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Spin-triplet superconductivity is actively pursued in condensed matter physics due to the poten-
tial applications in topological quantum computations. The related pairing mechanism involving
the interaction remains an important research topic. Here we propose a universal approach to ob-
tain p-wave triplet superconductivity in the Hubbard models by simply changing the sign of the
hopping amplitudes of the spin-down electrons, and apply it to three prototype two-dimensional
lattices (honeycomb, square, and triangular). The parent Hamiltonian at half filling has long-range
magnetic order, which is ferromagnetic in all three directions for the frustrated triangular lattices,
and ferromagnetic (antiferromagnetic) in the xy plane (z direction) for the bipartite honeycomb
and square lattices. The magnetic transitions occur at some critical interactions on honeycomb
and triangular lattices, which are estimated by finite-size scalings. When the systems are doped,
we find the triplet p-wave pairing is a dominating superconducting instability. We demonstrate its
emergence is closely related to the strong ferromagnetic spin fluctuations induced by the doping.
Our results provide an understanding of the microscopical triplet-pairing mechanism, and will be
helpful in the search for spin-triplet superconducting materials.

I. INTRODUCTION

Superconductivity is one of the most fundamental
phenomena in condensed matter physics, and has at-
tracted great interest from understanding the funda-
mental physics to the practical applications. While
most superconductors have spin-singlet pairings, such
as: BCS superconductors1, high-temperature cuprate
superconductors2, et al., the spin-triplet pairing is only
reported in a few very rare cases including UPt3

3, UTe2
4,

and the two distinct superfluid phases of 3He5,6.

Spin-triplet superconductivity is of great interest
due to their intriguing physical properties. Spin-triplet
superconductors naturally exhibit topological supercon-
ductivity, in which Majorana bound states may ap-
pear inside the vortex cores7. Currently, Majorana
fermions in the solid-state setups are actively pursued due
to their potential applications in topological quantum
computation8–11. The p-wave superconductors are more
commonly engineered in the mesoscale systems with spin-
orbit couplings by superconducting proximity effect. It
has been proposed that a two-dimensional p-wave super-
conductor could arise at an interface between an s-wave
superconductor and a strong topological insulator12. In
one dimension, the p-wave superconductivity, described
by the celebrated Kitaev chain13, can be created based
on the edge of a two-dimensional topological insula-
tor, nanowires made of a three-dimensional topological
insulator14, semiconductor quantum wires with strong
spin-orbit coupling15,16, and helical spin chains17,18. The
above theoretically proposed platforms have been the
focus of experimental studies, and great progress in
fabricating the hybrid-structure devices and detecting
the signature of topological superconductivity has been
achieved so far19–21.

Many materials platforms discovered recently may

be candidates for spin-triplet Cooper pairings. It is
shown that magic-angle twisted trilayer graphene ex-
hibits superconductivity up to extremely large in-plane
magnetic field, which violates the Pauli limit for spin-
singlet superconductivity, thus suggesting a possibility
of a spin-triplet order parameter therein22. A three-
particle mechanism for spin-triplet superconductivity is
presented in multiband systems, according to which
the recently discovered dilute superconductors such as
ZrNCl, WTe2 are proposed to be spin-triplet23. From
the unchanged spin susceptibility with the magnetic field,
K2Cr3As3 single crystal is established as a spin-triplet
superconductor24. Furthermore, proximity-induced spin-
triplet superconductivity is reported in the topological
Kagome metal K1−xV3Sb5

25.

Although significant achievements have been ob-
tained in investigating spin-triplet superconductivity,
how the pairing microscopically originates from many-
body interactions is still less understood. In this pa-
per, we provide a universal approach to obtain p-wave
triplet superconductivity in the Hubbard models by sim-
ply changing the sign of the hopping amplitudes of the
spin-down electrons. We call the resulting Hamiltonian
the imbalanced Hubbard model, and study it using de-
terminant quantum Monte Carlo (DQMC) on the hon-
eycomb, square, and triangular lattices. The magnetic
transitions at half filling are first investigated by calcu-
lating the spin structure factor. While the frustrated tri-
angular lattice has ferromagnetic (FM) orders in all three
direction, the bipartite lattice (honeycomb or square) ex-
hibits a FM and an antiferromagnetic (AF) ones in the
xy-plane and the z direction, respectively. The mag-
netic order of the honeycomb lattice and the xy-plane
FM order of the triangular lattice occur at some critical
interactions, which are determined by finite-size scaling
analyses of the structure factors. We then calculate the
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effective pairing susceptibility in the doped systems, and
find all the three considered lattices have p-wave super-
conducting instabilities. Finally, we discuss the relation
between the FM fluctuations and the triplet supercon-
ducting pairings.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II in-
troduces the model we will investigate, along with our
computational methodology. Section III presents the
results of the magnetic transitions in the imbalanced
honeycomb-, square-, and triangle-lattice Hubbard mod-
els. Section IV demonstrates the p-wave triplet super-
conductivity in the corresponding doped Hamiltonians.
Section V makes the conclusions.
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FIG. 1: A schematic show of the Hubbard model on (a) hon-
eycomb, (c) square, and (e) triangular lattices, where t(−t)
is the hopping parameter of the spin-ups (spin-downs) and
U is the on-site Hubbard interaction. Up and down arrows
correspond to spin-up and spin-down electrons, respectively.
Band structures of the imbalanced tight-binding models [the
non-interacting part in Eq.(1)] on (b) honeycomb, (d) square
and (f) triangular lattices. Insets in (b), (d), and (f) are the
first Brillouin zones, on which the high-symmetry points are
marked.

II. MODEL AND METHOD

We start from the hopping-sign imbalanced Hubbard
model26–28,

H =− t
∑
〈ij〉

∑
α,β=↑,↓

(c†iασ
z
αβcjβ + H.c.) (1)

+ U
∑
i

(ni↑ −
1

2
)(ni↓ −

1

2
)− µ

∑
i,α

niα

where c†iα(β) and ciα(β) are the creation and annihilation

operators, respectively, at site i with spin α(β) =↑, ↓; 〈ij〉
denotes nearest neighbors; σz is the z-component of Pauli
matrix, and results in opposite signs in the hopping am-

plitudes for spin-up and -down subsystems; niα = c†iαciα
is the number operator of electrons of spin α on site i; U
is the on-site repulsion, and µ is the chemical potential.
We set the hopping amplitude t = 1 as the energy scale
throughout the paper.

The honeycomb lattice has a two-site unit cell
[Fig. 1(a)]. In momentum space, the U = 0 Hamilto-
nian is spin dependent, and is given by29

H↑(↓)0 (k) = ∓t
(

0 γk
γ∗k 0

)
, (2)

where γk = −t∑j eik·aj with the lattice constants a1 =

(1, 0), and a2,3 = (−
√

3,±1)/2. The spectrum has two
dispersive bands E±k = ±|γk|. This noninteracting sys-
tem is a semi-metal with two inequivalent Dirac points at

K± = 2π
3

(
1,± 1√

3

)
. Three momenta M at the centers

of the edges of the Brillouin zone (BZ) are saddle points,
resulting in the Van Hove singularities (VHSs) at the fill-
ing ρ = 3/4 and 5/4, respectively. Since the spectrum
of itinerant electrons on honeycomb lattice is symmetric,
it is not affected by the sign change in the hopping am-
plitudes for the spin-down subsystem, and µ/t = 0 still
corresponds to half filling.

The square and triangular lattices are simple Bravais
ones with a single crystal cell. For square lattice, the
dispersion writes as E∓k = ∓2t(cos kx + cos ky), where
−(+) is for the spin-up (down) band. A VHS due to
the saddle point at the M point of BZ is exactly lo-
cated at the Fermi level, generating diverse density of
states at E/t = 0. The spectrum of triangular lattice

is E∓k = ∓2t(cos kx + 2 cos kx2 cos
√

3ky
2 ). Although the

spectrum of each spin subsystem is asymmetric due to
the frustration, the total one consisting of pair of oppo-
site bands is symmetric, and half filling can be still sim-
ply achieved by setting µ/t = 0. Yet it is different from
the bipartite situations in that the spin-up and -down
densities are imbalanced at half filling with ρ↑ > ρ↓, gen-
erating an intrinsic FM order in the z direction even in
the absence of interactions.

At finite interactions, Eq.(1) in the various geome-
tries is solved numerically via DQMC, where one decou-
ples the on-site interaction term through the introduction
of an auxiliary Hubbard-Stratonovich field, which is inte-
grated out stochastically30–32. The only errors are those
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associated with the statistical sampling, the finite spa-
tial lattice size, and the inverse temperature discretiza-
tion. These errors are well controlled in the sense that
they can be systematically reduced as needed, and fur-
ther eliminated by appropriate extrapolations. While the
infamous sign problem can be avoided in square and hon-
eycomb geometries at half filling, it generally exists for
the non-bipartite triangular lattice33–35. Yet it is acci-
dentally eliminated in the spin-dependent Hamiltonian
Eq.(1). This can be demonstrated by a simple transfor-

mation ci↑ → c̃i↑ and ci↓ → c̃†i↓, resulting in a normal

attractive Hubbard model at half filling (µ/t = 0), which
is free of the sign problem. When the system is doped
away from half filling, the infamous sign problem usually
arises due to the vanishing of the symmetries prevent-
ing the product of determinants from becoming negative.
Since the sign problem becomes severe upon lowering the
temperature and increasing the interaction strength, the
DQMC simulations are limited to relatively high temper-
atures and not-so-strong interactions in the doped cases.

The magnetic order is characterized by the static
structure factor, which is defined by36,

Sα(k) =
∑
l

eik·lCα(l), (3)

where α = x, z denotes the spin component, and the
real-space spin-spin correlation function is defined as
Cz(l) = 〈Szi Szi+l〉 and Cx(l) = 1

2 〈Sxi Sxi+l + Syi S
y
i+l〉. The

ferromagnetism has an order vector k = 0, and we let
SαFM = Sα(k = 0).

To explore the intriguing superconducting proper-
ties, we explore the uniform pairing susceptibility, which
is defined as37–39,

χα =
1

N

∫ β

0

dτ
∑
ij

〈
∆α
i (τ)∆α†

j (0)
〉
, (4)

where ∆α
i (τ) =

∑
j f

α
ije

τH P̂ sije
−τH is the time-dependent

pairing operator with form-factor fαij = 0,±1 or ± 2
for the bond connecting sites i and j, depending on
the pairing symmetry α. Since the spins are polarized
in the FM state, we consider three kinds of pairings:
P̂ 1
ij = ci↑cj↑, P̂ 0

ij = ci↑cj↓, P̂
−1
ij = ci↓cj↓, corresponding

to the total z-spin sz = 1, 0,−1,respectively. The effec-
tive susceptibility, χαeff ≡ χα − χα0 , subtracts the uncor-
related part χα0 from χα, thereby directly capturing the
interaction effects, and can be further used to evaluate
the pairing vertex.

In the following DQMC calculations, we use the in-
verse temperature discretization ∆τ = 0.1, and the low-
est temperature accessed is T/t = 1/20. The lattice has
N = 2 × L × L(L × L) sites for honeycomb (square and
triangular) geometry with L up to 20.
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FIG. 2: (a) The xy-plane FM structure factor of the imbal-
anced Hubbard model on a honeycomb lattice as a function
of inverse temperature for various U and L. (b) The xy-
plane FM structure factor as a function of U for various L at
βt = 10. (c) The best data collapse using the critical exponets
of the three-dimensional Heisenberg universality class, which
determines the critical interaction to be Uc/t = 4.37 ± 0.03.
(d) The derivation of the double occupancy with respect to
U as a function of U . The z-direction AF structure factor is
degenerate with the xy-plane FM one, thus is not shown here.

III. THE MAGNETIC TRANSITIONS

At half filling, the noninteracting Hamiltonian in
Eq.(1) is a semimetal on honeycomb lattice. The van-
ishing density of states at the Fermi level suppresses the
effect of the Hubbard interaction, leading to a quantum
phase transition above a finite value of the on-site cou-
pling U . Next we apply DQMC to unveil the magnetic
transition of the Hamiltonian in Eq.(1) on honeycomb
lattice quantitatively. Figure 2 shows the xy-plane FM
structure factor as a function of inverse temperature for
various L and U . SxFM saturates to the ground-state
value at large enough β. The z-direction structure factor
SzAM is degenerate with SxFM , thus is not demonstrated
here. Although a larger value of β is required as L in-
creases, βt = 10 is low enough to represent the property
of the ground state for the accessed lattice sizes here, and
is adopted in the following DQMC simulations.

To see the evolutions of the structure factors with U ,
we show SxFM versus the interaction strength for various
L at βt = 10 in Fig.2 (b). As U increases, SxFM increases
monotonically. Their values remain negligibly small for
weak interacting strength, and becomes finite only for
large enough U . This behavior indicates the magnetic
order occurs above a finte interaction, which is consistent
with the previous qualitative analysis. We perform a
finite-size scaling analysis of SxFM at different lattice sizes
based on the following commonly used scaling formula40,

SxFM = L2−2β/νF [L1/ν(U − Uc)], (5)
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where β is the order parameter exponent, and ν is the
correlation length exponent. The magnetic transition is
expected to belong to the three-dimensional Heisenberg
universality class. Various methods have been applied
to investigate the interaction-driven phase transition in
interacting Dirac fermions in d = 2 + 1 based on the
honeycomb and π-flux lattice models, and the effective
continuous Gross-Neveu models with the total number
N = 8 of fermion components. Although the estimated
critical exponents are consistent among the existing stud-
ies, they still differ from one another slightly. Here we
use the values β = 0.76 and ν = 1.02, which is obtained
by a recent large-scale DQMC simulations41, and take
Uc as a fitting parameter. As shown in Fig.2(d), the best
data collapse is obtained at Uc/t = 4.37 ± 0.03 for the
above fixed values of β, ν. Thus along with determining
the critical interaction, the perfect data collapse further
confirms that the phase transition belongs to the three-
dimensional Heisenberg universality class42.

Our simulations also find the double occupancy D =
〈ni↑ni↓〉 continuously decreases with U , which is expected
since the on-site repulsion U suppresses the double occu-
pancy. Remarkably, accompanying the magnetic transi-
tion, there appears a peak in the absolute value of the
derivation of the double occupancy [see Fig.2(d)], where
D is decreasing most rapidly. It indicates the phase tran-
sition may also manifest itself as an anomaly in the dou-
ble occupancy43–45.

The coexistence of the FM and AF magnetic orders
can be easily understood in the large-U limit, when the
double occupancy is completely eliminated, and the Hub-
bard model in Eq.(1) maps onto the following Heisenberg
model46,

H = −J
∑
〈ij〉

(Sxi S
x
j + Syi S

y
i ) + J

∑
〈ij〉

Szi S
z
j , (6)

where the exchange coupling is J = 4t2

U . Due to the
different sighs of the exchange couplings in the three di-
rections, the system exhibits FM (AF) order when the
spontaneous symmetry breaking occurs in the xy plane
(z direction). In addition, the spin- 1

2 operators can be

mapped to hardcore-boson ones via S+
i = a†i , S

−
i =

ai, S
z
i = ni − 1/2 (ni = a†iai), where a†i and ai are

the hardcore-boson creation and annihilation operators,
respectively47. The resulting hardcore Bose-Hubbard
model on honeycomb lattice writes as,

HBH =
∑
〈ij〉

[
−t(a†iaj + H.c.

)
+ V ninj ]− µ

∑
i

ni, (7)

with t the hopping amplitude, V the nearest-neighbor in-
teraction and µ the chemical potentia. The above Hamil-
tonian has been widely investigated in the literature48–50.
For the parameter values in Eq.(6), we have t = J/2,
V = 2t, µ = 3t. This set of parameters corresponds to
the Heisenberg point of the phase diagram, which is lo-
cated at the tip of the lobe phase boundary between the
superfulid and charge-density-wave states.
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FIG. 3: (a) The z-direction AF structure factor as a function
of U for various L at βt = 10 in the imbalanced square-lattice
Hubbard model. (b) The derivation of the double occupancy
with respect to U as a function of U . For comparison, the
corresponding quantities in the normal square-lattice Hub-
bard model(SLH) are also demonstrated.

In the normal square-lattice Hubbard model, it has
been well established that the perfect-nesting instability
towards antiferromagnetism can occur at any infinitesi-
mal U31,51. However in actual numerical finite-size scal-
ings, it is very hard to extrapolate to Uc = 0, which is
also the situation we encounter in dealing with the mag-
netic transition in the imbalanced square-lattice Hubbard
model. Therefore, we compare the spin structure factor
and the derivation of the double occupancy in the nor-
mal and imbalanced Hubbard Hamiltonians. As shown
in Fig.3, both physical quantities are equal to the statis-
tical error. So although a finite Uc is identified here on
several lattice sizes for the imbalanced Hamiltonian, it
should be due to the finite-size effect, and Uc = 0 should
be expected in the thermodynamic limit.

Unlike the square and honeycomb lattices, the tri-
angular one is non-bipartite, and the band structure is
asymmetric. The induced imbalance of the numbers of
spin-up and -down electrons at half filling results in an
intrinsic z-direction FM order even at U/t = 0. As shown
in Fig.4(b), SzFM evolutes non-monotonically with U , and
exhibits a peak at a moderate value of U , after which
SzFM decreases continuously. It tends to vanish in the
large-U limit, which can be well understood in terms of
the mapped Bose-Hubbard model: at the corresponding
parameters, the system is a superfluid, which in fact is a
xy-plane FM order in the spin language. The curves of
SxFM as a function of U are similar to those on the hon-
eycomb lattice shown in Fig.2(b), and the FM order in
the xy plane occurs at a critical interaction. An anomaly
is also found in the derivation of the double occupancy
at the transition point [see Fig.4(c)]. This xy-plane FM
transition belongs to the three-dimensional XY univer-
sality class. With the known critical exponents β = 0.35
and ν = 0.67, the critical interaction is estimated to be
Uc = 4.305± 0.001 by the best collapse of the curves for
different lattice sizes[Fig.4(d)].
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FIG. 4: The xy-plane (a) and z-direction (b) FM structure
factors as a function of U for various L at βt = 10 in the
imbalanced triangle-lattice Hubbard model. (c) The deriva-
tion of the corresponding double occupancy with respect to
U . (d) The best data collapse using the critical exponets
of the three-dimensional XY universality class, which deter-
mines the critical interaction to be Uc/t = 4.305±0.001. The
dashed vertical line in (b) marks the transition point.

IV. THE p-WAVE TRIPLET
SUPERCONDUCTIVITY IN THE IMBALANCED

HUBBARD MODEL

In the systems with electron-electron interactions,
the spin fluctuation plays an important role in mediating
the superconducting pairing. While the AF fluctuations
favor unconventional spin-singlet pairing, the FM ones
may lead to novel spin-triplet superconductivity. Our
system has long-range xy-plane FM order at half filling,
thus the spin-triplet pairing is highly expected to occur in
a doped system. To reveal the dominating superconduct-
ing instability, we calculate the effective susceptibility of
all possible pairing channels as a function of tempera-
ture for various values of U at ρ = 0.95. It should be
noted that in the doped region, the sign problem occurs,
and the DQMC simulations are limited to relatively high
temperatures. So only the high-temperature trends of
the pairing susceptibility can be obtained, which is still
informative in determining the dominative pairing insta-
bility.

We first consider the honeycomb geometry. Its crys-
tal symmetry group is C6v, the irreducible representa-
tion of which can classify the possible pairing states.
The allowed pairing symmetries include: singlet s∗-
wave,dx2−y2 -wave, dxy-wave; triplet px-wave, py-wave, f -
wave52–56. Among them, the dx2−y2 and dxy (px and py)
channels are degenerate since they belong to the same
two-dimensional representation. As shown in Fig.5(a),

while χpeff and χfeff exhibit clear enhancements over

their uncorrelated values (implying the corresponding
pairing interactions are attractive), the values of s∗-, d-
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FIG. 5: The effective susceptibility of the triplet pairing chan-
nels as a function of temperature for several values of U in
(a) a honeycomb lattice and (b) a square lattice. Here the
system is at 5% hole doping, corresponding to the average
density ρ = 0.95.
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U/t = 5, and (d) U/t = 6. Here the average density is the
same with that in Fig.5, i.e., ρ = 0.95.

wave pairings are negative, and decrease with increasing
the interaction (see Appendix A). This indicates the ef-
fective paring interactions therein are repulsive, and the
singlet channels are continuously suppressed by the in-

teractions. The curve of χfeff exhibits a peak above the

superconducting critical temperature, below which χfeff
begins to decrease. In contrast, χpeff grows monotoni-
cally with lowering the temperature, and has a trend to
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diverge at a lower temperature. Hence, the possible su-
perconducting instability of the ground state should have
a p-wave symmetry. In addition, we find the value of χpeff
increases with the interaction, thus the superconductivity
is gradually enhanced by the interaction. We also calcu-
late the effective susceptibility of the sz = ±1 pairings.
It is found the values for the p-wave pairing are increas-
ingly negative with decreasing the temperature, suggest-
ing these finite-sz paring channels are disfavoured.

For the imbalanced square-lattice Hubbard model,
the singlet s∗-wave, dx2−y2-wave, and triplet px-wave, py-
wave nearest-neighbor pairings are considered37,38. The
corresponding pair functions in the momentum space are,

fk (s∗) = cos kx + cos ky, fk (px) = sin kx, (8)

fk
(
dx2−y2

)
= cos kx − cos ky, fk (py) = sin ky. (9)

Among the different symmetries, we find only χpeff is pos-
itive, and tends to diverge at the superconducting critical
temperature. Thus by changing the hopping sign of the
spin-down subsystem, we realize a p-wave triplet super-
conducting ground state in the square-lattice Hubbard
model.
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FIG. 7: The transverse FM structure factors at U/t = 4 on
honeycomb lattice: (a) half filling (ρ = 1); (b) 5% hole doping
(ρ = 0.95). (c) and (d) present the results of square lattice,
corresponding those in (a) and (b), respectively. The longi-
tudinal AF structure factors are the same as the transverse
ones, thus are not shown here. The inverse temperature is
βt = 6.

Since the triangular lattice also belongs to the space
group C6v, the possible pairing channels are the same
with those of the honeycomb lattice39,57. We find that
only the effective susceptibility of the triplet pairings are
positive. While χpeff begins to drop at low temperatures
for weak interactions, it has a trend to be divergent at
large interactions. This suggests an instability to the p-
wave superconductivity in the triangle-lattice Hubbard
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FIG. 8: The transverse FM structure factors at U/t = 4 on
triangular lattice: (a) half filling (ρ = 1); (b) 5% hole doping
(ρ = 0.95). (c) and (d) plot longitudinal ones with the fillings
in (a) and (b), respectively.

model at large U . In the weak-coupling region, χfeff is

much smaller than χpeff , and increases slowly with low-
ering T . From this high-temperature behavior, it is still
insufficient to determine whether the f -wave channel will
dominate in the ground state.

To reveal the microscopic origin of the superconduct-
ing pairing interaction, we calculate the spin correlations,
and compare the values at half filling (ρ = 1) with those
of the hole-doped case (ρ = 0.95). For the square and
honeycomb lattices, we find that the spin correlations of
all three components decrease quickly with the distance,
and become short-ranged after the holes are doped. Fig-
ure 5 plots the static spin structure factor of the xy-
plane FM order. The sharp FM peak at k = (0, 0) at
half filling is greatly suppressed by the doping. Due to
the degeneracy, the evolution of SzFM (k) describing the
z-direction AF order is exactly the same, thus is not plot-
ted here. The short-range spin correlations will generate
strong spin fluctuations, which can mediate the supercon-
ducting pairings. Since the transverse FM spin fluctua-
tions are contributed by two spin components, they will
dominate the pairing interaction, resulting in a triplet
superconductivity. This is consistent with the enhance-
ment of the triplet sz = 0 superconductivity revealed by
the above trend of the effective susceptibility, thus sug-
gesting the triplet superconductivity may be mediated
by the xy-plane FM fluctuations. This also naturally ex-
plains the absence of finte-sz (sz = ±1) triplet pairings.
Although the z-direction AF spin fluctuations also exist
in the hole-doped system, they are weaker than the FM
ones, and the singlet channels will not be generated.

The situation in the triangular lattice is different,
where both the transverse and longitudinal magnetic
properties are ferromagnetic, and they are no longer de-
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generate. It is found that while SxFM (k = 0) is greatly
suppressed in the doped system, SzFM (k = 0) is almost
unchanged by the doped holes. Thus the triplet super-
conducting pairing is mediated by the pronounced trans-
verse spin fluctuations induced by the breakdown of the
long-range FM order in the xy plane.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have applied the DQMC simulations to study
the magnetic transition and the superconducting pairing
symmetry in the imbalanced Hubbard model on honey-
comb, square, and triangular lattices. For the bipartite
geometries, the magnetic property is FM and AF in the
xy plane and the z direction, respectively. While the
magnetism can occur at any finite U on square lattice,
there is a critical interaction for honeycomb lattice, which
is estimated to be Uc = 4.37± 0.03 by finite-size scaling.
Unlike the above two bipartite lattices, the triangular
lattice is frustrated, and the asymmetry band structure
leads to the imbalance of the spin-up and -down electron
densities, resulting in a z-direction FM order inherently
at half filling. We find that the xy-plane ferromagnetism
develops above a critical interaction, which is estimated
to be Uc/t = 4.305 ± 0.001. Both the magnetic transi-
tions on honeycomb and triangular lattices are continu-
ous, and are verified to belong to the three-dimensional
Heisenberg and XY universality classes, respectively. We
then investigate the pairing symmetry of the supercon-
ducting instability in the doped system. From the low-
temperature trend of the effective pairing susceptibility,
we unveil that a triplet p-wave pairing will be dominant
in the possible superconducting ground state. Our study
provides a universal approach to obtain p-wave triplet
superconductivity, which will not only deepen the under-
standing of the microscopical mechanism of the triplet
pairing, but also be helpful in guiding the exploration of
the triplet superconducting materials.

Recently, a new magnetic phase called alter-
magnetism is discovered in a number of magnetic
materials58–60, such as: RuO2, KRu4O8, Mn5Si3, et.al..
The electron quasiparticle therein is described by a
hopping-sign imbalanced Hamiltonian similar to the one
studied here60. Hence, it will be promising that our the-
oretical results are explored in these new altermagnetic
materials.
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Appendix A: The effective susceptibilities of the
spin-singlet pairings

In the main text we have demonstrated the pairing
susceptibilities of the dominating spin-triplet pairings in
the hole-doped case. Here we provide further justifica-
tion, by investigating the spin-singlet channels, in com-
plement to Fig.5 and Fig.6 in the main text. Figure A1-
A3 show the effective susceptibilities for s∗- and d-wave
singlet pairings. For all the three considered lattices,

χs
∗,d
eff is negative over the temperature range simulated

by DQMC, which suggest the above two singlet pairing
symmetries are suppressed by the on-site Hubbard inter-
action.
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