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FeSe exhibits a novel ground state in which superconductivity coexists with a nematic order in the
absence of any long-range magnetic order. Here, we report on an angle-resolved photoemission study on
the superconducting gap structure in the nematic state of FeSe0.93S0.07, without the complications caused by
Fermi surface reconstruction induced by magnetic order. We find that the superconducting gap shows a
pronounced twofold anisotropy around the elliptical hole pocket near Z (0, 0, π), with gap minima at the
end points of its major axis, while no detectable gap is observed around Γ (0, 0, 0) and the zone corner (π, π,
kz). The large anisotropy and nodal gap distribution demonstrate the substantial effects of the nematicity on
the superconductivity and thus put strong constraints on current theories.
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The pairing mechanism underlying unconventional
superconductivity is often related to the quantum fluctua-
tions of nearby orders. In most Fe-based superconductors,
both magnetic and nematic orders appear simultaneously
near the superconducting state. These orders are believed
to play critical roles in the superconductivity, and both
spin-fluctuation-mediated and orbital-fluctuation-mediated
superconducting pairing mechanisms have been proposed
[1–5]. Although intense experimental studies have been
conducted [6–13], the roles of spin and orbital degrees of
freedom and the exact pairing mechanism in Fe-based
superconductors are still under heated debate.
FeSe is a unique material with a novel superconducting

state. Orbital order develops in the nematic state of FeSe
without breaking the translational symmetry in angle-
resolved photoemission spectroscopy (ARPES) studies
[14,15]. The superconductivity coexists with the nematic
order without any long-range magnetic order [16], thus
disentangling the magnetic and orbital orders. Moreover,
recent results suggest that FeSe is a quantum paramagnet [4]
with coexisting Néel and stripe antiferromagnetic inter-
actions [17,18]. The novel ground state in FeSe provides a
fresh perspective for studying the effects of nematic order on
the superconducting gap structure in the absence of the
Fermi surface reconstruction induced by magnetic order,

which helps to reveal the roles of spin and orbital degrees of
freedom in unconventional superconductivity. The super-
conducting gap structure of FeSe and FeSe1−xSx has been
under intensive debate, while no consensus has been
reached on whether there are nodes [19–21] or whether it
has a nodeless multigap structure [22–29]. Besides,
although the vortex elongation in scanning tunneling
spectroscopy (STS) suggests possible twofold gap sym-
metry [19,21], the band- and momentum-resolved gap
structure is still unknown. ARPES studies on the super-
conducting gap structure of FeSe=FeSe1−xSx is lacking due
to the low Tc and small gap size.
In this work, we studied the superconducting gap

structure of FeSe0.93S0.07 single crystals (Tc ∼ 9.8 K)
[29,30] by ARPES. At 6.3 K, both the nematic electronic
structure and the superconducting gap are resolved. The
maximal gap at the hole pocket is ∼2.5 meV, similar to that
measured by STS [21]. The superconducting gap shows
twofold anisotropy around the Z point (0, 0, π), and it is
undetectable around the hole pocket near Γ (0, 0, 0) and the
electron pockets at the zone corners (π, π, kz). These
findings help to examine the previous controversial gap
structures deduced from STS and thermodynamics mea-
surements. The unique gap structure observed here cannot
be reasonably fitted by most of the known theoretical
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models and their simple combinations, which suggests that
the effects of nematicity on the superconductivity are
substantial.
FeSe0.93S0.07 single crystals were grown using

AlCl3=KCl flux in a temperature gradient (from 400 °C
to 350 °C) for 45 days [29,31]. Electron probe microanaly-
sis (EPMA) measurements give the chemical composition
FeðSe0.926�0.016S0.074�0.007Þ0.94 [32]. The ARPES measure-
ments were conducted at beam line I05 of the Diamond
Light Source and beam line 5-4 of the Stanford
Synchrotron Radiation Lightsource (SSRL). The data were
taken at the temperature of 6.3 K unless otherwise
specified. The single crystals were cleaved in situ and
measured under ultrahigh vacuum better than
1 × 10−10 mbar. For data collection with 23 eV (37 eV)
photons, the energy resolution was 3 meV (5 meV), unless
otherwise specified. This allows for resolving a super-
conducting gap of 0.8 meV (1.6 meV) [32,33].
As illustrated in Fig. 1(a), the Fermi surfaces of

FeSe=FeSe1−xSx in the nematic state measured by ARPES
generally consist of two hole pockets (α and α0) around the
zone center and two electron pockets (ε and ε0) around
the zone corner [14,34–36]. α and α0 are equivalent since the
latter comes from the 90°-rotated twin domains [14,34,36].
The two electron pockets ε and ε0 are perpendicular to each
other. They could be perpendicular due to the twinning
(plotted in the way here), each from one of the two 90°-
rotated twin domains [14,34,36]; alternatively, they could
both be from the same domain, as suggested in a recent

ARPES study [37]. In our data, the elliptical hole pockets α
and α0 and the elongated electron pockets ε and ε0 are
resolved [Figs. 1(b) and 1(d)]. The spectral weight distribu-
tion under the linear polarization suggests mixed dxz and dyz
orbitals in both α and α0 pockets [Fig. 1(c)] [32,38],
consistent with the previous ARPES study on FeSe [14].
The nematic splitting between bands ε and ε0 atM is 48meV
[Fig. 1(e)], which agreeswith a previous report on FeSe1−xSx
[34], indicating that the nematicity is slightly suppressed
compared to FeSe but is still strong.
At 6.3 K, band α shows a gap and a back-bending

dispersion [Fig. 1(f)], which are the hallmarks of
Bogoliubov quasiparticles. Sharp quasiparticle peaks are
observed at the Fermi crossings of band α at 10.9 K, and
they become even sharper at 6.3 K [Fig. 1(g)]. Since
quasiparticle peaks in ARPES spectra could easily be
broadened or destroyed by disorder scattering [39], the
resolution-limited width of the coherent peak here indicates
the low defect density and the high quality of the sample.
From 10.9 to 6.3 K, the leading edge shifts below the Fermi
energy [see the inset of Fig. 1(g)], indicating a gap opening.
The gap size determined by the symmetrized energy
distribution curves (EDCs) is around 2.5 meV at 6.3 K
[Fig. 1(h)], which decreases with increasing temperature
and eventually closes at around 9.2 K [32], following the
Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer formula [Fig. 1(i)]. The gap
closing temperature is close to the Tc ∼ 9.8 K value
measured by transport experiments [29], indicating the
superconducting nature of the observed gap.
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FIG. 1. (a) Fermi surfaces in the two-Fe Brillouin zone of FeSe in the nematic state measured by ARPES [36]. (b) Fermi surface
mapping around Z with linear-horizontal (LH) polarized photons. The corresponding momenta are indicated by the purple square in (a).
(c) Orbital character of pocket α (the solid ellipse) and its counterpart from twin domains (α0, the dashed ellipse). (d) Same as (b), but
around A2 with circular-right (CR) polarized photons. (e) Photoemission intensity along Γ −M1. Enematic indicates the band splitting due
to nematic ordering. (f) Symmetrized photoemission intensity along cut No1, as indicated in (c). (g) Energy distribution curves (EDCs)
above and below Tc at the momentum k1 in (f). The width of the superconducting quasiparticle peak is indicated. (Inset) The leading
edge shift resulting from the gap opening. (h) Temperature dependent symmetrized EDCs at the momentum k1. (i) Superconducting gap
size as a function of temperature fits to the Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer formula.
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The momentum distribution of the superconducting gap
on the hole pockets α and α0 has been studied with 23 eV
photons [Fig. 2(a)]. In the symmetrized photoemission
intensity along cut No2, α0 is gapped at momenta k3 and k4,
whereas α crosses the Fermi level at momenta k2 and k5
without any observable gap opening [Fig. 2(b)], indicating
distinct gap sizes between the major-axis end points of
pocket α and the minor axis end points of pocket α0. As
shown by the symmetrized EDCs in Fig. 2(c), the super-
conducting gap is reduced around the major-axis end points
of the elliptical Fermi surface α (θ≃ 90° and 270°). Around
the minor axis end points of pocket α0, the gap size remains
constant [see Fig. 2(d) and the Supplemental Material [32]].

By empirically fitting to a superconducting spectral func-
tion [Figs. 2(c) and 2(d)] [32,33,40], the sizes of the
superconducting gap as a function of the polar angle θ
are summarized in one single polar plot [Fig. 2(e)], noting
that α and α0 are identical bands from twin domains. The
superconducting gap on band α shows anisotropy with
twofold symmetry. The gap size decreases from about
2.5 meV at the minor axis end points of the ellipse to less
than 0.8 meVaround the major-axis end points, which is at
the experimental resolution limit. The maximum gap size of
∼2.5 meV is similar to the gap maximum of 2.6 meV
of FeSe0.93S0.04 [21] and slightly larger than the 2.2 meVof
FeSe [19] measured by STS.
The photoemission spectra at the Fermi crossing of band

ε show sharp quasiparticle peaks in the superconducting
state [Fig. 2(f)]. However, no superconducting gap is
detected on the electron pockets ε or ε0 at different kz’s
[see Fig. 2(g) and the Supplemental Material [32]]. The
absence of a superconducting gap at these momenta
indicates nodes or a small gap size below the experimental
resolution limit.
At 37 eV photon energy, the bands α and α0 are resolved

along cut No3 [Fig. 3(b)], showing sharp quasiparticle
peaks at the Fermi crossings [Fig. 3(c)]. Along the elliptical
Fermi surface α0, the symmetrized EDCs show no
detectable superconducting gaps [Fig. 3(d)], indicating
nodes or a small gap size below the experimental resolution
limit. For band α, the Fermi crossings with polar angles
264.0° and 275.0° show no observable gap either
[Fig. 3(e)]. The quasiparticle peaks at ∼� 4 meV for
θ ¼ 80.6° and 95.0° are contributed by band α0, which
gives false signatures of the gap opening in Fig. 3(e).
Actually, as shown in Figs. 3(f) and 3(g), the EDCs divided
by the resolution-convolved Fermi-Dirac function are flat
within 2 to 3 meV of the Fermi crossings of band α,
indicating no detectable gap opening. As shown in the
Supplemental Material [32], the gap amplitude decreases
from Z to Γ and eventually diminishes, which is
intriguingly opposite to the amplitudes observed in
BaFe2ðAs1−xPxÞ2 and Ba1−xKxFe2As2 [33,41], where the
gap of the α band increases from Z to Γ.
Our momentum-resolved data show the profound gap

anisotropy at the hole pocket, and the gap size at the
electron pocket is negligible, if not zero. The twofold
anisotropy of the gap is consistent with the twofold
symmetric vortex observed in the STS studies on
FeSe1−xSx [19,21]. Our results also agree with the V-
shaped gap in the STS studies [19,21,26] and the large gap
anisotropy deduced from fittings of specific heat and
London penetration depth data [20,22,27,28]. However,
our observations cannot be accounted for by some fittings
of specific heat and London penetration depth that give two
gaps with similar sizes [29], or theories with isotropic gap
at the hole pocket [42]. Because of the lack of momentum-
resolved knowledge on the gap, some thermodynamic data
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FIG. 2. (a) Illustration of hole pockets α and α0 around the Z
point. (b) Symmetrized photoemission intensity along cut No2, as
indicated in (a). (c) Symmetrized EDCs (the red dots) on the
pocket α, and superconducting spectra (the black curves) ob-
tained following the standard fitting procedure [32,33,40]. The
insets define the in-plane angle θ. (d) Symmetrized EDCs
(the blue dots) on the pocket α0 and fitted superconducting
spectra (the black curves). (e) Polar plot of the superconducting
gap as a function of θ along the pockets α and α0. (f) EDC at the
pocket ε indicated by the red circle. (g) Symmetrized EDCs on
the electron pockets ε (the red solid curves) and ε0 (the blue
dashed curve) around the A1 point.
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were fitted assuming that the electron pocket shows a larger
gap than the hole pocket, and the gap anisotropy is fourfold
or eightfold symmetric [22,25]. It is thus necessary to
examine those data again based on the momentum-resolved
gap information obtained here.
To investigate the origin of the novel gap structure in

FeSe0.93S0.07, we first scrutinize four scenarios that do not
consider nematicity.
First, in superconductivity with a dominant sþþ pairing

mediated by orbital fluctuations, the gap form of a system
without orbital ordering is nearly isotropic and nodeless
[5], which is inconsistent with our observations.
Second, in an s� pairing mediated by magnetic inter-

actions, the sign-changing gap form may lead to gap
anisotropy and nodes [43,44]. Since both Néel and stripe
spin fluctuations exist in FeSe [18], if the s� superconduct-
ing pairing were generated by either the (π, π) interaction
with the gap form cos kx cos ky or the (π, 0) interaction with
the gap form ðcos kx þ cos kyÞ=2 [44], the anisotropy of the
superconducting gap on the elliptical α pocket would be 3%
or 6%, respectively. These cannot account for the large
anisotropy of at least 68% observed in our data.
If there were static stripe antiferromagnetic order with a

wave vector (π, 0), the electron pockets would have been

folded to the zone center and would intersect with the α
pocket [Fig. 4(b)]. Gap nodes would emerge on the
reconstructed Fermi surfaces, given a large value of the
antiferromagnetic order parameter [45]. However, FeSe
shows no static magnetic order and no band folding; thus,
its gap anisotropy cannot be explained by this scenario.
Third, a composite form of superconducting pairing may

arise from the quantum paramagnet ground state with Néel
and stripe spin fluctuations [4,18]. In Fig. 4(a), we fit the
gap anisotropy of the α pocket by [19]

Δs�;s� ¼ Δ1 cos kx cos ky þ Δ2ðcos kx þ cos kyÞ=2;
which gives the superconducting gap sizes Δ1 ¼
−58.2� 8.8 meV and Δ2 ¼ 62.2� 9.2 meV for the s�
pairing mediated by the two kinds of spin fluctuations.
Moreover, the combination of the Néel spin-fluctuation-
mediated d-wave pairing and the stripe spin-fluctuation-
mediated s� pairing with the gap form

Δd;s� ¼ Δdðcos kx − cos kyÞ=2þ Δ2ðcos kx þ cos kyÞ=2
also gives a good fitting with Δ1 ¼ 30.3� 2.8 meV and
Δ2 ¼ 2.24� 0.09 meV [Fig. 4(a)]. Alternatively, by com-
bining the spin-fluctuation-mediated s� pairing and the
orbital-fluctuation-mediated sþþ pairing [5], the gap
anisotropy at pocket α can be fitted by

Δs�;sþþ ¼ Δ2ðcos kx þ cos kyÞ=2þ Δs;

with Δ2 ¼ 32.8� 4.8 meV and Δs ¼ −28.7� 4.4 meV
for the s� and sþþ pairings, respectively [Fig. 4(a)].
All three fittings contain gap amplitudes over 30 meV,
which is inconsistent with the low Tc of FeSe. Moreover,
the obtained gap forms would give a large gap at the ε
pocket [Figs. 4(c)–4(e)], in contrast to the undetectable
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superconducting gap in our data. Therefore, the large gap
anisotropy on pocket α is not likely a result of these simple
combinations of gap forms.
Fourth, in the theory of orbital-antiphase pairing, a

pocket consisting of only dxz=dyz orbitals like the pocket
α in FeSe [Fig. 1(c)] would show a nearly isotropic gap
[47,48], which is inconsistent with our observations.
Now we consider models that include nematicity.

Nematicity lifts the degeneracy of dxz=dyz orbitals and
would lead to an orbital-dependent superconducting
pairing. Indeed, a stronger superconducting pairing for
the dyz orbital is observed here as the dyz orbital characters
coincide with the gap maxima on the α pocket [Figs. 1(c)
and 2(e)]. In a recently proposed spin-fluctuation-mediated
pairing scenario, the orbital ordering may mix different
pairing symmetries and give rise to two pairs of accidental
nodes on each hole pocket [46]. The positions of the nodes
depend on the splitting between the dxz and dyz orbitals,
which was assumed to be 80 meV in Ref. [46], close to the
nematicity induced splitting of 50 meV in FeSe0.93S0.07
[Fig. 1(e)]. In this scenario, if a pair of nodes are located
near the major-axis end point of the α pocket due to strong
nematicity [Fig. 4(f)], the gap would exhibit just one
minimum at each end point in an experiment with limited
momentum resolution, consistent with our findings. On the
other hand, in a scenario based on orbital-fluctuation-
mediated pairing [49], it has been argued that a similar
gap anisotropy might arise from an anisotropic sþþ
pairing dominated by the dyz orbital in the nematic state.
In summary, we revealed the superconducting gap

structure of FeSe0.93S0.07 under the effect of nematicity
disentangled from magnetic order. The gap amplitude
decreased from Z to Γ, until it was undetectable
at Γ, which is intriguingly different from that of
BaFe2ðAs1−xPxÞ2 showing a nodal ring around Z.
Profound anisotropy of a superconducting gap with two-
fold symmetry was directly observed on the hole pocket α,
and the gap on the hole pocket was significantly larger than
that on the electron pockets. Such momentum-resolved gap
information would help the analysis on the specific heat
and London penetration depth of FeSe1−xSx. The gap
structure cannot be understood by current theories unless
the effects of nematicity are considered. The substantial
effects of nematicity on superconductivity observed in our
results establish a benchmark for future theories of
Fe-based superconductors, where the quantitative fitting
to our results would hopefully distinguish the pictures of
spin-fluctuation-mediated and orbital-fluctuation-mediated
pairing scenarios and help to reveal the superconducting
mechanism.
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