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W e consider the norm alstate ofa dense ultracold atom ic Ferm igas in the presence ofa Fesh-

bach resonance. W e study the BCS and the m olecular instabilities and their interplay,within the

fram ework ofa recentm any-body approach.W e �nd surprisingly that,in the tem perature dom ain

wheretheBCS phaseispresent,thereisa non zero lowerbound forthebinding energy ofm olecules

at rest. This could give an experim entalm ean to show the existence ofthe BCS phase without

observing itdirectly.

PACS num bers:74.20.Fg,74.72.Bk,74.25.Jb

Experim entalprogress in the study ofultracold Ferm igases has proceeded quite recently at a very fast pace.

W orking in the vicinity ofa Feshbach resonance which allows to cover a very wide range ofscattering length by

sweeping the m agnetic �eld acrossthe resonance,severalgroupsdealing eitherwith 40K [1,2]or 6Li[3{5]have been

able to vary the interatom ic interaction in such a way that the system goes essentially from a weakly attractive

atom ic Ferm igasto a dilute gasofdiatom ic m olecules. The clearobservation oflong lived m oleculesisone ofthe

very positive outcom esofthese experim ents. M ore generally these experim entshave shown thatitis quite easy to

shiftrapidly the m agnetic �eld and thereby m odify the scattering length a,and consequently interactions,in such a

way thatthesystem doesnothavetim eatallto adjustto thischange.Henceitisexperim entally feasibleto prepare

the gasin an out-of-equilibrium situation,then to study itsevolution from a m etastable state and in particularthe

m anifestation ofvariousinstabilities.

In thispaperwe study,throughoutthe a� T phase diagram ,the two instabilitieswhich arise in a norm alFerm i

gas due to an attractive interaction,nam ely the m olecular and the BCS instabilities. W e have just stressed that

this situation is quite relevantexperim entally. W e �nd an unexpected interplay between these two instabilities. A

particular consequence is that,at tem peratures where the BCS phase is present,there is a nonzero threshold for

the binding energy ofm olecules at rest. In other words it should not be possible to observe such a m olecule with

zero binding energy,in contrastto the standard situation fortwo atom sin vacuum where the binding energy ofthe

m olecule is zero right at the resonance a� 1 = 0. Hence quite unexpectedly this link between BCS and m olecular

propertieswould providea signatureofthepresenceoftheBCS phasejustby looking atthem olecularspectroscopic

properties,which could be easierto observeexperim entally than the BCS phaseitself.

Actually we have quite recently considered the e�ect ofthe Ferm isea on the m olecular bound state associated

with a Feshbach resonance,when this is the only instability. W e note that,since the Ferm isea is responsible for

the form ation ofCooperpairs,which are som e kind ofm olecules,itissom ewhatnaturalthatitdoesalso a�ectthe

m olecularproperties.W e haveshown thatthe presence ofthe Ferm isea shiftsthe location ofthe appearanceofthe

m olecularstatetoward positivevaluesforthescattering length [6].Thiscan physically beeasily understood because,

ifwethink ofthe wavefunction ofthe(large)m oleculeasm ade up from planewaves(thiscorrespondsm erely to the

Fourierexpansion ofthe wavefunction),the presence ofthe Ferm isea prohibitsthe occupation ofa num berofthese

plane wavestatesbecause ofPauliexclusion.So the qualitative e�ectofthisPauliexclusion isto m akethe building

ofthem olecularstatem oredi�cultthan in vacuum .Naturally thisexclusion e�ectdecreasesasT increasessincethe

statisticaloccupation ofstatesgetslower.Asa resultthe m olecule doesnotappearrightatthe Feshbach resonance

asitoccursin vacuum .Instead the inversescattering length a� 1 hasto be largerthan a positive threshold in order

to havean existing m olecularbound state.To be com plete we have to stressthatthe abovepicture isform olecules

with zero m om entum forthe centerofm ass. W hen the m olecule hasa nonzero totalm om entum ,the adverse e�ect

ofthe Ferm isea willbe sm allersince Pauliexclusion willacton lessofthe plane wave statesform ing the m olecular

wavefunction.And itisclearthatfora fastm olecule (with respectto atom icgasvelocities)there willbe essentially

no e�ectoftheFerm isea on theform ation ofthem olecularbound state.W enotethatthisshiftofthe threshold for

appearanceofthe m olecularstatesisin qualitativeagreem entwith experim entalobservationsofstrong lossesin 6Li

appearing m uch below thelocation oftheFeshbach resonance[7].Howevertheinterpretation oftheseexperim entsis

obviously com plex,with in particulardynam icale�ects,and itrem ainsto be seen how strong isexperim entally the

roleofthe e�ectthatwehavejustdescribed.Thebesttoolislikely to involvesom eform ofspectroscopy.

Here we willuse,as in the above study,the result obtained recently [8]for the scattering am plitude due to a

Feshbach resonance,m odi�ed by the presence ofthe dense Ferm igas. Although obtained within a quite general

form alism ,thisresultm akesuse ofstrong sim pli�cations. Neverthelessitisclearly worth exploring sim ple physical
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approxim ationsbefore going to m ore elaborate schem es. First the irreducible vertex is taken m erely as the sim ple

scattering am plitude oftwo isolated atom s. Second only Pauliexclusion is taken into accountfor the e�ect ofthe

Ferm igas. Nevertheless the resulting scattering am plitude is quite non trivial. In particular,in contrastwith the

vacuum case,it depends on the totalm om entum ofthe scattering atom s because ofPauliexclusion. As already

m entionned this e�ect is quite sm allfor two atom s with very high m om enta,and we willconcentrate here on the

case where the totalm om entum is zero since it displays the strongest m anifestation ofPauliexclusion. Also any

background scattering isom itted forsim plicity

Theexpression [8]forthe fullvertex �(!)in the particle-particlechannel,which,exceptfora factor�=2k0,isjust

the inversef� 1 ofthe e�ective scattering am plitude,isgiven by (wetake�h = 1):

�
2�2

m k0

1

�(!)
=

1

�
�

�!

�W
+ I(�!) I(�!)=

Z
1

0

dx[1�
x2

x2 � �!=2
tanh

x2 � 1

2�t
] (1)

W e have taken the chem icalpotential� (assum ed to be positive)asourenergy scale and ourwavevectorscale k0 is

de�ned by � = k20=2m (itreducesto the Ferm iwavevectoratT = 0). W e have introduced the reduced wavevector

x = k=k0,thereduced energy �! = !=� and thereduced tem perature �t= T=�.In contrastwith Ref.[8],theorigin for

theenergy ! ofthetwo atom shasnotbeen shifted atthechem icalpotential,butm erely taken asusualatthebottom

ofthecontinuousenergy spectrum forfreeparticles.Thecoupling constant� isrelated to thescattering length a by

� = � 2k0a=�. W e have introduced the reduced width ofthe Feshbach resonance �W = m 2jwj2=�2k0 where w isthe

m atrix elem ent[8]corresponding to theFeshbach coupling between the open and theclosed channel.In the strongly

explored caseof6Li, �W isquitelargeand in Eq.(1)wewillneglect �!= �W in the following.

Asitiswellknown theappearanceofthem olecularbound statewillshow up asa polein thevertex,and therefore

itwillbe found by writing thatthe r.h.s. ofEq.(1)iszero. W e note thatthe BCS instability itselfappearsalso as

such a pole.The im aginary partofEq.(1)iszero atthe chem icalpotential! = 2� and writing thatthe realpartis

zero leadsto:

1

a
=

2

�

Z
1

0

dk[1�
k2

k2 � 2m �
tanh

k2 � 2m �

4m T
] (2)

which isjustthestandard BCS equation with ournotations(noticethat� 1=� ischanged into � 1=�+ 2= �W ifwetake

the �W term into account).

Itiseasily seen from Eq.(2)thatthe BCS transition isalso found in the region a > 0,thatisbeyond the location

oftheFeshbach resonancein vacuum .Thissituation hasalready been considered by M ilstein etal.[9]and by O hashi

and G ri�n [10]within a phenom enologicalferm ion-boson m odel,and itisactually a clearingredientoftheBCS-BEC

crossover. Itseem sat�rstsurprising to see BCS pairing fora > 0 since in this case one hasan e�ective repulsion

between atom s.Butonehasrathertoconsiderthatthetendencytoform abound stateisan increasingfunction ofa� 1

(taken algebraically),so thatgoing to a > 0 m akesiteven easierto form BCS pairs.O n theotherhand BCS pairing

occursin the Ferm isea : the BCS pole appearsfora positive energy ! = 2� > 0. Hence the BCS transition stops

when � = 0. Leggett[11]hasalready pointed outthat,forthe excitation spectrum atT = 0,there isa qualitative

change when one crosses� = 0. In ourcase we are in the norm alstate and,atthe levelofourapproxim ation,the

chem icalpotentialism erely related to the one-speciesatom num bern by the free particlerelation:

n =
1

2�2

Z
1

0

dk
k2

e(k
2=2m � �)=T + 1

(3)

Instead ofn,weintroduceforconveniencetheFerm iwavevectorde�ned by n = k3
F
=6�2 and thecorrespondingenergy

E F = k2
F
=2m .From Eq.(2)and Eq.(3)we�nd thecriticaltem peratureTc asa function ofthescattering length a.In

Fig.1 weplotTc=E F asa function of1=kF a.The end point(T0;a0)isfound atT0=E F ’ 0:99 and 1=kF a0 ’ 0:68.

W hen a� 1 isincreased beyond thispointwe expectto �nd an instability corresponding physically to a m olecular

bound state. Naturally this iswhathappensbutthere is a qualitative change in thiscase. Indeed these m olecular

statescorrespond to negativevaluesofthe energy !,forwhich the r.h.s.ofEq.(1)isalwaysrealso weareno longer

forced to require that its im aginary part is zero. Hence we do not need to take a speci�c energy,and for a �xed

tem peratureT,weexpectto �nd thebinding energy j!jincreasing with a� 1,justasitisin theabsenceoftheFerm i

sea.Actually thisisthecasethatwehaveexplored recently [6]for� < 0,which m eansT > T0.Asalready indicated

wehavefound that,dueto thepresenceoftheFerm isea,them olecularstatewith zero binding energy doesnotform

for a� 1 = 0 as in vacuum ,but rather for a positive value ofa� 1
m
(T) which increases when T decreases. Naturally

when for�xed T we increase a� 1 beyond a� 1
m
(T),the m olecularbinding energy increasesfrom zero. Conversely we

can say that,starting from largeand positivevaluesofa� 1 and decreasing it,m oleculesstartto dissociateata� 1
m
(T).

W e have plotted 1=kF am (T)in Fig. 1 and we see thatitm eets the above curve forthe BCS transition atthe end
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point.Thisisnaturalsincethispointcorrespondsto cancelthe r.h.s.ofEq.(1)for! = 0 and � = 0,so itbelongsto

the two curves.Hence there isa clearlink between the m olecularshiftand the existence ofthe BCS phase.

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2

T
 /
 E

F

1 / k
F 

a

m

m1 m2

BEC

T
c

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2

Im
 ω

 / 
E

F

Re ω / E
F

FIG .1. Criticaltem perature Tc ofthe BCS transition asa function ofthe inverse scattering length a
� 1
,threshold a

� 1

m
(T)

for form ation ofzero m om entum m olecules (curve labelled m ),thresholds a
� 1

m 1
(T) (labelled m 1) and a

� 1

m 2
(T) (labelled m 2)

(see text). Insert: trajectory ofthe BCS pole in the upper com plex ! plane for T = 0 (fullcurve) and for �t= 0:2;0:5;1:;2:

(successive dashed curves).The arrowsindicate how the pole(s)m oveswhen a
� 1

isincreasing.

It is now interesting to study in the sam e way what happens when we increase a� 1 at �xed T for � > 0,that

is T < T0. M ore speci�cally we willfollow the pole of�(!) which gives rise to instability. W hen,for �xed T,we

start from a� 1 large and negative there is no instability,untilby increasing a� 1 (algebraically)we reach the BCS

instability when wetouch the Tc(a
� 1)curve.Asitiswellknown thism eansthatthe corresponding pole,which was

in the lower! com plex plane hasm oved up and hasreached the real! axis.Thisiseasily checked on Eq.(1).M ore

generally,since a� 1 is real,we �nd the trajectory ofthe pole by writing thatthe im aginary partin Eq.(1)is zero,

thatisIm I(�!)= 0 (ifthe �W term isneglected).Theresultforthistrajectory in the! com plex planeisshown in the

insertofFig.1 forvarioustem peratures.

W eseenaturally that,aftercrossing therealaxis,thepolegoesdeep into theuppercom plex plane,corresponding

to thefactthat,when weenterm oreinto theBCS phasedom ain,thenorm alstatebecom esm oreand m oreunstable.

However when a� 1 is further increased,the pole goes back toward the real! axis,eventually reaching it on the

sem i-axis! < 0. Thishappensfora positive value a
� 1

m 1
(T)shown in Fig. 1. Atthisstage the norm alstate hasno

longer,strictly speaking,a BCS type instability.Itisrathera m oleculartype instability,characterized by a pole on

thenegativeenergy axis.Howeverwhathappensnextto thepoleisrathersurprising.W hen a� 1 isincreased beyond

a
� 1

m 1
(T),the pole splits into two poles,one with increasing !,the otherone with decreasing !. This is m osteasily

seen atT = 0.In thiscasethe integration in Eq.(1)iseasily perform ed and one �ndsforthe position ofthe poleon

the negative! axis:

�
1

�
�

�

2kF
a
� 1

= 2rarctanr�
�

2
r+ 2 (4)

where we have setr = (j�!j=2)1=2. Starting from 2 atr = 0,the r.h.s. ofEq.(4)�rstdecreases,reachesa m inim um

� 1=�m in = 1:67 for �! = � 0:39 (r= 0:30),then increasesand behavesasym ptotically as(�=2)r.Them inim um gives

the value ofa
� 1

m 1
(T = 0)forwhich the BCS pole reachesthe negative ! axisat �! = � 0:39. W hen a� 1 isincreased

beyond a
� 1

m 1
(0),one �nds two solutionsfor �! around the m inim um . O ne ofthem decreases,in agreem entwith the

expected increaseofa m olecularbinding energy.Butsurprisingly the otheroneincreasesand goesrapidly to ! = 0,

whereitdisappears(m oreprecisely itgoesin thelowercom plex planealongthenegative! axis,whereithasnodirect

physicalm anifestation). Thisdisappearance occursfor� 1=� = 2. W e calla
� 1

m 2
(T = 0)= 4kF =� the corresponding

value ofa� 1. The lower pole is then at �! = � 2:Beyond a
� 1

m 2
(0) there is only one solution,corresponding to the

continuation ofthe lowerenergy solution.Hence we recoverthe standard m olecularsituation ofa single pole with a

binding energy increasing with a� 1.

In order to understand physically this strange situation it is worthwhile to note that,in the absence ofa Ferm i

sea,the r.h.s. ofEq.(4)would m erely be (�=2)r,leading to the usualresultj!j= 1=m a2 forthe m olecularbinding

energy. Hence the Ferm isea contribution is2rarctanr� �r+ 2 = 2
R1

0
dxx2=(x2 + r2). Therefore the non analytic

decrease ofthe r.h.s. ofEq.(4),behaving as2� �(j�!j=8)1=2 near �! = 0,is produced by the presence ofthe Ferm i
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sea,and thisisthisdecreasewhich createsthem inim um and isresponsiblefortheexistenceofthetwo poles.Thisis

speci�cally produced by the� �rterm .Now thisterm iseasily linked tothedensity ofstatesforpositiveenergy,which

isproportionalto !1=2.Indeed ifwe evaluate the aboveintegralforsm alland positive! (with in�nitesim alpositive

im aginary part),we�nd 2R ln[(1� R)=(1+ R)]+ i�R + 2with R = (�!=2)1=2,and ther.h.s.ofEq.(4)isobtained from

the analyticalcontinuation ofthislastresultthrough the uppercom plex planetoward the negative! axis.Actually

allthe inform ation aboutthisFerm isea contribution iscontained in the im aginary parti�R (essentially the density

ofstates)sincetherealpartcan berecovered through K ram ers-K ronigrelations.Now wenotethat,forsm all!,this

im aginary part is positive in contrastwith the result Im I(�!) = � i(�=2)R for free particles. This gives [8]for the

overallresultIm I(�!)= i(�=2)R.

Clearly the physicalinterpretation ofthis change ofsign is that,below the Ferm ienergy,we dealwith hole-like

excitations while above the Ferm ienergy we have the standard particle-like excitations: in order to create excited

statesbelow theFerm ienergy wehaveto rem oveparticlessincePauliexclusion forbidsto add them .Thisleadsto the

conclusion thatthe bound state with very sm allbinding energy we have found above,justdetached from the Ferm i

sea,hasa hole-likecharacter.In otherwordsitcorrespondsto a m olecularstateform ed by two atom icholes(absence

ofatom s)ratherthan to a standard m olecule form ed by two atom s. It is a kind ofantim olecule. W e can com e to

thisconclusion m orerapidly by thinking ofthe situation we would havefora Ferm ienergy going to in�nity.Allthe

low energy stateswecould considerotherthan the ground statewould be hole-like,sincethe only thing which could

be done would be to rem ove particles. In particularwe would have only hole-like m olecules. Naturally we interpret

the lowerenergy pole asa standard particle-like m olecularstate,since in particularit willbe the only one present

fora� 1 > a
� 1

m 2
(0).O n the otherhand,ifwe think ofdecreasing a� 1 below a

� 1

m 2
(0),we willhavetwo poles,one being

particle-likeand theotheronehole-like.Thereforewhen they m ergeata
� 1

m 1
(0)thecorresponding polehasnecessarily

a m ixed particle-holenature.Butthisisrathernaturalsincethispoleisa BCS-typepoleaswehaveseen.Indeed it

iswellknown thattheBCS instability hasthism ixed nature(wecan think ofitastheform ation ofpairsofparticles,

oraswellaspairsofholes),asitisre
ected in thenatureofthelow energy singleparticleexcitationsin BCS theory.

Hence itisrathernaturalthatwhen the BCS pole,afterm oving in the uppercom plex plane,reachesthe negative!

axis,ithasstillthism ixed nature.Thism akesalso likely that,when the two polesseparate,they haveactually also

a m ixed nature,with a fullparticleorhole characteronly reached ata
� 1

m 2
.

The experim entalobservability ofsuch a hole-like m olecule isunclear. Indeed a hole around zero energy isquite

deep below the Ferm ienergy and correspondsto a high energy excited state. It is likely that the lifetim e ofsuch

a state willbe quite shortdue to particle-hole recom bination processes. These would appearbecause ofthe strong

interactionsoftheatom sin Ferm isea,butthey arenotpresentin ourapproxim atetreatm entsinceweevaluateI(�!)

without taking into account these interactions. W e would have to go beyond this theoreticallevelto m ake these

processesappear. Sim ilarly it is likely that the m olecularstates with partialhole-like nature willhave a too short

lifetim e to be directly observed. Hence the physicalsituation for a
� 1

m 1
< a� 1 < a

� 1

m 2
is quite unclear and it is not

obvioushow this dom ain willsurvive in im proved theories. In particularthe existence oftwo poles m ay suggesta

m ore com plex instability,or a forbidden dom ain with phase separation. O n the other hand for a� 1 > a
� 1

m 2
we are

back to a sim plephysicalsituation.W e havejusta singlepolecorresponding to theform ation ofstandard m olecular

state. Howeverthe rem arkable point is thatthe binding energy j�!jis alwayslargerthan 2 (i.e. j!j> 2E F ). This

m eansthatitisim possible to observea m olecularstate with zero binding energy,in contrastto the classicalcaseof

a dilute gasforwhich thebinding energy iszero atthe Feshbach resonancea� 1 = 0.Even ifwebelieveitispossible

to observeshortlived m oleculesin therangea
� 1

m 1
< a� 1 < a

� 1

m 2
,thisresultrem ainsvalid aswehaveseen above.The

lowerbound forthe m olecularbinding energy willjustbe sm aller.Finally wehaveforsim plicity lim ited ourexplicit

quantitativestudy to theT = 0 case,butitisclearfrom theinsertofFig.1 thatthesam eresultswillbequalitatively

valid foralltherange0� T � T0.Thelowerbound forthem olecularbinding energy willdecreasewith increasing T

and go to zero forT = T0.Since T0 isalso the m axim um tem perature forthe existence ofthe BCS phase,we reach

the surprising conclusion that,wheneverthe BCS phase ispresent,we can notobservea m olecule with zero binding

energy.Thiso�ersan indirectway to dem onstratethe presenceofthe BCS condensation.

W e have naturally to be quite speci�c with respect to the above statem ent. In this paper we have only studied

the instabilitiesarising in a norm alFerm igas,with in particularno m oleculesalready present. Therefore when we

consider this gas for a� 1 > a
� 1

m 2
(T),we dealwith an out ofequilibrium situation since at equilibrium a sizeable

fraction ofthe gasshould be underm olecularform . Therefore we have in m ind an experim entwhere,starting from

the a� 1 < 0 side ofthe Feshbach resonance,one would very rapidly changea� 1 by acting on the m agnetic �eld and

then observethebinding energy ofthe�rstfew m oleculesappearing in thegas.W ecould also worry aboutthee�ect

ofthe Bose-Einstein condensation ofm olecules.Howeverin oursim ple picturethe criticaltem peratureforthisBEC

is[9]TB E C = 0:218TF ,so thee�ectwehaveconsidered could beatleastobserved in therangeTB E C < T < T0.Also

the instabilities we have considered are allat zero wavevector,just as the dom inant BCS instability itself. So the

m oleculesweconsidered havezerototalm om entum .Fornonzerom om entum thee�ectswillbeweaker,and weexpect

them to disappearat som e wavector,whose inverse is oforderofthe Cooper pair size,just as the BCS instability
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itself.

Finally we have naturally to consider that our theoreticalapproach is clearly not quantitatively accurate,since

forexam ple ourvalue forthe BCS criticaltem perature Tc isjustthe standard one [12],and doesnotcontain lower

order
uctuation e�ects[13]norhigherordersand self-energy e�ects[14].Howeverwebelievethatourresultsrem ain

qualitatively valid under m uch m ore generalconditions. Indeed we see from Fig. 1 that the nonzero threshold for

m olecular binding energy that we have found is ultim ately linked to the trajectory ofthe BCS pole in the upper

com plex plane. But the existence ofa BCS pole,and its trajectory in the upper com plex plane are quite general

featuresofany theoreticaldescription. Since we naturally expectto �nd m oleculesforvery large a� 1,thispole has

to go back to the realnegative ! axis,aswe have found,which im pliesagain the nonzero m olecularbinding energy

whenevertheBCS phaseispresent.In otherwordsthe(qualitative)topology ofourresultsshould rem ain valid even

ifthey arequantitatively m odi�ed.

W e stressagain thatwhatwe have done in thispaperisto look atthe instability propertiesofthe norm alstate,

even in regionswhereitisnottheequilibrium state.W ehavefound that,when a� 1 goesfrom � 1 to + 1 acrossthe

phase diagram ,these propertiesdo notchange sm oothly,butratherthatthe behaviourchangeson som e linesthat

wehaveidenti�ed.O necan wonderifthesam eisnottruefortheequilibrium phase,and in particularfortheground

state in the super
uid dom ain forwhich a quite naturalinterpolating hypothesis[11,15]isa BCS-like ground state

whatever the scattering length,since this wavefunction is known to describe properly the dilute m olecular ground

state[16]aswellasthe weak coupling BCS state.In thiscaseonewould ratherexpecta singleinstability to appear

correspondingtothepairform ation,soitm ightbethatthisBEC-BCS crossoverisnotassm ooth assuggested by this

picture,and thatthe actualphysicsism ore com plex. Howeverourresultshave no directbearing on thisquestion,

sincewehaveexplored only thenorm alphase,notthesuper
uid.W ejustnotethat,in thesuper
uid state,thee�ect

ofPauliexclusion willstillbe present.

W e are very gratefulto T.Bourdel,Y.Castin,C.Cohen-Tannoudji,J.Dalibard,X.Leyronas,C.M ora and C.
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