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Recent discovery of superconductivity at a transition temperature of 73K in the doped layered compound

Ba2CuO3+x for x ∼ 0.2 has generated a lot of interest. Experiments in this alternately stacked oxygen octa-

hedral and chain layered structure reveal that a compression of the octahedra causes the Cu- dz2 orbital to lie

above the Cu- dx2−y2 orbital unlike in the well-known cuprate superconducting materials. Our first-principle

calculations and low-energy Hamiltonian studies on the x = 0.25 system reveal that this energy ordering results

in formation of dz2 dominated electron pockets. The strong nesting in the Fermi pockets leads to an AFM spin

fluctuation mediated dxy wave superconducting state dominated by pairing among the dz2 orbitals. This is in

contrast to the cuprate superconductors (e.g. YBCO) where both electron and hole pockets exist and the super-

conducting state with B1g symmetry are formed by the dx2−y2 orbital electrons. Unlike the earlier reports we

find the inter-layer hybridization has an important contribution to the low energy band structure and formation

of the unconventional superconducting state.

A large class of cuprate compounds shows a high-

temperature superconducting phase at moderate carrier dop-

ing, where Cu dx2−y2 orbital electrons are responsible for the

formation of the cooper pair condensate. Recently a new class

of overdoped cuprate material [1, 2] has emerged, which ex-

hibits higher superconducting transition temperature than the

typical cuprates at similar carrier doping [3–5]. Among them

is the orthorhombic compound Ba2CuO3+x [6] with a super-

conducting transition temperature of Tc ∼ 73K. In this mate-

rial, an octahedral distortion breaks the degeneracy of the eg
orbitals, leading to a partially filled dz2 orbital and a fully oc-

cupied dx2−y2 orbital. The presence of high-temperature su-

perconductivity in this material in spite of significantly higher

doping levels and low energy physics that is dominated by

dz2 orbitals provides a new channel for understanding high-

temperature superconductivity.

Recent experimental studies on Ba2CuO3+x with x = 0.2

[6, 7] measuring oxygen K-edge X-ray absorption spectra

(XAS) estimate 40% doping, that is significantly higher than

doping in overdoped cuprates like YBCO. The Zhang-Rice

singlet state is observed at this oxygen doping with dominant

pre-peak at 528 eV photon energy [6]. The XAS measure-

ments [6] on the Ba2CuO3.2 suggested a compressed octa-

hedral structure. This prompted Maier et. al. [8] to suggest

a simplified two-band model using dz2 and dx2−y2 orbitals

within the 214 structure. They propose two dome supercon-

ductivity one at low doping and the other at high oxygen dop-

ing. Similar calculations based on spin-fluctuation theory on

Lieb lattice [9] structure give s± wave superconductivity.

The unit cell of Ba2CuO3.25 (BCO) has two layers, layer-I

and layer-II (see Fig. 1). The DFT+DMFT based calcula-

tions [10] proposed the presence of a charge transfer between
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FIG. 1. (a) Crystal structure (Pmmm) of Ba2CuO3.25 (BCO). Layer-

I has alternate stacking of octahedral and square planar Cu-O com-

plexes (along b). The octahedra form a corner-share network along

a-direction. In layer-II, due to missing oxygen atoms when com-

pared to Ba2CuO4, only square planar complexes exist and they form

a chain along b-direction (b) The Fermi surface of BCO. Center el-

liptical pocket with strong nesting is formed by Cu(1)-dz2 orbital of

layer-I while the open electron sheets are formed by Cu(3, 4)-db2−c2

layer-II.

layer-I and layer-II and proposed that due to the presence of

a quasi-1D band, antiferromagnetic spin-fluctuation may oc-

cur to give rise to superconductivity. The specific-heat mea-

surement [6] on BCO indicates that superconductivity is very

anisotropic in contrast to the exponential jump at Tc of con-

ventional electron-phonon superconductivity.

In this letter, using a combination of first-principles DFT

calculations and a spin fluctuation mediated superconduct-

ing pairing mechanism [11], we find a crucial inter-layer hy-

bridization present in BCO which not only helps to stabilize

a novel dxy symmetry superconducting state but also leads to

a weak 3-dimensional character to the superconducting gap

function. Experimentally, in the XAS spectra, a transition

2p63d9L → 2p53d10L is seen [6] which we attribute to this

http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.05603v1
mailto:shantanu@iitm.ac.in
mailto:nandab@iitm.ac.in


2

hybridization and is associated with hopping between Cu-d
and O-py/pz orbitals. We identify the ground state supercon-

ducting gap function for decoupled individual layers and the

bulk BCO that includes inter-layer hybridization. The analysis

provides a comparative study between a layer decoupled and

hybridized low energy Hamiltonian to elucidate the role of the

latter towards superconductivity. Despite the larger electronic

doping, we find that the Fermi surface (FS) remains signifi-

cantly nested, and it leads to a large paramagnetic susceptibil-

ity and superconducting pairing potential. The obtained su-

perconducting gap function belongs to pairing between elec-

trons predominantly in dz2 orbitals.

We find that the gap symmetry and the strength of the pair-

ing of the bulk are different from a model incorporating de-

coupled layers. Furthermore, due to the presence of inter-

layer hybridization, the magnitude of pairing eigenfunction

has a weak kz dependence, which is otherwise absent in the

case of decoupled layers. The pairing symmetry of the bulk

has a gap function with dxy symmetry and the pairing sym-

metry of individual layer-I is s+ type and layer-II is s− type

with additional nodes at the FS. Further, the broken C4 rota-

tional symmetry due to structural distortion results in a pairing

symmetry belonging to the D2h point group.

Electronic structure - Employing the DFT+DMFT method,

Worm et al. [10] have examined the electronic structure of

BCO to make a broad prediction of the presence of an al-

most half-filled, strongly nested, quasi-1D db2−c2 band which

is probable cause of superconductivity. Here, we would like

to make a comprehensive analysis of the electronic structure

using DFT and to develop a tight-binding (TB) model that

examines the inter-layer coupling and its effect on FS of the

BCO. As discussed later and in the Supplementary Material

(SM), the minimal basis set TB model is developed by both

the Slater-Koster formulation and the Loẃdin downfolding

technique.

The DFT-derived bands are shown in blue in Fig. 2 (a),

along with the orbital resolved density of states shown in Fig.

2 (b). Details of the DFT calculations and orbital resolved

band structure are provided in the SM. Below we mention

the main findings of DFT results. (I) dz2 orbital of Cu(1) is

within the range of -0.56 eV to 1.13 eV w.r.t. the Fermi level

(EF ). The dx2−y2 orbital is completely occupied and lies in

the range -1.57 eV to -0.09 eV. This highlights the role of dz2

orbitals in the typical energy scales associated with the su-

perconducting transition. (II) db2−c2 orbital of Cu(2) is about

0.89 eV above EF (0.89 eV to 1.56 eV). (III) The O-p states

are extended in valence bands and lie up to -0.27 eV below

EF .

To gain further insight into the electronic structure, specif-

ically to obtain the eigenvectors of the states occupying the

Fermi level, we developed a low energy TB Hamiltonian ini-

tially with a 14 orbital basis and later downfolded to a five

orbital basis. The Hamiltonian reproduces well the DFT band

structure in the corresponding energy range (see Fig. 2 (a))

and thereby enables us to calculate the random phase approx-

imation (RPA) spin susceptibility.

In this model, four Cu atoms in the unit cell contribute five

Cu-d orbitals, and the nearest neighbor O atoms contribute to

FIG. 2. (a) The five-band TB model fitted with DFT bands with

and without inter-layer coupling. The inter-layer hybridization shifts

the Van Hove singularities near Y and T points at the high symmetry

k-path of the Brillouin zone. The energy gap between Van Hove

singularities is absent for the decoupled individual layers. The high

symmetry k-path used to plot the band structure is provided in the

Fig. S1 of the SM. (b) DFT obtained partial density of states.

the nine O-p orbitals near the Fermi level (See SM for detailed

analysis). We write the Hamiltonian in the following form,

H =
∑

αβ

∑

k
σ∈(↑,↓)

[

ξαβ(k) + µαδαβ

]

c†k,α,σck,β,σ. (1)

Here, c†k,α,σ (ck,α,σ ) is the Fermion creation (annihilation)

operator for orbital α with spin σ =↑, ↓. ξαβ(k) is the kinetic

energy term containing hopping parameters and µα is the on-

site energy.

Since there are two weakly coupled inequivalent layers in

the system, the TB Hamiltonian contains intra-layer and inter-

layer Hamiltonian contributions. In a matrix form, the Hamil-

tonian can be expressed as:

H =

(

Hl1 Hl1−l2

H†
l1−l2 Hl2

)

(2)

Here, Hl1 and Hl2 are the intra-layer Hamiltonian sub-

matrices for layer-I and layer-II respectively, and Hl1−l2 ac-

counts for the inter-layer hybridization. Using Loẅdin down-

folding [12] procedure, we obtain an effective Hamiltonian by

integrating out the oxygen subspace while keeping only the

Cu-d orbitals in the Hamiltonian. The matrix elements and

the downfolding formalism are provided in the SM.

The TB bands with and without inter-layer hybridization

are shown in Fig. 2 (a) and are compared with the DFT ob-

tained band structure. The lack of inter-layer coupling does

not reproduce the band structure well with the subtle differ-

ences can be seen in Fig. 2 (a) when momenta changes along

T (0, π, π) to Z(0, 0, π) direction. The distinction between

them comes from inter-layer hybridizations Cu(1)-d – Cu(3,

4)-d of strength t
(1)
12 and between Cu(1)-d – O-p of strength

t
(2)
12 . We find t

(1)
12 to be one order of magnitude higher than t

(2)
12

(see SM). Most importantly, the inter-layer hopping pushes
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FIG. 3. (a), (b) Fermi surfaces of decoupled individual layer-I and

layer-II in kx − ky plane. The Fermi pockets are electron-like, com-

ing from the dz2 orbital of Cu(1) atom and db2−c2 orbital of Cu(3)

atom. (c), (d) RPA spin susceptibility [Tr[χs]] of decoupled indi-

vidual layer-I and layer-II within the qx − qy plane. The dominant

nesting vectors are denoted by Q1, Q2. G is the reciprocal lattice

vector.

the Van Hove singularity slightly above the Fermi level. The

dz2 orbital of Cu(1) and db2−c2 orbital of Cu(3, 4) cross Fermi

level and form electron like pockets. Both electron pockets

hybridize near Y (0, π, 0) point. The dx2−y2 orbital of Cu(1)

octahedra lies slightly below the Fermi level. This happens

because of octahedral distortion in the BCO structure at very

high doping. We can see in Fig. 2 (b) that Cu(1)-dz2 and

Cu(3, 4)-db2−c2 have larger DOS at the EF than Cu(2)-d or-

bitals. The FS topology of the bulk is shown in Fig. 1 (b).

Superconducting state - The multi-orbital superconduct-

ing pairing Kernel is derived from a spin fluctuation pair-

ing mechanism. [4, 5, 13–33] The fluctuation exchange ap-

proximation (FLEX) that has been successfully utilized to ex-

tract the ground state superconducting states of both cuprate

[4, 5, 13–20] and iron based superconductors [4, 5, 21–25].

The pairing Kernel involves contribution from paramagnetic

and charge susceptibilities that are calculated from a Hubbard-

Hund Hamiltonian within the RPA (See SM for detailed anal-

ysis). Finally, the pairing interaction is included in the self-

consistent linearized gap equation in order to extract the

ground-state superconducting gap functions. The gap equa-

tion reads,

∆ν(k) = −λ
1

ΩBZ

∑

ν′,q

Γ′
νν′(k,q)∆ν′ (k+ q). (3)

Where Γ′
νν′(k,q) is SC pairing potential and λ is the pairing

strength. We obtain SC pairing potential by expanding the

interaction term of the Hubbard Hamiltonian in a perturbation

FIG. 4. (a), (b) The superconducting pairing eigenfunction for the

largest eigenvalue on the Fermi surface for decoupled individual

layer-I and layer-II respectively. The pairing symmetry of layer-I and

layer-II belongs to A1g irreducible representation of the D2h point

group.

series and collecting the bubble and ladder diagrams,

Γ̃s(q) =
1

2

[

3Ũsχ̃s(q)Ũs − Ũcχ̃c(q)Ũc + Ũs + Ũc

]

. (4)

Here, χs(χc) is the RPA spin (charge) susceptibility.

In BCO, the effect of a broken C4 rotational symmetry can

be seen on the FS and corresponding spin susceptibility cal-

culations. We first explore the Hamiltonian in the limit of no

inter-layer hybridization. In Figs. 3 (a) and (b) we show the

FS topology of layer-I and layer-II respectively at kz = 0.

We find that layer-I shows a stronger 2D dispersion as com-

pared to layer-II. The effect of the quasi-1D nature of layer-II

shows up in the 1D susceptibility peaks observed from its FS

nesting. The dominant FS nesting vectors for individual lay-

ers are also shown in Figs. 3 (a) and (b). We show the spin

susceptibility of layer-I and layer-II in Figs. 3 (c) and (d) re-

spectively. This chain-like 1D FS enhances spin susceptibility

in each layer for small values for Hubbard interactions and

leads to a dominant nesting for layer-II at the incommensu-

rate wavevector Q2 = (±0.96π,±0.68π). Similarly, the spin

susceptibility result of layer-I leads to a corresponding peak at

Q1 = (±0.66π, 0). We find that χs at Q2 is larger than the

corresponding maximum for Q1.

When inter-layer hybridization is absent, SC of each layer

is decoupled from the bulk BCO. Peaks of spin susceptibil-

ity will determine the maximum pairing potential when nest-

ing condition (ξk+Q = −ξk ) is satisfied by the momentum

q = Q at the FS. The strong deviation of the dominant suscep-

tibility from the C4 susceptibility of the well-known cuprates

can lead to corresponding deviations in the superconducting

state. We plot the superconducting gap function for layer-I

and layer-II for the largest pairing eigenvalue in Figs. 4 (a)

and (b) respectively. Colormap blue to red denotes the sign

of the pairing symmetry. The pairing symmetry of layer-I and

layer-II leads to a dominant spin singlet superconducting gap

that would transform as an A1g irreducible representation of

the D2h point group symmetry. Whereas for layer-I the gap is

only anisotropic near the region of large curvature of the FS,
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FIG. 5. (a), (b) The Fermi surface of BCO in the presence of inter-

layer hybridization at two different kz values. The weak 3D disper-

sion induced by the inter-layer hybridization causes ellipticity of the

electron pocket at kz = π as compared to the pocket at kz = 0. (c),

(d) RPA spin susceptibility, Tr[χs] for two qz values. The dominant

nesting vectors are denoted by Q0

3, Qπ
3 .

.

the gap on layer-II shows the presence of accidental nodes.

We also find that the superconducting gaps have a 2D struc-

ture over the FS within negligible kz dispersion.

The formation of a SC gap with A1g symmetry despite of

a repulsive pairing interaction is explained by the dominance

of the inter-orbital pairing channel over the intra-orbital pair-

ing contribution (see the discussion in Section IV of SM).

This large off-diagonal contribution leads to an attractive pair-

ing. Such a scenario can also be induced by Hund’s interac-

tion [15], although for BCO it is already present at the non-

interacting level.

We next include inter-layer hybridization in the non-

interacting Hamiltonian. In Figs. 5 (a) and (b) we show the

FS of bulk BCO at kz = 0 and kz = π respectively. Interest-

ingly, the inter-layer hybridization not only enhances the dis-

persion of the electronic bands along the kz direction, it also

leads to a significant shift of the dominant susceptibility peak.

The RPA spin susceptibility at qz = 0, and qz = π are shown

in Figs. 5 (c) and (d). As shown in Fig. 5 (c), the dominant

nesting vector is still in the kx-ky plane but leads to a sus-

ceptibility peak at the wave vector Q0
3 = (±0.48π,±0.52π)

for kz = 0. The larger ellipticity of the electron pocket at

kz = π as compared to the pocket at kz = 0 shows the weak

3D dispersion induced by the inter-layer hybridization, and as

shown in Fig. 5 (d) leads to a susceptibility peak at around

Qπ
3 = (±0.44π,±0.56π) wavevector.

The effect of inter-layer hybridization is even more signifi-

cant for the ground-state superconducting gap functions. In

Figs. 6 (a) and (b) we plot the superconducting gap func-

tion of bulk BCO for the largest pairing eigenvalues at two

different kz values. The pairing symmetry of bulk BCO

on the elliptical hole pocket can be expressed in the form

∆(k) = ∆0 sin(kx ) sin(ky ) with line nodes along the kx = 0
and ky = 0 lines on the FS. This is similar to the cuprate B1g

superconducting basis function on a π/4 rotated axis. We find

that although the sign of the gap remains unchanged along

kz , the gap function magnitude (∆0) gets enhanced with in-

creasing kz . In bulk BCO, the pairing eigenvalue λ seems

to closely track the transition of unhybridized layer-I model

(See SM Fig. S4). This feature is likely due to the domi-

nance of the dz2 electrons and corresponding orbital resolved

pairing interaction for the layer-I model. Our predictions can

be probed by experimental techniques such as ARPES, STM

among a variety of techniques that have been successfully uti-

lized to understand the superconducting state in the cuprates.

FIG. 6. (a), (b) The solution of the superconducting gap equation on

the Fermi surface of the bulk BCO for two representatives kz values.

The pairing symmetry in presence of inter-layer hybridization is dxy
type with nodes along the kx = 0 and ky = 0 lines on the Fermi

surface.

Conclusions - The recent discovery of superconductivity in

BCO at Tc = 73K with high hole doping levels places this

material in a new parameter regime among the various classes

of cuprate high-temperature superconductors. From the DFT

calculations, we find that the dz2 orbital of the Cu(1) atom be-

longing to the octahedra lies at the Fermi level, and dx2−y2 or-

bital is fully occupied. This makes BCO different from usual

cuprate superconductors. We propose an effective 5-orbital

tight-binding model consisting of the selective d- orbitals of

the Cu atoms that shows excellent agreement with the DFT

band structure when an inter-layer hybridization is included

in the model. From the tight-binding analysis, we find the

hybridization between the BCO layers, albeit weak, signifi-

cantly influences the band structure along Y Γ and TZ where

the van Hove singularities exist. The d-orbitals coming from

Cu(3)(/Cu(4)) and Cu(1) atoms form electron like pocket at

the Fermi level. Similar to the YBCO, the planar layer of bulk

BCO forms quasi-1D chain states. However, the hole pocket

coming from dx2−y2 orbital in YBCO[35] and infinite layer

nickelates[36] are absent in BCO.

In BCO, the presence of inter-layer hybridization plays a

pivotal role in reshaping the Fermi surface. It removes the

parallel Fermi pocket regions connected by dominant inter-
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orbital contributions. This leads to the dominance of intra-

orbital nesting and susceptibility along the (π − δ, 0) wave-

vector [See SM Section IV for orbital resolved susceptibil-

ity contributions]. This diagonal intra-orbital pairing contri-

bution will support an unconventional superconducting order.

Additionally, the (π − δ, 0) nesting wave-vector found in our

susceptibility calculations would support dxy symmetry su-

perconducting order. We find an s-wave gap on Fermi pocket

(without sign change over) for layer-I, if we ignore the inter-

layer hybridization. However, for layer-II, we do find a sign

change of the superconducting gap over the Fermi pocket that

is expected from repulsive interaction. Therefore, the gap over

the entire Fermi pocket should not be considered as a conven-

tional s-wave gap but belonging to A1g symmetry with higher

harmonic contributions that can lead to a sign change of gap

on layer-II. The signatures of the nodal sign changing dxy gap

can be probed in future thermodynamic measurements like

low-temperature specific heat and thermal conductivity mea-

surements. With synthesis of good quality single crystals, the

gap should also be directly observable in ARPES and scan-

ning tunneling spectroscopic experiments.
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Supplementary Materials for “ Unique dxy Superconducting State in the Cuprate Member Ba2CuO3.25”

I. COMPUTATIONAL AND STRUCTURAL DETAILS

Density functional theory (DFT) calculations were performed using the Vienna ab-initio Simulation Package (VASP) [1] code

with projector-augmented-wave (PAW) [2, 3] pseudopotentials. Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof (PBE) [4] exchange-correlation func-

tional scheme of generalized gradient approximation (GGA) was considered to take care of exchange and correlation functional.

We have employed a kinetic energy cutoff of 500 eV and Γ-centred 16×12×4 k-mesh which yields 189 irreducible points for

Brillouin zone (BZ) sampling. A Slater-Koster (SK) [5] based minimal basis set tight-binding (TB) formalism is used to design

the model Hamiltonian.

FIG. S1. First Brillouin zone (BZ) of BCO unitcell crystal structure along with the high symmetry k-points.

The crystal structure of Ba2CuO3.25 (BCO) is obtained from Ba2CuO4 by removing a few O-atoms as shown in Fig. S2 (a).

The structure has been proposed in previous studies [6]. The primitive unitcell of BCO contains two inequivalent layers. As

shown in Fig. S2 (a), layer-I forms an alternate CuO6 octahedron, and CuO4 square plane connected through the corner sharing

O-atoms along the b-direction, and layer-II contains a one-dimensional chain of CuO4 square plane extended along b-direction.

Thus the unitcell has four inequivalent Cu atoms ( Cu(1), Cu(2) from layer-I and Cu(3), Cu(4) from layer-II ) and 13 O-atoms

(seven in layer-I and six in layer-II). In order to get the correct orbital basis set required for constructing the model Hamiltonian,

we have further performed the DFT calculations and studied the electronic structure properties of the compound. Fig. S2(b)

shows the orbital resolved band structure of BCO, and it suggests that bands near the Fermi are contributed by the covalent

hybridization of Cu-O atomic orbitals. However, not all hybridized orbitals contributions are present in the bands near the Fermi

FIG. S2. (a) Unitcell crystal structure of BCO. (b) DFT obtained orbital resolved band structure of BCO. The bands are plotted along the high

symmetry k-path provided in the BZ.
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level, the exact molecular orbitals are different for different Cu atoms. For example, {Cu(2), Cu(3), and Cu(4)}-x2 − y2 orbital

hybridized with nearest-neighbor in-plane O-{px, py} orbitals, Cu(1)-x2− y2 hybridized with nearest-neighbor in-plane O-{px,

py}, and Cu(1)-z2 hybridized with nearest-neighbor out-of-plane O-pz orbital are contributing to the bands near the Fermi. Thus

a total of 14 orbital basis-set with five Cu-d, and nine O-p orbitals are sufficient to design the TB model Hamiltonian.

II. DETAILS OF THE TIGHT-BINDING HAMILTONIAN

The matrix representation of the SK-TB model Hamiltonian of BCO is shown in Eq. 2 of the main text. Here, the sub-matrix

H of the layer-I in basis set order Cu(1) { dz2 , dx2−y2}, Cu(2) {dx2−y2}, px, pz , pz , py , and py is:

Hl1 =

























ξ1 ξ1,2 ξ1,3 ξ1,4 ξ1,5 0 ξ1,7 0
ξ2 ξ2,3 ξ2,4 ξ2,5 ξ∗2,5 0 0

ξ3 0 ξ∗2,5 ξ2,5 0 0

µ(3) 0 0 0 0
h.c. µ(1) 0 0 0

µ(1) 0 0
µ(1) 0

µ(1)

























(1)

h.c. denotes the Hermitian conjugate of the upper-triangular matrix.

The Hamiltonian sub-matrix for layer-II in orbital basis set of Cu(3)/Cu(4) {dx2−y2}, pz , pz , py and py is given as

Hl2 =

















ξ4 ξ4,5 ξ4,6 0 0 0
ξ5 0 ξ4,6 0 0

µ(7) 0 0 0
h.c. µ(7) 0 0

µ(7) 0
µ(7)

















(2)

Further, the Hamiltonian sub-matrix containing the interaction between layer-I and layer-II is

Hl1−l2 =















0 0 0 0 ξ212 −(ξ212)
∗

0 0 0 0 0 0
ξ112 (ξ112)

∗ 0 0 −(ξ212)
∗ ξ212

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0















(3)
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FIG. S3. (Color online) (a) TB (red) fitted DFT (blue) band structure of layer-I of BCO crystal. (b) Same for layer-II of BCO crystal. We plot

bands along the high symmetry k-path in the BZ as shown in Fig. S1. The dotted circles in (a) show the disagreement between DFT and TB

bands at those regions when inter-layer interactions are ignored.

The components of the Hamiltonian matrices are found to be,

ξ1 = t(5) cos(kx) + µ(4) + t(15) cos(ky)− 0.1 cos(2kx)

ξ2 = t(10) cos(ky) + t(11) cos(kx) + µ(2) (4a)

ξ3 = ξ2 + µ(5) (4b)

ξ4 = t(14) cos(kx) + µ(6) (4c)

ξ5 = ξ4 + 0.02 (4d)

ξ1,2 = t(3) cos(kx) + t(9) cos(ky) (4e)

ξ1,3 = t(4) exp(iky/4) (4f)

ξ2,3 = t(1) cos(ky/2) (4g)

ξ1,4 = it(8) sin(kx/2) (4h)

ξ1,5 = it(8) sin(ky/4) (4i)

ξ1,7 = it(6) sin(0.156kz) (4j)

ξ2,4 = it(7) sin(kx/2) (4k)

ξ2,5 = t(4) exp(iky/4) (4l)

ξ4,5 = t(12) cos(ky/2) (4m)

ξ4,6 = it(13) sin(ky/4) (4n)

ξ112 = 2t
(1)
12 exp(−iky/4) cos(kz/2) cos(kx/2) (4o)

ξ212 = it
(2)
12 exp(iky/4) sin(kz/3) cos(kx/2) (4p)

(4q)

The tight-binding parameters are, t(1−14) =
[

0.9775, 0.0237, 0.3396, 0.005, -0.78, 0.2076, -0.46 , 0.0, 0.035, -0.119, -0.074,

0.91, 0.6928, -0.054, -0.06.
]

µ(1−7) =
[

-0.74, -0.31, -1.24, 0.5, 1.18, 0.28, -1.64
]

t
(1−2)
12 =

[

-0.02, -0.3
]

. We further use

Loẅdin downfolding mechanism to reduce the Hamiltonian size. The Loẅdin method used for the downfolding mechanism can

be explained by,

Hdownfold
α,β = Hα,β +

′
∑

γ 6=α

Hα,γ(Hβ,γ)
∗

Hα,α −Hγ,γ
(5)

Here,Hdownfold
α,β is final 5×5 downfolded Hamiltonian matrix, γ contains O-p – O-p, Cu-d – O-p orbitals interaction respectively

which are projected on A. We have numerically downfolded the full Hamiltonian and the resulting band structures are shown in
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Fig. 2 (a) of main text which shows an excellent agreement around the Fermi level with the all-electron band structure obtained

from density functional theory (DFT) calculations.

III. SUPERCONDUCTIVITY

RPA spin susceptibility- We use the multi-band Hubbard model to study the topology of Fermi surface (FS) and corresponding

spin-fluctuation potential. The Hamiltonian of the Hubbard model is,

Hint =
∑

α

∑

k,k′,q

Uαc
†
α↑(k)c

†
α↓(k

′)cα↓(k
′ − q)cα↑(k+ q)

∑

α6=β
σσ′∈(↑,↓)

∑

k,k′,q

[

Vα,βc
†
k,α,σc

†
k′,β,σ̃ck′−q,β,σ̃ck+q,α,σ

+
(

Vα,β − JH

)

c†k,α,σc
†
k′,β,σck′−q,β,σck+q,α,σ

]

.

(6)

Here c†k,α,σ and ck,β,σ are fermion creation and annihilation operator in orbital α and β and σ̃ = −σ. Where Uα and Vα,β are

the intra-orbital and inter-orbital Hubbard interaction between Cu-d orbitals and JH is the Hund’s coupling.

Non-interacting electron-hole density-density correlation function in the orbital basis is given by [8, 9] ,

[χ0(q)]
γδ
αβ = −

1

N

∑

k,νν′

ψν
β(k)ψ

ν†
α (k)ψν′

δ (k+ q)ψν′†
γ (k+ q)

f(ξν′ (k+ q))− f(ξν(k))

ξν′(k+ q)− ξν(k) + iη
. (7)

N is the volume of the phase space. Using S-matrix expansion of the spin density and charge-density correlation function we

obtain random-phase approximation (RPA) spin and charge susceptibilities,

χ̃s/c(q) = χ̃0(q)
(

Ĩ∓ Ũs/cχ̃0(q)
)−1

, (8)

The nonzero components of onsite Hubbard interactions for spin and charge fluctuation are Ũs and Ũc[7]. Nesting of the FS

is captured in the Lindhard function. At the nesting vector, bare susceptibility shows a strong peak which leads to a large peak

in the RPA spin susceptibility. The presence of (1 − Ũχ0) in the denominator, contribution from the spin channel enhanced

whereas the charge channel is suppressed due to (1 + Ũχ0).
Spin-fluctuation theory- We assume that the superconducting pairing in Cu-d electrons is mediated via spin fluctuations. We

calculate the spin-fluctuation pairing potential by expanding theHint from Eq. (6) into a perturbation series and collecting bubble

and ladder diagrams. The effective Hamiltonian we obtain as [8, 9],

Heff =
∑

αβγδ

∑

kq,σσ′

Γγδ
αβ(q)c

†
ασ(k)c

†
βσ′ (−k)cγσ′(−k− q)cδσ(k+ q). (9)

Here, the pairing potential is a tensor of four orbital indices. For singlet and triplet channels the spin-fluctuation pairing

potential is given by [10–14],

Γ̃S(q) =
1

2

[

3Ũsχ̃s(q)Ũs − Ũcχ̃c(q)Ũc + Ũs + Ũc

]

, (10a)

Γ̃T (q) = −
1

2

[

Ũsχ̃s(q)Ũs + Ũcχ̃c(q)Ũc

]

. (10b)

Using unitary transformation we obtain pairing potential in the band basis.

Γ̃µν(k,q) =
∑

αβγδ

Γγδ
αβ(q)ψ

µ†
α (k)ψµ†

β (−k)ψν
γ (−k− q)ψν

δ (k+ q)

(11)

We obtain superconducting pairing symmetry by solving the linearized gap equation,

∆µ(k) = −λ
1

N

∑

ν,q

Γ̃µν(k,q)∆ν(k+ q). (12)
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FIG. S4. We plot superconducting pairing eigenvalue as a function onsite Hubbard interaction for layer-I, layer-II, and bulk BCO.

λ is known as a superconducting coupling constant. By solving Eq. (12) we obtain pairing eigenfunction for largest eigenvalue.

This largest eigenvalue determines the stability of superconducting gap function ∆(k)[11].

The unconventional SC within spin fluctuation theory originates from the nesting at the FS. Since χs (see Eq. (8)) is positive

and larger thanχc, pairing potential Eq. (10a) is repulsive. The only possible solution of the gap equation for repulsive interaction

is when ∆ (see Eq. (12) ) changes sign between momentum vectors k and k+Q, where Q is the nesting vector that connects the

Cooper pairs. This leads to an anisotropic solution of the gap function in the momentum space which should reflect underlying

FIG. S5. First column shows orbital weights on the bands of Layer-I in the absence of inter-layer hybridization, Second column shows

orbital weights at the Fermi surface. Third and fourth column shows inter-orbital and intra-orbital Lindhard susceptibilities in absence of the

inter-layer hybridization.
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FIG. S6. First column shows different orbital weights on BCO bands in the presence of inter-layer hybridization. Second column shows

orbital weights at the Fermi surface at kz = 0. Third and fourth col. shows inter and inter-orbital Lindhard susceptibilities respectively at

qz = 0.

point group symmetry.

We study the effect of Hubbard interaction on the superconducting pairing eigenvalue (see Fig. S4 ). This result shows a

comparison of dominant pairing eigenvalue for layer-I, and layer-II for unhybridized bands and bulk BCO with hybridized bands

as a function of onsite Hubbard interaction. We see that pairing eigenvalue λ extracted by solving the linearized gap equation

is slightly larger on layer-II in comparison to layer-I for the unhybridized bands for U > 0.4. However, the decoupled quasi-

1D layer would generically be more susceptible to quantum fluctuations that are likely to suppress the transition temperature

strongly.

IV. ORBITAL RESOLVED SUSCEPTIBILITIES- THE ROLE OF INTERLAYER HYBRIDIZATION

Absence of inter-layer hybridization

In Fig. S5, we have illustrated the orbital resolved susceptibilities and electronic structures when inter-layer hybridization is

absent. The key insight provided by Fig. S5 lies in the comparison between the inter and intra-orbital susceptibilities shown

in the third and fourth columns. Specifically, we have demonstrated that the inter-orbital susceptibility is dominant over the

intra-orbital susceptibility. This observation is essential in understanding how attractive pairing interactions can arise without

Hund’s coupling.

The physical susceptibility in the main manuscript suggests that intra-orbital susceptibility might dominate due to (π − δ, 0)
nesting, but a closer look (Fig. S5) reveals that inter-orbital susceptibility is actually dominant. This inter-orbital susceptibility

peaks at a different nesting vector and is smaller at (π− δ, 0). This finding explains why layer-I can create an effective attractive
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pairing channel.

Presence of inter-layer hybridization

In Fig. S6, we have shown the orbital weights across different bands and the Fermi surface of BCO under the influence of

inter-layer hybridization. As expected, the presence of inter-layer hybridization significantly alters the Fermi surface and orbital

weights near the (0, π) region, thereby makes a significant effect on the pairing interactions.

Specifically, as can be seen from the calculated orbital susceptibility plots, the introduction of inter-layer hybridization results

in a reduction of the contribution from inter-orbital susceptibility. This change in susceptibility is a direct consequence of

the modified Fermi surface and orbital weights. In particular, in the presence of hybridization, the elliptical Fermi pocket for

layer-I is now completely dominated by the dz2 orbital that will now support susceptibility in intra-orbital channel. Secondly, the

modification of the Fermi pocket shape near the hybridization region suppresses the parallel Fermi pocket regions that previously

supported the inter-orbital nesting in the absence of inter-layer hybridization. As is well known, such parallel regions are required

to have sufficient weight from the k-sum at a given q wave-vector in susceptibility calculations. The above scenario therefore

not only will support a nesting vector along the (π − δ, 0) wave-vector, but the susceptibility will be driven by the dominant

intra-orbital contributions. This will naturally lead to a dominant intra-orbital pairing (or dominant diagonal contribution to the

pairing matrix) and the corresponding repulsive pairing interaction plays a pivotal role in the emergence of the observed dxy
pairing symmetry in BCO.
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[3] P. E. Blöchl, Phys. Rev. B 50, 17953, 1994.

[4] John P. Perdew, Kieron Burke, and Matthias Ernzerhof, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 3865, 1996.

[5] J. C. Slater and G. F. Koster, Phys. Rev. 94, 1498, 1954.

[6] Paul Worm, Motoharu Kitatani, Jan M. Tomczak, Liang Si, and Karsten Held, Phys. Rev. B 105, 085110 (2022).

[7] S. Graser, T. A. Maier, P. J. Hirschfeld, D. J. Scalapino, New J. Phys. 11, 025016 (2009).

[8] Priyo Adhikary and Tanmoy Das, Phys. Rev. B 101, 214517 (2020).

[9] Priyo Adhikary, Subhadeep Bandyopadhyay, Tanmoy Das, Indra Dasgupta, and Tanusri Saha-Dasgupta Phys. Rev. B 102, 100501(R)

(2020).

[10] D. J. Scalapino, E. Loh, Jr., and J. E. Hirsch, Phys. Rev. B 34, 8190 (R) (1986); ibid Phys. Rev. B 34, 6420 (1986); J. R. Schrieffer,

Theory of Superconductivity (W. A. Benjamin, New York) (1964); J. R. Schrieffer, X. G. Wen, and S. C. Zhang, Phys. Rev. B 39, 11663

(1989); P. Monthoux, A. V. Balatsky, and D. Pines, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 3448 (1991); M. Sigrist, and Kazuo Ueda, Rev. Mod. Phys. 63,

239 (1991); D. J. Scalapino, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 1383 (2012); J. C. Seamus Davis and Dung-Hai Lee, PNAS 110, 17623-17630 (2013);

T Das, RS Markiewicz, A Bansil, Adv. Phys. 63, 151 (2014).

[11] D. J. Scalapino, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 1383 (2012); A. V. Chubukov, D. Pines, J. Schmalian, In: Bennemann K.H., Ketterson J.B. (eds)

The Physics of Superconductors. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg;

[12] I. I. Mazin, D. J. Singh, M. D. Johannes, and M. H. Du, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 057003S (2008); S. Graser, T. A. Maier, P. J. Hirschfeld,

D. J. Scalapino, New J. Phys. 11, 025016 (2009); Zi-Jian Yao, Jian-Xin Li, and Z D Wang, New J. Phys. 11, 025009 (2009); T. Das, A.

V. Balatsky, Phys. Rev. B 84, 014521 (2011); A. Chubukov, Ann. Rev. Conden. Mat. Phys. 3, 57-92 (2012).

[13] Tetsuya Takimoto, Takashi Hotta, and Kazuo Ueda, Phys. Rev. B 69, 104504 (2004); K. Kubo, Phys. Rev. B 69, 104504 (2004); T. Das,

J.-X. Zhu, M. J. Graf, Sci. Rep. 5, 8632 (2015); Hiroaki Ikeda, Michi-To Suzuki, Ryotaro Arita, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 147003 (2015); T.

Nomoto, H. Ikeda, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 217002 (2016); T. Nomoto, H. Ikeda, J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 86, 023703 (2017).

[14] J. Schmalian, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 4232 (1998); G. Saito, and Y. Yoshida, Chem Rec 11, 124-145 (2011).

[15] M. Roig, A. T. Rømer, A. Kreisel, P. J. Hirschfeld, and B. M. Andersen, Phys. Rev. B 106, L100501 (2022).


