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We address the thermodynamics, density profiles and suigedt®uasity of trapped fermions undergoing BCS-
BEC crossover. We consider the case of zero and finite papalahbalance. Our approach represents a fully
consistent treatment of "pseudogap effects”. These affieftect the distinction between the pair formation
temperaturél™ and the pair condensation temperatiite As a natural corollary, this temperature difference
must be accommodated by modifying the fermionic excitapactrumFEy to reflect the fact that fermions
are paired at and abovE.. It is precisely this natural corollary which has been oedtfrom all other many
body approaches in the literature. At a formal level, we show enforcing this corollary implies that pairing
fluctuation or self energy contributions enter ittoth the gap and the number equations; this is necessary in
order to be consistent with a generalized Ward identity. fsa formal level, we demonstrate that we obtain
physical results for the superfluid density(7") at all temperatures. In contrast, previous work in theditiere
has led to non-monotonic, or multi-valued or discontinubebavior forn(7"). Because it reflects the essence
of the superfluid stateye view the superfluid density as a critical measure of theiphlity of a given crossover
theory. In a similarly unique fashion, we emphasize that in ordgartgperly address thermodynamic properties
of atrapped Fermi gas, a necessary first step is to demanstedthe particle density profiles are consistent with
experiment. Without a careful incorporation of the distioe between the pairing gap and the order parameter,
the density profiles tend to exhibit sharp features at theleosate edge, which are never seen experimentally
in the crossover regime. The lack of demonstrable congigtbatween theoretical and experimental density
profiles, along with problematic behavior found for the sfipel density, casts doubt on previous claims in the
literature concerning quantitative agreement betweemtbdynamical calculations and experiment.
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I. INTRODUCTION etersv, anduy the chemical potential passes from positive
to negative and the system crosses continuously from BCS to

BEC. The vast majority (with the possible exception of the

There has been a resurgence of interest in studies of theqy 7 cyprates) of metallic superconductors are associated
crossover between the usual BCS form of fermionic super;

Auidi dth ted with : ; d ~'with weak attraction and large pair size. Thus, this more gen
uidity and that associated with Bose Einstein condensatio g 5jized form of BCS theory was never fully characterized or

(BEC). This is due, in part, to the widespread pseudogap phesy o gited until recently. There are a number of differemtre

nomena which have been observed in high temperature Syjions of BCS-BEC crossover theory. Each rendition can be

perconductors in conjunction with the small pair size_. Therepresented by a selected class of many-body Feynman dia-
latter, in particular, was argued by Leggett to be a ratiénal g »ms “often further simplified by various essential or non-

for treating the cugéates as mid-way between BCS and BEGygqential approximations. There is no controlled smatipar
Others have argu€d-that the cuprate pseudogap can be Un-er and thus the selection process is based on highly teriab
derstood as arising from pre-formed pairs which form due tQujteria. For the most part the success or failure of a paletic

the stronger-than-BCS attraction. Additional reasonsfier — opgition is evaluated by comparing one or a set of numbers
interest in BCS-BEC crossover stem from the precise realizg i, experiment

tion of this scenario in ultracold trapped Fermi gated)ere Itis the goal of the present paper to discuss a criteria set fo

:gesszaCSY: ;n::eégﬁgggﬁ?gszi;ﬁgg?#?ﬁ:ly:ggsg;?zvm evaluating BCS-BEC crossover theories which captures the
9 P ucial physics, rather than the detailed numerics. Weyappl

Pr?)trlr(: ILeeldfé?tTrTZ: g"ggntﬁg;fr .'QttehreeStrl;ct:'sep;g?lsenlrfzsf hese criteria successfully to one particular version ofSBC
Yl P yp u YBEC crossover theory which builds on the above ground state.

theories in condensed matter physics; and we now have COME s context we address a wide range of physical phenom-

to realize that this is avery special case of a much more 9€%na. These include density profiles, thermodynamical prop-
eral class of superfluidity.

erties and superfluid density with application to polariasd
BCS-BEC crossover theory is based on the observation well as unpolarized gasek.is our philosophy that appropri-
that the usual BCS ground state wave function= 1T (ux + ate tests of the theory should relate to how qualitativelynsb
“kCL,TCT—k,¢)|O> (wherecL » ande,, are the creation and an- it is before assessing it in quantitative detaldetailed quan-
nihilation operators for fermions of momentuknand spin titative tests are essential but if the qualitative physscsot
o =7, 1) is far more general than was initially appreciated. If satisfactory, quantitative comparisons cannot be meéuiing
one tunes the attractive interaction from weak to stroranal Fourimportant and inter-related physical properties are e
with a self consistent determination of the variationalgpar  phasized here. (i) There must be a consistent treatment of
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“pseudogap” effect$.As a consequence of the fact that the and six creation operatdfsn the deep BEC. The complexity
pairing onset temperatufg* is differen®’ from the conden- becomes even greater in the unitary regime, and there is, in
sation temperaturé,, the fermionic spectrumizy, must nec- our opinion, no clear indication one way or the other on how
essarily reflect the formation of these pairs. To accomnedatthe pair excitations and collective modes couple.

the pseudogapk;. must be modified from the strict BCS form  our rationale for considering the simplest ground state
which has a vanishing excitation gap at and abifiveEvery-  wave function (which minimizes this coupling) is as follaws
where in the literature an unphysical form fby, is assumed |t js the basis for zero temperature Bogoliubov-de Gennes
except in our own work and briefly in Ref. 8. (i) The theory (BdG) approaches which have been widely applied to the
must yield a consistent description of the superfluid dgnsit crossover problem. Itis the basis foFa= 0 Gross-Pitaevskii
ns(T') from zero toT... The quantityn,(T') should be single  description in the far BEC regin#.it is the basis for the bulk
valued, monotonié,and disappear at the sariig one com-  of the work on population imbalanced gases. At unitarity the
putes from the normal state instability. Importantly(T) is  universality relatio®’: between pressure and energy holds —
at the heart of a proper description of the superfluid phaseseparately for the fermionic contribution (which is of treal

(iii) The behavior of the density profiles, which are the basi BCS form with an excitation gap distinct from the order pa-
for computing thermodynamical properties of trapped gasegameter) and for the bosonic term, due to gReform of the
must be compatible with experimental measurements. Negfajr dispersion. Finally, this wave function is simple ard a
and at unitarity, and in the absence of population imbalanceessible. Thus, it seems reasonable to begin by addresging t

they are relatively smooth and featureless, unlike a tru€ BE finjte 7 physics which is associated with this ground state, in
where there is clear bimodality. This can present a chadlengg systematic way.

for theories which do not accommodate pseudogap effects and ; : - :
which then deduce sharp features at the condensate edge. (]i The remainder of this paper presents first the theoretical

i . o Yamework for the principal self consistent equations désc
The thermodynamical potenti@lshould be variationally con- ing the total excitation gap, the order parameter, and the-nu

sistent with the gap and number equations. It should Satis%er equation or fermionic chemical potential. The conse-

appropriate Max_vvellllrelati(_)ns and at unitarity be complatib guences for thermodynamics, density profiles' and the super-

W'_th thegconstralr!@ relating the pressurg to the energy, fluid density are then presented in separate sections, along

Eip=3E. with numerically obtained results for each property. We
There has been widespread discussion about the role @iscuss these properties at the qualitative as well as semi-

collective modes in the thermodynamics of fermionic superquantitative level, in the context of comparison with exper

fluids. And this has become, in some instances, a basis fofient. In the conclusions section, we present a summary of

additional evaluation criteria of a given BCS-BEC crossove the strengths and weaknesses of the present scheme.

theory. Because the Fermi gases represent neutral superflu-

ids with low lying collective modes, one might have expected

these modes to be more important than in charged supercon-

ductors. Nevertheless, the BCS wave function and its associ Il. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

ated finite temperature behavior is well known to work equall

well for charged superconductors and neutral superfluids su

as helium-3. In strict BCS theory thermodynamical projesrti

are governed only by fermionic excitations. This applies as

well to the superfluid density (in the transverse gauge)- Col While the subject began with the semiffal= 0 work by

lective modes are important in strict BCS theory primardy t Eagle€ and Leggetf, a discussion of superfluidity beyond

establish that(T) is properly gauge invariant. the ground state was first introduced into the literature by
One can argu8 that collective modes should enter ther- Nozieres and Schmitt-Rin¥ Randeria and co-workers refor-

modynamics as the pairing attraction becomes progregsivemulated this approa¢hand moreover, raised the interesting
stronger. The role of these modes at unitarity is curremly u Possibility that crossover physics might be relevant tchhig
resolved. In the Bogoliubov description of a true Bose supertemperature superconductrsSubsequently other workers
fluid there is a coupling between the pair excitations and th&ave applied this picture to the high cuprate£®+".1%%%and
collective modes, which results from inter-boson interart. ~ Ultracold Fermi gasé&2! as well as formulated alternative
Thus it is reasonable to expect that the collective modes argcheme&:2 for addressing” # 0.

important for thermodynamical properties in the BEC regime  The recognition that one should distinguish the pair for-
At the level of the simple mean BCS-Leggett wave functionmation temperatur@™* from the condensation temperature
we find that, just as in strict BCS theory, the collective mode T, was cruciaf’ Credit goes to those who noted that pseu-
do not couple to the pair excitations; this leads @ &2 M * dogap effects would appear in the BCS-BEC crossover sce-
form of the pair dispersion. The low-lying collective mode nario of high temperature superconductors, notably firdten
dispersion ig? of course, linear iny. All inter-boson effects  spin channet? Shortly thereafter, it was recognized that these
are treated in a mean field sense and enter to renormalize tivaportant pseudogap phenomena also pertain to the charge
effective pair mass\/*. To arrive at a theory more closely channef®2°26 And finally, we make note of those papers
analogous to Bogoliubov theory, one needs to add additionalhere the concept of pseudogap effects was introduced into
terms to the ground state wave function— consisting of fousstudies of the ultra-cold gas&é>2’

A. Early Relevant History of BCS-BEC Crossover
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B. Pair Fluctuation Approaches to Crossover More generally, eithefr, or the fully dressed: is introduced
into X(K), according to the choséftmatrix scheme. Finally,

In this section we discuss the present scheme for BCS-BE® terms of Green’s functions, we readily arrive at the numbe
crossover, as well as compare it with alternative appramcheequationn =3, G, (K).
including that of Nozieres and Schmitt-Rifk The Hamil- Because of interest from high temperature superconductiv-
tonian for BCS-BEC crossover can be described by a ongty, alternate schemes, which involve only dressed Green's
channel model. In this paper, we address primarily a shorfunctions have been rather widely studied. In one altevaati
ranges-wave pairing interaction, which is often simplified as one constructs a thermodynamical potential based on a cho-
a contact potential/§(x — x’), whereU < 0. This Hamil-  sen self-energy. Here there is some similarity to ffrahatrix
tonian has been known to provide a good description for th&écheme which involve&' only. One variant of this “conserv-
crossover in atomic Fermi gases which have very wide Feghg approximation” is known as the fluctuation exchange ap-
hbach resonances, such’4& andSLi. The details are pre- proximation (FLEX) which has been primarily applied to the
sented elsewhere. normal state. In addition to the particle-particle ladde-d

We begin with a discussion of T-matrix based theoriesgrams which are crucial to superfluidity it also includesles
Within a T-matrix scheme one considers the coupled equagritical diagrams in the particle-hole channel; the lattan
tions between the particles (with propagaffjrand the pairs be viewed as introducing spin correlation effects. Sinde-it
[which can be represented by tfiematrix ¢(Q)] and drops  Vvolves only dressed Green’s functions, one evident adganta
all higher order terms. Without taking higher order Green'sof this approach is that it i§-derivablé or conserving. This
functions into account, the pairs interact indirectly vieet implies that because it is based on an analytical expression
fermions, in an averaged or mean field sense. The propagéer the thermodynamical potential, thermodynamical quant

tor for the non-condensed pairs is given by ties obtained by derivatives of the free energy are idehtica
. . those computed directly from the single particle Green'sfu

: . . . . For a variety of reasons this FLEX scheme, as applied to

whereU is the attractive coupling constant in the Hamilto- fluid d d has b found to b b

nian andy is the pair susceptibility. The functiop(Q) is the superfiuids and superconductors, has been found to be prob-
lematic. The earliest critique of th@G, T-matrix scheme is

most fundamental quantity in T-matrix appr(')aches: It 'OV in Ref.[28. The authors noted that using two dressed Green'’s
by the product of dressed and bare Green'’s functions in var:

) o . - , functions “could be rejected by means of a variational pfinc
ious combinations. One could, in principle, have considere | .

, . ; ple”. They also observed that there would be an unphysical
two bare Green'’s functions or two fully dressed Green'’s func i o : .
. consequence: a loW specific heat which contained a con-
tions. Here, we follow the work of Ref|_P8. These authors

. . . . , tribution proportional toI’?. In a related fashion it appears
systematically studied the equations of motion for the @=see . .
. . . -~ that the FLEX orG(G, T-matrix scheme ismot demonstrably
functions associated with the usual many body Hamiltonian

- . consistent with the Hamiltonian-based equations of motion
for superfluidity and deduced that the only satisfactorytru . o .
. ; . . There also is concern that considering only dressed fermion
cation procedure for these equations involves a T-matrik wi

! . torsi7, may lead to double counting of Feynman dia-
one dressed and one bare Green'’s function. The presence popagak 2 d
the bare Green’s function in tHE-matrix and self-energy is grams. Vilk et # noted that the FLEX scheme will not pro-

L . . duce a proper pseudogap, due to the “inconsistent treatment
a general, inevitable consequence of an equations of motlor% ; . .
procedure? of vertex corrections in the expression for the self enérgy.

In this approach, the pair susceptibility is then By dropping the non-domingnt particle-hole diagrams, oth-
ers have found a more analytically tractable sch&midow-

_ _ ever, this scheme fails to yield back BCS-like spectral prop
(@) ZK:GO(Q K)G(K), @ erties which would be anticipated abo¥g in a BCS-BEC
crossover scenario. Among the unusual features found is a
where@ = (i, q), andG and G, are the full and bare four excitation branch structufé:2> not compatible with the
Green’s functions respectively. He ' (K) = iw, — &,  expected pseudogap description, which should reflect precu
&k = ex— 1, ex = h?k?/2m is the kinetic energy of fermions, sor superconductivity effects in the normal state. In tisisyp
andy is the fermionic chemical potential. Throughout this pa-dogap picturé,there would be two peaks in the spectral func-
per, we také: = 1, kg = 1, and use the four-vector notation tion, rather than four. More recently, the authors of Ref. 36
K = (iwn, k), Q = (i,q), > x =T, >k €tc, where applied a related conserving approximation belw They
wp = (2n + 1)nT and$); = 2i7T are the standard odd and did not consider particle-hole diagrams, but included i@ th

even Matsubara frequenciégwheren and! are integers). particle-particle channel a “twisted” ladder diagram. 3ée
The one-particle Green’s function is authors found that there was a discontinuity in the tramsiti
. _ temperature calculated relative to that compgtedboveT.,.
G (K) = iwn =& —X(K), (3)  They, then, inferred that at unitarity there is a first ordeage

transition, which has not been experimentally observed.
In the NSR scheme, which is, perhaps, the most widely
B(K) =Y HQ)Go(Q — K), (4)  applied of all pair fluctuation theories, one uses two bare
0 Green’s functions iny(Q) for the normal state. Within this

where
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NSR approach, the results are generally extended GEldwy  this paper we will emphasize the strengths of the present T-
introducing® into x(Q) the diagonal and off-diagonal forms matrix scheme which rest primarily on a consistent treatmen
of the Nambu-Gor’kov Greens functions. At the outset, theof pseudogap effects in the gap and number equations. This,
fermionic excitation spectruniy, = /&2 + A2, involves  inturn, leads to physical behavior for the thermodynanties,
only the superfluid order paramete,., so that the fermions superfluid density and the density profiles at all tempeeatur
are treated as gapless at and ab®yedespite the fact that Finally, we note that the present T-matrix scheme is readily
there is an expected “pseudogap” associated with pairing orrelated to a previously studi#lapproach to fluctuations in
set temperatur@*. The original authof€ suggested that pair low dimensional, but conventional superconductors. A weak
fluctuations should enter into the number equation, but apeoupling limit of thisGG approach is equivalent to Hartree
proximated their form based on only the leading contribu-approximated Ginzburg-Landau the@fy.
tion in the Dyson series. This approximate form was intro- We begin with the situation in which there is an equal spin
duced via contribution to the thermodynamical poteridiaA mixture, and then generalize to the population imbalanced
more systematic approach, which is based on a full Dyson rezase. In the present formalism, for @ll< 7., the gap equa-
summation leads to a form equivalent to EHd. (4), with a bardion is associated with a BEC condition which requires that
X0(Q) = > Go(K)Go(Q — K), as was first pointed out the pair chemical potentigl,.;, vanish. We will show below
in Ref.[39. This more complete scheme was implemented ithat because of this vanishing pf.; at and belowl, to a
Ref.[38. good approximation one can mog outside the summation
Another important aspect of the NSR scheme should bén Eqg. (4). As a result the self-energy is of the BCS-like form
noted. Because the pairing fluctuation contributions do not )
enter into the gap equation, the gap equation cannot be de- D(K) = —A2Go(—K) = A (5)

termined from a variational condition on the thermodynamic iwn + &

potential. In this regard, a rather different alternatioette

approximated number equation of Refl. 12 was recently introd NUS

duced in Refl._ 40,41. These authors argued one should com- A2

pensate for the fact thaf/dA,. # 0 by adding a new term G HK) = iwn — & — PR (6)

(deriving from this discrepancy) to the number equation. We
view this latter alternative as even more problematic since  Now we are in a position to calculate the pair suscepti-
builds on inconsistencies within the NSR approactbath bility at general@, based on Eq[{2). After performing the
the gap and the number equation. By far the most completgatsubara sum and analytically continuing to the real axis,
study of the NSR based theory for crossover was summarizegh), — ) + i0) we find the relatively simple form
in Ref.|8. By systematically introducing a series of imprdve
approximations, the authors ultimately noted that one rinust B 1= f(Bx) = f(€k—a) 2
corporate pairing fluctuation corrections into the gap a we X(@) = Z {Ek + kg — Q2 —i0F Yk
as the number equation.

It should be stressed that (with or without the approximate _ B - f(gk‘q_) vf{} , )
form for the number equatiorthe NSR scheme &t # 0 By = &k—q + Q240"
was not designed to be consistent with the simple BCS- Ltegget
ground state, which they also discussed at lengthis obser-
vation was implicitly made elsewhé¥ein the literature and

whereu?, vZ = (1 + &/ Fx)/2 are the usual coherence fac-
tors, andf(x) is the Fermi distribution function. It follows

can be verified by comparing the ground state density proflleLhatX ) is given by

based on the NSR scheme with those obtained in the Leggett 1 - 2f(Ey)

mean field theor§? It should also be stressed that T-matrix x(0) = Z — (8)
theories do notincorporate a direct pair-pair interagtiather k 2E},

the pairs interact in an average or mean field sense.
tries to extract the effective pairing interaction framy 7-
matrix theory, the absence of coupling to higher order Gseen

If o
rl'(Fhe vanishing ofy,qir (Or generalized Thouless criterion)
then implies that

functions will lead to a simple factor of two relating theent -1 -1

| N X t = = T < TC . 9
boson and inter-fermion scattering lengths. More exactcal (0) =T~ +x(0) =0, - ©
lations of this ratio lead to a factor of 0162445 Substitutingy (0) into the above BEC condition, we obtain the

familiar gap equation

C. Present T-matrix Scheme 1- 2f (Ek)
U Z . (10)

We now show that one obtains consistent answers between
T-matrix based approaches and the BCS-Leggett ground staktere Ex, = /&2 + A2, which contains the total excitation
equations, provided the pair susceptibility contains oaeeb gapA instead of the order parametAc,...
and one dressed Green’s function. Thus, for simplicity, we The coupling constant/ can be replaced in favor of
refer to the present approach asG, theory”. Throughout the dimensionless parametelr/kra, via the relationship



m/(4ra) = 1/U + >, (2¢;) !, wherea is the two-body  where
s-wave scattering length, arig- is the noninteracting Fermi ) ) )
wave vector for the same total number density. Therefore the ANT) = AL(T) + AL, (T), (19)

gap equation can be rewritten as Importantly, we are led to identify the quantity,,

1-2f(Ey) 1
___Z[ 21{; ) “ 5| (11) =D tng(Q) (20)
Q#0

Here the “unitary scattering” limit corresponds to resdnan Note that in the normal state (whege,q;, is non-zero),
scattering where — oo. For atomic Fermi gases, this scatter- Eqg. (I8) is no longer a good approximation. We now have a
ing length is tunable via a Feshbach resonance by applicaticclosed set of equations for addressing the ordered phase. We
of a magnetic field and we say that we are on the BCS or BEGhow later how to extend this approach to temperatures some-
side of resonance, depending on whether the fields are high@hat aboveT,, by self consistently including a non-zero pair

or lower than the resonant field, or alternatively whethé&  chemical potential. This is a necessary step in addressing a

negative or positive, respectively. trap as welt®
Finally, inserting the self energy of EQI (5), into the Green  The propagator for noncondensed pairs can now be quanti-
function, it follows that the number equation is given by fied, using the self consistently determined pair susciipib
At small four-vector@), we may expand the inverse of,,
no= 2 [f(Bx)ui + f(—Ex)vg] (12)  after analytical continuation, to obtain

2

thus demonstrating that both the number and gap equatien [se tpg (@) ~ a192° +Z <Q - ﬁ + Hpair + ZTQ) , (21)

Eq. (10)] are consistent with the ground state constramts i

BCS-Leggett theory. where belowZ. the imaginary parf', — 0 faster thany® as
Next we use this/'-matrix scheme to derive Ed.]I(5) and ¢ — 0. Because we are interested in the moderate and strong

separate the contribution from condensed and noncondensgdupling cases, where the contribution of ie)? term is

pairs. The diagrammatic representation of dhmatrix  small, we drop it in Eq[{21) so that

scheme is shown in Fi@] 1. The first line indicates e

matrix, ¢,,, and the second the total self energy. The £ (Q) = z " 22)

matrix can be effectively regarded as the propagator for non P9 Q= Qg + ppair + 1T

condensed pairs. One can see throughout the combination of

one dressed and one bare Green’s function, as represented\wpere we associate

the thick and thin lines. The self energy consists of two con- 2

tributions from the noncondensed pairs or pseudoggyend Qg ~ d - (23)

from the condensatad). There are, analogously, two contri- 2M

butions to the fulll’-matrix This establishes a quadratic pair dispersion and defines the

effective pair mass)/*. This can be calculated via a small
t = tpg +tse, (13)  expansion of(Q),
U
tpg(Q) = 1+ Ux(Q) Q#0, (14) Z:(“)_x ’ 1 :_i& .
I g—0.q=0 2M* 6Z 0¢° | g—p.q=0

AQ
hel(Q) = —Z0(Q), (15) (24)
Finally, one can rewrite EqL_(20) as

where we writeA,. = —U Y, (c_k ckt). Similarly, we have

for the fermion self energy A2(T) =27 b(Qy), (25)
E(K) = Bse(K) + Zpg(K) = Z HQ)Go(@ — K). (16) whereb(x) is the Bose distribution function.
Q The superfluid transition temperatufg is determined as

the lowest temperature(s) in the normal state at which nonco
densed pairs exhaust the total weight\dfso thatA? = A
tse(Q)Go(Q — K) = —Go(—K)AZ . (17)  Solving for the “transition temperature” in the absence of
Z 0(@ = K) = =Go(=K) " pseudogap effect®®%:5! leads to the quantity’ . More
precisely, M should be thought of as the temperature at

A vanishing chemical potential means thaf(Q) diverges at which the excitation gap\(T") vanishes. This provides a rea-

Q = 0whenT < T.. Thus, we approximaté Eq. (16) to  sonable estimate for the pairing onset temperaitfe It is
yield to be distinguished frorfi,, below which a stable superfluid

phase exists. We note that represents a smooth crossover
Y(K) =~ —Go(—K)AZ, (18)  rather than a thermodynamic phase transition.

We see at once that



tpg =+ B SRR R The notion of phase separation between paired and un-
paired states, separated by an interface, was first inteatluc
in%%in the BCS limit, and it was more extensively discussed at
T = 0inthe crossover regime in Ref.\54 for the homogeneous
case. A treatment of phase separation in a trap ab%&fand
at finite temperature 51,61 has received considerabletraten
tention. In a harmonic trap, phase separation leads to &near
unpolarized gas at the center surrounded by a polarized, but
essentially uncorrelated normal Fermi gas. Here one sags th
the excitation gap\ decreases abruptly to zero. By contrast,
one dressed and full Green’s function in thematrix. Here thel'- at highertemperaturesz where the Sarma phasg is stabifized
matrix,,, can be regarded effectively as the propagator for the nond€Creases to zero continuously and there is a highly coecela
condensed pairs. mixed normal region separating a superfluid core and normal
(uncorrelated) gas.
We now extend the prese6iG, formalism to include po-

It should be stressed that the dispersion relation for tine no larization effect®? Including explicit spin indices, the pair
condensed pairs is quadratic. Whilee will always find alin- ~ susceptibility is given by
ear dispersion in the collective mode spectrimvithin the
present class of BCS-BEC crossover theories, the restuicti \(Q) = E[XN(Q) +x11(Q)]

Figure 1. T-matrix and self-energy diagrams for the pres&ht
matrix scheme. The self-energy comes from contributionsohi
condensedX.) and noncondensed,) pairs. Note that there is

to aT-matrix scheme means that there is no feedback from 2 _ _ _ _
the collective modes onto the pair excitation spectrumfine — _ 3 L= f(Bk) = [(€-r) 2> F(Br) = f(Ea-k) o
fect, theT-matrix approximation does not incorporate pair- By + &§q—k — iU i+ By — Eg—k k|-

pair interactions at a level needed to arrive at this expecte
linear dispersion in the pair excitation spectrum. Neweldks,
this level of approximation is consistent with the undenrtyi
ground state wave function.

(26)

where the coherence factar$, v2 = (1 + &/ Ex)/2 are for-
mally the same as for an equal spin mixture. For notational
convenience we define

I1. GENERALIZATION TO INCLUDE POPULATION 7 _ .
IMBALANCE flx) =[f(x+h)+ flz—h)]/2, (27)

Following the same analysis as for the unpolarized case,

Itis relatively straightforward to include a differencegar-  and using the above form for the pair susceptibility, the gap
ticle number between the two spin species, within the conequation can be rewritten as
text of the BCS-Leggett wave function. This is closely anal- ~
ogous to solving for the spin susceptibility in BCS theory. m 1—2f(Ey) 1
The excitation energies are given &, = —h + E; and T Arna Z {T 26
Ex, = h + Ej, whereé, = ¢, — pandEx = /&2 + A2.
Herep = (ur+py)/2andh = (ur — ) /2. We assume spin - The mean field number equations can be readily deduced
up fermions are the majority so that > »n, andh > 0. Itis
important to note that depending ény, andA, the quantity ne = Z[f(Eka)ui + f(=Es)v2], (29)
E,+ may on occasion assume negative values for a bounded "
range ofk-states. Afl" = 0 this implies that there are regimes
in k-space in which no minority component is present. Thiswheres = —¢. The pseudogap equation is then
leads to what is often referred to as a “gapless” phase. It was
first studied by Sarn¥3dat7T" = 0 in the BCS regime. A2 (T) =271 b(Qy). (30)

It is natural to extend this ground state Sarma or “breached ‘ a
pair’ phase to include BCS-BEC crossover effét$4:5%6
The effects of finite temperatures were also studied usiag thAnalytical expressions foZ and(2, can be obtained via ex-
currentGGy, T-matrix schem&:3%57.58 ysing the Nozieres pansion ofy(Q) at smallQ (See, e.g., Ref. 62). This theory
Schmitt-Rink formalisr®® as well as using an alternative can readily be extended to include a (harmonic) trap as will
many body approach:2 It should be noted, however, that be discussed in more detail in Sec] VI. In case of a phase sep-
the Sarma phase is generally not stabl@at 0 except on  aration, equilibrium require®, ., and and the pressurgto
the BEC side of resonance. Studies of the Sarma phase clodeg continuous across the interface or domain wall. Findlly,
to unitarity and at low temperature reveal negative supidrflu is useful to define polarizatiahin terms of
density® as well as other indications for instabil®.More
generally, closer to unitarity, the Sarma phase stabikrdyg N,(r) = /d3r ng(r), N =N;+N,, (31)
at intermediate temperaturgsyhile the ground state appears
to exhibit phase separation. 0 = (Ny—N,)/N. (32)

(28)



In this paper we do not discuss alternative phases such In summary, when the temperature is ab@ye the order
as the famous Larkin-Ovchinnikov-Fulde-Ferrell (LOFF) parameter is zero, anfi = A,,. Since there is no conden-
state€® in which the condensate is associated with one osate,y,q;- iS Nonzero, thus the gap equation is modified as

more non-zero momeniq. The competition between vari-
ous polarized phases is associéfedith the detailed struc-

ture of x(Q).

t— = U~ + x(0) = Zppair- The number equation remains
unchanged. From the above three equations, one can deter-

Indeed, there are strong similarities betweenmine x, A andpqir .

these competing phases in polarized gases and Hartree-Fock

theories which are used to establish whether ferro- oremtif

romagnetic order will arise in a many body system. The latter \; AppPROXIMATE TREATMENT OF PAIR LIFETIME

is associated with zero or finite wave-vector, respectj\sig
depends on the nature of the particle-hole spin susceptibil
XP“” hole(@). This, in turn, is given bygPeri=hele(Q) o
U=+ %,(Q), wherey, is the usual Lindhard function arid

is the on-site repulsion. Here, by analogy the “ferromaighet
case would correspond to the Sarma phase and the “antif

romagnetic” situation to a LOFF like phase. Note, however,

that the relevani(Q) necessarily involves the self consis-
tently determined fermionic gap paramet®(7’) and chem-
ical potentialu:, whereas for the magnetic analogue the bare
particle-hole susceptibility appears.

IV. NORMAL-PHASE SELF-CONSISTENT EQUATIONS

We next summarize the self consistent equatlons associat

with the normal phase. We do not solve these at an exact lev
This would require a numerical solution of the T matrix the-
ory aboveT ., which has been shown elsewh¥reo be very
complicated. Instead we extend our more predisec T,
equations in the simplest fashion abdkle by continuing to
parameterize the pseudogap contribution to the self eriergy
terms of an effective excitation gafy, using Eq.[(IB), and
thereby, ignoring the finite lifetime associated with the-no

mal state (pre-formed) pairs. We will, however make some

accommodation of this lifetime in the following section. ér'h

self consistent gap equation is obtained from Egsl (21) and

(I4) as
tpa(0) = Zjipair = U™ + x(0) (33)
which yields
Ut Z 20 D, (30
Similarly, above T., the pseudogap contribution to
A*(T) = A2,(T) 4+ A2, (T) is given by

Z b(Qq — tipair) (35)
The density of particles can be written as
n=2Y [upf(Bx)+vpf(—Ey)] (36)

k

eti

EFFECTS

In the previous section, we discussed the extension of our
more precisél’ < T, equations abové&}, by continuing to

eparameterize the pseudogap contribution to the self energy

{érms of an effective excitation gaf, using Eg.[(IB), and
thereby, ignoring the finite lifetime associated with themal
state (pre-formed) pairs. We will now make some accommo-
dation of this lifetime by including "cut-off” effects aseb
Gted with an upper limit of the momentum to be inserted into
Eq. (35) or Eq.[(30).

Below T, we can to a good approximation neglect the
cutoff for the boson momentumin evaluating the noncon-
densed pair contributions to the pseudogap. This is judtifie
virtue of the divergence of,,(Q) at@ = 0 and lowT
that the dominant contributions come from smaflairs.
Yowever, aboved,, pairs develop a finite chemical potential
so thatt,, (@) no longer diverges and high momentum pairs
would make substantial contributions to the integral inleva
atingA,, via Eq. [35).

In order to make a more accurate evaluation, we take into
account some aspects of the finite life time effects of thespai
From Eq.[(Y), one can read off the imaginary part as

Imx(Q2 +i07,q) = Zla q
5 D[ = F(B) = f(Ga)uid (B + Gq = )
k

+ [f (Bx) — f(&k—q)]0i0(Bx — &k—q + ),

wherel'q q is the imaginary part of the pair dispersion. It is
clear thatl'g 4 is nonzero wher- min(Ex — €k—q) < 2 <
min(Eyx + &k—q) for any given(, q). For on-shell pairs, we
setQ = Qg — fpair N evaluatingl 4. Neverthelessl'q
remains small for a large range of momentgm Here we
focus on positive pair dispersion so that the second term in
Eq. (37) vanishes. Apart from energy conservation imposed
by the delta function, the factdr— f(Ex) — f({k—q) guar-
antees that the contribution of the first term in EEqJ (37) isyve
small whenék_q < 0 except at highl". As a very good es-
timate, we impose a cutoff far such that whew = ¢.,; we
haveQ), — fipair = Fx + &k, wherek minimizes|¢|. To keep
our calculations self-consistent, we also impose this meme
tum cutoff belowT .

At high enoughT' in the BCS and unitary regimes, we
sometimes find that there is no solution @y, whenA be-

(37)

It should be understood that the parameters appearing in tf@mes small ane- 1.,.q;, becomes large. We then extrapolate

expansion of the T-matrix such &sand(, [See Eq.[(2R)] are
all self consistently determined as in the superfluid state.

gewr SMOOtHy to zero at highéF via g..; o< v'A. This avoids
the unphysical abrupt shut down of the pseudogap at fiigh
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Figure 2: 3D density profilea(r) of a Fermi gas in a harmonic trap at unitarity/3t7= = 0.01, 0.1, 0.2, and).3. The density distributions
are smooth and monotonic, and become broader Withcreasing. There is no bimodal feature in the density msfiin agreement with
experimental observations. Hefe = Er /kp is the global Fermi temperature aft}  is the Thomas-Fermi radius. The densitff) is in
units of k>

In the BEC regime, however, one finds tligt; = +0coc and  Next we solve the gap equatidn {34) and pseudogap equation
the pairs are bound and long lived, as expected physically. (@8) for A(r, T;.) for r < R,4.. Thenn(r) is determined us-
ing Eq. [38). (v) We integrate(r) over all space and enforce
the total number constrait{ = [ d*rn(r). We use nonlin-
VI. DENSITY PROFILES ear equation solvers which iteratively find the solutiontfo
global1(0) and the local gap parameters. Bel@w an extra

We now turn to include trap effects, with spherical trap po-Step is involved to determine the condensate eféige,where
tential V.o, (r) = imaw?r2. Within a trap, we impose the Ag. drops to zero. Within the superf_lwd core, Edd. (1) and
force balance equation, Vp = nVV,,;, wherep is the pres-  (35) are solved locally fork andAc, With fipair (r) = 0.
sure and’,, is the trap potential. In the trap, the temperature

is constant, so we have the relatid = nVu. Thus we ) .
obtainVy = —V V. (r), or A. Numerical results for unpolarized case

w(r) = po — Vet (1) (38) In this section we address the particle density profileslat al
T in the near-BEC, the near-BCS, and the unitary regimes.
wherepo = p(0) andV.,¢(0) = 0. This shows that the force For the latter this work helps establish why the measured den
balance condition naturally leads to the usual local dgagit  sity profiles appear to be so featurelé3& Some time ago
proximation (LDA) in which the fermionic chemical poten- it was found® that at unitarity the profiles were reasonably
tial 12 can be viewed as varying locally, but self consistentlywell described by a Thomas-Fermi (TF) fit at z&fpand in
throughout the trap. recent work” this procedure has been extended to finite tem-
We can readily extend our self consistent equations to inperatures, suggesting that it might be quite general. Our ca
corporate a trap, treated at the level of LDA. is defined  culations indicate this TF fit is reasonably good belbwand
as the highest temperature at which the self-consister#t-equbecomes substantially better abde The width of the pro-
tions are satisfied precisely at the trap center. Atatentpera  files has been used to extract an effective temperature&cale
T lower thanT, the superfluid region extends to a finite ra- If we follow the same procedut®on our theoretical profiles
dius R,.. The particles outside this radius are in a normalwe find that the temperature scale coincides with the phlysica
state, with or without a pseudogap. The important chemiq quite precisely abov&,. Below T., because the conden-
cal potentialu,.i.(r) is identically zero in the superfluid re- sate edge moves inwards as temperature increases, this tend
gionr < R, , and must be solved for self-consistently atto compensate for thermal broadening effects. In this way,
larger radii. Our calculations proceed by numerically solv in the superfluid phase the effective temperature needs to be
ing the self-consistent equations. In the figures below, weecalibrate to arrive at the physical temperature scale.
express length in units of the Thomas-Fermi raditis- = Our work differs from previous theoretical studi¢€® by
V2Er/(mw?) = 2(3N)/3/kp; the densityn(r) and total  including the important effects of noncondensed pgéis
particle numbetN = [ d®rn(r) are normalized by:% and  which are associated with pseudogap effects. These “bbsons
(krRrr)3, respectively. are principally in the condensate region of the trap, wherea
We determin€l,. as follows: (i) An estimated initial value fermionic excitations tend to appear at the edge where the ga
for chemical potential is assigned to the center of the traps small. In contrast to the work of Refs./]42 and 38, our den-
1(0), which determines the local(r) = 1(0) — Vgt (r). (ii) sity profiles are monotonic in temperature and show none of
We solve the gap equatidd (1) and pseudogap equafidn (35) tite sharp features in the BEC which were predi&dedm a
the center (setting\,,, = A) to find T, andA(0, T¢). (iii) We generalization of the Nozieres—Schmitt-Rink approachr Ou
next determine the radiug,,,,, whereA drops to zero. (iv) calculations show that pseudogap effects are responsitte,
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Figure 3: Comparison of 3D density profilegr) at different temperatures between the unitary (left), &€ (1/kra = 1, middle) and
near BCS {/kra = —0.5, right panel) regimes. They broaden with increasihgut shrink with increasing pairing strength.

only for the relatively featureless density profiles we find i 0.4

the unitary regime, but also for the behavior of the assediat
temperature evolution.

Figure2 shows the behavior of the three-dimensional (3D)
density profiles of a Fermi gas at unitarity as temperatuse pr
gressively increases (from left to right). One can see thatt
profiles become progressively broader with increaginge- E 0.2 Sarma
cause there is no bi-modality or other reflections of the con-
densate edge, one can thereby understand why the Thomas
Fermi fits are not inappropriate. A more quantitative compar
ison of this unitary case with experimentis in Refl. 70.

In Fig.[3 we present a comparison of the density profiles in
a unitary system with the near BEC and near BCS cases. On 0 0z 0 06 08
the BEC side of resonancé/(kra = 1) the profile is signif- ' s '
icantly narrower than that on the BCS side. The unitary case
is somewhere in between. The quanfitwhich is used inthe  Figure 4: Phase diagram in tiigs plane of a population imbalanced
literature to parameterize this width is of the order-df.41 Fermi gas atl /kra = 1.5 in the BEC regime. Here PS denotes
as compared with experiment whefe~ —0.55. Conven- phase separation, which exists only at [dvand high polarization.
tionally, 5 is defined as the ratio of the attractive interaction
energy to the kinetic energy and is given by= (1 + 8)EFr
anduy = /1 + BEF for homogeneous and trapped unitary compared with the counterpart phase diagrams for unitarity
gases, respectively. The discrepancy between theory and exnd the near-BCS which have been presented in Ref. 61. The
periment is associated with the absence of Hartree seffygne principal difference between unitarity and this case is thia
corrections in the BCS-Leggett mean field state. Thus, fothe former the phase separation (PS) region is present at low
more quantitative comparison with unitary experiméhvge T over the entire range of polarizations, whereas in the BEC
match the3 factor by going slightly on the BEC side of reso- regime, it has been pushed toward the high polarizatiomregi
nance. of the phase diagram.

Figure[® shows the temperature dependence of the unitary
profiles for majority and minority spin componentgat 0.5
B. Numerical results for polarized case for a range of temperatures, increasing from left to rigtie T
lowest temperaturel{(/Tr = 0.01) corresponds to a situa-

In this section we show how the general shape of the dertion when phase separation is present, while the three highe
sity profiles at unitarity changes as one varies the poltoiza  temperature correspond to the Sarma phase. The condensate
Unlike the unpolarized case, we can identify features in theedge is clearly apparent in the phase separation sceniitio, w
polarized gas profiles which indicate whether or not the gag jump in order parameter at the edge. For the Sarma phase
is superfluid; these features are rather similar to what is obcases, bimodality is clearly visible in the minority profiéend
served experimentalB}/1.7273\We also trace the evolution of a Kink-like feature is present in the majority profile well-be
the profiles from phase separation at low temperature to thiew T.. At high T', both majority and minority profiles be-
Sarma phase. come closer to a Thomas-Fermi distribution, as polarinatio

We begin with Fig[# which shows the phase diagram ahas penetrated into the superfluid core.
1/kra = 1.5 on the BEC side of resonance. This should be The vertical dashed lines for the three Sarma cases in the

‘ Pseudogaj

[N
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Figure 5: Evolution of the 3D density profilegr) with temperaturd” at unitarity and polarizatioti = 0.5. The upper (black) and lower (red)
curves are for the majority and minority species, respelstii-rom left to right,7’/T» = 0.01, 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3. Phase separation occurs for
T/Tr = 0.01, where the profile shows abrupt changes at the phase boumdaseas the Sarma phase prevails in the other cases sbehat t
profiles are smooth. Bimodality is clearly visible in the ®arcases. Within the vertical dashed lines there existsragpabrmal region.

figure delimit the paired normal region. They correspond toof from one to a few percent.

the condensate edge, whekg. drops to 0, and the gap edge  We begin with the unpolarized case. The quarstiig asso-
where the total excitation gap = A,, smoothly disappears. ciated with a contribution from gapped fermionic excitaso
Between the two dashed lines the system is in a paired di2; as well as from non-condensed pairs, caliéd These
highly correlated mixed normal stat&’® The width of this  two contributions are fully inter-dependent. The gap in the
mixed normal region grows with increasing temperature, andermionic excitation spectrum is present only becauseether
the condensate edge disappears atiive Outside the gap are pairs and conversely. We have

edge, the gas is free; there is a small range where both

spin components are present and a wider range where only Q = Q;+Q,

the majority appears. In the phase separation regime, such a

mixed normal region is essentially abs&ht? and the con- Qp = Ao+ Z[(gk = Bi) = 2T (1 + = P/T)),

densate edge is indicated by a single dashed vertical liore. F k

low T, we note that the condensate is essentially unpolarized. Q, = Z Tln(l — e /Ty, (39)
In summary, in the phase separation regime, there are sharp a

discontinuities in the profile associated with the condnsa

edge, the other side of which is a free Fermi gas. In the Sarmaherexo = —U ™" — Zi,4ir. The pressure is simply

phase, which is stabilized at higher T, there may also be in-

dications of the condensate edge. Beyond the superfluid core p=—Q (40)
there is a highly correlated mixed normal region which eari

a significant fraction of the polarization and is associatéti ~ Herep,.;, = 0 atT" < T, while abovel’. the superconduct-
the pseudogap phase. Finally, in the outer regime of the prdng order parametef,. = 0. Providing that we ignore the
file there is a free Fermi gas, which may consist of majorityvery weak dependence of the paramefeand the pair mass
only or of both spin states. These three regions in the Sarm&/* on A, . andh, we are able to derive our self consistent
phase seem to be in accord with experin/édg An impor- ~ gap, pseudogap and number equations variationally. These
tant additional finding is that except at high temperatunes t Self-consistent (local) equations are given by

superfluid core seems to be robustly maintained at nearty zer

polarization, as observed experiment&iyL.72.73 o _ 0 (41)
0A
VIl THERMODYNAMICS which represents the gap equatibnl (34). Similarly, we have
o0
In this section we introduéé an approximate form for the =0 (42)

8 air
thermodynamical potential (density. We can, to a high He

level of accuracy, write this down analytically. It is impor \yhich leads to the equation for the pseudogap given by
tant to assess this approximate form by studying various the gq. (35). Finally, the number equation

modynamical identities. We will do so here by checking

Maxwell’s relations as well as establishing the relatiopsh o0

p = %E between energy densitly and pressure, which n= m (43)

is expectedP1! to apply at strict unitarity. In the superfluid

phase, we find there is essentially no deviation from the prewhich yields Eq.[(36). In a trap, this is subject to the total
cise thermodynamical relations. Abd¥g we find deviations number constrainV = [ d3r n(r).
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From the above thermodynamical potential, we can deter- 1 — T T T
mine all other thermodynamic quantities. The energy (den-  ---- Dashed: (2/3}/N
sity) is 0.8F — Solid:p/n .
~ L
™ L
E; = —A%xo+ Z[(ik — Ex) — 2Ex f(Ex)] + pn, g 0.4 i
Kk P N
B_ -
by = Z Qqb(Qq — Hpair) - (44) 0.2F 4
qa

and the entropy (density) is A R
S = Sp+ 8 :
Sy = 2zk: {%f(Ek) +1In(1 +e—Ek/T)] :

Sy =Y [%b(Qq)Jrln(l—e_Q“/T)] (45)

q

Itis easy to verify the relation

szEf—TSf—,un (46)
and ' ' TITe
Oy = Ep —T'Sp — fipairTipair (47) Figure 6: Thermodynamic behavior of a homogeneous Fermagas
. 9 different 1/kra as labeled. Shown in (a) the comparison between
With npeir = ZAG,. per-particle energy (multiplied by 2/3, dashed linéx)3) E/N and

g

In the actual calculations of thermodynamic properties Wepressure/n (solid lines) and in (b) the entropy per partidéNk .
combine Eq.[(39) with a microscopic calculation of the non-Here N = n since we have set volunié = 1.
condensed pair propagator, thereby determiringand (2,
from the expansion of the inverse T-matrix. We test the valid
ity, then, of our expression for the thermodynamic poténtiaobtained by substituting for the chemical potential thealoc
Q) by examining Maxwell identities. Indeed the deviation is x(r) in the termEy in Eq. (44). The total energy, which in-
generally at most at the few percent level, as will be illatgd ~ cludes the trap potential, may be obtained by further adding
below. nVez(r) to E in Eq. (44). For a harmonic trap at unitarity,

Finally, we end our analytical discussion with expressionghe internal energy and the external trap potential energy a
for a polarized gas. Here the thermodynamical potential igqualt!

given by
Q= Qp+ A. Numerical Results for unpolarized case
Qp = A0+ ) (&—Ex) — Y Thn(l+e Fro/T),
Kk ko In this section we discuss numerical results for thermody-
QO — Tin(l — e—2a/Ty 48 namic properties principally for trapped F_erml gases withi
b Xq: n(l—e ) (48) the unitary, near-BCS and near-BEC regimes. We find that

unpaired fermions at the edge of the trap, whares small,
Competing with this phase is the free Fermi gas phase whicRrovide the dominant contribution to thermodynamical vari

has thermodynamical potential density ables such a# and S at all but the lowesf". In addition
to the usual gapped fermionic excitations, there are “bgison
Qfree = —TZln (1 + e_fko/T) (49) which correspond to finite momentum pairs. Ab&ethese
“bosons” lead to a normal state fermionic excitation gap (or

k, .
7 “pseudogap”$2/:’>76 They are dominant only at very low

Here Ex, = Ex F h and&, = & F h for spine =1,), T < T., leading toS « T°/2. We emphasize that the normal

respectively, state of these superfluids is never an ideal Fermi gas, except
It should be noted that in this paper, we are concerned witln the extreme BCS limit, or at sufficiently high above the

primarily theinternal energy (density) and pressure without pseudogap onset temperat(re

the contribution from the external trap potential, in ortter In Fig.[8, we plot (a) the energy per-partidi&/ N (dashed

test the relationship/E = 2/3. The internal energy can be lines) multiplied by 2/3 and pressupgn (solid lines) and (b)
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TF Figure 8: Trap averaged (per-particle) presgif® (solid), and in-

ternal energyZ /N in the upper panel and entrogy N in the lower
Figure 7: Test of Maxwell relations. The solid and dashedesiare  panel as a function df for 1/kra = —0.5,0, and 1, as labeled. The
dn/dT andds/dy, respectively, as function of trap radius, at dif- relationp = 2E/3 is satisfied for and only for the unitary case. The
ferent temperatures fdr/kra = 0 (upper) andl/kra = 1 (lower  agreement is nearly perfect & < 7.. In the pseudogap phase,
panel). As labeled, the black, red and green colors corresp®  the discrepancy remains very smadt (5%). Here the contribu-
T/Tr = 0.01, 0.15, and 0.3, respectively. The difference betweention from theexternaltrap potential is not included in the or E.
the solid and dashed curves, while largest in the normatmegis Tc/Tr = 0.19, 0.28, and 0.33, respectively, for the three regimes.
almost negligible.

tionship also holds for the non-interacting gas. By conjas

the entropyS/N kg fora homogeneous system and for a rangethe BEC side of resonance this relation is seriously vidlate
of values ofl/kra, from noninteracting(/kra = —oo) to  as expected.
near BEC (/kra = 1/2). It can be seen that all curves ap-  Figure[T represents a test of one particular Maxwell rela-
proach the free Fermi gas resultsiat> 7. It is also clear tion for the unitary case (upper panel) and for the near-BEC
that, as expected, the energy and entropy are lowered as t(ie/kra = 1, lower panel). Here we compade /dT (solid
system goes deeper into the BEC. The pairing onset tempelines) with ds/du (dashed lines). The horizontal axis is the
atureT™ stands out in the figure as the most apparent temtrap radius in units o7 . At the lowest temperature this
perature scale. We find virtually no thermodynamic featureMaxwell relation is very well satisfied. The feature shown
atT.. A small feature should be present in the BEC, becomin the plotted derivatives corresponds to the condensafe.ed
ing larger as the BCS regime is approached. This would apAs the temperature is raised the deviation is slight, but per
pear if we included lifetime effects associated with the non ceptible. The small breakdown in the Maxwell relations cor-
condensed pairs; in order to make the calculations manageesponds to our approximate treatment of the normal phase as
able, we have ignored this complexity which has been addiscussed in Sec_1V.
dressed elsewhefélt should be stressed that represents a In Fig.[8 we plot the trap averaged pressure (per particle)
crossover temperature and is not to be associated withlaingu p/N (solid) and(2/3)E/N (dashed lines) in the upper panel
structure in thermodynamical variables, unlike as well as entropys/N in the lower panel, as a function of

The comparison between the dashed and solid lines itemperature. For each quantity, the three curves correspon
Fig.[B(a) represents an important indicator of the uniMersato unitarity and near-BCSl{kra = —0.5) and near-BEC
ity expected at strict unitarity, where the energy densitst a (1/kra = 1), respectively, as labeled. As for the homoge-
pressure satisfy = %E Indeed the two curves are virtu- neous case in Fil] 6, the closer the system is to BEC the lower
ally indistinguishable in the superfluid phase at unitagtyd the energy and entropy, as expected. Although not shown
remain very close to each other in the normal phase. This reldhere, all curves will approach the free Fermi gas curve dit suf
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Figure 10: Temperature dependence of the trap averagesupees
p/N (solid), internal energyz /N (dashed) in the upper panel and
entropy S/N in the lower panel in a trap at unitarity for polariza-
tion 6 = 0.1 (black), 0.5 (red), and 0.8 (green curves), as labeled.
Thep = 2E/3 relation is satisfied at unitarity even with population
“imbalance. The small kink i§/N indicates the change from phase
separation to Sarma statg,/T» = 0.28, 0.25, 0.19 for polarization

0 = 0.1, 0.5, and 0.8, respectively.

Figure 9: Spatial profile of the pressuysé-) (solid) and internal en-
ergy (2/3)E(r) (dashed lines) in the main figures as well as the en
tropy S(r) in the insets af’/T» = 0.01 (black), 0.15 (red), and 0.3
(green curves), for the unitary (upper panel) and near BE@d(
panel), respectively. The arrows point in the directionrafréasing
T'. At unitarity, the relatiorp = 2E/3 is nearly perfect for the low
T profiles, while in the pseudogap phase, the deviation istlems .
5%. Thel/kra = 0.5 case clearly violates the= 2E/3 relation. ~ constant dependence on the trap radius.

ciently highT', corresponding to their respecti¥&. By com- B.  Numerical results for polarized case

paring the solid and dashed lines in the upper panel, one can

see that the relatiop = 2F/3 is essentially satisfied at uni-  In this section we discuss the behavior of thermodynam-
tarity. ical variables for a polarized gas at unitarity. In the upper

Figure[9 plots the spatial distribution of the presspre panel of Fig[ID we compare the trap averaged pressure per
(solid) and the energyE /3 (dashed lines), as well as the en- particle, p/N (solid curves) and energ{2/3)E/N (dashed
tropy S (inset) for three different temperatures, for the unitarycurves) as a function of temperature, for three different po
(upper panel) and the near BEC/§ra = 1/2, lower panel) larizationss = 0.1, 0.5, and 0.8. The lower panel shows the
cases, respectively. The relatiphE = 2/3 holds very well  corresponding behavior of the entro§yN . The figure illus-
at unitarity for all temperatures shown, but, as expected, itrates that the lower the polarization the lower is the eperg
is clearly violated in the near BEC case. Agkra = 1/2, and entropy. This is because the system can take full advan-
one sees that the energy becomes negative at intermedijate titage of the pairing when the polarization is small. Impattian
radii. This reflects the fact that at these radii, the dernisitg-  the upper panel demonstrates that the relaijdi = 2/3 also
duced so that the local quantityk ra is effectively increased appears to hold for a polarized gas. There are small kinks in
and the gas is in the BEC regime. At unitarity the entropythe entropy curves at the two higher polarizations which re-
in the inset tends to peak towards the trap edge; this reflecftect the transition from the phase separated to Sarma state.
the contribution from free fermions. By contrast these free The spatial profiles of the three thermodynamical variables
fermions are relatively absent in the near-BEC case and thare plotted for three different temperatures in Eid. 11 adix
entropy is dominated by pair excitations leadingto areddyi  polarizationé = 0.5. The results are not dramatically dif-
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is, in effect, proportional to that Gor’kov “F” function wtih
involves the full excitation gag\, rather than the order pa-
rameter.
0.012F n - 0.15 - Whether one considers a charged or an uncharged system,
the formal analysis is the same. Here for the sake of defi-
niteness we refer to a charged superconductor. We consider
the in-plane penetration depth kerd€(0) in linear response
theory. Within the transverse gauge we may write down this
response without including the contribution from colleeti
— T=0.01 modes. The London penetration depthjs = ipe?(ns/m),
— 0.15 wherey is the magnetic permitivity. Here we s@t = ¢ = 1

0.3 for convenience. From linear response theory,

0 N | N s 1 "
0 05 1 15 2 A= Kaal0) = () = Pual0), (50)
MR, s ee

whereK is defined by

1ka=0,6=0.5 [ '

p, 2E/3

0.006

T
—
|

Figure 11: Spatial profiles of pressure (solid) and energglidd) n

in the main figure and entropy in the inset at unitarity andapp-  J,,(Q) = P, A, (Q) — (—) A,(Q)=—-K..(Q)A,(Q),
tion§ = 0.5, for T'/Tr = 0.01 (black), 0.15 (red), and 0.3 (green m7/ pv

curves), respectively. The black, red and green curvegspond to . . (51)
T = 0.01, 0.15,0.3TF, respectively. The arrow points along the di- @nd the current-current correlation function

rection of increasing’. Thep = 2E/3 relation is essentially perfect

. o ; : B .
for low T profiles, and the deviation remains very small %) in PNV(Q) _ / dr eanTUH(q’ )i, (—q, 0)) (52)
the pseudogap phase. 0

= —2> MK K+ Q)G(K + QM (K + Q,K)G(K) .

ferent from the unpolarized case shown in the upper panel of
Fig.[9. One can see that tp¢ E = 2/3 relation holds rather Here we use the four-vector notatiod,, = (¢, A), j, =
well across the trap and that at intermediate temperatines, (p,j), and the bare vertex, = (1,A). Summation is as-
entropy tends to peak somewhat inside the trap edge, refledumed on repeated indices, with the conventynB,, =
ing the excitations of nearly free fermions in this regime. ApBy — A - B. Without loss of generality we can ignore
collective mode effects and work in a transverse gauge.
For the bare vertex, we hawg = 1 and

VIIl. SUPERFLUID DENSITY R 1 qa
MK, K +Q) = Viacap = — (k+35), (83)

An essential component of any theory for BCS-BEC . ) )
crossover is establishing that the superfluid density itleel ~ The electromagnetic vertex can be written in terms of the cor
haved. The superfluid density,(T) is perhaps the best re- rections coming from the two self-energy components as
flection of a proper (or improper) description of the supédflu
phase. This meaningful description is not at all straightfo A=A+ 0Apg + 0hse, (54)
ward to come by once one includes self energy corrections tQ,
the BCS gap and number equation. These two must be treateFrcitI
on an equal footing in order for the “diamagnetic” and “para-
magnetic currents” to precisely cancellatwhen approached
from below. (And theT,. that one computes from below has

erejA,, is the pseudogap term. This contribution deriving
m pair fluctuations contains terms associated with Maki-
Thompson (MT) like diagrams as well as Aslamazov-Larkin
terms (AL) which appear in the theory of conventional super-
S .2 conducting fluctuations. Here the situation is somewhaemor
to be the same as that computed from the pairing instability Ocomplex because of the appearance of one dressed and one
the normal phase). bare Green’s function in the pair propagator, which leads to

_ This cancellation of diamagnetic and paramagnetic cusrenty, 5 ol diagrams. As a result the AL term itself depends on a
is deeply and importantly related to generalized Ward 'de”'(gauge covariant) vertex functioX. We may write
tities as we will show below. These arise from a connection

betweer_1 the one particle properties (which sh_ow up in the dia OApg = SAnr + 0Aar, +0Aar, (A). (55)
magnetic current, through the number equation) and the two

particle properties (which, for example, reflect the femito The diagrams contributing to the full electromagnetic eert
excitation spectruniy, and show up in the gap equation). It A in the transverse gauge are given in Fig. 12. Heggr is

is important to stress at the outset that because we must digiven by theM T, diagram, andA . is given by theM T,
tinguish between the gap and the order paramtitere isno  diagram. In contrast to the electromagnetic verfexthe
unambiguous way to make use of the Nambu Gor’kov formalgauge covariant verteX’ satisfies a generalized Ward iden-
ism One can readily see, however, that the combinatith tity to be discussed below.
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A

MT,,
—»Q—» +
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Al
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Figure 12: Diagrams contributing to the full electromagmeertex
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Q- (0Anr +0MaL,) = > tH(P)Go(—K + P)
P

< {Go(~K - Q+PIGT (P~ K) = G7' (P~ K = Q)]
—HP+Q) Y G(-K" + P)Go(K' + Q)Go(K")

K’

x [G3H(K') - G MK + Q)] }

It then follows using Eq.[(80) that this equation vanishes
and we have proved the desired relation between the Maki-
Thompson vertex and th&éL, vertex.

The GWI isnotto be imposed o since we are evaluat-
ing the electrodynamic response in a fixed (transverse)eaug
However, the full gauge covariant internal vertgxs consis-

Ain the transverse gauge. Here the wiggly lines represenf'the o \yith the GWI. This internal verteX’ then satisfies
matrix t,, and the dashed line represent the singular “condensate

propagator’ts., both shown in FigJ1. The gauge covariant full ver-

tex A’ contains the electromagnetic vertex insertion altyag

Q NKK+Q) =GYK)-G Y K+Q). (61)

The above result can be used to infer a relation analogous

We now show that there is a precise cancellation betweeg, Eq. [57) for theAL, diagram: so thabA ., (K, K) =
. . 2 bl

the MT,, and AL, pseudogap diagrams g = 0. This
cancellation follows directly from a generalized Ward iden
tity (GWI)

QANEK+Q) =Gy (K) -G '(K+Q), (56)
which can be shown to imply
Q- [0Aar, (K, K+ Q)+ 6Anur(K,K+Q)| =0 (57)

so thatéA 4, (K, K) = —dAnr (K, K) is obtained exactly
from the@ — 0 limit of the GWI.
To see this explicitly note that

SARp = =Y H(P)Go(-K —Q+P)
x)\f(—K ~Q+P-K+P)
xGo(—K + P) (58)
Similarly we have
SAY,, = =Y Go(-K+ P)t(P+Q)
x {PZ G(—K' + P)Go(K' + Q)
o
N +QKGo(K) Jt(P)  (89)
We may write
t(P) ' =U" =Y G(K1 + P)Go(—K1) (60)

K1

Then combining terms

—0A (K, K). More generally

Q- (0Aar1 +0Aar2) = —2Q - AT,

Therefore the combination of these three diagrams (in con-
junction with Eq. [5b)) leads to

(62)

Q'(SAP!](KaK):_Q'éA]WT(KaK)v (63)
which expresses this pseudogap contribution to the vertex e
tirely in terms of the Maki-Thompson diagram shown in the
figure. One can show explicitly that

0%y (K)

Ay () =~

(64)

This can be proved as follows. We write

Q0T ==Y tpg(P)[Go(—K+P)~Go(—K—Q+P)),
P

(65)
where we have used the GWI involving the bare Green’s func-
tions to eliminate\. Now taking theq = 0 limit with w = 0
and using Eq[{83) and the expressionthf, (K') we arrive at
Eq. (69).

Combining terms we find

821’9 (K)

7 —

(66)

This demonstrates consistency; that is, the usual Warditgen
applies to the pseudogap contribution.

Now we turn to the superconducting vertex contributions.
As can be seen by a simple inspection of the diagrams, the
superconducting contribution is closely analogous to [E4) (
so that we have
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Figure 13: Spatial profiles of superfluid density at zero poédion at different temperatures (as labeled) fgkra = 0 (left), 1 (middle),
and -0.5 (right panel). The insets show fliedependence of trap integrated superfluid density. All tiefiles are smooth, single-valued, and
monotonic, evolving continuously with radius and tempemet

More generally, we can define a relationship

0%5c(K)
5ASC(K, K) = _Tku . (67) n A2 /n.\BCS
( S) - > (_S)

m/) A2 \m

(71)

Importantly, the above equation contains a sign change (as
compared with Eq.[{66)). This is associated with the transwhere(n,/m)Z¢9 is just(ns/m) with the overall prefactor
verse gauge and violates the Ward identity. It is centratéo t A2 replaced withA? in Eq. (70). Obviously, in the pseudo-
existence of a Meissner effect. The fact that the pseudogagap phase(n,/m)Z¢S does not vanish &t..
contributions are consistent with generalized Ward idiesti Finally, in the polarized case it can be shown that the super-
is an important aspect of the present calculations. This imfluid density is given by Eq[{70) with the Fermi function and
plies that there is no direct Meissner contribution assedia its derivative replaced by the quantitiésand f/, respectively.
with the pseudogap self-energy.

We next explicitly evaluate the superfluid density using
Eq. (50). For this purpose, we only need the spatial compo- A. Numerical results for unpolarized and polarized cases
nents of the vertex functions. Note that the pseudogapieontr
bution to(ns/m) drops out by virtue of EqL(66). The density  The behavior of the superfluid density(T') is viewed as

can be rewritten using integration by parts, one of the important indicators of the quality of a given BCS-
BEC crossover theory. Plots af (7") in Ref.|78 stop at about
2
(ﬁ) = QZ 0 ex G(K)= -2 %aG(K) T./2, above which it is argued that the calculations are un-
m7’ap 1% Ok Ok % Oko  Okp reliable. Alternative plot€ show double-valued functions,

particularly on the BEC side of resonance. WhilgT) is
> , notexplicitly evaluated, it will necessarily exhibit a ticrder
transition in the work of Ref. 36.
(68) Itis important, then, to show that,(T") corresponds to the
. _ appropriate physical behavior in the current theory. Firgt
wherea, 5 = 1,2,3. Note here the surface term vanishes inpresent results for unpolarized Fermi gases. The spasial di
all cases. The superfluid density is given by tributions ofn,(r) in a trap are plotted in Fig._13 for differ-
n e 05 o(K) ent temperatures and three different scattering lengtitgmg
= =29 Z GQ(K)_“ [MSC(K, K),— L} . (69) from near BCS to unitary to near BEC. In the insets are plot-
m K Ok Ok ted the temperature dependence of the trap integrated-super
) . . fluid density. All curves are well behaved, single-valued] a
Equation [(6B) can be readily evaluated using the SUmonotonic fromT = 0to 7 = T.. The superfluid density
perconducting vertex and the superconducting self-energysnishes precisely &t..
Tee(K) = _AchO(_K),"?‘SSOC'at?d with ouzGp-based T-- Analogous plots are shown in Fig.]14 for a polarized gas
matrix approach. In addition, we introduce an approxinmatio i, the unitary case and at three different polarizations:

861( 861( o 82sc
_9 2 K)— oK rg
XK:G( ) ok (akﬁ ks T kg

in our evaluation of via Eq. [18), to find 0.1, 0.5, and 0.8. The main figures present plots as a function
5 2 of trap radius, whereas the insets are plots as a function of

(E) - QZ Al {Lf(Ek) + f’(Ek)] (aek) ) temperature. Here, by contrast, the behavionas always
m K Eg 2Ex Oky smooth. These sharp features are all expected and asslociate

(70)  with polarization effects. At the lowest temperatures ia th
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Figure 14: Spatial profiles of superfluid density at unitargifferent temperatures (as labeled) for polarizatdos 0.1, 0.5, and 0.8 from
left to right. The insets show the trap integrated superftigidsity as function of". High T profiles are in the Sarma phase, and therefore,
smooth, evolving continuously with radius. In contrasteTéwestT” curves are in the phase separation regime and thus show gt dbop.
The kinks in the trap integrated, reflect the transition from phase separation to Sarma state.

main body of each of these figures one can see the effects odlatively smooth and featureless, well fit to a Thomas-Ferm
phase separation ory. The superfluid density stops abruptly like form. Only in the presence of polarization effects can
at the interface between the normal and superfluid. At higheone use these unitary profiles to find signatures of the conden
T in the Sarma phase, the curves end continuously at the tragate edge. (iv) The thermodynamical potenfiashould be
edge. At the higher two polarizations the two insets indicat variationally consistent with the gap and number equatitins
kinks which reflect the transition from a phase separated to ahould satisfy appropriate Maxwell relations and at uititar
Sarma phase. be compatible with the constraint relating the pressute

the energy densityp = %E Here we find this to be the case

for a population imbalanced gas as well to the same level of

IX. CONCLUSIONS numerical precision as for an unpolarized gas.

For semi-quantitative comparisons with experiment there

There are many different renditions of BCS-BEC crossovefave been no_table successes wit_hin the present th_eoretical
physics in the literature, but what has guided us here is th§amework which address a very wide group oggeg(opaelrérzrgnts,
implementation of a sound methodology for characterizingncluding polarized and unpolarized gagésonrosLeass
three fundamental properties: thermodynamics, densiy pr OWever, it is clear that detailed quantitative agreement i
files and superfluid density with and without population im- "0t always possibl& The calculateds factor at unitarity
balance. While there is considerable emphasis in the diterd5 = —0-41), is not precise, as compared with experiment
ture on numerical precision one goal of this paper was to s’ ~ —0.55). Moreover, the ratio of effective inter-boson
up a different set of criteria against which theories as welcattering length to the fermionic scattering length isniu
as simulations can be checked. Monte Carlo simulations ar® b€ 2.0, rather than 0:8.Indeed, inter-boson effects are
sometimes argué8ito be the ultimate theory. While they may included only in a mean field sense at the level of the sim-
provide reliable numbers, these alone (in the absence af moP'® BCS-Leggett wave function and related T-matrix scheme.
analytic many body schemes) will not yield sufficient ingigh ©n€ know&* how to arrive at a more Bogoliubov-like treat-
into the complex physics of these very anomalous superfluidénent of the pairs which properly treats inter-boson effects

Four important and inter-related physical properties wer ppropriate to th_e deep BEC_‘ It can be sh¥ito y|e_ld the .
emphasized here. (i) There must be a consistent treatment tor0.6. T_h's myolves addlng_to the wave function addi-
“pseudogap” effects. That is, the fermionic excitationcspe tional terms involving four and six creation operators. H_ow
trum, E, must necessarily be modified from the usual BCSever, there is no natural and tractable extension at utyitari
form. Here, based on a systematic analysis, we implement We have emphasized here that what is most unique and in-
this modification by replacing the order parameter with theteresting about these trapped Fermi gases lies not so much in
total excitation gapA. (ii) The theory must lend itself to a the ground state, but rather in finite temperature phenomena
consistent description of the superfluid density(7") from Itis at finite T" that one sees a new form of fermionic superflu-
zero to7T,.. The quantityns(7") should be single valued and idity in which pair condensation and pair formation takecela
monotonic? It must necessarily disappear at the sé@hene  on distinctly different temperature scales. This tempeeat
computes from the normal state instability;(T") is at the  separation requires radical changes in the way we thinktabou
heart of a proper description of the superfluid pha&) The  fermionic superfluidity, relative to our experience withicit
behavior of the density profiles, which are at the basis for aIBCS theory. We have argued here that at this relatively early
thermodynamical calculations of trapped Fermi gases, musttage of our understanding, it is more important to captuze t
be compatible with experiment. Near and at unitarity, they a central physics of this exotic superfluidity, than to arrate
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precise numerical agreement with experiment. Ultimatedy w tive comparisons.

must do both, as has been possible for the Bose gases. Never-

theless assessing a theory based on understanding thiaquali This work is supported by Grant Nos. NSF PHY-0555325
tive physics has to proceed an assessment based on quantasd NSF-MRSEC DMR-0213745.
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