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In this paper, we examine in a unified fashion dissipativedpart in strongly correlated systems. We thereby
demonstrate the connection between “bad metals” (suctedsgh temperature superconductors) and “perfect
fluids” (such as the ultracold Fermi gases, near unitar®yje motivation of this work is to communicate to the
high energy physics community some of the central unsolvetllems in highZ. superconductors. Because
of interest in the nearly perfect fluidity of the cold gased hrcause of new tools such as the AdS/CFT corre-
spondence, this better communication may lead to impopagress in a variety of different fields. A second
motivation is to draw attention to the great power of tramspeeasurements which more directly reflect the
excitation spectrum than, say, thermodynamics and thosgiir constrain microscopic theories of correlated
fermionic superfluids. Our calculations show that bad matal perfect fluid behavior is associated with the
presence of a normal state excitation gap which supprelssesffective number of carriers leading to anoma-
lously low conductivity and viscosity above the transitiemperaturel.. Below 7. we demonstrate that the
condensate collective modes (“phonons”) do not coupleatastrerse probes such as the shear viscosity. As a
result, our calculated shear viscosity at l@&becomes arbitrarily small as observed in experiments. th bo
homogeneous and trap calculations we do not find the uptujroim /s (wheres is the entropy density) found
in most theories. In the process of these studies we denat@stompatibility with the transverse sum rule and
find reasonable agreement with both viscosity and cupratéumtivity experiments.

PACS numbers: 03.75.Ss,67.10.Jn, 67.85.De

I. INTRODUCTION

There is a widespread interest in studying ultracold Feaseg to learn about some of the most strongly interactingrsysin
nature. It has been argueithat the atomic Fermi gas near unitarity provides a pro@fgp the physics of quark-gluon plasmas
which are associated with the early stages of the Big BangstMemarkable about these two nominally different physical
systems is the fact that they correspond to nearly perfadsflexhibiting even in their non-superfluid phases extigraemall
values of the shear viscosity In this paper we call attention to a third class of strongtgiacting systems which is the metallic
counterpart of the perfect (neutral) fluid, namely, the ated “bad metal. We show how low conductivity and low viscosity
are analogous. Bad metals are known to exist in nature in & fassnating class of materials: the hi@h superconductors.
We argue here that to learn more about the physics of nearfgqidluids it is particularly useful to study the behavidrtioe
conductivity in the cuprate superconductors and vice véfganote that it may seem at first sight paradoxical that balse
and perfect fluids have anything in common since the condersatribution to the conductivity is infinite in the metall
system whereas the viscosity counterpart in the neutrarfluf is zero. We stress throughout this paper that theafsport
(associated witby — 0) in both cases reflects the normal fluidexcitationsof the condensate.

Because the ultracold Fermi gases near the unitary limilaethought to be related to quark-gluon plashasich attention
has focused on particle-physics-based calculations cdileenalously low shear viscosity>. However, considerable insight
into the thermodynami€sand various spectroscopic studié¢fas also been obtained via a condensed matter perspedtige. T
paper belongs to the second school in which BCS theory isdgtbto accommodate arbitrarily strong interactions. Wayap
BCS to Bose Einstein condensation (BEC) crossover tRgorgomputen in the neutral Fermi gases and the conductivity
(evaluated atv — 0) for the charged counterparts, such as the Higlsuperconductors. Our results, which are reasonably
consistent with experiments, apply both above and bélpwEssential to this work is demonstrable consistency withtred
sum rules and conservation la#vs

Experimentally this crossover can be straightforwardlgesied in the ultracold Fermi gases by exploiting Feshbasb-r
nances. As has been argfgtiis crossover also appears relevant to the cupratescélise of their anomalously short coherence
length. Added support comes from (ii) their anomaloushhhignsition temperatures and (iii) the widespread effetésnormal
state gap'®. (iv) The smooth evolution from over to underdoped behasfdhe optical conductivity, has similarly been used to
argué’ that the BCS-BEC crossover scenario might be appropridbetouprates. Although the cold gases and Higbuprates
haves andd-wave order parameters respectively, this difference doesignificantly modify our treatment of transport.
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The shear viscosity, like the dc conductivity, is a powegtbbe for testing microscopic theories because it refldws t
normal fluid component and is extremely sensitive to the neabd the excitation spectrum. The Idiv normal Fermi liquid
phase with scattering lifetimg—! and effective mass:* helps to set up the general nomenclature. Here %nv%y*lm*.

Similarly o = ’;I—efw‘l. More generally, one can think gfandc as characterized by the effective number of normal exoitati
(n — nesr(T)) as well as their lifetime which we emphasize here is a mamlyladfect. Crucial is an understanding of how
neys depends od’.

Our central conclusion is that both the effects of a fermigyap (with onset temperatuf& > T,) and non-condensed pairs
act in concert to reduce.rs and thuslower the shear viscosity and dc conductivity at &ll< 7. These non-condensed
pairs are associated with the stronger than BCS attractidrage present fob < 7" < T*. When quantitatively compared
with very recent shear viscosity experiméntéve independently infé? an estimated lifetime from radio frequency data) the
agreement is reasonable. We similarly compare the 0) dc conductivity ( as well as its normal state= 0 inverse,
UJcl (T') = p(T), the resistivity) with the counterparts in the highsuperconductors and find reasonable agreement with trends
in doping and temperature. While condensed matter “sinauigt based on these atomic Fermi gases are now of wide stfere
our approach here is somewhat different because we focusratensed matter phenomena which currently exist in ndfore,
example the pseudogap in the cuprate superconductors. Yeeehgphasized the commonality for these two systems in past
review$ and more recentlyin the context of analogous tools such as radio frequenastsEeopy, which is closely related to
photoemissiotf. It seems natural then to investigate here the analogiearisport.

Our work is organized around a second important premisettaory of transport or scattering in the superfluid Fermegas
(both above and belot,.) must be formulated in a fully gauge invariant and sum-ralesistent fashion. One could imagine
doing more and more sophisticated many body theories tlzemiatd BCS-related approaches (i.e. summing more and more
diagrams) but, if sum rules and conservation laws cannotepeodstrated to hold, we would argue the significance of these
calculations is problematic. Indeed, a major theme of ocemé*1>work which is summarized in this overview is to arrive at a
demonstrably consistent theory of this exotic superflyitit extending the important contributions of Nambto the case of
BCS-BEC crossover. This will serve as a basis for computageg invariant and properly conserving response functidrish
are measured in transport and scattering experimentadt iazs straightforward to demonstrate this consistencyantiel Carlo
or other numerically-based schemes. Moreover, as theofiBES-BEC crossover become more and more diagrammatically
complicated it is not straightforward to determine thatthee compatible with gauge invariance and conservatios.l@nce
this compatibility is established the next step is to asgesphysical implications of this consistency in experitaéprobes.
We stress here that our approach to BCS-BEC crossover isamhjtical and therefore reasonably transparent. Maegov
unlike alternative (more numerical diagrammatic scheéele normal to superfluid transition is properly smooth aecosd
order.

A systematic treatment of transport in the Fermi superfleédgiires the introductidfi of inter-dependent fermionic as well
as bosonic (or pair) excitations. In past transport liter@there has been a focus on either'8re the othet, but not both.
Here we use a Kubo-based formalism which readily accomnesdhe simultaneous bosonic and fermionic excitationsef th
normal state and condensate and thereby addresgeguite accurately while the alternative Boltzmann or kio#tieory-based
approaches do not naturally incorporate these multiptessital effects. The Kubo approach includes scatterirggesses via
the lifetimeg® which appear in the various Green’s functions, while Bolinm schemes treat lifetimes via collision integrals.
However, because the physics of this dissipation is prailyigssociated with the many body processes of boson-terinter-
conversion (via a parametemwhich appears throughout this paper), it should be satsfilicaddressed only in theories which
treat the mixed statistics.

We stress in this paper that dissipative transport in thenabphase must also be addressed if one is to fully undersiend
counterpart below, case. Except in strict BCS theory, this normal phase is tteloy the belowr’. pairing correlations. As a
result, consistency checks need to be applied alhpaad the behavior must necessarily reflect that the transgiisecond order.
Our central theme is based on the fact that the fermionid¢atikmn gap or pairing gap persists abdveas a “pseudogap” (except
in strict BCS theory); this leads to important transportlicgtions such as “nearly perfect fluidity” (reflecting analously small
viscosity!) or in the analogous charged system “bad métaghavior (reflecting anomalously small conductivity).

To add to the case for simultaneously studying both the giggand dc conductivity we note that the wealth of data aldé’
and the relative ease of measurement (compared to thosenicair RHIC experiments) make the cuprates a particuladful
analogue for the nearly perfect fluids. In addition to dc rneasents, one can proBethe conductivity as a function of
frequencyw, o,..(w), over a wide range ab. Because of the existence of a frequency sum rule, thedrtée ¢dc) conductivity
are thereby highly constrained. Importantly, this sum ard an in depth understanding of the conductivity serve tsitain
analogous microscopic theories of viscosity. Conventigndad” metals are systems in which the estimated meaa [r@th
l is shorter than all length scales; along with anomaloushly donductivity this leads to the absence of resistivity sattan.
The descriptive “perfect” is also associated with a sitwratn which/ is small compared to physical length scéfes$n strongly
correlated superfluids, we re-iterate here that sihdibes not solely reflect short transport lifetimedut rather a notable
suppression in the effective “carrier number”. The inflieen€bad metallicity on superconductivity was studied in.RefHere
we emphasize the converse: the influence of supercondyaivitranspor®. Moreover, as will be discussed in more detail
below, pairing fluctuations and the phase fluctuations iedotarlief are clearly distinct.
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Figure 1: Viscosity in helium-3 (left) from Ref.28 and hetitd from Ref.29 (right). The solid curves on the left reprasineoretical
predictions which were not verified. The viscosity vanisfiedow temperature in the case of helium-3 because of a gggjan of fermionic
excitations. The behavior efin helium-4 is governed by the rotons and phonons.
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Figure 2: Temperature dependencesof> 0 conductivity’® (left) and resistivity* (right) in the cuprates. The conductivity exhibits a maximu
as a function of temperature because of competition betweeeffective carrier number and quasiparticle lifetimecréasing the doping
tends to lower the resistivity.

We have included a summary of the main results of this pap8edation | C. For ease in reading this paper, the reader who is
not interested in the technical details can skip Sectioagdl Il and go directly to Section IV.

A. Experimental Overview

To understand viscosity in fermionic superfluids, it is wséd begin with helium-3 which has been successfully descti
using BCS-based approaches, albeit forjtheave cas&?>. Here experiment§ indicate that) drops off rapidly to zero in the
superfluid phase. This is shown in Figure 1 to the left. Irdingly, there is a minimum im aboveT, which is associated
with strict Fermi liquid behavidY. In a Fermi liquid the number of carriers and mass are Gothdependent, while the inter-
fermion scattering lifetime varies 42. The standard interpretation of the data belfws thatn decreases with decreasing
T as a result of the suppression of fermionic excitations\wat?o In a strong magnetic field one spin component of the triplet
is driven normal and this leads to a very different behaviorthe shear viscosit§, in which (even belowr?,) it reflects the
normal Fermi liquid behavior aboVE.. In this A; phase, the low temperature behavior exhibits an upturnaaffipthis is not
to be associated with coupling to collective modes or phenbut rather reflects a residual normal component. In BG&dba
superfluids, we stre$sthat Nambu-Goldstone boson effects do not naturally enterthe transverse transport properties such
asn. By contrast, in the helium-4 counterpart shown on the riglitig. 1, the single particle bosonic excitations coupléh
collective (Nambu-Goldstone) modes, leading to an ugflimy at low 7", which has also been predicted (but not seen) for the
atomic Fermi superfluids

For strongly correlated charged systems, the countergpdrienents are summarized in Figure 2, here for the high
cuprates, which havé-wave pairing. On the left is the loW, w — 0 conductivity for a7, ~ 90K sample. This shows
the fairly generic maximum belo®,. The figure on the right is the resistivity or inverse conduitst for different stoichiome-
tries as a function of temperature. Abdlig two crucial points are that = o~ is nearly linear witHl" and its magnitude seems
to decrease from the UND (underdoped) to the OVR (overdopamiples. It is inferred from similar systematic studies that
the effective number of carriers at fixddis substantially depressed, varying as the dopimgther than the expectdd+- .
Importantly, for the present purpose&l’) seems to approach zero at the lowest temperatures. Theplaitéis consistent with
the vanishing; shown in the previous figure for the fermionic superfluid. phenounced maximum is thought to arise from the
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Figure 3: Viscosity experiments on unitary Fermi gases freoent experimental results showing the shear viscgsityd the ratio of viscosity
and entropy density /s, Ref.12. Importantly, the viscosity vanishes are low terapge and this puts a strong constraint on the theories of
the unitary Fermi gas.

competition between the decreaseniiy and the increase in the fermionic lifetime at 1GWw Such a competition is not nearly as
apparent in ag-wave system where.g is exponentially suppressed.

In Fig. 3 we summarize recent viscosity experiments fromDhbke group? on a unitary trapped Fermi gas. One sees here
that despite previous predictions, the viscosity and iti® ta entropy density are both strongly suppressed atTow\Ve will
return to all of these figures throughout the paper.

B. Theoretical Overview

The BCS-BEC crossover theory that is adopted here is basadatural extension of the BCS ground state,
Uy = Ty (ux + vkcLTctklﬂO). (1)

This ground state is often called the “BCS-Leggett” statlke dbservation that this state is much more general thamalig
presumed forms the basis for BCS-BEC crossover théofy To implement this generalization of the BCS ground state,
all that is required is that one solve for the two variatiopatameters:,, andwvy in concert with a self consistent condition
on the fermionic chemical potential. As the attraction is increased,becomes different from the Fermi energy.. The
two variational parameters, andv, can be converted to two more physically accessible paramassociated with the zero
temperature gap (or equivalently order parameter)and/e stress that while in the cuprates the system is far fraBBEC
limit (in large part because aFwave lattice effec®), it is nevertheless quite distinct from the weak-coupB@S limit due to
the anomalously short coherence leffigth

Since this wave function is so closely related to the BCSesthis natural to ask whether its behavior away frém= 0 can
be consolidated into as simple a formalism and physicalipécas there is for the ground state. In Section Il, we anshisr t
guestion in the affirmative by recasting the equations o¥eantional BCS theory using a formalism that can then be hgadi
generalized to include BCS-BEC crossover.

1. Simple Physical Picture of BCS-BEC Crossover Scenario

Before introducing thg" # 0 formalism, we present a simple picture of the excitationcgpewhich ultimately enter into
transport. The top row in Fig. 4 (from left to right) shows g@hematic behavior as one passes fronilthe 0 BCS-Leggett
ground state to the abov&* Fermi liquid. The red (dotted circles) pairs are associatid net finite momentum, while the
blue (solid circles) pairs correspond to the phase cohemmtensate with zero center of mass momentum and the lomesarr
represent fermionic excitations. The first panel showsttiegjround state consists of fully condensed pairs [as iffB} while
the second panel shows that beldwbut abovel’ = 0 there are both condensed and non-condensed pairs alonfgmitionic
excitations. These non-condensed pairs persist alboythird panel) in the form of “preformed” pairs, while the aensed
pairs are no longer present. Finally at temperatures ahtvall bosonic-like excitations are absent; the only exaitadi are
fermionic. The second panel with< T < T, is the most interesting from the perspective of the presapep In the cuprates,
this is the regime in which the widely discus8éttwo-gap“ physics appears. Here the coexistence of the @osate and of
non-condensed pairs, leads to two gap contributforse associated with the pseudogap (calleg) and another associated
with the condensate (calledl,.).

In contrast to this pairing fluctuation picture of the BCS@Erossover theory stands the phase fluctuation picturersirow
the bottom row of Fig. 4. In this scenario of the pseuddgtere exist finite size regions of superconducting orderémiormal
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Figure 4: (Color online) Cartoon comparing the BCS-BEC sovsr and phase fluctuation scenarios. Throughout, blsedloircles, lone
arrows, and dashed red circles represent condensed fepaim) unpaired fermions, and finite lifetime pairs, resipety. The crossover
theory is distinguished by the presence of noncondeqsgd) pairs for nonzero temperatures less tfid@n The defining feature of the phase
fluctuation picture is the presence of different phase dosmabovel., indicated by the regions labelled with differebis.

state. While the amplitude of the pairing gap is fixed in these regions, the superconducting phase, ldlbgi®, fluctuates
spatially between them. The degree of phase fluctuatiomasas with temperature, and the Fermi liquid state is relaahe
T > T*. In contrast, the phase is long-range ordered bélpwnd the superconducting phase is described by the BCS state
consisting only of condensed pairs and unpaired fermiamghi$ picture there appears as yet to be no counterpart ttviioe
gap physics” belowl. seen in the crossover scenario. In a simplified fashion,utccbe said that the preformed pair theory
is concerned with fluctuations in momentum space (in ternts g¢f 0 pairing) while the phase fluctuation picture focuses on
fluctuations of the phase in real space.

Inthe BCS-BEC crossover scenario, the effects of conddinsedsuperconducting (sc)] and non-condensed [i.eygseap
(pg)] pairs are described by two distinct contributiongte termionic self energ¥ (k, w)

A?)g,k Agc,k

Yk, w) = Dok + Dok = : :
() Pork KT o &+ wt&

)

The gap functiong\,,, x andA . i are assumed to follow either a simpler d-wave form. The condensed pairs have the usual
BCS self energy contributiory),., while the self energy of the non-condensed paiss possesses an additional terfm with

v~ reflecting the finite lifetime of the non-condensed pairsisTarm of 3, was derived microscopically in Ref. 40 using a
T-matrix approach (see below). It plays a central role ingpamt, largely through Ward identities which relate thd eakrgy

to transport properties. At the microscopic level, it is omnt to stress that the above expressionXgy is not generic to

all T-matrix theories, but strongly depends on an underlying #ikiSstructure of the ground state associated with thegmes
approach.

2. Lifetime Effects

In our discussion of dissipative transport, a crucial p@ind address the origin of finite lifetime effects. Throughthis paper
we will argue thathe central dissipation process is associated with theriotaversion from fermions to pair§Ve stress that
this is a many body effect and should not be associated wétiwth body scattering length. Nevertheless, at unitatigseé inter-
conversion processes are likely to lead to the shortesintiés simply because the number of fermions and bosons ghhypu
equal there. This is in contrast to the BCS (BEC) regime ircwlithere are virtually no bosons (fermions). This physidéztiyse
is consistent with Eq. (2) which abo%& has been rather widely adopted by the Higrcommunity**~*3and the cold Fermi gas
community’. In this second context, it is this form of the fermionic satergy (or equivalently spectral function) which is to
be associated with the downward dispersing quasi-pastieleealed in momentum resolved radio frequency expersh&nin
the cuprates, abovE,, it is the finite lifetime of the non-condensed pairs whicads to the interesting physics associated with
the “Fermi arcs”. These have been interpreted as a blurfitigeal-wave nodes. Importantly, beloil. one sees their sudden
collapse to conventional point nod&$° as a result of the onset of the order paramatgr.
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Figure 5: Summary figure af-wave conductivity (top 4 panels) angwave viscosity (bottom 4 panels) as a function of tempeeatBoth
panels (a) and the resistivity at the top in panel (d) (oriisge&onductivity) can be compared with experiments in Figi@®and 2. Panels (b)

are contributions to transport from 3 components. Here rpd,lue = sc, while green reflects the difference to make epdtal. Panels (c)
plot the effective carrier number and (d) the inverse transpoefficients.
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Figure 6: (a) Comparison of shear viscosity= anh and experiment§ (red triangles) at unitarity for a trapped gas. In theontplblack
dots) we use the calculated thermodynamics for the trapggnBrand entropy densitg. The inset in (a) plots the estimated transport
lifetime from radio frequency experimefhtsas compared with the experimentally deduced lifetime egddr an exact fit to the theory. (b)

Comparison ofy/s. The blue dashed line labels the quantum lower limiyo$ given by string theory: The last panel on the right converts
the horizontal axis in (b) to temperature.

C. Central Resultsof thisPaper

1. Summary of Central Formulae

In the weak dissipation limit (wherg is small), we may write down a combined expression for theskiscosity and dc
conductivity. We have

04 B2 — A2 of (E
n p P P, 2 o ,2)2 f(Ep)
—Cny d ¥ _ " 3
a} . /O P E2 (up F vp)°( OFp )7 3

Here E}, is the usual BCS dispersiofi, = /¢, + A% whereA? = A2 + A2, and f(E,) is the Fermi function. We define
¢y = 1/157%, ¢, = 1/3n2 and the “coherence factors” aug, v2 = $(1+ £ ). The transport lifetime;, , scales inversely with
~. This reduces to the usual BCS results wlztef;} = 0. Eqg. (3) contains two strong correlation effects which the size

of n ando: the presence of a gapp(T) in E, which persists into the normal state and the presence d&ther—Af)g which

reflects the reduction in the number of fermions contrilitondc transport as a result of their conversion to bosonsleie

gap is fermionic in nature, this term is associated with basdegrees of freedom. In the stronger dissipation lirhi, shear
viscosity and conductivity can be rewritten in terms of gatized Green’s functions (to be defined more precisely in 88.
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where Pt = (i(wn, + ), p + 2), P~ = (iw,,p — ), andw™ = w +4i0". Note that while one can interprét. as the

usual Gor’kov Greens function reflecting superconductirigg there must also be a counterpay} (discussed in detail later)
which reflects non-condensed pairs. In previous work on botth gase¥ and cuprate$4° only the first term involvingZG
was included, and, moreover, this was correctly recogAiZ8as inadequate.

2. Summary of Transport Results

We next present summary numerical plots and compare thesiigandd-wave conductivity calculations based on Egs. (4).
For definiteness we take a simple Fermi liqyid") o« T2 temperature dependence for both transport properties sgengal
change froms-wave tod-wave pairing is associated with the fact that for the latiercarrier number is no longer exponentially
activated. As a consequence, the transport behavior terisrnore metallic.

The four top panels in Fig. 5 plot (a) tle-normalizedw — 0, d-wave conductivity, Re(7/T.). In Fig. 5 (b) we plot a
decomposition of this conductivity with three differentntobutions as color coded, so that the condensafei¢ blue and the
pg contributions are red, and what makes up the differenceaasiin green.. Plotted in Fig.5(c) is the effective carriember
(n/m(T))ee Which is obtained by multiplying by v(T") corresponding to the inverse lifetime. Finally in Figurelp{e plot
the resistivity, or inverse conductivity, abo¥g. The lower panel of figures corresponds to the counterpats [ibr thes-wave
viscosity, in terms ofv defined vian = anh.

The figures in the (b) column show that the pg contributioesreagative in both cases while the condensate gives a positiv
contribution too and a negative contribution foy; this can be directly seen from Egs. (4). The remainder (aatad with the
addition of theGG terms in Egs. (4)), which yields the respective totals, maghin green. That thepg) contribution from the
non-condensed pairs (red) lowers the conductivity andogisg is because the presence of non-condensed pairs n@aeais f
fermions are available fadc transport. Plotted in in the (c) column one sees that thec&fte carrier numbetn/m(T))en
increases more or less monotonically as temperature isdaihis represents a generic figure, since here the temperat
dependence of the lifetime has essentially been removeds, This figure shows that the effective carrier number astaxt
with the conductivity and its shear viscosity counterpegtiacreasing functions of temperatusérpngly suppressed by both the
presence of a fermionic gap and the presence of bosoniceegféreedomin Fig.5(d) we plot the inverse transport coefficients.

The first two figures (top and bottom) on the left in Fig.5 seertatpture the qualitative experimental transport featsines/n
in Figures 2 for the cuprates and Figure 3 for the cold gasks.cbnductivity exhibit® a maximum belowl,, as can be seen
experimentally from Fig.2, while the viscosity coefficianbnotonically increases, as obsertfedAs shown in panel (d), the
conductivity of the normal state is appropriately metaliot suppressed by the excitation gap. Importantly, thistreity has a
nearly linear temperature dependence as observed expeaiiyein Fig. 2.

For the cold gases, more direct comparison with experimmaives inclusion of the trap. As is conventiohake include
trap effects via the local density approximation (LDA), equivalently Thomas-Fermi approximation. Figure 6 présen
comparison of the viscosity coefficieatbetween theory (based on the RF-deduced lifetime), as lolatsk and experimetft
(red triangles) as a function @. These calculations can also be compared with more recpatiexents summarized in Fig. 3.
Our calculations, which predated the latest experimerat,dvill be discussed in more detail later. One can see, Vewvinat
the trends are compatible.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF BCS-BEC CROSSOVER
A. T-matrix Derivation of BCS Theory

In order to understand how to address BCS-BEC crossoveiitatfinwe now rederive standard BCS theory from a T-matrix
scheme. Important here is that BCS theory can be viewed agpa@tingvirtual non-condensed pairs. Here we consider the
general case applicable to bathndd-wave pairing by incorporatingi = [cos(k,) — cos(k, )] for the latter and taking it to be
unity for the former. These virtu&) # 0 pairs are associated with an effective propagator or tirmadnich is constrained to



be of the form
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in order to yield the standard BCS equations. This t-masiadsociated with a summation of ladder diagrams in thegpadti
particle channel [see Fig. 7 (a)] and importantly dependsathG andG, which represent dressed and non-interacting Green’s
functions, respectively. We ugé, @ to denote four-vectors witkk = (iwn, k), Q = (i, q), and wherev,, and); are fermion
and boson Matsubara frequencies, respectively. In ordéegoribe pairing in the,»_ - -wave channel, we write the attractive
fermion-fermion interaction in the forrVy »» = Upkpx, WhereU is the strength of the pairing interaction. As in bosonic
theories, non-condensed pair excitations of the condermsatnecessarily gapless belw This means that(Q — 0) — oo
which is equivalent to the vanishing of the effective paiewtical potentialy,.;» = 0, for T' < T.. Thus we have a central
constraint on thd-matrix

1571(62_>0):0_> ,upair:OaTSTc (6)

In order to show that the above condition is identical to tiESRyap equation, we need the appropriate fornG:fgr. In the BCS
theory the fermionic self energy that appears in the fulgsded Green’s functiot i, is of the form

Seek = O tae(@Q)Go-k1QPh_qp =~ AL k6(Q)Go k1@ = —A2xGo K )
Q

whereA,. x(T) = A;.(T)¢x is the superconducting order parameter. The full Greem'stfan is then obtained via the Dyson
equationG g = [G&}{ — Yse.x]7 1, which, when inserted in Eq. (5) yields the BCS gap equatiove T,

2f ESC
= —UZ T L2 2/ES o (8)

with Ef¢ =, /&2 + ASC - We have, thus, used Egs. (5) and Eq. (6) to derive the stdi®@$6 gap equation within A-matrix

language and the result appearsin Eq. (8). Equation (6)ad@vbe viewed as representing an extended version of thdelso
criterion of strict BCS which applies for alf < T,. This derivation leads us to reaffirm the well known re¥ut that BCS
theory is associated with one bare and one dressed Greeantidiuin the pair propagator.

B. Generalization to BCS-BEC crossover

To address BCS-BEC crossover, we presume that the nonesedé) # 0) pairs are no longer virtual. Thus the T-matrix
of Eq. (5) in general possesses two contributions:ghe 0 contribution that gives rise to the formation of the conaeher
superconducting pairs and the# 0 contribution that describes the correlations associafdutive non-condensed pairs. As a
result, the fermionic self-energy also possesses two iboiins which are given by

E(K) = Z HQ)Go,~K+QPr_q/2 = Z[tsc(Q) + tpg(Q))Go,- K +QPh—qj2 = Bse, ik + Lpg i ()]
Q Q

The resulting full Green’s functiot; ! = G, - Yse—Xpgisillustrated in Fig. 7(b). While as beforg,. x = —Agngo,_K,
we find numerically®>>*thatX:,,, x is in general of the form

A2
g,k (10)

> ~ 0
PR O G+ iy

with A, x = Apgpk. Thatis, the self-energy associated with the non-condipsies possesses the same structure as its BCS
counterparts, albeit with a finite lifetime, . Physically this arises from the fact thg},(Q) is strongly peaked arour@ = 0
belowT, where the pair chemical potential is zero and for a rangeroperatures abovE. as well where this chemical potential
is small.

Analytic self consistent equations fdv,, andA ;. can be obtained microscopically when we consider the spiatiit where

S(K) ~ —(Ax+282,1)G0 -k = —A3Go,_x (11)



with
= Z tpg(Q (12)

Here, we have used the fact that because of the vanishing,of below T, the bulk of the contribution t&,, in the ordered
state comes from smad). This then leads to an effective pairing gA7") whose square is associated with the sum of the
squares of the condensed and non-condensed contributions

AIQ((T) :Agc,k( )+Apg k( )

Note that the full gapAx remains relatively T-independent, even beldy as observed, because of the conversion of non-
condensed4,, k) to condensedX,. «) pairs as the temperature is lowered.

The gap equation for this pairing gafix (T') = A(T)¢«, is again obtained from the conditio;;y(Q = 0) = 0, and given
by

__UZ1—2f (Ex) 2. (13)

This analysis can be made more explicit after analyticatiooation so thdf, ¢,, (w, q) ~ [Z(Q = QY + fipair) + iFQ]—l,
whereZ = (9x/09)|a=0,4=0, Q% ~ ¢*/(2M,) with the effective pair mass/, ' = (1/22)(0*x/9¢*)|a=0,¢—0- NearT,
I, — 0 faster thary? asq — 0 and will be neglected. Then? ~ Z~! g b(Q0 Hpair)-

Note that one needs to self-consistently determine the miaérpotentlal Ly by conserving the number of particles,=
2" Gk, which leads to

3" &k
n=23"Gx = {1——+2—f(E) (14)

Egs. (12), (13), and (14) present a closed set of equatiarthéochemical potentigk, the pairing gapA«(T) = A(T) e,
the pseudoga@,,x(T) = A,,(T)¢k, and the superconducting order parameter x(T) = Ag.px With A (T) =
\/AQ(T) — A2,(T). Following this approximation?,, (7) essentially vanishes in the ground state whére= A,.. This

is to be expected from the BCS-Leggett wavefunction in E}. [ this way, the "two gap” physics disappears in the ground
state. Importantly, numerical stud®€show that ford-wave pairing, there is no superfluid phase in the bosonioregherey
is negative; the pseudogap is, thus, associated with thedaic regime.

1. TRANSPORT THEORY AND GAUGE INVARIANT APPROACHESTO SUPERCONDUCTIVITY AND SUPERFLUIDITY

Our transport theory for BCS-BEC crossover is based on dinesponse theory for both the density (or charge, labelled
C) and spin (labelled) degrees of freedom. In this approach, the U(1) electromiégy(EM) gauge symmetry and the spin
rotational symmetry around theaxis play important roles and an understanding of transpatrongly correlated superfluids
has to incorporate in a central way the related conservatiostraints. These enter via (i) the transverse f-sum Apelication
of the latter to the conductivity is, in turn, related to (lie absence (above) and presence (beloW.) of a Meissner effect.

The perturbing Hamiltonian can be written in a compact quld?r(/\g’,f/wllﬂm + h.c) where)\cs, X 6500 @ANANS_, o
Ss5r. Hereyf(1) are the fermionic creation (annihilation) operatars=1 or |, 1= — | andé = —o. We represent the
density- density, current-current and spin correlatiancfions asy,,, X, andxss. Experimentally, the last of these three
can be probed by spin-preserving and spin flip (two photoapBrscattering. The sheay)(and bulk viscosities¢g) and the
conducti\icy may be written in terms of the longitudingly) and transversey) components of the current-current correlation
functions s ;

n = —m? lim lim —|mXT( ,9), (15)
w—0q—0 q
4
G+gn = —m g%égr}) q—lme(q, w), (16)
|
o(w—0) = — lim lim M (17)

w—0g—0 w
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where the longitudinat, = q - ¥ - @ and transversgr = (3.7 __ X439 — x1)/2 susceptibilities satisfy

T dw 3 ImXT(w,q)) ny(T)

b | ) = (18)
T dw Imyr, (w, n

/ ?(_ XLw Q)) =L (19)

/ dQRec(Q) = 62% (20)

Because we simultaneously discuss both neutral and chaygésims, it is useful to defire= 1 for the neutral case. Here,

is the particle number of the normal component in the supdrflnd the sum rules are explicitly written for the Fermi gas i
which there are no bandstructure effects. For scatteriobgs, we define the associated structure factors for spintzarde or
density in terms of closely related response functigns,andyss:

1 w 1 w
Sc(q,w) = —;COth(ﬁ)'mpr(q, w) and Ss(q,w) = —;Co'[h(ﬁ)'mXSS(q,W)

Since the conservation laws for particle number and spi,, = 0 andB“Jf = 0 are satisfied, the following two sum rules
must be respected at all temperatures in the whole BCS-B&€3aver regime:

[ee) 2
/ dwwSc.s(a,w) = "L with  lim Sc.s(q,w) = 0. (21)
m q—0

— 00

The EM kernel is defined b§ = — K - A, wherek (Q) = ¢ (W/m) ., + P(Q), and the paramagnetic contribution, given
by ?(Q), is associated with the normal current resulting from femigé and bosonic excitatioHs®>. In the superfluid phase,
the density correlations which enter into scattering amdctirrent correlations which enter into transport can bermettically

<> >
written as a sum of 3 terms where for convenience we dropdhg)@rgumentsy ;; = P+ 2 + EoiIJ andy,, = P%°+Coll,
<> Py <>
The counterparts for the spin degrees of freedonyare= Qs + = andxss = Q¥. HereP, P andQs, Q¥ represent the
“bare” contributions. Collective mode effects in the ctergsponse, which are not gresent in the spin response, modie

includedin the longitudinal responseelow,.. These appear in the above equation€als; and Col},. These collective mode
effects are essential for insuring that the sum rules arda@lconservation laws are satisfied.

In the most general case, the diamagnetic current is exgt@sserms of the inverse band magsy / 0k, 0ks (with o, 3 =
z,y, 2), via (1 /m)gia = 2ZK7a(82§k/6kak)GK. Importantly, the latter contribution which is temperaturelependent,
should not be confused with /m(T")).s. We stress that this effective carrier number is sensitithé pairing gap\(7'), while
the diamagnetic contribution is not. We integrate the esgioa for the diamagnetic contribution by parts and usedlf@sergy
equation and the Generalized Ward identity to obtain (SgeeAdix A) an alternate form abowé

(%)dia:_z %?;kk[ + Ztm )Go.p- KGK} (22)
K

This exact t-matrix based equation is significant becausastcast the diamagnetic response in the form of a two particl
response function. That there is no Meissner effect in tmmabstate is related to a precise cancellation betweeridineadjnetic

and paramagnetic terms. Noti;i?qo) = —e?(W/m)dia, We may extend%(()) to finite ) to infer

0§ 0§
) =2 22 k+q/2 k+q/2 |:GKGK+Q+thq )Go,p—k-QGo,p- KGK-Q—QGK} (23)

Thus far, our discussion has been quite general, and we lavenvented any discussion of specific transport diagrayns b
building in the absence of a Meissner effect abGye One can alternativel>>*¢introduce the Aslamazov-Larkin (AL) and
Maki-Thompson (MT) diagrams to arrive at the above equafee Fig 7), but the former which involves two factorg.of, at
first sight, appears more complicated.

Collective mode effects are not present in the viscosity@mtluctivity, because they represent transverse prolmsever,
they play an important role in the density-density respohsthis regard, it is convenient to define

St = (Se £ Ss5)/2 from which it follows that / dwwS_(w,q) = 0. (24)
0
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Figure 7: Characteristic diagrams which enter into the apithcharge response kernels (left). Heavy and light linegspond to dressed and
bare Green'’s functions. Here the wavy lines represent theppapagatort. The corrections to the vertex include the Maki Thompson YMT
and Aslamazov-Larkin (AL) diagrams. Temperature depecel@iS_(q) (see Eq. (24) in units of/2Er) for fixed momentum transfer
g = 1.5kr and frequencw = 2.0E at unitarity (right) . This figure shows th&t_ behaves like an order paraméfer

This latter is a very unusual sum rule. Howevemitistbe satisfied in any consistent theory of superfluidity, pdimg spin
and charge are conserved. In Appendix B we show how this slanggatisfied abové, for an alternate BCS-BEC crossover
theory introduced by Nozieres and Schmitt-Rink (N&R)

There are other physical consequences which can be dedncedne has a conservation-law consistent theory. The cendu
tivity and the shear viscosity can alternatively be writieterms of the bare respong¥ @) so that

. ImP*(w, q) . - 2 s s W v
o(w) = —éli% — with n=-m ili% ;1_{% q_QImP (w,q). (25)
Moreover, in this way, one can see how closely related they\&e will not in this paper address the bulk viscosity, ppaty
because we do not have the same level of theoretical coatsatisfy the longitudingf-sum rule, which is also more problematic
belowT., where the Goldstone bosons appéar

A. Weak Dissipation Regime

In the previous section we have set up the general linearesggbnse theory. We now discuss the detailed implementatio
this formalism based on Eq. (2). Consistency with consewmdaws requires that transport diagrams assume a spemific, f
reflecting the behavior of the self energy. We begin with thealled “weak dissipation” regime, where in Eq. (2) we pres
the quantityy ~ 0. The strong dissipation regime is discussed in the nextestios. We have found that for the viscosity there
is very little difference between weak and strong diss@patiased calculations, but this is not true for theave conductivity,
because of the easy excitations of fermions around the ndlesndicate in Figure 7 the characteristic diagrams whitere
into the generalized correlation functions. As a result ome shoW® that the “bare” contributions to generalized charge and
spin susceptibilities take on an extremely simple form

00 EX + E5 EXE; —&86; £ A2 — A2 _
POOEMQ)}:Z{ p T B Ep By — &6 pg(l—f(E;)—f(Ep))

s (w,q) - EgEy w2 — (Ef + Ep )2
_EEJ;;_E?) E;Eiiif; . }?;)j 8o (1(55) - 15, )], (26)
e } -SRI Tolo “ooty TRt B0y ym) - s5,)
Qs(w,q) ~mml EJEp w?— (B + Ep )2 P P
- Egg_gf; E;Ejztggg f ,?EC); = (F(ED) - £(E))). (27)

wherew implicitly has a small imaginary part and we define the qll'mStEg: = Epiq/2 andggE = {p+q/2- Note that Egs. (26)
and (27) are exactly the same as their BCS counterparts Wﬁugm 0. Itis quite remarkable that when we compare these two
equations we see that the charge response functions reifledifferenceA?, — Agg while the spin response functions depend

on the total pairing gapA? = A2, + Af,g. We may say that spin correlation functions know only abairipg whereas their
charge counterparts reflect also coherent superfluid arder
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¢ From the definition of r(w, q) the shear viscosity is given by

in’o EXES — 565 —0A?
= ol > SO0 ) - i) et TR ) ()
P =P
EXES + &8¢ +0A?
()~ plgg ) e L e O ) s (29
P =P

where we have used the abbreviated notatiafw) = d(w — Ef — E,), d2(w) = 6(w — Ef + E, ). Physically, two types
of terms appear in the above equation. Both are well knowteimdard BCS theory. The first refers to processes which requi
a minimal frequency of the order @A (T); they arise from the contribution of fermions which are effeely liberated by the
breaking of pairs. The second of these terms, involingarises from scattering of fermionic quasi-particles anthe only
surviving contribution to the viscosities, which are defimethew — 0 limit. Note that both contributions involve tlifference

of the condensed and non-condensed componénts & A2, — Agg) with opposite overall signs. The low quasi-particle
scattering processes are reduced by the presence of ndered pairs — because they are associated with a reduttioa i
number of fermions. By contrast in the higha 2A limit the number of contributing fermions will be increadey breaking
pairs. We next take the low q limits in Eq. (28) and introduce lifetime (or dissipatiorfjexts by writing delta functions as

Lorentziang)(w +q-VER) — (wiqv”%. In this way we arrive at Eq. (3) which was presented in theraany section.

Note thaty assumes a form similar to a stress tensor- stress tensefatan function.
The transport expressions summarized earlier in Eq. (3)35pond to the generally familiar BCS foth?® except for the

effects associated with non-zefg,4 which appears as a prefactbr- Epg This deviation from unity can be traced to the AL
diagrams and hence may be interpreted as extra “bosonitfilsotions which contribute to the normal fluid,. Their presence
is physically required for the sum rule consistencyef Note that these terms enter with an overall reduction eaiwr-effect-
prefactor associated witf? /2. The negative sign for this bosonic term comes from the taat only fermions contribute
directly to transport within a BCS-Leggett-based scheimentore pairs which are present, the lower the fermionicrimriton

to the viscosity. We see from Eq. (4) thatandn are alike except for momentum power law prefactors and @vtwerfactors,
When extended to finite frequency we note that unlike in BG®, there is a pair creation and pair-breaking contridsuto
the optical conductivity. This term is necessarily absera clean BCS superconductor, but may well be the origin ohildely
observed! “mid-infrared” contribution to the finitev conductivity.

B. Explicit Proof of thetransversef Sum Rule

An important check on our microscopic scheme is to show tlsatisfies the sum rule for the transverse component. The sum
rule which are going to prove is in Eq. (18). Our proof herexglieitly for the weak dissipation form of the response ftioos
and for the Fermi gas, where there are no bandstructured®fiée generalize this later in the paper.

The total particle number is

- S _ 2P (122f(Bp) o 20f(Ep)
"= zp:(l E, (1 2f(Ep))) - mzp:?,Eg( 2F, A6 0F, ) (29)
The superfluid density at general temperattii®given by
_ 205 PP 1= 2f(Ep) | Of(Ep)
e = §Wzﬁ( 2E, | 0B, ) (30)
Therefore
_ L 2P (ARl - 2f(Bp) By — AR 0f(Ep)
fin =T e = 521):13_3(? °E, om0k ): (1)
<>
UsingX s = P+ = leads to
[T dw,  Imyr 2 Apgl—2f(Bp)  Ep —Ajg0f(Ep)\ _ nm
;I—% OO?(_ w )_%;Eg(m 2E, m O0FEp )_E (32)
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By contrast, (exceptin special cases, such as 0, aboveT,), the longitudinal sum rule requires numerical proof. &aihg
the analysis in Ref. 14 we find agreement with the sum rule toimb-10%. In addition to sum rule consistency, the appeter
diagram set for computing all transport properties musthiesen so that;(7") vanishes at and abov&. This is somewhat
more complicated to ensure than in strict BCS theory because there is a finitiéagion gap at the transition. This gap or
pseudogap, in turn, reflects the fact that there are bosanitagons in addition to the fermions which deplete the demsate.
In Section Il E we present a more general argument for dstiibf the conductivity sum rule whether the dissipatiowésak
or strong.

C. Two Photon Bragg Experiments

In a recent papéf we have used this theory to address the dynamical strueaterfand thereby show how two photon Bragg
scattering can be used to establistsitu the presence of coherent order in a superfluid, at any termperavavevector and
frequency. For the most part experiments on unitary gasesretied on sweeps to the BEC, to find evidence for condemsati
Our analysis is based on the definitions and sum rule in EQ. (24hus, depends on imposing the current conservatiog,la
which have been extensively studied and veriftedsing the characteristic diagrams shown in Figure 7, whitter into the
density-density correlation functiomge are now led to an important observation: the quanfityw, q) for all q,w, 1/kra
can be used as an indication of in-situ superfluid order, authrequiring sweeps to the BE@/e show a plot of this behavior
in the right-hand panel of Figure 7, where it can be seen tiatifference structure factor vanishes in the normal state
interpretation of this figure is that despite previous cifhthere is no spin-charge separation in the normal or pseugciate
associated with BCS-BEC crossov&pin-charge separation is, however, to be found in therflujgtephase. The counterpart
normal state calculations can be shown to be valid in anrelterBCS-BEC crossover theory, based on the Nozieres Sehmit
Rink schem®; this is presented in Appendix B.

D. Strong Dissipation Approach

We now use the full expression for the self energy Eq. (2) taiolcompatible expressions for transport coefficientsfiiie
Green'’s function is given by

A2 A2 -1
— (4 _ S~ pg,K _ sc,k
Gk = (M" Stiv— o E+iv  dwn+ gk) ' (33)

where we have added an extra constant terin order to be consistent with the weak dissipation limitia tase that becomes

small. To extend%(Q) which appears in Eq. (23) beloW., within a BCS-like formulation one needs to include termshaf
form F,. x Fsc,k+¢ Which represent the usual Gor’kov functions as a productnef dressed and one bare Green’s function
(GGo)
Age 1
Fsc,K = —- X 2 . (34)
Wy + gk Wy — Ek

W, +£k

Here, as before); = A2 | + A2, . Then, in the same spirit as our derivation of Eq. (10) we eixphe fact that,,, (P) is
strongly peaked at smaR which leads us to approximate

< 0§ 0§
PQ) =~ Iglr(q/Q k+q/2 GrGryq + Foe,k Fse,k+Q — Fpg, x Fpg, k+0Q (35)
Apgk
here F, = — L 36
wihere pg, K iwn I gk + 2.7 K ( )
From Eq. (35) and Rer*"*(Q2) = —Im P, (92)/9 the paramagnetic contribution to the dc conductivity
2e2 1 O&\2
para ~ 3 _
Rea™(0) _él—%lm 1% [z’Qm (6/61) (GKGK+Q Fpg’KFpg"Km+FSC’KFSC’K+Q)}mma(ﬁ (37)
In order to be consistent we rewrite Eq. (22), also addingénusual BCS condensate terms
Nyx 3§k
(1), =-252(32) [OxGrea - BukFunsa~ FukFissa]. o)

We can use Eq. (35) to arrive at Eqgs. (4) which were presemtdi@ein the form of a summary. Note that in previous work in
the literaturé~*°only the first term involving7G was included, which was recogniZéd® as inadequate.
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Figure 8: (Color online) Theory plots of shear viscositissfanctions of7" from BCS to BEC, divided by the counterpart unpaired state
viscositiesn,,. The red dashed lines are results in absence of expliciniosiegrees of freedom (associated with the AL diagramsjajn
T.=012Tp, T* = 0.13Tr and1/kra = —1. In (b), T, = 0.26T%, T* = 0.50TF and1/kra = 0. In (), T, = 0.21TFr, T* = 1.28TF
andl/kra = 1. Expanded plots in differerif regimes are shown in the various insets.

E. Proof of Conductivity Sum Rule

We now revisit the issue of compatibility with the importaoinductivity or transverse sum rule

/00 dQRer(Q) = €? (nm/m)dia (39)

— 00
in a more general fashion. Here we now include bandstruefffieets through the effective mass. Note that we must hawe tw
contributions to the conductivity corresponding to thegmaagnetic and diamagnetic terms

Rer(Q) = —ImPy(Q)/Q + 16(Q)[RePoy () + €% (g /m) (40)

dia]
Integrating the first term over frequency we fird —7ReP,.(0), while the second (delta function) term yields a term
+mReP,,(0), which leaves only the diamagnetic contribution and yidlids desired sum rule. Note that this analysis holds
both below and aboVvE. and thathis sum rule is intimately connected to the absence (athpvand the presence (beldiy) of

a Meissner effecimportantly, since{"mﬂ)dw can be viewed as essentially independent of temperatue thiere are approxi-
mations in evaluating the transport diagrams, it is appad@to evaluate the chemical potentidbased on th&'-independence

in Eq. (38). It should be re-iterated this this diamagnetictdbution is to be distinguished from.¢¢(7"), which enters into the
dc transport.

IV. RESULTSFOR VISCOSITY

We now summarize some of our numerical calculations, béginwith the shear viscosity. In Figure. 8 we plot the vistpsi
divided by a “normal state” valug, as a function of temperature foy kra = £1 and for unitarity. This normal state viscosity

is to be associated with the (temperature dependent) igaighe unpaired state,, = fooo dp#:wﬁ( — g—g‘ )rn. In this
T*

way we take the same lifetimes in numerator and denominatahg plots, which necessarily cancel out of the ratio. Hor a
kra, the ratio drops to zero at low temperatures reflecting tlvesdese in the number of condensate excitations. The reédash
line indicates the behavior when the bosonic excitatioags@moved and the black solid line shows the full calculatedosity.
Thus, the shaded regions correspond to the contributiomfine AL diagrams. This contribution is seen to be largeshdatity,

as expanded in the inset to Figure. 8(b). The ratib.) /7, varies from 0.7 tot.4 x 10~° as one passes from BCS to BEC in
these three cases. At unitarity the viscosity ats reduced by a factor of 10elative to the unpaired fluid. A weak signature of
the transition is largest in the BCS regime, as shown in thetito Figure.8(a).

To incorporate trap effects, we begin by summarizing paskvem the thermodynamical properties of cold Fermi gases.
Counterpart thermodynamical experiments have playedeamalharacterizing the viscost§? % Figure 9 presents a compari-
son of our previous thermodynamical calculatidtfsvith experiments for both the trapped (left) and homogesénght) case.
All data is shown in black, while our theoretical results an@wn in red. Agreement is reasonably satisfactory in baties,
particularly with the addition of a very small Hartree adjunent which replaces the dashed lines with the solid curVés
first four panels (top and bottom, from the left) correspamddmparisons with the trapped c2&eThe next three are for the
homogeneous case with the black lines corresponding taiexgets from Japaft. The third from the left two panels compare
the present theory (in red) with these experim&ritsthe upper panel and other analytical (light bRfes well as Monte Carfd
(dark blue) calculations in the lower panel. The large stiglere shows that the present approach (red curves) is ie goibd
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Figure 9: Left: Calculatetf®54thermodynamical behavior (plotted as red curves, inclydiartree shift (solid) and without (dashed). Results
for the trapped case are shown by 4 left panels and for honeogsncase by 3 right panels. Experiments (black lines) arcdefespond to
those in Ref. 59 and those on right with Ref. 61. Third (lowzahel from left compares with other theories, one of whiobwshthe usual
spurious first order transiti6hand the other represents Monte Carlo simulafitridere Ex ¢ is defined as in Ref. 65
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Figure 10: Trap profile for viscosity. The various curveswghhbe shear viscosity as a function of trap position for foiffedent indicated
temperatures anBr is the Thomas-Fermi radius.

agreement with the homogeneous experinféifis black) over a rather wide temperature range. Absent isettee first order
transition seen in all other analytic theories.

In Fig. 10 we show the the LDA-calculated viscosity as a fiorcof position in the trap and for various temperatufe§ he
arrows indicate the edge of the superfluid (SF) core. It ceselee that the viscosity is suppressed in the core regiohidmvay
the nearly-free fermions at the trap edge dominate the trapaged value for. As a result the calculated viscosity in a trap is
considerably higher than in the homogeneous case.

With these thermodynamical calculations and trap profiées backdrop, we now return to an earlier figure, Figure. 6¢lvhi
addressed comparison of theory and experiment for the stig@ysity. For a unitary Fermi gas, we estimate the trarispor
lifetime from the characteristic broadening of the singéetigle fermionic spectral function. The latter, in turmncbe found
here by fitting''” Radio Frequency (RF) cold gas experiments. Recall thafehisionic lifetime is associated with a damping
contribution in an otherwise BCS-like self energy (coniamally parameterizéd**by “~ ). The inset to Figure. 6(a) presents
a plot of this RF-deduced lifetime as black circles. The reghgles in this inset represent a plot of the lifetime whocte would
infer from the data for precise agreement between theoryeapdriment.

Figure. 6(a) presents a comparison of the viscosity coefftei between theory (based on the RF-deduced lifetime), as black
dots, and experimetft(red triangles) as a function df. Figure. 6 (b) shows the comparisonfs wheres is the entropy
density. We find that/ s appears to be relativel§f independent at the lower temperatures. The last figure ongherepresents
a transcription of the horizontal axis in Figure. 6(b) whibts#/s as a function of temperature, rather than endtgyThis
is based on using the calculated trap thermodynanticeescale the various axes. Moreover, our calculationsrpurate the
same trap averaging procedure as in Ref. 46. One can amidhpst, particularly at the lowér, the trap-integrated viscosity
will be artificially higher than for the homogeneous casacsi; will be dominated by unpaired fermions at the trap edge. It
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Figure 11: Theoretical plots of resistivity as a functiontefmperature for three different values of corresponding to the pairing onset
temperature (or strength of attractive interaction). Ti¢DJ OPT and OVR labels as the same as those used in Figuren2 Rederence
31. The resistivity decreases as doping increases, dgifiskdm an increase in the effective carrier number. That tbesstop at temperature
T = T~ reflect the fact that Eq. (2) is no longer appropriate whersytstem is this far from condensation.

should be noted that in the homogeneous case the ratio ofdb@sity to its normal counterpart is exponentially adtédhwith
T. This is to be contrasted with the behavior of the entropycWwheflects bosonic power lawim 7'. Overall, it can be seen that
our calculations agree favorably with the experimentahdatterestingly, the observed behavior appears more stensiwith
previous helium-3 experimenfsthan those in helium4, as can be seen from Figure 1.

V. CONDUCTIVITY IN THE CUPRATES

It is the goal of this section to address the dc conductwity’) for a pseudogapped superconductor such as the’Righ
cuprates. We approach this problem in a fashion which isogioals to our above discussion of viscosity for an ultrac@chi
gas. In the cuprate literature one associates a fixed stongry (hole doping) with a given excitation gaglat say. The lower
the hole doping«) the larger this gap. Since the parametés of no particular interest here, we parameterize instegitlen
stoichiometry by the size ak(T.), or alternatively the size of the temperatdré at which A(T) first vanishes. The two key
puzzles of the dc conductivity in the cuprates are the naaality of the resistivity with temperature and the fact ihay the
doped holes{(7.) « z) appear to contribute to transport.

A central conclusion of our conductivity study is that, jastfor the viscosity, the reduction in the effective carnember
(n/m(T))eg is revealed to play an important role, both in theandz dependence of transport. This reduction, in turn, is a
consequence of the presence of an excitation gap whichspeisto the normal phase, and which increases decreases.
The suppression in the carrier number is substantial veladi the full diamagnetic or sum rule value in Eq. (39). Mo
(n/m(T))er rises nearly monotonically with temperature ufitil. This contribution leads to a non-metallic tendency with
increasingwith 7', aboveT.. In order to yield a metallic resistivity (which increaseshwI’) the contribution of{n/m(T'))es
must be off-set by taking(T") to be a higher power than linear. Here we illustrate our tesat T > T, with a Fermi liquid
like behaviory(T'/T.)?, which could plausibly be associated with Fermi &cwhich are extended gapless regions due to the
smearing out of thé-wave nodes abovE.. This is the most convention@l dependence for transport processes which involve
inter-fermion scattering.

We return to Fig.5 (top panel) which was presented earlidieimch summarizes the general behavior. Of particularéste
is the behavior of the calculated resistivity which is ithaged in Fig.5d which, itself is roughly linear, becauseha assumed
quadratic or Fermi liquid™? dependence ify. Note that these conductivity calculations are specifibéadtwave case and for
an s-wave counterpart, it would be very difficult to find metalliehavior. This can be seen by noting that the inverse vigcosi
shown in this figure decreases with increasihgeflecting the even more strongly suppressed carrier numbe
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Figure 11 presents a more detailed plot of these normal statstivities for dopings that interpolate between thevhiga
underdoped (larg€*) and overdoped casef{ ~ T.). The resistivities are normalized by the vaje= p(T.) for the case of
highest doping. We may characterize each curve, in orderavéasing doping, by the ratig/ A(T.) = 0.07,0.20, and0.35.
That the size of the resistivities decreases as one in@#aséole concentration, largely reflects the change inigamsd thus
in effective carrier number. Indeed, to a first approximaftio/m(T.)).s scales close to linearly with.

Although it is subtle, one can see from the figure that theeeakange in the nearly linear slope with increased doping fro
concave to convex bowing, which may be seen experimestatlyFigure 2. In this way, it would appear that the so-called
“optimgaél” doping (where the bowing is minimal) representfoem of mid-way point, rather than a specific form of “strange
metal’™®.

VI. COMPARISONWITH LITERATURE
A. Pseudogap theories

Since the present transport calculations emphasize th@ftihe pseudogap, it is useful to clarify the nature of theupgsgap
which is specifically associated with BCS-BEC crossovere Ofithe earliest observations that a pseudogap may be piasen
BCS-BEC crossover theories is due to Randeria and co-waSfkdris first generation analysis focused on “spin gap” effect
so that there were a number of claims which are inconsistéghtourrent understanding. Despite statements to the aoftr
(i) The pseudogap is not a “spin gap”, but is also to be astmtias we have seen in the present transport calculatiatins, w
the “charge channel”. This mirrors the experimental obsons$® on the nature of the cuprate pseudogap: “It is a quasiparticl
gap and not just a spin gap.” (i) The pseudogap is not agsakigith “spin-charge” separation aba¥e In this paper (Section
Il E and Appendix B) we have shown that the absence of a Merssffiect leads to the non-separation of spin-charge degree
of freedom. (iii) The pseudogap in crossover theories iegdistinct from the pseudogap associated with the phaseiéition
scenario (as discussed in Section | B 1).

Our group was one of the earliest (i) To flesh out an understaraf the nature of this pseudogap, and, in particular tevS§ho
that the BCS-BEC crossover-pseudogap is not only assdaiate spin as was claimé&d but that more generally it represents a
quasi-particle gap. This observation was based on calon&wf the fermionic spectral function. (ii) To addressgainvariant
electrodynamics in the presence of a pseuddt&p(iii) To introduce the concept of a pseudogap into the calsl lijeraturé®
and (iv) To introduc® the now widely used expressibrfor the self energy (Eq. (2)).

B. Cold Fermi Gases

There has been a significant effort devoted to reaching aetieal understanding of the various viscosities assediatith
highly correlated fermionic superfluitisA detailed overview exploring the relation between colohaic gases and hot quark
gluon plasmas was presented by Schaefer and Téarfaylor and Randerid established sum rules at unitarity for the dynam-
ical counterpart)(w) and(,(w), which are less general than those in Egs. (18) and (39). gawend colleagué$addressed
the behavior of the normal unitary gas predicting a minimamy/is near the superfluid transition.

Bruun and SmitfY: " were, perhaps, the first to emphasize the importance of thticjsshear viscosity in cold Fermi gases
using both a high temperature fermionic Boltzmann appr@excha Kubo-stress tensor based scheme (abgyevithin BCS-
BEC theory. They importantly recogniz€dhat the introduction of a pseudogap would lower the noritzes. However, the
diagram set which was used was “not conserviig”

Rupak and Schaféintroduced an alternative (bosonic Boltzmann) transph@oty in which the lowl” << T, shear viscosity
is dominated by the Goldstone bosons or phonons. They peelditat;/ s, increases as temperature decreases. In their approach
phonons dominate the loW transport, presumably leading to the same uptury s is seen in helium-4, and shown in Figure
1, on the right. Establishing diagrammatic consistencydsraral theme of this paper and within a BCS-like theory theas
viscosity, as a transverse response, does not directlyl&8up the Nambu-Goldstone bosons. This is to be distinguistaed f
the longitudinal current-current correlations which dre basis for the bulk viscosity and necessarily depend aetbellective
modes.

C. Transport in High Tc superconductors

Understanding the temperature dependence of the (inveoseluctivity or dc resistivity, particularly near optimédping,
was one of the first puzzles posed by the high temperaturecupuctors. It should, nevertheless be noted that a nuafber
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ideas and interpretations about transport were estalllisk# before there was a full understanding of how widespreas the
pseudogap phase (which extends over most of the phasemiisgduding optimal doping). For this reason, one can atbae
these earlier theories must be reexamined.

A number of different models from spin-charge separ&fiago marginal Fermi liquid phenomenolotjywere invoked to
explain (i) the unusual normal state temperature power tgervede.g.,the linear resistivity. A second notable observation
(ii) was that the effective carrier number in transport appe to scale with the number of (extra) doped HSlesalledz, even
though the volume of the Fermi surface scaled as expectédiwitz. The first of these experimental observations gave rise
to the concept of a distinct “strange metal” phase which wasight to separate the overdoped and underdoped regimes. Th
second of these gave rise to the concept of “spin-chargeiraépn. Despite the widespread agreement that the notaialef
the cuprates was a non-Fermi liquid phase, there is todapagsbelief that the superconducting phase is Fermi liqaiskid®.

It must be noted that the BCS-BEC crossover scenario aderé#ssse issues from a very different perspective. It presuinat
there is a smooth evolution, as seen experimeritailgm over to underdoped behavior rather than a distinchgeanetal phase
near optimal doping. We have argued here that the suppressilee number of carriers may be associated with the fattltiea
magnitude of the excitation gap grows with underdopingttimac conductivity, this leads to a very small weight fordhe 0
Drude peak, which requires by the sum rule, an additionatinficired contribution, now widely observed experimelyti]

As noted above, there is no spin-charge separation in thealgrhase. Importantly, the superconducting phase haslmwso
excitations representing non-condensed pairs (alsomrabevel,.) and therefore this phase is not Fermi liquid based. Finally
the dissipation mechanism here associated with the BCS-8B€3over scenario arises from the inter-conversion ofiifars
and pairs, which is distinctly tied to the pseudogap. This ise distinguished from most transport theofiééwhich focus on
impurity effects or the dynamics of the pairing boson.

There is a shortcoming in our cuprate transport calculatimtause we have ignored impurity effects in transporgatter.
Away from very low T, it is generally acceptéd that they are not particularly important. Neverthelessytmay lead to
incomplete condensatiéh’’ in the ground state. Indeed, it is difficult to see how to rederclaim$® that thel’ = 0 superfluid
density scales ag x, with the transverse f-sum rule (Eq. 39)), without invokingomplete condensation in the ground state.
A deeper understanding of a possibly more inhomogenecatsiesnt of impurities is needed. Fortunately, this is notsané in
the cold gases.

With a growing appreciation for the nature of the pseudogap ¢elated “Fermi arc” effects), experimentalists hawwjoted
some support to our findings. From Ref.78 it is said that “Tinilcates that the functional form of the dc resistivity apcates
pdc(T) is governed not only by the relaxation processes but alserpérature-dependent numbers of carriers”. Moreover, in
Ref.79 it is stated that “One may notice that a natural extensf the present argument would be that the T-linear rig#ist
usually observed near optimum doping may not necessaritydign of a T-linear relaxation rate, becausg may be changing
with T.”. An interesting corollary to a carrier number whiokcessary increases wiih is that the inverse lifetime should
contain higher powers than linear (we use the most conveaitisermi liquid dependeneex T'2) to arrive at metallic behavior
for the conductivity.

VIlI. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, this paper has addressed the role of the psepidoidiew — 0 conductivity and in the shear viscosity both above
and belowT,. We have emphasized the analogy between “bad métais! “perfect fluids® seen in highl, superconductors
and the atomic Fermi gases. Both of these phenomena, we, angyarise from pseudogap effects.

Our approach builds on a consistent gauge invariant tredtofetransport (which has not been addressed previously), i
which the transverse f- sum rule demonstrably holds. Inghger we have demonstrated success in simultaneouslysaddye
experiments in cold gases and highcuprates within the same transport formalism. As a sumnfrdgure 5 gives a reasonable
understanding of the experiments shown in Figures 3 and Rallgmportant, Figure 6 shows semi-quantitative agregme
with shear viscosity data from below to abdlie We see no sign of the upturn which others have predicted.

It was our intention in this overview to introduce some of #ey challenges in understanding transport in the High
superconductors to the wider readership interested irgittidity. It is hoped that an appreciation of this broactartext may
lead to new breakthroughs in understanding superficiadfyrdit, but quite possibly connected, physical systems.

This work is supported by NSF-MRSEC Grant 0820054. We thamk o and John Thomas and T. Mukaiyama, for sharing
their data and Benjamin M. Fregoso for helpful conversatio@.C.C. acknowledges the support of the U.S. Department of
Energy through the LANL/LDRD Program.
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Appendix A: Rewriting the number equation

It is useful to fill in a few steps in the line of argumentatioarh the text. We wish to show here for the simpler case of a
Fermi gas, how the number equation may be rewritten usingrd Wtfantity:

—2¢2
3m2

P(Q) = (k + ) [GkGriq +thq )Go.p—k—@Go.r-kGr1QGK] (A1)
K

And the number equation
n = ZZGK_2Z<?I<: J0kaGi
= 2Zk G*(K)0GR |0k
= 2ZkaG§< [0Gy §/Oka — OS(K) /Oka]
K

ka

= =2 kaGi[— =Y Q)OG5 /Oka]

K Q

ka ka_qa

= —2) kaG%| - Z G ok —]

K

n= 2 e S @ (G (A2)

= 3 m LK 5 Pg 0,Q-KYK

K

where the last step specializes the resulf to 7. The last equation is the central result we wanted to praeen fvhich we
have

TL€2

K(0) = o + P(0) =0, aboveT, (A3)

Appendix B: NSR Theory and the Normal state Structure Factor

In a recent Physical Review Lettéwe have shown how two photon Bragg scattering can be usedablisbin situ the
presence of coherent order in a superfluid, at any temperattavevector and frequency. For the most part experimants o
unitary gases have relied on sweeps to the BEC, to find evidiemcondensation. Our analysis is based on the definitiods a
sum rl(JjIliz in Eqg. (24). It, thus, depends on imposing the ctircenservation laws, which have been extensively studied an
verified*.

As an alternate example, here we consider Nozieres ScRinikt{NSR) theory® in the normal state. Figure 7 indicates the
characteristic class of diagrams. These diagrams entethietdensity-density and spin-spin correlation functioFise calcu-
lations for the spin response build on an earlier publicéfiowe define the pair susceptibility,(Q) = Y » Got,pGoy,0—P
whereGy, is the bare Green’s function. The pair propagator is givern ) = U/(1 + Ux,(Q)), whereU is the two-
body interaction. Here we present a more systematic diesuss the spin response than what was shown in Sec.lll. The
interaction term in the Hamiltonian is given @y; ~ fd%JfAS“ WhereAf; = (B, m) is the “effective” 4-vector field and
Ji = (n®,J%). HereB. is thez component of the magnetic fieldh is the magnetizing field, is thez component of spin
andJ® is the magnetization current. The spin rotational symmatgund thez axis leads to the conservation law of spin:
omJS = 0.

FFLom linear response theory the spin response kernel camitbenras

n
= Z )\EU(P7 P + Q)GOU7P+QA§U(P + Qa P)GOO',P + Eguu(l - g;LO)a (Bl)
P

where)s, (P, P + Q) = (5= (p + 2),S,) is the bare vertex function of the spin-external field intticn, andAz, is the full
vertex function. There is an implicit summation over theiged 0. Note, importantly, that the vertex function has different
signs for different spin indices, which is to be contrastéithwhe charge or equivalently density response functitmerder to

satisfy local conservation laws, the vertex must satisfyaadAtlentity:Q - >, A3, (P, P + Q) = S, (GgUl,P Gyt prg) AS
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a result, in Nozieres Schmitt-Rink theory there are thregrdautionsAS = A5 + 6AS\r + §AS, , where the subscript MT is
associated with the contribution from the Maki-ThompsorTjMke diagrams and AL the Aslamazov-Larkin (AL) diagrams.
An important result (for singlet pairing) is that the cohtriion from the AL diagrams automatically vanishes. Thastlie spin
structure factolSs = Sgo + SMTpsg with SMTpsg = _SMTng-

By contrast, in the normal state, the dynamical structurtofan NSR theory, for the particle densifycan be written as the
sumSe = Seo + SMTng + 2S5aL. Here one should note th&t, = Sco. The remaining terms denote the corrections from the
MT, and AL diagrams. Note that the spin and charge contidmstirom the MT term enter with opposite signs. Moreover, the
Ward identity implies a cancellatiérSMTpcg +25aL = _SMTng- Thus

Ss = Sso + Surg = Sc = Sco — Swrg; (B2)

which proves the desired resulin the normal statehe spin and charge degrees of freedom are indistinguish&lite that
the theoretical proof of this result depends on using a stersi theory of BCS-BEC crossover with full gauge invar@anthe
same diagrams that are used in the above proof are needeowidtsdt there is no Meissner effect in the normal state. Is thi
way we have demonstrated

S_(w,q) =0 above the transition. (B3)

We are now led to an important observation: the quantityw, q) for all q,w, 1/kgra can be used as an indication of in-situ
superfluid order, without requiring sweeps to the BE@& show a plot of this behavior in the right side of Figure 7ewéhit can
be seen that the difference structure factor vanishes indh@al state. The behavior beldii is shown in the figure for the
case of BCS-Leggett thedry
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