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The Fulde–Ferrell–Larkin–Ovchinnikov (FFLO) state, a finite-momentum superconducting pair-
ing state, has been extensively studied from the perspective of mismatched Fermi surfaces of paired
electrons. In this work, we propose a distinctive mechanism to realize FFLO states by creat-
ing an imbalance in the quantum geometry of paired electrons on an isolated flat band, which
we term “Quantum Geometry Discrepancy (QGD)”. Based on a flat-band electronic Hamiltonian
with continuously tunable quantum metrics for each spin species, we analytically investigate the
QGD-induced FFLO instability near the superconducting critical temperature through the band-
projection method. To obtain the phase diagram of the BCS-FFLO transition driven by QGD, we
perform numerical calculations using self-consistent mean-field theory, which aligns well with the
analytical results. Additionally, we discuss the stability of the flat-band FFLO state when a finite
band dispersion is turned on. We point out that QGD serves as a new protocol for stabilizing the
FFLO states in flat-band superconductors.

Introduction.—The Fulde–Ferrell–Larkin–Ovchinnikov
(FFLO) pairing state in superconductors is characterized
by Cooper pairs with finite center-of-mass momentum Q,
originally proposed to be facilitated by the Zeeman effect
of an external magnetic field [1–4]. Two typical FFLO
pairing states with the spatially modulated order param-
eters include the Fulde–Ferrell (FF) type [1] eiQ·r and
the Larkin-Ovchinnikov (LO) type [2] cos(Q · r). Al-
though major attention has been focused on the inter-
play between the Zeeman effect and spin-orbital inter-
action [3, 5–8], it was investigated theoretically [9–13]
and demonstrated experimentally [14] that the interlayer
orbital effect from an in-plane magnetic field could as-
sist FFLO formation in a multilayer Ising superconduc-
tor where the Zeeman effect is suppressed [15–18], which
is referred as orbital FFLO state.

Existing mechanisms for FFLO states mentioned above
have been investigated mainly concerning the Fermi
surface mismatch. However, the quantum geometry,
which dictates the structure of Bloch functions within
a band [19], remains rarely explored in shaping FFLO
states [20], especially in the context of flat-band super-
conductors. The recent experimental observations [21]
in flat-band superconductors have revealed several non-
trivial features that violate BCS theory for its vanish-
ing Fermi velocity vF . In flat-band superconductors, the
wave-function quantum geometry defines the superfluid
density [22–33] and coherence length [34, 35]. Several re-
cent theoretical works have also studied the density wave
instabilities related to quantum geometry, including the
charge density wave [36] and pair density wave [37–41].

In this work, we unveil a new scheme for the FFLO
states in flat-band superconductors induced by “Quan-
tum Geometry Discrepancy (QGD)”, which refers to the
difference in the wave-function quantum geometry be-

(b)(a)

FIG. 1. Schematic illustrations of (a) conventional FFLO
from Zeeman effect, and (b) flat-band FFLO from QGD. In
(a), an external B field induces spin imbalance with finite mo-
mentum Q, where |Q| ∝ B/vF . In (b), the finite momentum
Q is stabilized when the quantum metrics of the paired elec-
trons are different (G↑ ̸= G↓) for flat-band superconductors.

tween the two electrons forming a Cooper pair. In the
originally proposed FFLO state, the spin-singlet pairing
state with finite center-of-mass momentum Q (|Q| ∝
B/vF ) is favorable [see Fig. 1(a)] in the presence of
Zeeman field B. However, this microscopic mechanism
breaks down in flat-band superconductors, due to the
unphysical divergence of Q when vF → 0, if a finite mag-
netic field is applied. In our proposal, we find that even
as vF → 0, the finite momentum Q can be stabilized
when the pairing is frustrated by QGD, i.e., G↑ ̸= G↓ [see
Fig. 1(b)]. Here G↑ and G↓ denote the quantum metric
of the Bloch functions for paired electrons.

This work is organized as follows. First, we analyze
the superconducting Gaussian fluctuations near the crit-
ical temperatures in the band-projection formalism re-
garding the superconductivity in a concrete flat-band
model with a tunable quantum metric. We illustrate that
QGD frustrates the singlet pairing by explicitly break-
ing the time-reversal (T ) symmetry between the paired
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electrons on their wave function, rather than band dis-
persion. As a consequence, the pairing susceptibility at
non-zero q = Q can be larger than at q = 0 when a
sizeable QGD exists, which leads to the FFLO state be-
ing more favorable. Then, as a comparison, we employ
the self-consistent mean-field study for the FFLO state.
This way, we obtain the phase diagram and identify the
BCS-FFLO first-order phase transition points driven by
QGD at different temperatures. This aligns well with
the analytical results near the critical temperature. Be-
sides, we find the region of QGD-stabilized FFLO states
persisting even for a weakly dispersive band. Finally, we
discuss some possible extensions to the present study.

Model.—We begin our analysis by defining a two-
orbital, spinful tight-binding model with isolated flat
bands and separate tunable quantum metric for each spin
species, which is adapted from Ref. [36, 42, 43], and we
term as “ζ-lattice” [44]. In Fig. 2(a), the ζ-lattice has
A and B orbitals per site and the Hamiltonian can be
written as H =

∑
kσ ĉ

†
kσHkσ ĉkσ with

Hkσ = −t (λx sinαk,σ +mσλy cosαk,σ)− µσλ0,

αk,σ = ζσ (cos kxa+ cos kya) ,
(1)

where the fermion operators with spin σ =↑, ↓ are
ĉkσ = (ĉA,kσ, ĉB,kσ)

T , and the periodic function αk,σ

contains spin-dependent long range hoppings as depicted
in Fig. 2(a). Here we set the lattice constant a = 1 and
µ↑ = µ↓ = µ for brevity. The Pauli matrices λi act on
orbital space, meanwhile mσ=↑/↓ = ±1. This model ex-
hibits a pair of ideal isolated flat bands with band gap
2t for each spin [the red solid lines in Fig. 2(b)], i.e.,
ξkσ = ±t − µ and the corresponding Bloch wave func-

tions are ukσ =
(
±1, imσe

imσαkσ
)T

/
√
2.

In the ζ-lattice model, ζσ > 0 characterizes the mag-
nitude of the quantum metric Gkσ (proportional to ζ2σ
[36]) of the isolated flat band for spin-σ. Note that when
ζ↑ = ζ↓, the model is T symmetric [42], i.e., uk↑ = u∗

−k↓
and Gk↑ = Gk↓. However, when ζ↑ ̸= ζ↓, the spin-up
electron at k and spin-down electron at −k are still
degenerate in energy, i.e., ξk↑ = ξ−k↓ but are polar-
ized in quantum metric, i.e., Gk↑ ̸= Gk↓. In this situ-
ation, the T symmetry of the system is explicitly bro-
ken, which is manifested by uk↑ ̸= u∗

−k↓, rather than
the energy difference. We refer to this behavior as the
QGD between the paired electrons [(k, ↑) and (−k, ↓)].
To capture it, we define a generalized quantum distance
by d2k,k′ = 1 − |

∑
α uk↑(α)uk′↓(α)|2. If the paired elec-

trons are related by T symmetry, their wavefunctions
possess the shortest distance of dk,−k = 0. For the
ζ-lattice model, we utilize the dimensionless parameter
η = |ζ↑ − ζ↓|/(ζ↑ + ζ↓) (we name it as “QGD degree”) as
a global measurement of the QGD between the spin-up
and spin-down sectors. For small η, we have dk,−k ∝ η.
In the following sections, we will demonstrate how the
QGD induces the FFLO phase in flat-band superconduc-

tors.
Effective action from band-projection method.—To il-

lustrate the essential role played by QGD in stabiliz-
ing the flat-band FFLO state, we analyze the static su-
perconducting Gaussian fluctuations by employing the
band-projection formalism [34, 40, 45, 46]. Without loss
of generality, we consider the local Hubbard interaction
ĤI = −U

∑
iα ĉ†iα↑ĉ

†
iα↓ĉiα↓ĉiα↑, where U > 0 denotes

attraction, α and i denote the orbital and site index.
Under the uniform pairing condition [32, 33] (which is
accurate near the critical temperature in this model, as
the numerical calculations suggest; for details, see Sup-
plemental Material [47]), after the Fourier transformation
(ĉiασ = 1/

√
Nc

∑
k e

ik·ri ĉα,kσ, where Nc is the number
of unit cells), we arrive at an effective interaction in the
momentum space

ĤI = −g
∑

αβkk′q

ĉ†α,k+q↑ĉ
†
α,−k↓ĉβ,−k′↓ĉβ,k′+q↑, (2)

with the coupling constant g = U/NcNorb, where Norb =
2 is the number of orbitals in each unit cell. We assume a
weak interaction, i.e., the energy scale of the interaction
is much smaller than the band gap (g ≪ 2t) such that
the higher band has a minor impact.

To analyze the low-energy behaviors of the supercon-
ductivity that occurs on the relevant isolated flat band
from field theory, we project the interaction onto the tar-
get flat band by ĉα,kσ → u∗

kσ(α)âkσ, where âkσ denotes
electron annihilation operator. We can obtain

ĤI → −g
∑
q

θ̂†q θ̂q,

θ̂q =
∑
k

Λ∗(k, q)â−k↓âk+q↑,
(3)

in which Λ(k, q) =
∑

α uk+q↑(α)u−k↓(α) is the form fac-
tor, which encodes the information of quantum geometry
within the relevant band [34, 35].

After arriving at an effective one-band description in
the functional integral formalism [48], we adopt the stan-
dard Hubbard-Stratonovich decoupling of Eq. (3) to de-
rive the effective action S[∆q] (for details see Supplemen-
tal Material [47]) of the superconducting order parameter
field ∆q with four-momentum q = (q,Ωm) with Ωm be-
ing the bosonic Matsubara frequencies. By retaining the
second order terms of ∆q in S[∆q], we get the Gaussian
action around the trivial saddle point ∆q = 0 as

SG [∆q] =
∑
q

Γ−1
q |∆q|2, (4)

where the coefficient Γ−1
q = g−1 − χc

q is the pairing
propagator, and the static pairing correlation function
χc
q ≡ χc

q=(q,0) reads

χc
q =

1

Nc

∑
k

1− nF (ξk+q)− nF (ξk)

ξk+q + ξk
|Λ(k, q)|2. (5)
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FIG. 2. (a) The ζ-lattice with long-range hoppings and tun-
able quantum metric. (b) Band structure of (a), and the
solid red (dashed blue) lines denote flat-band limit (W = 0)
and finite bandwidth (W = 0.048t), respectively. (c) TcQ(η)
(dashed blue), Tc0(η) (solid red), and the corresponding Q(η)
(solid green) from Eq. (6) as a funtion of η. The orange dot
denotes the Lifshitz point. The Q(η) calculated from the self-
consistent mean-field (MF) theory is plotted in the dashed
green line as a comparison. (d) Calculated Tcq(η)/T0 from
Eq. (6) on q = q(x̂ + ŷ), q ∈ [0, π], for η = 0 and η = 0.25,
respectively. We set ζ↓ = 3 and ζ↑ = ζ↓(1 + η)/(1− η).

Here we have assumed ξk = ξk↑ = ξ−k↓ and nF denotes
the Fermi-Dirac distribution. The number equation near
the critical temperature is N = −β−1∂SG[∆q = 0]/∂µ,
where N is the total particle number. We can obtain
2Aν =

∑
k [1− tanh (βξk/2)], where A is the area of the

first Brillouin zone, β−1 = kBT , and ν is the filling factor
of the target band (0 ≤ ν ≤ 1).

From the linearized gap equation gχc
q = 1 together

with the number equation, we can obtain the critical
temperature Tcq for the instability of a static spatially
non-uniform pairing state with the finite q index. Re-
stricting the analysis to single-q states, ∆q ∝ δq,Q, the
value of Q is found at highest Tcq. If Q ̸= 0 (Q = 0), this
implies that the instability is associated with the FFLO
(BCS) state with the finite (zero) momentum Q.
Importantly, in the ideal flat-band limit, we find χc

q =
β
∑

k |Λ(k, q)|2(1/2− ν)/[Nc ln(ν
−1 − 1)], thus Tcq with

fixed band filling and coupling constant, can be obtained
as

Tcq(η)/T0 = 1− d2η(q), (6)

in which the average of the generalized quantum dis-
tance is defined as d2η(q) =

∑
k d

2
k+q,−k/A, and T0 =

Tcq=0(η = 0). When concerning the ζ-lattice model,

both Tcq and d2η(q) depend on η. The highest criti-
cal temperature at a fixed η should be determined by
TcQ(η) = T0{1−min[d2η(q)]} over different q in the first
Brillouin zone, and the corresponding optimal momen-
tum is q = Q(η).
In terms of this method, in Fig. 2(c) we plot TcQ(η)

(dashed blue) as well as the corresponding Q(η) (solid
green) from Eq. (6). As a comparison, Tc0(η) (solid red)
is also plotted. In the BCS phase when η < ηc = 0.22,
TcQ(η) is identical to Tc0(η), and Q(η) = 0. However,
when η > ηc, TcQ(η) ̸= Tc0(η), and a sharp transition
occurs in Q(η) [from Q(ηc−) = 0 to Q(ηc+) ≈ 0.31π],
which implies a first-order transition from BCS to FFLO
state. The tricritical point (orange dot) of BCS, FFLO,
and the normal state is the so-called Lifshitz point, which
is located at (ηc = 0.22, T = 0.57T0). In our calculations,
we take Q = Q(x̂+ ŷ) throughout this work.
Since the highest critical temperature is determined by

the minimum of d2η(q), to understand the role of QGD in
the BCS-FFLO transition, we examine Tcq(η)/T0 from
Eq. (6) in Fig. 2(d), for η = 0 (pink curve) and η = 0.25
(orange curve), respectively. When the T symmetry
is preserved (η = 0), the BCS state is favored be-
cause Q = 0 is the global minimum of d20(q), namely
d20(q) ≥ d20(0) = 0 for any q. This also corresponds to
the global maximum of Tcq(0) (dashed green circle on
the pink curve). Note that local minima of d20(q) are also
found at nonzero q [local maxima of Tcq(0), the dashed
cyan circle on the pink curve]. As QGD (η ̸= 0) increases
d2η(0) significantly [d2η(0) ∝ η2 for small η], and the Tc0(η)
decreases dramatically (the green dashed circle on the or-
ange curve), the value of d2η(q) at these local minima does
not change much. With an increased η, these local min-
ima finally transition to global minima (the cyan dashed
circle on the orange curve) at Q(η) ̸= 0, where QGD
drives the system to a FFLO state.
Numerical study from self-consistent mean field the-

ory.—The pairing susceptibility analysis from the band
projection method implies a wide range of QGD degree η
for the FFLO instabilities. However, the uniform pairing
condition may not apply when we consider low temper-
atures T ≪ Tc. To remedy this problem, based on the
self-consistent mean field theory [20], in this section, we
numerically show the first-order phase transition from the
BCS to the FFLO state driven by QGD for the ζ-lattice
model introduced previously. Here, we assume the single-
harmonic FF-type ansatz, so the mean-field decoupling
of the attractive Hubbard interaction yields the orbital-
dependent order parameters ∆rα = −U⟨ĉrα↓ĉrα↑⟩ =
∆α(q)e

iq·r with q index. In the canonical ensemble, the
Helmholtz free energy F says

F [µq,∆α(q), q] =
1

U

∑
α

|∆α(q)|2

− 1

β

∑
k

Tr
[
ln
(
1 + e−βHBdG(k,q)

)]
.

(7)
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FIG. 3. The superconducting phase diagram of the ζ-lattice
model, without (a) and with (b) band dispersion. The dashed
black line labels Tc0(η), while the solid red line labels TcQ(η).
The BCS and FFLO phases are colored in light blue and yel-
low, respectively. Parameters used here: U = 0.4t, ν = 0.5,
ζ↓ = 3, W/U = 0 in (a) and W/U = 0.12 in (b). (c) (d)
(e): The free energy landscapes of three highlighted dots in
(a) with T = 0.1T0 but different η (η = 0.10, 0.23, and 0.29,
respectively).

where the Bogoliubov–de Gennes (BdG) Hamiltonian
HBdG(k, q) says

HBdG(k, q) =

(
Hk+q↑ − µq ∆̂q

∆̂†
q −H∗

−k↓ + µq

)
, (8)

with the order parameters ∆̂q = diag[∆A(q),∆B(q)].

∆̂q and µq are determined simultaneously by solving the
gap and number equations, respectively. After substitut-
ing ∆̂q and µq into Eq. (7), we can obtain the minimized
free energy F (q) for each q (more details can be found
in the Supplemental Material [47]).

The results from mean-field calculations are summa-
rized in Fig. 3. As shown in Fig. 3(a), the BCS regime
and the FFLO regime are colored light blue and yellow,
respectively. Tc0(η) and TcQ(η) are plotted in the dashed
black curve and the solid red curve. The most favored
pairing momentum Q(η) is independent of the tempera-
ture, so the phase boundary between the BCS and FFLO
state is a straight line. The calculated Tc0(η), TcQ(η)
and Q(η) (Q(η) are also plotted in Fig. 2(a) in a dashed
green curve to compare with the one evaluated from
the band projection method) exhibit quantitatively good
agreements with the corresponding analytical results in
Fig. 2(c). To provide a clear picture of the phase transi-
tion, in Fig. 3(c) to (e), we show the landscapes of free
energy F (q) along the q = q(x̂+ŷ) direction for the three
points (dark blue, green, and pink dots) in Fig. 3(a). Ini-
tially, in the BCS region [Fig. 3(c)], the global minimum
of the free energy F (q) is at q = 0, which is stable under
fluctuations. Some local minima exist at q ̸= 0 but are

metastable. When η > ηc [Fig. 3(d)], now q = 0 turns
into a local minimum but remains a metastable state,
while some q = Q points become global minima (the
model respects C4 rotational symmetry, so the minima
have four-fold degeneracy in the whole Brillouin zone),
the system enters the FFLO phase. This fact implies
that the QGD energetically penalizes the BCS pairing
more than the FFLO pairing, matching the picture we
obtained from the band-projection method. As η contin-
ues to increase [Fig. 3(e)], finally, the local minimum at
q = 0 loses its stability.
Robustness at finite bandwidth.—The QGD-induced

BCS-FFLO phase transition has been examined in the
ideal flat-band case, both analytically and numerically.
To show the robustness of QGD-induced BCS-FFLO
transition with finite band dispersion, we modify the
model Hamiltonian as

Hkσ → Hkσ − W

4
(cos kxa+ cos kya)λ0, (9)

where an additional nearest hopping term brings a fi-
nite bandwidth W as shown in Fig. 2(b). In this case,
the Bloch wave functions remain unchanged. We keep
W ≪ U to ensure a narrow bandwidth compared to the
interaction. In Fig. 3(b), the calculated phase diagram
at W/U = 0.12 (U = 0.4t) is shown. It is clear that the
transition boundary line gets curved due to the nonzero
W , and requires a larger QGD to reach the FFLO re-
gion compared with Fig. 3(a), especially at lower tem-
peratures. These results implies that at finite W , higher
T is needed to enter the FFLO phase because the ther-
mal energy kBT overcomes the effect from finite band-
width. In this scenario, kBT is close to the interaction,
i.e., kBT ∼ U , resulting in prominent effect from QGD.
On the other hand, for conventional superconductors we
have W ≫ U ≫ kBT in the weak coupling regime, where
the QGD-driving mechanism for the FFLO state may not
work (more discussions, see Supplemental Material [47]).
Conclusion and Discussion.—In this work, we have

identified a quantum-geometric origin of the FFLO state,
called QGD, particularly in flat-band superconductors.
QGD explicitly breaks T symmetry by creating a mis-
match in the quantum geometry of paired electrons. This
mechanism differs from other pair-breaking mechanisms,
which produce energy (population) imbalances between
paired electrons, such as the Zeeman effect or the or-
bital effect of an in-plane magnetic field in layered super-
conductors. Here we only consider the QGD-stabilised
FFLO state for the s-wave pairing channel. But there is
no obstacle in generalizing it to other pseudo-spin degrees
of freedom (such as valley and layer) and unconventional
pairing channels.
Besides, in this work we expect the LO-type pairing

state to be more stable than the FF type because the
±Q states are degenerate in energy for the inversion-
symmetric model Hamiltonian in Eq. (1). By turning
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on an extra inversion-breaking term in the Bloch wave
functions of the model, the ±Q degeneracy is lifted, re-
sulting in the FF type pairing state and superconducting
diode effect (for more details, see Supplemental Material
[47]). This is an analog to the helical superconductors
with Rashba spin-orbit interaction and in-plane magnetic
fields [3, 8].

One possible route to a realistic model with QGD
in solid-state systems is through light-matter interac-
tion. Recently, chiral optical cavities have been pro-
posed to induce T symmetry breaking in quantum ma-
terials [49, 50], reshaping the topology and quantum ge-
ometry of the electronic states [50]. An explicit scheme
of QGD through cavity engineering remains a topic for
future study. Another option is in ultracold atom sys-
tems, where neutral superfluidity can be achieved in low-
dimensional optical lattices. In this scenario, a state-
dependent optical lattice with spin-dependent hopping
parameters [3, 51], which has been previously used to
introduce effective mass imbalance, could potentially
mimic the effect of QGD.
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