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Different superconducting pairing mechanisms are markedly distinct in the underlying Cooper pair
kinematics. Pairing interactions mediated by quantum-critical soft modes are dominated by highly
collinear processes, falling into two classes: forward scattering and backscattering. In contrast,
phonon mechanisms have a generic non-collinear character. We show that the type of kinematics
can be identified by examining the evolution of superconductivity when tuning the Fermi surface
geometry. We illustrate our approach using recently measured phase diagrams of various graphene
systems. Our analysis unambiguously connects the emergence of superconductivity at “ghost cross-
ings” of Fermi surfaces in distinct valleys to the pair kinematics of a backscattering type. Together
with the observed non-monotonic behavior of superconductivity near its onset (sharp rise followed
by a drop), it provides strong support for a particular quantum-critical superconductivity scenario.
These findings conclusively settle the long-standing debate on the origin of superconductivity in this
system and demonstrate the essential role of quantum-critical modes in superconducting pairing.
Moreover, our work highlights the potential of tuning bands via ghost crossings as a promising
means of boosting superconductivity.

Superconducting phases occurring in various strongly
interacting systems [1–6] are often interpreted by theo-
retical frameworks that involve quantum-critical pairing
[7–18]. Yet, delineating these experimentally from the
more conventional scenarios has not always been easy.
Superconductivity (SC) observed in moiré and non-moiré
graphene at the onset of electronic orders, where soft spin
and valley collective modes can mediate pairing[14–19],
is an appealing setting for understanding the telltale sig-
natures of different pairing mechanisms. Pairing with
nonzero angular momentum can often be identified from
the dependence on the applied magnetic field. In this
vein, are there easily identifiable signatures of supercon-
ductivity driven by quantum-critical soft modes?

Tuning the band parameters in correlated electron sys-
tems through the quantum-critical point (QCP) in order
to gain insight into the nature of superconductivity has
been a subject of wide interest. In most cases, modi-
fying the band structure beyond subtle perturbations is
extremely difficult to achieve experimentally. Neverthe-
less, the dependence on an applied strain has been used
to reveal the impact of the van Hove points on the su-
perconductivity in Sr2RuO4[20–24], and the competition
between nematic order and superconductivity in iron-
based superconductors[25–27]. In the κ-phase organic
superconductors[28] and heavy fermion systems such as
CeCoIn5[29] and UPt3[30, 31], the role of interaction and
correlations is probed by pressure dependence of the su-
perconductivity. These findings have triggered consider-
able theoretical interest [32–37].

Unlike previously studied systems, in graphene-based
superconductors the Fermi surfaces are widely tunable[1–
5]. This tunability, as we will see, opens new avenues
for probing the nature of pairing through linking it to
the Cooper pair scattering kinematics. The latter are
known to be highly collinear for superconductivity (SC)
assisted by incipient electronic orders and driven by soft

quantum-critical modes[14, 17, 18]. Depending on the
mechanism type it falls into two main classes: collinear
backscattering and forward scattering. The method
we introduce below can differentiate between kinematic
types by identifying unique features in the evolution of
superconducting phases upon adjusting the Fermi surface
geometry.

Here, through a detailed quantitative comparison to
experimental data obtained by tuning SC in several
graphene systems, we demonstrate the occurrence of the
collinear backscattering kinematics. Specifically, we find
direct evidence linking the onset of superconductivity
and the abrupt appearance of “ghost valley crossings” be-
tween Fermi surfaces in different valleys. This is distinct
from conventional ways to stimulate superconductivity
by tuning the Fermi level through van Hove points. Iden-
tification of an abrupt onset of SC with such crossings
limits the possible soft modes that can serve as pairing
glue, excluding many of the previously considered scenar-
ios and pinpointing SC driven by the isospin inter-valley-
coherent (IVC) mode pictured in Fig.1 and discussed be-
low as the most likely mechanism. Further evidence for
this scenario is provided by a significant enhancement of
superconducting Tc and a characteristic nonmonotonic
behavior at SC onset near ghost valley crossing (see (3)
and accompanying discussion), which is in good agree-
ment with experimental observations (see Fig.3).

A salient feature of graphene superconductivity that
will be important for our analysis is that the two elec-
trons forming a Cooper pair are located in valleys K and
K̄ which are related by time reversal symmetry. Accord-
ingly, Cooper pair kinematics involves valley-conserving
scattering of pair states (K+k, K̄−k)→ (K+k′, K̄−k′)
with k,k′ � K. Because of this property, the only
type of pairing mechanism that can generate collinear
backscattering kinematics with k′ ≈ −k is the pairing
mediated by isospin fluctuations that are softened and
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FIG. 1. a) A diagrammatic representation of the pairing
interaction mediated by isospin mode, a soft mode associated
with the intervalley phase coherence (IVC). Identifying valleys
K and K̄ with spin up and down maps this interaction to the
paramagnon pairing mechanism mediated by ferromagnetic
spin fluctuations[7–10]. At an isospin quantum criticality, this
interaction peaks at ω+ω′ = 0 and k+k′ = 0 (see (1)), result-
ing in a backscattering-type Cooper pair dynamics. b) Fermi
sea pockets located near valleys K and K̄ in BBG band-
structure, which host fermions forming K-K̄ Cooper pairs.
c) Because of backscattering, pairing develops near “ghost”
crossings of Fermi surfaces ±Qi (i = 1, 2, 3) found by super-
imposing the pockets in valleys K (red contours) and K̄ (blue
contours) by a K → K̄ translation. A single Fermi sea gives
non-removable crossings (i), whereas multi-pocket Fermi seas
give removable crossings (ii)-(iii), where θ denotes the angle
at the crossing. Transitions between the intersecting and non-
intersecting Fermi surfaces (ii) and (iii) induced by tuning the
bandstructure terminate the superconducting phases.

activated at quantum criticality [14, 16–19]. Here, isospin
refers to spin and valley. This isospin mode arises from

the fluctuations of valley order 〈ψ†KψK̄〉, the quantity
describing the inter-valley coherence (IVC)[38]. To clar-
ify the backscattering nature of the IVC pairing mech-
anism, we write down the pairing interaction shown di-
agrammatically in Fig.1. This is directly analogous to
the paramagnon pairing mechanism near a ferromagnetic
quantum critical point [7–10]. Standard analysis [see
[14, 17, 18] and [39], Sec.B] yields

Γωk,ω′k′ =
U

κ|ω + ω′|+ l20(k + k′)2 + δ2
, (1)

where U , κ, l0 are model-specific parameters and δ de-
notes the distance to the QCP [39]. Crucially, the two
electrons in a Cooper pair are predominantly scattered
from the initial momenta of (K + k, K̄ − k) to the final
momenta of (K + k′, K̄ − k′) where k′ ≈ −k, namely,
backscattering dominates. Indeed, the soft mode describ-
ing the IVC instability, which mediates pairing, is the
particle-hole ladder shown in Fig.1 for which the momen-
tum transfer is (K+k)−(K̄−k′). Expanding about the
ordering vector 2K yields a singularity at small (k+k′)2

in (1). This behavior is distinct from the QCP scenar-
ios where pairing mainly benefits from forward-scattering

FIG. 2. a) Phase diagram of BBG measured at a finite
in-plane magnetic field B‖ = 0.165T, adapted from Ref.[4].
The SC phase occurs along the phase boundary between
the partially isospin-polarized phase (PIP2) and an isospin-
unpolarized phase (Sym12). b) A zoom-in of the region near
SC onset in a). Red and black curves mark the phase bound-
aries. The solid yellow line, obtained from the free-particle
bands in phase Sym12, marks the transition at which the
“ghost” K − K̄ Fermi surface crossings abruptly disappear
(see insets in the top row). The dashed yellow line, drawn in
the region where the free-particle description does not apply,
is a guide to the eye. The measured emergence point of SC
coincides with the appearance of the Fermi-surface crossings.
The inset on the left, adapted from Ref.[4], shows the Fermi
surfaces for four isospins in PIP2 phase.

processes, wherein electrons are scattered by a small an-
gle on the Fermi surface, as, e.g., the pairing mediated by
nematic fluctuations in iron-based superconductors[40–
42] or pairing through interaction renormalized by valley-
polarization fluctuations in graphene bilayer[15]. In these
cases the pairing interaction can be modeled by an ex-
pression similar to that in (1) with frequencies and mo-
menta entering as ω − ω′ and k − k′. In this case the
interaction peaks at k′ ≈ k and ω′ ≈ ω. Therefore,
establishing the backscattering pair kinematics strongly
supports the IVC pairing mechanism. Since the Fermi
surface ghost crossing signature arises generally in the
presence of multiple Fermi pockets and tunable bands,
this method can be tested in many superconducting sys-
tems such as those found in transition metal dichalco-
genides and graphene multilayers[3–5, 43–46].

Parenthetically, other scenarios may be considered,
such as pairing mediated by antiferromagnetic (AFM)
fluctuations, where electrons are predominantly scattered
between different parts of the Fermi surface by a large
AFM ordering momentum. This mechanism is actively
studied in iron pnictides[12, 13], yet it does not appear
relevant for graphene.

We will demonstrate the fundamental idea using the
setting of Bernal bilayer graphene (BBG) biased by a
transverse electric field, a strongly interacting system
with a tunable band hosting a superconducting phase[4].
A key experimental finding that points to QCP physics is
that the SC phase is a sliver that tracks the phase bound-
ary between a partially-isospin-polarized phase and an
unpolarized phase, labeled PIP2 and Sym12 in Fig.2 fol-
lowing Ref.[4]. The two QCP scenario types introduced
above, involving forward scattering and backscattering,
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FIG. 3. a) Phase diagram of WSe2-supported BBG, adapted
from Ref.[47]. Here, distinct from BBG, the part below the
red and black phase boundaries is the “vanilla” phase where
no symmetry is broken. The phase above the black phase
boundary and SC phase is an ordered phase conjectured in
Ref.[47] to be a nematic phase. b) The agreement between
theoretically predicted onset of K-K̄ Fermi surface crossings
(solid yellow line) and the measured superconductivity emer-
gence point for WSe2-supported BBG. The dashed yellow line,
as in Fig.2, is a guide to the eye. The insets in b) illustrate
the overlapping and non-overlapping Fermi surfaces. The red
and blue curves represent Fermi surfaces in minority isospin
species K ↓ and K̄ ↑, respectively.

are both viable candidates for this system. The former
involves valley-polarization order due to Stoner valley
imbalance instability in BBG[15], whereas the latter in-
volves IVC order. The IVC scenario has been considered
in RTG [17] and it is straightforward to generalize to
BBG as will be shown below. Experiments also indicate
a peculiar B dependence of SC which persists in a high
in-plane magnetic field B‖ and is activated only above
a threshold B‖. Yet these observations cannot directly
distinguish the two QCP scenarios.

However, there is one observation that so far has es-
caped attention: The SC sliver only exists on a segment
of the PIP2-Sym12 phase boundary – it emerges abruptly
upon increasing carrier density along this boundary. The
same behavior is found recently in the SC1 phase of
BBG/WSe2 but not in RTG. As we shall show, this be-
havior favors a pairing mechanism that involves backscat-
tering, as opposed to the Stoner instability type proposed
earlier which involves forward scattering[15].

Next, we consider the backscattering mechanism for
superconductivity and its relation to ghost crossings. As
we will see, the pairing gap predominantly opens near
the crossings of Fermi surfaces in valleys K and K̄ su-
perimposed by a K → K̄ translation. These points,
below referred to as “ghost” crossings, are illustrated in
Fig.1 c), where they are labeled ±Qi (i = 1, 2, 3). This
result directly follows from the back-scattering nature of
the pairing interaction (1), which requires that both mo-
menta k and −k are found near the Fermi surface in the
same valley.

Crucially, these crossings can be switched on and off
by varying transverse electric field, an experimental knob
tuning the BBG band structure. We anticipate that this

change in the bandstructure, illustrated schematically in
Fig.1 c) (ii) and c) (iii), leads to an abrupt emergence
of SC phase, a notable feature observed in BBG (see
Fig.2) and WSe2-supported BBG[47] (see Fig.3). This
leads to a conjecture that the superconductivity in both
systems is dominated by a backscattering pairing mech-
anism. Below we present microscopic analysis for IVC
QCP that allows us to verify this conjecture quantita-
tively by a direct band structure calculation. Though
for the WSe2-supported BBG the IVC phase is not be-
lieved to be stabilized[47–49], we assume that it may be
a competing phase so that IVC fluctuations co-exist with
nematic fluctuations, with the IVC pairing channel en-
hanced by nesting at the “ghost” Fermi surface crossing
(see below). Our approach reproduces the measured SC
emergence points with high accuracy providing strong
evidence for pair backscattering. Further, since this be-
havior cannot be explained by other existing scenarios,
such as [15, 50–55], the IVC pairing scenario stands out
as the most probable occurrence in a realistic system.

It is also interesting to mention that in the rhombohe-
dral trilayer graphene where the Fermi sea is an annulus
with both its inner and outer Fermi surfaces looking like
the one in Fig.1 c) (i)[3, 43]. In this case the ghost cross-
ings remain robust under variation of the electric field
and, therefore, we do not expect abrupt emergence or
termination of SC phase similar to that seen in BBG.
This conclusion is in agreement with the observed phase
diagrams [3].

Next, we present the essential points of the microscopic
analysis. Due to the observation that pairing gap pre-
dominantly opens at ±Qi’s shown in Fig.1, it is conve-
nient to describe pairing in terms of the electron disper-
sion within the patches around ±Qi’s, treating ±Qi as a
patch index. Namely, we define a gap function near ±Qi
as ∆KK̄;±Qi(k), where k is measured from Qi, and k′ is

measured from −Qi. Here, k,k′ � kF . Accordingly, we
model the electron energy near ±Qi as:

ε±i,k = vFn±i · k + |n±i × k|2/2m⊥ (2)

where n±i are the unit vectors normal to the Fermi sur-
face at ±Qi. Applying this model to describe pairing and
keeping only the scattering processes in which an electron
is scattered from a patch near Qi to a patch near −Qi,
which is the most singular contribution, we find

∆KK̄;Qi(k, ω) = −
∑
k′ω′

Γω+ω′,k+k′∆KK̄;−Qi(k
′, ω′)

ω′2 + ε2−i,k′
,

The analysis of this equation is detailed in [39]. Below
we describe the main predictions.

Since Γω+ω′,k+k′ is positive, the gap equation pre-
dicts a sign-changing solution ∆KK̄;Qi = −∆KK̄;−Qi(see
Sec.D in Ref.[39]). This yields two degenerate pairing
channels that respect the symmetry group (see Sec.C in
Ref.[39]). These are the p-wave px±ipy channels identical
to the ones identified for RTG [17] and moiré graphene
[19]. A linear superposition of these two channels gives
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rise to a p-wave channel which breaks the rotational sym-
metry, which has a Tc degenerate with that of px ± ipy
channels. In a recent experiment[47] in WSe2-supported
BBG samples the SC phases are found to emerge on top
of, or next to, a nematic phase where three-fold rotation
symmetry is spontaneously broken. This suggests that
the p-wave superconductivity wins in these systems.

An interesting behavior of SC that is unique to the
three-pocket Fermi sea is an increase in Tc near the ter-
mination of SC phase. Indeed, upon the appearance of
ghost crossings the Fermi pockets in two valleys become
nearly tangential at the crossing point. In this case, an
approximate nesting at the K-K̄ pocket crossings by a
vector 2K allows pairing to occur on a larger Fermi sur-
face segment near the crossing points, which leads to an
enhancement in superconducting Tc. This behavior is
manifest in the expression for Tc derived in [39], Sec.E:

Tc = 2ω0e
− 1
λ , λ =

U

8vF l0δ sin(θ/2)
, ω0 =

δvF
l0

. (3)

with θ the angle between the K and K̄ Fermi surfaces at
the crossing points (see Fig.1 c)). The increase in Tc oc-
curs because θ vanishes when the Fermi surfaces become
tangential. We expect the divergence of λ at θ → 0 to
be cut off by the dispersion curvature described by the
quantity m⊥ in (2)); this effect is not manifest in (3) as
it is subleading for finite θ. However, m⊥ will limit the
phase volume in k-space where pairing can occur when
θ → 0, thereby, cutting off the divergence of λ and Tc.
The enhancement in Tc near the termination point prob-
ably explains why IVC fluctuations dominate the pairing
despite possible presence of other fluctuations, e.g. due
to nematic order conjectured in Ref.[47].

Unfortunately, the existing data are insufficient to map
out this interesting behavior, though it is somewhat con-
sistent with the superconducting phase in Fig.3 widening
near the termination point. Verifying the predicted non-
monotonic behavior in Tc near the termination point is
an interesting direction for future experiments.

Next, we use a realistic bandstructure to obtain a
condition for the ghost Fermi surface crossings to exist
and demonstrate an agreement with the observed onset
of superconductivity. We first present the analysis for
WSe2-supported BBG. In Ref.[47] two superconductiv-
ity phases were found. Here, we focus on the SC1 phase,
which emerges from an isospin-unpolarized parent state.
The phase SC2 emerges from a parent state with a pocket
polarization[47] that needs an analysis that accounts for
the interaction effects, which we leave to future work.

We predict the onset of valley-crossings by numeri-
cally calculating the single-particle band dispersion in the
isospin-unpolarized phase. We model the single-particle
in WSe2-supported BBG using the Hamiltonian

H = HBBG +HSOI. (4)

The first termHBBG is the four-band tight-binding model

given in the basis
{
cη,sA,1, c

η,s
B,1, c

η,s
A,2, c

η,s
B,2

}
(with A and B

the sublattice indices, 1 and 2 the layer indices, η = ±1 a
valley label and s the spin index) [56, 57] and [39] Sec.A:

HBBG =


u/2 vπ† −v4π

† v3π
vπ u/2 + ∆′ t1 −v4π

†

−v4π t1 −u/2 + ∆′ vπ†

v3π
† −v4π vπ −u/2

 (5)

where π = ~ (ηkx + iky), kx and ky are the x and y com-
ponents of momentum measured from K or K̄. The
quantity u is the interlayer bias, t1 is the interlayer hop-
ping parameter, v, v3, v4 are associated with microscopic
hopping amplitudes of the values given in [57]. The sec-
ond term HSOI, (4), represents an Ising spin-orbital in-
teraction (SOI) induced by the proximate WSe2 layer,
which takes the valley Ising form[46]:

HSOI = λIησz (6)

where η = ±1 for valley K and K̄, σz is the Pauli matrix
for spin in the out-of-plane direction.

To determine how the onset of Fermi surface crossings
compares with measured SC phases, two parameters in
model (4) must be obtained by careful analysis of existing
data. One is the interlayer bias u, which is proportional
to the transverse electric field D, yet the ratio between
u and D in general is not exactly known (see discussion
below). Another is the spin-orbit coupling λI.

We determine these two quantities using the quantum
oscillations measured in Ref.[47]. This measurement ac-
curately gives the carrier densities where two distinct
transitions of Fermi surface topology occur in the minor-
ity isospin species K ↓ and K̄ ↑. One is the transition
from a single Fermi sea to an annular Fermi sea occurs at
n = 9.9×1011cm−2. The other is the transition from the
annular Fermi sea to a three-pocket Fermi sea occurs at
n = 9.7× 1011cm−2. Using these two data points as con-
straints, we are able to determine the numerical values
of the two unknown parameters:

u

meV
=

(0.047± 0.001)eD

mV/nm
, λI = (7± 1)meV.

Using these values, we study the evolution of Fermi seas
within the symmetry-unbroken “vanilla” phase. We focus
on the Fermi seas of the minority isospin species as the
majority isospin species feature a single Fermi sea that
does not experience any qualitative change in this regime.
In the regime where SC1 phase occurs, the majority
species feature valley crossings of the K and K̄ Fermi
seas with an order-one angle θ ∼ O(1) at the crossing
and, consequently, no enhancement in superconductivity
due to small θ values similar to the one demonstrated
by the minority species. We therefore focus on minor-
ity species, deferring the analysis of majority species till
later. We determine the transition from overlapping to
non-overlapping Fermi seas in minority species, finding a
transition marked by the yellow lines in Fig.3. The solid
yellow line lies inside the symmetry-unbroken “vanilla”
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phase where a single-particle band calculation can be
trusted. The dashed yellow line drawn across the or-
dered phase where a single-particle band calculation is
invalid merely provides a guide to the eye. Notably, the
yellow line crossing with the phase boundary agrees well
with the SC phase onset. This provides strong evidence
for the pairing governed by a back-scattering mechanism,
such as the IVC QCP scenario.

We note that the value of λI extracted and used above

is a few times greater than the value λ
(0)
I = 1.6 meV

inferred from measurements in a strong out-of-plane B
field [47]. We believe that this discrepancy is reasonable.
Indeed, the value of λI that should be plugged in our
simulation is not the bare SOI strength, but rather the
effective interaction renormalized by strong interactions
in a flat-bottom BBG band. The vertex corrections that
govern this renormalization are expected to be large since
the system is in the regime close to all kinds of spin and

valley Stoner instabilities. In contrast, λ
(0)
I measured in

a large B field[47] is largely insensitive to this physics,
which explains the above disparity in λI values.

Next, we turn to the BBG/hBN case[4]. We continue
to use the four-band model given in (5). Here, how-
ever, unlike the case of WSe2-supported BBG, the rela-
tion between the interlayer bias parameter u and the ex-
perimental displacement field D is not accurately known.
For BBG/hBN quantum oscillation measurements[4] do
not provide sufficient information to extract the ratio be-
tween interlayer bias u and displacement field D. How-
ever they do give useful upper and lower bounds for u/D.

Namely, quantum oscillation measurements [4] re-
veal that: 1) the isospin-unpolarized Sym4 phase below
the isospin-polarized PIP2 phase (shown in Fig. 2 b)
has a single Fermi surface per isospin; 2) the isospin-
unpolarized Sym12 phase above PIP2 features three dis-
tinct pockets per isospin. We find that in order to re-
produce these two observations, the value u/D should
fall in the range: 0.057 < u

eD·nm < 0.072. Accordingly,
as a best guess, we pick a value in the middle of this
window, u

eD·nm = 0.065. With this value, we derive the
transition line between overlapping and non-overlapping
Fermi seas, indicated as the yellow line in Fig.2, which
closely matches the emergence point of the SC phase.

It is worth noting that several experiments have at-
tempted to measure the u/D ratio for BBG, yielding
vastly different values that do not fall within the range
inferred from our fermiology analysis. Namely, Refs.[58]
and [5] find u

eD·nm = 0.1 and 0.033, respectively. Due to
significant variations in values, likely due to electrostatic
differences in devices, we refrained from using them di-
rectly. Instead, we selected u/D as described above to
predict fermiology that best matches the measurements.

To restate the main result of our analysis, in both BBG
and in BBG/WSe2 the lines that mark the emergence of
ghost Fermi surface crossings match perfectly the points
of the onset of superconductivity. As discussed above, the
emergence of valley crossings strongly impacts the pair
scattering kinematics, favoring backscattering. To the

contrary, it has little impact on the density of states at
the Fermi level or the e-e interaction strength. Therefore
the observed behavior is difficult to understand within
a conventional BCS superconductivity framework but is
naturally explained by the IVC superconductivity mech-
anism.

This conclusion is further supported by the nonmono-
tonic behavior of superconductivity near the onset (a rise
followed by a drop) observed in BBG/WSe2. This ob-
servation is explained by the enhancement of pairing at
small angles θ between Fermi surfaces at the ghost cross-
ing discussed above. It is interesting to compare the non-
monotonic behavior of superconductivity in BBG/WSe2

with the monotonic behavior observed at superconduc-
tivity onset in BBG/hBN samples. We believe that this
difference can be attributed to the constraints imposed by
isospin orders and Fermiology. Specifically, the SC phase
in BBG/hBN must lie outside the PIP2 phase which is
not necessarily compatible with the SC order, and below
the boundary where valley crossings occur (yellow line
in Fig. 2). These constraints limit the SC phase to a
narrow wedge in the phase diagram (Fig. 2), preventing
the enhancement of the SC phase at the onset of valley
crossings. In comparison, in the BBG/WSe2 these con-
straints are lifted. Since the “vanilla” phase lies below
the phase boundary, the onset of valley crossings (solid
yellow line in Fig. 3) extends downwards and therefore
does not constrain the SC phase.

Lastly, we believe that the IVC pairing revealed by
our analysis is generally applicable to other observed SC
phases, such as the SC2 phase in BBG/WSe2. Here
a conclusive analysis would require more knowledge of
the isospin phase diagram, which is currently being in-
vestigated by several groups [48, 49]. Nonetheless, the
SC2 phase, which is a wedge embedded between differ-
ent isospin orders, shows an abrupt onset which is likely
related to a ghost valley crossing (see Fig. 3).

In conclusion, the sudden appearance of SC phases co-
incides with the appearance of the K-K̄ ghost Fermi
surface crossings in both BBG and WSe2-supported
BBG. This behavior suggests that quantum-critical fluc-
tuations drive the pairing in both systems, favoring
a backscattering-type pairing interaction due to the
IVC order as the glue for superconductivity over other
candidates like valley-polarization order [15]. Over-
all, it is not compatible with conventional phonon
mechanisms[50, 51], nor with the conventional Kohn-
Luttinger mechanisms[53, 54], pointing to a mechanism
that involves a soft quantum-critical mode as a pair-
ing glue. Last but not least, it highlights tuning bands
through ghost crossings as an attractive pathway to en-
hance superconductivity.
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Appendix A: Model

In this section we provide details on the model used in the main text. Our single-particle Hamiltonian is identical
to that in Ref.[56] whereas the interaction model is same as that in Ref.[15].
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The electron single-particle Hamiltonian for BBG is a 4× 4 matrix expressed in the basis of
{
cη,sA,1, c

η,s
B,1, c

η,s
A,2, c

η,s
B,2

}
(A and B are sublattice indices, 1 and 2 are the layer indices, η = ±1 labels valley K and K̄, and s is the spin index)
[56]:

HBBG =


u/2 vπ† −v4π

† v3π
vπ u/2 + ∆′ t1 −v4π

†

−v4π t1 −u/2 + ∆′ vπ†

v3π
† −v4π vπ −u/2

 (A1)

where π = ~ (ηkx + iky), kx and ky are the x and y components of momentum measured from K or K̄. This
Hamiltonian gives a trigonally-warped conduction band. In the isospin-polarized phase on which the SC emerges,
quantum oscillations measurement shows that the Fermi sea in each isospin consists of three pockets, as shown in
panels (ii) and (iii) of Fig.1 c) in main text.

The electron-electron interaction in BBG is modeled as an intervalley local interaction

H
(0)
int =

1

2
U

∑
l,α,q,τ,s

: ρ
(0)
q,α,l,τ,sρ

(0)
−q,α′,l′,τ ′,s′ : (A2)

where ρ
(0)
q,α,l,η,s =

∑
k c
†
k+q,α,l,η,sck,α,l,η′,s′ . In the analysis below we project H

(0)
int onto the conduction band which

is the only band relevant for SC. In the regime of D much larger than all other elements in Eq.(A1), the projected
interaction Hamiltonian is approximately given by

Hint =
1

2
U

∑
q,ττ ′ss′

: ρq,η,sρ−q,η′,s′ :, (A3)

Here the quantities ρq,η,s are projected density operators defined as ρq,τ,s =
∑

k ψ
†
k+q,τ,sψk,τ,s, where ψk,τ,s is an

electron operator projected onto the conduction band.

Appendix B: The scattering vertex function near IVC instability

In this section, we consider the Cooper pair scattering vertex function mediated by the soft mode describing IVC
order fluctuations in the normal state. This quantity is overall similar to that considered in Ref.[17, 19]. However,
unlike in Ref.[19] which directly starts from a spin-valley-fermion model, here we derive it from microscopic model
Eq.(5) and Eq.(A3) explicitly. Our derivation below does not account for the intervalley exchange interaction con-
sidered in Ref.[17]. As we will see, the frequency dependence of the Cooper pair scattering vertex function slightly
differs from that considered in Ref.[17, 19].

We start by defining the IVC order parameter as follows[59]

OIVC =
∑
s,k

〈ψ†k,η,sτx,ηη′ψk,η′,s〉 (B1)

here τx is the Pauli matrix in x direction. Near the onset of this order, the most divergent contribution to vertex
function is dominated by the ladder diagram shown in main text Fig.1 a), in which a Cooper pair at momenta K +k
and K̄ − k is scattered to a pair at K + k′ and K̄ − k′. The scattering vertex given by this diagram is clearly a
function of the total frequency ω + ω′ and the total momentum k + k′ and takes the following form:

Γω+ω′,k+k′ =
U

1 + UΠKK̄(ω + ω′,k + k′)
, (B2)

ΠKK̄(ν, q) =
∑
ω,p

GK(ω + ν,k + q)GK̄(ω,k) (B3)

This interaction diverges for ω + ω′ = 0,k + k′ = 0 because the Stoner criterion in IVC channel is given by[16]

1 + UΠKK̄(0, 0)→ 0 (B4)

Distinct from the valley-polarization susceptibility which contains a frequency-dependent term singular in momen-

tum |ν|
|q| due to Landau damping, the intervalley particle-hole susceptibility does not contain such a term. This is
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because the inter-valley zero-frequency momentum-K− K̄ particle-hole excitations have a measure-zero phase space.
Namely, in our case, the q = 0 inter-valley particle-hole gap closes only at six points: k = ±Qi, (i = 1, 2, 3). This is
distinct from usual particle-hole excitations in Fermi liquid where the q = 0 particle-hole excitation is gapless for any
k on the Fermi surface.

To see this explicitly, we calculate the frequency and momentum dependence inter-valley particle-hole susceptibility
below and find

ΠKK̄(iν, q) = ΠKK̄(0, 0) +
3|ν|

4πv2
F sin θ

+ αq2. (B5)

Here α is a parameter depending on band dispersion details. θ is the angle between the fermi surface in valley K and
that in valley K̄ at the valley-crossing points. In the analysis below, we take sin θ ∼ O(1) unless specified otherwise.

To see this explicitly, below we pause and derive the frequency and momentum dependence of IVC susceptibility
Eq.(B5). As we will see, the susceptibility does not contain a Landau damping term |ν|/|q| in the denominator.
This is quite different from the textbook spin-susceptibility (e.g., see Ref.[60]) or the valley-polarization susceptibility
discussed in Ref.[15] where Landau damping term shows up.

ΠKK̄(iν, q) =
∑
ω,p

GK(ω + ν,k + q)GK̄(ω,k) (B6)

=
∑
k,ω

fk+ − fk−
εk+ − εk− − iν

, (B7)

where k± = k ± q
2 ±K. As a reminder, K̄ = −K.

ΠKK̄(iν, 0) =
∑
k

(
fK+k − fK̄+k

) (
εK+k − εK̄+k + iν

)
(εK+k − εK̄+k)2 + ν2

(B8)

= 6
∑
k

(
fK+Q+k − fK̄+Q+k

)
(∆v · k + iν)

(∆v · k)
2

+ ν2
, ∆v = vK+Q − vK̄+Q (B9)

= −6

∫ kF

−kF

dkx
2π

2kx sin θ

2π

2vF kx sin θ

(2vF kx sin θ)
2

+ ν2
. (B10)

Here θ is the angle between the fermi surface in valley K and that in valley K̄ at the valley-crossing points. To
evaluate this integral properly, we calculate the difference between the dynamical polarization function ΠKK̄(iν, 0)
and the static polarization function ΠKK̄(0, 0):

ΠKK̄(iν, 0)−ΠKK̄(0, 0) = 6

∫ kF

−kF

dkx
(2π)2vF

ν2

(2vF kx sin θ)
2

+ ν2
=

3|ν|
4πv2

F sin θ
. (B11)

This result is the leading order frequency dependence in ΠKK̄(iν, 0).
Next, we determine the form of leading order momentum dependence from symmetry. We know from C3 rotation

symmetry that the momentum-dependent part of intervalley particle-hole susceptibility ΠKK̄(0, q) has to be a function
of q2. Therefore, for small q (q � kF ),

ΠKK̄(0, q) = ΠKK̄(0, 0) + αq2. (B12)

Here α is a parameter depending on band dispersion details. Then, accounting for both frequency dependence
Eq.(B11) and momentum dependence Eq.(B12), we arrive at the expression of intervalley susceptibility ΠKK̄(iν, q)
given in Eq.(B5).

With the results of IVC susceptibility Eq.(B5) derived above, we proceed to derive the pairing interaction. Plugging
Eq.(B5) and Eq.(B4) into Eq.(B2) we find the pairing interaction Γkk′ that takes the following form given in main
text Eq.(1)

Γωk,ω′k′ =
U

κ|ω + ω′|+ l20(k + k′)2 + δ2
, (B13)
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with the parameter κ = 3U
4πv2F sin θ

and the lengthscale l0 is defined as l0 = Uα. For simplicity, here we take l0 = 1/kF

since it is the only lengthscale in this problem. The quantity δ describes the “distance” from the IVC quantum
criticality, it is defined as δ =

√
1 + UΠKK̄(0, 0). Eq.(B4) indicates that δ → 0 near the IVC instability.

This scattering amplitude has a positive sign, which is naively pair-breaking. However, unlike the VP-mediated
interaction which is divergent at a small angle scattering k′ = k, the strength of this interaction is maximized for
backward scattering k′ = −k since δ → 0. This indicates an attractive pairing interaction in the non-s-wave channel.

This scenario resembles the spin-fluctuation-mediated near a ferromagnetic quantum critical point[10, 61], where
spin fluctuation generates a repulsive backward scattering, leading to an effective pairing interaction (attraction)
in the p-wave channel. However, there is some difference in our case, since enhanced backward scattering here is
intravalley scattering K + p → K − p, rather than p → −p in usual metals. Since K + p is not associated with
K − p by symmetry operation (see discussion below), they cannot, in general, simultaneously get close to the Fermi
surface. This suggests that such K + p → K − p scattering does not always contribute to pairing, except for some
special momentum p. Below, we will discuss this in detail.

Appendix C: Symmetry analysis of the superconducting gap function

In this section, we describe the symmetry of the pairing gap function ∆KK̄ . This symmetry analysis, which is
essentially the same as that in Ref.[17], is required for the classification of different pairing channels and for identifying
the leading pairing channel.

To start, we describe the superconductivity in BBG using the following BCS Hamiltonian:

HBCS =

(
εK+k ∆KK̄

∆KK̄ −εK̄−k

)
(C1)

where ∆KK̄ represents the anomalous pairing vertex. Here we have suppressed the physical spin indices ↑/↓ since we
are focusing on the parallel spin pairing, i.e. either ↑↑ pair or ↓↓ pair (see main text). This Hamiltonian yields the
following linearized self-consistency equation:

∆KK̄(k, ω) = −
∑
k′ω′

Γω+ω′,k+k′∆KK̄(k′, ω′)

ω′2 + ε2K+k′
(C2)

where we have accounted for the frequency and momentum dependence of the pairing vertex ∆KK̄ since Γ has a strong
frequency and momentum dependence. Below we look for the leading pairing channel through symmetry analysis.

To this end, we proceed as follows: we first identify the symmetries in biased Bernal bilayer graphene. Based on that,
we can write down all symmetry-allowed pairing channels ∆KK̄(k). Then identify channels that maximally benefit
from the singularity of ΓKK̄ . Finally, we work out the BCS pairing self-consistency equation in these (degenerate)
channels and discuss the higher-order effects which select one channel from them.

The biased bilayer graphene has the following symmetries: a rotation C3 around an axis perpendicular to the
graphene plane, a mirror reflection My (a mirror lying in the yz-plane) that maps K to K̄. In addition, there is
the time-reversal symmetry in the absence of the applied B field. In the presence of B‖ which couples only to spin,
there is an orbital time-reversal symmetry left, which is denoted by T . We note parenthetically that the inversion
symmetry and the twofold rotation that swaps AB sites are both broken by the transverse field D.

To understand the symmetry of ∆KK̄ , we need to understand the symmetry of the Hamiltonian in one valley. The
C3 operator, which maps ψK+k → ψK+C3k is preserved in each valley whereas the mirror symmetry My and time
reversal T are both individually broken in each valley. However, the Hamiltonian is invariant under a combination of
these two symmetry operators MyT . In sum, the symmetry group is given by:

G =
{

1, C3, C
2
3 ,MyT , C3MyT C−1

3 , C−1
3 MyT C3

}
(C3)

Therefore, the gap function ∆KK̄(k) that respects the symmetry should obtain an overall phase under C3 and
MxT , so we can write:

∆KK̄(C3k) = eiφ1∆KK̄(k), φ1 = 0,±2π

3
, (C4)

∆KK̄(MyT k) = eiφ2∆KK̄(k), φ2 = ±π. (C5)

We find that there are six possibilities in total: φ1 can take three values, whereas φ2 can take two values.
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Appendix D: The leading pairing channel

In this section, we argue that p-wave spin-triplet channel is the leading one in BBG based on symmetry classification.
A similar result is obtained in Ref.[17] through numerical calculation.

Which pairing channel is the strongest? To answer this question, we need to find the channels that maximally
benefit from the singularity of pairing interaction Γkk′ . Given that the singularity of Γkk′ occurs at k = −k, and
that the SC gap function ∆KK̄(k) is nonzero only for k near the Fermi surface, the strongest pairing channel is
dominated by ∆KK̄ at the momentum Q such that Q and −Q are both on the Fermi surface. To satisfy this, one
way is to find a Q on the Fermi surface so that it is related to −Q through point group symmetry operation. Clearly,
C3 cannot relate Q and −Q, butMyT , C3MyT C−1

3 and C−1
3 MyT C3 can achieve this goal. As a result, we find six

points ±Qi (i = 1, 2, 3) that satisfy this requirement, in which three Qi’s are related by C3 rotation. Alternatively,
we can determine such Q’s geometrically by Fig.1c) in the main text, where Q’s are given by the six intersections of
superimposed Fermi surfaces in valley K and K̄.

It is convenient to describe the structure of the pairing function ∆KK̄ using a valley-crossing-point model, where
we define a gap function in each valley-crossing points ±Qi as ∆KK̄;±Qi

(k). The electron energy near valley-crossing
point Qi is modeled as:

ε±i,k = vFn±i · k +
|n±i × k|2

2m⊥
(D1)

where ni is the unit normal vector of Fermi surface at Qi. In this model, we define a gap function in each valley-crossing
point ±Qi as ∆KK̄;±Qi(k). According to the symmetry constraint given in Eq.(C4), they satisfy

∆KK̄;Qi
(k) = eiφ(g)∆KK̄;gQi

(gk)), g ∈ G (D2)

where

φ(C3) = 1, e±i
2π
3 , φ(MyT ) = ±1, (D3)

Using this model, we study the pairing problem. The self-consistency relation of pairing in this model can be written
as

∆KK̄;Qi
(k, ω) = −

∑
k′ω′j,±

Γω+ω′,Qi+k±Qj+k′∆KK̄;±Qj
(k′, ω′)

ω′2 + ε2±j,k′
, (D4)

Here i, j = 1, 2, 3. As a reminder, according to Eq.(B13), Γω,k diverges at ω = 0,k = 0. Therefore, below we neglect
the j 6= i term, deferring the discussion of these subleading interactions to later. Then Eq.(D4) is simplified as follows:

∆KK̄;Qi
(k, ω) = −

∑
k′ω′

Γω+ω′,k+k′∆KK̄;−Qi
(k′, ω′)

ω′2 + ε2−i,k′
, (D5)

Since the different valley-crossing points with i = 1, 2, and 3 are decoupled under this approximation, in the analysis
below, we only need to focus on one pair of valley-crossing points ±Qi. For conciseness of the notation, below we
refer to these two valley-crossing points as ±Q, and suppress the index i.

Next, since the interaction Γω,k is positive-valued, pairing can only be generated in channels where the SC gaps in
a pair of valley-crossing points related by My (i.e. in valley-crossing points Qi and −Qi) are of opposite signs:

∆KK̄;Q(0, ω)∆KK̄;−Q(0,−ω) < 0 (D6)

where the minus sign converts a repulsion to a pure attraction.
In the analysis below, we only focus on the even-in-frequency pairing channels, i.e. the channels satisfying

∆KK̄;Q(k, ω) = ∆KK̄;Q(k,−ω). (D7)

This is justified because the odd-in-frequency channels are usually weaker since the gap functions in these channels
are constrained by the odd-frequency requirement ∆(k, 0) = 0.

Comparing with the symmetries of all possible channels described in Eq.(D2), we find that the requirements Eq.(D6)
and Eq.(D7) can be simultaneously achieved in channels with φ(MyT ) = −1 (see Eq.(D2)), i.e.

∆KK̄;Q(k, ω) = −∆KK̄;−Q(MyT k, ω). (D8)

We call such channels “p-wave” channels.
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Appendix E: Solving ∆KK̄(k, ω) and Tc in valley-crossing points model

In this section, we analyze the self-consistency equation Eq.(D5) and solve the momentum and frequency dependence
of gap function ∆KK̄;Q(k, ω) for p-wave pairing channel. In literature such as Ref.[17] this problem is analyzed
numerically. Here we present an analytical solution that is obtained under approximations.

Plugging Eq.(B13) and Eq.(D8) into Eq.(D5) we get:

∆KK̄;Q(k, ω) =
∑
k′ω′

∆KK̄;Q(k′, ω′)

ω′2 + ε2−i,k′

U

κ|ω + ω′|+ l20(MyT k + k′)2 + δ2
, (E1)

We identify two momentum scales kω and kδ, where kω is set by the 1
ω2+ε2

k′
factor, and kδ is given by the interaction:

kω =
ω

vF
, kδ =

δ

l0
. (E2)

Let k⊥ be the momentum component perpendicular to Fermi velocity at K+Q, and k‖ be the momentum component
along Fermi velocity at K + Q, then ∆KK̄(k) is nonzero only for k inside the following range:

|k⊥| . kδ, |k‖| . min (kω, kδ) (E3)

This defines a characteristic frequency ω0 = δvF /l0. For ω > ω0, the summation of k‖ in Eq.(E1) is cut off at kδ. For
ω < ω0, this summation is cut off at kω.

To solve the self-consistency equation Eq.(E1) analytically, below we first show that, in this equation, the contri-
bution from the regime of ω > ω0 can be safely neglected. To see this, we analyze the contribution to the right-hand
side (RHS) of Eq.(E1). In that, the integral over k‖ is cut off at kδ (see Eq.(E3)). Therefore, for an ω′ in this regime,
one finds ω′ � ε−i,k′ . As a result, the high-frequency contribution to RHS of Eq.(E1) can be written as

RHS =
∑

k′⊥,ω
′>ω0

U∆KK̄;Q(k′, ω′)

ω′2
[
κ|ω + ω′|+ l20(MyT k + k′)2 + δ2

]
This integral over ω will not give a log divergence, therefore, the ∆(ω) above ω0 only generates an O( ∆

ω0
) correction

to the value of ∆ obtained in low-frequency regime ω < ω0. So long as we focus on the regime of ∆ � ω0, this
contribution can be safely neglected.

Therefore, below we only need to solve the self-consistency equation (E1) in the low-frequency regime ω < ω0.
In this regime, we have kω < kδ. Therefore, we can integrate out k′‖ in the factor 1

ω′2+ε2−i,k′
, and get the following

linearized gap equation:

∆KK̄;Q(k, ω) =
∑

k′⊥,ω
′<ω0

∆KK̄;Q(k′, ω′)

2vF |ω′|
U

κ|ω + ω′|+ l20(k2
⊥ + k′2⊥ − 2k⊥k′⊥ cos θ) + δ2

, (E4)

Below we solve the self-consistency equation Eq.(E4). For simplicity, we neglect the κ|ω + ω′| term in the denomi-
nator. This approximation will be justified at the end of the discussion. To proceed analytically, we replace the rest
of the long denominator with the following separable form:√

(2(1− cos θ)l20k
2
⊥ + δ2)

(
2(1− cos θ)l20k

′2
⊥ + δ2

)
(E5)

This substitution enables separating the momentum and frequency dependence in the gap function ∆KK̄(k, ω) as
following

∆KK̄;Q(k, ω) =
φ(ω)√

4l20k
′2
⊥ sin2 θ

2 + δ2
, (E6)

Here φ(ω) is the frequency-dependent part of ∆KK̄;Q(k, ω), which is governed by the following self-consistency relation:

φ(ω) =
∑
ω′<ω0

φ(ω′)

2vF |ω′|
∑
k′⊥

U

4l20k
′2
⊥ sin2 θ

2 + δ2
. (E7)
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Carrying out the summation over k′
2
⊥ on right hand side, we find

φ(ω) =
∑
ω′<ω0

φ(ω′)

2vF |ω′|
U

4l0δ sin θ
2

. (E8)

This gives a critical temperature of

Tc = 2ω0e
− 1
λ , λ =

U

8vF l0δ sin θ
2

. (E9)

As a reminder ω0 = δvF /l0. We find a maximal SC critical temperature of Tc,max = U
2l20

, which is achieved when

δ = U
4vF l0

. Using the Stoner criterion Uν0 = 1 where ν0 is the density of states, we find the maximal Tc is comparable to

Fermi energy, which is much larger than the Tc predicted by the valley-polarization (VP) fluctuations [15]. Therefore,
it is reasonable to consider this channel as the leading pairing channel. We note that the Tc predicted here is obtained
when only the effects of IVC fluctuations are accounted for.

Below we check the validity of our analysis. As a reminder, in the analysis above we ignored the κ|ω+ω′| in Eq.(E4).
Is this approximation valid? It is valid when the frequency in Eq.(E4) is below a threshold ω∗, which is defined as
ω∗ = δ2/κ ∼ 4v2

F δ
2/U . However, in Eq.(E4) the frequency ω′ is summed up to ω0. Therefore, this approximation is

acceptable only when ω0 . ω∗, for that we need δ & U/4vF l0, which happens to be the optimal value of δ where Tc is
maximized. For δ < U/4vF l0, we expect the Tc to be further suppressed as compared to the prediction of Eq.(E9). We
can estimate the Tc in this small δ-regime by replacing the bandwidth ω0 in Eq.(E9) with a lower threshold frequency
ω∗.
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