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Geometry independent superfluid weight in multiorbital lattices from the generalized

random phase approximation
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The superfluid weight of a generic lattice model with attractive Hubbard interaction is computed
analytically in the isolated band limit within the generalized random phase approximation. Time-
reversal symmetry, spin rotational symmetry and the uniform pairing condition are assumed. It is
found that the relation obtained in [Huhtinen et al., Phys. Rev. B 106, 014518 (2022)] between the
superfluid weight in the flat band limit and the so-called minimal quantum metric is valid even at
the level of the generalized random phase approximation. For an isolated, but not necessarily flat,
band it is found that the correction to the superfluid weight obtained from the generalized random
phase approximation DY = Délc) + D;lg) is also the sum of a conventional contribution Dilc) and

a geometric contribution Dé}g), as in the case of the known mean-field result D{” = Déoc) + Déf)g),

in which the geometric term Dé?g) is a weighted average of the quantum metric. The conventional
contribution is geometry independent, that is independent of the orbital positions, while it is possible
to find a preferred, or natural, set of orbital positions such that Dé,lg = 0. Useful analytic expressions
are derived for both the natural orbital positions and the minimal quantum metric, including its
extension to bands that are not necessarily flat. Finally, using some simple examples, it is argued that

the natural orbital positions may lead to a more refined classification of the topological properties

of the band structure.
I. INTRODUCTION

An important result of Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer the-
ory is the prediction for the superconductive critical tem-

perature T, e~ TR B [1], where U is the interac-
tion strength of the effective attractive interaction and
po(Er) is the electronic density of state at the Fermi
energy. However, the mean-field critical temperature
T. gives the energy scale for the breaking of Cooper
pairs, but in many unconventional superconductors and
in two-dimensional fermionic superfluids the transition to
the normal state is controlled by the phase fluctuations
of the order parameter rather than Cooper pair break-
ing [2-6]. The quantity that measures the phase stiffness
of the order parameter phase with respect to perturba-
tions or thermal fluctuations is known as the superfluid
weight Dg. The superfluid weight can be obtained ex-
perimentally from the penetration depth of the magnetic
field characterizing the Meissner effect in supercondutors.
From a theoretical point of view, the superfluid weight
is defined as a specific limit of the current-current re-
sponse function [7, 8]. Equivalently, it can be computed
from the change of the free energy due to a twist in the
boundary conditions [9]. In this work, we adopt this sec-
ond characterization since it is the most practical for our
purposes.

In the rather idealized but popular model of a super-
conductor as a system of charged particles propagating in
a homogeneous medium, the superfluid weight is simply
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given by Dy = q%", where g and m are the electric charge
and the mass of the particles, respectively, and n is the
number density [10]. Due to the crystalline structure,
real materials possess discrete rather than continuous
translational symmetry and, as consequence, the inverse
mass 1/m in the superfluid weight has to be replaced by
the inverse effective mass tensor [m#eff]” = %8;% Ok, Enk
obtained from the energy dispersion €,y of the partially
filled band (see (55) in the following). For a long time it
was assumed that only the band dispersion plays a role in
determining the superfluid weight, which would then be
necessarily small if the charge carriers have a large effec-
tive mass [11]. In particular the superfluid weight should
be strictly vanishing in the so-called flat band limit, in
which the band dispersion is constant €,x = &, as a func-
tion of quasimomentum k.

The conventional wisdom was challenged by few spe-
cific examples of systems with flat bands for which the su-
perfluid weight can be shown to be nonzero, namely exci-
ton condensates in quantum Hall bilayers [12, 13] and the
surface states in rhombohedral graphite [14, 15]. Later
on, it was shown at a general level that even in the flat
band limit the superfluid weight can be nonzero and large
due to an additional contribution associated to the band
wave functions rather than the band dispersion [16-18].
In particular, under some symmetry assumptions, it is
shown that the superfluid weight in the flat band limit is
proportional to the integral over the first Brillouin zone
of the quantum metric, a geometric invariant constructed
out of the Bloch wave functions and their derivatives with
respect to the quasimomentum [16, 19, 20]. More gen-
erally, under the same symmetry assumptions but not
necessarily in the flat band limit, the superfluid weight
is a sum of two contributions Dy = Dg. + Dsg. The
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conventional contribution Ds . depends on the inverse ef-
fective mass, while the so-called geometric contribution
Dy ¢ is a weight averaged of the quantum metric over the
Brillouin zone (see (50)-(51) in the following).

It is important to note that the geometric contribution
to the superfluid weight can be nonzero only in multi-
band/multiorbital lattices, since periodic Bloch functions
live in orbital space, whose dimension is the number of
orbitals per unit cell. For a simple lattice with one or-
bital per unit cell, such as the square lattice, a periodic
Bloch function becomes a simple scalar, which cannot
affect any physical property, and the quantum metric
vanishes. The geometric contribution is thus an effect
genuinely associated to the multiorbital character of lat-
tice fermions. The geometric contribution is sizable for
instance in multiorbital lattices with flat bands that can
be realized with ultracold gases in optical lattices, such
as the Lieb lattice [17], and also in iron-based super-
conductors such as FeSe [21], in which multiorbital ef-
fects are important [22, 23]. Another example of mate-
rial with strong multiorbital character is twisted bilayer
graphene [24, 25], in which quasi-flat bands accompanied
by the onset of a superconducting state are obtained by
tuning the twist angle between the two graphene lay-
ers to a specific value, called the magic angle. Multiple
theoretical works have reached the conclusion that the
geometric contribution to the superfluid weight is com-
parable to the conventional one in magic angle-twisted
bilayer graphene [26-29] and, more recently, experimen-
tal evidence for this prediction has been provided [30].
The interplay between quantum geometry and supercon-
ductivity in twisted multilayer systems is the topic of
two recent review articles [31, 32]. The quantum metric
has also been shown to affect the superfluid properties of
lattice bosons [33-35].

The quantum metric is intimately related to the Berry
curvature, another band structure invariant that plays
a crucial role in the quantum Hall effect. Indeed, the
two quantities are respectively the real and imaginary
parts of the quantum geometry tensor, a positive semidef-
inite complex matrix obtained from the Bloch functions
and their derivatives [16]. Due to positive definiteness,
there are relations between them expressed by inequali-
ties. While the Berry curvature and the associated Berry
phase has been extensively studied for instance in the
context of the quantum Hall effect [36], the semiclassical
theory of electronic motion [37] and the modern theory
of polarization [38], the role of the quantum metric in de-
termining various observable properties is currently the
subject of ongoing research [39-46]. It is clear by now
that the quantum metric is relevant for many phenom-
ena other than superfluidity in multiorbital lattices.

The relation between superfluid weight and quantum
metric within the mean-field approximation is by now a
rather established fact, nevertheless in Refs. [47, 48] it
was pointed out that these quantities have an unphysi-
cal dependence on the positions of the lattice sites, more
specifically on the basis vectors determining the relative

positions of different sublattices within the unit cell [49].
Intuitively, one expects that the superfluid weight should
not depend on the relative positions of the lattice sites,
called in the following orbital positions. The idea that
certain physical observables are independent of the ge-
ometry of the lattice has been discussed in Ref. [50]. In
the mathematical physics literature the related concept
of unit cell consistency has also been introduced [51, 52].
The quantum metric is neither geometry independent nor
unit cell consistent and this leads to the unphysical re-
sult that the superfluid weight can be nonzero even in the
case of a trivial flat band realized in a lattice model com-
posed of completely disconnected unit cells. The simplest
example of this unphysical phenomenon is probably the
Su-Schrieffer-Heeger model discussed in Sec. VI A of the
present work.

The reason behind this inconsistency has been investi-
gated already in Ref. [47] (see also the lecture notes [53]
for a more pedagogical presentation) and is due to the
fact that the dependence of self-consistently calculated
quantities on the change of boundary conditions is ne-
glected when applying mean-field theory. This is a widely
used approximation, equivalent to the prescription of re-
placing the many-body Hamiltonian with the mean-field
Hamiltonian when calculating response functions [8, 9],
and has the well-known drawback of breaking gauge in-
variance [54]. More specifically, the superfluid weight
is computed as the second derivative of the free energy
(or thermodynamic grand potential) with respect to the
phase angle parametrizing twisted boundary conditions.
To explicitly preserve translational invariance, it is con-
venient to implement twisted boundary conditions by
means of a constant electromagnetic vector potential A,
which cannot be gauged away in a finite system with
torus geometry [9]. The usual approximation is to re-
place the exact free energy with the mean-field free en-
ergy, which depends on quantities that need to be com-
puted self-consistently, such as the Hartree-Fock poten-
tial and, in the case of superconducting systems, the pair-
ing potential. The mean-field potentials depend on the
boundary conditions, which means that they need to be
computed self-consistently for each different value of A.
It is shown in Ref. [47] that the geometry independence
of the superfluid weight is restored by taking into ac-
count the A-dependence of the pairing potential alone.
Indeed, the crucial new result of Ref. [47] is that the su-
perfluid weight in the flat band limit is proportional to
the first Brillouin zone integral of the quantum metric
minimized with respect to all possible orbital positions.
This so-called minimal quantum metric is a geometry in-
dependent quantity and it singles out a specific choice of
the orbital positions providing a physically sensible result
for the superfluid weight.

The purpose of the present work is to extend the re-
sults of Ref. [47] in many ways. In Sec. II, we prove
rigorously that the superfluid weight is a geometry in-
dependent quantity as a consequence of gauge invari-
ance. More specifically, it is shown that a shift in the



orbitals positions amounts to a gauge transformation,
which does not affect the value of the thermodynamic
grand potential. Following Ref. [9], in Sec. III we intro-
duce mean-field theory as a variational approximation for
the grand potential. The mean-field grand potential de-
pends on A either directly, through the Peierls phase, or
indirectly through the variational parameters that enter
in the mean-field Hamiltonian, namely the Hartree-Fock
potential and the pairing potential, which are calculated
self-consistently for each value of A. A gauge-symmetry
preserving approximation for the superfluid weight is ob-
tained by retaining the A-dependence of the pairing po-
tential, as suggested in Ref. [47]. An important difference
with this latter work is that here we also retain the A-
dependence of the Hartree-Fock potential. As shown in
Ref. [9], this is equivalent to computing the superfluid
weight within the generalized random phase approxima-
tion (GRPA). The variational approach used here and
in Ref. [9] has the advantage to make it clear that the
GRPA is simply mean-field theory applied in a fully con-
serving fashion by taking into account the fluctuations of
the mean-field potentials, and is not, strictly speaking,
a beyond mean-field approximation. In Sec. III and in
Appendix A, we derive the expression for the superfluid
weight within the GRPA in the terms of various corre-
lation functions between quadratic operators evaluated
at A = 0. The derivation is carried out using an alter-
native method compared to Ref. [9] and more similar to
Ref. [47], first in the case of a general interaction term
and later specialized to the Hubbard interaction term.

In Sec. IV, we compute analytically the superfluid
weight within the GRPA in the case of a generic lat-
tice model with an Hubbard interaction term. We adopt
the same symmetry assumptions that allow to derive the
relation with the quantum metric in an isolated, but
not necessary flat, band [18]. To make this work self-
contained and easier to read, we first repeat with our no-
tation the derivation of the conventional and geometric
contributions to the superfluid weight within the simplest
non-gauge invariant mean-field theory. This derivation is
found originally in Ref. [18]. Then in Sec. IV B, we ex-
tend this derivation to provide a closed-form expression
for the correction term to the superfluid weight that is
obtained by taking into account the dependence of both
the Hartree-Fock and pairing potentials on the constant
vector potential A. An important result of Sec. IVB
is that this GRPA correction term is also the sum of a
conventional part and a geometric part, which depend
on the derivatives of the band dispersion and the pe-
riodic Bloch functions, respectively. The conventional
GRPA correction is geometry independent and always
leads to an increase of the superfluid weight compared
to the mean-field result. The expression for the conven-
tional part of the GRPA correction is an original result of
our work. The conventional GRPA term appears because
we take into account the Hartree potential in our case,
contrary to Ref. [47] (the Fock potential vanishes for the
Hubbard interaction in the absence of magnetic order).

On the other hand, the geometric part of the GRPA cor-
rection is essential to cure the problem found in Ref. [47]
of the unphysical dependence of the superfluid weight on
the orbital positions. Compared to Ref. [47], we provide
an explicit expression for the geometric GRPA correction
even for an isolated band that is not necessarily flat.

In Sec. V the geometric part of the GRPA correction
is analyzed in more detail. More precisely, we show that
the sum of the geometric GRPA correction and mean-
field geometric contribution gives the minimal quantum
metric in the flat band case, as found in Ref. [47]. Simple
analytical expressions are also provided for both the min-
imal quantum metric and the associated natural orbital
positions that minimize the integrated quantum metric,
see Egs. (84)-(88) and (90). At the end of Sec. V, we ex-
plain how these results can be straightforwardly extended
to an isolated band that is not necessarily flat. Since we
expect the minimal quantum metric and the natural or-
bital positions to find applications also beyond the con-
text of superfluidity in multiorbital lattices, in Sec. VI we
provide some examples, that is we compute these band
structure invariants for three different representative lat-
tice models: the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger model, the Creutz
ladder and the dice lattice. Finally, in Sec. VII we sum-
marize and discuss our results and single out possible
directions for further work.

Appendices A, B and C contain all the necessary com-
putational details that should allow the interested reader
to understand, reproduce and ultimately extend and ap-
ply our results to other related problems. Appendix A
provides a derivation of the GRPA result for the super-
fluid weight, which in the case of the Hubbard interaction
is given by Egs. (30)-(35) in Sec. III. This derivation is
different but equivalent to the one of Ref. [9]. Appendix B
collects useful results for computing the correlation func-
tions that enter in the GRPA expression for the super-
fluid weight. Finally, in Appendix C the self-consistency
equations of mean-field theory are derived in the case of
the Hubbard interaction.

II. GEOMETRY INDEPENDENCE OF
SUPERFLUID WEIGHT AND GAUGE
INVARIANCE

In this section we introduce the superfluid weight as
the second derivative of the thermodynamic grand po-
tential Q(A) with respect to a constant electromagnetic
vector potential A. The vector potential parametrizes
twisted boundary conditions in a finite size lattice model
with a torus geometry. Moreover, we provide a simple
argument based on gauge invariance showing that the su-
perfluid weight is a geometry independent quantity. This
section contains only a short summary of the concepts
that are needed for the present work. For a more exten-
sive and rigorous presentation, the reader should consult
Refs. [9] and [47], which are the basis for the results pre-
sented here. The notation used here is essentially the



same as the one of Ref. [9].

We consider a generic lattice model described by a non-
interacting, or free, Hamiltonian that is quadratic in the
fermionic field operators ¢in., é;rw, and depends para-

metrically on a constant electromagnetic vector potential
A through the usual Peierls phase

Z Z Ciao Hfree 1047.]56 LA Tie, 98¢ jBo - (1)

o="1,}ia,jB
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Here Hf . is the hopping matrix, which is translation-
ally invariant since its matrix elements [H{, liajs =
[HE..(i—j)]a,s depend only on the difference between the
unit cell indices i = (i1,i2)” and j = (j1,72)7, and ria.js
is the displacement vector from site j3 to site i, where
a,f = 1,2,..., N label the orbitals inside the unit
cell. The number of orbitals is denoted by Ny, while
N, is the number of unit cells. Without loss of generality,
only two-dimensional lattice models are considered in the
present work. Note also that the free Hamiltonian com-
mutes by construction with the z-axis spin component
operator

N 1 R R
= 5 Z(niaT - niaJ,) )
i

Periodic boundary conditions are imposed by starting
with an infinitely extended and translational invariant
lattice, that is a collection of lattice sites located at po-
sitions rj,. As a consequence of translational invariance,
the site positions transform as follows under shifts of the
unit cell index

ﬁiaa = é;ragéioca . (2)

Titjo = i +J121 +j2a2, with j= (j;) )
The fundamental vectors a; and ay generate the Bravais
lattice B = Spany(a;,az) that encodes the translational
symmetry of the model. Then, in order to obtain a fi-
nite size lattice model with a torus geometry, one fixes
two noncollinear Bravais lattice vectors Rq, Ry € B and
identifies any pair of lattice sites, labeled by ia and jg,
such that ri, — rjg = miR; + maRo with my,my ar-
bitrary intergers. The hopping matrix elements of the
finite size lattice are obtained unambiguously from the
ones of the infinite lattice, provided that the hopping
matrix that enters in the free Hamiltonian (1) has finite
range, namely [Hee(i — j)la,s = 0 for |ria — rj5| > R,
and R < |Rq], |R2|. The procedure just presented for
obtaining a finite size lattice model with periodic bound-
ary conditions from an infinite extended one has been
introduced and explained in more detail in Ref. [55].

It is crucial to note that in a finite size lattice with
periodic boundary condition, it is not possible to write
the displacement vectors as the difference of the site po-
sitions, namely ri, js 7 ria — rjs, otherwise it would be
possible to eliminate the Peierls phase e*ATicds in (1)
by means of a gauge transformation and the constant
vector potential A would have no observable effects. In-
stead, one has to define the displacement vectors more
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carefully, as explained in Ref. [9]. For periodic boundary
conditions, the vector potential A affects the eigenvalues
and eigenfunctions of the free Hamiltonian (1) since it
correspond to magnetic fluxes through the holes of the
torus. It can be shown using a gauge transformation,
that a nonzero A is equivalent to twisted boundary con-
ditions [55].

The free Hamiltonian (1) is translationally invariant,
thus it is convenient to expand the field operators in their
Fourier components

. 1 et A
Ciang = —F7—— et Ckao » (4)
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where the wave vectors k are discretized according to
the relation k - R; = 27n; for integers n;. Inserting the
Fourier expansion (4) in (1) leads to

Hfree Z Z Ckaa Hfree k A)}a ﬁck607
) o k,a,B ) ‘ . o (5)
[Hfree(k)]aﬁ = E [Hfree(l _J)]aﬁe feodf
i

In the following we need the average current density op-
erator (current operator for short) defined as

= 7VAHfree )|A:O
=3 Ao Vi W pirza (O
o k,a,B

Note that here we have not normalized the current den-
sity operator by the area of the system as done in Ref. [9].

In order to formulate the concept of geometry inde-
pendence, introduced in Ref. [50], we define an operator
encoding a shift in the orbital positions

B = Z Z baﬁiaa R Z Z lnlacr . (7)

The vector by = ([bals, [ba]y)T is the shift of the po-
sition of the orbital labeled by « since the new orbital

positions r;, and displacement vectors r j3 are given

a 1aJ

r;a = Tia + ba ) r;a,j[} = Tia,jg T by — bﬁ . (8)

The hopping Hamiltonian H{_ (k) in momentum space

depends on the choice of the position vectors and the
displacement vectors, in fact one has

[Heeo(K)la,s = D [Hfeoli = Dla.se
i—j (9)

= [e_ik.ng‘ee(k)eik.b]aﬁ ’

. ’
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where in the last equation b is a single-particle operator
in orbital space, whose eigenvalues are the orbital posi-
tion shifts by, namely b|a) = b, o). The operator b
generates gauge transformations parameterized by A

UA) =P U(A)a. U (A) = e APag . (10)



Using the shifted displacement vectors, one obtains a new
noninteracting Hamiltonian

/lqgree(A) = U(A>7:[freE(A)UT(A)
=33 & HE o~ PlapeATosn g, . (D)

o ia,jB
The current operator also changes accordingly

j/ = *VA,?:[grcc(AMA:O = j o Z[B, ﬁfrcc] ’

o : (12)

with  Hfree = Hiree(A = O) = Hllcree(A =0).

In this work, we consider the case of an attractive Hub-
bard interaction term

/}:[int = — Z UaﬁiaTﬁia¢ , with U, >0. (13)

i
Thus, the full many-body Hamiltonian is
ﬁ(A) = ﬁfree(A) - MN + ﬁint 5 (14)

with N = Y o 2ia Nao the particle number operator.
Note that the interaction term is invariant under the
gauge transformations (10), namely [Hint, U(A)] = 0, as
a consequence only the noninteracting part of the many-
body Hamiltonian is modified by the gauge transforma-
tion (10)

H'(A) = U(A)H(AUT(A)

~ A (15)

= Hfree(A) - IUN + Hint -
Due to the property of similarity-invariance of the trace
Tr[H] = Tr[UHU "], it follows that the thermodynamic

grand potential is invariant under gauge transformations

Q(A) = =~ In Tr [ PHA)]

., (16)

=" 'InTr [e*’BH (A)] ,
(8 = 1/(ksT) is the inverse temperature). The super-
fluid weight is defined as the second derivative of the
grand potential with respect to the uniform vector po-
tential A

1 92Q(A)

DS m = 1A aaA )
ST A OMDAM | Ao

(17)

where A = |R; x Ry| is the area of the finite size sys-
tem with periodic boundary conditions. From (16), it
is evident that the superfluid weight is a geometry in-
dependent quantity [50], i.e. it is invariant under shifts
of the orbital positions inside the unit cell. Notice how
this result is a consequence of the fact that, under an
orbital position shift, the displacement vectors in (8) are
modified by a difference term b, —bg, while the displace-
ment vector rj, j3 cannot be written as a difference, as
discussed above.

The concept of geometry independence, or dependence,
has been discussed in Ref. [50] and its utility has been

pointed out in relation to several observable quantities.
However, the superfluid weight is the first observable that
has been shown to be geometry independent as a conse-
quence of gauge invariance. The same approach may be
useful to prove the geometry independence of other quan-
tities in the future.

III. GENERALIZED RANDOM PHASE
APPROXIMATION

An attractive interaction, such as the one in (13), gen-
erally leads to the emergence of superfluid phases charac-
terized by a nonzero superfluid weight [7, 8]. In the con-
text of superfluidity and superconductivity, mean-field
theory is the simplest and most common approximation.
This is a variational approximation for the grand poten-
tial based on the Bogoliubov inequality [9, 56, 57]

Q< Qr. =+ (H—Ho) . (18)

The auxiliary grand potential Q¢ = —8~ ' InTr [e*m:‘o]
is obtained from a quadratic variational Hamiltonian 7:10,
which, in the case of the Hubbard interaction (13), takes
the form

Ho(A) = Hiree(A) = uN + > T Noo

o,a

(19)
+ Y (AuDl + ALD,)
Ncw = Z ézagéiao = Z éLaaékaa ; (20)
i k
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The expectation value on the right hand side of (18) is
evaluated with respect to the statistical ensemble associ-
ated to the variational Hamiltonian Hy, namely

A 1 N =BT
H ZWTr[(H—HO)e FHol . (22)

The coefficients I'? and A, that appear in H, are varia-
tional coefficients that are chosen so as to minimize the
mean-field grand potential Q¢ on the right hand side
of (18). When the minimum of Q,,¢ is attained, the
Hartree potential I'Y and the pairing potential A, sat-
isfy the self-consistency conditions of mean-field theory

IS =-Ua <é;ra(réia6> = U

(e

N, (Noz) (23)
~ ~ er -
Ay = —Uqy (G Ciar) = N (Dq) - (24)
C
where the expectation values are evaluated as in (22).
In (23) we define ¢ =| if o =1 and viceversa. In the equa-
tions above, we have assumed that translational sym-
metry is not broken, therefore the expectation values



(éjwéiw> and (i) Giar) do not depend on the unit cell
index i. It is also assumed that spin rotational symmetry
around the z-axis is preserved by the mean-field solution,
indeed the variational Hamiltonian (19) commutes with
the spin operator (2). This implies that the Fock mean-

field potential term, proportional to é;raTéia 1 in the case

of the Hubbard interaction, does not appear in Ho. This
assumption is justified since spin rotational symmetry
breaking is associated to magnetic order, which gener-
ally occurs for repulsive interactions.

The mean-field grand potential is minimized with re-
spect to A, and I'? for each separate value of the vector
potential A, therefore the Hartree and pairing potentials
become themselves function of A. It has been shown in
Ref. [47] that one cannot ignore this dependence in the
pairing potential A(A) when the mean-field approxima-
tion for the superfluid weight is evaluated as

D L& (AT(A) AA)) o

S A dAdA,, Ao (25)
We denote by dly. (A, A(A),T(A))/dA; the full
derivative of the mean-field grand potential, includ-
ing also the A-dependence of the mean-field poten-
tials T7(A) and A,(A), while the partial derivative
Om.r.(A,T(A), A(A))/OA; denotes the derivative with
respect to the first argument only. Replacing the full
derivatives with the partial derivatives in (25) is a com-
monly used approximation [8, 16, 18]. However, it has the
disadvantage of breaking gauge invariance and thus ge-
ometry independence [47]. On the other hand, it has been
shown [9] that the superfluid weight computed from (25)
(with the full derivatives) is in fact equivalent to the gen-
eralized random phase approximation [58, 59], which is
an approximation that preserves gauge invariance.

As shown in Appendix A, it is possible to express the
full second derivatives of the mean-field grand potential
in (25) in terms of correlation functions evaluated on the
mean-field statistical ensemble for A = 0 only. This is
advantageous since it is not necessary to solve the mean-
field problem for several different values of A in order to
evaluate the superfluid weight. To present this result, we
introduce the following convenient notation

. B . o .
(A.B) = / dr ((A(r) — (A))(B(r) = (B))), (26)

where A and B are arbitrary operators and the notation
A(7) = emMo Ae="0 for the time evolution of an operator
in imaginary time 7 has been used. In fact, the symbol
introduced in (26) is simply the imaginary time Green’s
function evaluated at the Matsubara frequency iw, =
0 [60] and has some useful properties that are easy to
prove

(A,B) = (B, 4), (27)
(A, B)* = (B, A1), (28)
(AT, A) <0 (29)

In Appendix B, we introduce a compact method to eval-
uate the correlation function in (26) between two trans-
lationally invariant quadratic operators A and B.

To express the result for the superfluid weight in the
generalized random phase approximation, we need cor-
relations functions of the form (26) of pairs of operators
taken from the set {jl, Noo, ﬁa} The correlation func-
tions that involve the components of the current operator
Ji (6) are organized into a vector

vl,a:1 ( Al’ Z\:]aT)
Via=2 (1, Nay )
_ o= | Vol 30
A IR Rl RS W
Vl,Oé:Norb ( l’Dg)

Instead, all the remaining correlation functions are col-
lected into a matrix

Ao p =
(Nat, Nat) (Nat, Ng) (Nat, Dg) (Nat, DF)
(Nay, Ngt) (Nay, Nay) (Nay, Dg) (Nay, DF)
(Da; Ngt) (Do, Npy) (Do, Dg) (Do, Dp) |
(D}, Ngt) (D}, Ngy) (Di,Dg) (D},D})

(31)
A171 Al}g Al)Norb
A1 Az
A= . (32)
ANorb,l ANorb’Norb
Finally, we need also the following matrix
0100
Us (1000
Ba==F l0o001]" (33)
0010
Ba:l
Ba:2
B= (34)
Ba:Norb

As shown in Appendix A, the full derivative of the mean-
field grand potential can then be expressed as

2
T (e (. MR TA)]|
920
T 0A0A,, ‘A_O
920
dA0A,, ‘ Ao
+ v BABABv,, + v BABABABv,, + ...

+ vlTva + VlT Bv,,

1
B——M
A~'—B (35)

+ vlTva + VlTBAva

In the last equality we have used the geometric series
expansion

— - A+ ABA+ ABABA+ ...
e + + + (36)



As mentioned above, the superfluid weight is often com-
puted by retaining only the second partial derivatives of
the mean-field grand potential in (35), given by

92 ?*Heeo(A) .
aAlaAm‘A_o‘ < oA, ||t ) 6D

The first term on the right hand side is known as the dia-
magnetic part of the current-current response function,
while the second term is the paramagnetic one [8, 9]. It
can be shown [18] that the diamagnetic part is equal to
a correlation function of the form (26) (see (B43)).

IV. SUPERFLUID WEIGHT IN THE ISOLATED
BAND LIMIT

The aim of this section is to compute analytically the
superfluid weight in the isolated band limit within the
generalized random phase approximation, which means
that (35) is reduced to integrals over the first Brillouin
zone of certain combinations of the band dispersions and
band wave functions, and of their derivatives with respect
to quasimomentum. Ultimately, these integrals have to
be evaluated numerically, however, in Sec. VI, we pro-
vide also some examples in which fully analytical results
can be obtained. The final expression presented below is
valid for generic lattice models under few assumptions,
the most important being time-reversal symmetry and
the uniform pairing condition to be introduced in the
following. For completeness, we first evaluate the terms
corresponding to the second partial derivatives of Qg (37)
and reobtain the known result that the superfluid weight
in a multiband /multiorbital lattice can be separated into
two contributions, called conventional and the geometric,
respectively [16, 18]. In particular, the quantum met-
ric enters in the geometric contribution to the superfluid
weight. However, as pointed in Refs. [47, 48], the quan-
tum metric depends on the orbital positions, therefore it
is not a geometry independent quantity. In order to re-
store gauge invariance and thus geometry independence,
we evaluate the remaining terms in (35). This amounts
to computing the full derivatives with respect to the vec-
tor potential A rather than just the partial derivatives.
The same approach has been used in Ref. [47], with the
only difference that the Hartree potential I'? in the varia-
tional Hamiltonian (A ) is neglected in this latter work.
By slightly modifying the derivation in Appendix A, it
is shown that neglecting the Hartree potential amounts
to setting to zero in (35) all the correlation functions
in which the number operators Noo appear. One of
the main result of this work is to take into account the
Hartree potential and show that in this way one obtains
a new correction to the superfluid weight that is geom-
etry independent and is proportional to the derivatives
of the band dispersion. Therefore, in the language of
Refs. [17, 18], this is a conventional contribution since it
vanishes in the flat band limit.

We start by rewriting the variational quadratic Hamil-
tonian Hg in Nambu form

Ho = élT(Ho(k)ék + const. (38)
where the column (row) vector ¢ (é};) is defined in (B4)

and Hy(k) is the single-particle Bogoliubov-de Gennes
(BdG) Hamiltonian given by

0 T
Ho(k) = (Hfree(k)AtF u —[Hfﬁee(—lj]* o ﬂ) :
(39)
I'" = diag(T'7,T3,...,T%. ), (40)
A = diag(A1, As, ..., An.) - (41)

The Nambu form for translational invariant quadratic
operators is discussed in Appendix B. From now
on time-reversal symmetry is assumed, which implies
[Hfiree(—k)]* = HfTree(k) and I'T = I'Y. The second as-
sumption, which enables the analytic evaluation of the
superfluid weight for generic lattices, is called the uni-
form pairing condition, expressed by
Ay =Ag=A, forall o,f. (42)

The pairing potential A can also be taken real and pos-
itive. With a slight abuse of notation, we indicate with
A both the scalar value of the uniform pairing potential
in (42) and the matrix in (41), which becomes propor-
tional to the identity. The uniform pairing conditions is
justified in Appendix C starting from the self-consistency
equations of mean-field theory (23)-(24).

Under the above assumptions, the BdG Hamiltonian
can be diagonalized as follows

Hy(k) = (%k (?k) (EkA_u —(EkA_ M)) (({)i l?;i)

= (U ® U) Wi X W] (U} @ U]
(43)

Here, Ex = E7 & (—Ey) is the diagonal matrix of
quasiparticle excitations with Ep = diag(E,x) > 0 the
block of positive excitation energies, [Uk]a,n = gnk(a) =
(a|gnk) the unitary matrix of Bloch functions that di-
agonalizes nge(k) +TIT = UkekUli and e = diag(enk)
the diagonal matrix of the band dispersions. Finally, the
BdG wave functions are given by

_ (diag(unk) —diag(vik)
Wi = (diag<vnk> diag(unk) ’ (44)
1
1 Enk — [0\ 2
1
1 Enk — M 2
e = —= (1 - TR 4
Unk \/é ( Enk ) ( 6)

B = V/(Enie — p)? + A%, (47)



The quantities u,x and v, are the usual BCS coherence
factors [54, 61]. Note that in a multiband lattice model
there is a pair (u,x,vnk) of coherence factors for each
band.

The total superfluid weight is separated into two con-
tributions

Dy =D + DV (48)

The first contribution Déo) is the one given by the sec-

ond partial derivative of €y, that is (37), while D in-
cludes all the remaining terms in (35). In the following,

D is called the “mean-field theory (MFT) superfluid
weight”, because in all previous works, with the excep-
tion of Refs. [47, 48], this is the only term that is evalu-
ated when the superfluid weight is computed within the
mean-field approximation. Instead, Dgl) is referred to as
the “GRPA correction”to the superfluid weight. In fact,
it would not be incorrect to consider the sum of the two
contributions in (48) the actual mean-field theory result
for the superfluid weight since it is obtained by taking
the full derivative of the mean-field free energy Q¢
see (35). However, we avoid this nomenclature in order
not to create confusion when referring to previous works.

As shown in the following, both the MFT superfluid
weight and the GRPA correction can be written as the
sums of a conventional contribution and a geometric con-
tribution, which we indicate as D{Sj ) — Dﬁjc) + D{gfg, with
7 =20,1. As explained in Appendix B, the conventional
contribution depends only on the intraband matrix ele-
ments of the current operator. According to (B58), this
means that only the derivative of the band dispersions
Oenk/Ok; with respect to the quasimomentum k, that is
the group velocity, enters into Déjc) and not the deriva-
tives of the Bloch functions |9;gnk). On the other hand,

the geometric contribution Dé?g) is associated to the inter-
band matrix elements of the current operator, therefore it
depends only on scalar products of the form (gk|01gnk),
but not on the group velocity. It was pointed out for
the first time in Refs. [16, 18] that the derivatives of the
Bloch functions affect the mean-field superfluid weight
in the form of an additional geometric contribution, in-
dicated by Dé?g) in our notation. A major result of the
present work is to show that, under the same assump-

tions, the GRPA correction Dél) can also be separated

into a conventional Délc) and a geometric part Dg}g) to be
presented below.

A. MFT superfluid weight

Using the results in Appendix B, more specifically by
taking the isolated band limit in (B67), we obtain for the

MFT superfluid weight
DO = D + DY ()
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d’k AZ?
[D!S?C)]l,’m Z/WEQkaﬁnkam&zk

tanh (%) i (50)

Ex 2 cosh? (—ﬁg’“‘ )

d%k 2A2 BEqk
DO, = / tanh [ === o (k 51

[ s,g]l; (271_)2 E'ﬁk an 2 gl; ( )7 ( )
where we have introduced the quantum metric

Gi.m (k) = Tr[0; P (k)0 P(k)] (52)

X

defined in terms of the projector P(k) = |gakXgnk| on
the only partially filled band labeled by n. The partially
filled band in the noninteracting limit is determined by
the condition ming ek < p < maxy €k on the chemical
potential p. Isolated band limit means that the partially
filled band is separated from all other bands by a large
band gap Fgap

m#n. (53)

Moreover, it is assumed that the interaction strength is
much smaller than the band gap

Uy < Bgap . (54)

In this limit, the superfluid weight and all of the ob-
servable properties of the system are determined by the
band dispersion €51 and the Bloch functions |gnx) of the
partially filled band. Rather counterintuitively, in order
to obtain the correct expression for the geometric con-
tribution to the MFT superfluid weight it is essential to
take into account the interband matrix elements of the
current operator, as explained in Appendix B. Naively,
one may neglect the interband matrix elements of the
current operator in the isolated band limit, but the re-
sult is that the geometric contribution is lost. In general,
the geometric contribution is considerably smaller than
the conventional one for a dispersive band with a band-
width much larger than the interaction strength, so the
former can be safely neglected [18, 32]. On the other
hand, when the partially dispersive band is quasi-flat,
this not anymore an acceptable approximation, since the
conventional contribution vanishes in the flat band limit
(Orerk = 0) while the geometric one does not.

It is possible to rewrite the conventional contribution
in a more suggestive form by using (B59) in the form
given by the last term and performing an integration by
parts. In this way, one obtains the following expression

‘Emk - Eﬁk' 2 Egap for

d2k a En 6m5ﬁ
[Dé,oc)]l,m :/ﬁ Nk OmEnk — %
(2m) 2 cosh (BT"“)
(55)
nk — Er
with ng =1— 6‘;_“tanh(62“‘> . (56)
nk



The first term inside the parenthesis is the inverse ef-
fective mass tensor 9;0menk = [mlff] m weighted by the
occupation factor ny. It is not dlﬂ"lcult to show that ny is
precisely the occupation number (including both spins) of
the state with energy €7 at thermal equilibrium. There-
fore, the interpretation of the first term is that all of the
particles participate to the superfluid flow at zero tem-
perature and the superfluid weight is an average mea-
sure of the effective mass of the carriers of the superfluid
current. The second term vanishes at zero temperature
and can be intepreted as a depletion of the superfluid
component due to the thermal excitations of quasiparti-
cles [62]. However, this interpretation does not provide
the full picture since the geometric contribution (51) is
not taken into account.

B. GRPA correction to the superfluid weight

In the previous section we have reobtained the gen-
eral result for the MFT superfluid weight in multi-
band/multiorbital lattices in the presence of an Hubbard
interaction term, which has been discussed in a number
previous works. In this section, we move on to consider
the GRPA correction to the superfluid weight, consist-
ing of the terms in (35) which depends on the matrix A
and the vector v;. Thus, we need to evaluate their these
objects in the isolated band approximation. The details
of the calculation are again provided in Appendix B. For
the matrix elements of the matrix A, g defined in (31),
we obtain

Ao p = Cy
k 4cosh Bb;’“‘) 8
. (57)
| (| P(k)|B)] BEni\ ~e
g, tanh g,

c,g11,1 [C811,2
Cy® = [Clc( g}Q 1 [CIZ g]Q 2] (58)
(G d i (@] o

el Uppe T Upge —2upy 02y

[Ck] - 2 92 4 4 ’ (59)
—2U5 Vnk Upi T Vnk

e = - =2t (1 1) 60
2u2, v2 —(ud, + v?

e Wi Wi AL BT
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CE = (e —vhumern (1 1) 679 @2

For reason that will become clear in a moment, we distin-
guish two contributions to the matrix A, a conventional
one proportional to Cp and a geometric one proportional

to Ci. The same separation applies to the vector v; (30)

Via = Vlca + Vlga ) (63)
1 0
PR N
Via = (Ji, Na) 0 ) Via = (Ji, Da) 1 , (64)
0 -1
N A2
(Ji, Nay) = =(Ji, Nay) = Y (o] P(K)|a) BYorm
k nk
tanh(ﬁEQﬁk) 3 (65)
X - Oignk
Enx 2 cosh? (’BE"“ )
( Al;ﬁoz) = _(jl?ﬁl)
A BEne 66
=3 g (25 P9, 0P 00 ) .
K nk
These results are obtained from (B55)-(B56), (B61)

and (B64) in Appendix B. It is clear from (65) that v{,
is a conventional term since it depends only on the group
velocity Oienk. In fact, expressing vy, in terms of the
group velocity alone is a nontrivial result that involves
a fair amount of algebra, see (B60). On the other hand,
one can see from (66) that v§ is purely geometrical, since
it depends only on the derivatives of the Bloch functions,
or equivalently, only on the derivatives of the flat band
projector 0, P(k).

The key observation that allows to considerably sim-

plify the calculation is to notice that the vectors v;’# are
eigenvectors of the matrices Cl(c %) and B, (33)

Cove, = Vi, CovE, =0, (67)
Civi, =0, Cevi, =VE,, (68)

U,
Baviy = Evff. (69)

As a consequence, we have also
Aa,a’Ba’Vl(C /g) )\(c ,8) UouVl(c,g) 7 (70)

with ¢

o, — T

2
Z—m olP mﬁ‘ (71)

” 4 cosh?( )
P ()

It is then clear that GRPA correction to the super-
fluid weight can be written as the sum of a conventional
and geometric components since the vectors introduced
in (64) are orthogonal vf, - vj 5 = 0. The conventional
component takes the form

1 1
[Dm = ()T (B + BAlBB>an

1



Here, A. = A/N. denotes the unit cell area, U =
diag(Uy,Us, ..., Us=n,,.) is a diagonal matrix with the
coupling constants U, on the main diagonal, A¢ is
a matrix with components given by (71) and ¢; =
(01’17 Cl2yeens cl’a:Norb)T are vectors whose components
are given by ¢, = Afl(jl,Na ). Recall that, in the
thermodynamic limit, the summation over wave vectors
in the expression for (J;, Noq) in (65) is replaced by the
Brillouin zone integral >, — ﬁ [ d?k.

At zero temperature A = 0 and only the first term
in (73) survives. Since the components of the vector ¢;
are purely real and U, > 0, the matrix M with com-
ponents [M];,, = ¢} Uc,, is positive semidefinite, which
means that the conventional part of the GRPA correc-
tion leads to an enhancement of the superfluid weight
compared to its mean-field value at zero temperature.

It can be also shown that the second term in (73) is
always negative semidefinite, which is consistent with the
discussion below (A20) (see also Ref. [47]). To prove
this, one notes that the matrix Q(k) with components
[Q(K)]a.or = | (| P(K)|e/)|? is positive semidefinite since

c'Qc = Tr[c! PeP| = Tr[(PeP)!(PcP)] >0, (74)

with ¢ = diag(cy,ca,...,cn,,,) the diagonal matrix ob-
tained from the components of the generic complex vec-
tor ¢ = (e1,¢a,...,¢n,,,) 7. In fact, this is just a special
case of the Schur product theorem according to which
the Hadamard product (entry-wise product) C = Ao B
of two positive (semi)-definite matrices A and B is pos-
itive (semi)-definite [63]. In our specific case, we have
Q(k) = P(k) o P*(k) with both P(k) and P*(k) posi-
tive semidefinite. Thus A€ is negative semidefinite and as
a consequence also ((A\°)~! — U)~!. This concludes the
proof. By the same token,

1

1
iy 75
U1—x " (75)

(A)=t-U

is a positive semidefinite matrix, showing that the con-

ventional GRPA correction Délc) always leads to an in-
crease of the mean-field superfluid weight even at finite
temperature. It will become clear in the following that
the conventional GRPA correction Délc) is also geometry
independent.

Using (75) with A% in place of A°, we can write the
geometric component of the GRPA correction to the su-

perfluid weight in the following form

1

[D(l)]l)m = 2.Aclem

N d,,. (76)

g

Similarly to (73), the matrix A\® has matrix elements A7, ,,

given by (72) and d; = (d; 1,ds 2, ..
tor with components d;, = .A_l(jl, ﬁa), whose expres-
sion in terms of the periodic Bloch functions and their
derivatives is given in (66). Note that the components
of the d; vector just introduced are purely imaginary

T :
S dia=N,, )" isavec

10

since (jl,ba) = —(jl,ﬁl) = —(jbﬁa)*, see (27)-(28).
Therefore, if it is shown that the matrix U~ — )& is
positive definite and so is its inverse, then Dé}g is nega-
tive semidefinite, meaning that superfluid weight is de-
creased by the geometric GRPA correction compared to
the mean-field result DS)). This is in contrast to the con-
ventional GRPA correction Dglc) discussed previously. A
subtle point here is that U~! — A& is not invertible, as
shown below. This is not a problem since the formula
in (76) makes sense and gives the correct result if one de-
notes by 1/(U~! — X&) the Moore-Penrose inverse (pseu-
doinverse).

To prove that U~! — )& is positive semidefinite, we
need the self-consistency equation of mean-field theory
for the parameters A,. By assuming the uniform pairing
condition (42) and taking the isolated band limit, one
obtains from (C7)

tanh BET""
=23 221‘ ) (a|P()]a) . (77)
« C k n

Therefore, we can write

tanh (—ﬁEﬁ")
U-l_ )&= S 2
N K 2Fnk

with R(k) = diag P(k) — P(k) o P*(k).  (79)

R(k),  (78)

The matrix R(k) is defined in terms of the Hadamard
product Q(k) = P(k) o P*(k) introduced in (74), while
diag P(k) is the diagonal part of P(k), that is the matrix
obtained by setting to zero all of the matrix elements
away from the main diagonal. Since the linear combi-
nation of positive semidefinite matrices with positive co-
efficients is again positive semidefinite, we just need to
prove that R(k) is positive semidefinite. This is done as
follows

2ctRe = 2Tr [CTPC} —2Tr [PCTPC]

=Tr [[P7 C]T[P, c]] >0, (80)

where the vector ¢ and the diagonal matrix c¢ are as

in (74). This concludes the proof that Ds(}g) is negative
semidefinite. By taking c as the identity matrix, one ob-
tains that the right-hand side of (80) is zero, showing
that R(k) and U~! — A% are never invertible. This can
be traced back to the fact that the mean-field free energy
does not change if all the variational parameters A, are
multiplied by the same constant phase e*¢. The invari-
ance under global phase rotations of the order parameter
is a general property of superconducting systems, which
is a consequence of gauge invariance.

The expressions (73) and (76) for the conventional and
geometric components of the GRPA correction are the
main results of this section, together with the statements
regarding their positive or negative semidefiniteness, re-

spectively D£12 > 0 and Ds(}g? < 0. The formulas (73)



and (76) allow to compute the full GRPA correction D
of generic lattice models in the isolated flat band limit in
terms of the energy dispersion ezx and the Bloch func-
tions |gnk) of the only partially filled band. An important
difference between the conventional and the geometric
components is that the latter is not geometry indepen-
dent, meaning that it depends on the orbital position
vectors rj, that enter in the Fourier transforms of the
field operators (4) and of the free Hamiltonian (5). In
the next section, it is explained how one can take advan-
tage of this fact and set the geometric GRPA correction
to zero by a suitable choice of the orbital positions.

V. MINIMAL QUANTUM METRIC AND
NATURAL ORBITAL POSITIONS

In this section, we first assume that the partially filled
band is not only isolated, but also flat in order to simplify
the presentation. All of the results can be straightfor-
wardly extended to the case of an isolated, but not nec-
essarily flat, band as explained towards the end. In the
isolated flat band limit, only the geometric contribution
to the superfluid weight D = Dﬁ?g) —I—Ds(}g survives, while
the conventional one vanishes DS(?C) = Dg(lc) = 0. Since the
energy dispersion of the band is just a constant ezx = €5,
the superfluid weight depends only on an invariant built
out of the flat band Bloch functions. The quantum met-
ric (52), which appears in the expression (51) for the ge-
ometric contribution to the MF superfluid weight, is in-
variant under multiplication of the Bloch functions by an
arbitrary k-dependent phase factor |gnk) — €**®) |gni),
because the projector P(k) = |gnkX{gnk| is unaffected by
this transformation. In this sense the quantum metric
is a band structure invariant. However, if we perform
a shift of the orbital positions as in (8), the flat band
projector transforms as (see (9))

P(k) — P'(k) = e %P P(k)eP (81)
(9[P(k) — 81P’(k)

=e *P(P(k) —i[b, P(k)])e™ P (82)

The components b; of the vector b are operators acting
in orbital space and encode the position shifts b, for
each orbital, that is b; |a) = [ba]i|a). The presence of
the commutator term in (82) implies that the quantum
metric is not geometry independent. It follows that it is
essential to include the GRPA correction in order to re-
store the geometry independence of the total superfluid
weight, which has been established in Sec. II using the
principle of gauge invariance. On the other hand, it is
clear that the quantities (o|P(k)|r) and | (a|P(k)|a/)[?,
appearing in (65) and (71), respectively, are invariant un-
der orbital position shifts (81), therefore the conventional
component of the GRPA correction (73) is geometry in-
dependent.

The purpose of this section is to show that it is possi-
ble to set to zero the geometric component of the GRPA
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correction, that is Dg,lg) = 0, by a suitable choice of the

orbital positions. It is also shown that these orbital posi-
tions, called in the following the natural orbital positions,
are the ones that minimize the trace of the quantum met-
ric integrated over the Brillouin zone, in agreement with
the results of Ref. [47]. Using the nomenclature of this
last reference, the integrated quantum metric computed
using the natural orbital positions is called the minimal
quantum metric.

Using (51) and (76), we can write the superfluid weight
in the isolated flat band limit in the following way

[DS]l,m = [Dg,g]l,m + [Dé,lg?]l,m
= o8 tanh<52 )Mlm“

where E; = /(g7 — )% + A2 = Ejy is the quasiparticle
dispersion, which is also flat, and the minimal quantum
metric M, ,,, is defined as

Ml,m = Ml7m - %SlTR_lsm ) (84)
Mo = / (37:)‘2 Grm(K), (85)
S| = (Sl,l,slvg,...,SZ,Norb)T s (86)
2
S / % (@|[P(), 0 P(0)a) ,  (87)
d2k "
R=— / (s P~ PO9 o P10 (89)

We call M, ,,, the minimal quantum metric as in Ref. [47],
but a more proper name would be minimal integrated
quantum metric, since M, ,, is the quantum metric (52)
integrated over the whole Brillouin zone. The vector s;
is related to the vector d; introduced in (76) and has
purely real components. As before, in (88) we have used
the Hadamard product Q(k) = P(k) o P*(k) whose ma-
trix elements are [Q(k)]a,or = | <a|P(k)|a’>|2. As in (76),
R~! denotes the pseudoinverse since R is not an invert-
ible matrix.

It is possible to show that the result in (83)-(88) for
the superfluid weight in the isolated flat band limit is
applicable also in the case of several degenerate flat
bands. The only modification is that the projector reads
P(k) = >, c 7 |9nk){gnk| in this case, where the sum runs
over the set F of degenerate partially filled flat bands. An
example of a lattice with degenerate flat bands is the dice
lattice presented in Sec. VIC.

We now show that, if the orbital positions are chosen
so as to minimize the trace of the integrated quantum
metric Tr M = 37, My, then the vectors s; vanish and
so does the geometric GRPA correction Dé}g) proportional
to the quantity s] R~ !s,, /2 in (84). To this end, we need
to compute how the integrated quantum metric changes
under a shift of the orbital positions. From (81), we



obtain
Ml)m — ./\/l;7m = Ml)m
. d%k
- z/W(Tr [[P(k), 0, P(K)]bm | + 1 <> m)
42 / (‘21;1)‘2 TrP)bi(1 — P(K))b] (89)

— My — 8By — 8T by + 267 Rb,, |
with by = ([bacilis [Pacalis- - [Pacnyli) -

By setting to zero the derivatives of the trace Tr M’ =
> M;; with respect to the shift components [bq];, it is
found that the integrated quantum metric is minimized
when the following condition is satisfied

Rby = L. (90)
2

The linear system (90) necessarily has a solution be-
cause Tr M’ is a positive quantity and has a minimum
as a function of the shifts [b,];. However, the solu-
tion is not unique since Tr M’ is invariant if all orbitals
are shifted by the same amount ([b,]; = [bg]; for all
a, ) as one expect from translational invariance. In-
deed, if e = (1,1,...,1)T is the vector with all the com-
ponents equal to one, it is easy to verify that s-e = 0
and Re = 0. Thus, a solution of (90) can be ex-
pressed in terms of the pseudoinverse R~ of the matrix
R, namely b; = R~ 's;/2. According to the properties
of the pseudoinverse, this solution has minimum norm

by = V2o [bal?, therefore it satisfies the condition

(S bl = Za[ba}l = 0.
On the other hand, we have from (82) and (87)

2
St = 8o = / % ([P (%), P ()|

d%k
(2m)?
:Sl,a72Z[R]a,B[b,ﬁ]lv or S; =8 72Rifv)l.
B

- / (@l[P(), [bi, POK)] ) (91)

This result together with (89) implies that the minimal
quantum metric M (84) is geometry independent, as
expected from the discussion in Sec. II. Another con-
sequence is that, if the orbital shifts are chosen so as
to satisfy (90), then s; = 0 and the minimal quantum

metric M (84) coincides with the integrated quantum
metric M, thus it is a positive semidefinite matrix. This
also means that the correlation functions (J;, Do) (66)
and the GRPA correction in (83)-(84) vanish if calculated
with the orbitals positions defined by (90). Importantly,
it is always possible to find such a preferred set of orbital
positions, which we call natural orbital positions. In gen-
eral, we have observed that the natural orbital positions
are always unique up to arbitrary translations. This is
indeed the case of the examples presented in Sec. V, how-
ever a general proof of this fact is lacking at present.
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Even though only the flat band case has been consid-
ered so far in this section, it is easy to show that natural
orbital positions, for which Délg) = 0, exist also in the
case of an isolated band that is not necessarily flat. In
order to do this, one simply needs to repeat the argu-
ments presented in this section with the inclusion of the
weight factor E%kl tanh(S8E5x/2) under the integral sign
J dk in (85), (87) and (88). Indeed, it is immediate to
see that the derivations of the transformation properties
in (89) and (91) are unaffected by the weight factor.

It is a remarkable fact that the expression (84)-(88)
for the minimal quantum metric and the linear sys-
tem (90) defining the natural orbital positions are ob-
tained also from the analysis of the two-body excitation
spectrum. Here, we quickly recall how this has been done
in Ref. [47]. The dispersion of propagating two-body
bound states is given by the effective Hamiltonian

(alh(@)|B) = - / (;173)‘ (alP(k + @8} (BIP(W)]a) |
(92)

first introduced in Ref. [64], under the assumption that

/ (;1;)‘ (a| P()]a) = / (fj;)‘ BIPWIF)  (93)

for all @ and B. This condition guarantees that the uni-
form pairing condition is satisfied for U, = Ug = U
(see (C8)) and implies that the two-body bound state
with lowest energy for q = 0 is represented by the effec-

tive state vector |¥o) with («|Py) = (B|¥o) = Nc;ll)/Q
for all «,B. The effective Hamiltonian transforms as
h(q) — K (q) = e "@Ph(q)e’®® under an orbital posi-
tion shift, therefore its eigenvalues are geometry indepen-
dent quantities. Using second order perturbation theory,
one finds that the inverse effective mass of the bound
state represented by |¥q) is proportional to the minimal
quantum metric (84), which coincides with the integrated
quantum metric M, = Nogb, (¥0|010mh(q)|To), if the
natural orbital positions are used in (92). In particular,
the linear system determining the natural orbital posi-
tions obtained in Ref. [47] (see Eq. (38) in this reference)
is a special case of (90) when (93) holds. Indeed, the
components of s; can be written in the following equiva-
lent form

Sl.a 1 2
e 1 / % (a|[P(k), 8, P(K)]|a)

— i / (;17:)‘2 (]9, P (k) P(K)|a) (94)

=iY_ (alah(0)|8)
B

which can be identified with the right-hand side of
Eq. (38) in Ref. [47], while on the left-hand side it is also
easy to identify the matrix R (88). The second equality
in the above equation is a consequence of the fact that
the projector P(k) is in general not periodic, but rather



o-equivariant [52], namely P(k+g;) = e8P P(k)e'8i P
for some given shift operator b [see (9)], while g; are re-
ciprocal lattice vectors defined by a; - g; = 27d; ;, there-
fore (a|P%(k)|a) = (a|P(k)|a) is periodic.

Our derivation of (84)-(88) and (90) is equivalent to
the one of Ref. [47] but is based on the direct evaluation
of the GRPA expression for the superfluid weight. It
is rather instructive to see how the same results can be
obtained with completely different methods. This pro-
vides strong evidence that the relation between minimal
quantum metric and superfluid weight in a flat band is
an accurate, or even exact, result. Our approach has
the advantage that it is straightforward to relax the flat
band assumption, moreover, we have shown that the con-
dition (93) is unnecessary. This means that the minimal
quantum metric and the associated natural orbital po-
sitions can be defined for arbitrary bands or composite
bands, therefore they are likely to find applications in
other contexts. With this perspective in mind, we illus-
trate these band structure invariants by considering some
representative examples in the following section.

VI. EXAMPLES

In this section, we illustrate the ideas introduced in
the previous section by considering three examples: Su-
Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) model, Creutz ladder and dice
lattice. In all of them, the Brillouin zone integrals that
enter in the definitions of the minimal quantum metric
and natural orbital positions can be worked out ana-
lytically. This gives us the opportunity to understand
these concepts in the simplest possible setting. See also
Ref. [47] for an analogous discussion of the Lieb lattice.

A. Su-Schrieffer-Heeger model

The SSH model is a one-dimensional lattice model
widely used to illustrate the topological properties of the
band structure and the concept of bulk-edge correspon-
dence [65]. As illustrated in Fig. 1, the unit cell of the
SSH model contains two orbitals, labeled by a = 1,2.
The single-particle free Hamiltonian Hyee (1) for the SSH
model is given by

Hf . (i—37)=0 for

Hfoo(0) = (2 8) : (96)

i—jl>1, (95)

nge(l) = [I—Ifrcc(fl)]'r = <8 13) . (97)

The two real and positive parameters v and w denote the
intra-cell and inter-cell hopping matrix elements, respec-
tively. The lattice constant is fixed to @ = 1, thus the
crystal momentum k takes values in the range [—m,7].
The orbital positions are chosen to be the same for the
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FIG. 1: The SSH model is a simple linear chain with alter-
nating hoppings. The unit cell, shown in the top row as a
green rectangle, consists of two orbitals labeled by o = 1,2,
while v and w denote the hopping amplitudes within a unit
cell (thick line) and between neighboring unit cells (thin line),
respectively. By convention, the two orbitals in the unit cell
have the same position, see (98). For illustration purposes,
they are displaced from each other in the figure. The two en-
ergy bands of the SSH model are both flat when either w =0
(middle row) or v = 0 (bottom row). In both cases, the
lattice model reduces to a collection of disconnected dimers,
therefore transport is not possible in any form. However, the
quantum metric and thus the MF superfluid weight is zero in
the first case (w = 0) and nonzero if w # 0. To resolve this
inconsistency, it is necessary to take into account the geomet-
ric GRPA correction to the superfluid weight, which amounts
to computing the quantum metric using the natural orbital
positions. The red rectangles in the middle and bottom rows
contain orbitals whose natural positions are identical.

two orbitals inside the same unit cell (see top row in
Fig. 1), that is

Tj(a=1) = Tj(a=2) = J - (98)

With this convention for the orbital positions, the Fourier
transform of the free Hamiltonian (5) reads

i

-~ 0 v+ we ™
— \v + we'* 0 ‘

It is straightforward to obtain the energy dispersions
e, (k) and projection operators P, (k) for the upper (n =
+) and lower (n = —) band

(99)

e4(k) = £|v + we™™| = £v/02 + w? + 2vwcos k, (100)

Py (k) = PI(k) = 1(1 - Ii;é;”)
v+ we'*

2
_ 101 xf (k) _
_2<if(k:) 1 ) k)= v+ weik| |

The spin index ¢ has been dropped since since the pro-
jector operator P (k) does not depend on the spin. We

(101)



need also the derivative of the projector given by

1 0 [ (k)]
akpi(k) = 5 <:|:f/(k) [fé >] > )

. iw(w + vcosk)
th  f'(k) = : — |
Wi J'(k) [v + we | (v + we=F)

(102)

Since the diagonal matrix elements of the projector (101)
are constant and equal to {(a|Py(k)|a) = 1/2, the SSH
model satisfies the uniform pairing condition if U; =
Uy = U. Under this condition, the geometric contri-
bution to the MF superfluid weight is given by the for-
mula in (51) in the isolated band limit (adapted to one-
dimension), which depends on the quantum metric G(k).
We obtain from (102) that the quantum metric is
N
G(k) = Tr[O0k Py (k)0 Pr (k)] = CAUE
2 (103)
B w?(w + v cos k)?
- 2(v2 + w? + 2vwcos k)2

The quantum metric is the same for the two bands and di-
verges at k = m when |w—v| — 0 concomitantly with the
closure of the energy gap between the two bands at the
same k point. The integral of the quantum metric over
the Brillouin zone M = [7_9£G(k) can be performed by
using the change of variable e’* — z and applying the
residue theorem to the resulting contour integral

1 w? 2wz + v2? + v)?
M= o 2 2
21 Jiy= 8z(v +wz)?(vz + w)
e (104)
. m for v > w,
% for v<w.

We have computed the integrated quantum metric even
away from the flat band limit, which in the SSH model
is obtained when v = 0 or w = 0, since it can be of inter-
est also for other applications besides the computation of
the superfluid weight. In the case w = 0, the unit cells
are completely disconnected, as shown in Fig. 1, and one
expects the absence of all forms of transport. In fact,
the superfluid weight vanishes since M = 0. On the
other hand, if v = 0, then the quantum metric is nonzero
(M = 1/2) even though the lattice is again composed
of disconnected two-orbital dimers and one would again
expect vanishing superfluid weight. As explained below,
this apparent paradox is due to the fact that we have

ignored the geometric GRPA correction Dé,lg) or, in other
words, we have calculated the quantum metric using or-
bitals positions that are different from the natural ones.
To compute the natural orbital positions and
the GRPA correction, we need the vector s =
(Sa=1,8a=2)T (86)-(87), in which the spatial index [ has
been dropped since we are dealing with a one dimensional
model, and the pseudoinverse of the matrix R (88). It is
straightforward to obtain the latter from (101)

R = (_11 ‘11> _4R. (105)
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Instead, the components of the vector s are calculated
again using a contour integral as in (104)

S0 = i/Tr dr (a|[Ps(k), O Pr(k)]|cx)

_p2m

(=) / w(2wz + vz? +v)
=1 4

2mi 2(v+wz)(vz + w) (106)

_J0 for
e g

The position shifts, given by b = (bg=1,ba=2)? =
R~'s/2 vanish in the case v > w, which confirms that
the choice in (98) corresponds to the natural orbital po-
sitions. On the other hand, for v < w the natural orbital
positions are given by

v >w

v<w.

(-1
2

r;’a =Tja+tba=7+ (107)
As a consequence, we have rj2 = 7j41,1. This means
that in the SSH model the natural orbital positions are
given by assigning the same positions to the orbitals con-
nected by the hopping with largest magnitude, as illus-
trated in Fig. 1. We can also compute the minimal quan-
tum metric for arbitrary value of the hopping amplitudes.
From (105) and (106), one obtains s’ R~!s = 1 in the
case v < w, therefore the minimal quantum metric is
given by

v>w,
(108)

m for v<w.

2

M=M— %STRAS = {4(”%“}2) for
In particular M = 0 for v = 0 or w = 0, thus the super-
fluid weight vanishes in the flat band limit in the case of
the SSH model after taking into account the geometric
GRPA correction, as expected. Note that the expressions
of the minimal quantum metric in the two cases are re-
lated by to each other through the interchange v < w.
This is consistent with the fact that one can interchange
the two hopping hopping amplitudes v and w by a simple
redefinition of the unit cell, which amounts to a different
specification of the orbitals positions. Thus, the min-
imal quantum metric captures an intrinsic property of
the band wave functions, which is not affected by the
unit cell choice or the specific assignment of the orbital
positions. Note also that the natural orbital positions
respect the symmetries of the lattice, more specifically
the reflection symmetry with respect to the middle point
of the line connecting two nearest-neighbor orbitals. We
will see more examples of this general phenomenon in the
following.

Besides the superfluid weight, another potentially in-
teresting application of the natural orbital positions is
related to topological invariants. The SSH model pos-
sess a topological invariant, the winding number W [65—
67], which takes value W = 0 for v > w and [W| =1
for v < w when computed using the projector operator



FIG. 2: The Creutz ladder is a one-dimensional lattice model
composed of two simple linear chains. The two chains are
distinguished by the orbitals index o = 1,2 and coupled by
inter-chain hopping matrix elements, shown as the red and
black diagonal lines in the figure. The horizontal and diagonal
black lines correspond to the hopping amplitude ¢ > 0 in the
free Hamiltonian (109) and the red lines to —¢. With this
choice of the hopping matrix elements, the two bands of the
Creutz ladder are perfectly flat and geometrically non-trivial
since the minimal quantum metric is nonzero. As in the case
of the SSH, orbitals in the same unit cell (green rectangle)
have the same position. As shown in the main text, this
choice of the orbital position is natural. The two chains are
displaced from each other in the transverse direction only for
illustration purposes.

given in (101). In fact, one can show that the quan-
tum metric is bounded from below by the winding num-
ber [68], namely M > W?/2. However, it is well-known
that the winding number depends on the choice of unit
cell used to compute it, which amounts to a choice of
the orbitals positions [69, 70]. Interestingly, our results
show that the winding number of the SSH model com-
puted with the natural orbital positions is always zero.
Our next example, the Creutz ladder, possesses bands
with nonzero winding number, when computed using the
natural orbital positions. This suggests that the natural
orbital positions can be used to provide a more refined
classifications of the topological properties of the band
structure.

B. Creutz ladder

The Creutz ladder shown in Fig. 2 is a one-dimensional
lattice model with two orbitals per unit cell introduced
in Ref. [71]. It has the peculiar property that both of its
two bands are perfectly flat for a specific choice of the
hopping matrix elements. This model has been stud-
ied extensively both in the bosonic and the fermionic
case with the inclusion of different types of interaction
terms [48, 55, 68, 72-78].

Adopting the convention for the phases of hopping ma-
trix elements introduced in Ref. [55], the free Hamilto-
nian of the Creutz ladder reads

Hieol) = [0 =2 (1 )0 o

HZ. (j)=0 for j+#+1. (110)
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with ¢ > 0 the energy scale of the hopping amplitudes.
This Hamiltonian is represented graphically in Fig. 2.
Choosing the orbital positions as for the SSH model (98),
i.e. same position for orbitals in the same unit cell, the
Fourier transform of the free Hamiltonian of the Creutz
ladder takes the form

- _ cosk —isink
Hieo(k) = 21 (z sink — cosk) :
The dispersions of the two bands, labeled by n = +, and
the associated projection operators are given by

(111)

ex(k) = £2t, (112)
B 1+cosk TFisink
Pi(k) = 9 ( +isink 1F cos k‘) (113)

As in the case of the SSH model, the spin index has been
dropped since the projection operator is the same for spin
up and spin down. Again, the uniform pairing conditions
is satisfied for Uy = Uy = U since [ 9k (a|Py (k)|a) =

™ 27T
1. From (113) it is immediate to obtain the result

Pt ot =5 (7 )

thus the components of the vector s in (87) are all zero.
It follows that the orbital positions given by (98) are in
fact natural ones for the Creutz ladder and the superfluid
weight is obtained simply from the integrated quantum
metric M, while the GRPA correction vanishes. As noted
in Ref. [68], the quantum metric of the Creutz ladder is
constant, independent of k,

G(k)

(114)

1
3
For completeness, we compute also the matrix R (88)
and its pseudoinverse

R! :2( 11 11> = 16R.

Note that the natural orbital positions respect the sym-
metries of the Creutz ladder, in this specific case they are
preserved under the interchange of the two orbitals inside
the unit cell. The unitary operator R implementing this
transformation on the field operators is

Réja RN = (- Réj Rl = (-

= Tr[0x P(k) 0, P(k)] = (115)

(116)

)ch27 )]le (117)

The sign factors (—1)7 in the definition of R correspond a
gauge transformation and are necessary in order to pre-
serve the signs of the hopping matrix elements of the
Creutz ladder Hamiltonian (see Fig. 2).

As mentioned in the previous section, the winding
number computed with the natural orbital positions is
W = 1 [68], in contrast to the SSH model, for which
it is always zero. It is an interesting open question for
the future is to understand whether the different winding
numbers of the two models manifest in some observable
properties, for instance in the edge states that occur in
topologically nontrivial lattice models due to the bulk-
edge correspondence.



/\

FIG. 3: Schematics of the dice lattice. The orange hexagons
and the blue triangles denotes lattice sites. The hexagons are
called hub sites and are six-fold coordinated while the trian-
gles are called rim sites and are three-fold coordinated. The
bonds between sites represent Hamiltonian matrix elements,
which are all equal up to a sign encoded in the color of the
bond (4 for black and — for orange). With this choice of
the hopping matrix elements, the Bravais lattice is rectan-
gular with the fundamental vectors given in (121). The red
rectangle denotes the associated unit cell, which contains six
orbitals, labelled by the orbital index a« = 1,...,6 as shown
in the figure. The black cross denotes the baricenter of the
orbitals within the chosen unit cell. The natural orbital posi-
tions are specified by the vectors b, (123) and b, (124) with
the baricenter taken as the origin of the coordinate system.
The positions of the lattice sites in the figure coincide with
the natural orbital positions.

C. Dice lattice

In this final example, we explicitly calculate the set
of natural orbital positions and the minimal quantum
metric for the two-dimensional dice lattice, also known
as T3 lattice [55, 79, 80]. The graphical representation of
the free Hamiltonian of the dice lattice is given in Fig. 3,
while its Fourier transform is provided in Ref. [55] and is
not repeated here for brevity. The labeling of the orbitals
shown in the figure is the same as in Ref. [81] and different
from Ref. [55]. Note that in Ref. [55] a more general
model is considered, whereas here we specialize to the
case in which all the hopping matrix elements are equal
up to a sign. The hopping sign is denoted by the color
of the bonds in Fig. 3. As discussed in Ref. [79], with
this specific choice of hopping signs, the band structure
of the dice lattice is composed of six doubly degenerated
flat bands. We focus on the lowest pair of degenerate flat
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bands (n = 1,2) with energy

1
Z—I:En_l’2:2<€h—1/€ﬁ+24>.

The parameter ¢}, is the on-site energy of the hub sites,
while the rim sites have zero on-site energy (see Fig. 3 for
the definition of hub and rim sites). The unit of energy in
the above expression is the absolute value of the hopping
amplitude between any two sites. The periodic Bloch
functions for this pair of flat bands are

(118)

)", (119)

(120)

|gl,k> = C(é, 0,1+ eikl7 1, eik27eik2 (eikl

, , T

lg20¢) = (0,8, =1, 1+ e 1 — e 1)
where the normalizing constant is given by ¢ = (82 +

6)_1/ 2 and we have introduced the quantities k; = k- a;,
with a;—; » the fundamental vectors of the Bravais lattice

() ()

The periodic Bloch functions in (119) and (120) are ob-
tained with the following choice of the orbital positions

. . . i1
Tiq = 1121 + 2243, 1= (m) )

(121)

(122)

i.e. the same position vector is assigned to all of the
orbitals inside the rectangular unit cell shown in Fig. 3
since rj, is independent of the orbital index a.. Note that
these are different from the positions of the lattice sites
actually used in Fig. 3.

A convenient feature of the dice lattice is that the com-
ponents of the periodic Bloch functions and therefore also
of the projection operator P(k) = |gk 1 )X{gx.1]+|9k,2)X9xk, 2|
are polynomials in e*** and e**2, which allows to obtain-
ing analytical results. Indeed, the calculation of the ma-
trix R (88) and the vector s; (86)-(87) is straightfoward
but tedious and is best done with the help of a com-
puter algebra system. The explicit expressions of these
quantities are not particularly illuminating and are not
provided here. We simply note that the following vectors

~ 1
b= (-L1L1-1-11)", (123)

~ 1

b (=5,1,-3,-1,3,5)" (124)

e

give a solution of the linear system (90) for arbitrary val-
ues of the parameter €,. In fact, they give the unique
solution satisfying the constrain e - b; = 0, thus this is
the solution obtained by using the pseudoinverse of the
matrix R, as explained in Sec. V. Due to this constrain,
the vectors b; give the natural orbital positions for the
dice lattice in a coordinate system in which the origin is
the baricenter of the orbitals inside a unit cell. The posi-
tions of the lattice sites shown in Fig. 3 coincide with the
natural orbital positions given by (123)-(124). One can



see once again that the natural orbital positions provide
a maximally symmetric arrangement of the lattice sites.

It also straightforward to compute the minimal quan-
tum metric (84), which is proportional to the identity
and whose diagonal elements are (I = z,y)

—~ 1 12 5En
M= 18<5+

+ : 125
’ ep +24 ,/sﬁ+24> (129)

The superfluid weight is proportional to the minimal
quantum metric according to (83), provided the uniform
pairing condition (42), or equivalently (C8), is satisfied.
For a discussion of the uniform pairing condition in the
case of the dice lattice see Ref. [81]. Note that the in-
tegrated quantum metric M (85) of the dice lattice is
in general not proportional to the identity matrix when
computed using orbitals positions that are different from
the natural ones. This means that using the integrated
quantum metric alone in (83) can lead to an unphysical
anisotropy of the superfluid weight. Thus, it is impor-
tant to include the geometric GRPA correction, which
amounts to using the natural orbitals positions, in order
to restore the proper symmetry of the superfluid weight
tensor.

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we have provided the analytic expression
for the superfluid weight within the GRPA in the isolated
band limit. By analytic we mean that the evaluation of
the superfluid weight is reduced to performing Brillouin
zone integrals of certain combinations of the band disper-
sions e,k and the band wave functions |g,x) of a generic
lattice model and their derivatives with respect to quasi-
momentum. This allows to relate the superfluid weight,
which is an important observable for superfluid systems,
to the properties of the band structure, in particular the
effective mass and invariants such as the quantum met-
ric (52). Our results hold under specific assumptions:
the interaction is of the Hubbard form (13) with neg-
ative coupling constants U, < 0 (attractive) that can
depend on the orbital «, and the free Hamiltonian (1)
is invariant under spin rotations along a given axis and
also time-reversal symmetric for A = 0. Moreover, it is
assumed that the uniform pairing condition is satisfied,
namely that the pairing potential A, is independent of
the orbital index « (42). Under the same assumptions,
it was shown in Refs. [16] and [18] that the superfluid
weight computed within the mean-field approximation

(BCS theory), denoted here by DS(O), can be split into

two contributions Ds((]) = Dioc) + D§f}.§. The conventional
contribution Dé?c) can be written as in (50) or, equiva-
lently, as in (55) in terms of the effective mass, while the
geometric contribution Dé?g) is a weighted averaged of the
quantum metric over the Brillouin zone (51). The geo-

metric contribution becomes important for bands with
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small bandwidth compared to the interaction coupling
constants U, since the conventional contribution vanishes
in the flat band limit.

A major result of this work is that the same sepa-
ration holds also at the level of the GRPA. Indeed, we
find that the correction term to the superfluid obtained
from the GRPA DS) = DSJ + Dé}g) is also the sum of

. . 1 . .
a conventional contribution Db(c) and a geometric contri-

bution Dglg) The expression for the conventional part
of the GRPA correction is given by combining (65), (71)
and (73). One can see from the expression (65) for corre-

lation functions of the form (J;, N,o) that Délc) vanishes

in the flat band limit, as in the case of Dé?c). We also
show that the conventional GRPA correction is a positive
semidefinite tensor, meaning that this correction term
leads to an increase of the superfluid weight compared to
the mean-field result.

On the other hand, the geometric part of the GRPA
correction, given by (66), (72) and (76), is not necessarily
zero in the flat band limit and, as discussed in Sec. V and
through examples in Sec. VI, it is important to include it
in order to restore the geometry independence of the su-
perfluid weight. Indeed, we find that, within the GRPA,
the superfluid weight in the flat band limit is proportional
to the minimal quantum metric M (84)-(88), the integral
of the quantum metric over the Brillouin zone minimized
with respect to the orbital positions (see Sec. V). The re-
lation between minimal quantum metric and superfluid
weight was pointed out in Ref. [47] for the first time,
where it was shown that the geometry independence of
the superfluid weight is restored by not neglecting the
A-dependence of the pairing potential A(A) when tak-
ing derivatives of the mean-field free energy (25).

In this work we extend the results of Ref. [47] in sev-
eral ways. First, in (25) we take also into account the
A-dependence of the Hartree-Fock potential I'(A ), which
amounts to computing the superfluid weight within the
full GRPA [9]. By doing so, we obtain the conventional
part of the GRPA correction to the superfluid weight,
which is a new result. This does not affect the re-
sults of Ref. [47] since DSC) = 0 in the flat band limit,
which means that the relation between superfluid weight
and minimal quantum metric holds at the level of the
GRPA. This is consistent with numerical investigations
performed using quantum Monte Carlo methods [82, 83],
which find that (83) gives a rather accurate estimate of
the superfluid weight in the flat band limit.

Another useful result of the present work is the deriva-
tion of the simple analytical expressions for both the min-
imal quantum metric (84)-(88) and the natural orbitals
positions, the latter given as the solution of the linear sys-
tem (90). Our approach is based on the direct evaluation
of the GRPA formula for the superfluid weight. Com-
pared to the one of Ref. [47], where these band structure
invariants were introduced, we are able to remove unnec-
essary assumptions, namely the flat band requirement
and the condition (93). This is very important in view



of potential future applications in other contexts. While
the quantum metric has found by now many important
applications, the issue of its geometry dependence is al-
most never addressed, therefore we expect the analytical
formulation of the minimal quantum metric and the nat-
ural orbital positions to become very useful in this sense.
Also, our gauge symmetry-based argument for establish-
ing the geometry independence of the superfluid weight
(Sec. 1) may be extended to other observable quantities.

In Sec. VI, an interesting application is already pro-
vided, since we find that the SSH model is topologically
trivial when the winding number is computed using the
natural orbital positions, while the Creutz ladder is not.
For the future, it would be interesting to better under-
stand in what sense these two models, and other ones as
well, are topologically distinct. Note that the SSH model
is often used as a toy model to illustrate the concepts of
bulk-edge correspondence and topological phase transi-
tion [65], while at the same time it is debated whether it
is a truly topologically lattice model given that its wind-
ing number is not unit cell consistent [70]. In view of
these examples, we speculate that the concept of natural
orbital positions may ultimately lead to a more refined
classification of the topological properties of the band
structure.

As we have seen in Sec. VI (see also Ref. [47]), an-
other useful feature of the natural orbital positions is to
provide a set of positions that are maximally symmetric
without requiring any input other than the band projec-
tor P(k). Thus, they could find applications in the field
of electronic structure theory, for instance. In this sense,
more work is needed in order to better understand the
physical meaning of the natural orbital positions since
symmetry alone is not sufficient to determine them. For
instance, this is the case of the Lieb lattice with stag-
gered hopping [47], in which many orbital positions are
compatible with the lattice symmetries, but the natural
ones are uniquely determined up to translations.

Finally, an interesting direction for future work is to
extend our results to bosonic superfluids. Some work
as already been done in this direction [33-35, 84], how-
ever the superfluid weight has not been computed in the
full GRPA approximation since the A-dependence of the
Hartree-Fock potential is not taken into account. This
might be especially important in cases where transla-
tional symmetry is spontaneously broken by interactions,
for instance the supersolid phase observed in ultracold
gases with dipolar interactions [85-88].
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Appendix A: Derivation of the generalized random
phase approximation for the superfluid weight

In this Appendix, we derive the expression for the su-
perfluid weight in the generalized random phase approx-
imation (35) using a method different from the one pre-
sented in Ref. [9]. While in this latter reference an ap-
proach based on the one-particle density matrix has been
used, here we work directly with the mean-field poten-
tials T' and A.

To keep the derivation general, we consider a more gen-
eral type of interaction term of the form

N 1
Hint = 5 g ‘/ia,ja’nia'njo’ )

i

(A1)

with Vis jor = Vjor ic and Vi ;e = 0. Moreover, transla-
tional invariance is not assumed, therefore the unit cell
index and the orbital index are grouped together into
collective indices i« — i, j8 — j, as done in Ref. [9].
Contrary to Ref. [9] however, spin rotational symmetry
along the z-axis is assumed from the start, that is the
many-body Hamiltonian commutes with the spin opera-
tor (2) and so does the variational Hamiltonian

HO - Hfree ,UN + Z Z F] 3’ JUC]'U

o 3.3

(A2)
+ Z ( v ]TC ot AJ i7Cir icﬂT)

that enters in the right hand side of the Bogoliubov in-
equality (18). This is the most general quadratic Hamil-
tonian constrained only by spin rotational symmetry
along the z-axis. The expectation value in (18) can be
evaluated using Wick’s theorem and, for an interaction
term of form (A1), reads

(R~ Flo) = 5 375 Vawjor liio) (10)
o0’ 1,

B % Z Z ‘/ia,jo' <62-0'6J‘7> <C_1]-O'C740'>

Z Z Iy

)+ A, (%Cm))

wCJU

+ ZVlT P ZT ;r¢> (€ji6t)

- z (85
(A3)

The expectation values that appear in the above ex-
pression are obtained as the derivatives of Qy =
B Tr [B_BHO] with respect to the mean-field poten-
tials

09

_ at
81—120;] - <CZUCJJ> ’ (A4)
Qg of ot 09 JO
aAi,] < ’LT J~L> aAzJ = <CJJ/CZT> . (A5)



Then, by minimizing the mean-field grand potential [9],
one obtains the self-consistency equations of mean-field
theory

Z Viojto! ) (A6)
F?,j = —Via,jo <C;rc,Cw> , for i#7j, (AT)
Aij = Vit (G1ir) , for i #j. (A8)

The variational coefficients I'7 ; corresponds to the
Hartree potential, I'Y . for i # ] to the non-local Fock
potential and A; ; to the pairing potential.

Following the notation of Ref. [9], we define the vector
of mean-field potentials as

A® ( zJ’A»J’A* ) (AQ)

and we use the following variation of the Einstein sum-
mation convention

Of OA® gef af ory;
0Ae dg _ZZGP;? dg
(A10)

of 0A;; af 5A;j>
+Z<3A” dg "OAT. 8g ) |

- 1 09

B0 1
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The vector of expectation values of operators quadratic
in é;,, é;fg is then written as (see (A4)-(Ab))

T
9 (aﬂo 9 a%)

oA« — \arg.  9A,,; 9AT, (A1D)

A oty s s )T
= <<Ciacj0>7 <C¢ch¢>v <CjJ,CiT>) :

Using this notation we can write the expectation value
of the interaction term in a concise form

(i) = 5522V 58 =5 2 (<éjT@j¢>, (@ &), (ehel) <éj¢ém>) x

i 3"
Vit,irt0i,j0ir jr = Vit 1035 0j.i Vit, 403,501

Viy,ir10i,504 40

Thus, from this last equation and (A3), we have for the
the mean-field grand potential
890 n 1 690 ab aQO
0A® ~ 20A“ A
Taking the partial derivative with respect to A€ gives
O 1. _(ya 00 _Ac 0%Qg
0A° OAb OACOAe’
The first partial derivatives of the mean-field grand po-
tential vanish when

Qs = Qo — A

(A13)

(A14)

ab 600 a
Vv DAY A
These are just the self-consistency equations of mean-
field theory (A6)-(A8) written using our Einstein sum-
mation convention (A10)-(A12). After taking another
partial derivative of (A14) and imposing that the mean-
field potentials are self-consistent (A15), we have

0% . 920 20 ., 0%

DACONT — 9Aconi T gAcone’ OAPOAT

(A15)

(A16)

Vit,i10i,50ir 50 — Viy, 310450054

. <é%¢éﬁ> (A12)
<éméa’¢>
0 Vit j10ui0550 | | (élhch )
Vivitlii0j.5 0 (6501 6ir1)

Recall that both the mean-field grand potential 2., ¢, and
Qo depend either directly or indirectly on the vector po-
tential A, namely Qm_f‘(A7A“(A)) and Qg (A7A“(A))
(see (25)). The self-consistency equations are satisfied
for any A, which means that

d [(0Qu. a
_ 829111.f. 82Qm.f. aAb
040N T OATOAY DA,

(A17)

=0.

This last result gives the derivatives of the mean-field
potentials with respect to A

20,
OAONY

oA [ 9%t ] (A18)

0A; | 0A*QAb

Here and in the following, we use the notation [M, ;] "
to denote the inverse of the matrix with elements M, p
rather than the inverse of a single matrix element. We
ignore here the subtleties occurring when the inverse of



the Hessian matrix 82Qm,f./8AaaAb does not exists. In
this case one should express the solution of the linear
system (A17) using the pseudoinverse (Moore-Penrose in-
verse).

We can now compute the full derivatives of the mean-
field grand potential and express them in terms of the
mean-field solution for A = 0. We start with the first
full derivative

d
e (A, 8%(A)] =
 0ms. | Op OAT O s,
04 oA A, 0A;

where in the last equality we have used (A14)-(A15). The
second full derivative is then

(A19)

d? a
m[ﬂmi (A,A%(A))]
d O . "
= dAm( 7. (A,A (A)))
82QIII.£ aAa 629111.f.
= 94,04, O, OADA, (A20)
02t OA® 92Q),, ¢ OAD

T 0A,0A,  0A,, OAOAP DA,
Qs s [ P ] 0%,
 0A0A; DA, 0A [OAPOAe ONADA; "

where in the last two equalities we have used (A17)
and (A18). Since the self-consistent solution minimizes
Qum.r., the Hessian matrix agﬂm,f,/aA“aAb (and also
its inverse) is positive semidefinite. This fact together
with (A20) implies that the superfluid weight is bounded
from above (in the sense of matrix inequalities) by the
matrix aZQm,f,/aAmaAl .

It is convenient to express the result in (A20) only
in terms of the quantities 8290/6‘AG8A1’, which are
correlations function relative to the mean-field statisti-
cal ensemble, as shown below. We have already done
this is in the case of 0?Qy,.r. /OA®OA® in (A16), thus
we only need to do the same for 82Qm_f,/8Am8Al and
GQQmAf_/ﬁA“ﬁAl . Since Qs = Qo+ (7:1 — 7:1()) we con-
sider the partial derivatives of the expectation value

OMH—Ho) 0 [ a0 | 10 .00
oA, oA, (‘A 9Ac T 29Ac" OAb

% (0%
T A DA <V aab ~ A > '

(A21)

Again this quantity vanishes if the self-consistency equa-
tions (A15) are satisfied, therefore from (A19), we have

d . s 0 O (H —Ho)
M[Qm'f~(A7A (A))] - A, - 37141 A,

0 [ O0Hge(A)\ s
T A _< DA, ==,

(A22)
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where (6) has been used in the last equality. Thus, we
find the important result that the first full derivative of
the grand potential with respect to A is proportional
to the current. Taking another partial derivative with
respect to A,, in (A21) and (Al4) and imposing self-
consistency gives

P H—Ho) P . 9°Q

9404,  0A0h' OAVOA, (423)
Pms. P a 0°D

DA0A ~ DA0AT OAPOAT (424)

Using these results together with (A16) and the last line
of (A20) leads to

& 9%
- Qm A7Aa A _ Y930
T R Y Wy
8290 b 8290 »
’ — vl M,
+ aAlaAa V aAbaA,,n ’Ul’c[ C7d] Um7d ,
. 8290 8290 oh 8290
with Mc,d = _8A68Ad + 8A68A9V SAFOAL
d = 8290 ab 8290
an UZ’C_aAlaAa 8AbaAC
(A25)

To simplify this expression we use the identity

A(A— ABA) 'A=(A"' - B)™

(A26)
=A+ ABA+ ABABA+ ...,
where A and B are matrices defined by
8290 ab
[Alap = PINTIN and [Blgp=V". (A27)
Thus, our final result is
d? 0%Qq
—Q A AA)| = ——F—
dA,,dA; [P (A, A%(A))] 9AL0A;
2 . 0*Q
t oa0a" 9AYA,,
-1
8290 ab 6290 - be cd 8290
* o060 [aAbaAc] -V YV 5adaa;,
(A28)

With further simple manipulations, it is possible to prove
the equivalence between this and the result for the super-
fluid weight in the generalized random phase approxima-
tion provided in Ref. [9].

We can specialize (A12) to the case of the attractive
Hubbard interaction given by

Hine = — Y Ujhjenyy, with U;>0.  (A29)
J

The Hubbard interaction in the above equation is more
general than (13) since the latter is translationally invari-
ant, while the former is not as we allow for an arbitrary



dependence of the coupling constant U; on the site in-
dex j. The Hubbard interaction in (A29) is obtained by
choosing the interaction coefficients in (A1) as follows

Vitgi = Vivjr = =Ujdijs Viejo =0. (A30)
Then, the expectation value of the interaction term

in (A12) becomes

Lo 1090 ., 00
(ine) = 5 580 V" 50

=20 (<ﬁjT> (fis) + (E)15,) <@j¢@j7>)

-1 S (G () @hel) . @) (a3

0 U 0 0 (Rj1)
LU0 00 <szj¢T>
0 0 0 U | (ehel)
00U 0/ \(&uépm)

This gives the matrix B in (33), after translational invari-
ance is enforced. Instead, the expressions for the matrices
Ay g (31) and the vectors vy, (30) in terms of correla-
tion functions of the form (26) are obtained by using the
results [9]

(A32)

200 [ 9Ho OH,
OATAY — \ dAT GAY )’

and

P20  [0Ho OHo\ [ OHo
8A18Aa<8Al’c’)Aa =\ gpa ) (A33)

respectively. As an example, we have

929y . OHo o
DAON; ; - (Jl7 3Am‘> - _(Jl’ciTcw)

A L1 L (
i) = - (5 Tl
i

— _(J.DL).

A34)

In the second line we have performed the substitution
i — i and used the fact that the correlation function
(Jl, é;raTé;ral) is independent of the unit cell index i since
the operator J; is translationally invariant. This com-
pletes the derivation of the expression for the superfluid
weight in the generalized random phase approximation
given in (35) in the main text.

Appendix B: Nambu formalism and evaluation of
correlation functions

In this section, it is explained how to evaluate the cor-
relation function (26) between translationally invariant
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quadratic operators, which are conveniently recast in the
following Nambu form

A=>"Ak), (B1)
k

Alk) =

=3 (e [AMN Lo + Ercas[A0 2% s,
a,B

+ éLaT [A(k)];’,%éik5¢ + é—kon, [A(k)}ilﬁék(ﬁ)

= éLA(k)ék )
(B2)

[A(K)] [A(knw), (B3)

with - A(k) = ([A(k)]m [A(K)]22

o= (2r) i 4 ).

Here Cko (é;rm) is the column (row) vector whose com-

ponents are the field operators Ckao (éLM) for a =
1,..., Nowp. The column vector €y in (B4), grouping to-
gether both creation and annihilation operators, is called
a Nambu spinor. Consistently with the Nambu spinor
structure, the quadratic operatic A(k) corresponds to
the single-particle operator A(k), a 2Ny, X 2Nop ma-
trix consisting of four blocks of dimension Ny, denoted
by [A(k)]"’, as shown in (B3). We adopt the conven-
tion that the blocks of a single-particle operator in the
Nambu representation are labeled by superscripts, while
subscripts label the matrix elements in each block. This
convention is used already in (B2). Note that, in order
to bring a quadratic operator in Nambu form, it is nec-
essary to rearrange the field operators, which produces
additional c-number terms due to the fermionic anticom-
mutation relations. However, all of the c-number terms
cancel out when the expectation value of the same op-
erator is subtracted, namely A(k) — (A(k)). This com-
bination is precisely the one appearing in (26), implying
that, for the purpose of computing correlation functions,
we are free to reorder the field operators and represent
quadratic operators in Nambu form. The ultimate rea-
son for using the Nambu formalism is that it allows to
diagonalize in a convenient way quadratic operators that
contain anomalous terms, such as ¢ Cint and é;raTé;ra 1
In our specific case, we need to diagonalize the variational
Hamiltonian Hg (see Sec. IV).

In the following we denote by (€x(7)Ck) the set of
expectation values obtained by replacing each of the
Nambu spinors with any of their components, namely
(tkat(Méwpt)s (e, (Mewpr), (Ckat(T)els,) and
<éT—ka¢(7)éT—k/m> for a, 3 =1,...,Ngm,. The same con-
vention is used for <6L(T)ék/> and so on. Using this no-
tation, we can express in a concise way the constraints
imposed by the conservation of spin S% and momentum
on the expectation values of products of two operators,



which read
(@l (rel) = (ex(m)ew) =0, (B5)
(el (T)ew) = (@L(T)ex) e » (B6)
(ex(T)el) = (ex(T)e)) dx (B7)

These relations are used in the evaluation of the expec-
tation value that appears under the integral sign in (26)

<(/1( )— <A(k)>)(3(k’) — (B(K)))
(A

= —51(71(/ Tr[A(k)G(k,7)B(k)G(k, —T)] .

Here 7T is the time-ordering symbol for imaginary time

Tola(r)b(r)] = {d(f o

for 7 > 7/,
—b(m")a(r) (B9)

for 7 < 7/,
where @ and b are anticommuting operators. Note that
0 < 7 < fin (26) and the field operator are ordered
accordingly in (B8). In the third equality, we have used
Wick’s theorem [60], which holds since all expectation
values are evaluated with respect to the quadratic Hamil-
tonian Ho, see (22). In the last line of (B8) we have in-
troduced the standard definition of the imaginary-time
Green’s function

Gk, 7 — 1) = —(Tr[ex()el(r)]) -

After expanding the Green’s function using Matsubara
frequencies w, = (2n + 1)7/F in (BY)

(B10)

Gk, 7) = % > Gk, iwp)e T (B11)

and performing the imaginary time integral in (26), one
obtains
(A,B) =

§Y Y ma

G(k, iw,) BK)G (K, iwy)] -

(B12)
The Nambu form Hy(k) of the variational Hamiltonian is
given in (39). It is a standard result that the Matsubara
Green’s function can be written as [60]

1

g(k7 Z.W'rb) = =
twy, — Ho(k) (B13)
= (Ux ® Uy ) Wi-

Torrt T
iw, — Ek Wk(Uk @ Uk) .

22

The second line follows from (43).
need the operators J;, N, and D, in Nambu form,
namely

To proceed, we also

J(k) = <81Hfaee( ) ol free k)]*) (B14)
N G

N0 = (0w lgpe) - (©19

[Nat (k)55 = [N&l(k)]ﬁ v = 5a B0y ; (B17)
Do (k) = ([Da((ll)]“ 8) (B18)

D} (k) = (8 [DM(I)‘)]LQ) : (B19)
[Da(X)]*" = [DE(K)]'? = 64,500, - (B20)

It is important to keep track of the minus sign associated
with the down spin in (B17).

In order to perform the Matsubara frequency summa-
tion in (B12), it is convenient to introduce the following
matrix

L(k, i) = Wae—— 1]
iw — By
_ (it ey (B21)
~\[L(k,iw)]*t [L(k,iw)]*?)

This is simply the Green’s function G(k, iw,) (B13) from
which the Bloch functions Uy have been removed. Note
that each of the blocks of L(k,iw) is diagonal, namely
[L(k,iw)]5) . = [L(k, iw)]47,6mn, and the diagonal ele-
ments are given by

2 2
L k7 . 1,1 _ Unx Unk B22
[L(k, i)l = —— T B (B22)
2 2
L(k 2,2 _ Unk Unk B23
L w2t = o Tk (pay)
. X UnkUnk UnkUnk
Lk b= o — B24
[ ( 710‘))]71,71 ZCU _ Enk lw + Enk ) ( )

where i # j in the last equation. Using these definitions
and the Matsubara frequency sum

1

Ey, Es)
s(BL E2) BZ (iwn — E1)(iwy, — F3)

_ ne(Ey) —np(Ep) (B25)

By — Ey
onp(E
= ;}E ) for E=FE, =E,,
with np(E) = (e?F +1)~! the Fermi-Dirac distribution,



we obtain the following useful results (i # 7)

52 (k,iw)|s

= (unkumk + Unkvmk)S(Enk7 Emk)

+ (Ul vm Jerkugnk)s(Enka —Emk) ,
3 Z (k, iwy)]5" [L(K, i)}

= (unkvmk + Unkumk>S(Enk7 EWlk)

+ (Ut + Vi Ums) S (B, —Emic)

% Z[L(k, i) Lk, i),

BZ (k, iwy)]%

= 2unkvnkun@kymk
X [S(Enka Emk) - S(Enka _Emk)] ’

% SOk, )5 (L, )]
- %Z[L(k, i) i [L

= (=1)" N (uly — Vi) tmkVUmk
X [S(Enk’ Emk) - S(Enka _Emk)} .

[L(k, zwl)]
(B26)

(B27)

[L(k, w3 (B28)

(k, i) 25 (B29)

As an example, it is shown how to compute the cor-
relation function (DO”D},) using the above results.
From (B18)-(B20) and (B12)

(Do, D)

=%ZZTr[D (0G(

k, iwn) D} (k)G (K, iwy,)]

- Z Z Z Ink (@) gnic (B) gmx (B) g (@)
k nm o,
Z (k, iwy)] o [L(K, dwr)] 22,

(B30)

Finally the Matsubara sum is evaluated with (B27).
From (B26)-(B29), it is apparent that several re-
lations hold between the correlation functions (A4, B),

where the operators A and B are taken from the set
{Nao, Do, DL}, They are the following

(ﬁa7bﬂ):<biaﬁ;):_(NaaaNﬂ5)’ (B32)
\ ) — (N - Dt
(Naayéﬁ) - (Nozcnl?ﬁ) ) (B33)
= (D:guNﬁU) = (DOMNBE)a
(Da, D}) = (DL, D). (B34)
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In (B32) and (B33) & denotes the spin opposite to o.
From the properties (27)-(28), we obtain also the addi-
tional relation

(Naw,Dg)* = (Nao, D) . (B35)

If 7 denotes the only partially filled band, then in the
isolated band limit Epx ~ U and E,x ~ Egap for n # n
and the leading order contribution ~ U~! to the matrix
Aq g is obtained by retaining only the term n =m =n
in (B30) and in all of the other correlation functions ap-
pearing in (31). Thus, the Matsubara sum (B25) be-

comes
B

S(Eﬁk, Eﬁk) = Y (B36)

2 ( BBy

4 cosh (%)

1 BEnk
$(Eak, —Enx) = “3E. tanh( 5 > , (B37)
$(Enk, Emx) =0 if n#n or m#n. (B38)

Observe that, in the isolated band limit, all the matrix el-
ements of A, g are real since the Matsubara sums (B26)-
(B29) are always real and the Bloch functions of the
band 7i appear in the combination |gnk()|?|gak(B)|? =
| {(a| P(k)|B) |?, which is positive. As a consequence, the
correlation functions that appear in (B33) and (B35) are
all equal. With the notation and the results established
so far, it is immediate to obtain the matrix elements of
A, g in the isolated flat band limit, which are shown
n (57)-(62).

The correlation functions that involve the current op-
erator J; require some care when taking the isolated flat
band limit. To begin with, time-reversal symmetry im-
plies that the current operator in Nambu form becomes

8[ ree( ) 0 — z
J(k) = ( v )>—alHo<k>r, (B39)

. . (1 0
with 7 <O 1).

To derive (B39) from (B14), we have used the identity

al free( ) [81 free( k)]*’

which is obtained by taking the partial derivative 9; =
8%1 on both sides of the relation expressing time-reversal
symmetry HfTree(k) [Hfiree(—k)]*.
of (B39) is

(B40)

(B41)

An equivalent form

Ji(k)7* = —0,G 7 (k,iw,) . (B42)
Using this last result, one can show that the diamagnetic
term in (37) can written as a correlation function in the

same way as the paramagnetic one, that is

*Hereo(A) .
- 7 = — z ) > 0.
< 0ADAN [, (S, Jm77) 2.0



The fact that the diamagnetic term is nonnegative is
an immediate consequence of the general property (29).
In order to compute (jn'z, jmTZ) and other correlation
functions that involve the current operator, it is useful to
introduce the following operator in Nambu form

M (k) = %ZL(& i) N (k) L(k, iw;) (B44)
Ji(k) = UJoH] (k) Uy . (B46)

It is not difficult to show that this operator satisfies the
following properties

(M (k))T = M (k), (B47)
TYME (k)Y = £ M= (k) (B48)
with 7Y = <S _O’> : (B49)

From these relations and the results in (B26)-(B29), one
obtains the following expressions for the matrix elements
of M;* (k)

(M7 ()], = M (K)]%2,
[j (X)]im,n [$(Emks Enk) (Wmknk £ Vmkvnk)®  (B50)
+ $(Emk, —Enk) (UmkVnk F Vmktink)?]
M L%, = (IMFW)]3,) " = mMi( i)
[jl(k)] n[8(Emk, Enk) — $(Emk, —Enk)]
X [(“?nk - Umk)unkvnk + “mkvmk( Upk — ik)] .
(B51)

Using the definitions in (45)-(47) and after some labo-
rious algebra, one finds the following alternative expres-
sions for the same matrix elements (B50)-(B51)

)y, = 5
mk Enk
X [(enk — p) f(Enk) — (emx — p) f(Emi)],  (B52)
with  f(E) = Etanh<ﬁ2E) ;
[M* (k)] = M~ (X)),
B53
2 () - pi),
1,2 A [jl(k)]m,n
[Mli(k)]m,n - EEgnk — ETQLk (B54)

X (f(Enx) = f(Emk)) [(Emx — 1) F (Enxc — p)] -

These are useful to compute the components of the vector
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Vio in (30), which read

Jl; ZZ (algmi) [ M+ )}mn<gnk|a>
m,n k
= 37 (g M 022, (gl = — (o M),
m,n k
(B55)
(J1:Da) = 3 {algmi) M ()13, (guia)
m,n,k
== (algm) M W)L, (gnxla) = = (4, DY) -
m,n,k
(B56)
Here, the relations [M;" (k)]LL, = [M;"(k)]%2, (B50) and

[M;"(K)]%2, = —[M;" (k)]%, (B51) have been used in the
first and second equation, respectively. It is convenient
to consider separately the terms with m =n and m # n
in the double sum over the bands indices }_, . in (B55).
For the terms with m = n we use (B50), which gives

(M ) = -

o 4 cosh? (ﬁEQ"k )

alEnk . (B57)

Here we have also taken advantage of (B25) and of the
identity

~ 815nk ) m=mn,
Ji(K)mn =
[ l( )] ) {(Emk — Enk) <algmk‘gnk> , m 7& n,
(B58)

which is easily obtained by inserting Hfree( ) = UkEkUli
into (B46) and is employed repeatedly in the following.
The result for [M;” (k)]);, is also useful and is computed
in a similar way

2
— nk = B
0 = | (=) -
nk 4 cosh? (—2” ) (B59)
2

+ 2EQkf(Enk)} Oienk = —0) [&Lk;'uf(Enk)] .

The easiest way to obtain the second equality is to take
the limit &, — €nkc — 0 in (B52).

In the case m # n, the term oc A? in (B53)
can be ignored from the start, thus [M7*(k)];!, =~
[M~ (k)] Indeed, this term gives a contribution of
order A?/Ega, ~ U2/Egap, which vanishes in the iso-
lated band limit. Then, using again (B58), we derive the



following useful result

D D {algme) My (k
mtn
=2 3 (o9 @1l (g:al5)

m,n,k

x [(enk — ) f(Enx) = (Emx — 1) f (Emx)]
= —% >~ (lugne) (gnklB) (Enic — 1) f(Enso)

Nriin (gniclB)

- ;Zk (algmic) (O1gmxlB) (Emx — 1) f (Emic) (B%0)
_ _% g; A (] gnc) 9kl B)) (Enke — 1) f (Ene)

= 5= (el (sl 5 1B
== (adgnic) (guxlB) [M; (W)L,

n,k

)

Note that in the second line the sum over the band indices
is unrestricted since for m # n the term in square brack-
ets vanishes. In the second equality, we have used the
property (01gmx|gnk) = — (gmk|O1gnk), which is a conse-
quence of the orthonormality of the Bloch wave functions
(gmk|9gnk) = Om,n. Moreover, one sum of over the band
indices has been carried out by using the completeness
relation ) |gnk){gnk| = 1. Then, an integration by part
has been performed, which is allowed since in the ther-
modynamic limit the sum over wave vectors becomes an
integral over the Brillouin zone ), — ﬁ Ik d?k. Tt is
understood that in the following all sums over wave vec-
tors represent Brillouin zone integrals. The last equality
follows from (B59).

Finally, (B57), (B59) and (B60) are combined to give

(Ji; Nat) = = (Ji, Nay)
~ Z |<a|gnk>|2([Ml+<k)]'}L7,1z = M7 (®)]50)
n,k

5 A2
= i) s [ f(Ex) —
> Helonel® gz | )

B
2 cosh? (—ﬁ b;"“ )
(B61)

In the isolated band limit, only the term n = n corre-
sponding to the partially filled band gives a nonzero con-
tribution. Note that, to obtain the correct result for the
correlation function (B61), it is important to retain all
of the matrix elements of the current operator [J;(k)]m.n,
even if n, m # n. Indeed, retaining these matrix elements
allowed us to use the completeness relation for the Bloch
functions in (B60). The need to take into account also the
interband matrix elements of the current operator even
in the isolated flat band limit is a general phenomenon,

Oi€nk -
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as we will see in the following. For this reason, one has to
be particularly careful when evaluating correlation func-
tions that involve the current operator.

To compute the correlation function between the cur-
rent operator and the pairing operator (B56), one can
use the approximation

(M (R)IES, = — (M (&)%)
A (B62)
3

( nk) <algﬁk|gmk> 5

M 012, ~ =

mon ~0 for
Egap

m,n #mn, (B63)

valid again in the isolated band limit. In addition, all
the diagonal matrix elements vanish [M;"(k)]52 = 0,
as one can see from (B54). Thus, for the correlation

function (B56) we have

(Ji. Do) = 3" (olgmi) M &)]52, (9ol
m,n,k
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B64)

Again, the completeness relation in the form 1 — P(k) =
> e |9mk ) gmi| with P(k) = |gnk){(gnk| has been used.

The last two correlation functions needed in order to
compute the superfluid weight are

(jl17 jl2) =2 Z[Mlir (k)]vlvl:n[jb (k)]n,m ’ (B65)
(jlsz, jlz =2 Z JZQ (k)] n,m - (B66)

In fact, according to (37), only their difference is required

(jll, jb) — (jllTZ’ jlzTZ)
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(B67)



In the isolated band limit, the first sum gives the conven-
tional contribution to the superfluid weight in (50), while
the second one with m # n corresponds to the geometric
contribution in (51). Indeed, in the case of the geometric
contribution, one can proceed as follows

S Cmk e ()]

m,n mk E’rsz
m#n
X (01, gmx|gnk) (9nk| O, Gmk)
~ f(Eﬁk) Z <8l1gﬁk|gmk> <gmk|alggﬂk> + (ll — l2)
m#n
= f(Enx) (01, 9rk| (1 — P(K)) [0, 95x) + (I ¢ 2)
= f(Eﬁk) Tr[allP(k)alzP(k)] .
(B68)

Thus, the Bloch function |gsx) of the partially filled band
enters only through the quantum metric (52). Again, it
is important to notice that the completeness relation has
been used in the above derivation.

Appendix C: Self-consistency equations of
mean-field theory for the Hubbard interaction and
uniform pairing assumption

In this section, we solve the self-consistency equations
of mean-field theory in the case of the Hubbard interac-
tion, thus justifying the uniform pairing condition (42).
In order to solve the self-consistency equations (23)
and (24), it is necessary to compute the expectation val-
ues that appear on the right hand side. These are ob-
tained from the imaginary-time Green’s function (B10)
by taking the limit 7 — 7/ — 0~

Mot = (fharlrat) =[Gk, 7 =075, (C1)
Ny = (Eo fkat) = 1= [G(=k, 7= 07)22%,  (C2)
(e-kaltiar) = [G(k, 7 = 0753, (C3)

To evaluate the Green’s function for 7 = 0~ one can
use (B11) together with the standard summation over
Matsubara frequencies

“*)nn 1
_ 0+
ﬂzzwn—E eBE 11 =np(E), n=0". (C4)
Using the definition in (B21), we obtain
Lwnn t
— L k an ann _ W
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Recall that ey = diag(e,x) is a diagonal matrix contain-
ing the band dispersions e,x, while B = diag(E,x) is
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also diagonal but contains the quasiparticle dispersions
FE,x instead, that is the eigenvalues of the BAG Hamil-
tonian Hy(k), see (43). Note that the result in (C5)
is valid only under the uniform pairing condition (42).
Then, the Green’s function at 7 = 0~ is computed by
combining (B13) with (C5). Thus, from (C1)-(C3), we
can rewrite the self-consistency equations as

o Ua 2 Enk — M BEnx
17 = gy, 3 el (1~ 2 i 25 )

(C6)
_ U, 2 A ﬁEnk
Aa_QNcnz;Hamnkﬂ Enktanh< 5 ) (C7)

The parameters A,, obtained from the second equation
for a given value of A, do not in general satisfy the uni-
form pairing condition. However, it is possible to adjust
the relative strength of the coupling constants U, so as
to ensure that (42) is at least approximately satisfied.

In the isolated band limit, it is possible to derived an
explicit condition on the coupling constants U, that en-
sures uniform pairing. First, the self-consistency equa-
tion relative to the Hartree potential I'? is neglected for
simplicity and only the partially filled band 7 is retained
in the sum over bands in (C7). Indeed, the contribution
of the terms n # 7 is negligible in the isolated band limit
since A is of the same order of U,. If it is assumed that
the n-th band is flat (e;x = €5), then the quasiparti-
cle dispersion Frpx = En = /(ea — )% + A2 is also flat
and the uniform pairing conditions is equivalent to the
following requirement

U, _
~ 2 llelgm) P =0 >0 Va, (C8)
¢ k

namely that the quantity on the left hand side is indepen-
dent of the orbital index «, when it is not zero. (C8) can
always be satisfied by a suitable choice of the coupling
constants U,. In this case, the self-consistent value of
the pairing potential A (called also the order parameter)
is obtained from

U BE:\
2E"tanh( 5 )—1. (C9)

This equation is obtained by combining (C7) and (C8)
and is identical to the self-consistency equation of the
Weiss mean-field theory of ferromagnetism, in which the
quasiparticle energy Ej plays the role of the magnetiza-
tion. If the quantity » [{a|gni)|? is independent of the
orbital index «, for instance because of some lattice sym-
metry, then the uniform pairing condition follows from
Uyo=Ug=U= NowU for all a, B, where Ny, is the
number of orbitals in the unit cell. This is the case con-
sidered in Ref. [16] and other subsequent works.



27

[1] M. Tinkham, Introduction to Superconductivity (Dover
Publications, Mineola, N.Y, 2004), 2nd ed.

[2] V. J. Emery and S. A. Kivelson, Nature 374, 434 (1995),
URL https://www.nature.com/articles/374434a0.

[3] E. W. Carlson, S. A. Kivelson, V. J. Emery,
and E. Manousakis, Physical Review Letters 83,
612 (1999), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/
PhysRevLett.83.612.

[4] J. M. Kosterlitz and D. J. Thouless, Journal of Physics
C: Solid State Physics 6, 1181 (1973), URL https://
doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/6/7/010.

[5] D. R. Nelson and J. M. Kosterlitz, Physical Review Let-
ters 39, 1201 (1977), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.39.1201.

[6] J. M. Kosterlitz, Reports on Progress in Physics
79, 026001 (2016), URL https://doi.org/10.1088/
0034-4885/79/2/026001.

[7] D. J. Scalapino, S. R. White, and S. C. Zhang, Physi-
cal Review Letters 68, 2830 (1992), URL https://link.
aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevlett.68.2830.

[8] D. J. Scalapino, S. R. White, and S. Zhang, Physical
Review B 47, 7995 (1993), URL https://link.aps.org/
doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.47.7995.

[9] S. Peotta, New Journal of Physics 24, 113019
(2022), URL https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/
ac9dbc.

[10] A. J. Leggett, Journal of Statistical Physics 93,
927 (1998), URL https://doi.org/10.1023/B:J0SS.
0000033170.38619.6¢c.

[11] D. N. Basov and A. V. Chubukov, Nature Physics 7,
272 (2011), URL https://www.nature.com/articles/
nphys1975.

[12] K. Moon, H. Mori, K. Yang, S. M. Girvin, A. H. Mac-
Donald, L. Zheng, D. Yoshioka, and S.-C. Zhang, Physi-
cal Review B 51, 5138 (1995), URL https://link.aps.
org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.51.5138.

[13] Y. N. Joglekar and A. H. MacDonald, Physical Review
B 64, 155315 (2001), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevB.64.155315.

[14] N. B. Kopnin, JETP Letters 94, 81 (2011), URL https:
//doi.org/10.1134/5002136401113011X.

[15] N. B. Kopnin, T. T. Heikkild, and G. E. Volovik, Physical
Review B 83, 220503 (2011), URL https://link.aps.
org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.83.220503.

[16] S. Peotta and P. Térmi, Nature Communications 6,
8944 (2015), URL https://www.nature.com/articles/
ncomms9944.

[17] A. Julku, S. Peotta, T. I. Vanhala, D.-H. Kim, and
P. Torma, Physical Review Letters 117, 045303
(2016), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/
PhysRevLett.117.045303.

[18] L. Liang, T. I. Vanhala, S. Peotta, T. Siro,
A. Harju, and P. To6rmé, Physical Review B 95,
024515 (2017), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevB.95.024515.

[19] J. P. Provost and G. Vallee, Communications in Mathe-
matical Physics 76, 289 (1980), URL https://doi.org/
10.1007/BF02193559.

[21] T. Kitamura, T. Yamashita, J. Ishizuka, A. Daido,
and Y. Yanase, arXiv:2108.10002 [cond-mat] (2021),
2108.10002, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.10002.

[22] D.-H. Lee, Science 357, 32 (2017), URL https://www.
science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aan2657.

[23] P. O. Sprau, A. Kostin, A. Kreisel, A. E. Béhmer, V. Tau-
four, P. C. Canfield, S. Mukherjee, P. J. Hirschfeld,
B. M. Andersen, and J. C. S. Davis, Science 357, 75
(2017), URL https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/
science.aallb75.

[24] Y. Cao, V. Fatemi, S. Fang, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi,
E. Kaxiras, and P. Jarillo-Herrero, Nature 556,
43 (2018), URL https://www.nature.com/articles/
nature26160.

[25] Y. Cao, V. Fatemi, A. Demir, S. Fang, S. L. Tomarken,
J. Y. Luo, J. D. Sanchez-Yamagishi, K. Watanabe,
T. Taniguchi, E. Kaxiras, et al., Nature 556, 80 (2018),
URL https://www.nature.com/articles/nature26154.

[26] F. Xie, Z. Song, B. Lian, and B. A. Bernevig, Physical
Review Letters 124, 167002 (2020), URL https://link.
aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.167002.

[27] A. Julku, T. J. Peltonen, L. Liang, T. T. Heikkila,
and P. Térm4, Physical Review B 101, 060505 (2020),
URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.
101.060505.

[28] X. Hu, T. Hyart, D. I. Pikulin, and E. Rossi, Physical
Review Letters 123, 237002 (2019), URL https://link.
aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.237002.

[29] Z. Wang, G. Chaudhary, Q. Chen, and K. Levin, Physical
Review B 102, 184504 (2020), URL https://link.aps.
org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.184504.

[30] H. Tian, X. Gao, Y. Zhang, S. Che, T. Xu, P. Che-
ung, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, M. Randeria, F. Zhang,
et al., Nature 614, 440 (2023), URL https://www.
nature.com/articles/s41586-022-05576-2.

[31] E. Rossi, arXiv:2108.11478 [cond-mat]  (2021),
2108.11478, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.11478.

[32] P. Térma, S. Peotta, and B. A. Bernevig, Nature Reviews
Physics 4, 528 (2022), URL https://www.nature.com/
articles/s42254-022-00466-y.

[33] A. Julku, G. M. Bruun, and P. Térméi, Physical Re-
view Letters 127, 170404 (2021), URL https://link.
aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.170404.

[34] A. Julku, G. M. Bruun, and P. Térmé, Physical Review B
104, 144507 (2021), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevB. 104.144507.

[35] A. Julku, G. Salerno, and P. Térm&, Low Tempera-
ture Physics 49, 701 (2023), URL https://doi.org/10.
1063/10.0019426.

[36] D. J. Thouless, M. Kohmoto, M. P. Nightingale,
and M. den Nijs, Physical Review Letters 49,
405 (1982), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/
PhysRevLett.49.405.

[37] D. Xiao, M.-C. Chang, and Q. Niu, Reviews of Modern
Physics 82, 1959 (2010), URL https://link.aps.org/
doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1959.

[38] R. Resta, 22, 123201 (2010), URL https://doi.org/10.
1088/0953-8984/22/12/123201.

[20] R. Cheng, Quantum Geometric Tensor (Fubini-Study Metric)39) Sim@oQmaAt iarfysiach QANied dugsied]| [Renddwckieters

(2013), 1012.1337, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.
1337.

112, 166601 (2014), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevLlett.112.166601.


https://www.nature.com/articles/374434a0
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.612
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.612
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/6/7/010
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/6/7/010
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.39.1201
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.39.1201
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/2/026001
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/2/026001
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.68.2830
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.68.2830
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.47.7995
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.47.7995
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac9d5c
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac9d5c
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOSS.0000033170.38619.6c
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOSS.0000033170.38619.6c
https://www.nature.com/articles/nphys1975
https://www.nature.com/articles/nphys1975
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.51.5138
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.51.5138
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.64.155315
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.64.155315
https://doi.org/10.1134/S002136401113011X
https://doi.org/10.1134/S002136401113011X
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.83.220503
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.83.220503
https://www.nature.com/articles/ncomms9944
https://www.nature.com/articles/ncomms9944
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.045303
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.045303
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.024515
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.024515
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02193559
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02193559
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.1337
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.1337
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.10002
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aan2657
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aan2657
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aal1575
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aal1575
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature26160
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature26160
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature26154
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.167002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.167002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.060505
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.060505
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.237002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.237002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.184504
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.184504
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-022-05576-2
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-022-05576-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.11478
https://www.nature.com/articles/s42254-022-00466-y
https://www.nature.com/articles/s42254-022-00466-y
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.170404
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.170404
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.144507
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.144507
https://doi.org/10.1063/10.0019426
https://doi.org/10.1063/10.0019426
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.49.405
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.49.405
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1959
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1959
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/22/12/123201
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/22/12/123201
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.166601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.166601

[40] A. Srivastava and A. Imamoglu, Physical Review Letters
115, 166802 (2015), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.166802.

[41] F. Piéchon, A. Raoux, J.-N. Fuchs, and G. Montambaux,
Physical Review B 94, 134423 (2016), URL https://
link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.134423.

[42] T. Ozawa and N. Goldman, Physical Review B 97,

201117 (2018), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.97.201117.

A. Gianfrate, O. Bleu, L. Dominici, V. Ardizzone,

M. De Giorgi, D. Ballarini, G. Lerario, K. W. West,

L. N. Pfeiffer, D. D. Solnyshkov, et al., Nature 578,

381 (2020), URL https://www.nature.com/articles/

s41586-020-1989-2.

J.-W. Rhim, K. Kim, and B.-J. Yang, Nature 584,

59 (2020), URL https://www.nature.com/articles/

s41586-020-2540-1.

Y.-Q. Zhu, W. Zheng, S.-L. Zhu, and G. Palumbo, Phys-

ical Review B 104, 205103 (2021), URL https://link.

aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.205103.

A. Gao, Y.-F. Liu, J-X. Qiu, B. Ghosh, T. V. Tre-

visan, Y. Onishi, C. Hu, T. Qian, H.-J. Tien, S.-W.

Chen, et al., Science 381, 181 (2023), 2306.09575, URL

http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.09575.

K.-E. Huhtinen, J. Herzog-Arbeitman, A. Chew, B. A.

Bernevig, and P. Térmé, Physical Review B 106,

014518 (2022), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB. 106.014518.

S. M. Chan, B. Grémaud, and G. G. Batrouni, Physical

Review B 105, 024502 (2022), URL https://link.aps.

org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB. 105.024502.

[49] G. P. Parravicini and G. Grosso, Solid State Physics
(Academic Press, 2013).

[50] S. H. Simon and M. S. Rudner, Physical Review B
102, 165148 (2020), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevB. 102.165148.

[61] G. Marcelli, D. Monaco, M. Moscolari, and G. Panati,
arXiv:1909.03298 [cond-mat, physics:math-ph] (2019),
1909.03298, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.03298.

[62] G. Marcelli, G. Panati, and S. Teufel, Annales Henri
Poincaré 22, 1069 (2021), URL https://doi.org/10.
1007/s00023-020-00974-6.

[53] S. Peotta, K.-E. Huhtinen, and P. Torma4,
Quantum geometry in superfluidity and superconductivity

(43]

(48]

(2023), 2308.08248, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.
08248.

[54] J. R. Schrieffer, Theory of Superconductivity, Frontiers
in Physics (Benjamin, New York, 1964).

[65] M. Tovmasyan, S. Peotta, L. Liang, P. Térmi, and
S. D. Huber, Physical Review B 98, 134513 (2018),
URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.
98.134513.

[56] R. P. Feynman, Statistical Mechanics: A Set of Lectures
(Reading MA, Reading (MA), 1972).

[57] J. J. Binney, N. J. Dowrick, A.
J. Fisher, and M. E. J. Newman,

28

[60] A.L. Fetter, Quantum Theory of Many-Particle Systems
(Dover Publ, Mineola, N.Y, 2003).
[61] P.-G. de Gennes, Superconductivity Of Metals And Alloys

(Westview Press, 1966).
[62] L. D. Landau, E. M. Lifshitz, and L. P. Pitaevskij,

Statistical Physics. 2: Theory of the Condensed State / by E. M. Lif

no. 9 in Course of Theoretical Physics / L. D. Landau

and E. M. Lifshitz (Elsevier Butterworth-Heinemann,

Oxford Burlington, MA, 2006), repr ed.

R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis (Cam-

bridge University Press, Cambridge ; New York, 2012),

2nd ed.

[64] J. Herzog-Arbeitman, A. Chew, K.-E.
Huhtinen, P. Toérm#, and B. A. Bernevig,
Many-Body Superconductivity in Topological Flat Bands
(2022), 2209.00007, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.
00007.

(63]

(65]

J. K. Asbéth, A Short Course on Topological Insulators: Band Struct

Lecture Notes in Physics, 919 (Springer Inter-

national Publishing Imprint:  Springer, Cham,

2016), 1st ed., URL http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:

hul.ebookbatch.SPRGR_batch:9783319256078.

A. Bernevig and T. Neupert, arXiv:1506.05805 [cond-

mat] (2015), 1506.05805, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/

1506.05805.

C.-K. Chiu, J. C. Y. Teo, A. P. Schnyder, and S. Ryu, Re-

views of Modern Physics 88, 035005 (2016), URL https:

//link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.88.035005.

M. Tovmasyan, S. Peotta, P. Térma, and S. D. Huber,

Physical Review B 94, 245149 (2016), URL https://

link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.245149.

[69] J. Cayssol and J. N. Fuchs, Journal of Physics: Materi-
als 4, 034007 (2021), URL https://doi.org/10.1088/
2515-7639/abf0Obb.

[70] J.-N. Fuchs and F. Piéchon, Physical Review B 104,
235428 (2021), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevB. 104.235428.

[71] M. Creutz, Physical Review Letters 83, 2636
(1999), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/
PhysRevLett.83.2636.

[72] M. Tovmasyan, E. P. L. van Nieuwenburg, and S. D. Hu-
ber, Physical Review B 88, 220510 (2013), URL https:
//1link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.88.220510.

[73] S. Takayoshi, H. Katsura, N. Watanabe, and H. Aoki,
Physical Review A 88, 063613 (2013), URL https://
link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.063613.

[74] J. Junemann, A. Piga, S.-J. Ran, M. Lewenstein,
M. Rizzi, and A. Bermudez, Physical Review X 7,
031057 (2017), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevX.7.031057.

[75] R. Mondaini, G. G. Batrouni, and B. Grémaud, Physical
Review B 98, 155142 (2018), URL https://link.aps.
org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.155142.

[76] J. H. Kang, J. H. Han, and Y. Shin, New Journal of
Physics 22, 013023 (2020), URL https://doi.org/10.
1088/1367-2630/ab614d7.

(6]

[67]

(68]

The Theory of Critical Phenomena - An Introduction to the [RendfmKliwadjollf GO, and I. Ichinose, New Journal of

(Claredon Press, Oxford, U.K, 1992).

[58] P. W. Anderson, Physical Review 112, 1900 (1958),
URL  https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.
112.1900.

[59] G. Rickayzen, Physical Review 115, 795 (1959), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.115.
795.

Physics 22, 013032 (2020), URL https://doi.org/10.
1088/1367-2630/ab6352.

[78] T. Orito, Y. Kuno, and I. Ichinose, arXiv:2106.15385
[cond-mat] (2021), 2106.15385, URL http://arxiv.org/
abs/2106.15385.

[79] J. Vidal, R. Mosseri, and B. Dougot, Physical Review
Letters 81, 5888 (1998), URL https://link.aps.org/


https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.166802
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.166802
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.134423
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.134423
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.201117
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.201117
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-1989-2
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-1989-2
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-2540-1
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-2540-1
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.205103
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.205103
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.09575
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.014518
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.014518
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.024502
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.105.024502
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.165148
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.165148
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.03298
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00023-020-00974-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00023-020-00974-6
http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.08248
http://arxiv.org/abs/2308.08248
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.134513
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.134513
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.112.1900
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.112.1900
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.115.795
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.115.795
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.00007
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.00007
http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.ebookbatch.SPRGR_batch:9783319256078
http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.ebookbatch.SPRGR_batch:9783319256078
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.05805
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.05805
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.88.035005
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.88.035005
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.245149
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.245149
https://doi.org/10.1088/2515-7639/abf0b5
https://doi.org/10.1088/2515-7639/abf0b5
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.235428
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.235428
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.2636
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.2636
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.88.220510
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.88.220510
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.063613
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.063613
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.031057
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.031057
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.155142
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.155142
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab61d7
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab61d7
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab6352
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab6352
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.15385
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.15385
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.5888

29

doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.5888.

[80] G. Moller and N. R. Cooper, Physical Review Letters
108, 045306 (2012), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.0453086.

[81] K. Swaminathan, P. Tadros, and S. Peotta,
Signatures of many-body localization of quasiparticles in a flat band superconductor
(2023), URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.06250v2.

[82] J. S. Hofmann, E. Berg, and D. Chowdhury, Physical
Review B 102, 201112 (2020), URL https://link.aps.
org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.201112.

[83] V. Peri, Z.-D. Song, B. A. Bernevig, and S. D. Huber,
Physical Review Letters 126, 027002 (2021), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevlett.
126.027002.

[84] I. Lukin, A. Sotnikov, and A. Kruchkov,
Unconventional superfluidity and quantum geometry of topological bosons
(2023), 2307.08748, URL http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.
08748.

[85] L. Chomaz, D. Petter, P. Ilzhofer, G. Natale, A. Traut-
mann, C. Politi, G. Durastante, R. M. W. van Bijnen,
A. Patscheider, M. Sohmen, et al., Physical Review X
9, 021012 (2019), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevX.9.021012.

[86] L. Tanzi, E. Lucioni, F. Fama, J. Catani, A. Fioretti,
C. Gabbanini, R. N. Bisset, L. Santos, and G. Modugno,
Physical Review Letters 122, 130405 (2019), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevlett.
122.130405.

[87] F. Bottcher, J.-N. Schmidt, M. Wenzel, J. Hertkorn,
M. Guo, T. Langen, and T. Pfau, Physical Review X
9, 011051 (2019), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevX.9.011051.

[88] T. Donner, Physics 12, 38 (2019), URL https://
physics.aps.org/articles/v12/38.



https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.81.5888
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.045306
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.045306
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.06250v2
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.201112
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.201112
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.027002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.027002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.08748
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.08748
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.021012
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.021012
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.130405
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.130405
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.011051
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.011051
https://physics.aps.org/articles/v12/38
https://physics.aps.org/articles/v12/38

	Introduction
	Geometry independence of superfluid weight and gauge invariance
	Generalized random phase approximation
	Superfluid weight in the isolated band limit
	MFT superfluid weight
	GRPA correction to the superfluid weight

	Minimal quantum metric and natural orbital positions
	Examples
	Su-Schrieffer-Heeger model
	Creutz ladder
	Dice lattice

	Discussion and conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Derivation of the generalized random phase approximation for the superfluid weight
	Nambu formalism and evaluation of correlation functions
	Self-consistency equations of mean-field theory for the Hubbard interaction and uniform pairing assumption
	References

