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For the first time, robust superconductivity has been independently observed in twisted WSe2
bilayers by two separate groups [Y. Xia et al., arXiv:2405.14784; Y. Guo et al., arXiv:2406.03418.]. In
light of this, we explore the possibility of a universal superconducting pairing mechanism in twisted
WSe2 bilayers. Using a continuum band structure model and a phenomenological boson-mediated
effective electron-electron attraction, we find that intervalley intralayer pairing predominates over
interlayer pairing. Notably, despite different experimental conditions, both twisted WSe2 samples
exhibit a comparable effective attraction strength. This consistency suggests that the dominant
pairing glue is likely independent of the twist angle and layer polarization, pointing to a universal
underlying boson-induced pairing mechanism.

Introduction— The emergence of moiré superlattice
in twisted transition metal dichalcogenide (TMD) ho-
mobilayers has led to the observation of a rich set of
strongly correlated phases [1–12], from correlated insu-
lators at integer fillings to fractional Chern insulators
in the absence of an external magnetic field. While
the phases driven by strong electron-electron interac-
tion manifest in the moiré TMD bilayers, robust observ-
able superconductivity (SC) at dilute doping densities–
associated with a few carriers per moiré unit cell–has re-
mained elusive in most moiré TMD systems [13]. On the
other hand, both moiré and moiréless graphene multi-
layers have demonstrated reproducible SC with Tc rang-
ing from 20 mK to 3 K [14–26], indicating that SC is
a generic feature in graphene-based multilayers. The
source of such a striking difference between moiré TMD
and moiré graphene systems is an important unsolved
puzzle in condensed matter and material physics.

Recently, two groups have independently discovered
robust SC in twistedWSe2 bilayers (tWSe2). One group
reported SC at a filling factor νSC = −1 with a twist
angle of θ = 3.65◦ and a small displacement field [27].
The critical temperature was estimated to be 0.22 K.
The other group observed SC around νSC = −1.1 with
a twist angle of θ = 5◦ and a large displacement field
[28]. The critical temperature was approximately 0.426
K. We will refer to these two experimental samples as
Sample A and Sample B, respectively, throughout our
paper.

In this Letter, we investigate SC in tWSe2 using a
realistic continuum band structure model and a phe-
nomenological boson-mediated BCS model without as-
suming a specific pairing mechanism. We demonstrate
the dominance of intervalley intralayer pairing with an
order parameter consistent with a mixture of s and f
waves [29–31]. Our estimates of the effective coupling
constants of SC in two different experiments show very
similar values, suggesting a universal dominant pairing
mechanism in tWSe2 (i.e., the same bosonic glue). The
possible microscopic mechanisms and the importance of
the in-plane magnetic field response are also discussed.

Our work represents the first systematic investigation
of the SC phenomenology in tWSe2 systems, paving the
way for future exploration of SC in moiré TMD systems.

Band Structure Model— Our phenomenological su-
perconducting mean-field theory is based on the low-
energy continuum model of tWSe2 [32], of which the
valley-projected Hamiltonian is

H =

(
h(qqqb) + Ub(rrr) +

Vz

2 T (rrr)
T †(rrr) h(qqqt) + Ut(rrr)− Vz

2

)
, (1)

where h(qqq) = −ℏ2q2/2m∗ is the effective mass approx-
imation of the valence band edge at the Dirac point κκκl
of layer l = b, t. qqql = kkk − κκκl is the momentum mea-
sured from the Dirac points, and Vz is the interlayer
energy difference due to the displacement field. The
layer-dependent moiré potential Ul(rrr) and the interlayer
tunneling T (rrr) are spatially periodic with moiré period-
icity,

Ut,b(rrr) = 2V
∑

j=1,3,5

cos(GGGj · rrr ± ψ), (2)

T (rrr) = w(1 + e−iGGG2·rrr + e−iGGG3·rrr). (3)

GGG1 = (1, 0)bM, GGGj = R(j−1)π/3GGG1 are the first-shell

moiré reciprocal lattice vectors, with bM = 4πθ/
√
3a0 as

the length of moiré primitive reciprocal lattice vector.
In the calculations throughout this paper, we use the
continuum model parameters fitted by large-scale DFT
calculations [33]: V = 9 meV, ψ = 128◦, w = 18 meV,
lattice constant a0 = 3.317 Å, and the effective mass
m∗ = 0.43me with me being the electron mass.

Figures 1 and 2 show the moiré band structures, den-
sity of states (DOS) and layer polarization lz in mo-
mentum and real space for Samples A and B. The layer
polarization operator l̂z is represented by the Pauli ma-
trix acting on the layer subspace. In Sample A, the layer
is weakly polarized due to the small displacement field,
corresponding to an interlayer energy difference of ap-
proximately 2.1 meV [27, 34]. In momentum space, as
shown in Fig. 1(c), the wave function is localized on each
layer around its Dirac point. In real space, depicted in
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FIG. 1. Band properties of Sample A: θ = 3.65◦, Vz = 2.1
meV and the filling factor of SC νSC = −1. (a) The band
structure along high-symmetry lines and the energy contour
(inset) of the first moiré valence band. The dashed hori-
zontal line and the dashed contour in the inset represent
the chemical potential and the Fermi surface at νSC, re-
spectively. The color of the first moiré band indicates the
layer polarization lz. (b) The DOS for ν ∈ [−2, 0], taking
into account both valleys, i.e., the filling factor ν denotes
the number of electrons per moiré unit cell. The VHS ap-
pears around ν = −0.77 and is ∼ 1.5 meV away from the
chemical potential at νSC (inset). (c) The layer polarization
distribution in the first MBZ. The white dashed line outlines
the Fermi surface contour at νSC. (d-e) The layer-projected
densities, ρb and ρt, in real space, forming two triangular
lattices centered on XM or MX local stackings. ρb and ρt
create an effective honeycomb lattice with a small onsite en-
ergy difference. The white hexagon marks the moiré unit
cell.

Fig. 1(d-e), the layer projected density forms two tri-
angular lattices centered on XM or MX local stackings,
creating an effective honeycomb lattice with a small on-
site energy difference. The DOS plot in Fig. 1(b) shows
a Van Hove singularity (VHS) around ν = −0.77. The
SC observed at νSC = −1 is only ∼ 1.5 meV away from
the VHS (inset of Fig. 1(b)). In our notation, the filling
factor ν represents the number of electrons per moiré
unit cell. In Sample B, a large displacement field in-
duces an interlayer energy difference of ∼ 43.75 meV
[28, 35], resulting in strong layer polarization (Fig. 2(c-
e)). The VHS is located at ν = −1.14 (Fig. 2(b)), which
is less than 0.5 meV away from the chemical potential
at the filling factor νSC = −1.1, where SC was observed.
This proximity is conducive to pairing instability.

Despite the significant differences in band structure,
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FIG. 2. Band properties of Sample B: θ = 5◦, Vz = 43.75
meV and the filling factor of SC νSC = −1.1. (a) The band
structure along high-symmetry lines and the energy contour
(inset) of the first moiré valence band. The dashed hori-
zontal line and the dashed contour in the inset represent
the chemical potential and the Fermi surface at νSC, respec-
tively. (b) The DOS for ν ∈ [−2, 0], showing that the VHS is
near νSC and less than 0.5 meV from the chemical potential
at νSC (inset). (c) The layer polarization distribution in the
first MBZ. The white dashed line outlines the Fermi surface
contour at νSC. (d-e) The layer-projected density distribu-
tions in real space.

layer polarization, and effective lattice model between
Samples A and B, we explore the possibility that the
same underlying mechanism is responsible for SC in
both cases in the next section.

Superconductivity— Closely connected to the two ex-
periments, we study the effective pairing strength in
Samples A and B using a phenomenological BCS the-
ory without assuming a specific pairing mechansim. We
will discuss the possible pairing glues, e.g., phonons and
magnons, at the end of this Letter. Given that no ev-
idence of time-reversal symmetry (TRS) breaking was
observed near the superconducting phase in either sam-
ple, we consider only the intervalley pairing that pre-
serves TRS. In the following part, we focus on intralayer
pairing, as detailed in Appendix A, the interlayer pair-
ing is significantly weaker by a factor of five to ten.
The dominance of the intralayer pairing is a direct con-
sequence of the layer polarization patterns as shown in
Figs. 1(c) and 2(c).

The effective electron-electron attraction mediated by
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intralayer bosons is given by

Hatt = − g

2A

∑
l,qqq

n̂l(qqq)n̂l(−qqq), (4)

where A is the system area, and we approximate the in-
tervalley intralayer pairing strength by a tunable static
and momentum independent potential g. The density
operator, n̂l(qqq), is defined as

n̂l(−qqq) =
∑
τ,kkk,GGG

ψ†
τ,l(kkk +GGG)ψτ,l(kkk +GGG− qqq), (5)

where τ = ± is the valley index, l = t, b represents the
layer degree of freedom and kkk is in the first moiré Bril-
louin zone (MBZ). Thus, the effective attraction Eq. (4)
is

Hatt = − g

A

∑
l,kkk,kkk′

GGG,GGG′

ψ†
+,l(kkk +GGG)ψ†

−,l(−kkk −GGG)

ψ−,l(−kkk′ −GGG′)ψ+,l(kkk
′ +GGG′).

(6)

The factor of 2 in Eq. (4) is canceled by summing over
valleys and keeping only the intervalley terms. Pro-
jecting to the first moiré valence band of tWSe2, the
effective pairing Hamiltonian becomes

Hp = − 1

A

∑
kkk,kkk′

gkkk,kkk′c†+(kkk)c
†
−(−kkk)c−(−kkk′)c+(kkk′), (7)

gkkk,kkk′ = g
∑

l,GGG,GGG′

|z+,l,GGG(kkk)|2|z+,l,GGG′(kkk′)|2, (8)

where c† (c) is the quasiparticle creation (annihilation)
operator in the plane-wave expansion,

c†τ (kkk) =
∑
l,GGG

zτ,l,GGG(kkk)ψ
†
τ,l(kkk +GGG), (9)

withGGG andGGG′ being the moiré reciprocal lattice vectors.
For T ≈ Tc, the linearized gap equation in the BCS

mean-field approximation is

∆kkk =
1

A

∑
kkk′

gkkk,kkk′
tanh( ε+(kkk′)−µ

2kBT )

2(ε+(kkk′)− µ)
∆kkk′ , (10)

ετ (kkk) is the quasiparticle eigenenergy of the first moiré
valence band and µ is the chemical potential. In ob-
taining Eq. (8) and (10), we have used the time-reversal
symmetry properties

ε+(kkk) = ε−(−kkk), (11)

z+,l,GGG(kkk) = z∗−,l,−GGG(−kkk). (12)

Equation (10) can be rewritten in the matrix form:

∆∆∆ = gMMM∆∆∆. (13)

At the critical point T = Tc, Eq. (13) has only one stable
solution. Given the electron-boson coupling strength g,
Tc is found by obtaining the largest eigenvalue of MMM
to be g−1. Equivalently, for a given temperature Tc,
the critical electron-boson coupling strength g∗ is the
inverse of the maximum eigenvalue of MMM .

In Fig. 3(a-b), we show g∗ as a function of filling fac-
tor ν for Sample A, given the experimental Tc = 0.22
K, and for Sample B, given the experimental Tc = 0.426
K. g∗ reaches its minimum at the VHS for both sam-
ples, around ν = −0.77 for Sample A (Fig. 1(b)) and
ν = −1.1 for Sample B (Fig. 2(b)). The minimum
g∗ is approximately 80 (105) meV·nm2 for Sample A
(B). At the filling factor where robust SC was observed,
g∗SC ≈ 120 meV·nm2 (at νSC = −1) for Sample A, and
g∗SC ≈ 105 meV·nm2 (at νSC = −1.1) for Sample B.
The similar values of g∗SC in the two very different sam-
ples strongly suggest intralayer pairing with a universal
bosonic glue producing SC. We note that the interlayer
pairing plays a minor role in this system, as detailed
in Appendix B, the corresponding electron-boson cou-
pling strength g∗inter is at least five times larger than
the intralayer g∗ for Sample A and ten times larger for
Sample B.

In Fig 3(c-d), Tc is shown as a function of ν for sev-
eral representative values of g. In both samples, Tc
reaches its maximum at the VHS and remains observ-
able away from the VHS, similar to the situation found
in the graphene multilayers [36–39]. We note that non-
adiabatic vertex corrections [40, 41], which we ignore,
might become important for doping densities very close
to VHS. This is an interesting subject for future work.
To further explore the dependence of g∗ and Tc on the
displacement field, which is a common experimental
tuning parameter, we show phase diagrams of g∗ and
Tc in Appendix B for twist angles θ = 3.65◦ and θ = 5◦.
In both cases, the minimum g∗ and maximum Tc track
the VHS.

For T < Tc, the order parameter ∆kkk is solved self-
consistently,

∆kkk =
1

A

∑
kkk′

gkkk,kkk′
tanh(

√
ξ2
kkk′+|∆kkk′ |2
2kBT )

2
√
ξ2kkk′ + |∆kkk′ |2

∆kkk′ , (14)

where ξkkk = ε+(kkk)−µ. At T = 0, the hyperbolic tangent
term simplifies to 1.

The k-space distributions of the order parameters for
Samples A and B, calculated at T = 0, are shown in
Fig. 4. Since we consider only intralayer pairing, the
symmetry of ∆kkk closely matches that of the layer po-
larization shown in Fig. 1(c) and Fig. 2(c), indicating
a mixture of s and f waves [30, 31]. In Sample A,
∆̄k/kBTc = 1.84, and ∆̄k/kBTc = 1.66 in Sample B,
where ∆̄k is the k-space average of ∆k. Both ratios are
close to the BCS mean-field value of 1.75.
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FIG. 3. (a-b) The critical electron-boson coupling strength
g∗ determined by the experimentally estimated Tc in (a)
Sample A: θ = 3.65◦, Vz = 2.1 meV, Tc = 0.22 K; and
(b) Sample B: θ = 5◦, Vz = 43.75 meV, Tc = 0.426 K.
The vertical dashed lines indicate the filling factor at which
SC was observed: νSC = −1 in Sample A and νSC = −1.1
in Sample B. In (a), the minimum g∗ is approximately 80
meV·nm2, and g∗SC ≈ 120 meV·nm2 at νSC = −1. In (b), the
minimum g∗ is at νSC = −1.1 and is g∗SC ≈ 105 meV·nm2.
The chemical potential corresponding to the filling factor ν
is calculated using the single-particle model and shown on
the top x-axis. (c-d) Tc versus ν for several representative
values of g. In both samples, Tc reaches its maximum at the
VHS and remains observable away from the VHS.
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FIG. 4. The order parameter ∆kkk for (a) Sample A and (b)
Sample B. In (a), ∆̄k/kBTc = 1.84 and in (b) ∆̄k/kBTc =
1.66, where ∆̄k is the k-space average of ∆k.

Discussion— We develop a BCS theory for the re-
cently observed SC in tWSe2. We establish that the
SC likely arises from the same bosonic glue in two dif-
ferent experiments with different twist angles, displace-
ment fields, and doping levels. The dominant pairing
is intervalley intralayer interaction with an s+ f order
parameter symmetry, and the maximum Tc is not far
from the VHS. Take the acoustic phonon as an example
[37–39, 42–45] for the bosonic glue, the calculated g∗ is

related to the deformation potential by D = vs
√
g∗ρm.

Using the mass density ρm = 6.2 × 10−7 g/cm2 and
sound velocity vs = 3.3× 105 cm/s of monolayer WSe2
[46], g∗SC of Samples A and B in Fig. 3(a-b) correspond
to deformation potentials of 7.1 eV and 6.7 eV, re-
spectively, which are in the same order of magnitude
as D = 3.2 eV for monolayer WSe2 estimated from
previous density functional theory (DFT) calculations
[46]. The quantitative extraction of the deformation
potential is difficult and DFT estimates are often much
smaller than experimental values, a common occurrence
in semiconductors.

It is also possible that the SC observed in both sam-
ples is mediated by magnons, as suggested by the close
proximity of the SC to the correlated state, very likely of
an antiferromagnetic order, and the Tc that peaks near
the phase boundary between these states. Understand-
ing the magnetic order is essential for characterizing the
nature of spin fluctuations and the resulting supercon-
ducting state. At present, the underlying mechanism
of SC remains an unresolved and intriguing question
that future experimental and theoretical work should
address.

Next, we comment on the role of Coulomb interac-
tions. Coulomb interactions may result in correlated
states [47] that could preempt SC predicted by our phe-
nomenological BCS theory. Moreover, the band renor-
malization effect, which we ignore, may quantitatively
adjust the single-particle band structure used in this
Letter. The Coulomb repulsion in the Cooper channel is
effectively captured by our theory through the effective
coupling constant g. Microscopic calculations incorpo-
rating the frequency-dependent pairing and Coulomb
interactions are necessary for quantitative understand-
ing of the underlying SC mechanism in tWSe2 [27, 28].

Finally, we discuss the response to an in-plane mag-
netic field, which has been an important tool to dis-
cern the properties of SC in graphene-based materials
[19, 21–26]. In WSe2, the Zeeman effect can be ignored
due to large Ising spin-orbit coupling. However, the or-
bital effect might still be nontrivial as the separation
between two WSe2 layers is not small. We find that SC
is suppressed by an in-plane magnetic field of a few Tes-
las because the nesting of intervalley pairing requires
ε+(kkk) = ε−(−kkk), which is easily violated in the pres-
ence of a magnetic field. Additionally, an in-plane mag-
netic field may influence nearby correlated states; for
example, in an antiferromagnetic state, spin fluctuation
can be reduced by an applied magnetic field, weakening
fluctuation-induced pairing. Systematic investigations
along these lines are essential for understanding SC in
tWSe2.
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conversation with Yi Huang and Jay D. Sau. This work
is supported by the Laboratory for Physical Sciences.
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Supplementary Information

A. The Interlayer pairing

Similar to the derivation of intralayer pairing in the
main text, the effective electron-electron attraction me-
diated by interlayer pairing is

H inter
att = − 1

2A

∑
qqq

Vg(qqq)
∑
l

n̂l(qqq)n̂l̄(−qqq)

= − g

A

∑
kkk,kkk′,l

ψ†
+,l(kkk)ψ

†
−,l̄

(−kkk)ψ−,l̄(−kkk′)ψ+,l(kkk
′),

(15)

where l̄ represents the opposite layer of l. The corre-
sponding pairing Hamiltonian and effective coupling are

H inter
p = − 1

A

∑
kkk,kkk′

ginterkkk,kkk′ c
†
+(kkk)c

†
−(−kkk)c−(−kkk′)c+(kkk′),

(16)

ginterkkk,kkk′ = g
∑

l,GGG,GGG′

z∗+,lGGG(kkk)z+,l̄GGG(kkk)z
∗
+,l̄GGG′(kkk

′)z+,lGGG′(kkk′).

(17)

Similar to Fig. 3(a-b), the critical electron-boson cou-
pling strength g∗inter for interlayer pairing is shown in
Fig. 5. For Sample A, g∗inter as a function of ν exhibits
a similar trend to the g∗ obtained from intralayer pair-
ing (Fig. 3(a)), but is scaled up by a factor of ∼ 5. This
is because the layer-projected wave function is localized
in separate regions in k-space, as shown in Fig. 1(c),
and the layer polarization has a weak dependence on
ν due to the small displacement field. For Sample B,
however, g∗inter is much larger than the intralayer pairing
g∗ (Fig. 3(b)) at small filling |ν| ≲ 0.4, because inter-
layer pairing is weaker for larger layer polarization. In
Sample B, the interlayer pairing strength is at least ten
times weaker than that of the intralayer pairing.

B. Superconductivity phase diagram

To further explore the superconducting properties, we
show the phase diagrams of g∗ and Tc across a broad
range of displacement fields (or equivalently interlayer
energy difference Vz) and filling factors for twist angles
θ = 3.65◦ and θ = 5◦ in Fig. 6, in which the condi-
tions for experimentally realized SC in Samples A and
B are marked by stars. In both cases, the minimum
g∗ and maximum Tc track the VHS. Remarkably, over
the broad (Vz, ν) parameter space, g∗ values are sim-
ilar in both samples (Fig. 6(a-b)) with different twist
angles. For the smaller twist angle (Fig. 6(a,c)), Tc is
maximized at ν ≈ −0.8 for a small displacement field,
and at ν ≲ −1 for an intermediate displacement field,
followed by a decrease in Tc with increasing Vz. For

the larger twist angle (Fig. 6(b,d)), the VHS is pinned
near ν = −1, as well as maximum Tc. In Fig. 6(d), the
maximum Tc remains nearly constant with varying Vz
within the parameter range in our calculations. Note
that the difference in maximum Tc between Fig. 6(c)
and (d) results from the different g values used in these
figures.
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