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We theoretically discuss the non-Hermitian superfluid phase transition in one-dimensional two-
component Fermi gases near the p-wave Feshbach resonance accompanied by the two-body loss
associated with the dipolar relaxation. For the first time we point out that this system gives us an
opportunity to explore the interplay among various non-trivial properties such as universal thermo-
dynamics at divergent p-wave scattering length, topological phase transition at vanishing chemical
potential, and non-Hermitian Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer(BCS) to Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC)
transition, in a unified manner. In the BCS phase, the loss-induced superfluid-normal transition
occurs when the exceptional point appears in the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian. In the BEC
phase, the diffusive gapless mode can be regarded as a precursor of the instability of the superfluid
state. Moreover, we show that the superfluid state is fragile against the two-body loss near the
topological phase transition point.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of unconventional superconductors and su-
perfluids has been an important subject in physics. The
elucidation of the pairing mechanism in these systems is
a challenging but exciting problem in condensed mat-
ter physics. One of their remarkable features is the
anisotropy of the pairing order [1]. In particular, the
p-wave pairing order has been regarded as a key for the
application to fault-tolerant quantum computations [2].
Moreover, it is widely believed that 3P2 neutron super-
fluidity plays a crucial role in understanding neutron star
physics such as the pulsar glitch and cooling processes by
neutrino emissions (for a review, see Ref. [3]). On the
other hand, in these strongly-correlated systems, it is not
easy to identify microscopic properties and engineer the
pairing state due to their complicated structures, diffi-
culties of observations, and disorders.

In this regard, ultracold atomic gases have attracted
much attention as a quantum simulator of unconventional
state of matter in strongly-correlated systems [4]. In-
deed, ultracold atoms confined in magneto-optical traps
are free from the unexpected disorder effects compared
to condensed-matter systems. Also, the interatomic in-
teraction has experimentally been controllable by utiliz-
ing the Feshbach resonance [5]. Very recently, the op-
tical control of the p-wave Feshbach resonance has also
been performed experimentally [6]. Consequently, the
evolution from the Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) su-
perfluid to molecular Bose-Einstein condensation (BEC)
near the p-wave Feshbach resonance has been anticipated
theoretically [7–11]. However, realization of the p-wave
superfluid state in ultracold Fermi gases has been a long-
standing issue. The main obstacle is the strong atomic
losses associated with the two-body dipolar relaxation as

|1 |

|2 |↓

hyperfine energy release

|1 ≡ |↑

|1 ≡ |↑

FIG. 1. Two-body dipolar relaxation process leading the two-
body loss near the p-wave Feshbach resonance [14]. The hy-
perfine transition from the excited state (|2〉 ≡ | ↑〉) to the
ground state (|1〉 ≡ | ↓〉) leads to the hyperfine energy re-
lease involving the strong two-body loss of energetic atoms.
Such a process can be characterized by the imaginary p-wave
coupling constant UI [21].

well as the three-body recombination [12–20]. Unfortu-
nately, strongly interacting p-wave Fermi gases exhibit
a short lifetime, and cannot reach the superfluid regime
experimentally as of this moment because of the strong
atomic losses.
Towards the realization of p-wave superfluid Fermi

gases, the suppression of two-body and three-body losses
has been predicted in one dimension (1D) [21–25]. Re-
cently, the loss rates of 1D fermions near the p-wave reso-
nance has been measured experimentally [26–28]. While
it is still under debate how much the one-dimensional
confinement reduces the p-wave atomic losses, it is im-
portant to investigate the stability of the p-wave super-
fluid state against the loss processes. For such a purpose,
the non-Hermitian description of open quantum systems
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may give a new insight on this problem [29]. Recently, the
mean-field theory for the non-Hermitian s-wave pairing
has been developed [30–32]. In addition, the imaginary
part of the p-wave scattering volume, which is related to
the two-body loss and the non-Hermitian two-body in-
teraction, has been measured experimentally in p-wave
two-component Fermi gases [14].
In this work, we discuss the superfluid properties in

1D two-component Fermi gases near the p-wave Fesh-
bach resonance accompanied by the two-body loss asso-
ciated with the dipolar relaxation as shown in Fig. 1.
Here, we consider the intercomponent p-wave interac-
tion where the two-body loss process may be more im-
portant than that between identical fermions in spin-
polarized systems. Even in the absence of the loss ef-
fect, the present system exhibits several unique proper-
ties such as the universal thermodynamics at the zero-
range unitary limit [33] and the topological phase transi-
tion at vanishing chemical potential [34]. We employ the
non-Hermitian formalism involving the two-body losses
characterized by the complex-valued two-body interac-
tion. Describing the framework of the non-Hermitian
BCS-Leggett theory, we discuss the stability of the su-
perfluid state against the two-body loss near the p-wave
resonance.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we

present the non-Hermitian BCS-Leggett theory in 1D
two-component Fermi gases with the intercomponent
complex p-wave interaction. In Sec. III, we investigate
the exceptional point and the diffusive gapless mode,
which play a crucial role for the non-Hermitian phase
transition in this system. In Sec. IV, we show the nu-
merical results. We summarize this paper in Sec. V. For
convenience, we take ~ = kB = 1, and take the system
length to be unity within the large system size limit.

II. NON-HERMITIAN BCS-LEGGETT THEORY

We consider a 1D two-component Fermi gas with
the intercomponent p-wave interaction and the inelas-
tic two-body loss described by a quantum master equa-
tion ∂ρ

∂t = −i
(

Hρ− ρH†
)

without the quantum jump
term [30], where ρ is the density matrix. The effective
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian H reads [34]

H =
∑

k,σ

ξkc
†
k,σck,σ

+ U
∑

k,k′,q

kk′c†k+q/2,↑c
†

−k+q/2,↓c−k′+q/2,↓ck′+q/2,↑, (1)

where ξk = εk − µ ≡ k2

2m − µ is the kinetic energy of
a fermion with a mass m measured from the complex
chemical potential µ = µR + iµI. ck,σ is an annihilation
operator of a fermion with momentum k and pseudospin
σ =↑, ↓. The second term of Eq. (1) is the p-wave interac-
tion term describing the two-particle scattering with the
center-of-mass momentum q and the relative momenta k

and k′. The complex coupling constant U = UR − iUI is
related to the complex p-wave scattering length as [35, 36]

m

2a
=

1

U
+
∑

k

k2

2εk
. (2)

Motivated by the experiment in 3D where the complex
p-wave scattering volume has been measured [14], we in-
troduce the inverse p-wave scattering length [21]

1

a
=

1

aR
+ i

1

aI
. (3)

We note that aR 6= Re[a], and aI 6= Im[a]. The explicit
formula of the normalized coupling constant reads

m

2aR
=

UR

|U |2 +
mΛ

π
,

m

2aI
=

UI

|U |2 , (4)

where Λ is the momentum cutoff. Here, we take UI > 0
and then 1/aI > 0. We briefly note that in the experi-
ment for the 3D system [14], the p-wave scattering vol-
ume is defined as V −1 = V −1

R +iV −1
I . From the observed

two-body loss rate, the imaginary part is determined as
VI ≃ 4.8 × 10−21 m3, while VR is assumed to be tuned
by applying the magnetic field. In this study, we take ar-
bitrary combinations of a−1

R and a−1
I to understand the

global phase diagram of the 1D counterpart.
To investigate the non-Hermitian many-body state, we

introduce a pair of the BCS-like ground states [30]

|BCS〉 =
∏

k

[

uk + vkc
†
k,↑c

†
−k,↓

]

|0〉, (5)

〈〈BCS| = 〈0|
∏

k

[uk + v̄kc−k,↓ck,↑] , (6)

where uk =

√

1
2

(

1− ξk
Ek

)

, vk = −
√

1
2
∆(k)
∆̄(k)

(

1− ξk
Ek

)

,

and v̄k = −
√

1
2
∆̄(k)
∆(k)

(

1− ξk
Ek

)

[30, 31]. Here Ek =
√

ξ2k +∆(k)∆̄(k) is the Bogoliubov quasiparticle disper-

sion with the superfluid order parameters ∆(k) and ∆̄(k)
given by

∆(k) = −Uk
∑

k′

k′〈〈c−k′↓ck′↑〉 ≡ Dk, (7)

∆̄(k) = −Uk
∑

k′

k′〈〈c†k′,↑c
†
−k′,↓〉 ≡ D̄k, (8)

where 〈〈· · · 〉 ≡ 〈〈BCS| · · · |BCS〉 denotes the expectation
value defined by Eqs. (5) and (6). The resultant mean-
field Hamiltonian reads

HMF =
∑

k

Ψ†
k

(

ξk −∆(k)
−∆̄(k) −ξk

)

Ψk −
DD̄

U
+
∑

k

ξk.

(9)
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We note that the Hermitian counterpart (i.e., U ∈ R) be-
longs to the Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG) class BDI [37].
If the two-body loss is switched on, i.e., if µ and D are
complex, the non-Hermiticity breaks the time-reversal
and chiral symmetries, and our BdG Hamiltonian belongs
to the class D with a line gap and a sublattice symmetry
S− (it is remnant of the chiral symmetry) according to
the extended table in Ref. [38]. In one dimension, it is
characterized by Z2 index [38]. We obtain the ground-
state energy as

EGS =
∑

k

[

ξk − Ek +
D̄Dk2

2εk

]

− mD̄D

2a
(10)

where Ek =
√

ξ2k +DD̄k2. We take DD̄ = D2
0 and

H†
MF = H∗

MF without loss of generality by taking an
appropriate gauge transformation. For convenience, we
rewrite it as D0 = DR + iDI. Accordingly, the complex-
ified gap equation is given by ∂EGS

∂D = 0, that is,

m

2a
+
∑

k

k2
[

1

2Ek
− 1

2εk

]

= 0. (11)

Also, the particle number density N = −∂EGS

∂µ reads

N =
∑

k

[

1− ξk
Ek

]

. (12)

Practically, we solve Eqs. (11) and (12) with respect to
four quantities DRkF/EF, DIkF/EF, µR/EF, and µI/EF

for a given real-valued number density N ∈ R, where

kF = πN
2 and EF =

k2

F

2m are the Fermi momentum and
energy, respectively.
Here, one may notice that Eqs. (11) and (12) are quite

similar to those in the 3D s-wave pairing case [31]. In-
deed, our framework shares several similar properties to
the previous work. In this regard, we restrict ourselves
to the following situation

DR, DI ≥ 0, µI ≤ 0, (13)

which are consistent with Ref. [31]. However, µR can be
both positive and negative depending on the interaction
parameters.

III. EXCEPTIONAL POINT AND DIFFUSIVE

GAPLESS MODE

Before showing the numerical calculation, we study
the consequence of the exceptional point and the gap-
less excitation due to the two-body loss. In the BCS side
(µR > 0), the superfluid solution disappears when the
exceptional point appears in HMF (i.e., two eigenvalues
±Ek coalesce [39]), leading to the divergence of 1/Ek. To
see this, we introduce

E2
k = ξ2k +D2

0k
2 ≡ Ak + iBk, (14)

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

(a) BCS side

(b) BEC side

Re[Ek]/EF

Im[Ek]/EF

k/kF

Re[Ek]/EF

Im[Ek]/EF

-1

0

1

2

3

0 0.5 1 1.5

FIG. 2. The complex dispersion relation Ek (a) in the pres-
ence of the exceptional point in the BCS side and (b) at the
appearance of the diffusive gapless mode in the BEC side.
Here we use µ/EF = 1 − 0.5i and D0kF/EF =

√
2(1 + i) in

the panel (a) and µ/EF = −i and D0kF/EF = 2+ 0.5i in the
panel (b).

where

Ak = (εk − µR)
2 − µ2

I + (D2
R −D2

I )k
2, (15)

Bk = 2DRDIk
2 − 2µI(εk − µR). (16)

The exceptional point corresponds to Ak = Bk = 0 [31].
In other words, the exceptional point can be found once
|k| satisfying Ak = Bk = 0 exists. In this regard, we
introduce the singular momentum kS satisfying Bk=kS

=
0 as

kS = ±

√

2µRµI
µI

m − 2DRDI
. (17)

The exceptional point appears when Ak=kS
= 0, that is,

−mDIDR +DR

√

m2D2
I + 2mµR = −µI, (18)

For convenience, we introduce the indicator of the excep-
tional point as

z = DR

√

m2D2
I + 2mµR −mDIDR + µI, (19)
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where the exceptional point appears at z = 0.
Figure 2(a) shows the typical dispersion relation Ek

in the BCS side where the exceptional point appears at
k = kS. One can see that both Re[Ek] and Im[Ek] reach
zero at k = kS, which leads to the disappearance of the
superfluid solution in Eqs. (11) and (12).
On the other hand, in the BEC side, the exceptional

point never appears because kS given by Eq. (17) be-
comes pure imaginary when µR < 0 with Eq. (13). How-
ever, µR increases with increasing (kFaI)

−1, and µR = 0
may be achieved at a certain point, leading to the appear-
ance of the singular momentum at kS = 0. In such a case,
the negative Ak ≃ −µ2

I < 0 leads to the pure imaginary

gapless dispersion relation Ek = i
√

|Ak| at k ≃ 0. Once
such a diffusive gapless mode appears, the calculation of
the superfluid solution becomes numerically demanding
due to the low-energy singularity. Moreover, the expres-
sion of EGS given by (10) is no longer valid because the
gapless Bogoliubov excitation associated with the first
term of Eq. (9) plays a significant role at µR > 0. In this
sense, the appearance of the diffusive gapless mode in
the BEC side can be regarded as a signature of the phase
transition where the superfluid solution disappears. This
feature is qualitatively consistent with the previous work
in the 3D s-wave case [31] where the superfluid solution
disappears in the lossy BEC regime when the two-body
binding energy becomes pure imaginary.
Practically, it is numerically demanding to determine

these transition points precisely both in the BCS and
BEC sides because of the singular momentum integra-
tion in Eqs. (11) and (12). Therefore, in this work we
fit the indicator z in the BCS side and µR in the BEC
side with the linear function and extrapolate it to esti-
mate the phase transition points. We confirmed that this
procedure does not change the results qualitatively.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

Figure 3 shows the numerical results of µ = µR + iµI

and D0 = DR + iDI at different interaction strength.
First, one can see general features of the present system,
that is, the increase of µR and DI, and the decrease of
µI when the two-body loss parameter (kFaI)

−1 increases.
In particular, the increase of µR may be regarded as a
physical consequence where a larger µR is required to
realize a given N under the two-body loss. In the weak-
coupling BCS regime, as shown in Fig. 3(a), we find
the numerical solution of µ and D0 until the exceptional
point given by z = 0 appears. Once the system is close
to z = 0, the numerical calculation of Eqs. (11) and (12)
becomes severe and eventually, the solution disappears at
(kFaI)

−1 ≃ 0.9, implying the instability of the superfluid
phase. Whenever µR is positive, the exceptional point
can be found at the p-wave unitary limit (kFaR)

−1 = 0
shown in Fig. 3(b), as well as relatively strong-coupling
regime shown in Fig. 3(c), apart from the quantitative
difference of µ and D0. The exceptional point tends to

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2
(a) (kFaR)−1 = −1

(b) (kFaR)−1 = 0

(c) (kFaR)−1 = 1

(kFaI)
−1

-1

0

1

2

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

(d) (kFaR)−1 = 1.8

(kFaI)
−1

�R/EF

z/EF linear fit

�I/EF DRkF/EF DIkF/EF

FIG. 3. Calculated chemical potential µ = µR + iµI and su-
perfluid order parameter D0 = DR + iDL as a function of the
two-body loss parameter (kFaI)

−1 at (a)(kFaR)
−1 = −1, (b)

(kFaR)
−1 = 0, (c) (kFaR)

−1 = 1, and (d) (kFaR)
−1 = 1.8.

While z = 0 is regarded as the phase transition point in the
panels (a), (b), and (c), µR = 0 corresponds to the super-
fluid instability in the panel (d). To estimate these transition
points, we used the linear fitting near the transition as plotted
by the thin dotted lines.

appear at smaller (kFaI)
−1 as (kFaR)

−1 gets larger in the
BCS phase. On the other hand, in the BEC phase with
negative µR, we do not encounter the exceptional point as
explained in the previous section. Instead, finding the su-
perfluid solution becomes numerically demanding in the
vicinity of the onset of the diffusive gapless mode, which
would be a signal of the phase transition. In this work,
we identify this instability point at µR = 0 by using the
linear extrapolation (see Fig. 3(d) at (kFaR)

−1 = 1.8).

Figure 4 shows the phase diagram in the plane of
(kFaR)

−1 and (kFaI)
−1. If (kFaI)

−1 = 0 (i.e., the Hamil-
tonian is Hermitian), the system exhibits a topologi-
cal phase transition at (kFaR)

−1 = 4/π ≃ 1.27 [34],
where µR changes the sign. Thus, one may identify the
BCS phase (µR > 0) and the BEC phase (µR < 0) by
monitoring the sign of µR. This fact is in stark con-
trast to the BCS-BEC crossover near the s-wave Fesh-
bach resonance [40]. According to Eq. (19), this Her-
mitian topological phase transition at (kFaR)

−1 = 4/π
can be regarded as an exceptional point (i.e., z = 0)
accompanied by the stable (real-valued) gapless mode
Ek = D0|k|+O(|k|3) (We note that this singular point in
the Hermitian case is called a diabolic point in Ref. [29]).
However, at (kFaI)

−1 = 0, Ek becomes zero only at
k = 0, and hence the divergence of 1/Ek do not cause
the singularities in Eqs. (11) and (12).

If (kFaI)
−1 becomes finite, the gapless mode becomes



5

FIG. 4. Phase diagram with respect to the inverse p-wave
scattering length (kFa)

−1 = (kFaR)
−1+i(kFaI)

−1. The phase
boundary (red solid line) between the normal phase “Normal”
and the BCS phase (µR > 0) “BCS” (and metastable BCS) is
given by the appearance of the exceptional point (Ek=kS

= 0).
The phase boundary (green solid line) between “Normal” and
the BEC phase (µR < 0) “BEC” is given by the appearance
of the diffusive gapless mode (µR = 0). Also, the dashed
line separating “BCS” and “BCS (metastable)” represents the
first-order-like phase transition given by Re(FS − FN) = 0,
where FS and FN are the free energies in the superfluid phase
and in the normal phase, respectively. In this regard, the non-
trivial superfluid solution is energetically stable in the “BCS”
and “BEC” phases.

diffusive and the exceptional point easily appears in the
momentum space in such a regime. In Fig. 4, the re-
gion beyond the upper bound given by z = 0 in the BCS
side and µR = 0 in the BEC side is regarded as the nor-
mal phase because we cannot find the superfluid solution
there. In this sense, the region near the topological phase
transition is fragile against the two-body loss. In other
words, the smooth crossover from the BCS phase to the
BEC phase can be no longer expected in the present 1D
p-wave system with the nonzero two-body loss in terms
of the topology as well as the non-Hermicity. On the one
hand, at stronger coupling, µR becomes smaller due to
the strong binding effect, leading to the stability against
the two-body loss where the transition point µR = 0 is
retarded along the axis of (kFaI)

−1. The disappearance
of the superfluid solution can be found even before the re-
gion where the real part of the two-body binding energy
Eb changes its sign at a−1

I = a−1
R (see Appendix A). This

result is in stark contrast to the 3D s-wave case where
the superfluid solution disappears around Re[Eb] = 0 in
the BEC regime [31]. Therefore, such a disappearance
of the superfluid solution cannot be understood by the
two-body physics but the many-body physics even in the
strong-coupling regime. We note that while the phase di-
agram in Fig. 4 seems to be dramatically different from
the previous work [31], this is due to the definition of the
complex scattering length, except for the presence of the

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2

E
g
ap

 /E
F

(kFaR)−1

(kFaI)
−1 = 0

= 0.4

= 0.8

FIG. 5. Excitation gap Egap = min {2Re[Ek]} at different
(kFaI)

−1. The gapless region with Egap = 0 at nonzero
(kFaI)

−1 corresponds to the normal phase shown in Fig. 4.

topological phase transition at (kFa)
−1 = 4/π.

On the other hand, at weaker coupling, µR gradually
approaches EF and the spectrum exhibits the gapped
excitation. Figure 5 shows the excitation gap defined by
Egap = min {2Re[Ek]} at (kFaI)

−1 = 0, 0.4, and 0.8.
In the Hermitian case [i.e., (kFaI)

−1 = 0], it is given

by Egap = 2D0

√

2mµ−m2D2
0 at µ ≥ mD2

0 [34]. Be-
cause of this excitation gap, the BCS phase is relatively
stable against the two-body loss, but the superfluid solu-
tion disappears when the two-body loss is so strong that
the exceptional point appears. One can see that Egap

becomes smaller with increasing the two-body loss pa-
rameter. Eventually, the superfluid state is unstable at
Egap = 0. Indeed, this gapless points correspond to the
appearance of the exceptional point in the BCS phase
and the diffusive gapless mode in the BEC phase, re-
spectively. While we discuss only the specific system, our
result indicates that the gapless Fermi superfluid would
be fragile against the two-body loss.
In this way, the zero-range p-wave unitary limit is pro-

tected by the excitation gap and one may expect the
realization of a p-wave unitary Fermi gas [33] even under
the relatively small two-body loss. Our mean-field re-
sult indicates that the corresponding Bertsch parameter
defined via µR/EF is enlarged by the two-body loss as

ξB ≃ 0.75 + 0.22(kFaI)
−2. (20)

We note that the increasing behavior of µR/EF with
(kFaI)

−1 is common at the different interaction strengths
as shown in Fig. 3. While the transdimensional equiva-
lence of the Bertsch parameters between 1D p-wave and
3D s-wave unitary Fermi gases has been conjectured in
Ref. [33], our result ξB ≃ 0.75 at (kFaI)

−1 = 0 is larger
than the experimental value ξB ≃ 0.37 [41, 42] and more-
over the mean-field result ξB ≃ 0.595 [40] in 3D unitary
gases. To examine the transdimensional equivalence in
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more detail, it is important to address the beyond-mean-
field effect such as self-energy shift associated with the
many-body T -matrix [43, 44], which is beyond the scope
of this paper.

Finally, under the strong two-body loss, the superfluid
state may become metastable even before reaching the
exceptional point [31]. To this end, we introduce the free
energy FS = EGS + µN . In the normal phase (D0 = 0),

we obtain the free energy FN =
k3

F

3πm . If Re[FS−FN] > 0,
the superfluid state is regarded as a metastable state. In
this regard, we define the first-order-like transition point
as Re[FS−FN] = 0. In Fig, 4, we also plot this transition
point, beyond which the metastable BCS state can be
found. Although the definition of the scattering parame-
ter is different from the previous work on the 3D s-wave
case [31], the similar transition can be found therein.

V. SUMMARY

In this work, we have theoretically investigated the su-
perfluid phase transition of a 1D non-Hermitian p-wave
unitary Fermi gas. We developed the non-Hermitian
BCS-Leggett theory for the present system and identified
when and how the superfluid solution disappears due to
the two-body loss term, by solving the gap equation and
number equation numerically.
First, we pointed out that in the absence of the two-

body loss, the BCS and BEC phases are distinguished
by the sign of the real part of the chemical potential µR.
In the presence of the two-body loss, the superfluid solu-
tion can be found up to the occurrence of the exceptional
point Ek = 0 in the BCS phase and the diffusive gapless
mode with µR → −0 and µI < 0 in the BEC phase.
Beyond these points, the solution of the non-Hermitian
superfluid disappears and thus we concluded that the
superfluid state becomes unstable due to the two-body
loss if a gapless mode exists. In this sense, we found
that the superfluid is particularly fragile near the topo-
logical phase transition at (kFaR)

−1 = 4/π against the
two-body loss. Our non-Hermitian framework suggests
that it would be better to address the superfluid state
far away from the topological phase transition point in
future experiments. In the BCS regime, before reach-
ing the exceptional point, the system may undergo the
first-order-like phase transition from the BCS phase to
the normal phase with increasing the two-body loss. We
showed such a transition point by monitoring the real
part of the free energy.
Regarding the future perspective, while we show the

stability of the superfluid state in the presence of the two-
body loss within the non-Hermitian BCS-Leggett formal-
ism, it would be important to include effects of the jump

term in the Lindblad equation and study dynamical evo-
lution of the system. While we worked in the 1D system,
a similar non-Hermitian quantum phase transition can
be studied in the 3D system near the p-wave resonance,
where the gapless mode plays a crucial role [8]. Further-
more, the three-body loss term should be included in the
future study. It would also be interesting to study pair-
ing fluctuation effects in the non-Hermitian systems. The
phase transition associated with the exceptional point
may be probed via the optical spin conductivity mea-
surement [34, 45].
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Appendix A: two-body bound state

The two-body T -matrix reads

T (k, k′;ω) = Ukk′ +
∑

p

Ukp

ω+ − p2/m
T (p, k′;ω). (A1)

Assuming the separability T (k, k;ω) = t(ω)kk′, we ob-
tain

t(ω) = U

[

1− U
∑

p

mp2

mω+ − p2

]−1

. (A2)

The bound state can be found as the pole of the T -matrix
t−1(ω = −Eb) = 0 given by

1

U
+
∑

p

mp2

p2 +mEb
= 0. (A3)

Therefore, we obtain m
2a − m

2

√
mEb = 0, leading to Eb =

1
ma2 . More explicitly,

Eb =
1

ma2R
− 1

ma2I
+

2

maRaI
i. (A4)

In this regard, the real part of the binding energy Re[Eb]
becomes negative at a−1

R < a−1
I .
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