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Abstract. We start from a parity-breaking MCS QED3 model with spontaneous breaking of the gauge
symmetry as a framework for evaluation of the electron-electron interaction potential and for attainment of
numerical values for the e” e™ — bound state. Three expressions (‘/effTT, Vett, | » Veffu) are obtained according
to the polarization state of the scattered electrons. In an energy scale compatible with condensed matter
electronic excitations, these three potentials become degenerated. The resulting potential is implemented in
the Schrodinger equation and the variational method is applied to carry out the electronic binding energy.
The resulting binding energies in the scale of 10—100 meV and a correlation length in the scale of 10—30 A
are possible indications that the MCS-QED3 model adopted may be suitable to address an eventual case
of e~ e pairing in the presence of parity-symmetry breakdown. The data analyzed here suggest an energy
scale of 10—100 meV to fix the breaking of the U(1)-symmetry.

PACS. 11.10.Kk Field theories in dimensions other than four — 11.15.Ex Spontaneous breaking of gauge

symmetries — 74.20.Mn Nonconventional mechanisms (spin fluctuations, polarons and bipolarons,
resonating valence bond model, anyon mechanism, marginal Fermi liquid, Luttinger liquid, etc.)

1 Introduction

The advent of high-T. superconductivity [1], in 1986,
brought about a great excitation in both the theoretical
and experimental physical panorama, drawing attention
for the issue of formation of Cooper pairs in planar sys-
tems. In the late 90°s, there arose a field-theoretical ap-
proach to address the mechanism of electronic pairing: the
evaluation of the electron-electron Moller scattering as a
tool for the attainment of the e”e™ interaction potential
in the nonrelativistic approximation. This line of action
searches for an attractive potential in such a way to in-
duce the formation of correlated electron-electron pairs,
(the charge carriers of the high-T. superconductors). The
present work shall follow this general procedure.

By direct application of the Gauss’s law in (1 + 2)-
dimensions for the massless gauge field, the Coulombian
interaction takes on the form of a confining potential
(Inr). The Kato condition [2] establishes the finiteness
of the number of bound states, in D = 1 + 2, asso-
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ciated to a certain potential V, and can be used as a
criterion for determining the character confining or con-
densating of the potential. The fact the logarithmic poten-
tial to be confining (according to the Kato criterion) indi-
cates it does not lead to bound states, becoming clear the
need of a finite range, screened interaction. The Chern-
Simons (CS) term [3] is then introduced as the gener-
ator of (topological) mass for the photon, implying an
intensive screening of the Coulombian interaction. The
Maxwell-Chern-Simons (MCS) model, a particular case
of Planar Quantum Electrodynamics - QEDs3, then arose
as a theoretical framework able for providing an attrac-
tive but not confining electron-electron interaction. This
model was then used by some authors [4,6,8,9] as ba-
sic tool for evaluation of the Moller scattering amplitude
at tree-level, whose Fourier transform (in the Born ap-
proximation) yields the e”e™ interaction potential. In a
general way, these works have led to the same result: the
electron-electron potential comes out attractive whenever
the topological mass () exceeds the electron mass (m.).
Georgelin and Wallet [10] started from two MCS-QED3
Lagrangians, the first (second) with the gauge field non-
minimally coupled to fermions (bosons), in such a way to
consider the introduction of the anomalous momentum of
the electron in the problem. Working in the perturbative
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regime (1/k < 1), these authors found an attractive po-
tential for fermions (Vi < 0), and also for scalar bosons
(Vo < 0), in the nonrelativistic approximation. The pres-
ence of the nonminimal coupling seems to be the key-
factor for the attainment of the attractive potential be-
tween charges with the same sign. In this case, the poten-
tial remains negative even in the limit of a small topologi-
cal mass (¢ < m,), under a suitable choice of parameters.
The nonrenormalizability of this model (due to the non-
minimal coupling), however, implies a restriction to the
validity of their results only at tree-level calculations.

All the MCS models, except the one exposed in refer-
ence [10], failed under the perspective of yielding a real-
istic electron-electron condensation into the domain of a
condensed matter system due to the condition ¥ > me,
necessary for making the e”e™ pairing feasible. One must
believe to be unlikely the existence of a physical excitation
with so large energy in a real solid state system (the super-
conductors usually are characterized by excitations in the
meV scale). We will see that the introduction of the Higgs
mechanism in the context of the MCS-electrodynamics
will bring out a negative contribution to the scattering
potential that will allow a global attractive potential de-
spite the condition ¥ > me.

In our work, we shall rely on a version of planar QED
for which the photonic excitations appear as a by-product
of a spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) realized on
the MCS Lagrangian. The consideration of a Higgs sec-
tor (a complex scalar field endowed with a self-interaction
potential so as to induce a SSB) in the context of the
MCS model provides a new mass term to the topologi-
cal gauge field: the well-known Proca term (m?A,A*).
In this way, once the spontaneous breaking of the local
U(1)-symmetry has taken place, a neutral massive Higgs
scalar remains and the gauge field becomes a Maxwell-
Chern-Simons-Proca vector field, a clear reference to its
two mass components (the topological and the Proca one).
The physical mass of such a photon, that may assume two
different values, will be written in terms of these two mass
parameters, as explicitly given by the expressions read off
from the poles of the gauge-field propagator (see Sect. 3).
For our purposes, one can assert that the enhancement of
complexity determined by the coexistence of a topologi-
cal and a Proca term in the gauge sector is compensated
by the attainment of a gauge propagator with two massive
poles (standing for the photon mass). Operationally, in the
perspective of a tree-level field-theory investigation, the
determination of the gauge propagator and the Feynman
rules enable us to derive the interaction potential between
two elementary particles as mediated by this gauge field.
This paper, therefore, adopts as starting point a MCS-
Proca Lagrangian with the clear purpose of performing a
usual field-theory derivation (in the non-relativistic limit)
of an interaction potential, which is further on applied
to obtain bound states (in a typical quantum mechani-
cal procedure). Last but not least, the fact that the pho-
ton becomes massive is a microscopical information that
renders feasible the observation of the Meissner effect in
such a system, which opens the applicability of such kind
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of model for an eventual superconducting planar system
endowed with parity breaking [11]. This theoretical possi-
bility, however, is out of the scope of this work.

In a recent paper [14], we have derived an interac-
tion potential associated to the scattering of two iden-
tically polarized electrons in the framework of a Maxwell-
Chern-Simons QEDs with spontaneous breaking of
local-U(1) symmetry. Our result revealed the interesting
possibility of an attractive electron-electron interaction
whenever the contribution stemming from the Higgs sec-
tor overcomes the repulsive contribution from the gauge
sector, which can be achieved by an appropriate fitting
of the free parameters. In the present work, we generalize
the results attained in references [14, 16] contemplating the
existence of two fermionic families (¢4, 1_), and perform-
ing the numerical evaluation of the e”e™ binding ener-
gies. The procedure here accomplished is analogous to the
one enclosed in references [14,16]: starting from a QED3
Lagrangian (now built up by two spinor polarizations,
4,1_) with SSB, one evaluates the Moller scattering
amplitudes (in the nonrelativistic approximation) having
the Higgs and the massive photon as mediators and the
corresponding interaction potential, that now emerges in
three different expressions: V., V, , V (depending on
the spin polarization of the scattered electrons). The same
theoretical possibility of attractiveness, pointed out in ref-
erence [14], is now manifested by these three potentials.
A numerical procedure (variational method) is then im-
plemented in order to carry out the binding energy of
the Cooper pairs. Having in mind the nonrelativistic ap-
proximation, a reduced potential is implemented into the
Schrédinger equation, whose numerical solution provides
the data contained in Tables 1, 2, 3. The achievement of
binding energies in the meV scale and correlation length
in the 10—30 A scale is an indicative that the adopted
MCS-QED3 model may be suitable for addressing an even-
tual electronic pairing in a system endowed with parity-
breaking.

This paper is outlined as follows: in Section 2, we
present the QEDj3 Lagrangian, its general features and
one realizes the spontaneous breaking of U(1)-local sym-
metry that generates the Higgs boson and the Maxwell-
Chern-Simons-Proca photon; in Section 3, one evaluates
the amplitudes for the Moller scattering; their Fourier
transform will provide the e~ e™ interaction potentials V,
V.., V,, (despite the complex form of these potentials,
they maintain the theoretical possibility of being attrac-
tive); in Section 4, one performs an analysis in order to
obtain the e”e™ binding energies by means of the numeri-
cal solution of the Schrédinger equation (by the variational
method), whose results are disposed in Tables 1, 2, 3. In
Section 5, we present our general conclusions.

2 The MCS QED; with spontaneous
symmetry breaking and two spinor
polarizations

The action for a QEDs model built up by two polar-
ization fermionic fields (¢4,¢_), a gauge (A4,) and a
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complex scalar field (¢), mutually coupled, and endowed
with spontaneous breaking of a local U(1l)-symmetry
[12,14], reads as

1 —
SQeED-MCSs = /dgfﬂ{ = F i + 1" Dty
— 1 _ _
+ip_~v'Dyp_ + EGGHWAM&,AQ — M (¢+¢+ — w_w_)

—y (W vy —_Y_) p o+ D*o*Dyp — V(so*cp)} (1)

where V (p* ) represents the sixth-power self-interaction
potential,

A ,
Vigp*e) = e o + g(q?*sa)Q + g(so*v?)“’ (2)

which is responsible for the SSB; it is the most general one
renormalizable in (1+2)-dimensions [13]. The mass dimen-
sions of the parameters u, ¢, A and y are respectively: 1,
1, 0 and 0. For the present purpose, we are interested only
on stable vacuum, restriction satisfied by imposing some
conditions on the potential parameters: A > 0, { < 0
and p? < %. The covariant derivatives are defined as:
D,ﬂﬂi = (au + 163A;¢)¢i and D, = (8” + ieSAu)Spv
where e3 is the coupling constant of the U(1)-local gauge
symmetry, here with dimension of (mass)!/2, particularity
that will be more explored in the numerical analysis sec-
tion. In (1 + 2)-dimensions, a fermionic field has its spin
polarization fixed up by the mass sign [18]; however, in the
action (1), it is manifest the presence of two spinor fields
of opposite polarization. In this sense, it is necessary to
stress that we have two positive-energy spinors (two spinor
families), both solutions of the Dirac equation, each one
with one polarization state according to the sign of the
mass parameter, instead of the same spinor with two pos-
sibilities of spin-polarization.

Considering (¢) = v, the vacuum expectation value for
the scalar field product ¢* is given by:

(o) = vt =~/ 20 + [ @) - 2]

while the condition for minimum reads as: p?+$§v2+ vt =
0. After the spontaneous symmetry breaking, the scalar
complex field can be parametrized by ¢ = v + H + i6,
where H represents the Higgs scalar field and 6 the would-
be Goldstone boson; the SSB will be manifest when this
parametrization is replaced in the action (1). Thereafter,
in order to preserve the manifest renormalizability of the
model, one adopts the "t Hooft gauge by adding the fixing
gauge term (S}g{ts =/ d%cki((?“/lu — /26 M 40)?]) to the
broken action; finally, by retaining only the bilinear and
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the Yukawa interaction terms, one has,
SSB 3 1 "% 1 2 pAu 1 o 2
SQED: d’z *ZF F,LLV+§MAA A#*i(a A#)

o (i (3 1 va
+ 04 (10 = mem) oy + - (19 + men)tp + 507 4,0, An
+O"HO,H — MEH? + 00,0 — M;6?

20 (T oy — Do) H — s (T4 b + ww_)},
3)
whose mass parameters,

2 2,2 2
M3 =2v7e3, Mo = Me +Yv°,

Mp =20* ((+2\%), Mj=¢M3, (4)
are entirely or partially dependent on the SSB mecha-
nism. The Proca mass, Mi, represents the mass acquired
by the photon through the Higgs mechanism, while the
Higgs mass, M%, is the one associated with the real scalar
field. The Higgs mechanism also corrects the mass of the
electron, resulting in an effective electronic mass, meg. On
the other hand, the would-be Goldstone mode, endowed
with mass (M(,Q), does not represent a physical excitation,
since & is just a unphysical (dimensionless) gauge-fixing
parameter. At this moment, it is instructive to point out
the presence of two photon mass-terms in equation (3): the
Proca and the topological one. The physical mass of the
gauge field will emerge as a function of two mass param-
eters, as shown in the next section.

3 The electron-electron scattering potential
in the nonrelativistic limit

In the low-energy limit (Born approximation), the two-
particle interaction potential is given by the Fourier trans-
form of the two-particle scattering amplitude [19]. It
is important to stress that, in the case of the nonrela-
tivistic Moller scattering, one should consider only the t-
channel (direct scattering) [19] even for indistinguishable
electrons, since in this limit they recover the classical no-
tion of trajectory. The Moller scattering will be mediated
by two particles: the Higgs scalar and the massive gauge
field. From the action (3), one reads off the propagators
associated to the Higgs scalar and Maxwell-Chern-Simons-
Proca field:

|
(H(k)H(—k)) = S
' k? — M3 Kok,
) =i (R (%)
¢ kuk, 0 . X
+ (k2 —EM2) k2 + = Mf;)Q yrY” i€ ok }
(5)
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The photon propagator can be split in the following form,

e c_ ko
(Audy) = - [1@ —aE TR M2] <”““ ~ e )
igkuk, [ C _C Lo
K2 (k2 —eM3) K- MZ K2 ME | et

with the positive definite constants C, C_, C' and the
quadratic masses poles M_?_ and M? given by:

Cillli 0 !

2| T e Noveeaa

1
M2 = 5 {(QME, +6%) £ 10]/4M3 +92} . (6)

Here, C+ and C are constants with mass dimension 0
and —1 respectively, whereas M2 represent the two pos-
sible expressions for the physical mass of the photon
(around which occur photonic excitations). Consequently,
these two masses, rather than M2 and 62, will be the rele-
vant ones in the forthcoming evaluation of the interaction
potential.

From the action (3), it is easy to extract the vertex
Feynman rules: Vi, gy, = £2ivy; Vipay = iezy”. Since in
the low-energy limit only the t-channel must be consid-
ered, the whole scattering amplitudes are written in the
form:

—iMypgs =Tx(p1)(E£2vy)us(pr”)

[(H (k) H (=k))] T+ (p2) (£2ivy)u+ (pz’),m

X

—iMips =Tx(p1)(£2ivy)us(pr’)

[(H (k) H(=k))] u= (pz)(qﬁ?ivy)u:F(pz’),(S)

X

—iMyar =Tx(p1)(iesy")us (p1’)

x [(Ayu (k) Ay (= k)] tx (p2) (iesy” Ju (p2'),
9)

—iMzaz = s (p1)(iesy")us(pr’)

X [(Au (k) Ay (=F)) U (p2) (esy”uz(p2).
(10)

The first two expressions represent the scattering ampli-
tude mediated by the Higgs particles for equal and oppo-
site electron polarizations, while in the last two ones the
mediator is the massive Chern-Simons-Proca photon. The
spinors uy(p), u—_(p) stand for the positive-energy solu-
tion of the Dirac equation, satisfying the normalization
conditions: Uy (p)us(p) = £1. Working in the center-of-
mass frame, the momenta of the interacting particles and
the momentum transfer take a simpler form, useful for
writing the spinors u4(p), u—(p), as it is properly shown
in the Appendix. With these definitions, one carries out
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the fermionic current elements, also displayed in the Ap-
pendix, so that the evaluation of the scattering amplitudes
(for low momenta approximation), at tree-level, associated
to the Higgs and the gauge particle become:

MHEiggs = —20%y? ( (11)

1
k2 +M12{)’
Miar = M1+ Mo + Ma,
Mg = My — Mg+ Ms,
Mgy = Mpay = My + Mg,
with:

c. ,_C
k2 + M2 k2+M2|’

M1€§|:

M :e§k2 C C
2 K2+ M2 K2+ M2’

Meff

—ising

M= Teosd)

Mo, (12)

where it was used k? = 2p?(1 — cos ¢). Furthermore, it
is clear that the Higgs amplitude is independent of the
electron polarization, while the gauge amplitude splits
into three different expressions, depending on the po-
larization of the scattered electrons. The terms M, Mo
correspond to the real part of the Moéller scattering am-
plitude, while M3 describes the Aharonov-Bohm am-
plitude for fermions [4,8,10]. The interaction potentials
are obtained through the Fourier transform of the scat-
tering amplitude (inside the Born approximation limit):

Vi) = [ (g;’)%/\/leik'r. According to this approximation,

equation (11) yields an attractive Higgs potential,

1
Viiggs(r) = —%ZUQyQKO(MHr), (13)

while in the gauge sector there appear three different po-
tentials (depending on the polarization state):

Vgauge 11(r) = Vi(r) + Va(r) + Va(r),
Vgauge 11(r) = Vi(r) + Va(r),
Vgauge 11(r) = Vi(r) — Va(r) + V3(r),

Vi(r), Va(r), Va(r) being respectively the Fourier trans-
forms of the amplitudes M7, My, M3, given explicitly by:

Vi(r) = 26—; {C+KO(M+7«) + C_KO(M_T)} : (14)
e2 C

Va(r) = —ﬁmeﬁ [MiKO(MJrr) — MEKO(M_T)}, (15)

Va(r) = %mfér {M+K1(M+r) - M_Kl(M_r)]. (16)
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The complete potential expressions are obtained join-
ing the Higgs and gauge contributions: V(r) = Viiggs +

Vgauge:

L, 29 €3 Y
V(T)TT = *%2”0 Yy KO(M}L’I") —+ % C+ — EM-F

x Ko(Myr) + (C_ + ¢ ME) Ko(M_r)

Meff

Cl
b2 (MK (M) — M_Kl(M_r))},
eff (17)
1 e3
V(T)Tl = —%QUQyQKO(MhT‘) + ﬁ{c-l-KO(M'FT)
Cl
+C_KO(M_’I") +2 [M+K1(M+T)+
MefrT
Mg (1) (9

1 e2 C
V(’I’)u = *%2U2y2KO(MhT) + ﬁ{ (CJr + m ﬁMi)

X Ko(Myr) + <C -

Cl
MegT

¢ M2> K,(M_7)
Meff

+ 2Ll Ky (0er) — MK (01) |

(19)

Here, K,(z) and K;(z) are the modified Bessel func-
tions and [ is the angular momentum. The last three equa-
tions represent the tree-level potentials evaluated at the
Born approximation. Now, it is convenient to define the
limit of validity of the potentials (17, 18, 19). They have
been derived in the low-energy limit, consequently they
must be valid in the perturbative regime, where the loop
corrections are negligible before the semi-classical terms.
For a typical MCS model, the perturbative limit is given
by % < 1; in the case of the present model, nevertheless,
there are four dimensionless parameters e2/m, e2/Mpg,
e3/M,, e2/M_. According to the discussion realized in
refernce [14], the pertubative regime is valid whenever
e2/M; < 1 and y < 1 (the first condition obviously
implies e%/m < 1).

A remarkable point to be highlighted concerns the
attainment of three different potentials: V' (r)rr, V (7)1,
V(r);;. Our results put in explicit evidence the depen-
dence of the potential on the spin state. Were parity pre-
served, this would not be the result; however, by virtue of
the explicit breaking of parity, as induced by the Chern-
Simons term, expressions (17, 18, 19) differ from one an-
other as it can be understood on the basis of parity trans-
formation arguments. Another signal of parity-breaking is
the linear dependence of V on l: | — —[ is not a symmetry
of the potential.

Although the gauge invariance is broken by the
appearance of a Proca mass during the SSB, one expects
that the interaction potential associated to the system
comes to preserve the characteristics of the original
Lagrangian (before the SSB). This fact leads us to study
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a way to assure the gauge invariance of the effective
interaction potential. Analysis of the Galilean limit
of the field theories in (1+2)-dimensions, carried out
by Hagen [7], have shown that the 2-body scattering
problem, as mediated by a gauge particle, must lead to
an effective potential that preserves the structure of a
perfect square form (I — a?)?, and can be identified with
the Aharonov-Bohm scattering potential. The quartic
order term (a4) is related to the presence of 2-photon
diagrams induced by the seagull vertex (¢*¢A, A*), and
thus associated to the gauge invariance of the resulting
potential. In this way, the potential structure (I — a?)?
must be also pursued in more complex electron-electron
scatterings panoramas, in order to ensure gauge invari-
ance. Actually, this is just the signal of a more general
result. Electron-electron scatterings, in general, no mat-
ter the complexity of the interactions, must exhibit the
combination (I — a?)? for the sake of gauge invariance
of the final result. This kind of procedure is found in
reference [8], where a nonrelativistic interaction potential
was derived in the context of a MCS-QED3 (without
scalar sector), in the perturbative regime, 1/k < 1,
with k being the statistic parameter (in our present
case k = 4mf/e3). In this reference, in order to ensure
the gauge invariance, at the low-energy approximation,
one takes into account the two-photons diagrams, which
amounts to adding up to the tree-level potential the

quartic order term {% [1—6rK;(6r)]}?, turning out into
the following gauge-invariant effective potential form [4,8]:

Vames(r) = g [1 - i} Ko(0r)

Me

9 2
+ ﬁ {l — 2679[1 - QTKl(Hr)]} - (20)

In the expression above, the first term corresponds to
the electromagnetic potential, whereas the last one incor-
porates the centrifugal barrier (I/mr?), the Aharonov-
Bohm term and the 2-photon exchange term. One ob-
serves that this procedure becomes necessary when the
model is analyzed or defined out of the pertubative limit.
In reference [10], for instance, one accomplishes an evalu-
ation of the scattering potential, in the Born approxima-
tion, whose final result is not supplemented by the term

{%[1 — OrK1(0r)]}?, under the justification that deriva-
tion has been done in the pertubative regime (1/k < 1).
In such a regime, the 2-photon term becomes negligible
(for it is proportional to 1/k?) and shows itself unable to
jeopardize the gauge invariance of the model.

In a scenery where one searches for applications to
condensed matter Physics, one must require < m., and
the scattering potential given by equation (20) then comes
out positive. This implication prevents a possible applica-
tion of this kind of model to superconductivity, where the
characteristic energies are of meV order. Since the effective
electron mass (meg = me +yv?) is ~ 10° eV, energy scale
much greater than that corresponding to the condensed
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matter interactions (meV), one must impose the follow-
ing condition on the physical excitations of the model:

Mest > U, Ma, M. (21)
In the limit M4 — 0, one has: M ~ ¢; in this situation,
the dimensionless parameter e2 /M, reduces to €3 /9, that
now lies outside the pertubative regime, since ¥ is now
small (~ meV). Therefore, in this energy scale, our results
may not be restricted to the pertubative limit; the con-
sideration of the 2-photon term to equations (17, 18, 19)
becomes then relevant in order to assure the gauge invari-
ance of these potentials. As a final result, one rewrites the
three expressions for the effective-gauge-invariant scatter-
ing potentials:

1.5 54 e3 C
Vet (r) = —5-20"y " Ko(Mpr) + 59 |Cr = —

MQ]
eff +

¢ MQ}KO(MT)}

Meff

x Ko(Myr) + {C’ +

1
MefT?

2
{z + 5 op[My K (M)
2w
2
- M_Kl(M_r)]} :
1
Vest;, (r) = —%%QyQKO(MHr)

2
+ SO Ko(Myr) + C_Ko(M_1)

+

2
€
meﬁT'Q {Z + ﬁCT[M_‘_Kl(M_i_T)

_ MK1<Mr>1} , (23)

1 e2 C

x Ko(Myr) + [C _¢ ME]KO(MT)}

meff

2
+ 7"2{1 + 8 orML K (M)
Meff 2T
2
MR (24)
where 775«2 represents the centrifugal barrier, and the term

proportional to C? comes from the 2-photon exchange.
In the energy scale given by condition (21), the pro-
portionality coefficients of Va(r) become negligible:

Meg > U, My, My =

C C
M? <1, —M? <1

Meft Meff
(25)

As a consequence of these considerations, one can observe
that only the first term of the expressions (22, 23, 24)
is attractive, which corresponds to the Higgs interaction.
At the same time, the potential Va(r) reveals itself small
before Vi (r) and V5(r), leading to a simplification in the
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expressions (22, 23, 24), that degenerate to a single form:

1
Vegt (1) = 7%202y2K0(MH7")

2
+ 26—; [C+KO(M+T) + C’KO(MT)]

1

RS
MefT

{l + %CT[M+K1(M+7“) - M—Kl(M—r)]} '
(26)

The fact that C+ > 0, V 9, M4 makes the second term
(proportional to €2/27) of the equation above to be pos-
itive, revealing the repulsive nature of gauge sector. This
trivial analysis shows that the potentials (22, 23, 24) will
be attractive only when the contribution originated from
the Yukawa interaction overcomes the one coming from
the gauge sector, which can be achieved by accomplishing
a suitable fitting on the model parameters. The fulfillment
of this condition can render the formation of e”e™ bound
states feasible , once the above potentials are “weak” in
the sense of Kato criterion, analyzed by Chadan et al. [2] in
the context of the low-energy scattering theory in (1 + 2)-
dimensions.

Finally, it is instructive to show how the gauge sectors
of the potentials (22, 23, 24) behave in the limit of a van-
ishing Proca mass: M4 — 0. In this case, the propagator
of the gauge field reduces to the Maxwell-Chern-Simons
one, leading to the following limits:

My —0, M_—0, Cy—1,C_—0;
1 1
Ki(M_r) — M_r; C — 5; (27)
lim Vi, () = 20— -2k, 0n)
MAHLIO " 2T Mot "
1 €3 ?
— (1 —-060rK
M1 [ 27r9( or 1(976))} ’
(28)
3
im0 = S

MegT? 270
(29)
li \% = e_g 1 i K, (0
MAHLO ”()727r( +meﬂ) o(0r)
1 e3 ?
JFW [ ﬁ(lHTKl(QT))} .

(30)

One remarks that equation (28) encloses exactly the same
result achieved by Dobrolibov [8] et al. and others [4,9]
for the scattering of two up-polarization electrons, which
enforces the generalization realized in this paper.
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4 Numerical analysis

The numerical procedure adopted here consists on
the implementation of the variational method for the
Schrédinger equation supplemented by the interaction po-
tential (26). In this sense, it is necessary to expose some
properties of the wavefunction representing the e”e™ and
of the two-dimensional Schrodinger equation.

4.1 The composite wave-function and the Schréodinger
equation

The Pauli exclusion principle states the antisym-
metric character of the total two-electron wavefunc-
tion (¥) with respect to an electron-electron permuta-
tion: ¥(p1,s1,p2,82) = —¥(p2,S2,p1,51). Assuming that
no significant spin-orbit interaction takes place, the func-
tion ¥ can be split into three independent functions:
U(p1,81,p2,52) = Y(R)p(r)x (s1, s2), which represent, re-
spectively, the center-of-mass wave function, the relative
one, and the spin wave function (R and s being the center-
of-mass and spin coordinates respectively, while r is the
relative coordinate of the electrons). Taking into account
the Pauli principle, the total wavefunction ¥ in the center-
of-mass frame reads as

W= = oqa(r) xomen (51, 52)

=0 = Geven (X)X oqd (51, 52) | (31)

where y X7, Qeven (1), Podd(r) stand respectively for
the (antisymmetric) singlet spin-function, the (symmetric)
spin triplet, the even space-function (I = 0: s-wave, [ = 2:
d-wave), and the odd space-function (I = 1: p-wave, [ = 3:
f-wave).

Within the nonrelativistic approximation, the bind-
ing energy associated to an e~e™ pair is given by planar
Schrodinger equation for the relative space-function (r),

Pp(r)  10p(r) 1*
or2 r Or 72

S=0
)

o(r) + 2pes[E = V(r)]e(r) =0,

(32)
where V (r) represents the interaction potential given by
equation (26), and peg = %meg, is the effective reduced
mass of the system. By means of the following transfor-

mation ¢(r) = % g(r), one has

12—

P g(r)

or? r2

Lg(r) + 2pes [E = V(r)]g(r) = 0. (33)

4.2 The variational method and the choice of the trial
function

To work out the variational method, one must take as
starting point the choice of the trial function that repre-
sents the generic features of the e”e™ pair. The definition
of a trial function must observe some conditions, such as
the asymptotic behavior at infinity, the analysis of its free
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version and its behavior at the origin. For a zero angular
momentum (I = 0) state, the equation (33) becomes

{86—7: + LQ + 2pest [E + CSKQ(MHT)]}Q(T) =0, (34)

4r

whose free version (V(r) = 0), for [ = 0 state, [g—; +
oz + k?Ju(r) = 0, has as solution u(r) = Byy/rJo(kr) +
Bay/rYy(kr), with B; and Bs being arbitrary constants
and k = 2uegFE. In the limit » — 0, this solution
goes simply as u(r) — /7 + A\y/rln(r). Since the sec-
ond term in the last equation behaves like an attractive
potential, —1/472, this implies the possibility of obtain-
ing a bound state (E < 0) even for V(r) = 0 [2]. This
is not physically acceptable, leading to a restriction on
the needed self-adjoint extension of the differential op-
erator —d?/dr? — 1/4r%. Among the infinite number of
self-adjoint extensions of this operator, the only physical
choice corresponds to the Friedrichs extension (By = 0),
which behaves like /7 at the origin, indicating this same
behavior for u(r). In this way the behavior of the trial
function at the origin is determined. The complete equa-
tion, V(r) # 0, will preserve the self-adjointness of free
Hamiltonian, if the potential is “weak” in the sense of the
Kato condition: fooo (14 |1In(r)])|V (r)|dr < co . Provided
the interaction potential, given by equation (26), satis-
fies the Kato condition, the self-adjointness of the total
Hamiltonian is assured and the existence of bound states
is allowed. On the other hand, at infinity, the trial function
must vanish asymptotically in order to fulfill square inte-
grability. Therefore, a good choice can then be given by
g(r) = f(r)exp(—pr), where f(r) is a well-behaved func-
tion that satisfies the limit condition: lim,_q f(r) = /7.
By simplicity, the trial function (for zero angular momen-

tum) read as
9(r) = V/rexp(—pr) , (35)

where [ is a free parameter whose variation approximately
determines an energy minimum.

An analogous procedure can be undertaken to deter-
mine the behavior of the trial function when the angu-
lar momentum is different from zero (I # 0). In this
case, and in the limit » — 0, equation (33) reduces

2
to [;—; - l;z% + k?Ju(r) = 0 , whose general solution
reads as u(r) = Byr(+1/2) 4 Byr(=141/2) For | > 0, the
choice r("+1/2) entails a trial function that is well-behaved
at the origin. Since the Schrodinger equation depends only
on [2, any of the choices, I > 0 or [ < 0, is enough to pro-
vide the energy values of the physical states and one gets

g(r) = pl/2H exp(—pr) ,

where [ is again a spanning free parameter to be nu-
merically fixed in order to maximize the binding energy.
Though this last result is mathematically correct, we
should point out that the discussion regarding non-zero
angular momentum states here is merely for the sake of
completeness. The true wave-function in this case should
include the angular components which remain precluded
in this approach.

(36)



152

4.3 The analysis of the potential and the numerical
data

The numerical analysis of the potentials Vet yy» Veft, |5 Vest |
is totally dependent on the parameters of the field-
theoretical model. As a first step, it is convenient to realize
an analysis on the relevant parameters and thereafter to
initiate a numerical procedure. The central purpose of this
section is to demonstrate that the potentials obtained are
attractive and lead to the formation of bound states e”e™,
whose energy is situated into a range relevant to some con-
densed matter systems, like the high-T,. superconductors.

As well-known, to parallel-spin states (spin triplet)
there must be a p-wave (spin triplet and [ = 1) asso-
ciated, whereas the antiparallel-spin states (spin singlet)
are linked to an s-wave (spin singlet and [ = 0). Here, de-
spite the parity-breakdown to be associated to the state
[ = 1, the s-wave can also appear as solution, since the
breakdown is not necessarily manifest in all states. Given
the degeneracy of the potentials Veg,,, Vesr,,, Vesr; on the
reduced potential (26), the issue concerning the wavefunc-
tion symmetry looses some of its status: both the s- and
p-wave appear as solutions for the system. According to
equations (35, 36), the implementation of the variational
method requires a trial-function with 7'/2—behaviour at
the origin in the case of an s-wave and a r3/2—behaviour
for a p-wave.

Before starting the numerical calculations, it is instruc-
tive to show the relevant parameters:

%= % - 1371, 01 1971? = - 142399, (37)
9

My (38)

)‘:%L%ZM?z:VQICI’ (40)

)\:L%:>M12{:21/2|C|. (41)

Specifically, in D = 142, the electromagnetic coupling
constant squared, e3, has dimension of mass, rather than
the dimensionless character of the usual four-dimensional
QEDy4 coupling constant. This fact might be understood
as a memory of the third dimension that appears (into
the coupling constant) when one tries to work with a the-
ory intrinsically defined in three space-time dimensions.
This dimensional peculiarity could be better implemented
through the definition of a new coupling constant in three
space-time dimensions [4,5]: e — ez = e/+/l1, where [
represents a length orthogonal to the planar dimension.
The smaller is [, the smaller is the remnant of the frozen
dimension, the larger is the planar character of the model
and the coupling constant ez, what reveals its effective
nature. In this sense, it is instructive to notice that the
effective value of €3 is larger than e* = 1/137 whenever
1, <1973.26 A, since 1 (A)~! = 1973.26 V. This partic-
ularity broadens the repulsive interaction for small [ and
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requires an even stronger Higgs contribution to account for
a total attractive interaction. Finally, this parameter must
be evaluated inside a range appropriated to not jeopardize
the planar nature of the system, so that one requires that:
2 <1, <15 A. The parameter « is defined as the ratio be-
tween the Proca mass and the Chern-Simons mass, while
¢, X\ are parameters of V' —potential and are important to
assure a stable vacuum, condition given by equation (39).
The imposition of some relations between ¢, A, v2, like
equations (40) e (41), imply a kind of expression for the
Higgs mass that exhibit dependence only on v? and |(].
This set of conditions impose a lower bound for the Higgs
mass: M% .. = 3[C|/4\.

Besides the factors above, the entire determination of
the potential (26) also depends on v, the vacuum expecta-
tion value (v.e.v.), and on y, the parameter that measures
the coupling between the fermions and the Higgs scalar.
Being a free parameter, v? indicates the energy scale of
the spontaneous breakdown of the U(1)—local symmetry,
usually determined by some experimental data associated
to the phenomenology of the model under investigation,
as it occurs in the electroweak Weinberg-Salam model, for
example. On the other hand, the y-parameter measures
the coupling between the fermions and the Higgs scalar,
working in fact as an effective constant that embodies con-
tributions of all possible mechanisms of the electronic in-
teraction via Higgs-type (scalar) excitations, as the spin-
less bosonic interaction mechanisms: phonons, plasmons,
and other collective excitations. This theoretical similar-
ity suggests an identification of the field theory parameter
with an effective electron-scalar coupling (instead of an
electron-phonon one): y — Ags.

min

The numerical analysis is developed by means of
the implementation of the variational method on the
Schrédinger equation, supplemented by the degenerated
potential. The procedure is initiated by the use of the an
s-wave trial function: g (r) = r1/2e=8"  given by equa-
tion (35). Tables 1 and 2 exhibit the values of the e"e™
bound state and the average length of the e~e™ state
(€ap) for Vog, in accordance with the input parameters
(v2,Z,a,y,(), for | = 0. The degenerated potential ob-
viously assures the following equality: Feett = Eee)] =
Eeety, &avtt = Eabll = Eabr)- Table 3 contains numerical
data generated by the variational method, for [ = 1, start-
ing from the following trial function: ¢ (r) = r3/2e=77
given by equation (36).

From the data of the Tables 1, 2, 3, it is possible to get
an understanding of the influence of the parameters on the
values of the e~e™ energy and &,,. When |¢| and v? in-
crease, the Higgs mass grows up, reducing the range of the
attractive interaction, which is noticed through reduction
of the bound state energy. In the same way, the rising of
the a—parameter implies a larger Chern-Simons mass and
a reduction of the repulsive interaction range, determin-
ing an increment of the bound state energy. The parameter
[, acts directly in the coupling constant es: the bigger is
11, the smaller is gauge coupling, and the smaller the re-
pulsive interaction, favoring again the increase of bound
state energy. The parameters v2 and y act on the Higgs
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Table 1. Input parameters: v2 11, a,(, M4 = v?|¢| and | = 0; output numerical data: E,— .- and &,. Trial function:

p(r)= rl/2e=0r,
vimeV) L(A) y o C(V) Mu=V0PI B Bee(meV)  Ea(A)
47.0 10.0 40 1.0 4.0 433.0 51.1 —59.2 19.3
47.0 10.0 40 05 4.0 433.0 51.8 —23.7 19.0
48.0 10.0 4.0 0.5 4.0 438.0 29.8 —50.2 16.6
48.0 10.0 39 1.0 4.0 438.0 29.8 —24.8 33.1
60.0 8.0 4.0 1.0 8.0 693.0 71.1  —33.3 13.9
60.0 8.0 40 05 6.0 600.0 69.2 —32.8 14.3
60.0 8.0 39 10 5.0 548.0 27.1 =304 36.4
70.0 7.0 4.0 04 7.0 700.0 89.2 —62.7 11.6
70.0 7.0 40 0.6 8.0 748.0 87.5 —54.0 11.3
70.0 7.0 39 10 7.0 700.0 51.2 —32.3 19.3
70.0 7.0 39 05 50 590.0 50.8 —38.5 19.4

Table 2. Input parameters: 2,11, a, ¢, Mf = v?|¢| and | = 0; output numerical data: E,—,— and £4p. Trial function: ¢ (r) =

rl/2e=5",
v® (meV) 1L(A) a ((eV) Muy=y22( B E—.-(meV) &a(A)
40.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 400.0 56.1 —bH4.1 17.6
40.0 12.0 4.0 0.5 2.0 400.0 59.2 —24.5 16.7
40.0 12.0 4.0 0.3 2.0 400.0 58.1 —17.2 17.0
40.0 12.0 4.0 1.0 2.5 447.2 579 =314 17.0
50.0 10.0 40 1.5 6.3 793.7 79.1 —41.1 12.5
50.0 10 40 1.5 5.3 728.0 79.1 —-63.1 12.5
60.0 8.0 40 0.5 3.0 600.0 69.2 —32.8 14.3
60.0 8.0 39 0.1 20 489.9 51.2 —38.6 19.3
60.0 8.0 39 1.0 20 489.9 27.2 —62.8 36.3
80.0 6.0 40 0.5 4.0 800.0 79.1 —40.2 12.5
80.0 6.0 40 0.1 3.0 692.8 78.1 —-76.7 12.6
80.0 6.0 39 05 25 632.5 27.1 =36.0 36.4
80.0 6.0 39 06 25 632.5 29.8 —45.7 33.1

Table 3. Input parameters: v, 11, ,, M% = 2v%|¢| and [ = 1; output data: E,— -

and &4p. Trial function: ¢ (r) = r3/2¢=07,

vmeV) LAy a (V) Mg=y22({ B E-. (meV) Lw(d)
30.0 16.0 40 20 -2.0 489.9 55.1 =715 53.7
30.0 15.5 4.0 2.0 -=-3.0 489.9 40.7 —23.2 72.7
30.0 15.5 4.0 3.0 —-4.0 489.9 42.2 —56.2 70.1
32.0 15.0 4.0 2.0 -=-3.0 438.2 70.7  —49.5 41.9
32.0 15.0 40 1.0 -2.0 357.8 51.1 —18.0 58.9
50.0 10.0 40 1.5 =53 728.0 80.9 —43.9 36.6
50.0 10.0 40 1.5 —-4.0 632.4 79.1 =773 37.4
50.0 10.0 40 08 -=3.0 547.7 72.4 —49.5 40.9
50.0 10.0 40 0.5 =3.0 547.7 429 —=25.0 45.0
80.0 6.5 3.8 1.0 —-4.0 800.0 61.3 —-21.6 48.3
80.0 6.5 3.8 0.5 =3.0 692.8 50.7 —18.8 58.4
80.0 6.5 3.8 0.5 =25 632.5 51.8 —52.3 57.1
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interaction coupling, in such a way to promote a sensi-
tive raising of the biding energy. In the particular case
of Table 3, it is evident a sensitive enhancement in the
value of £,p, a consequence of the isotropic trial function
that behaves as r3/2 at the origin. This isotropic character
results in a non-realistic approximation, since the angular
momentum state [ = 1 must exhibit some anisotropy. This
observation attributes to the data of Table 3 a more qual-
itative aspect without invalidating the fundamental result
of this section: by means of a suitable fitting of the pa-
rameters, it is possible to obtain values of the energy and
the correlation length for the pairs e"e™ inside a scale
usual for some solid state systems.

5 General conclusions

The electron-electron interaction potentials, derived from
a MCS-electrodynamics with spontaneous symmetry
breaking, puts in evidence the physical possibility of elec-
tronic pairing and the formation of bound states. This
theoretical prediction occurs when the parameters of the
model are so chosen that the contribution stemming from
the scalar (Higgs) sector overcomes the contribution in-
duced by the gauge boson exchange (always repulsive in
the energy scale relevant for the solid state excitations,
0 < m.). The numerical results, displayed in Tables 1, 2
and 3, reveal the achievement of binding energies in the
meV-scale, and correlation lengths in the scale 10—30 A,
which is a possible argument in favour of the MCS QED3
adopted here to address the electronic pairing process in
the realm of some condensed matter planar systems, with
manifestation of parity-breaking, such as the Hall systems
(there are also some references that discuss the noncon-
servation of parity symmetry in the context of the high-T,
superconductors [11]).

Finally, we must observe that the present MCS model
bypasses the difficulties found by several other mod-
els [4,6,8,9] that attempted to obtain e~ e~ bound states
considering only the exchange of vector bosons. The
v?—values disposed in Tables 1, 2, 3 reconfirm the en-
ergy scale (10—100 meV) for the breaking of U(1)-local
symmetry obtained in the framework of planar supercon-
ductors [15,16] and in the case of a parity-preserving elec-
tronic pairing [16,17].

M.M.F. Jr. is grateful to CCP-CBPF for the kind hospital-
ity. J.A. Helayél-Neto expresses his gratitude to CNPq for the
invaluable financial help.

Appendix

In this Appendix one presents the spinor algebra so(1,2)
that generates the Dirac spinors, solutions of the Dirac
equation in D = 1 4+ 2-dimensions. The adopted metric

is " = (4, —, —), and the Dirac equation is written as:
(# —m)uy(p) =0, (42)
#+m)u_(p) =0, (43)
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where u4 (p), u—(p) stands for the positive energy spinors
with polarization “up” and “down” respectively. The so-
lution of the equations (42, 43) are given by:

u+(p) - \/m +( ) 0 )a (44)
u_(p) = y-_m uy(m, 6), (45)

V2m(E +m) -

where ug (m, 6)) and u_(m, 6)) represent an up-electron
and down-electron (respectively) in the rest frame:

In D =1+ 2, the generators of the group SO(1,2) are
given by:

) 1 .
Ejl - _[Py]“}/l]a

. (47)

where the v matrices must satisfy the so(1,2) algebra

[7#;71/] = Qieuua'yaa (48)
and are taken by: v = (0, —iog, i0y).

Using this convention, the spinors wuy(p), u—_(p) are
written at the form:

uy(p) = m ﬁjnﬁ;y} ;
m(p)m[m?nipﬁpy}v (49)
mp)m[ipzpyfum}. (50)

They obviously satisfy the mnormalization condition:
Uy (p)ut(p) =1 and u_(p)u—(p) = —1.

In the center of mass frame, the 3-momenta of the
scattered electrons (elastic scattering hypothesis) can be
written as:

p1 = (E,p,0), pi’ = (E,pcos¢,psing),
p2=(E,—p,0), po’ =(E,—pcose,—psing),
k= p1'—p1 = (0,p(cosé — 1), psin),

where ¢ is the angle defined (in relation to the initial di-
rection) by the particles after the scattering.
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