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Abstract. Multiband superconductors have featured one of the main challenges
to achieve a comprehensive understanding of unconventional superconductivity.
Here, the multiband character is studied separately as orbital and sublattice
degrees of freedom, as they have different effects for the superconducting and
magnetic or charge orders. We build on the framework of the matrix random-
phase approximation (RPA), which accounts for the RPA Feynman diagrams and
also vertex corrections, to treat the electron-electron interactions in an off-site
degenerate Hubbard model. As a result, systems without a sublattice degree of
freedom tend to be dominated by spin fluctuations, while systems with multiple
sublattice sites and orbitals have the charge fluctuations favored. Finally, we
explicitly demonstrate that the known suppression of the superconducting pairing
strength λ by spin fluctuations from repulsive interactions at zero momentum
transfer q is countered by the finite-q pairing, which always improves λ.
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1. Introduction

Superconductivity is a state of matter characterized
by the coexistence of zero resistivity and the Meissner
effect [1, 2]. The fundamental fundamental building
block of the superconducting state is a boson formed
by two electrons composing a pair bound by an
attraction mechanism (e.g. a Cooper pair [3]). In the
so-called “conventional” superconductors (typically
metals) described by BCS theory [4], the pairing
mechanism originates from an effective attractive
interaction between electrons mediated by phonons
in the lattice. There are, however, several examples
of materials which exhibit a superconducting phase
whose pairing mechanism is not of the type described
by BCS theory. Examples of such “unconventional”
superconductors include cuprate and iron pnictide
materials, which can achieve critical temperatures
(Tc) of up to 130 K [5]. The microscopic origin
of unconventional superconductivity and the resulting
“high Tc” behavior are among the main unsolved
problems in condensed matter physics.

Repulsive electron-electron interactions were sug-
gested as the driving mechanism for pairing in these
unconventional superconductors [6]. For condensed
matter purposes, electrons have three main properties:
spin, charge, and momentum. Therefore, interactions
between electrons have both spin and charge parts,
which cause fluctuations, in the ground state of the
system, that are associated with a momentum transfer
vector q resulting from the difference between the mo-
menta of two scattering Cooper pairs. The earlier stud-
ies on the influence of spin fluctuations, causing q = 0
pair-scattering, showed that this channel was detrimen-
tal to the superconducting Tc of 3He [7]. On the other
hand, taking into account both spin and charge fluctu-
ations, at q ̸= 0, the effects of paramagnons were later
shown to favor spin-triplet pairing in 3He [8]. Param-
agnons are short-lived and high-energy spin excitations
occurring in materials that lack long-range magnetic
order, presenting some form of local magnetization in-
stead. The realization of the importance of param-
agnons was already a harbinger of the role played by
the occurrence of a superconducting phase neighboring
a magnetic phase in a series of future unconventional
superconductors. The success of the electron-electron
interaction theory of charge- and spin-fluctuation para-
magnons motivated its investigation from the perspec-
tive of the Hubbard model [9, 10]. This model is ex-

pected to describe the metal-insulator transition, via
doping, in the phase diagram of the cuprate supercon-
ductors, in which the spin fluctuations may account
for the superconducting state (spin-singlet d-wave) and
the neighboring antiferromagnetic (AFM) state.

Subsequent works went beyond the Hubbard
model, establishing spin and charge fluctuations as
one of the main factors underlying the mechanism
of unconventional superconductivity for the cuprates
[11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. Large off-site interactions
were shown to favor charge instabilities in the Hubbard
model [19] and in the extended Hubbard model [20].
Meanwhile, the discovery of organic superconductors
(Tc of up to 38 K [21]) prompted research on charge and
spin fluctuation models, including off-site interactions,
which revealed possible spin-triplet states [22, 23].
Similarly, in the strontium ruthenate superconductors
(Tc of up to 1.5 K [24]), electron-electron interactions
were used to predict the spin-triplet state [25], and,
more recently, were shown to describe the knight shift
observed in this family [26, 27]. The sign-changing
s-wave superconducting symmetry was proposed to
appear on iron-based superconductors (Tc of up to
55 K [28]), in superconducting domes at the flanks
of an AFM dome [29, 30]. Such prediction was
experimentally observed later [31].

More recently, spin and charge fluctuations were
proposed to describe superconductivity in the nickelate
family [32], found to be in the class of high-
temperature superconductors with a Tc of up to 80
K [33]. Spin and charge fluctuations from electron-
electron interactions are also proposed to yield the
unconventional superconductivity and charge order
of vanadium kagomé materials [34]. These are
multiband systems that require a careful track of
the superconducting pairing symmetry, also called the
superconducting pairing “fingerprint” [35]. Finally,
inspired by the paramagnon theory of 3He, it was
proposed that magic-angle twisted bilayer graphene
(MATBG) has its unconventional superconductivity
caused by attractive intra-sublattice effective electronic
interactions [35, 36]. The detailed structure of the
interactions in MATBG were recently explored by the
current authors, revealing a possible transition from
magnetic to superconducting to magnetic state again,
as the off-site interactions are tuned [37].

A common thread for most of the materials
mentioned above is their multiband influence on the
superconducting and charge or magnetic orders. We
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argue, however, that the multiband character should
be decomposed into orbital and sublattice degrees of
freedom. The systems thought to have one relevant
sublattice site are, for example, strontium ruthenate,
and iron-based superconductors, while the cuprates
and the nickelates have relevant oxygen orbitals in
between the copper [38] or nickel atoms [32], making
them three-sublattice systems. Insterestingly, all these
materials share proposals of spin insulating states [39,
40, 41, 42]. Also, the vanadium kagomé and MATBG
superconductors have three and two sublattice sites,
respectively. We show that the presence of more than
one sublattice site is essential to the emergence of
charge fluctuations and, consequently, charge orders, or
spin-triplet superconductivity. Indeed, some of these
multisublattice systems host charge ordered states
[43, 44, 45]. On the other hand, it is believed that
the cuprates need two orbitals on the copper sites and
one in each oxygen [38, 46], the strontium ruthenates
need at least three orbitals [25], and the iron pnictides
need at least five orbitals [29] to describe their low-
energy properties, while for the nickelates single-orbital
[47] and multiorbital [48] models are currently under
debate [49]. The vanadium kagomé superconductors
need at least two orbitals to properly describe their
non-interacting electronic properties [34], while the
MATBG has a superlattice decoupling of its effective
orbitals [50]. We conclude that a careful understanding
of the influence of the orbital and sublattice degrees of
freedom is essential to understand the phase diagrams
of these systems, and to predict the phase diagrams of
new correlated materials.

In this work, we build on the matrix random-
phase approximation (RPA), which properly accounts
for the RPA diagrams and also vertex corrections
[51], to describe models with multiple orbital and/or
multiple sublattice degrees of freedom, including off-
site Hubbard-like and exchange-like interactions, for
any system with Ns sublattice sites and No orbitals.
We demonstrate that the number of matrix elements
in the full four-body space, which in principle grows
with the fourth power on the number of sublattice
sites and orbitals N4

sN
4
o , can be reduced to a quadratic

growth 3N2
sN

2
o − 2N2

sNo by neglecting channels less
important than the higher-order terms in perturbation
theory and, therefore, cannot generate ordered states.

Our results indicate that systems without sublat-
tice degree of freedom tend to be dominated by spin
fluctuations, while the sublattice degree of freedom,
when aligned with the multiorbital character, favors
charge fluctuations. Following the result by Berk and
Schrieffer [7], we show analytically that spin fluctua-
tions are detrimental to the superconducting Tc only if
a zero momentum transfer peak dominates the pairing
vertex, while finite momentum transfer only increases

the pairing strength and, possibly, Tc ‡. The increase
in the pairing strength can yield strong-coupling super-
conductivity. In addition, we show that the dominant
bare susceptibility matrix element should lack the com-
bination of inversion symmetry and a zero momentum
transfer peak for the pairing vertex to hold a leading
spin-triplet superconducting instability.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. 2 we
present the non-interacting model, the Hubbard-like
and exchange-like interactions, which are renormalized
by the matrix-RPA method in Sec. 3; in Sec. 4
we derive the analytical results based on linear
algebra theorems and derive general conclusions on the
influence of the number of orbitals and sublattice sites
into the charge and spin fluctuations; in Sec 5, we
discuss the possible strong-coupling superconductivity
scenarios in the many-body model. We present our
final conclusions in Sec. 6.

2. Matrix-RPA formalism for multiorbital and
multisublattice systems

In this section, we construct the basis of our orbital-
and sublattice-dependent matrix-RPA approach. We
consider noninteracting H0 (quadratic) and two-body
interacting Hint (quartic) parts of the Hamiltonian
H = H0 + Hint, which will be further coupled in the
matrix-RPA pairing vertex calculations (Sec. 3). This
coupling adds many-body effects to the treatment of
the system.

The noninteracting Hamiltonian in real space is
given by

H0 =
∑
ij

∑
αβsp,σ

tαsβpij c†iαsσcjβpσ, (1)

where c†iαsσ (ciαsσ) creates (annihilates) an electron
with spin σ in the sublattice site α of the i-th unit
cell and in the orbital s. tαsβp is the tunneling constant
connecting different sublattice sites and orbitals. There
are s = 1, 2, 3, . . . , No orbitals and α = 1, 2, 3, . . . , Ns

sublattice sites, totaling Nb = NoNs spin-degenerate
bands.

In our formulation of multiorbital and multisub-
lattice interaction theory we consider Hubbard-like and
exchange-like interactions. The Hubbard-like terms are
of onsite (U0αα

) and long-range (Umαβ
, where themαβ-

th nearest-neighbor is such thatmαβ > 0) type, such as
the exchange-like onsite (J0αα) and long-range (Jmαβ

with mαβ > 0) terms. We start by considering a two-

‡ See equation (23) and related discussion.
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body Hamiltonian

Hint =
∑
ij

∑
αα̃ββ̃

∑
sptd,σg

çαβij V αsα̃p,βtβ̃d
σ1σ2σ3σ4,ij

δαα̃δββ̃

× c†iαsσ1
c†jβtσ2

cjβ̃dσ3
ciα̃pσ4 (δσ1σ3δσ2σ4 + δσ2σ3δσ1σ4) ,

(2)

where s, p, t, d are orbital indices, σg are spin indices,

and α, β, α̃, β̃ are sublattice indices. The real space

Coulomb integrals V αsα̃p,βt,β̃d
σ1σ2σ3σ4,ij

consider up to w
nearest-neighbors. The delta functions in spin indices
ensure spin conservation. The factor çαβij is present to
avoid double counting over the exchange of spin indices
sσ1 and tσ2, and dσ3 and pσ4 when α = β, and i = j,
in which case it takes the value çααii = 1/4, and çαβij = 1
otherwise.

In momentum space, the Coulomb integrals
depend on a momentum transfer q (omitted in the

following notation, i.e., V αsα̃p,βt,β̃d
σ1σ2σ3σ4

) and they can be
split into spin and charge parts [29]

V αsα̃p,βtβ̃d
σ1σ2σ3σ4

=− 1

2
Vαsα̃p

βtβ̃d
σσ1σ4

· σσ2σ3

+
1

2
Uαsα̃p

βtβ̃d
δσ2σ3

δσ1σ4
,

(3)

where σσ1σ4
denotes a Pauli vector. By identifying

all the Hubbard-like and exchange-like terms in
equation (2), one obtains the charge Û and spin V̂
interaction matrices. TheseN2

b ×N2
b matrices are given

in terms of indices αsα̃p, βtβ̃d [29, 34] and here we use
a convenient basis by which these matrices turn out to
be block diagonal.

Before proceeding, we define some useful quan-
tities. If the terms α, β denote different sub-
lattice sites, the definition of the scalar Uαα =∑

mαα,l Umαα
eiδmαα,l·q includes same-sublattice inter-

action elements, while Uαβ = 2
∑

mαβ ,l
Umαβ

eiδmαβ,l·q

includes different-sublattice elements, where δmαα,l

(δmαβ ,l) denotes the vector connecting same-sublattice
(different-sublattice) mαα-th (mαβ-th) neighbors and
l is a mαα(mαβ)-dependent quantity that runs over
the sites at the same distance. We make analogous
definitions for U ′

αβ , Jαβ , and J ′
αβ and, conveniently,

Mαβ = −U ′
αβ+2Jαβ andNαβ = 2U ′

αβ−Jαβ . For exam-
ple, the usual relation U ′

mαβ
= Umαβ

−2Jmαβ
[29] yields

Mαβ = −Uαβ + 4Jαβ and Nαβ = 2Uαβ − 3Jαβ . Since
Umαβ

is typically larger than Jmαβ
, as the first depends

on the square norm of the wave-functions, Nmαβ
, U ′

mαβ

are positive definite, while Mmαβ
can be either positive

or negative, depending on material-specific properties.
Reference [52] presents a thorough study of the prop-
erties of the Coulomb integrals in equation (2).

Thus, the charge interaction matrix takes the form

(see Appendix A)

Û =

Ûss 0̂ 0̂

0̂ Ûsp 0̂

0̂ 0̂ 0̂

 , Ûss =


Ûss
AA Ûss

AB Ûss
AC · · ·

Ûss†
AB Ûss

BB Ûss
BC · · ·

Ûss†
AC Ûss†

BC Ûss
CC · · ·

...
...

...
. . .

 ,

(4)

Ûsp = diag(Ûsp, ..., Ûsp), Ûsp =


Ûsp
AA Ûsp

AB Ûsp
AC · · ·

Ûsp†
AB Ûsp

BB Ûsp
BC · · ·

Ûsp†
AC Ûsp†

BC Ûsp
CC · · ·

...
...

...
. . .

 ,

(5)

Ûss
αα =


Uαα Nαα Nαα · · ·
Nαα Uαα Nαα · · ·
Nαα Nαα Uαα · · ·
...

...
...

. . .

 , Ûsp
αα =

[
J ′
αα Mαα

Mαα J ′
αα

]
,

(6)

Ûss
αβ =


Uαβ U ′

αβ U ′
αβ · · ·

U ′
αβ Uαβ U ′

αβ · · ·
U ′
αβ U ′

αβ Uαβ · · ·
...

...
...

. . .

 , Ûsp
αβ =

[
J ′
αβ Jαβ

Jαβ J ′
αβ

]
.

(7)
In the above, Û has dimension N2

b × N2
b , while

Ûss is an Nb × Nb matrix containing matrix elements
in the αsαs subspace, where the orbital index s
runs first for each sublattice α. We call Ûss orbital
density-density block. Ûss

αα, Ûss
αβ are No ×No matrices.

Ûsp is an Nb(No − 1) × Nb(No − 1) containing αsαp
indices for s ̸= p, where the indices s, p run first for
each α [the dimension is obtained noticing that there
are No(No − 1) orbital permutations and Ns sites].
In analogy to the density-density nomenclature [29],
refer to Ûsp as the “orbital current-current” block,
because the interacting electrons are tunneling between
orbitals (s ̸= p) in these matrix elements. Ûsp is a
2Ns× 2Ns matrix and there are No(No− 1)/2 of those
matrices (over two because each matrix includes two
permutations of orbital indices). Ûsp

αα, Û
sp
αβ are 2 × 2

matrices composed by each s, p exchange in the basis,
i.e., αsαp and αpαs.

Analogously to the charge case, the spin interac-
tion matrix is given by (see Appendix A)

V̂ =

V̂ss 0̂ 0̂

0̂ V̂sp 0̂

0̂ 0̂ 0̂

 , V̂ss =


V̂ss
AA 0̂ 0̂ · · ·
0̂ V̂ss

BB 0̂ · · ·
0̂ 0̂ V̂ss

CC · · ·
...

...
...

. . .

 ,

(8)
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V̂sp = diag(V̂sp, ..., V̂sp), V̂sp =


V̂sp
AA 0̂ 0̂ · · ·
0̂ V̂sp

BB 0̂ · · ·
0̂ 0̂ V̂sp

CC · · ·
...

...
...

. . .

 ,

(9)

V̂ss
αα =


Uαα Jαα Jαα · · ·
Jαα Uαα Jαα · · ·
Jαα Jαα Uαα · · ·
...

...
...

. . .

 , V̂sp
αα =

[
J ′
αα U ′

αα

U ′
αα J ′

αα

]
.

(10)

The full interaction space has dimension N2
b ×N2

b ,
which means N4

b momentum integrals performed to
compute the bare susceptibility, as further discussed
in Sec. 3. This growth is too computationally
expensive in terms of number of bands. However, we
further show that the interaction matrices multiply the
susceptibility in the pairing vertex, resulting in only
two blocks with non-zero elements, one of dimension
Nb×Nb (Ûss) and the other of dimension Nb(No−1)×
Nb(No − 1) (Ûsp), where the latter has the structure

of No(No − 1)/2 non-zero blocks Ûsp of dimension
2Ns × 2Ns. This reduces the pairing vertex non-zero
elements from N4

b = N4
sN

4
o to N2

sN
2
o + 2N2

s (N
2
o −

No) = 3N2
sN

2
o − 2N2

sNo. Under the approximation
that the other zero terms on the interaction matrices
cannot generate divergences on the susceptibilities,
we conclude that the number of computations grows
quadratically and not quartically as one would expect.

3. Coulomb interaction effects

In the following, we treat the Coulomb interaction
effects, in the intermediate coupling regime, using
the matrix-RPA formalism. This is a temperature-
dependent method for which the most divergent
diagrams are taken into account, generating infinite
cancellations and allowing semi-analytical expressions.
In this way, the method accounts for interactions
in many-body systems by simple matrix product
computations. Indeed, the matrix-RPA approach was
shown to hold diagrams beyond the usual RPA, also
including vertex corrections [51]. We here extend the
known formalism to include both orbital and sublattice
degrees of freedom.

3.1. Charge and spin susceptibility

The spin and charge susceptibilities are used to probe
for the corresponding fluctuations in the system.
They are calculated within matrix RPA by solving
the RPA Dyson series expanded over powers of the
interactions in equation (2). The RPA approximation

consists in considering only scattering events with
the same scattering vector q. The spin and charge
susceptibilities are respectively given by [17, 29, 35]

χ̂s(q, iω) = χ̂(q, iω)
[
1̂− V̂χ̂(q, iω)

]−1

, (11)

χ̂c(q, iω) = χ̂(q, iω)
[
1̂ + Û χ̂(q, iω)

]−1

, (12)

where the bare susceptibility matrix elements are given
by

χαsα̃p

βtβ̃d
(q, iω) =

∫ β

0

dτ eiωτ
∑
kk′

∑
σσ̃

⟨Tτ c
†
αsσ(k + q, τ)cα̃pσ(k, τ)c

†
βtσ̃(k

′ − q, 0)cβ̃dσ̃(k
′, 0)⟩.
(13)

The integral upper limit is β = 1/(kBT ), iω are
bosonic frequencies, τ is the imaginary time, and
Tτ accounts for time-ordering. In this way, the
electron tunneling happens from α̃p → αs and
β̃d → βt. This motivates the definition of the
quantity χ(q, iω) =

∑
αs,βp χ

αsαs
βpβp/2

4 [29] as the bare
homogeneous susceptibility, because these are the
density-density elements in equation (13) at q = 0.
Using Wick’s theorem, equation (13) can be shown to
have the form of loop propagation (bubble) Feynman
diagrams [29]

χαsα̃p

βtβ̃d
(q, iω) =

− 1

βNk

∑
k,iωn

Gβ̃dαs(k, iωn)Gα̃pβt(k + q, iωn + iω),

(14)

where Nk is the number of Brillouin zone (BZ) k-
points considered in the momentum summation and
iωn = 2π(n + 1)/β are the fermionic Matsubara
frequencies. Thus, the propagations happen between
states β̃d → αs and α̃p → βt. Counterintuitively, the
momentum flow is different from the physical electron
flow.

At this point, any non-interacting Green’s func-
tion could be used in equation (14). For example,
consider the one corresponding to the model of equa-
tion (1)

Gβ̃dαs(k, iω) =
∑
ν

aβ̃dν (k)aαsν (k)∗

iω − Eν(k)
, (15)

where Eν are eigenvalues of H0 and aβtν their
eigenvector coefficients. Replacing equation (15) into
equation (14), summing over the fermionic Matsubara
frequencies iωn, and considering iω → ω + i0+, one
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obtains [29, 35]

χαsα̃p

βtβ̃d
(q, ω) =

− 1

N

∑
k,νν′

aβtν (k)aαsν (k)∗aα̃pν′ (k + q)aβ̃dν′ (k + q)∗

ω + Eν(k)− Eν′(k + q) + i0+

×
[
f
(
Eν′(k + q)− (ω + i0+)

)
− f (Eν(k))

]
,

(16)

which depends on the Fermi-Dirac distribution f for a
given temperature T .

The generalized Stoner criterion (namely, the
vanishing of the denominator in Eqs. (11) or (12) at
ω = 0) establishes the condition for the transition
between a paramagnetic (uniform density) state,
possibly favoring a superconducting phase, and a
magnetically (charge) ordered one, in the particle-hole
channel, with a critical temperature higher than Tc

[53, 54, 17, 55]. We define the spin (αs) and charge (αc)
Stoner parameters by solving the following eigenvalue
equations [53, 54, 17, 56]

1̂αs − V̂χ̂ = 0,

1̂αc + Û χ̂ = 0.
(17)

The Stoner criterion is achieved when α =
max{αs, αc} = 1. Hereafter, we will use the Stoner
parameters as representatives of the relevance of spin
and charge fluctuations [55].

3.2. Multiorbital pairing vertex

We proceed with the calculation of the multiorbital
pairing vertex Γαsα̃p,S

βtβ̃d
(k,k′, ω) for scattering of a

singlet pair (k ↑ αs,−k ↓ βt) with another pair
(k′ ↑ α̃p,−k′ ↓ β̃d). The spin-triplet pairing

Γαsα̃p,T

βtβ̃d
(k,k′, ω) represents the scattering of a pair

(kσαs,−kσβt) with another pair (k′σα̃p,−k′σβ̃d).
The kernel function Γη(k,k′) (η = S, T ) is an Nk×Nk′

matrix and it is related to the matrix-RPA charge and
spin susceptibilities as [9, 14, 22, 17, 35]

Γη(k,k′) =
∑
stpq

∑
αα̃ββ̃

aβt,∗ν−k
(−k)aαs,∗νk

(k)

× Re[Γαsα̃p,η

βtβ̃d
(k,k′, 0)]aα̃pνk′ (k

′)aβ̃dν−k′ (−k′) ,

(18)

Γαsα̃p,η

βtβ̃d
(k,k′, ω) =

[
ζηV̂χ̂s(k − k′, ω)V̂ +

1

2
V̂

−1

2
Û χ̂c(k − k′, ω)Û +

1

2
Û

]β̃dα̃p
αsβt

,

(19)

where ζη=S = 3/2 and ζη=T = −1/2 denote the
spin-singlet and spin-triplet channels, respectively, and

aβ̃dν−k
are the H0 eigenvector coefficients computed

at the Fermi surface band ν corresponding to the
momentum value −k [29, 34]. Since the pairing vertex
in equation (19) always depends on the interaction
matrices Û and V̂, we immediately notice that the
pairing interaction only depends on the orbital density-
density and orbital current-current indices, the non-
zero blocks of the interaction matrices identified in
Sec. 2.

The many-body interaction Hamiltonian we
analyze results in the effective pairing interaction

V S
eff(ω) =

∑
kk′

∑
sptd

∑
αα̃ββ̃

Γαsα̃p,S

βtβ̃d
(k,k′, ω)aβt,∗ν (−k)

× aαs,∗ν (k)aα̃pν (k′)aβ̃dν (−k′)c†kαs↑c
†
−kβt↓c−k′β̃d↓ck′α̃p↑

(20)

for the spin-singlet channel and

V T
eff(ω) =

∑
kk′

∑
sptd,σ

∑
αα̃ββ̃

Γαsα̃p,T

βtβ̃d
(k,k′, ω)aβt,∗ν (−k)

× aαs,∗ν (k)aα̃pν (k′)aβ̃dν (−k′)c†kαsσc
†
−kβtσc−k′β̃dσck′α̃pσ

(21)

for the spin-triplet channel. These particle-particle
channel interacting Hamiltonians are more general
than equation (2) as they combine all the intersub-
lattice interactions, as well as Hubbard and exchange
terms, and the non-interacting electronic structure, in
one many-body interaction. Analogous Hamiltonians
can be derived for the particle-hole channel.

Finally, the pairing strength λη
k and the associated

gap symmetry functional gη(k′) are computed by
solving the eigenvalue equation [9, 29, 35]

−
∑
k′

∮
Ck′

dk′
||

vF (k
′)

1

(2π)2
Γ̃η(k,k′)gη(k′) = λη

kg
η(k),

(22)
in which 2Γ̃S(k,k′) = ΓS(k,k′) + ΓS(k,−k′)

[2Γ̃T (k,k′) = ΓT (k,k′)−ΓT (k,−k′)] is the symmetric
(antisymmetric) part of the kernel function ΓS(k,k′)
[ΓT (k,k′)] [22]. We define the pairing strength
λη = maxλη

k, which relates to the higher critical
temperature associated with the gap symmetry gη(k).
In a BCS-like approach, for example, Tc ∝ e−1/λ,
where λ = max{λS , λT } [10].

The frequency-independent term V̂/2 + Û/2 in
equation (19) is the mean-field, Hartree-Fock term,
while the susceptibilities are a consequence of higher-
order corrections to the particle-particle pairing vertex
[57]. At the same time, these susceptibilities,
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Figure 1. (a) Qualitative phase diagram showing a charge or
spin ordered state (red region), which is located between critical
control parameter values, gc1 and gc2, and superconductivity
(blue regions). Also, we show the T = 0 qualitative curve of
the main bare susceptibility matrix element at the nesting vector
leading the fluctuations (maxmaxq χ̂) at each g. (b) Main Stoner
parameter of the respective phase at T = 0 as a function of the
control parameter g for constant interaction parameters. gc1 and
gc2 depend on the many-body interactions. A spin or charge
order is present whenever maxαs/c ≥ 1.

when divergent, are representatives of the particle-
hole orders [58, 59]. The fact that the particle-
particle pairing vertex depends on a particle-hole-
related quantity establishes an intricate relationship
between superconductivity and particle-hole (spin and
charge) fluctuations, giving origin to several possible
phase diagrams.

Charge or spin fluctuations induce an ordered
state in the particle-hole channel when the Stoner
parameter in equation (17) α = max{αc, αs} ≥
1. The order is associated with a divergence on
the pairing vertex and has a critical temperature
that is higher than the superconducting Tc [17,
55, 53, 54]. The fluctuation scenario is sensitive
to the electronic structure of the system through
the scattering momentum dependence of the bare
susceptibility. Consider, for example, the profile
shown in figure 1(a), in which the bare susceptibility
varies as a function of a given control parameter g,
e.g., pressure, doping, electric gating, displacement
field, magnetic field, etc. There may be regions
gc1 < g < gc2 where the Stoner criterion is fulfilled
[figure 1(b)]. For g < gc1 or g > gc2, only fluctuations
are present and those might cause a finite pairing
vertex to present a nonzero pairing strength λ and,
therefore, nonzero Tc. In this perspective, gc1 and
gc2 are T = 0 transitions. A second-order phase
transition separates the superconducting, charge-, or
spin-ordered states from the normal state, while a
first-order phase transition connects the (possible)

superconducting region that overlaps with the charge-
or spin-ordered region [60].

4. Exact results for the Stoner parameters

In order to express the possible fluctuation scenarios
resulting from the spin-charge competition, we consider
some simplifications and then derive bounds for the
maximum spin and charge Stoner parameters. If a
matrix has real eigenvalues, the maximum eigenvalue
is bounded by the deviation, given by the variance,
from the trace of the matrix averaged over the space
dimension (see Theorem 2.1 in Ref. [61]). The main
assumption of this formal result is that Eqs. (17)
must have only real eigenvalues, which is always
true. Aiming to obtain comprehensive analytical
results, we define the susceptibility under the diagonal
approximation [30] in the same basis as the spin
and charge matrices. We further simplify the bare
susceptibility by considering all orbital density-density
terms and, in parallel, all orbital current-current terms
as being the same, taking some characteristic value
representing the most diverging bare susceptibility
matrix element in each one of these two matrix blocks.
We show the full derivation of the bounds in Appendix
B and summarize the results in Table 1.

Table 1 shows the conditions for the charge
(spin) channel to lead over the spin (charge) channel,
maxαc(s) > maxαs(c), when the same-sublattice
orbital density-density χss

αα or the same-sublattice
orbital current-current χsp

αα bare susceptibility channel
dominates the fluctuation scenario, i.e., it diverges
first when interactions are turned on. Notice that
the maximum value has an explicit dependence on
the number of orbitals No and sublattice sites Ns as
well as bands Nb = NoNs. In general, the interplay
scenario, where the bounds for spin and charge Stoner
parameters intersect, is favored when the number of
orbitals and sublattice sites are large. For example,
when No = Ns = 1, the spin fluctuations always
dominate over the charge ones. As the number of
orbitals increases, but only one sublattice site is kept,
the dimension of the matrices increases, thus the
bounds get wider, losing precision, but still the upper
bound for the spin fluctuations remains higher than the
charge one (see Appendix B). This suggests that spin
fluctuations tend to dominate over charge fluctuations
in systems without a sublattice degree of freedom.
Examples of this trend are the cuprates [62, 63, 55]
and iron pnictides [29]. The first one is believed to
be a three-orbital system, while the second, a five-
orbital one, but in both the dominant phase, close to
the superconducting one, is antiferromagnetic.

On the other hand, as the number of sublattice
sites and orbitals increases, the charge fluctuations



Charge and spin fluctuations in superconductors with intersublattice and interorbital interactions 8

Table 1. Analytical results for the bounds of the charge and spin Stoner parameters αc and αs, respectively. Here, we show the
conditions for which either the spin or charge fluctuations completely dominate the fluctuation scenario. The scattering momentum
is taken as the nesting vector.

Leading
channel

Condition

maxαc > maxαs

χss
αα

(2U ′
αα − Jαα)

2 (No−1)
(Nb−1) +

1
(Nb−1)

∑
α>β(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′

αβ |2(No − 1)) >

(2Uαα + Jαα(No − 1))2

χsp
αα

(U ′
αα + 2Jαα)

2 +
∑

α>β(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2) >

(2Ns − 1)(2J ′
αα + U ′

αα)
2

maxαs > maxαc

χss
αα

(2Uαα + Jαα)
2 > (2U ′

αα − Jαα)
2(Nb − 1)(No − 1)

+(Nb − 1)
∑

α>β(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))

χsp
αα

(2J ′
αα + U ′

αα)
2 >

(2Ns − 1)(−U ′
αα + 2Jαα)

2 + (2Ns − 1)
∑

α>β(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)

Table 2. Number of neighbors of an A sublattice site for
different lattice geometries. AA denotes same-sublattice and
AB,AC the different-sublattice neighbors. The distanceDw=5 to
the farthest unit cell within the w = 5 nearest neighbor for each
of these lattice geometries depends on the number of sublattice
sites.

AA AB AC Dw=5

square 28 3
triangular 36 3
hexagonal 12 12 2
3-sublattice

square
8 8 8 1

kagomé 6 10 10 1

become more important than the spin fluctuations,
depending on the lattice geometry. As seen in Table 1,
to have the condition maxαc > maxαs fulfilled, one
must add more sublattice sites to make the sublattice
summation larger. However, Uαα are typically larger
than Uαβ , because of the onsite term inside the first,
such that one also needs a multiorbital system to
have nonzero U ′

αβ , guaranteeing charge dominance. In
their turn, the terms Uαβ , U

′
αβ , Jαβ , J

′
αβ grow with

the number of neighbors at each constant distance
riα,jβ between sublattice site α at lattice site i and
sublattice site β at lattice site j, where α ̸= β. For
example, up to w = 5 nearest-neighbors, the number of
different-sublattice neighbors of the hexagonal lattice
is equal to the same-sublattice number of neighbors, as
shown in table 2. The three-sublattice square lattice
(for example, when also considering oxygen in the
cuprates) shows more different-sublattice sites than
same-sublattice sites, as it is also the case in the
kagomé lattice.

In summary, there are three distinct situations
in terms of the interplay between spin and charge
fluctuations, which we depict in figure 2. The
situation shown in figure 2(a), where the spin
fluctuations dominate over the charge fluctuations, is
favored when either the number of sublattice sites

or orbitals is low (notice that more sublattice sites
Ns and orbitals No increase terms at right-hand side
of the maxαs > maxαc inequalities in table 1).
Figure 2(b) presents the scenario where the charge
fluctuations dominate, which might happen when there
are enough sublattice sites and more than one orbital
(notice that the left-hand side of the maxαc >
maxαs inequalities is favored by intersublattice |Uαβ |
and intersublattice+interorbital |U ′

αβ | interactions).
However, a lattice geometry-dependent limit cannot
be exceeded, because the number of orbitals favors
the spin fluctuations the most (maxαs > maxαc

inequalities) as the upper limit of maxαs grows faster
with the number of orbitals. The need for off-
site interactions to generate charge order has been
discussed for the two-sublattice sites θ-type organic
superconductors [64, 65], in contrast to the onsite
result, where spin fluctuations dominate [22]. That
can be attributed to the fact these calculations consider
higher number of neighbors, in the triangular lattice, in
comparison to the square lattice (table 2), increasing
the Uαβ on the bounds shown in table 1. However,
this phenomenon is more pronounced when considering
more than one orbital. Finally, the increasing number
of both sublattice sites and orbitals can favor a scenario
where the charge fluctuation bounds become wider,
while the increasing number of orbitals broadens both
spin and charge fluctuation bounds. In this case,
the charge and spin fluctuations can compete and
may cause both a suppression or an excessive increase
of fluctuations, such that an ordered spin or charge
ground-state is achieved [figure 2(c)].

The consequences of the spin-charge transition are
essential for the underlying pairing mechanism driving
superconductivity in the system. Indeed, as seen in
equation (19), the spin-singlet pairing vertex has a
repulsive ζS = 3/2 factor on the spin susceptibility,
while the spin-triplet solution has an attractive factor
ζT = −1/2. On the other hand, the charge part has the
same attractive factor −1/2 for both singlet and triplet
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Figure 2. Possible scenarios of interplay between charge
and spin fluctuations. Panels (a)-(c) show the interval of
possible main charge or spin Stoner parameters. The cases
derived analytically consist in panels (a) and (b), while their
simultaneous breaking is represented in panel (c). The vertical
grey dashed line marks the divergence of the pairing vertex and,
consequently, the entrance in an ordered state in the particle-
hole channel.

cases. Repulsive singlet states (ζT = 3/2) are thus
favored by dominating spin fluctuations, in contrast
to charge fluctuations that favor the attractive triplet
states over the singlet states because of the negative
sign of both spin and charge fluctuations (ζT = −1/2).
Therefore, multiorbital and multisublattice systems
that favor charge fluctuations over spin fluctuations are
more likely to be spin-triplet superconductors. Thus,
transitions from singlet to triplet might be possible
under tuning of interactions, changing the bounds in
Table 1. Another possibility is to have a competition
between spin and charge fluctuations [figure 2(c)],
possibly causing a competition between spin-singlet
and spin-triplet superconducting symmetries. As
previously discussed, this situation can suppress both
spin and charge fluctuations, lowering the pairing
strength and, consequently, Tc. This means that
the spin singlet and triplet competition is possibly
detrimental to superconductivity [66].

5. Strong-coupling superconductivity from
spin and charge fluctuations

We explore here the possible origin of strong-coupling
superconductivity driven by spin and charge fluctua-
tions in multiorbital and multisublattice systems: un-
conventional superconductivity from finite nesting vec-
tors. In the context of equation (22), larger pairing
strength λ means potentially higher superconducting
critical temperatures. These originate from two dis-
tinct types of scattering q = k − k′ events, viz., q = 0
(k = k′) and q ̸= 0 (k ̸= k′). Depending on the

electronic structure, these events may generate nest-
ing vectors for the magnetic- or charge-ordered phase,
if realized. We demonstrate in Appendix B that the
lower bound of the pairing strength is given by

λ ≥ −
∑
k

dk||

vF (k)

1

Nk(2π)2
Γ(k,k)

+

[
1

Nk(Nk − 1)

∑
k,k′

dk′
||dk||

vF (k
′)vF (k)

1

(2π)4
Γ(k,k′)Γ(k′,k)

− 1

N2
k(Nk − 1)

(∑
k

dk||

vF (k)

1

(2π)2
Γ(k,k)

)2 ]1/2
.

(23)

The first term on the right-hand side of equation
(23) is a same-momentum term, i.e. q = 0, and
it is accompanied by a minus sign. Thus, q = 0
spin fluctuations decrease the pairing strength upon
repulsive interactions [7]. On the other hand, the finite-
momentum (k ̸= k′) pairing term in equation (23)
is positive, thus, any finite (even repulsive) pairing
vertex component with q ̸= 0 increases the pairing
strength λ. Now, as the system approaches the gc1
or gc2 transition points (see Fig. 1), the denominator
in the susceptibilities [equations (11) and (12)] tend
to vanish, and, as a consequence, the pairing vertex
[equation (19)], tend to diverge, causing an increase
on the pairing strength λ. Therefore, finite momenta
scattering events are a key aspect of strong coupling
superconductivity from spin and charge fluctuations.
This aspect has been tangentially studied in the
(π, π) nesting of iron-based superconductors [29, 67,
68, 69, 70], in the several nesting vectors of kagomé
superconductors [71], and in magic-angle twisted
bilayer graphene [34, 37].

6. Conclusions

We have shown that an appropriate accounting of or-
bital and sublattice degrees of freedom leads to a com-
prehensive understanding of the influence of electron-
electron interactions for superconducting, charge, and
magnetic orders. Towards that end, we derived bounds
for different scenarios of spin and charge fluctuations
by using a degenerate Hubbard model as the inter-
action matrix in a perturbative expansion under the
matrix-RPA, which accounts for the RPA and vertex
corrections [51]. These bounds showed that increasing
the number of sublattice sites relevant to the electronic
structure favors charge fluctuations, mainly in multior-
bital systems. On the other hand, increasing the num-
ber of orbitals mostly favors spin fluctuations, although
it might lead to a competition between charge and spin
fluctuations. In turn, the spin and charge fluctuations
are directly associated with the spin multiplicity of the
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superconducting state. In general, spin fluctuations
favor spin-singlet superconductivity and charge fluctu-
ations favor spin-triplet superconductivity.

Away from the particle-hole ordered state, the
fluctuations can trigger a finite superconducting
critical temperature by two distinct mechanisms: (i)
a q = 0 pairing vertex peak that requires attractive
interactions to generate a finite pairing strength [7],
and (ii) a finite q ̸= 0 peak that increases the pairing
strength even if the interactions are purely repulsive.
The latter mechanism can increase the pairing strength
enough to generate strong coupling superconductivity.
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Appendix A. Interaction matrices in
matrix-RPA theory

In Sec. 2, we have shown the interaction matrices for
general multiorbital and multisublattice systems with
Hubbard-like and exchange-like interactions. In this
supplementary material, we present the procedure to
derive those matrices, which we believe are of interest
for new researches in the field, which are interested in
using the matrix-RPA method.

Modeling Hubbard-like and exchange-like inter-
actions requires one imposing to equation (2) only
inter-site interactions with density-density terms, and
sublattice structure degrees of freedom. The specific
Hamiltonian then reads

Hint =
∑
ij

∑
αβ,sσ

∑
mαβ

Umαβ
niαs↑njβs↓

+
∑
ij

∑
αβ,p<s

∑
mαβ

U ′
mαβ

niαpnjβs

+
∑
ij

∑
αβ,s<p,σσ′

∑
mαβ

Jmαβ
c†iαsσc

†
jβpσ′cjαsσ′ciβpσ

+
∑
ij

∑
αβ,s ̸=p,σσ′

∑
mαβ

J ′
mαβ

c†iαa↑c
†
jβp↓cjαs↓ciβp↑.

(A.1)

Here, s, p, t, d are orbital indices, σ/σ′ spin indices,
α/β are sublattice indices, and {mαβ} denotes all
the w nearest-neighbors considered in the interaction
(mαβ = 0 denotes onsite sublattice structure). Also,

niαs = niαs↑ + niαs↓, where niαs↑ = c†iαs↑ciαs↑ is the
sublattice and orbital density operator.

Next, we expand the orbital summation in
equation (2) noticing that a conservation of spin
condition in present, namely σ1 = σ4 and σ2 = σ3,
or σ1 = σ3 and σ2 = σ4 should be the only remaining
elements. In addition, we to separate spin and charge
terms [equation (3)] using the following identity of
Pauli matrices [29]:

σσ1σ4
· σσ2σ3

= 2δσ1σ3
δσ2σ4

− δσ1σ4
δσ2σ3

(A.2)

to define the spin part of the interaction Hamiltonian.
In its turn, the charge component should resemble
terms of the type

∑
i ̸=j

niαnjβ =
∑
i ̸=j

(∑
sσ

c†iαsσciαsσ

)∑
pσ′

c†jβpσ′cjβpσ′


=
∑
i ̸=j

∑
sp,σσ′

c†iαsσciαsσc
†
jβpσ′cjβp,σ′

=
∑
i ̸=j

∑
sp,σσ′

c†iαsσc
†
jβp,σ′cjβpσ′ciαsσ,

(A.3)

that is, the charge component shows spin indices
δσ1σ4

δσ2σ3
. After some manipulation, equation (3)

becomes [29]

V αsα̃p,βtβ̃d
σ1σ2σ3σ4

=− Vαsα̃p

βtβ̃d
δσ1σ3δσ2σ4

+
1

2

(
Uαsα̃p

βtβ̃d
+ Vαsα̃p

βtβ̃d

)
δσ2σ3δσ1σ4 .

(A.4)

Now, having the interactions separated into the two
main electron properties for condensed matter, charge
and spin parts, we move to fing the the charge Û
and spin V̂ interaction matrices. Expanding the
summation over orbitals in the interaction Hamiltonian
of equation (2), one obtains

Hint =
∑
ij

∑
αβ,σl

çαβij(∑
s

V αsαs,βsβs
σ1σ2σ3σ4,ij

c†iαsσ1
c†jβsσ2

cjβsσ3
ciαsσ4

(A.5)

+
∑
s̸=p

V αsαp,βsβp
σ1σ2σ3σ4,ij

c†iαsσ1
c†jβpσ2

cjβsσ3ciαpσ4 (A.6)

+
∑
s̸=p

V αsαp,βpβs
σ1σ2σ3σ4,ij

c†iαsσ1
c†jβpσ2

cjβpσ3ciαsσ4 (A.7)

+
∑
s̸=p

V αsαs,βpβp
σ1σ2σ3σ4,ij

c†iαsσ1
c†jβsσ2

cjβpσ3
ciαpσ4

)
(A.8)

Any other orbital terms would give null matrix
elements also because of Pauli exclusion principle.

The procedure to obtain the spin and charge
interaction matrices reduces to identify the terms
in Eqs. (A.5)-(A.8) with the respective term in
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equation (A.1). Here, we will show as an example how
to obtain the intraorbital elements [equation (A.5)].

equation (A.5) shows same-orbital four-point in-
teractions, similarly to the usual Hubbard Hamiltonian
when α = β, HHubbard = U

2

∑
i,αs,σ1 ̸=σ2

niαsσ1niαsσ2 =
U
2

∑
iαsσ1 ̸=σ2

c†iαcσ1
ciαcσ1

c†iαcσ2
ciαcσ2

. Taking the spin
into consideration and using the definition of equa-
tion (A.4), one obtains

V αsαs,βsβs
σ1σ2σ3σ4,ij

c†iαs,σ1
c†jβsσ2

cjβsσ3ciαsσ4 =[
−Vαsαs

αsαsδσ1σ3
δσ2σ4

+
1

2
(Uαsαs

αsαs + Vαsαs
αsαs ) δσ2σ3

δσ1σ4

]
×c†iαsσ1

c†jβsσ2
cjβsσ3

ciαsσ4

= −Vαsαs
αsαs c

†
iαsσ1

c†jβsσ2
cjβsσ1

ciαsσ2

+
1

2
(Uαsαs

αsαs + Vαsαs
αsαs ) c

†
iαsσ1

c†jβsσ2
cjβsσ2ciαsσ1

= −Vαsαs
αsαs c

†
iαsσ1

c†jβsσ2
cjβsσ1

ciαsσ2

+
1

2
(Uαsαs

αsαs + Vαsαs
αsαs ) c

†
iαsσ1

ciαsσ1c
†
jβsσ2

cjβsσ2

= −Vαsαs
αsαs c

†
iαsσ1

c†jβsσ2
cjβsσ1

ciαsσ2

+
1

2
(Uαsαs

αsαs + Vαsαs
αsαs )niαsσ1njβsσ2 .

(A.9)

The next step is to write the density-density
term in momentum space. First, let us consider the
transformation c†jαsσ =

∑
k e

−ik·rjαc†kαs,σ/
√
N (with

N being the the number of lattice sites) in the first

term of the above equality:∑
i

mαβ ,l

Vαsαs
αsαs c

†
iαsσ1

c†j=(i+mαββ,l)sσ2
cj=(i+mαββ,l)sσ1

ciαsσ2

=
1

N2

∑
i

mαβ ,l
k1,k2
k3,k4

Vαsαs
αsαse

−iriα·(k1−k4)e
−ir(i+mαβ,l)β ·(k2−k3)

×c†k1αsσ1
c†k2βsσ2

ck3βsσ1ck4αsσ2

=
1

N2

∑
mαβ ,l
k1,k2
k3,k4

e−iriα·(k1+k2−(k3+k4))e−iδmαβ,l·(k2−k3)

×c†k1αsσ1
c†k2βsσ2

ck3βsσ1ck4αsσ2

=
1

N

∑
mαβ ,l
q,k1
k3,k4

Vαsαs
αsαse

−iδmαβ,l·q

×c†k1αsσ1
c†k3+qβsσ2

ck3βsσ1
ck4αsσ2

δk1+k3+q,k3+k4

=
1

N

∑
mαβ ,l

q
k3,k4

Vαsαs
αsαse

−iδmαβ,l·q

×c†k4−qαsσ1
ck4αsσ2c

†
k3+qβsσ2

ck3βsσ1 ,

(A.10)

where we used that rjα = r(i+mαβ ,l)β =
∑

l riα +
δmαβ ,l (l indexing each mαβ-th nearest-neighbor) and

the identity
∑

j e
−i(k−k′)·rjα = Nδk,k′ . Also, it was

convenient to define k2−k3 = q ⇒ k2 = k3+q, while
the Dirac delta δk1+k3+q,k3+k4

imposed k1+q = k4 ⇒
k1 = k4−q. The above term even in momentum space
cannot be realized if α ̸= β since there is exchange
of spin in the creation and annihilation operators.
Therefore, we must set Vαsαs

αsαs = 0 for α ̸= β. However,
the spin part is non-zero when α = β because the
above terms can be reorganized in density terms, as
seen below.

Following the same procedure in the second term
of the above equality, which is already a density-density
term, results in ∑

i

∑
mαβ ,l

1

2
(Uαsαs

αsαs + Vαsαs
αsαs )

×c†iαsσ1
ciαsσ1

c†j=(i+mαβ ,l)βsσ2
cj=(i+mαβ ,l)βsσ2

=
1

N

∑
mαβ ,l

∑
q

1

2
(Uαsαs

αsαs + Vαsαs
αsαs ) e

−iδmαβ,l·q

nαsσ1
(−q)nβsσ2

(q).

(A.11)

At this point we can identify this last term with inter-
site interaction 1

2

∑
σg

∑
ij

∑
αβ

∑
mαβ

Umαβ
niαsσ1

njβsσ2
.

For α ̸= β, Vαsαs
αsαs = 0, so Uαsαs

αsαs = 2 · 2 ·
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mαβ

Umαβ
eiδmαβ,l·q/2 = 2 ·

∑
mαβ ,l

Umαβ
eiδmαβ,l·q =

Uαβ (one of the factors of 2 comes from the matrix el-
ement we just dissected, while the other one comes
from çαβij = 1/2 for α ̸= β). When α = β, the
term Vαsαs

αsαs will be non-zero, as well as Uαsαs
αsαs , and

in momentum space they will appear with a form fac-
tor Uαsαs

αsαs = Vαsαs
αsαs =

∑
mαβ ,l

Umααe
iδmαα,l·q = Uαα,

which is obtained by comparing the above results with
equation (A.5).

The other matrix elements can be obtained by a
similar procedure.

Appendix B. Derivation of bounds for
eigenvalues

In order to keep track of the spin-charge competition
we evaluate the main eigenvalue of each of these
equations and compare them. It is not enough to
subtract the equations once we would not keep track
of the main eigenvalues in this way. We now present
the result of Theorem 2.1 of the work [61] stating
that if an nA × nA matrix A complex matrix A has
reals eigenvalues and minimum eigenvalue λA

min and
maximum eigenvalue λA

max, and letting

mA = trA/nA, (B.1)

s2A = trA2/nA −m2
A, (B.2)

then

mA − sA(nA − 1)1/2 ≤λA
min ≤ mA − sA/(nA − 1)1/2,

(B.3)

mA + sA/(nA − 1)1/2 ≤λA
max ≤ mA + sA(nA − 1)1/2.

(B.4)

These are bounds for the maximum and minimum
eigenvalues of Hermitian matrices. They are
particularly useful for analyzing the Stoner criteria,
because in the diagonal approximation [30] the product
of χ̂0 and each of the interaction matrices is Hermitian
if χsp

αα = χps
αα for any pair p, s (this is our main

approximation for the next analysis), because the
interaction matrices (Û , V̂) are Hermitian and, in this
way, χ̂0 is Hermitian as well. Next, we derive the
boundaries of the maximum eigenvalue of the charge
and spin Stoner criteria and, at the end, compare both
of them.

We start with the spin Stoner criterion. Under the

diagonal approximation, we obtain blocks

V̂χ̂ =


V̂ssχ̂ss 0̂ 0̂ 0̂

0̂ V̂spχ̂sp 0̂ 0̂

0̂ 0̂ 0̂ 0̂

0̂ 0̂ 0̂ 0̂

 , (B.5)

V̂ssχ̂ss =


V̂ss
AAχ̂

ss
AA 0̂ 0̂ · · ·

0̂ V̂ss
BBχ̂

ss
BB 0̂ · · ·

0̂ 0̂ V̂ss
CC χ̂

ss
BB · · ·

...
...

...
. . .

 ,

(B.6)

V̂spχ̂sp = diag(V̂spχ̂sp, ..., V̂spχ̂sp), (B.7)

V̂spχ̂sp =


V̂sp
AAχ̂

sp
AA 0̂ 0̂ · · ·

0̂ V̂sp
BBχ̂

sp
BB 0̂ · · ·

0̂ 0̂ V̂sp
CC χ̂

sp
CC · · ·

...
...

...
. . .

 ,

(B.8)

V̂ss
ααχ̂

ss
αα = χss

αα


Uαα Jαα Jαα · · ·
Jαα Uαα Jαα · · ·
Jαα Jαα Uαα · · ·
...

...
...

. . .

 , (B.9)

V̂sp
ααχ̂

sp
αα = χsp

αα

[
J ′
αα U ′

αα

U ′
αα J ′

αα

]
. (B.10)

Using nV̂sp
ααχ̂sp

αα
= 2, trV̂sp

ααχ̂
sp
αα = χsp

αα2J
′
αα, and

tr(V̂sp
ααχ̂

sp
αα)

2 = (χsp
αα)

22
(
(J ′

αα)
2 + (U ′

αα)
2
)
, we obtain

parameters

mV̂sp
ααχ̂sp

αα
= (χsp

αα)2J
′
αα/2 = χsp

ααJ
′
αα,

s2V̂sp
ααχ̂sp

αα
= (χsp

αα)
22
(
(J ′

αα)
2 + (U ′

αα)
2
)
/2−m2

V̂sp
ααχ̂sp

αα

= (χsp
αα)

2
(
(J ′

αα)
2 + (U ′

αα)
2 − (J ′

αα)
2
)

⇒ sV̂sp
ααχ̂sp

αα
= χsp

ααU
′
αα.

(B.11)

The boundaries for the eigenvalues are

χsp
αα(J

′
αα + U ′

αα) ≤ λ
V̂sp

ααχ̂sp
αα

max ≤ χsp
αα(J

′
αα + U ′

αα)

⇒ λ
V̂sp

ααχ̂sp
αα

max = χsp
αα(J

′
αα + U ′

αα).

(B.12)

It is trivial to compute the eigenvalue of a 2 × 2
matrix but here we show an example where the
theorem works well to determine the main eigenvalue.
Now, we move to V̂ss

ααχ̂
ss
αα, where nV̂ss

ααχ̂ss
αα

=

No, trV̂ss
ααχ̂

ss
αα = χss

ααNoUαα, and tr(V̂ss
ααχ̂

ss
αα)

2 =
(χss

αα)
2(U2

αα + J2
αα(No − 1))No. We, therefore, obtain
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parameters

mV̂ss
ααχ̂ss

αα
= χss

ααNoUαα/No = χss
ααUαα,

s2V̂ss
ααχ̂ss

αα
= (χss

αα)
2(U2

αα + J2
αα(No − 1))No/No

−m2
V̂ss

ααχ̂ss
αα

= (χss
αα)

2(U2
αα + J2

αα(No − 1)− U2
αα)

⇒ sV̂sp
ααχ̂sp

αα
= χss

ααJαα(No − 1)1/2.

(B.13)

Thus, the boundaries are

χss
αα(Uαα+Jαα) ≤ λ

V̂ss
ααχ̂ss

αα
max ≤ χss

αα(Uαα+Jαα(No−1)).
(B.14)

Notice the upper boundary here grows with the number
of orbitals. By a simple inspection of the typical values
of the non-interacting susceptibility, we conclude that

it is more likely that maxαs = maxα λ
V̂ss

ααχ̂ss
αα

max >

maxα λ
V̂sp

ααχ̂sp
αα

max , meaning the homogeneous elements
dominate the spin fluctuations.

Next, we move to the charge channel. On
the charge channel, however, the previous diagonal
bare susceptibility approximation is not enough for
keeping the product of matrices Hermitian. The other
assumption must be that the susceptibility does not
show preference for any specific sublattice site, that is
χ̂ss
αβ = χ̂pp

αβ and χ̂sp
αβ = χ̂ps

αβ for any α, β, s, p. Although
physically this may seem a reasonable assumption,
it might not be realistic in systems with fractional
dimension, such as thick graphene samples where the
outer, surface sublattice sites have higher density of
states than the inner sites. Under this approximation,
the charge Stoner parameter depends on the main
eigenvalue of the following matrix

Û χ̂ =


Ûssχ̂ss 0̂ 0̂ 0̂

0̂ Ûspχ̂sp 0̂ 0̂

0̂ 0̂ 0̂ 0̂

0̂ 0̂ 0̂ 0̂

 , (B.15)

Ûssχ̂ss =


Ûss
AAχ̂

ss
αα Ûss

ABχ̂
ss
αα Ûss

AC χ̂
ss
αα · · ·

Ûss†
ABχ̂

ss
αα Ûss

BBχ̂
ss
αα Ûss

BC χ̂
ss
αα · · ·

Ûss†
AC χ̂

ss
αα Ûss†

BC χ̂
ss
αα Ûss

CC χ̂
ss
αα · · ·

...
...

...
. . .

 ,

(B.16)
Ûspχ̂sp = diag(Ûspχ̂sp, ..., Ûspχ̂sp), (B.17)

Ûspχ̂sp =


Ûsp
AAχ̂

sp
αα Ûsp

ABχ̂
sp
αα Ûsp

AC χ̂
sp
αα · · ·

Ûsp†
AB χ̂

sp
αα Ûsp

BBχ̂
sp
αα Ûsp

BC χ̂
sp
αα · · ·

Ûsp†
AC χ̂

sp
αα Ûsp†

BC χ̂
sp
αα Ûsp

CC χ̂
sp
αα · · ·

...
...

...
. . .

 ,

(B.18)

Ûss
ααχ̂

ss
αα = χss

αα


Uαα Nαα Nαα · · ·
Nαα Uαα Nαα · · ·
Nαα Nαα Uαα · · ·
...

...
...

. . .

 , (B.19)

Ûsp
ααχ̂

sp
αα = χsp

αα

[
J ′
αα Mαα

Mαα J ′
αα

]
, (B.20)

Ûss
αβχ̂

ss
αα = χss

αα


Uαβ U ′

αβ U ′
αβ · · ·

U ′
αβ Uαβ U ′

αβ · · ·
U ′
αβ U ′

αβ Uαβ · · ·
...

...
... · · ·

 , (B.21)

Ûsp
αβχ̂

sp
αα = χsp

αα

[
J ′
αβ Jαβ

Jαβ J ′
αβ

]
. (B.22)

Next, we derive the lower eigenvalues of each of these
block matrices, because the Stoner criterion includes a
minus sign. For simplicity, consider J ′

αα = J ′
ββ , Jαα =

Jββ ,Mαα = Mββ , Nαα = Nββ for any α, β. We start

with the 2Ns × 2Ns Ûspχ̂sp blocks, where nÛspχ̂sp =

2Ns, trÛspχ̂sp = χsp
ααNs2J

′
αα, tr(Ûspχ̂sp)2 =

(χsp
αα)

2
[
(J ′

αα)
2 +M2

αα +
∑

α>β(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)

]
2Ns, re-

sulting in parameters

mÛspχ̂sp = χsp
αα2NsJ

′
αα/(2Ns) = χsp

ααJ
′
αα,

s2Ûspχ̂sp =

(J ′
αα)

2 +M2
αα +

∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)


×2Ns/(2Ns)(χ

sp
αα)

2 −m2
Ûspχ̂sp

= (χsp
αα)

2[M2
αα +

∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)].

(B.23)

Thus,

χsp
αα(J

′
αα − (2Ns − 1)1/2

√
M2

αα +
∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2))

≤ λÛspχ̂sp

min ≤

χsp
αα(J

′
αα − (2Ns − 1)−1/2

√
M2

αα +
∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)),

(B.24)

meaning the minimum eigenvalue is favored (the
lower bound becomes negative) as the number
of sublattice sites increases. Lastly, the ho-
mogeneous orbital elements Ûssχ̂ss are such that
nÛssχ̂ss

= NoNs = Nb, trÛssχ̂ss = χss
ααUααNb,

and tr(Ûssχ̂ss)
2 = (χss

αα)
2(U2

αα + N2
αα(No − 1) +∑

α>β(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1)))Nb, resulting in pa-

rameters

mÛssχ̂ss
= χss

ααUααNb/Nb = χss
ααUαα,

s2Ûssχ̂ss
= (χss

αα)
2(U2

αα +N2
αα(No − 1)

+
∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1)))Nb/Nb −m2

Ûspχ̂sp

= (χss
αα)

2(N2
αα(No − 1) +

∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))).

(B.25)
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Thus,

χss
αα

{
Uαα − (Nb − 1)1/2[

N2
αα(No − 1) +

∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))

]1/2}
≤ λÛssχ̂ss

min ≤ χss
αα

{
Uαα − (Nb − 1)−1/2

[
N2

αα(No − 1)

+
∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))

]1/2{
.

(B.26)

Now, the homogeneous orbital eigenvalues grow with
the number of bands and with the Hubbard-like terms,
which are typically larger than the exchange terms,

suggesting maxαc = max−λÛssχ̂ss

min > max−λ
Ûspχ̂sp

min .
However, to become negative, the higher bound of

λ
Ûspχ̂sp

min needs to overpass a typically small quantity,
J ′
αα. Reaching the necessary negative sign, is achieved

by two mechanisms. One of them is the contribution
of the different-sublattice terms and the other is by
increasing the number of orbitals. Thus, the sublattice
structure or the multiorbital character of a system can
cause charge fluctuations to play a role for the system’s
ground state.

Finally, we compare the influence of charge and
spin fluctuations by means of the Stoner parameters
derived above. In sum, we obtained (changing

λ
Ûss/spχ̂ss/sp

min by λ
−Ûss/spχ̂ss/sp
max )

λ
V̂sp

ααχ̂sp
αα

max = χsp
αα(J

′
αα + U ′

αα), (B.27)

χss
αα(Uαα + Jαα) ≤ λ

V̂ss
ααχ̂ss

αα
max ≤ χss

αα(Uαα + Jαα(No − 1)),

(B.28)

χsp
αα

{
− J ′

αα + (2Ns − 1)−1/2
[
(−U ′

αα + 2Jαα)
2

+
∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)

]1/2}
≤ λ−Ûspχ̂sp

max ≤ χsp
αα

{
− J ′

αα + (2Ns − 1)1/2
[
(−U ′

αα

+2Jαα)
2 +

∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)

]1/2}
,

(B.29)

χss
αα

{
− Uαα + (Nb − 1)−1/2

[
(2U ′

αα − Jαα)
2(No − 1)

+
∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))

]1/2}
≤ λ−Ûssχ̂ss

max ≤ χss
αα

{
− Uαα + (Nb − 1)1/2

[
(2U ′

αα

−Jαα)
2(No − 1) +

∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))

]1/2}
.

(B.30)

Increasing the number of orbitals highers the lower
bound of maxαc but does not influence the lower
bound of maxαs. Changing the number of sublattice
sites does not influence the boundaries of the spin
channel, while it highly favors the charge channel.
Also, once J ′

αα is a small quantity, it becomes

more likely for the current orbital terms λ
−Ûspχ̂sp
max to

dominate the fluctuations scenario. This homogeneous
versus current competition clearly shows the strong
dependence on the bare susceptibility to the physical
state observed in the system, which emphasizes the role
of doping for these ground state transitions. Next, we
analyze the spin-charge fluctuation transitions case by
case.

• maxαc > maxαs case (lower bound of maxαc >
higher bound of maxαs)

– If χss
αα is the main channel, then λ−Ûssχ̂ss

max and

λ
V̂ss

ααχ̂ss
αα

max compete:

χss
αα

{
− Uαα + (Nb − 1)−1/2

[
(2U ′

αα − Jαα)
2(No − 1)

+
∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))

]1/2}
> χss

αα

[
Uαα + Jαα(No − 1)

]
(B.31)

(2U ′
αα − Jαα)

2 (No − 1)

(Nb − 1)
+

1

(Nb − 1)

∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2

+|U ′
αβ |2(No − 1)) > (2Uαα + Jαα(No − 1))2.

(B.32)

• ∗ The increasing number of different sub-
lattice sites plus the lattice geometry can
make the

∑
α>β(|Uαβ |2+|U ′

αβ |2) term rel-
evant enough to induce the spin-to-charge
transition.

• If Ns = 1, then the transition never happens.
Sublattice geometry is, therefore, essential for the
dominating charge fluctuations.

– If χsp
αα is the main channel, then λ

−Ûspχ̂sp
max and

λ
V̂sp

ααχ̂sp
αα

max compete:

χsp
αα

{
− J ′

αα + (2Ns − 1)−1/2
[
(−U ′

αα + 2Jαα)
2

+
∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)

]1/2}
> χsp

αα(J
′
αα + U ′

αα)

(B.33)

(−U ′
αα + 2Jαα)

2 +
∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2) >

(2Ns − 1)(2J ′
αα + U ′

αα)
2.

(B.34)

• ∗ As in the dominating homogeneous
channel case, there is no transition
without non-trivial sublattice geometry.
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• maxαs > maxαc case (lower bound of maxαs >
higher bound of maxαc):

– If χss
αα is the main channel, then λ−Ûssχ̂ss

max and

λ
V̂ss

ααχ̂ss
αα

max compete:

χss
αα

{
Uαα + Jαα) > χss

αα(−Uαα+

(Nb − 1)1/2
[
(2U ′

αα − Jαα)
2(No − 1)

+
∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1))

]1/2} (B.35)

(2Uαα + Jαα)
2 > (2U ′

αα − Jαα)
2(Nb − 1)(No − 1)

+(Nb − 1)
∑
α>β

(|Uαβ |2 + |U ′
αβ |2(No − 1)).

(B.36)

• ∗ The spin fluctuations dominate when the
number of bands or orbitals are low
(multiband character disadvantages dom-
inating spin fluctuations) or if Jαα is
large. Also, sublattice geometry disad-
vantages the spin channel, as previously
concluded.

• If χsp
αα is the main channel, then λ

−Ûspχ̂sp
max and

λ
V̂sp

ααχ̂sp
αα

max compete:

χsp
αα(J

′
αα + U ′

αα) > χsp
αα

{
− J ′

αα

+(2Ns − 1)1/2
[
(−U ′

αα + 2Jαα)
2

+
∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2)

]1/2} (B.37)

(2J ′
αα + U ′

αα)
2 > (2Ns − 1)(−U ′

αα + 2Jαα)
2

+(2Ns − 1)
∑
α>β

(|J ′
αβ |2 + |Jαβ |2). (B.38)

• ∗ Again, the dominance of spin fluctuations
in the current channels is fragile to the
number of sublattice sites.

figure 2 in the main text shows a schematics of possible
spin-charge interplay scenarios.

Performing a similar analysis for the kernel

Γ̃(k,k′) = − dk′
||

vF (k′)
1

(2π)2Γ(k,k
′), which has as

eigenvalues the real-valued pairing strengths λk (such
that the bound theorem holds), we obtain by
considering equal number Nk of k and k′ points,

mΓ̃(k,k′) = trΓ̃(k,k′)/nΓ̃(k,k′) =
1

Nk

∑
k

Γ̃(k,k),

s2
Γ̃(k,k′)

= trΓ̃(k,k′)2/nΓ̃(k,k′) −m2
Γ̃(k,k′)

=
1

Nk

∑
k,k′

Γ̃(k,k′)Γ̃(k′,k)

− 1

Nk

(∑
k

Γ̃(k,k)

)2

.

(B.39)

Thus, the lower bound for the maximum pairing
strength is given by

1

Nk

∑
k

Γ̃(k,k)

+

[
1

Nk(Nk − 1)

∑
k,k′

Γ̃(k,k′)Γ̃(k′,k)

− 1

N2
k(Nk − 1)

(∑
k

Γ̃(k,k)

)2 ]1/2
≤ λΓ̃(k,k′)

max = λ.

(B.40)

writing as a function of Γ(k,k′) we obtain

λ ≥ −
∑
k

dk||

vF (k)

1

Nk(2π)2
Γ(k,k)

+

[
1

Nk(Nk − 1)

∑
k,k′

dk′
||dk||

vF (k
′)vF (k)

1

(2π)4
Γ(k,k′)Γ(k′,k)

− 1

N2
k(Nk − 1)

(∑
k

dk||

vF (k)

1

(2π)2
Γ(k,k)

)2 ]1/2
.

(B.41)

Therefore, the lower bound for λ is enhanced by q ̸= 0
fluctuations. If several channels are presenting q ̸= 0
peaks, then λ is expected to increase, favoring stronger
coupling superconductivity.
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Iwasa Y, Ohishi Y, Takata M, Takeshita N, Prassides K
and Rosseinsky M J 2009 Science 323 1585–1590

[22] Schmalian J 1998 Physical Review Letters 81 4232–4235
[23] Kuroki K, Arita R and Aoki H 2001 Physical Review B 63

094509
[24] Maeno Y, Hashimoto H, Yoshida K, Nishizaki S, Fujita T,

Bednorz J G and Lichtenberg F 1994 Nature 372 532–
534

[25] Takimoto T 2000 Physical Review B 62 R14641–R14644
[26] Rømer A T, Scherer D D, Eremin I M, Hirschfeld P J and

Andersen B M 2019 Physical Review Letters 123 247001
[27] Rømer A T, Maier T A, Kreisel A, Hirschfeld P J and

Andersen B M 2022 Physical Review Research 4 033011
[28] Ren Z A, Che G C, Dong X L, Yang J, Lu W, Yi W,

Shen X L, Li Z C, Sun L L, Zhou F and Zhao Z X 2008
Europhysics Letters 83 17002

[29] Graser S, Maier T A, Hirschfeld P J and Scalapino D J 2009
New Journal of Physics 11 025016 ISSN 1367-2630

[30] Kemper A F, Maier T A, Graser S, Cheng H P, Hirschfeld
P J and Scalapino D J 2010 New Journal of Physics 12
073030 ISSN 1367-2630

[31] Allan M P, Lee K, Rost A W, Fischer M H, Massee F, Kihou
K, Lee C H, Iyo A, Eisaki H, Chuang T M, Davis J C
and Kim E A 2015 Nature Physics 11 177–182

[32] Kreisel A, Andersen B M, Rømer A T, Eremin I M and
Lechermann F 2022 Physical Review Letters 129 077002

[33] Sun H, Huo M, Hu X, Li J, Liu Z, Han Y, Tang L, Mao Z,
Yang P, Wang B, Cheng J, Yao D X, Zhang G M and
Wang M 2023 Nature 621 493–498

[34] Wu X, Hanke W, Fink M, Klett M and Thomale R 2020
Physical Review B 101 134517

[35] Wu F and Das Sarma S 2019 Physical Review B 99 220507
[36] Huang C, Wei N, Qin W and MacDonald A H 2022 Physical

Review Letters 129 187001
[37] Braz L B, Martins G B and da Silva L G G V D 2023

Superconductivity from spin fluctuations and long-range
interactions in magic-angle twisted bilayer graphene
(Preprint 2309.02178)

[38] Matt C E, Sutter D, Cook A M, Sassa Y, Månsson M,
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