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The in-plane resistivity anisotropy has been studied withMontgomery method on two detwinned parent
compounds of the iron-based superconductors, NaFeAs anel. Heor NaFeAs, the resistivity in the anti-
ferromagnetic (AFM) direction is smaller than that in theéenagnetic (FM) direction, similar to that observed
in BaFeAs, before. While for FeTe, the resistivity in the AFM directi@larger than that in the FM direction.
We show that these two opposite resistivity anisotropy Wiens could be attributed to the strong Hund’s rule
coupling dfects: while the iron pnictides are in the itinerant regimégve the Hund’s rule coupling causes
strong reconstruction and nematicity of the electroniaditire; the FeTe is in the localized regime, where
Hund'’s rule coupling makes hopping along the FM directiosierathan along the AFM direction, similar to the
colossal magnetoresistance observed in some manganites.

PACS numbers: 74.25.Jb,74.70.Xa,79.60.-i,71.20.-b

I. INTRODUCTION with uniaxial strain. For NaFeAs, we found that the resistiv
in the AFM direction is smaller than that in the FM direc-

Most unconventional superconductors are in the vicinity
of certain magnetically ordered states. For cuprates, the @
antiferromagnetic Mott insulator parental state is sutggks Q NaFeAs
to be intimately related to the superconducting mechanism.
For iron-based high temperature superconductors (Fe-HTS)
several types of antiferromagnetic parental states haga be
discovered, including the collinear antiferromagnetiatest
(CAF) in iron pnictidesi the bi-collinear antiferromag-
netic state (BCAF) in FeTe [see Figl 1(8)the insulating D )
block-antiferromagnetic state of,ke;Se;, and a semicon- f— p,essu,eﬁ
ducting collinear antiferromagnetic state in vacancyeoed
KxFersSe.7

Gold wire CH2

The collinear antiferromagnetic state breaks the fous-fol " !
symmetry, entering a nematic or two-fold symmetric phase, Weighing Sample ¢|!
and it was suggested to drive the tetragonal-to-orthorfiomb o L]
structural transition as illustrated in Figl 1{4) There are - ]
usually twinned domains in the orthorhombic states, but it gy
has been shown that the twinning could be removed with a
uniaxial pressure. In detwinned BaFgCo,As;, the resis-
tivity in the AFM (ap) direction is found to be significantly W . SV ...
smaller than that in the FMbg) directioni® Such a resistivity i i o |
anisotropy could be taken as a hallmark of the nematic phase. e e
Later on, the resistivity anisotropy was shown to be much re- v+l Clv. i cly

duced for the post-annealed BaFE&o,As, ! On the other

hand, the resistivity anisotropy was found to be much weakeFIG. 1: (Color online) (a) The schematics of the spin strregun

in detwinned Ba (K FeAs,.2Z Theoretically, some suggest NaFeAs and FeTe following Ref. 19 and Ref. 5 , the hollow ar-
that the resistivity anisotropy is an indication for thegemce ~ OWS show the directions of the uniaxial pressure for detiig. In

of orbital orderingt3 while others suggest that the details of NaFeAS, théo (bo) axis is 45 degree to the tetragoaii(br) axis:

the quasi-particle scattering and Fermi surface topologyim while in FeTe, theags (bor) axis is the same as that in the tetragonal

. . - . . phase For both NaFeAs and FeTe, the spins are aligned antiferro-
be responsible for the diversified behaviors in the elecrah magnetically alongio/ao’, and ferromagnetically alonigy/bor. (b)

hole doped Baké\s, The design of the detwinning device, a piece of weighing papie-
Previous studies were limited to the so-called “122” seriesserted between the sample and the Beryllium copper piecesiore

of Fe-HTS, we here report the temperature dependence of réhe insulation. (c) A detwinning device mounted on a PPMSpuc

sistivity anisotropy in the “111” and “11” series of Fe-HTS, (d) The two configurations in the Montgomery method for infs

specifically, in NaFeAs and FeTe single crystals detwinned®sistivity measurement.
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0271 | to the resistivity of the twinned crystal. (b) is an
0 ) ) ) ) ) 0 /., N , , enlargement of panel (a). (c) and (d) are the same
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 O 20 40 60 80 100 as panels (a) and (b) respectively, but for Aetient

Temperature(K) sample.

tion, similar to the BaFg,CoAs, casel Intriguingly, for  Fig.[I(c), a single crystal was cut to a rectangular shaple wit
FeTe, the resistivity anisotropy exhibits an opposite bilta edges along thag andbg axes determined through its Laue x-
to that of NaFeAs. That is, the resistivity along the AFM di- ray diffraction pattern, and mounted on the detwinning device.
rection is larger than that along the FM direction. Consider We found that this device couldfectively remove twinning in

ing the electronic structures measured by angle-resolwed p both NaFeAs and FeTe, sinbg is smallerag, in FeTe as well.
toemission spectroscopy (ARPES), we propose that the drdhe resistivity measurements were conducted with a Quan-
matically diference in the resistivity anisotropy behaviors of tum Design physical property measurement system (PPMS),
NaFeAs and FeTe are caused by thffedent manifestation using the Montgomery method as shown in [Fiy. 22!

of the Hund’s rule couplingJy) in the itinerant regime and This method has the advantage to obtain the resistances alon
localized regime, respectively. For NaFeAs, the anisgtisp both orthorhombic directions at the same condition, comgar
caused by nematicity of the electronic structure reconiom  with the usual four-lead methad:2®

induced byJy, while for FeTe, carriers are localized, adg

induces extra potential barrier for the electrons to hoghan t

AFM direction, and thus higher resistance than in the FM di-  Il1l. THE RESISTIVITY ANISOTROPY OF NAFEAS
rection. This is analogous to the hopping facilitated byfére
romagnetic spin orientation in the colossal magnetorastst The electric resistance of the twinned NaFeRsin, iS

(CMR) effect of certain manganité8 Our results suggest that measured by the Montgomery method, before the uniaxial
while on-site Coulomb interaction U may not be strong forpressure is applied. As shown in Figs. 2(a) ahtl 2(b), it
Fe-HTS,J4 is the dominating interaction that gives strong on-ijs metallic at high temperatures, and exhibits an upturn at
site corrglations in such a multi-orbital system, just ikéhe  the structural transition temperatufe (~56 K)24 There is
manganites. a hump around the CAF transition temperatilike(~43 K),
before it drops to zero rapidly, due to the filamentary super-
conductivity induced by a slight Na deficiency. Consistgntl
I1. EXPERIMENTAL magnetic susceptibility shows a negligible supercondggcti
volume fraction for these NaFeAs samples (data not shown
The NaFeAs and-FeTe single crystals were synthesized here).
following previous report&1® There are~8.8 % excess Fe When a uniaxial pressure is applied alobg as shown
in FeTe based on our energy-dispersive x-ray spectroscopy Fig. [d(a), the resistance along thg direction, R,, re-
(EDX) data. Since the as-grown crystals contain twin domain mains metallic, buR, along thebo direction starts to increase
in the orthorhombic phase, we designed a similar detwinningit the temperatur&,, about 12 K abovds, exhibiting an
device as that of Chet al. [see Fig[d(b)[° which puts a  anisotropy withR, > R, [see Fig[2 (b)]. Similar behaviors of
uniaxial pressure along one of the orthorhombic directibn. the in-plane resistivity anisotropy were observed in th22"1
has been shown that the twinning in iron pnictides could beseries of iron pnictide&:2223|t indicates that such resistiv-
removed &ectively in this wayt’ andbg is preferred along ity anisotropy in the nematic state is not a unique feature of
the pressurized direction in the orthorhombic phase, dimee the “122” series of iron pnictides. We note that the resistan
lattice constanbg is slightly smaller tharap.2® As shown in  drop due to filamentary superconductivityRg or R, is at a
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FIG. 3: (Color online) The electronic structure extracteshf ARPES measurements of NaFeAs. (a) The band structuteitetragonal
paramagnetic state, and the orthorhombic paramagnetic(sematic state) along tiig (or ap) andk, (or bo) directions. Note the bands are
labelled as if there were no hybridizations. For simplicityme bands are plotted with weak intensities. The maxigmstion between the
Bx andg, bands are found at the momeiaandk, respectively, as marked by the arrows. (b) The Fermi sugotution in the tetragonal
paramagnetic, orthorhombic paramagnetic, and orthorfoodilinear antiferromagnetic states. (c) The maximaksapon between thg,
andp, bands as a function of temperature. (d) The artistic skdtttiecoccupation alterations of various orbitals in thesgtmal paramagnetic
and orthorhombic paramagnetic states.

slightly higher temperature than that Ry, and it is likely =~ BaFeAs, than in the strain-free sample. Moreover, the struc-
due to the creation of additional filamentary supercondgcti tural transition is smeared to higher temperatures by mecha
routes by pressure in this particular sample . ically detwinning?® and the resistivity anisotropy exhibits a

In Figs.[2(c) and[12(d), we present data taken on anothdPng “tail” aboveTn/Ts.

sample from the same batch. The anisotropy is larger than \/arious mechanisms have been proposed for the observed
that of the first sample, arf@ starts to deviate frowin and  j_plane resistivity anisotropy, including the structura

Ra at a highefT, of 75 K, which suggests that the strain and o thorhombicity, the collinear spin ord&#%2”  and the
thus the degree of detwinning should be larger for the secondematicity in the electronic structure (either the Fermface

sample. HoweveR, still starts to deviate from the strain-free topology4, or the orbital orderint). In the following, they
Ruwin at the samés as the first sample, and the CAF transition i pe discussed one by one.

temperaturdy seems to be urtiected as well. Itis still to be ) gryctural orthorhombicity. The relative diference between
understood whyr, is more sensitive to the strain th&g. ao andho is only ~0.3% in NaFeAs, which is less likely the
The onset of the resistivity anisotropy, or nematicity, iscause of the large anisotropy ©80%.
clearly above the structural and CAF transitions in NaFeAsiji) Collinear spin order. This pure spin scenario requires
which is similar to that observed in BaFgCosAs,. Re-  significant diference in the quasi-particle scattering rates
cently, nematicity has been demonstrated by magnetic ¢orqualong the FM and AFM directions. However, it has not been
well aboveTs in an unstrained microscopic BaifAs; xPx)2 observed?
sample with unbalanced twin doma#¥sAn early ARPES iii) Electronic structure nematicity. Recently, our
study on an unstrained NaFeAs has found that there is polarization-dependent ARPES study on a uniaxially
reconstruction of the electronic structure that is digeel-  strained NaFeAs has clearly demonstrated the orbital depen
lated to the nematic transition, and it occurs at a tempezatu dent electronic structure reconstruction in the nemasiteg?
slightly aboveTs.2 Therefore, the nematicity aboWe is thus  In Fig. [3(a), we have reproduced the measured electronic
an intrinsic property. Our findings indicate that the nemzati structure in the tetragonal paramagnetic state abbye
ity can be further enhanced by the uniaxial strain. Consisand that in the orthorhombic paramagnetic (nematic) state
tently, a recent neutron scattering experiment demoestrat betweenT, and Ty along both the @ and ky directions.
that the collinear magnetic fluctuations emerge at a highein the CAF (also nematic) state, additional folding would
temperature in the mechanically detwinneds. strained, complicate the electronic structure, as shown for the Fermi
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111 temperature nematic phase onlyfer by less than 5% [see
Fig.[3(d)], which is much less than what the orbital ordering
107 scenario expects:3! Thus the orbital ordering is unlikely the
09l origin for such a large resistivity anisotropy.
Therefore, based on above arguments, one could conclude
08 / that the resistivity anisotropy are most likely induced bg t
0.7} observed nematic band structure and Fermi surface, and the
o6l %6 exact nature c_n‘ the ar_lisot_ropy might _depend on the_detailg in
SV . . . . the anisotropic quasiparticle scattering rate combinetth wi
© 0 50 100 150 200 250 300 the Fermi surface topology.
% S The remarkable electronic structure reconstruction was pr

()

posed to be conspired by both the Hund'’s rule coupling and
the CAF order or CAF fluctuations at high temperati#%e¥,
which is observed in the neutron scattering experim&ihe
finite local moments interact with an itinerant band through
the Hund’s rule couplindy, and shift the energy of the paral-
lel and anti-parallel spins fierently. Note that since the spin
—— R, up and spin down sites are equally present, the bands dre stil
— Ryin populated by electrons with both spins. In the recent dynami
55 60 65 70 75 mean field theory (DMFT) studies, such electronic structure
Temperature(K) reconstruction is reproduced when Hund’s rule coupling are
included23:3* Therefore, the observed anisotropic resistivity

FIG. 4: (Color online) (a) Temperature dependence of thmatieed ~ Of NaFeAs is essentially originated from the Hund's rule-cou
in-plane resistance of FeTe single cryst@l,, (thin solid curve) is  Plings in this system.

the resistance of the twinned sample before any pressuppied, To give a characteristic energy scale of such a Hund’s rule
while R, (dashed curve) ang, (dash-dotted curve) are the in-plane coupling dfect, we define the maximal observable separation
resistance along theey’ andbg- directions after the uniaxial pressure betweensy andﬂy at the same momentum valuiee( k| =

is applied for detwinning. (b) is the enlargement of pang! @ll lk,|) nearMy and My respectively ad\y. Ay is a function of

the data were measured during warming the sample, excegt tho e mperature, and its low temperature saturated value iseakfi
the inset of panel (a), where a hysteresis loop of the resistés asAno [see FigB(c)]

observed with a width of about 1 K.

surface in FigiB(b), however, the main dispersions areaimi IV. THERESISTIVITY ANISOTROPY OF FETE

to those in the orthorhombic paramagnetic state and thus not

shown heré. The electronic structure reconstructs dramat- The resistance of twinned FeTe is shown in Fi. 4(a) as
ically across the phase transitions. Particularly, ghleand  a function of temperature. It exhibits a semiconducting be-
exhibits the most remarkable reconstruction. With de@eas havior in the paramagnetic state, and then becomes metallic
temperature, thg band dispersion along the AFM direction, after a sharp drop around 64 K, corresponding to the struc-
or By, is pushed up towardr, while the dispersion along turayBCAF transition3® Moreover, the hysteresis loop is ob-
the FM direction g,) is pushed to higher binding energies served in the resistance [see the inset of Eig. 4(a)] with the
[Fig.[3(a)]. The population o8, is reduced, when it crosses width about 1 K, revealing its first-order naté® When a

Er, thus the total energy could be reduced. Because suchuniaxial pressure is applied along thg direction of a FeTe
shift happens on the entire band, it gives a much larger gnergsingle crystal with the detwinning device, boy and R,

gain than the opening of the hybridization gap ner The  still exhibit sharp drops aroundy, however, the resistivity
electronic structure reconstruction is thus suggestedite d anisotropy appears beloWs, which is about 5 K abovéy

the phase transitiodsSince the band structure and Fermias shown in Fig[J4(b). Most strikingly, we found that the
surface reconstruct dramatically, and exhibit an anigitro anisotropy in FeTe exhibits an opposite behavior to that in
behavior as shown in Fidl 3(b), it would befBcient to  NaFeAs, that iSR, in the AFM direction is larger thaiR,
account for the resistivity anisotropy. Consistently, lasven  in the FM direction for FeTe.

in Fig.[3(c), the electronic structure reconstruction dolog Our early ARPES measuremettbave illustrated the po-
traced to 75 K, exactly the same as fhein the sufficiently  laronic nature of FeTe. As shown in F[d. 5(a) for a twinned
detwinned NaFeAs sample #22° On the other hand, Fe osTe sample, the photoemission intensity aroEads dis-
orbital ordering has been proposed to explain the redigtivi tributed as large patches over a broad momentum region, and
anisotropy:®3! where the occupation of the, orbital that the Fermi surface is poorly defined. In the high temperature
extends in the AFM direction significantly increases andparamagnetic state, the photoemission spectrum is brodd, a
enhances hopping along that direction, while occupation ofhe single particle excitation spectral function is ovegimhed

the d, orbital decreases. However, we found that the orbitaby incoherent spectral weight [Figl 5(b)], while a small but
occupations in the high temperature tetragonal phase and losharp quasiparticle peak emerges in the BCAF state. The in-



(@) (©) @
S
o1 s
ng *§ y § @ ©@ 6®‘ :
) g | ®_®_ @
) 13k 2 |2 | P @
5 — 3K g IROP IR 7
s 55K P @
£ = G
15 P @
L. . Uk | T UeTe D
£04 02 00 ™K "Hg 04 00
E-E,(eV) E-E,(eV)

FIG. 5: (Color online) (a) Photoemission intensity distitibn integrated over the energy window &i:[— 15 meV, Er + 15meV] for Fe; psTe
measured at 15 K. (b) Detailed temperature dependence tdgrhission spectrum at the momentum position #1 as markedriel (a).
(c) Temperature dependence of photoemission spectraiaisanomenta as marked in panel (a). (d) A schematic localirgiof the bi-
collinear antiferromagnetic order in FeTe, where the asrmpresent spins, the size of the arrows and the area tlyai¢hepy represent their
population and size of the moment. Two hopping routes areodstrated. When an up-spin electron hops along the AFM titredt feels
an additional potentiaK on the site with the localized moment pointing down. On thieeohand, it moves freely in the FM direction.

coherent spectral weight is responsible for the semicanduclent cations: above the Curie temperature, the resistbaty

ing behavior of the resistivity at high temperatures, arel th haves like a semiconductor, then a metallic conduction is ob
small but coherent quasiparticle gives the metallic basravi served in the ferromagnetic ph&@dt has been well compre-
belowTy. Fig.[8(c) compares several typical spectra in thenended by the double-exchange model, where electrons hop
paramagnetic state and BCAF state at various momenta ifneely when the local moments are ordered ferromagneyicall
the Brillouin zone, which illustrate that the incoherenésp In the paramagnetic state, a random potential is enforced by
tral weight is relocated over a large momentum and energyy at sites whose moments are not parallel to the spin of the
phase space across the BCAF transition. In general, it wasopping electrons. Such a randomness would cause localiza-
found that the spectral weight is suppressed inEe(.4 eV, tion and thus the insulating behavior. Therefore, just the

Eg] region, and enhanced in th&g-0.7 eV,E¢-0.2 eV] re-  colossal magnetoresistivity, the resistivity anisotropyeTe
gion, which would significantly save the electronic energy,is a remarkable evidence of strong appearance of Hund'’s rule
and thus is sflicient to drive the phase transiti§hThese dis-  coupling.

tinct electronic properties show that FeTe possesses tisé mo

localized and polaronic characters among all the irondbase

compounds; and consistently, it has the large moment2of V. DISCUSSION AND CONCL USION

ug per Fe site as observed in neutron scattering experirdénts.
Therefore, FeTe could be better understood from a local pic-
ture as sketched in Fiff] 5(d) and elaborated in the cagtion.
In this picture, the Hund’s rule coupling between the itiner
ant electron (the small quasiparticle weight in the single p
ticle excitation spectrum, with spin2) and the localized mo-
ment ) would enforce an additional barri&r (proportional

to Jy4S) for the electrons hoping along the AFM direction,
whereas those hopping along the FM direction are free of suc
a barrier [see Fid.15(d)]. This naturally explains the oledr
resistivity anisotropy of FeTe.

The resistivity anisotropy properties for NaFeAs,
BaFeAs,, SrFeAs; and FeTe, presented throuBk/R, — 1,
are summarized in Fi§] 6(a). As expected, the iron pnictides
exhibit a similar behavior, since they share the same CAF
ground state, similar normal-state electronic structuaesl
common band reconstructions in their CAF st&@%3242
Moreover, FeTe and SrkA&s, exhibit sharp resistivity
anisotropy jump afy, reflecting the strong first order nature
of the phase transition. Relativel§a does not extend too
far aboveTy for both of them, compared the long tails in
Similar physics (multi-band, polaronic electronic sturet  the resistivity anisotropy of NaFeAs and BaPRe,.2%:2° It
with strong Hund'’s rule coupling) has been observed beforsuggests that the nematic fluctuation is suppressed for the
in the manganitéS. Actually, a similar temperature depen- first order phase transition case, whereas it is rather gtron
dence of resistivity is observed in LaMpa@oped with biva- above the weak first order or second order phase transition



05 @) aor 71 ®)]%° ized regime and the itinerant regime were unified by a recent
P [ |NaFeAs 350l DMFT+DFT (density functional theory) calculation that con-
0.4 SrFe As 120 siders the Hund'’s rule coupling as the most important local
2 300t 4 FeTe o  correlations®34The band structure reconstruction was repro-
03 . 3 duced, although it was not exactly like the experiment; and
1 0.2 BaFe.As > 250 15 8 the s_avir_lg of electron_ic energy thr(_)ug.hl is found to be the
o o E 500 3 dominating force behind the nematic phase transitions.eMor
=2 0.1 2 3 over, theJy effects are found outstanding for FeTe amongst
x < 0410 @ . . .2 .
~ 150 O 2 various iron-based compounds. On a similar footing, a model
o L _ iron pnictides ¢ — L -
x containing both the itinerant electrons and local momeiais w
100 2_ : . . )
01 {05 proposed to unify the magnetic ground states in both the iron
50 F<— . pnictides and FeT& Besides the various exchange interac-
-0.2 " tions amongst neighboring sité&%4t was proposed that the
S —— ob " .10 isi i i i
0 100 200 300 o 20 100 150 200 decisive parameter fo_r magnetic order is Fhe energy bafrier
Temperature (K) T, (K) for the electron hopping between the antiparallel siteseas d

picted in Fig[®(d), which is determined by the Hund’s rule
) ) ) ) coupling energy. Both the CAF order in iron pnictides and the
FIG. 6: (Color online) (a) Temperature dependencieRygR, - 1 in BCAF order in FeTe could be present in the same phase dia-

BaFeAs,, SrFeAs,, NaFeAs, and FeTe. The resistivity anisotropy . .
of BaFeAs, was also measured with the Montgomery method. Thegram and theoretical framewoR.Based on these theories,

data for SrEgAs, were taken from Réf.23 . ()., obtained from and our electronic structure and resistivity anisotropyame

our ARPES data (including both the published and the unghitl), surerrylents, both NaFeAs and FeTe could be considered as the
and the low temperature ordered moment measured by newtaon s Hund’s metals.

tering in various iron pnictides are plotted as a functionhef Neel

temperature, and the data are also tabularized in the foltpw To put other iron pnictide parental compounds into the

Hund’s metal picture discussed here, we further examine the
general relation between representative electronic angt ma

Compound | Tn(K)  Ano (meV) S (i) netic quantities and the CABCAF Neel temperatures. We
FeTe 67 300 2.0 (Ref. 5) take the low-temperature saturated value of ghieand re-

SrFeAs, 205 120 (Ref.42) 1.01(3) (Ref.45)  ongiryction energy scaldyo, as a representative of the en-

EUFeAS, 190 0.98(8) (Ref. 46) ergy scale of CAF transition, which should scale wiS.
CaFeAs; 173 80 0.80(5) (Ref. 47) . T
Fig.[d(b) collectsAn for various iron-based compounds as a

S Ko 1F&AS, 168 85 (Ref_42) - L . . .

NdOFeAs 141 _ 0.25(7) (Ref. 48) function of Ty. They indeed show certain monotonic correla-

LaOFeAs 137 . 0.36 (Ref. 4) tions. On the other hand, the band reconstruction in FeTe ap-

BaFeAs, 136 70 (Ref.55)  0.93(6) (Réf__ 49) pear as the spectral weight transfer over a broad energgrang
ShgKo1sF&AS, | 129 60 (Ref. 42) - in the entire Brillouin zone [see Fig] 5], due to its polamni

PrOFeAs 127 - 0.48(9) (Ref.50)  nature. One could roughly estimatg, ~ 0.3+ 0.1 eV for
BaFeosCoosAs, | 93 - 0.35 (Ref. 51) FeTe, much larger thanyg's of iron pnictides with similar

Ba,_«K(F&AS; 70 - 0.35 (Ref. 52) Tn. Overlaid on the same Figl 6(b) are the ordered moments
NaFeAs 37 46 (Ref.28)  0.09(4) (Ref.53)  measured by neutron scattering experiments at low tempera-
NaFeoe2sCooi7sAS| 30 32 (Ref.54) - tures as a function ofy.4545-23 Although there are sizable
variations, it is intriguing that the ordered moméhgener-
ally follows Ay, indicating thatJy does not vary too much
temperatures in NaFeAs and BakRe;. amongst various iron-based compounds. Intriguingly, tboe m
From the electronic structure perspective, the (BEFAF  ment of FeTe{ 2ug) is again out of the scale, compared with
phase transitions are driven by the energy gain during thd ba those of the iron pnictides. The ordered moment could be
structure reconstruction in iron pnictides or large scpkecs  taken as the order parameter of the antiferromagnetic phase
tral weight transfer in FeTe. These twofférent forms of  transition, which arises belowy. However, the band re-
electronic structure construction are the direct consecg® construction starts afa (aboveTy). This is because the
of the Hund'’s rule coupling in dierent regimes. Namely, iron time scale of ARPES is very fast (1 fs), which could cap-
pnictides is in the itinerant regime, and FeTe is in the local ture the fluctuating and short-ranged nematicity, whilesitua
ized regime. One could distinguishas “local moment” in  elastic neutron scattering gives a time-averaged orded m
iron pnictides, and as “localized moment”in FeTe. Local mo-ment over a time scale much longer than 1 ps. Therefore,
ment in iron pnictides is the net moment due to the populathey reflect the dferent aspects of the same physics. Partic-
tion difference between the majority and minority bands pro-ularly, Ay might be taken as an order parameter for the elec-
jected onto a particular site, which can be obtained by intetronic nematicity, which was shown to be a true phase transi-
grate the spin-dependent Bloch wavefunctions aroundinertation that occurs af o by the magnetic torque experiments for
site in the itinerant picture. For FeTe, most of the electron BaFe(As;_xPx)..2%> The remarkable correlation between the
can be considered localized, and there is just a very smatirdered momentAyo, andTy for various iron pnictides and
coherent quasiparticle weight. Theoretically, both theale  FeTe indicate the general applicability of the Hund’s metal




physics for the iron-based compounds. magnetic state, which highlights the critical role of theridis

To conclude, we report the temperature-dependence of theile coupling in the electronic nematicity, magnetic oréeid
resistivity anisotropy in detwinned NaFeAs and FeTe singlen the generic physics of Fe-HTS.
crystal by Montgomery method. The resistivity anisotropy o
NaFeAs is intrinsic and resembles that of the “122” series of Acknowledgement: We acknowledge the helpful discus-
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