
Superfluid fraction of interacting bosonic gases
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2Departament de F́ısica, Universitat Politècnica de Catalunya, Campus Nord B4-B5, E-08034 Barcelona, Spain

(Dated: March 14, 2024)

The superfluid fraction f of a quantum fluid is defined in terms of the response of the system to
a weak and constant drag. Notably, Leggett long ago derived two simple expressions providing a
rigorous upper bound and a heuristic lower bound for f . Here we study the superfluid fraction of
bosonic gases in various two-dimensional potentials, such as regular optical lattices and disordered
speckles, by solving the Gross-Pitaevskii equation and performing Diffusion Monte Carlo simulations.
We show that under conditions relevant for most ultracold experiments the bounds proposed by
Leggett provide a surprisingly narrow bracketing of the exact value of the superfluid fraction.

Superfluidity is one of the most striking effects of quan-
tum mechanics. This phenomenon has been observed in a
wide variety of systems, encompassing liquid helium, di-
lute Bose gases, strongly-interacting fermionic mixtures
and even neutron stars [1–4]. In the superfluid state, a
many-body ensemble is characterized by a macroscopic
wavefunction, and it features remarkable properties such
as frictionless flow and quantized vorticity. Generally,
however, only a portion of a system is superfluid. Fol-
lowing Landau’s two-fluid hydrodynamics [5], the total
mass density is written as ρ = ρn + ρs, where ρn and
ρs are the normal and superfluid densities, respectively.
At finite temperatures, a normal component arises nat-
urally due to thermal excitations, and its interplay with
the superfluid component yields second sound [6]. But a
sizable ρn can be present even at zero temperature. This
happens, for example, in the presence of an external field,
which can even fully destroy the superfluidity, as in Mott
insulators [7–9].

In two remarkable papers, A. Leggett noticed that
a key property prompting the reduction of the super-
fluid fraction of a many-body system at zero tempera-
ture is the presence of (spontaneous, or induced) density
modulations, which break translation or Galilean sym-
metries [10, 11]. The superfluid fraction f = ρs/ρ is
a dynamical property, but surprisingly Leggett derived
simple lower and upper bounds directly from the ground
state density n = |Ψ|2, which is real and carries no in-
formation about the velocity field of the condensate and
therefore, a priori, about dynamical properties.

Ultracold quantum gases are excellent platforms for
exploring the accuracy of the Leggett’s bounds. Recent
works proved that the bounds are exact for dilute Bose
gases in the presence of one-dimensional (1D) optical lat-
tices [12, 13]. Here we demonstrate by performing Diffu-
sion Monte Carlo and Gross-Pitaevskii simulations, that
quite surprisingly the bounds bracket closely the exact
value of the superfluid density of dilute Bose gases in a
broad class of two-dimensional (2D) regular and disor-
dered potentials. Furthermore, we discuss the applica-
bility of such bounds to other many-body systems.

Superfluid fraction and Leggett’s bounds.— Given a

system of N particles of mass m, its superfluid fraction is
a tensor defined through the response along the direction
α to a perturbation moving with velocity vβ along β:

fαβ = 1− lim
v→0

⟨P̂α⟩/(Nmvβ), (1)

where ⟨P̂α⟩ is the mean total momentum along α. In the
following, we will only consider the parallel response to
a drag along x, and denote for simplicity fxx by f . The
Leggett’s lower and upper bounds to f read [10, 11]

f↓ =
1

n̄

〈
1

⟨ 1n ⟩x

〉
r⊥

and f↑ =
1

n̄

1〈
1

⟨n⟩r⊥

〉
x

. (2)

The upper bound is derived variationally and therefore
rigorous (always exact), while the lower one is heuris-
tic and expected to hold only for dilute bosonic gases.
Here n̄ = N/L stands for the mean density, r⊥ rep-
resents all coordinates in the hyperplane perpendicular
to x, and ⟨·⟩α denotes a spatial average over coordinate
α = {x, r⊥}. Whenever the particle density factorizes as
n(r) = nx(x)n⊥(r⊥), the two bounds coincide:

f↓ = f↑ =
1

⟨nx⟩x⟨ 1
nx

⟩
x

(factorized n), (3)

and thus this expression gives the exact result for the
superfluid density. This factorized form for n(r) arises

FIG. 1. Sketches illustrating Leggett’s lower and upper
bounds to the superfluid fraction f . The superflow (blue ar-
rows) may be partially obstructed by barriers (yellow boxes),
or entirely blocked by “transverse nodal surfaces” (red box).
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for example for Bose gases in 1D optical lattices, the
situation studied in the recent Refs. [12, 13].

A physical intuition about these bounds may be ob-
tained by examining the two sketches presented in Fig. 1.
The lower bound is the easiest to understand. Consider
slicing the system into 1D tubes along the axis paral-
lel to the drag. To get f↓, one computes Eq. (3) along
each tube (finding f < 1 whenever a barrier obstructs
it), and averages the results over all tubes. By ignoring
the cross-talk between the tubes, one obtains naturally
a lower bound to f . The upper bound is slightly more
subtle to grasp. Here one slices the system perpendic-
ularly to the force, then extracts the superfluid fraction
traversing each plane, and finally uses this quantity to
compute Eq. (3) along the direction of the force. By first
computing the transverse average, one erases all infor-
mation about the particular path the superfluid took to
traverse each plane. For example, the path shown in the
right panel contains sharp turns, and the superfluid is
not likely to follow it because of its high kinetic cost. As
a consequence, this procedure produces an upper bound
f↑. Importantly, whenever the system presents trans-
verse nodal surfaces [i.e., regions where n(x0, r⊥) = 0
for all values of r⊥, see the red box in Fig. 1(b)], then
the upper bound immediately vanishes, and therefore the
system must be fully normal.

Superfluid fraction in 2D Bose gases—In this work,
we study the superfluid response of a two-dimensional
bosonic system by comparing a mean-field approxima-
tion, specifically the 2D Gross-Pitaevskii model, with
numerically exact Diffusion Monte Carlo (DMC) simu-
lations of 3D Bose gases under strong transverse confine-
ment. Our investigation covers systems in the presence
of potentials which are periodic, disordered, and hybrid
(ordered along one direction, and disordered along the
other).

Our primary objective is to quantify the superfluid be-
havior of the system. In the reference frame of the moving
potential, the Gross-Pitaevskii equation (GPE) reads[
− ℏ2

2m

(
∇+

mv

ℏ
x̂
)2

+ V (r) + g|ψ(r)|2
]
ψ(r) = µψ(r),

(4)
where V (r) is the external potential, g the 2D coupling
constant, and µ the chemical potential.
The key point is that only the superfluid component

reacts to the drag. In particular, the perturbed and un-
perturbed ground state energies are related by

E(v) = E(0) + f
mv2

2
(v −→ 0), (5)

an expression directly yielding the superfluid fraction
f . This approach is particularly suitable for a numeri-
cal study because very robust numerical techniques have
been developed to study the ground state properties of
the Gross-Pitaevskii equation (see, e.g., Refs. [14, 15]).

To independently assess the validity of the 2D GPE
description of this system, we perform numerically exact
Diffusion Monte Carlo simulations in three dimensions,
adding to the potential V in the xy plane a tight har-
monic oscillator in the z direction. The interaction po-
tential between the particles is modeled by a soft-sphere
potential with the diameter equal to the transverse os-
cillator length aho and scattering length a3D small com-
pared to it, a3D/aho = 0.1. Under these conditions, to a
good approximation, the mean-field relation between the
three-dimensional parameters and two-dimensional cou-
pling constant can be used, g = 4πℏ2(a3D/

√
2πaho)/m.

We consider N = 100 particles in a box of size L × L
with periodic boundary conditions, and we keep the 2D
density n = N/L2 small, so that na2ho = 0.1. Within the
MF relation for the 2D scattering length, ξ = 3.16aho.
The guiding wave function is taken in a similar form
as in Ref. [16], i.e. it is constructed as a product of
one-body terms (Gaussian along z, corresponding to the
ground-state of the transverse harmonic oscillator, and
GPE solution in (x, y) plane, taking into account the
effect of the potential V ) and two-body Jastrow terms
(constructed by matching the solution to the two-body
scattering problem at short distances and an exponen-
tial decay at large distances). The superfluid fraction in
DMC calculation is obtained by using the winding num-
ber technique [17].

Regular and hybrid potentials— In this paper we in-
vestigate the behavior of the Leggett’s bounds in 2D po-
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FIG. 2. Superfluid fraction in a 2D optical lattice and in a
regular grid of repulsive square columns (shown in the inset)
plotted as a function of the mean value ⟨V ⟩ of the potential
divided by E0 = ℏ2/(2md2). Solid symbols correspond to
an optical lattice potential with lattice constant d and two
different values of the coupling strength. Squares show results
for the column potential with ξ/d = 1. Dotted lines show the
weak-perturbation Bogoliubov approximation, Eq. (6).
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tentials. It is important to highlight the significant con-
ceptual difference with the case of 1D optical lattices re-
cently investigated in Refs. [12, 13]. In the latter studies
the density remained separable, and therefore by Eq. (3)
the bounds coincide. However, the density of an interact-
ing gas in a 2D potential is non-separable, and therefore
the accuracy of the bounds is an open question.

We start by considering two kinds of regular potentials:
a symmetric 2D optical lattice with equal spatial period
d and intensity along both directions, and a 2D grid of
square columns whose centers are separated by a distance
d[18]. We present in Fig. 2 our results for the superfluid
fraction f , along with its upper and lower bounds f↓ and
f↑ given by Eq. (2), and with the analytic Bogoliubov
result valid for weak perturbations [16, 19, 20]

fs = 1− 2

L2

∫
k ̸=0

d2k
|V (k)|2

[ℏ2k2/(2m)− 2gn]
2 (6)

with V (k) = L−2
∫
d2r e−ik·r V (r), for various values of

the repulsive interactions. We consider several values of
the healing length ξ =

√
ℏ2/(2mµ). We find that as long

as ξ does not exceed substantially the spatial period d
the bracketing provided by the bounds is so tight that,
for all practical purposes, both bounds coincide with the
exact f . The reason underlying the closeness of f↓ and
f↑ is that when ξ < d the density is well approximated by
a Thomas-Fermi profile nTF(r) = [µ− V (r)]/g, which is
naturally factorized, and therefore Eq. (3) approximately
holds. The bracketing is tighter for a 2D optical potential
than for a grid of columns, because the latter presents
sharp edges. Near the edges the ground state density
varies rapidly, making it harder to approximate by a fac-
torized form, and this results in a looser bracketing.

The superfluid-to-normal transition takes place when
the mean potential height becomes comparable to the
chemical potential µ. A notable feature visible in Fig. 2
is that f for the column potential approaches a constant
value for large ⟨V ⟩. This is easy to understand. Our
grid of columns is aligned parallel to both the x and y
axes, so that there are long unobstructed channels be-
tween them along the direction of the drag. In Fig. 2 we
chose ξ = d, so that the gas can easily penetrate in be-
tween the columns, no matter how high they are. When
they become effectively impenetrable, the lower bound
saturates to a constant, and the gas will keep flowing
around the columns without being further affected by
the changes in the potential.

We continue by studying the superfluid fraction in a
hybrid potential, obtained by summing 1D disordered
speckles along one direction and a 1D optical lattice along
the other. This asymmetric potential is illustrative be-
cause rotating it by 90◦ allows us to probe directly the
tensor nature of the superfluid fraction [21]. Speckle pat-
terns are obtained by diffracting light off a rough surface,
and constitute the simplest form of disorder since they

are characterized by a single dimensionless parameter,
the ratio of their mean amplitude ⟨V ⟩ to the characteris-
tic energy E0 = ℏ2/(2mL2

c) obtained from the correlation
length Lc of the speckles [22]. We generate these patterns
by computing the Fourier transform of aperture functions
whose entries are random complex numbers with unit
modulus, thereby mimicking the random and uncorre-
lated scattering events on the rough surface. We consider
the simplest situation where the spatial period d of the
optical lattice coincides with the correlation length Lc of
the speckles, and the mean amplitude equals ⟨V ⟩ in both
directions. As shown in Fig. 3, radically different behav-
iors are observed when the drag is applied parallel to the
disordered direction as opposed to the periodic one. The
first case closely resembles the idealization used to discuss
the lower bound at the beginning of this work. The opti-
cal lattice “slices” the system into 1D tubes along the axis
of the drag, with limited cross-talk between them, and all
tubes contain the same speckle potential. The dynamics
is then basically 1D, and as soon as the disorder contains
a speckle which is sensibly higher than the chemical po-
tential, all tubes are suddenly blocked (i.e., there appears
a transverse nodal surface), and the superfluid density
vanishes rapidly through a rather abrupt transition. The
second case is very different: now we have tubes with
very variable cross-talk, and along each tube the fluid
sees a periodic potential. In this situation, it is much
harder to form transverse nodal surfaces, and the result-
ing superfluid-normal transition is smoother and takes
place at much larger values of ⟨V ⟩.
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FIG. 3. Superfluid fraction in a hybrid potential. Stars de-
note disordered potential (speckles) along the direction of the
drag and ordered (optical lattice) along it, while filled circles
denote the opposite situation. The results are for ξ/Lc = 1,
and averaged over five different speckle realizations.
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2D speckle disorder—We conclude our analysis by
studying the superfluidity in 2D speckle potentials. Our
results for the superfluid fraction f and its bounds f↓
and f↑ are presented in Fig. 4. Finite-size effects are
important for 2D disorder, and we account for them by
doing calculations for increasing system sizes L, and ex-
trapolating to the infinite size limit [23]. In analogy with
the cases studied before, the superfluid fraction starts to
decrease when the mean disorder amplitude exceeds the
chemical potential µ, and it becomes significantly sup-
pressed when ⟨V ⟩ ≫ µ. The GPE compares very favor-
ably with exact DMC when the gas is sufficiently dilute,
a condition which is well-verified for ξ/Lc = 3.

The Leggett’s bounds are seen to bracket correctly the
superfluid density, and the window between them is par-
ticularly narrow for weak repulsive interactions, such that
ξ > Lc. Under these conditions, the superfluid-insulator
transition happens for very weak potentials, so that the
ground state wavefunction is approximately separable,
and Eq. (3) shows that the two bounds should be very
close to the actual value of f . On the other hand, for
strong disorder (large ⟨V ⟩) the superfluid fraction and its
bounds all tend rapidly to zero, signaling the appearance
of transverse nodal surfaces in the ground state density.

Discussion and conclusions — We have shown that the
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FIG. 4. Superfluid fraction in 2D speckle disorder, plotted
against the mean height ⟨V ⟩ of the speckles. Left/right curves
with filled symbols represent the GPE results for a gas with
weaker/stronger repulsive interactions, the open stars denote
DMC data, the dotted lines are the weak-perturbation Bo-
goliubov approximation (6), and the shaded regions show the
windows left open by Leggett’s lower and upper bounds f↓ and
f↑. Results averaged over five speckle realizations. The sta-
tistical errors due to the disorder averaging are smaller than
the symbols’ size. No significant difference between GPE and
DMC was found for the bounds.

bounds derived by Leggett bracket with surprising accu-
racy the superfluid fraction of dilute Bose gases, which
can be described by the Gross-Pitaevskii equation, un-
der many experimentally-relevant situations. Our find-
ings complement previous studies where the bounds were
used to study Josephson junctions [24–26].

When Leggett first derived the upper bound for the
superfluid fraction, he was discussing the viability of a
supersolid phase in crystalline systems [10]. Using this
bound Leggett estimated that the superfluid fraction in
solid helium should be very small (“probably ≤ 10−4”).

On the other hand, supersolidity has been recently
observed in spin-orbit coupled BECs, dipolar quantum
gases and dilute Bose-Bose mixtures [27–34]. There, den-
sity modulations appear spontaneously in the so-called
“stripe-phase”, and the mean-field description remains
accurate. As such, we expect that the lower Leggett’s
bound will apply, and that the two bounds will narrowly
bracket the actual value of f .

Nonetheless, there are various situations where the
lower bound (which is heuristic, i.e., not rigorous) com-
pletely fails. First, this happens in systems possess-
ing gapless excitations at finite momentum. In such
cases, the Landau criterion predicts that superfluidity is
strongly reduced [9]. At the same time the energy might
remain quadratic in the phase twist and the system could
have a uniform density, so that both the lower Leggett’s
bound f↓ (2) and the definition of f in Eq. (5) would
predict a fully superfluid system. This is the case for ex-
ample in an ideal Bose gas (which is pathologic as it has
a vanishing sound speed), but also in ideal Fermi gases in
any dimensionality or in 1D Luttinger liquids, which pos-
sess a non-zero sound speed, but have gapless Umklapp
processes at twice the Fermi momentum [35–37].

Similarly, f↓ fails for systems which are unstable to
infinitesimal perturbations, such as the ideal Fermi gas
(which in this case displays an Anderson orthogonality
catastrophe) or Luttinger liquids with Luttinger param-
eter K < 3/2 in presence of disorder [38–40]. These sys-
tems retain an almost uniform density (so that f↓ ≈ 1)
even if their energy is unaffected by the drag (and thereby
one must have f = 0).

The upper bound f↑ is instead rigorous, and there-
fore applies to generic many-body systems. For exam-
ple, Orso and Stringari proved by means of sum rules
that f↑ accurately approximates f in a unitary two-
component Fermi gas, provided that the external per-
turbation probes the phononic regime of small momen-
tum, i.e., the paired nature of the system [41]. At higher
momenta, however, the spectrum is no-longer simply
phononic, and f↑ overestimates f .

Interesting open directions for future work include
studying the accuracy of Leggett’s bounds for strongly-
interacting bosons [42], and their extension to non-zero
temperatures.
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tut Henri Poincaré (UAR 839 CNRS-Sorbonne Univer-
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