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We study the single-plane-wave Larkin-Ovchinnikov-FukErell (LOFF) states for BCS—Bose-Einstein
condensation (BEC) crossover at general temperatureBecause we include the important effects of non-
condensed pairs, our € 0 phase diagrams are different from those reported in easék. We find that
generalized LOFF phases may be the ground state for a wide @r(weak through moderately strong) inter-
actions, including the unitary regime. However, these L@R&ses are readily destroyed by non-zero

Recent atomic physics discoveries in the field of ultracoldregime near the BCS endpoint, although it does overlap uni-
polarized {1,:_2;_:3] fermionic superfluids have important im- tarity for a narrow range of high polarizations. We show that
plications in color superconducting quark matter as weihas the LOFF1 existence regime is considerably broader and is di
dense nuclear mattet [4,15, 6]. Moreover, there has beerga lomrectly associated [17] with the phase space region where the
standing interest from the condensed matter commu:_r'iity][7] i is negative superfluid density L'_2,_: 18] in the= 0 or Sarma
observing the very elusive Larkin-Ovchinnikov-Fulde4fedir  state [1B]. Here it is likely that a LOFF phase of one form
(LOFF) ['é_?] states of a polarized superfluid. Here condensaer another will be stable, although it may be something more
tion of Cooper pairs takes place at one or more non-zero mazomplex [7,20] than LOFF1.
mentaq;. These cold gases possess a remarkable flexibility Our central phase diagram in tirevs p plane should be of
in which they can be polarized as well as studied with vari-particular interest to experimentalists who are currecrtbat-
able attractive interaction. This provides an additionathma-  ing plots of this nature. It can be contrasted with that otetdi
nism for (possibly) tuning in the various LOFF phases as onén Ref. [:_21] in which temperature was introduced in a fash-
changes the-wave two-body scattering lengthfrom posi-  ion following the original Nozieres—Schmitt-Rink (NSFR_)Q]Z
tive in the Bose-Einstein condensation (BEC) regime to negascheme. Here, unlike Ref. [21] we choose to inclada a
tive (BCS). Thus far, experiments [1,:2, 3] have focused en th manner which is fully consistent with the very extensive lit
unitary scattering regime, midway from BCS to BEC. While erature B, 10, 11, 12] on the ground state of these polarized
Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG) based theorigs [p, 10] for a trajguperfluids.
at unitarity suggest that the ground state is generalizeeR,.O  We introducer 6 0 following a T -matrix scheme, and re-
homogeneous studie',_s'_[ll] conclude that LOFF1 at least, istrict our attention to the superfluid phase. Thisnatrix rep-
confined to a sliver near the BCS endpoint. A critical com-resents the propagator for non-condensed pairs and is given

ponent which needs to be injected ir_1t|o Er]is controversyas thby t @) = u ' + () where is the pair susceptibil-
nature of the stability criterid [12, 13,11%4,15] which ispsi ity andUu < 0 /s the pairing interaction strength. For atomic
larly, under lively debate. Fermi gases, we assume amwave contact interaction. There

The goal of this paper is to clarify these issues by addres<are strong similarities betweere ) and the Hartree-Fock ap-
ing BCS-BEC crossover at genetal We focus on one partic- proximation to the partlcle_-hole susceppblllty Whl(_:h alves
ular member of the LOFF class— corresponding to the singlé€ usual Lindhard function and on-site repulsion. These
plane wave LOFF state, hereafter called LOFF1, in a homogé:lartree—Fock theories are used to establish whether ferro-
neous system. We characterize the “existence regime” @vhe@ntiferromagnetic order will arise. Here we consider a very
solutions exist) and the “stability regime” (where solugare ~ Similar competition between Sarma and LOFF1 states. The
stable) in a series of phase diagrams. Unlike REf, [16] Oufe]evant CE’.) ngcessarlly involves the self cor_13|stently dgter-
calculations do not automatically incorporate first ordent ~ Mined fermionic gap parameterr ) and chemical potential
sitions (from a single phase state) to a phase-separated sta_ (T )- Importantly at and below. the chemical potential for
This phase separation is not relevant to all sub-discipljgp ~ thepairs ( pai-) mustbe zero and this BEC conditiono@ ),
and in future applications to a trap, one has also to includd€reby, determines(t ). , _
surface energy terms which are difficult to estimate. More- 1he pair susceptibility for LOFF1 condensates in which
over, phase separation has not been included in the Bogolffomentumk pairs with  k + g, (for, as yet undetermined
ubov deGennes (BdG) based theori¢s [9, 10] which we warf) may readily be written dowr{ [20]. We first introduce the

to understand here. fermionic chemical potentials« and ; for the two spin
. L states, = («+ 4)=2andh = ( #)=2,and , =
However,_ W_lth phase separation |n<:_ll|1ded,1nu:|E Oresults 1 2_, = ‘where s the chemce& potential for
are rather similar to those found in R€f.{[16]. Here, we empha ) ] -
size finiteT , and we implement a highly numerical procedureSPin = "i#. Itis useful to also define,, = 7, + 2,
to solve all coupled equations directly at fixed total pdetic with x5 = (x + x q)=2and x = (x x q)=2. As
numbem . Even in the absence of alternative phase separan Ref. [:_23], we set the volumg = 1, ~ = kg = 1, and

tion states, therable LOFF1 state is primarily restrictedto a p @ yp), where ;= 21 T is an even Matsubara fre-
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guency. Then the pair susceptibility® ) at the mean field
level, after analytical continuation , ! + i0*, is given

by
X £ + + f 1
e) = uﬁ (I k) (px)
K p k cEkq + k)
+ \72k f ( p k ) f (Ekq k) ; (1)
p k + (Ekq k)
which, asq ! 0, goes over smoothly to its counterpart in

the Sarma phase. Here the coherence faatpsy = (1
xg=Exq)=2and we defin€ x) = & h)+ £ (x+ h)}2,
wheref x) is the Fermi distribution function. The BEC con-
diton,u ' + (0;q) = 0, leads to the gap equation which,
when written in terms of the scattering lengths of the stan-
dard form in the literature

#
X
-
a 2Ekq 2k
where we defin€ x) F& h+ )+ f&+h ) E2.

The number equations also depend on the quantity
through a self energy involving® ); we show the details

elsewhere J20] but summarize our final results which yieldwhere z

the standard equations in the literature
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wheren = n»+ nyand n = ny, and the polarization
P n=n. Here we have definedf x)= fFx h+ )
fx+ h x)1: Finally, we determiney by imposing an

extremal condition on the pair susceptibilit%—, @‘f)'p)

0:This condition, which turns out to be equivalent to requgrin
that there be no net current in this LOFF1 state, is given by
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Figure 1: LOFF1 wavevecteras a function ofi=kr a atT = 0and

for variousp. Beyond the turning point, no LOFF1 state exists. The

inset showsr. and mean field ¥ = T (pair formation tempera-
ture) at unitarity over respective stability regimes.

small @ q),
)2
(ip) Oz ®2Mq )
@ @2
= and 7— = g

=0/p=q =0p=q
The quantity contains everything one needs to know about

zero as well as finite . And our results for = 0 reduce to
the standard equations in the literature.

To demonstrate that a given LOFF1 solution to our self con-
sistent equations is stable, we introduce an effectivartber
dynamic potential for this superfluid state

2 X
= U_+ (kg Exq)
k
Thl+ expl Exq h+ «)=T)
Th(l+exp[ Exq+h  )=T) : (8)

It is straightforward to verify that the above gap, numbet an

zero-current equations are consistent with the variatiooa

ditions
@

@

The stability condition requires that the symmetric number
susceptibility matrix

0; @—:n;
@

When this equation has a solutioneas 0we have a LOFF1 by py !
phase. There will always be a co-existing solution of the D bh
- M =@ A 9)
Sarma-type withy = 0. b N D N
At T & 0, the parameter (T ) contains the contribution D  bn
from l;oth co_r;densed (ﬁc)trz:mtdbncl)n-conzdensed (gg) pairs. W’Jﬁepositive definite:_T:l:Z_,__iS]. Here. S_X‘L %_X@@_+ g_z @@_q,
cazn show quite generally that belaw, = (T) s D)+ with x = ;h. To evaluate this matrix we note
25 (T), where
X by @ ¢ e @ eq
M=z b(p); (6) D @2 e@ @ eoge e '
° by _ @ @ e @@ @eg_D N
andb(x) is the Bose distribution function. Here the pair dis- Dh @eh @@ @h @g@ eGh D
persionis foundtobe, @ qg)?=2M . Analytical ex- D N @7 @ @ €’ eq.
pressions foM andz are possible via an expansion ofn Dh  @h? @ @h @h @g@heh’
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Figure 2: (Color online) Phase diagram in thes 1=k a plane forr=Tr = 0, 0.05, and 0.1. The dotted region shows where LOFF1 state is
unstable but some form of LOFF phase may be stable. The @)liight shaded region indicates the stable LOFF1 superfiniithe (cyan)
darker shaded region the stable LOFF1 normal state.

where@ =@ ,Q@g=@ , @ =@h, and@g=QRh can be easily de- generalized LOFF states is relatively wideTat= 0, impor-
rived by differentiating Egs; (2) and:(5) with respecttand  tantly including unitarity. The shaded region in Rig. 2 fésu
h. It can be shown that the positive definiteness ofs equiv-  from applying the stability criteria associated with thesppo
alent to tivity of the matrixM in Eq. @). The non-vertical line to the
@ @2 Q2 5 rightin this first panel marks the onset point for a stablev&ar
RT3 T es > 0; (10) phasg. . _
4 This phase diagram evolves with temperature as shown by
Equations@Z):_(G) were solved numericall}/ to establish thehe other two panels in Fig'. 2. In the middle and right panels
existence regime for LOFF1 solutions. Figure 1 shows a plowe have distinguished between normal and superfluid LOFF1
of the behavior of the LOFF1 wavevectaras a function states by using darker and lighter shaded regions resphgctiv
of 1=ky a, and atT = 0, for various polarizationg. Here At the highestT, for the panel on the right, there is only a
Er = ks Tr = ~°kZ=2m is defined as the Fermi energy of sliver of stable LOFF1 which corresponds to a normal (pseu-
an unpolarized, noninteracting Fermi gas of densityFor ~ dogapped) phase. It should be noted that the size of the ex-
each value ob a turning point, (1=kr a)n ax, iS Visible be- istence region for generalized LOFF solutions quickly de-
yond which we can not find LOFF1 solutions. At finitethe ~ creases as temperature is raised. This is related to the fact
analogous curves (not shown) quickly become monotonicallyhat then$ == = rapidly becomes non-negative asncreases
decreasing so thafl=ky a), .x corresponds te; = 0; thus  from zero.

the system smoothly transforms to the Sarma state. Figure -_3 represents a particularly convenient way of pre-
The inset in Figi:1 shows the behaviornf and its mean s'erJtirJg our results. For the trapped case, experimentiestu
field counterpartt = TY ¥ as a function ofi=ky a near [, -2,-_3] are in the process of mapping out this phase diagram

unitarity and forp = 0:8. It can be seen that there is a con- in the p—T plane at unitarity. From left to right, the three
siderable difference between andT! ¥ showing that pair panels correspond to unitarity, and the BCS and BEC sides
fluctuation effects (via .4 6 0) are very important in the (close to resonance), respectively. Also shown here isghe r
LOFF1 phase, just as seen elsewhé_r_é [18]. In contrast to thgion where we have a stable Sarma state. This appears only at
behavior of the Sarma phase at unitarity, in the LOFF1 statentermediate temperature:_s'_I18], when the superfluid densit
superfluidity extends over the range of temperatures from (which is negative at = 0 for all 3 cases) is driven posi-
downtoT = 0. tive. Note that oup—T phase diagram is different from that in
We turn to Fig.i2 beginning with the left panet (=  Ref. [21], which is based on a different but unspecifed gebun
0) and the nearly vertical line which is determined from state. Indicated in all three panels are the (dotted) region
(1=kr a)y ax- This provides a bound on the existence regionwhere generalized LOFF states may exist, and the (shaded)
for our numerically obtained LOFF1 solutions. Essentialty  regimes where the LOFF1 phase is stable. As in E:ig. 2,
top of this nearly vertical line is the locus of points to tleft|  the light shaded region corresponds to the superfluid LOFF1
of which the superfluid density for the Sarma staié™ 2 (0) phase, and the dark shaded region to the normal LOFF1 phase
is negative. That these two lines coincide reinforces earli with a pseudogap. It is evident that, for theise a values,
work [:_lj]: providing one considers a second order transitio a stable LOFF1 phase exists only at relatively higdnd low
between generalized LOFF and Sarma states, the boundary This is to be contrasted with the stable Sarma superfluid
line for the existence ofill LOFF states is determined by which exists only at lowp and intermediater. Using this
nSem™a = 0. We indicate by the dotted background in F—:_i:g. 2 figure, one can compare the transition temperatures for the
where we have the possibility of superfluidity with multiple LOFF1 and Sarma phases. For the latteris read off as the
nonzerog’s. It should be noted that this existence regime forupper transition temperature in the 3 plots. (The lomgis
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Figure 3: (Color online) Phase diagram in the T plane for unitary (left), near BCS (middle) and near-BE@H{t). The dotted region shows
where LOFF1 state is unstable but stable generalized LOBBEgshmay in principle exist. The (yellow) light shaded regothe LOFF1
superfluid, and the (cyan) darker shaded region is the LOBFhal state.

wheren$2 ™ 2 (1) changes sign and the order parameter vanargue that the ground state at unitarity is a generalizedA_.OF
ishes). It can be seen that the transition temperatureiéor t phase. In a trap configuration, one might expect that, sirce w
LOFF1 phase are very low compared to their counterparts ifind the LOFF1 phase is stable at relatively higlgeneralized
the Sarma phase. LOFF phases should appear in the neighborhood of the con-
In summary, in this paper we have addressed homogeneodgnsate edge, as also found in earlier wc'g'.rl{_[?, 10]. However,
systems and mapped out the LOFF1 phase diagram at genenalcontrast to Ref. :_[;9], we have addressed systematic LOFF1
T. We have shown that LOFF1 phases are more stable neatability criteria and, moreover, find that the size of the- st
unitarity at sufficiently highp than alternative Sarma states. bility region for the LOFF1 state and the size of the exiséenc
Since it is generally expectei_j [7] that LOFF states with mul-region for general LOFF phases very quickly diminish with
tiple values ofq are more stable than the simplest LOFF1T. Finally, our self consistent calculations indicate veyw |
states, we argue that quite possibly there exist stablergkene T.in the LOFF1 state as compared with previous estimates in
ized LOFF ground states throughout most (but perhaps not althe literature :[b], which ignored the effects of non-consksh
of the dotted regions shown in Figs. 2 and 3; this correspondgairs.
to where the Sarma phase has negative superfluid density. OurThis work was supported by NSF PHY-0555325 and NSF-
results support previous BdG-based approactiési9, 10fwhiaMRSEC Grant No. DMR-0213745.
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