers: 74.20.-z,74.20.Rp,74.70.Xa

I. INTRODUCTION.

The discovery of the FeSe/SrTiO3; monolayer system (7, ~
60 — 100K) [1H3] and other heavily electron-doped iron se-
lenide (HEDIS) compounds such as A Fe;_,Se; (A=K, Rb,
Cs, Tl, etc.) (T =~ 30 — 40K)[4H6], (Li;_,Fe,OH)FeSe (T, ~
40K) [7], and pressurized bulk FeSe (7, ~ 37K) [8] are pos-
ing a serious challenge to our understanding of the Iron-based
superconductors (IBS). The main puzzles are two:

(1) why is T; so high, up 100K ?
(2) what is the pairing mechanism and pairing solution with
only electron pockets at M point?

Among the HEDIS systems, we think, FeSe/SrTiO3 mono-
layer system[1H3] has one extra mechanism, which is the
long-sought small-angle scattering phonon boost effect|9,
10]. Lee et al.[l1] have measured the presence of the fer-
roelectric polar phonon in the SrTiO3(STO) substrate and
its strong coupling with the conduction band of the FeSe
monolayer. Subsequently, theoretical works[12H15] have
elaborated this phonon boost effect specifically to the FeSe-
monolayer system. This phonon boost effect is theoretically
trivial to understand. When there exist a large momentum ex-
change repulsive interaction Vyp — provided by antiferromag-
netic(AFM) spin fluctuations — and a small momentum ex-
change attractive phonon interaction V,, two pairing poten-
tials do not interfere each other living in the different sectors
of momentum space but work together to boost T, of the s -
or d-wave gap solutions as following way[9, |10]:

T~ L14AY A o 1)
where 7\fsf = A'Ar.f/}\'tot’ Xph = xph/ktot, and Aoy = (}\*sf + xph)-

Asr,pn and Ay, are the dimensionless coupling constants and
the characteristic energy scales of the spin fluctuations and
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Schematic Feynman diagram of the phonon
boost effect. A small momenta g exchanging phonon attractive in-
teraction A, and the large momenta 0 exchanging AFM repulsive
interaction Agpyy, living in different momentum space, do not in-
terfere but cooperate to enhance the total pairing interaction Asoy =
Marm + App for the s*- and d-wave pairing channels.

phonon, respectively. The Eq.(1) shows that the phonon cou-
pling A,; — even if weak strength — entering into the exponent
of the exponential as A,,; = (Ass +App), its boosting effect of
T, can be far more efficient than a simple algebraic addition.
Apart from this phonon boost effect, which exists — or par-
ticularly strong — only in the FeSe/STO monolayer system,
theoretically more challenging question of the HEDIS super-
conductors is: even without the phonon boosting effect, how
these systems can achieve such high T. of 30-40K only with
the electron pockets. To clarify this question, we would like
to understand the following more specific questions:
(1) without the hole pocket at I point, what is the pairing
mechanism and the pairing state ?
(2) does the incipient (sunken) hole band have any specific
role or mechanism for such high 7, ?
(3) why do all HEDIS compounds seem to have the optimal

incipiency distance SZ” timal’ of 60-80 meV for the maximum T,
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In this paper, we provide a noble mechanism as an uni-
fied answer to all these questions, that is dynamical tuning
of the pairing cutoff energy. We studied a simple model
for the HEDIS systems which consists of one incipient hole
band and ordinary electron band(s) with a dominant repul-
sive interband interaction V., between them. The original
pairing interaction cutoff energy Ayr is assumed to be larger
than the incipient energy €, (< Ayy). This model system has
been recently studied, and was shown to have the s?fe-gap
solution[[16} [17]. This gap solution forms non-zero gaps both
on the incipient hole band and electron band (A, # 0, A, # 0),
hence it is specifically named as “incipient” s,fe—gap solution.
In this paper, we showed that this incipient band model al-
lows another degenerate pairing solution with the same 7
as the incipient s,jfe—gap solution, but only with the electron
bands (A, = 0, A, # 0), hence named as s,,"-gap solution.
For this pairing solution, the incipient hole band is dynami-
cally eliminated by the renormalization process, and the bare
pairing interactions V9, (Ass) > 0(a,b = h,e) get renormal-
ized and in particular the bare repulsive intraband interaction
(VO(Asf) > 0) for the electron band evolves into an attractive
interaction (V5" (A = ¢€;) < 0) with a reduced pairing cutoff
energy A = €, with which the system can form a s-wave pair-

ing with the electron bands only, namely, the s}, " -gap.

The idea of the s-wave pairing state (s),") in the electron
bands only was also proposed in the previous works[18} [19]
using the functional renormalization group (FRG) technique.
Although the FRG approach correctly captured the leading in-
stability of the s}, " -pairing state, this method could not dis-
tinguish the 5, -state and the incipient-s;-state, nor did it
clarify the subtle relation between these two pairing states.
The FRG techniques traces the RG flow of the leading pairing
form factor 04 (k) by reducing the scaling energy A until its
eigenvalue diverges. However, the form factor ¢ (k), being a
lattice harmonics in the C4 symmetric lattice, is the same both
for the incipient 57 -state and the s, "-state. Therefore when
the eigenvalue of this form factor diverges at A*, the FRG re-
sult just indicates 7. ~ A" in the pairing channel ¢, so that
it cannot determine which of two pairing states —the incipient
sffe—state and the s}, "-state — is the real ground state because
the FRG technique itself does not determine the physical pair-
ing cutoff Apy,;.

Our important finding is that in the clean limit of the gen-
uine incipient band model these two pairing states — the incip-
ient s,j;-state (A #0, A, # 0) and 57" -state (A, =0, A, #0)
— are degenerate two physical solutions with the exact same T,
but with different physical pairing cutoff energies, Appys = Agy
and Appys = €p, respectively. These two states are both phys-
ical and distinct states. On the one hand, our finding is in
accord with the important principle of the physical invariance
of the renormalization group (RG) transformation[20]. But
on the other hand, our finding reveals a new potential of the
RG transformation: the RG transformation can go beyond a
mathematical technique to conveniently study the low energy
physics[21] and the system can actively utilize its own RG
flow to determine the physical cutoff energy scale Ay, and
optimize its best ground state. This active mechanism of RG

is not new but already known with the renormalization of the
Coulomb pseudopotential[22]. The degeneracy of these two
pairing solutions of the HEDIS system becomes broken by
impurities and the system choose the s}, "-gap solution and
extracts the maximum 7, potentially stored in the system by
avoiding the impurity pair-breaking.

In section II, we illustrated the concept of this dynami-
cal tuning of the cutoff energy scale with the well known
example of the Coulomb pseudopotential and the phonon-
mediated BCS superconductor[22]]. We then showed that even
the phonon-mediated BCS superconductor with a phonon en-
ergy ®p needs not to have the physical cutoff A,y to be wp,
as commonly believed, but can take arbitrary scale A without
affecting T¢, Ay, and the condensation energy, within the RG
scheme. And higher order correction is necessary to deter-
mine the physical cutoff as A,y = ®p.

In section III, equipped with this new concept of dynam-
ical tuning of cutoff energy by RG, we studied the incipient
band model with one incipient hole band with g, and electron
band(s) mediated by dominant interband repulsive potential
Vinter—band > Vintra—bana With original pairing cutoff Ay > €.
In subsection III.A, first we studied the minimal two band
model and demonstrated that the 7 is invariant with scaling
A < Ayy. Therefore when the scaling energy A crossovers
from above to below €, the pairing solution continuously
changes from the incipient s -state to the sj;*-state keeping
the same symmetry and same 7. In section III.B, we showed
that the non-magnetic impurity scattering severely weakens
the incipient s?fe-state, but would not affect the T, of the s} -
state with the physical cutoff A4y = €.

We propose that this is the key mechanism why the HEDIS
systems can achieve reasonably high 7, of 30-40K with the
sunken (incipient) hole band. They can avoid the impurity
pair-breaking by dynamical tuning the pairing cutoff energy
to €,. The standard IBS systems with both hole and elec-
tron bands crossing the Fermi level cannot have the choice of
the s}, " -solution but only the s,jfe-solution, therefore the stan-
dard IBS systems would suffer severe reduction of 7. from
the inevitable impurities introduced by dopings. Otherwise
all standard IBS systems could have achieved much higher
T.. On the other hand, the s/, "-solution with the sunken
hole band has a different drawback; i.e. increasing the in-
cipient distance €, weakens the pair susceptibility, hence re-
duces T,. Therefore, we could expect that the maximum
T, of the s}, "-solution should occur with g, — 0, but it is
not the case in experiments. We found that there exists a

mechanism to determine an optimal value of €,” timal - The
above mentioned RG scaling breaks down when €, becomes
too small because the pair susceptibility for the s} *-state,
x(€p) =—2T. %, [ dem, (0, =T, (2n+1)), becomes
saturated as €, — T, wﬁich sets the stable minimum cutoff
energy scale Appys = €, = T.. In real system, the optimal
Appys should increase further by other broadening processes
_ optimal _

as Appys = €, ~ (T, + Cimp + Tineta) (Where Iy, is the

impurity scattering rate and L'y, is the inelastic scattering

rate). This is the reason why optimal incipient energy SZ” timal

is about 60-80 meV in all HEDIS systems.



In section III.C and D, we studied a more realistic three
band model with one incipient hole band and two electron
bands el and ¢2. With this model, we could consider another
possible pairing solution: the sjlgz-state, also called, ’node-
less” d-wave state, in which A,; = —A.[23-25]]. We showed
in general that the s:lgz-state is favored when the incipient
hole band is deep (larger €;) but the szﬁz-state becomes win-
ning when the incipient hole band becomes intermediate to
shallow (optimal €,). With non-magnetic impurity scatter-
ing, we showed that the s/, ,-state (nodeless d-wave) is most
rapidly destroyed, but the s);/,-state is immune to it and can
survive with high 7. in the region of optimal values of g7,
On the other hand, the “incipient” s; i -state — which had the
same T, as the S:I:fz-state in clean limit — can survive with
much reduced T; in the region of small values of €, if the im-
purity scattering is not strong enough to completely kill this
pairing state. This double-dome structure of the phase dia-
gram (see Fig.10(B)) is quite similar with recent experiments

of electron doped FeSe systems[26-30].

II. RENORMALIZATION OF PAIRING INTERACTIONS

The bare Coulomb repulsion g, operating up to the plasma
frequency ®,;, is renormalized to become pseudopotential
u*, operating up to the phonon frequency wp(< ®,), as
follows[22],

U (0p) = o+ po - X (@p1; 0p) - 1. 2)
Using Cooperon propagator X(wy0p) =
[0 .
—ZTZnNofm[’)ldﬁm ~ —Noln[z—‘;’}, we obtain the
well known result,
* Mo
u(0p) = —————, 3)
1+ 1oNo 1n[‘j’o—g]

where Ny is the density of states (DOS) at Fermi level. Since
®,; > Op, the strong repulsive Coulomb potential ¢ becomes
much weakened Coulomb pseudo-potential y* < u. There-
fore the total BCS pair potential Vygir(0p) = [V,n + 1*](< 0)
can now be attractive with the common pairing cutoff en-
ergy Appys = 0p. This is the well known mechanism of how
weak phonon attraction V(< 0) can overcome the stronger
Coulomb repulsion uo(> 0) by retardation (0p < ;). But
the important message for us is that the physical pairing cut-
off is not necessarily fixed by the boson energy scale of the
corresponding interaction (in this example, ®,;).

A standard theory of the renormalization of the pairing in-
teractions stops here. But now we would like to perform a
thought-experiment, namely, we continue to scale down the
effective cutoff energy A below wp to see what happens. It is
straightforward to continue the RG scaling as

Vpair((DD)

Viair(A) = :
pal( ) 1+Vpul‘r((0D)N0h’l[%}

“4)

For an attractive interaction (V- < 0), Eq.(4) indicates that
the strength of |V,4;»(A)| increases as the cutoff energy A de-
creases (A < 0p). But it is straightforward to show that the T,

is invariant with RG flow as 7. = 1.14@pe ' /NolVpair(@p)| —
1.14Ae V/NolVpair(MI - Furthermore, as far as the BCS limit
(Age/A < 1) holds, the superconducting (SC) gap size Ay, is
invariant as A (0p) = Ay (A) and the total condensation en-
ergy AE = %NOASC(A) is also invariant with respect to the RG
scaling. Therefore all physical quantities are not affected by
this level of RG scaling.

Therefore, at this level, the system has no reason to choose
op, the Debye frequency, as a physical pairing cutoff en-
ergy and higher order corrections in O(Ay./A) are neces-
sary to determine the true physical cutoff energy Apys. Ex-
act calculations of all higher order corrections are difficult
but a simple hint comes from the total condensation en-
ergy expression, more precise form of which is given as
AE = —NoAv/A2+ A2 +NoA? m — INoAZ + ENoAZ, (B )2 +
...[31]]. The second term is the next order correction to the
BCS approximation AEpcs = f%NgAfc and tells us that more
condensation energy is gained with larger cutoff energy A
when the gap size Ay is the same. Therefore, among the de-
generate T, (A) solutions, the system would choose the largest
cutoff solution that is A,y = @p in this particular case.

With the above exercises we would like to propose the key
concept of this paper, i.e., the physical pairing cutoff energy
Aphys of the SC transition is not automatically determined by
the physical boson energy scales of the pairing interactions
such as ®p;, ®p, or Ogy. But it can be dynamically tuned by
the system to maximize the T, and the condensation energy.

III. INCIPIENT BAND MODEL

In this section, we would like to apply the concept of “dy-
namical tuning of cutoff energy” discussed in the previous
section to the incipient band model for the HEDIS systems.
At the moment, the most accepted theory of the superconduc-
tivity for the Fe-pnictide superconductors is the sign-changing
s-wave pairing state (s,i) between hole band(s) around I" and
electron band(s) around M points in BZ, mediated by the an-
tiferromagnetic (AFM) fluctuations with the wave vector Q
connecting I" and M points (C-type)[32, 33]. However, the
HEDIS systems commonly have only electron pockets(s) at
M points and the hole pocket is missing at I' point, which
exists only as an incipient hole-band (see Fig.2). However,
even without the hole pocket, experimental evidences are that
the AFM spin correlation is dominantly the C-type with the
characteristic wave vector Q connecting the incipient hole
band and the electron band[34]. Therefore, it is a natural
attempt to extend the standard paradigm of the sffe pairing
mechanism to the HEDIS systems: a dominant pairing in-
teraction, Vj, > 0, between the incipient hole band and elec-
tron band(s). There is possibly some fraction of deviation
from C-type AFM correlation toward G-type AFM correla-
tion with the wave vector Ql connecting two electron bands
at Qy = (m,0) and Qy = (0,w)[35H37]]. Phenomenologically,
we will consider this deviation by introducing another weaker
repulsive interaction between two electron bands V..o > 0.
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Schematic pictures of three possible SC gap
solutions of the incipient band model. In all three cases, the incipient
(sunken) hole band is depicted as a dotted line circle around I" point.
(a) incipient s,;;—gap solution. (b) sjljz—gap solution with no Cooper
pairs formed on the incipient hole band. (c) sjlgz-gap solution with
no Cooper pairs formed on the incipient hole band, also called as
“nodeless d-wave”.
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FIG. 3: (Color online) (A) A typical incipient band model with Ay >
€,. (B) The same model but with the pairing cutoff scaled down as
A < Agy. For each value of A, Hyen(A) is defined and the best SC

gap solutions are calculated as: incipient s;;-gap forg, <A <Ay,
and s;},"-gap for A < g, with the same 7, for all A.
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A. Incipient Two Band Model

In order to illustrate the essence of the dynamical tuning
mechanism and RG scaling of the cutoff energy, we first study
a minimal two band model with one incipient hole band and
one electron band as depicted in Fig.3(a). Here we ignore
the interaction between electron bands el and e2, therefore
two electron bands, ¢l and e2, can be considered as identical
one e-band as far as the SC pairing mechanism is concerned.
As a result, among the three possible pairing states depicted
in Fig.2, only s, "-gap (Fig.2(a)) and s, "-gap (Fig.2(b)) are
possible with the two band model. This simplification is only
for the proof of concept and we will consider the full three
band model later.

In this paper, we assume the incipient energy €, to be
smaller than the spin-fluctuation pairing interaction cutoff A ¢
as illustrated in Fig.3. This incipient band model[[16] and its
extended models[17] were recently studied as a possible can-
didate model for the HEDIS SC systems but only the incip-
ient s;j—type solution (Fig.2(a)) was investigated. Here we
will consider the incipient s,jj—gap solution and s/,"-gap so-
lution (Fig.2(b)) on an equal footing in the two band model.
The sjlzz—gap solution (Fig.2(c)) will be considered with three
band model later.

The coupled gap equations are the same as the ordinary two
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FIG. 4: (Color online) Schematic diagram of the renormalization
process. The lefthand side (hatched box vertex) is the renormalized
pairing potential V,;,(A) defined at low energies (< A) and the first
term of the righthand side (the wiggly line vertex) is the bare pairing
potential Vfb. The momenta j:k,:l:k/ belong to the low energy re-

gion |§(£k)], |&(4k )| € [0: A]. The momenta +¢ belong to the high
energy region |§(£q)|| € [A: Agy].

band SC model as follows.

Ay = [thXh} Ap+ [VheXe} A, (5)
A, = [VeeXe] Ao+ [Vthh] Ay

where the pair susceptibilities are defined as

Ny [~% da a Ny, 1-14Asf

T) = -2 Stanh(=2) & ——n | ———
(T) > |, () ~ =5 n - [©

B Ay dE g 1.14A

Xe(T) = —Ng/iAsf€tanh(ﬁ)~—Neln {?}

where N, . are the density of states (DOS) of the hole band
and electron band, respectively. Assuming all repulsive pair
POtenﬁalS Vap, but with Vinter—band(: Vies Veh) > Vintra—band(:
Vi, Vee )» the coupled gap equations Eq.(5) with the suscepti-
bilities Eq.(6) produce the incipient s;; -gap solution with the
OPs Ay, and A, with opposite signs[16,[17]. 7. decreases with
increasing €,; however the relative size of |Ay|/|A.| is insen-
sitive to the value of €, and the gap size of the incipient hole
band |Ay| is comparable to the size of |A,|.

This model is already a low energy effective model in
which all the high energy interaction processes originating
from U (Hubbard on-site interaction), J (Hund coupling), etc
are renormalized down to A,y to produce the effective pair
potentials V9 (A,s) with cutoff energy Ayy. In particular, the
characteristic AFM spin fluctuation energy scale A,y is an ex-
perimentally measurable — by neutron experiments — physical
excitations just like a phonon energy wp in the BCS theory.
In a standard theory of superconductivity, the renormalization
stops here and remained is to solve the gap equation(s) (e.g.
Eq.(5)) by a mean field method (BCS theory) or by its dynam-
ical extension (Eliashberg theory).

In this paper, we continue the RG scaling down to arbitrary
low energy scale A < A,y and define the renormalized model
Hyen(A), as depicted in Fig.3(b). The renormalized pair po-
tential V,;(A) is defined by a standard RG process as follows
(see Fig.4),

V(A) = V04V 2(AyA) -V (A) (7)
and the formal solution is defined by

V(A) =[1=V (A A)] V0, (8)
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FIG. 5: (Color online) Numerical results of the RG scaling of a typi-
cal incipient two band model of Fig.(3) with €, = 0.5A;¢. (A) Renor-
malized pair potentials NV, (A) vs A (with N, = +/N,Np) with
bare potentials: NhV,% = NeVeOe =0.5 and /N;,N, ,?g = N/NhNeVé;, =
2.0 (B) Calculated T, with V,;(A) and the corresponding pairing so-
lutions. The pairing gap solution changes when A crosses €, but 7.

remains the same all the time with scaling.

where V(A) is the renormalized 2x2 matrix pair potential with
the new cutoff energy A, and V' is the bare pair potential with
the cutoff energy A,y defined as

A Vo v
VO=< hh he>' 9)
Vo Vee
Accordingly, the Cooper susceptibility § is also 2x2 matrix
defined as
S(A Ay [ Xn O
L(AssiA) = ( " X) (10)
. As
with Xe(AspsA) = —TCZnZNefA‘fdém and

Wn(AspsA) = ~T.LuNu [ 25, d oty Notice  that
the factor 2 is missing in ) since the hole band exists only
below the Fermi level. Also ¥, (Agr;A) is defined only up to
A — €, meaning that when the scaling cutoff A runs below
€, as A < g, only the electron band will contribute to the RG

flow.

In Fig.5(a), we show the results of the renormalized V,;(A)
for the whole range of A < Ayy. In this representative case, we
chose €, = 0.5A and the bare potentials: NhV;?h =N,V =
0.5 and /N,N, V), = VNNV = 2.0. For g, < A < Ay, all
four components of V,;,(A) get renormalized. The key fea-
tures are: (1) the repulsive interband pair potentials Vie e, (A)
slightly decrease at the beginning but eventually become more
repulsive; this is very different behavior compared to the stan-
dard single band repulsive potential under RG such as the
Coulomb potential. (2) the weaker repulsive intraband pair
potentials Vy, ..(A) turn quickly into attractive ones; the dif-
ferent flow tracks of Vj;,(A) and V. (A), despite the same start-
ing bare potential N, V), = N,V = 0.5, is due to the difference
of %, and .. For A < g, only V,.(A) continues to scale and
other pair potentials stop scaling because 7, stops scaling at
A =g

In Fig.5(b), we showed the calculated 7 of the renormal-
ized model Hy.n(A) for all values of A < Ayy depicted in
Fig.3(b). Namely, we solved the gap equations Eq.(5) in the
limit of A, , — 0 with the renormalized pair potentials V,,(A)
and the reduced cutoff A. For g, < A < Ay, the pairing
gap solution is the incipient s,;:-solution, forming SC OPs
both on the hole- (A™) and electron band (A1) (see Fig.2(a)).
When A < g, the hole band is outside the pairing cutoff A,
hence cannot participate forming Cooper pairs. Therefore the
gap solution consists of the electron band only with attractive
Vee(A), i.e. s, " -solution (see Fig.2(b)).

Figure 5(b) shows that the 7.(A) remain the same all the
time with the scaling for A < A,y. This is a consistent result
with the invariance principle of RG[20] but still surprising to
be confirmed with the multiband SC model with a compli-
cated pair potential V,,, in particular, despite the change of
the pairing solutions from s,," to s;"[21]. We would like to
emphasize that, in order to achieve this 7T, invariance with RG
transformation, it is crucially important to calculate the T-
equation Eq.(5) together with the renormalized pair potentials
Voo (A, T = T,) Eq.(8) at same temperature, which needs self-
consistent iterative calculations of two equations, because the
RG flow itself depends on temperature.

In fact, this electron band only pairing state, sj;“, has been
suggested by previous works[18], [19] of FRG studies, ap-
plied to the tight binding model with local interactions U,
U', and Jy, designed for the FeSe systems. The FRG tech-
nique traces the RG flow of the effective pairing channels
Vo (A) 0% (k) 0o (k') and identifies the most diverging channel
“a” as the winning instability of the system as the RG scale
A runs to arbitrarily low energy. However, because the s/, t-
channel and the s;:-channel are symmetry-wise identical and
have the same form factor ¢q (k) ~ (cosky + cosky) (in two
Fe/cell BZ), these two channels are running on the same track
of the FRG flow. Therefore, identifying the most diverging
form factor ¢ (k) itself does not distinguish which of these
two pairing states is a true ground state. What distinguishes
these two pairing states is neither “channel” nor ’symmetry”
(they are always the same), but the physical pairing cutoff
Apiys, however the FRG scheme itself does not determine the
physical pairing cutoff A py;.

This is exactly the point we are addressing in this paper:



how to determine the physical pairing cutoff Ajpys. A com-
mon sense would be to identify as Apjys = Agy (the spin-
fluctuation energy scale). And when A,y > ¢, (Fig.3(a)),
the pairing solution should be the "incipient” s;;-state form-
ing gaps on the sunken hole band as well as on the electron
bands[16, [17]. And only if As; < €, and VO (Ayr) < O, the
pairing solution can be the s},"-state, forming gaps only on
the electron bands. However, we have shown in Fig.5(b) that
even when A ¢ > €, there is no reason to fix the physical pair-
ing cutoff as A,py = Agy because the whole range of A < Ay
produces the pairing states with the same 7, and same sym-
metry but with different pairing cutoffs.

In the previous section, we have argued that among the de-
generate pairing solutions with different pairing cutoffs A, the
physical ground state should be chosen as the one with the
largest A because the condensation energy (CE) gain is larger
with a larger cutoff energy A when considering the higher
order corrections ~ O(T./A,Ap./A) to the CE. Therefore,
among the continuously degenerate solutions of the s?fe(A)-
state for €, < A < Ayy, the system should choose the incipi-
ent s,jfe(As f) state with cutoff energy, Apnys = Ay, as a physi-
cal ground state. By the same reasoning, among the degener-
ate solutions of the s,}," (A)-state for A < €, the system will
choose the s," state with Apyy, = €, as a physical ground
state. These two physical ground states are marked as black
star symbols in Fig.5(b) and specifically illustrated in Fig.6.
Therefore, our work provides the rationale for justifying the
electron band only pairing state, s};", with the physical cutoff
Aphys = € even when the original pairing cutoff is A,y that is
larger than g.

B. Incipient si-state, st -states, and impurity scattering

Now we compare two physical ground state solutions of a
given incipient two band model with Agy > €;: the incipient
s}fe—state with Appys = Ay and the s, -state with Appys = €
(see Fig.6). We numerically calculate the 7. of these two
gap solutions with varying &, for 0 < &, < Asr. For all
these calculations, it is important to calculate the Cooper sus-
ceptibilities without approximation because the cutoff energy
Aphys = €, of the s, "-state can be very low to violate the

BCS limit ( ATZ < 1). Therefore, we numerically calculate
phys

Xe(A;0) = —2TY, N, fOA dﬁm which can be very dif-
. 1.14A

ferent from the BCS approximation ¥ (A;0) ~ —N,In ===
when A < T. We chose the same interaction parameters,
N,V =N,V =0.5 and /N,N,V = /NyN, V5, = 2.0 as in
the case of Fig.5.

Figure.7 shows that the T¢s of the incipient sffe—state with
Apnys = Ay (black stars) and the Tis of the s, -state with
Appys = & (red solid circles) are exactly overlayed on top of
each other, in clean limit (I = 0), as explained before. T, de-
creases with increasing €, as the hole band sinks deeper below
Fermi level. One important new feature is that while the T;. of
the incipient sfe-state continuously increases as €, — 0, the T
of the s};"-state becomes ill-defined when €, — 0. This is be-
cause the Cooper susceptibility (.(A = €,;T) gets saturated

E(K) (@ E(K) (b)

Q 2h=2¢] | ©

FIG. 6: (Color online) (A) A typical incipient two band model with
Vfb(Asf) and the pairing cutoff A,4,s = Ayy; the pairing solution is
the incipient s,jfe. (B) The same model with the renormalized pair-

ing potentials Vab(sb) and the reduced cutoff Ay, = €; the pairing
solution is s/,". The 7. of both states are the same.
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FIG. 7: (Color online) Calculated 7;s as a function of €, for the
two pairing states in Fig.6: the s, "-state and the incipient sfe-state
with impurity pair-breaking rate I'/ A,y = 0,0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4 and 0.5,
respectively. The T,s of shie-state are systematically suppressed with
increasing T, but 7,s of s},"-state (red solid circles) do not change
with impurities. Pairing potentials are the same as in Fig.5: NhV}?h =

N V2 =0.5and NNV, = \/NNeVS, = 2.0

and loses its logarithmic divergence as €, ~ O(T;); in fact
Xe(A = €p;T) decreases, instead of increasing, with lowering
temperature when €, ~ O(T.) so that the T.-equation fails to
find a solution. This behavior provides an important clue why
there exists a minimum incipient distance energy €,(= Apim)
below which the s, " -pairing state is not stabilized regardless
of the strength of the pair potentials V;(A). In clean limit,
this minimum cutoff energy scale is A, ~ T¢, but it will
increase with additional relaxation processes, thermal or dy-
namical origins, such as Ay ~ (BT + Timp + Tinera), where
Iy, is static impurity scattering rate, and I'j,q5 1s inelastic
scattering rate that can be provided by spin fluctuations as
Tinetas = Imzsf(T>-

We now consider the impurity pair-breaking effect on T
of both pairing states and in this paper we considered non-
magnetic impurities only. First, we have to investigate the
impurity effect on the RG scaling itself. The answer is that
the non-magnetic impurities has no effect on the RG scal-



ing because the Cooperon propagators (pair susceptibilities)
Xhe(Asr;A) defined in Eq.(10) are invariant with the non-
magnetic impurity scattering. The fundamental reason for this
invariance has the same origin as the Anderson’s theorem([38]]:
the s-wave pairing is not affected by the non-magnetic impu-
rity scattering. This is easy to understand by noting that the
Cooperon propagators X .(Asr;A) entering the RG equation
are nothing but the s-wave pair susceptibility. Diagrammatic
derivation of this proof following the formalism of Abrikosov
and Gor’kov[39] is given in Appendix A. Therefore, the renor-
malized pair potentials V(A) are the same with and without
the non-magnetic impurities.

Then given the same pairing potentials V(A), the non-
magnetic impurity scattering would not change 7, of the s-
wave pairing according to Anderson’s theorem[38]], so that
the T of the s},"-state in Fig.7 will not be affected with non-
magnetic impurities. On the other hand, it is well known that
non-magnetic impurities will suppress the 7, of the ”standard”
si—state almost as strong as in the d-wave[40]. We might
expect that the 7¢ suppression with non-magnetic impurities
on the “incipient” sh -state will be weakened compared to the
case of the standard she-state because the incipient band, be-
ing sunken below Fermi level, should be less effective for any
scattering process. However, we have found that this weak-
ening effect due to the incipiency is only marginal and the
non-magnetic impurity 7 -suppression rate of the ’ incipient
sfe—state is almost as strong as the case of the ”standard” she
state. The physical reason is because the relative size of OPs,
Ay, and A, are not affected by the incipient distance energy €,
as far as the pairing interactions is dominated by the interband
potentials as Vie o > Vi ee[164 117 The detailed formalism
of the impurity effect on the incipient sh -state is described in
Appendix B.

In Fig.7, we plotted the results of 7. suppression of the in-
cipient s,j;-state with the different impurity pair-breaking rate
I'/Asp = 0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4, and 0.5, respectively. In this pa-
per, we used the equal strength unitary scatterers (c = 0) both
for inter- and intra-band impurity scatterings as V", oh = Vé;l"f; ,
(see Appendix A). As expected, the T, suppressmn rate is
strong and comparable to the case of a standard she—state. The
key messages of Fig.7 is:

(1) The T¢s of two degenerate pairing solutions, the incipient
si-state and the s} "-state, of the incipient two band model
tract each other in clean limit.

(2) When non-magnetic impurities exist, this degeneracy
breaks down and the incipient sf;-pairing state quickly be-
comes suppressed with impurities, while the s/, -state is ro-
bust against the non-magnetic impurity pair-breaking.

(3) Most interestingly, however, the sj;r—state cannot be sta-
bilized when the incipient hole band approaches too close to
Fermi level such as €, < (nT; + Liyp + Tinetq). This implies

that there exists an optimal incipient energy distance €;" imal

for the s, " -pairing state.
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FIG. 8: (Color online) Schematic pictures of possible pairing solu-
tions of the three band model. (a), (b) Solutions without RG scaling
but with original pairing cutoff Ass. (¢), (d) Solutions with the renor-
malized pairing cutoff Apys = €,. Through the RG flow, (a) flows to

(c) with the same TC(I), and (b) flows to (d) with another same TC<2),

respectively, but crossings are not possible.

C. Incipient three band model

Now we consider more realistic three band model: one in-
cipient hole band (%), plus two electron bands (el,e2) (see
Fig.8). In particular, we can study the effect of the inter-
electron band interaction V., which might have a non-
negligible strength when the magnetic correlation has a de-
viation from the standard C-type (Q = (m,0),(0,7)) toward
G-type (Q = (m,m)) [35H37]. If the G-type magnetic corre-
lation is dominant, i.e., when V10 > Vier, Vieo, the leading
pairing solution should always be the one in which A.; and A,»
have the opposite signs but the same sizes (Fig.2(c), Fig.8(b),
Fig 8(d)) [19, 234 25] This gap solution is also called as

“nodeless d-wave” or ”’ _yz ’, etc. in the literature, but in this

’ +7 ’» » ++
paper we denote it as Sere2” 1O be contrasted to s, ,-state”.

In real FeSe systems, it is most likely that the C-type correla-
tion is dominant, but mixed with some fraction of the G-type
correlation[[34-37]]. Therefore, in the three band model stud-
ied in this paper, we assumed V1,2 < Vie (= Vie1 = Vier ) along
with the assumption of all repulsive (V,;, > 0) inter- and intra-
band pair potentials. In this case we found that there is an
interesting transition from the s, ,-state to the s);’,-state as
the incipient energy €, varies.

In Fig.8, we have sketched the typical band structure of the
three band model with its possible pairing solutions. As in
two band model, we assumed Asy > €. In Fig.8(a) and (b),
without RG scaling, two possible pairing solutions, s;e“;;; and
32:1;2’ are illustrated. The shel 2-state is the same state as the
incipient s;j—state of the two band model in the previous sec-

ele ele

tion. The sgjlzz-state in Fig.8(b) is subtle. First, we found
that this pairing state with OPs Ajl and A_,, with opposite
signs each other on the electron bands el and €2, is possible

)
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FIG. 9: (Color online) Numerical results of the RG scaling of a typi-
cal incipient three band model of Fig.(8). (a) Renormalized pair po-
tentials Ny Vp (A) vs A =g, (N, = \/Na ) of the three band model
with bare pairing potentials: +/N,N, Vh = 1.0, /N, N,V elez =
0.6, N,VJ, = 0.25 and N, V2 = 0.25. When the renormalized
Nete2Vere2(A) (red pentagons) becomes attractive (€;/Ayr < 0.48;
denoted by black arrow), the maximum 7, solution changes from
S:1;2 (open pentagons) to s:lJerz (solid pentagons). (b) Calculated 7,s
vs €, of the pairing solutions illustrated in Fig.8.

even with V1 2 < Vi1, Viea, as will be shown with numerical
calculations. Second, having the OPs Ajl and A, with oppo-
site signs, the OP on incipient hole band A, can be anything:
positive, negative, or zero, without altering the pairing energy
with the pair potentials V. and Vj,.;. But when considering
Vi > 0, A, = 0 is the best solution. However, this state is still
not exactly the same state as the 33122—state in Fig.8(d) because
they have different physical pairing cutoffs, A sy = Agr and
Aphys = €, respectively. In Fig.8(c) and (d), two obviously
possible solutions, 55, and s/, ,, with electron bands only
are illustrated. As indicated by the vertical red arrows, the RG
flows are: (a) to (c), and (b) to (d), but crossing flow between
them are not possible. Therefore the T,s of (a) and (c) are
equal and the T¢s of (b) and (d) are equal, respectively.

Figure9 shows the numerical results of a representative
case of the three band model with the dimensionless bare
pairing potentials NaV uh = /N, NbV \/NhNthOe = 1.0,
VNeNaVY . = 0.6, NV = =0.25 and N.V3 =0.25, where
we assumed N,j = Npp, VS =V9,, =VS . and V2 =V, =
Vl?eZ' In Fig.9(a), the renormahzed potentials NypV,p(A = €p)
are plotted as functions of eb These potentials are used to cal-
culate T;s of the sele2 and sele2 states illustrated in Fig.8(c) and
(d) with the physical cutoff Aph}s = gp. The results of 7, ver-
sus g, are plotted in Fig.9(b): st el .o (solid red pentagons) and

6162 (open red pentagons), respectlvely when the incipient
hole band is deep (for large €), SeleZ -state (nodeless d-wave)
has the highest 7;, and as the incipient hole band becomes
shallow (for smaller &), s;:_fz-state becomes winning. This
transition happens when the renormalized inter-electron band
potential V,j.2(€p) turns into negative as indicated by black
arrow in Fig.9(a).

Interestingly, Fig.9(b) shows that the 7, of the sjlzz-state
(nodeless d-wave; open red pentagons) doesn’t change as €,
varies. This behavior can be understood, however, if we re-
member that the 7, of Fig.8(b) and the 7. of Fig.8(d) should
be the same due to the RG invariance. In the pairing state
of Fig.8(b), i.e. s\ ,-state, we argued A, = 0. Then it is
easy to note that with the given bare values of NabV,?;, and Ay,
varying €, has no effect on the gap equation and T;. On the
other hand, in the cases of shele2 (Fig.8(a)) and sele2 (Fig.8(c))
— they have the same T, in clean limit — varying €, should
strongly affect 7. because A, # 0 in the s, | ez-state Fig.9(b)
shows this behavior of T, versus g, for the sh 1od * (black stars)
and sel(32 (solid red pentagons) states. As in the case of two
band model, the T;s of the incipient s,;lrez-state with the fixed
pairing cutoff energy Appys = Ay continuously increases as
e, — 0. However, the T.s of the s)|7,-state with the pairing
cutoff energy Appys = € becomes ill-defined when €, < T.

D. Impurity effect on three band model

Now we would like to consider the non-magnetic impurity
effect on the T, of s, ol 82 , sjltz-, and s:l;z-states. As we have
argued in the two band model, the T, of the s);/,-state is im-
mune to the non magnetic impurity scattering. The impurity
effect on the sele2 -state (nodeless d-wave) is mathematically
equivalent to the case of the d-wave state, hence we expect the
strongest T suppression. Finally, the impurity effect on the
incipient s;esz—state is the same to the case of the incipient
s;;r—state in two band model. The impurity theory for the two
band model can be straight forwardly used for the three band
model with a replacement of N, = N,| + N, (see Appendix
A).

Figure10(a) is the same plot as Fig.9(b) — T. versus g,
for three pairing states: s;;l“eg, szrlJerQ, and 52122 — with the
same parameters as in Fig.9 except for varying values of
Ne12V9,, = 0.5,0.6,0.7, and 0.8, respectively. It is busy plot
but easy to understand the general trend. First, the 7. of the
s:lzz-state (nodeless d-wave; open symbols) increases with

increasing N,1,2V3,,- On the contrary, the T;s of the s, 1%
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FIG. 10: (Color online) (a) Calculated T¢s vs € of the pairing solu-
tions illustrated in Fig.8. for different bare inter-electronband poten-
tial \/NelNegVeole2 =0.5,0.6,0.7, and 0.8, respectively. Other bare
pairing potentials are /N,N, V., = 1.0, N,V = 0.25 and N,V2, =
0.25 (b) The same calculations as (a) but with non-magnetic impu-
rity scattering rate I'/Agr = 0.3.

(black stars) and s:l*e’z-state (solid symbols) decreases with in-
creasing N,1.2VY,,, as expected. Secondly, as already shown
in Fig.9(b), there are crossovers of the higher 7, pairing state
as €, decreases from the s:lzz-state (nodeless d-wave; open
symbols) to the sjljz-state (solid symbols) for each value of
VS,,. Finally, the T.s of the s/;},-state is ill-defined when
g < T.

Figurel0(b) shows the same calculations of FigurelO(a)
but including non-magnetic impurity scattering. We assumed
unitary limit scatterers (c=0; see Appendix A) for all inter-
and intra-band scatterings and the impurity scattering rate
I' = 0.3A4r. This is quite a large scattering rate and this value
was chosen to kill all 7, of the s;_,-state (nodeless d-wave)
just for illustration. While the T.s of the s);!,-state remain
the same as in Fig.10(a), the T,s of the incipient sijﬁ-state

are strongly suppressed. As a result, the incipient s;esz-state

(open symbols) survives only in the region of the left corner
of small values of €, in Fig.10(b). The results of Fig.10(b) im-
ply the following simple picture. If we can change the depth
of the incipient hole band, €, by electron doping, pressure,
or dosing [26H30]] in a typical FeSe system, the shallow in-
cipient hole band system (small €;,) can support the incipi-
ent s;{z-state with low 7, while the s+if2-state can appear

el
with much higher T, with increasing €, to the optimal value

SZ” timal “Burther increasing impurity scattering rate, all incipi-

ent 5, -state disappears and only the s, ?,-state will survive

with high 7. in the region of €/ timal Tncidently, these results

of Fig.10(b) looks very similar to the recent experimental ob-
servations of the phase diagram of electron doped FeSe sys-
tems, which shows the curious double dome and single dome
structure of the 7, versus electron doping phase diagram[26—
28]).

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We believe that the FeSe/STO monolayer system is an ex-
ception among all HEDIS system, in that it has an extra
phonon boost effect to achieve the exceptionally high 7, up
to ~100K][3]]. In this paper, we focused on the common elec-
tronic pairing mechanism with the electron pockets only, the
characteristics shared by all HEDIS systems including the
FeSe/STO monolayer system. We studied the pairing mech-
anism of the phenomenological incipient band models: one
incipient hole band (/%) plus one electron band (e) or two elec-
tron bands (el, €2) with the pairing interactions Vaob > 0 - pos-
sibly provided by the AFM spin-fluctuations — with the origi-
nal pairing cutoff energy Ays(> €5).

We introduced the concept of dynamical tuning of phys-
ical cutoff by RG. Using this concept and direct numerical
calculations, we found that the incipient band model allows
two degenerate SC solutions with the exactly same 7, in clean
limit: the s;--gap (A, # 0, AT # 0) and s3,"-gap (A, = 0,
A} # 0) solutions with different pairing cutoffs, Appys = Agr
and Ay, = €p, respectively. The s, -gap solution, with
Aphys = €, actively eliminates the incipient hole band from
forming Cooper pairs, and becomes immune to the impu-
rity pair-breaking. As a result, the HEDIS systems, by dy-
namically tuning the pairing cutoff and by selecting the s/," -
pairing state, can always achieve the maximum 7, — the T; of
the degenerate s,jfe solution in the ideal clean limit — latent in
the original pairing interactions, even in dirty limit. We also
found that there exist an optimal incipient energy €, timal o
the hole band, below this value the s/, "-pairing state cannot
be stabilized. We estimated €, timal (T + Timp + Cinelas)-

With more realistic three band model with one incipient
hole band (#) and two electron bands (el,e2), we also con-
sidered additional pairing state: 5:1;2, also called as “nodeless
d-wave” state. We showed in general that the sjlgz-state is
favored when the incipient hole band is deep (large €;) but
the s/,f,-state becomes favored when the incipient hole band

becomes intermediate to shallow depth (g, ~ SZP ”mal). Includ-
ing non-magnetic impurity scattering, the sjlzz-state (nodeless



d-wave) becomes most rapidly destroyed and the incipient”
Sholoo-State might barely survive with very low 7, in the re-
gion of small values of €,. However, the sjljz-state, being
immune to the non-magnetic impurity pair-breaking, can ex-
ist with much higher 7; in the region of optimal values of
e/”™  This double-dome structure of the phase diagram
shown in Fig.10(b) and the general trend of the transition of
the pairing states: “incipient” s}:l“:i-state — s:fgz-state, with
electron doping, accompanied with increasing 7., looks very
much similar to the recent experiments of electron doped FeSe
systems[26-30]].

In conclusion, we showed: (1) The standard paradigm of
the IBS superconductivity[32} [33]] — the s,i-pairing mediated
by a dominant interband repulsion between the hole band(s)
around I" and the electron band(s) around M — continues to
operate in the HEDIS systems. (2) The new ingredient of
the pairing mechanism in the HEDIS systems is the dynam-
ical tuning of the pairing cutoff Appys from Agr to €, by RG
scaling, which allows the szﬁz-pairing state as the ground
state of the HEDIS systems. By this, the HEDIS systems
can avoid the impurity pair-breaking effect. But the draw-
back is that the hole band has to sink below Fermi level by
€p, which has to reduce 7.. In view of this picture and rel-
atively high 7. ~ 30K — 40K of the HEDIS, all pnictide and
chalcogenide IBS seem to suffer severe 7.-suppression due to
intrinsic impurities, inevitably introduced with dopings; other-
wise, the IBS systems in general could have had much higher
T.. (3) The FeSe/STO monolayer system is special among
other HEDIS systems, which has the additional phonon boost
effect|9H15] on top of the above mentioned common pairing
mechanism of the HEDIS systems.
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Appendix A: RG scaling with non-magnetic impurities
Here we prove that the RG scaling in general is not affected
by the non-magnetic impurity scattering. The effect of impu-

rity scattering enters the Cooperon propagators at 7. defined
in Eq.(10) in the main text as follows.

- Asy up
Xe(AstA) = —TCZZNe/ dém’

wn) = g e

(A1)

(A2)

where ®, = @, + Xy, (®,) is the renormalized Matsubara
frequency by the non-magnetic impurity scattering, which
can be explicitly calculated as &, = ®,n; with Ny =1+
1/271|®,|[39]. The process of Xiy,(®,) is depicted in
Fig.A.1(b). And 1, is the corresponding vertex correction
as depicted in Fig.A.1(a). Abrikosov and Gor’kov[39] has
shown that 1, = 1 exactly in the case of the non-magnetic
impurity scattering and that the above formulas of the renor-
malized Cooperon propagators ¥.,(7) become the same as
the bare Cooperon propagators X (7). Therefore the RG
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FIG. A.1: (Color online) (a) A bare Cooperon propagator x(7') (left-
hand side) is modified to be the renormalized one %(7') (righthand
side) by multiple impurity scatterings. (b) The renormalized fermion
propagator G (double line) by multiple impurity scatterings. All red
crosses mean the non-magnetic impurity potential of the same single
impurity site.

scaling of the renormalized potentials V(A) in Eq.(8) in the
main text is not affected by the non-magnetic impurity scat-
tering. Q.E.D.

Appendix B: Impurity Formalism of 7.-suppression
1. The two band incipient s;:-state

The impurity effect enters the pair susceptibilities ¥(7') .
for T < T in the gap equations Eq.(5) in the main text as
follows,

~ & An(k
wt) = TIN [ g ™
. A (k
wir) = [ e el @)

where ®,, and Ah,e contain all selfenergy corrections due to the

impurity scattering. Notice the difference of the quasiparticle
. . . - A
energy integration domains, [~ [fff and L/Y\i e between the hole

and electron band, respectively. For a standard s,j;-state with
ordinary hole- and electron band, where both bands has the

integration domains of f A ®, and Ahe can be calculated
using the 7 -matrix method as [40]

@ = 0, +Z0(0,) + (), (B.3)
Ape =Ape+Z)(@,) + 2L (@), (B.4)
£0 (@) = T- T (@), T'= —2 (B.5)

TN or

where 0, = Tw(2n+ 1) is the Matsubara frequency, 1y, the
impurity concentration, and N;,; = Nj, + N, is the total DOS.
The 7 -matrices 7%! are the Pauli matrices t*! components
in the Nambu space, and are written for two band supercon-
ductivity as



. i
Ti(®,) = G“(Dm”) (i=0,1; a=he), (B.6)
D = *+[G)+GN*+[G)+Gl?, (B
v )
Qo) = o O (B.8)
Nior 0)2-1-&2,(/()
N A,
Glw,) = —t (B.9)
Neor \ Ja2 4+ B2 (k)

where ¢ = cotdy = 1/[tN;o;Vimp) is a convenient measure of
scattering strength and we assumed the equal strength for both
inter- and intra-band impurity scatterings. ¢ = 0 means the
unitary limit (V;, — e0) and ¢ > 1 is the Born limit (V;,, <<
1) scattering.

Now we need a modification of the above formulas for the
incipient hole band model. For T.-equation (A, — 0 limit),
all differences come from the restricted integration of the in-
cipient hole band below Fermi level as

- 1 A
Nh/ d&———— Nh—tan’l( ng),

As 0‘)2 + &2 ‘(X)n |

compared to the standard two band case with the ordinary hole
band,

(B.10)

Asf 1
N, / d ~N B.11
! —Ass EJ(D%+E.>2 h|mn| ( )
Therefore, by replacing N, by N,ff /= Njtan™! (%’ )/, all the
above formulas for the standard two band model can be con-
tinuously used without further changes. We only need to rede-

fine: Nior = (N} +N,), and Ny = Nj7 /Nior, Ne = Ne/Noo,
and the strength of the impurity scattering rate I = ;’;\’,’t‘ft

should be understood with newly defined N,,; = (N eff +N,).

Being N;ff < Nj, it succinctly captures all the effects arising
from the sunken hole band by €.

To determine 7., we take T — T, limit and linearize the
gap equations (5) in the main text with respect to the OPs
A . First, the impurity renormalized Matsubara frequency
Eq.(B.3) and the OPs Eq.(B.4) are written as

@, = 0,(1+Mw), (B.12)
Ape = Ape(1+8p,), (B.13)
with
T 1

= — B.14
n(D 1+C2 |(l)n|’ ( )

L 1 [N, +NA,]
) = — B.15
S R Y 1

And the pair susceptibilities Eq.(B.1) and Eq.(B.2) are now
simplified as

- . Apo(k)(14 8y
Xne(T) = _nTNtotNh,eZM (B.16)

w on(14+ M)
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It is immediately clear that if g = 8, as in a single band
s-wave state, there is no renormalization of the pair suscep-
tibility %,(k) with the impurity scattering. This is just the
Anderson theorem of T -invariance of the s-wave SC. For a
d-wave case, obviously 3, = 0 and ng # 0, hence results in
the maximum 7;-suppression. In the case of a standard s,f;-
wave, it was shown that |3,| =~ 0 because of the inverse rela-

N’l &;l‘ and Eq.(B.15), in the limit of the dominant

1nterband pairing (Vie.en >> Vipee)[40].

tion of

In our incipient two band case, it is more complicated to
draw a simple conclusion. However, as we have shown above,

after replacing N, — Nef /. all the formulas are the same as in

the case of the standard she*—wave state. The remaining ques-
tion is whether the inverse relation N[’(,ff ~ % is still hold
or not, and we found that this relation is still hold in the in-
cipient s,fe*—state with numerical calculations[16, [17]. With
the susceptibilities Eq.(B.16) together with the gap equations
(5) in the main text in the limit A, — 0, we have calculated
T. in Fig.7 with non-magnetic impurity scattering. For con-
venience of parametrization, we used the impurity scatter-
ing rate parameter I' = Ry, / (TtN;or) With Nyor = (N +N,) in
Fig.7 instead of using the physically more relevant parameter
I = nipp/ (WN;or) With Nior = (N, eff + N, ), which is a compli-
cate function of €.

2. The three band incipient sh_;{:i-state

Noticing that N, = Ne» and A,; = A2 (see Fig.2(a)), the
above formulas for the two band incipient s;;-case can be
used only with the replacement of N, = 2N, (2. And the result
of T.-suppression is qualitatively the same as the incipient two
band s;e_-state.

3. The three band sgltz-state

Noticing that this is a d-wave (nodeless) state (see Fig.2(c)),
it is always Sa:ehgz = 0, hence results in the maximum 7-
suppression as in a standard d-wave case.

4. The three band s, },-state

Finally, the most focused pairing state of this paper, the
three band s/|f,-state, having A,; = A,» with the same sign
and A, = 0, this state is the same as the single band s-wave
state, hence should satisfy the Anderson’s theorem[38]] of the
T.-invariance with the time-reversal invariant disorders such
as the non-magnetic impurities.
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