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We theoretically study the thermodynamic properties of a strongly interacting Fermi gas at the
crossover from a Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) superfluid to a Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC),
by applying a recently outlined strong-coupling theory that includes pair fluctuations beyond the
commonly-used many-body T -matrix or ladder approximation at the Gaussian level. The beyond
Gaussian pair fluctuation (GPF) theory always respects the exact thermodynamic relations and
recovers the Bogoliubov theory of molecules in the BEC limit with a nearly correct molecule-molecule
scattering length. We show that the beyond-GPF theory predicts quantitatively accurate ground-
state properties at the BEC-BCS crossover, in good agreement with the recent measurement by
Horikoshi et al. in Phys. Rev. X 7, 041004 (2017). In the unitary limit with infinitely large s-wave
scattering length, the beyond-GPF theory predicts a reliable universal energy equation of state
up to 0.6Tc, where Tc is the superfluid transition temperature at unitarity. The theory predicts a
Bertsch parameter ξ ' 0.365 at zero temperature, in good agreement with the latest quantum Monte
Carlo result ξ = 0.367(7) and the latest experimental measurement ξ = 0.367(9). We attribute the
excellent and wide applicability of the beyond-GPF theory in the broken-symmetry phase to the
reasonable re-summation of Feynman diagrams following a dimensional ε-expansion analysis near
four dimensions (d = 4− ε), which gives rise to accurate predictions at the second order O(ε2). Our
work indicates the possibility of further improving the strong-coupling theory of strongly interacting
fermions based on the systematic inclusion of large-loop Feynman diagrams at higher orders O(εn)
with n ≥ 3.

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been considerable effort over the last two
decades to explore the properties of ultracold strongly
interacting atomic Fermi gases [1–3]. In particular, the
rapid advancement of experimental techniques has al-
lowed for increasingly accurate measurements [4–7] of
the universal thermodynamics of superfluid Fermi gases
[8, 9]. This progress gives us access to understanding
other less accessible or controllable strongly interacting
Fermi systems, such as nuclear matter [10–13] and high-
Tc superconductors [14, 15].

In greater detail, with the use of Feshbach resonances
[16] the interactions between fermions with unlike spins
can be tuned to create weakly-coupled Cooper pairs
and tightly-bound bosonic molecules, realizing a smooth
crossover from a Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) Fermi
superfluid to a Bose-Einstein condensate (BEC) of
bosons at sufficiently low temperatures [3]. Near the Fes-
hbach resonance, the s-wave scattering length as becomes
infinite and the system is uniquely defined by a single en-
ergy scale, the Fermi energy EF, or by the corresponding
temperature scale TF = EF/kB . In this unitary regime
the system is scale invariant and its thermodynamic prop-
erties appear to be universal [8]: all the thermodynamic

functions are a function of a single parameter T/TF, in-
dependent of the microscopic details of the underlying
interactions. As pointed out in Ref. [17], the universal-
ity of ultracold Fermi gases extends beyond the unitary
regime to the BEC-BCS crossover. Interestingly, the gen-
eral universality might be characterized by some univer-
sal relations, first derived by Shina Tan [18–20]. These re-
lations reveal that the short-range and large-momentum
behavior of dilute Fermi gases is encapsulated in the so-
called contact parameter, which connects the thermody-
namic properties of a fermionic system to its short-range
behavior [21–26]. Due to the universality, the accurate
determination of the thermodynamic properties of ultra-
cold atomic Fermi gases would provide insight into other
strongly interacting Fermi systems.

From a theoretical perspective, understanding ultra-
cold strongly interacting fermions at finite temperatures
is a grand challenge [3]. As there is no small interac-
tion parameter to perturbatively expand about, approxi-
mate perturbative methods in general are uncontrollable.
Therefore, sophisticated quantum Monte Carlo (QMC)
techniques are often used in the theoretical studies of
strongly interacting Fermi systems. QMC calculations
have been successfully applied to zero temperature su-
perfluids [27–29], finite temperature superfluids [30–32],
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and for systems above the superfluid transition in the
normal state [33–35]. These QMC simulations are varied
in their methodology, and with the difficulty in finding
the zero-effective-range equation of state, the converged
results differ between schemes. The most accurate sim-
ulation achieved so far is the calculation of the normal-
state density or pressure equation of state of the unitary
Fermi gas, through the bold diagrammatic Monte Carlo
(BDMC) technique [33]. This state-of-the-art theoreti-
cal result has a relative accuracy at the level of a few
percent, comparable to the precision of the experimental
data [6, 33]. However, the application of the intriguing
BDMC approach to a superfluid Fermi gas is yet to be
demonstrated.

Field theoretical methods offer an alternative route to
calculate the thermodynamic properties without the dif-
ficulty of convergence. These include various diagram-
matic many-body T -matrix theories within the ladder
approximation [36–52], the dimensional ε-expansion [53–
56], large-N expansion [17, 57], and non-perturbative
functional renormalization group approach [58, 59]. Fo-
cusing on the different many-body T -matrix theories,
where the complete geometric series of ladder diagrams
can be summed up. The difference lies on the degree of
self-consistency taken in the diagrams, since either the
bare non-interacting Green function or dressed interact-
ing Green function can be used. In the normal state,
the advantages of different T -matrix theories have been
comparatively reviewed in Ref. [46] (see also the recent
extended study in Ref. [52]). In this work, we are in-
terested in the broken-symmetry superfluid phase below
the critical temperature Tc.

As far as ultracold superfluid Fermi gases are con-
cerned, the non-self-consistent T -matrix theory was first
formulated by Ohashi and Griffin [38] and by Pieri, Pisani
and Strinati [39]. A slightly modified version, in light
of the seminal work by Nozières and Schmitt-Rink [36],
was also developed shortly after [43]. The modifica-
tion is equivalent to considering pair fluctuations at the
Gaussian level [37, 45], and therefore is termed as the
Gaussian pair fluctuation (GPF) theory. Although in
the normal state the modification only leads to fairly
small changes [46], it yields a non-trivial improvement
for the superfluid equation of state [43, 45] due to the
thermodynamic consistency in determining the number
density (i.e., the number density calculated by using
single-particle Green function or thermodynamic poten-
tial should be the same). On the other hand, a fully
self-consistent T -matrix theory was developed by Hauss-
mann and co-workers [44], taking advantage of satisfying
the Luttinger-Ward (LW) identity. Most recently, a par-
tially self-consistent T -matrix theory was also considered
by Tajima and co-workers [50]. To ensure the crucial
thermodynamic consistency in the superfluid phase, they
proposed to first determine the chemical potential using
the T -matrix diagrams, from which all the equations of
state are then calculated through various exact thermo-
dynamic relations [50].

In general, there is no a priori reason to justify the
application of various many-body T -matrix theories, al-
though the fully self-consistent LW theory seems to be
more preferable in the literature. Naively, to quantita-
tively evaluate the many-body T -matrix theories in the
superfluid phase, we may consider two useful criteria:
(i) in the unitary limit the theory should provide a bet-
ter explanation of the benchmark universal equation of
state, which becomes available due to the increasingly
accurate measurements of the unitary Fermi gas [4–6];
and (ii) in the BEC limit the theory should be able to
recover a Bogoliubov theory of composite molecules with
the correct molecular scattering length aM ' 0.60as [60].
For the first criterion, the self-consistent LW theory is
clearly favored. For instance, it predicts a Bertsch pa-
rameter ξ = 0.360 of a zero temperature unitary Fermi
gas, which is close to the experimental result in the mile-
stone measurement ξ ' 0.376(4) [6], contrasted with
other many-body T -matrix predictions (i.e., ξ = 0.455
from the non-self-consistent T -matrix [39], ξ = 0.401
from the GPF [43, 45], and ξ = 0.381 from the partially
self-consistent T -matrix [50]). However, in the BEC limit
the self-consistent LW theory gives an incorrect molec-
ular scattering length 2as and thereby does not fulfill
the second criterion. Actually, almost all the many-body
T -matrix theories predict the same molecular scattering
length 2as and violate the second criterion. The only ex-
ception is the GPF theory, which predicts aM ' 0.57as
[43, 45], a value very close to the exact result. The same is
also true for a two-dimensional interacting Fermi gas [48].
The much-improved molecular scattering length from the
GPF theory in both three and two dimensions might be
qualitatively understood from the renormalization of the
dispersion relation of the gapless Goldstone mode upon
the change of energy scale [61].

It is desirable to develop better field theoretical ap-
proaches, benchmarked against the above-mentioned two
criteria. In this respect, the GPF theory could provide an
ideal starting point. In a previous work [49], going be-
yond the Gaussian fluctuation approximation (or more
broadly the many-body T -matrix ladder approximation)
has been attempted for a strongly interacting Fermi gas
in the normal state, motivated by the dimensional ε-
expansion studied in Refs. [53–56]. One selects the im-
portant diagrams, which contribute the most near the up-
per critical dimension of four. In other words, a weighting
factor is artificially assigned to the diagrams, according
to the powers of ε = 4−d, although in the calculation the
dimension d ∼ 4 (i.e., ε � 1 in the initial assumption)
eventually one takes the realistic value of three, leading
to ε = 1. The beyond-GPF theory in Ref. [49] explored
the possibility of including all the diagrams up to the
order O(ε2) near four dimensions. When applied to cal-
culate the universal equation of state of a unitary Fermi
gas above the superfluid transition and compared with
the benchmark experimental data [6], the beyond-GPF
theory shows excellent agreement down to the temper-
ature 0.5TF, better than the self-consistent LW theory
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[49]. At high temperature above Fermi degeneracy, it
also provides better agreement with the asymptotically
exact third-order quantum virial expansion [62].

In this work, we aim to apply the beyond-GPF theory
to the broken-symmetry superfluid phase and calculate
the low-temperature dependence of the chemical poten-
tial, energy, and Tan contact parameter throughout the
BEC-BCS crossover. We critically examine its applica-
bility at low temperatures by using the latest benchmark
experimental measurements and the latest QMC simu-
lations. At essentially zero temperature, we focus on
the comparison with the experimental data obtained by
Horikoshi et al. at the University of Tokyo [7]. While
for the universal equation of state in the unitary limit,
we consider the most recent measurement by Li et al. at
University of Science and Technology of China (USTC),
Shanghai Branch [63]. In both cases, we find excel-
lent quantitative agreement. Further improvement of our
beyond-GPF theory is possible, as the systematic inclu-
sion of large-loop Feynman diagrams at higher orders
O(εn) (n ≥ 3) can be achieved by using, for example,
the BDMC technique [33].

The paper is set out as follows. In Sec. II we briefly
summarize the theoretical framework used and derive the
thermodynamic potential within the beyond-GPF the-
ory. In Sec. III we describe the thermodynamic proper-
ties of the BEC-BCS crossover at very low temperature.
In Sec. IV we show the temperature dependence of the
thermodynamic properties at unitarity. Finally, in Sec. V
we summarize our results.

II. BEYOND GAUSSIAN PAIR FLUCTUATION
THEORY

The theoretical framework of the beyond-GPF theory
for an interacting Fermi gas in the normal state has been
outlined in the work [49]. In this section, we briefly re-
view the key ideas of the beyond-GPF theory and extend
it to the broken-symmetry superfluid phase.

A three-dimensional interacting Fermi gas at the BEC-
BCS crossover is well described by the single-channel
model Hamiltonian density for field operators ψσ [64],

H =
∑
σ

ψ†σ(x)H0ψσ(x) + U0ψ
†
↑(x)ψ†↓(x)ψ↓(x)ψ↑(x),

(1)

where H0 = −∇2/(2M)− µ, M is the mass of fermions,
and µ is the chemical potential. Throughout the work
we shall use the notation x = (τ,x) and set the reduced
Planck constant ~ = 1 and the volume V = 1. We con-
sider a contact interaction with strength U0 < 0, which is
known to have an ultraviolet divergence [2]. This can be
resolved by relating the bare contact interaction strength
U0 to the s-wave scattering length as via,

M

4πas
=

1

U0
+
∑
k

1

k2/M
. (2)

A convenient method to calculate the thermodynam-
ics of ultracold interacting Fermi gases is through the
thermodynamic potential: Ω = −kBT lnZ, where T is

the temperature, Z =
´
D
[
ψ, ψ̄

]
e−S[ψ,ψ̄] is the parti-

tion function, and ψ and ψ̄ are independent Grassmann
fields. The partition function is defined by the action and
Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) via

S[ψ, ψ̄] =

ˆ β

0

dτ

ˆ
dr

[∑
σ

ψ̄σ(x)∂τψσ(x) +H

]
, (3)

where β = 1/(kBT ). In the strongly interacting regime
we must go beyond the qualitatively reliable mean-field
(MF) theory and include higher-order quantum fluctua-
tions. Taking the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation
we write the action in terms of a bosonic field, ∆(Q),
and expand about its saddle point ∆0, ∆(Q) = ∆0 +ϕQ,
where ϕQ is the field operator representing fluctuations.
Here, we have used for short-hand notation Q = (iνn,q)
and

∑
Q ≡ (kBT/V )

∑
iνn

∑
q, and νn = 2nπ/β (n ∈ Z)

are the bosonic Matsubara frequencies. After integrating
out the Grassmann fields and taking a perturbative ex-
pansion of the bosonic action in orders of the fluctuation

field, we have Seff [∆,∆∗] = S(0)
MF+S(2)

GF+S(3)+S(4)+. . . ,

where S(0)
MF is the mean-field contribution, S(2)

GF is the

Gaussian contribution, and S(n) are higher order con-
tributions [49]. The conceptually simple picture of in-
cluding fluctuations up to the Gaussian order captures
the most relevant physics for strongly-coupled systems,
by including the contributions from fermions and Cooper
pairs. This GPF model provides a reasonable descrip-
tion of the BEC-BCS crossover in both three dimensions
[9, 43, 45, 65] and two-dimensions [48, 51]. However, in
order to find a more accurate description of a strongly
interacting Fermi gas, higher-order pair fluctuations be-
yond the Gaussian level need to be taken into the ther-
modynamic potential.

In previous work [49], motivated by the dimensional
ε-expansion [53–56] and re-interpreting the small dimen-
sional parameter ε as the pair Green’s function, Γ(Q),
the thermodynamic potential beyond GPF up to order
O(ε2) was shown to be Ω = ΩMF + ΩGF + (βV )−1〈S4〉,
near the upper critical four dimensions. Here, the mean-
field thermodynamic potential is given by,

ΩMF =
∆2

U0
+
∑
k

[
ξk − Ek −

2

β
ln
(
1 + eβEk

)]
, (4)

ξk = k2/(2M) − µ, Ek =
√
ξ2
k + ∆2, and to ensure the

gapless Goldstone mode, the pairing gap ∆ should be
calculated using the mean-field gap equation:

m

4πas
+
∑
k

[
1− 2f (Ek)

2Ek
− 1

k2/M

]
= 0, (5)

with the Fermi distribution function f(x) = 1/(eβx + 1).
A significant advantage of our methodology is that the
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gap equation is calculated at the mean-field level and
satisfies Goldstone’s theorem while still including quan-
tum fluctuations. This is in sharp contrast to the self-
consistent LW theory, where a running coupling con-
stant should be assumed in order to satisfy the gap-
less condition [44]. The expression for the GPF ther-
modynamic potential is determined by integrating out
the pairing fluctuation fields from the action, arriving

at ΩGF = kBT
∑
Q F (Q) eiνn0+

, where the function

F (Q) ≡ (1/2) ln[−Γ−1(Q)] can be rewritten as

F =
1

2
ln

[
1− M2

12 (Q)

M11 (Q)M11 (−Q)

]
+ lnM11 (Q) . (6)

The matrix elements M11 and M12 of the inverse pair
correlation function Γ−1(Q) are given in Appendix A.

By extending the work [49] to the broken-symmetry
phase, as detailed in Appendix A, the beyond Gaussian
pair fluctuation contribution to the thermodynamic po-
tential can be expressed by the three terms:

〈S(4)〉
βV

= Ω(a) + Ω(b) + Ω(c), (7)

where,

Ω(a) =
∑
K
G

(0)
11 (K)G

(0)
11 (K)Σ

(0)
11 (K)Σ

(0)
11 (K),

Ω(b) =
∑
K
G

(0)
12 (K)G

(0)
12 (K)Σ

(0)
11 (K)Σ

(0)
22 (K),

Ω(c) =
∑
KQ1Q2

G
(0)
12 (K)G

(0)
11 (K −Q1)G

(0)
12 (K −Q1 +Q2)

×G(0)
22 (K +Q2)Γ22(Q1)Γ22(Q2). (8)

Here the BCS Green’s function is given by G(0)(K) =
[iωm− ξkτ3 + ∆τ1]−1, and τi are the Pauli matrices. The
self-energy Σ(0), arising from the beyond GPF diagrams,
takes the form [49],

Σ
(0)
αα′(K) =

∑
Q

Γαα′(Q)G
(0)
αα′(Q−K), (9)

for {α, α′} = {1, 2}. We use for short-hand notation
K = (iωm,k) and

∑
K ≡ (kBT/V )

∑
iωm

∑
k, and ωm =

(2m + 1)π/β (m ∈ Z) are the fermionic Matsubara fre-
quencies.

For the sake of clarity, we leave the technical details
of the beyond-GPF calculations to Appendix A. In our
calculations, the number density is determined through
the thermodynamic potential by n = −∂Ω/∂µ, which
fixes the Fermi wavevector kF = (3π2n)1/3. We self-
consistently converge the number density through ad-
justing the chemical potential and order parameter using
Eq. (5). The temperature scale and energy scale are de-
fined through kBTF = εF = k2

F/2M . The dimensionless
interaction parameter is given by 1/(kFas).

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(µ
+
ε B
/
2
)/
ε F

(a)

bGPF

GPF

MF

LW [44]

ETMA [50]

Tokyo [7]

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

1/(kFas)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

∆
/
ε F

(b)

MIT [66]

Swin. [67]

FIG. 1. The chemical potential (a) and the superfluid gap
parameter (b) in units of the Fermi energy are plotted as a
function of the dimensionless interaction parameter 1/(kFas)
at the reduced temperature T/TF = 0.06. For the chemi-
cal potential, we have subtracted half the bound state en-
ergy, −εB/2 = −1/(2Ma2s). We plot the predictions from
different theories: mean-field (brown dotted line), GPF (blue
line with circles) [43], partially self-consistent or extended T -
matrix (ETMA, purple dashed line) [50], fully self-consistent
LW theory (black solid line) [44], and beyond-GPF calculation
(green line with squares). We compare the different theoreti-
cal predictions with the experimental data from University of
Tokyo [7] (orange solid line; T/TF ' 0.06). For the superfluid
gap parameter, we instead compare the theories with the ex-
perimental data from MIT [66] (red hexagons) and Swinburne
University of Technology [67] (black triangles; T/TF ' 0.09).

III. BEC-BCS CROSSOVER AT VERY LOW
TEMPERATURES

To begin our discussion of the beyond-GPF results, we
first consider the chemical potential and superfluid gap
parameter at the BEC-BCS crossover as a function of the
dimensionless interaction parameter −1 ≤ 1/kFas ≤ +1
at the temperature T/TF = 0.06. This is the temper-
ature set by the experiment on the ground-state ther-
modynamics at the University of Tokyo [7]. As in the
experiment, we expect the temperature dependence be-
low T/TF = 0.06 to not be significant and we discuss
essentially the ground-state properties of the BEC-BCS
crossover. Here, we focus on the comparison of different
strong-coupling theories with respect to the benchmark
experimental data from Tokyo group [7], as reported in
Fig. 1.
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As we already mentioned in the Introduction, the GPF,
extended T -matrix ETMA, and fully self-consistent LW
theories all belong to the many-body T -matrix theories
within the ladder approximation, but differ in the de-
gree of self-consistency adopted in the ladder diagrams.
For the chemical potential in Fig. 1(a), in comparison
to the benchmark Tokyo data on the BCS side (i.e.,
−1 ≤ 1/kFas ≤ 0), all the T -matrix theories show good
agreements, much better than the mean-field prediction
shown in the brown dotted line. In particular, both the
ETMA and LW theories agree well with the experimental
results, with discrepancies smaller than the error bar of
data. The simplest non-self-consistent T -matrix theory,
the GPF theory, seems to provide a worse agreement on
the BCS side, as its prediction lies systematically above
the experimental data. This weakness can be overcome
by including the higher-order diagrams beyond the GPF
approximation. Indeed, within our scheme of the inclu-
sion of pair fluctuations at the second order O(ε2) in the
ε-expansion, we find that the beyond-GPF theory agrees
with the Tokyo data within the experimental uncertainty.

On the BEC side of the Feshbach resonance (i.e.,
1/kFas ≥ 0), recent experimental data is not available.
However, it is known analytically that both the ETMA
[50] and LW theories [44] fail to predict the correct molec-
ular scattering length aM between two composite bosons.
This failure can be partly seen from the chemical poten-
tial given by the ETMA theory, which slightly shifts up
at large 1/(kFas) compared with other theories. In con-
trast, the GPF theory provides an approximately accu-
rate molecular scattering length aM ' 0.57as [43, 45].
Although we can not obtain analytically the molecular
scattering length in the beyond-GPF theory, it is read-
ily seen that, towards the BEC limit both the GPF and
beyond-GPF theories nearly predict the same chemical
potential. This strongly indicates that the pair fluctua-
tions at the second order O(ε2) becomes less important
in the BEC limit and therefore does not contribute to
the molecular scattering length. As a result, the beyond-
GPF theory inherits the accurate molecular scattering
length of the GPF theory in the BEC limit. Therefore,
among the different strong-coupling theories considered
in Fig. 1, it seems that the beyond-GPF theory some-
how provides overall the best prediction at the BEC-BCS
crossover for the low-temperature thermodynamics. Fur-
ther measurements of thermodynamics on the BEC side
will be useful to examine this anticipation.

Another useful experimental comparison comes from
dynamical measurements of the superfluid gap parameter
through the radio-frequency spectroscopy [66] or Bragg
spectroscopy [67]. Fig. 1(b) plots the gap parameters
predicted by different strong-coupling theories and com-
pares them to the experimental results from MIT [66] and
Swinburne University of Technology [67]. The slight but
systematic improvement of the beyond-GPF theory over
the simplest GPF theory is clearly visible. On the BCS
side, the beyond-GPF prediction agrees well with the re-
sults from the ETMA and LW theories. On the BEC

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

1/(kFas)

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

(E
+
N
ε B
/
2
)/
E

0

bGPF

GPF

LW [44]

ETMA [50]

Tokyo [7]

FIG. 2. The internal energy in units of E0 = (3/5)NεF rel-
ative to the bound state energy is plotted as a function of
the interaction parameter 1/(kFas) at the reduced tempera-
ture T/TF = 0.06. We plot the energy calculated from the
GPF (blue dash-dotted), extended T -matrix ETMA (purple
dashed), fully self-consistent LW (black solid) and beyond-
GPF theories (green dashed). The experimental data on en-
ergy is from University of Tokyo in Ref. [7] (orange solid line)
at the same reduced temperature T/TF ' 0.06.

side, the discrepancies among the different theories sim-
ply follows the different chemical potential as seen from
Fig. 1(a), since the gap parameter is calculated by using
the mean-field gap equation at given chemical potential.
The only exception is the fully self-consistent LW theory
[44], where a running coupling constant is used to ensure
the gapless condition for the Goldstone phonon mode, so
the gap parameter no longer follows the mean-field gap
equation. This explains why the ETMA and LW theories
predict similar gap parameter on the BEC side, despite
the different chemical potential. We note that, at current
stage the spectroscopic measurement of the gap parame-
ter in general has less accuracy than the thermodynamic
measurement as shown in Fig. 1(a). Thus, the compari-
son of the theories to the experimental data for the gap
parameter given in Fig. 1(b) is just indicative. We an-
ticipate that future measurement of the gap parameter
with novel high-resolution Bragg spectroscopy [63] may
provide us a stringent test of many-body strong-coupling
theories.

We consider next the internal energy at the BEC-BCS
crossover. An advantage of our beyond-GPF calculation
is that, once the chemical potential is found for a given
interaction strength, we can calculate straightforwardly
various thermodynamic quantities. For example, the in-
ternal energy is found from the relation:

E = Ω + TS + µN, (10)

where S = (−∂Ω/∂T )µ is the entropy. We plot the
internal energy in Fig. 2 in units of E0 = (3/5)NεF
relative to the bound-state energy of N/2 molecules,
−NεB/2 = −N/(2Ma2

s), as a function of 1/kFas at the
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F
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LW [68]
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FIG. 3. Tan’s contact parameter in units of NkF relative
to the mean-field prediction is plotted as a function of the
interaction parameter 1/(kFas) at the reduced temperature
T/TF = 0.06. We compare the theoretical predictions from
the GPF (blue dash-dotted), extended T -matrix ETMA (pur-
ple dashed), fully self-consistent LW [68] (black solid) and
beyond-GPF theories (green dashed), with the experimental
results from University of Tokyo in Ref. [7] (orange solid line)
at the same reduced temperature T/TF ' 0.06.

temperature T/TF = 0.06. The predictions from the dif-
ferent theories, the GPF (blue dash-dotted), extended
T -matrix (purple dashed), fully self-consistent LW (black
solid) and beyond-GPF (green solid), are compared with
the experimental data from Ref. [7]. Once again, on the
BCS side we see the improvement of the GPF prediction
with the inclusion of the higher-order non-Gaussian pair
fluctuations and the excellent agreement between experi-
ment and theory. Towards the deep BEC limit, the non-
Gaussian pair fluctuations become less important and we
find that both the GPF and beyond-GPF theories tend
to give the same internal energy. The fully self-consistent
LW theory predicts a slightly higher internal energy than
the beyond-GPF theory in the BEC limit. This is in line
with the fact that the LW theory does not give the cor-
rect molecular scattering length: it predicts a mean-field
molecular scattering length aM = 2as [44], about three
times larger than the exact value of aM ' 0.6as [60].

Another important thermodynamic quantity is Tan’s
contact parameter C, which determines the universal
short-range, large-momentum and high-energy behavior
of the many-body system [18–20]. From the adiabatic re-
lation in the grand canonical ensemble [69], the contact
is related to the change in the thermodynamic potential
as the interatomic interaction varies:

−
[

∂Ω

∂(a−1
s )

]
µ,T

=
C

4πM
. (11)

Figure 3 shows the contact in units of NkF as a function
of the interaction parameter 1/kFas. The mean-field con-
tribution has been subtracted, in order to highlight the

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20

T/TF

0.36

0.38

0.40

0.42

0.44

µ
/
ε F

bGPF

GPF

QMC [30]

MIT [6]

FIG. 4. The chemical potential in units of the Fermi energy
εF is plotted as a function of the reduced temperature in the
unitary limit, 1/(kFas) = 0. These predictions are calculated
by using the GPF theory (blue dash-dotted), beyond-GPF
theory (green dashed), and lattice QMC from Ref. [30] (pur-
ple diamonds). We compare the theoretical results with the
experimental data from MIT in Ref. [6] (red hexagons).

difference between theories. For comparison, we show
also the experimental data from [7]. However, this com-
parison does not serve as an independent benchmark ex-
amination of the different theories, since the experimen-
tal data are derived from the measured internal energy
and are not from other independent spectroscopic mea-
surements such as those in Ref. [70]. On the BCS side,
there are good agreements between theories, as we al-
ready see in the chemical potential, gap parameter and
internal energy. On the BEC side, we find that the GPF
and beyond-GPF theories consistently predict a larger
contact parameter than the LW theory. This is merely a
reflection of the difference in the internal energy that we
have discussed earlier.

IV. UNIVERSAL THERMODYNAMICS OF A
UNITARY FERMI GAS

We now turn our attention to the temperature depen-
dence of thermodynamic properties of a unitary Fermi
gas and fix the s-wave scattering length to the unitary
limit 1/(kFas) = 0. In this limit, the interacting Fermi
gas becomes scale invariant and all the thermodynamic
functions can be expressed as a single function of the re-
duced temperature T/TF . This unique advantage greatly
simplifies the measurements of the equations of state and
also improves the accuracy of experimental data. Uni-
versal thermodynamic function of the unitary Fermi gas
have now been measured with unprecedented accuracy
[6, 63], with the characteristic lambda transition clearly
revealed in the specific heat. Here, we focus on the com-
parison of the GPF and beyond-GPF theories with the
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latest experiment carried out at USTC Shanghai [63].
This measurement benefits from a large homogeneous
Fermi gas trapped in a box-potential and a novel high-
resolution Bragg spectroscopy for the isentropic speed of
sound [63]. As a result, the experiment removes the local
density approximation assumed in the previous measure-
ment [6]. We also consider the comparison of the GPF
and beyond-GPF theories with the latest available QMC
simulations [30, 31].

We first plot the chemical potential as a function of the
reduced temperature at unitarity in Fig. 4, which is calcu-
lated using the GPF (blue dash-dotted) and beyond-GPF
theories (green dashed). As we approach zero tempera-
ture the Fermi surface becomes sharp, and in our nu-
merical calculations accuracy becomes worse at very low
temperatures. Therefore, we restrict ourselves to tem-
peratures T/TF ≥ 0.03. We compare the two theoretical
predictions with the lattice QMC in Ref. [30] (purple di-
amonds) and the experimental chemical potential mea-
sured in Ref. [6].

At low temperature T/TF < 0.1, the GPF theory over-
estimates the chemical potential. We find instead that
the beyond-GPF prediction is consistent with either the
experimental result of Ref. [6] or the finite-temperature
QMC simulation [30]. However, if we further increase
temperature, the beyond-GPF theory seems to break
down, presumably due to large critical thermal fluctu-
ations close to the superfluid phase transition. This is
clearly indicated by a maximum at T/TF ' 0.15 in the
beyond-GPF chemical potential. The chemical potential
continues to decrease for higher temperatures. We are
not able to determine the superfluid transition temper-
ature within the beyond-GPF theory. The beyond-GPF
chemical potential shown in Fig. 4 is too large to yield a
vanishing gap parameter. To locate the superfluid tran-
sition temperature, it might be useful to calculate the
superfluid density using the beyond-GPF theory in fu-
ture work.

We now consider the internal energy, which at unitar-
ity obeys the well-known scaling relation E = −2Ω/3
[4, 8]. In Fig. 5(a) we plot the internal energy in units of
the ideal-gas energy at zero temperature E0 = (3/5)NεF
as a function of the reduced temperature. We compare
the beyond-GPF energy (green dashed) to the theoret-
ical predictions of the GPF theory (blue dash-dotted),
lattice QMC results from Ref. [30] (purple diamonds)
and auxiliary-field QMC results from Ref. [31] (light-blue
pentagons), and experimental data from UTSC Shanghai
[63] (brown stars). The internal energy calculated from
our beyond-GPF theory agrees well with both QMC re-
sults and the experimental data in the low temperature
regime. In particular, it is remarkable that at tempera-
tures T/TF < 0.1 the beyond-GPF energy exactly over-
laps with the experimental data. The unitary Fermi gas
can be related to the ideal Fermi gas at zero temperature
via the Bertsch parameter, i.e., E(T = 0) = ξE0. We
find that the beyond-GPF theory predicts a Bertsch pa-
rameter ξ ' 0.365, in excellent agreement with the zero-

0.30

0.40

0.50

0.60

E
/
E

0

(a)

bGPF

GPF

QMC [30]

QMC [31]

USTC [63]

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15

T/TF

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

S
/
(N
k

B
)

(b)

FIG. 5. (a) The internal energy of a unitary Fermi gas is plot-
ted as a function of the reduced temperature in units of an
ideal gas energy, E0 = (3/5)NεF. We show the predictions
from the GPF (blue circles), beyond-GPF (green squares),
lattice QMC from Ref. [30] (purple diamonds) and auxiliary-
field QMC from Ref. [31] (light-blue pentagons). We also
compare the predictions with the experimental results from
UTSC-Shanghai (brown stars) [63]. (b) The entropy of a uni-
tary Fermi gas is plotted as a function of reduced temperature
in units NkB for the GPF (blue circles) and beyond-GPF cal-
culations (green squares), and the experimental data from
UTSC-Shanghai (brown stars) [63].

temperature QMC ξ = 0.367(7) found in Ref. [31] and
the experimental measurement ξ = 0.367(9) in Ref. [63].
As the temperature increases above T/TF = 0.1, we see
the beyond-GPF energy starts to deviate from the bench-
mark experimental data. Indeed, near the critical tem-
perature Tc ' 0.17TF, accurate theoretical predictions
of the internal energy are notoriously difficult to obtain.
This is partly indicated by the uncertainty of the two
QMC results. Therefore, in order to accurately account
for the experimental data, even the most advanced QMC
simulations need to be improved.

In Fig. 5(b) we report the entropy in units of NkB as a
function of the reduced temperature at unitarity. In the
low temperature regime (i.e., T/TF < 0.1), once again
we find the excellent agreement between the beyond-
GPF theory and the experiment. As the temperature
increases, however, the beyond-GPF theory turns out to
strongly under-estimate the entropy.

Finally, we show in Fig. 6 Tan’s contact parameter in
units of NkF as a function of the reduced temperature
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FIG. 6. Tan’s contact parameter of a unitary Fermi gas
in units of NkF is plotted as a function of the reduced tem-
perature for the GPF (blue dash-dotted) and beyond-GPF
calculations (green dashed), finite-temperature auxiliary-field
QMC [31] (light-blue pentagons) and zero-temperature diffu-
sion QMC simulations [28] (golden star). For comparison, we
show also the early experimental result from Ref. [71] (pur-
ple cross) and the latest measurements from Ref. [72] (red
hexagons) and Ref. [73] (black triangles).

and compare the predictions of the GPF and beyond-
GPF theories to several QMC calculations and experi-
mental results. Our new calculation of the beyond-GPF
theory (green dashed) systematically improves the ear-
lier GPF result in Ref. [69]. As a consequence, in the
low temperature regime the beyond-GPF prediction now
seems to be able to smoothly connect to the various ex-
perimental data, from École Normale Supérieure (ENS)
[71] (brown cross), MIT [72] (red hexagons) and Swin-
burne University of Technology [73] (black triangle). As
the critical temperature is approached, the contact pa-
rameter given by the beyond-GPF theory does not de-
crease as sharply as the experimental results, since the
theory fails to include strong thermal fluctuations in this
critical temperature regime.

It is evident from Figs. 4, 5 and 6 that, although the
beyond-GPF theory does not agree with the experimen-
tal data close to the superfluid transition, it is able to
provide a quantitative explanation of the experimental
results below the temperature T < 0.1TF ' 0.6Tc. This
accurate low-temperature description might be useful in
understanding the thermodynamics of strongly interact-
ing fermions at the intermediate low temperature regime,
which may become difficult to address by both experi-
ments (due to the less efficient thermometry) and QMC
simulations (due to the rapid increase in simulation time
at low temperatures).

V. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have performed numerical calculations
of the thermodynamics of a strongly interacting Fermi
superfluid in the broken-symmetry phase, by using a
recently developed strong-coupling theory that includes
pair fluctuations beyond the standard Gauss approxima-
tion [49]. We have critically examined the applicability of
the beyond-GPF (Gaussian pair fluctuation) theory, by
comparing its predictions for various equations of state
and Tan’s contact parameter with the most recent ex-
perimental measurements and the latest quantum Monte
Carlo simulations. On the BCS side and in the unitary
limit, we find that the beyond-GPF theory is quanti-
tatively reliable at low temperature. In particular, in
the unitary limit, it predicts very a accurate chemical
potential, energy, entropy and contact parameter. The
beyond-GPF also leads to a Bertsch parameter that is in
excellent agreement with the latest experiment [63] and
Monte Carlo calculation [31]. It is reasonable to believe
that the beyond-GPF theory is also quantitatively reli-
able on the BEC side at low temperature and future ex-
perimental measurements on the low-temperature ther-
modynamics in the BEC regime would be useful to check
this anticipation.

By combining the previous results for a normal,
strongly interacting Fermi gas [49], we conclude that
the beyond-GPF theory is a powerful tool in either low-
temperature regime or high-temperature regime. In the
former case, quantum fluctuations are stabilized by the
pairing gap parameter; while in the latter, thermal fluc-
tuations are significantly suppressed. In the unitary
limit, the two temperature regimes are roughly given by
T < 0.1TF ' 0.6Tc and T > 0.5TF , respectively, where
TF is Fermi degenerate temperature and Tc ' 0.17TF is
the superfluid transition temperature at unitarity.

In the intermediate temperature regime (i.e., 0.1TF ≤
T ≤ 0.5TF for a unitary Fermi gas), the beyond-GPF the-
ory needs to be improved to capture the strong thermal
fluctuations near the superfluid transition. As the cur-
rent beyond-GPF framework is built on the dimensional
ε-expansion, an immediate extension of our work is to
carry out the beyond-GPF calculations near four dimen-
sions with d = 4−ε, where the small parameter 0 < ε� 1
and the large thermal fluctuations near the critical tem-
perature can therefore be suppressed. We may then
obtain the universal thermodynamic function such as
fE (T/TF ) = E/E0 up to the second order O(ε2). This
naturally extends the earlier zero-temperature second-
order ε-expansion calculations in Ref. [54] to finite tem-
peratures. In more general terms, we may pick the Feyn-
man diagrams at higher orders O(εn) with n ≥ 3. The
systematic inclusion of the higher-order diagrams may
greatly shrink the temperature window near the super-
fluid transition, where the beyond-GPF theory fails.
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Appendix A: Calculation details on the beyond
Gaussian pair fluctuation theory

In this appendix, we present the full matrix elements
for the GPF theory and technical details on the GPF and

beyond-GPF calculations.

1. GPF

The thermodynamic potential including up to Gaus-
sian fluctuations is Ω = ΩMF + ΩGF [43, 45],
where ΩMF is the mean-field contribution and ΩGF =
kBT

∑
Q F (Q) eiνn0+

the Gaussian fluctuation contribu-
tion, where

F (Q) =
1

2
ln

[
1− M2

12 (Q)

M11 (Q)M11 (−Q)

]
+ lnM11 (Q) .

(A1)

Here, Q = (iνn,q) and M11(Q) and M12(Q) are the ma-
trix elements of the inverse pair Green function Γ−1(Q)
at finite temperatures and take the form [43, 45],

M11(Q) =
1

U0
+
∑
k

[
u2

+u
2
−

1− f+ − f−
iνn − E+ − E−

− u2
+v

2
−

f+ − f−
iνn − E+ + E−

+ v2
+u

2
−

f+ − f−
iνn + E+ − E−

− v2
+v

2
−

1− f+ − f−
iνn + E+ + E−

]
,

M12(Q) =
∑
k

(u+v+u−v−)

[
− 1− f+ − f−
iνn − E+ − E−

− f+ − f−
iνn − E+ + E−

+
f+ − f−

iνn + E+ − E−
+

1− f+ − f−
iνn + E+ + E−

]
, (A2)

where M21(Q) = M12(Q) and M22(Q) = M11(−Q).
We note that, the short-hand notations E± = Ek±q/2,

f
(±)
± = f(E±k±q/2), u2

± = (1 + ξk±q/2/Ek±q/2)/2, and

v2
± = 1− u2

± are used.

Although it is straight forward to write down the GPF
thermodynamic potential, in general ΩGF is difficult to
solve numerically at finite temperatures. The bosonic
Matsubara frequency sum

∑
iνn
F (iνn,q) is divergent

and we need to add an infinitesimal controlling factor
eiνnη with η → 0+ to ensure the convergence. At zero
temperature, we may rewrite the summation into an inte-
gral, due to the fact that the vertex function Γ(Q) does
not have poles on the real axis for positive values [45].
However, this is no longer true at finite temperatures. If
one uses the analytic continuation as in the seminal work
[36], the numerical calculation then becomes extremely
complicated [43]. The numerical difficulty can be avoided
by splitting the Matsubara sum into two parts [51, 74],

∑
n

Fη (iνn,q) =
∑
|n|>n0

Fη (iνn,q) +

n0∑
n=−n0

Fη (iνn,q, )

(A3)

for arbitrary positive integer n0. Here, Fη(iνn,q) ≡
F(iνn,q)eiνnη. We simplify the first divergent term by
closing the contour at finite imaginary constant, off the
real axis, i.e. for finite γ = (2n0 + 1)π/β,

1

β

∑
|n|>n0

Fη (iνn,q) = − 1

π

ˆ +∞

−∞
dω

ImFη (ω + iγ,q)

eβω + 1
.

(A4)
The second term is convergent and can be calculated di-
rectly at bosonic Matsubara frequencies iνn. The con-
tribution to ΩGF at a given wavevector q can then be
obtained by using Eqs. (A3) and (A4). We have checked
that this numerical method is consistent with previous
theoretical calculations in Ref. [43] and is independent
of the choice of n0, as it should be.

2. Beyond GPF

The expression of the beyond Gaussian fluctuation
contribution to the thermodynamic potential is deter-
mined with the method detailed in Ref. [49]. Re-
interpreting the ε-expansion found by Refs. [53, 56, 75]
in orders of the vertex function Γ, the S(4) contribution
to the thermodynamic potential is
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S(4)

βV
=

1

4

∑
TrσG0(K)

(
0 ϕQ1

ϕ∗−Q1
0

)
G0(K −Q1)

(
0 ϕ−Q2

ϕ∗Q2
0

)
G0(K̃)

(
0 ϕQ3

ϕ∗−Q3
0

)
G0(K̃ − Q3)

(
0 ϕ−Q4

ϕ∗Q4
0

)
,

(A5)

where the summation is over K,Q1,Q2,Q3,Q4 with Q1 +Q2 = Q3 +Q4 and K̃ = K−Q1 +Q2, and the two by two
BCS Green’s functions are

G
(0)
11 (iωm,k) =

u2
k

iωm − Ek
+

v2
k

iωm + Ek
= −G(0)

22 (−iωm,−k) (A6)

G
(0)
12 (iωm,k) =

ukvk
iωm − Ek

+
ukvk

iωm + Ek
= G

(0)
21 (iωm,k). (A7)

Expanding Eq. (A5) out (which is a lengthy but straightforward calculation), there are 16 terms in total. Using
Wick’s theorem to expand terms of the form 〈ϕ∗−Q1

ϕ∗Q2
ϕ∗−Q3

ϕ∗Q4
〉 with the definitions [49],

〈ϕ∗QϕQ′〉 = Γ11(Q)δQQ′ , 〈ϕ∗Qϕ∗Q′〉 = Γ12(Q)δQ−Q′ (A8)

we have terms like

〈ϕ∗−Q1
ϕ∗Q2

ϕ∗−Q3
ϕ∗Q4
〉 = δQ1Q2

δQ3Q4
Γ12(Q1)Γ12(Q3) + δQ1−Q3

δQ2−Q4
Γ12(Q1)Γ12(Q2) + δQ1Q3

δQ2Q4
Γ12(Q1)Γ12(Q2).

(A9)

Using the fact that within the re-interpreted ε expansion
the pair vertex function Γ12 ∝ ε2 is a higher-order term
than Γ11 ∝ ε, we may neglect the terms that contain Γ12

and obtain the three leading contributions [49], i.e.,

〈S(4)〉
βV

= Ω(a) + Ω(b) + Ω(c), (A10)

where,

Ω(a) =
∑
K
G

(0)
11 (K)G

(0)
11 (K)Σ

(0)
11 (K)Σ

(0)
11 (K),

Ω(b) =
∑
K
G

(0)
12 (K)G

(0)
12 (K)Σ

(0)
11 (K)Σ

(0)
22 (K),

Ω(c) =
∑
KQ1Q2

G
(0)
12 (K)G

(0)
11 (K −Q1)G

(0)
12 (K −Q1 +Q2)

×G(0)
22 (K +Q2)Γ22(Q1)Γ22(Q2), (A11)

as shown in the main text. Physically, keeping only terms
involving Γ11Γ11 is justified as these involve the scat-
tering processes of two pairs, whereas terms containing
Γ12Γ12 involve the scattering processes of four pairs and
can be neglected.

To obtain the thermodynamic potential, we need to
calculate the self-energy ({α, α′} = {1, 2}),

Σ
(0)
αα′(K) =

∑
Q

Γαα′(Q)G
(0)
αα′(Q−K). (A12)

For this purpose, we write out explicitly:

Σ
(0)
αα′(iωm,k) =

∑
iνn

ˆ
d3q

(2π)3
Γαα′(iνn,q)G

(0)
αα′(iνn − iωm,q− k), (A13)

with

Γ(iνn,q) =
1

M11M22 −M12M21

(
M22 M12

M21 M11

)
=

(
Γ11(iνn,q) Γ12(iνn,q)
Γ21(iνn,q) Γ22(iνn,q)

)
. (A14)
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It is well known that the Matsubara summation is slowly convergent and several methods have been used to find the
self-energy (see Refs. [39, 44, 50]). Here, we circumvent this problem by closing the contour of the bosonic Matsubara
summation off the real axis, in the complex plane [51, 74], avoiding directly performing the bosonic Matsubara
summation or dealing with the complicated behavior on the real axis after analytical continuation. This contour
integration yields

Σ
(0)
αα′(iωm,k) =

1

2πi

ˆ ∞
−∞

dε

ˆ
d3q

(2π)3

[
b(ε+ iγ + iωm)Γαα′(ε+ iγ + iωm,q)G

(0)
αα′(ε+ iγ,q− k)+

b(ε+ iγ)Γαα′(ε+ iγ,q)G
(0)
αα′(ε+ iγ − iωm,q− k) + (γ → −γ)

]
+

1

β

n0∑
n=n0

Γαα′(iνn,q)G
(0)
αα′(iνn − iωm,q− k),

(A15)

where γ is finite and satisfies νn0 < γ < νn0+1 and
γ 6= ωm and the Bose distribution is b(x) = (eβx − 1)−1.
In practice we use a value of n0 = 0 and γ = 3π/4, in
units of inverse temperature. We have confirmed that
this numerical procedure is robust and converges inde-
pendent of n0.

Although there is no explicit Lehmann representation
of Γ11 it can be shown that the spectral representation
Γ11(iνn → z,q) is analytic off the real axis for complex
variable z [39]. This ensures that the above procedure of
contour integration avoids any poles off the real axis.

Once the self-energy has been tabulated as a function
of the wavevector |k| and fermionic Matsubara frequency
iωm, the convergent sums in Ω(a) and Ω(b) are computed.
The contribution Ω(c) contains a six-dimensional integral
after integrating out the frequency part, which is compu-
tationally difficult. We simplify the expression of Ω(c) by
inserting the following identity,∑

K̃

ˆ
dx exp

[
i
(
K̃ +K +Q1 −Q2

)
x
]

= 1 (A16)

and introducing the following function

Σ
(0)
11 (K, x) =

∑
Q
eiQxΓ11(Q)G

(0)
11 (Q−K), (A17)

where x = (τ,x). After some further manipulations we
arrive at

Ω(c) = −
ˆ
dx
∑
K
G

(0)
12 (K)G

(0)
12 (x)Σ

(0)
11 (−K, x)Σ

(0)
11 (K,−x).

(A18)

This final equation only requires a three-dimensional in-
tegration and single sum over the remaining fermionic
Matsubara frequency.
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[71] Sébastien Laurent, Matthieu Pierce, Marion Delehaye,
Tarik Yefsah, Frédéric Chevy, and Christophe Salomon,
“Connecting few-body inelastic decay to quantum corre-
lations in a many-body system: A weakly coupled im-
purity in a resonant Fermi gas,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 118,
103403 (2017).

[72] Biswaroop Mukherjee, Parth B. Patel, Zhenjie Yan,
Richard J. Fletcher, Julian Struck, and Martin W.
Zwierlein, “Spectral response and contact of the unitary
Fermi gas,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 203402 (2019).

[73] C. Carcy, S. Hoinka, M. G. Lingham, P. Dyke, C. C. N.
Kuhn, H. Hu, and C. J. Vale, “Contact and sum rules in
a near-uniform Fermi gas at unitarity,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
122, 203401 (2019).

[74] J. Tempere, S. N. Klimin, J. T. Devreese, and
V. V. Moshchalkov, “Imbalanced d-wave superfluids in
the BCS-BEC crossover regime at finite temperatures,”
Phys. Rev. B 77, 134502 (2008).

[75] Zohar Nussinov and Shmuel Nussinov, “Triviality of the
bcs-bec crossover in extended dimensions: Implications
for the ground state energy,” Phys. Rev. A 74, 053622
(2006).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.043625
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.043625
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.96.053608
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.094502
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.050403
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.050403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.043605
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.043605
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.75.063617
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.75.063617
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.75.063618
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.75.043614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.76.021602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.76.021602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.89.053630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.89.053630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.090404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.090404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.033610
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.160401
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.160401
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/12/i=6/a=063038
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/12/i=6/a=063038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.140403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys4187
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.80.063612
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/13/3/035007
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.075301
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.075301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.103403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.103403
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.203402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.203401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.203401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.77.134502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.74.053622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.74.053622

	Beyond Gaussian pair fluctuation theory for strongly interacting Fermi gases II: The broken-symmetry phase
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Beyond Gaussian pair fluctuation theory
	III BEC-BCS crossover at very low temperatures
	IV Universal thermodynamics of a unitary Fermi gas
	V Conclusion
	 Acknowledgments
	A Calculation details on the beyond Gaussian pair fluctuation theory
	1 GPF
	2 Beyond GPF

	 References


