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Superconductivity and pair density waves from nearest-
neighbor interactions in frustrated lattice geometries
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We consider superconductivity and pair density waves (PDWs) arising from off-site pairing in
frustrated lattice geometries. We express the pair susceptibility in a generic form that highlights the
importance of both the density of states, and the quantum geometry of the eigenstates and calculate
the superfluid weight (stiffness) as well as the Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless (BKT) temperature.
Paradigmatic bipartite (Lieb) and non-bipartite (kagome) lattices are studied as examples. For
bipartite lattices, nearest-neighbor pairing vanishes in a flat band. In the Lieb lattice flat band, we
find a PDW at a finite interaction and show that its pair wave vector is determined by the quantum
geometry of the band. In the kagome flat band, nearest-neighbor pairing is possible for infinitesimal
interactions. At the kagome van Hove singularity, the pair susceptibility predicts a PDW due to
sublattice interference, however, we find that its stiffness is zero due to the shape of the Fermi
surface. Our results indicate that nearest-neighbor pairing at flat band and van Hove singularities is
strongly influenced by the geometric properties of the eigenfunctions, and it is crucial to determine
the superfluid weight of the superconducting and PDW orders as it may contradict the predictions

by pairing susceptibility.

Introduction.—Pair formation and superconductivity
are known to be strongly affected by the density of states
(DOS) of the electrons. Recently, the geometric structure
of the Bloch states has been identified as another key
factor determining properties of quantum materials [1].
For example, the quantum geometry of the Bloch states
allows superconductivity in a flat band [2-6] where the
high DOS favors pairing but single particles seem local-
ized and one would naively expect no supercurrent. This
prediction may be relevant for understanding supercon-
ductivity in twisted bilayer graphene [5, 7-11] and other
flat band systems [12, 13]. Also PDW [14-17] order has
been analyzed in terms of quantum geometry [18-23].
The vast majority of theory research on flat band super-
conductivity considers local (on-site) pairing [2-6, 24—
29], with a few exceptions [7, 30-36]. Here, we study
nearest-neighbor pairing in frustrated lattice systems and
highlight the importance of considering the DOS and
the eigenfunctions’ structure, i.e., quantum geometry, on
equal footing.

Dirac points, van Hove singularities (vHs), and flat
bands exemplify electronic states with vanishing or di-
verging DOS. At Dirac points the DOS is zero and con-
sequently one observes quantum critical pairing where su-
perconductivity emerges only beyond a critical attractive
interaction strength [37-43]. Previous studies of Dirac
points and vHs have mainly focused on DOS effects that
suppress or enhance pairing, although the structure of the
eigenstates may affect pair formation via so-called sublat-
tice interference [44, 45]. In flat-band superconductivity,
the impact of quantum geometry on pair transport is well
understood, however, its effect on the pairing type and
symmetry has been studied very little [46]. In this Let-
ter, we express the pairing susceptibility in a form that
allows one to directly estimate the separate effects of the
DOS and the eigenfunctions on the formation of pairs,

for a generic interaction and lattice geometry. We point
out that, for bipartite lattices, nearest-neighbor pairing
(sometimes referred to as resonating valence bond (RVB)
-type [7, 39, 47, 48] pairing) identically vanishes. By nu-
merical studies of the mean-field order parameters and
superfluid weight in the Lieb and kagome lattices, we
show that attractive nearest-neighbor interactions can
lead to quantum critical pairing with superconducting
or PDW orders at the vHs and flat bands. The results
are compared with on-site pairing schemes. In the Lieb
lattice flat band, we find a PDW and show that its char-
acter is influenced by the gradients of the orbital com-
positions of the flat band states, in other words, quan-
tum geometry. In the kagome vHs, PDW order has been
previously predicted [18, 45] with different interaction
schemes, however, we find a vanishing superfluid weight
for the PDW order in our model. In contrast, the Lieb
lattice vHs does not suffer from such effects and shows
stable nearest-neighbor pairing comparable to the on-site
one.

The mean-field Hubbard model—We start with a gen-
eral multiband Hubbard model Hamiltonian H given by

H= Z Zt?ajﬁé;raaéjﬁa o Mzégaaéicw + Hing, (1)
ia,jB o oo

where ¢!

oo (G00) creates (annihilates) a fermion with
spin ¢ on orbital « in unit cell ¢. The hopping amplitudes
between sites are given by ¢7, 5, while p is the chemical
potential. We consider quartic interaction terms of the

form

Hipe = — Z Jiajﬁbjajﬁbiajﬁ’ (2)
ia,jB

where Jiojs > 0 is the strength of the attractive inter-
action, b;,;5 = >, AcC;n,Cj5_, 1S a combination of two



annihilation operators with opposite spins, and A, are
real coefficients. The operator IA)m ;p unites several pos-
sible interactions into a single form; for example, the
standard, local Hubbard-U interaction (with Jinjg =
Ubia,jg, Ay = 0,A, = 1), long-range density-density
(A4 = 0,A; = 1) and spin-exhange (A = 1/2,A; =
—1/2) interactions. We use a mean-field approach:
- i@jﬁbj’-aj,@biaj,@ ~ Afag‘ﬁbmjﬂ + He + |Aiaj/3|2/Jiajl3a
where the Ajq 3 = —ij5<l;mj5> are the order param-
eters of the system. We assume Jiq(i4j)8 = Joajs and
that the order parameters can only break this transla-
tional invariance up to a periodic phase modulation, that
is,

Aia(i+)s = Doajpe’® Mietrirns)/2, (3)
where Zoaj/g does not depend on q. A non-zero g corre-
sponds to a PDW state. We denote r;, = R; + 9., where
R; is the position of the 7’th unit cell, and é, is the po-
sition of orbital o within the unit cell. We then derive a
Bogoliubov - de Gennes (BdG) Hamiltonian Hpqg and
corresponding eigenvalues for this pairing scheme (see
Supplementary Material, henceforth SM, Sec. TA).

Pairing susceptibility.—The equilibrium state of the
system is given by the values of Ag,;s and g that mini-
mize the grand potential  (SM IC). For a given g, the
transition from a normal to a superconducting state can
be identified by the Hessian matrix 93 Q = Hess()| x_,,

evaluated at A = 0, where A denotes a vector of all in-
dependent order parameters. For brevity, we denote an
element of A by A, where 1 = {ajf}. The transition
from the normal state to a superconducting one occurs
when the minimum of © shifts from A = 0 to A # 0 and
the smallest eigenvalue of 93 is zero.

We assume a constant interaction strength Joq;3 = J
for all pairs Oa, j for which it is non-zero; the Hessian
becomes 930 = 2Ne(—x +1). Here s = 1 for on-site
interactions, while s = 2 for off-site interactions when
Aiajs = Ajgia holds; for the general case see SM ID.
The identity matrix is denoted by 1, while  is the pairing
susceptibility

(4)
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with & = —kgT Y, In(1 + e~ Fra/ksT)  where Ej, are
the 2nqp eigenvalues of Hpqg(k), with nep, the number
of orbitals, while T is temperature and kg the Boltz-
mann constant. The k-sum is taken over the first Bril-
louin zone, and R and I denote the real and imagi-
nary parts of the order parameters, respectively, e.g.
[OArOAIE] = Oar0da1€. The condition for the su-
perconducting transition is now equivalent to the largest
eigenvalue of x being one. The temperature (or interac-
tion) where this happens gives the critical temperature
T. (or critical interaction J.). Utilizing the Hellman-
Feynman theorem and assuming time-reversal symmetry

(TRS) (SM ID), we obtain the following informative ex-
pression for the pairing susceptibility:

_J ReX ImX (5)
X= 75N, \“ImX Rex )’
nF(fk:—i—qm) + nF(gk—qn) -1
X = 6
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The first line of Eq. (6) depends on the single-particle
energies €g,, via gy = €pm — p with m  denot-
ing the band, as well as the Fermi-Dirac distribu-
tion np, i.e. band structure effects such as DOS. The
form factor on the second line depends on the corre-
sponding Bloch functions |myg) as well as the struc-
ture of the interaction via 6A,(k) = OarAk, where
Apg is the Fourier-transformed orbital-basis pairing ma-

trix given by [Aglag = Zj (ALAOﬁjaeik-(T‘jaToﬁ) _

ATZOO&jBeik'('I‘jg—'POQ) .

At low temperatures, the first line of Eq. (6) becomes
increasingly concentrated at the Fermi level, with a di-
vergence in the limit {g—_gn, &krqm — 0,7 — 0. It often
dominates the pairing susceptibility, making the band
structure near the Fermi level important. Here, however,
we want to draw attention to systems where focusing
only on the band structure is not enough. In particular,
in the following, we will show examples where the form
factor vanishes in crucial regions of the Brillouin zone,
nullifying the large contribution from the DOS term.

Flat band models with the S-matrixz construction.—We
apply the pairing susceptibility approach to a class of bi-
partite flat-band models, constructed with the S-matrix
method [49]. In a bipartite lattice with sublattices L and
S such that n; > ng, where ny;, and ng are the numbers
of orbitals in the large and small sublattice, respectively,
there are no internal hoppings in the sublattices and the
Fourier-transformed kinetic Hamiltonian is [49]

ny ngs
0 Sk nr
e = (5:1 0 ) ns’ @
Here Sk is a np x ng rectangular matrix which, due to
the mismatched dimensions ny > ng, has at least ny, —
ng zero eigenvalues for any k, i.e. flat bands pinned at
zero energy. The eigenvectors are |mk>ﬂat = (¢km O)T,
where ¢, is in the kernel of SL.

In a model with no on-site interactions, the structure
of Hy (Eq. 7) has striking implications. Consider an
off-site interaction occurring between the same pairs of
sites as the bipartite hoppings (typically nearest-neighbor
pairs). Then, because of the projection to the flat band

which is localized fully on sublattice L, the real-space
order parameters within each sublattice vanish, and Ag



has the same bipartite structure as Hg. Consider now
the quantity (mg4q|0A,(k)|nk—q), appearing in the form
factor of the pairing susceptibility (Eq. (6)), when m,n
label such flat band states. We obtain

<mk+q|5Au(k)|nqu>

0 OarALS

(ot ARRE ) (Pr—gqn) _

= (Vhtan 0) <8A5A§L 0 ) < 0 >0’
(8)

where LS and SL stand for the inter-sublattice pairing,
i.e. the intra-flat-band contribution to the pairing sus-
ceptibility vanishes, even when the flat band DOS di-
verges. Another consequence of the bipartite structure
of the interaction is that also the quasi-particle spectrum
has zero eigenvalues (SM IB) [50]. In summary, in the
case of nearest-neighbor pairing, flat bands are largely
irrelevant for pairing in models constructed with the S-
matrix method. However, nearest-neighbor pairing be-
tween the flat and the dispersive bands is still possible
for large interactions, as well as nearest-neighbor pairing
in non-bipartite lattice flat bands, as we will show below.

Bipartite lattice example: the Lieb lattice.—We now
focus on the Lieb lattice, see Fig. 1(a)-(b). In our
Lieb and kagome lattice examples, we use a form
of interaction [7, 39, 47, 48] which is often used for
describing nearest-neighbor pairing and is given by
Hine = =5 Y i) Plagsltiaser Where his = Cionlya) =
CioyCjpr- The sum is taken over nearest-neighbor pairs.
This Hamiltonian corresponds to setting Ay =1/2, A =
—1/2 in Eq. (2), accounting for an extra factor of two
from restricting the sum to nearest neighbors. Since
/Azm g = izjﬁm, there is one independent order param-

eter Ajajg = —J(hiaw)/Q per nearest-neighbor pair,
and the pairing matrix Ay takes the form [Aglag =
- Agojpe’® (ris=roa)  From now on, we work in units
where kp = 1, and also set the hopping amplitudes ¢§, B
(our energy scale) to unity.

With the on-site Hubbard-U interaction, any attrac-
tive interaction strength yields a uniform (¢ = 0)
Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) state for the Lieb lat-
tice flat band [3, 6]. For the nearest-neighbor inter-
actions we find, see Fig. 1(c), that ¢ = 0 is not the
ground state: the lowest critical interaction strength
J. ~ 2.9 is found at the M-point 2q = (m, )T, cor-
responding to a PDW state. Why 2q = M gives the
ground state is an intriguing interference effect arising
from orbital-off-diagonal elements of the pairing suscep-
tibility. The pairing is primarily interband, between dis-
persive band states near the Dirac point and flat band
states near the I'-point (Fig. S2(a) in SM ITA). An anal-
ysis of the pairing for a circle of dispersive band mo-
menta (angle 0, radius kg) around the Dirac point reveals
that g is determined by maximizing the quantity (n de-
notes the flat band) /[P (@) — Fao(@)]? + 4F50(a)
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FIG. 1: The Lieb lattice structure (a) and dispersion
(b) showing a flat band and one of the two dispersive
bands. The color indicates the orbital composition of
each state. The orange and red circles highlight regions
of large and small gradients in orbital composition near
the flat band center and corners, respectively. Only the
dispersive band with negative energies (bandwidth 2v/2)
is shown; there is another, mirror image of it with positive
energies (SM ITA Fig. 1(e)). (c) The critical interaction
strength J. as a function of the wave vector 2q with T' =
1075, The minimum is found at the M-point, implying
the formation of a PDW state. (d) The spatial structure
of the PDW order parameter.

where F;(q) = & [0 f2(0,q)* f3(0,q) d6 and f2(0, q)
are the orbital weights of the Bloch states (SM IIB). The
maximum is reached when the Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity |[Fpo(q)? < Fig(q)FEo(q) is tight. This occurs
around the T'-point (the orange circle in Fig. 1b) where
(0, q) are constant in @, therefore 2q = M gives the
ground state. In contrast, around the Dirac point (ma-
genta quadrants, pairing with ¢ = 0) Fj~(q) is close
to zero. This shows that quantum geometry, i.e. k-
dependence of the orbital composition of Bloch states,
can also be detrimental to pairing even when it typically
enhances superconductivity.

We have confirmed that the PDW state is the ground
state by minimizing the grand potential (SM ITA). In
real space, 2¢ = M corresponds to the order parame-
ters flipping their sign from one unit cell to the next;
see Fig. 1(d). The PDW state spontaneously breaks the
translational symmetry of the lattice. Note, however,
that the critical interaction is very large, 2.9 times the
hopping energy ¢, which is not typically the case when
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FIG. 2: The structure (a) and dispersion (b) of the
kagome lattice. The color indicates the orbital compo-
sition of each state. (c) A phase diagram for the flat
band with a uniform BCS phase (g = 0) and two differ-
ent PDW phases (2¢g = M, K). The black dashed line
shows the BKT temperature. (d) The Fermi surface at
© = 0 is a hexagon, with the vHs’s at the corner points
+M,. The different M-points are completely localized
to orbital , shown in color. For a particle at —Mpg, typ-
ical ¢ = 0 Cooper pairing between +Mp is impossible
with nearest-neighbor interactions due to localization to
the same orbital. When g = 2M, pairs can instead be
formed between —Mp and M 4.

J ~ t2/U is derived perturbatively (U is the repulsive
on-site interaction), but can be achieved for suitable con-
ditions [51]. Much smaller PDW critical interactions can
be found in the kagome lattice.

Non-bipartite lattice example: kagome lattice.—For a
second example highlighting the importance of the Bloch
state form factor in the pairing susceptibility, we turn to
the kagome lattice, Figs. 2(a)-(b). Now the mechanism
leading to the suppression of pairing in bipartite lattice
flat bands does not occur, and indeed we find a nearest-
neighbor pairing ground state with ¢ = 0 at the flat band
(1 = 2) for infinitesimally small values of J at T' = 0,
and for J > 1.1 a PDW state with 2g = M. At finite
temperatures, however, 2q = K PDW order appears too,
see Fig. 2(c).

The vHs at p = 0 shows a strong dependence on the
structure of the form factor. Fig. 2(d) illustrates the pe-
culiarity of this point; the Fermi surface is a hexagon,
with the vHs’s at its corners at the M-points. We
denote the six different M-points by +M,, since the

Fermi surface exhibits a phenomenon known as sublat-
tice interference [44, 45], characterized by the states at
+M,, being completely localized to orbital .. As typical
q = 0 Cooper pairing occurs between states at quasi-
momenta k and —k, this means that nearest-neighbor
(i.e. inter-orbital) pairing is inhibited between states at
the vHs’s, because the states are localized to the same
orbital. Accordingly, with nearest-neighbor interactions,
we find (SM III) the ground state to be a PDW state
with 2q = £M,, with J, close to zero. This result is
intuitive: when 2q = +M,, Cooper pairs can form be-
tween two non-opposite M-points which are localized to
neighboring orbitals in real space, see Fig. 2(d). Since the
sublattice interference continues to energies away from
vHs, see Fig. 2(b), the same 2q = £M,, state preserves
for a large range of J and T' (SM III Fig. S5(d)). These
results are also reflected in the form factor of the pair-
ing susceptibility (Eq. (6)). Consider again the quan-
tity (mr+qld0A,(K)|nk—q). When q = 0, the vHs’s give
terms like (vHsyag, [0A,(k)|vHsx g, ), which vanish be-
cause, due to sublattice interference, the Bloch states at
the vHs’s in the orbital basis are simply |[vHsiaz,) =
(100)7, (0107 (00 1) for @ = A,B,C respec-
tively, and A, (k) is off-diagonal. In contrast, with 2q =
+M,, we obtain terms like (vHsipz,[|0A,(k)|[vHs+nr, )
with 8 # -y, which are non-zero. Further information
about the pairing via band-resolved pictures is given in
SM Figs. S2, S7 and S8.

Various types of interactions on the kagome lattice at
van Hove filling have been predicted to favor 2q = M
charge density wave (CDW) and PDW processes, using
renormalization group methods [44, 45, 52], bare and ran-
dom phase approximation (RPA) susceptibility calcula-
tions [18, 53], and mean-field theory [53]. For the inter-
actions we consider, we find that although the suscepti-
bility predicts the existence of a 2¢ = M PDW order at
the vHs, the PDW state is unstable to fluctuations of the
order parameter phase, as will be discussed momentarily.

Superfluid weight—The superfluid weight D; is a mea-
sure of the stiffness against phase fluctuations of the
order parameter and thereby surpasses the mean-field
treatment. It determines whether the ground state
can support supercurrent, and in 2D systems gives
the BKT transition temperature via [54-56] Tgxr =

FV/det(D,(Tgkr)). We define Dy in terms of the grand

potential as

[mmflfmﬂ

= -2°00) 9
v dgad ©
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q'=q

where V is the volume of the system (area in 2D). This
definition naturally extends the typical BCS superfluid
weight definition to PDW states simply by evaluating
the derivative at the PDW wave vector ¢’ = ¢ instead
of at ¢ = 0. In SM IG, we also show how this exten-
sion agrees with the alternative but equivalent definition
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FIG. 3: BKT temperatures for the Lieb and kagome lat-
tices with both on-site (for which J should be understood
as the Hubbard U) and nearest-neighbor (NN) interac-
tions, and with the chemical potential set to the flat band
(FB) and the vHs. The inset shows the flatness of the
grand potential 2 as a function of 2q near its minimum at
M for the kagome vHs with NN interactions for J = 2.5
and T = 1075, indicating a vanishing superfluid weight
and thus TBKT~

of the superfluid weight based on linear response theory.
In previous literature, PDW states are sometimes associ-
ated with the superfluid weight of a conventional g = 0
BCS state becoming non-positive-semidefinite [19, 20] in-
dicating that ¢ = 0 is no longer a minimum of the grand
potential, and the system becomes unstable towards a
PDW state. However, the definition of the superfluid
weight we are using here is always positive-semidefinite,
since q is by definition a minimum of the grand poten-
tial. Thus this definition properly measures the stability
of the PDW state.

We derive the superfluid weight formula for the
nearest-neighbor pairing (PDW or g = 0) superconduct-
ing orders, while properly taking into account the im-
plicit dependence of the order parameters on q [6, 57],
and then evaluate the superfluid weight numerically (de-
tails in SM IF). In figure 3, we show the BKT tempera-
tures obtained from the superfluid weight results for the
Lieb and kagome lattices, for both nearest-neighbor and
on-site (J should be understood as the Hubbard-U) in-
teractions. We find that while the PDW states with the
nearest-neighbor interaction can give non-zero superfluid
weights, the BKT temperatures are much smaller than
for the corresponding g = 0 states with on-site interac-
tions. This is the case for the flat bands of both Lieb and
kagome lattices (solid and dashed blue), which means
only the ¢ = 0 and 2q = M phases are stable in fig-
ure 2(c). At the kagome vHs (dashed orange), the BKT
temperature vanishes due to instability to phase fluctua-
tions of the order parameter, as seen from the flatness of
the grand potential minimum in the inset of Fig. 3. This

can be understood to arise from the shape of the Fermi
surface at the vHs, see SM III Fig. S6. However, for the
Lieb lattice with nearest-neighbor interactions, we find
that moving away from the flat band (solid blue) to the
vHs (solid orange) significantly enhances the BKT tem-
perature, making it comparable to the on-site case (solid
red). The ground state for the vHs is a ¢ = 0 state (SM
ITA). This further demonstrates how the flat band be-
comes nearly irrelevant with non-local interactions due
to the bipartite structure of the lattice. Interestingly,
in the kagome lattice with on-site interactions, the vHs
(dashed red) gives a larger BKT temperature than the
flat band (dashed green) when the interaction strength
J 2 1.8, even when its order parameter is smaller (Fig. S3
in SM III).

Conclusions.— We expressed the pairing susceptibil-
ity in a form that explicitly shows the interplay between
the orbital compositions of the eigenstates (quantum ge-
ometry) and of the order parameter. This allows, for
instance, to easily see that nearest-neighbor pairing is
forbidden for the flat band states of bipartite lattices.
In the Lieb lattice flat band, we found a PDW with a
vector 2g¢ = M originating from a subtle interference ef-
fect related to the orbital composition of the flat band
states: this is an example of that quantum geometry can
be detrimental to (in this case to 2q = 0) pairing. In the
kagome lattice flat band, superconductivity is possible at
infinitesimally small interaction, but the BKT temper-
ature is suppressed compared to on-site s-wave pairing.
At the kagome vHs, although pairing susceptibility pre-
dicts a PDW order, we find its superfluid weight zero —
this suggests it is essential to determine the superfluid
weight for previous and future predictions of PDW or-
ders in kagome van Hove and similar singularities. Our
results emphasize that although DOS singularities may
benefit superconductivity, a careful analysis of the eigen-
state structure and superfluid weight is crucial, especially
for off-site pairing which may be affected by the same
frustration as the non-interacting system. This can be
relevant also when understanding the competition be-
tween superconductivity, magnetism, and charge density
waves [34] in flat bands and different types of van Hove
singularities [58], an important area of future study.
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Supplementary material

I. GENERAL RESULTS FOR THE MEAN-FIELD MODEL

A. Derivation of the BdAG Hamiltonian

Here, we derive the BAG form of the Hamiltonian, Eq. (1) in the main text. After a mean-field decomposition, the
Hamiltonian reads

]:I = Z thqajﬂé;(aaéjﬁa - Mzéjaa'éiao’ + Z (Araj,@i)iajﬁ +Hce+ Aiaj6|2/']iajﬁ>a (Sl)
ia,j3 o o ia,j 3

bm;ﬂ = Z AUéiaaéjﬁfo’ (S2)

Aiajp = —Jiajp(bin ) (S3)

Next, we introduce a Fourier transform ¢;,, = (1/v/N.) Y, e*™e¢, . where N, is the number of unit cells, and k is
the momentum with the sum taken over the first Brillouin zone. The kinetic Hamiltonian and the chemical potential
term, i.e. the first two terms of the Hamiltonian above, transform in a standard way, giving

Z Zt?ajﬁéjaaéjﬁg = Z Z[Hg]aﬁéltzaa‘ékﬁa7 (84)

ia,jB o kap o
K A A

K Z CiaoCiae — H Z C“I-com'ckoaﬂ (85)

(2o kao
[Hlas = D thagee™ 002, (S6)

J
A —

riajﬁ =T — Tia- (87)

Applying the Fourier transform to the interaction term gives

~ ]. i(k-1; k' v ~ ~
> Najpbinjs = A DD A BTG b, (S8)
io,jB € ia,jB kk'c
1 —% —i9q-(1: L (k-1 P N A~
A Z Z AsDpyjge 12q-(Tia+7(i15)8)/2gi(k-Tiatk T(ZJFJ)B)CkaUCk’ﬂfU (S9)
€ ia,jB kk'c
X —i(k—qg)-r® .. A ~
= Y ADgupe RO TsE 6 s (S10)
jaBko

Here we have made an index shift j — j + 4, substituted the definition of Agajs (Eq. (3) in the main text), and used
the Fourier transform property >, e/(=2atk+k)Ri — N 63, 1.0, where § is the Kronecker delta. Continuing with
another index shift k — —k + q and separating the two spin species, we have

* > ¥ ik A N N ——k ik A" ~ R

> Alajsbiags =D (ATAOajﬁel "0098C_ k4 gatCriqs, T AlBoajse T““’ﬁcmqaickmm) (St1)

icgB jabhk
% ik A/_ N N ——* ik A'_ N R

= Z (‘ATAOﬁjae 08398 4t g0iChrqpr T ALAoa g 08 C—k+qa¢ck+qm) (812)
japk

=D [AklBal ki galfrrqst (513)
kafS

where [Agls, = >, A¢Zgajﬂeik""0&aw — ATZgﬁjae_ik'ToAﬁja. To get the second line, we have used fermionic anti-
commutation relations, swapped « <> (3, and shifted k — —k on the first term of the right-hand side of the first
line.



With these results, we can write the Hamiltonian in the BdG form as

AV
H= Zc Hpac(k)ég, + Ne Z| J((J)ajgj + const, (S14)
jop
}IT ,ul Ak
Hpac(k) = [ F*9 . : (S15)
[Ak]aﬂ = Z <A¢Aoﬁja€_ik'r§ﬁja — ATAoajBeik'r(JAajﬁ)7 (816)
J
A A A A A T
&, = (Chyga=11r Chtqaznon CT—k+qa:1u e CT—k+qa:nmb¢) ’ (S17)

where constant terms that depend on neither operators nor the order parameters are dropped and n,}, is the number
of orbitals. From now on, we will assume time-reversal symmetry (TRS), which implies (H + kiqg) = Hy, i _q = Hik—q;
allowing us to drop the spin indices.

In this work, we are especially interested in the structure of the pairing matrix Ag. For the standard on-site
Hubbard-U interaction, it reduces to a simple k-independent diagonal matrix, Ay = diag(ZOaOQ), but as is evident
from the above form, in general, it can be non-diagonal and k-dependent. Often, the pairing matrix can be simplified

further. For example, if A = —A4, we have bm g = bj Bia and thus Ajajs = Ajgia by fermionic anticommutation

relations, leading to
[Aklag = —At Z (Aogjae_ik'”’%“ +A0aj66ik'r0A”‘jB> (S18)

J
= _ATZ ( ipoae E 75500 +Aoajﬁeik.TUAajB> (519)
= _2AT Z AOajBeZ 'rOaJﬂ_ (820)
J

Here, we first transform j — —j, then use Zob’—ja = ija = ZOajB and TOAﬂ—ja = rﬁBOa = *T()Aaj/j on the first part

of the sum. The nearest-neighbor interaction that was used for the numerical results of this work is a special case of
this result with Ay =1/2.

B. Bipartite Form of the BdG Hamiltonian

For the type of bipartite lattice discussed in the main text, i.e. one with sublattices L and S such that the number
of orbitals n;, > ng, and an interaction with a similar bipartite structure, the order parameter matrix Ay is of the
form

ny ngs
0 AS\n
Ag = (AiL Iy )n; (S21)

where LS and SL stand for the inter-sublattice pairing, and ny and ng refer here to the size of the matrix. Plugging
in this and the bipartite form of Hg, Eq. (7) in the main text, to the BdG-Hamiltonian, Eq. (S15) yields

nr ns nr ns
0 Sk_;,_q 0 AER nr
S} 0 A 0 |ns
Hpac (k) = kia k (S22)

0 (AT 0 —Sk_q|ny
Aa™t 0 —=sf, 0 Jng
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where the chemical potential has been set to zero, i.e. to the flat band(s), and TRS has been assumed. Permuting
the second and third rows and columns of this matrix (which is a unitary transformation) results in a bipartite form
for the whole BAG Hamiltonian:

nr nr, ns ns
0 0 Sk+q  APR N\ nL
. 0 0 (AEL)T —Sk_q nr
Hpqc (k) = . S23
ac(k) = | gi AL g 0 |ns (523)
(AF™T -sf_, 0 0 Jng

This means that with this setup, the BAG spectrum has at least 2(nz, —ng) zero eigenvalues for each k, i.e. it inherits
the flat band(s) from the single-particle spectrum as discussed in the main text.

C. Grand Potential and its Derivatives

The grand potential {2 of the system is given by

Aoaigl?
Q= —k;BTZ In(1+ e_E’““/kBT) + N, Z M + const, (S24)
ka japB Oaj B

where Ey, are the 2n,,}, eigenvalues of the BAG Hamiltonian Hpqg(k), and the sum over k is taken over the first
Brillouin zone.

We need to take various second derivatives of the grand potential to calculate the pairing susceptibility as well as
the superfluid weight. For that purpose, here we derive a generic expression for such derivatives. Straight-forward
differentiation of the first term in Eq. (S24) yields

(9282/ ( — kBTZ 11’1(1 —+ eEk“/kBT)) = Z n;«(Eka)azEkaaz/Eka + ZnF(E,m)&zazlEka, (825)
ka ka ka

where np and n; are the Fermi-Dirac distribution and its derivative, respectively, and z and 2’ are generic parameters
that the matrix Hpqg(k) depends on. To continue, we need to take derivatives of the BAG energies Eg,. We can do
this without knowing the explicit form of the energies by using the Hellmann-Feynman theorem:

0:Eka = (Pral|0-Hpac (k)| dka) (526)

0.0, Egq = (¢$14|0:0- Heag (k)| Pra) + Z ﬁ < (Pral|0:Hpac (k)| owb) (Prb|02 Hpac (K)|dra) + HC> (527)
b#a @

We denote the BAdG quasi-particle states with |¢gq) so that Hpag (k) |¢ka) = Fka |Pka). Substituting these results to
Eq. (525), we get the following expression for a generic second derivative of the grand potential

0.0.9=3" (n’F(Em (Sl 0= i () [0a) (ka0 Hiac () [fa) + 1 (Fia) <¢kaazaz/HBdG<k)¢ka>)

ka

+ Z nF(EZ;:) — EZ(E%)RG( (Pral0- Heac (k)| drb) <¢kb|3z'HBdG(k)|¢ka>) (S28)

kab,asb a — kb

[Aoajsl?
+@@/M2}7——.

jap  700IP

The summation in the second row has been symmetrized using Y, f(a,b) = 3 3", (f(a,b) + f(b,a)). The advantage
of this expression is that all of the derivatives have been shifted to the BAG Hamiltonian, and these are often available
analytically, while for direct differentiation of the BdG energies numerical methods would typically have to be used.
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D. Derivation of the Pairing Susceptibility

Calculating the Hessian of the grand potential, 9% = Hess(Q)| A_o» amounts to taking derivatives of the grand
potential with respect to both the real and imaginary parts of the order parameters, and evaluating these derivatives
at A = 0. Thus, we can directly apply Eq. (S28).

At this point, one should be careful with the proper definition of A. The vector A should contain all independent
order parameters, which may not be the full set of Zo(w-g with all possible j,a, 8. For example, as mentioned in
Sec. TA, if A = —A; in the definition of the interaction, Eq. (S2) (which holds for the NN interaction used in this
work), we have A;qjg3 = Ajgia, which cuts the number of degrees of freedom in half (for the off-site portion of the
interaction) to one per unique pair of sites O and j3. Here, we consider two possibilities: either all of the Z()aj g are
independent so that the degrees of freedom are the ordered pairs O, j5 (for which Joa,s # 0), or then Ay s = Ajgia,
in which case the degrees of freedom are the set of unordered pairs Oc, j3. With slight modifications, the following
derivation can be extended to other types of dependencies between the order parameters as well. Note that for the
on-site portion of the interaction (pairs O, Ocr), the distinction between ordered and unordered pair is unnecessary.
For ease of notation, we denote an element of A by A, where {u} is the appropriate set of degrees of freedom.

Since we are interested in A = 0, we take advantage of the knowledge of the normal state properties of the system:
the energies Eg, and eigenstates |¢g,) reduce to the single-particle energies eg,, and Bloch states |myg). Specifically,
when A = 0 we have a pair of quasi-particle states for each Bloch state, and thus can use the band index m to label
them:

El:ctm = i(ek:tqm - N) = igk:l:qmv (829)

|Oon) = <|m’5+">> , (S30)
— 0

Pl ) = <|mkq>> . (S31)

TRS has been assumed in the above result. As the diagonal blocks of Hpac(k) (Eq. (S15)) do not depend on the
order parameters, we also get

8A§HBdG(k) = ((5A#O(k))T 5A6(k)> ’ (832)
sy o) = (_yisn oyt D). (533)

where we have defined 6A, (k) = 8A§Aka and R and I refer to real and imaginary parts, respectively. For on-site

interactions we have Ag = diag(Aoaoa), and thus simply [6A4(k)]aa = 1, with all of the other elements being zero,
while for off-site interactions k-dependent off-diagonal exponential terms arise from Eq. (S16). For example, for the

nearest-neighbor interaction with [Aglag = =3, ZOajge"k‘TOAﬂjﬁ the non-zero terms of Agqj3(k) are [0Aoa;3(k)]as =

e*Touss and [0A00;8(K)|ga = ek "ihoe = =R Touis . The latter contribution appears due to the relation Noajp =
Ajgoe. Furthermore, since Ay is linear in the order parameters, the second derivatives of Hpqg (k) vanish.

With these ingredients, we can start to calculate quantities of the form ((bmeAR/z Hpac (k)|6%,). We get
m

<¢$m|3A§/I Hpac (k)|¢g,) =0 (S34)
<¢,;m|3A5/1 Hpac(k)|¢,) =0 (S35)
(O |0nr Hpac (k)| 6p,) = (Mt ql0 A, (K)|nk—q) (S36)
(Dhn| a1 Hac (k)|6p,) = i (mitq|08, (k) na—q) - (S37)
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Inserting these results into Eqgs. (S26)-(S27), we get

d Ai%/IE,iEm| io=0 (S38)
1
aAR/IaAR/IEk:’m ==+ Z Enam + Eoran -2Re <<mkiq 64 (F)[nkq) (nksq|0AT (k) |mkﬂ:q>> (S39)
1
GINTING o Z Y 21m(<mkiq|5ﬁf(k)|nk¢q> <nk¢q|5Af(k)|mkiq>)» (540)
gk:iqm + gkqun

where 6AY (k) = 6A, (k) and 6A; (k) = A (k). Then, finally Eq. (S28) yields

n 5 m + n f —qn) — 1
NN g e : ;; k-gn) Re(<mk+qmu<k>|nkq><nkq|aAi<k>|mk+q>) (s41)
kmn k+qm k—qn
1—npg fk qm) —np (gk-i-qn) + Su
+ Z Re <mk—q‘5Au(k)|”k+q><nk+q|5Au(k)|mk—q> +2Ne—0uy
kmmn _fk: qm §k+qn J;L
n m +n n) — 1 Sp
3 mellkiam) £ (kogn) -2Re(<mk+q|6Au<k:>|nk_q><nk_q|6Az<k>mk+q>) LN,
kmn £k+qm + gk qn J[_L
(S42)

where np(—FE) = 1 — np(E) has been used, ¢,, is the Kronecker delta, and m and n have been swapped on the
second row to get the final result. The constant s, = 1 if A, is an on-site order parameter. For the off-site degrees
of freedom, s, = 1 if Ajujp and Ajg;o are indepedent, while s, = 2 if Ajoj8 = Ajgia, as then each order parameter
has a double contribution in the final term of Eq. (S28). Similar steps can be used to show that the derivatives with
respect to the imaginary parts of the order parameters have the same form, while for the mixed derivatives (with one
real and one imaginary part derivative) we only need to swap the real part operator to the imaginary part operator
in the first term, while the second term vanishes by the assumption of independent real and imaginary parts of the
order parameters. Thus, the final result for the Hessian matrix is

30— (o, Tox) + 2Nedaca s ding(ou/ ) (543

where
Xur= 3 ”F(f’“gjc’i: jsz’:j") L i g 6 () k) sl (B) ks ), (844)
and loyo is the 2 x 2 identity matrix. In the lower left block, we have used ImX” = —ImX, resulting from the

hermiticity of X. When both the interaction strength J, = J and s, = s are taken to be constants, the second term
becomes proportional to the 2n x 2n identity matrix 15, x2,, where n is the number of independent order parameters.
Since this contribution simply shifts the eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix, we can absorb it into the first term of
Eq. (S43) by writing

25N,
00 = == (=X + Lanx2n); (S45)
J ReX ImX
X7 TN, (—ImX ReX) (546)

which defines the pairing susceptibility x. Each eigenvalue € of x now maps to an eigenvalue 2STNC(—E + 1) of the
full Hessian. Thus, the smallest eigenvalue of the full Hessian being zero is equivalent to the largest eigenvalue of x
being one. Furthermore, it turns out that it suffices to use the matrix —J/(2sN,.)X instead of the larger matrix x. In
particular, for each eigenvector v of —J/(2sN.)X with eigenvalue ¢, x has a pair of eigenvectors (Rev, —Imv)T and
(Imv, Rev)? with the same eigenvalue . This redundancy reflects the global phase freedom of the order parameters.
In case the ratio s,/J, is not constant, one should use the full Hessian instead of x.

This expression for the pairing susceptibility is prone to finite-size effects at low temperatures due to the Fermi
surface divergence of the DOS term in the limit 7" — 0. Thus, to obtain accurate results, careful finite-size analysis
should be carried out in numerical calculations with finite systems, especially regarding the distribution of k-points
near the Fermi surface.
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E. Gap Equation

For a given q, the order parameters A, are determined by minimizing the grand potential Q (S24). Thus, we obtain
the condition 8A§Q = 8A£ Q = 0. By using the Hellmann-Feynman theorem and a calculation similar to what was
done in Secs. I C and I D, we can write this condition as

J,

Al = ~aey 27 (Bhe) (Wnaldag Hac ()l ) (547)
J,

Al =— 2N:Lsu %l: np(Ega) (VkalOaz Hpac (K)[¥ka) , (548)

with s, € {1,2} as defined in Sec. ID. Here, the eigenvectors of Hpqc (k) are denoted by 1 instead of ¢ to avoid
confusion in the following. Namely, we can obtain band-resolved contributions to the order parameters by expanding
the |1kq) in terms of the non-interacting eigenvectors |¢),) = (|mr4q),0)T and |¢,,) = (0, |mr_q))7 of Egs. (S30)
and (S31) to get

J,
Af = - CZM ;;%Re <Ckmn <mk+q|5Aunk_q>> (549)
J,
AIIL - Ncl;/'b kmn m (Ck7nn <mk+q‘5A#|nk_q> ), (850)
where
Chmn = »_ 10 (Eka) (UkalOn) (S [Vha) (S51)

Here we have used Egs. (S32)-(S37). Combining these results for the real and imaginary parts yields

Ju

A, =—
" Nesy

Z (Ck:mn (Mitq|0Au[NKk—q) )* (S52)

kmn

This form allows us separate the pairing contribution for each pair of bands m,n and momentum k. From here one
can also explicitly see how intra-flat-band pairing vanishes for bipartite lattices with unequal sublattice sizes, as then
(Mitql0A,|nk—g) = 0 with m, n pointing to a flat band as discussed in the main text.

F. Superfluid Weight from the Grand Potential

We define the superfluid weight D, in terms of the grand potential as

1 d°Q(q)
[Ds]ij =31/ 117 )
14 dqidqj

q'=q

(S53)

where V is the volume of the system (area in 2D). The superfluid weight can be calculated with a straightforward
application of the chain rule to the function Q = €(q,A,, 1), as done in Ref. [6]. It is critical to note that the
derivative in Eq. (S53) is the total derivative, and thus the implicit dependence of the order parameters on g must be
taken into account. On the other hand, we consider our system in the grand canonical ensemble where the chemical
potential is fixed (instead of the particle number being fixed) and thus ignore the dependence on p. Using the chain
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rule and the minimizing condition 8A§Q = 8A£ Q =0, we end up with

VD, = 29d) T(q"RQf (d S54
[Dslij = 94 0d = fi (@)0AQf(q)|q=q (S54)
1945 lq'=q
*Q(q') -
_ T( ./ 2 =1y (4
- 9d'Od" - bi (q )[8AQ] bJ(q )|q’:q> (855)
1995 lg'=q
920 920 3%Q 9%Q
dAFOAT dAFIAE HAFHAL dAFIAT
920 920 920 9%Q
= OARDAT OATOAT B9AROAL OAFOAI
829: 52 1 2 " h2 2 LEE I (856)
OATOAR OATOAE  OAIOAI OATOAT
o ) o o ) o
OATHAR OATOAE BDAILIAL OALOAT
T
oy _ [ dAaf dAR  dal dal
fz(q)_( A7 L dag 4 L), (S57)
T
no_ 9%Q 9%Q 9%Q 9%Q
bi(q') = (aq;aA{% " Bq0AT 9ql0Al T 9q0AL ) - (S58)

This result is essentially identical to the one derived in Ref. [6] for the Hubbard-U interaction; the only difference is
that for us, the degrees of freedom indexing the order parameters need not be just the orbitals. To obtain the second
line from the first, we have used the useful relation

RQfi(d) = —bi(d) (S59)

that allows calculating the derivatives of the order parameters purely in terms of properties of the ground state. Notice
that the derivatives with respect to Al are missing in 32AQ, b;, and f;. This is because we take A; to be real to fix
the overall phase; otherwise 82@ would not be invertible. It should also be noted that unlike the similar expression
used when calculating the pairing susceptibility, 82(2 is not evaluated at A = 0, but instead at the ground-state
values of the order parameters. This expression is numerically more convenient than Eq. (S53) since it only contains
partial derivatives. Evaluating the total derivative with e.g. finite-difference methods would require solving the order
parameters for many different values of g, but with the partial derivatives, this is not necessary. However, we can do
even better and calculate all of the necessary derivatives using the Hellmann-Feynman theorem and general result in
Eq. (S28), which avoids numerical differentiation altogether by shifting all of the derivatives to the BAG Hamiltonian.
Such derivatives are simple to take analytically; in particular, the g-derivatives have the following form (for any
interaction)

O H, 0
aQz'I{BdG(k) = ( b 0k:+q akaq> > (860)
Ok O H 0
04,04, Hpac (k) = ( . k]() Fa — O, Ok Hk—q) ’ (S61)
OHy,
O, Hprq = —n : (S62)
? Ok; k'=k+tqg
0?Hy
8k18ijki = = s (863)
? 8k§8k§- k'=k+q

while the derivatives with respect to the order parameters are given in Egs. (S32)-(S33). These results can then be
plugged into Eq. (S28) to obtain the derivatives of the grand potential that yield the superfluid weight.

G. Superfluid Weight from Linear Response Theory

In this section, we derive the superfluid weight from linear response theory for the mean-field Hubbard model
with nearest-neighbor pairing. The superfluid weight is here defined via the linear response to an external vector
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potential A that is introduced using a Peierls substitution in the kinetic term of the Hamiltonian by modifying the
hopping amplitudes as t, ;5(A) = t7, ;5 exp(—i f:jﬁ” A(r,t) - dr). We assume that A(r,t) = Aamp exp(iq - 7 — iwt)
varies slowly in both space and time, giving the response current the same spatial and temporal form, given as
jr,t) = jdmp exp(itj -7 —iwt). From this it also follows that the hopping term can be approximated by t7,.5(A) =

g Jﬁe’A( D"ias | where rg]”jjﬁ =

is the corresponding relatlve position.

It should be noted that the wave vector q, describing the spatial variation of A, is distinct from the PDW wave vector
q. Eventually, we are interested in the static long-wavelength limit w,q — 0, in which case A becomes a constant.
The Peierls substitution is then equivalent to substituting Hf — H, 4 such that A itself becomes equivalent to g,
which relates the linear response definition of superfluid weight to the one given in terms of grand potential (namely,
the two definitions are equivalent) [6]. We will comment on the equivalence again at the end of this section, but for
now, we continue with a general A with the time and space dependencies included.

The total current density induced by the vector potential is given by j,.(r,t) = —dH(A)/JA.(r,t), where §/5A,
denotes a functional derivative. To avoid overloading notation, in this section, we denote generic spatial coordinates
as x and y, with the understanding that they could be replaced with any combination of x,y, z, including xx, etc..
Now, the kinetic Hamiltonian has a contribution to the current density given by

i, g

ST (ria+7;3)/2 is the center-of-mass position of the two sites and rm,jg =T~ Tia

dHyin(A) o
AL ) Zﬁ Toyicr, jB) Ay (r,t) + 1B(ic, jB) )6, pen (S64)
where Jh(ic, jB) = i3, 19, 6l glaClaeCise and Ty (icr, jB) Ay (r&M 5. 1) =

>, t‘z:’a,jﬁ[rﬁ%jﬁ]m[rﬁy,jﬁ]yczwcjggAy(r%%B, t) are the paramagnetic and the diamagnetic current operators,
respectively. Repeated indices are summed over.
After the mean-field approximation, the nearest-neighbor interaction term described in the main text reads

) 2
Hine = Z Liajs (Aia]ﬂh;rajﬁ + Ajajphiajs + J|Amj/3|2) : (S65)
2 st

Here, I;;p is an indicator variable with value 1 if ia and jj are nearest neighbors and zero otherwise. The functional
derivatives of the interaction term are

6Hmt 5Azo¢jﬁ T 5szj,8 1A g
5A Z IWJB ( hmjﬂ SA. hmj/j J A, ch]ﬁ + H.c. 5,,,71,%\,1]/3. (866)

o, g8

Using a linear response approximation, we can express the order parameter as Ajq;3(A) ~ Aajs(A =0) +
0Aia;8/0Ay|a=0Ay, and rewrite Eq. (866) as

6H1nt 6Aza iB
514 z;ﬁ Izajﬂ ( J hja]ﬁ + HC) 6r’r$al\fljﬁ
. 0Diajp
T j Z Liajp (Aiajﬁ 5:: +H.c.) 0, M (S67)
io,jB
Diajp 08745
+ Zﬁfyam( 54, THe Ay pom
i, ]

We use the shorthand notation §A;u;5/0A; = ia;s/0A(rS,
achieved by combining equations (S64) and (S67)

Golr) = = 37 [(Taylia,i8)) Ay(r,t) + (32060 38)) | G e . (S68)

Tia,ip

i B’ t)| a—o- The total current density operator is

io,j B

sz(za JB) = Tyy(ic, ]B)Jrlmjgj ( 5AJB (5A]5 H.C.>, (S69)
e y

1

1 6Aza * 5Aia'
J(ia, jB) = jP(ia, jB) + S liais ( Mjﬁ hlois +H.c.) + liajs 5 ( taip M:ﬁ +H-C-) : (S70)
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Using the expression above, we define the current-current response function by K,,(q,w) such that
Jo(@,w) = —Kgy(q,w)Ay(q,w). The Fourier-transformed total current density is of the form (j,(q,t)) =
(1/V) Y, (jz(r,t))e "7, For readability, we will use the notation d,H|,, = OHY/Ok!|x—k. The total current
density operator (S68) in momentum space reads

Go(@.0) = = (Toy) Ay(@.0) — (32(@)). (871)

~ 1 -
Try = V ZZ[@zﬁyH ‘k]aBCLaackﬁU

k,oc aff

(S72)
Z 5A0a1ﬁ 5A0a35 H
Oajp (SAU + .Cl,

jx( ZZ a H ‘k+q/2](¥ﬁckaock+q60

ka af

O[A_ k+q/2 af i 0[Ak—g/2]%
V Z Ck+q QﬁTC k+qal + Tac_k"‘qaick-l-q-‘rﬁ,ﬁ'r (873)
kapg

11
VT Toajs(—5 4=
“7 jaB

6A0a

A, AOagﬁ( )—l— H.C)(Sq’o

We have defined the volume of a unit cell V, as V., = V/N,.
We apply linear response theory to compute the paramagnetic term using the Kubo formula

(@) =-iv Y [ aee (G6a0.750-2.01) 4,(a.0). (574)

and use Matsubara formalism to compute the current-current response function K,,. The current-current correlation
function in Matsubara formalism is

FET BT
~ B Wn T D[~ - ~ = W T ~
I, (q,iw,) = 7/0 dre""(T[j%(q,7)j5(—q,0)]) 7/0 dre* "I, (4, 7), (S75)

where T is the imaginary time ordering operator and by our definition
My (@ 7) = V2 (TLR(d, )75 (-4, 0)]) (S76)

To compute II,,(g, 7), we define the following block matrices:

~ Hl 0

5,0k = (m ‘”‘y> , (S78)

54, O

(Tlektaat (T)hsgor(O)])  (Tlonsqat (F)e—ktqsi(0)])
(TIe! o gus (b qsrO)]) (Tl ks g (D) k1qs1(0)])

The derivatives in §,A are taken elementwise. Note that g above is the PDW wave vector, not ¢. Equation (S79)
defines the Green’s function of the system. Due to the quadratic form of the Hamiltonian in the BAG quasi-particle
basis, the Green’s function has the simple form G(iwn, k) = Y, |¢ka){(Pkal/(iwn — Ekq) in Matsubara space, which
we take advantage of in the following. Analogous to the steps from Eq. (D19) to Eq. (D29) in Ref. [6], we calculate
the total paramagnetic contribution

G (r1,k) = — (S79)

Z TI’ —T, k 6 H|k+q/27 +4 Ak+q/2)G(T7 k+ q)(ayﬁ|k+q/2’yz + 6yAk+q"/2)]’ (380)
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where v* denotes the Pauli matrix acting in the Nambu space. Fourier transforming Eq. (S80) to Matsubara space
yields

~ o kB%T Wi T ~
I,y (G, iwy,) = dre™n I,y (q,T) (S81)
= —k:BTZZTY (iQm, k) (0n H k1427 + 02Dkt g/2)
E Qm (S82)

X G(iQ + iwn, k + @) 0y H |kt /27" + 0y Drrara)l;

where iQ,, = (2n + 1)n/(kgT) and iw, = 2nn/(kpT) are the fermionic and bosonic Matsubara frequencies, re-
spectively. Substituting G (iwn, k) = >, |#ka)(Pka|/(iwn — Ekq) for the Green’s function and conducting Matsubara
summation via contour integration we obtain the paramagnetic part of the current-current response function

K. (q,iwn) = 1 np(Erka) — nr(Ersgo)
y,p ) \v4 ) Ertgy — Erq — iwn .

X (Ol (0o H |jq/07° + 00 Dkg/2) | Ohtdv) (Do apl Oy H kg /o7 + 0y Drigse)|dra)s

where np(E) = 1/(e®/*8T) 4 1) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution.
The procedure of computing the diamagnetic part to the current is straightforward. In Matsubara space, it reads

‘ kT . ‘ 080ajs 08008
Koy dia(iwp,) = v a QZTr[ﬁmH\kﬁyG(an,k 4+ —= ZIOQJB< SA. W +H.c|. (S84)
We make use of the following identity 0,G = —G9,G~1G and take the Matsubara summation via contour integration
to obtain
nr(Era) nF(Eb( )
Kz ia n a H H a
y.dia(iWn) =77 k;b Fry— Bre — i (Pral (O H k)| P1b) (Preb| (Oy Hedc ()| ka)
SA, 5A, (585)
O0ajB " =00y
fz Oa]ﬁ< 5A, 0A, +H.c>.
The definition for the nearest-neighbour pairing superfluid weight is DIN;\I = hrr%) hrr%) K.y(q,iw). By combining
G—0w—
equations (S83) and (S85), we finally obtain
NN np(Eka) — nr(Exkp) ~
DY == Z ) L (011 ) (9]0 s () ) (556a)
— (Pral (O H k7 + 00 k) |Gt (Dhs| (O H 7 + §yAk)|¢ka>] (S86b)
SA SA,
7 Z Toajs ( i 52101[3 + H'C> 7 (S86¢)

where the prefactor should be understood as —9gnp(FE) if E, = E,. As mentioned at the beginning of this section,
in the limit w,g — 0 the functional relationship of the Hamiltonian with respect to the constant vector potential A
becomes equivalent to that of the PDW (or order parameter phase) wave vector g, that is H(A) = H(q). Thus, we
can make the replacement

0Doajs|  _ dDoajs
0As | a_o dqg!

x

(S87)

a'=q

both in Eq. (S86c¢) and inside the matrices §,Ag. These derivatives are then the same as in Eq. (S57), and can be
calculated using only ground-state properties via Eq. (S59). Notice that the derivative on the right-hand side should
be evaluated at the ground state, i.e. at ¢’ = q.
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H. Conventional and Geometric Contributions of the Superfluid Weight

The superfluid weight is frequently classified in terms of the geometric properties of the normal state and split
into so-called geometric and conventional parts [2, 4]. Compared to a model with only on-site interactions, the k
dependence of the order parameter matrix Ay arising from nearest-neighbor interactions will result in additional
terms, which is evident by decomposing the BdG Hamiltonian matrix term in Eq. (S86a) as

(6ral (0o H |1)| D1t (D1ev| (Oy Hpac i) | Dka) (S88)

= (61l (00 H |1) 3106 (D10 (0 H |i) | P (S89)
~ 0 Apg

+ (Pral(OxH k)| Prb) (Drb|Oy ( ALl 0 ) |Pka)- (590)

We will at first ignore these additional terms while classifying the rest of the superfluid weight to its conventional
and geometric parts. Analogous to Ref. [6], we expand the eigenvectors of Hpgg in terms of the Bloch functions:
|Pa) = Don2t (Wi ank|+) @[naer) + W ank| =) @|n* ). Using this relationship, we first define the usual conventional
term independent of Ag

DCOHV = 2 Z Z Cmm j.L nn[.]j(_k)]mm + (Z‘ Ad y) (891)

kE nm
=2) Y OnnOsetnsOye—pims + (@ € y), (892)

k nm

where
nm __ nF(Eka) - nF(Ekb) * %

Cls - %b: Erp — Exa W4 ankW+,bmkW_ pipW— ask, (893)
7z (B)]nm = (nko |0k, Hi [mko) (594)
= 0pmOz€hn,o + (€kno — €km.o){(OsNko | Mo )- (S95)

This result is the same as in previous literature [59]. The usual conventional part contains only diagonal elements
of the current operator j¢. It is the only term present in single-band models with on-site pairing and vanishes in
the flat-band limit. However, the additional terms resulting from Eq. (S90) include both conventional and geometric
contributions, and thus we will redefine the conventional part later.

By our classification, the geometric contribution to the superfluid weight is a fully multiband component that can
be non-zero on flat bands. Excluding the terms due to the k dependence of Ag, we split the remaining components
into three terms:

[DEeom1] =9 Z Z crm Jnm []y( k)lsi + (z <), (S96)
k nzm
[Dgcom 2 _2 Z Z O nn [jy sl +2 Z Z O l ,Lm [jj(—k)]” =+ (.73 — y), (597)

[DEeom3], — 0 (Bin) () (<¢ka|axAk\¢kb><¢kb\5yAk|¢>ka>

Pt Exy — Ega
+ <¢ka\5xAk|¢>kb><¢>kb|3yﬁk72\¢ka> + <¢ka|axﬁk7z|¢kb><¢kb|6yAk|¢ka>) (S98)
dZOa iB dz;aj,@
> IOQJBRe(J :
JV Y dq. dgy a'=q

The second geometric term [D&°°™?2],, includes both intra- and interband effects and vanishes when we have a
purely intraband gap function. If the classification of the superfluid weight is based on the interband and intraband
effects, this term is distinguished as a separate multigap term [60]. As in Ref. [7], we include [D&*°™2],, to the
geometric contribution as it also reflects the quantum geometry of the Bloch electrons. The q derivatives of the
order parameters on the last line of [Dgeom’?’]zy appear only in multiband models and hence we include them in the
geometric contribution.
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Lastly, we turn our attention to the additional terms resulting from the k dependence of order parameters (Eq.
(S90)), dubbed D&*P. We get

D=Ly = 37 7 = (e (a0 Al gy ) + CE (0 g 100 A i) ) ] () s
k nmls (899)
- (CEm e |02 Al ) + G 0 g |0 AL I ) [ (=)t

In terms of single-band and multiband properties, we further divide [D8?P],, into two components. Firstly,

[DERe]y = 33 =[Gl e |00 Akl ) + Ci™ (0 |0 AL k) | [ ()
ko nml (S100)

[ G (kD0 Al )+ CH™ 01 |00 A e | i (=R

which contains only diagonal components of the current operators and is thus included in the conventional contribution.
The multiband term is defined as

[peepseom], =37 ST [ |00 Akl ) + O™ (0 1|02 AL g [ ()i
k nml#s (8101)

G e |0 Al ) + G 0 g |0 AL I | L (=)

which is included in the geometric contribution. Thus, the final classification of the parts of the superfluid weight
with nearest-neighbor (NN) interactions is DNN = pNNwonv . pNN:geom *where the conventional and geometric
contributions are DNN:conv — Deony  gap,conv gn 4 DNN:geom _ pygeom,1 +Dgeom,2_~_Dgeom,3+Dgap,geom7 respectively.

II. LIEB LATTICE

A. Numerical Results

As discussed in the main text, for the Lieb lattice flat band (1 = 0) we find a 2q = M state, while the vHs (u = 2)
shows a g = 0 state. These phases persist for a large range of temperatures and interaction strengths as seen in Figs.
S1(a)-(b). The values of g are obtained by minimizing the grand potential, see Figs. S1(c)-(d). We find that the
q = 0 state for the vHs is mostly due to the typical intra-band pairing in the upper dispersive band, while the PDW
state for the flat band state consists mainly of inter-band pairing between the Dirac cones of the dispersive bands and
the center of the flat band; see Fig. S2. In Sec. II B, we provide a qualitative explanation for the PDW state. While
the order parameters grow fast as function of interaction strength after the critical point J,. = 2.9 (see Fig. S3(a)), we
find that the superfluid weight of the PDW state remains small, leading to low BKT temperatures seen in Fig. 3 in
the main text. In contrast, the g = 0 state for the vHs shows order parameters and superfluid weights comparable to
models with on-site interactions (see Figs. S3(a)-(b)). An explanation for this discrepancy is explored in Sec. II C.

B. Origin of the PDW State

In this section, we provide an approximative calculation to explain why the ground state of the Lieb lattice flat
band with nearest-neighbor interactions is a PDW state with 2q¢ = M. When the order parameters are small, the
grand potential can be expanded as

. . 1 .
Q&) = Q(& = 0) + JATROA. (S102)

Considering some small, fixed length for the vector &, the grand potential is minimized when A is the eigenvector of
02 Q with the most negative eigenvalue. We assume the interaction strength .J to be large enough such that a negative
eigenvalue exists. By the discussion at the end of Sec. ID, this is equivalent to finding the maximum eigenvalue of
—J/(2sN.)X, with X defined in Eq. (S44). The question we wish to investigate here is how g affects the maximum
eigenvalue.
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FIG. S1: Phase diagrams for the Lieb lattice flat band (a) and vHs (b). The black dashed line indicates the BKT
temperature. For the Lieb lattice, the 2¢ = M and q = 0 are the only superconducting phases we find for the FB
and vHs, respectively. In (a), the finite critical interaction strength of J. = 2.9 for the flat band is also visible. (c)
and (d) show how the values of the grand potential Q vary as a function of the PDW wave vector 2q. (e) The full
dispersion relation of the Lieb lattice. The colors indicate orbital composition of the Bloch states (see Fig. 1 in the
main text for the naming convention).

The full expression of X involves a double sum over the band indices m, n and a sum (integral in the limit N, — c0)
of k over the Brillouin zone. When the temperature is small, the value of X peaks heavily near the Fermi level, i.e. on
the flat band. Since intra-flat-band pairing is suppressed, we consider only inter-band pairing between the flat band
and the dispersive bands (see Fig. S2). For this calculation, it suffices to consider one such term with m,n referring
to the lower dispersive band and the flat band, respectively. Furthermore, we ignore most of the Brillouin zone and
consider only a small circle of radius k¢ centered around the Dirac point where the dispersive band touches the Fermi
level. Near the Dirac point the dispersion of the dispersive band is approximately linear, i.e. {, = c|k| for some ¢ < 0.
The contribution Sy to the pairing susceptibility at an angle 8 along this circle then becomes

1
S0 = 2T T2 9 imy A, (k) nd) (ndSAL (k) ma), (5103)

where we have used & = 0 and np(0) = 3 for the flat band. Here, |mg) is the Bloch state on the dispersive band
at distance ko and angle # from the Dirac point, while |n]) is the Bloch state on the flat band shifted by —2q from
|mg). The dependence on ko has been suppressed, as we will focus on the dependence on 6 in the following. The
Bloch states can be written as

L

7 0
Imo) = | fRO) |, Ing)= | fB(0.q) ], (S104)
f6'(9) fé(0,9)

where the elements of the Bloch states are parameterized by the functions f, and B, C refer to the orbitals (see Fig. 1
in the main text). Note that the component of orbital A is independent of k throughout the Brillouin zone for all
bands of the Lieb lattice. Furthermore, the pairing matrix Ag given by Eq. (S16) is
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FIG. S2: Band and k-resolved pairing over the Brillouin zone [—m, 71]? (see Eq. (S52)) for the Lieb lattice flat band
2q = M PDW state (a), and the vHs g = 0 state (b). The blue arrow in (a) depicts g. The diagonal elements show
intra-band pairings, and the off-diagonal the various inter-band pairings. The lower and upper dispersive bands are
dubbed I-DB and II-DB, respectively. The color at k indicates the strength of pairing between k + q and k — q. The
white dashed line in (b) indicates the Fermi surface; in (a) there is no well-defined Fermi surface due to the flat band.
Contributions from different real-space order parameters ZOajg have been combined by taking absolute values and
summing over them to obtain an aggregate band and k-resolved image. In (a), the largest contribution comes from
inter-band pairing between the center of the flat band, and the Dirac points on the dispersive bands in the corners
of the Brillouin zone. However, there is also a sizable contribution from other regions of the BZ due to the vanishing
DOS of the Dirac points.
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FIG. S3: (a) The size of the order parameters in the Lieb and kagome lattice flat bands (FB) and vHs, for both
on-site and nearest-neighbour (NN) interactions. Note the quantum critical point at J =~ 2.9 for the Lieb lattice
flat band with nearest-neighbor interactions. (b) The temperature dependence of the superfluid weights for J = 1.
The intersection of each graph with the gray line y = %T indicates the corresponding BKT temperature. The BKT
temperature is primarily limited by 7T, in the systems with more vertical intersections, while a horizontal intersection
indicates limitation by the superfluid weight.
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- 0 Aupigs + Aap29: Aacaigy + ZAC,QQ;
Ak = | Aup19; + Aap29s 0 0 ; (S105)
Aacag, +Aac2gy 0 0

where A 4 B,i and A Ac,i are the order parameters between the central orbital A and orbitals B and C' in the positive
(for i = 1) or negative (for i = 2) 2- and y-directions, respectively (see Fig. 1(a) in the main text), and we denote g, =
e*=/2 7 =z y. With 0A, (k) = aAﬁAk, the matrix S? then becomes (in the basis (Aap1,Aac1,A482,A402)7)

|f50,9)? I500,a)15(0,9) 9295 fR0.q)g2 500,9) &0, 9)* 929y
g0 _ o | 800750, a)g59y 160, 9)? [50,@) 60, g9y, [0, )9, ($106)
B0, @) (g2)  [R0.9)f5(0.9) g, |50, 9)]? I50,0)f&0,9) gigy |
50,0 fE0,9)99;  fEO, @) (92)  [3(0,0) fE0,0)9:9; |80, q)?

where w = —J(np(cko) — 1)/4cko > 0. Note that S’ does not depend on f7(6) or fZ(6), because due to the nearest-
neighbor interaction, the B and C' orbitals can only pair with A, but there is no contribution from A on the flat band
(f% =0). Next, we integrate 5% over 0, assuming that kg is small enough that the ¢, terms can be approximated as
constants with respect to . Diagonalizing the integrated S? yields eigenvalues

e1=0 (S107)
£ =0 (S108)
es0 = wtwy[[Fp(a) - Fic(a))? +4|Fpo ()2, (8109)
where
1 27
gﬁ(q) = % fg(97Q)*fg(97Q) de. (8110)
0

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

[Fic(@)l” < Fip(@)Féc(a)- (S111)

As w > 0, the maximal eigenvalue is achieved when this inequality is tight, in which case the eigenvalues become
€3 = 2w, eq = 0, as seen by using F';5(q)+F&-(q) = 1, which follows from the normalization of the Bloch states. This
occurs when f7(0,q) and f&(6, q) are linearly dependent. One such case is when f7(0,q) and f&(6, q) are constant
with respect to 6. In the worst case, for example when f(6,q) = sin6, f2(0,q) = cos, we have |F.(q)|?> = 0 and
FEp(g) — Fio(q) =0, leading to eigenvalues €3 = €4 = w.

This result can be used to interpret the 2¢9 = M PDW state of the Lieb lattice. For the whole Brillouin zone,
the functions f3, f& are given by fE(k) = 2cos(ky/2)/exm and fE(k) = —2cos(ky/2)/€km, where the normalization
factor egm = 24/cos?(ky/2) + cos?(k, /2) such that tegn, also gives the dispersion of the dispersive bands. When
2q = M, the main pairing contribution comes from the Dirac point interacting with the center of the flat band.
Since cosx ~ 1 to first order for small x, this is where f3 and f#, and thus the orbital composition of the FB states
(determined by |fR|? and |fZ|?) are at their most stable as seen in Fig. 1b of the main text. On the other hand,
using cos(x — 7/2) = sinz and sinz ~ « for small « we obtain f7(0) ~ sinf and f&(f) =~ cosf on a small circle
around (7, 7), which would be the main pairing region on the flat band with ¢ = 0. This is also reflected by the
rapidly changing orbital composition on the flat band around the Dirac points in Fig. 1b. Thus, 2q = M is the most,
and q = 0 the least favored. This result arises from the off-diagonal elements of the pairing susceptibility, and in
particular as an interference effect from such off-diagonal derivatives da,da, E of the BAdG energies E' where A, and
A, are order parameters for different orbital pairs (A-B and A-C).

Some caveats to the above calculation should be noted. Here we have only integrated the pairing susceptibility
along a thin circle near the Dirac point. In a more accurate calculation, one should also integrate along the radial
coordinate ko (before the diagonalization). In addition, considering only a small region of the Brillouin zone around
the Fermi level is not quantitatively correct here, since a significant portion of the integral is contributed by states that
are far away from the Fermi level due to the vanishing of the DOS contribution of the Dirac points (and suppressed
intra-flat-band pairing). Nevertheless, this result offers a qualitative explanation for why the PDW state is favored.
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FIG. S4: The grand potential for the kagome flat band (FB) with nearest-neighbour interactions and J = 1, showing
a transition from 2q =0 (a) to M (b) to K (c) as the temperature is increased.

C. Strong-coupling Limit

When comparing the Lieb lattice flat band (1 = 0) and vHs (u = 2) with nearest-neighbour interactions, we find
that the former has significantly weaker dependence on g. This is visible in Figs. S1(c)-(d); changing g results in
fluctuations of only order 1073 in the grand potential Q for the flat band, but of order 10~ for the vHs. This effect
also directly leads to smaller superfluid weights and BKT temperatures for the flat band. The difference can be
understood by looking at the strong-coupling limit. For the flat band (u = 0) and in the limit ¢ = 0, where ¢ is the
hopping amplitude, the BAG Hamiltonian (S15) can be diagonalized exactly, yielding a degenerate solution A = J/2,
where

A= \/\ZABI2 +[Aacl?, (S112)

where A 4p is the order parameter in either the positive or negative z-direction towards orbital B from the central
orbital A, (see Fig. 1(a) in the main text for the orbital naming convention), with the other one set to zero; and
similarly for the orbital pair A, C in the y-direction. The solution is degenerate with respect to these choices, as well
as to the phases of the order parameters. The corresponding expression for {2 is

2
Qt=0) = —2A+ jA2. (S113)

Note that this result has no dependence on g, since only the diagonal blocks of the BAG Hamiltonian depend on q,
and they are set to zero in the ¢ = 0 limit. By a straight-forward but lengthy application of Eq. (S28), we can expand
in powers of ¢ and find

2 2 7 4
Q=-2A+ JA 2At +O(t*/A), (S114)
where the odd terms vanish due to the particle-hole symmetry of bipartite lattices. Notably, contrary to what might
be expected in general, the coefficient that is second order in ¢ also doesn’t depend on q. Numerically, we find that
the g-dependence only appears in the sixth order correction. Since the PDW state for the flat band only appears for
J > J. = 2.9¢, this explains why its dependence on q is so weak. In contrast, for the vHs we find numerically that
g-dependence appears in second-order, leading to a larger fluctuation of the grand potential, and subsequently larger
superfluid weights and BKT temperatures (see Fig. 3 in the main text).

III. KAGOME LATTICE

For the kagome lattice flat band (u = 2) with nearest-neighbour interactions, we find the rich phase diagram with
four different superconducting phases shown in Fig. 2(c) of the main text. In Fig. S4, we show the evolution from
g =0to 29 = M to 2q = K in terms of the grand potential {2 as the temperature is increased. We then take a closer
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FIG. S5: Results for the kagome lattice vHs with nearest-neighbor interactions. (a) The critical interaction strength
J. as a function of the PDW wave vector 2q at the upper vHs (u = 0) with T = 10~°. The minimum is found
at the M-point due to sublattice interference. Only one-sixth of the Brillouin zone is shown; the other regions are
equivalent due to symmetry. (b) The real-space structure of the 2¢ = Mz PDW state, in which case pairing occurs
between orbitals A and B. The other permutations are equivalent. (c) The grand potential for the vHs, confirming
the existence of the PDW state. However, the state is unstable, as seen from the flatness of the curve on the path
from M to K. This is the same data that was shown in the inset of Fig. 3 in the main text, but for completeness we
repeat it here. (d) A phase diagram for the vHs. In contrast to the flat band, here we see mainly a single PDW state
with 2¢ = M, with an eventual transition to 2g = K for very strong interactions. The BKT temperature is zero,
or at least vanishingly small throughout the 2¢ = M phase. (e) The band structure of the lattice without the flat
band, to show the dispersive bands more clearly (the full band structure is given in Fig. 2b of the main text), with
color indicating the orbital composition of each state. On the upper dispersive band, the states are mostly localized
to a single orbital throughout the lines from the I'-point to the M-points, with full localization at the M-points.

look at the vHs (11 = 0) PDW state with 2¢ = M that was discussed in the main text. In Fig. S5(a), we see how the
large critical interaction strength of J. =~ 4.5 for ¢ = 0 drops close to zero for 2¢ = M due to sublattice interference.
However, as seen in Fig. S5(c), this PDW state is unstable to fluctuations of g, giving an extremely small superfluid
weight. We find that this instability makes the system very susceptible to finite-size effects and that the superfluid
weights are either zero or at least orders of magnitude smaller than for any other system considered in this work.
Fig. S6 discusses why the superfluid weight of the PDW vanishes at the kagome vHs by considering contributions
to pairing close to the Fermi surface. For the vHs, the 2¢ = M phase dominates for a large range of interaction
strengths and temperatures; see the phase diagram in Fig. S5(d). The band and k-resolved pairing strength for the
PDW state is shown in Fig. S7(a), showing the concentration to Fermi the surface and agreeing with the insights of
Fig. S6. The same data for the various flat band (1 = 2) states are shown in Figs. S7(b) and S8.

Finally, the size of the order parameters and superfluid weights are shown in Fig. S3 alongside the Lieb lattice
results. An interesting observation is that as found in the main text, for the kagome lattice with on-site interactions
and J 2 1.8 (with J understood as the Hubbard-U), the BKT temperature is higher for the vHs than for the FB
(see Fig. 3), despite the order parameters of the FB being larger (see Fig. S3a). An explanation can be found in
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FIG. S6: An investigation to the vanishing superfluid weight of the kagome vHs 2g = M (depicted in (a)) state by
looking at Nk q = (nr(€k+q) + nr(Ek—q) — 1)/ (k+q + Ek—q), the prefactor of the pairing susceptibility (Eq. (6) in
the main text, with the band indices m,n here set to the upper dispersive band that hosts the Fermi surface). When
T — 0 and np becomes a step function, the numerator of Ny 4 vanishes whenever k+q and k —q are on opposite sides
of the Fermi surface (FS), shown shaded in red in (b). The solid lines denote Brillouin zone boundaries, while the
dashed lines show the F'S. In the remaining green regions, most of the contribution to the susceptibility comes from the
regions where both {14 and {x_q are small, i.e. near the F'S where the orientation of g and the F'S coincide, indicated
by the orange rectangle. (c) zooms in on this region, showing how the green region intersects the F'S boundary only
near k = (£m,0)T, corresponding to pairing between two vHs points. Here, the darker regions are outside the FS,
and the arrows illustrate how k+q and k — g end up on different sides of the F'S when moving along the F'S boundary.
In (d), the full value of N 4 is presented with a small non-zero temperature 7' = 10~%, showing how only the vHs
points contribute meaningfully. On the second row, 2q is changed slightly towards the K-point by g = (0.15,0)7
(e). This opens a new region of possible pairing along the vertical strip of the FS in (f) and (g). Consequently, Ng 4
in (h) shows a considerable contribution along this strip. While the peak value of N 4 has decreased, the area where
it is considerable has increased. Therefore, the contribution of pairing to the grand potential can remain very similar,
that is, the change of the momentum by dx has a negligible energy cost. This effect may explain the instability to
order parameter phase fluctuations seen in Fig. S5c and the vanishing superfluid weight.

Fig. S3b. As the superfluid weight is typically decreasing as a function of temperature, we find that for a large BKT
temperature, a system needs both a large superfluid weight at 7' = 0 as well as a sizable T, so that the superfluid
doesn’t decrease too quickly. In Fig. S3b we see that, for J = 1, the kagome vHs with on-site interactions has a very
large superfluid weight compared to the FB at zero temperature, but the order parameters, and hence T, are so small
that the BKT temperature ends up being small as well. However, when J is increased, the large zero-temperature
superfluid weight eventually allows the vHs to overtake the FB when its T, increases.
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FIG. S7: Band and k-resolved pairing over the Brillouin zone (see Eq. (S52)) for the kagome lattice vHs 2q = M state,
and the flat band 2q = M state (b). The blue arrows depict g. The diagonal elements show intra-band pairings, and
the off-diagonal the various inter-band pairings. The lower and upper dispersive bands are dubbed I-DB and II-DB,
respectively. The color at k indicates the strength of pairing between k + g and k — q. The white dashed line in (a)
indicates the Fermi surface; in (b) there is no well-defined Fermi surface due to the flat band. Contributions from
different real-space order parameters Ag,;s have been combined by taking absolute values and summing over them
to obtain an aggregate band and k-resolved image. In (a), most of the contribution comes from intra-band pairing in
the region where g lines up with the Fermi surface; see also Fig. S6.
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FIG. S8: Band and k-resolved pairing over the Brillouin zone (see Eq. (S52)) for different phases of the kagome lattice
flat band (see Fig. 2 in the main text): the low-temperature, weak-interaction 2q = 0 state (a); the high-temperature,
weak-interaction 2qg = K state (b); and the high-temperature, strong-interaction g = 0 state (¢). The remaining
2q = M phase is shown in Fig. S7. The blue arrow in (b) depicts g. The diagonal elements show intra-band pairings,
and the off-diagonal the various inter-band pairings. The lower and upper dispersive bands are dubbed I-DB and
II-DB, respectively. The color at k indicates the strength of pairing between k + q and k — q. Contributions from
different real-space order parameters Ag,;s have been combined by taking absolute values and summing over them
to obtain an aggregate band and k-resolved image.
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