
High-temperature superconductivity induced by the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger
electron-phonon coupling

Xun Cai,1 Zi-Xiang Li,1, 2, ∗ and Hong Yao3, †

1Beijing National Laboratory for Condensed Matter Physics and Institute of Physics,
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China

2University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China
3Institute for Advanced Study, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China

(Dated: August 14, 2023)

Experimental quest for high-temperature and room-temperature superconductivity (SC) at am-
bient pressure has been a long-standing research theme in physics. It has also been desired to
construct reliable microscopic mechanisms that may achieve high-temperature SC. Here we sys-
tematically explore SC in the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) electron-phonon coupling models by per-
forming numerically-exact quantum Monte-Carlo simulations. Our results reliably showed that
superconducting Tc of the SSH models is high, remarkably higher than those in the Holstein mod-
els, particularly in strong electron-phonon coupling regime. This is mainly because SSH phonons
can not only induce strong pairing between electrons but also help the phase coherence of Cooper
pairs, thus realizing higher Tc. As mechanism of higher-Tc of the SSH models could be potentially
relevant to realistic materials, it paves a promising way to find higher-temperature SC in the future.

Introduction: Pursuit for superconductivity (SC)
with increasingly higher transition temperature at ambi-
ent pressure has been one of the central topics in physics
[1–7]. In the BCS theory [8, 9], electron-phonon cou-
pling (EPC) is crucial for Cooper pairing in conventional
superconductors. However, EPC in many conventional
superconductors is relatively weak, giving rise to low
transition temperature (Tc). Even when EPC is strong,
high temperature SC is usually hindered by various con-
straints [10], such as competing electronic/lattice insta-
bilities and formation of heavy bipolarons [11–16]. For
instance, for the Holstein electron-phonon model [17–38],
recent quantum Monte-Carlo (QMC) simulations showed
that competing charge-density wave (CDW) instabili-
ties emerges with the formation of heavy bipolarons and
strongly suppressed Tc [29, 30] for strong Holstein EPC.
Realizing high-Tc SC at ambient pressure dominantly
driven by EPC remains a challenge, although intriguing
progresses towards this goal have been made [39–50].

In contrast with Holstein phonons which couple with
electron density, Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) phonons
couple with electron hopping [51, 52]. Recently, SSH
models have received increasing interest [53–67] partly
because they have various intriguing properties com-
pared with Holstein models. For instance, the SSH
model on square lattice at half filling can induce anti-
ferromagnetism (AFM) or CDW/SC in ground state for
phonon frequency above a critical value [58–62], as shown
in Fig. 1(a). Moreover, recent studies showed that bipo-
larons in the 1D SSH model can be significantly lighter
than those in the Holstein model, implying a possible
route to higher temperature SC from SSH phonons [53];
evidences of such light bipolarons were obtained by QMC
simulation in dilute limit of electron filling [68–70]. How-
ever, it remains to show whether superconductivity with
high-Tc can emerge in the 2D SSH model at generic filling

FIG. 1. (a) Quantum phase diagram of the SSH model at
half-filling obtained by three of us in Ref. [58]. Here ωD

and λ are phonon frequency and EPC strength, respectively.
(b) Superconducting Tc as the function of EPC strength λ
in SSH model for fixed phonon frequency ωD = 1.5 and hole
doping concentration δ = 0.15. The red line refers to the
upper bound of Tc of the Holstein model obtained from QMC
simulations (all energies are in units of t = 1).

from numerically-exact approaches such as QMC.

In this Letter, we perform large-scale QMC simula-
tions of the square lattice SSH model at finite doping
to explore its possible high-Tc superconductivity. As this
model at any doping is free from the notorious sign prob-
lem [71–76], we can reliably simulate it with sufficiently
large lattice size and low temperature to accurately ob-
tain its Tc. For comparison, we also studied Tc of the
Holstein model. Remarkably, we find that the supercon-
ducting Tc of the SSH model is substantially higher than
that of the Holstein model for the same phonon frequency
ωD and EPC λ, especially in the strong coupling regime,
as shown in Fig. 1(b). Moreover, for a fixed ωD, Tc of
the SSH model exhibits a dome-like behavior as a func-
tion of λ; the maximum Tmax

c,SSH occurs at λo that is close
to the critical value λc separating the VBS and AFM
at half filling. For ωD = 1.5 and hole doping δ = 0.15,
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Tmax
c,SSH ≈ 0.1, a huge increase from Tmax

c,Holstein < 0.01.
Why can the SSH phonons mediate superconductivity

with much higher Tc, as reliably shown from our QMC
study? This is mainly because, distinct from Holstein
EPC, large pair hopping amplitude can be effectively
generated by the SSH phonons, which helps the phase
coherence of the formed Cooper pairs and thus boosts su-
perconducting Tc. For finite phonon frequency ωD, VBS
instability appears only for sufficiently strong λ, which
competes with SC and starts to suppress SC. And the
maximum Tc occurs around the quantum critical points
of the model at half filling separating the AFM and VBS
phases. Nonetheless, the maximum Tmax

c,SSH of the SSH
model in this case is still considerably higher than that
of the Holstein model for which bipolarons with large
effective mass form for large λ and Tc is strongly sup-
pressed mainly due to weak phase coherence of Cooper
pairs. More strikingly, in the anti-adiabatic (AA) limit
(i.e. ωD → ∞), Tc of the SSH model grows without
bound as λ increases, which is sharply distinct from the
Holstein model in the same AA limit, as shown in Fig. 2.
The higher-Tc feature of the SSH model in parameter
regime relevant to realistic materials indicates that it is
promising to realize high-Tc SC induced by SSH phonons
which are dominant EPC in the materials.

Model: We consider the bond SSH model on the
square lattice as described by the following Hamiltonian:

H = −t
∑
⟨ij⟩,σ

(c†iσcjσ + h.c.)− µ
∑
iσ

niσ

+
∑
⟨ij⟩

P̂ 2
ij

2M
+
K

2
X̂2
ij + g

∑
⟨ij⟩,σ

X̂ij(c
†
iσcjσ + h.c.),(1)

where c†iσ creates an electron on site i with spin polariza-

tion σ =↑, ↓ and X̂ij (P̂ij) are displacement (momentum)
operators of SSH phonons residing on the bond between
nearest-neighbor (NN) sites ⟨ij⟩. Here t is the hopping
amplitude of electrons between NN sites and g denotes
the coupling between electrons and phonons. The SSH
phonon frequency is ωD =

√
K/M . The EPC strength

is characterized by a dimensionless constant λ ≡ 4g2/K
W ,

where W = 8t is the characteristic band width of elec-
tron on square lattice. Hereafter, we set t = 1 as energy
unit and K = 1 by appropriately redefining the phonon
displacement fields X̂ij . By adjusting the chemical po-
tential µ, we can study the system away from half-filling.
Due to the particle-hole symmetry in Eq. (1), we will
focus on the case of doping holes away from half filling.

The bond SSH model in Eq. (1) has attracted in-
creasing interest recently [57–61]. At half-filling, the
model respects both spin and pseudospin SU(2) symme-
try [58]. The pseudospin rotation transforms CDW order
into on-site SC order [58, 60]. An additional particle-
hole symmetry for spin-down electrons at half-filling,
ci↓ → (−1)

i
c†i↓, which transforms the spin SU(2) oper-

FIG. 2. QMC results of superconductivity in the anti-
adiabatic (AA) limit (ωD = ∞). (a) The superfluid stiffness
ρs as a function of T for λ = 1.6 and δ = 0.15. Lattice system
size ranges from L = 6 to L = 12. The dashed line 2T/π is
used to extract Tc of the superconductivity (BKT) transition.
(b) Tc versus λ for the SSH and Holstein model in the AA
limit, respectively, with doping δ = 0.15. It is clear that Tc

of the SSH model increases linearly with λ without bound in
the strong coupling limit while Tc of the Holstein model is
suppressed with increasing λ in the strong coupling regime
(see the inset for Tc of the Holstein model).

ators into the pseudospin SU(2) operators or vice versa,
guarantees the degeneracy between the AFM ground
state and the CDW/SC ground state. The half-filled
SSH model features spin or pseudospin AFM long-range
order induced by SSH phonons within a large parameter
regime of λ and ωD, as shown in Fig. 1(a). For strong
enough λ or low enough ωD, valence bond solid (VBS)
ordering becomes dominant, and the system undergoes
a quantum phase transition between AFM and VBS in-
sulating phases with increasing λ or reducing ωD. The
ground state phase diagram of Eq. (1) at half filling was
obtained in Ref. [58], as depicted in Fig. 1(a).

In this Letter, we investigate possible SC emerging
from doping the SSH model away from half filling, as
it is widely believed that doping AFM could possibly
lead to high-temperature SC. The SSH model in Eq. (1)
is free from the sign problem at any filling and we can
access the properties of doped SSH model with large
system size and low temperature through numerically-
exact QMC simulations [76, 77]. Thus, we performed
large-scale determinant QMC simulations to systemati-
cally study SC and other possible competing ordering in
the doped SSH model in various parameter regimes. As
the system under study is 2D, we identify its supercon-
ducting Tc using the relation ρs(T → T−

c ) = 2Tc/π for
BKT transitions, where ρs(T ) is the superfluid stiffness
that can be accurately extracted from QMC simulations.
To gain further insight into the physics of SSH phonon
mediated SC and decipher the underlying mechanism of
its possible high transition temperature, we also study SC
in the Holstein model at the same doping level for com-
parison; the phonon-related terms in the Holstein model
reads

∑
i(P̂

2
i /2Mh + KhX̂

2
i /2) + gh

∑
i X̂i(ni − 1) with

ωD =
√
Kh/Mh and λ ≡ g2h/KhW . We compare the

results of superconducting Tc in doped SSH and Holstein
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models. More details of the calculation are included in
the Supplemental Material.

Superconductivity at finite doping: We now ex-
plore SC in the lightly-doped SSH model. Hereafter the
doping level is fixed to δ = 0.15 unless stated otherwise.
The physics of superconductivity emerging from lightly
doped electron-phonon models can be probably best un-
derstood in the anti-adiabatic (AA) limit, where there is
no retardation. So we first investigate SC in the AA limit
and then study SC mediated by phonons with finite ωD
which is more relevant to real materials.

In the AA limit (ωD → ∞), phonons can be integrated
out exactly to generate instantaneous electron-electron
interactions. The SSH model in the AA limit can be
reduced to the following effective Hamiltonian:

HAA = −t
∑
⟨ij⟩,σ

(c†iσcjσ + h.c.) + J
∑
⟨ij⟩

(Si · Sj + S̃i · S̃j),(2)

where Si = 1
2c

†
iσci and S̃i = 1

2 c̃
†
iσc̃i are spin and

pseudospin operators on site i, respectively, with c†i =

(c†i↑, c
†
i↓), c̃

†
i = (c†i↑, (−1)

i
ci↓) and σ⃗ = (σx, σy, σz), and

J = 2g2/K denotes the effective interaction strength me-
diated by SSH phonons. To explicitly see the meaning of
pseudospin interactions in HAA, we rewrite the J term
on bond ⟨ij⟩ in Eq. (2) as follows:

J(Si · Sj + S̃i · S̃j)

= J(Si · Sj +
1

4
ninj)−

J

2

∑
⟨ij⟩

(c†i↑c
†
i↓cj↓cj↑ + h.c.),(3)

which includes AF spin interaction, repulsive density in-
teraction, and most importantly, the hopping of on-site
pairs between NN sites with hopping amplitude J

2 . This
pair hopping, which is proportional to J , renders the pos-
sibility of high-Tc SC upon doping away from half filling.
By performing numerically-exact QMC simulations of

the SSH model in the AA limit HAA, we obtained the
superfluid stiffness ρs as a function of temperature T ,
as shown in Fig. 2(a), for λ = 0.4. The superconduct-
ing (BKT) transition temperature Tc is extracted accu-
rately from the intersection between the line 2T/π and
the curves ρs(T ) for different system size L. We further
obtained Tc of the doped SSH model for various coupling
strength λ, as shown in Fig. 2(b). As a comparison, we
also calculated Tc in the doped Holstein model in the
AA limit, as shown by the red line in Fig. 2(b). Tc of
the doped Holstein model is suppressed at strong cou-
pling regime of λ due to the formation of heavy bipo-
larons, which suppresses the phase coherence of pairs. In
contrast, Tc of the lightly doped SSH model is remark-
ably higher, and exhibits an approximately linear rela-
tion with λ in the strong coupling without bound. In
the SSH model, the superconducting Tc can even exceed
the hopping energy scale t in the strong coupling. The
pair hopping process mediated by the SSH phonons is

FIG. 3. (a) The QMC results of superfluid stiffness ρs versus
T in the doped SSH model for ωD = 1.5 and λ = 0.6. Lattice
size ranges from L = 8 to L = 12. The intersection between
dashed line 2T/π and curves of superfluid stiffness gives rise
to the superconducting (BKT) transition temperature Tc ≈
0.082. (b) Tc of SSH model versus ω for fixed λ = 1.0 and
δ = 0.15. The value specified in the figures corresponds to
the AA limit ω → ∞. The black dashed line indicates the
tendency towards AA limit as ω increases.

essential to delocalize the Copper pairs, rendering high
temperature superconductivity possible.

We then investigate SC in the lightly-doped SSH model
with a finite phonon frequency (0 < ωD < ∞). At half
filling, for a given finite ωD, AFM order is weakened and
finally replaced by staggered VBS order with increasing
λ, as illustrated in Fig. 1(a). After doping away from
half filling, a possible high-Tc SC may emerge for dop-
ing a AFM. Moreover, SC is also expected from doping a
VBS, probably with lower Tc. To obtain its accurate Tc,
we performed large-scale QMC simulations of the SSH
models to calculate superfluid stiffness ρs, and extract
Tc from the universal behavior of ρs at BKT transition
point: ρs(T → T−

c ) = 2Tc/π. We first show the re-
sults of superfluid stiffness for doping a AFM (ωD = 1.5
and λ = 0.6) for different system sizes in Fig. 3(a), from
which the SC transition temperature Tc ≈ 0.082 is ex-
plicitly extracted. Tc ≈ 0.082t is about one percent of
the band width W = 8t, which is relatively high. For
instance, Tc ∼ 300 K if assuming t = 0.3 eV. For a fixed
λ, Tc normally increases with ωD. Indeed, as shown in
Fig. 3(b), Tc increases linearly with ωD for low frequency,
and eventually saturates to Tc of the AA limit.

We further investigated the behaviour of Tc with vary-
ing λ by QMC. In Fig. 1(b), we present the dependence of
Tc on λ for the SSH model with fixed phonon frequency
ωD = 1.5. For ωD = 1.5, Tc(λ) exhibits a pronounced
dome-like behaviour, displaying a peak at the optimal
value of λ = λo ≈ 1.0. More intriguingly, a compari-
son with the quantum phase diagram at half filling in
Fig. 1(a) suggests that the optimal value of λ = λo for
the peak Tc coincides with the quantum critical point
λ = λc ≈ 1.0 between the AFM and VBS phases at half
filling. Namely λo ≈ λc ≈ 1.0 for ωD = 1.5. Interest-
ingly, λo ≈ λc ≈ 0.75 is further observed for another
phonon frequency ωD = 1.0, as shown in Fig. 4(a). We
plot the optimal Tc reached at λ = λo in the SSH model
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for various ωD in Fig. 4(b), each of which is approxi-
mately located on AFM-VBS phase boundary λc at half
filling as shown in Fig. 1(a). It suggests that highest Tc
can be achieved in the doped SSH model by turning λ
around quantum critical points of the parent model.

Our observation that λo ≈ λc clearly implies that SC
behaves qualitatively different between lightly-doping a
AFM and lightly-doping a VBS. Tc of SC emerging from
a lightly-doped AFM phase increases with λ; and con-
versely, it is suppressed with increasing λ for a lightly-
doped VBS phase. In the parent AFM phase at half
filling, the pseudospin AFM (namely CDW/SC) state is
actually degenerate with the AFM state owing to the
special particle-hole symmetry at half filling of the SSH
model. Upon doping, the degeneracy is broken and the
ground state becomes a superconductor with a finite Tc
even when the doping is infinitesimally small. With in-
creasing λ, the effective pair hopping amplitude is en-
hanced, increasing its superconducting Tc as long as the
parent ground state is in the AFM phase.

In contrast, the VBS order appearing at large λ is ro-
bust such that infinitesimal doping cannot turn the sys-
tem into a superconductor; namely there exists a critical
doping level at which a quantum phase transition occurs
between the VBS phase and a superconducting phase.
For light doping from the parent VBS phase of the SSH
model, the bond bipolaron is formed for λ around the
half-filling quantum critical point λc and the effective
mass of bipolarons tends to increase with increasing λ.
Hence, for the SC from lightly doped VBS phase, Tc is
reduced with increasing λ due to the suppression of phase
coherence of pairs by the formation of heavy bond bipo-
larons. For λ sufficiently larger than λc, strong bond
ordering with vanishing superconductivity is observed in
our QMC simulation, as expected. The details are in-
cluded in Supplemental Materials. The competition be-
tween bond ordering and SC is a crucial factor account-
ing for the suppression of Tc at very strong EPC regime.
If the half-filling ground state were a resonating valence
bond (RVB), namely a quantum spin liquid, such sup-
pression of Tc may not occur and a high Tc could emerge,
as proposed in early days of cuprate superconductivity
[4, 78–80].

To further understand the physics of high Tc obtained
in doped SSH model, we performed QMC simulations of
the doped Holstein model for fixing phonon frequency
ωD = 1.5 and varying its EPC strength λ and com-
pared it with the results of the SSH model with the same
ωD. For the Holstein model with ωD = 1.5 and doping
δ = 0.15, SC is not observed even at the lowest tem-
perature reached in our simulations, implying that Tc of
the Holstein model is quite low. The lowest tempera-
ture in the QMC simulations we reached for the Holstein
model can be considered as its upper bound of Tc. In
Fig. 1(b) we present the upper bound of Tc of the doped
Holstein model for ωD = 1.5. The superconducting Tc in

FIG. 4. (a) Tc in doped SSH model as the function of λ for
different ω. The values specified in the figure correspond to
the peaked Tc for ω = 1.5 and ω = 1 respectively, the location
of which coincide with the AFM-VBS phase boundary at half-
filling as shown in Fig. 1(a). (b) The values of peaked Tc

versus λ for δ = 0.15. The results are obtained along the
phase boundary in Fig. 1(a) for each λ. The corresponding
value of ωD is marked for each data point.

the doped Holstein model is extremely low Tc < 0.01 for
ωD = 1.5. In contrast to Holstein EPC, the doped SSH
model features a high-Tc SC. For the SSH model, the
maximum Tc ≈ 0.1 is obtained at λ = λo ≈ 1.0. Then,
we can estimate that the ratio between the maximum Tc
of the two models Tmax

c,SSH/T
max
c,Holstein ≥ 10 for ωD = 1.5.

The remarkable high-Tc in the SSH model is attributed
to the pair hopping induced by SSH phonons, which is
effectively absent in the Holstein model. The pair hop-
ping processes (although retarded for finite ωD) arising
from the SSH phonons can effectively suppress the forma-
tion of bond bipolaron with large effective mass, hence
boosting phase coherence temperature of the resulting
superconductivity.

Conclusions and discussions: In this work, from
numerically-exact QMC simulations, we unambiguously
demonstrated that a remarkably high Tc can be achieved
in the doped SSH model for large parameter regime, in
stark contrast with the doped Holstein model with rela-
tively low Tc. In particular, in the AA limit (ωD = ∞)
where the phonon-mediated interaction is instantaneous
without retardation, the effective pair hopping interac-
tion scales linearly with λ, thus enhancing Tc that with-
out bound. For finite ωD, the doped SSH model fea-
tures a dome-like Tc with increasing λ, with the optimal
Tc located around the quantum critical point between
the AFM and VBS phases at half filling. Such results
suggest that in the VBS phase with relatively large λ,
pair hopping is suppressed due to the formation of bipo-
larons with large effective mass arising from strong EPC.
Our state-of-the-art numerical simulations on the lightly
doped SSH model implies that strong pair hopping me-
diated by SSH phonons is crucial in realizing large phase
coherence of Cooper pairing and high Tc of supercon-
ductivity. Such strong pair hopping is more likely to be
realized in doping a AFM or a RVB.

We emphasize that our simulation is qualitatively dif-
ferent from the studies of bipolaronic superconductor in
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dilute limit [68]. In our study, we investigate the system
at a macroscopic filling, in which various orderings such
as VBS are present and intertwined with SC. The model
with macroscopic filling is more relevant to realistic ma-
terials, enabling us to identify accurate superconducting
(BKT) transition temperature through the scaling be-
haviour of superfluid stiffness.

Although we have focused on the simplest SSH model,
we believe that the conclusion of achieving higher Tc in
such model with large pair hopping can qualitatively ap-
ply to more generalized bond-type EPC, for instance the
B1g type EPC studied in cuprates [81–83]. In all the
parameter regime of λ and ωD we have simulated, our
simulations show that the Tc in the SSH model is signif-
icantly higher compared with that of the Holstein-type
EPC, thus pointing out a promising direction to search-
ing for high-Tc superconductors in quantum materials
with dominant SSH type EPC.
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[60] A. Götz, S. Beyl, M. Hohenadler, and F. F. Assaad, Phys.
Rev. B 105, 085151 (2022).

[61] C. Feng, B. Xing, D. Poletti, R. Scalettar, and G. Ba-
trouni, Phys. Rev. B 106, L081114 (2022).
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where X denotes the phonon field and ψ the electron field. The algorithm treats the fermionic trace within the
integrand by Suzuki-Trotter decomposition

Trψ
[
e−SF

]
= Trψ

[
L∏
l=1

Ûl

]
+O(∆τ2) (S2)

with discrete time slices defined as β = L∆τ , τ = l∆τ , and the imaginary time propagator

Ûl = e−∆τψ†Kψe−∆τψ†Vlψ (S3)

where K is the electron kinetic matrix and Vl is the electron-phonon coupled matrix that depends explicitly on the
phonon fields on time slice τ = l∆τ . For Holstein model, (Vl)ij,σσ′ = δijδσσ′gXi,l, and for SSH model, (Vl)ij,σσ′ =
δσσ′δ⟨ij⟩gX⟨ij⟩. Integrating out the fermions explicitly after the imaginary time discretization yields

Trψ

[
L∏
l=1

Ûl

]
= Det

[
1 +

L∏
l=1

Bl

]
= Det G−1

X (S4)

with Bl = e−∆τKe−∆τVl . Note that for both SSH and Holstein model the action is degenerate with spin indices, and
the propagator Bl is real in each spin sector. Thus in practice we calculate the Green function GX in a single spin
sector, denoted as G̃X , and each phonon field configuration X = {Xi,l} is sampled by importance according to the
weight function

W [X] = e−SB [X]
(
Det G̃−1

X

)2
(S5)

in which the fermionic sign problem is automatically avoided.

In the AA limit the SSH model is reduced to

HAA = −t
∑
⟨ij⟩

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
− J

4

∑
⟨ij⟩

(∑
σ

c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)2

(S6)

which is equivalent to Eq. (2) in the main text. In order to enable DQMC algorithm on Eq. (S6), an additional
Hubbard-Stratonovich (H-S) transformation on the instantaneous four-fermion interaction is necessary. We implement
a four-fold discrete H-S transformation following the identity[77]

e∆τλÂ
2

=
∑

s=±1,±2

γse
√
∆τληsÂ +O(∆τ4) (S7)

with λ the coupling coefficient and Â an arbitrary one-body operator. The auxiliary fields γ, η are defined as

γ±1 = 1 +
√
6/3

γ±2 = 1−
√
6/3

η±1 = ±
√

2
(
3−

√
6
)

η±2 = ±
√

2
(
3 +

√
6
)

(S8)

Henceforth we retrieve the same formalism of Trotter decomposition as in Eq. (S2). Eq. (S6) is also free of sign
problem in this formalism.

In our practical QMC simulation, we set the Trotter time slice ∆τ = 0.1/t. Convergence of the discretization has
been checked for different system sizes L by comparing with smaller ∆τ . Lattice system size ranges from L = 6 to
L = 12 for SSH and Holstein model. For specific case in SSH model at AA limit, the largest size may push to L = 14,
as specified in section D.
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FIG. S1. QMC results of ρs as the function of T in SSH model for fixed L = 10, λ = 1.0 and δ = 0.15 . The grey dashed line
is the guideline 2T/π for identifying Tc by the intersection with ρs(T ) for different phonon frequency ωD.

B. Calculation of superfluid stiffness

In our work we extract superconducting Tc from the universal behavior of superfluid stiffness ρs(T ) for BKT
transition: ρs(T → T−

c ) = 2Tc/π. To evaluate ρs in fermionic lattice systems, we follow the derivation specified
in[84, 85] and relate ρs with current-current correlators in the form as

ρs =
1

4
[−Kx − Λxx(qx = 0, qy → 0, ωn = 0)] (S9)

where Kx is the diamagnetic current response along lattice x-direction, with the assumption of the external gauge
field along x-direction. Λxx(q, ωn) is the paramagnetic current correlator defined as

Λxx(q, ωn) =
1

Ld

∑
i,j

∫ β

0

dτ e iωnτe− iq·(Ri−Rj) ⟨jx(Ri, τ)jx(Rj , 0)⟩ (S10)

The U(1) gauge invariance guarantees that the longitudal paramagnetic response in the long-wavelength limit is
strictly related to the diamagnetic response

Λxx(qx → 0, qy = 0, ω = 0) +Kx = 0 (S11)

Thus the superfluid stiffness can also be written in terms of the longitudal and transverse response as

ρs =
1

4

(
ΛL − ΛT

)
(S12)

In our QMC simulation we calculate the imaginary time current correlators to estimate ρs in use of Eq. (S12) and
Eq. (S10). The paramagnetic current operator in Holstein model follows the usual definition

jHolstein
x (Ri) = it

∑
σ

(
c†i+x,σci,σ − c†i,σci+x,σ

)
(S13)

while in SSH model the paramagnetic current is modulated by lattice distortions:

jSSHx (Ri) = i
(
t− gX̂i

)∑
σ

(
c†i+x,σci,σ − c†i,σci+x,σ

)
(S14)

For SSH model in AA limit, the singlet pairs ∆†
i = c†i↑c

†
i↓ are also carriers for charge current in the presence of pair

hopping interaction:

jAA
x (Ri) = it

∑
σ

(
c†i+x,σci,σ − c†i,σci+x,σ

)
+ iJ

(
∆†
i+x∆i −∆†

i∆i+x

)
(S15)
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FIG. S2. (a) The on-site pairing susceptibility χSC and (b) the VBS susceptibility χVBS in doped SSH model as the function
of λ for fixed β = 10, ωD = 1.5, and δ = 0.15. The largest system size is L = 12.

FIG. S3. (a) The on-site pairing susceptibility χSC and (b) the CDW susceptibility χCDW in doped Holstein model as the
function of λ for fixed β = 18, ωD = 1.5, and δ = 0.15. The largest system size is L = 12.

The finite size effect on estimating ρs is controllable. In practice ρs(T ) extracted from QMC simulation is concentrated
for different system size in the vicinity around Tc, enabling us to identify Tc accurately with system size up to L = 12.
Examples have been provided in Fig. 2(a) for SSH AA limit and Fig. 3(a) for SSH model with ωD = 1.5 in the main
text. Here we present the results of ρs(T ) in SSH model for various phonon frequency with fixed λ = 1.0 and L = 10,
as shown in Fig. S1, indicating the dramatic growth of Tc with ωD.

C. Lattice instability in SSH and Holstein model

At strong coupling regime, superconductivity in both SSH and Holstein model suffers from the competition with
other lattice instabilities. In SSH model, the bond-Peierls instability is the major obstacle to achieving high-Tc SC.
In Fig. S2 we show both pairing and VBS susceptibilities as the function of λ with the fixed temperature β = 10
narrowly above superconducting Tc. The pairing susceptibility is defined as

χSC =
1

Ld

∑
i,j

∫ β

0

dτ
〈
∆̂†
i (τ)∆̂j(0)

〉
(S16)
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FIG. S4. Estimating ρs of doped SSH model in the AA limit with weak EPC strength λ = 0.2. (a) QMC results without
adding an unit quantum flux. (b) QMC results with the unit flux. From (b) we obtain Tc = 0.042.

with on-site pairing field ∆̂i = ci↓ci↑. The VBS susceptibility is defined as

χVBS(Q) =
1

Ld

∑
i,j

∫ β

0

dτ e− iQ·(Ri−Rj)
〈(
B̂i,x(τ) + iB̂i,y(τ)

)(
B̂j,x(0)− iB̂j,y(0)

)〉
(S17)

with bond kinetic operator B̂i,δ =
∑
σ c

†
i,σci+δ,σ + h.c. along lattice direction δ = x, y. Ordering wave-vector for

staggered-VBS is Q = (π, π). As illustrated in Fig. S2(a), pairing susceptibility is boosted with λ at weak coupling
regime and decays at strong coupling. For fixed phonon frequency ωD = 1.5, the peak location of χSC moves towards
the AFM-VBS phase boundary λc ≈ 1.0 at half-filling as the lattice system size L enlarges. Meanwhile, the VBS
susceptibility depicted in Fig. S2(b) enhances dramatically with λ for all system size, especially in the regime λ > 1.0
where the parent insulating phase possesses VBS long-range order at half-filling. The enhancement of χVBS suggests
that bond order instability driven by strong EPC is a dominant factor that suppresses superconducting Tc even if the
long-range VBS order is absent at light doping level.

Similar features occur in doped Holstein model. In Fig. S3 we compare the tendency of pairing and CDW suscep-
tibility as the function of λ, where CDW susceptibility is defined as

χCDW(Q) =
1

Ld

∑
i,j

∫ β

0

dτ e− iQ·(Ri−Rj)

〈(
ni(τ)−

1

2

)(
nj(τ)−

1

2

)〉
(S18)

where the ordering wave-vector for CDW on square lattice is Q = (π, π). In lightly doped Holstein model, χSC and
χCDW enhances simultaneously with λ. Particularly, the increase of χCDW is more significant for λ > 0.16, suggesting
the strong competition between SC and CDW instability in strong coupling regime. Nevertheless, the superconducting
Tc is even lower than the lowest temperature Tc < 0.02 detectable in our QMC simulation, as mentioned in the main
text. The effective pair hopping process, which is absent in Holstein model, is majorly responsible for the notable
high Tc in SSH model.

D. Finite size effect at weak coupling

For weakly coupled SSH model in AA limit Eq. (S6), the superconducting gap ∆ is small, such that the coherence
length ξ ∼ 1/∆ diverges and saturates in small finite lattice, yielding severe finite size effect. The superfluid stiffness
for λ = 0.2 is depicted in Fig. S4(a). The intersections with line 2T/π are no longer concentrated for different system
size. To solve this, we add an unit quantum flux through the lattice for the weak coupling case. The presence of the
perpendicular magnetic field will significantly reduce the finite size effect[86]. More specifically, we add Peierls phase
factor in the hopping amplitude, and modify the Hamiltonian as

HAA = −t
∑
i,δ,σ

(
c†i,σci+δ,σe

iAσ
i,δ + h.c.

)
− J

4

∑
i,δ

(∑
σ

c†i,σci+δ,σe
iAσ

i,δ + h.c.

)2

(S19)
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with phase factor following Landau gauge:

Aσi,δ =

 − 2πiy
L2 σ for δ = x

2πix
L σ for δ = y and iy = L

0 otherwise

(S20)

Note that opposite signs are taken for two spin sectors in order to keep the model free of sign problem. The Peierls
phase factor will also be introduced into the single particle contribution of the current operator Eq. (S15), while
the pairing term in Eq. (S15) is not affected, since the phases in two spin sectors compensate with each other. The
results of ρs estimated from the Hamiltonian Eq. (S19) are depicted in Fig. S4(b). The finite size effect is remarkably
reduced, yielding Tc = 0.042 for λ = 0.2. This result is already contained in Fig. 2(b) in the main text.
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