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Abstract. By recognizing the vital importance of two-hole Cooper pdi€Ps) in addition to the
usual two-electron ones in a strongly-interacting mamgciebn system, the concept of CPs was
re-examined with striking conclusions: namely, they angpgal and linearly-dispersive resonances
with a finite lifetime—but provided the ideal-gas Fermi seadplaced by a BCS-correlated unper-
turbed ground-state “sea.” Based on this, Bose-Einstamdeasation (BEC) theory has been ge-
neralized to include not boson-boson interactions (algpected in BCS theory) but rather boson-
fermion (BF) interaction vertices reminiscent of the Fiéhlelectron-phonon interaction in me-
tals. Instead of phonons, the bosons in the generalized BEEC) theory are novboth parti-

cle and hole CPs. Unlike BCS theory, the GBEC modeatds a mean-field theory restricted to
weak-coupling as it can be diagonalized exactly. It repoeduthe BCS condensation energy ex-
actly for any coupling, and each kind of CP is responsibleoialy half the condensation energy.
The GBEC theory reduces to all the old known statistical tiesoas special cases—including the
so-called “BCS-Bose crossover” picture which in turn gatizes BCS theory byot assuming
that the interelectronic chemical potential equals therfF@nergy. Indeed, a BCS condensate is
preciselythe weak-coupling limit of a GBE condensate with equal nuraleé both types of CPs.
With feasible Cooper/BCS model interelectonic interatfiarameter values, and even without BF
interactions, the GBEC theory yields transition tempaegtjincluding room-temperature super-
conductivity (RTSC)] substantially higher than the BCSingiof around 45K, without relying on
non-phonon dynamics involving excitons, plasmons, magmootherwise purely-electronic mech-
anisms. The results are expected to shed light on the expetatsearch for RTSC.
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INTRODUCTION

Boson-fermion (BF) models of superconductivity (SC) as ad3&instein condensation
(BEC) go back to the mid-1950's/[1]4[4], pre-dating even B&S-Bogoliubov theory
[5]-[17]. Although BCS theory only contemplates the present“Cooper correlations”
of single-particle states, BF models [1]-[4],[8]-[14] pithe existence of actual bosonic
CPs. In spite of the central role played by CPs in both low- laigth-T, superconduc-
tivity, however, they are poorly understood. The fundarakdgitawback of early [1]-[4]
BF models, which took two-electron (2e) bosons as analoggdg&tomic molecules in
a classical atom-molecule gas mixture, is the notoriousrad®s of an electron energy
gapA (T). “Gapless” models are useful in locating transition terapgnes if approached
from above, i.e.T > T.. Even so, we are not aware of any calculations with the early
BF models attempting to reproduce any empiritalalues. The gap first began to ap-
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pear in later BF models|[8]-[14]. With two [11][12] excepti®, however, all BF models
neglect the effect ohole CPs included on an equal footing with electron CPs to give
a GBEC theory consisting dioth bosonic CP species coexisting with unpaired elec-
trons in aternary BF model. Although magnetic-flux-quantization measuretséave
established the presencepair charge carriers in both conventionall[15]4[16] as well as
cuprate |[17] superconductors, no experiment has yet beea twoour knowledge [18]
that distinguishes between electron and hole CPs.

The “ordinary” CP problem [19] for two distinct interfernrmanteractions (thé-well
[20][21] or the Cooper/ BCS model/[5][19] interactions) fesgis the effect of two-hole
(2h) CPs treated on an equal footing with 2e-CPs—as Greandibns [22], on the
other hand, can naturally ensure. However, a crucial coatimasult[12] is that the BCS
condensate is a very particular BE condensate edfiial numbersf 2e- and 2hCPs,
each contributing to one-half the condensation energy. [PBis was already evident,
though not fully appreciated, from the perfect symmetryuho= pu, the electron
chemical potential, of the well-known Bogoliubov [24] () and u? (s) coefficients,
wheree  Rh%k?=2miis the electron energy amd its effective mass. The GBEC theory
(also appropriately viewed elsewhere as a “complete bésonion model,” or CBFM)
“unifies” [13] both BCS and ordinary BEC theories as speci@des, and predicts
substantially higheT;’s than BCS theory with the same Cooper/BCS model interactio
that mimics electron-phonon dynamics.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE COOPER INSTABILITY

A Bethe-Salpeter (BS) many-body equation (in the ladder@pmation) treating both
2e and 2h pairs on an equal footing reveals that, while the ©Blgm [based on an
ideal Fermi gas (IFG) ground state (the usual “Fermi seadgshot possess energy
solutions with a real part, it does so when the IFG grouncssateplaced by the BCS
one. This is equivalent to starting from an unperturbed Htaman that is the BCS
ground state instead of the pure-kinetic-energy operatoesponding to the IFG. The
remaining Hamiltonian terms are then assumed amenable ¢éotaripation treatment.
As a result: i) CPs based not on the IFG-sea but on the BCS drstate survive
through anontrivial solution as “generalized” or “moving” CPs which ap®sitive
energy resonances with an imaginary energy term leadingnite-fifetime effects;
i) as in the “ordinary” CP problem, their dispersion retatiin leading order in the
total (or center-of-mass) momentum (CMKMK  h ky + k») is alsolinear (originally
reported without proof in Ref! [25p.33)rather than the quadrafiéK2=2 @m) of a
composite boson (e.g., a deuteron) of massr2oving not in the Fermi sea but in
vacuum; and iii) this latter “moving CP” solution, thoughtei confused with it, is
physically distinct from another more commotmivial solution sometimes called the
Anderson-Bogoliubov-Higgs (ABH) [6]([7] p. 44), [26][2ollective excitation. The
ABH mode is also linear in leading order and goes over intolE& ordinary sound
mode in zero coupling. All this occurs in 1D [28], 2D [29] asliras in the 3D study
outlined earlier in Ref. [30]. In this section we focus on 2&chuse of its interest [31]
for quasi-2D high¥. cuprate superconductors. In general, the results will beiarfor
BEC scenarios employing BF models of superconductivity,amy in exactly 2Das



with the Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless (BKT)_[32][33tansition, but also down to
(1+ €)D which characterize the quasi-1D organo-metallic (Baeing salt) [34]:[36],
and most recently multi-walled carbon nanotube [37], SCs.

If K kg + ko is the CMM andk % k, k) the relative momentum wavevec-
tors of the 2e bound state, antk B + E» is its energy withE; and E, the
energies of electrons 1 and 2, one uses the bare one-fermiean® function
Go k1 K=2+k;B &=2+ E) for particle 1, and similarly for particle 2, where
E %(El BE). The solution of thecompleteBS equation based on the IFG unper-
turbed state wittboth2e- and 2h-CPs included, and formed via the Cooper/BCS model
interaction, is

p
So= iBwp= & 1 (1)

whereA VN &) with N Eg) the electronic density of states (DOS) for one spin,
while V is a positive coupling constant afmdoy an energy cutoff, both defined below
in (12). As the CP energy is pure-imaginary there is an olwiostability of the CP
problem when both type pairs are included. This result wagrailly derived in Refs.
[7] p. 44 and|[38]; also, it was guessed in Ref.|[25] p. 167 withexplicit mention of
hole-pairing. It contrasts sharply with the familiar sadmt[19] for 2e-CPs only, namely

S= Hwp=€" 1) ! hupe 7 (2)

ALO

The first expression is exact in 2D and a very good approxanaitherwise ithap

Er, wherewp is the Debye frequency. The sometimes misnamed “Coopeahitisy”

(@) merely represents a negative-energy, stationarg-¢i&t, infinite-lifetime) bound
pair. We suggest, however, that unlike the apparent neghtit-realéy “instability” (2)

the genuine Cooper instability is reallyl (1) so that theioajCP picturés meaningless

if 2e- and 2h-CPs are treated on an equal footiag consistency demands, since it leads
to a purely-imaginary eigenvalug).

However, a BS treatment of pairs referred not to the IFG sétota BCS-correlated
ground state “sealindicates the CP concept terms of a new nontrivial solution. This
is tantamount to starting not from the IFG unperturbed Hamian but from the BCS
one. Its physical justification is reinforced through theoery of three expected results:
a) the (trivial) ABH sound mode solution; b) the BOS= 0 gap equation; and €nite-
lifetime effects of a “moving-CP” nontrivial solution intkier 2D [29] or 3D |[30]. Thus,
the IFG Green functiofsg (kl;EE%) is replaced by the BCS one, s& k1 ;E1) that now
refers to an energf; K &2+ A2 with & R?k®=2m B andAtheT = 0
fermionic gap. It also contains the Bogoliubov functioné-][ﬂﬁ % a §=Ex) and

uZ 1 §. There are thetwo solutions to the BS equations. A trivial solution is the
ABH energy eigenvaluéyk, which when Taylor-expanded abddt= 0 gives for small

Ain 2D

hy
ngpV—gK+O(K2)+0(/\); (3)

whereo (A ) denote interfermion interaction correction terms thatistaasA ! 0. Note
thatptbe leading term is just the ordinary sound mode in an Wit sound speed
Ve= dinddimensions, as determined straightforwardly from stahttarmodynamic



formulae. Secondly, there is a nontrivimbving CPsolution of the BCS-correlated-sea-
based BS treatment, whichestirely newand leads to the pair energy which in 2D
is [29]

B A 1AvE 45,0 . A 1hve 15,0 3.
&= 2D+ o -AveK + 9kDel K |—ﬁvK+1—2K Ke +0K?: (4

Here, the upper and lower signs refer to 2e- and 2h-CPs, oisplg, and
kp w=Vrg with wp the Debye frequency. A linear dispersion in leading or-
der again appears, but now associated with the bosonic mpo@R. From [(4)
the positiveenergy, 2p-CP resonance has an energy wilih and a lifetime

I« h=2l'k = h=2 A=mhwK + Ave=12kp)e!* K2 that diverges aK = 0, falling

to zero aK increases. Thus, “faster” moving CPs are shorter-livedemeditually break
up, while “non-moving’K = 0 ones are in infinite-lifetime stationary states.

GENERALIZED BEC THEORY OF SUPERCONDUCTORS

The GBEC theory|[11, 12] is described thdimensions by the HamiltoniaHll =
Ho+ Hint. The unperturbed Hamiltoniathy corresponds to a non-Fermi-liquid “normal”
state which is ardeal(i.e., noninteracting) ternary gas mixture of unpairediens and
both types of CPs, two-electron (2e) and two-hole (2h), hame

Ho = Z&‘klaﬁlﬁakls+ ZEJr (K)bEbK ZE (K)C;CK (5)
k1S

where as befor&  k + k is the CP CMM wavevector whiley, ﬁzk§=2m, e.g.,
are the single-electron, arld K) the 2e-/2h-CPphenomenologicalenergies. Here
3 < (&) are creation (annihilation) operators for fermions. amy by (bx) andcy
(ck) are such for 2e- and 2h-CP bosons, respectively—althowgtdownot attempt to
construct them starting from the fermion operators. Twkel@Ps are postulated to be
distinctandkinematically independeitom 2e-CPs, all of which providestarnary BF
gas mixture. This postulate is firmly grounded on the expenits1[15]-[17] cited before.
The operatoHg then has diagonal form and ixacteigenstates can be numerated by
the sets of occupation numbefs g s::Nk ::Mk :::3. The occupation numberg s of
one-fermion states each take on only the two values 0 andilk thbse of the one-boson
momentumK states of 2p-CPhlk, and of 2h-CP#$/k, take on all values {1;2; 00,
The exact eigenstates of the Hamiltonkdgare then

3 1N M = |<'|(akﬁ ”k5|'|p— by NK|‘| ¢ ™ 501 (8)

where jO1i is the vacuum state for fermions and simultaneously for Pea@d 2h-CP
creation and annihilation operators. Specifically,

asJOi Ix jOi & jOi O: (7)



If Nop is the number operator of the total number of electrons,gehaonservation
implies that

_ + + + .
Nop— klzﬁlaklslaklﬁl + 2; bK bK 2; CKCK . (8)
If u is their chemical potential, the exact eigenvalueBlef LN, are
E::nk,s:::NK Mg e T E. O ZH]N)"' BH E (O)]MO+ ;(gk u)rp(s
S
Y B K 2u+ H B E K)Mk: ©)
K&0 K&0

The interaction Hamiltoniakj,; part ofH = Hp + Hijn; consists of four distinct BF
interaction vertices each with two-fermion/one-bosomtian or annihilation operators,
depicting how unpaired electrons (subindex +) [or holebi(sdex )] combine to form
the 2e- (and 2h-) CPs assumed in thdimensional system of sidg namely

) _ d=2 + + +
Hnt = L k; f, (k)fak+%K;..a k+%K;#bK+ a k+%K;#ak+%K;n K9

d=2 + + +
ot I;f (k)fak+%K,~"a ke 3k A%K T 8 ke kP 3K OK I (10)

where k %(k1 k) is the relative wavevector of a CP. The energy form factors
f &) in (1Q) are essentially the Fourier transforms of the 2e- 2heCP intrinsic
wavefunctions, respectively, in the relative coordindtéhe two fermions. The GBEC
HamiltonianH = Hg+ Hiy is very different from the well-known BCS Hamiltonian

BCS CS BCS
H HBCS, HBCS— kz BB, 5 Vs, + kZ Vi@ @ 5@ sdne (11)
151 171

with, say, the Cooper/BCS model interaction, with- 0O;

B vl if U hop < &;;8, < U+ hwp
Vit = 0 othervbisé (12)

In Refs. [11][12] the energy form factors k) for the GBEC theory are taken as

f if 2E 0 0del<e<iE 0+ d¢]

fe-= 0 otherwise

(13)

in order for it to reduce properly to BCS theBry with [12) iretlimit to be explained
below, provided one identifie§ and d¢ with = 2Vhap and hap, respectively. One
then introduces the quantiti€s and d¢ as new phenomenological dynamical energy
parameters (in addition to the positive BF vertex couplingameterf) that replace the
previous sucle (), through the definitions

1 1
Es ZrE+(O)+E 0)] and ¢ §E+(0) EO®l) E O=2E d¢(14)



whereE () are the (empiricallyunknown) zero-CMM energies of the 2e- and 2h-CPs,
respectively. The quantit§; is available as a possibly convenient energy scale. It is
not to be confused with the Fermi enerBy = sm¢  R?k2=2m  IgTe whereTe

is the Fermi temperature. i N=9 is the total number-density of charge-carrier
electrons, them = kZ=2mr in 2D and= k23=377 in 3D. Thus, the Fermi energlr
equalsri?n=m in 2D and {%=2m) @mn)2=2 in 3D, while Es equalsri?ns=m in 2D

and {?=2m) @m?n¢)223in 3D, i.e., is the same &&= with n replaced byn; which will
serve as a convenient density scale. The quanitiesdEr coincideonlywhen perfect
2e/2h-CP symmetry holds, i.e., wher ns.

The interaction Hamiltoniar (10) can be further simplified dropping allK € 0
terms. This is also done in BCS theory but in falt BCS Hamiltonian[(11). However, in
the GBEC theory these terms are retainedin (5) soHpatescribes aon-Fermi-liquid
normal state Following Bogoliubov|[39], the boson operatds;bo andc] ;co remain-
ing in (10) are then replaced by the “c-numbersNg (T) and Mg (T ), respectively,
whereNy andMg are the number df = 0 2e- and 2h-CPs. The full GBEC Hamiltonian
H thus becomes bilinear in the fermion operatqu, ak s and is diagonalizable via a
Bogoliubov transformatioexactlywithout assuming weak coupling as in BCS theory.
One constructs the grand potentiafor the full GBEC Hamiltonian as

Q;L%u;No;Mo) = kTInrexpt BH  ulpgl (15)

where ‘Tr” stands for “trace” and3  14gT : Minimizing with respect toNg (the
number of zero-CMM 2e-CPs) andg (the same for 2h-CPs), while simultaneously
fixing the total numbeN of electrons via the electron chemical potentialdetermines
anequilibrium stateof the system with volumed and temperatur€. One thus requires

that 0Q 0Q 0Q
0—N0 = O; —0M0 = O and w =

HereN evidently includes both paired and unpaired CP electroomeSalgebra then

leads to the three coupled integral Eqgs. (7)-(9) of Ref..[Thle relation between the

fermion spectrunic ) and fermion energy gaf () turns out to be of the BCS form

S|
Ee€)= (€ u¥+A2¢) butwhere A) pn_of+ (s>+pﬁf €): (17)

N: (16)

This last expression for the g&pe) implies a simplé -dependence rooted in the 2e-CP
np(T) N T)=LYand 2h-CPnyT) M (T)=L? number densities of BE-condensed
bosons, i.e., p p
AT)= noMf, )+ mo@f (€): (18)

This generalizes the relation between BCS and BEC ordempseas first reported
in Ref. [8]. Self-consistent (at worst, numerical) solutiof the aforementionethree
coupled equationthen yields the three thermodynamic variables of the GBEGrh

no (T;n;u); mo(T;n;u) and p(T;n): (19)
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f, 2e pairs
H = Hy+Hjyt = Hen + He/hpairs+{ ---}

|GBEC

Generalized Bose-Einstein Condensation only 2e pairs Mg(T)=0 E = E.(0)/2

e

2 gap-like eqns + the number eqgn
2ng(T) —2mg(T) + ny(T) = n

Friedberg-T.D. Lee
BEC model (1989)

perfect e/h-pair symmetry

n
ny(T) = my(T)
& nfT)=myT) =Ef=u

BCS-Bose
crossover (1967)

(1 gap + 1 number eqn) f—0

AT = tVngo (T)

Complete Boson-Fermion Model f=0 > U= E

IBFM
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f=V2haw,V -0 = u—E.

ideal BF model
[n -T2 =ng(T,)
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> 2M0)/kgT; = 3.53 Ifn>> ng(Te): Te/Te =1 [2/3M(312)0(3/2)12/3 ~0.218

FIGURE 1. Flowchart outlining conditions under which the GBEC [or faplete boson-fermion
model” (CBFM)] theory reduces to all five statistical thexsriof superconductors (ovals). Symbols are
explained throughout text.

Most significantly, the three GBEC theory equations contiankey equations dive
different statistical theories as special cases; for alddteeview see Ref. [14]. Figure 1
illustrates this in a flowchart. Perfect 2e/2h CP symmefgyifies equal number of 2e-
and 2h-CPs, i.eng T)= mg (T) as well as g (T) = mp (T) : With (14) Egs. [(28) and
(29) below imply thaE¢ coincides withu, and the GBEC theory then reduces to:

i) the gap and number equations of BIeS-Bose crossover pictui@ the BCS model
interaction—if the BCS parametévsand Debye energlgiap are identified with the BF
interaction HamiltoniarHiy parametersf2=2d¢ and ¢, respectively. The crossover
picture for unknowngA (T) and u (T) is now supplemented by the key expression
relating BCS with BEC precisely, namely

P— P
AT)=f nT)=1Ff mo(): (20)

The crossover picture is associated with many authors begnn 1967 with Friedel
and coauthors [40] and then given mayor impetus by Eagldsia in turn introduced
the BEC mechanism into the picture; for reviews see Refs)[48R However, it is
widely unrecognized to be a very modest improvement, at lieashe Cooper/BCS
model interaction, over BCS theopger sesince, e.g., an unphysically lardeof about



8 is required to bringt (Tc)=Er in 2D down from 1.00 to 0.998; indeed;-values differ
very slightly [23] in 2D between the crossover and BCS theall the way up to

A 50 when the Fermi surface originally pinnediatlisappears by becoming negative
so that the model interaction breaks down. In fact, roompeature superconductivity
is predicted|[23] by BCS theory in 2D for a material with = 10% K, but only forA
values somewhat larger than 10; these are still too unphlyesscthey exceed the Migdal
[46] threshold ofA > % for ionic-lattice instability. If one imposes that (T;) = Ef
exactly, as follows from the number equation for weak BF diogpf, the crossover
picture is well-known to reduce to:

ii) ordinary BCS theoryvhich is characterized bysingleequation, the gap equation
for any T. Thus,the BCS condensate is precisely a BE condengditenever both
ng (T)= mg (T) andng (T) = My (T') andthe BF couplingf is small. The condensation
energies of the GBEC and BCS theories coincide exactly faoalpling.

On the other hand, for no 2h-CPs present the GBEC theory esdad] also to:

iii) the BEC BF nbodelin 3D of Friedberg and T.D. Lee[[9, 10] characterized by
the relationA (T) = f ng (T) first reported in Ref. [8]; but lacking 2h-CPs this model
cannot be fully related to BCS theory. Whér- O it reduces to:

iv) theideal BF model(IBFM) of Refs. [44, 45] that predicts nonzero 2e-CP BEC
T¢’s even in 2D. The “gapless” IBFM cannot describe the supstocting phase. But
considered as a model for thermal statat should provide feasibl&:’s as singularities
within a BE scenario that are approached fralnove T, and this is indeed [45] the case.
Finally, in the limit of no unpaired electrons this model i 82duces to:

v) the familiarTc-formula of ordinary BEC in 3D but where the boson numbersitgn
is temperature dependent.

The vastly more general GBEC theory has been applied in bbtard 3D and
gives sizeable enhancementsTyis over BCS theory for moderate departures from
perfect 2e/2h-pair symmetry. This is attained for gemeCooper/BCS interaction
model (coupling strength and cutoffhwp) parameter values often used in conventional
SCs. The three coupled equations of the GBEC theory thatrdite thed-dimensional
BE-condensate number-densitiges(T ) andmg (T ) of 2e- and 2h-CPs, respectively, as
well as the electron chemical potentjalT ), were first solved numerically [12] around
the BCS point of thel; vs. n phase diagram. Abt=n; = 1 one has perfect 2e/2h-CP
symmetry; the plaims can be seen to be the number densityT) of unpaired but
BCS-correlated electrons whén= 0 andT = 0; whenevemu = Es. In general

ZOO
ng (T) deN )L
0

u
E€)

tanh%BE €)1 (21)

with E () defined in [1F). This expression weciselythe BCS expression for the
electron number density
n=gﬁa> (22)
s

wherevg (T) is the temperature-dependent Bogoliubov function. Alahgswo gap-
like equations involvingg (T) andmy (T), the third, or “complete” number, equation



explicitly reads
neT)+2ng M)+ 2ng, M) 2mT) 2mg, T)=n (23)

with mg; (T), e.g., being precisely the number of “pre-formdd”> 0 2h-CPs, and

ng+ (T) the same for 2e-CPs. Besides thermal phase consisting of the ideal BF
ternary gas described by, three different stable BEC phases emerge: two pure phases
consisting of a 2e-CP BEC and a 2h-CP BEC, as well as a mixesept@ansisting

of both types of BECs in varying proportions. For a half-dradf mixed phase all the
boson number-density terms [n{23) cancel out and the BC®auaguatiom; (T)= n

is recovered.

We shall focus on thignear dispersion that occurs in leading ordeKirior “ordinary”
CPs in a Fermi sea as well as for “generalized” CPs in a BC&lated state. For the
latter, the boson excitation energyto be used has a leading term in the many-body
Bethe-Salpeter (BS) CP dispersion relation givensby (A =4)hw=K in 3D [30], as
part of an expansion similar tbl(4) in 2D. As befode, VN &) whereN Er) is the
electron DOS (for one spin) at the Fermi surface. Note ¢hatno longer the quadratic
R?K2=2 @m) often assumed [1]-[4], [9]-[12]| [43] and associated wittbanposite boson
of mass Znmoving not in the Fermi sea but in vacuum.

CRITICAL TEMPERATURESIN 3D: GBECWITH f =0

Fully equivalent to a “complete boson-fermion model” (CBJ;Mhe GBEC theory with
f = 0 becomes an “ideal boson-fermion model” (ICBFM), see Figiie ICBFM is
completely described id dimensions by the Hamiltoniady defined by[(b). One can
construct its associated grand potential as

Qo T;L%1iNo;Mo) =  keTInTrexpt Bty uNp)g] (24)

with Ng andMg as before the number of zero-CMM 2e- and 2h-CPs, respegtiDele
gets

Qo M;L%u;No;Mo) = E+ ©) 2ulN+ i E 0)Mo
Vel
2eTBLY K4 dkinl+ expf B& M)l

0
z®

+ ksTByLY K9 dKIn@ expf BE K) 2ul)
O+
il
+ keTByLY K9 dKIn@d expf BRu EK)) (25)

O+

whereBy = 1=m1, 1=2mm and 271 for d = 1; 2 and 3 respectively. An equilibrium
thermodynamic state maké¥ (T ;Ld ;U ;No;Mp) stationary with respect tblp and to



Mo and requires that the number density of electnons N=l9 remain constant. Thus,
one imposes that

0Q . 090 _

0Q _ 9Qq 0Qo _
dNp ! oMo

0 d —
an oL

N: (26)

This leads to the three relations
E.0) 2ul=0; Ru E@O®]1=0 and nT)+2ng@T) 2mT)=n (27)

with the latter being thénumber equation”that ensures charge conservation in the
ternary mixture. In the last relation

7%
ng (T) nT)+By dKKY 'expfBE. 0) 2u+ &g 111 (28)

0+
70

mg (T) mT)+By dKK? TexpBeu E O)+ el 111 (29)
0+

while
°

ne (M) 2B dkk ‘expeB e g+ 111 (30)
0
This last expression can be interpreted as the number gerisiinpairedelectrons at
anyT andg, = F?k?=2mis the electron energy.

Consider the three equatiohs27) assuming onlygha®) < E; Q). In 3D, the third
equation of[(27) explicitly becomes

s
n B=3=m 2 KdkexpfB & p)g+ 11t

0
o

+2no M)+ m 2 K%K expfBE, 0) 2u+&lg 11!

0
z

2mT) m? K2dKexpsBRu E O)+e&lg 1)t (31)
0

Take first the limiting case 2= E; Q) when the first equation of (27) is satisfied
but not the second. Fror_(26) this implies thdg (T) must vanish for alll, but that

No (T) 6 0 at least for som& so that a pure 2e-CP BEC phase may occur below a critical
temperaturel; (possibly zero) determined hy, (Te;n) = 0. After substituting[(14) in
@I) withu = E, 0)=2, thus eliminatinge Q) in favor of E;  ?=2m) @rn;)23and

0¢ hap, we obtain the dimensionless “working number equation’tf@pure 2e-CP



BEC phaseritical temperature

70 ol
13 = Kdkexpr&® 23 v=2)Fg+ 11+ K2K expdR=2T,) 111
0 0
z 1
K2dK expt 0K + 4v)=2T.g 1] (32)
0

wherek k=, K K¢, A n=n, T T=Te, v hwp=Er;and we tookek ’
Ahv=K=4 [Ref. [30], Eq. (12)] ford = 3. The integrals are exact, the first and last being
expressible as polylogarithm functiobg; @) or PolyLoglo, z] [47] where

Z 00 XG 1 ( azi

1 (o]
d - =
Fo) o it a alzzl |

aLi ( a2 (33)

with z an effective fugacity. Foa=  1[B3) reduces to the Bose integgg! ) which
forz=1ando 1 becomes the Riemann Zeta functiono) of ordero; fora= 1
(33) becomes the Fermi integré} ). Both integrals are as defined in Appendices D
and E of Ref.[[48]. Sinckis 1) { (0), the second integral in_B2) givés@), and the
working number equation simplifies to

p]-_[-'l: 3=2 .
1=3 = 4° PolyLogB=2; expf v=2+ i 22)=Tcqg]
1673 N
+ —3 @) PolylogBexp( 2v)ls: (34)

This can now be solved fék; as a function oh'which is plotted as the dashed curve in
Fig. 2 forA = 3 andv = 0005:

The pure 2h-CP BEC phaseomes from the limiting casel2= E Q) as then the
second, but not the first, relation [n(27) is satisfied, s, gogain from[(26)Np (T) = 0
forall T butMg (T) 6 0 for someT. A working number equation similar to but different
from (32) follows and the critical temperature for this pldas now determined by
mp (Te;n) = 0:1t eventually gives

P 3=

1=3 = n4° PolyLogB=2; expt@ 2 v=2)d.q]
61.3 s
+ —-fPolylogBexp( 2ve)] { @)g: (35)

No bounded solutioof this equation fofl when) = 1=2 andv  hwp=Er = 0005
was found. The BCS value from their formulg=Tg * 1134hwp=Er)exp( 1=A)is
00008 (large black dot in Fig. 2); it lies within the ran@ie=Tr 10  empirically
found for conventional, elemental SCs. Empirical data [48]‘exotic” SCs, however,

fall withinthe rangel.=Tr ¥ 001 005. Thus, moderate departures from perfect 2e/2h-
CP symmetry enable the ICBFM to access, unlike BCS theorpjréazal T values for
exotic SCswithout abandoning electron-phonon dynamics
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FIGURE 2. Temperaturd (in units of Tz) vs.electron density (in units ofns as defined in text) phase
diagram in 3D showing the critical temperatdighase boundary for the pure 2e-CP BEC phase (dashed
curve) forA = 1=2 with hap=Er = 0005. The BCSI.=T¢ * 1434 hwp=Er)exp( 1=A)gives’ 00008

for these values of andhwp=Ef; it is marked by a large dot. There is no pure 2h-CP BEC phdst@o

for n=n¢ > 1, nor a mixed phase with both types of BECs for amsp; > 0, as reported in Refl._[12] for

f € 0 but for a quadratic CP dispersion. RTSC refers to room-&Fatpre superconductivity in a material
with T = 103K :

Finally, for intermediate values gi, namely forE ) < 2u < E; Q); neither the
first nor second equations ¢f (26) are satisfied sorihdt) = 0= my (T) for all T; this
implies no condensed phases whatsoever. Thus, the ICBFMacterized by zero BF
coupling f) contains no mixed phase contrast to the CBFM wheré ¢ 0 (Ref. [12]
for a quadratic dispersion). This case will be treated eteze/ with the correct linear
dispersion.

CONCLUSIONS

Cooper pairs (CPs) are meaningless if referred to the ideahiFgas “sea” when
hole pairs are included along with electron pairs, but seras positive-energy, finite-



lifetime, plasmon-like objects with a linear (instead obguatic) rise in total, or center-
of-mass, momenturd when referred to a BCS-correlated sea instead.

The new generalized BEC (GBEC) theory includes as limitiages the following
theories: i) BCS and ii) BCS-Bose “crossover,” when the BEdensate consists of
equal numbers of electron- and hole-pairs. It also contdisthe Friedberg-T.D.
Lee BEC model, iv) the “ideal boson-fermion model” (IBFMndv) ordinary BEC
theory when there are no unpaired fermions. The BCS contieisarecisely a BE
condensate of equal numbers of 2e/2h-pairs and weak cguphithout abandoning
electron-phonon dynamics the GBEC theory leads to 2-tod8renf-magnitude higher
T.'s—including room-temperature superconductivity. Alishrests on four essential
ingredients: 1) 2h-CPs cannot and must not be neglected irlya delf-consistent
treatment in any manfermionsystem, otherwise a spurious valuelgimay result that
corresponds not to a stable but rather tmetastablestate; 2) CPs arbosons even
though BCS pairs not; 3) CPs dieearly-dispersivdor smallK; 4) to achieve higher
T¢'s one must depart from the perfect 2e-/2h-CP symmetry oBtB8 condensate which
in fact is a BE condensate. Neglected in the GBEC theory thgshbwever, are: a)
K > 0 terms in the boson-fermion vertex interactions; b) bososen interactions (as
also in BCS theory); c) & > 0 Bethe-Salpeter CP treatment; d) different hole and
electron effective masses; and e) ionic-lattice cryst@jlieffects which might initially
be introduced via Van Hove singularities in the electronio®or via “bipolarons”
instead of CPs.

Finally, at least two mysteries have surfaced here. In spiteeglecting boson-
boson interactions between severely-overlapping CPs, vasythe BCS theory been
so successful in describing at least conventional SCs? Whgimple models (such as
the BCS or the GBEC theories) quite able to be of any relevariwdsoever in such
complex strongly-interacting many-electron systems $kis?
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