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We study the size of two-body bound states and Cooper pairs within a multiband Hubbard model
that features time-reversal symmetry and uniform pairing on a generic lattice. Our analysis involves
(i) an exact calculation of the localization tensor to determine the size of lowest-lying two-body
bound state in vacuum, and (ii) an evaluation of the average size of Cooper pairs using mean-field
BCS-BEC crossover theory at zero temperature. Beyond the conventional intraband contribution
that depends on Bloch bands, we show that pair size also has a geometric contribution governed by
the quantum-metric tensor of the Bloch states and their band-resolved quantum-metric tensors. As a
concrete example, we investigate the pyrochlore-Hubbard model numerically and demonstrate that,
while the pair size diverges in the weakly interacting BCS regime, it remains finite and relatively
small in the flat-band regime, even for infinitesimal interaction, perfectly matching the exact two-

body result in the dilute limit.

I. INTRODUCTION

The quantum geometry of a Bloch band is character-
ized by the quantum-metric tensor, which corresponds to
the real part of the quantum-geometric tensor and mea-
sures the so-called quantum distance between two nearby
Bloch states [1, 2]. Recent studies on multiband Hubbard
models have revealed that this band invariant plays a cru-
cial role in describing virtual interband processes that
influence key observables in superconductivity. These
include, but are not limited to, the superfluid weight,
superfluid density, critical transition temperature, low-
energy collective excitations, and the Ginzburg-Landau
coherence length [3-16]. The quantum geometry inherent
in multiband systems modifies these observables, demon-
strating that the quantum metric is not merely a math-
ematical artifact but a central quantity in determining
the physical behavior of superconductors, particularly in
flat-band systems where geometric effects are more pro-
nounced. It is important to emphasize that these observ-
ables are not independent but are instead directly linked
through the effective-mass tensor of Cooper pairs [6, 17].
This connection is also rooted in the effective-mass ten-
sor of the lowest-lying two-body bound states in vac-
uum [3, 18]. For this reason, the geometric nature of
superconducting pairing manifests itself across multiple
physical quantities, showing that the quantum metric
is an essential component of the underlying physics in
multiband superconductors.

In this study, we investigate the impact of quantum ge-
ometry on the size of two-body bound states and Cooper
pairs in a generic multiband Hubbard model that exhibits
time-reversal symmetry and uniform pairing. We ana-
lyze the localization tensor for the lowest-lying two-body
bound state in vacuum and the average size of Cooper
pairs within the mean-field BCS-BEC crossover theory
at zero temperature. Our primary finding reveals a stark
contrast between the BCS regime of dispersive bands and
the flat-band regime: while the pair size diverges in the
weakly interacting BCS regime, it remains finite and rel-
atively small in the flat-band regime, even for infinitesi-

mal interaction, where it is governed solely by the quan-
tum metric. We also argue that pair size and coherence
length, though related, are distinct physical quantities
with different quantum-geometric origins. The coherence
length is linked to the motion of Cooper pairs through
the inverse effective mass tensor [8, 9, 14], whereas the
pair size does not share this direct relationship. In other
words, the origin of the pair size does not derive from the
non-zero center-of-mass momentum of the pair, setting it
apart from previous findings in this context.

The remaining text is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we introduce the multiband Hubbard model in reciprocal
space. In Sec. III, we derive the size of two-body bound
states in vacuum through an exact calculation of the lo-
calization tensor. In Sec. IV, we derive the average size of
Cooper pairs within the mean-field BCS-BEC crossover
theory at zero temperature. In Sec. V, we present the nu-
merical calculations for the pyrochlore-Hubbard model.
The paper concludes with a summary in Sec. VI, and
an alternative but failed approach to the size of Cooper
pairs is discussed in the Appendix.

II. MULTIBAND HUBBARD MODEL

The multiband Hubbard model H =
H4, consists of two parts.
Ho = — Y iss ti"s;ils,cgiacsq/a describes the hopping
processes between lattice sites, where the operator cgw
creates a spin-o fermion on the sublattice site S in the ith
unit cell, and t7s; ¢/ is the hopping parameter between
site S’ in unit cell i’ and site S in unit cell i. To reexpress
‘H, in reciprocal space, we introduce a canonical trans-
formation, cgio = \/% S e kens cTSko, where N, is the

Yo Ho +

The non-interacting part

number of unit cells in the system, k = (k;, ky, k) is the
crystal momentum (in units of & — 1) within the first
Brillouin zone (BZ), and rg is the position of site S € i.
The momentum summation satisfies ) ., 1 = Ne, and
when the number of sublattice sites within a unit cell
is Np, the total number of lattice sites in the system



is N = NyN,.. This transformation leads to the Bloch
Hamiltonian in the sublattice basis,

Ho = Y hsncchioCsika, (1)
557k
where the matrix elements hgn =

—Nic Do tigs;i,s,eik'.("s_ri’s’) deter@ine the single-particle
spectrum via the eigenvalue relation

E th'an'ka = €nkoNSko- (2)
S/

Here, £,k represents the energy of the nth Bloch band,
and ngk, is the periodic part of the corresponding Bloch
wave function, as discussed further below. Finally, ap-
plying the basis transformation CTSkO =>. nf,gkaclka7
we recast the Hamiltonian in the band basis as H, =
Sk Enko €y Cnko- On the other hand, the interacting
part Hyy = —U g CTSiTCTS‘uCSLLCSiT with U > 0 de-
scribes the on-site density-density attraction between
spin-T and spin-| fermions. In reciprocal space, we re-
express it as

v i i
Hyy = A Z Cok+21Cs,—k+2,165, K +2 165k +3 1
¢ Skk’q
(3)

Next, we take advantage of the explicit conservation of
total momentum in the k-space formulation and present
an exact solution for the two-body problem.

III. EXACT TWO-BODY PROBLEM

To solve for the spin-singlet bound states of a pair of
spin-T and spin-) fermions with center-of-mass momen-
tum q, we adopt the ansatz state [18]

Wa) = > O‘zmkcjz,wg,Tcin,—k+%,¢|0>’ (4)

nmk

where [0) is the vacuum state, and o} | are the vari-
ational parameters. The requirement ay, . = ap,
ensures that |Vq) is antisymmetric under the exchange
of fermions, which is necessary and sufficient for the spin-
singlet state. The normalization condition (Uq|¥q) =1
leads to the constraint Y, ., |ad | |2 = 1. For any given
q, minimization of the expectation value (U4|H — Eq|Uq)
with respect to af! ., where Eq represents the energy of
the allowed two-body states, leads to a set of linear equa-
tions [18]

U * *
a N, 2o Psalsi 9475 kv g

Xk =

()

Enictd 1t +Em—k+31 — Faq

Here, the dressed variational parameters [(sq =
a . .
D nmk Yok S k+ a +Ms, k4 9, characterize the physical

properties of the two-body bound states, and Eq are
given by the eigenvalues of an NZN. x NZN. matrix
through Eq. (5). Next, we discuss the two-body wave
function and its localization tensor from which the pair
size follows.

A. Localization tensor for the bound states

The wave function for the resultant two-body bound
states is determined by Wq(ri,r2) = (rir2|¥q), where
r = (z1,y1,21) and ro = (z2,y2,22) are the Cartesian
components. Here, we express the Bloch wave function

o eik~r

for a spin-o particle as ¢nko(r) = (rlnko) = Wnko(r),

where [nko) = ¢! |0} and ny, (r) represents the periodic

part of the wave function. This leads to Uq(ri,r2) =
% Enmk elk‘ragmknk*F%’T(rl)m*k+%7l«(r2)’
R = (r1 + r2)/2 is the center-of-mass position of
the pair, and r = r; — ro is the relative position of
its constituents. Note that Wq(ri,r2) = Wq(ra,r)
upon spin exchange by construction when 1<]. For
the multiband Hubbard model of interest in this
paper, we substitute r{y — rg and ro — rygs, lead-
ing to ¥q(rs,rrs) = eiq'(r‘5+'i’5’)/21/)gs,(F), where
T = rig — ry g is the relative position. The latter function
is defined as

where

_ 1 -
wgs/(r)z N Zel rOZkanS,kJr%,TmS’,*kJr%,i’ (6)
C

nmk

with the constraint
el /2 = 1. This normalization condi-
tion follows simply from the orthonormaliza-
tion conditions Nicziei(k_k,)"‘s = Ok and
Y s NekeMske = (Nko|Mke) = Opm, where 0;; is
the Kronecker-delta.

For the simplicity of the presentation, we denote the
Cartesian components of the relative position as r =
(rg,7y,rs) Where 7, = x4 — x2, 7y = Y1 — Y2, and
r, = 21 — z2. It is easy to see that (VUq|r;|¥q) =
> e, Til Wq(ri, r2)|? = 0, since changing the dummy sum-
mation indices r; <+ ro changes the overall sign of the
summand. Then, to extract the pair size from the vari-
ance of the relative position, we introduce the so-called
localization tensor [1], whose real and symmetric ma-
trix elements are given by (£3,)i; = (Vq|rirj|¥q) =
> e, TiTj[¥q(r1, r2) [*. For the multiband Hubbard model
of interest in this paper, it can be written as

(&h)ij = Z 7|V ds (F)%, (7)

iSi’.S’

Yisivs [V (F)? =

where 7; is the i-component Qf,f' Then, we ,substitute
rie®T = —i9;(e™T) and rje" KT = 9, (e~ T), where
0; = B%i and 0 = 3%;, and use Green’s theorem for pe-
riodic functions [19], i.e., integration by parts. This shifts
the partial derivatives from the exponential factors to the



Bloch factors. Summing over the unit cells through the
orthonormalization condition for the exponential factors,

§2b Z 0; anmk nmk

nmk nmk

+ Z anmk

nmn/m’k

we eventually find

2
(Eap)ij = 0 (i 08 ket 8 4TS, ket 9, 1)
nmn’m’SS’k
x0j (e s34 3 4 57 18 1)

(8)

This expression can also be reexpressed in alternative
forms [20]. After performing the derivatives, it leads to
a relatively complicated expression

+ > 0 (@) (<3j”'k+%,w|nk+%n>5mm' + <8jm/fk+%,¢|mfk+%,¢>5nn')

08n)” (Wt 5 41008 0)0mm + (19 110 sy 910 )

D DR (<5j”'k+%¢|3i"k+%,¢>5mm’ +(0im/ i g, 10m 19,1 0nmr
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+ (0 i g 10t g 400 xerg Imosg ) + <8J’n/k+%,T|nk+%,T><m,7k+%,¢|aim7k+§,l,>)’ (9)

To make further analytical progress, we next consider
a generic multiband Hubbard model that exhibits time-
reversal symmetry and uniform pairing across the un-
derlying sublattices within a unit cell, and focus on the
lowest-lying bound state with q = 0.

B. Uniform-pairing condition

In the remaining text, we assume that the Bloch
Hamiltonian manifests time-reversal symmetry, where
hgs/k = (hgsx—k)*v which implies that ng | = nskt =
ngk for the Bloch factors and €, k| = €nxt = €nk
for the Bloch bands. Furthermore, we assume that
the so-called uniform-pairing condition, i.e., 8sq = Bq
for every sublattice site S within a unit cell, is satis-
fied for the lowest-lying bound states Ey in the q —
0 limit. Under these assumptions Eq can be Tay-
lor expanded as Eq = Ep + 3 Z (M. )”qlq] + e
where F, = Fy is the energy offset determlned by 1 =
% >k 1/(2enk — Ep) and the matrix elements (M{bl)ij

constitute the inverse effective-mass tensor [18]. In ad-
dition, Eq. (5) reduces to a2 , = a2 6., at g = 0,

where o, = UBo/[N,
ization condition requires (W)

-(2e,x — Ep)], and the normal-

= an m
Noting that a2, (a2, ,)* is a real number and using
(Oinko|Miko) = — (Mo |0imiks) In Eq. (9), we can express
the localization tensor as (£3,)i; = (£3,)15"* + (€31,
where (€)% = 3, 010, 25(00,,)° s the intra-
band contrlbutlon and (£3,)5% = 3 [ [Pgrk —

*gnmK g the interband contribu-

Zn,m#n,k annk( %mk) gzg

(

tion. Here, gl gzmk is the quantum-metric

tensor of the nth Bloch and where
gime = 9Re (D;muc|muc) (muc|0;muc) (10)

is the so-called band-resolved quantum-metric tensor,
with Re denoting the real part. Note that while g;’jk =

g;’i is symmetric, g"mk = gﬁ"k

the alternative expressions

is not. More explicitly,

Qi€nkOi€n
an (25,,,11:7JE'5)1fl (11)

(&) = :
= : 7
Dok (ank )2

nmk

9ij

91
an (2enk—Ey)? Znﬂ"?fn,k (2enk—Ep)(2emr—Ey)

(€3, =
an (25nk17Eb)2

(12)

offer a direct term-by-term comparison with the previ-
ous results on the inverse effective-mass tensor (Mz_bl)ij
of the lowest-lying two-body bound states. For instance,
the latter is also composed of an intraband contribution
(M%l);?“a = % >k OienkOjenk/(2enx — Ep)® and an in-
terband contribution (M;bl)gter = 52w 9/ 2enk —
By) = 53 pmsni 95/ (Enic + Emi — Ep), where D =
2ok 1/ 280k — Eb)* [6].

In particular, we note that since the so-called geo-
metric contribution (ggb)y;ter is not due to the non-zero
center-of-mass momentum q of the pair, its physical ori-
gin differs from that of (M. );?ter. In other words,
while the interband contrlbutlons to the superfluid den-
sity, low-energy collective modes, Ginzburg-Landau co-

herence length, and similar quantities are all directly



linked to each other through the effective-mass tensor of
the Cooper pairs [6, 14], and whose origin can be traced
all the way back to ( le)‘nte’ the localization tensor is
not one of them. On the other hand, despite their dif-
ference in origin, (521))”‘“3r does not receive any contribu-

tion from band touchings, which is similar to (M%l);‘]“er

Specifically, the first sum cancels the contributions from
the second sum at the band touchings, i.e., whenever
Enk = Emk for any n # m.

It is also important to emphasize that Egs. (11)
and (12) are exact for the lowest-lying ¢ = 0 bound
state under the assumptions of time-reversal symmetry
and uniform pairing, where Eq. (11) is simply a sum over
the well-known single-band expression [21]. In the case of
an energetically-isolated flat band that is separated from
the remaining bands with a finite band gap, they reduce

to
Zg (13)

in the U/t — 0 limit, where glfjk is the quantum met-
ric of the flat band, which is in agreement with a re-
cent preprint [22]. Note that (My;')i; — &30, glfjk in
the very same limit [3]. Furthermore, we also note that
(&)ij —
length and (£41)ij — 577 Dok glfjk is the GL coherence
length near the critical temperatures, i.e., for a dilute
isolated flat-band superconductor when the particle fill-
ing F' — 0 [14]. Next, we benchmark Eqgs. (11) and (12)
against an analogous tensor for the average size of Cooper
pairs within the variational BCS mean-field theory, under
the same assumptions.

(§2b 2]

k
T Dok glfj is the zero-temperature coherence

IV. MEAN-FIELD BCS PROBLEM

Assuming time-reversal symmetry for the Bloch
Hamiltonian and uniform pairing across the lattice sites,
the BCS ground state can be written as [6]

IBCS) = [] (nk + vnclyrel, i )10),  (14)
nk
where u,x = 1/% + 2§E"1‘k and v,k = % — 2§E"kk are the

usual coherence factors. Here, &,x = €,k — 1 is the en-
ergy measured relative to the chemical potential p, and
Enx = /&, + A3 is the quasiparticle dispersion, where
Ag = Ay for every sublattice site S within a unit cell
represents the uniform BCS order parameter for pair-
ing. Note that Aq is assumed to be real without loss of
generality. In the zero-temperature BCS-BEC crossover
formalism [23], it is sufficient to find p and Ag from the
self-consistent solutions of the mean-field gap equation
1 =YY 1/(2E,x) and the mean-field number equa-
tion F =1— 4> &x/Enk, where the particle filling
0 < F =N/N < 2 corresponds to the total number of
particles per lattice site.

The wave function for the Cooper pairs is given by [24
25]
®(ry,r5) = (BCS[yl(r)e] (r2)|BCS), (15)
where the operator ¥l (r) = S ¢, (r)cl,  creates
a spin-o fermion at position r and ¢,ks(r) is the
Bloch wave function. Inserting (BCS|chTcInk,L|BCS> =
SnmOk, —k UnkUnk in Eq. (15), we find ®(ry,r2) =
NLC nk e*‘k""unkvnknl*q(rl)nik7¢(r2). Thus, the role of
af . in the two- body wave function ¥o(ri,re) is effec-
tively played by Funkvnk in ®(r1,re), where Ac)p =

Yo Ui = Y A%/(4E2,) is the normalization
factor. Note that this observation is consistent with
the number of condensed pairs, which is determined
by Y. 55 [Unkvnknskninl? = Acp, ie., the mean-
field expression for the filling of condensed particles is

Similar to the localization tensor introduced in Eq. (7),
the average size of Cooper pairs can be defined through

(&2p)is = Y _mir;|@(r1,r2)[%, (16)

rirz

where r = r; — rp is the relative position between
two particles, and r; is its i-component. Following a
similar approach as in Eq. (8), we find that (£2,)i; =
%@ans&ka (Vs gne) 05 (Unmk Umic Mgy Misic) -
This expression can also be separated into intra-
band and interband contributions as (£2,)i; =

(£Cp)lntra+ (gcp)mter where

, R i
an azgnkgj Enk Tgk

(gcp)mtra — - , (17)
2k 7,
grk grmi
inter _ an EQJ - Zn,m;&n,k E,,kJEmk 18
(€2 = i (18)
2nk B,

Note that Eq. (17) is simply a sum over the well-known
single-band expression [23]. Furthermore, similarly to
(€315, (62,1 also receives no contribution from
band touchmgs Specifically, the first sum cancels out
the touching contributions from the second sum when-
ever £,k = Emk for any n # m. It is also reassuring to see
that Egs. (17) and (18) reproduce Egs. (11) and (12), re-
spectively, in the dilute limit F' < 1 where p — E;/2 < 0
and &,k > Ay for every state in the BZ. This is typically
the case in the BEC limit when U/t > 1, but not when
moving away from it towards the BCS limit.

V. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATION

As a numerical illustration of our analytical expres-
sions, we study the pyrochlore lattice, which is obtained
by constructing the line graph of the diamond lattice,



featuring two degenerate flat bands in three dimensions.
Its crystal structure is a face-centered-cubic Bravais lat-
tice with a four-point basis, resulting in a truncated-
octahedron-shaped BZ. Recent demonstrations of flat
bands and superconductivity in materials such as the
pyrochlore metal CaNiy [27] and the pyrochlore super-
conductor CeRus [28] highlight the growing relevance of
this model in understanding emergent quantum phenom-
ena. Its Bloch Hamiltonian is determined by h%g, = 0,

hpe = —2icos (kyjlrk a), hex = —2tcos (%a%
W = —2tcos ("5t2a), h§ey = —2fcos (M3 2a),
h% px = —2tcos (km_kz a) and hZ ) = —2tcos (kylkz a),

where £ is the tight-binding hopping parameter between
nearest-neighbor sites and a is the side-length of the con-
ventional simple-cubic cell [6, 14]. The resulting Bloch
spectrum comprises two dispersive bands given by €1k, =
—2t(1 + /1 + %) and ek, = —2¢(1 — /1 + k), where
v = cos(kga/2)cos(kya/2) + cos(kya/2)cos(k.a/2) +
cos(kza/2) cos(k.a/2), as well as two degenerate flat
bands given by €3, = c4x0 = 2¢. To position these flat
bands at the bottom of the spectrum, we set ¢ — —t
and choose t > 0 as the unit of energy. Note that ek,
touches the flat bands at k = 0.

Ecp/a vs. Ey,la

FIG. 1. The average size of Cooper pairs approaches the
size of the lowest-lying two-body bound state in the dilute
flat-band limit for any U # 0, as the particle filling F' — 0.

Since the pyrochlore-Hubbard model exhibits both
time-reversal symmetry and uniform-pairing condi-
tion [6, 14], we can directly apply Egs. (11) and (12)
to the two-body problem and Egs. (17) and (18) to the
many-body problem. The results are shown in Fig. 1,
where (£3,)i; = £3,0i; and (£2,)i; = £2,0i; as a conse-
quence of uniform pairing. In the absence of interactions,
when U = 0, —2t < p < 6t lies within the dispersive
bands when 1 < F' < 2. Here, u = 2t corresponds to
F =1.5 and p — —2t from above corresponds to a half-
filled lattice with F' — 1 from above. Note that y = —2¢
coincides with the degenerate flat bands when 0 < F' < 1.
Thus, Fig. 1 shows that the pair size £, diverges in the

BCS regime 1 < F < 2 as Ag/t — 0 in the U/t — 0
limit, which is consistent with the BCS behavior in the
usual BCS-BEC crossover problem. In contrast, ¢, re-
mains finite and relatively small for the flat-band regime
0 < F < 1as Ap/t — 0in the U/t — 0 limit, and
does not diverge [29]. Furthermore, Fig. 1 shows that
&cp approaches the size &5 of the lowest-lying two-body
bound state for all U # 0 in the dilute limit as F — 0.
In this case, it can be shown that ¢, — &2 term by
term for all U # 0. In particular, when U/t — 0, we find
g — 0 and (€5°7)% = 3 X a 947 & 0.05607,
where f = {3,4} refers to the flat bands and m = {1,2}
refers to the dispersive bands, and the prime sum ex-
cludes the band touchings. Thus, we expect & =~ 0.24a
in the U/t — 0 limit, which is consistent with Fig. 1.

EcpBo /(@)

FIG. 2. The average size of Cooper pairs scales as t/A¢ in
most of the parameter space, except for the case of flat-band
superconductivity in the low-U/t regime. Since our numerics
become unreliable in the limit Ag/t — 0, we present only the
data with A/t > 0.01, which reveals the underlying single-
particle density of states at the periphery of the white region,
i.e., in the BCS regime when 1 < F' < 2 [6].

In Fig. 2, we present a color map of ¢, as a func-
tion of F and U/t. This map shows that {¢, scales as
t/Ag over most of the parameter space, which is in per-
fect agreement with the BCS result, except in the flat-
band regime at low U/t. In the latter regime, {cyp is
governed solely by the quantum geometry of the Bloch
states. A similar scaling behavior has recently been re-
ported for a related correlation length in the context
of the sawtooth lattice [30]. Furthermore, Fig. 2 bears
resemblance to results on zero-temperature coherence
length, which also scales as t/Ag in most of the parame-
ter space [14]. However, while coherence length and {¢,
differ only by a factor of order unity around F' = 0.5, i.e.,
around the half-filled flat-band regime, coherence length
becomes much larger than {c, — &2 in the dilute flat-
band regime as F' — 0. For instance, the coherence

length & — 1y Yoe a9l diverges as F — 0 in



the U/t — 0 limit [14]. This finding is consistent with
the BEC behavior in the usual BCS-BEC crossover prob-
lem [23].

VI. CONCLUSION

In summary, by considering a multiband Hubbard
model that exhibits time-reversal symmetry and uniform
pairing in the lattice, we analyzed how the quantum ge-
ometry of the Bloch states affects: (i) the size of lowest-
lying two-body bound state in vacuum through an exact
calculation of the localization tensor, and (ii) the aver-
age size of Cooper pairs within the mean-field BCS-BEC
crossover theory at zero temperature. Our primary find-
ing is that, in contrast to the BCS regime, where the pair
size is known to diverge as t/Ag when the order parame-
ter Ag/t — 0 in the weakly-interacting U/t — 0 limit, it
remains finite and relatively small in the flat-band regime
under the very same conditions, perfectly matching the
exact two-body result in the dilute limit.

The pair size bears resemblance to recent results on
the zero-temperature coherence length, which also scales
as t/Ag in most of the parameter space. However, in
the flat-band regime, the pair size remains finite and
relatively small, being governed solely by the quantum
metric in the dilute limit. Thus, we emphasized that
the pair size and coherence length are distinct physical
quantities, particularly in the dilute limit. Furthermore,
as revealed in this paper through an exact calculation of
the two-body problem, their quantum-geometric origins
in a multiband Hubbard model are also distinct. Similar
to superfluid density, low-energy collective modes, and
the Ginzburg-Landau coherence length, while the zero-
temperature coherence length is directly related to the
motion of Cooper pairs through the inverse effective-mass
tensor [6, 14], the pair size is not. In other words, the
quantum-geometric origin of the pair size does not stem
from the non-zero center-of-mass momentum of the pair,
which distinguishes it from previous findings in this con-
text. Thus, the quantum-geometric effects that influence
these quantities operate in fundamentally different ways.
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Appendix A: An unphysical length scale

Motivated by recent literature on spin-orbit-coupled
Fermi gases [25], we propose an alternative, yet ulti-
mately unsuccessful, approach to the wave function of
Cooper pairs. For this purpose, the BCS ground state,
given by Eq. (14), can equivalently be written as |[BCS) =

Pnk o o
(I Upe) €2 Tnic Cmiet e |0). This reformulation sug-
gests that the state
Unk

nkTCn -k ,L|O> (Al)

) fz
may represent Cooper pairs in a many-body set-
ting, where A, = 3 vn/une = 3 (Enk —
&u)?/A2 is the normalization factor. Thus, the role
of a% . in the two-body ansatz |W¥o) is effectively

played by \/%ZLI‘ in |®,). Then, following a sim-
ilar approach as in Eq. (8), we find that (fg)l-j =

1
A, 2 nmSsk 8'( nSan’k)a (u,,km5km5'k) and sep-
arate it into intraband and interband contributions as
(gg)ij — (52)1ntra + (52)1nter Where

>k OiEnk0jenk (1 - %) ’
Yok Bk — §nx)? 7
Dk (B — Eni) g
an(Enk - §nk)2
>t i Bk = &) (Emk — Emid) g7
Yo (Bnk — §nk)?

(€2)intre = (42)

2\inter __
()i =

(A3)

Note that, similarly to (£3,)5%" and (£2,)5%, (&2)i5*"
also receives no contribution from band touchings.

Epfa

U/t

FIG. 3. In the low-U/t regime, while the length scale &,
qualitatively reproduces the correct results for the average
size of Cooper pairs in the flat-band regime, e.g., it coincides
perfectly with the size of the lowest-lying two-body bound
state in the dilute flat-band limit as F' — 0, it gives unphysical
results for the BCS regime of dispersive bands when 1 < F' <
2, as it saturates in that range even though Ag/t — 0.

In Fig. 3, we present a color map of &, for the py-
rochlore lattice, demonstrating that &, does not diverge
in the BCS regime U/t — 0, even as Ag/t — 0 for the



dispersive bands when 1 < F < 2. Since this behav-
ior contrasts sharply with physical expectations [23], we
conclude that &, does not represent a physically mean-
ingful observable length scale. On the other hand, &,
coincides perfectly with &, and ¢, for any U # 0 in

the dilute flat-band limit when F — 0. In this particu-
lar case, assuming &,k > A for every state in the BZ,
it can be shown analytically that Eqs. (A2) and (A3)
are identical to Eqgs. (17) and (18), respectively, where
Unk/Unk & UnklUnk ~ Ao/(28,k) at the leading order.
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