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Superconductivity is a macroscopic manifestation of a quantum phenomenon where pairs of elec-
trons delocalize and develop phase coherence over a long distance. A long-standing quest in both
theory and experiment has been to address the underlying microscopic mechanisms that fundamen-
tally limit the superconducting transition temperature, Tc. A platform which serves as an ideal
playground for realizing “high” temperature superconductors are materials where the electrons’ ki-
netic energy is completely quenched and interactions provide the only energy-scale in the problem
for Tc. However, when the non-interacting bandwidth for a set of isolated bands is small compared to
the scale of the interactions, the problem is inherently non-perturbative and requires going beyond
the traditional mean-field theory of superconductivity. In two spatial dimensions, Tc is controlled by
the superconducting phase stiffness. Here we present a general theoretical framework for computing
the electromagnetic response for generic model Hamiltonians, which controls the maximum possible
superconducting phase stiffness and thereby Tc, without resorting to any mean-field approximation.
Importantly, our explicit computations demonstrate that the contribution to the phase stiffness
arises from (i) “integrating-out” the remote bands that couple to the microscopic current operator,
and (ii) the density-density interactions projected on to the isolated narrow bands. Our framework
can be used to obtain an upper bound on the phase stiffness, and relatedly the superconducting
transition temperature, for a range of physically inspired models involving both topological and
non-topological narrow-bands with arbitrary density-density interactions. We discuss a number of
salient aspects of this formalism by applying it to a specific model of interacting flat-bands and
compare against the known Tc from independent numerically exact computations.

What is the highest attainable superconducting tem-
perature Tc in a given physical system? One suggested
theoretical route to enhance Tc has been to focus on
the problem of “flat-band” superconductivity [1–3]— a
strong to intermediate-coupling regime, where Bardeen-
Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) mean-field theory does not a
priori apply. In particular, attempting to enhance the
gap-scale in the strong-coupling regime often comes at
the cost of degrading the phase-coherence scale [4]. How-
ever, the discovery of superconductivity across a num-
ber of two-dimensional moiré materials in the last few
years [5–10] has refocused our attention on this question.
Across most of these platforms, the low-energy physics
is associated with a set of partially filled “active” bands,
which in the non-interacting limit have a narrow band-
width, W . These active bands are well-separated from
the “remote” bands by a charge-gap, ∆, and the char-
acteristic electronic interaction scale, V , is believed to
be W . V � ∆; see Fig. 1. While the detailed mi-
croscopic mechanism for the origin of superconductivity
across these materials remains unclear, there are basic
conceptual and model-independent questions that have
not been understood going beyond BCS theory. In two-
dimensions and in the limit of strong interactions, Tc is
limited by the superconducting phase stiffness [11, 12],
which is determined by the transverse electromagnetic
response of the electronic system [13]. One of the goals
of this paper is to lay down the theoretical foundation
for analyzing the low-energy electromagnetic response for
a narrow-bandwidth system in the regime of strong in-
teractions and computing the largest possible supercon-
ducting phase stiffness when interactions are projected to
the isolated flat-bands. An additional level of complexity

arises from the non-trivial momentum dependence of the
Bloch wavefunctions associated with the active bands,
which affect the nature of interactions projected to these
bands, as well as the effective current correlations ob-
tained upon integrating out the higher-energy degrees of
freedom. Characterizing the superconducting instabili-
ties in this non-perturbative regime across their respec-
tive phase-diagrams, and their detailed dependence on
the various microscopic parameters, requires the devel-
opment of new analytical and numerical methods.

Since a reliable microscopic theory of superconductiv-
ity for interacting flat-bands is currently unavailable, an
interesting point of view has been to formulate funda-
mental “bounds” on the superconducting phase-stiffness,
Ds(T ), at a temperature, T . In two-dimensions, the su-
perconducting Tc and Ds(T ) are related to each other,
Tc = πDs(T

−
c )/2 [11]. Within BCS mean-field theory

(a priori unjustified) and in the superconducting ground
state (i.e. ignoring competing instabilities), Ds(0) is
bounded from below by a geometric invariant [14–18],
namely the Fubini-Study metric, associated with the
Bloch wavefunctions [19]. Within a set of restrictive
conditions, the BCS wavefunction can be shown to be
an exact ground-state [20, 21], but Tc = 0 as a re-
sult of an emergent SU(2) symmetry. However, numer-
ically exact solution to the many-body problem in the
presence of infinitesimal changes to the Hamiltonian are
known to induce non-superconducting competing orders
[22, 23], where Ds(0) = 0. On the other hand, given
the entire bounded electronic spectrum (i.e. including all
the bands) for any microscopic Hamiltonian with purely
density-density interactions, the optical spectral weight
integrated upto the full bandwidth serves as a rigorous
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FIG. 1. A schematic of the energy-bands in the (a) non-
interacting, and (b) interacting limits, respectively. In (a),
we denote the bandwidth associated with the isolated narrow
bands as W , which is well separated from the remote (bot-
tom and top) bands by gaps, ∆b, ∆t, respectively. In (b)
the interaction-induced renormalization of the isolated bands
leads to a modified bandwidth, W̃ . We assume a hierarchy

of energy scales, W . V (∼ W̃ ) � ∆b,t. This manuscript
derives the effective diamagnetic response, Keff

xx , and the in-

tegrated optical spectral weight,
∫ Λ

0
dω Re[σeff

xx(ω)] (where

W̃ < Λ < ∆t), for the isolated bands with projected density-
density interactions in the limit ∆→∞.

upper bound on Ds [24]. For most electronic solids, this
will typically be Ds . O(eV). This bound is useful for
Galilean-invariant systems (especially at low-densities),
where Tc is bounded by the Fermi-energy, EF (upto a
numerical prefactor). More generally, there are no analo-
gous bounds on Tc/EF , or on Tc/Ds(0) in non-Galilean-
invariant systems [25], which necessitates the develop-
ment of a more widely applicable theoretical framework
for addressing upper-bounds on Tc.

Deriving a rigorous “low-energy” upper bound on Tc in
the limit ∆→∞, which is controlled by an interacting ef-
fective Hamiltonian, Heff, acting only on the active bands
remains an outstanding challenge. This manuscript will
be concerned with formulating the theoretical framework
that is necessary to derive such an upper bound. This
program depends on the strength and form (i.e. spatial
profile) of the interactions. As a result, it will depend
ultimately on the nature of the various multi-particle
correlation functions within the low-energy manifold of
states which is acted upon by Heff. A number of recent
works have directly studied the many-body problem in
sign-problem-free models using numerically exact quan-
tum Monte-Carlo (QMC) computations [22, 23, 26–28].
As a concrete example, we apply our framework to derive
a theoretical upper bound on Ds(0) for a model of inter-
acting flat-bands below, where the exact result is known
independently from QMC.

Model.- In general, Ds can be computed as the trans-
verse electromagnetic response [13, 29] for an effective
Hamiltonian, Heff[A], in the presence of a probe gauge-

field, A,

Ds

πe2
=

[
〈Keff

xx〉 − χeff
xx(ω = qx = 0, qy → 0)

]
A→0

, (1a)

Keff
xx =

1

2

δ2Heff[A]

δAxδAx
, χeff

xx(q) = 〈Jeff
x (q) Jeff

x (−q)〉,

(1b)

where Keff
xx is the effective diamagnetic contribution and

χeff
xx is the effective current susceptibility, with Jeff

x =
−δHeff[A]/δAx. The expectation values are evaluated
with respect to the many-body state at inverse tempera-
ture T−1 = β as 〈...〉 = Tr[e−βHeff ...]/Tr[e−βHeff ]. One of
the important contributions of our work will be explicit
low-energy formulas for these effective operators and re-
sponse functions, where we will highlight their key dif-
ferences from the naive (microscopic) definitions for the
same.

Given a UV Hamiltonian, H, which is distinct from
Heff, there are a number of subtleties associated with
computing these effective susceptibilities. To be con-
crete, we start with a generic translationally invariant
UV Hamiltonian,

H = Hkin +Hint, (2a)

Hkin =
∑
r,r′

α,α′

tαα′(r − r′)c†rαcr′α′ − µN, (2b)

Hint =
∑
r,r′

V (r − r′) nrnr′ , (2c)

where crα, c
†
rα denote microscopic electronic operators

at site r with a collective orbital and spin index α, sat-
isfying the standard anti-commutation algebra. In Hkin,
the matrix tαα′(r − r′) includes a set of arbitrary inter-
site/orbital hoppings and µ is an external chemical po-
tential that couples to N =

∑
r nr =

∑
r,α c

†
rαcrα. For

simplicity, in the remainder of this work we only consider
density-density interactions, V (r − r′), at the UV scale
(e.g. we ignore electron-phonon interactions, “correlated-
hopping”, pair-hopping interactions etc.). An upper
bound on the phase stiffness for H can be evaluated —
the probe gauge field only couples to Hkin, leading to an
upper bound for Ds expressed in terms of the full optical
spectral weight [24].

By transforming from the orbital to band basis, we

obtain Hkin =
∑

k,m(εkm − µ)c†kmckm, where m repre-

sents (possibly degenerate) bands with Bloch functions,
|uk,m〉. Then, let us recall that the microscopic current
operator and the diamagnetic response can be obtained
as [13],

Jµ(q) =
∑

k,m,m′

c†
k+ q

2m
c
k− q

2m
′〈uk+ q

2 ,m
|∂kµ ĥk|uk− q

2 ,m
′〉,

Kµν =
∑

k,m,m′

c†kmckm′〈uk,m|∂kµ∂kν ĥk|uk,m′〉, (3)
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where ĥk =
∑
n(|uk,n〉εkn〈ukn|) is the matrix of (Hkin +

µN).
For later convenience, note that the diamagnetic term

and the current operator (in the small q limit) can also
be written in the following way,

Jµ(qµ → 0) = −i
[
X̂µ, H

]
, (4a)

Kµν = −
[
X̂µ,

[
X̂ν , H

]]
, (4b)

where X̂µ ≡
∑
i x

µ
i c
†
i ci is the many-body position opera-

tor.
For the remainder of our discussion, we will only be

interested in the effective low-energy contribution to Ds

from a finite subset, {m ∈ active bands}, that are sep-
arated from the remote bands by a large gap (Fig. 1).
There are two conceptually equivalent approaches for ad-
dressing this problem: (1) In the limit where ∆ is finite
but large, the microscopic current operator couples to-
gether the active and remote bands; the effects of the re-
mote bands have to be “integrated-out” via a Schrieffer-
Wolff (SW) transformation [30]. (2) The model has a
global conserved U(1) density associated with the total
particle number. However, in the limit where ∆ → ∞,
there is an emergent conservation law associated with
the electronic density restricted to the active bands, and
a corresponding current operator. The electromagnetic
response can then be obtained by carrying out an appro-
priately defined gauge-transformation in terms of “pro-
jected” coordinates, that does not take us out of the low-
energy Hilbert space. One caveat is that by taking the
second approach, one has to first determine how the phys-
ical electromagnetic response is related to the response to
the emergent gauge transformation, which is a priori un-
known. Within both approaches, it is worth noting that
the projected interaction can generate a finite bandwidth,
which in turn contributes to Ds.

We will begin by adopting the first approach, where we
can analyze the effects of a finite ∆ on the physics explic-
itly. Let us resolve the Hamiltonian into its “diagonal”
and “off-diagonal” pieces, respectively,

H = Hd +Ho, (5a)

Hd = PHP + QHQ, (5b)

Ho = PHQ + QHP, (5c)

where Q = I−P. Here, P is the projection operator to the
sub-Hilbert space, H, spanned by the many-body states
with partially occupied active bands and fully occupied
(empty) lower energy (higher energy) remote bands; see
Fig. 2 for a schematic depiction of the action of different
projections. The basis of H with n occupied states in
the active bands can be constructed from the “vacuum”
state, |ψ0〉, corresponding to fully filled remote bands as,

|ψ(n)〉 =

n∏
p=1

c†kpmp |ψ0〉. (6)

Here the set of mp belongs to the set of active bands

and the state |ψ(n)〉 has total momentum,
∑
p kp. Since

W

Δb

Δt

EF

ℙHℚ ℋeff = ℙHℙ
ℚHℚ

+ℚHℙ

FIG. 2. A schematic depiction of the projections and
Schrieffer-Wolff transformations. Heff is the effective Hamilto-
nian which acts only within the low-energy sub-Hilbert space
obtained by the action of the many-body projector, P. The
term QHQ acts purely outside the sub-Hilbert space spanned
by P. The off-diagonal term, Ho = PHQ + QHP, mixes the
low-energy states with the high-energy states.

the total number of particles is conserved, any many-
body state that does not belong in this low-energy man-
ifold necessarily has holes (electrons) in the lower (up-
per) bands, and is therefore well separated in energy.
Moreover, later when we consider the limit of ∆ → ∞,
there is an emergent conservation law associated with
the density of electrons in the active bands. Finally, we
note that the low-energy Hamiltonian of interest to us is
Heff ≡ PHP = PHdP.

Results.- For a small A, we expand H[A] = H[0] +
JµAµ + 1

2KµνAµAν + ... ≡ Hd[A] +Ho[A], where Jµ and
Kµν are defined in Eq. 3. Clearly, Ho[A] will introduce
mixing between the active and remote bands. To lead-
ing order in Ho[A], we can use the SW transformation

to obtain a unitarily equivalent Hamiltonian, H̃[A] =
eT [A]H[A]e−T [A], which will have no matrix elements be-
tween the active and remote bands [30]. The relevant
matrix elements, 〈m|T [A]|n〉 = 〈m|Ho[A]|n〉/(Em−En),
where m,n correspond to energy levels of Hd[A] with

|Em − En| ≥ ∆. This leads us to the Heff[A] ≡ PH̃[A]P,
that was introduced in Eq. 1a:

Heff[A] = PHd[A]P (7)

+
1

2

∑
m,n∈H,
`/∈H

[
〈m|Ho[A]|`〉〈`|Ho[A]|n〉 ×

(
1

Em − E`
− 1

E` − En

)]
+ ...,

where we expand H̃[A] using the Baker-Hausdorff-
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Campbell formula and keep only the leading order term.
Higher order terms are supressed by either 1/∆ or of
higher order than A2. We can now obtain the effective
current, Jeff

x , and diamagnetic contribution, Keff
xx , respec-

tively, by expanding Eq. 7 up to second order in A and
calculating the appropriate derivatives as in Eq.1b. For
A = 0, the first term in Eq. 7 (= PHP) is independent
of ∆, while the second term is O(V 2/∆). On the other
hand, for A 6= 0, it is important to note that both the first
and second terms in Eq. 7 contribute an O(∆) correction
to the O(A2) terms. Explicitly, the first term contributes

PX̂QHkinQX̂P ∼ O(∆) and the second term contributes
PJxQJxP/∆ ∼ O(∆) corrections, respectively. However,
these contributions cancel exactly when combined to-
gether and to the leading order 〈Keff

xx〉 is independent of
∆. This cancellation is indeed expected, since the result
should be finite even in the limit ∆ → ∞. The detailed
derivation and explicit demonstration of the cancellation
are discussed in the Supplementary Material [31].

In simplified form, the effective current operator be-
comes (after dropping a correction ∼ O(V 2/∆)),

Jeff
µ (q → 0) = P

(
Jµ(q → 0) + i

[
X̂µ, Ho

])
P, (8)

where the first term is just the projected microscopic cur-
rent, while the second term arises from mixing between
active and remote bands [32]. Since Hint is a density-

density interaction, [X̂µ, Hint] = 0, and the second term

in Eq. 8 can be rewritten as −i
[
PX̂P,PHintP

]
, which

means that Jeff
µ (q → 0) can be expressed in terms of oper-

ators acting only within H. Moreover, given the positive
semi-definite property of χeff

xx [24], it is possible to express
an upper bound on Ds in terms of the ∆−independent
〈Keff

xx〉, which is exactly related to the diamagnetic re-
sponse for the problem formulated directly in the pro-
jected limit (i.e. ∆→∞).

The effective diamagnetic response is given by (upon
retaining terms ∼ O(1)),

〈Keff
xx〉 = −

〈[
PX̂P,

[
PX̂P,PHdP

]]〉
. (9)

The above result is already suggestive of an important
subtlety, namely that it is only the projected degrees of
freedom that enter Keff

xx . This can be seen in a more
transparent fashion by re-expressing it as,

〈Keff
xx〉 = lim

α→0
∂2
α〈eiαPX̂PHde

−iαPX̂P〉 (10a)

= 〈Knaive
xx 〉+ 〈X̂QX̂PHdP〉+ 〈PHdPX̂QX̂〉,

where 〈Knaive
xx 〉 ≡ lim

α→0
∂2
α〈eiαX̂PHdPe−iαX̂〉. (10b)

We can interpret Eq. 10a as an “effective” gauge trans-
formation associated with the emergent conserved elec-
tronic charge density in the active bands, involving the
projected position operator, PX̂P. The action of U eff

α ≡
eiαPX̂P (= eiα

∑
i xic

†
i ci ) on any low-energy state belong-

ing to H restricts it to the same Hilbert space, where the

overline denotes projection to H. The result of Eq. 10a is
thus finite in the limit of ∆→∞ and describes the intrin-
sic low-energy diamagnetic response associated with only
the active bands. On the other hand, 〈Knaive

xx 〉 in Eq.10b
represents the naive expectation for the diamagnetic re-

sponse, where the usual gauge transformation Uα = eiαX̂

is carried out on the projected Hamiltonian. A priori,
the latter procedure is not even guaranteed to lie solely
within H and clearly differs from the procedure in Eq. 9
and 10a.

It is worth noting that there is a “partial f-sum rule”
for T � ∆t that relates 〈Keff

xx〉 to the integrated optical
spectral weight associated with the interacting isolated
bands, i.e. ∫ Λ

0

dω Re[σeff
xx(ω)] =

πe2

2
〈Keff

xx〉. (11)

Here, the scale Λ is chosen with W̃ < Λ < ∆ (Fig. 1b) to
obtain the integrated longitudinal optical conductivity
for the interacting problem [31]. Thus, the formalism
developed in this paper also helps to address the related
question of the contribution of the interacting isolated
bands to the integrated optical spectral weight at low
energies, and with minor modifications can be applied to
other problems, e.g. magnetic circular dichroism [33–35].

To be explicit, performing the usual gauge transfor-
mation generated by Uα on the active degrees of free-
dom (e.g. assuming that there is only one active band)
and then projecting back is equivalent to the operation:
ck → PU†αckUαP = ck+αex〈uk|uk+αex〉, where ex is the
unit vector along x direction. This restricted transfor-
mation is non-unitary, modifying the measure of the path
integral as |〈uk|uk+αex〉|2 ≈ 1−α2gxx(k), where gxx(k) is
the quantum metric. This issue of non-unitarity is man-
ifest in some properties of 〈Knaive

xx 〉. First of all, 〈Knaive
xx 〉

is not intrinsic to solely the active degrees of freedom,
but instead also depends on the remote bands in the fol-
lowing sense. If we shift the energy levels of the active
bands by a constant amount, say PHkinP→ PHkinP+Pδ,
we have 〈Knaive

xx 〉 → 〈Knaive
xx 〉 − δ

∑
k 2nkgxx(k). More-

over, if the active bands are fully filled, the result-
ing insulator should have a vanishing 〈Keff

xx〉; however,
〈Knaive

xx 〉 does not necessarily vanish. To see this di-

chotomy, note that eiαPX̂P is a unitary operator acting
on H and does not change the particle numbers of the
active bands. Therefore, if |ψ〉 is a state with fully filled

active bands, eiαPX̂P|ψ〉 = eiθα |ψ〉, where θα is a phase

factor. As a result, 〈ψ|e−iαPX̂PHde
iαPX̂P|ψ〉 = 〈ψ|Hd|ψ〉,

and 〈Keff
xx〉 = 0. On the other hand, in the same state

we obtain 〈Knaive
xx 〉 = 2E0

∑
k,m g

mm
xx (k), which is in gen-

eral non-zero. Here E0 is the energy of the insulating
state |ψ〉 and gmmxx (k) is the quantum metric generalized
to multiple orbitals, defined in [31].

Estimates for microscopic models.- We can now
turn to estimating the different intrinsic contributions
from the active bands to 〈Keff

xx〉 in order to place an upper
bound on Ds ≤ πe2〈Keff

xx〉. Specifically, there are three
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distinct contributions from the active bands to Ds that
originate from (i) the bare dispersion, (ii) the interaction-
induced dispersion, and (iii) the diamagnetic response
due to projected interactions. The first two can be com-
bined together to yield,

〈Keff
xx〉
∣∣∣∣
kinetic

=
∑
k

∂2ε̃km
∂k2

x

〈c†kmckm〉, where (12a)

ε̃k = εkm +
∑
q

V (q)|〈ukm|uk−qm〉|2, (12b)

and we have focused on the situation with only one active
band (i.e. m is a fixed label) for simplicity. The more
general expression appears in [31].

The purely interaction induced contribution can be ex-
pressed as,

〈Keff
xx〉
∣∣∣∣
int

(13)

=
∑

k1,k2,q

V (q)F (k1,k2, q)〈c†k1m
c†k2m′ck2+qm′ck1−qm〉,

where F (k1,k2, q) can be expressed as

F (k1,k2, q) =
[
D̂xk1

+ D̂xk2

]2
〈uk1m|uk1−qm〉〈uk2m′ |uk2+qm′〉.(14)

Here D̂µk1
can be viewed as a covariant derivative in

k−space acting on the form factor as,[
D̂µk
]
mm′,nn′

〈uk,m′ |uk−q,n′〉 =

(∂kµδmm′δnn′ − iAµk,mm′δnn′ + iAµk−q,n′nδmm′)〈uk,m′ |uk−q,n′〉,
(15)

with Aµk,mm′ = i〈uk,m|∂kµuk,m′〉 the multi-orbital Berry
connection. We note that given k1, k2, q are unrelated
to each other, for a generic V (q), the function F (...) hosts
seemingly non-local correlations in momentum space [36].
In order to proceed with Eq. 13 further, one option is to
evaluate the expectation value in a specific many-body
state for a given Hamiltonian. In general, this is difficult
as obtaining the true many-body correlations in the state
of interest is a challenging affair. An alternative approach
is to make approximations for the four-point expectation
values in terms of the band-filling [37] and replace each
term in the sum by its magnitude to obtain a conservative
upper bound on 〈Keff

xx〉|int and Tc.
Topologically trivial flat-band model.- One of the

most transparent and straightforward applications of our
formalism is to the problem of interacting isolated bands
that are topologically trivial. Here, we can express PHdP
in terms of a basis of exponentially localized Wannier
states and obtain the effective electromagnetic response
for the interacting theory in the projected Hilbert space.
Note that the “wannierization” of the underlying Bloch-
states is not an essential element of our framework. To
highlight the key insight, we demonstrate the procedure
to evaluate 〈Keff

xx〉 in the situation with just one ac-
tive (but possible degenerate) set of bands. Here, we

can always choose a gauge where the Berry connection
Ak ≡ −i〈uk|∂kuk〉 = 0. The effective contribution is
then determined by,

〈Keff
xx〉 =

∑
k,α

∂2
kxεk,α 〈c

†
k,αck,α〉 (16a)

+
∑

q,k1,k2
α,β

Ξ(k1,k2, q)〈c†k1,α
ck1−q,αc

†
k2,β

ck2+q,β〉,

Ξ(k1,k2, q) = V (q)
(
∂k1,x + ∂k2,x

)2
gαβ(k1,k2, q),

(16b)

where gαβ(k1,k2, q) = 〈uk1,α|uk1−q,α〉〈uk2,β |uk2+q,β〉
and α, β label the spin indices. In terms of the operators

di , d
†
i corresponding to the Wannier orbitals centered at

a site ri spanning the active bands,

〈Keff
xx〉 =

∑
i,j

〈d†i,αdj,α〉

X︷ ︸︸ ︷∑
k

eik·(ri−rj)∂2
kxεk,α

+
∑
i,j,l,m
α,β

〈d†i,αdj,αd
†
l,βdm,β〉 ×

∑
q,k1,k2

Ξ(k1,k2, q)eik1·(ri−rj)+ik2·(rl−rm)−iq·(rj−rm)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Y

.

(17)

The coefficients X , Y can be re-expressed in a more
transparent fashion as,

X = −(xi − xj)2
∑
k

eik·(ri−rj)εk,α (18a)

Y = −(xi − xj + xl − xm)2 × (18b)∑
q,k1,k2

V (q)eik1·(ri−rj)+ik2·(rl−rm)−iq·(rj−rm)gαβ(k1,k2, q).

Therefore, for topologically trivial bands, the coeffi-
cients X , Y can be obtained from the low-energy pro-
jected Hamiltonian expressed in terms of Wannier or-
bitals by carrying out the usual Peierls’ substitution,
di,α → di,αe

iA·ri , followed by δ2Heff[A]/δA2. However,
importantly, this procedure is only valid for maximally
localized Wannier orbitals [19].

It is useful to focus on a concrete model, where we can
compare our approximate estimate of Dupper

s = πe2〈Keff
xx〉

with the known Ds evaluated, e.g. using numerically ex-
act quantum Monte-Carlo (QMC) computations. With
this in mind, we focus on a two-orbital, spinful time-
reversal symmetric model of flat-bands with a tunable
quantum metric [25]. In the presence of local competing
interactions, sign-problem free QMC calculations have
revealed a number of intertwined orders [23]. The Hamil-
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tonian is given by H = Hkin +Hint,

Hkin = −t
∑
k

ĉ†k (τx sinαk + σzτy cosαk + µτ0) ĉk, where

αk = ζ[cos(kxa) + cos(kya)], (19a)

Hint = −U
2

∑
r,l

δn̂2
r,l + V

∑
〈r,r′〉,l

δn̂r,l δn̂r′,l . (19b)

Here, ĉ†k represents the electron creation operators with
momentum k, and additional labels — spin s =↑, ↓ and
orbital l = 1, 2. The Pauli-matrices σj and τj act on
the spin and orbital indices, respectively. We set the
lattice constant, a = 1 henceforth. The model is engi-
neered to yield two flat-bands with εk = ±t irrespective
of the values of t and the parameter ζ; the latter di-
rectly controls the minimal spatial extent associated with
the exponentially localized Wannier functions. It is also
worth noting that for the present model, the Berry cur-
vature vanishes identically everywhere in the Brillouin-
zone, while the Fubini-Study metric is finite and inte-
grates to ζ2/2. Finally, Hint includes an on-site attrac-
tion (U > 0) and a nearest-neighbor interaction with

δn̂r,l =
∑
s ĉ
†
r,l,sĉr,l,s − 1.

For this model, we can evaluate 〈Keff
xx〉 for the active

spin-degenerate flat-bands by choosing the gauge where
Ak ≡ −i〈uk|∂kuk〉 = 0, and with V (q) = U + V [cos qx +
cos qy]. To first gain intuition into what the expansion in
Eq. 17 represents, we can fourier-transform these terms
back to real-space. Specifically, these include contri-
butions to 〈Keff

xx〉 from an interaction-mediated hopping
term, 〈Keff

xx〉|hop, and a pair-hopping term, 〈Keff
xx〉|pair, re-

spectively,

〈Keff
xx〉|hop ∼

∑
i,a1,a2,σ

(xa1 − xa2)2〈d†i,↑di,↑d
†
i+a1,σ

di+a2,σ〉,

(20a)

〈Keff
xx〉|pair ∼

∑
〈i,j〉

(2xi − 2xj)
2d†i,↑d

†
i,↓dj,↓dj,↑. (20b)

The above exercise also makes it clear that the density-
density interactions that are generated within Heff (orig-
inating from the V−term), do not contribute to Keff

xx as
these do not couple to the vector-potential.

Finally we turn to an explicit numerical evaluation of
Dupper
s at T = 0 directly in momentum-space, and a com-

parison with the exact results obtained using QMC [23].
Note that for this flat-band model, there is no bound on
Tc/EF with an appropriately defined EF [25]. We plot
Dupper
s w.r.t ζ in Fig. 3. First, we note that in the limit

of ζ → 0, the sites are disconnected completely such that
the optical spectral weight (and relatedly the diamag-
netic response) vanishes identically. We can first evalu-
ate the upper bound as determined by the total spectral
weight (green line in Fig. 3), which includes both bands
at εk = ±t and the inter-band matrix-elements. For
small ζ, this spectral weight scales as ∼ ζ2t. Turning
to the upper bound as determined by Hint projected to

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

D
up

pe
r

s
/U

V/U=0
V/U=0.2
Whole spectral weight
QMC from Ref.(23)

FIG. 3. Estimate ofDupper
s for the interacting flat-band model

in Eq. 19b evaluated at T = 0 and for quarter-filling as a
function of ζ. The QMC results for Ds(0) are taken from
Ref. [23] for V = 0. The whole spectral weight (green curve)
is set by the total bandwidth t, and includes contributions
from both flat-bands at εk = ±t. The optical spectral weight
for the interaction projected to the lower flat-band, εk = −t,
is shown for two different values of V (blue and orange curves).
We have taken t = 4U for comparison of the low-energy bound
with the bound based on whole spectral weight.

the lower flat-band, the effective Dupper
s is much closer

in magnitude to the result from QMC [23]. It is inter-
esting to note that for a finite V , Dupper

s is modified, in
part due to contributions from a term such as 〈Keff

xx〉|hop.
However, in the actual QMC computations, the ground-
state is also more susceptible to forming a charge-density
wave with increasing V [23]; the finite result for Dupper

s

guarantees an integrated optical spectral weight via the
“partial f-sum rule” but does not guarantee an actual
superconducting ground-state.

We end by noting that recent work [37] has carried out
a similar analysis on models with local on-site interac-
tions projected to flat-bands, and obtained the associ-
ated pair-hopping terms for a “wannierized” description.
In general, for an arbitrary gauge choice, or for topolog-
ical bands where there is an obstruction to constructing
exponentially localized Wannier orbitals, one has to use
the full gauge-invariant expression for Keff

xx .

Outlook.- The central goal of this paper has been
to derive the effective electromagnetic response function
vis-à-vis the phase stiffness (or, the integrated optical
spectral weight), in terms of only the low-energy de-
grees of freedom in the active isolated bands of inter-
est. The formulas derived here can be combined with
sophisticated numerical methods to evaluate these quan-
tities accurately. Given the generality of the formalism,
it can be applied to a wide range of interacting Hamilto-
nians, including lattice interacting tight-binding models,
and momentum-space models. Similar methods can also
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be applied to address bounds on the spin-stiffness for in-
teracting ferromagnets in flat-band systems. A number
of recent theoretical works have studied the interplay of
berry curvature distribution and quantum geometry in
interacting topological flat-bands on the stability of frac-
tional Chern insulators [38–41]. Finding the fundamen-
tal ingredients that guarantee a robust superconducting
ground-state remains an interesting problem for the fu-
ture. We end by noting that we have derived the diamag-
netic response from the effective Hamiltonian, Heff[A], in
the presence of a constant (probe) vector potential A.
The more general response functions in the low energy
effective theory for a spacetime dependent vector poten-

tial have a rich structure and is left for future work.
Acknowledgements.- DC thanks E. Berg, J. Hofmann

and S. Kivelson for related collaborations and for a num-
ber of illuminating discussions. DM thanks D. Parker
for discussions and feedback on an earlier version of this
manuscript. We also thank G. Murthy and M. Randeria
for useful discussions. DM is supported by a Bethe/KIC
postdoctoral fellowship at Cornell University. DC is sup-
ported by a faculty startup grant at Cornell University.
DC acknowledges the support provided by the Aspen
Center for Physics where this work was completed, which
is supported by National Science Foundation grant PHY-
1607611.

[1] V. Shaginyan and V. Khodel, “Superfluidity in system
with fermion condensate,” JETP Lett 51 (1990).

[2] N. B. Kopnin, T. T. Heikkilä, and G. E. Volovik,
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Supplementary material for “Diamagnetic response and phase stiffness for interacting isolated narrow
bands”

A. Paramagnetic and diamagnetic contributions from projected Hamiltonian

In this section, we provide additional details on the computation of the electromagnetic response for the effec-
tive Hamiltonian, Heff[A]. As noted in the main text, the effective current operator can obtained from Jeff

x =
−δHeff[A]/δAx, after expanding Heff[A] to first order in A,

Jeff
µ (q) = PJµ(q)P +

1

2

∑
m,n∈H,
`/∈H

(〈m|Ho|`〉〈`|Jµ(q)|n〉+ 〈m|Jµ(q)|`〉〈`|Ho|n〉)
(

1

Em − E`
− 1

E` − En

)
(A1)

= PJµ(q)P−
∑

m,n∈H,
`/∈H

(
〈m|Ho|l〉

〈`|Jµ(q)|n〉
E` − En

+
〈m|Jµ(q)|`〉
E` − Em

〈`|Ho|n〉
)

+O(V 2/∆). (A2)

In the q → 0 limit, since the level mixing current can be written as Jx(q → 0) = −i
[
X̂,Hd +Ho

]
and |l〉, |m〉 and |n〉

are eigenstates of Hd, we have −i〈l|
[
X̂,Hd +Ho

]
|n〉/(El − En) = i〈l|X̂|n〉 + O(V/∆) . Applying this trick, Eq.A2

can be simplified to yield the result in the main text.

The effective diamagnetic contribution can be obtained analogously as Keff
xx = 1

2
δ2Heff[A]
δAxδAx

, after expanding Heff[A]

to O(A2),

Keff
xx =PKxxP +

∑
m,n∈H,
`/∈H

〈m|Jx(q → 0)|`〉〈`|Jx(−q → 0)|n〉
(

1

Em − E`
− 1

E` − En

)

+
1

2

∑
m,n∈H,
`/∈H

(〈m|Kxx|`〉〈`|Ho|n〉+ 〈m|Ho|`〉〈`|Kxx|n〉)
(

1

Em − E`
− 1

E` − En

)
. (A3)

Let us rewrite the level mixing current Jx(q → 0) = −i
[
X̂,Hd

]
− i

[
X̂,Ho

]
and Kxx = −

[
X̂,
[
X̂,Hd

]]
−[

X̂,
[
X̂,Ho

]]
. Since the energy denominators give O(1/∆) contributions Eq.A3 and the level mixing current and

diamagnetic term give both O(1) and O(∆) contributions, we have O(∆), O(1) and O(1/∆) terms in Eq.A3. Keeping
only the terms that are of O(∆) and O(1),

Keff
xx =− P

[
X̂,
[
X̂,H

]]
P

+ P
(
−2X̂QHdQX̂ +HdX̂QX̂ + X̂QX̂Hd

)
P

+ 2P
(
HoX̂QX̂ + X̂QX̂Ho − X̂HoX̂

)
P

+ P
(
X̂PX̂Ho +HoX̂PX̂ − X̂QX̂Ho −HoX̂QX̂

)
P

=−
[
PX̂P,

[
PX̂P,PHdP

]]
. (A4)

In the above derivation, the term in the first line comes from PKxxP in Eq.A3 and the rest terms come from the other
terms in Eq.A3. By expanding PKxxP, we also note that the O(∆) piece is 2PX̂QHdQX̂, which cancels exactly the
first term in the second line in Eq.A4.

B. Explicit expression for diamagnetic contribution to phase stiffness

In this section, we express Keff
xx explicitly in terms of the fields, ckm, c

†
km, defined in the active bands, where m is the

band index. As already emphasized in the main text, the expectation value, 〈Keff
xx〉, still depends on the many-body
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state of interest and is in general difficult to evaluate exactly for a generic model. However, the following exercise will
still lead to new insights into the general structure of the theory that controls the diamagnetic contribution.

First, we consider the effect of the unitary transformation on the field ckm:

eiαPX̂Pckme
−iαPX̂P =

∑
k′

m′∈act

ck′m′〈k,m|e−iα¯̂x|k′,m′〉, where

¯̂x ≡
∑
k,k′

m,m′∈act

|k,m〉〈k,m|x̂|k′,m′〉〈k′,m′| (B1)

is the single particle “projected” position operator. Here “act” is a short form to denote the “active” bands. We
define |k,m〉 ≡ eik·x|uk,m〉 as the Bloch wave function. Note that we will be interested in the terms in the above
expansion upto O(α2) and the limit of α→ 0.

It is readily seen that,

〈k,m|eiα¯̂x|k′,m′〉 − 〈k,m|eiαx̂|k′,m′〉 =
1

2
α2〈k,m|x̂

( ∑
k′′

m′′ /∈act

|k′′,m′′〉〈k′′,m′′|
)
x̂|k′,m′〉+O(α3) (B2)

=
1

2
α2δk,k′gmm

′

xx (k) +O(α3), where (B3)

gmm
′

µν (k) =

[
〈∂µkuk,m|∂

ν
kuk,m′〉 −

∑
n∈act

〈∂µkuk,m|uk,n〉〈uk,n|∂
ν
kuk,m′〉

]
, (B4)

with gmm
′

µν (k) the quantum-metric generalized to multiple orbitals. Therefore, we have

eiαPX̂Pckme
−iαPX̂P =

∑
m′∈act

{
ck+αex,m′〈uk,m|uk+αex,m′〉+

1

2
α2gmm

′

xx (k)ck,m′

}
+O(α3), (B5)

where ex is the unit vector along x direction.

We can now obtain the corresponding transformation of the Hamiltonian and the associated diamagnetic response

in the main text. For the kinetic energy, Heff
kin =

∑
k,m∈act εk,mc

†
k,mck,m, where εk,m includes both the bare dispersion

and the interaction induced renormalization,

eiαPX̂PHeff
kine

−iαPX̂P =
∑
k

n1,n2∈act

c†k,n1
ck,n2

[ ∑
m∈act

〈uk,n1 |uk−αex,m〉εk−αex,m〈uk−αex,m|uk,n2〉

+
1

2
α2gn1n2

xx (k) (εk,n1 + εk,n2)
]

+O(α3).

(B6)

Therefore,

〈Keff
xx〉
∣∣∣∣
kinetic

≡ ∂2
α

(
eiαPX̂PHeff

kine
−iαPX̂P

)
=

∑
k

n1,n2∈act

〈c†k,n1
ck,n2

〉
[
〈uk,n1

|∂2
kx ε̄k|uk,n2

〉+ gn1n2
xx (k) (εk,n1

+ εk,n2
)
]
,

(B7)

where the operator ε̄k ≡
∑
m∈act Pk,mεk,m and Pk,m ≡ |uk,m〉〈uk,m|, is a single body projector defined in terms of

the Bloch functions. Note that the above quantity does not depend on the bare energy levels εk,n of the active bands;
if we shift εk,n by a constant, the two terms in Eq.B7 give opposite contributions and cancel each other. When there
is only one active band, there is a significant simplification, leading to the familiar results.

Next, we consider the interaction term Heff
int. To simplify the notation, the repeated indices are summed over and
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the summation over the band indices only includes the active bands if not specified.

eiαPX̂PHeff
inte
−iαPX̂P

=
∑

q,k1,k2

V (q)c†k1,α,n1
c†k2,β,m1

ck2+q,β,m2ck1−q,α,n2

×

[
〈uk1,n1 |uk1−α,n〉〈uk1−α,n|uk1−αex−q,n〉〈uk1−αex−q,n|uk1−q,n2〉

× 〈uk2,m1
|uk2−α,m〉〈uk2−α,m|uk2−αex+q,m〉〈uk2−αex+q,m|uk2+q,m2

〉

+
1

2
α2
(
gn1,n2
xx (k1)〈uk1,n2

|uk1−q,n2
〉+ gn1,n2

xx (k1 − q)〈uk1,n1
|uk1−q,n1

〉
)
〈uk2,m1

|uk2+q,m1
〉δm1,m2

+
1

2
α2〈uk1,n1

|uk1−q,n1
〉δn1,n2

(
gm1,m2
xx (k2)〈uk2,m2

|uk2+q,m2
〉+ gm1,m2

xx (k2 + q)〈uk2,m1
|uk2+q,m1

〉
)]

(B8)

where α, β label the spin indices and repeated band indices are summed over active bands. The contribution to
〈Keff

xx〉|int is,

〈Keff
xx〉
∣∣∣∣
int

≡ ∂2
α

(
eiαPX̂PHeff

inte
−iαPX̂P

)
=
∑

q,k1,k2

V (q)〈c†k1,α,n1
c†k2,β,m1

ck2+q,β,m2
ck1−q,α,n2

〉

×

[
2〈uk1,n1

|∂x(Pk1,nPk1−q,n)|uk1−q,n2
〉〈uk2,m1

|∂x(Pk2,mPk2+q,m)|uk2+q,m2
〉

+ 〈uk1,n1 |∂2
x(Pk1,nPk1−q,n)|uk1−q,n2〉〈uk2,m1 |uk2+q,m2〉δm1m2 + 〈uk1,n1 |uk1−q,n2〉δn1n2〈uk2,m1 |∂2

x(Pk2,mPk2+q,m)|uk2+q,m2〉

+
(
gn1,n2
xx (k1)〈uk1,n2

|uk1−q,n2
〉+ gn1,n2

xx (k1 − q)〈uk1,n1
|uk1−q,n1

〉
)
〈uk2,m1

|uk2+q,m1
〉δm1,m2

+ 〈uk1,n1 |uk1−q,n1〉δn1,n2

(
gm1,m2
xx (k2)〈uk2,m2 |uk2+q,m2〉+ gm1,m2

xx (k2 + q)〈uk2,m1 |uk2+q,m1〉
)]

≡ 〈Keff
xx〉
∣∣∣∣
int,1

+ 〈Keff
xx〉
∣∣∣∣
int,2

,

(B9)

where the terms in the first line in the square bracket is denoted as 〈Keff
xx〉|int,1 and the rest are denoted as 〈Keff

xx〉|int,2.

If there is only one active band (possibly degenerate), we have,

〈Keff
xx〉|int,1 =

∑
q,k1,k2

V (q)〈c†k1,α
c†k2,β

ck2+q,βck1−q,α〉

× 2
[
∂k1,x〈uk1 |uk1−q〉+ i〈uk1 |uk1−q〉(Ak1,x −Ak1−q,x)

] [
∂k2,x〈uk2 |uk2+q〉+ i〈uk2 |uk2+q〉(Ak2,x −Ak2+q,x)

]
,

(B10)

〈Keff
xx〉|int,2 =

∑
q,k1,k2

V (q)〈c†k1,α
c†k2,β

ck2+q,βck1−q,α〉

×
{[
∂k1,x + i(Ak1,x −Ak1−q,x)

]2 〈uk1
|uk1−q〉〈uk2

|uk2+q〉+ 〈uk1
|uk1−q〉

[
∂k2,x + i(Ak2,x −Ak2+q,x)

]2 〈uk2
|uk2+q〉

}
,

(B11)

where Ak = −i〈uk|∂kuk〉 is the Berry connection. From here one can read off the expression for F (k1,k2, q).
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C. Partial f-sum rule

In this section, we demonstrate that the following partial f-sum rule holds for the longitudinal conductivity at
temperature T � ∆, ∫ Λ

0

dω Re[σxx(qx → 0, ω)] =
πe2

2
〈Keff

xx〉, (C1)

where Λ is a cut-off frequency that lies in the gap between the active bands and the upper bands.
In the spectral representation, the real part of the longitudinal conductivity can be written as,

Re[σxx(qx → 0, ω)] =
πe2

ω

∑
m,n

e−βEn − e−βEm
Z

〈n|jx(qx → 0)|m〉〈m|jx(−qx → 0)|n〉δ(ω − Em + En), (C2)

where Z is the partition function. If we perform an integral over ω, at temperature T � ∆, for |ω| . ∆, we only need
to consider the states |n〉 and |m〉 that belong to the low energy Hilbert space H and therefore,∫ Λ

−Λ

dω Re[σxx(qx → 0, ω)] ≈ πe2
∑

m,n∈H
〈n|jx(qx → 0)|m〉〈m|jx(−qx → 0)|n〉e

−βEn − e−βEm
Z(Em − En)

= −πe2
∑

m,n∈H
〈n|[X̂,H]|m〉〈m|[X̂,H]|n〉e

−βEn − e−βEm
Z(Em − En)

= πe2
∑

m,n∈H
〈n|X̂|m〉(Em − En)〈m|X̂|n〉e

−βEn − e−βEm
Z

= πe2
∑
n∈H

{
2〈n|X̂PHPX̂|n〉 − 〈n|X̂PX̂PH|n〉 − 〈n|HPX̂PX̂|n〉

} e−βEn
Z

= πe2〈Keff
xx〉. (C3)

Note that Re[σxx(qx → 0, ω)] is even in ω and 〈Keff
xx〉 is the thermal expectation value of Keff

xx .
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