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We present Quantum Monte Carlo calculations of the properties of a two–component mass im-
balanced Fermi gas, corresponding to the 6Li–40K mixture. We compute the equation of state of
the unpolarized system as a function of the scattering length with particular attention paid to the
unitary limit, where the effect of the effective range of the interaction is explored. We have also
computed the pair distribution function and the momentum distribution over a range of interaction
strengths to provide information about the structure of the system. Finally, we have computed the
heavy/light quasiparticle spectrum. Our theoretical predictions, based on Quantum Monte Carlo
calculations, can be tested by future experiments with ultracold fermionic gases.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years much work has been addressed to study
ultra-cold Fermi gases, both experimentally and theoret-
ically (for a complete review see for example Ref. [1]).
Through the use of a Feshbach resonance it is possible
to tune the interaction between fermions as desired [2],
and the amazing experimental control on these systems
gives access to beautiful experiments where Fermi gases
can be studied under a range of conditions. It is possi-
ble to probe the entire BCS-BEC crossover [3] where the
system can be tuned from a BCS state where fermions
are weakly interacting, to the unitary regime where the
two-body scattering length is infinite, to a BEC conden-
sate of Bosons. When the population imbalance changes,
the system can eventually exhibit different phases [4, 5]
where superfluid and normal phases may coexist or phase
separate [6, 7], or other intriguing more exotic phases like
the Larkin–Ovchinnikov–Fulde–Ferrell (LOFF) phase or
p-wave superfluidity could appear [8, 9].

Considerable experimental effort has been spent on the
investigation of trapped mass imbalanced two-component
Fermi gases. Early work explored mainly systems con-
sisting of a mixture between 6Li and 40K atoms [10–15],
and in recent years experimental probes have been con-
ducted for a wide variety of mass-imbalanced systems
[16–22] with various mass ratios. There has also been
continued interest in probes of the 6Li – 40K mixture,
such as investigations into dimer stability [23].

The properties of the mass imbalanced system can be
very different from the equal mass case; for example, with
a majority light population the Chandrasekhar–Clogston
limit is very small and close to zero [24]. Then, at unitar-
ity, a two–component Fermi gas with unequal masses may
exhibit very different properties with respect to the equal
mass case [25, 26], even at the mean field level [27, 28].
Systems of mass imbalanced fermions also show new fea-
tures in the few-body sector. The binding energy of an
impurity has been calculated in Ref. [29]; however, fi-
nite systems with few-heavy atoms that interact with a
single light one through a two-body potential with infi-
nite scattering length have very intriguing non-universal
properties [30–32], and this could effectively modify the

many–body structure of the state with polarization, sup-
porting new phases that do not show in the equal mass
case [28, 33–35]. It has also been shown that for very
large mass ratios the ground state of the unpolarized sys-
tem might be solid [36, 37]. In addition, there is rich
physics to explore in mass imbalanced systems existing
in lower dimensions, such as novel types of pairing [38]
and quarteting [39].

Since experiments are possible at very low tempera-
tures, of the order of fractions of TF , the zero temper-
ature effects can directly be compared to or extrapo-
lated from experiments. Several T = 0 predictions for
equal mass Fermi gases were made in the past by means
of Quantum Monte Carlo techniques (QMC)[24, 40–45],
and later confirmed by experiments for both the equal
[46] and unequal mass [47] cases. The Variational Monte
Carlo (VMC) and the Diffusion Monte Carlo (DMC)
methods allow one to accurately solve for the ground-
state of strongly interacting many body systems, and
have been widely used in the study of diverse physical
systems such as condensed matter, quantum chemistry,
nuclear physics, and cold atomic physics [48–54]. Previ-
ous studies have explored the properties of strongly inter-
acting fermions at unitarity [55] however, the theoretical
study of the unequal mass system has not received a sim-
ilar effort as the equal mass case.

In this paper we focus on a Fermi-Fermi mixture with
a mass ratio mh/ml=6.5 corresponding to the 6Li–40K
mixture, and we study the BCS–BEC crossover by em-
ploying QMC techniques; in particular in this work we
compute properties of the unpolarized system with equal
number of heavy and light atoms. We first compute the
equation of state that is crucial to fit density functionals
used to compute properties of trapped larger systems [56–
58]. We compute the energy per particle as a function of
the scattering length of the two-body interaction by pay-
ing particular attention to the effect of the finite effective
range of the potential. We have also computed the pair
distribution function between heavy and light particles as
well as the momentum distribution. These quantities are
useful to extract the contact parameter that can be mea-
sured in experiments, similar to the equal mass case [59?
, 60]. We then simulate the system with very small po-
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larization in order to study the quasiparticle dispersion
as a function of the interaction. These calculations serve
to carefully explore the properties of 6Li–40K system and
provide stringent theoretical predictions for future exper-
iments.

II. MODEL

We model our system by considering point-like inter-
acting particles with the following Hamiltonian:

H =
−ℏ2

2ml

Nl∑
i=1

∇2
i +

−ℏ2

2mh

N ′
h∑

j′=1

∇2
j′ +

∑
i,j′

v(rij′) , (1)

where Nl and N ′
h is the number of particles with mass ml

and mh, and v(rij′) is a s−wave short-range interaction
acting only between fermions of different species. The
form of v(r) we use is the Pöschl-Teller already employed
in several previous QMC calculations [24, 40–42, 55, 56,
58, 61]:

v(r) = −v0
ℏ2

mr

µ2

cosh2(µr)
, (2)

where mr is the reduced mass, and the parameters µ and
v0 are tuned in order to reproduce the effective range re
and the scattering length a of the interaction. For this
potential, the unitary limit corresponding to the zero-
energy ground-state between two particles is achieved
with v0 = 1 and re = 2/µ. We consider a system in
the dilute limit, meaning that the interparticle distance
r0 ≫ re, where r0 = (9π/4)1/3/kF and kF is the Fermi
momentum of the system. Most of the results presented
in this work were obtained by fixing rekF ≈ 0.03 but
in several cases we considered different values to check
effects due to the effective range of the potential.

The ground-state of the system is solved by means
of QMC techniques, i.e. the VMC and the DMC. The
many-body wave function [40, 41], is given by,

ΨT =

∏
ij

f(rij′)

ΦBCS . (3)

The Jastrow function f(r) acts between particles with
different masses, and it is obtained by solving the equa-
tion

− ℏ2

2mr
∇2f(r) + v(r)f(r) = λf(r) . (4)

The parameter λ is obtained by imposing the boundary
condition f(r > d0) = 1, where the healing distance d0
is a variational parameter. The correct boundary condi-
tions to the wave function are guaranteed by constraining
d0 ≤ L/2 where L is the size of the simulation box, but we
find that a typical good choice is d0 ≈ L/10. By solving

Eq. (4) we also assure the correct behavior of the wave
function at small distances so that the Jastrow function f
is defined to have ∂f/∂r=0 at the origin. This condition
must be satisfied in order to have a finite kinetic energy in
the origin when computing ∇2f = f ′′(r)+2f ′(r)/r. This
condition is necessary to avoid spurious contributions to
the energy computed using QMC.
The antisymmetric part ΦBCS is a particle-projected

BCS wave function including pairing correlations (see the
appendix of Ref. [62]). It is given by

ΦBCS = A[ϕ(r11′)ϕ(r22′)...ϕ(rNlN ′
h
)] . (5)

The operator A antisymmetrizes like particles, the un-
primed coordinates are for light particles, the primed are
for heavy particles, and Nl = N ′

h = N/2 for the unpolar-
ized case. The pairing function is expressed as

ϕ(r) = β(r) +
∑
n

a(k2n) exp[ikn · r] ,

β(r) = β̃(r) + β̃(L− r)− 2β̃(L/2) ,

β̃(r) = [1 + γbr] [1− exp(−dbr)]
exp(−br)

dbr
. (6)

The function β(r) has a range of L/2, and the value of
γ is chosen such that β(r) has zero slope at the origin.
Note that if β(r) = 0, and a(k2n) = 0 for |kn| > kF ,
ΦBCS = ΦFG, where the latter is a Slater determinant
wave function describing the non-interacting Fermi gas
in the normal phase. As ΦFG and ΦBCS are orthogonal,
we can study the Fermi gases both in the superfluid and
in the normal phase [6, 7]. The pairing wave function
used here contains 12 free parameters that have been op-
timized by minimizing the energy of the system using
VMC and following the strategy of Ref. [63]. In the case
of strong interactions, when 1/akF ≥ 2, we found that us-
ing the pairing function as in Ref. [44], i.e. the two–body
wave function instead of the function of Eq. (6), gives
lower energies. Instead, in the BCS case for 1/akF ≤ −1,
the BCS wave function ΦBCS gives almost the same en-
ergy of ΦFG as the pairing becomes less and less impor-
tant.

Polarized systems can be simulated by extending the
wave function to include single-particle states for the un-
paired particles [40, 41]. Note that the wave function
as previously described cannot reproduce more exotic
phases like LOFF or p-wave pairing.

The ground-state of the system is then solved by pro-
jecting the wave function in imaginary time by means
of the DMC technique (see for example Ref. [41]). It
is important to note that the DMC algorithm strictly
provides an upper-bound to the energy, and thus it is
a variational calculation within the fixed-node approxi-
mation used to control the Fermion sign problem. How-
ever, if the global structure of the wave function is care-
fully optimized, the DMC provides a very accurate esti-
mate of the ground-state. The accuracy of the DMC has
been tested by comparing the results of the equal mass
unitarity Fermi gas with the Auxiliary Field Quantum
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Monte Carlo (AFQMC) [45]. For purely attractive in-
teractions, in AFQMC the unpolarized system is solved
exactly with no sign problem. The agreement between
DMC and AFQMC is within 4-5% giving us the confi-
dence that once the wave function is carefully optimized
the upper-bound to the energy given by DMC is very
close to the energy of the ground state. It is straightfor-
ward to extend the DMC to deal with systems with un-
equal masses or with polarization by modifying the wave
function, and the systematic error given by the fixed-node
approximation should provide the same accuracy as for
the unpolarized case, if the trial wave function correctly
describes the phase of the system. Note that for polarized
systems or for unpolarized systems with unequal masses
the AFQMC suffers from a severe sign-problem, and the
constrained-path used to control it does not provide an
upperbound to the energy as the fixed-node approxima-
tion does for DMC.

III. BCS-BEC CROSSOVER

We simulate a system of 66 fermions, as this has been
shown to provide a very accurate description of fermionic
systems in the thermodynamic limit [55, 56, 64]. We
choose this particular number because the results found
using a BCS-like wave function can be directly compared
to the system in the normal phase. In the ΦFG wave
function the single particle orbitals are plane waves, and
the energy of 33 free fermions is very close to the infinite
limit.

We show in Fig. 1 the equation of state of the un-
polarized 6Li–40K mixture as a function of 1/akF . For
negative values of a kF the two-body interaction does not
admit a two-body bound state, and for positive values the
two-body binding energy per particle has been subtracted
from the total energy of the system. The results are in
units of the non-interacting Fermi gas, EFG = 3EF /5

where EF = ℏ2

4mr
k2F . It is clear that on the BCS side

the energy per particle approaches the limit of the non-
interacting Fermi gas. While on the BEC side, the en-
ergy per particle quickly becomes comparable to the two-
particle binding energy showing the formation of strongly
bound molecules, and (E −E2/2)/EFG rapidly tends to
zero. All the points have been computed by setting the
effective range of interaction corresponding to µ/kF = 60
and tuning v0 to have the desired scattering length (blue
circles in Fig. 1). For many points we investigated the
effect of a finite effective range and repeated the calcu-
lation using µ/kF = 24 (green squares). We note that
the results become independent of the effective range for
1/|a kF | ≥ 1, as seen by the essentially constant energy
in the deep BEC regime.

As discussed above for 1/akF > 1 we found that the
best variational wave function is provided by assuming
the pairing wave function is the two-body solution as in
Ref. [44]. By analyzing the structure of the wave func-
tion we can conclude that for 1/akF ≥ 2 the system made

of attractive fermions is very well modeled by a weakly
repulsive Bose gas. In this regime, if we use the pair-
ing wave function of Eq. (6) the energy of the system
is higher, and we would likely need many more plane-
waves to correctly describe the short-range behavior of
the two-particle solution.
The energy of a repulsive Bose gas, where Bosons are

made by two fermions with different mass, can be well
approximated by a mean-field expansion [65], that for
unequal masses is given by:

E/N − E2/2

EFG
=

10

9π
addkF

mhml

(mh +ml)2
×[

1 +
128

15
√
6π3

(addkF )
3/2 + . . .

]
,(7)

where add is the Boson-Boson scattering length, whose
value is obtained by fitting to our QMC calculations. The
results in the strongly interacting regime are shown in
the right inset of Fig. 1 for the mass ratio considered.
The fit has been made in the 1/akF ≥ 2 region giving
add/a = 0.886(4) in a good agreement with the few-body
analysis of Ref. [66, 67]. The agreement between the
QMC results and the mean field expansion of Eq. (7)
starts to fail for 1/akF < 2, indicating that the system
is no longer similar to a Bose gas, as also suggested by

−4 −2 0 2 4

1/akF

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(E
−
E

2
/2

)/
E
F
G

weakly attractive Fermi gas

repulsive Bose gas

DMC (µ/kF = 60)
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FIG. 1. (color online) The BCS-BEC crossover for the unpo-
larized 6Li–40K mixture as a function of 1/a kF . QMC results
are shown for two potentials with different effective ranges
(blue circles for µ/kF = 60 and green squares for µ/kF = 24).
The energy is in units of the Fermi gas energy EFG after the
subtraction of the two-body binding energy per particle on
the BEC side. The orange dashed line shows the perturba-
tion expansion of a weakly attractive Fermi gas, and the red
dashed line the equation of state of a repulsive Bose gas. In
the left inset we show the energy per particle around unitar-
ity with the fit given by Eq. (8). The right inset shows the
comparison between QMC results and the equation of state
of a repulsive Bose gas with a dimer-dimer scattering length
add = 0.886(4)a.
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FIG. 2. (color online) The BCS-BEC crossover for the un-
polarized 6Li–40K mixture as a function of 1/a kF near the
unitary limit. Our results are compared against a fit given by
Eq. (8) as discussed in the text.

looking at the structure of the many-body wave function.
In Fig. 2 we show the crossover around the unitary

limit. Close to unitarity, the equation of state can be
expanded as [59]

E

EFG
= ξ − ζ

kFa
− 5ν

3(kFa)2
+ . . . . (8)

The fit to our QMC results gives ξ = 0.3726(6),
ζ = 0.900(2) and ν = 0.46(1). The values of ζ and ν
are very similar to the case of equal masses reported in
Ref. [55]. We also find a good qualitative agreement with
the calculation of Ref. [68].

The various tests we performed indicate that around
1/a kF ≈ 0 the extrapolation to re → 0 just shifts the
energy but does not change the curvature of the equation
of state in the region where 1/|a kF | < 1. There, only the
ξ parameter is particularly sensitive to re as is also the
case for the equal mass system [55]. It is interesting to
compare the finite range extrapolation for the unequal
mass mixture to the equal mass case. The comparison
is motivated for the 6Li–40K system as the resonance is
more narrow than for equal masses [69] and consequently
the unitary limit could be ”less universal” and the effect
of the effective range more important. We performed
several calculations at unitarity for different values of re
in order to test the finite range effects and extrapolated
to zero effective range as shown in Fig. 3. The QMC
points have been fit using the linear function

E

EFG
= ξ + c rekF , (9)

and the best estimate given by QMC is ξ = 0.368(1).
The value of c gives the slope of the extrapolation that
is c = 0.13(1) for unequal masses. It is rather intriguing

0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10

rekF

0.3675

0.3700

0.3725

0.3750

0.3775

0.3800

0.3825

E
/E

F
G

Fit

DMC (mh/ml = 6.5)

FIG. 3. (color online) The energy of the 6Li–40K mixture as
a function of the effective range re of the interaction in the
unitary limit. The energy is in units of the Fermi gas energy
EFG. The fit parameters are very similar to those found in
the equal mass case in [55]. The details of the fit to the QMC
results are discussed in the main text.

that the slope of the energy as a function of the effective
range is very similar to the equal mass case [45].
We have also computed the pair distribution function

gh−l(r) between heavy and light particles, as shown in
Fig. 4. gh−l(r) is calculated by a mixed estimate of the
form [71],

gh−l(r) =
∑
i<j′

⟨Ψ0| δ(rij − r)OP
ij |ΨT ⟩ , (10)
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g h
−
l(
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1/akF = 0.1

1/akF = 0

1/akF = −0.1

1/akF = −0.5

1/akF = −1

1/akF = −4

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
kF r

0

1

2

3

(k
F
r)

2
·g

h
−
l(
r)

FIG. 4. (color online) Heavy-light pair distribution function
for different two-body interactions indicated in the legend.
From left to right they correspond to 1/akF = −4, −1, −0.5,
−0.1, 0, 0.1 and 0.5. In the inset we show the same func-
tion multiplied by (kF r)

2 for selected interaction strengths
corresponding to 1/akF = −4, −1, −0.5, 0 and 0.5 (from the
bottom to the top).



5

where Ψ0 is the DMC projected ground state.
The function gh−l(r) exhibits a large peak at short

distances, induced by the strong attractive interaction
in the s-wave channel. In the weak coupling limit the
value of the peak is smaller as expected, and is clear in
the figure. In the inset of Fig. 4 we show (kF r)

2gh−l(r)
that can be used to extract the contact parameter as
shown in Ref. [55]. The limit of (kF r)

2gh−l(r) for short
distances approaches zero in the BCS limit as the short–
range correlations are weaker when the strength of the
attractive interaction decreases. On the other side, in
the strong coupling regime where 1/akF = 0.5, the limit
of (kF r)

2gh−l(r) at small distances rapidly increases.
In Fig. 5 we show the momentum distribution of the

mass imbalanced system, calculated as the Fourier trans-
form of the one-body density matrix by,

nh−l(k) =
Nh(l)

L3

∫
dΩdδreik·(r

′
n−rn)

ΨT (r1, ..., r
′
n)

ΨT (r1, ..., rn)
, (11)

where the integral over the solid angle is handled stochas-
tically and the integral over δr = |r′n − rn| is carried out
on a line to avoid statistical errors [71]. In the very weak
coupling region with 1/akF = −4 the n(k) is very similar
to the non interacting Fermi gas momentum distribution,
where n(k) = 1 for k < kF and zero otherwise. Moving to
strong couplings the tail of n(k) is longer, as expected,
due to the strong pairing effects. This is well evident
in the inset of Fig. 5 where the function (k/kF )

4n(k)
is shown. The inset clearly shows the C/k4 universal
behavior predicted by Tan [59? , 60], where C is the
contact parameter. For 1/akF = 0 the black dashed line
shows the value of the contact derived from the equation
of state [70] for Fig. 1 and Eq. (8).

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

k/kF

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

n
h
−
l(
k

)

1/akF = 0.5

1/akF = 0.1

1/akF = 0

1/akF = −0.1

1/akF = −0.5

1/akF = −1

1/akF = −4

0 1 2 3
k/kF

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

(k
/k

F
)4
·n

h
−
l(
k

)

FIG. 5. (color online) Momentum distribution n(k) for differ-
ent interaction strengths (same color convention as Fig. 4).
In the inset we plot (k/kF )

4n(k) to show the tail behavior
of the momentum distribution. The dashed black line shows
the contact parameter C derived from the equation of state
around the unitary limit [70].

IV. QUASIPARTICLE SPECTRUM

The quasiparticle dispersion is computed by adding an
unpaired particle to the system [24, 40, 41, 71, 72]. We
have carried out simulations of 67 particles where the
unpaired particle is characterized by a finite momentum
|k| and mass ml or mh. We then combine the result with
the energy of the fully paired unpolarized system of 66
particles, and define the quasiparticle energy as

ϵ(k)/EF = [Ek(67)− E(66)]/EF , (12)

where k is the momentum of the extra particle, and E(67)
and E(66) are the total energies of the systems with 67
and 66 particles. The two simulations have been per-
formed at the same total density. In Ref. [24] the quasi-
particle dispersion was computed by comparing the en-
ergy of the two systems at the same background density,
then at constant volume. Here we have fixed the total
density in order to avoid small effects due to the effective
range of the interaction. However, the finite size effects
should be very small as the volume of the simulation box
is quite large.

The results of the quasiparticle dispersion in Fig. 6
show that the dispersion of light and heavy particles are
very different from what has already been found at uni-
tarity [24]. For each case the quasiparticle dispersion is
lower on the BCS side and increases by crossing unitar-
ity and moving to the BEC side. In particular for light
quasiparticle the position of the minimum changes from
about (k/kF )

2 = 0.5 at akF = −2 to (k/kF )
2 = 0 at

akF = 2.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

(k/kF )2

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

ε(
k

)/
E
F

1/akF = 0.5

1/akF = 0.1

1/akF = 0

1/akF = −0.1

1/akF = −0.5

Light

Heavy

FIG. 6. (color online) Quasiparticle dispersion at different
scattering lengths. The upper and lower curves show results
for light (solid lines) and heavy (dashed lines) quasiparticles
as a function of the momentum. We show results for the
unitary limit (red diamonds) as well as the BCS region (akF <
0) and the strong interacting BEC region (akF > 0). All
results correspond to a mass ratio mh/ml = 6.5.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we show QMC results exploring the BCS-
BEC crossover of the mass imbalanced 6Li–40K Fermi
mixture. QMC techniques have been used in the past
to give the best upperbound of the energy of strongly
interacting fermions in the unitary limit. We made use
of QMC to compute the equation of state as a function
of the two–body scattering length, studying the crossover
from the weakly interacting limit where the system is well
described by the BCS theory, to the strong coupling limit
where fermions form molecules, and the system is well de-
scribed by a weakly repulsive Bose gas. We have carefully
checked finite-range effects close to the unitary limit, and
provided an accurate fit of the equation of state based on
our QMC calculations. We also show other properties of
the unpolarized superfluid system, namely the pair distri-
bution function and the momentum distribution. Finally,
by considering the system with very small polarizations,
we have computed the heavy- and light-quasiparticle dis-
persion for different strengths of the interaction. These
results should provide a comprehensive framework for fu-
ture theoretical and experimental investigations into the

mass-imbalanced Fermi gas across the full range of the
BCS-BCS crossover.
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