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We present a systematic study of the interaction, doping, and layer dependence of the dx2−y2 -wave
pairing susceptibility of the Hubbard model for a stacked 2D square lattice. We perform a multi-
index perturbative expansion up to fourth-order to obtain coefficients in powers of the Hubbard
U , the inter-layer V , and the pair-hopping J interactions. We evaluate the vertex diagrams that
contribute to the pairing susceptibility for ℓ = 2, 3, 4 layered models in the U-V-J interaction
space. This provides unprecedented access to the pairing amplitudes, allowing us to identify the

processes that enhance or reduce pairing. We distinguish pairing within the diagonal channel, P
∥
d ,

and off-diagonal channel, P⊥
d , and find that, in the absence of J , the qualitative behavior of the

layered system is equivalent to the single-layer model. In the presence of J , we show that pairing
is enhanced sublinearly with increasing ℓ and is primarily mediated by the P⊥

d component and find
which coefficients and diagram sets are responsible. Finally, we construct a generalized ℓ-dependent
equation for the d-wave pair susceptibility to speculate pairing beyond ℓ = 4.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the mechanisms that give rise to su-
perconductivity for models or materials has been a lofty
goal within condensed matter theory and the focus of nu-
merous studies. In the case of strongly correlated mod-
els, this pursuit has driven advancement in numerical
methods,[1–7] with the Hubbard model playing a spe-
cial role. This is due to its relevant early application
to understanding cuprates[8, 9] (LSCO) and the similari-
ties between the Hubbard phase diagram and the cuprate
phase diagram[10, 11] both for finite systems[12–14] and
in the ground state,[15, 16]. Despite successes, there re-
mains a large gap between the physics of the 2D Hubbard
model and the complexity of layered cuprate materials.
Further, the local assumption of the Hubbard interac-
tion seems to be insufficient to describe superconducting
ground states, and it has been shown that non-local at-
traction gives rise to pairing and delicate interplay be-
tween charge-density wave and superconducting ground
states, stripes, and other exotic T = 0 phases.[17–19] At
finite temperatures, the importance of non-local interac-
tions is also seen, and together, these ideas motivate us to
expand our considerations beyond local interactions.[20–
23] For Hubbard-like models, adding to the interaction
space increases the computational complexity exponen-
tially, akin to a multi-band problem. Interestingly, there
is no fundamental difference between a general multi-
band problem and one arising by coupling two or more
2D planes.

In this work, we study d-wave pairing processes on in-
finite 2D planes coupled via kinetic hopping, onsite and
interplane repulsion, as well as both local and non-local
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pair hopping processes by computing the uniform cor-
related pairing susceptibility Pd(q = 0) that is nothing
more than the vertex contributions of the zero-frequency
particle-particle susceptibility projected into an appro-
priate symmetry channel. We do this via a perturba-
tive approach using the state-of-the-art symbolic tool
Algorithmic Matsubara Integration (AMI).[24, 25] Ini-
tially, we produce the symbolic representation of all the
particle-particle topologies.[26] Then, we iteratively as-
sign the band index to each diagram symbolically, gener-
ating a complete set of particle-particle diagram sets and
the Matsubara sums are then resolved by repeated appli-
cation of the residue theorem. The spatial dependency
is stochastically integrated out, ensuring that our results
are in the thermodynamic limit and do not suffer from
finite-size effects.

We categorize the computed diagram sets based on
the type and number of interaction lines present, result-
ing coefficients for powers of U, V, and J . These coef-
ficients provide full access to the interaction space in
the weak coupling regime without additional computa-
tional expense, an advantage unique to our symbolic ap-
proach. Leveraging this, we extensively probe the inter-
action space and perform a comparative analysis of the
dominant coefficients to identify diagrammatic processes
that enhance or suppress pairing. We find that the pres-
ence of a local interaction has no qualitative impact on
coupled planes compared to a single 2D plane. With the
inclusion of local and non-local pair hopping processes,
layer-dependent features begin to appear, where the Pd

changes sublinearly as a function of layer number. In an
instructive manner, we extensively explore this up to a
four-layered system as a function of fixed chemical po-
tential µ and identify the diagram contributions to each
pairing channel. In the supplemental materials we exam-
ine further the role of inter-plane tunneling strength and
unconstrained µ phase space in pairing as well as study
q = (π, π) spin susceptibility using the same approach.
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II. MODELS AND METHODS

A. Non-interacting Hamiltonian

We briefly summarize the tight-binding models for ℓ =
2, 3, and 4. This is necessary due to the large parameter
space involved, which we discuss in detail below.

1. Bilayer Hubbard Model

We consider a Bilayer (ℓ = 2) Hubbard Model with
intra-planer nearest, t, and next-nearest, t′, single parti-
cle hopping as well as inter-planer tunneling between the
two planes tz [27]. Setting the lattice constant a = 1, the
non-interacting dispersion of the intra-layer component
is given by

ϵ∥(k) = −2t[cos(kx)+cos(ky)]−4t′[cos(kx) cos(ky)]. (1)

To account for the anisotropic nature of cuprate splitting,
we incorporate the momentum-dependent inter-layer hy-
bridization term t⊥(k) alongside an isotropic component
tbs given by

tz(k) = tbs + t⊥[cos(kx)− cos(ky)]
2. (2)

The tz(k) term is valid for any general (ℓ) layered
Cuprates and is derived from tight-binding parameters
fitted to LDA calculations and confirmed by experimen-
tal observation [28–31]. Note that the c-axis lattice con-
stant is set to c = 1 for simplification. This formulation
leads to the construction of the complete non-interacting
Hamiltonian H0:

Hℓ=2
0 =

∑
kσ

c⃗†kσ ξ̂k c⃗kσ

Hℓ=2
0 =

∑
k

[
c1†kσ c2†kσ

] [ϵ∥(k) tz(k)
tz(k) ϵ∥(k)

] [
c1kσ
c2kσ

]
, (3)

where c1†kσ(c
1
kσ) and c2†kσ(c

2
kσ) represent the creation (an-

nihilation) operators of spin σ electron with momenta k
in plane index i indicated by the superscript 1, 2. Diag-

onalizing ξ̂k yields:

Hℓ=2
0 =

∑
kσ

[
a1†kσ a2†kσ

] [ϵ̃1(k) 0
0 ϵ̃2(k)

] [
a1kσ
a2kσ

]

where a1†kσ(a
1
kσ) and a2†kσ(a

2
kσ) represents the cre-

ation(annihilation) operator of spin σ the bonding (kz =
0) and anti-bonding (kz = π) momenta plane respec-

tively. The a1,2kσ eigenvector can be expressed as linear

combination of uncorrelated basis a1,2kσ = 1√
2
(c1kσ ± c2kσ).

The eigenvalue of a1,2kσ represents the full dispersion with

inter-planer hybridization given by ϵ̃1,2(k) = ϵ∥(k) ±
tz(k)−µ1,2 where µ1,2 is the chemical potential that con-

trols the filling in the respective bands. This reduces the
bilayer Hamiltonian into an effective two-orbital prob-
lem where the kz index can treated as a separate band
index. An isotropic bilayer band splitting would be ob-
tained for t⊥ = 0 and tbs ̸= 0 case. Conversely, t⊥ ̸= 0
and tbs = 0 would result in highly anisotropic split-
ting with a maximum gap of 4t⊥ at the anti-nodal point
k = [π, 0] and dispersion-less in the c-axis along diagonal
lines |kx| = |ky|.

2. Trilayer and Quadlayer Hubbard model

Considering inter-planar single particle hopping be-
tween only the adjacent planes and utilizing the same
intra-layer dispersion defined in Eq. (1), the trilayer
(ℓ = 3) Hamiltonian can be defined as

Hℓ=3
0 =

∑
kσ

[
c1†kσ c2†kσ c3†kσ

] ϵ∥(k) tz(k) 0
tz(k) ϵ∥(k) tz(k)
0 tz(k) ϵ∥(k)

c1kσc2kσ
c3kσ


(4)

Similar to the Bilayer case, the Hamiltonian above can
be diagonalized on the basis of the eigenvectors. The
a1,3kσ = c1kσ ±

√
2c2kσ + c3kσ eigenvectors yield a bonding

(kz = 0) and an anti-bonding (kz = π) band correspond-
ing to the two outer plane in reciprocal space, given by
ϵ̃1,3kσ = ϵ∥(k)±

√
2tz(k)−µ1,3. Meanwhile, the eigenvector

a2kσ = (c1kσ − c3kσ)/
√
2 results in an inner planar disper-

sion (kz = π
2 ) given by ϵ̃2kσ = ϵ∥(k)− µ2 that is indepen-

dent of tz(k), thereby identical to the single-layer model.
This parameterization allows us to treat kz = [0, π

2 , π]

momenta labels as band indices where ϵ̃1kσ ≤ ϵ̃2kσ ≤ ϵ̃3kσ,
effectively recasting the trilayer model to a three-orbital
problem. With the inclusion of an additional layer, the
quad-layer (ℓ = 4) Hamiltonian is constructed as

Hℓ=4
0 =

∑
kσ

[
c1†kσ c2†kσ c3†kσ c4†kσ

]

ϵ∥(k) tz(k) 0 0
tz(k) ϵ∥(k) tz(k) 0
0 tz(k) ϵ∥(k) tz(k)
0 0 tz(k) ϵ∥(k)


c

1
kσ

c2kσ
c3kσ
c4kσ

 . (5)

The ℓ = 4 Hamiltonian is readily diagonalized to ob-
tain four distinct dispersions given by ϵ̃1,2kσ = ϵ∥(k) −
tz(k)(

√
5±1)/2−µ1,2 and ϵ̃3,4kσ = ϵ∥(k)+tz(k)(

√
5±1)/2−

µ3,4 parameterized by band indices kz = [0, π
3 ,

2π
3 , π] such

that ϵ̃1kσ ≤ ϵ̃2kσ ≤ ϵ̃3kσ ≤ ϵ̃4kσ.

3. Tight binding fitting parameters

The challenge in conducting a comparative study
among ℓ = 1, 2, 3, 4 models lies in the vast parameter
space one needs to probe. This is exacerbated by the fact
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that LDA fits for tight-binding parameters in Cuprates
vary depending on which family of homologous series it
belongs to. This necessitates adopting the same tight-
binding parameters across the ℓ layered models to facil-
itate a direct and clear comparison. First, energies are
normalized in the unit of t by setting t = 1. Follow-
ing existing literature on theoretical studies of bilayer
and trilayer systems, we fix t′/t = −0.3 and anisotropic
inter-layer tunneling strengths within the range 0.05 ≤
t⊥/t ≤ 0.150 [32–37]. Here, we set the isotropic tunnel-
ing term tbs/t = 0 and primarily study the t⊥/t = 0.125
anisotropic case for all ℓ-layered systems. The results for
non-zero isotropic tunneling tbs and the dependence of
t⊥ on pairing are provided in the supplemental materi-
als. We have fixed µ in each band to reduce the parame-
ter space further. The result for unconstrained µ in each
band is studied only for bilayer and trilayer cases in the
supplemental materials.

B. Interacting Hamiltonian

The interacting component of the Hamiltonian in-
cludes both intra-layer and inter-layer components, rep-
resented as follows:

HU =
U

2

∑
i,ℓ,σ ̸=σ′

niℓσniℓσ′ +
V

2

∑
i,ℓ ̸=ℓ′,σ

niℓσniℓ′σ′

+ J
∑

i,ℓ ̸=ℓ′,σ ̸=σ′

c†iℓσc
†
iℓσ′ciℓ′σ′ciℓ′σ

+ J ′
∑

i,ℓ ̸=ℓ′,σ ̸=σ′

c†iℓσc
†
i+δ,ℓσ′ci+δ,ℓ′σ′ciℓ′σ. (6)

Here, niℓσ denotes the number operator for electron
with σ spin in the ith site and ℓth layer and δ ∈
{−̂x, −̂y, x̂, ŷ} refers to the nearest neighbor site. U rep-
resents the onsite local interaction between electrons with
opposite spins, and V denotes the inter-layer interaction
between two electrons in adjacent layers, separated by a
distance of the c-axis lattice constant. We also incorpo-
rate inter-layer pair hopping of two configurations: local
onsite pair hopping J and a nonlocal offsite pair hopping
J ′. In the offsite configuration, a pair of electrons with
opposite spins sits on the nearest neighbor and scatters
to the next layer without any spin flip. Both J and J ′

could be considered as microscopic mechanisms behind
Josephson coupling, but rather than being a second-order
kinetic process, they are interpreted here as Coulombic
processes [32, 38, 39]. This formulation allows for the
scattering of a Cooper pair between the next adjacent and
next-next adjacent momenta layers via two or more inter-
layer pair hopping interactions in the ℓ = 3 and ℓ = 4
Hubbard model. The long-range Coulombic process J ′,
when Fourier transformed into momentum space has a
form factor J ′(q) = 2(cos(qx)+ cos(qy)).[32] We incorpo-
rate the effect of J ′ inside every J interaction via param-
eterization of J as J(q) → J(1+2J ′/J [cos(qx)+cos(qy)])

which requires fixing the ratio J ′/J to a specific value.

C. Pair Correlation in Multi-layered Hubbard
model

To investigate the pairing potential in the normal state
of the layered Hubbard model, we calculate the uniform
(Q = 0) and static (Ω = 0) pairing susceptibility from
linear response theory [40, 41]

χg =
1

ℓ

∫ β

0

dτ⟨∆†
g(τ)∆g(0)⟩eiΩτ , (7)

where β is the inverse temperature 1/T , g denotes the
symmetry factor of the superconducting order parame-

ter ∆†
g =

∑
k g(k)c

†
k↓c

†
−k↑, and τ represents the imagi-

nary time. The summation over kx, ky, and kz inside the
expectation value is implicitly implied. The pair correla-
tion function is normalized by the number of layers (ℓ).
One can perform explicit summation over kz momenta
dependency within the expectation value of the Eq. 7,
resulting in

χg(τ) =
1

ℓ

∑
kz,k′

z

〈
∆†kz

g (τ)∆
k′
z

g (0)
〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

χkz,k′
z

g

. (8)

From this, we can distinguish the different channels of

pairing χkz,k
′
z

g that accounts for the correlation between
two time-ordered cooper pairs residing in kz and k′z mo-
menta plane.
In the layered system three types of symmetry fac-

tor are of particular interest: the dx2−y2 -wave (cos kx −
cos ky) representing intra-layer pairing, the d

(1)
z -wave

(cos kz) for inter-layer pairing between adjacent layers,

and the d
(2)
z -wave (cos 2kz) for inter-layer pairing be-

tween the two outer planes relevant only in the context
of the trilayer and quadlayer model[37, 42–45]. We pri-

marily focus on dx2−y2 -wave pairing; the results on d
(1)
z -

and d
(2)
z -wave are not shown but discussed briefly in a

later section. Interpretation of χg is that a positive re-
sponse would signal an enhancement of the anomalous
green’s function corresponding to the symmetry factor
g(k). One can re-write the Eq. (7) in the form of the
Bethe-Salepeter equation for the particle-particle chan-
nel as

χg =
χ̄g

1− Γχ̄g

, (9)

χ̄g =
1

ℓ

∫ β

0

dτ⟨g(k)2ck↓(τ)c†k↓(0)⟩⟨c−k↑(τ)c
†
−k↑(0)⟩,

(10)

where uncorrelated susceptibility χ̄g is fully dressed
particle-particle bubble and Γg is the vertex insertion
[46]. When the eigenvalue of the Γχ̄g reaches unity χg
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diverges, and second-order phase transition to a super-
conducting state for the symmetry factor g is attained.
Since divergence to χg is an attribute of the vertex Γg,
the strength of the vertex component of the pair correla-
tion, Pg, can be utilized as an indicator of superconduct-
ing instability [40, 47], given by

Pg = χg − χ̄g (11)

We shall evaluate the expectation value of Pg diagram-
matically order-by-order in powers of U ,V , and J . To
proceed with the expansion, we first make a simplifying
assumption that the non-interacting propagator can be
expressed in the diagonal eigenbasis of the Hamiltonian,

Gab =
δab

iω − ϵab
, (12)

where δab represents the Kronecker delta. In the next
section, we will make use of this property to construct
our multiband perturbative expansion symbolically.

D. Diagrammatic Expansion in powers of U − V − J

To each of the matrix elements χkz,k
′
z

g we apply the
‘m’-th order correction of the interacting Hamiltonian

χkz,k
′
z

g =
(−1)m

m!ℓ

〈
T ∆kz

g (τ)

[ ∫ β

0

dτn

m∏
n

HU (τn)

]
∆

k′
z

g (0)
〉
.

(13)
For any given order m, the expression yields the prod-
uct of 2m+ 2 creation and annihilation operators whose
ensemble average must be evaluated. In a generalized
multi-band problem, the standard procedure is to Wick
contract the expression into a sum of all possible pairs,
translating to a set of particle-particle Feynman diagrams
from which all the disconnected and topologically indis-
tinguishable diagrams are removed. The diagram sets
are Fourier transformed and depend on a set of momen-
tum and frequency-conserving labels. The Matsubara
summation can be performed by repeated application of
the residue theorem. The rest of the momentum depen-
dency is integrated over stochastically via uniform dis-
tribution Monte Carlo sampling. While Matsubara sum
can be done readily by hand for selected low-order topolo-
gies, the task becomes prohibitive at higher order due to
the exponentially growing diagram set and complexity of
the analytic expression. Therefore, we use the recently
developed symbolic tool Algorithmic Matsubara integra-
tion (AMI), which automates the Matsubara frequency
summation using residue theorem[24, 48, 49]. The sym-
bolic AMI tool has found success in evaluating single-
particle and two-particle correlation functions in single-
band problems [21, 26, 50–53].

The challenge in applying AMI to a generalized multi-
band problem lies in generating a symbolic representation
of Feynman diagrams with correct band indices and in-

teractions assigned to them. This has been accomplished
for a generalized multi-band model using a determinantal
method that is suited to AMI.[54] However, in the deter-
minantal methods, it is impossible to separate the coeffi-
cients for series expansions based on U , V , and J as the
interactions become intertwined during the determinant
construction. This necessitates the exhaustive computa-
tion of the entire diagram sets for each interaction pa-
rameter set. To circumvent this, we directly generate in

advance all the distinct connected χkz,k
′
z

g particle-particle
Feynman topologies, avoiding the determinant construc-
tion for Wick’s decomposition altogether. We then ex-
clude diagrams that are topologically indistinguishable,
do not possess vertex components, or contain any Hartree
insertions to filter out the required topologies to com-

pute P
kz,k

′
z

g at fixed µ. For every generated topology, if
one were to naively assign every possible combination of
band indexes to the propagators, it would produce nu-
merous diagrams containing at least one or more interac-
tions corresponding to a zero matrix element of the HU

interaction. These diagram sets have no contribution, so
sampling and computing them would result in a large,
unnecessary computational cost. In order to avoid this,
we introduce a new iterative scheme where we assign the
band indexes based on only non-zero matrix elements of
interaction, ensuring that we directly generate and com-

pute only the contributing diagram sets for P
kz,k

′
z

g .

To do so, we first diagonalize the Hamiltonian to obtain
the eigenbasis that forms our band indices. This allows
us to construct the diagonal basis of our non-interacting
propagator given by Eq. 12, ensuring only a single band
indices can be assigned to each propagator. Similarly,
the non-zero matrix elements of HU are parameterized
on the basis of these band indices. For the matrix el-
ement of the pair correlation P

kz,k
′
z

g , we already know
that two time-ordered order parameters belong to band
indices kz and k′z. Diagrammatically, this pertains to
assigning kz and k′z to the two incoming fermionic lines
and two outgoing lines, respectively, as shown by the
schematics in Fig. 1(a). For the remaining 2m− 2 unas-
signed fermionic lines, we iteratively assign all possible
combinations of band indices, with the selection crite-
rion being that the interaction sets must correspond to
non-zero matrix elements of the interaction. If an inter-
action not corresponding toHU emerges at any stage, the
sampling process is immediately halted, and that partic-
ular combination of band indices is dismissed. We then
proceed to the next possible combination. This process
is repeated until the complete diagram set with correct
band indices and non-zero interactions is generated for a
given topology.

This scheme can be automated for all topologies,
quickly constructing the entire symbolic representation

of the multiband diagrammatic expansion of P
kz,k

′
z

g that
is amenable to AMI. Furthermore, during the sampling
process, one can easily book-keep the number of U ,V ,
and J interactions present in the diagram sets. Conse-
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(a)

(b) (c)

FIG. 1: (a) Schematic illustrating the assignment of initial band indices kz and k′z to the particle-particle diagrams

corresponding to pairing element P
kz,k

′
z

g . The blue bar denotes the incoming and outgoing fermionic lines, where the

symmetry factor g(k⃗) applies to the momenta. (b,c) Shows the particle-particle diagrams associated with first and
second-order coefficients we generate in the P 0,0

g and P 0,π
g channel in ℓ = 2 system. Pπ,π

d channel has identical

coefficient and diagram sets as P 0,0
d , which can obtained by substituting band index 0 with π and vice-versa.

quently, diagrams can be sorted and summed based on
the number of each interaction present. This allows one

to extract the coefficient of P
kz,k

′
z

g for a multi-power series
expansion in the form

P
kz,k

′
z

g =
∑
i,j,k

a[i,j,k]U
iV jJk

= a[1,0,0]U + a[0,1,0]V + a[0,0,1]J + a[2,0,0]U
2

+ a[0,2,0]V
2 + a[0,0,2]J

2 + a[1,1,0]UV + a[1,0,1]UJ

+ a[0,1,1]V J + a[1,1,1]UV J + a[3,0,0]U
3 + a[0,3,0]V

3

+ a[0,0,3]J
3 . . . (14)

Here a[i,j,k] is a function of kz and k′z band indices that
represent the coefficient for a particular combination of
the powers of U , V , and J , as indicated by the indices i,
j, and k for the mth order, where i+ j + k = m. From a

single computation of non-zero coefficients, P
kz,k

′
z

g can
be evaluated for any value of U, V, and J interaction
strength. Moreover, these coefficients provide an under-
standing of the underlying microscopic mechanisms in
which pairing occurs in a previously unexplored manner.

The total correlated pairing susceptibility is computed

as the sum of all vertex P
kz,k

′
z

g channels [23] normalized
by ℓ

P tot
g =

1

ℓ

∑
kz,k′

z

P
kz,k

′
z

g . (15)

From the P tot
g , we distinguish two different components

of pairing: an intra-plane component (P
∥
g ) given by sum-

ming the diagonal channels P
∥
g = 1

ℓ

∑
kz

P kz,kz
g and inter-

plane component (P⊥
g ) that consists of a summation of

all the off-diagonal channels P⊥
g = 1

ℓ

∑
kz ̸=k′

z
P

kz,k
′
z

g with

the total being P tot
g = P

∥
g + P⊥

g .

Given the form of the interaction term, in order for
P⊥
g to have a non-zero contribution in P tot

g , a finite J
interaction is required. For a bilayer system (ℓ = 2)
consisting of band indices kz = [0, π], one obtains

P ∥
g (ℓ = 2) = (P 0,0

g + Pπ,π
g )/2 (16)

P⊥
g (ℓ = 2) = (P 0,π

g + Pπ,0
g )/2 (17)

and their summation

P tot
g (ℓ = 2) = (P 0,0

g + Pπ,π
g + 2P 0,π

d )/2. (18)

Here we reduce the computation space of P⊥
g by tak-

ing advantage of the symmetry P
kz,k

′
z

g = P
k′
z,kz

g . Ex-
tending this to trilayer (ℓ = 3) case with band indices
kz = [0, π

2 , π] , one obtains

P ∥
g (ℓ = 3) = (P 0,0

g + P
π
2 ,π2
g + Pπ,π

g )/3 (19)

P⊥
g (ℓ = 3) = 2(P

0,π2
g + P

π
2 ,π
g + P 0,π

g )/3 (20)

and their summation

P tot
d (ℓ = 3) = (P 0,0

d + P
π
2 ,π2
d + Pπ,π

d )/3

+ 2(P
0,π2
d + P

π
2 ,π

d + P 0,π
d )/3. (21)

Eqs. (16)→(21) lead us to see that in any ℓ-layered
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ℓ = 2
order(m) P 0,0

g P 0,π
g Pπ,π

g P tot
g

1 1 1 1 4
2 5 6 5 22
3 68 70 68 276
4 869 910 869 3558

TABLE I: Table summarizing the total number of
non-zero Feynman diagrams involved in each

inequivalent pairing channel P
kz,k

′
z

g and the sum of all
channels P tot

g in ℓ = 2 system (including equivalent
channels).

ℓ = 3

order(m) P 0,0
g P

π
2 ,π2
g P

0,π2
g P 0,π

g P tot
g

1 1 1 1 0 6
2 5 8 6 1 39
3 68 123 79 11 529
4 904 1820 1100 177 7478

TABLE II: Table summarizing the total number of
non-zero Feynman diagrams involved in each

inequivalent pairing channel P
kz,k

′
z

d and the sum of all
channels P tot

d in ℓ = 3 system (including equivalent

channels) . Pπ,π
d and P

π
2 ,π

d channels have same number

of diagram as the the P 0,0
d and P

0,π2
d channels

respectively.

system, there are a total (ℓ)2 pairing channels of which
there are ℓ diagonal P kz,kz

g channels that contribute to

P
∥
g component and ℓ(ℓ− 1) off-diagonal P

kz,k
′
z

g channels
that contribute to P⊥

g component. Upon summation and

normalization by 1/ℓ, each of P kz,kz
g channels inside P

∥
g

are averaged out while the P
kz,k

′
z

g channels collectively
contribute a net additive effect in P⊥

d with increasing

layers. Thus, P
∥
g can be regarded as intensive and P⊥

g as
extensive property with respect number of layers.

We summarize the number of Feynman diagrams be-
longing to each of the inequivalent pairing channels and
P tot
d for m th order in Tab. I and Tab. II for the ℓ = 2

and ℓ = 3 system. Note that the integral dimension-
ality in two-dimensional (d = 2) stacked lattice scales
as dm + d. Here, we would like to highlight the enor-
mity of the computational expense necessary to compute
P tot
d . For ℓ = 2, in the third order P tot

d , one needs to
perform eight-dimensional momentum integrals over the
276 particle-particle vertex diagrams for each data point.
This complexity balloons to 3558 diagrams with an addi-
tional two integrals when progressing to the fourth order.
This is further exacerbated by the fact that the ℓ = 3 sys-
tem possesses more diagrams than the ℓ = 2 system due
to increased spin-orbital indices and interaction matrix
size.

III. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we study the total correlated suscepti-

bility P tot
d along with its intra-plane P

∥
d and inter-plane

P⊥
d components in the dx2−y2 (d) symmetry channel for

ℓ = 2, 3 and 4 systems. We conduct a detailed anal-
ysis of the a[i,j,k] coefficients for the different channels,
enabling us to identify the diagram sets that enhance
or suppress two pairing components over the U-V-J in-
teraction space. We also construct a generalized equa-
tion that speculates how P tot

d (ℓ) changes as a function of
layer beyond ℓ = 4. We primarily truncate our expansion
at the third order and operate at high temperature and
weak coupling limit by setting β = 5 and U ≤ 3.0 with
V, J < U . While temperature plays a key role, we restrict
this parameter choice to ensure our perturbative expan-
sion remains controlled, as demonstrated in our prior
single-band 2D Hubbard model study [26]. We exam-
ine the effect of fourth-order corrections on selected data
sets due to prohibitive computational expense. Guided
by previous studies, we fix the ratio of J ′/J = −0.5,
such that Cooper pairs remain in phase between the lay-
ers [32, 37]. Here, we only study the anisotropic tunnel-
ing case with t⊥ = 0.125 and tbs = 0. We study the
effect of both isotropic and anisotropic tunneling in the
supplemental materials. We find that inter-plane tunnel-
ing strength adversely affects P tot

d , and there is no note-
worthy difference between tbs and t⊥. Numerous theoret-
ical works have extensively studied single-particle proper-
ties and two particles with both isotropic and anisotropic
tunneling, using various approaches [32–37, 55–62].

A. Bilayer result

We present the a[i,j,k] coefficients of the P 0,0
d ,Pπ,π

d and

P 0,π
d channels for ℓ = 2 system as a function of µ for

U, V, J = 1 up to third order in Fig. 2. The coeffi-
cients are arranged in columns based on their relative
magnitude, from left (largest) to right (smallest). The
schematic in Fig. 1(b,c) depicts all the first and second-
order diagram sets corresponding to the non-zero coeffi-
cients for the P 0,0

d and P 0,π
d channels. It’s worth noting

that the Pπ,π
d channel shares identical sets of coefficients

and corresponding diagrams as the P 0,0
d channel. We re-

mind the readers that since the offsite pair hopping term
J ′ is incorporated inside the onsite J terms with the pa-
rameterization J(q) → J [1 + 2J ′/J(cos(qx) + cos(qy))],
the value of J ′ is fixed to the ratio J ′ = −0.5J . The
µ in the kz = [0, π] bands is fixed such that doping in
the two bands is equal. Multi-power series expansion is
performed to a[i,j,k] coefficients using the Eq.14 to eval-

uate each of the P
kz,k

′
z

d channel in the U-V-J interaction
space. These coefficients will be utilized later to identify
diagram sets that enhance or reduce pairing in the two
components.
Using the Eq. 18, Eq. 19 and Eq. 20 on the three chan-
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FIG. 2: The a[i,j,k] coefficients of P
kz,k

′
z

d as a function
of µ in the ℓ = 2 model determined by grouping
particle-particle Feynman diagrams based on the

number of U ,V , and J interactions present. The first
row (a-c) shows intra-layer pairing in the bonding plane

P 0,0
d , the second row (d-f) in the anti-bonding plane,

and the third row (g-h) the off-diagonal P 0,π
d

components, representing inter-plane scattering. Here,
we set U, V, J = 1 with J ′/J = −0.5.

nels of pairing, one can obtain two pairing components

P
∥
d and P⊥

d and their sum, P tot
d . In order to under-

stand the role interaction in P tot
d pairing, we first plot

truncated third order P
∥
d and P⊥

d as a function of µ in
Fig. 3. We systematically probe the interaction space in
the three panels by discretely varying one of U , V , and J
while keeping the others fixed. Firstly, it is observed that
the peak structure resides in the negative µ region. In
Fig. 3(a,d), when we keep V/U = 0.25 and J/U = 0.10
fixed, we observe that as U increases, the pairing ampli-

tude in P
∥
d increases, while in P⊥

d it remains relatively

unchanged. However, P⊥
d shows a shift in peak struc-

ture and location, with the formation of multiple valleys
encompassing the µ = 0 to µ = −2 region, especially
noticeable in the cases of U = 3.0 and U = 3.5. It’s im-
portant to note that the U dependent features are masked
by the fixed ratio J/U , as increasing U also increases J ,
which affects P⊥

d . When the absolute value of J is fixed,
increasing U weakens the P⊥

d component. In Fig. 3(b,d),
we examine the V/U dependence of the pairing compo-
nent with fixed U = 3 and J/U = 0.10. The strength

and peak structures of P
∥
d and P⊥

d are largely unaffected
for the four choices of V . Finally, in Fig. 3(b,d), we in-
crease J/U while keeping U = 3 and V/U = 0.25 fixed

and notice an overall enhancement in both P
∥
d and P⊥

d
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FIG. 3: P
∥
d and P⊥

d component obtained for ℓ = 2
system by performing multi-power-series expansion on
the coefficients in Fig. 2 is plotted as functions of the
chemical potential µ. Panels (a,d) vary U/t with fixed
V/U = 0.25 and J/U = 0.10, panels (b,e) vary V/U
with fixed U/t = 3.0 and J/U = 0.10 and panels (c,f)

vary J/U with fixed U/t = 3.0 and V/U = 0.25.

component. While P⊥
d has no contribution at J = 0,

a significantly larger enhancement is observed with in-

creasing J compared to the P
∥
d case.

The cumulative effect of P
∥
d and P⊥

d in interaction
space is studied by plotting P tot

d as a function of µ in
Fig. 4(a-c), while maintaining the same parameter selec-
tion as in Fig. 3.It is observed that P tot

d shows a peak
structure centered around µ = −0.6 in all cases. The
strength of the peak is positively correlated to the values
of U and J , where the former mainly originates from the

P
∥
d component and the latter is influenced by both P

∥
d

and P⊥
d components.

Given the enormity of the diagram space presented
in Tab. I, we resort to computing the fourth order for
only a single data point. There are no conceptual hur-
dles evaluating beyond the fourth order but a computa-
tional difficulty associated with evaluating many Feyn-
man diagrams with growing integral dimensionality that
scales as 2m + 2. We apply the fourth-order correction
at µ = −0.6, where the third-order P tot

d is at its peak,
and examine it as a continuous function of U, V , and J
in Fig. 4(d-f). In Fig. 4(d), we notice that P tot

d increases
with increasing U , with the onset of saturation only ap-
pearing for U > 3 in the fourth-order case. This follows
the pattern observed in the single-layer case, where the
fourth and fifth-order terms have negative contributions
that suppress pairing [26]. On the other hand, increas-
ing V has a contrasting effect, where the truncated third
order slightly enhances P tot

d , while the fourth-order cor-
rection suppresses it at the large V limit. In Fig. 4(e), we

find a significant increase in both P
∥
d and P⊥

d components
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FIG. 4: P tot
d in ℓ = 2 system obtained by summing the

P⊥
d and P

∥
d components in Fig. 3 plotted as function of

µ (a-c). The blacked dotted line at µ = −0.6 shows
where truncated 3rd order (m = 3) P tot

d is peaked for
U/t = 3 case. Fourth-order correction (m = 4) is

applied to P tot
d and plotted as a function of (d) U/t,

(e)V/U and (f) J/U at µ = −0.6.

as J/U increases. This growth is quadratic with a promi-
nent linear component for both the truncated third and
fourth-order expansions. This pattern can be attributed

to the quadratic scaling of P
∥
d and the linear scaling of P⊥

d
with respect to J (not shown), indicating a substantial
contribution primarily from first- and then second-order
diagrams. This explains why the fourth-order correction
has a negligible impact even when a large J/U = 0.4
ratio is used.

B. Analysis of coefficients in ℓ = 2

To dissect the microscopic mechanism driving bilayer
pairing, we now take a closer look at a[i,j,k] of all the

inequivalent P
kz,k

′
z

d channels that are present in Fig. 2.
Identifying the dominant coefficient makes it possible to
pinpoint the key particle-particle diagrams and the com-
binations of U, V , and J that positively contribute to
pairing. Since we utilize a U interaction that is signifi-
cantly higher than V and J , we first focus on the dom-
inant coefficients consisting of only U interactions given
by a[i,0,0] coefficients with V, J = 0. For P 0,0

d and Pπ,π
d

case, the a[1,0,0] coefficient consisting of a first-order lad-
der diagram has no contribution. This is because the
factorizability of ladder diagrams makes the symmetry
projection of dx2−y2 independent of each other, resulting
in a zero contribution for Q = 0 pairing. The largest
contribution originates from the second-order a[2,0,0] co-
efficient consisting of a ladder and a crossed-interaction

line topology shown in Fig. 1(b) and followed by a[3,0,0]
coefficient consisting of the same 3rd-order diagrams set
that appears in single layer Hubbard model case [26].

Summing the a[i,0,0] coefficients for respective P kz,kz

d di-
agonal channels would represent the single band case, and
the results are consistent with our previous single-layer
study. While a[2,0,0] and a[3,0,0] coefficients are relatively
smaller, they constitute by far the biggest contribution
when expanded in powers of U > 2.
Turning our attention to the dominant coefficients at

U, V, J = 1, off-diagonal P 0,π
d channel includes leading

coefficients a[0,0,1] represented by a single first-order lad-
der diagram followed by a[0,1,1], whose diagram sets con-
sist of a single pair hopping interaction J as shown in
Fig. 1(c). The physical interpretation of these coeffi-
cients is the pairing contribution that originates from
a Cooper pair hopping from one plane to the adjacent
plane via a single J interaction. In addition, the diag-
onal P 0,0

d and Pπ,π
d channels have a[0,0,2] as the leading

coefficient, which consists of a single second-order ladder
diagram, and a[0,1,2] as subdominant coefficients with di-
agrams sets also involving two J interactions. These co-
efficients suggest pairing contribution from a Cooper pair
hopping to the nearest plane and then returning to the
starting plane via two J interactions.
When comparing all the coefficients presented above,

a[0,0,1] coefficient in the off-diagonal P 0,π
d channel stands

out as the largest coefficient that is roughly three times
greater than the next leading coefficient a[0,0,2] in Pπ,π

d
diagonal channel. Unlike a[i,0,0] coefficients expanded in
U/t = 3, we employ a J value less than unity, indicating
that higher-order coefficients involving only J will make
increasing lesser contribution. As a result, lower-order
coefficients make a greater contribution to P tot

d when
expanded in powers of J . The fact suggests that the
rapid growth of P tot

d with increasing J primarily origi-
nates from the P⊥

d component that is linear with J and

a secondary contribution from the P
∥
d component that

scales quadratically (J2).
Also, it’s noteworthy that the other two subdominant

a[0,1,2] and a[0,1,1] coefficients contain a single V inter-
action. Implying that the presence of finite V should
facilitate the extent to which P tot

d grows as a function of
J . However, when examining the remaining coefficients
involving V , we observe numerous cancellations among
coefficients with alternating signs, which cumulatively
tunes down the enhancement in P tot

d and introduces a
large stochastic uncertainty.

Now, a contrasting picture emerges where ladder dia-
grams involving U in a[i,0,0] coefficients having zero con-
tribution while those with a[0,0,j] have the largest contri-
bution. This is a direct consequence of the incorporation
of J ′ with J where 2(cos(qx)+cos(qy)) form factor is ap-
plied to momentum transfer, q, associated with J vertex
correction in ladder diagrams. As a result, the ladder di-
agrams are no longer factorizable and yield a significant
contribution to P tot

d , particularly the first-order ladder
diagram. The contribution of these ladder diagrams is
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pinned to the ratio and sign of J ′/J employed. In the
J ′/J = 0 case, the ladder diagrams mimic the factoriz-
able nature of a[i,0,0] ladder diagrams, leading to zero con-
tribution. The non-ladder diagrams results in marginal

enhancement to both P
∥
d and P⊥

d components. With a
positive J ′/J = 0.5, the signs of ladders diagrams inside
a[0,0,j] for every odd j is flipped, in particular the lead-

ing a[0,0,1] coefficient in P 0,π
d , driving P⊥

d repulsive with
increasing J . Moreover, the magnitude of J ′/J utilized
alters the extent of enhancement or suppression experi-
enced. Therefore, we argue that J ′/J < 0 is a key re-
quirement to increase pairing in multilayer systems over
that of a single-layer system. Since these ladder diagrams
are not part of spin and charge diagram sets, J depen-
dency of P tot

d will not be reflected on spin and charge sus-
ceptibility. Therefore, q = (π, π) antiferromagnetic spin
fluctuation that mediates the formation of d-wave anoma-
lous greens self-energy is not the mechanism behind the
enhancement of P⊥

d with J [63]. To demonstrate this,
we have calculated the total intra-layer staggered spin
susceptibility on the bilayer system in the supplemental
materials.

In the previous section, we have discussed that increas-
ing the value of U has a detrimental effect on P⊥

d when
the values of J and V are fixed. But the pairing am-
plitude remains relatively unchanged when the ratio of
J/U and V/U is fixed, as shown in Fig. 3(d). This can
be explained by inspecting the a[1,1,1] and a[2,0,1] coeffi-

cients in Fig. 2(h) with negative amplitude in the P 0,π
d

channel. When expanded in powers of U , V , and J in-
teractions, they form a comparable negative contribution
that competes with the positive influence of a[0,0,1] and
a[0,1,1] coefficients. These opposing effects cancel each

other out, resulting in a comparable P⊥
d amplitude.

C. Trilayer Result

In the bilayer case, our analysis has revealed that
a[0,0,2] and a[0,1,2] are the two leading dominant coef-
ficients in the diagonal channel. These coefficients are

responsible for enhancing P
∥
d with increasing J . While

coefficients a[2,0,0] and a[3,0,0] are small they become the

leading contributor to P
∥
d when expanded with U ≥ 2.

Furthermore, in the off-diagonal channel for P⊥
d , the es-

sential features are captured by first-order a[0,0,1] fol-
lowed by second-order a[0,1,1] coefficients when restricted
to small values of V, J < 1.

In order to understand the pairing process in the tri-
layer model, we will first compare the dominant coef-
ficients a[i,j,k] in ℓ = 3 with the coefficients in ℓ = 2
as a function of µ. The raw coefficient for ℓ = 3 with
U, V, J = 1, and J ′/J = −0.5 across all the inequivalent

pairing channels P
kz,k

′
z

g is provided in the supplemen-
tal materials. By simply comparing the dominant coef-
ficients with the ℓ = 2 case, we can qualitatively predict
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FIG. 5: The contribution of the coefficient in ℓ = 2, 3 to

P
∥
d for U = 3, V = 0.75, J = 0.3 as function of µ for (a)
a[0,0,2] with dashed line and a[2,0,0] with solid line (b)
a[0,1,2] a with dashed line and a3,0,0 with solid line. (c)

Comparison of P
∥
d between ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 as function

of µ with same choice of interaction strength.

how the pairing in ℓ = 3 might behave.

Upon examining the ℓ = 3 coefficients in the P 0,0
d ,

P
π
2 ,π2
d , and Pπ,π

d diagonal channels, it is found that the
non-zero coefficient sets are shared, including the domi-
nant coefficient with those in the P 0,0

d and Pπ,π
d channels

for ℓ = 2 as shown in Fig. 2(a-f). Although there are
slight variations in magnitude and peak locations due
to the relative position of the van Hove singularity to
the Fermi surface (see supplemental) when these channels

are summed and averaged over ℓ, the resulting P
∥
d shows

no significant differences. To illustrate this, we plot the
overall contribution of leading coefficients a[2,0,0], a[3,0,0],

a[0,0,2], and a[0,1,2] to P
∥
d at U = 3.0, V = 0.75 and

J = 0.3 for the ℓ = 2, 3 system in Fig. 5(a,b). It is noted
that the positive peak of a[2,0,0] and a[3,0,0] in ℓ = 3 is
slightly smaller than in the ℓ = 2 case at U = 3, suggest-
ing that the P tot

d in ℓ = 3 is expected to be attenuated
compared to ℓ = 2 when U = 3 and V, J = 0. Looking at
a[0,0,2] and a[0,1,2], although being the dominant coeffi-
cients at U, V, J = 1, they are now reduced to secondary
contributions. A contrasting scenario is observed where
a[0,0,2] and a[0,1,2] are slightly larger in ℓ = 3 compared
to the ℓ = 2 case. Along with other coefficients provid-
ing non-negligible contributions in the presence of finite
J , the weakening of a[2,0,0] and a[3,0,0] coefficients in the
ℓ = 3 system is counteracted, resulting in an equivalent

P
∥
d between ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 at J = 0.3, as shown in

Fig. 5(c).

The adjacent-plane, off-diagonal, channels, P
0,π2
d and
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P
π
2 ,π

d , also retain the same leading coefficients consisting

of identical diagram topologies as in the P 0,π
d in ℓ = 2

case. To asses their impact on P⊥
d , we now plot the

overall contribution of a[0,0,1] and a[0,1,1] coefficient for
U = 3.0, V = 0.75 and J = 0.3 in Fig. 6(a). It is evident
that these coefficients in ℓ = 3 contribute significantly
more in P⊥

d than in ℓ = 2. This increased contribution
is attributed to the presence of two pairs of adjacent off-

diagonal channels (P
0,π/2
d ,P

π/2,0
d & P

π/2,π
d ,P

π,π/2
d ) con-

taining these coefficients in ℓ = 3 as opposed to a sin-
gle pair (P 0,π

d ,Pπ,0
d ) in ℓ = 2. The coefficient sets in

these channels have comparable pairing amplitude for
both ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3. Consequently, when the increased
number of channels is summed and normalized by 1/ℓ, a
net additive effect is yielded.

The only difference between ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 lies in the
presence of the next-adjacent off-diagonal P 0,π

d channels,
whose non-zero coefficients a[0,0,2] and a[0,1,2] have pos-
itive contributions, albeit weaker than dominant a[0,0,1]
and a[0,1,1] coefficients. Note that a[0,0,2] consists of a
single second-order ladder diagram while a[0,1,2] has col-
lections of multiple topologies. We plot the contribution
of these coefficients from the next-adjacent off-diagonal
channels to P⊥

d in Fig. 6(b) and show that they further
help enhance P⊥

d in ℓ = 3. Therefore, we arrive at a con-
clusion that in the presence of J , P⊥

d (ℓ = 3) > P⊥
d (ℓ = 2)

as demonstrated in Fig. 6(c). Nevertheless, our compar-
ative analysis of the coefficients indicates diagrammatic
processes that enhance the pairing in the bilayer to be
similar to those in the trilayer case.

For completeness, we plot P tot
d as a function µ in

Fig. 7(a-c) with same parameter choice as the ℓ = 2
in Fig. 4(a-c). Apart from exhibiting greater sensitiv-
ity to J , there are no particular notable distinctions.
We also assess the effect of fourth-order correction on
a single data point owing to the massive computational
expense that is more severe in the trilayer case as in-
dicated by Tab. II. We apply fourth-order correction to
µ = −0.6 in Fig. 7(d-f), where the peak is located to
maintain consistency with the ℓ = 2 case. Our results
indicate only one notable distinction compared to the
ℓ = 2 system. With increasing V , the fourth correction
exhibits a significant weakening of P tot

d where it is fully
suppressed for the maximum V/U = 0.5 we utilize, in
contrast to P tot

d (ℓ = 3) in contrast to weakly dependent
V features in P tot

d (ℓ = 2). This suggests that overlook-
ing the V interaction as it can done for bilayer cases is
not ideal, especially for large V . Of interesting note,
for large J/U = 0.4, ℓ = 3 system shows an approxi-
mate seven-fold increase in P tot

d compared to a fourfold
increase observed in the ℓ = 2 system.

Using the truncated fourth order P tot
d results on ℓ =

2, 3 systems, we can establish a region of U/t ≤ 3 and
V/U ≤ 0.3 on interaction space in which our third-order
perturbative expansion remains controlled, and fourth-
order corrections are minimum. While J/U has a wider
region of validity, we restrict ourselves to J ≤ 1/6 so that
it remains realistic and comparable to Hund’s coupling.
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FIG. 6: The contribution of the coefficient in ℓ = 2, 3 to
P⊥
d for U = 3, V = 0.75, J = 0.3 as function of µ for (a)
a[0,0,1] with dashed line and a[0,1,1] with solid line (b)
a[0,1,2] a with dashed line and a3,0,0 with solid line.

Note that The coefficients in (b) are absent in ℓ = 2 (c)
Comparison of P⊥

d between ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 as a
function of µ with the same choice of interaction

strength.

Confining ourselves to this parameter space allows us to
study layer dependency with third-order expansion in the
proceeding section.

We have also studied the effect of P tot
d in the U-V-

J space when the µ in each band is unconstrained for
ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 in the supplemental section. We have
found that pairing is peaked at µ in proximity to the lo-
cation of van Hove’s singularity in their respective bands.
However, enhancement received by fine-tuning µ⃗ space at
J = 0 is superseded by enhancement due to the presence
of finite J for the fixed µ = −0.6 case we study here.
Nevertheless, they can work in tandem to enhance P tot

d
in the layered systems.

Finally, we conclude our discussion with remarks on

the inter-layer pairing d
(1)
z and d

(2)
z in ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3

system. In the context of trilayer cuprates, inter-layer
pairing alongside Cooper pair hopping is considered a
possible mechanism behind enhancement in Tc observed
experimentally [45, 64]. In our calculation (not shown),
however, we have found inter-layer pairing (dz) to be en-
tirely repulsive in the truncated third order in the weak
coupling U-V-J space at t⊥ = 0.125 and β = 5. How-
ever, upon the fourth-order correction, a small region of
the attractive region appears around U > 3.25 that is
very sensitive to V positively and J negatively for both
P
d
(1)
z

and P
d
(2)
z
. Given that intra-layer pairing is a fea-

ture of the intermediate coupling regime, higher-order
corrections above the fourth order are necessary to at-
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tain convergence, which is beyond the scope of computa-
tional capacity. Therefore, we leave it for future research
to determine the role of intra-layer pairing in multi-layer
systems.
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FIG. 7: P tot
d for ℓ = 3 obtained by summing the P⊥

d

and P
∥
d components is plotted as a function of µ (a-c).

The blacked dotted line at µ = −0.6 shows where
truncated 3rd order (m = 3) P tot

d is peaked for U/t = 3
case. Fourth-order correction (m = 4) is applied to P tot

d
and plotted as a function of (d) U/t, (e)V/U and (f)

J/U at µ = −0.6.

D. Quadlayer (ℓ = 4) result and beyond

Having analyzed the ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 pairing, extend-
ing beyond allows us to generate a more comprehensive
picture of the layer-dependent features in P tot

d . To do
so, we first extend our study by stacking one additional
layer to the ℓ = 3 system, resulting in the so-called quad-

layer model (ℓ = 4) system. The P
∥
d component in ℓ = 4

system consists of four diagonal channels arising from

four momenta planes P 0,0
d , P

π
3 ,π3
d , P

2π
3 , 2π3

d and Pπ,π
d . The

P⊥
d comprises of three equivalent adjacent pair scatter-

ing off-diagonal channels P
0,π3
d ,P

π
3 , 2π3
d and P

2π
3 ,π

d and two

inquivalent next adjacent P
0, 2π3
d and P

π
3 ,π

d . There also

exists P 0,π
d next-next adjacent channel where the only

possible coefficient is a[0,0,3] within the truncated third
order. We found a[0,0,3] to have a negligible contribution,

especially when expanded in powers of J3 with J < 1.
So it can safely be ignored. Summing all the channels
results in

P tot
d (l = 4) = (P 0,0

d + P
π
3 ,π3
d + P

2π
3 ,2π

3

d + Pπ,π
d )/4

+ (P
0,π3
d + P

π
3 , 2π3
d + P

2π
3 ,π

d )/2

+ (P
0, 2π3
d + P

π
3 ,π

d )/2.

(22)

here the first term represent P
∥
d and the last two terms

represents P⊥
d .

To quantify the layer dependence, we plot the P
∥
d , P

⊥
d

and P tot
d up to ℓ = 4 system as a function of µ with a

fixed U = 3.0 and V = 0.75 for three choices of J = 0.0,
J = 0.3 and J = 0.5 depicted in the three panels of
Fig. 8. In the absence of J = 0 interaction, we see that

P tot
d consisting only of P

∥
d component is only slightly at-

tenuated with the addition of layers Fig. 8(a-c). This
suggests that without J hopping interaction, the pairing
process in the layered model is qualitatively similar to
those found in the single-layer Hubbard model. What
sets the layered model apart is the presence of J interac-
tion, in particular attractive nonlocal pair hopping J ′, as
evident in Fig. 8(f,i). When a small J = 0.3 is utilized,

enhancement received by P
∥
d offsets the weak attenuation

observed in J = 0 and magnitude of P
∥
d becomes com-

parable among the four ℓ we study. For a larger value of

J = 0.5, we observe that the P
∥
d for ℓ > 1 is larger and

separates itself from the ℓ = 1 case. However, among

ℓ = 2, 3, 4, P
∥
d remains roughly the same as in the case

of J = 0.3. This can be attributed to diagonal chan-

nels being averaged out by ℓ in calculating P
∥
d , meaning

that enhancement with J is experienced equally across

all ℓ > 1 systems. Thus, we conclude that P
∥
d plays no

role in the layer dependency. On the contrary, P⊥
d sees a

substantial growth with increasing layers that is depen-
dent on the strength of J used as portrayed in Fig. 8(e,h).
However, this growth is sublinear, indicated by the satu-
rating tendency with ℓ.

To speculate the layer dependency of P tot
d beyond

l > 4 for finite J , we first make an assumption that

there is no layer dependency P
∥
d (ℓ) ≈ const and that

layer dependent features P tot
d are determined by only the

P⊥
d (ℓ) ≈ (P tot

d (ℓ) − P
∥
d ) component. This implies that

Cooper pair hopping between the planes via J and J ′

interactions are the only physical processes that give rise
to layer resolved features. This enables us to approxi-
mate P⊥

d ≈ ∆Pd(ℓ), where ∆Pd(ℓ) is a change in pairing
as a function of ℓ. Our prior analysis of the coefficient in

ℓ = 3 showed that different P
kz,k

′
z

d scattering processes
decay in amplitude drastically based on their kz sepa-
ration in momenta planes. Scattering to the adjacent
plane is dominant; the next adjacent plane is subdom-
inant, and beyond, the contributions are negligible for
small J ≤ 0.5. However, not all the same kz separation

in P
kz,k

′
z

d channels have the equivalent magnitudes and
peak locations. Should these channels be constant on
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FIG. 8: P
∥
d , P

⊥
d and P tot

d is plotted for up to ℓ = 4 as a
function of µ. With fixed (U, V ) = (3.0, 0.75), three

choices of J interaction is utilized J = 0.0
(a-c),J = 0.30 (d-f) and J = 0.50 (g-i).
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FIG. 9: (a,b) averaged adjacent inter-plane scattering
term P̄⊥

δℓ=1 and averaged next-adjacent inter-plane
scattering term P̄⊥

δℓ=2 plotted as a function of µ for up
to ℓ = 4. The vertical dotted line represents the point
µ = −0.6 where these two terms are roughly constant

among the ℓ. (c) P̄ tot
d as a function of ℓ originating from

the Eq. 23. The horizontal purple dashed line shows the
ℓ → ∞ limit.

average and knowing that there are 2(ℓ− 1) and 2(ℓ− 2)
adjacent and next adjacent planes, a generalized equa-
tion that estimates ∆Pd(ℓ) in the large ℓ limit can be
formulated. To do this, we introduce new variables P̄⊥

δℓ=1
and P̄⊥

δℓ=2 in Fig. 9(a,b) defined to be the average adja-
cent (δℓ = 1) and next adjacent (δℓ = 2) pair scattering
channel respectively. For instance, in ℓ = 4, we take the
average of three adjacent off-diagonal channels present

P̄⊥
δℓ=1(ℓ = 4) = (P

0,π/3
d + P

π/3,2π/3
d + P

2π/3,π
d )/3 and av-

erage of two adjacent off-diagonal channel P̄⊥
δℓ=2(ℓ = 4) =

(P
0,2π/3
d + P

π/3,π
d )/2. In Fig. 9(a,b), we plot P̄⊥

δℓ=1 and

P̄⊥
δℓ=2 for ℓ = 2, 3, 4 systems and find existence of wide

range of µ where the curves overlap within the errorbar.
This suggests that two variables can be approximated as
a constant value. This allows us to formulate an equation
as a combinatorics problem that estimates the change in
pairing ∆Pd(ℓ) as a function of layer, given by

∆Pd(ℓ) = 2

[
P̄⊥
δℓ=1

(
1− 1

ℓ

)
ℓ>1

+ P̄⊥
δℓ=2

(
1− 2

ℓ

)
ℓ>2

]
.

(23)
In Fig. 9(c), we plot Eq.23 as a function of ℓ at U = 3,
V = 0.75 and J = 0.3. Here we utilize P̄⊥

δℓ=1 and P̄⊥
δℓ=2 at

µ = −0.6 where the two variables are roughly equal as in-
dicated by the dotted line in Fig. 9(a,b). As a reference to
readers, we also plot results for P⊥

d for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, 4. We
emphasize here that this equation should not be treated
as a fitting to the data. But rather to capture how par-
ing is expected to change as a function of ℓ > 4. Our
model indicates that ∆Pd grows as a function of the
layer sublinearly before saturating at the 3D limit where
limℓ→∞ ∆Pd(ℓ) = 2

[
P̄⊥
δℓ=1 + P̄⊥

δℓ=2

]
. Therefore, one can-

not attain a continuous phase transition at a fixed tem-
perature just by stacking layers to the 3D limit despite
the additive effect of off-diagonal pairing channels for the
parameter space we explored. Nevertheless, the Eq.23 is
reminiscent of the ∆Tc(ℓ) = const(1 − 1/ℓ) relation, de-
rived by Legget from interplane Coulombic interaction
in identically doped layered Cuprates [65]. Nishiguchi et
al. also reported a sublinear increase in Tc using fluc-
tuation exchange approximation (FLEX) up to ℓ = 3
system by considering pair hopping of various configu-
rations. Chakravarty also derived a similar relation via
the inter-layer tunneling mechanism [66]. This mono-
tonic growth was in contradiction to experimental stud-
ies, where Tc increases with the number of the CuO layers
in the unit cell up to ℓ = 3, then gradually decreases be-
yond ℓ > 3 and eventually saturating[67, 68]. We have
observed that, similar to the way in which attractive
nonlocal interactions between nearest neighbors enhance
pairing in a single-layer model [20, 22, 69, 70], our model
extends this phenomenon to multi-layer systems. Our
results indicate an attractive nonlocal pair hopping in-
teraction plays a critical role in enhancing pairing fluctu-
ations through layer stacking within the parameter space
we have explored.
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E. Summary and Outlook

In this work, we have introduced a new symbolic tech-
nique to iteratively assign the band indexes to topolo-
gies to generate complete symbolic representations of

diagram sets responsible for P
kz,k

′
z

d . We resolved Mat-
subara frequency summations analytically using algorith-
mic Matsubara integration and resolve momentum inte-

grations stochastically. For each P
kz,k

′
z

d , we categorized
the diagram sets based on interaction to obtain a set
of coefficients in the multi-power-series expansion giv-
ing full access to weak-coupling U, V, J space. We have
summed the diagonal and off-diagonal channels sepa-
rately to obtain two independent components of pairing,

P
∥
d and P⊥

d with total physical pairing susceptibility be-

ing P tot
d = P

∥
d+P tot

d . We have probed P
∥
d , P

⊥
d and P tot

d as
a function of µ for up to an ℓ = 4 system in the presence
of local U, V, J , and non-local J ′/J = −0.5 interaction
space.

From the analysis of coefficients in ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3
diagonal channels, we have determined that coefficients
a[2,0,0] and a[3,0,0] consisting of only Hubbard interaction

are the dominant contributor to P
∥
d at U = 3. The co-

efficients a[0,0,2] and a[0,1,2] facilitate the enhancement in

P
∥
d component that scaling quadratically with J . When

J = 0, we showed that P
∥
d is weakly attenuated with ℓ

but qualitative features remain similar to ℓ = 1 system.
For a finite J , the enhancement received across the layer
is the same and exhibits weak to no layer-resolved fea-

tures beyond ℓ = 1 for P
∥
d . This is because the number of

diagonal channels is always equal to ℓ, so all the channels
are averaged out when the normalization factor of 1/ℓ is
applied.

The contribution of P⊥
d in small J/U ≤ 1/6 (compara-

ble to Hund’s coupling) predominately comes from dom-
inant a[0,0,1] and a[0,0,2] coefficients in adjacent and next
adjacent off-diagonal channels consisting of the first order
and second order ladder diagram respectively. Scatter-
ing at and beyond J3 is negligible, and we see that an
attractive non-local interaction J ′/J is a crucial require-

ment for the coefficients to be dominant. The channels
possessing these coefficients grow super-linearly with ℓ,
yielding a net additive effect even when normalized by
1/ℓ, and are thus responsible for layer-dependent features
in pairing. However, P⊥

d grows sublinearly as a function
for up to ℓ = 4. To speculate beyond ℓ = 4, we use
the observation that the averaged adjacent P̄⊥

δℓ=1 and
next adjacent P̄⊥

δℓ=2 can be approximated as constants
at µ = −0.6. Knowing the number of P̄⊥

δℓ=1 and P̄⊥
δℓ=2

elements present for each ℓ system, one can formulate
a generalized equation for ∆Pd(ℓ) that predicts pairing
trends beyond ℓ = 4. This model indicates a well-defined
3D limit where pairing saturates.
Although this behavior does not reflect Tc(ℓ) depen-

dence of Cuprates, our results unequivocally suggest that
both local and non-local pair hopping, even when small,
plays a significant role in promoting (J ′ ≤ 0) or sup-
pressing pairing (J ′ > 0) in coupled 2D systems in weak
coupling limit.
In the supplemental section, we have also calculated

q = (π, π) spin susceptibility for ℓ = 2 and found little to
no dependency in V, J , and J ′ interaction space. From
this, we concluded that spin fluctuations do not mediate
the layer-resolved features in P⊥

d .
Finally, we emphasize that our approach has potential

applications in understanding pairing processes in any
material that has a low-energy multi-band effective model
with any arbitrary long-range interaction. In particular,
our methodologies can be readily extended to study sin-
gle and two-particle properties in more realistic systems
like the single layer three-band Emery model for cuprates
or Sr2RuO4, enabling us to identify key diagrammatic
processes and coefficients within weak coupling regimes
[71–74].
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[6] M. Qin, T. Schäfer, S. Andergassen, P. Corboz, and
E. Gull, Annual Review of Condensed Matter Physics
13, 275 (2022).

[7] T. Schäfer, N. Wentzell, F. Šimkovic, Y.-Y. He, C. Hille,
M. Klett, C. J. Eckhardt, B. Arzhang, V. Harkov,
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M. Greven, Phys. Rev. B 102, 075114 (2020).

[12] H. Terletska, S. Iskakov, T. Maier, and E. Gull, Phys.
Rev. B 104, 085129 (2021).

[13] E. Gull, O. Parcollet, and A. J. Millis, Phys. Rev. Lett.
110, 216405 (2013).

[14] G. Sordi, K. Haule, and A.-M. S. Tremblay, Phys. Rev.
B 84, 075161 (2011).

[15] B.-X. Zheng and G. K.-L. Chan, Phys. Rev. B 93, 035126
(2016).

[16] Y. Deng, E. Kozik, N. V. Prokof’ev, and B. V. Svistunov,
EPL (Europhysics Letters) 110, 57001 (2015).

[17] Y.-F. Jiang, T. P. Devereaux, and H.-C. Jiang, Phys.
Rev. B 109, 085121 (2024).

[18] Y.-F. Jiang, J. Zaanen, T. P. Devereaux, and H.-C.
Jiang, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 033073 (2020).

[19] T. Tang, D. Jost, B. Moritz, and T. P. Devereaux,
arXiv:2405.11445 (2024).

[20] H.-C. Jiang and T. P. Dev-
ereaux, Science 365, 1424 (2019),
https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.aal5304.

[21] D. Gazizova and J. P. F. LeBlanc, Phys. Rev. B 108,
165149 (2023).

[22] C. Peng, Y. Wang, J. Wen, Y. S. Lee, T. P. Devereaux,
and H.-C. Jiang, Phys. Rev. B 107, L201102 (2023).

[23] P. Mai, G. Balduzzi, S. Johnston, and T. A. Maier, Phys.
Rev. B 103, 144514 (2021).

[24] A. Taheridehkordi, S. H. Curnoe, and J. P. F. LeBlanc,
Phys. Rev. B 99, 035120 (2019).

[25] A. Taheridehkordi, S. H. Curnoe, and J. P. F. LeBlanc,
Phys. Rev. B 101, 125109 (2020).

[26] R. Farid, M. Grandadam, and J. P. F. LeBlanc, Phys.
Rev. B 107, 195138 (2023).

[27] J. Hubbard, Proc. R. Soc. London, Ser. A 276, 238
(1963).

[28] O. Andersen, A. Liechtenstein, O. Jepsen, and
F. Paulsen, Journal of Physics and Chemistry of Solids
56, 1573 (1995), proceedings of the Conference on Spec-
troscopies in Novel Superconductors.

[29] O. K. Andersen, O. Jepsen, A. I. Liechtenstein, and I. I.
Mazin, Phys. Rev. B 49, 4145 (1994).

[30] S. Chakravarty, A. Sudbø, P. W. Anderson, and
S. Strong, Science 261, 337 (1993).

[31] R. S. Markiewicz, S. Sahrakorpi, M. Lindroos, H. Lin,
and A. Bansil, Phys. Rev. B 72, 054519 (2005).

[32] K. Nishiguchi, K. Kuroki, R. Arita, T. Oka, and H. Aoki,
Phys. Rev. B 88, 014509 (2013).

[33] J. Y. Gan, M. Mori, T. K. Lee, and S. Maekawa, Phys.
Rev. B 78, 094504 (2008).

[34] K. Nishiguchi, S. Teranishi, and K. Kusakabe, Jour-
nal of the Physical Society of Japan 86, 084707 (2017),
https://doi.org/10.7566/JPSJ.86.084707.

[35] K. Nishiguchi, S. Teranishi, K. Kusakabe, and H. Aoki,
Phys. Rev. B 98, 174508 (2018).

[36] A. Iwano and Y. Yamaji, Journal of the
Physical Society of Japan 91, 094702 (2022),
https://doi.org/10.7566/JPSJ.91.094702.

[37] M. Zegrodnik and J. Spa lek, Phys. Rev. B 95, 024507
(2017).

[38] K. Kusakabe, Journal of the Physi-
cal Society of Japan 78, 114716 (2009),
https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.78.114716.

[39] K. Kusakabe, Journal of Physics and Chemistry of Solids
73, 1546 (2012), 16th International Symposium on Inter-
calation Compounds (ISIC 16).

[40] X. Chen, J. P. F. LeBlanc, and E. Gull, Phys. Rev. Lett.
115, 116402 (2015).

[41] G. Rohringer, A. Valli, and A. Toschi, Phys. Rev. B 86,
125114 (2012), arXiv:1202.2796 [cond-mat.str-el].

[42] M. Sigrist and K. Ueda, Rev. Mod. Phys. 63, 239 (1991).
[43] N. Bulut, D. J. Scalapino, and R. T. Scalettar, Phys.

Rev. B 45, 5577 (1992).
[44] C. C. Tsuei and J. R. Kirtley, Rev. Mod. Phys. 72, 969

(2000).
[45] X. Luo, H. Chen, Y. Li, Q. Gao, C. Yin, H. Yan, T. Miao,

H. Luo, Y. Shu, Y. Chen, C. Lin, S. Zhang, Z. Wang,
F. Zhang, F. Yang, Q. Peng, G. Liu, L. Zhao, Z. Xu,
T. Xiang, and X. J. Zhou, Nature Physics 19, 1841
(2023).

[46] E. E. Salpeter and H. A. Bethe, Phys. Rev. 84, 1232
(1951).

[47] S. R. White, D. J. Scalapino, R. L. Sugar, N. E. Bickers,
and R. T. Scalettar, Phys. Rev. B 39, 839 (1989).

[48] H. Elazab, B. McNiven, and J. LeBlanc, Computer
Physics Communications 280, 108469 (2022).

[49] M. D. Burke and J. P. F. LeBlanc, arXiv , 2311.17189
(2023).

[50] B. D. E. McNiven, G. T. Andrews, and J. P. F. LeBlanc,
Phys. Rev. B 104, 125114 (2021).

[51] B. D. E. McNiven, H. Terletska, G. T. Andrews, and
J. P. F. LeBlanc, Phys. Rev. B 106, 035145 (2022).

[52] A. Taheridehkordi, S. H. Curnoe, and J. P. F. LeBlanc,
Phys. Rev. B 102, 045115 (2020).

[53] M. D. Burke, M. Grandadam, and J. P. F. LeBlanc,
Phys. Rev. B 107, 115151 (2023).

[54] I. Assi and J. P. F. LeBlanc, Phys. Rev. B 109, 125143
(2024).

[55] T. A. Maier and D. J. Scalapino, Phys. Rev. B 84, 180513
(2011).

[56] S. Karakuzu, S. Johnston, and T. A. Maier, Phys. Rev.
B 104, 245109 (2021).

[57] D. Kato and K. Kuroki, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 023156 (2020).
[58] Y. Caplan and D. Orgad, Phys. Rev. B 108, 165131

(2023).
[59] K. Bouadim, G. G. Batrouni, F. Hébert, and R. T.
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