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The subject of BCS - Bose Einstein condensation (BEC) cxessis particularly exciting because of its
realization in ultracold Fermi gases and its possible egiee to high temperature superconductors. In the paper
we review that body of theoretical work on this subject whiepresents a natural extension of the seminal
papers by Leggett and by Nozieres and Schmitt-Rink (NSRg.férmer addressed only the ground state, now
known as the “BCS-Leggett” wave-function and the key ctnttibns of the latter pertain to calculations of the
superfluid transition temperatue. These two papers have given rise to two main and, impoytagisitinct,
theoretical schools in the BCS-BEC crossover literatutee first of these extends the BCS-Leggett ground state
to finite temperature and the second extends the NSR scheayefamn T, both in the superfluid and normal
phases. Itis now rather widely accepted that these extensioNSR produce a different ground state than that
first introduced by Leggett. This observation provides are¢motivation for the present paper which seeks
to clarify the distinctions in the two approaches. Our asialghows how the NSR-based approach views the
bosonic contributions more completely but it treats theniens as “quasi-free”. By contrast, the BCS-Leggett
based approach treats the fermionic contributions moreptetely but it treats the bosons as “quasi-free”. In
a related fashion, the NSR based schemes approach thevenosstween BCS and BEC by starting from
the BEC limit and the BCS-Leggett based scheme approackesrtdssover by starting from the BCS limit.
Ultimately, one would like to combine these two schemes. r&tae, however, many difficult problems to
surmount in any attempt to bridge the gap in the two theorgsga. In this paper we review the strengths and
weaknesses of both approaches. The flexibility of the BCgget phase and its ease of handling make it more
widely used inI" = 0 applications, although, the NSR-based schemes are moedywised af” # 0. To reach
a full understanding, it is important in the future to inveffort in investigating in more detail tHE = 0 aspects
of NSR-based theory and at the same timeTfthg 0 aspects of BCS-Leggett theory.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION the same as that proposed by Bardeen Cooper and Schrief-
fer, when it is extended to accomodate a continuous evolu-

The subject of BCS-Bose Einstein condensation (BEC)tlEkn from BCS to BEC. We call this the "BCS-Leggett” state.
4

crossover has recently become an extremely active researsie’® the chemical potential is solved self consistentlyhas t
o y Db ' y = ractive interaction strength is varied. In this way ithme
area. This is due principally to the discovery [1,12,] 3, 4,

E 6 [% 185101 of superfluid phases in ultracold Fermidear that the BCS trial wavefunction was far more general
U:';lsgs‘ I';che h'l:])'t this c?rosso elrj Addina to the im omancthan was originally thought. Somewhat later, Noziéres and
gf th'swolrk 'sxthlel 'el 600 :ed. b al ng mber (I)f tF;\eor'st Schmitt-Rink (NSR)|[18] presented a scheme for calculating
[ Il,,ng '14 ls}nthvz\;/lt thFe) rl:igh ter);lper;[ure supercontljughe transition temperaturds, which made the case that the

{ors are mid-way between BCS and BEC. Now, with an un_evqutlon from BCS to BEC was again continuous at finite

; S . . L2 temperature.
ambiguous realization of this scenario in the fermionic su- P

perfluids, one has the opportunity to investigate this physi The discovery of high temperature superconductivity and
cal picture more closely and, it is hoped, gain insight intoyhe gpservation that their coherence lengfor pair size) was
the cuprate superconductors. Equally exciting is the opporynomalously small led T. D. Lee and R. Friedberg to argue that
tunity to generalize, and in the process, gain insight i@ e should include bosonic degrees of freedom in addressing
is arguably the paradigm for all theories in condensed matteigh 7., superconductors. These authors introdueH[[19, 20]
physics: Bardeen Cooper Schrieffer theory. For all theae re ihe “boson-fermion” model almost immediately after the- dis
sons a large number of variants of BCS-BEC crossover theoré‘overy of cuprate superconductivity. In a similar vein, Ben
have been suggested in the literature. It is the purposeeof this and co-workers [11] proposed that the NSR scheme might
present paper to present an overview of two main classes @fg gjrectly applicable to these exciting new materials.s8ub
theories, discussing their strengths and weaknessestastnt quently other theorists have applied this BCS-BEC crossove
ing and comparing different approaches will, hopefullyyo  scenario to the hight, cuprates[15, 21, 22, 3]. Additional
to new directions for future theoretical and experimengal r support has come from the ex‘pefiméntal condensed matter
search. community among whom a number [24,! 25] 26/ 27] have
Initial theoretical work([16, 17] on the subject of BCS-BEC presented data which can be interpreted within this picture
crossover focussed on a ground state which was shown to Bedding to the enthusiasm is the observation of a ubiquitous
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(albeit controversial) “pseudogap” phasel[12, [13, 28] ia th havior is as well. It should be stressed that while we atteibu
underdoped cuprates, which was argued|[29, 30] to be consithese author group names to the two different schools, the
tent with a BCS-BEC crossover scenario. eponymous authors aret the origin of the theory reviewed

The characterization of pseudogap effects associated withere. The original paper by Leggett was only concerned with
BCS-BEC crossover was, in fact, a crucial step. It was firsthe ground state and that by Nozieres and Schmitt-Rink reca-
recognized that one should distinguish the pair formagomt pitulated and expanded on the results of Leggett and theh wen
peraturel™ from the condensation temperatufe [11,/31].  on to computd’. using an approach which was not associated
That the magnetic properties of the normal phase in the tenfith this same (BCS-Legget) = 0 state.
perature regime betwedn and7™* would be anomalous was  The task in any finite temperature crossover theory is to ar-
pointed out on the basis of numerical calculations, on a two d rive at a characterization of the thermal excitations ohlibe
mensional lattice. Here it was found that the spin suscéptib normal and superfluid phases. From this analysis all trahspo
ity was depressed at low temperatures [32] and this depressi and thermal properties can in principle be obtained. Withou
was associated with a “spin gap” which is to be distinguishedany detailed microscopic theory one can still anticipat th
[29] from a pseudogap which affects the “charge channel” agieneral features of BCS-BEC crossover theory. In the BCS
well. The fact that BCS-BEC crossover theory was, indeedregime and belowl’,, the excitations are the usual fermionic
associated with a more general form of pseudogap, thus, r@uuasi-particles with an excitation gap equivalent to thadeor
quired further analysis and calculations. Using the formal parameter. This gap represents the energy cost of unbinding
ism of the present paper, subsequent, theoretical stuffies 0 the condensate pairs. By contrast, ab@y¢his gap is absent
spectral function (both above [30] and below![33) and the  and the normal state is a Fermi liquid. In the BEC regime, it
superfluid density [34] showed that a normal state pairing gais energetically unfavorable to break up the pairs and so the
appeared irboth the spin and charge channels and, further-excitations are purely bosonic above and belgwIn the su-
more, affected the behavior beldy as well [34] as above. perfluid phase, they are, moreover, gapless. In betweemein t

The BCS-BEC crossover approach was applied to the ulinteresting unitary regime, the excitations are expeateioet
tracold Fermi gases, by Holland and co-workérs [35] and® mix of fermionic and bosonic character. Here, importantly
by Griffin and Ohashil[36] in advance of the discovery of €ven the normal state has some bosonic features associated
fermionic superfluidity. The two groups predicted that theWwith the formation of “pre-formed pairs”. These pairs arise
magnetic field tuneability associated with an atomic Feshfrom stronger than BCS attractive interactions. As a conse-
bach resonance would lead to an unambiguous realization gfience there is an excitation (pseudo)gap for fermionic ex-
the crossover scenario. These earliest applications ta-ult citations which appears aboe. With progressively lower
cold Fermi gases considered a Hamiltonian rather similar téémperatures belo@,, more and more of these pairs drop
the “boson-fermion” model of Lee and co-workels|[19] 20]into the condensate. The challenge then is to treat thegdyron
where the bosons were related to the so-called closed chaffiterconnected bosonic and fermionic degrees of freedom in
nel molecules of the Feshbach resonance and the fermiotde most physically correct fashion.
with the open channel. Subsequent work has shown that theseBelow T, the two schools referred to above emphasize dif-
two channel complications can be essentially ignored sb thderent aspects of this picture. One can summarize in the sim-
the description of Fermi gas superfluidity is addressedgusinplest fashion the key differences. The NSR-based approach
the same, simpler (or one channel) model as was used in thiéews the bosonic contributions more completely but ittsea
cuprates. the fermions as “quasi-free”. Many body effects are effec-

There is now a fairly extensive theoretical literatlre [12,  tively absent in the fermionic dispersion relation (callgg,
37,/38] on the Fermi gas superfluids. Nevertheless, there aMghich appears in the counterpart gap equation), except via a
two main theoretical schools, which have emerged. These adenormalization of the fermionic chemical potentietl. The
dress a wide variety of different issues and experiments. ThBCS-Leggett based approach treats the fermionic contribu-
first of these builds more directly on the BCS-Leggett groundions more completely than the alternative approach but it
state and its finite temperature extensions[30] 39, 40,2]1, 4 treats the bosons as “quasi-free”. Many body effects in the
The second approadh [35]) 36| B7,/38,[43] 44, 45] builds on thBosonic dispersion, (which we cal), are absent in the gap
contribution of Nozieres and Schmitt Rink which addressed £quation except via an effective pair mass renormalization
calculation of the transition temperatife The NSR scheme M™.
has been extended by these and other authors awayftom  More specifically, the NSR approach incorporates a lin-
both in the superfluid and normal phasds.is now rather  ear dispersion in the bosonic degrees of freedom at small
widely accepted that these extensions of NSR produce a difravevector which is associated with the collective modespe
ferent ground state [12, 46, 47] than that first introduced bytrum of the condensate. Howevét, is calculated in the same
Leggett [17] and by Eagles [16]This observation provides a way as for non-interacting fermions, except for the rendrma
central motivation for the present paper. We want to set dowiization inp*. The BCS-Leggett based approach in effect ap-
our current understanding of what is known about the NSRproximates the bosonic degrees of freedom associated with
based theories from zero to very highand similarly, ad- the non-condensed pairs. While the collective modes of the
dress how the simplest ground state of BCS-Leggett evolvesrder parameter have a linear dispersion, the non-condense
with increasing temperature away from zero. Since the gitounpairs have a quadratic dispersion and represent otherneise f
states are different, we can safely assume that the fihiie-  “bosons”. Here,T is calculated in the presence of a pseu-
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dogap so that the condensing fermionic quasiparticles haveerature extensions, since globally this state behaveg mor
admixed bosonic character. smoothly. Moreover, this state is easier to handle and can ac
It is reasonable to conclude that the NSR based schen@modate inhomogeneities via Bogoliubov deGennes theory
approaches the crossover between BCS and BEC by startifg3,/54, 55 56]. Itis the also the primary way to study phases
from the BEC limit and the BCS-Leggett based scheme apwith population imbalance [57, 58,/59./60/ 61], particyfan
proaches this crossover by starting from the BCS limit. Foithe presence of a trap.
the former, indeed, the boson-like propagators which ore de An understanding of BCS-BEC crossover provides an ex-
duces are found to have many similarities to Bogoliubov thecellent vehicle for reviewing the central features of twpdg
ory for true bosons. It is claimed [48] that the NSR-based apeof mean field theories: strict BCS theory and the theory(s) of
proach is most accurate at temperatures low comparég,to the weakly interacting Bose gas. In both systems there is the
presumably because there the bosonic degrees of freedom guetential for carrying some confusion over to the crossover
those associated with the condensate and its collectivesiod problem, since there are important “degeneracies” whieh ar
Thus, it is reasonable to assume that this represents tte betnot general and which occur at each endpoint. In strict BCS
ground state. By contrast the BCS-Leggett based scheme tkeory the order parametek,. is the same as the excita-
more suitable at moderate temperatures within the sup@rfluition gap A. This relationship cannot persist in BCS-BEC
phase and up to the pairing onset temperafiireAboveT™, crossover. In the Bogoliubov theory of the weakly intenagti
the two approaches can be viewed as equivalent. Bose gas the collective mode frequency is the same as the sin-
Ultimately, one would like to combine these two schemesgle particle excitation energy. This degeneracy derivesfr
There are, however, many difficult problems to surmount inthe coupling between the order parameter and single particl
any attempt to bridge the gap in the two theory classes. Nd#xcitation spectrum. This situation is not the case in B&S th
only is it difficult to effect such a combination but, thus,far ory. The way in which the linearly dispersing order paramete
there is no mean field theory of a weakly interacting Bosecollective modes interact with the quasi-particle (ferme)
gas [49] 50] which addresses the entire regime fiora: 0 excitations and the extent to which they couple is subtle in
through and abov&, and which does not have at the sameBCS theory.
time a problematic first order transition. Thus, for the in- Indeed, if one applies the Landau criterion to a magneti-
teracting Bose gases, there is no counterpart of BCS theomally dirty, gapless superconductor, (where importarttli i
which works so well over the entire temperature range. Thestound thatA # Ag.) it must, of course, reveal that super-
complications, in true Bose systems, appear to be transmitonductivity is stable. This Landau criterion shoutat, then,
ted to NSR based theories of the Fermi gases. These spuriotefer to all possible excitations of the system but only ¢hos
first order transitions [51] can lead to derivative disconti  which couple to the condensate, that is, associated with the
ities in the density profiles at the condensate edge and nomlensity fluctuations [62]. The gapless single particle taxci
monotonic or discontinuous behavior in the superfluid dentions do not compromise superfluidity and thus one can pre-
sity, even in the intermediate or unitary regime. BCS theorysume that they do not couple directly to the collective modes
by contrast, exhibits none of these effects. If one is to find @n analogous inference can, then, be made about a clean
smooth crossover between BCS and BEC at all temperaturd®CS superconductor which suggests a decoupling between
T these issues will need to be overcome. the condensed and non-condensed components— at the strict

Additional problems appear if one tries to bridge the gap byBCS level.
starting with the BCS-Leggett based scheme. The first task is There is another avenue for confusion. The flexibility of
to establish how non-condensed pair effects modify the colthe BCS-Leggett phase and its ease of handling make it more
lective mode spectrum. This appears to be a difficult probwidely used inT" = 0 applications, although, the NSR-based
lem. While, some progress has been made [52] towards conschemes are more widely usedZat# 0. One has seen just
puting pseudogap effects on the Anderson Bogoliubov modehis dichotomy in the original paper [18] by Nozieres and
there is, however, an even greater difficulty in coupling theSchmitt-Rink. To reach a full understanding, it is important,
non-condensed pairs with the renormalized collective mode then, to invest some effort in investigating in more detzal t
To arrive at this hybridization, one needs to introduce beso T' = 0 aspects of NSR-based theory and at the same time the
boson coupling which requires that one go beyond the sim?" # 0 aspects of BCS-Leggett-based theory
ple T-matrix scheme which one considers in addressing the The remainder of the paper is divided into four sec-
non-condensed component. This is not to say that the codions. Sectiofi]l presents a theoretical overview of BCSEBE
pling between condensed and non-condensed pairs is absestpssover theory beginning first with an alternative presen
it must be there in the ultimate theory, but it will be diffitul tion of strict BCS theory at general temperatuiéswhich
to implement. provides general insights. Then a brief overview of the grtbu

To summarize, the ground state produced by NSR-basestate equations for the BCS-Leggett approach is presented.
approaches is likely to represent an improvement over that iSectiond 1ll and_1V give a more detailed description of the
the BCS-Leggett based approach, particularly when it comeBCS-Leggett and Nozieres, Schmitt-Rink theretical school
to quantitative comparisons, and most particularly when th respectively, at general temperatuésThere we review the
system is on the BEC side of resonance. However at thgeneral equations and the specific application to the BEL lim
semi-quantitative or qualitative level one is often reqdito  as well as the superfluid density. Other issues are discussed
consider the BCS-Leggett ground state, and its finite temas well which pertain to special features of each of the two
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schools. These sections are more technical and they can biote that this state represents an essentially ideal Bose ga
skipped by a reader so inclined who is advised to go directlfreatment of the pair degrees of freedom in the sense that it
to Sectiorl V. SectiohV summarizes crucial comparisons beean be written entirely in terms of a single “Bose” operator
tween the two theoretical schools. Many of these are prewith net zero momentum

sented in the form of two tables. In addition we compare plots
of the transition temperature in a homogeneous and trapped
configuration and plots of the density profiles. Our conclu-

bl o=cl.cl . 3)
sions are summarized in Sectlon VI. 0.k ™=kt

Il. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW One can also contemplate something closer to a

Bogoliubov-level wave function which can be simply written
A. Ground State Wavefunctions for the case of point bosons. A reasonable ansatz is:

We begin with a summary of possible ground state wave-
functions for describing BCS-BEC crossover. The simplest
one is that of BCS-Leggett
|1/1B0goliubov> = exp (b:r)bo + Z mqbngq) |0> (4)

Uy = My (uk + vkcLTctk“O), Q) o

where vy and uy are variational parameters. If we define
agx = vk /ux We may write
For the fermionic system, a natural extension, which has
Uy x exp (Z akbg,k) |0). (2) beendiscussed in the literature![63] can be written as
k

1 1
1) = exp<§ Z aKcI(cT_K + ] Z ﬁK1K2K3K4CI<101<201<301<4) |0}, (5)
I & !

K’s

where eaclK; represents a shorthand notation kgt;, and B. Strict BCS Theory and BCS-Leggett Ground State

—K refers to a reversal of both the momentum and spin. In

actuality, it has been shown that to recover a consisteat-tre  \ve pegin by recasting strict BCS theory in a slightly differ-

ment of Lee-Yang contributions, and to include the exact conent way which replaces the usual Gor’kov F functions with the

straint on the inter-boson scattering length [64], itisess@ry  product of one dressed and one bare Green’s function. This

to keep terms of the forrg > g i, .., cLl . .cI(G- alternate representation builds a basis to extend to the BCS
Leggett phase. We define the T-matrix for a BCS superfluid
as

tSC(Q) = —Agcé(Q)/T, (6)

We stress that this Bogoliubov-based wavefunctionas where( is a four-vector and\,, is the superfluid order pa-
the basis for extended NSR theorles. Nevertheless,_ this h'erameter. This leads to the fermionic self energy, given by
archy of ground states should underline the observatiodema
above, that we are dealing with two different and comple- nBOS(K) = Ztsc(Q)GO(Q ~ K) @)
mentary treatments of the bosonic degrees of freedom, when o
we investigate these two different approaches to BCS-BEC
crossover theory. It should be stressed that, despite some ¢ so that>?%%(K) = —A2 Gy (—K). Here, and throughout,
fusion in the literature, bosonic contributions are présen G is the Green’s function of the non-interacting system. We
the BCS-Leggett scheme as well, but they are appear as legsite
strongly correlated than their counterpartsin the NSRsehe BOS o BOS .
This point is re-inforced by a discussion of the BEC limit in G (K) =[Gy (K) =% (K]~ (8)
Section Il[B. This point is also reinforced by a recognition The well known BCS gap equation is:
of the extensive fluctuation literature in BCS superconolsct
(at low dimension), which bears strong similarity [65] torou 1+ UZ GPCS(K)Go(-K) =0, T<T,, (9)
discussion of the BCS-Leggett approach. %



which can be written in the more familiar form

1 - 2f(EZ%)

Spacs (0

Aee(T) = =UD _ Aue(T)
k

5

for the fermionic chemical potential, which must vary as the
attractive interactiol/ varies:

1

whereU is the attractive interaction which drives superfluid-

ity. Here

B9 = V(e — p)? + A%(D),

whereey, = k2 /2m is the bare fermion dispersion.

(11)

Once the self energy is known, the two-body or transpor

gauge. The response kernel for a fictitious vector poteatial
in an isotropic system is given by

n

K(@Q) = — - P(Q),

m

(12)

Ase(0) = —UZASC(O)zEkW : (16)
K
with
n_z[l_;:«f_—cg]. (17)

k

{mportantly, we note that an equation analogous to Ed. (15)
can also be used throughout the crossover as the basis for ad-
éiressing collective behavior of the order parameter sutiheas
superfluid density and condensate sound mode [52, 66, 67]. In
the BCS regime this yieldg(T = 0) = vr/+/3. , while in
the BEC limite(T' = 0) ~ /(4mnap/M%). We define the
inter-boson scattering lengths = 2a andMp = 2m.

All of this is relevant to the following observations. One
might be concerned that, since the BCS wavefunction seems

whereP(Q) is the current-current correlation function and we g treat the pairs or “bosons” at a cruder level than associ-
haveJ(Q) = K(Q)A. Now, following the standard proce- e with the counterpart Bogoliubov wavefunction, tha th

dure one uses a Ward identity to construct a consistent forrﬁ]uasi-ideal gas behavior would somehow destabilize super-

2

for the correlation functiolP?¢%(Q) =
_ L + 4

3m2 = (k 2
+ ALG(K)Go(-K)G(K + Q)Go(-K — Q)], (13)

) (GG + Q)

fluidity. This presumption is based on the observation that a
ideal Bose gas cannot be a superfluid. We have now seen that
effects appearing in the collective behavior associaté tive
condensate, such as the speed of sound, do not correspond to
those of an ideal Bose gas. We thus infer that the condensate
can reflect a rather complex dynamics, through the effective

where, for convenience, we have dropped the superscri[j,mcorporation of higher order Green'’s functions into thage

BC'S which must appear on all dressed Green'’s functions.

eralized linear response.

The second term in Eq_(IL3) is important here. One can

represent this diagrammatically as in a “Maki-Thompsonr” d

agram. More traditionally this is written as the product of

two Gor’kov F functions. After analytic continuatio®(—
(©,q)) and taking? — 0 theng — 0, this expression leads
to the usual BCS result for the superfluid density

nfCS

4

~ 3m?2
K

(14)

m

Another important collective feature of the BCS superflui
state is the dispersidn, = cq for the Goldstone Boson which
is given by solving

2
0= &+ ;[G(K)G(K +Q)

+ A2G(K)Go(~K)G(K + Q)Go(~K — Q)].(15)

i
C. Characterizing the Fermionic Degrees of Freedom in
BCS-BEC Crossover at Generall’

The above summary based on strict BCS theory provides an
underlying basis for describing tliermionicdegrees of free-
dom in both theoretical approaches to BCS-BEC crossover.
We emphasize that the bosonic degrees of freedom are absent
at this level and that the fermionic degrees of freedom ate no

dtreated in an equivalent fashion in the two theoretical st)o

although some of the expressions representing the fermions
look rather similar.

We write for the “gap” and “number” equations

Note that the four Green’s functions in EQ.{15) are very sim-

ilar to their counterparts in the superfluid density. Thigem

lines the fact that the dynamics associated with BCS theory

involves inter-pair interactions, but only within the cemd
sate.

We end this section by using this analysis to write the ce
tral T = 0 equations for BCS-Leggett theory. The gap equ

tion is that of strict BCS theory at T=0 and the only differenc

is that it is solved in the presence of a self consistent éguat

1-2f(EM)
1+UY ——— k2=, (18)
k 2Ekj
€k — U €k — U m
n=> |1- 2 FEID], (19)
k ‘Ek Ek

nWherem f corresponds to “mean field” and the fermionic dis-

gpersionis

E(T)

= (20)

V06— )2+ A2,(T).



This system of equations has been used by both schools to firithe interacting bosonic dispersion relatify = cq is de-

a reasonable estimate for the temperature at which pairing gived. Interestingly, the complexity of both approacheshe

the pseudogap first occurs. This is callét] (which satisfies level of numerical implementation, may lie in determinirig e

T. < T*) and can be computed by solving for the transitionther renormalized parametéf* or p*, which, in a compact

temperature in the strict mean field equations. way, reflects an approximate treatment of many body effects
We will show that this mean field theoretic approach with in the respective theories.

Aps(T) = A(T) (21)
A*(T) = A} (T)+ AL(T) (22) lll. BCS-LEGGETT APPROACH AT FINITE T <T.

is associated with the finite temperature extension of th8-BC
Leggett theory. We have argued that the ground state wave
function, Eq. [[1), must necessarily also contain bosonic ex
citations. This can be seen most clearly when we examine At issue then is the incorporation of bosonic degrees of
the BEC limit in Sectioi II[B. Therefore, within this theo- freedom into the gap and number equations. The two differ-
retical school, one must not presume that the mean field ga@nt approaches build on the fact that there are two different
is equivalent to the order parameter. These bosonic excitavays of arriving at soft bosonic modes within a generalized
tions are accomodated by decomposihg into condensed BCS structure. These modes may come from the collective
and non-condensed contributions callsg, andA2_ respec- phase mode of therder paramete(Goldstone boson) which
tively. We will see that the number of non-condensed pairds necessarily gapless in the superfluid phase. They may also
associated with the pseudogap) (represented bXAfw) can arise from the condition that the non-condensed pair excita
be determined once one knows their effective maiss And  tion spectrum is gapless. Both of these are simultaneously
this, in turn, is determined by choosing a propagator for thesatisfied in both theory classes.
non-condensed pairs for which the BEC condition on the non- We turn first to the BCS-Leggett based theory, which pro-
condensed pair chemical potential,.;; = 0, is consistent vides a very natural and straightforward extension of B&S th
with Eq. (18). ory. We note that strict BCS theory has two distinct condsio
As expected, the BCS-Leggett approach, which is naturallyor soft modes of two particle propagators, one coming from
associated with a T-matrix scheme, does not include allfthe ethe Goldstone boson and the other from E§. (9). This observa-
fects of Bogoliubov theory. Within a T-matrix approach, onetion plays an important role in the extension of BCS-Leggett
has a choice of factoring: cfecfe > in one of two ways: theory to finiteT. We begin by presenting the central equa-
to yield either condensate term¢, or pseudogap (pg) terms tions, rather than giving a full derivation. Two of these aqu
AZ . Atthis level one drops terms which couple the condentions have already been written down in Secfion]I1 C for the
sate and pair excitations. To mimic the effects of Bogolisbo superfluid regime. These are Eds.](18) and Eg. (19), impor-
like theory, one would need to introduce cross terms of thdantly, with the substitution,,, s (7) = A(T'), as in Eq.[(2IL).
form AﬁcAgg which clearly involve higher order propagators  In order to quantify the pair fluctuations, our task is to de-
and go beyond a T-matrix approach. composeA?(T) into AZ.(T) andA? (T). The difference
By contrast the NSR-based approach uses[Eg. (18) with between the gag and the order parametéy,. is to be as-
sociated with pair fluctuations (involving,,), as should be
Amp = Age. (23)  implicitly evident in Eq.[2R). The physical arguments wtic
we apply next are rather analogous to Bose Einstein conden-
sation: once we know the propagator for the non-condensed
e&airs we determine the number of such pairs and in this way
we determineﬁg . We can essentially anticipate the answer
Qs'imply by counting all non-condensed pairs as

A. Theoretical Framework

That is, the “gap” parameter is replaced by the order pa
rameter. Equatior (19) is not used. Rather one determin
the fermionic chemical potential* by first establishing the
bosonic propagators. The latter are taken to be the colle
tive mode propagators for the f Hamiltonian but with the
renormalized chemical potential. The fermionic propaga-
tors, which also contribute to determipé, are derived via a
T-matrix approach which couples the fermions and bosons. _ o ) )
From Egs. [(2I1) and(22) we see that in the BCS-LeggetWher_eZ is an overall coefficient of proportlongllty, to be de-
based approach the fermionic quasi-particle dispergign ~ termined below anél(w, T') = 1/[exp(w/T’) — 1] is the Bose
which appears in the gap equation’ contains pseudogap e.ffJnCtlor.]. Her@g is the non'(?ondensed pair dISperSIOn._Then
fects. That is, the fermions which pair are not the bardust as in BEC theory, knowing the non-condensed pair con-
fermions. However the bosonic dispersif¥, which also ~ tribution (A2,) and the total %) one can find the condensate
contributes to a separate (pseudo) gap equation, contains itermA?2,.
teraction effects in a mean field sense only via a renornthlize To make progress we need to evalugig (and 7). We
effective mass\/*. By contrast, the NSR-based approach isequate the condition that the propagator for non-condensed
based on a fermionic quasi-particle dispersighin which the  pairs has zero chemical potential
fermions which pair are the bare fermions. However, many
body effects enter via a renormalized chemical potenptfal Ppair =0 (25)

AZ(T)=2Z71Y b(9g,T), (24)



at and belowT,, with the gap equation Eq[_(IL8), where with
Eq. (21) must be imposed, so that we have

. ALy == th(Q). (35)
1+UZ%}J;(“)=0, T<T. (26) @70
k k This equation will be shown below to be equivalent to
with Eq. (23). We write
AQ
Ex = /(e — )2+ A2(T). (27) g (K, w) Ao ——PI (36)

wtexk — U@
- . hich one finds(k, w) ~ A?/[w + ex — u] where we
which appears here. That the BCS form for the gap equatio omw 0. .
is equivalent to the gapless condition on non-condensesd pai ave used EqL{22). In this way one derives Eq] (26).

imposes a constraint on the non condensed pair propagatgrNg)t?sa;énlgzeei'zmggjtzte r((‘)")’(?ﬁ]’z)iaga IZItﬂ(c))rslzehr(z)a),nat—
which must be of the form q. gerag pp , g

ural extension can be readily written down|[69].
_ At small four-vectorQ, we may expand the inverse
trg(Q) = U/[L+ UX(Q)] (28) after analytical continur%tion. Begauspe we are interesstgk{%
where, importantly, one must take the pair susceptibility moderate and strong coupling cases, where the contribution
of the quadratic term if2 term is small, we drop this term
x(Q) = ZGo(Q - K)G(K). (29)  and thus find the following expression, which yield§ =
% q?/(2M™*) via the expansion

Note that it is the excitation gap and not the order parameteE[

Here G and G are the full and bare Green’s functions re- B Z-1 37
spectively. We have met the combinati6itzy in the con- tpe(@) = Q= Q9 + ftpair + i (37)
text of our review of conventional BCS theory. To expand on !
this point, note that the full Green’s function is determiie ~ whereZ is a residue given by
terms of the usual BCS-like form for the self energy i1
—
_ pg
Yk, w) = A?/[w + e — p] T<T.. (30) Z = 99 la=0.4=0
Using this self energy, one determinésand thereby can _ R 9 _ 38
evaluatel,,. The gap equation in EJ._(26) thus requires that oA? | zk: e =p) (38)

tpg(0) = oco. Similarly, using
Further details are presented in Apperidix A.
n=29 Z G(K) (31) Below T the imaginary contribution in EqL(8T), — 0
K faster thang® asq — 0. It should be stressed that this ap-
proach yields the ground state equations and that it reptese
a physically meaningful extension of this ground state tibefin
T.
n= Z {1 - GkE £y 26kE Mf(Ek)] (32) We note that the approximation in EG.{34) is not central to
k k the physics, but it does greatly simplify the numerical gnal
sis. One can see that correlations which do not involvermiri

which 1S the natural gengrallzatlc_m of EQ.[19). : such as Hartree terms are not included here. This is what is
The final set of equations which must be solved is ratheL

simple and given by EqL(82), EG_{24), and Eg (26). This se equired to arrive at the BCS-Leggett ground state. It gthoul

h detailed derivati p e it by noti e clear that, in principle, the T-matrix approach discdsse
as amore detailed derivation, and we summarize it by noting g ¢ j5 mere general and that in order to address experiments
that there there are two contributions to the fliimatrixt =

o at a more quantitative level it will be necessary to go beyond
tpg + tsec Wheret, . (Q) = —%5(@). Similarly, we have . . -
for the fermion self energE(K) = See(K) + Sy (K) — Eq. (34). Indeed, the simplest phenomenological corredtio

3o HQ)Go(Q — K). It follows then that to write

one derives

2 Yy (k, w) = L + Yo (k,w) (39)
Srellew) = — e (33) P T Wb ac— nt iy ’
W ek Here the broadening # 0 and “incoherent” background con-
A vanishing chemical potential means that(Q) diverges  tribution X, reflect the fact that noncondensed pairs do not
at@Q = 0 whenT < T.. Thus, we approximate [39, 68]( K) lead totrue off-diagonal long-range order. By contrast,.
to yield is associated with long-lived condensed Cooper pairs, and a
shown in Eq.[(3B), it is similar t&,, but without the broad-

Ypg(K) ~ —GO(—K)Af,g T<T,, (34) ening. Itis important to note that this same analysis has bee
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applied to describing the spectral function in the pseudogathe fermionic parameters associated with the wavefunction
[7Q,[71] and the superfluid phases![72] of the high temperakEq. (1), A(T) and .(T') are temperature independent in the
ture superconductors, where hétg(k,w) is taken to be an BEC, for allT' < T.. This is consistent with the physical pic-
imaginary constant. ture of well established, pre-formed pairs in the BEC lirsd,

In summary, the simplifying approximation in Eq[_{34) that the fermionic energy scales are unaffecte@ tpelowT..
is most problematic when the pairing gap is small so that We now extend these qualitative observations to a more
other correlations and contributions (which are otheniiise quantitative level. The self consistent equations in th&€€BE
the “background”) become important. Perhaps the most nobdimit for general temperatur€ can then be written as
ble example of when this simplification affects the quailiat

physics is in the population imbalanced gases. At a quanti- m_o_ Z {L _ L] (46)

tative level, a clear shortcoming comes from the neglect of Amh?a 2 2Ex ]’

Hartree interaction effects. These issues are discussecin ex — it

tion[VDl no= Y [1 -5 } , T<T., (47)
Finally, we present results for the thermodynamical poten- k k

tial , which is given by where we have now introduced the usual s-wave scattering

_ length,a, which is needed to regularize the gap equation for
Q = Qf + Qp, .
a contact potential. Note that we have usedthe- 0 con-
Qp = A%x(0) + Z[(ek —p— Ex) — 2T In(1 + e 5</T)], ditions [17] in Egs.[[@6) and (47), since the Fermi function
k f(Ey) is essentially zero in the BEC limit, whefg, /T > 1.
Q, = ZTln(l _ eIy, (40) Equations [(4) gm[@l?) are central to th_e BEC—theory. They
q show that even in the strong attraction limit, where the sys-
tem can be viewed as consisting of “bosortkg underlying
This thermodynamical potential can be used to generate thiermionic constraints om and . must be respected

self consistent equations presented above It follows from the above equations that for genérak 7.,
o0 Nopairs = = ZA2 (48)
= 41 pairs — )
TN (41) N 2 o
which is equivalent to the gap equation of Hg.1(26) Similarly where the coefficient of proportionality
we have m2a
~ 1 (49)
90 8mh
Otpair =0 (42) This coefficientZ was obtained directly from the ground state

equations|[43, 74]. However, it can also be readily derivied a
which leads to the equation for the pseudogap given byion-zerdl” using the propagator for non-condensed pairs fol-
Eq. (35). Finally, the number equation lowing Eq. [38). Here one drops the last term involving the
summation over free fermion states, which are clearly negli

n= _8_9 (43)  gible in the BEC. That the same answer is obtained from the
op ground state and frort,,(()) demonstrates an internal con-
which yields Eq.I(32). sistency of the calculations.

We arrive at an important physical interpretation of the BEC
mit. Even thoughA or n,s is a constant ifl’, this con-
stant must be the sum of two temperature dependent terms.

U Indeed it follows from Eq[{22) that, just as in the usual flyeo
tpg(0) = 1+UY, Go(—K)G(K) = oo (44)  of BEC these two contributions correspond to condensed and
k non-condensed components

We recapitulate by rewriting the central gapless conditior‘.
for the non-condensed pairs as !

This equation is equivalent to EQ.{26) or Hg.l(25). Expagdin n - demsed
tpq(Q) determines the excited pair dispersion 5= Npairs (1) + Npgirs < 5U(T). (50)
o__ 2 *
Qo =q°/2M". (45) Note also that af.

nonconaense n o
n densed (T ) — 7= > b0, Te). (51)

pairs

B. BCS-Leggett Approach to BEC q

We now rewrite the central equatiofisi(46€).1(47) in the BEC
There has been some confusion voiced about whether thgnit to compare more directly with the case of a weakly in-
BCS-Leggett ground state requires that one ignore bosonigracting Bose gas.
degrees of freedom. To respond (in the negative) to this con-
cern it is useful to address the extreme BEC limit. We begin "=

2
A2 ™
by making the important observation [73] that fbr < T, Ar\/2m|ph3’

(52)
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which, in conjunction with the expansion of Ef.[46), Physically this increase in effective mass away from thalide
gas asymptote reflects the fact that pairs are less mobie, as
3/2 5 consequence of the inter-pair repulsion. This means tkat th
m__ (2m) Vin [1 + iA_} ., (53) asymptotic limit ofT is approachetfom below which is dif-

Amh*a h? 8 16 p? ferent from the behavior found in the NSR approach [18]. The
yields issue of whether the asymptotic limit f@. in a mean field
composite BEC should be approached from above or below
_ h? n amnh? (54) has been addressed|[[75] in the literature, where it was drgue
b omaz m in favor of the latter alternative.

These expressions are used to eliminate the fermionic pa- Ve turn now to a quantitative calculationif, based o2
rameters altogether and arrive at an expression which, aYia EQ. (51)]. Equatiori(31) reflects the fact that, in theane
T = 0 some have interpretedl [43.]74] to be equivalent toBEC limit, and atT., all fermions are constituents of uncon-

- = . . : * 3/2 _
the results of Gross Pitaevski (GP) theory. Here one idendensed pairs. It, then, follows that/*T..) /2 ocn = const.
tifies an effective inter-pair scattering lengthy = 2q with  Which, in conjunction with Eq[(37) implies

np = n/2 which represents the number density of pairs, and T. _T0 radn
finally up = 2+ h?/ma? is the “bare” chemical potential of CTO € =— 5 (58)
the pairs, withM g = 2m the pair mass. We emphasize that ¢
the value of 2 for the scattering length ratio is entirelytalied  Here 70 is the transition temperature of the ideal Bose gas
by the assumed form for the ground state, Ef. (1). with Mp = 2m. This downward shift off. follows the ef-
With these definitions, fective mass renormalization, much as expected in a Hartree
treatment of GP theory af.. Here, however, in contrast to
Araph? GP theory for a homogeneous system with a contact potential
s T (n). (55)  [7€], there is a non-vanishing renormalization of the effec

mass.
For true bosonic systems, this GP equation is usually censid

ered only afl’ = 0, where all the pairs are condensed. In this

regard we should interpretz as a “bare” chemical potential C. Bogoliubov de Gennes Theory and Critical Velocity
which includes only a mean field Hartree shift. This is to be Calculations

contrasted with,,;,» Which is the chemical potential of the

non-condensed pairs and reflects many body physics beyond The most widely used theoretical formalism for the trapped
Hartree terms. S|m|I_arI)M* is the effe(_:tn_/e mass of the non- ggse gases is probably Gross Pitaevski theory [76]. This is
condensed pairs which is generally distinct froif. _ because it has the flexibility to address inhomogeneous sys-
Note, however, that our derivation of Eq. [55) should, intems and general perturbations. For the trapped Fermi gases
principle, apply to alll” < T, and, thus, the physics is the emerging counterpart formalism appears to be Bogoliubo
very different from thgt of GP theory. Clearlys as defined de Gennes (BdG) theory. Both BdG and GP theory are pre-
above is a constant in temperature. The quantigppear-  symed to be appropriate to the ground state. Moreover the

ing in Eq. [35) is, of course, temperature independent, buground state in question for the Fermi gases is associatad wi
we note here that via E4. (50) it contains both condensed anghe BCS-Leggett wavefunction.

non-condensed pairs. Their relative contribution can berde  The BdG equation is
mined via an ideal gas dispersion relation with renormdlize

effective mass. Thi§ o ¢ dispersion is, in turn, a conse- ( H(r) A(r) ) ( U (1) ) _E ( Un (1) ) (59)
guence of the underlying gap equation Eq] (46). We stress tha A(r) —H(r) vp(r) ) — " :

this gap equation has no counterpart in the GP theory for true )

bosons, although it can be interpreted in the fermionicexint Here H(r) = Q’i—mVQ — p. The solution of these equations is

as reflecting the condition tha,q; = 0. subject to the self consistent gap and number equations
Another essential distinction between the fermionic BEC i}
and that of true bosons is that the effective mass contains in A(r) = =UY un(r)oy(r)[1 = 2f(E,)]  (60)

teraction effects due to compositeness. The general expres
sion for the (non-condensed) pair maga/* inthe near BEC 54

limit is given by , ,
NI SIRPTIVULE IR, () = 3 {lun () (Bu) + on ()L = 2 (B}
M+~ ZA2 4= |m % 3mPA? K[ ’ (61)
Finally, the mass current is
where we have used Eq. {37), as well as Eq] (46) (47).

After expanding to lowest order ima?, J(r) = 2{Ju, f(En) — Ju,[1 = f(EW)]}, (62)

. ma’n whereJ,,, = Im(u}Vu,) andJ,,, = Im(v}Vuv,). The gen-
M™ = 2m (1 + 2 ) ‘ (57) eral solution to the BdG equation depends on the geometries
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and coupling constant and therefore usually requires full n but because of the prefactor, the superfluid density reflbets
merical calculation. order parameter and will be zero in the normal state. One can
This system of equations has been applied to the problem difiterpret this expression usiny2,.(T) = A*(T) — A2 (T).
BCS-BEC crossover in a number of important way#'at 0. and noting that there are two forms of condensate excitation
It was shown in Reference [77] that in the deep BEC, thiswhich lead to a decrease in superfluid density with increas-
scheme becomes equivalent to Gross Pitaevski theory. Thiag T'; the fermionic excitations, which are important to the
observation may not be, in some sense, entirely surprisingxtent thatA(7") contains an appreciable temperature depen-
based on the arguments we have just presented in Sectialence belowl,., and the non-condensed pairs which enter via
[TBI] Moreover, one can see that there is a close analogy beA? (T').
tween the wavefunction of Eq.]J(1) and that of Gross Pitaevski In a related fashion, there is an extensive literature|[62, 6
theory for point bosons. BdG theory has been used to ads7] which has addressed tfie = 0 collective modes of the
dress the behavior of a single vortex![53, 154, 55] as the Byste BCS-Leggett state. In the BCS limit the sound mode velocity
evolves from BCS to BEC. One of the key observations herés ¢(T = 0) = vx/+/3, while in the BEC limite(T = 0) ~
is that the core size (related to the coherence lefgihnon- (4mnap /M%), with the inter-boson scattering length =
monotonic with scattering length, exhibiting a minimumnea 24, as derived in Sectidn IIIIC. As noted in SectionlI B, the
unitarity. Moreover, there have been systematic studiesda inter-boson interactions arise in the condensate dyngmsts

on BdG theory in the presence of [56] population imbalanceas in Eq.[[IB) through the presence of four Green’s functions
Finally, we want to call attention to work which addresses th in the second term in this expression.

behavior of the critical current as extracted from both ewrt With the introduction of non-zero temperature, the collec-

calculations|[55] and from Josephson junction studies.[78]tive mode spectrum must be deduced on the basis of a gauge
Direct calculations using Eql {52) show a maximum in thisinyariant formulation of the response of the system to a-ficti
current as a function of distance from the vortex core centefious vector potential, which enforces the Ward identitp-co
and this maximum can be loosely associated with the criticadtraints deriving from the self energy. Becaus¢l’) #
current, /.. Becausel. scales inversely witl§, one can in- A (T), this calculation is much more difficult to implement.
fer from BdG calculations (ﬁ [54] that the critical current is A lowest order approximation was discussed in Ref! [52] In
largest close to unitarity, as observed experimentally.[79  this case:(7") becomes complex, but both real and imaginary
Physically, this maximum in. has been interpreted [55, contributions are seen to vanishzat If there is to be an even-
80] as suggesting that on the BCS side of resondntede-  tyal reconciliation between the two approaches to BCS-BEC

termined by the breaking afondensatgairs, while on the  crossover it will be necessary, at the least to find a full sotu
BEC side of resonancé, reflects the collective modes of the tg this problem.

condensate. These two different mechanisms have different
dependences on the fermionic scattering length, leadirgg to
maximum which one might argue is close to unitarity. We em- IV. NOZIERES SCHMITT-RINK THEORY:
phasize here thdt is a property of the condensed pairs within - goGoLIUBOV-BASED APPROACH TO FINITE 7 < 7.
BCS-Leggett theory. As noted earlier, one has to exercise ca N
tion in applying the so-called Landau criterion in calcingt

. : Although the normal state is similar to that originally pro-
I.. Only those excitations which couple to the condensate . o .
(that is,){o the density) are to be incluged in establishimg t posed by Nozieres and Schmitt-Rink, the philosophy underly

. ' ing this theoretical scheme for describing BCS-BEC crossov
stability of the superfluid. [81] begins with Galitskii’'s approach [82] to the dilute Rar
gas with repulsive interactions. Here a self-energy based o
a particle-particle ladder is introduced. Moreover, it lisac
that this scheme can be readily extended to the case of a weak
attractive interaction in the normal phase, and then furthe

. . ; - . extrapolated to the BEC limit (still remaining in the normal
highly constrained by a Ward identity once the self energy i hase), where the particle-particle ladder acquires th &

chosen. These considerations_have been_ applied [21, 39] fe propagator for non-interacting bosons. It then becomes
the BCS-Leggett-based formalism where it has been showp g, 5| 1o extend this scheme to the superfluid phase, for
that the contribution of non-condensed pairs does nottjrec iy, the particle-particle ladder acquires a matrix stice
°°”tF'b“te toa Me|ssner effect., as expected. _The ASI_amaZO\fhat maps onto the bosonic normal and anomalous propaga-
Larkin and Maki Thompson diagrams associated with thesg, s ithin Bogoliubov theory. For these reasons the main

finite momentum pairs cancel out and one is left with only aphysical emphasis was on the self-energy itself, and as-a con
condensate contribution of the form sequence on the related dynamical quantities.
One of the virtues of this type of diagrammatic approach is
N A2 /ng\BCS that it is "modular” in nature, in the sense that it can be pro-
(—) = Az (—) ) (63)  gressively improved by including additional self-energy-c
rections which are thought to be important, particularlhat
where(n,/m)P¢S is defined in Eq.[(14), but witl\,. now  BCS and BEC endpoints. In this way, upon successive im-
replaced by\. Obviously,(n,/m)Z¢* does not vanish &, provements one can address the Popov theory for composite

D. Superfluid Density and Collective Mode Calculations

We noted in Sectioh 1B, that the superfluid densityis

m m
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bosons, the Gorkov and Melik-Melik-Barkudarov correcsion _ 40 — _1
[81], etc. Of course, practical implementation of thesenthe xn (@) ZG K+ Q (=K U (1)
retical improvements suffers by the increased numeriaalco 0
plexity. Xh(Q) = Z Gha(K +Q)G3(-K),  (72)

For want of a better short name, we will refer to this as
the “NSR-based approach”. One can also think of it as a diawhere throughout we use the four vector notatifh =
grammatic T-matrix scheme which involvesrmtrix form of  (k,w,) and@ = (q, ).
the T-matrix. By contrast the BCS-Leggett approach is a dia- We end by recapitulating the central gapless condition of
grammatic T-matrix scheme which involvesealarform for  this class of theories:

the T-matrix. 2 (0)
In this alternative approach, Eq.{18) is used [37, 83] to I'11(0) = 1 = 00. (73)
yield 00X (0) ~ (00

—2f(EY) The speed of sound is obtained from the firfiegeneral-
1+ UZ > 12/ (B _ 0, T<T, (64) ization of the denominator in Eq_(73)%Y, (Q)x},(—Q) —
2By xY5(@)]*> = 0 which can be seen [80] to yield an answer
equivalent to that obtained from E§.{15). Quite generdlly a

with small wave-vector this bosonic dispersion is given by
ER = /(e — 1) + AL (T). (65) Q, = o(T)q. (74)
We can rewrite this gap equation, along with the number
equation as

A. Nozieres Schmitt-Rink-Based Theory in the BEC limit:
o T<T:
Ne = —UD G3(K) (66) =

- A It has been shown that [83] in the BEC limit, the equations
n =2 Z Gu(K). (67) for the collective mode propagatdrs; andI';, are very simi-
K lar to the diagonal and off-diagonal bosonic Green'’s fuongi

Here G is the barematrix Green function with components at the level of Bogoliubov theory [49]. In the deep BEC these

given by Gu = —(& + iwn)/[(E2)? + w?] and Gi’z _ bosonic Green'’s functions have a pole at

Ase/[(ER)? + w?] with & = k?/2m — p*. Note that there . 5

are two d|ﬁgrent levels of Green's functions yvhlch appear i Qq = \/( + ,UB) — 3 (75)
these equations. In effect, fluctuations associated wilcof 2Mp

lective modes will appear in the number equation, but not th‘?/vhlch represents the characteristic dispersion relatmm f

gap equation. b kly interacting B defined
The fully dressed Green'’s functions which include collec-. OEgn(%r; :nvc\;ZeV?B Xgrsrgcﬂl]negbo(s)gﬁ %?SSH@BGIS eine

tive mode effects are determined in terms of the matrix sel% The associated fermionic Green’s functions are in some

energies sense the more important, since these are fundamentally
S11(k, wn) = _222(_1( —wy) fermionic gases. In the BEC limit the equation
= _Zl—‘ll 11 Q K) (68) 211 k Wn = Zrll G11 Q K) (76)
E12(k7 wp) = o1 (k,wy) = —Ase, (69)  can be approximated by ignoring terms which involye,

compared tdu*|. The fermion Green'’s functions in the BEC

from which the important dressed Green'’s function (whichre *~' _ : ; .
|limit are approximated as the following expressions whieh a

flects) the pair fluctuations and which is used in the numbe

equation Eq{87) can be derivéd|[81]: deriv_ed in Ref.|[83] and we summarize the derivation in Ap-
pendixB.
~ 1 ) -
Gu(K) = Gal(K) — o (K) (70) i1 = — (& +iwp) /w2 + €& + A?}g +A2). (77)
Y19(K)Xe1 (K) Here the approximation

0'11(K) = le(K) +

—1 : _
Gy (K) — %o (K) A~ = Tn(Q) (78)
HereGy! (K ) = (iwn — &k).

The pair propagator (which is the analoguetgf in the  has been used. This approximation is similar in spirit td tha

BCS-Leggett theory) is related to the “bare collective m&fde  shown in Eq.[(3K). Itis also demonstrated [83] that in thexdee
In particular, BEC regime, the fermion Green'’s function leads to

_ X1 (=Q) Gri(K) =2 ~ng+n'. (79)
Pl@) = 0 a0 (-Q) - G @)F 2 Gl =5 =
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Hereng andn’ denote densities of condensed and nonconenly the lowest order terms in a Dyson expansion, rather than
densed pairs, respectively. Similarly, it follows that a full resummation, so that

Gz = Aso/wp + & + 202 + AL (80) G(K) = Go(K) + Go(K)Xo(K)Go(K). (87)

This criticism, not withstanding, it has recently been @du

The modified gap equation, L )
[47,85, 86] that, below . one should write the number equa-

Age =U Z G1a(K), (81) tion as
K _ dQNsr ONnsr | O0Nsr dAge
gives [83], in the deep BEC limit, dp z e dp
Ara with dAg./dp* determined from the BCS gap equation.
B ~ ( i B) (no +2n’). (82) In earlier work [37], the second term on the right hand side
B of Eq(88) was dropped. Indeed the fact that
Under these approximations, pairs in the deep BEC limit be- 00N s

have like bosons in the Popov approximation. Although there oA #0 (89)
is an asymmetry between the denominators of these two com- s¢
ponent Green’s functions, one can see that the diagonal terin our view reflects a problem in the theory— that the gap
has a strong similarity to the previous approach of Sectiorequation is non-variational, or non-self consistent. Ta-
[ITA] The effective excitation gap is given by the contritart  variational behavior implies that a Landau Ginsburg likalan
from condensed and excited pairs. ysis, and even its generalization to first order phase tiansi
To go beyond this scheme, it is necessary to incorporat& not possible. This anomalous term appears discontifyious
corrections to the gap equation EQ.1(64) with concomitanthybelow7.. and, it will enhance first order discontinuitieszat
those to the collective mode spectrum, so that collectivdeno which may already be present in Bogoliubov or Popov level
effects have to be treated at a level beyond the bare modegproaches.
of BCS theory. Some progress has been made [83] in imple- Nevertheless, it has been argued that in the BEC this non-
menting this scheme in the BEC limit. variational term provides a quantitative improvement over
previous work since it evidently yields the nearly corré][
relationship between the inter-bosarg) and inter-fermion
B. The Controversy Surrounding the Number Equation in (a) scattering lengths. Exact few body calculations [64] show
The NSR Approach that this ratio should be.6. It appears difficult to understand
physically how an evidently non-self consistent gap equati
In the original NSR approach the number equation was deean capture the same physics as these precise four fermion
termined from a thermodynamical potential, Here, above andalculations. Indeed, this claim appears to be at odds weith d
below [37]T., one approximates the thermodynamical poten-ailed calculations presented elsewhere which show thetto

tial rive at this correct ratio, one must go beyond [83, 87] T-imatr
based schemes.
QOnsr = Qg+ ng, (83) For ease in identification of these two different versions of
A2 NSR theory, we now refer to that based on Eq] (67) as NSR-1
Qmyp = Z(ik - By + 2155) and that based on E.(88) as NSR-2.
k
— —EQ/T
2T Z In(1+e ) (84) C. Superfluid Density and Collective Mode Calculations

k
0 0 0 0 2
Oy Zln[XU(Q)XH(_Q) — D2 (@)7]- (85) The superfluid density; as a function of temperature has
Q been calculated using both NSR-1 and NSR-2 like theories.
For the former, a diagrammatic calculation of the current-
current correlation function based on Aslamazov-Larkid an
Maki-Thompson contributions was adopted [48], which is, in
many ways, similar to that discussed in Secfion ]Il D within
o0 the BCS-Leggett framework [21,139]. For NSR-2 like theories
n= o (86)  a framework based on changes in the thermodynamic poten-
tial associated with a “phase twist” was adopted [88, 89k Th
which is necessarily equivalent to E{.{67), providing oneresults appear to be rather similar, at a qualitative leFek.
has a complete theory. However, because of the lack of fulkome parameter regimes, there are either first order tiamsit
self consistency, the original NSR approach was criticlzgd at 7., or multivalued results fon, which presumably reflect
Serenel[84]. By approximating the pair fluctuation contribu the analogous behavior found in Bogoliubov or Popov level
tions, it corresponds to a T-matrix theory in which one takedreatments of true Bose systerns|[49, 50]. See Appéndix C.

Note that in this RPA-like scheme, only the bare pair suscep
tibilities x° are included.
Quite generally, the number equation is given by
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An important check on these calculations is to verify thatare alternate approaches which have been introduced imto th
there is no Meissner effect in the normal state. We can followiterature. Most notable among these is a scheme associated
the same analysis as used in Eq] (12). Quite generally, aboweth Zwerger [90], Haussmann [75] and their collaborators.

T. one has The original work [75] could be viewed as a third alternative
n T-matrix scheme in which the pair propagajdi)) appear-
(_) — P.,(0) = 0. (90) ing in Eq. [28) involves two dressed Green’s functions. In
m/ws the context of work on high temperature superconductoiss, th
We show below that the appropriate form for NSR-1 is scheme (and a closely related approach known as “fluctua-

tion exchange” or FLEX) has been addressed by a number of
n 02%&;, different groups|[91, 92, 93] and there has been some contro-
(E)aﬂ =2 K. K5 (K) (91) versy [91/ 98, 94] about whether pseudogap effects nayurall
K emerge. This approach has recently been extended [90] below
(o, B = 2, =) and that this is consistent with the absence oflcin somewhat the same spirit as the NSR-based schemes.

a normal state Meissner effect.
Here the current-current correlation function is

V. DETAILED COMPARISONS
B )
Pu(Q) = / dre 7 (, (r, @) (0, —)) 92)

0 A. Overview of Salient Qualitative Comparisons
= =2 AJ(K K KOMKL K K),
XK: wlI K)ol ) A (Ko, OGO (K) Because this paper is principally aimed at addressing theo-
retical issues, we do not review the vast number of theory-
where) andA denote the bare and full vertices and they nec-experiment comparisons now in the literature. These are
essarily satisfy a Ward identity. Importantly, as shown i+ A  based on radio frequency spectroscopy, thermodynamies, co
pendix(D, the two contributions cancel each other as a contective modes and other techniques. Rather, here we address
sequence of a Ward identity. This necessary cancellatien imsome of the major “milestone” issues which are often used
poses an important consistency. We have presumed that the assess the general quality of a given BCS-BEC crossover
number equation appears as in EqJ (67) (which we call NSRtheory. We begin with Tablg | which presents an overview
1) which is then consistent with Eq.(91). If, on the other-of the two theoretical schools as summarized in Secfiohs Il
hand, we had assumed the number equation as in NSR-2and[1M. The first two lines characterize the behavior of the
the cancellation can be enforced as well, but only by propefermionic and bosonic dispersion as they appear in the re-
imposition of the corresponding Ward identity. This may ex-spective “gap equations” of the two schools. As is conststen
plain why the results for the superfluid density in Refs.! [88]with the hierarchy of ground state wavefunctions in Section
and [89] were not precisely the same as those found in ReflfA] one can infer that the NSR-based scheme approximates
erencel[48]. This analysis also serves to help establistetho the fermionic contribution and focuses more directly on the
diagrams which must be used bel@win order to be assured bosonic contribution; it thereby arrives at a linear disjper
that there are no contributions to the Meissner current fronfor the pairs. By contrast the BCS-Leggett school approxi-
non-condensed pairs. In view of the above arguments and Apnates the bosonic contribution and focuses more directly on
pendiXD, the diagrammatic choice in Reference [48] seems tthe fermionic dispersion, thereby incorporating pseugaga
be validated, although itis of interest to reformulate ghesl-  fects intoEy. The order of the transition &. is second order
culations by explicitly imposing the Ward Identity. in the BCS-Leggett scheme and first order [51] in NSR-based
The collective mode spectrum appropriate to the NSRapproaches. The finit8 density profiles in a trapped gas will
scheme was originally discussed by Griffin and collabogator reflect this behavior and be rather smooth and featureless in
[37] based on the pole structure in Elq.1(72). This calcutatio the BCS-Leggett scheme [95] while there will be derivative
involves a natural extension of the collective mode calculadiscontinuities and non-monotonic features [45] whichefl
tions performed at the mean field level [66} 67], but here onghe condensate edge in the NSR based scheme. Similarly the
uses the fully self consistept*. In addition there has been first or second order of the transition will also show up in
work on the collective modes using NSR-2 which addressethe superfluid density within the BCS-Leggett|[21) 39, 95]
an improved ground state which includes quantum fluctuawhich displays smooth monotonic behavior or NSR based
tions [47]. This, thus, goes beyond the mean field calculatio [4€,|88, 89] scheme which shows multi-valed or discontinu-
of this earlier work, and quantifies the changes in the soundus features df.. We point out that these spurious first order
velocity. effects are also seen in the Bogoliubov theory for true bsson
as discussed in AppendiX C.
Calculations of the critical velocity have been addressed
D. Alternative Schemes within the BCS-Leggett school using Bogoliubov deGennes
theory [55] and from Josephson junction studies [78]. Hare a
In this Review we have confined our attention to the twoexperimental comparison can also be made and the agreement
schools of BCS-BEC crossover which represent natural exterf79] is reasonable. Tab[é | shows that in both schools the su-
sions of the seminal [17, 18] NSR and Leggett papers. Therperfluid fraction in the ground state is 100 % in both schools.
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NSR Based Scheme for generdl BCS-Leggett Based Scheme for generdl

Fermionic Dispersion Ep = /(ex — p*)2 + A2.(T)
. ac\= /e Ex = — )2+ A2 (T) + A2 (T
Below T, approximate treatment of fermions k= /(a0 — @) + AL(T) + A3, (T)
Bosonic Dispersion Q, = o(T)q QY = ¢*/2M™, approximate treatment of
Below T, bosons
Order of Transition af. First order Second order
Denﬂ%tz:ﬁgles at Features indicating condensate edge Smooth, quasi-Thomas-Fermi
Superfluid Density Multi-valued or Discontinuous &k, Smooth and Monotonic at all T
Calculations of Critical Either From Vortex or Josephson Effect
Velocity atT =0 Calculations
T=0 Superfluid fraction at
Unitarity 100 % 100 %
Order parameter w=c(T)q w=d(T)q

collective modes

Major Advantage of |Captures physics of Bogoliubov theory, gsp.  Allows spatial dependence.
Ground State good for BEC via Bogoliubov deGennes theory

Table I: Comparison of Conceptual Issues in the Two Diffefiédreoretical Schools

In the NSR[66/ 67] and BCS-Leggett [52] schemes the disBCS-Leggett scheme, while it evidently is approached from
persion of the order parameter displays the expected Ibear above in the scheme of Nozieres and Schmitt-Rink. Both of
havior at long wavelengths. Finally we address the strengththese are mean field approaches and the behavior should not
of both ground states by noting that the NSR-based schemge compared with expectations [96] based on a critical fluctu
captures the physics of Bogoliubov theory and should, thuation description of true Bose systems which clearly inelud
be the quantitatively better ground state, particularlfha  other physical mechanisms. Indeed, the fact thdt dlhere is
BEC limit. By contrast the BCS-Leggett scheme is the morea discontinuity in the NSR-based schemes suggests that this
flexible and allows a spatial dependence to be readily iresorp approach should be more suitablé/atz 0, away fromT.
rated in the form of Bogoliubov deGennes theory. Moreover, Because of the different approaches to the ideal gas asymp-
within the BEC, this BdG theory leads to a Gross Pitaevskiote, in a trap one sees from Figlile 2 that the differences be-
picture of the ground state, which allows one to exploit d wel tween the two transition temperatures are more marked. The
established body of literature on true Bose systems. ideal gas asymptote is quickly reached in the NSR scheme
very close to the point wherfg'kra ~ 1. In the BCS-Leggett
scheme there is an extended regime at and on the BEC side of
B. Comparison of Superfluid Transition Temperatures unitarity whereT. is rather constant, and the asymptote is only
reached fol /kra considerably larger than its counterpart in

Figure<1 anf2 present comparisons of the superfluid trar{l€ altérnate school.
sition temperatures in the two schemes for the homogeneous
situation and in a trap. The black lines correspond to the-BCS

Leggett schemé [12, 13] and the red lines are for the NSR ap- C. Comparison Of Density Profiles
proach as obtained in Referencel[45]. For the homogeneous
case, it can be seen that there are only small quantitatiee-di Figure[3 presents a plot from Ref._[46] of the axial den-

ences, while in the trapped situation the BCS-Leggett sehemnsity profiles in the BCS-Leggett ground state (dashed lines)
leads to considerable low&t. values slightly above unitarity. as compared with the NSR-derived ground state (black lines)
The root of the difference in the two calculational schemesand the data points (shown in red) fdri. In axial profiles
lies physically in the fact that the BCS-Leggett scheme comtwo of the three dimensions of the theoretical trap profiles
putes the transition temperature in the presence of a finiterere integrated out to obtain a one-dimensional representa
(pseudo)gap .. In the NSR based scheme, these pair fluc-tion of the density distribution along the transverse dicec
tuation effects do not appear as a pseudogap in the expnessi(z) = [ dydzn(r). Three different values of the magnetic
for T., but rather enter through corrections to the fermionicfield near unitarity are shown, and the upper and lower panels
chemical potentiaf.*. correspond to slight changes in the number of ata¥ahich
Sectior 1ITB presented simple arguments which show thatire assumed in the theoretical calculations. The figure show
the ideal gas asymptote f@}, is approached from below in the that the agreement between theory and experiment is better
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Figure 1: Comparison dof./Tr as a function of inverse scatter- B tuning. Theoretical results for NSR theory|[46] at T=0 {ddihes)
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(red curve) scheme. The former has a maximum closer to itgitar timated number of atom& = 4 x 10° (N = 2.3 x 10°).
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figure, the red curve is for the NSR scheine [45] and the blackecu

for the BCS-Leggett approach [12/ 13].
99 PP ) ] Figure 4: (color online) BCS-Leggett results for temperatde-

pendent profiles of (a) experimental one-dimensional apptofiles

. . . (circles) and TF fit (line) from Refl [97], (b) TF fits (line) theory
for the smaller value of N. While the difference in the pro- 5t 7 ~ 0.77. ~ 0.197% (circles) and (c) overlay of experimen-

files associated with the two ground states is not partibular tal (circles) and theoretical (line) profiles, as well asr@htive rms

dramatic, it should be stressed that this difference isctefte  deviations §?) associated with these fits to theory at unitarity. The

in rather large changes in the coefficightliscussed below. circles in (b) are shown as the line in (c). The profiles havenbe

Overall the quantitative agreement between theory andrexpenormalized so thaV = [ 7i(z)dz = 1, and we seRrr = 100 um

iment is seen to be better for the NSR-based ground state. in order to overlay the two curves¢® reaches a maximum around
In Figure 4 are shown density profiles at finite temperatureg = 0.19T%.

for the BCS-Leggett case, from Reference [95]. The experi-

mental data and theory correspond to roughf{f’z = 0.19.

These profiles are estimated to be within the superfluid phase

(T, =~ 0.3TF at unitarity). This figure presents Thomas-Fermi

fits [97] to the experimenta[{4a) and theoretiddl (4b) pro-ration with the authors of Ref. [97]. To probe the deviations

files as well as their comparisonl (4c), for a chogenr =  from a TF functional form, in Fig.4d, the (relative) rms de-

100 wm, which makes it possible to overlay the experimen-viation, orx?, from the TF fits as a function df is plotted.

tal data (circles) and theoretical curve (line). Finallgfdd  x? increases rapidly belo®, and reaches a maximum around

indicates the relativg? or root-mean-square (rms) deviations 0.77,.. Quite good agreement between theory and experiment

for these TF fits to theory. This figure was made in collabo-is observed here in the finit€ profiles.
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D. Addressingg Effects fermions, the condensate fraction will automatically shesg
than 100% condensation, except in the deepest BEC. Simi-
One of the most widely used milestones for assessing@'y. in the BCS regime this condensate fraction is vanish-
crossover theories is the numerical value obtained for ¢he ¢ 'Ngly small. Establishing the degree to which “quantum de-
efficient3. At unitarity the chemical potential must scale with Pletion”is presentin a Fermi gasiis, thus, a subtle issue.

the Fermi energy with a coefficient of proportionality We begin with the BCS-Leggett ground state. Following
earlier work [108], afl” = 0, the pair wavefunction is defined
= (1+B)Ep. (93) asFk = (N — 2|c_x cxt|N), wherecy, is the fermion an-

nihilation operator forr =1, |. It can be shown that in this
In the BCS-Leggett ground state ~ —0.41. By contrast ground state we havei = uyxvk, where the coefficients are
experimental data [98] suggest an answer which is closer to}, vZ = [1 £ (ex — p)/Ex]/2 andEx = \/(ex — p)? + A2,

Monte Carlo calculations [99% = —0.56. Calculations|[46] The condensate fraction@t= 0 is

based on NSR-1 yield = —.545, which is in quite good

agreement with experiment. In the NSR-2 scheme (based on N, = Z |F|? = /dr|F(r)|2. (94)
the thermodynamical potential with the non-variationat-co k

tribution included), the same good agreement with expartme

(and Monte Carlo) was presentéd|[47, 85, 86]. Here F(r) = 3y Ficexp(ik - r). This pair density reflects
The BCS-Leggett- based scheme, as it has been impl&ff-diagonal-long-range-order. There have been a number o

mented here, can be seen to ignore Hartree effects, just &merical calculations of this quantity over the entire BCS

is consistent with the ground state wavefunction. This is 28EC crossover.[107] and the agreement with direct Monte

shortcoming of the scheme and in the context of the formalCarlo schemes [107] is not unreasonable, as will be summa-

ism presented here, one can trace it to Eq. (34). This approxiized below. o o

mation, in effect, includes only pairing correlations il telf Itis natural to try to extend this picture to finite tempera-

energy. Correlations that are not associated with paisagy ~ ture, taking the quantityic =7'3_, F(iwn, k) = uvi [l —

as Hartree effects have been omitted. With the full T-matrix2f (Ex)| as a measure of the pair density. We stress that this is

formalism as outlined in SectidnIIIA, it should be clearttha not related to off-diagonal long range order, but rather-con

this assumption can be avoided and is not fundamental to tH&ins the contributions from condensed and non-condensed

physical picture presented here. However, dropping this si Pairs, through the decoupling é* into A2, andA? . One

plification does lead to considerable numerical complexityhas, thus,

We note that the NSR-based theories both above and below 9 5 )

T, include these non-pairing correlations in a fairly autamat Npair = A7[1 = 2f (Ex)|"/4Ey, T #0. (95)

way. In some limited contexts, they have also been included

in the BCS-Leggett based theofy [30] 58.1100]. To emphasize that there is no unique representation of the

gair fraction away from the BEC limit, we note that Eq.](38)

One can think of these omitted correlations as entering vi id h I d ition Wi e thi
Eq. (28) when the pair susceptibility is assumed [101] to inProvides another natural decomposition We can rewrite this
) equation representing the total density of fermians the

clude only two bare Green’s functions. Most recently, it hasform

been shown that thesé&'(G” correlations are responsible for

some important physical observations in the context ofgase n=27A2+9 Z Flex — ) (96)

which are so strongly polarized that superfluidity is driven

away [102]. A bound state associated with the minority spins

is found to occun[103, 104] in these highly imbalanced gasesor equivalently

which is responsible [105, 106] for anomalies in the RF spec-

tra [102]. n=2ZA% +2Z0% +2) flac—p),  (97)
In summary, it is possible to estimate the size of these ‘ k

Hartree corrections, if one goes beyond [Eql (34) and inslude )

the effects deriving from &, G, correlations, noted above. T0M which

This will have to be done in future calculations for better

guantitative comparisons of various properties, inclgdin

k

Npair = 2202, +2ZA2 (98)
can be obtained. There are three terms on the right hand side
. ) of Eg. (97). The second term corresponds to the density of
E. Condensate Fraction and “Quantum Depletion” fermions in the non-condensed pairs. The first term may be
identified asN, = 2ZA2_, representing an alternative way
It is interesting to contemplate the concept of “quantum de-of quantifying the density of fermions in the condensatel, an
pletion” in a fermionic system, particularly as one appfesc  the third term may be identified as the density of remaining
the BEC. It is generally believed that the BCS-Leggett the{unpaired) fermionspy = 23", f(ex — p). This decompo-
ory is to be distinguished from that based on NSR (which issition is of interest, in part because it relates more diydot
closer to Bogoliubov theory) because of the neglect of quanthe decomposition of pairing contributions and free femsio
tum depletion. However, because of the presence of unpairadtroduced in the original NSR paper.
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NSR -1 NSR-2 BCS-Leggett “Answer”

scatt. length ratious /a 2.0 ~0.55 2.0 0.6 (exact calc.)
B=4--1 -0.545 -0.59 -0.41 -0.55, (from experiment

N atT=0,1/kra =2 0.84 0.99 0.96 (Monte Carlo)

N atT=0,1/kra = oo 0.48 0.69 0.58 (Monte Carlo)

Table II: Quantitative Comparisons among the differentosth References for each number are listed in the first rom fieft to right:
Ref. [83], Ref. [86], Ref.|[74], and Ref. [64]. For the secamsv from left to right the references are: Ref.|[[46], Ref.J][8Bef. [74] and
Ref. [98]. For the third row from left to right the referenca® Ref.|[89], Refl[107] and Ref. [107]. Finally in the lastu from left to right
the references are Ref. [89], Ref. [107] and Ref. [107].

Recent calculations a¥.. [88,/89] have also been presented in systems undergoing BCS-BEC crossover can be viewed
using the NSR-2 approach, where the fraction is found to bas somewhat problematic, except, perhaps if attention-is re
somewhat smaller than in the BCS-Leggett state. Impostant! stricted to a narrow temperature range. This points to an ad-
the difference between these two results #gris viewed as  vantage of the BCS-Leggett based approach where the density
a possible way to represent quantum depletion, which is naprofiles are rather featureless and well fit to a Thomas Fermi
urally larger in NSR based theories as compared to the BCSorm. A related advantage is that without first order transi-
Leggett counterpart. tions one can arrive at a theoretical basis [111]| 112] foa-adi

batic sweep thermometry. This is an experimental technique
[4,1113] which has been rather widely discussed. Using the
E  Effects of First Order Transitions theoretically determined entropy, it is possible to areveeca-
sonable estimates of a final temperature, based on an experi-
entally known initial temperature connected by an adiabat

Essentially all NSR-based theories, as well as some whic weep

claim higher levels of consistency, report first order titmss
[51]. These effects presumably originate in the same way as

their counterparts in true Bose systems treated at the Bogol

ubov [49] or Popov level. We outline the origin of these first G. Quantitative Comparisons
order effects in Appendi{xIC. They lead to derivative discont

nuities in the density profiles at the condensate edge [1@8]a  Quantitatively, the NSR-based approaches appear to have
are thus, not as problematic in the case of a trapped gases &me advantage, although there are variations depending on
compared to a homogeneous system. This is particularly theow the number equation is implemented (either via NSR-1
case in the BEC where bimodality is present and one woul@gr NSR-2). Tabl€]l summarizes specific key numbers which
expect signatures of the condensate edge. have been used to assess the different schools. Listed in the
Despite this theoretical framework, experiments show a befirst row is the scattering length ratio associated with tiert
havior which is far from first order. One of the most striking boson and inter-fermion interactions, while the second row
features about the unitary gases is that there is so litleaa  compares the quantity defined in Eq.[(33) which is associ-
tion of the phase transition and thus no evidence for first orated with the unitary limit. Finally, the third and fourthwe
der behavior. This is seen by noting the historical diffi@glt address the value of the condensate fraction in the groatel st
encountered in establishing whether a particular experiise  in the near-BEC and very deep BEC. This is relevant to quan-
performed in the superfluid or normal phase. In the absence aifying the degree of quantum depletion. We have previously
population imbalance, the unitary gas profiles are feagseel addressed our concerns about NSR-2 which, through Eqg. (88),
[8] with no clear bi-modality or other indications of a comde  builds on inconsistencies associated with the fact thagyipe
sate edge. Similarly, RF spectroscopic studies of thermniri equation does not satisfy the variational condition. Rathe
gap show a smooth behavior [110] from hi@hto temper-  we argue in favor of the approach we call NSR-1 which uses
atures well belowl.. As a consequencd,. is difficult to  Eq. (67). While there seems to be considerable interesein th
identify, although important thermodynamical measureisien community in comparing numbers such as those shown in Ta-
have indeed, indicated a phase transition [8]. ble[ll, because of just these concerns about more fundaimenta
These theoretically generated first order effects becomissues, we are of the opinion that it may be premature to give
even more difficult to reconcile with the fact that in BCS- too much weight to the numerical comparisons shown in Ta-
BEC crossover, the pseudogap, which appears well abpve ble[lll Instead we attach greater importance to Table | for
leads to an even smoother transition than in strict BCS theorassessing a given theory and for indicating new directions f
(which also is of second order). Thus a first order transitionmprovement.
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VI. SUMMARY With these weaknesses identified, each of these schools has
a large agenda in hand for future research. In the short term

One of the major goals of this review has been to clarifythe BCS-Leggett scheme should be readily extended to in-
the genesis of a large number of contributions to the theoret¢lude additional non-pairing contributions to the self rgye
cal literature by associating them clearly with one or theeot ~ (Such as Hartree effects) which will make it more favorable
theoretical approaches to BCS-BEC crossover. We stress thir quantitative comparisons. Similarly, in the short tethe
these two theoretical schemes are different in the grouatd st NSR-based approach should be extended to implement the in-
and in their thermal properties. One should, thus, avoid th&lusion of Popov like correlations, and thereby include- cor
tendency to present results from the Leggett BCS groune stafections to the BCS gap equation (which treats the fermions
and simultaneously use the Nozieres Schmitt-Rink calcula@S hon-interacting). In the longer term one would hope that
tions for treatingl” # 0 aspects of BCS-BEC crossover. NSR scheme (which approaches the crossover from the BEC
weaknesses within these two schools. While it clearly in-L€ggett scheme (which approaches the crossover form the
cludes bosonic degrees of freedom, there is a concern abo8€S end and oversimplifies the bosonic dispersion), will ul-
the Leggett-BCS theory which concern derives from the factimately be unified. Itis also to be expected that experimient
that this approach does not yield a Bogoliubov-like or soundVill guide the way.
mode dispersion for theon-condensed pair excitationSor- ~ Appendix A: DETAILS OF THE T-MATRIX CALCULATIONS
mally, this is a consequence of the associated T-matrix de-
scription of theg # 0 pairs, which drops higher order terms ~ The T-matrix ist;}(Q) = [U~" + x(Q)]. NearT. can it
and which are needed to couple the condensate and pair exgie expanded ned = 0 in the form
tations. Although it has not been seen aslyet|[114], thisgoun
like excitation spectrum could show up in future experinsent 1
on unitary gases, particularly thrp_ugh power law de_zpen(_alenc tpg(a,2) = Z(Q — ¢2)2M*) + fipair + ilg
in thermodynamics. On the positive side, calculations is th
BCS-Leggett phase are very tractable; one can readily Bandhter analytic continuation; — © + i0+). The pair chem-
inhomogeneities such as vortices (through the Bogoliuleev d jc4) potential/i,q;. vanishes belowl,. The relaxation term

Gennes approach); one can introduce trap effects, as well g , is neglected neaF. in most applications. Firstly we cal-
population imbalance and address all temperatiites culateZ.

For the NSR based schemes a comparably major problem is
that there is no satisfactory mean field theory for the weakly ot—1
interacting Bose gas which works at all temperatures. The Z = —2
NSR based school is based on this Bose gas mean field start-
ing point and this introduces unphysical first order traosi
which, at least around,, will interrupt the smooth crossover The effective mass of paird/~, is given by
from BCS to BEC and limit the applicability of theory to spec-
ified ranges of temperature. On the positive side, it is letle 1 8215;91((1, 0)
that this scheme, which works best at low temperatures, will oM* ~ 6Z 0q? ‘qzo'
produce the better ground state and allow more quantitative
comparison with experiment @t = 0. Here

(A1)

8Q Q=0,q=0 ~ 9A? - (A2)

n—2Zf(ek—,u)
k

(A3)

1,4 (q,0)
0q2

=Y {2 fe = m[(Via) +4( X5 ) (Via?] - 2/ (B[ (H2) (Ve +
k

q9= k

o[ U () g
A2Ey FEx

(21)(- 22 o} ~

}(Viea?| +4f (= ) (Viea)? = (1= 25 ) (Viad) +

Appendix B: DETAILS ON EQS. (Z7) AND (80)

We review how Egs.[{77) an@ (80) are derived following
[83]. The Dyson’s equation, Eq.(32) in Ref.[83], is
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Gi(K) = —Gn(-K) = G3,(K) + G$,(K)[S11(K)G11(K) + S12(K)Gar (K],
Gia(K) = Gia(K) = G5, (K)[S11(K)G12(K) + S12(K)Gaa (K)). (B1)
|

Following the approximation shown in Edq._{78), the self- first order transitions. It is, thus, often argued that thibse

energy becomes ories should only be applied at temperatures much lower than
- - T.. Since the same issues arise with BCS-BEC crossover the-
A A . . - _ -
S (K) ~ g 2(K) ~ b (B2) ories of the extended Nozieres Schmitt-Rink school (bagsed o

iwn + & 2 the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov or Popov approximationd it

useful to understand the physical origin of these first oedler
In the BEC limit, A,./|p*| < 1 and we assume this also fects.

holds forA,, /|*|. ThenG: (K)

iwn — fk

We summarize here the central issues which lead to first

A2 order transitions:
_ iwn + &k — iwn igﬁk
-7 Az , Az " . _
(an =&k — wnfgk) (an + &k — wnpfgk) - A% 1. The BEC transition temperature predicted by mean field
. < theories is the same as the BEC temperature of an ideal
_ (iwn+G)WE +E+A2) Bose gasTh P
(Wi + &8 + A35)% + Ase(wi +€8)
_ iwn + gk
- A 21 2. BelowT3 interaction effects are found Buppress
w2 4+ €2+ A2 4 A2 Cntbic Bec: N . e 10U ppre
n otk P9 SCwi+ELFA, thermal excitationsThis suppression arises from inter-
N iwp + &k (B3) action effects in the dispersion relation which lead to a

_w% +& + Agg + A2 systematic increase in the excitation energy, relative to

the non-interacting gas. In addition there is a change in

Here we made the approximation, which is valid in the BEC the phase space weighting factor. In combination, these
limit, two effects importantly yield a smaller fraction of non-
i condensed bosons (or a larger condensate fraction).
2 2 A2
L&l& =1—-———"P9 1. (34)
w2+ &+ A2, w2+ &+ A2
A 3. As a consequence, if one plots the condensate fraction
The off-diagonal fermion Green'’s functid o (K) obtained from generic mean field theory as a function
of T, one sees that it tends towart$ ;. by overshoot-
_ Age ing and then bending back towar#i§ ., at the highest
B . A2 . A2 iti i
(Mn — G~ i ) (Mn e ) _AZ temperatures below the transition. This double valued
nTok nTSk behavior is then associated with a first order transition.

Ase (Wr% + gli)
w2 + 2 + AQ 2 + A2 (2 + 2 . ) o
(& o) el &) Fig.[3 shows the condensate fraction (solid line) as a func-
= Asc _ tion of temperature as obtained from the Popov approxima-
w2 + & + 202, + A2, + 7@?%%2) tion. The bend-over which indicates a first order transition
‘ nok can be seen clearly. As a comparison, the condensate fractio
ASE ) (B5) of a non-interacting gas of bosons is also presented (dashed
w2 +&F +2A2 + A2, curve). Here one sees a smooth second order phase transition
pg p

Q

Note that the corresponding gap equation, Eql (81), derived )
from this expression is different from the BCS gap equation Ve can take these ideas over to the BCS-Leggett approach

, , 5 5 - to BCS-BEC crossover (which is the only case where a first
whenEj is defined ag/ ¢ + AZ. + AF,. order transition is not seen). It is rather straightforwayd

see the analogies with the Bose gas through the gap equation:
A? = A2, + A2 in conjunction with Eq.[(35) (and in some
Appendix C: FIRST ORDER TRANSITIONS IN BOSON situations also with Eq[(37)). Here, too, following theant
MEAN FIELD THEORIES acting Bose gas logic we will also end up with an unphysical
first order transition which means that the smooth crossatver
It is well known [50,/ 115] that mean field theories of the finite 7" is interrupted for some range of temperatures below
weakly interacting Bose gas are associated with unphysicand neaff’..
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HereGx =[Gy ' (K) — X(K)]~ ! is the full fermion Green’s
function. The full vertex is obtained by choosing a set of di-
agramms consistent with gauge invariance. These are shown
in Fig.[@ and specified in the caption. Now we would like to
show that this set of diagrams satisfy the Ward identity and
does not contribute to the Meissner effect if the correatfor

of number equation is used.

The expressions of those diagrams in Eig. 6 are

. MK, KL) = (2k+q,1), (D2)
T gec MT(K,Ky) = Y HP)Go(P — K4) %
P

Figure 5: Condensate fractiom /n as a function of dimension-

less temperaturd’/T5 . Solid and dashed lines correspond to

results obtained from the Popov approximation and the thebr AL(K,K)
non-interacting bosons, respectively.

.

Figure 6: The full vertex is approximated by these diagraifise ~ The factor2 in the AL diagram comes from the fact that the
first one on the right hand side is the bare vertex, the secoedso  yertex can be inserted in one of the two particle propagators

the “MT" diagram, and the last one is the “AL" diagram. Holl@amd in the T-matrix. By taking inner produc witf) they becomes
solid dots denote full and bare vertices. Solid lines andywanes

correspond to propagator of non-interacting fermions amhtrix,
respectively.

A(P — K+,P—K)G0(P— K),
—22 Jt(Py)Go(P — K) x

GO(P—L)GO( JAL, Ly)Go(Ly).

_ Q-MT(K,Ky) = > t(P)Go(P - K)[Gy'(P—Ky) —
Appendix D: WARD IDENTITY ANALYSIS OF THE P

NUMBER EQUATION Gal (P K)]Go (P K)
The Ward identity is given by = —[B(Ky) - B(K)). (D3)
Q MK, K+) = Gy (K) = Gy (K4,
Q- MK, Ky) = GH(K)-G ' (Ky). (DY)

Q- AL(K,Ky) = —2Zf t(Py)Go(P — K)Go(P — L)Go(L)[Gy (L) — G *(L4)]Go(L+),
= —2Zt t(Py)Go(P — K)[x(Py) — x(P)],
P
= N(Ky) — 2(K)]. (D4)
In deriving these results, Eds.(D2) and the identity, ) — can take the limit) — 0 and obtain
x(P) =t=1(Py) —t~(P) are useful. Therefor® - (MT + 05 (K)
AL) = X(K1) — X(K). Itis straighforward to show that the [MT(K,K)+ AL(K, K)), (D5)

approximated verted = A\ + MT + AL satisfies the Ward 0K,
identity. Since these diagrams are normal state diagrames, 0 Thijs is an important identity in the derivation of the absenc
of Meissner effect in the normal state.
The Meissner effect occurs if the static response kerned doe



not vanish, which is equivalent to the existence of a sugdrflu

density. To show that the approximation for the full vertex

does not contribute to the Meissner effect, it suffices tansho
that in the normal state

n

(=) —Pu=0. (D6)
Here the density is calculated ag 3 = z, v, 2)
() = 2;a§f;ﬂe<f<> ©7)
- o (i 5

We assume that surface terms can be neglected. The curreptz

21

current correlation function & = 0 is

Pos(0) K,K)+ MT(K,K)+

—2 3" G2 (KA
K

ALK, K)|gA(K, K)q

35k Ok E(K)

_ 2

- YK o | r + e, | <08
where we used (K, K)o = k.

Thus the two contributions cancel each other and there is
no Meissner effect in the normal state.
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