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A simple approach to the single Cooper-pair bound state composed of quasiparticles with the
spin-direction dependent masses (SDM) is formulated. We discuss the bound-pair properties which
depend on its center-of-mass momentum Q in an applied magnetic field accounted for in the Pauli
limit. It turns out that in a sufficiently strong magnetic field the moving pair has greater binding
energy than that at rest. The Q # 0 state is a prototype of the Fulde-Ferrell-Larkin-Ovchinnikov
(FFLO) state of condensed pairs. Spin dependence of the masses leads also to the quasiparticle-
spin distinguishability in the quantum mechanical sense. That is, to the lack of the transposition
symmetry of the wave function for the moving pair. This circumstance constitutes the fundamental
difference between standard Cooper pair and that with the spin-split masses. The spin state of the
latter is a mixture of singlet and the triplet components with S* = 0.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Cooper single-pair problem!?2 represents one of the model calculations of the Fermi-gas instability against
the bound-pair formation. Its importance follows from the fact that the instability appears for an arbitrarily weak
attractive interaction among the extra two fermions placed near the Fermi surface. The situation is different for
strongly correlated electron (narrow-band) systems when a short-range repulsive interaction of the Hubbard type
leads to the t-J model with the real-space intersite-pairing? and in particular, to the formation of the d-wave type
of condensed state. Nevertheless, the robustness of the Fermi-liquid state (in the form of an almost localized Fermi
liguid, ALFL) even for strongly correlated narrow-band and heavy-fermion systems retains the relevance of the original
Cooper pair problem with the pairing in reciprocal space. However, in the latter situation we have to deal with the
systems with large quasiparticle masses (i.e. small Fermi energy) and particularly, with the spin-dependent effective
massest2:8 78 if an applied magnetic field is included in the considerations.

Spin-direction-dependent quasiparticle masses (SDM) have been observed recently in the heavy-fermion supercon-
ductor CeColns? and other systems'® by means of the de Haas-van Alphen oscillations of magnetization in the applied
magnetic field. SDM result from a relatively strong short-range (Hubbard) repulsive interaction. This last concept
extends the idea of Landau Fermi liquid with many-body spin-independent renormalization of the particle massi.
SDM appear in a clear manner for strongly-correlated systems, and the effect is particularly strong near the half
filling of the narrow band. In addition to SDM, in CeColns an unconventional, high-field superconducting state is
claimed to appear concomitantlyi?43. This last state was proposed to be of the Fulde-Ferrell-Larkin-Ovchinnikov
(FFLO) nature!*13 and is associated with formation of phase with a nonzero Cooper pair momentum Q. Such state
also appears in selected organic superconductorst®17, although the spin dependent masses have not been detected
there as yet. Hence, taking into account the above two novel properties (i.e. SDM and Q # 0), seems natural for the
detailed analysis of Cooper-pair state in a correlated electron system which forms an ALFL. It turns out that SDM
concept carries quite a few novel qualitative features already on this level. Among them are the transition from the
regime of spin-indistinguishable to spin-distinguishable quasiparticles and the appearance of a mixture of spin-singlet
and triplet components with total spin S* = 0 in the latter state.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Sec. [[Il we study the nontrivial effect of SDM on the form of the spin-
part of the two-particle wave function in the simplest situation of the parabolic narrow band. In Sec. [[II] the singlet
and the so-called specific-spin solutions are discussed, as well as the relation of the latter to the quasiparticle-spin
distinguishability. Sec. [[V] contains the numerical analysis, whereas in Sec. [V] we provide a brief overview of this
mathematically simple, but physically subtle problem.

II. FORMULATION OF THE PROBLEM

Throughout this article, we consider the simplest situation: the parabolic dispersion relation for quasiparticles
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where m,, is the quasiparticle effective mass depending on spin and eg = gup H/2 is the Zeeman energy for electron
with spin quantum number ¢ = +1. The qualitative results do not depend on the detailed form of ey, since for
almost localized systems the spin-dependent mass enhancement factor is large and does not depend on the particle
wavevector k.

As in the standard Cooper problem, we consider ALFL forming a passive Fermi sea, and the extra pair of quasipar-
ticles of the same type interacting via a pairing potential in the k-space. Both the background Fermi liquid, and the
pair have masses dependent on their spin direction (or equivalently, the system magnetization). We assume the form
of mass spin dependence proposed earlier®® in the U — oo limit (for its elementary derivation see Appendix [A]), i.e.
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where mp is the bare band mass, n, = (n;,) is the average number of particles per atomic site (¢) with spin o, and
n = ng + nz is the so-called band filling. Recently, Onari et al.® considered the same problem for the Anderson-lattice
case and have obtained quantitatively similar results: the spin majority particles (defined as o =1) being lighter, and
the mass difference increasing with the increasing magnetic polarization (nyg+ — nys)), where n, = ny, is the number
of electrons in the o-subband of a narrow f-band due to e. g. Ce3T ions. The principal nontrivial ingredient of our
formulation is contained in including the spin-dependent masses in the two-particle Hamiltonian. This factor alone
leads to qualitatively new features of the bound-pair state, as discussed in the following.

A. Hamiltonian with scalar effective masses and its limitations

First, a simple way of accounting for the different masses of quasiparticles is to insert them into the Hamiltonian
"by hand”, that is to assume that the first particle has the spin ¢ =1= 1, and the mass my = m;, whereas the
other one has spin 0 =] = —1, and mass m| = mgy. This is a standard procedure, since in nonrelativistic quantum
mechanics the particle mass is an external, classical parameter. This assumption leads to the following form of the
Hamiltonian
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We neglect the effect of applied magnetic field on the electron orbital, because, the Maki parameteri® is in e.g.
CeColns very high (all = 4.6, o = 5.0)12, which means that the Pauli contribution dominates over the orbital effects.
For the two-particle state with opposite spins, Hamiltonian (8] acts properly only on the wave function with the spin
part of the form

x(o1,02) =[11)[2 ). (4)

This type of wave function will be called specific-spin in the following. If we applied the Hamiltonian to the wave
function with different spin part, i.e. x'(o1,02) = |1 1)|2 1), it would assign improperly mass m; = m4 to the first
quasiparticle, whose spin is ¢ =|. For this reason, we may not construct for Hamiltonian (3] the proper singlet or
triplet spin wave functions

1
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This means that by specifying that the first particle has the spin up, and the second the spin down we violate in an
obvious manner the quasiparticle-spin indistinguishability. We discuss this problem in detail later, after introducing
explicitly this effect in an invariant manner in the Hamiltonian.

One can illustrate the nontrivial character of the SDM by commenting on the simplest quantum system - the
hydrogen atom. Namely, although the masses of proton and electron are vastly different, the total spin part of the



wave function is still the singlet. This is because the spins of those particles are completely detached from their
masses. In effect, the spin part of the wave function is either pure singlet or triplet. On the contrary, in our situation
with SDM, the spin quantum number is attached to the masses, so the spin transposition symmetry may be broken
explicitly, as discussed in detail below.

B. Hamiltonian with masses in an invariant (operator) form

We construct next the Hamiltonian in such a way, that it properly assigns masses to quasiparticles depending
on their spin direction in the applied magnetic field. The only way to do this is to introduce the mass operator
m(o?) = may — %af Am, where Am need not to be specified at this point. Therefore, the two-particle Hamiltonian
takes the form
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Now, the kinetic part assigns respective masses mi = mqy, — Am/2 and ma = Mg, + Am/2 to the particles

depending on their spin z-component. With this Hamiltonian we can analyze any spin function; in particular, both
the specific-spin wave function ), as well as those describing the singlet or triplet states with the z-component of
the total spin S7 + S5 = 0, which have obviously the form

wsrloron) = (LNRDFLHRD). 7)

Additional advantage of the Hamiltonian (6]) is the ability to describe transition between the indistinguishable-
quasiparticles limit (for zero or low mass differences) and the distinguishable-quasiparticles case when ep > 0 (see also
Sec. [IID)). By distinguishable quasiparticles we mean here those described by a wave function without well-defined
transposition symmetry (i.e. non-antisymmetric in our case). Such quasiparticles are distinguished by their mass due
to the mass spin dependence.

III. FERMI SEA, WAVE FUNCTION, BINDING ENERGY

The starting equations determining the Fermi sea parameters are as follows:
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where o = +1 is the electron spin, n is taken as the band filling (equal to the number of electrons per unit cell)
and V is the elementary cell volume. Also, Eqs. () - ({Il) determine the expressions for the Fermi energy and the
spin-subband Fermi wavevectors.

The wave function is decomposed into the spin and space parts

U(ry,re,01,02) = ®(r1,r2)x(01,02), (12)

with the space part given as a superposition of plane wave states, i.e.
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This wave function is used next.



A. Singlet, triplet, and their inadequacy in describing the paired state

First, we note that the total spin operator does not commute with Hamiltonian (Gl

[H,(S1 +S2)%] # 0, (14)

whereas # does commute with S7 and S3. This means that while the z-components of the individual spins
represent good quantum numbers, the total length does not. To analyze this property, it is important to see that the
spin-dependent denominators can be rewritten in the two equivalent forms
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Taking S; = (1/2)d3, one can easily prove the condition (I4]), as well as the property that [H, gf] = 0. One sees that
the spin wave function can be characterized by individual values of =1 and 05 =/ or vice versa, but the two-particle
spin state might not have a proper singlet or triplet symmetry (@). Note also that the property (I4]) is independent of
the form of pairing potential and is fulfilled also for V(ry,r2) = 0. This may lead also to the normal-state corrections
not discussed in detail here.

B. Solution for the specific-spin wave function

By starting from the wave function in the form (I2]) with the space part given by (I3]) and spin part x(o1,02) = |1 1
|2 1), we can solve the Schrédinger equation (with any of the two Hamiltonians) in a similar manner as in the original
Cooper problem?. One of the differences is a nontrivial definition of the relative momentum when transforming the
Hamiltonian to the center-of-mass and relative coordinates, namely

rimi +ram
R:M; Q = k1 + ko, (16)
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where Q is the total momentum and k is called by analogy to the standard Cooper problem the relative momentum?®.
After this transformation the Hamiltonian and wave function can be cast to the forms

h2 h2
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where M = my + mo and g = mimo/M. Following standard procedure, we obtain the equation determining
coefficients ax and the eigenenergy F in the form

1 > Vi aw

e = ]\76Q—|—61{—E17

(20)

where eq = h2(~22/2M7 €x = h2k2/2u and N is the total number of particles. The interaction region has to be
defined in a more general way, since we want to describe a system with nonequal Fermi vectors and possibly, with
a non-zero center-of-mass momentum Q, which is a constant of motion. We assume that a constant, attractive
interaction takes place in the regions of k-space for which both particles are at most at the distance hiwp above their
Fermi surface, i.e.
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Interaction region Wgq is the common part of W7 and Ws + Q shifted by —21Q. The vectors kaj, are

defined by ex,,s, = €r + hwp. Regions which contribute most to the pairing are marked as the three (green) ovals. For details
see main text.
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0, in other cases,

where k and Q are related to k;, and ks via transformation (I6) and () (the same holds for the vectors pairs
k', Q and Kk, k}). We call Wq the region in k-space in which the interaction is nonzero (cf. Fig. [}). It can be shown
that Wq = [W1 N (W2 + Q)] — 4+ Q, where by adding a vector to the region in k-space we mean the whole region
shifted by that vector. Also, W; = {k|er < exs; < €r + fiwp}, i = 1,2. In this notation, equation for the binding

energy A = 2ep — FE becomes a
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where fek,o, = €k;0, — € With ¢ = 1,2 is the measure of the quasiparticle energy with respect to the Fermi energy.
From this form of the equation for A we can deduce that the regions of reciprocal space contributing most to the pairing
are those for which dex,,, ~ 0 (see Fig. [[). Large part of the space fulfills this condition if |Q| ~ Akp = kp1 — kpa.
Therefore, we can anticipate that the pair will have maximum binding energy when the pair center-of-mass momentum
is close to the Fermi vector splitting, i.e. when |Q| ~ Akp, consistent with the results for the FFLO state?C.

The equation [22)) for the gap A has to be solved numerically for each |Q| and the final solution in our approximation
is the one with the largest binding energy. In the case of Cooper pair at rest (Q = 0), equation (22]) can be solved
analytically. Such analytic solution depends on which of the two vectors ka; = %\/ 2m;(ep + oiep + hwp) is larger,

namely
hwp 3 1 1 1 C
Ai ec—ll — (eBM—GFAm)ﬁ(m—I—Fm—ZB ), fOI‘ kal Zk'az, (23)
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= 2R°N_Tn zero magnetic field we have that C' = % and expression (23)) properly reproduces the

where C' = m
Cooper result A = 2hwp/ (exp(%) — 1), where p(er) is the average density of states per particle.



C. Is the singlet state a proper eigenstate?

As has already been said, Hamiltonian (@) does not commute with the total spin S2. This means that the singlet
and the triplet states are not a good basis for the problem considered. Nevertheless, we can still analyze energy for
the singlet spin function (and we can think of it as a superposition of eigenfunctions with spin parts |1 1)|2 |) and
[1])]|21)). This means, we can take

Va2, m1,00) = 5 3 s T (12 1)~ 1DI21). (24)
ki.k2

Solution of the Schrodinger equation in this case is quite cumbersome and will not be presented in detail here. It
can be shown that, for the resulting equations not to be contradicting, the interaction has to be introduced as nonzero
in the region (for derivation see Appendix [B)

kimy —kamy

W*:{k |k1€W1ﬂW2/\k26W2ﬂW1/\Q:k1+k2}, (25)

mi + mo

or equivalently,

W :WQm(—WQ+QAﬁm). (26)

The replacement of WQ with W* presents the only difference in the case of pure singlet state, with respect to
the that for the specific-spin state |1 1)|2 |) or |1 )2 1). This interaction region coincides with Wq if and only if
Q = 0. As a result, the energy of the singlet state in the case of Cooper pair at rest is identical to the energy for
the specific-spin states. For a moving pair (Q # 0) the interaction region is reduced, and the binding energy for the
singlet state decreases rapidly with increasing |Q|, whereas that for the specific-spin states can become even larger

(see Fig. H).

D. Quasiparticle distinguishability

The wave function of fermions has to be antisymmetric with respect to transposition of spin and space coordinates

(1‘1,0'1)(—> (1‘2,0'2). (27)

For the Cooper pair this implies, that

U(ry,ra,01,02) = —V(rg,r1,02,01). (28)

It turns out that the Cooper pair at rest (with singlet spin part) has the proper symmetry even for m, # mq, a very
interesting result. Therefore, as long as Q = 0 leads to the minimum energy state, the wave function is antisymmetric
and describes indistinguishable quasiparticles.

For sufficiently strong applied magnetic field the state with Q # 0 becomes the stable state and the pair has to be
either in the |1 1)|2 |) state or in the |1 ])|2 1) state. Such wave function does not have the symmetry (28] and the
transition to distinguishable quasiparticles takes place. The difference between the two situations has been illustrated
schematically in Fig.

A word of explanation is most proper at this point. Namely, the microscopic many-body Hamiltonian (Hubbard or
Anderson-lattice, for example) respects the particle indistinguishability. This microscopic model is approximated here
by an effective quasiparticle picture with the SDM#:2:6.78  The effective Hamiltonian taking into account those masses
violates the indistinguishability in an obvious manner (see relation (Id])). However, this quasiparticle picture has been
confirmed experimentally?? for the normal state. Therefore, this fact suggests that there is a qualitative difference
between the Landau Fermi liguid and the almost localized (local) Fermi liquid. It remains to be seen whether this
picture holds true also for the superconducting state. In a separate paper2! we show that the spin-direction dependence
of the mass essentially extends the stability of the FFLO state, prototype of which is the Cooper pair with Q # 0.
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Behavior of the spin part of the wave function under transposition of particles for Cooper pair at rest
(antisymmetry) and moving Cooper pair (no definite symmetry).

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In the numerical analysis we assume the following values of parameters, emulating the heavy-fermion systems:
n=0.97, V = 16143 (taken for CeColng), mq, = mp 2 = 304my, hwp = 32.5 K and Vo/N = 40 K. Such large
value of hwp is taken because the pairing in CeColns is of real space character. Additionally, for other values of
hwp another maximum in the binding energy appears (between Q = 0 and |Q| = Akp). Energy of this solution is
maximally 5 mK higher then that for Q = 0. Therefore, with this third solution no new physics is incorporated in our
study, and it might only blur the image presented. For the assumed parameters, the Fermi energy is ep = 46 +~ 47 K,
i. e. of the same magnitude as iwp and V5 /N. Before we turn to the interacting case, we present the results for the
background Fermi sea with SDM.

A. Fermi sea of quasiparticles

The equations describing the Fermi sea characteristics were introduced earlier (8)) - (IIl). They can be easily solved
numerically by their reduction to a single equation for n,

2/3

nnj n(n —ny)?/?

4ep ( \% )2/3' (29)

(n—n1)(2mg, — mp) + mpny - n1(2may — mp) + mp(n —nq) 72 \6r2

The Fermi sea characteristics are summarized in Fig. The mass difference, the Fermi vector splitting and
magnetization grow linearly with the field. Therefore, the approximated expressions in the field up to 20T are

ny —ny = xH, (30)
. _ X
Mo (H) = Mgy 0m372(1_n) H, (31)
1
ne(H) = 2y —oxH. (32)

2 2

In our numerical study we obviously used the full expressions (&) - ([II]).

B. Discussion: Cooper pair state

Solving the gap equation ([22) provides us with the dependence of A on the Cooper pair center-of-mass momentum
Q, in an applied field H, as shown in Fig. M For high enough fields the maximum binding energy appears for
|Q| ~ Akp. The moving-pair state becomes stable for the field above about 2.5T. Note also, that the full singlet
configuration (dot-dashed lines) has much smaller binding energy than the specific-spin state (solid lines).

The binding energy as a function of the field is plotted in Fig. The case with SDM gives rise to much higher
critical fields above which the pair is destabilized by the Pauli effect. The reason behind this robustness of the state
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Fermi sea properties as a function of applied magnetic field H. The dashed lines in the lower right-hand
panel represent data for spin-independent masses. Note the greater Fermi wavevector splitting in that case meaning that SDM
act in the opposite way than the Zeeman term effect, as reflected also in the greater binding energy in the applied field.
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FIG. 4: (Color online) Binding energy of the specific-spin (solid lines) and singlet states (dot-dashed lines) as a function of
center-of-mass momentum Q and for selected values of applied field. Note the rapid decrease of binding energy of the singlet
state. The bound state with |Q| # 0 becomes stable above the field H ~ 2.57T. The arrows mark the state with maximum
value of binding energy.

for Am # 0 is the smaller Fermi wavevector splitting Ak for this case (c.f. Fig. [B)), which in turn leads to the larger
interaction region WQ. One can say, that the effect of SDM acts in the opposite direction than the Zeeman-term
influence and compensates this influence to a degree.

The optimal momentum value |Q| vs. H is displayed in Fig. [l One observes a discontinuous change of |Q| above
the field ~ 2.5 T from |Q| = 0 to |Q| ~ Akp. At this point the specific-spin wave function provides the stable solution.
At the same time, we have a transformation from the spin-indistinguishable to spin-distinguishable quasiparticles. In
this manner, we have a model situation in which the question of distinguishability of quasiparticles can be investigated.
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FIG. 5: (Color online) Pair binding energy as a function of magnetic field for the cases with the spin-dependent (solid lines)
and the spin-independent (dot-dashed lines) masses of quasiparticles. Note higher critical fields (as marked by the solid circles
on the z-axis) for pair breaking in the former case. Analytic solution reproduces properly the dependence for Q = 0 state. The

uppermost solid circle marks the transition from Q = 0 to |Q| ~ Akr. The state with Am = 0 and Q # 0 is nonphysical and
is presented for comparison.
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FIG. 6: (Color online) Optimal Cooper pair center-of-mass momentum versus magnetic field. For high enough fields |Q| ~ Akr.
The regimes with spin-singlet and specific-spin wave functions are also shown. The solid circle at the end marks the Pauli
limiting critical field.

V. AN OVERVIEW

The spin-dependent effective masses of quasiparticles (SDM) appear in all approximate theories:2:6.78 of correlated
narrow-band electrons in the applied magnetic field. Here, we have presented solution of the Cooper pair problem with
SDM. The Hamiltonian has been formulated in two ways: with the scalar masses and with operator masses, the latter
being more appropriate for the study of the two-particle pairing. The latter Hamiltonian also allows for systematic
studies of the question of quasiparticle-spin distinguishability. The resulting stable solution has an antisymmetric
wave function and describes spin-singlet state for Cooper pair at rest (Q = 0), even if m; # mq. However, the Q = 0
singlet solution is energetically degenerate with the specific-spin solution. For higher magnetic field, the solution
with Q = 0 becomes less favorable energetically, and the transition to a moving-Cooper pair state Q # 0 takes
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place. The moving Cooper-pair wave function has no definite transposition symmetry in the spin coordinates. With
the transition to a moving Cooper-pair state there appears also that from indistinguishable quasiparticles to their
distinguishable correspondants. This also leads to the admixture of the triplet component with S* = 0 to the singlet
state for Q # 0, as the specific-spin function is a superposition: |1 1)|2 ) = (|singlet) + |triplet))/v/2. We think
that the quasiparticle-spin distinguishability is thus indispensable, as the quasiparticles have different masses which
represent their external characteristic, with the value of spin quantum number labeling them.

The whole approach was formulated in the simplest possible manner to single out the most important physical
consequences of introducing the spin-direction dependent quasiparticle masses. The condensed state of pairs with
SDM is treated separately22. Also, the spin-dependent masses with specific-spin wave function will lead to corrections
to the normal-state properties.
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APPENDIX A: ELEMENTARY DERIVATION OF THE SPIN-DEPENDENT MASS ENHANCEMENT
FACTOR

The mass enhancement factor in a strongly correlated system can be understood on the intuitive ground in the
following manner. Usually, it is the most decisive factor in determining the quasiparticle density of states®2:878 so
the argument is carried out for featureless (rectangular) form of the density of states in the bare band (here taken
per site and one spin direction), i.e.

L for — W <e< W
—J W 2 =¢=7
ple) { 0, otherwise, (A1)

where W is the bare bandwidth. In such situation the bare band energy per site is

(580 [y o= ~(5) St w

where the chemical potential is defined from

Ny = ' p(€)de. (A3)

ml%

On the other hand, for strongly correlated electrons (U — oo) the corresponding energy of itinerant electrons is23

(%)U%m = —(g) ;ng(l —n). (A4)

The factor (1 —n) expresses the fact that the hopping of the electron between the neighbors takes place when there
is no other electron present on neighboring site. Combining (A2)) and (A4) one can write down that

(%)UW _ _(g) ;qanga )= Y e, (A5)

k<kp,o

with ¢ = (1 — n)/(1 — n,) is the spin dependent, k-independent renormalization factor. We write now the
quasiparticle energy in the form Eyx, = ¢rex = €k + (¢o — 1)ex = ex + X(ek), where X(ex) is the self-energy part (its
real part) induced by the correlations. Defining the mass via the standard Fermi-liquid relation

(m* )71 . 0% (w) o, (46)

mpg ow

we obtain that m* =m, = mp1/¢,. = mp(l — n,)/(1 — n), which is equivalent to (2.
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APPENDIX B: BINDING ENERGY FOR GENERAL ANTISYMMETRIC STATE

We consider here the most general wave function antisymmetric with respect to transposition of particles (27)) and
show that its binding energy decreases with the increasing center-of-mass momentum Q and is lower than the energy

of the specific-spin state []). Spin states with a well-defined transposition symmetry (singlet and triplet with S* = 0)
are described by the following wave functions

vs(01,05) = %(H D24 - [11)21). (B1)
Xt (o1,02) = —= (1L P2 1) + 1 B2 1)). (B2)

5

2

Therefore, we can expand the general antisymmetric wave function in the basis of singlet and triplet wave functions.

U(ry,ra,01,02) = A®g(ry,r2)xs(01,02) + V1= A2 ®@a(ry,r2)x7 (01, 02). (B3)

Where ®g is symmetric and ® 4 antisymmetric under (ry <> r2) and X is characterizing the degree of mixing. We
underline once again that (B3) is the most general antisymmetric wave function.
We express the functions ®4 and ®g as a superposition (we take V =1 for simplicity)

/1 _ AQ @A(rl, 1‘2) — Z ak11k2 <eik1r1+ik2l‘2 _ eik11‘2+ik2r1), (B4)

ki,ko

)\(I)S(r:l’rz) = Z ﬁk17k2 (eik1r1+ik2r2 4 eik1r2+ik2r1) . (B5)
ki1.k2

Therefore, the wave functions have the proper symmetry by construction. Setting either ax, x, = 0 or Bk, x, = 0,
we obtain the singlet or triplet wave functions, respectively. Note that the binding energy for the triplet state vanishes
for the s-wave pairing. We consider the Cooper problem with the wave function (B3)) and Hamiltonian in the form

As we already have said, the natural basis of the spin wave functions is spanned by the specific-spin wave functions.
For this reason, we transform the wave function (B3] to the form

U(r1,r2,01,00) = { (Aiey permatikara oy eikaratikery) |1 4)[2 |) —

ki,k2
(FYkLkzeiklrl-szrz + )\kl,kz eik1r2+ik2r1) |1 J/>|2 T>:| ) (BG)

where the new coefficients are given by
)‘k17k2 = ﬁkl;k2 + 0y ko (B7)
Vkike = ﬁk17k2 — Ok; ko (B8)

Following the standard but cumbersome procedure, we obtain the following two equations for those expansion
coefficients

1 2+ 7 krqan ) Viek

S B9)
h2 QQ h2 k/2 ’ (
N ot 2u E

)\k/ + "Y?k/+QA]\/_7[n -

1 E ()\k +F)/, A_m)V, ’ Amy Am
A+ jorqam = o A CRTQNE) CIQRE), (B10)
Q% N Q2 Tkt p
2M 24

For the above equations not to be contradictory, the matrix elements of the pairing potential have to be identical
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Vi rqap) (-krqip) = Viek: (B11)

If this condition is fulfilled, Eqs. (BY) and (BIQ) are equivalent. We introduce the potential in the standard form
with a constant attraction

[V, for kK € W,
Viae = { 0, fork¢W* VK ¢ W (B12)
Now, the condition (BTI)) is fulfilled if and only if W* has the following property
Am
wW* = -Ww* —_. B13
+Q; (B13)

Clearly, the region WQ is not a good choice for W*, but by making use of it we can construct a proper interaction
region as follows

W* =Wqn(-Wq+ QAWm). (B14)

Such interaction region has a physical meaning, as we can rewrite it in the form

kimo — kamy

W+ = {k |k1EWlﬁWQ/\kzEWQﬁWl/\Q:kl'i‘kz}, (B15)
m1+m2
h?k?

W, = {k|er < Y —oieg <ep+hwpt,i=1,2, (B16)

3

meaning that the interaction takes place in the regions of k-space, for which not only both particles are at most
hwp Fermi level, but also if we exchanged their wavevectors (k; <> ka), they are still at most fiwp above their Fermi
surface.

The equation for the binding energy can be obtained from (B3] after summing up over k' € W* and dividing by
Y kews (A + 7_k+Q%). In effect, we have that

N 1
—=> . B17)
ﬁ2Q2 h2k2 (
Vo keW=* 2M + 20 -E

This equation has the same form as the one obtained for the specific-spin state, the only difference being the
appearance of the interaction region W* instead of Wq. From this very fact follows automatically the lower binding
energy for the antisymmetric state (B3]), as W* C Wq. For the case of pair at rest (Q = 0), both states (specific-spin
and antisymmetric) have equal binding energy, because then W* = WQZO. The numerical results show that the
binding energy of the antisymmetric state decreases linearly with the increasing Q (see Fig. [)).
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