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We reveal strong and weak inequalities relating two fundamental macroscopic quantum geometric
quantities, the quantum distance and Berry phase, for closed paths in the Hilbert space of wave-
functions. We recount the role of quantum geometry in various quantum problems and show that
our findings place new bounds on important physical quantities.

Introduction

Many fundamental concepts in geometry hold the keys
to understanding our nature and universe, from Ein-
stein’s general relativity of space and time to the stan-
dard model of elementary particles. As for the light and
matter in between, the physical properties in both ground
and excited states are often shaped by the quantum ge-
ometric properties of particles’ wavefunctions in Hilbert
space, such as Berry curvature and quantum metric [1].
Examples are abundant: various Hall effects [2–5], flat-
band superconductivity [8, 9], orbital magnetism [10],
resonant optical responses [11], and not to mention topo-
logical phases of matter [12].

In the same vein, we may seek to reveal deep impli-
cations of the isoperimetric problem. On the flat two-
dimensional (2D) plane, what closed shape maximizes
area for a fixed perimeter, and what is the resultant area
to perimeter ratio? Though the solution is intuitively a
circle, this surprisingly had been an outstanding problem
in mathematics until it was rigorously proven in the 19th
century [13]. Since then, the isoperimetric problem has
been generalized to hypervolumes and hypersurfaces in
higher-dimensional Euclidean spaces, spheres, as well as
more exotic manifolds [14]. With elegant relationships
between area and perimeter, the isoperimetric problem
motivated the development of the calculus of variations,
which helped us ascertain many classical principles of our
nature and universe [15].

One may naturally wonder whether there exists an
analog of the isoperimetric problem in quantum geom-
etry. If the answer is in the affirmative, what are its
implications in quantum physics? Here we accomplish
this by first mapping the two-band quantum isoperimet-
ric problem directly to the spherical isoperimetric prob-
lem, revealing a strong inequality relating two funda-
mental macroscopic quantum geometric quantities, the
quantum distance and the Berry phase. Furthermore,
we demonstrate a weak inequality for the most general
multi-band case: the quantum distance is no smaller than
the Berry phase for any closed path in the Hilbert space
of wavefunctions, and that the strong inequality is not
violated in this case for infinitesimal variations of curves
known to saturate it. We conclude by applying our new
isoperimetric inequalities to a variety of different quan-

tum systems, placing new bounds on important physical
quantities, including Wannier function spread, quantum
speed limit, electron-phonon coupling, and geometric su-
perfluid weight.

Classical Isoperimetric Inequalities

We now recount the isoperimetric problem in classical
geometry. Proven in 1879 [13], the original isoperimet-
ric problem on the 2D plane (R2) revealed a universal
inequality between the area A and perimeter P of any
closed loop in the plane:

P 2 ≥ 4πA . (1)

The shape that saturates this inequality is circle, as can
be verified by substituting P = 2πr and A = πr2, where
r is the circle’s radius. Equation (1) is known as the
isoperimetric inequality for the plane. A regular poly-
gon with N sides perfectly illustrates this inequality, as
shown in Fig. 1, where the inverse isoperimetric quo-
tient reads P 2/(4πA) = (N/π) tan(π/N), amounting to
1.7, 1.3, 1.1, and 1 respectively for equilateral triangle,
square, hexagon, and circle (the infinite N case).

Historically, it was natural to pose the same isoperi-
metric problem on curved spaces such as the 2D sphere
(S2). However, the isoperimetric problem on the 2D
sphere was not solved until 1905 [14], and the general-
ized inequality reads

P 2 ≥ 4πA− A2

R2
, (2)

where A is the surface area enclosed by a loop of perime-
ter P on the sphere, and R is the radius of the sphere.
The shape that saturates the isoperimetric inequality is
again a “circle”, which can be identified as a closed path
of constant polar angle on the sphere. This inequality can
be intuitively divined from the limit of spherical polygons
with their vertices sharing the same polar angle θ, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 1 for the polar angle of θ = 45◦ and
detailed in Supplementary Materials (SM).
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FIG. 1. Visual of the 2D isoperimetric inequalities. Right:
equilateral triangle, square, hexagon, and circle of equal ra-
dius (red lines). As the number of sides, N , of a regular
polygon increases, the inverse isoperimetric quotient (shown
at the top) saturates to 1, revealing that the planar isoperi-
metric problem is satisfied by the circle. Left: the same visual
but for spherical polygons on a sphere with their radial lengths
fixed at the polar angle of π/4. The spherical isoperimetric
problem is again solved by a shape with the highest symmetry
– a closed path of constant polar angle.

Quantum Isoperimetric Inequalities

In the quantum regime, we start from a familiar defini-
tion of the gauge-invariant quantum geometric tensor [1]
commonly used in physics:

χµν = ⟨∂µψ|∂νψ⟩ − ⟨∂µψ|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∂νψ⟩ , (3)

which is the Fubini-Study metric evaluated at an arbi-
trary pure state |ψ⟩. In terms of real and imaginary com-
ponents, χµν = gµν− i

2Fµν , where Fµν is the antisymmet-
ric Berry curvature, and gµν is the symmetric quantum
metric [16, 17]. The Greek indices label the coordinates
by which the Hilbert space is parametrized. Note that

Eq. (3) is not necessarily a momentum-space parame-
terization, as we seek to identify universal properties of
Hilbert space, although the use of crystal momentum has
facilitated many recent developments [8, 11, 17, 18]. For
a single-band system, the Hilbert space is a trivial point
and χ = 0.

For a two-band system, a pure state can be represented
by two complex numbers and is well-defined up to nor-
malization and a phase factor. Thus, the relevant Hilbert
space is the complex projective space CP 1 [19], topolog-
ically equivalent to S2 and known as the Bloch sphere.
The two special states (1, 0)T and (0, 1)T can be defined
as the north and south poles of the Bloch sphere, re-
spectively. It follows that any state can be expressed
as |z1⟩ = (1, z1)

T /
√
1 + |z1|2 using one complex number

z1 = eiϕ tan(θ/2), where ϕ is the azimuthal angle and θ is
the polar angle of the Bloch sphere, with θ = 0 and π for
the two poles, as illustrated in Fig. 2a. Correspondingly,
the quantum geometric tensor is just the Fubini-Study
metric χ11 = 1/(1 + |z1|2)2. This is equivalent to the 3D
Euclidean metric projected onto the 2D sphere of radius
1/2, i.e., the Bloch sphere. It is straightforward to show
that the geodesic distance between the north and south
poles is π/2, i.e., one half of the perimeter of great cir-
cles. More generally, the geodesic distance between the
north pole and the state |z1⟩ on the Bloch sphere reads
arccos(|⟨0|z1⟩|) = θ/2 ≤ π/2, which provides a lower
bound for the quantum distance dFS calculated through
the Fubini-Study metric, ds2 = χ11dz1dz̄1, for any arbi-
trary path between them.

With this metric, the Bloch sphere admits a neat re-
lationship between the Berry phase γB of a loop on the
sphere and its enclosed solid angle Ω: |γB| = Ω/2 [20].
Due to the compact nature of the Bloch sphere, there is
ambiguity in the choice of solid angle enclosed by the
loop. This is related to the fact that Berry phase is
only gauge invariant mod 2π [20]. Hereafter, we choose
γB ∈ (−π, π], corresponding to the smaller of the two
possible solid angles. (One may naively note that since
the metric χ11 is real, there is no Berry curvature dis-
tributed over the Bloch sphere. However, this neglects
the fact that if the metric is written in terms of θ and ϕ,
it does have an imaginary part–Berry curvature.)

As the Fubini-Study metric identifies the Bloch sphere
as the Euclidean sphere of radius 1/2, substituting A =
ΩR2, P = dFS, and R = 1/2 in Eq. (2) yields the follow-
ing quantum isoperimetric inequality:

(|γB| − π)2 + d2FS ≥ π2 . (4)

The equality occurs for all the circles on the Bloch sphere.
As shown in Fig. 2c, any (dFS, |γB|) corresponding to a
loop on the Bloch sphere falls beneath the quarter circle
specified by the equality of Eq. (4). Because the chord
dFS = |γB| connecting the same two ends is above the
quarter circle, all such (dFS, |γB|) also satisfy a weaker
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inequality:

dFS ≥ γB . (5)

The equality only occurs for dFS = γB = 0 or dFS =
γB = π. A great circle of the Bloch sphere exemplifies
the latter case, which can be realized in 1D systems such
as the Su–Schrieffer–Heeger (SSH) model and 1D sub-
systems such as the monolayer graphene with a nontriv-
ial topological winding number ±1 protected by chiral
symmetry [10]. Hereafter we shall dub Eqs. (4) and (5)
the strong and weak quantum isoperimetric inequalities
(QII), respectively. The weak QII is yet another exam-
ple of inequalities in condensed matter physics that yields
equality between geometrical and topological quantities
in the presence of a special symmetry [8, 17, 18]. How-
ever, the equality of the strong QII may occur for non
topological cases in the absence of chiral symmetry.

The weak QII can readily be extended to loops that
self-intersect. If a loop intersects with itself at a point,
it may be broken into two sub-loops, each with γB ∈
(−π, π]. In the case of many self-intersections, the weak

QII Eq. (5) applies to each sub-loop as labeled by i, d
(i)
FS ≥

γ
(i)
B . As such, the accumulated Berry phase is bounded

above by the total quantum distance,
∑

i d
(i)
FS ≥ ∑

i γ
(i)
B .

A prime example of this occurring is in N -layer rhombo-
hedral graphene [10]. When an electron traverses around
a single Dirac point once in momentum space, because
of chiral symmetry, its wavefunction travels around the
equator of the Bloch sphere N times, yielding a winding
number of N and accumulatively dFS = γB = Nπ.

For M -band systems, the Hilbert space can be repre-
sented by the complex projective space CPM−1 [19], and
the states can be parameterized by M − 1 complex vari-
ables z = (z1, z2, ...zM−1), as natural generalizations of
the Bloch sphere and z1 parameterization (Fig. 2a) for
two-band systems. Significantly, the weak QII Eq. (5) is
valid for M ≥ 2, as demonstrated in SM with a differ-
ent approach. Similarly in SM, the equality of Eq. (4) is
also shown to hold for circles in CPM−1, since CP 1 is a
subset of CPM−1. Furthermore, circles are shown to be
extremal for Berry phases, as any infinitesimal deviation
of a circle does not change the corresponding Berry phase
to first order. As such, we conjecture that the strong QII
Eq. (4) also holds forM > 2. In the rest of work, we seek
to demonstrate the power of the weak QII in placing new
bounds on physical quantities.

Applications

Wannier Function Spread

Quantum distance first appeared in condensed matter
physics in the context of Wannier function spread in the

landmark work by Marzari and Vanderbilt [21] on max-
imally localized Wannier functions. Wannier functions
provide a valuable tool in theoretical and computational
physics, leading to the modern theory of polarization [22]
and many efficient computational techniques. The Wan-
nier function spread denotes the standard deviation of
the Wannier functions associated with a particular band.
For this reason, we choose to examine how quantum ge-
ometry bounds the Wannier function spread.
TheWannier function spread can be separated into two

parts: one that is gauge invariant and one that is not but
vanishes for 1D systems [21]. The gauge-invariant part
reads

Ω1 =
ω

(2π)d

∫
Tr[g(k)]ddk , (6)

where ω is the volume of unit cell of dimension d. Using
the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (see SM) and the weak
QII, it is straightforward to show for 1D systems

Ω1 ≥ (
a dFS
2π

)2 ≥ (
a γB
2π

)2 , (7)

where a is the lattice constant. This result is especially
interesting because it implies that the Wannier function
spread is lower bounded by both the quantum distance
squared and the Berry phases squared. The latter nat-
urally limits the maximal localization of Wannier func-
tions by polarization, whereas the former provides a bet-
ter bound, given the weak QII. Note that our result can
be generalized to higher dimensions (see SM).

Quantum Speed Limit

The Heisenberg uncertainty principle is a cornerstone
of quantum mechanics. It states that there is a limit to
the precision with which certain pairs of physical proper-
ties, such as position and momentum, can be simultane-
ously known. However, the energy–time uncertainty re-
lation ∆E∆t ≥ ℏ/2 has a long, controversial history [23].
With the experimentally verified connection between the
life-time and energy width of a resonance state [24], the
accepted interpretation of this relation leads to the so-
called quantum speed limit [23, 25, 26] on the time that it
takes for an initial state to evolve into a final state. This
fundamental limit reveals how quickly a coherent state
may evolve, presenting building guidance and a perfor-
mance limit for quantum computers.
Usually quantum speed limits are written for evolution

between orthogonal states. Since quantum geometry con-
siders not only the destination but also the journey in the
evolution, we now reveal a new, geometric phase limit.
Anandan and Aharonov found [27] the following relation
between quantum distance and energy uncertainty:

ddFS
dt

=
∆E

ℏ
, (8)
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FIG. 2. Illustration of Bloch sphere parameterization and quantum isoperimetric inequalities. (a) Any two-band state can be

expressed as |z1⟩ = (1, z1)
T /

√
1 + |z1|2 using one complex number z1 = eiϕ tan(θ/2), where ϕ is the azimuthal angle and θ is

the polar angle of the Bloch sphere. θ = 0 (z1 = 0) and π (z1 = ∞) denote the the north and south poles of the Bloch sphere,
respectively. (b) Representatives of trivial, geometric, and topological loops. (c) Geometric implication of the weak quantum
isoperimetric inequality derived from the strong one.

where (∆E)2 = ⟨H(t)2⟩ − ⟨H(t)⟩2 for Hamiltonian H at
time t. In general, the initial state is not an eigenstate of
the initial Hamiltonian, in sharp contrast to the case of
Bloch states over a Brillouin zone. By integrating Eq. (8)
and then applying the weak QII, we obtain the following
quantum speed limit imposed by the Berry phase of a
cyclic adiabatic evolution:

τ ≥ γBℏ
⟨∆E⟩ , (9)

with ⟨∆E⟩ =
∫ τ

0
∆Edt/τ . This geometric phase limit

provides the exact quantum speed when the equality oc-
curs for the weak QII.

Electron-Phonon Coupling

In phonon-mediated superconductors the transition
temperature Tc is related to the electron-phonon cou-
pling constant λ [28, 29]. As Tc generally increases with
λ, identifying upper and lower bounds of λ is impor-
tant for maximizing Tc. Recently, it has been shown [18]
that the quantum geometry of the Fermi surface can con-
tribute significantly to λ, and two prime examples are 2D
graphene and 3D MgB2. For 2D systems Fermi surfaces
are generally 1D. Using the simplest model – the gapless
Dirac model – we shall show λgeo, the quantum geomet-
ric contribution to λ, are related to dFS and γ. For this
model [18],

λgeo ∝ E2
F

vF

∫
FS

Tr[g(k)]dσk , (10)

where EF and vF are Fermi energy and Fermi velocity.
At any point of the Fermi surface, the metric can be or-
thogonally transformed so that the first component cor-
responds to the one along the Fermi surface, kℓ. As such,
Tr[g(k)] is lower bounded by gℓℓ, since the metric diag-
onal elements are all nonnegative. Following the same

argument as Eq. (7),∫
FS

Tr[g(k)]dσk ≥
∫
gℓℓ(k)dkℓ ≥ ℓ−1

FSd
2
FS ≥ ℓ−1

FSγ
2
B , (11)

where ℓFS is the Fermi-surface perimeter. Evidently, d2FS
provides a more direct and better bound than γ2B.
For the gapless case such as graphene, the Berry cur-

vature vanishes, yet the quantum metric reads

g(k) =
1

4k4

[
k2y −kxky

−kxky k2x

]
, (12)

yielding Tr[g(k)] = gℓℓ = 1/4k2 and grr = 0. As dFS =
γB = π and ℓFS = 2πEF /vF , Eq. (11) exhibits three
equalities and reaches the topological bound πvF /2EF .

Geometric Superfluid Weight

Recently, it has been discovered that the quantum met-
ric can contribute to the superfluid weight Ds. A prime
example is an isolated 2D flat band, where Ds is bounded
below by its Chern number [8], despite the vanishing
intra-band contribution due to the flatness. In partic-
ular, Ds for an attractive Hubbard model is given by the
integral of Tr[g(k)] over the Brillouin zone in any dimen-
sion.

For 1D systems [30],

Ds =
U

π2ℏ2M
ν(1− ν)

∫
Tr[g(k)]dk , (13)

where U is the interaction strength, M is the number of
bands, and ν is the filling factor. Similar to the previous
examples, it is straightforward to show

Ds ≥
aU

2π3ℏ2M
ν(1− ν)d2FS ≥ aU

2π3ℏ2M
ν(1− ν)γ2B. (14)

While the topological winding number bound dictating
dFS = γB was derived before for a specific two-band
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model with chiral symmetry [30], our geometric phase
bound is more general and valid for 1D systems with any
number of bands regardless of any symmetry. Moreover,
quantum distance provides a better bound, given the
weak QII. Importantly, the problem of maximizing γB, a
gauge-dependent quantity, to potentially increase Ds be-
comes a matter of maximizing dFS, a gauge-independent
quantity.

A recent effort shows that the superfluid weight is only
related to the minimal quantum metric that minimizes
Ω1. In the SSH model [31], the two extreme limits of
dimerization yields flat bands, with γB quantized to 0
and π relatively. Physically, the two cases are identical
in that they are related by a half unit-cell shift. Thus, we
can conclude that dFS = γB = 0 in Eq. (14), since it is
the minimal quantum metric that plays a physical role.
The original Creutz ladder [32] is another 1D model that
features a π magnetic flux per unit cell and two topo-
logical flat bands. Unlike the SSH model, the minimal
quantum metric produces dFS = γB = π. Indeed, this
nonzero Ds has been found by both analytical [30] and
numerical [33] calculations.

Conclusion

Through our strong and weak isoperimetric inequali-
ties, we have identified relationships between quantum
distance and Berry phase. Notably, these results hold
true even without assuming symmetries, highlighting a
general aspect of the differentiable structure of wave-
functions. Despite a century of quantum mechanics and
decades since the introduction of the quantum geometric
tensor [1], these findings might offer a fresh perspective.
Quantum geometry continues to be an active area of re-
search in condensed matter physics due to its relevance
to the structure of many-body phases. As a result, we are
encouraged to revisit fundamental concepts—such as the
Berry phase and quantum distance—and thoughtfully re-
consider basic aspects of quantum theory, for there may
be elegant relations left unwritten.
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