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The effects of induced interactions are calculated in both clean and dirty situations, for balanced
and imbalanced Fermi gases. We investigate the effects of nonmagnetic impurities on the induced
interactions corrections to the transition temperature in the case of a balanced gas, and to the
tricritical point in the case of an imbalanced Fermi gas at unitarity. We find that impurities act in
detriment of the induced interactions, or particle-hole fluctuations, for the transition temperature
and the tricritical point. For large impurity parameter, the particle-hole fluctuations are strongly
suppressed. We have also found the Chandrasekhar-Clogston limit of an imbalanced Fermi gas at
unitarity considering the effects of the induced interactions, both in the pure and impurity regimes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Superconductivity is a fascinating quantum phe-
nomenon in which electrons form pairs and flow without
resistance. High-temperature superconductors (HTS),
materials that, at ambient pressure, behave as supercon-
ductors at temperatures above nearly 77K, the boiling
point of liquid nitrogen, are expected to play a prominent
role in emerging power technologies. However, the exper-
imental processing of superconductive materials results
in impurities in the material, which can affect its perfor-
mance. Most of the detrimental effects of impurities are
seen in the superfluid transition temperature Tc, which
can be drastically decreased, when compared to the pure
system [1]. While weak nonmagnetic impurities are not
deleterious to s-wave BCS superconductors, according to
Anderson’s theorem, [2, 3], it has been observed that
strong concentrations of nonmagnetic impurities, such as
Zn, suppresses Tc [4]. Consequently, the comprehension
of how impurities affect Tc is of fundamental importance
to ultracold superfluids and high temperature supercon-
ductors [5]. In this way, understanding the behavior of
impurities in a given many-body system is a manner to
actually probe and realize that system. It is then of cru-
cial significance in condensed matter to know about the
role of impurities on the normal to superconductor tran-
sition, and with cold atoms, experimental physicists cur-
rently have the ability to realize rather perfect Hamilto-
nians with which to test many-body physics [6, 7].

In addition to condensed matter, the comprehension of
the effects of impurities has implications to other areas of
physics such as nuclear physics, for example. In the core
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of neutron stars protons can be considered as impurities
in the neutron matter, since the number density of pro-
tons is much less than that of neutrons [8]. It has been
found that the nuclear polaron problem shares very inter-
esting similarities to the one of polarons in solids, such as
polaron localization [9], and to that of Fermi polarons in
an ultracold gas of fermionic atoms in the unitary limit,
as an effective mass due to the dressing of the polaron by
the medium [9–13].

Besides impurity scattering, another important factor
that has a strong impact on the superfluid phase is the
Gorkov and Melik-Barkhudarov (GMB) screening of the
interaction. The many-body effects, or simply the effects
of the medium, on the two-body interaction, referred to
as induced interactions, is responsible for the suppression
of Tc by a factor (4e)1/3 ≈ 2.2 in a dilute balanced three
dimensional (3D) spin-1/2 Fermi gas, compared with the
(overestimated) mean-field (MF) BCS result, obtained
without the GMB screening. This effect was considered
first by Gor’kov and Melik-Barkhudarov [14]. However,
the factor 2.2 is not an universal value for the GMB sup-
pression. Dynamical mean-field theory (DMFT) calcula-
tions by Toschi et. al., obtained TBCSc /TGMB

c ' 3.13 [15]
in 2D lattices. In quasi 2D imbalanced Fermi gas it was
found TBCSc /TGMB

c ' 2.72 [16]. In Ref. [17] at lower fill-
ing factors in a 2D lattice it was found ∆BCS/∆GMB ' 5
and near half filling ∆BCS/∆GMB ' 10. In 3D lat-
tices, the authors of Ref. [17] have found that the screen-
ing effect of the induced interaction becomes stronger,
∆BCS/∆GMB ' 25. These results show that the sup-
pression of the order parameter is strongly enhanced by
lattice effects (such as its geometry), as the filling factor
becomes higher [17], and also depends considerably on
the coupling strength [15].

Indeed, it is well known that the consideration of the
particle-hole channel has a significant effect in the solu-
tion of Tc in the BCS–BEC crossover [5, 18]. This hap-
pens because there is a modification in the coupling of
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the interaction as a result of the screening of the inter-
species interaction potential [14]. On the BEC side of the
resonance (where there is a divergence of the two-body
scattering length [19]) fluctuations in the pairing channel
are predominant, while the GMB corrections become ir-
relevant deep in the BEC region and generally are taken
as vanishing in this regime due to the destruction of the
Fermi surface.

Usually, the computation of the GMB fluctuations has
been constrained only to the balanced case i.e., with the
“Zeeman magnetic field” h ≡ (µ↑ − µ↓)/2 set to zero,
where µ↑ and µ↓ are the chemical potential of the spin-up
and spin-down (non-interacting) fermions, respectively.
Spin-imbalanced Fermi gases with a finite h exhibit rich
scenarios [20]. Starting with a superfluid (BCS) phase
at zero temperature with h = 0, adding one of the spin
species (spin-down atoms for instance) will increase h
and for h = hc there will be a first-order quantum phase
transition between a pure BCS phase and a system with
phase separated superfluid and normal states [21, 22].
Experiments in 3D have observed phase separation be-
tween the superfluid and normal phases in the trapped
gas [23–25].

Preceding studies found in the literature with h 6= 0
were concentrated on the effects of the induced inter-
actions on the tricritical point (pt, Tt/TF) of (pure) im-
balanced Fermi gases in 3D [26] and 2D [16]. Here
pt = (n↑ − n↓/n↑ + n↓)t and Tt are the polarization and
the temperature at the tricritical point, where n↑,↓ are
the spin densities and TF is the Fermi temperature. (We
use the standard definitions of Fermi energy and Fermi
momentum, given by EF = kBTF = ~2k2

F/2m). See, for
instance, Ref. [18] for calculations taking into account
both particle-hole and particle-particle contributions in
clean systems.

As mentioned earlier, the consequences of nonmagnetic
impurities in the gap parameter and critical temperature
of s-wave superconductors are well known: weak impu-
rities have no effects (due to Anderson’s theorem), and
under strong random nonmagnetic impurities (where An-
derson’s theorem is not applicable) the system breaks up
into superconducting islands separated by an insulating
sea [27]. However, the effects of impurities on the medium
(in which the particle-hole fluctuations give rise to the
screening of the interactions), have not been addressed
so far.

In this paper, we investigate the effects of the GMB
corrections to mean-field results of Fermi gases with im-
balanced spin populations, in the clean limit and in the
presence of nonmagnetic impurities. We study the effects
of impurities on the induced interactions corrections and
its consequences to Tc, in the case of a balanced gas,
and to the tricritical point in the case of an imbalance
Fermi gas. The basic principle considered here is that the
particle-hole fluctuations in the medium can themselves
be affected by the presence of the impurity atoms.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II the
Hamiltonian and the thermodynamic potential of the

model considered are presented. In Section III we cal-
culate the induced interaction in the presence of im-
purities. The effects of the induced interactions in the
presence of impurities on the critical temperature of a
balanced Fermi gas are studied in Section IV. In Sec-
tion V we investigate the effects of the induced interac-
tions in the presence of impurities on the tricritical point
of an imbalanced Fermi gas. In Section VI we find the
Chandrasekhar-Clogston limit of an imbalanced Fermi
gas at unitarity, considering the effects of the induced in-
teractions in the pure and impurity regimes, by means of
the T-matrix approximation. In Section VII we briefly
comment on some current and possible experiments with
impurities in cold atoms. We conclude in Section VIII.

II. THE MODEL HAMILTONIAN AND BASIC
DEFINITIONS

Let us begin with the (grand canonical) Hamiltonian of
a 3D system of fermions interacting via an effective, short
range pairing interaction g, with g < 0, in momentum
space

H =
∑
kσ

ξ~kσc
†
kσckσ + g

∑
kk′

c†k↑c
†
−k↓c−k′↓ck′↑, (1)

where ξ~kσ = ek − µσ = k2/2m − µσ refers to the bare
dispersion relation of the spin-σ =↑, ↓ fermions with mass
m, µσ = µ ± h is the chemical potential of the species
σ, and µ = (µ↑ + µ↓)/2 is the average of the ↑ and ↓
chemical potentials. Here c† (c) is the fermion creation
(annihilation) operator. We have put the system volume
to unity, and we also use the natural units, ~ = kB = 1.

At the mean-field (MF) level, the reduced Hamiltonian
describing pairing between k and −k states is given by

HMF =
∑
k

{
ξ~k↑c

†
k↑ck↑ + ξ~k↓c

†
−k↓c−k↓

+ ∆c†−k↓c
†
k↑ + ∆∗ck↑c−k↓

}
− |∆|

2

g
. (2)

Here ∆ = g
∑

k〈ck↓c−k↑〉 is the MF order parameter.
With HMF we obtain the thermodynamic potentialW,

from which all thermodynamical relevant quantities can
be obtained,

W = −∆2

g
(3)

+
∑
k

[
ξk − Ek − T ln(e−βEk↑ + 1)− T ln(e−βEk↓ + 1)

]
,

where we are considering ∆ as real and β = 1/T . We
have also defined ξk = ek−µ as the single particle disper-
sion relation, with Ek =

√
ξ2
k + ∆2, and Ek↑,↓ = Ek ± h

are the quasiparticle excitations.
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III. CALCULATION OF THE INDUCED
INTERACTION IN THE PRESENCE OF

IMPURITIES

The standard calculations of the GMB corrections are
usually done presuming that the medium is clean. How-
ever, this is not always the case, particularly for super-
conductors for which impurities and defects are facilely
present. An immediate consequence of impurities is that
it may cause a finite lifetime for the quasiparticles. A
concrete example happens in quasi-one-dimensional or-
ganic superconductors, in which lifetime effects emerge
due to the existence of nonmagnetic impurities or de-
fects [28]. The issue of impurities can make the effect of
particle-hole fluctuations more involved, and therefore it
is worth receiving the careful analysis we employ here.

The particle-hole fluctuations (or polarization func-
tion) χph is found by considering a finite lifetime of
the quasi-particle states in the momentum representa-
tion, i.e., by means of the usual procedure of adding a
finite imaginary part to the bare Green’s function. This
means that it is assumed that the interaction of the
fermions with impurity atoms is taken into account in
Gσ0 (K) [29, 30], that is Gσ0 (K) → Gσ0 (K) = 1/(iωl −
ξ~kσ + iγ sgn(ξ~kσ)). For weak nonmagnetic impurities in
the Born approximation that we consider here, one has
γ = 1/τ = nu2, where τ is the mean free time due to
elastic impurity scattering, n = N/V is the impurity
density, with N being the number of impurities, V the
volume, and u is the impurity scattering strength. See,
e.g., Ref. [29] for more information.

The authors of Ref. [31] used a model developed for
copper oxides to investigate the behavior of the criti-
cal temperature Tc, normalized by the critical temper-
ature in the absence of impurities Tc0 vs the bare impu-
rity scattering rate τ−1 in meV for both weak- (inelastic
scattering disregarded) and strong- (inelastic scattering
regarded) coupling cases. For weak-coupling the range of
γ is from 0 to 10 and for strong-coupling γ varies from 0
to 30. They found analytically and numerically the sup-
pression of Tc induced by structureless impurities treated
within the Born approximation. This strong suppression
of Tc by nonmagnetic (as well as by magnetic) impurities
has been confirmed experimentally further in, for exam-
ple, Ref. [32].

Thus, the derivation of the GMB correction is per-
formed in the presence of the spectral broadening. For
the nonmagnetic impurities that we consider, alterations
to the real part of the quasiparticle Green’s function, if
any, can be safely absorbed into the chemical potential.
Together with the approximation of the imaginary part
by a constant width parameter γ, weak nonmagnetic im-
purities satisfy the Anderson’s theorem in the BCS limit
[2, 33, 34].

This approach is quite similar to the one used to
investigate the effects of nonmagnetic impurities in
quasi-one dimensional imbalanced Fermi gases [35],
and also in two [36] and three [37] dimensional FFLO
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FIG. 1. The lowest-order diagram illustrating the in-
duced interaction Uind(p1, p4). The solid and dashed lines
describe fermion propagators and the bare interaction g be-
tween fermions, respectively.

superconductors [38, 39].

The induced interactions

As GMB first realized, the interaction between two
fermions in the medium is affected by the other fermions,
leading to the screening of the effective interaction. The
(lowest order) induced interaction was considered by
GMB in the BCS limit by the second-order perturbation
theory, in the calculation of Tc of a dilute Fermi gas [14].
For a typical scattering process with p1+p2 → p3+p4, the
induced interaction for the diagram depicted in Figure 1
is given by [40]

Uind(p1, p4) = −g2χph(p1 − p4), (4)

where pi = (~ki, ωli) is a four vector.
The GMB correction can be extended to the strong

interaction region [18, 26], in which case, to obtain an
expression for the induced interaction, one considers the
contribution of an infinite particle-hole ladder series that
should replace the bare interaction g. The summation
of this series provides the T-matrix in the particle-hole
channel [18],

tph(p1, p4) =
1

g−1 + χph(p1, p4)
= Ueff(p1, p4). (5)

Taking into account the induced interaction, the effec-
tive pairing interaction Ueff(p1, p4) ≡ Ueff between atoms
with different spins is given by Ueff = tph(p1, p4) =
g + Uind(p1, p4), then

Uind(p1, p4) = Ueff − g (6)

=
g

1 + gχph(p1, p4)
− g

= − g2χph(p1, p4)

1 + gχph(p1, p4)
.

Notice that the leading term of a Taylor expansion of the
denominator of the third line of Eq. (6) in powers of gχph

is Eq. (4), originally considered by GMB [14].
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The polarization function χph(p′) is given by

χph(p′) =
∑
p

G↓0 (p)G↑0 (p+ p′)

=

∫
d3k

(2π)3

f↓~k
− f↑~k+~q

iΩl + ξ~k,↑ − ξ~k+~q,↓
, (7)

where fσ~k ≡ f(ξ~k,σ) = 1/[exp(βξ~k,σ) + 1] is the Fermi

distribution function, and p′ = (~q,Ωl) is a four-vector
with bosonic Matsubara frequency Ω = 2πlT , with l
an integer. A simple inspection shows that the effec-
tive interaction Ueff depends on the momentum and fre-
quency. After performing the analytical continuation
ω0 → ω0 + iγ [29, 30], the static polarization function
is calculated in Appendix A, and we find

χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃) = −N(0)L(x, y, γ̃), (8)

where x ≡ q
2kF

, y ≡ h
EF

, and γ̃ ≡ γ
EF

, and N(0) =

mkF /(2π
2) is the usual density of states at the Fermi

surface for a single spin species.

IV. EFFECTS OF INDUCED INTERACTIONS
CORRECTIONS TO THE TRANSITION

TEMPERATURE OF A BALANCED FERMI GAS

In this section we show that, indeed, the transition
temperature can be strongly affected by impurity effects
[41]. As we mentioned earlier, we shall only consider non-
magnetic weak impurities in the Born approximation [42]

which, as explained above, mainly lead to a finite spectral
broadening γ for the fermions.

Notice also that in the γ̃ → 0 and y → 0 limits in

Eqs. A8 and A9, k↓F = k↑F = kF, such that χ̃↓ph(x, 0, 0) =

χ̃↑ph(x, 0, 0) ≡ χ̃ph(x)/2 and we obtain the well-known

(balanced and without impurities) textbook result,

χ̃ph(x) = − m

4π2q

[
kFq −

(
k2

F −
q2

4

)
ln

∣∣∣∣q2 − 2qkF

q2 + 2qkF

∣∣∣∣]
= −N(0)L(x), (9)

where L(x) ≡ L(x, 0) is the standard (static) Lindhard
screening function,

L(x) =
1

2
− 1

4x
(1− x2) ln

∣∣∣∣1− x1 + x

∣∣∣∣ . (10)

Conservation of the (total) momentum requires that

in the scattering event ~k1 + ~k2 = ~k3 + ~k4, with ~k1 =

−~k2 and ~k3 = −~k4. q is the modulus of ~k1 + ~k3

i.e., q =

√
(~k1 + ~k3).(~k1 + ~k3) =

√
~k2

1 + ~k2
3 + 2~k1.~k3 =√

~k2
1 + ~k2

3 + 2|~k1||~k3| cosφ, where φ is the angle formed

by ~k1 and ~k3. Since the scattering particles are at the

Fermi surface, we have |~k1| = |~k3| = kF =
√

2mµ.

Then, q = kF

√
2(1 + cosφ), which implies in x =√

2(1 + cosφ)/2, and this imposes the x domain as 0 ≤
x ≤ 1. Taking the average of χph(x) we are left with the
well known GMB result 〈χ̃ph(x)〉 = −N(0)(1+2 ln 2)/3 =

−N(0) ln(4e)1/3.
To obtain the GMB correction to Tc of a balanced

Fermi gas in the presence of impurities we simply have
to impose y = 0 in Eqs. A8 and A9, which yields

χ̃↓ph(x, γ̃) = χ̃↑ph(x, γ̃) ≡ χ̃ph(x, γ̃) then,

χ̃ph(x, γ̃) = −N(0)2L(x, γ̃) =−N(0)

[
1

2
− 1

4x

[
1− x2 +

(
γ̃

4x

)2
]

1

2
ln

 (1− x)2 +
(
γ̃
4x

)2

(1 + x)2 +
(
γ̃
4x

)2

 (11)

− 1

2

(
γ̃

4x

)[
arctan

(
4x− 4x2

γ̃

)
+ arctan

(
4x+ 4x2

γ̃

)]]
.

Notice that the limit γ̃ → 0 in L(x, γ̃) above, immediately
gives the standard L(x) from Eq. (10).

In Figure 2 the function L̄(γ̃) (the averaged L(x, γ̃)
from Eq. (11)) is shown as a function of the non-
dimensional impurity parameter γ̃. The result shows that
L̄(γ̃) vanishes asymptotically i.e., L̄(γ̃) decreases and ap-
proaches 0 as γ̃ gets larger. The value L̄(γ̃ = 0) = 0.7954
corresponds to the standard averaged Lindhard function
L̄(x) in the clean limit [18, 40].

To obtain a thermal gap equation we extremize the
grand thermodynamic potential in Eq. (3) with respect to

∆. After going from summations to integrals we find the
critical temperature Tc as the one such that ∆(Tc) = 0.
Then we have

1

g
+ 〈χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃)〉 (12)

+

∫
d3k

(2π)3

1

2ξk
[1− f(ξk↑)− f(ξk↓)] = 0,

where ξk = k2/2m− µ. In Eq. (12) the GMB correction
has been taken into account through the effective cou-
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FIG. 2. The averaged generalized Lindhard function L̄(γ̃),
for balanced Fermi systems (i.e., y = h = 0), versus the impu-
rity parameter γ̃. The value L̄(γ̃ = 0) = 0.7954 corresponds
to the standard (clean) value.

pling constant. The equation above is equivalent to the
divergence of the T-matrix, which is given by

t−1(q,Ω = 0) =

(
1

g
+ 〈χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃)〉

)
+ χ(~q,Ω = 0) = 0,

(13)
where χ(~q,Ω) is the bare pair susceptibility, with (~q,Ω)
being the four momentum of pairs. The above equa-
tion can be obtained by replacing g by Ueff, as given in
Eq. 5. Equation (13) was shown to be correct also when
the T-matrix includes the particle-hole channel in a self-
consistent approximation [18]. Setting y = 0 in Eq. (13)
yields a GMB corrected solution

Tc(γ̃) = TMF
c,0 e

−L̄(γ̃), (14)

where TMF
c,0 = (8/π)eγ−2µe−π/2kF |a| (γ = 0.5772 is Eu-

ler’s constant) is the MF result without the GMB correc-
tions and in the clean limit.

It is well known that the BCS transition temperature
of a balanced Fermi gas is modified due to the particle-
hole channel effect (or GMB correction) as [18, 40]

TGMB
c =

TMF
c,0

(4e)1/3
, (15)

which corresponds precisely to Tc(y = γ̃ = 0) from
Eq. (14).

In the manner the calculations have been done un-
til here, as became clear during the steps, the BCS in-
stability occurring in the particle-particle channel and
the polarization effects of the medium occurring in the
particle-hole channel got totally disentangled from each
other, thus recovering the original GMB result [43]. The
treatment developed in Ref. [43] for the GMB correction

of a balanced and clean Fermi gas has clear advantages
over previous ones on the same subject [48, 49]. This is
due to the fact that they considered the GMB correction
not only in the BCS limit but also across the BCS-BEC
crossover, albeit employing a sequence of (justified) nec-
essary approximations to achieve analytical results.

The employment of the T-matrix approximation de-
serves some comments at this point. It is widely accepted
that the ladder sum in the (strong-coupling) particle-
particle channel for a Fermi gas at unitarity is necessary,
but is not sufficient, since it is not the complete set of
all possible diagrams in perturbation theory [44]. In or-
der to compare theoretical predictions of thermodynamic
properties of strongly interacting Fermi gases, such as the
energy E(T ) and entropy S(T ), with experimental mea-
surements, several versions of the T-matrix approxima-
tion have been used. The distinct versions give conflict-
ing predictions, depending on which Green’s functionsG0

(non-interacting Green’s function) or G (fully dressed in-
teracting Green’s function) are chosen to enter the pair-
propagator [44, 45]. Notice that even other methods used
to build the phase diagram, as scaling functions within
a Luttinger-Ward approach, rely on the Green’s function
that solves the self-consistent Dyson equation [47].

In order to improve the non-selfconsistent T-matrix
approximation [45] to obtain the critical temperature
Tc throughout the BCS-BEC crossover, Pisani and co-
workers [43] included the Popov and GMB corrections
into the Thouless criterion, which amounts to rewrite
Eq. (13) as

m

4πa
+Rpp(q = 0) + ΣB = 0, (16)

where Rpp(q = 0) is the regularized particle-particle bub-
ble (equivalent to a regularized χ(~q,Ω), defined below
Eq. (13), as we will use in the next Sections), and ΣB

represents the bosoniclike self-energies. In order to ob-
tain the critical temperature all through the BCS-BEC
crossover as a function of 1/kFa, various approximations
have been implemented by taking distinct ΣB , namely
ΣBGMB , ΣBPopov or ΣBGMB+ΣBPopov. Interestingly, the sev-

eral approximations give a maximum Tc/TF , but each of
them at a different value of the “interaction” belonging
to the interval −1 . 1/kFa . +1. At weak-coupling
ΣBGMB reduces to our χph in the limit y = 0 and γ̃ = 0.
In the BEC side, at the strong limit of the GMB, they
found a final expression for the bosoniclike self-energy
that, to the leading order in the small parameter kFa,

yields ΣBGMB ' 16Ĩ
π2

mkF
π2 (kFa)2, where Ĩ = 0.25974 [43].

In the BEC (strong-coupling) limit (1/kFa � 1) all
alternative T-matrix approaches reproduce the known
value of the critical temperature for a condensate of non-
interacting composite bosons (i.e., made up of fermion
pairs), with mass mB = 2m [46]:

TBECc =
2π

ζ(3/2)2/3

nB
2/3

mB
. (17)
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Far in the BEC regime all fermions form pairs, therefore

nB = n/2. At fixed fermionic density EF = (6π2n)2/3

2m ,
then we have

TBECc =

( √
2

3
√
πζ(3/2)

)2/3

' 0.218EF , (18)

which is the condensation temperature of an ideal Bose
gas in three dimensions. In the above equation we used
that ζ(3/2) = 2.612, with ζ(z) the Riemann Zeta func-
tion.

V. EFFECTS OF INDUCED INTERACTIONS
CORRECTIONS TO THE TRICRITICAL POINT

OF AN IMBALANCED FERMI GAS

We firstly investigate the case of the clean imbalanced
Fermi gas. To this aim, we simply have to set γ̃ = 0 in
Eq. A10.

The effective induced interaction is obtained by taking
the average of the polarization function χph(x, y) over
the Fermi surface, which means an average of the angle
φ [17, 18, 26, 40, 48, 50, 51],

〈χ̃ph(x, y)〉 =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

d cosφ χ̃ph(x, y)

= −N(0)

[
1

2

∫ 1

−1

d cosφ L(x, y)

]
≡ −N(0)L̄(y), (19)

where Eq. A10 has been used. The quantity L̄ charac-
terizes the magnitude of GMB corrections in the pres-
ence of population imbalance. We show in Figure 3 the
behavior of L̄(y) as a function of the (non-dimensional)
imbalance y. In the limit y → 0, we have precisely
L̄(0) = (1 + 2 ln 2)/3 = 0.7954 found above, as given
in Ref. [18] and several other papers as, for instance,
[26] for the balanced case. As y increases from 0 to
1, L̄(y) decreases from 0.7954 to 0.69, showing that the
particle-hole fluctuation is weakened as a consequence of
the Fermi surface mismatch caused by an increase of the
population imbalance. This result is the same as the one
found in Ref. [26].

To obtain the GMB correction to the mean-field tricrit-
ical point in the presence of impurities, differently from
what was done above, we use Eq. A10 with a finite γ̃ and
follow Ref. [16] to define

F(T, h) = −1

g
− 〈χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃)〉 (20)

−
∫

d3k

(2π)3

1

4ξk

[
tanh

(
βξk↑

2

)
+ tanh

(
βξk↓

2

)]
,

where 〈 〉 is the angle average of χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃) given by
Eq. (A10) (please, see below Eq. (28)).

FIG. 3. Behavior of L̄(y) as a function of the imbalance y
for a clean imbalanced 3D homogeneous Fermi gas.

In order to make contact with experiments, we use the
Lippmann-Schwinger equation to trade the bare coupling
constant g by the s-wave scattering length a

1

g
=

m

4πa
−
∫

d3k

(2π)3

1

2ek
, (21)

where ek = k2/2m. Then we have,

F(T, h) = − m

4πa
− 〈χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃)〉 (22)

−
∫

d3k

(2π)3

[
1

4ξk

(
tanh

(
βξk↑

2

)
+ tanh

(
βξk↓

2

))
− 1

2ek

]
.

We now define G ≡ 1/∆2∂2Ω/∂∆2|∆=0, which yields

G(T, h) =

∫
d3k

(2π)3

β

2ξ2
k

[1− f↑~k − f↓~k
βξk

(23)

+
∑
σ

fσ~k (fσ~k − 1)
]
.

The functions F(T, h) and G(T, h) correspond to αGL
and βGL, the first and second coefficients of the expan-
sion of the free energy in terms of the gap parameter, ac-
cording to the Landau theory of phase transitions. Thus,
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by setting αGL = βGL = 0, one finds htc and Ttc of the
tricritical point (TCP). Below this point, i.e., at low tem-
peratures, the transition is of first-order and the critical
temperature has to be found by properly equating the
thermodynamic potentials W of the superfluid and nor-
mal phases, namely WS(Tc,∆ = ∆0) =WN (Tc,∆ = 0),
where ∆0 is the minimum of WS [52, 53]. From Eq. (3)
we find,

−

[
m

4πa
+ 〈χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃)〉 −

∑
k

1

2ek

]
∆2

0 (24)

+
∑
k

[
ξk − Ek − T ln(e−βEk↑ + 1)− T ln(e−βEk↓ + 1)

]
=
∑
k

[
ξk − |ξk| − T ln(e−βE

0
k↑ + 1)− T ln(e−βE

0
k↓ + 1)

]
,

where E0
k↑,↓ ≡ Ek↑,↓(∆ = 0) = |ξk| ± h. From the above

equation, for each imbalance y belonging to the interval
yc < y < yCC one finds the corresponding T̃c of the

first-order curve in the (y, T̃c)-phase diagram. Here yc
is the imbalance of the tricritical point (yc, T̃c). The MF
Chandrasekhar-Clogston (CC) first-order transition limit
yCC is obtained by taking the zero temperature limit of
Eq. (24), such that the equality of the energies of the
balanced BCS state and imbalanced normal state gives

∑
k

[
ξk − Ek

]
− ∆2

0

g
(25)

=
∑
k

[
(ξk + h)Θ(−ξk − h) + (ξk − h)Θ(h− ξk)

]
,

which yields E(0) − N(0)∆2
0/2 = E(0) − N(0)h2 in the

limit h � µ, where E(0) ≡ E(∆ = 0) is the energy
of the balanced normal state, and from this one obtains
hCC = ∆0/

√
2 [60, 61], which is exponentially small.

(Please, see the text on Figure 6 below).
The two functions that have to be solved self-

consistently are

m

4πa
+ 〈χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃)〉+

∫
d3k

(2π)3

[
1

4ξk

(
tanh

(
βξk↑

2

)
+ tanh

(
βξk↓

2

))
− 1

2ek

]
= 0, (26)

∫
d3k

(2π)3

β

2ξ2
k

[
1− f↑~k − f

↓
~k

βξk
+
∑
σ

fσ~k (fσ~k − 1)

]
= 0, (27)

which in dimensionless variables read

1

4πkFa
− L̄(y, γ̃)

2π2
+

∫ Z

0

z2dz

2π2

{
1

2(z2 − 1)

[
tanh

(
β̃ξ↑
2

)
+ tanh

(
β̃ξ↓
2

)]
− 1

z2

}
= 0, (28)

where L̄(y, γ̃) = 1
2

∫ 1

−1
d cos θ L(x, y, γ̃), with L(x, y, γ̃) given by Eq. (A10), in which x ≡ q

2kF
=
√

2(1 + cosφ)/2,

y ≡ h
EF

, γ̃ ≡ γ
EF

, Z ≡ Λ/kF is a cutoff that may be extended to infinity, so that no one of the results shall depend

on it, β̃ ≡ 1/T̃ = 1/(T/EF ), and ξ↑,↓ ≡
√

(z2 − 1)2 ± y = |z2 − 1| ± y or, in terms of the Fermi functions,

1

kFa
− 2L̄(y, γ̃)

π
+

2

π

∫ Z

0

z2dz

{
1

2(z2 − 1)

[
1− f↑ − f↓

]
− 1

z2

}
= 0, (29)

and ∫ Z

0

z2dz
1

(z2 − 1)2

{
1

2β̃(z2 − 1)

[
tanh

(
β̃ξ↑
2

)
+ tanh

(
β̃ξ↓
2

)]
− 1

4

∑
σ

sech2

(
β̃ξσ
2

)}
= 0, or (30)

∫ Z

0

z2dz
1

(z2 − 1)2

{
1− f↑ − f↓

β̃(z2 − 1)
+
∑
σ

fσ(fσ − 1)

}
= 0, (31)

where fσ ≡ f(β̃ξσ) = 1/[exp(β̃ξσ) + 1]. In Figures 4 and 5 we show the numerical solutions of
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FIG. 4. Non-dimensional critical temperature T̃c of the tri-
critical point as a function of the interaction parameter 1/kF a
for various values of the impurity parameter γ̃.
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FIG. 5. Behavior of the non-dimensional critical chemical
potential difference yc of the tricritical point as a function
of the interaction parameter 1/kF a for several values of the
impurity parameter γ̃.

Eqs. (29) and (31) as a function of 1/kFa for some val-
ues of the impurity parameter γ̃. Notice that the GMB
correction is present only in the equation for αGL = 0
(Eq. (29)). However, since Eqs. (29) and (31) were solved
self-consistently, the polarization corrections affect both
T̃c and yc of the tricritical point. The bottom (black)

curve for T̃c (and the same for yc) as a function of 1/kFa
is the MF corrected by the GMB corrections, in the clean
limit (γ̃ = 0). Observe that, as expected, T̃c and yc in-
crease with increasing kFa. For a fixed value of 1/kFa, as

γ̃ increases (from bottom to top), T̃c and yc also increase,

approaching the MF values. Physically this happens be-
cause the scattering of the other fermions (responsible for
the screening) with impurities in the medium, affects the
screening of the interaction between the ↑ and ↓ fermions.
Besides, as the results show, a high level of impurities can
even nullify the GMB correction.

Although we did not find in the literature T̃c and yc
corrected by the GMB in the presence of impurities to
compare with, we find that the results shown in Figures 4
and 5 agree qualitatively with the ones shown in Figure
2 of the work by Yu and Yin [26]. In Fig. 2, (a) and
(b), of Ref. [26] they find that the tricritical polarization
pt and reduced temperature Tt, respectively, of (clean)
imbalanced Fermi gases are decreased (in comparison to
the MF results) due to the GMB corrections, as we find
here.

In Fig. 6 we show the phase diagram in the (y, T̃ )-
plane of the homogeneous spin-imbalanced unitary Fermi
gas, characterized by the divergence of the s-wave scat-
tering length, which implies in 1/kFa = 0. The top
curve is the standard MF (without the GMB correc-
tion) phase boundary between the SF and N phase. The

point (0, 0.64) at the T̃c axes is the critical tempera-
ture of the (balanced) BCS case. The tricritical point
at the end of the MF second-order curve is given by
(yc, T̃c) ≈ (0.63, 0.37), in agreement with previous find-
ings (see, for instance, Refs. [54–58] for reviews). The
tricritical point of the MF corrected by GMB second-
order (bottom, black) curve is at (yc, T̃c) ≈ (0.50, 0.32),
which is also in agreement with experiments and the re-
sults obtained by means of different theoretical meth-
ods by several authors, see a detailed comparison in [59].
Above the bottom (black) line, we show the curves with
γ̃ = 0.5, 2.0 and 6.0, respectively. A first-order line
(also in orange), obtained from the non-dimensional ver-
sion (Eq. (B1) of appendix (B)) of Eq. (24), starts at
the tricritical point of the MF curve and ends at the
Chandrasekhar-Clogston (or Pauli) limit of critical po-
larization (yCC , 0) = (0.81, 0) [60, 61] (pink dot at the

yc axes). At this point, h/∆0 = 1/
√

2 → h/µ = 0.81,
where the pairing gap jumps from ∆0/µ = 1.162 to
zero [56]. Comparisons between different theoretical re-
sults obtained for the CC limit at unitarity can be found
as, for example, in Refs. [47, 62, 63, 71].

It is worth mentioning that the exotic and elusive
FFLO state (not considered here) is predicted to exist
only in a very narrow window of h (see, for instance,
Ref. [58] and references therein). Besides, the GMB cor-
rection shrinks the MF FFLO window, making it even
more difficult to be unambiguously observed, at least in
3D [72].
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Phase diagram of the imbalanced Fermi
gas at unitarity (kF a = ∞), for different values of the impu-
rity parameter γ̃. All (solid line) curves describe the sec-
ond order phase transition line between the superfluid (SF)
and normal (N) phases, and stop at a tricritical point, be-
low which the transition turns into a first-order. The top
curve (orange) is the pure mean-field (with no GMB correc-

tion) standard phase boundary. The point (0, 0.657) at the T̃c

axes is the critical temperature of the (balanced) BCS case.
The tricritical point at the end of the MF second-order curve
at (yc, T̃c) ≈ (0.63, 0.37) is also shown. The MF first-order
(dashed) line starts at the tricritical point and ends at the
CC point (yCC , 0) = (0.81, 0) (pink dot at the yc axes) where
there is a (zero temperature) quantum phase transition from
the SF to the N phase. The lower curve (black) is with the
GMB correction in the clean limit (γ̃ = 0), and has the tri-

critical point at (yc, T̃c) ≈ (0.50, 0.32). Notice that the GMB
correction shrinks considerably the SF area, when compared
to the area below the (top) MF curve. The curves above the
lower curve are also corrected by the GMB correction, but
were calculated in the presence of impurities. The second
curve from bottom to top (blue) is for γ̃ = 0.5 and the next-
one (red) is for γ̃ = 2.0. The fourth curve from bottom to top
(green) is for γ̃ = 6.0. The effect of increasing the strength of
the impurities is to cancel the GMB correction.

VI. EFFECTS OF INDUCED INTERACTIONS
CORRECTIONS TO THE

CHANDRASEKHAR-CLOGSTON LIMIT OF AN
IMBALANCED FERMI GAS

In order to have a quantitative description of the com-
plete (first- and second-order) phase transitions, besides
the second-order line and the tricritical point that we
have investigated in the previous Section, the CC point
also needs to be corrected accordingly. If the system is
strongly interacting, the value of the CC field can also
depend on the interactions in the normal state, an effect
that must be accurately taken into account if we wish
to study the N-SF phase transition. To be precise, one
has to take into account self-energy effects in the nor-

mal state, mainly in the unitarity limit [73, 76–78]. This
problem was first addressed in the context of the Fermi
polaron, i.e., a small density of spin-down atoms inter-
acting attractively with a non-interacting Fermi gas of
spin-up atoms [79].

Thus, we are interested here in the Fermi polaron,
the quasiparticle formed when few atoms interact with
a fermionic environment of opposite spin, and we deter-
mine the quasiparticle properties of the Fermi polaron
from the associated self-energy, through the use of the
(non-selfconsistent [80]) T-matrix approximation, based
on ladder diagrams [73].

Before we proceed, let us make some additional com-
ments on the T-matrix approximation, which we have
adopted to find the CC limit at unitarity. The T-matrix
approach give results that coincide with a variational cal-
culation [73, 74], which in turn agree remarkably well
with the QMC calculations [75]. However, when there
is a large mass asymmetry between the impurity (spin-
down) atoms and that of the majority (spin-up) atoms,
static impurities emerge in a Fermi sea of spin-↑ fermions,
signalizing the breakdown of the quasi-particle descrip-
tion [82]. The quasi-particle as well as the Fermi-liquid
picture of Fermi polarons through the many-body T-
matrix theory in the strong-coupling limit also breaks
down when the temperature of the system increases such
that the Fermi surface broadens considerably, due to
thermal fluctuations [83, 84].

Then we investigate a small concentration of spin-down
↓ species of mass m immersed in a spin-up ↑ Fermi sea of
ultracold atoms of the same mass. The s-wave interaction
potential between the very few spin-down species and
the spin-up atoms in this unusual spin-imbalanced Fermi
liquid is attractive. Specifically, we consider the case of
a single spin-↓ atom in a Fermi sea of spin-↑ atoms. The
Green’s function of the minority species is given by means
of the Dyson’s equation,

G−1
↓ (p, ω) = G−1

0↓ (p, ω)− Σ(p, ω) (32)

= ω − εp↓ + µ↓ − Σ(p, ω),

where εp↓ = p2/2m, and Σ(q, iωn) is the self-energy. The
lowest energy for the spin-↓ atom is expected to occur
for p = 0, which gives rise to the expression µ↓ = Σ(0, 0)
from the pole of Eq. (32), as in [73].

The irreducible self-energy in the ladder approximation
is given by [85],

Σ(p, iωn) = T
∑
ν

∫
d3k

(2π)3
(33)

× Γ(p, iων)G0↑(p− k, iων − iωn),

while the full vertex Γ is given by the Bethe-Salpeter
equation [85], which is a function of the total momentum
p and energy Ω of the incoming particles,
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Γ(p,Ω) = Γ(p,Ω)0 + Γ(p,Ω)0Π(p,Ω)Γ(p,Ω), (34)

where Γ(p,Ω)0 ≡ g is the bare coupling constant and
Π(p,Ω) is the pair-propagator for two propagating atoms
(or the two-particle self-energy). The above equation is
easily solved for Γ(p,Ω) as

Γ(p,Ω)−1 = g−1 −Π(p,Ω). (35)

As before, g can be traded by the physical s-wave scat-
tering length a characterizing the interaction between the
single species and the background atoms, by using stan-
dard scattering theory. Thus, with Eq. (21), Eq. (35)
turns out to be [73, 76, 77],

Γ(p,Ω)−1 =
m

4πa
−
(

Π(p,Ω) +

∫
d3k

(2π)3

1

2εk

)
. (36)

The pair-propagator is given by

Π(p,Ω) = (37)

− T
∑
n

∫
d3k

(2π)3
G(p− k,−iΩ− ωn)G(k, ωn) =

− T
∑
n

∫
d3k

(2π)3

G(p− k,−iΩ− ωn) +G(k, ωn)

G(p− k,−iΩ− ωn)−1 +G(k, ωn)−1

=

∫
d3k

(2π)3

[
1− f↑(k)− f↓(p− k)

Ω + i0+ − ξ↑k − ξ↓p−k

]
,

where fσ(k) = [exp(βξσk) + 1]−1, with σ =↑, ↓ and β =
1/kBT is the Fermi function, and ξσk = k2/2m − µσ is
the single particle dispersion measured from the chemical
potential. Next, we make the change of variables k →
p− k, and find

Π̃(p,Ω) =

∫
d3k

(2π)3

[
1− f↑(p− k)− f↓(k)

Ω + i0+ − ξ↑p−k − ξ↓k
+
m

k2

]
,(38)

where we have defined Π̃(p,Ω) = Π(p,Ω) +
∫

d3k
(2π)3

1
2εk

.

Taking the zero temperature limit and using the fact that
µ↓ is negative, we find in the limit where the ratio ρ =
|µ↓|/µ↑ is huge [73],

Γ(0, 0)−1 =
m

4πa
− mkF

4π2
π

√
ρ

2
(39)

=
mkF
4π

[
1

kFa
−
√
ρ

2

]
.

As we mentioned earlier, one of the problems of the T-
matrix approximation is that this approximation neglects
the particle-hole channel [86], which will be considered
here. As we have seen before, by considering the induced

interactions the inverse of the effective pairing interaction
between atoms with different spins is modified as,

1

g
→ 1

Ueff
=

m

4πa
+ χph −

∫
d3k

(2π)3

1

2εk
, (40)

where χph(p′) is the polarization function, and we
have made use of Eq. (21). As we have seen earlier,
the generalized static polarization function is given by
χph(x, y, γ̃) = −N(0)L(x, y, γ̃), where, as we have de-

fined before, x ≡ q
2kF

, y ≡ h
EF

, γ̃ = γ
EF

, N(0) =

mkF /(2π
2) is the density of states at the Fermi level,

and L(x, y, γ̃) is the y and γ̃-dependent Lindhard screen-
ing function.

Taking into account the induced interactions, Eq. (39)
is modifed to

Γ(0, 0)−1 =
m

4πa
+ χ̃ph −

mkF
4π2

π

√
ρ

2
(41)

=
mkF
4π

[
1

kFa
− 2L̃

π
−
√
ρ

2

]
,

where L̃ comes from the angle average of the polarization
function χ̃ph(x, y) ≡ 〈χph(x, y)〉 = 〈−N(0)L(x, y)〉 =

−N(0)L̃(y). For h = 0, the well known result is χ̃ph =

−N(0)(1 + 2 ln 2)/3 = −N(0) ln(4e)1/3 ≡ −N(0)L̃0,

where L̃0 ≡ L̃(0) = ln(4e)1/3.
The spin-↑ atom Green’s function in Eq. (33), is the

bare one, G0↑(k, ω) = [ω − εk↑ + µ↑]
−1, where µ↑ =

k2
F /2m↑. G0↑(k, ω) has a single pole at ω = εk↑−µ↑. Af-

ter the contour C integration, the self-energy in Eq. (33)
reads [73]

Σ(p, ω) =

∫
d3k

(2π)3
θ(µ↑ − εk−p↑)Γ(k, ω + εk−p↑ − µ↑)

=

∫ kF

0

dk k2

2π2
〈Γ(k + p, ω + εk↑ − µ↑)〉, (42)

where the bracket 〈 〉 in the equation above is for the
angular average over the direction of k. Using Γ for the
case obtained before where ρ is large, the above equation
turns out to be,

Σ(p, ω) = Γ(0, 0)

∫ kF

0

dk k2

2π2
=

k3
F

6π2
Γ(0, 0), (43)

where Γ(0, 0) is given by Eq. (41). Then, Eq. (32) yields

µ↓ =
k3
F

6π2
Γ(0, 0). (44)

Plugging Γ(0, 0) from Eq. (41) into Eq. (44), we find

1

kFa
=

√
ρ

2
− 2

3π

2

ρ
+

2L̃

π
. (45)
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At unitarity, ρ is found as the real solution of the equation

ρ3 − 2

(
2L̃

π

)2

ρ2 +
32L̃

3π2
ρ− 2

(
4

3π

)2

= 0. (46)

Clean Regime

We calculate now the CC field taking into account
the GMB correction in the clean limit, characterized by
γ̃ = 0. For L̃ = 0 i.e., without the GMB correction,

ρ = 21/3
(

4
3π

)2/3 ≈ 0.71, in complete agreement with
[73]. Considering the screening of the interaction, ρ

turns out to be dependent on L̃. As we have seen
previously (see Fig. 3), this function varies from the
maximum value obtained in the balanced situation
L̃(y = 0) = 0.795 to its lower value, which is for the fully

polarized case L̃(y = 1, γ̃ = 0) = 0.69 [72]. Considering

the “polaronic limit” as that of L̃(y = 1, γ̃ = 0), we get

ρ ≈ 0.46.
Theoretical and experimental investigations have

found that at unitarity the chemical potential and mass
of the single atom are shifted by µ↓ → µp = Aµ↑ and
m→ m∗, where µp is the polaron chemical potential and
m∗ is its effective mass. In the present work, A is ratio
we have just found, A = −0.46. It can be shown that
the chemical potential of the minority species is related
to that of the polaron as [90],

µ↓ = µp + EF↓, (47)

where the Fermi energy EF↓ = k2
F↓/2m

∗ of the spin-down
atom is vanishingly small.

As in Refs. [89, 90] we write the equation of the pres-
sure of an intermediate normal imbalanced (N-I) state
(i.e., not a polarized normal state), as a sum of the (indi-
vidual) pressures of an ideal gas of majority atoms with
chemical potential µ↑ and an ideal gas of polarons with
chemical potential given at unitarity by µp = Aµ↑, with
A = −0.46,

PN−I(µ↓↑) =
1

15π2
(2m)3/2µ

5/2
↑ +

1

15π2
(2m∗)3/2(µ↓ − µp)5/2, (48)

=
1

15π2
(2m)3/2µ

5/2
↑

[
1 +

(
m∗

m

)3/2

(η + |A|)5/2

]
,

where m∗ is the effective polaron mass, and η ≡ µ↓/µ↑.
The “Universality Hypothesis” at the unitary limit,

which relays on a universal thermodynamics [87], states
that the pressure in the superfluid phase (SP) can be
written as [74, 88]

P S(µ) =
1

15π2

(
m

ξ

)3/2

(µ↑ + µ↓)
5/2

(49)

=
1

15π2

(
m

ξ

)3/2

(2µ)
5/2

=
1

15π2

(
2m

2ξ

)3/2

µ
5/2
↑ (1 + η)

5/2
,

where ξ ∼ 0.42(1), is the universal Bertsch parame-
ter, obtained both theoretically (quantum Monte Carlo
(QMC)) and experimentally [91, 92].

From equilibrium conditions, µ = (µ↑ + µ↓)/2 and
P S(µ) = PN−M(µ↓↑), between the N-I and S phases (and
assuming a disregardable surface tension in the boundary
between the N-I and S regions [93–96]) we obtain

1 +

(
m∗

m

)3/2

(η + |A|)5/2 =
1

(2ξ)
3/2

(1 + η)
5/2

. (50)

Different calculations and methods give slight disagree-
ments on the value of the effective mass [90]. System-
atic diagrammatic expansion for example, yields m∗ =
1.2m [75] which is in agreement with the value found in
the following experiments m∗ = 1.20(2)m [64, 65, 89].
A recent experiment [70] has found m∗ = 1.25(5)m,
agreeing, among other theoretical results, with results ob-
tained from diagrammatic Monte Carlo calculations [97].
We solve this equation using the experimental value,
m∗ = 1.25m, and find

ηc ∼ −0.046. (51)

Although we use the experimental value m∗ = 1.25m
in our calculations, for completeness in Fig. 7 we show
how the critical ηc depends on the mass ratio r ≡ m∗/m.
Our choice to investigate the behavior of ηc with maxi-
mum r up to 2 is due to the fact that an effective mass
larger than 2m has been found when the nature of the
quasi-particle changes from a Fermi polaron (fermionic
quasi-particle) to a molecule (bosonic quasi-particle) [97].

The ratio η of the chemical potentials is given by

η =
µ↓
µ↑

=
1− h/µ
1 + h/µ

. (52)
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FIG. 7. (Color online) Behavior of ηc as a function of the
ratio r = m∗/m of the polaron effective mass by the bare
spin-down atom mass in the interval 1 ≤ r ≤ 2. For r = 1,
ηc = −0.065; for r = 1.63, ηc = 0 and finally, for r = 2,
ηc = 0.12.

From Eq. (52) one easily finds

h

µ
=

1− η
1 + η

. (53)

With the equation above we obtain (h/µ)CC = yCC as
a function of ηc given by Eq. (51),

yCC = 1.09, (54)

which is the CC field obtained with the T-matrix ap-
proximation at the unitary limit, taking into account the
GMB screening of the interactions without impurities.

We point out that although the current experimental
value of the polaron effective mass m∗ is found to be
close to the bare minority species mass m, the value
of yCC depends significantly on the ratio r = m∗/m.
For r = 1 for instance, we would obtain yCC = 1.14,
for r = 1.5 we have yCC = 1.04 and for r = 2 we
find yCC = 0.78. This can be summarized as: for
1 ≤ r ≤ 1.63 we have ηc ≤ 0 with yCC(r = 1) = 1.14
and yCC(r = 1.63) = 1; and for 1.63 ≤ r ≤ 2, ηc ≥ 0
with yCC(r = 2) = 0.78.

Impurity Regime

Let us now evaluate the CC field taking into ac-
count the GMB correction in the presence of impurities,
identified by a finite γ̃. Still in the polaronic limit
(y → 1), and taking into consideration here the following

values of the impurity parameter: γ = 0.5, γ = 0.2, and
γ = 4.0.

For γ = 0.5, we find L̃(y = 1, γ̃ = 0.5) = 0.61, which
yields ρ = 0.48. From Eq. (50) we find

ηc ∼ −0.03677, (55)

which gives,

yCC = 1.076. (56)

For γ = 2.0 we obtain L̃(y = 1, γ̃ = 2.0) = 0.3696,
resulting in ρ = 0.55, that, with Eq. (50) we obtain

ηc ∼ 0.00799, (57)

which implies in

yCC = 0.98. (58)

And finally, for γ = 4.0 we obtain L̃(y = 1, γ̃ = 4.0) =
0.2045, resulting in ρ = 0.6184, that, again with Eq. (50)
we obtain

ηc ∼ 0.0769, (59)

which implies in

yCC = 0.857. (60)

All values calculated for ρ are in relatively good agree-
ment with the available QMC result ρ = 0.58± 0.01 [74,
79]. Among them the closest one was that found for
γ = 2.0, which gave ρ = 0.55.

Our values of yCC for both clean and with impurities
are within the results found by means of several theo-
retical approaches as, for instance, Lobo et al. [79], who
found (h/µ)c = 0.96 from QMC calculations; Boettcher
et al. [57], who obtained (h/µ)c = 0.83 by means of the
functional renormalization group (FRG). With the FRG
they were able to go beyond the mean-field approxima-
tion by including bosonic fluctuations on the many-body
state; Land et al. [47], who found (h/µ)c = 1.09 within
a Luttinger-Ward formalism; and (h/µ)c = 0.88 in the
work by Caldas [63], obtained by means of thermody-
namic equilibrium between possible phases at the uni-
tary limit. We would like to remark in passing, for refer-
ence only, that the experimental value obtained for the
zero temperature CC limit of a (harmonically trapped)
spin-polarized Fermi gas of 6Li atoms at unitarity is
(h/µ)c ' 0.95 [23, 98].
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VII. CURRENT AND SOME POSSIBLE
EXPERIMENTS WITH IMPURITIES IN COLD

ATOMS

Besides the case of considering a spin-↓ atom in a sea of
spin-↑ atoms of the same species discussed in Section VI
as an “impurity” (forming a Fermi polaron), which has
been observed in [64–70], other very interesting pictures
of impurities in cold atoms are in progress.

Regarding atoms of different elements, it is possible to
introduce impurities in cold atoms by doping the super-
fluid with a different species or spin-state. However, the
effects of this doping are different from what happens in
solid state materials, where the impurity is often used
to control the electron density by making the impurity a
donor or an acceptor. In cold atoms the impurities would
possibly play a different role, such as mediating interac-
tions between the background atoms. In this case, the
impurity would either help pairing or hinder it [99].

Another possibility was reported very recently with
atoms of different species, where Bose polarons were cre-
ated near quantum criticality by immersing atomic impu-
rities (potassium) of both spin states in a Bose-Einstein
condensate (BEC) of sodium atoms with near-resonant
interactions, at zero and non-zero temperature [100].

VIII. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have investigated in homogeneous 3D
Fermi systems the GMB corrections beyond MF to the
transition temperature Tc, in the case of a balanced Fermi
gas, and to the tricritical point in the case of an imbal-
anced gas of fermionic atoms at unitarity. In the cal-
culations we considered the presence of (nonmagnetic)

impurities or defects, in terms of a finite lifetime τ = 1/γ
of the particle-hole fluctuations of the medium.

In the case of balanced Fermi gas, we find that the
GMB correction results in the well known reduction in
the MF Tc by a factor of ≈ 2.2. However, the presence of
impurities is deleterious for the GMB corrections, such
that by increasing the amount of impurity, these correc-
tions are completely nullified, and one is left with the MF
result.

For imbalanced Fermi gases, we find that the GMB
correction is maximum in the clean limit, and pulls down
the entire second-order transition line and the tricritical
point. As happens for the balanced case, impurities lead
to cancel the GMB correction and suspend the second-
order transition curve, and consequently the tricritical
point (yc, T̃c). A high concentration of impurities tends
to push the second-order curve back to the mean-field
result.

We also found the first-order zero temperature CC
quantum phase transition. In order to find a reliable
value of the critical field yCC for the CC-transition of the
unitary imbalanced Fermi gas, we employed a T-matrix
approach, based on ladder diagrams, and also considered
the GMB screening of the interactions in the pure and im-
purity regimes. We obtained very good agreement with
known QMC and previous theoretical results.

A possible and natural extension of our results could
be to consider pairing and screening in the GMB cor-
rection [43] to the critical temperature throughout the
whole BCS-BEC crossover of an imbalanced Fermi gas.

Appendix A: Calculation of the pair susceptibility
χph in the presence of impurities

After performing the integration in the angles in
Eq. (7), we obtain

Reχph(q, h, γ) =− 2m

(2π)2

∫
dk k2

4qk
(A1)

×
[
f↓k ln

(
(q2 − 4mh− 2mω0 + 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

(q2 − 4mh− 2mω0 − 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

)
+ f↑k ln

(
(q2 + 4mh+ 2mω0 + 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

(q2 + 4mh+ 2mω0 − 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

)]
.

where q ≡ |~q|. Equation (A1) is usually calculated in the zero temperature limit. Then, at T → 0 we have f↓,↑k →
Θ(k↓,↑F − k), where Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function, such that the correction to the coupling g from the static
induced interaction is a (temperature independent) constant,

Reχph(q, h, γ) ≡ Reχph(q, h, γ)↓ +Reχph(q, h, γ)↑ = (A2)

− m

2(2π)2q

[∫ k↓F

0

dk k ln

(
(q2 − 4mh+ 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

(q2 − 4mh− 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

)
+

∫ k↑F

0

dk k ln

(
(q2 + 4mh+ 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

(q2 + 4mh− 2kq)2 + (2mγ)2

)]
.

Equation A2 clearly shows that for a spin imbalanced Fermi gas the static polarization function is given by separated
contributions from spin-down and spin-up-like susceptibilities. The above equation may be rearranged as
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Reχph(q, h, γ) ≡ Reχph(q, h, γ)↓ +Reχph(q, h, γ)↑ (A3)

= − m

2(2π)2q

[∫ k↓F

0

dk k ln

(
(A+ k)2 + C2

(A− k)2 + C2

)
+

∫ k↑F

0

dk k ln

(
(B + k)2 + C2

(B − k)2 + C2

)]
,

where A ≡ q2−4mh
2q , B ≡ q2+4mh

2q and C ≡ mγ
q , which after integration in k yields

Reχph(q, h, γ) ≡ Reχph(q, h, γ)↓ +Reχph(q, h, γ)↑ = (A4)

− m

2(2π)2q

{1

2

(
k↓F

2
− (A2 − C2)

)
ln

∣∣∣∣∣ (A+ k↓F )2 + C2

(A− k↓F )2 + C2

∣∣∣∣∣+ 2Ak↓F

− 2AC

[
arctan

(
k↓F −A
C

)
+ arctan

(
k↓F +A

C

)] ]
− m

2(2π)2q

[1
2

(
k↑F

2
− (B2 − C2)

)
ln

∣∣∣∣∣ (B + k↑F )2 + C2

(B − k↑F )2 + C2

∣∣∣∣∣+ 2Bk↑F

− 2BC

[
arctan

(
k↑F −B
C

)
+ arctan

(
k↑F +B

C

)]}
.

(A5)

Plugging A,B and C into Reχph(q, h, γ) gives

χ↓ph(q, h, γ) =− m

8π2q

{1

2

[
k↓F

2
−
(
q2 − 4mh

2q

)2

+

(
mγ

q

)2
]

ln

∣∣∣∣∣ (q2 − 4mh+ 2qk↓F)2 + (2mγ)
2

(q2 − 4mh− 2qk↓F)2 + (2mγ)
2

∣∣∣∣∣ (A6)

+ k↓F

(
q2 − 4mh

q

)
− 2

[(
q2 − 4mh

2q

)
mγ

q

][
arctan

(
2qk↓F − q2 + 4mh

2mγ

)
+ arctan

(
2qk↓F + q2 − 4mh

2mγ

)]}
,

χ↑ph(q, h, γ) =− m

8π2q

{1

2

[
k↑F

2
−
(
q2 + 4mh

2q

)2

+

(
mγ

q

)2
]

ln

∣∣∣∣∣ (q2 + 4mh+ 2qk↑F)2 + (2mγ)
2

(q2 + 4mh− 2qk↑F)2 + (2mγ)
2

∣∣∣∣∣ (A7)

+ k↑F

(
q2 + 4mh

q

)
− 2

[(
q2 + 4mh

2q

)
mγ

q

][
arctan

(
2qk↑F − q2 − 4mh

2mγ

)
+ arctan

(
2qk↑F + q2 + 4mh

2mγ

)]}
.

The above equations can be written in a more appropriate form, according to the definition χ̃σph(x, y, γ̃) ≡ χσph(q, h, γ),
with

χ̃↓ph(x, y, γ̃) ≡ −N(0)L↓(x, y, γ̃) = −N(0)

4

{√
1− y

(
1− y

2x2

)
(A8)

− 1

2x

[
1− y − x2

(
1− y

2x2

)2

+

(
γ̃

4x

)2
]

1

2
ln

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(
√

1− y + y
2x − x)2 +

(
γ̃
4x

)2

(
√

1− y − y
2x + x)2 +

(
γ̃
4x

)2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
−
[(

1− y

2x2

)( γ̃

4x

)][
arctan

(
4x
√

1− y − 4x2 + 2y

γ̃

)
+ arctan

(
4x
√

1− y + 4x2 − 2y

γ̃

)]}
,

χ̃↑ph(x, y, γ̃) ≡ −N(0)L↑(x, y, γ̃) = −N(0)

4

{√
1 + y

(
1 +

y

2x2

)
(A9)

− 1

2x

[
1 + y − x2

(
1 +

y

2x2

)2

+

(
γ̃

4x

)2
]

1

2
ln

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(
√

1 + y − y
2x − x)2 +

(
γ̃
4x

)2

(
√

1 + y + y
2x + x)2 +

(
γ̃
4x

)2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
−
[(

1 +
y

2x2

)( γ̃

4x

)][
arctan

(
4x
√

1 + y − 4x2 − 2y

γ̃

)
+ arctan

(
4x
√

1 + y + 4x2 + 2y

γ̃

)]}
,
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where x ≡ q
2kF

=
√

2(1 + cosφ)/2, y ≡ h
EF

, and γ̃ ≡ γ
EF

, N(0) = mkF /(2π
2) is the density of states at the Fermi level

per spin component, kF = (3π2n)1/3 is the Fermi wave vector related to the particle density n, and EF = k2
F /(2m)

is the Fermi energy.
The simplified notation in χ̃σph(x, y, γ̃) permits us to express the polarization function of an imbalanced Fermi gas

in the presence of non-magnetic impurities in a compact form as

χ̃ph(x, y, γ̃) = −N(0)L(x, y, γ̃), (A10)

where L(x, y, γ̃) ≡ L↓(x, y, γ̃) + L↑(x, y, γ̃) is the generalized Lindhard function.
Taking the limit γ̃ → 0 in Eqs. A8 and A9 it is straightforward to obtain,

χ̃↓ph(x, y) = −N(0)

4

{√
1− y

(
1− y

2x2

)
− 1

2x

[
1− y − x2

(
1− y

2x2

)2
]

ln

∣∣∣∣√1− y + y
2x − x√

1− y − y
2x + x

∣∣∣∣} (A11)

≡ −N(0)L↓(x, y),

and

χ̃↑ph(x, y) = −N(0)

4

{√
1 + y

(
1 +

y

2x2

)
− 1

2x

[
1 + y − x2

(
1 +

y

2x2

)2
]

ln

∣∣∣∣√1 + y − y
2x − x√

1 + y + y
2x + x

∣∣∣∣} (A12)

≡ −N(0)L↑(x, y),

which was obtained in the clean limit in Ref. [72]. Appendix B: Non-dimensional equality for the
obtention of the first-order line and the thermal

gap-equation

The first-order line in the phase diagram in Fig. 6 is
obtained as the solution of the non-dimensional equality

−

[
π

4kFa
− L̄(y, γ̃)

2
−
∫ Z

0

dz

2

]
∆̃2

0 +

∫ Z

0

z2dz
[
z2 − µ̃−

√
(z2 − µ̃)2 + ∆̃2

0 (B1)

− T̃ ln
(
e−

1
T̃

(
√

(z2−µ̃)2+∆̃2
0+y) + 1

)
− T̃ ln

(
e−

1
T̃

(
√

(z2−µ̃)2+∆̃2
0−y) + 1

) ]
=

∫ Z

0

z2dz
{
z2 − µ̃− |z2 − µ̃| − T̃ ln

(
e−

1
T̃

(|z2−µ̃|+y) + 1
)
− T̃ ln

(
e−

1
T̃

(|z2−µ̃|−y) + 1
)}

,

together with the thermal gap equation

π

2kFa
− L̄(y, γ̃) (B2)

+

∫ Z

0

z2dz

 1√
(z2 − µ̃)2 + ∆̃2

0

[
1− 1

e
1
T̃

(
√

(z2−µ̃)2+∆̃2
0+y) + 1

− 1

e
1
T̃

(
√

(z2−µ̃)2+∆̃2
0−y) + 1

]
− 1

z2

 = 0,

where L̄(y, γ̃) = 1
2

∫ 1

−1
d cos θ L(x, y, γ̃), with L(x, y, γ̃)

given by Eq. (A10), µ̃ ≡ µ/EF , Z ≡ Λ/kF , and ∆̃0 =
∆0/EF .
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