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We theoretically investigate a Fulde-Ferrell-Larkin-Ovchinnikov (FFLO) type superfluid phase
transition in a driven-dissipative two-component Fermi gas. The system is assumed to be in the
non-equilibrium steady state, which is tuned by adjusting the chemical potential difference between
two reservoirs that are coupled with the system. Including pairing fluctuations by extending the
strong-coupling theory developed in the thermal-equilibrium state by Nozières and Schmitt-Rink to
this non-equilibrium case, we show that a non-equilibrium FFLO (NFFLO) phase transition can be
realized without spin imbalance, under the conditions that (1) the two reservoirs imprint a two-edge
structure on the momentum distribution of Fermi atoms, and (2) the system is loaded on a three-
dimensional cubic optical lattice. While the two edges work like two Fermi surfaces with different
sizes, the role of the optical lattice is to prevent the NFFLO long-range order from destruction by
NFFLO pairing fluctuations. We also draw the non-equilibrium mean-field phase diagram in terms
of the chemical potential difference between the two reservoirs, a fictitious magnetic field to tune
the spin imbalance of the system, and the environmental temperature of the reservoirs, to clarify
the relation between the NFFLO state and the ordinary thermal-equilibrium FFLO state discussed
in spin-imbalanced Fermi gases.

I. INTRODUCTION

The realization of unconventional superfluid states is
one of the most exciting challenges in the current stage
of cold Fermi gas physics. At present, although vari-
ous non-s-wave pairing states have been discovered in
metallic superconductivity, as well as in liquid 3He, the
simplest isotropic s-wave superfluid state has only been
realized in 40K [1] and 6Li [2–4] Fermi gases. Since the
high tunability is an advantage of ultracold Fermi gases
[5–10], once this challenge is achieved, one would be able
to examine its various superfluid properties in a wide pa-
rameter region. Indeed, in 40K and 6Li superfluid Fermi
gases, a tunable pairing interaction associated with a Fes-
hbach resonance [5] has enabled systematic studies about
how the weak-coupling Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS)
type superfluid discussed in metallic superconductivity
continuously changes to the Bose-Einstein condensation
(BEC) of tightly bound molecules, with increasing the
s-wave interaction strength [11–14].

Among various candidates discussed in cold Fermi gas
physics, the Fulde-Ferrell-Larkin-Ovchinnikov (FFLO)
state [15–18] is a promising one. This unconventional
Fermi superfluid is characterized by a spatially oscillating
superfluid order parameter ∆(r), which is symbolically
written as

∆(r) = ∆eiQFF·r, (1)

where QFF physically describes the center-of-mass-
momentum of a FFLO Cooper pair. Although the FFLO
state was originally proposed in the context of metal-
lic superconductivity under an external magnetic field
[15–18], it has also recently been discussed in ultracold
Fermi gases [13, 19–23]. Cooper pairs in the FFLO state
are formed between Fermi surfaces with different sizes as

shown in Fig. 1(a), giving QFF 6= 0. Recently, the ob-
servation of the FFLO state has been reported in sev-
eral superconducting materials, such as CeCoIn5 [24–
26], CeCu2Si2 [27], KFe2As2 [28], FeSe [29, 30], and κ-
(BEDT-TTF)2Cu(NCS)2 [31–33]. Thus, the realization
of a FFLO superfluid Fermi gas would be important, in
order for cold atom physics to catch up with this recent
exciting progress in condensed matter physics.

At a glance, ultracold Fermi gases seem suitable for the
FFLO state: (1) Although the FFLO state is known to
be weak against impurity scatterings, one can prepare a
very clean Fermi gas. (2) The splitting of Fermi surfaces
between ↑-(pseudo)spin and ↓-(pseudo)spin components
can immediately be prepared in a spin-imbalanced Fermi
gas.

However, in spite of these advantages, the realization
of the FFLO superfluid Fermi gas has not been reported
yet. This seems because the current cold Fermi gas ex-
periments are facing the following two serious difficul-
ties: (i) In the presence of spin imbalance, the system
undergoes the phase separation into the BCS superfluid
region and the normal-state region of unpaired excess
atoms, before reaching the desired FFLO phase transi-
tion [34–36]. (ii) The spatial isotropy of the gas cloud
anomalously enhances FFLO pairing fluctuations, which
completely destroy the FFLO long-range order, even in
three dimensions [37–46].

Regarding these problems, we have recently proposed
the following two ideas [45–47]: For (i), instead of us-
ing a spin-imbalanced Fermi gas, we proposed to use a
spin-balanced driven dissipative Fermi gas, being coupled
with two reservoirs as schematically shown in Fig. 2(a)
[46]. This is a non-equilibrium open system, where losses
of particles and energy are continuously compensated
by the two reservoirs [48–51], and is known to exhibit
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FIG. 1. (a) Cooper pair in the thermal-equilibrium FFLO
state in a spin-imbalanced Fermi gas. The large (small) col-
ored circle with the radius pF↑ (pF↓) represents the Fermi sur-
face of the ↑-spin (↓-spin) component. The dotted line with
two small circles at the ends denotes a FFLO Cooper pair.
(b) NFFLO Cooper pairs. The color intensity schematically
describes the particle occupancy in momentum space, and the
edges at pLF and pRF (where the occupancy sharply changes)
work like two Fermi surfaces with different radius. In this
case, besides the conventional BCS-type Cooper pairs with
zero center-of-mass momentum (dashed lines), the FFLO-
type Cooper pairs (dotted lines) also become possible. In
the latter case, Cooper pairs are formed between an ↑-spin
Fermi atom near the edge at pLF and a ↓-spin atom near the
edge at pRF , as well as an ↑-spin atom near the edge at pRF and
an ↓-spin atom near the edge at pLF. (c) Particle occupation in
the momentum space in a spin-imbalanced driven dissipative
Fermi gas. When we simply call each edge ‘Fermi surface’,
this system looks as if there are four Fermi surfaces at pLF↑,

pRF↑, p
L
F↓, and pRF↓.

various interesting phenomena that cannot be examined
in the thermal equilibrium state [52–54]. In this non-
equilibrium system, we showed that, under a certain con-
dition, the momentum distribution of Fermi atoms has a
two-edge structure, originating from the chemical poten-
tial difference between the two reservoirs, as illustrated in
Fig. 2(b). These edges work like two ‘Fermi surfaces’ with

FIG. 2. (a) Model driven-dissipative two-component (σ =↑, ↓)
ultracold Fermi gas with a tunable s-wave pairing interaction
−U (< 0). The central main system is coupled with two
reservoirs (α = L,R) in the thermal equilibrium state, having
different values of the Fermi chemical potentials, µL = µ+ δµ
and µR = µ − δµ. Both reservoirs are free Fermi gases at
the common environment temperature Tenv. Λα denotes a
tunneling matrix element between the main system and the
α-reservoir. When δµ 6= 0, the momentum distribution np,σ

of Fermi atoms has two edges around pLF =
√

2mµL and pRF =√
2mµR at low temperatures (where m is an atomic mass),

as shown in panel (b). These edges correspond to the ‘Fermi
surface’ edges illustrated in Fig. 1(b).

different sizes, which enhances the FFLO pair correlation
without spin imbalance. Indeed, we showed within the
non-equilibrium mean-field theory that the FFLO super-
fluid state is obtained [55], where Cooper pairs are formed
between Fermi atoms near the two edges, as schemati-
cally shown in Fig. 1(b). However, we also found that
the difficulty (ii) also exists in this non-equilibrium case,
so that this desired mean-field solution is immediately de-
stroyed, once FFLO pairing fluctuations are taken into
account [45, 46].

For the difficulty (ii), we clarified in a thermal-
equilibrium spin-imbalanced Fermi gas that the destruc-
tion of the FFLO long-range order by FFLO pairing fluc-
tuations can be avoided, when the spatial isotropy of the
gas cloud is removed by loading the system on a three-
dimensional cubic optical lattice [47]. However, we also
found that, as far as we deal with a spin-imbalanced Fermi
gas, the stabilized FFLO state competes with the above-
mentioned phase separation, so that careful parameter
tuning is still needed.

In this paper, by combining these two ideas, we ex-
plore a possible route to reach the FFLO superfluid phase
transition in ultracold Fermi gases, without facing the
phase separation, as well as the destruction by FFLO
pairing fluctuations. For this purpose, we again consider
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the model driven-dissipative two-component Fermi gas
shown in Fig. 2(a), but this time we impose a three-
dimensional optical lattice potential to the system. To in-
clude pairing fluctuations, we extend the strong-coupling
theory developed in the thermal-equilibrium state by
Nozières and Schmitt-Rink (NSR) [56], to the case when
the system is out of equilibrium. Using this, we exam-
ine whether or not the combined two-step structure of
the Fermi momentum distribution with the background
optical lattice can stabilize the non-equilibrium FFLO
(NFFLO) state, overwhelming the above-mentioned dif-
ficulties.

We note that the NFFLO state discussed in this paper
is, strictly speaking, somehow different from the ordinary
thermal-equilibrium FFLO state in the spin-imbalanced
system: As illustrated in Fig. 1(a), the ordinary FFLO
Cooper pairs are formed between ↑-spin particles near a
larger Fermi surface and ↓-spin particles near a smaller
one. In the NFFLO state, on the other hand, since the
momentum distribution of each spin component has two
edges [see Fig. 1(b)], Cooper pairs are formed between,
not only ↑-spin particles near a larger Fermi surface edge
and ↓-spin particles near a smaller Fermi surface edge,
but also ↑-spin particles near the smaller Fermi surface
edge and ↓-spin particles near the larger Fermi surface
edge.

We also examine how these two kinds of FFLO states
are related to each other, by considering the case with
spin imbalance. In the thermal-equilibrium state, the
spin imbalance causes the so-called Zeeman splitting
between the ↑-spin and ↓-spin Fermi surfaces. When
the system becomes out of equilibrium by adjusting the
chemical potential difference between the two reservoirs,
the spin imbalance further splits each edge structure in
the momentum distribution into two, so that the system
looks as if there are four Fermi surfaces [see Fig. 1(c)]. In-
cluding these ‘multiple Fermi surfaces’ within the frame-
work of the non-equilibrium mean-field BCS theory, we
draw a superfluid phase diagram with respect to the en-
vironmental temperature, the chemical potential differ-
ence, and a fictitious magnetic field to tune the spin im-
balance.

Before ending this section, we quickly summarize re-
cent progress in the driven-dissipative system. Recent ex-
perimental progress has enabled us to examine, not only
classical, but also quantum many-body driven-dissipative
systems, such as exciton-polaritons [57–59], supercon-
ducting circuits [60, 61], optical cavities [62, 63], as
well as ultracold atomic gases [6–10]. At present, the
same driven-dissipative ultracold Fermi gas as the model
shown in Fig. 2(a) has not been realized, the realization
would be possible within the current experimental tech-
nology, by extending the recent transport experiment on
a 6Li Fermi gas in a two-terminal configuration [64–68],
or employing a tilted triple-well optical trap [69–71]. For
a more detailed experimental proposal, see Ref. [55].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we ex-
plain how to extend the mean-field BCS theory, as well as

the strong-coupling NSR theory, developed in the ther-
mal equilibrium state to the non-equilibrium steady state
of a driven-dissipative Fermi gas. In this extension, we
take into account the effects of a background optical lat-
tice, as well as spin imbalance. Using these theories, we
examine the NFFLO phase transition and effects of pair-
ing fluctuations in Sec. III. We also show how the optical
lattice stabilizes the NFFLO long-range order there. In
Sec. IV. we consider a driven-dissipative lattice Fermi gas
with spin imbalance. In the phase diagram with respect
to the environmental temperature, the chemical potential
difference between the reservoirs, and a fictitious mag-
netic field to adjust the spin imbalance, we identify the
region where the non-equilibrium BCS, NFFLO, and or-
dinary FFLO states appear. Throughout this paper, we
set ~ = kB = 1, and the system volume V is taken to be
unity, for simplicity.

II. FORMULATION

A. Model driven-dissipative lattice Fermi gas

The model driven-dissipative non-equilibrium Fermi
gas in Fig. 2(a) is described by the Hamiltonian,

H = Hsys +Henv +Hmix, (2)

where

Hsys =
∑
k,σ

εka
†
k,σak,σ

− U
∑

k,k′,q

a†k+q/2,↑a
†
−k+q/2,↓a−k′+q/2,↓ak′+q/2,↑,

(3)

Henv =
∑
α=L,R

∑
p,σ

ξαp c
α†
p,σc

α
p,σ, (4)

Hmix =
∑
α=L,R

N∑
l,m=1

∑
p,k,σ

[
eiµα,σtΛαc

α†
p,σak,σe

−ip·Rα
meik·rl

+ H.c.
]
. (5)

Among the three, the attractive Hubbard Hamiltonian
Hsys in Eq. (3) describes the main system, consisting of
a two-component Fermi gas. This main system is loaded
on a three-dimensional cubic optical lattice, in order to
remove the spatial isotropy from the original gas system
[47]. ak,σ describes a Fermi atom with momentum k and
pseudo-spin σ =↑, ↓, which describe two atomic hyperfine
states contributing to the Cooper-pair formation. The
kinetic energy εk of this lattice fermion has the form,

εk =− 2t
∑

j=x,y,z

[
cos(kj)− 1

]
− 4t′

[
cos(kx) cos(ky) + cos(ky) cos(kz)

+ cos(kz) cos(kx)− 3
]
, (6)
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where the lattice constant is taken to be unity, for sim-
plicity. t and t′ are the nearest-neighbor and the next-
nearest-neighbor hopping parameters, respectively. The
on-site s-wave pairing interaction −U (< 0) in Eq. (3) is
assumed to be tunable by adjusting the threshold energy
of a Feshbach resonance [5].
Henv in Eq. (4) describes the left (α = L) and right

(α = R) reservoirs in Fig. 2(a). Here, cαp,σ is the annihila-
tion operator of a Fermi atom in the α-reservoir, with the
kinetic energy ξαp = p2/(2m)−ωα (where m is an atomic
mass). Each reservoir is assumed to be a huge free Fermi
gas compared to the main system (which is satisfied by
setting ωα to be much larger than the bandwidth of the
main system) and is in the thermal equilibrium state at
the common environmental temperature Tenv. Thus, the
particle occupation in each reservoir obeys the ordinary
Fermi distribution function,

f(ξαk ) =
1

eξ
α
k/Tenv + 1

. (7)

We briefly note that, since the main system is out of equi-
librium, the temperature is not well-defined there. Thus,
in this paper, we use Tenv as the temperature parame-
ter in considering the superfluid phase transition of the
non-equilibrium main system.

The system-reservoir coupling is described by the
Hamiltonian Hmix in Eq. (5), where Λα=L,R is a tun-
neling matrix element between the main system and the
α-reservoir. For simplicity, we set ΛL = ΛR = Λ in the
following discussions. In Eq. (5), the particle tunneling is
assumed to occur between ith lattice-site at ri and ran-
domly distributing spatial positions Rα

j in the α reservoir
(where i, j = 1, · · · , NL � 1, with NL being the number
of lattice sites in the main system). Although the discrete
translational symmetry associated with the background
optical lattice is broken by these spatially random tun-
nelings, this symmetry property is recovered by taking
the spatial average over the tunneling positions [46, 49–
51, 55]. As discussed in Ref. [55], recent two-terminal
experiments in cold atom physics [64–68] may effectively
be regarded as spatially uniform systems. The random
tunnelings assumed in our model are a theoretical trick
to mimic such tunneling processes [46, 55].

In Eq. (5), the factor exp
(
iµα,σt

)
is introduced in order

to describe the situation that the energy band of the σ-
spin component in the α reservoir is filled up to the Fermi
chemical potential µα,σ at Tenv = 0 [46, 55] (see Fig. 3).
Thus, when we set µα,↑ 6= µα,↓, the main system is in the
spin-imbalanced state. For later convenience, we write
µα,σ as

µL,σ = µ+ σh+ δµ ≡ µσ + δµ, (8)

µR,σ = µ+ σh− δµ ≡ µσ − δµ. (9)

Here, h is a fictitious magnetic field to tune the spin
imbalance. δµ is half the chemical potential difference
between the two reservoirs, which makes the main system
out of equilibrium. In particular, this paper focuses on

FIG. 3. Energy band in the main system, as well as those in
the left and right reservoirs. The energy is commonly mea-
sured from the bottom (εk = 0) of the band in the main sys-
tem. In the α reservoir at Tenv = 0, the σ-spin band is filled
up to the Fermi chemical potential µα,σ, given in Eqs. (8) and
(9).

the non-equilibrium steady state, where the magnitude
of the tunneling current from the left reservoir to the
main system is equal to that from the main system to
the right reservoir. We also impose the condition that
the main system has no net current. (Of course, Fermi
atoms flow across the junctions between the reservoirs
and the main system.)

B. Non-equilibrium mean-field (NMF) theory

We first deal with the model Hamiltonian in Eq. (2)
within the non-equilibrium mean-field (NMF) level. Ef-
fects of pairing fluctuations are separately discussed in
Sec. II.C. To construct the NMF theory, we conveniently
introduce the 2×2 matrix single-particle non-equilibrium
Green’s function [72–75],

ĜNMF,σ(k, ω) =

(
GR

NMF,σ(k, ω) GA
NMF,σ(k, ω)

0 GK
NMF,σ(k, ω)

)
, (10)

where the superscripts ‘R’, ‘A’, and ‘K’ represent the re-
tarded, advanced, and Keldysh components, respectively.
This NMF Green’s function obeys the Dyson equation,
which is diagrammatically described as Fig. 4(a). The
expression for this equation is given by

ĜNMF,σ(k, ω) = Ĝenv,σ(k, ω)

+ Ĝenv,σ(k, ω)Σ̂NMF,σ(k, ω)ĜNMF,σ(k, ω). (11)

In Eq. (11), the 2 × 2 matrix self-energy Σ̂NMF,σ(k, ω)
has the form,

Σ̂NMF,σ(k, ω) =

(
ΣR

NMF,σ(k, ω) ΣK
NMF,σ(k, ω)

0 ΣA
NMF,σ(k, ω)

)
= UnNMF,−σ τ̂0. (12)
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FIG. 4. (a) Dyson equation for the 2×2 matrix single-particle

non-equilibrium Green’s function ĜNMF,σ (double solid line)

in the main system. The self-energy Σ̂NMF,σ describes effects
of the pairing interaction −U (wavy line) within the NMF

level. The thick solid line denotes Ĝenv,σ, which obeys the

other Dyson equation in panel (b). The self-energy Σ̂env,σ in-
volves effects of system-reservoir couplings within the second-
order Born approximation. In panel (b), Green’s functions

Ĝ0,σ and D̂α
0,σ, respectively, describe free lattice fermions in

the main system and a free Fermi gas in the α-reservoir.

Here, τ̂0 is the 2 × 2 unit matrix acting on the Keldysh
space, and

nNMF,−σ = −i
∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π
G<NMF,−σ(k, ω) (13)

is the filling fraction of Fermi atoms at each lattice site in
the main system (where ‘−σ’ means the opposite com-
ponent to σ) [73–75]. In Eq. (13), the lesser Green’s

function G<NMF,σ is related to GR,A,K
NMF,σ as

G<NMF,σ(k, ω) =
1

2

[
−GR

NMF,σ(k, ω) +GA
NMF,σ(k, ω)

+GK
NMF,σ(k, ω)

]
. (14)

The Green’s function Ĝenv,σ(k, ω) in Eq. (11) involves
effects of the system-reservoir couplings Λα=L,R (= Λ),
and obeys the other Dyson equation which is diagram-
matically drawn as Fig. 4(b). Taking the spatial aver-
age over the tunneling positions rl and Rα

m to recover
the discrete translational symmetry of the cubic optical
lattice [46, 55], one finds that the Dyson equation for

Ĝenv,σ(k, ω) can be written as

Ĝenv,σ(k, ω) = Ĝ0(k, ω)

+ Ĝ0(k, ω)Σ̂env,σ(k, ω)Ĝenv,σ(k, ω), (15)

where the self-energy Σ̂env,σ(k, ω) describes effects of
the system-reservoir couplings. Within the second-order

Born approximation, we have [46, 55]

Σ̂env,σ(k, ω)

=

(
−2iγ −4iγ

[
1− f(ω − µL,σ)− f(ω − µR,σ)

]
0 2iγ

)
.

(16)

Here, γ = πN2|Λ|2ρ works as the quasi-particle damp-
ing rate due to the system-reservoir couplings, where ρ
is the single-particle density of states in the reservoirs.
In obtaining Eq. (16), we have ignored the α (= L,R)
dependence of the density of states ρ, for simplicity. We
have also employed the so-called wide-band limit approx-
imation [74], which ignores the ω dependence of ρ.

In the Dyson equation (15),

Ĝ0(k, ω) =

(
1

ω+iδ−εk −2πiδ(ω − εk)
[
1− 2fini(ω)

]
0 1

ω−iδ−εk

)
(17)

is the bare Green’s function in the assumed thermal
equilibrium initial state at t = −∞, where the system-
reservoir couplings Λ, as well as the pairing interaction
−U , were absent. In Eq. (17), fini(ω) = 1/[eω/Tini + 1] is
the Fermi distribution function at the initial temperature
Tini in the main system, and δ is an infinitesimally small
positive number.

We briefly note that the bare Green’s function
D̂0,α(k, ω) in the α-reservoir, which appears in Fig. 4(b),

has the same form as Ĝ0(k, ω) in Eq. (17) where the
single-particle energy εk and the initial temperature Tini

are replaced by ξαp and Tenv, respectively.
Solving the Dyson equation (15), one obtains

Ĝenv,σ(k, ω) =

(
1

ω−εk+2iγ
−4iγ[1−f(ω−µL,σ)−f(ω−µR,σ)]

[ω−εk]2+4γ2

0 1
ω−εk−2iγ

)
.

(18)
Here, we emphasize that the Fermi distribution function
f(ω−µα,σ) in Eq. (18) has nothing to do with the ‘initial’
Fermi distribution function fini(ω) appearing in the bare
Green’s function at t = −∞ given in Eq. (17). This

means that Ĝenv,σ no longer has the initial memory of the
system at t = −∞, which is wiped out by the couplings
with the two reservoirs [74].

Substituting Eqs. (12) and (18) into the Dyson equa-
tion (11), we have

ĜNMF,σ(k, ω)

=

 1
ω−ε̃k,σ+2iγ

−4iγ[1−f(ω−µL,σ)−f(ω−µR,σ)]
[ω−ε̃k,σ ]2+4γ2

0 1
ω−ε̃k,σ−2iγ

 , (19)

where the kinetic energy ε̃k,σ involves the Hartree energy
as

ε̃k,σ = εk − UnNMF,−σ. (20)
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FIG. 5. (a) Non-equilibrium 2× 2 particle-particle scattering

matrix Γ̂ in Keldysh space. The double solid line is ĜNMF,σ

given in Eq. (19). (b) Truncated Dyson equation giving the

NNSR single-particle Green’s function ĜNNSR,σ (thick solid

line) in the main system. The self-energy Σ̂NNSR,σ describes
effects of pairing fluctuations.

The expression for the filling fraction nNMF,σ of Fermi
atoms in the main system is obtained from Eqs. (13),
(14) and (19), as

nNMF,σ =
∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

4γ
[
f(ω − µL,σ) + f(ω − µR,σ)

]
[ω − ε̃k,σ]2 + 4γ2

≡
∑
k

fneq
k,σ . (21)

To grasp how the momentum distribution fneq
k,σ in the

main system is ‘engineered’ by the two reservoirs (α =
L,R), it is convenient to take the small damping limit
γ → 0, giving

fneq
k,σ |γ→+0 =

1

2

[
f(ε̃k,σ − µσ − δµ) + f(ε̃k,σ − µσ + δµ)

]
.

(22)
Equation (22) is found to exhibit two edges around the
momenta kR

Fσ and kL
Fσ, which satisfy, respectively,

ε̃kR
Fσ,σ

= µσ − δµ, (23)

ε̃kL
Fσ,σ

= µσ + δµ. (24)

As mentioned previously, these edges function like two
‘Fermi surfaces’ with different sizes [55].

In the NMF scheme, we obtain the environmental tem-
perature T c

env at which the main system experiences the
superfluid phase transition. For this purpose, we ex-
tend the theory developed by Kadanoff and Martin (KM)
[76, 77] to the present model. In the KM theory, the key
is the pole (≡ νq) of the retarded particle-particle scatter-
ing matrix ΓR(q, ν): In the normal phase (Tenv > T c

env),
ΓR(q, ν) has a complex pole in the lower-half complex
plain (Im[νq] < 0), which physically means the stability
of the system, because pairing fluctuations decay in time.
When Tenv < T c

env, on the other hand, a pole appears in
the upper half plain (Im[νq] > 0) (see Fig. 4 in Ref. [46]),
indicating the instability of the system against pairing
fluctuations that exponentially grow in time. Thus, the
superfluid phase transition is determined from the ‘KM
condition’ that ΓR(q, ν) has a real pole [46, 76, 77].

The particle-particle scattering matrix Γ̂(q, ν) in the NMF theory is described by the ladder-type diagrams shown
in Fig. 5(a) [46]. Summing up these diagrams, one has [46]

Γ̂(q, ν) =

(
ΓR(q, ν) ΓK(q, ν)

0 ΓA(q, ν)

)
=

 −U
1+UΠR(q,ν)

U2ΠK(q,ν)
[1+UΠR(q,ν)][1+UΠA(q,ν)]

0 −U
1+UΠA(q,ν)

 , (25)

where

ΠR(q, ν) =
[
ΠA(q, ν)

]∗
=
i

2

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
GR

NMF,↑(k + q/2, ω + ν)GK
NMF,↓(−k + q/2,−ω)

+GK
NMF,↑(k + q/2, ω + ν)GR

NMF,↓(−k + q/2,−ω)
]
, (26)

ΠK(q, ν) =
i

2

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
GR

NMF,↑(k + q/2, ω + ν)GR
NMF,↓(−k + q/2,−ω)

+GA
NMF,↑(k + q/2, ω + ν)GA

NMF,↓(−k + q/2,−ω)

+GK
NMF,↑(k + q/2, ω + ν)GK

NMF,↓(−k + q/2,−ω)
]
, (27)

are the pair correlation functions. From retarded component of Eq. (25), the pole of ΓR(q, ν) is obtained by solving

1 + UΠR(q, νq) = 0. (28)
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Since ΠR(q, ν) in Eq. (26) is a complex function, the pole equation (28) actually consists of two equations, that is,
1 + URe

[
ΠR(q, νq)

]
= 0 and Im[ΠR(q, νq)] = 0. Between the two, the latter reads

0 =
∑
α=L,R

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

tanh
(
ω+νq/2−µα,↑

2T c
env

)
+ tanh

(
−ω+νq/2−µα,↓

2T c
env

)
[
(ω − νq/2 + ε̃k+q/2,↑)2 + 4γ2

][
(ω + νq/2− ε̃−k+q/2,↓)2 + 4γ2

] . (29)

One finds that Eq. (29) is satisfied only when νq = 2µ. Substituting this into the real part of the pole equation (28),
we obtain the T c

env-equation,

1 = Uγ
∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
2ω + ε̃k+q/2,↑ − ε̃−k+q/2,↓ − 2h

] [
tanh

(
ω−δµ
2T c

env

)
+ tanh

(
ω−δµ
2T c

env

)]
[
(ω + ε̃k+q/2,↑ − µ↑)2 + 4γ2

][
(ω − ε̃k+q/2,↓ + µ↓)2 + 4γ2

] . (30)

In the NMF theory, one solves the T c
env-equation (30), together with the equation for the filling fraction in Eq. (21),

to self-consistently determine T c
env and µ(T c

env) for a given parameter set (δµ, n↑, n↓). In the T c
env-equation (30), the

momentum q is chosen so as to obtain the highest T c
env. The self-consistent solution with QFF 6= 0 (QFF is the optimal

value of q) describes the superfluid phase transition into the spatially non-uniform NFFLO state, where each Cooper
pair has the non-zero center-of-mass momentum QFF. On the other hand, the uniform solution with QFF = 0 means
the non-equilibrium BCS (NBCS) state.

C. Non-equilibrium Nozières-Schmitt-Rink (NNSR) theory

We now include the effects of pairing fluctuations by extending the strong coupling theory developed in the thermal
equilibrium state by Nozières-Schmitt-Rink (NSR) [56] to the case when the system is out of equilibrium. In this
non-equilibrium NSR (NNSR) scheme, the single-particle Green’s function in the main system is given by

ĜNNSR,σ(k, ω) =

(
GR

NNSR,σ(k, ω) GA
NNSR,σ(k, ω)

0 GK
NNSR,σ(k, ω)

)

= ĜNMF,σ(k, ω) + ĜNMF,σ(k, ω)Σ̂NNSR,σ(k, ω)ĜNMF,σ(k, ω), (31)

where ĜNMF,σ is given by Eq. (19). Here, the NNSR self-energy,

Σ̂NNSR,σ(k, ω) =

(
ΣR

NNSR,σ(k, ω) ΣA
NNSR,σ(k, ω)

0 ΣK
NNSR,σ(k, ω)

)
, (32)

is obtained from the evaluation of the second diagram in Fig. 5(b), which gives

ΣR
NNSR,σ(k, ω) =

[
ΣA

NNSR,σ(k, ω)
]∗

= − i
2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

[
ΓR(q, ν)GK

NMF,−σ(q − k, ν − ω) + ΓK(q, ν)GA
NMF,−σ(q − k, ν − ω)

]
, (33)

ΣK
NNSR,σ(k, ω) = − i

2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

[
ΓA(q, ν)GR

NMF,−σ(q − k, ν − ω)

+ ΓR(q, ν)GA
NMF,−σ(q − k, ν − ω) + ΓK(q, ν)GK

NMF,−σ(q − k, ν − ω)
]
, (34)

where the particle-particle scattering matrices ΓR,A,K(q, ν) are given in Eq. (25).
As usual, the Fermi filling fraction nσ in the main system is obtained from the Keldysh component GK

NNSR,σ(k, ω)

in Eq. (31):

nσ =
i

2

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π
GK

NNSR,σ(k, ω)− 1

2

= nNMF,σ +
i

2

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
ĜNMF,σ(k, ω)Σ̂NNSR,σ(k, ω)ĜNMF,σ(k, ω)

]K
≡ nNMF,σ + nFL,σ. (35)



8

Here, nNMF,σ is given in Eq. (21), nFL,σ is the NNSR strong-coupling correction to the filling fraction, and[
ÂB̂Ĉ

]K
= ARBRCK +ARBKCA +AKBACA. (36)

As the ordinary (thermal equilibrium) NSR theory
[56], the NNSR theory also solves the T c

env-equation (30)
that the NMF theory uses, together with Eq. (35), to
self-consistently determine the superfluid phase transi-
tion T c

env, µ(T c
env), and QFF.

Here, we comment on the values of parameters in our
numerical calculations: (1) For the filling fraction nσ,
we set nσ < 0.5. This is because, although fluctuations
in the particle-hole channel are known to become strong
near the half-filling (nσ = 0.5) [78], the NNSR theory
only includes fluctuations in the Cooper channel. (2)
For the interaction strength −U , we deal with the weak-
coupling regime, because the (N)FFLO state requires
sharp Fermi edges. (3) The damping rate is chosen so
as to satisfy γ/(6t) >∼ 0.005, due to computational prob-
lems, the reason for which is explained in Appendix A.

III. STABILIZATION OF THE NFFLO STATE
IN SPIN-BALANCED DRIVEN-DISSIPATIVE

LATTICE FERMI GAS

In this section, we deal with the spin-balanced case, by
setting h = 0 in Eqs. (8) and (9). The spin-imbalanced
case is separately discussed in Sec. IV.

The upper panels in Fig. 6 show T c
env in a driven-

dissipative spin-balanced Fermi gas, loaded on the cu-
bic optical lattice. In this figure, we distinguish between
the NBCS and NFFLO phase transitions from whether
|QFF| equals zero or not in the lower panels in Fig. 6.
In contrast to the case with no optical lattice (where the
mean-field NFFLO solution is completely destroyed by
NFFLO pairing fluctuations [45, 46], as shown in Fig. 7),
Figs. 6(a1) and (b1) show that the NFFLO long-range
order survives against pairing fluctuations in the lattice
system. (We summarize the NMF and the NNSR theo-
ries in the absence of the optical lattice in Appendix B.)

We find from the comparison of Fig. 6(a1) with
Fig. 6(b1) that pairing fluctuations tend to decrease T c

env.
However, apart from this difference, these figures also in-
dicate that, once the NFFLO state is stabilized by the
optical lattice, the NMF theory (which completely ig-
nores pairing fluctuations) already captures the essential
behavior of T c

env as a function of δµ and γ, at least when
the filling fraction equals n = n↑ + n↓ = 0.3. Indeed,
as an example, when we extract T c

env at γ/(6t) = 0.005
from Figs. 6(a1) and (b1), the NNSR result is found to
be very similar to the NMF result, as shown in Fig. 8.
Furthermore, when Fig. 8 is replotted with respect to
the scaled variables T c

env/T
c0
env and δµ/T c0

env (where T c0
env

is the superfluid phase transition temperature at δµ = 0),
the scaled NMF and NFFLO results almost coincide

FIG. 6. Calculated T c
env (upper panels) and |QFF| (lower

panels) in a driven-dissipative spin-balanced lattice Fermi gas,
as functions of the chemical potential bias δµ and the damping
rate γ. (a) NMF theory. (b) NNSR theory. The solid (dashed
line) line is the phase boundary between the normal state and
the NBCS (NFFLO) state with |QFF| = 0 (|QFF| > 0). We
take t′ = 0, n = n↑ + n↓ = 0.3, and U/(6t) = 0.8. (Note that
6t is the bandwidth in the main system, when t′ = 0.) The
thermal equilibrium limit is at δµ = 0 and γ → +0.

with each other, as shown in the inset in Fig. 8. That
is, although pairing fluctuations remarkably damage the
mean-field NFFLO solution in the absence of optical lat-
tice, their effects are not so crucial in a lattice Fermi gas,
at least when n = 0.3.

Figure 9(a1) shows the intensity −Re
[
ΓR(q, ν = 2µ)

]
of the retarded particle-particle scattering matrix near
the region where the re-entrant phenomenon of the NBCS
phase transition occurs [solid square in Fig. 9(a2)], in the
absence of the optical lattice. Since this quantity phys-
ically describes pairing fluctuations with the center-of-
mass momentum q, the fact of the large intensity around
|q| = |Q| 6= 0 means the enhancement of NFFLO pairing
fluctuations there. We also point out that |Q| is directly
related to the size difference between two ‘Fermi surface’
edges that are imprinted on the momentum distribution
of Fermi atoms by the two reservoirs [see Fig. 9(a3)].
This means that these edges really work like two Fermi
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FIG. 7. Same plots as the upper panels in Fig. 6, in the case
when the optical lattice is absent. We set (pFas)

−1 = −0.6,
where as is the s-wave scattering length. pF and εF as
εF = p2F/(2m) are, respectively, the Fermi momentum and
the Fermi energy of a free Fermi gas with the particle number
N = p3F/(3π

2). In panel (b), T c
env is seen to exhibit re-entrant

behavior, due to the complete destruction of the NFFLO long-
range order by anomalously enhanced NFFLO pairing fluctu-
ations [45, 46].

surfaces with different sizes, as in the spin-imbalanced
case.

Figure 9(b1) shows the results in the presence of the
three-dimensional cubic optical lattice, which is quite dif-
ferent from Fig. 9(a1). [Figure 9(b1) is obtained at the
solid square in Fig. 9(b2).]: Since the spatial isotropy is
broken by the optical lattice, the ring structure seen in
Fig. 9(a1) is not obtained, but the −Re

[
ΓR(q, ν = 2µ)

]
exhibits four peaks, reflecting the four-fold rotational
symmetry of the cubic lattice. However, for example,
the peak at q = Q+

x in Fig. 9(b1) is still related to the
size difference between the two Fermi surface edges, as

FIG. 8. Calculated T c
env as a function of δµ. We set t′ = 0,

n = n↑ + n↓ = 0.3, γ/(6t) = 0.005, and U/(6t) = 0.8. In
each NMF and NNSR result, the solid circle is the boundary
between the NBCS and NFFLO phase transitions. The inset
shows the results when T c

env and δµ are normalized by the
superfluid phase transition temperature T c0

env at δµ = 0.

FIG. 9. (a1) Calculated intensity −Re
[
ΓR(q = (qx, qy, 0), ν =

2µ)
]

of the real part of the retarded particle-particle scat-
tering at the solid square in (a2), in the absence of optical
lattice. (a3) Positions of two edges imprinted on the mo-
mentum distribution of Fermi atoms by the two reservoirs, at
|pαF| =

√
2mµα =

√
2m[µ± δµ]. |Q| in (a1) is just related

to the size difference between the two edge circles shown in
(a3). In calculating (a1)-(a3), we set (pFas)

−1 = −0.6, and
γ/εF = 0.02. (b1)-(b3) show the case in the presence of the
three-dimensional optical lattice: (b1) is the same plot as (a1)
at the solid square in (b2). (b3) is the same plot as (a3), de-
termined from Eqs. (23) and (24). Q+

x in (b1) is related to the
size difference between the two Fermi surface edges shown in
(b3). We set U/(6t) = 0.8, γ/(6t) = 0.01, t′ = 0, and n = 0.3
in (b1)-(b3).

shown in Fig. 9(b3). That is, these edges also work like
two Fermi surfaces, to enhance NFFLO pairing fluctu-
ations around q = Q+

x , as well as the other equivalent
peaks in Fig. 9(b1).

The above-mentioned difference seen in Figs. 9(a1) and
(b1) makes a significant difference in the NNSR fluctu-
ation correction terms in Eqs. (35) and (B11): In the
presence of the optical lattice, noting that the particle-
particle scattering matrix Γ̂(q, ν) in Eq. (25) is enhanced
around (q, ν) = (Qη

j , 2µ) near the NFFLO phase tran-

sition (where Qη=±
j=x,y,z represent the four peak positions

in Fig. 9(b1), as well as other two peak positions exist-
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ing along the qz axis), we approximate the self-energy in
Eqs. (33) and (34) to, near T c

env,

Σ̂NNSR,σ(k, ω)

' −∆2
pg

∑
η=±

∑
j=x,y,z

(
GA

NMF,−σ GK
NMF,−σ

0 GR
NMF,−σ

)
(Qη

j − k, 2µ− ω)

= ∆2
pg

∑
η=±

∑
j=x,y,z

Ĝ∗NMF,−σ(Qη
j − k, 2µ− ω). (37)

Here, the so-called pseudogap parameter,

∆2
pg =

i

2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π
ΓK(q, ν), (38)

physically describes the strength of pairing fluctuations
[79, 80]. Evaluating the fluctuation correction nFL,σ in-
volved in Eq. (35) by using Eq. (37), one has

nFL,σ =
i∆2

pg

2

∑
η=±

∑
j=x,y,z

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
ĜNMF,σ(k, ω)

× Ĝ∗NMF,−σ(Qη
j − k, 2µ− ω)ĜNMF,σ(k, ω)

]K
.

(39)

To evaluate the pseudogap parameter ∆2
pg, we approxi-

mate ΓR(q, ν) to

ΓR(q, ν) '
∑
η=±

∑
j=x,y,z

−U
C
[
q −Qη

j

]2 − iλ[ν − 2µ
] , (40)

where we have assumed that T c
env satisfies Eq. (30), and

C =
U

2
∇2

qΠR(q, 2µ)
∣∣
q=Q±j

, (41)

λ =
πU

8Tenv
N(µ)sech2

(
δµ

2Tenv

)
, (42)

with N(µ) being the density of states in the main system
at ω = µ. In obtaining Eq. (40), for simplicity, we have
taken the limit γ → +0 in ΠR(q, ν) in Eq. (26), giving

lim
γ→+0

ΠR(q, ν)

=
∑
p

1− f(ε̃p+q/2,↑ − µ− δµ)− f(ε̃p−q/2,↓ − µ+ δµ)

ν+ − ε̃p+q/2,↑ − ε̃p−q/2,↓
,

(43)

and have expanded it around (q, ν) = (Qη=±
j=x,y,z, 2µ). Us-

ing Eqs. (25) and (40), one reaches

∆2
pg =

i

2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

∣∣ΓR(q, ν)
∣∣2 ΠK(q, ν)

'
∑
η=±

∑
j=x,y,z

iU2ΠK(Qη
j , 2µ)

2

×
∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

1

C2
[
q −Qη

j

]4
+ λ2

[
ν − 2µ

]2
=
∑
η=±

∑
j=x,y,z

iU2ΠK(Qη
j , 2µ)

4λC

∑
q

1[
q −Qη

j

]2 . (44)

In deriving the second line, we have employed the same
approximation as that used in deriving Eq. (37). Re-
placing q−Qη

j by q in Eq. (44), one finds that ∆2
pg con-

verges in three dimension, irrespective of the value of Qη
j .

This immediately concludes the convergence of nFL,σ

[which is proportional to ∆2
pg, see Eq. (39)]. Thus, the

NNSR coupled equations (30) and (35) can be satisfied
simultaneously at the NFFLO phase transition (where
Qη
j 6= 0). We briefly note that the six NFFLO vectors

Qη=±
j=x,y,z have the same magnitude, being equal to |QFF|

in Fig. 6(b2).
A quite different phenomenon occurs in the absence

of the optical lattice: In this spatially isotropic case,
when the intensity −Re

[
ΓR(q, ν = 2µ)

]
of the retarded

particle-particle scattering matrix exhibits a ring struc-
ture as seen in Fig. 9(a1), the pseudogap parameter ∆2

pg

can be approximated to

∆2
pg '

iU2ΠK(Q, 2µ)

4λC

∫ qc

0

q2dq

2π2

1[
|q| − |Q|

]2 , (45)

where qc is a cutoff momentum. (For the derivation, see
Appendix C.) Comparing Eq. (45) with Eq. (44), the

factor 1/
[
q − Qη

j

]2
in the lattice case is now replaced

by 1/
[
|q| − |Q|

]2
, reflecting the isotropic edge positions

shown in Fig. 9(a3). Then, the q-integration in the pseu-
dogap parameter ∆pg in Eq. (45) always diverges as far
as Q 6= 0, even in three dimensions. This means that the
divergence of the correction term NFL,σ in the NNSR
number equation (B11). Because of this singularity, the
NNSR coupled equations (B3) and (B11) are never sat-
isfied simultaneously, which prohibits the NFFLO phase
transition.

We note that the essence of the stabilization mecha-
nism of the NFFLO state is, strictly speaking, not the de-
tailed lattice potential itself, but the resulting anisotropy
of the ‘Fermi surface’ edges shown in Fig. 9(b3). Indeed,
as seen in the left panels in Fig. 10, when one deforms
the shape of these edges to be more spherical by increas-
ing the value of the next nearest neighbor hopping t′ (see
Fig. 11), the NFFLO region obtained in the NNSR the-
ory shrinks. Since the NMF result is not sensitive to t′

(see the right panels in Fig. 10), the suppression of the
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FIG. 10. Calculated T c
env (upper panels) and |QFF| (lower

panels) in a driven-dissipative ultracold lattice Fermi gas, as
functions of the chemical potential bias δµ and the next near-
est neighbor hopping t′. (a) NMF theory. (b) NNSR theory.
The solid circle is the boundary between the NBCS (solid line)
and NFFLO (dashed line) phase transitions, which is also re-
ferred to as the Lifshitz point in the literature. In the NMF
case, the temperature TLP

env at the Lifshitz point is always lo-
cated at TLP

env/T
c0
env ' 0.45, irrespective of the value of t′ (at

least within the parameter region shown in this figure). In
contrast, TLP

env decreases with increasing t′ in the NNSR case.
We set U/(6t) = 0.8, γ/(6t) = 0.015 and n = 0.3. T c

env is
normalized by the value at δµ = 0 (≡ T c0

env).

NFFLO region seen in Fig. 10(a1) is found to be due to
stronger NFFLO pairing fluctuations by more spherical
‘Fermi surface’ edges.

IV. EFFECTS OF SPIN IMBALANCE:
RELATION TO THERMAL EQUILIBRIUM FFLO

STATE

We have shown in Sec. III and in our recent paper [55]
that the removal of the spatial isotropy of a Fermi gas by
a three-dimensional cubic optical lattice is a promising
route to stabilize both the thermal equilibrium and non-
equilibrium FFLO states against pairing fluctuations. In
this section, we examine how these FFLO states are re-
lated to each other, by considering a spin-imbalanced
driven-dissipative lattice Fermi gas. As shown in Fig. 8,
once the NFFLO state is stabilized by the optical lattice,
the essential behavior of the phase transition tempera-
ture T c

env can be captured by the simpler NMF theory at
n = 0.3. Keeping this in mind, in this section, we treat
the spin-imbalanced system at this filling fraction within
the NMF scheme.

Figure 12(a) shows the phase diagram of a driven-

FIG. 11. Positions of ‘Fermi surface’ edges (‘FSL’ and ‘FSR’)
produced by the two reservoirs for various values of the next
nearest-neighbor hopping t′. We take U = 0, n = 0.3,
δµ/(6t) = 0.1, γ → +0, and kz = 0.

dissipative lattice Fermi gas in the non-equilibrium
steady state, with respect to the environmental temper-
ature Tenv, the chemical potential bias δµ, and the ficti-
tious magnetic field h to adjust the spin imbalance of the
main system. In this figure, the Tenv-δµ plane at h = 0
describes the spin-balanced non-equilibrium steady state
discussed in Sec. III, where the two Fermi surface edges
produced by the two reservoirs lead to the NFFLO phase
transition in the region of large chemical potential bias
δµ. On the other hand, the Tenv-h plane at δµ = 0 corre-
sponds to the spin-imbalanced thermal equilibrium state,
where the Zeeman splitting of ↑-spin and ↓-spin Fermi
surfaces brings about the ordinary FFLO phase transi-
tion in the region of high magnetic field h [15–18]. Except
for these limits, the system with δµ 6= 0 and h 6= 0 has
four Fermi surface like edges in the momentum distri-
bution of Fermi atoms, as illustrated in Fig. 1(c). To be

more correct, for example, the two edges at FSL and FSR

in Fig. 11 (δµ 6= 0 and h = 0), respectively, split into FSL
↑

and FSL
↓ , and FSR

↑ and FSR
↓ , as shown in Fig. 13(a1). In

what follows, we simply call these four edges Fermi sur-
faces, unless any confusion may occur.

We first focus on the phase diagram at Tenv = 0, which
is explicitly shown in Fig. 12(b). To see the role of

the four Fermi surfaces FSL,R
σ=↑,↓, we plot in Fig. 13(b)

the inverse ΓR(q = (qx, 0, 0), ν = 2µ)−1 of the retarded
particle-particle scattering matrix at the phase bound-
aries (A1)-(A4) in Fig. 12(b) [81]. While −Re

[
ΓR(q, ν =

2µ)−1
]

has a single minimum in the spin-balanced case
(h = 0), it has two dips in the presence of spin imbal-
ance (h 6= 0), which physically means the enhancement
of pairing fluctuations around these dip momenta. (The
same enhancement can also be seen in the −qx direction,
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FIG. 12. (a) Phase diagram of a driven-dissipative lattice
Fermi gas, with respect to the environmental temperature
Tenv, chemical potential bias δµ, and fictitious magnetic field
h. The solid (dashed) line denotes the NBCS (NFFLO) phase
transition temperature T c

env. δµc(h) and hc(δµ) are, respec-
tively, the critical chemical potential bias and the critical mag-
netic field, above which the superfluid phase vanishes. The
system is in the thermal equilibrium state at δµ = 0, where
the thermal equilibrium BCS and FFLO states are realized,
depending on the magnitude of h. (b) The phase diagram at
Tenv = 0. We set n = 0.3, t′ = 0, and γ → +0, and the NMF
theory is used.

as well as ±qy and ±qz directions because of the four-fold
rotational symmetry of the cubic lattice.)

We point out that these enhancements of pairing fluc-
tuations around the dip momenta are directly related to

the nesting property of the four Fermi surfaces FSα=L,R
σ=↑,↓

in Fig. 13(a1). As an example, we show in Fig. 13(a2)

the nesting vector Q+
1,x between the Fermi surfaces FSL

↓
and FSR

↑ when h/(6t) = 0.1. (If we translate FSR
↑

by the momentum Q+
1,x, FSR

↑ overlaps with FSL
↓ .) We

see in Fig. 13(b) that the nesting vector Q+
1,x between

FSR
↑ and FSL

↓ just give the smaller dip momentum of

−Re
[
ΓR(q, ν = 2µ)−1

]
. That is, strong pairing fluc-

tuations around Q+
1,x are associated with FFLO-type

FIG. 13. (a) (a1) Positions of four edges imprinted on the
momentum distribution of Fermi atoms: FSL

↑ (solid line),

FSR
↑ (dashed line), FSL

↓ (dotted line), and FSR
↓ (dashed-dotted

line), at the phase boundary (A4) in Fig. 12(b). These lines
are obtained from Eqs. (23) and (24) at kz = 0. (a2) Nest-
ing vector Q+

1,x between the Fermi surfaces FSR
↑ and FSL

↓ .

(a3) Nesting vector Q+
2,x between the Fermi surfaces FSR

↓ and

FSL
↑ . Because of the four-fold symmetry of the background

optical lattice, physically equivalent nesting vectors to Q+
1,x

and Q+
2,x also exist in the −x-direction, as well as the ±y- and

±z-directions. (b) Inverse retarded particle-particle scatter-
ing matrix −Re

[
ΓR(q = (qx, 0, 0), ν = 2µ)−1

]
, as a function

of qx. Each result is at the phase boundary (A1)-(A4) in
Fig. 12(b). When h 6= 0, −Re

[
ΓR(q, ν = 2µ)−1

]
has two

minima at the nesting vectors. As an example, we show the
positions of |Q+

1,x| and |Q+
2,x| (> |Q+

1,x|) in panel (b), where

Q+
1,x and Q+

2,x are given in panels (a2) and (a3), respectively.

Cooper pairings between Fermi atoms near FSR
↑ and FSL

↓ .
In the same manner, the larger dip momentum seen in
Fig. 13(b) also equals another nesting vector Q+

2,x be-

tween the FSR
↓ and FSL

↑ shown in Fig. 13(a3). Thus,

strong pairing fluctuations around Q+
2,x are found to be

associated with Cooper pairings between Fermi atoms
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near FSL
↑ and FSR

↓ . We briefly note that the Fermi sur-
faces FSα↑ and FSα↓ coincide with each other in the spin-

balanced case. Pairing fluctuations around Q+
1,x and Q+

2,x

are then degenerate, so that −Re
[
ΓR(q, ν = 2µ)−1

]
has a

single minimum when h/(6t) = 0, as shown in Fig. 13(b).
Noting that the T c

env-equation (30) is equivalent to the
pole condition for ΓR(q, ν = 2µ) (KM theory), we find
from Fig. 13(b) that, when h/(6t) < 0.053, NFFLO su-
perfluid phase transition is dominated by the Cooper-pair
formation between FSL

↑ and FSR
↓ in Fig. 13(a). When

h/(6t) > 0.053, on the other hand, the retarded particle-
particle scattering matrix develops a pole at q = Q+

1,x,

which means that FSR
↑ and FSL

↓ trigger the NFFLO su-

perfluid instability, instead of FSL
↑ and FSR

↓ .
This switching of the Fermi surfaces that dominantly

contribute to the NFFLO superfluid instability [which
occurs at h/(6t) = 0.053], is the key to understanding
the non-monotonic behavior of the critical chemical po-
tential bias δµc(h) (above which the NFFLO state no
longer exists) as a function of magnetic field h [see the
phase boundary in Fig. 12(b)]: When h/(6t) < 0.053, the

‘Fermi momenta’ kL
F↑ and kR

F↓ of the Fermi surfaces FSL
↑

and FSR
↓ , which dominantly contribute to the NFFLO

Cooper-pair formation, are determined by, respectively,

ε̃kL
F↑,↑

= µ+ h+ δµ ≡ µ+ δµeff , (46)

ε̃kR
F↓,↓

= µ− h− δµ ≡ µ− δµeff . (47)

Here, ε̃k,σ is given in Eq. (20). Because the mismatch
of the two Fermi surfaces is tuned by adjusting δµeff =
δµ + h, and the system near h = 0 is expected to expe-
rience the NFFLO instability when δµeff ∼ δµc(h = 0),
one finds that δµc(h) decreases with increasing h, which
explains the behavior of δµc(h) seen in the low magnetic
field regime in Fig. 12(b).

On the other hand, when h/(6t) > 0.053, the Fermi

momenta kL
F↓ and kR

F↑ of the Fermi surfaces FSL
↓ and

FSR
↑ , that dominantly contribute to the NFFLO phase

transition, are determined by, respectively,

ε̃kL
F↓,↓

= µ− h+ δµ ≡ µ+ δµeff , (48)

ε̃kR
F↑,↑

= µ+ h− δµ ≡ µ− δµeff . (49)

In contrast to the low field case [t/(6t) < 0.053], δµeff =
δµ − h determines the mismatch of the Fermi surfaces.
Thus, simply assuming that the NFFLO instability oc-
curs when δµeff ∼ δµc(0), one finds that δµc(h) increases
with increasing h in this high magnetic field regime,
which is consistent with the behavior of δµc(h > 0.053)
seen in Fig. 12(b).

We briefly note that the non-monotonic behavior of
the critical magnetic field hc(δµ) seen in Fig. 12(b) can
also be explained in the same manner: As one increases
δµ from zero, the Fermi surfaces FSL

↑ and FSR
↓ first dom-

inantly contribute to the NFFLO superfluid phase tran-
sition (although we do not explicitly show the result cor-
responding to Fig. 13(b) here), giving the decrease of

FIG. 14. (a) Calculated T c
env when h/(6t) = 0.175, as a func-

tion of the chemical potential bias δµ. (b) Fermi surfaces

FSα=L,R
σ=↑,↓ (kz = 0) at (b1)-(b4) in panel (a). In panel (b1),

because δµ = 0, the two Fermi surfaces FS↑ = FSL,R
↑ and

FS↓ = FSL,R
↓ only exist.

hc(δµ) with increasing δµ, as in the case of δµc(h ∼ 0).

However, once the dominant Fermi surfaces switch to FSL
↓

and FSR
↑ , hc(δµ) increases with increasing δµ.

We next discuss the δµ- and h-dependence of the phase
transition temperature T c

env in Fig. 12(a). When the sys-
tem is out of equilibrium by introducing the chemical po-
tential bias (δµ > 0), the resulting two-edge structure of
the momentum distribution of Fermi atoms works like the
thermal broadening of Fermi surfaces, which suppresses
the phase transition temperature. Because of this, we see
in Fig. 12(a) that T c

env initially decreases with increasing
the chemical potential bias δµ.

However, in the high magnetic field regime [h/(6t) &
0.15], T c

env exhibits non-monotonic δµ-dependence, as ex-
plicitly shown in Fig. 14(a). We also see from Fig. 14(a)
that although the FFLO state appears in the thermal
equilibrium state (δµ = 0), the NBCS state with zero
center-of-mass momentum of Cooper pairs appears, when
0.08 <∼ δµ/(6t) <∼ 0.15. To understand the reason for
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these, we point out that, at (b3) in Fig. 14(a), among

the four Fermi surfaces, FSR
↑ and FSL

↓ are almost degen-
erate, as shown in Fig. 14(b3). Because of this, Cooper
pairs are dominantly formed between these two (nearly)
degenerate Fermi surfaces, leading to the NBCS super-
fluid phase transition around (b3) in Fig. 14(a).

When one further increases δµ from (b3), the degen-

eracy of the two Fermi surfaces is lifted, and FSL
↓ be-

comes larger than FSR
↑ , as shown in Fig. 14(b4). This

situation is very similar to the thermal-equilibrium case
under an external magnetic field (where ↑-spin Fermi sur-
face becomes larger than the ↓-spin Fermi surface). In-
deed, Fig. 14(a) shows that the superfluid phase transi-
tion changes from NBCS to NFFLO at δµ/(6t) ' 0.15,
as in the thermal equilibrium case where the FFLO state
appears under a high magnetic field.

When one decreases δµ from (b3), the degeneracy of

the two Fermi surfaces is again lifted, but now FSL
↓ be-

comes smaller than FSR
↑ , as shown in Fig. 14(b2). Apart

from this difference, the situation is again similar to
the thermal equilibrium case under an external magnetic
field. Thus, as one decreases δµ from (b3), the NBCS
phase transition changes to NFFLO phase transition at
δµ/(6t) ' 0.08, as seen in Fig. 14(a). We briefly note

that, when the δµ vanishes, the Fermi surfaces FSL
σ and

FSR
σ are degenerate to each other, so that the Zeeman-

split two Fermi surfaces shown in Fig. 14(b1) are restored.

We emphasize that Cooper pairings between FSR
↑ and

FSL
↓ enable a superfluid state even in a high magnetic

field where the FFLO state can not be realized in the
thermal equilibrium state. To explicitly demonstrate
this, we show in Fig. 15(a) the calculated T c

env, when
h/(6t) = 0.25 [> hc(δµ = 0)]. Under this high magnetic
field, the thermal equilibrium state (δµ = 0) is in the nor-
mal phase down to Tenv = 0, because the misalignment
between the Zeeman-splitting between the ↑-spin and ↓-
spin Fermi surfaces is too large to form Cooper pairs
there. However, as δµ increases and the main system is
driven out of equilibrium, among the four Fermi surfaces,
FSL
↓ and FSR

↑ become close to each other [see Fig. 15(b1)],
which enables the NFFLO phase transition, as shown in
Fig. 15(a). As δµ increases, these two Fermi surfaces
become almost degenerate, so that the NFFLO phase
transition changes to the NBCS one. This degeneracy is
again lifted with further increasing δµ, and FSL

↓ eventu-

ally becomes larger than FSR
↑ [see Fig.15(b2)]. Then, the

system again experiences the NFFLO phase transition,
as shown in Fig. 15(a).

V. SUMMARY

To summarize, we have studied non-equilibrium su-
perfluid phase transitions in a driven-dissipative lat-
tice Fermi gas coupled with two reservoirs. To include
non-equilibrium pairing fluctuations, we extended the
thermal-equilibrium strong-coupling theory developed by

FIG. 15. (a) Calculated T c
env as a function of δµ in the high

magnetic field regime [h/(6t) = 0.25], where the superfluid
phase no longer exists in the thermal equilibrium state (δµ =

0). (b) Fermi surfaces FSα=L,R
σ=↑,↓ (kz = 0) at (b1) and (b2) in

panel (a).

Nozières and Schmitt-Rink to the non-equilibrium steady
state, by employing the Keldysh Green’s function tech-
nique. Using this, we showed that a two-edge structure of
the Fermi momentum distribution, which is produced by
the chemical potential difference between the two reser-
voirs, makes the system similar to conduction electrons in
metals under an external magnetic field. As a result, non-
equilibrium Fulde-Ferrell-Larkin-Ovchinnikov (NFFLO)
superfluid phase transition was found to occur without
spin imbalance. Since this unconventional Fermi super-
fluid is known to be unstable against pairing fluctuations
in a spatially isotropic gas, we pointed out that the re-
moval of the spatial isotropy by the optical lattice is es-
sentially important for the stabilization of the NFFLO
state. We also confirmed that, once the NFFLO state is
stabilized by the optical lattice, the essential behavior of
this superfluid phase transition can be captured within
the non-equilibrium mean-field BCS theory, at least when
the filling fraction equals n = 0.3.

We have also examined the case when the system is
accompanied by spin imbalance. Within the framework
of the non-equilibrium mean-field theory at n = 0.3, we
identified the region where the NFFLO and the thermal
equilibrium FFLO states appear, in the phase diagram
with respect to the environmental temperature Tenv, the
chemical bias δµ, and the fictitious magnetic field h.
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When δµ 6= 0 and h 6= 0, the two-edge structure im-
printed on the momentum distribution of Fermi atoms
and the Zeeman splitting of ↑-spin and ↓-spin Fermi
surfaces coexist, so that the system looks as if it has
four different Fermi surfaces. We clarified that the non-
monotonic behavior of the critical chemical potential bias
δµc(h) as a function of h, as well as the critical magnetic
field hc(δµ) as a function of δµ, can consistently be ex-
plained by using the existence of these four split Fermi
surfaces.

Regarding the experimental approach to such multiple
Fermi surface effects, a voltage-biased superconducting
wire and thin film under an external magnetic field would
be promising candidates. Indeed, Refs.[82–84] reported
that the momentum distribution of conduction electrons
in such systems is highly out of equilibrium, and exhibits
a two-step structure. Thus, by applying an external mag-
netic field to such systems, not only the non-equilibrium
splitting, but also the Zeeman splitting of Fermi surfaces
would occur. Then, the resulting four Fermi surfaces
would lead to exotic superconducting phase transitions,
as discussed in this paper. Indeed, it has been proposed
that a voltage-biased superconductor may be used to re-
cover the superconducting state in a high magnetic field
beyond the Chandrasekhar-Clogston limit [85], just as in
Fig. 15(a); however, the possibility of the NFFLO phase
transition is not discussed in Ref. [85].

In this paper, we have focused on the superfluid phase
transition temperature T c

env. Extension of this work to
the superfluid phase below T c

env to clarify how the mul-
tiple Fermi surfaces affect superfluid properties is an

important future challenge. In addition, the driven-
dissipative ultracold Fermi gas system is known to ex-
hibit bi-stability, where two stable states are obtained
for the same environmental parameters [55]. Thus, it
would also be a crucial future problem to identify the
region where this phenomenon occurs, in the phase di-
agram of the driven-dissipative spin-imbalanced lattice
Fermi gas. Since the realization of unconventional Fermi
superfluids is one of the most exciting challenges in cold
atom physics, our results would be helpful for the study
toward the realization of the FFLO superfluid Fermi gas.
In addition, the combination of the Zeeman splitting and
the non-equilibrium splitting of Fermi surfaces discussed
in this paper can be considered, not only in ultracold
Fermi gases, but also in other systems, such as a voltage-
biased metallic superconductor under an external mag-
netic field. Thus, our results would also widely contribute
to the further development of non-equilibrium condensed
matter physics.
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Appendix A: Computational details of filling fraction nσ in Eq. (35)

In this paper, to numerically evaluate the NNSR filling fraction nσ in Eq. (35), we apply the Fourier transform
technique [86–88] to the k-summations in Eqs. (26), (27), (33), and (34). Real space expressions for the pair correlation
functions in Eqs. (26) and (27), as well as the NNSR self-energies in Eqs. (33) and (34), are given by, respectively,

ΠR(r, ν) =
[
ΠA(r, ν)

]∗
=
i

2

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
GR

NMF,↑(r, ω + ν)GK
NMF,↓(r,−ω) +GK

NMF,↑(r, ω + ν)GR
NMF,↓(r,−ω)

]
, (A1)

ΠK(r, ν) =
i

2

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
GR

NMF,↑(r, ω + ν)GR
NMF,↓(r,−ω) +GA

NMF,↑(r, ω + ν)GA
NMF,↓(r,−ω)

+GK
NMF,↑(r, ω + ν)GK

NMF,↓(r,−ω)
]
, (A2)

ΣR
NNSR,σ(r, ω) =

[
ΣA

NNSR,σ(r, ω)
]∗

= − i
2

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

[
ΓR(r, ν)GK

NMF,−σ(−r, ν − ω) + ΓK(r, ν)GA
NMF,−σ(−r, ν − ω)

]
, (A3)

ΣK
NNSR,σ(r, ω) = − i

2

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

[
ΓA(r, ν)GR

NMF,−σ(−r, ν − ω) + ΓR(r, ν)GA
NMF,−σ(−r, ν − ω)

+ ΓK(q, ν)GK
NMF,−σ(−r, ν − ω)

]
. (A4)
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Using these, one can avoid the heavy k-summation. To
take advantage of this benefit in real space, we employ
the fast Fourier transformation (FFT) method to execute
the following Fourier transformation:

ĜNMF,σ(r, ω) =
∑
k

ĜNMF,σ(k, ω)eik·r. (A5)

The combination of the FFT method and the real space
expressions in Eqs. (A1)-(A4) significantly reduces the
computational cost compared to the direct evaluation of

the k-summations.

When the damping rate γ becomes small, the NMF
Green’s function ĜNMF,σ(k, ω) in Eq. (19) has a very
sharp peak in k-space. This requires a large number of
meshes in momentum space, in order to keep the high
accuracy of the FFT method. In our computations, we
thus have discretized the three-dimensional momentum
region 0 ≤ kj ≤ π (j = x, y, z) into 64 × 64 × 64 cells in
Eq. (A5). To achieve sufficient accuracy with this number
of meshes, γ needs to be chosen as γ/(6t) >∼ 0.005.

Appendix B: NMF and NNSR theories in the absence of optical lattice

We summarize the NMF theory, as well as the NNSR theory, in the absence of an optical lattice. In this case, the
main system in Fig. 2(a) becomes a spatially isotropic gas with the ordinary kinetic energy of a free particle,

εfree
k =

k2

2m
. (B1)

The momentum k is not restricted to the first Brillouin zone, which is in contrast to the lattice system. The s-wave
interaction term in Eq. (3) then involves the ultraviolet divergence, so that, as usual, we measure the interaction
strength in terms of the s-wave scattering length as, in order to remove this singularity from the theory [89]. The
scattering length as is related to the bare interaction −U as,

4πas
m

=
−U

1− U
∑kc

k
1

2εfreek

, (B2)

where kc is a momentum cutoff, which is eventually taken to be infinity.

A crucial difference from the lattice system is the vanishing Hartree term, because U → +0 in the limit pc →
∞.[14, 90]. The T c

env-equation (30) in the absence of the optical lattice is then reduced to

1 = Uγ
∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
2ω + εfree

k+q/2 − ε
free
−k+q/2 − 2h

] [
tanh

(
ω−δµ
2T c

env

)
+ tanh

(
ω−δµ
2T c

env

)]
[
(ω + εfree

k+q/2 − µ↑)2 + 4γ2
][

(ω − εfree
k+q/2 + µ↓)2 + 4γ2

] . (B3)

In the same manner, the equation for the filling fraction in Eq. (21) is replaced by the number equation,

NNMF,σ =
∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

4γ

[ω − εfree
k ]2 + 4γ2

[
f(ω − µL,σ) + f(ω − µR,σ)

]
, (B4)

where NNMF,σ is the total number of Fermi atoms in the σ-spin component in the main system.

We next explain the NNSR theory. In the absence of the Hartree term, the Green’s function Ĝenv,σ in Eq. (18)

equals ĜNMF,σ in Eq. (19). In the absence of the optical lattice, thus, the pair-correlation functions ΠR,A,K(q, ν), as

well as the NNSR self-energies ΣR,A,K
NNSR,σ(k, ν), can be constructed by using

Ĝenv,σ(p, ω) =

 1
ω−εfreep +2iγ

−4iγ[1−f(ω−µL,σ)−f(ω−µR,σ)]
[ω−εfreep ]2+4γ2

0 1
ω−εfreep −2iγ

 , (B5)
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The resulting expressions are

ΠR(q, ν) =
[
ΠA(q, ν)

]∗
=
i

2

∑
p

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
GR

env,↑(p + q/2, ω + ν)GK
env,↓(−p + q/2,−ω)

+GK
env,↑(p + q/2, ω + ν)GR

env,↓(−p + q/2,−ω)
]
, (B6)

ΠK(q, ν) =
i

2

∑
p

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
GR

env,↑(p + q/2, ω + ν)GR
env,↓(−p + q/2,−ω)

+GA
env,↑(p + q/2, ω + ν)GA

env,↓(−p + q/2,−ω)

+GK
env,↑(p + q/2, ω + ν)GK

env,↓(−p + q/2,−ω)
]
, (B7)

ΣR
NNSR,σ(k, ω) =

[
ΣA

NNSR,σ(k, ω)
]∗

= − i
2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

[
ΓR(q, ν)GK

env,−σ(q − k, ν − ω) + ΓK(q, ν)GA
env,−σ(q − k, ν − ω)

]
, (B8)

ΣK
NNSR,σ(k, ω) = − i

2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

[
ΓA(q, ν)GR

env,−σ(q − k, ν − ω)

+ ΓR(q, ν)GA
env,−σ(q − k, ν − ω) + ΓK(q, ν)GK

env,−σ(q − k, ν − ω)
]
. (B9)

Here, the particle-particle scattering matrix Γ̂(q, ν) is given in Eq. (25). The NNSR Green’s function ĜNNSR,σ in the
absence of the optical lattice is then given by

ĜNNSR,σ(k, ω) = Ĝenv,σ(k, ω) + Ĝenv,σ(k, ω)Σ̂NNSR,σ(k, ω)Ĝenv,σ(k, ω). (B10)

Using the Keldysh component of the NNSR Green’s function ĜNNSR,σ, we find that the total number Nσ of Fermi
atoms with σ-spin in the main system can be written as

Nσ =
i

2

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π
GK

NNSR,σ(k, ω)− 1

2

= NNMF,σ +
i

2

∑
k

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
Ĝenv,σ(k, ω)Σ̂NNSR,σ(k, ω)Ĝenv,σ(k, ω)

]K
≡ NNMF,σ +NFL,σ, (B11)

where NNMF,σ is given in Eq. (B4). As in the lattice system, we solve the NNSR number equation (B11), together
with the T c

env-equation (B3), to self-consistently determine T c
env, µ↑, as well as µ↓.

Appendix C: Destruction of NFFLO long-range order in the absence of optical lattice

In this appendix, we show that, when the optical lattice is absent, any NFFLO solution with QFF 6= 0 cannot simul-
taneously satisfy the T c

env-equation (B3) and the NNSR number equation (B11), because the fluctuation correction
term NFL,σ involved in the number equation always diverges when the T c

env-equation is satisfied.
When the T c

env-equation (B3) is satisfied at a parameter set (Tenv, µ, q) = (TQ
env, µQ,Q), the particle-particle

scattering matrix Γ̂(Q, ν = 2µQ) also diverges at TQ
env. Thus, the self-energies in Eqs. (B8) and (B9) at TQ

env may be
approximated to

Σ̂NNSR,σ(k, ω) ' −∆2
pg

(
GA

env,−σ(Q− k, 2µ− ω) GK
env,−σ(Q− k, 2µ− ω)

0 GR
env,−σ(Q− k, 2µ− ω)

)

= ∆2
pgĜ

∗
env,−σ(Q− k, 2µ− ω). (C1)
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Here, the pseudogap parameter ∆2
pg is given in Eq. (38). Substituting Eq. (C1) into the number equation (B11), one

obtains

NFL,σ '
i∆2

pg

2

∑
p

∫ ∞
−∞

dω

2π

[
Ĝenv,σ(p, ω)Ĝ∗env,−σ(Q− p, 2µ− ω)Ĝenv,σ(p, ω)

]K
. (C2)

The absence of the cubic optical lattice recovers the spatial isotropy of the main system, so that the retarded particle-
particle scattering matrix ΓR(q, ν) behaves as, around (q, ν) = (Q, 2µ) [38],

ΓR(q, ν) ' −U
C
[
|q| − |Q|

]2 − iλ[ν − 2µ
] . (C3)

Here,

C =
U

2

∂2ΠR(q, 2µQ)

∂|q|2

∣∣∣∣
q=Q

(C4)

and λ is given in Eq. (42). In obtaining Eq. (C3), we have taken the limit γ → +0, for simplicity. Using Eqs. (25)
and (C3), one can evaluate the pseudogap parameter ∆2

pg in Eq. (38) as

∆2
pg =

i

2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

∣∣ΓR(q, ν)
∣∣2 ΠK(q, ν)

' iU2ΠK(Q, 2µ)

2

∑
q

∫ ∞
−∞

dν

2π

1

C2
[
|q| − |Q|

]4
+ λ2

[
ν − 2µ

]2
=
iU2ΠK(Q, 2µ)

4λC

∫ qc

0

q2dq

2π2

1[
|q| − |Q|

]2 , (C5)

where qc is a momentum cutoff. Since the momentum integration in Eq. (C5) always diverges unless Q = 0, the gap
parameter ∆2

pg, as well as the fluctuation correction NFL,σ involved in the NNSR number equation (B11) (which is

proportional to ∆2
pg), diverge at TQ

env. Thus, the T c
env-equation (B3) and the number equation (B11) are incompatible

as far as QFF 6= 0.
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jević, T. Ottenbros, T. Tominaga, J. Böker, I. Eremin, T.
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