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W e consider the phase separation ofa trapped atom ic m ixture offerm ions with unequalspin

populations neara Feshbach resonance. In particular,we determ ine the density pro�le ofthe two

spin states and com pare with the recentexperim entsofPartridge etal. [4]. O verallwe �nd quite

good agreem ent.W e identify the rem aining discrepanciesand pose them asopen problem s.

Introduction | The usualBardeen-Cooper-Schrie� er
(BCS) theory of Bose-Einstein condensation (BEC) of
ferm ion pairsrequiresthepopulationsofthetwo species
involved in the s-wave pairing to be equal. For a long
tim e,therefore,theorists have discussed ferm ionic pair-
ing when the species densities are unequal,and several
proposals for the ground state have been put forward
[1,2,3].Experim entally,however,such super uid states
with unequaldensitieshaverem ained elusive.

Afterseveralyearsofexperim entalstudiesoftheBEC-
BCS crossoverwith equalspin population,experim ents
with ultracold atom s have very recently also turned to
studying super uidity with unequalpopulations [4,5].
The basic idea is to load a trap with an unequalpop-
ulation oftwo hyper� ne statesof6Liand tune the bias
m agnetic� eld closetoaFeshbach resonance.Itturnsout
thatthephysicsofan unequal-population Ferm im ixture
in a trap is rather di� erent from the uniform case. the
dom inantcharacteristicofthe m easured density pro� les
appearsto be a phase separation,with an equal-density
BCS phasein an interiorcore,and an outershellconsist-
ingm ostly ofthem ajorityspecies.Ifthereareadditional
two-com ponentphases,forinstanceFulde-Ferrel-Larkin-
O vchinikov (FFLO )phases,they arecon� ned to a shell-
shaped region between the outerm ajority shelland the
innerBCS-likecore.

Partridge et al. have reported in-situ m easurem ents
ofthe density pro� lesofthe two states[4],while Zwier-
lein etal. report on m easurem ents after expansion [5].
The form er experim ents are perform ed close enough to
the Feshbach resonance that they m ay be regarded as
being in the unitarity lim it,i.e.,in thelim itthatthein-
teraction strength g is e� ectively in� nite so it does not
providean energy scaleto theproblem .In thisLetterwe
concentrateon thedata from Ref.[4]and lim itourselves
thereforetotheunitarityregion.W edonotconsiderhere
the data ofRef.[5]on rotating ferm ion gases,nordo we
dealwith theissuesarisingfrom expansion afterthetrap
isswitched o� .

W e present a zero-tem perature analysis ofthe phase
separation using a localdensity approxim ation (LDA)
and a BCS ansatzforthem any-body wavefunction.The
Feshbach resonanceistreated using a single-channelde-

scription,because the closed-channelcom ponent ofthe
Cooper pair wavefunctions is sm allin the crossoverre-
gion forthe extrem ely broad Feshbach resonancethatis
being used in the experim ent[6,7]. Based on an anal-
ysisofthe uniform case atunitarity,we give sim ple ar-
gum ents for the occurrence ofphase separation,and to
identify the surface thatsurroundsthe BCS phase. W e
then calculatethem ajority and m inority density pro� les
within the BCS ansatz,and com pare with experim ental
pro� les.
BCS ansatz for the unitarity regim e | W e � rst ex-

am inepairing atunitarity with unequalchem icalpoten-
tialsfora hom ogeneousm ixture.Since wewilltreatthe
trapped casein LDA,theresultsfrom thisanalysiscan be
used locally forany pointin the trap.W e areinterested
in the g ! 1 lim itofthe Ham iltonian

Ĥ =
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The index � runs over the two hyper� ne states of6Li,
denoted byj1iand j2i.Them assesarethesam e,so�k =
~
2
k
2=2m forboth species,butthechem icalpotentialsare

di� erent,i.e.,�1;2 � � � h,so thatitispossibleto have
unequaldensitiesn1;2 � n � m .
W e use the BCS wavefunction as an ansatz for

the paired ground state. This corresponds to using
the following decom position for the interaction term :
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� � 2=g. W e restrict our-

selves to zero-m om entum pairing, because the experi-
m entaldata do not indicate the presence ofan FFLO
state [8],and because two-channelcalculations suggest
that FFLO states are not stable close to the resonance
[9].Atunitarity,theBCS ansatzisbestunderstood asa
variationalapproach asopposed to a m ean-� eld approx-
im ation. For the case ofan equal-density m ixture,this
approach hasbeen shown to be a reasonable m ethod of
interpolating between theBCS and BEC lim its.W eem -
ploy the sam e philosophy here and extract inform ation
usingtheBCS expressionsforthenum berdensity,energy
density and thegap equation.Fortunately,im proved in-
form ation aboutthe equal-density case isavailable from
M onte-Carlo sim ulations[10,11,12]and m ay beused to
im proveourtrap calculations.
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For the equal-density case, and within the single-
channelassum ption,them any-body system atresonance
isuniversalin thesensethattheonly energy scalein the
problem isthatsetby thedensity,i.e.,theFerm ienergy
ofthe corresponding free gas�F. The BCS ansatz gives
theenergyoftheresonantlyinteractingsystem tobe0:59
tim es�F.Thisnum beriscalled 1+ �,with theuniversal
num ber � being known from M onte Carlo calculations
to be � ’ � 0:58 [10,11,12],to which the BCS value
� ’ � 0:41 should be regarded asan approxim ation. In
thestrong-couplingregion,thepairinggap isoftheorder
ofthe chem icalpotential,instead ofbeing exponentially
suppressed as in the weak-coupling regim e. W ithin the
BCS ansatz � 0 ’ 1:16� ’ 0:68�F,while M onte-Carlo
calculationsgive� 0 ’ 0:84�F [12].
W ith di� ering chem ical potentials, i.e., h 6= 0, the

quasiparticleenergy spectrum oftheBCS ansatzhastwo
branchesE k;� = E k � h,with E k =

p
� 2 + �2

k
[13].For

h > � ,the lower branch becom es negative in the m o-
m entum interval(k1;k2),with k1;2 = � �

p
h2 � � 2. In

that case we need to � llup the negative energy m odes
to constructthelowest-energy ground state.Asa result,
the therm odynam icpotentialbecom es


 =
1

V

X

k

�

(�k � � � E k)+
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2�k

�

�
� 2

g

+ � (h � � )
X

k1< jkj< k2

E k;� : (1)

The � 2=2�k and � 2=g term sarerequired to rem ovethe
usualultravioletdivergence. Note that the lastterm is
theonly placewhereh enters.Thegap equation isgiven
by the condition forthe extrem a ofthe therm odynam ic
potential
 (�;h;� ) i.e.,@
 =@� = 0. The density av-
erage and di� erence m ay be calculated asn = � @
 =@�
and m = � @
 =@h. The resulting expressionsalso have
contributions from the (k1;k2) shellin addition to the
usualBCS contributions.
The ground state ofthe system is the absolute m ini-

m um of
 . For equalchem icalpotentials,the function

 (�;0;� ) has a m axim um at � = 0 and a m inim um
at the equal-density gap � 0. As h is increased,there
is a certain value,h = � 0=�1,at which the � = 0 ex-
trem um becom esam inim um and thereisan interm ediate
m axim um . This m axim um corresponds to an unequal-
density paired solution ofthe gap equation,com m only
known as the Sarm a phase [2],which is thus unstable.
Atsom ehighervalueofthechem icalpotentialdi� erence,
h = � 0=�2,the � = 0 solution becom esthe globalm in-
im um so that the norm alstate is m ore stable than the
paired state.Forweak coupling (g� 1 ! � 1 )thespecial
valuesofh areh = � =2and h = � =

p
2 ’ � =1:414.M ov-

ing towardstheresonancefrom theBCS regim e,we� nd
thatthe valuesof�1 and �2 changeonly slightly within
the BCS ansatz. The change in �1 is sm allerthan 1% ,
while we � nd that�2 evolvesto about1:44 atunitarity,
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RTF
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FIG .1: Left: argum ent for phase separation from consid-

eration ofthe locale�ective chem icalpotentials. Shown are

�e� (r)(dashed)and �e� (r)� h (solid).Right:phase separa-

tion,afterthe x and y coordinateshave been scaled to m ake

thetrap look spherically sym m etric.HereA istheBCS core,

C istheouterm ajority shell,B istheinterm ediateshellofbi-

com ponentphasewhich wetreatastwo non-interacting ideal

gases.

i.e.,a change ofabout 2% . The value of�2 at in� nite
coupling isa universalnum berand ourvalue �2 � 1:44
istheapproxim ation to thisuniversalnum berwithin the
BCS ansatz.
K nowing that the Sarm a phase is a m axim um ofthe

therm odynam ic potentialin the uniform case,itisclear
that we willnot have this phase in the trap within the
local-density approxim ation. Thus,barring m ore exotic
pairing m echanism s, we only have to consider norm al
phasesand equal-density BCS phases.
Phase separation in a trap | The trapping poten-

tialused in Ref.[4]isasym m etric and obeysVtrap(r)=
1

2
m !2zz

2 + 1

2
m !2

?
(x2 + y2),with !z = 2�� (7.2 Hz)and

!? = 2�� (350 Hz). W e scale the spatialvariables in
the radialdirectionsso thatthe trap potentialbecom es
spatially sym m etric,with trapping frequency !z in each
direction.In LDA,thetrap term sin theHam iltonian are
absorbed into thechem icalpotential,so thatwehaveef-
fectivespace-dependentchem icalpotentials:

�
(1)

e�
(r)= �1 � Vtrap(r)= (� + h)� 1

2
m !

2
zr

2

�
(2)

e�
(r)= �2 � Vtrap(r)= (� � h)� 1

2
m !

2
zr

2
(2)

The average �e� = 1

2

�

�
(1)

e�
+ �

(2)

e�

�

decreases parabol-

ically away from the center of the trap while the dif-
ference equals 2h and stays constant. Near the cen-
ter ofthe trap,h is sm allcom pared to �e� and hence
com pared to � 0(�e�). Thus the densities are forced
to be equal and we have a BCS phase in the center.
Since �e�(r) decreases m onotonically,there is som e ra-
diusR B C S atwhich � 0(�e�)’ 1:16�e� isequalto �2h.
O utside this radius,a two-com ponent norm alphase is
m ore stable than a super uid state. For this phase,
we ignore interactionsbetween the two com ponentsand
treat it like two idealFerm igases whose densities are
determ ined by their di� erent chem ical potentials. At
the Thom as-Ferm iradius ofthe m inority (j2i) species,

R
(2)

T F
=
p
2(� � h)=m !2

z,the m inority density vanishes.
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FIG .2: M ajority and m inority densitiescalculated in LDA

fortypicalexperim entalparam etersofRef.[4].The densities

are expressed in units for the e�ective spherical trap with

trapping frequency !z in each direction after rescaling the

radialdirections.

O utside r = R
(2)

T F
only the m ajority rem ains.Thisouter

shellsurvivesup to them ajority (j1i)Thom as-Ferm ira-

diusR (1)

T F
=
p
2(� + h)=m !2

z.
Density pro�les | G iven thechem icalpotentials�� h

atthetrap center,wecan calculatetheBCS coreradius
R B C S and theThom as-Ferm iradiiR

(1;2)

T F
.Thedensities

arethen given by

n1;2(r)=

8
><

>:

nB C S(�e�(r)) r< R B C S

nN (�e�(r)� h) R B C S < r< R
(1;2)

T F

0 r> R
(1;2)

T F

(3)

Here nB C S(�) =
P

k
[1� (�k � �)=E k]=2V is the usual

equal-density BCS density for a single com ponent,and
nN (�)= (2m �)3=2=6�2 isthe ideal-gasdensity. Atuni-
tarity,nB C S(�)= nN (�=[1+ �]).Tocalculatethedensity
corresponding to given totalatom num bers,we� rst� nd
the chem icalpotentials which give N 1;2 =

R
drn1;2(r),

and then usethe expressionsgiven above.
In Fig.2,weshow density pro� lesfora typicalexperi-

m entofRef.[4].Experim entally,thedensity itselfisnot
accessible,butitisinteresting to notesom efeatures.At
the BCS core radius R B C S,the m ajority density n1(r)
hasa discontinuity because itisdeterm ined by the BCS
density corresponding to � on the r < R B C S side and
by the norm aldensity corresponding to � + h on the
r > R B C S side.In the weak-coupling lim it,the nB C S(�)
and nN (�) functions are alm ost identical, and so the
discontinuity would then have been m uch m ore prom i-
nent.Atunitarity,however,nB C S(�)= nN (�=[1+ �])=
[1+ �]� 3=2nN (�),so thatnN (�)’ 0:454nB C S(�)forour
BCS treatm ent. This signi� cantly reduces the upward
jum p ofthe m ajority density atthe coreedge.
Sim ilarly,them inority density n2(r)hasa discontinu-

ity attheBCS coreedgeasitjum psdown from nB C S(�)
tonN (�� h).Thisdiscontinuity isenhanced by thee� ect
ofnonzero� in nN (�)= [1+ �]3=2nB C S(�).Thelargede-
crease ofthe m inority density assuresthatthe m inority
Thom as-Ferm iradiusR (2)

T F
isonly slightly largerthan the
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FIG .3: Radiusversusnum berasym m etry. The three solid

linesfrom bottom to top are calculated valuesofR B C S,R
(2)

T F

and R
(1)

T F
. Filled circles and em pty squares are experim ental

m ajority and m inority radiifrom Ref.[4]. The radiiR B C S,

R
(2)

T F
and the experim entalm inority radiiare scaled by the

ideal-gas Thom as-Ferm iradius R
ideal

T F (N 2) ofN 2 (m inority)

ferm ions. The radius R
(1)

T F
and the m ajority radiiare scaled

by R
ideal

T F (N 1).

BCS core radius R B C S,i.e.,that the interm ediate two-
com ponentshellisratherthin.In therealsystem ,weex-
pectthe LDA discontinuitiesto be sm oothed outsom e-
what by gradient and other corrections. Since experi-
m entally only spatially integrated versionsofn1(r)(col-
um n densities)areobserved,thesm allnon-m onotonicity
ofthe m ajority density isfurtherwashed outand isex-
pected to be di� cultto observe.

M ajority and m inority radii | Fig.3 showsthe evo-
lution ofthethreeradiiin ourtheory (R B C S,R

(2)

T F
,R (1)

T F
)

with thenum berasym m etry P = (N 1 � N 2)=(N 1 + N 2),
and com pares with radii from Ref. [4]. M easured in
units of the ideal-gas Thom as-Ferm iradiicorrespond-
ing to N 1;2,thetheoreticalcurvesdepend only on P and
noton thetotalnum ber.The experim entalradiiareex-
tracted by � tting the m easured colum n density pro� les
to ideal-gasThom as-Ferm idistributions.

Itisreasonabletoassum ethattheexperim entalm inor-

ity radiicorrespond to R B C S ratherthan R
(2)

T F
,since the

m inorityoccupancyin theinterm ediateshellisnegligible,
asshown in Fig.2.O urab initio LDA calculationsthen
explain the radius data extrem ely wellat large P . At
sm allP ,the calculated radiiare som ewhathigherthan
the experim entalones. This is expected from the use
ofthe BCS ansatz,which underestim ates the reduction
ofthe paired state energy,and hence also the reduction
of the size in a trap. W e could im prove our calcula-
tion by using the M onte Carlo values � ’ 0:42�F and
� 0 ’ 0:84�F. However,to identify R B C S we also need
the ratio �2 = � 0=h atwhich the unequal-density nor-
m alphase becom es m ore stable than the equal-density
paired phase,and to thebestofourknowledge�2 isnot
known outsidetheBCS ansatz.W ehavethereforeopted
forconsistency and used the BCS ansatzthroughout.
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The question rem ains whether there is a critical
nonzero value ofP at which phase separation � rst ap-
pears. No such feature appears in our calculations,be-
cause with the BCS treatm entofunitarity,phase sepa-
ration appearsatany nonzero asym m etry,sinceonly the
equal-densityBCS phaseand thenorm alphasearestable
in thiscase.
Axialdensity pro�les | In Fig.4, we have plotted

LDA calculationsfordensitieswith both x and y direc-
tions integrated out,and com pared them with colum n
densitiesintegrated along the x direction [8]. The typi-
calfeature seem sto be thatthe m ajority density pro� le
� ts better than the m inority pro� le,especially outside
the BCS core.Thisisnotso surprising because,outside
thecore,them ajority distribution issim ply theideal-gas
Thom as-Ferm idistribution. Som e detailsofthe density
pro� lesaresm oothed outbecauseofthe double integra-
tion,butitisinstructiveto look attheaxialdensity dif-
ference. In the integralfor the axialdensity di� erence,
onecan forz < R B C S rem ovez from both theintegrand
and the integration lim its,so that the theoreticalaxial
density di� erenceisconstantup to z = RB C S,asseen in
Fig.4.In theexperim entaldata,however,thereisbarely
an extended constant part in the di� erence. G eom etri-
cally,theexperim entaldata indicatesthattheinnercore
is expanded radially and squeezed axially com pared to
the LDA prediction. At this point the reason for this
discrepancy isnotclear. Possible reasonscould be tem -
peraturee� ects,nonuniversalphysicsbeyond the single-
channeldescription, or the e� ects of nontrivialphases
in the interface region which we have notincluded. An-
otherintriguingpossibility isthat,sincethetrap ism uch
tighterin theradialdirection than in theaxialdirection,
correctionsto the localdensity approxim ation m ightbe
required for the radialdirections. Chem icalpotentials
are typically 5-15 tim esthe energy corresponding to ra-
dialtrapping frequency,the lower end ofwhich m ight
be nearthe lim itofvalidity ofLDA.The discrepancy in
the density di� erence isan urgentissue and ispresently
underinvestigation.
Conclusion | In sum m ary,we havepresented ab ini-

tio calculationsofthedensity pro� lesfora ferm ion m ix-
ture near a Feshbach resonance loaded into a trap and
with unequalspin-populations.W hilethem ajorfeatures
aresuccessfully reproduced,two m ajorquestionsem erge
from ouranalysis.O ne isthe shape ofthe axialdensity
di� erencecurvewhich deviatessom ewhatfrom theLDA
calculation,asseen clearly in Fig.4.Thesecond issueis
the possibility ofhaving a transition from a non-phase-
separated con� guration to a phase-separated con� gura-
tion ata certain criticalvalueofthenum berasym m etry
P .
W e have assum ed that unequal-density pairing

schem esarelessfavored than thetwo-com ponentnorm al
phase ofthe interm ediate shell. W hile it is likely that
the interm ediate shellis too sm allto m ake a di� erence
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FIG .4: Experim entalaxialdensities as function of z for

several(N 1;N 2),plotted together with theoreticaldensities

integrated overboth x and y directions:
R
dxdyn(x;y;z).Up-

perpanelsaretheaxialdensitiesofstatesj1iand j2iand the

lowerpanelsarethedi�erences.Notethatthereareno�tting

param eters.

in the density pro� les,the issue ofstability ofvarious
unequal-density pairing schem eshasnotbeen exam ined
thoroughly atunitarity.Som e ofthese questionsand is-
suesarecurrently also underinvestigation.
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independent work discussing issues sim ilar to ours [14,
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