PHYSICAL REVIEW

VOLUME 188,

NUMBER 1 5 DECEMBER 1969

Tunneling and Exchange in Quantum Solids™

¥

R. A. Guyer
Department of Physics, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

L. I. ZaneTt
Department of Physics, Duke University, Duvham, North Carolina 27706
(Received 17 October 1968; revised manuscript received 14 May 1969)

Pairs of °He atoms in solid bec *He have spatially symmetric or antisymmetric wave func-

tions which correspond to energies et and €, e*=¢ex}Ae. Theenergydifference € — €™ =Ae
is due to a tunneling process and an interaction process. The effect of these two processes
can be simulated by adding to the Hamiltonian of the solid an exchange Hamiltonian,

3 ==2A€) 5. F.==2(Ac_+A0€)Y.F..F.
X Z“i =2 x:i]’

ij

where A€ is a sum of Aeq (due to the tunneling process) and A€, (due to the interaction pro-
cess). A theory of the magnitude and sign of Ae¢, and Ae7 is given. We find Aep<0 and

€,>0. Using quite general arguments, we show that |Aepl 22| A€, |. The exchange in bee
solid *He is antiferromagnetic. Evaluation of the formulas for Aeg and A€, using the ground-
state wave function of Guyer and Sarkissian leads to Ae=J, in good agreement with experiment.

I. INTRODUCTION

A quantum solid is one in which the root-mean-
square deviation of a particle from its lattice
site, Uprmg- 1S @ large fraction of the near-
neighbor distance A; upms/A>%; the zero-point
motion of the atoms is large. As a consequence
of this large zero-point motion it is possible for
atoms on neighboring lattice sites to change
places. For a pair of 3He atoms (fermions) on
neighboring lattice sites R, and R,, we write a
wave function of the form

) x,0,,%.0.)=

RR,“171'%2 )

‘I’Rle(xlxz)X("l“z

=0 ())op @)X o)) | (1)

where ¢p (X1) and @p (Xp) are single-particle
wave functions localized in the vicinity of lat-
tice sites R, and R,, and X(0,0,) is the spin wave
function for the pair.! If Eq. (1) is to be a good
first approximation to the wave function of the
pair, the overlap between

¢R1(x1) and ¢R2(x1)
must be small. Although the zero-point motion

of the atoms is large, it is not so large that we
do not have

Jax, op &)op &))< Jax, vg & )op &) . @)
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The state

lpRle(xlol,xzoz)

and the state

o =
YRR, %272 %1% -
in which particle 1 is at lattice site R, and parti-
cle 2 is at lattice site R,, are degenerate with
energy eigenvalue E. But if there is any overlap
between

¢Rl(x1) and ¢R2(x1),

we must admit the possibility of exchange, i.e.,
particle 1 can be at lattice site R, as well as R,,
and vice versa. We must write properly sym-
metrized pair wave functions (for a pair of
fermions we need wave functions which are anti-
symmetric under exchange X, ~— X,, 0, «— 0,).
When the spins of the particles are parallel,

X =5 [} =
(0102) 0,4 o,t X,

we use <I>R1R2

a space antisymmetric wave function for which

®p,r, %1% = g g Fp¥)) (3)
445
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then

(xo JX.0.)= X.X)X (0.0.)

‘pRR 2%9)=%r g, %1%2 172

= ZIJRR (xza2 xlol)

When the spins of the particles are antiparallel

X% (0,0,)=(6_ 6 -6 8 )/V2 ,

0,4 0, ot 0,4

),

we use & (x

R,R, %%,

a space symmetric wave function for which

+ - - + - -
2 k. X,X,) éRle(xle) ; (4)
then
+ - - +
Vp r,&171:%,79) =% o &) %)X (010,)
= ‘pRR ®y090%10y) -

These space symmetric and antisymmetric wave
functions have energy eigenvalues E* and E™, re-
spectively, and lift the degeneracy which existed
for the unsymmetrized wave functions. Let us
assume E*=E + AE, The effect of admitting the
possibility of exchange can be simulated in the
Hamiltonian describing the pair by adding to the
bare Hamiltonian 3C, the spin-dependent term

-4AEG, 7, . (5)

Since the overlap of near-neighbor pair wave
functions is largest, we should add a term like
Eq. (5) for all near-neighbor pairs in the solid,

scx=-42 2 AEi.Ei-E. } (6)
i g YU

The properties of the solid which follow because
of the Hamiltonian 3, are referred to as exchange
properties.? They depend on the sign and mag-
nitude of AE., The exchange properties are many
and they have been the subject of a long and exten-
sive experimental exploration. ?

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the
theory of exchange in quantum solids. We will
not deal with exchange phenomena, rather we
will describe a theory of the magnitude and sign
of AE,

The early theoretical work on exchange in
quantum solids, that of Bernades and Primakoff*
and Sanders, ® is primarily of historical interest.
More recently, Nosanow and co-workers®™° and
Thouless™ have developed theories of exchange.
Nosanow and co-workers have developed a theory
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as an integral part of their quantum solids pro-
gram. As such, there is a body of computation-
al results which follows from the quantification
of their theory. (i) When the properly symme-
trized wave functions are taken to be a superpo-
sition of the unsymmetrized wave functions,
Nosanow and co-workers find antiferromagne-
tism, i.e., AE<O0, of about the right order of
magnitude. ! (ii) AE is very sensitive to the de-
tails of the short-range correlation function
(both in magnitude and sign); AE is also very
sensitive to the details of the single-particle
wave functions.

The theory of exchange due to Thouless is a
theory of tunneling.? It produces an intuitively
appealing and simple result. (a) AE<0. The
ground state of the system is manifestly antifer-
romagnetlc (b) This result follows because
¥" has one less node than ¢~ and hence E*<E~;
it depends in no way upon the details of the wave
function describing the pair. The theory due to
Thouless does not include the short-range cor-
relations which are an integral part of the
Nosanow theory. The Thouless theory can be
modified to include short-range correlations
with no qualitative change in conclusions (a) and
(b) above.

There is a fundamental difference between the
result of Thouless and those of Nosanow et al.
Thouless finds manifest antiferromagnetism;
Nosanow and co-workers find a magnetism
which is extremely sensitive to details which are
totally irrelevant to the Thouless theory. The
computational procedures used by Thouless and
Nosanow and co-workers are sufficiently differ-
ent as to preclude easy comparison of these
theories.

In Sec. II, we briefly review the theory of
quantum solids which was recently developed by
Guyer'? and Guyer and Sarkissian. '* We apply
this theory in Sec. III to the calculation of AE
as an illustration of the sort of computational
procedure which is employed in tunneling calcu-
lations, The calculation is a generalization of
the Thouless tunneling theory; it includes short-
range correlations. We obtain manifest antifer-
romagnetism independent of the details of the
pair wave function. The important point is that
the sign of AE depends in no way upon the nature
of the bare interaction between a pair of particles.
In Sec. IV, we look more carefully at the pair
problem which leads to AE in order to learn
where the effects of the interaction are. We
find that in order for the bare interaction to have
an effect on the sign of AE the short-range cor-
relation function must depend upon the symmetry
of the pair wave function. We are then led to
view the exchange process as a combination of
two processes; (i) a tunneling process, and (ii)
an interaction process. We find that the tunnel-
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ing process drives the system toward an antifer-
romagnetic ground state, whereas the interaction
process can lead to ferromagnetism or antiferro-
magnetism depending on the nature of the bare
interaction. We exhibit formulas for the contri-
bution of the tunneling process and the interaction
process to AE. In Sec. V, we evaluate these
formulas. We find that the tunneling process
causes an energy shift (toward antiferromagne-
tism) about 2.5 times the energy shift of the in-
teraction process. The exchange interaction is
due to a tunneling process; the ground state of
the system is antiferromagnetic. We discuss

the physics of the tunneling process in detail.
Our concluding remarks are in Sec. VI. In the
Appendices, we include various analytic details
which are needed to support the arguments in

the body of the paper.

II. THEORY OF QUANTUM SOLIDS (REVIEW)

We begin this section by briefly reviewing the
theory of the ground state of quantum solids due
to Guyer!? and Guyer and Sarkissian. !*

The Hamiltonian which describes a solid He
crystal is

N Lt
=2 T(i)+§E v(ij) (7)
i=1 i,j

where T(i)=5;/2m and v(ij) is the Lennard-
Jones interaction between particles 7 and j;

(@) = v(?’ij) =4e[(g/,,ij)1z _ (U/Yij),;] , (8)

€=10.2°K and ¢=2.556A. To do a formal per-
turbation theory of a system which is character-
ized by localization, it is useful to add to 3¢ an
effective interaction between pairs of particles
which will lead to a convenient localized first
approximation. We write

N L
=2 T(i)+§E w.. (i)
. 1

i=1 ij

3T 6~y @) ©)

]
where

w. (i=w, &%)
i RiRj iy

is an effective interaction between ii localized
near lattice site R; and X; localized near lattice
site R..' 3Cis separated in the form 3¢=3¢, + V,
where

N R S
JC0=ZZ.T(1)+§§ wz.j(zy) , (10a)
and V=%§' T:(ij)z% :L;, [z'(ij)—wij(ij)] . (10b)

We assume that the problem scoq>n(1 . e N)

=E d)n(l' -+ N) is solvable and leads to a ground
state which is characterized by the localization

of particles in the vicinity of a lattice site. The
complete set of states generated by 3¢, is to be
used to do perturbation theory on V. To be able
to be more explicit in the developments which fol-
low, we will take wij(ij) in such a form that the
@n(l- -+ N) are products of single-particle states.
For example, we may choose

i) = Lot T T e
wi].(lj)—wR R.(O)+2w (0): EOEEEE

R.R.
iJ tJ (11)
where =% -R., 4. =0 -3, such that
A A A7 R A

URi(xi):Ui(i)=j§(i) fdijtcpj (j)[zwij(ij) (12)

is well defined. Then the Hamiltonian 3C, can be
regarded as a sum of single-particle Hamilto-
nians;

%, =Zi [T(i)+%Ui(i)] , (13)

and <I>n(1- -+ N) is a product of single-particle
wave functions, &,(1---N)=1II; ¢;%(i), where

:«:0(1-~-N)<b (1---N)=E & (1--*N) (14)
n n n

al. a.
and the ?; (i)=€0Ri z(}?i)
are solutions of °

a.
[76)+U ()]o, @)
a., a.
=n (i), ’(i):ea ¢, LG). (15)

i
In writing a product for &,(1-- - N) we will have a
useful set of wave functions if

(<I>n(1- -+ N)| ® ,(1---N) =6 1 (16)

where n = {oz 1°°a N} denotes the excitation level
of the particle at each lattice site. Equation (16)
is satisfied if we have
. Brayw
(9, @) ¢; (&) = 6066R5Rj (17)
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Of course, (@;%(:)l ¢;P(i) = 64 follows from Eq.
(15). For a solid in which the particles are well
localized in the vicinity of their lattice site, e.g.,
neon, argon, etc., we have

a,. Briw
(o, (z)l«»j (z)>~6aﬁoRiRj (18)

to good approximation for the low-lying states.
For a quantum solid in which the single-particle
wave functions are reasonably extended in space,
we must be more careful. For example, in sol-
id helium we have

(@ io(i)l <p].°(i)> Ko io(i)l @ Z.O(z'» cem TN -2

where a?~1-2, and A is the distance between
near-neighbor lattice sites R; and R;.'® We may
avoid the difficulty associated with the nonorthog-
onality of the single-particle states generated by
¥, by several schemes.

(i) Put each particle in its own quantum field

wR .(ii )
i

described by the complete set of states at its lat-
tice site only.!” If particle 1 which is usually
localized near R, is to be localized near R,, it
does so by existing in a proper superposition of

a -
<PR1 (xl) .

Certainly this is not a convenient scheme for
describing a system in which the particles change
places. But it is useful for doing a Hartree
or similar unsymmetrized calculation. In this
case the question of nonorthogonality does not
enter. !®

(ii) Suppose we know that particles 1 and 2 can
both be in the vicinity of lattice sites R, and R,
while particles 3-- - N stay in the vicinity of their
respective lattice sites. Then, we may write

a N ai .
‘I’n(lz?:""'N):‘”Rle (12)iI=I3 ¢, @), (19)

where ¢,,%(12) is a pair wave function which
satisfies the equation
ny5(12)9,,%(12)

=[T(1) + T@) + Up(1) + U, (2)] 0,5 (12)

- ea(12)¢12°‘(12) ) (20)

The single-particle potentials in Eq. (20) tend

ZANE 1_88

to localize a particle in the vicinity of two lat-
tice sites R, and R, (see Fig. 1). In this case
we have adulterated the specification of 3¢,; it is
now a sum of single-particle Hamiltonians for
all but the pair of particles 1 and 2. We have

N
3,(12;3- --N)=h12(12)+i§3 hi) (21)

and 360(12; 3...N)® (12;3---N)
n
=E (12)® (12;3---N) . (22)
n n

This complete set of states {én(IZ; 3---N)} will
be particularly convenient for describing the ex-
change process between particles on lattice sites
R, and R,.

(iii) We may employ in place of the single-
particle states generated by Eq. (15) the
Wannier single-particle wave functions!® {Gia(i)}
for which

a,. B,.
@, ()| ej @) = 5a35 (23)

R.R,
t

This set of functions has the orthogonality prop-
erty which is called for to permit second quan-
tization of 3¢ and the use of the full range of field
theoretic computational procedures. The
Wannier states provide an immense computation-
al advantage at the expense of wave-function
simplicity. In what follows we will always use
the formulation of perturbation theory within

(a)

(b)

U, W),
i M\/

k ! 2 1

FIG. 1. Single-particle potentials I: (a) Each particle
stays in the vicinity of its lattice site — no exchange.
(b) Particles 1 and 2 can exchange. They see 2 common
double well due to the other particles in the solid. (c)
A periodic single-particle potential is seen by all of
the particles in the solid.
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the context of one of these three orthogonalization
schemes.
Let us calculate the ground-state energy of

the system described by the Hamiltonian 3¢, Eq.
(7), using the perturbation theory appropriate to
orthogonalization scheme 1. We will not consider
the exchange process. The expectation value of
3 is given by the Rayleigh-Schrddinger perturba-
tion series in V. For the energy shift, we have

AE ={3¢) - E,=(V) +(VGV)
+{VGVGV) ++++ ={VXVGGV)+.-., (24)
where G=(E,-3¢)(1- |®,X&,]) , (25)

and (-++)=(@,(1---N)| -+ | ®,(1---N)). (26)

Progress is made in obtaining AE using Eq. (24)
by making various approximations to the full per-
turbation expansion.

We proceed by making a sequence of approxima-
tions to AE in which a pair of particles, a triple
of particles, etc., are treated exactly. Here we
look in detail at the pair approximation.

In each term of the perturbation expansion we
follow a pair of particles through the term letting
them interact among themselves only. We write

(V) =%Z'<a(ij)> ,
i

(VGV) = %Z'(‘v'(ij)ci}(z'j)) , (27)
g

(VGVGV)=%Z'(T)(ij)cb(ij)Gb(ij)), etc. (28)
i

With this approximation to each term we have
AE =% ) (D@ +(D(E)GD()) + - - -
i
(BN (B(EH)CCH(EH) +- - - ]. (29)

This energy shift is the sum of the energy shifts
of the auxiliary problems

%o, 4 %, z'j(l’ " N)

= [sco +o(i)]e, ..(1-- -N)=Ei.<I>

0, ij i (1---N) . (30)

0,7

The Rayleigh-Schrddinger perturbation expansion
for the energy shift in Eq. (30) is

Eij -E,= (D) +<5()Go(5))

+(@(5)Go(#)Go(EH) +- - -
—(BGNBEH)CCDE) ++ - - .
Thus, we write

1 ’
AE=§% (Eij—EO) . (31)

It is important to recognize that Eq. (30) is a
relatively simple equation of motion for the wave
function of the pair of particles ¢ and j. The per-
turbation 7(ij) affects particles i and j only; we
write?°

&, (1-+-N)=

0,12

N
Y
¢12(12).H ?, (2)
i=3

and
[, (1) + By (2) + D(12)] 9, (12) = €,,9,,(12) ,  (32)

where E,,=E,+€,,—- 2€,. This equation describes
a pair of particles each in the single-particle po-
tential of the lattice medium and interacting with
one another through »(12). In Eq. (32) the single-
particle potential on particle 1, in the vicinity of
lattice site R,, is not UR,(Xy) from Eq. (12); it is

ﬁRl(il)=U1(1)- fd§2|<p2(2)l2w12(12) ,  (33)

a slightly skewed single-particle potential due to
the treatment of particle 2 exactly (see Fig. 2).

We write the pair wave function which solves
Eq. (32) in the form

ll)lz(lz)=(P1°(1)<P2°(2)g12(12) . (34)

Then, the energy shift for the pair, €,,- 2¢,, can
be written in terms of g,,(12), viz.,

_(@o(1+ - - NI D(12)] @4, (1- - - N))

€12~ 26,
(®,(1---N)I & 12(1- - - N)
(35)
or €y 2€0=<a(12)g,2(12)> ]
81212
Using Eq. (35) in Eq. (31) we have
17 $0(E)g .. (4))
1 i
AE == =
22 (‘@—]TT
(w..(i§)g. ()
__U__v_) ) (36)

We expect a functional form for w,,(12) which
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FIG. 2. Single-particle potentials II: Particle 1
near lattice site E sees the single-particle potential
U;(1) which is due to all of the other particles in the
solid. Particle 2 sees a similar potential centered at
R,. Particle 2 contributes to U;(1). When the contribu-
tion to Uy(1) of particle 2 is subtracted, particle 1 sees
7,(1).

leads to U,(1) of Eq. (12) in the form U, (1)~ U, (X,
-R).

Thus, [dX.|¢.(j)|%w, .(1)=w_ @)
fJ'JJIIJ(] 1
depends upon &, = %, - R,, and (wy; (17 )gy; 1)/

<g1] (17 )) is not sensitive to the welghtlng factor
81 (17).

w, (g (w,.(3)
Thus, Y - .l] ~ Y (37)
(&, G (1)
2
is a good approximation.?! Since E, is given by
W 1 ..
E0=§ (TG +5 ? (wi].(v» , (38)

we can use Eqs. (36) and (37) to write E in the
form

» (oGg. ()
E=2. (T(i)>+% > —Y

’ i (gl
We define the ¢ matrix by

45(12) = 2(12)g,(12) K g15(12)) (39)

and, in terms of it, the energy of the system is

ZANE &8
E=Zi<r<i>>+§izj'<tij<ij)> : (40)

The ¢ matrix acts like an effective interaction be-
tween the pair of atoms ¢ and j, localized near
lattice sites R; and R, respectively. It is found
by solving Eq. (32) in the form given by Eq. (34).
Equations (14), (32), and (31) constitute the pair
approximation to E - E,,.

So far in the pair approximation we have an un-
known, since we have not specified the effective
interaction w,,(12). It may be chosen in several
ways. (a) Choose w,,(12) so that the pair energy

?
2 (e, -2€)
AP ] 0
1]

vanishes identically. (b) Choose w,,(12) so that
E in the pair approximation is stationary with re-
spect to variation of the parameters in w,,(12).
We briefly discuss these two alternatives:

(a) The choice

’
2. (e..—-2€)=0
AR ) 0
1]

implies, Eq. (36),

(w..(4)g..(G)
22 (t.Gh=2 2 v g
i i+@) Y i j#@) (gij(zj»
~2, 2w, G

ij*@) Y

using the approximation of Eq. (37). From the
definition of the single-particle potential in Eq.
(12), we have

Z< 2. (¢ (z]))—U(z)) . (41)
]#(z)

Thus, the condition

?

2. (e..~2€ )=
U/ 0
1

is satisfied when the expectation value of the en-
ergy of particle ¢ in the single-particle potential
U,(i) is the same as the expectation value of the
energy of ¢ interacting via the ¢ matrix with the
other particles in the lattice. For a particular
choice of the functional form for U,(i), Eq. (41)
may be further reduced to a computationally
tractable form. 22

(b) To apply method (b) a parametrized choice
of the single-particle potential must be made.
Let us choose
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) — 1 2
Ui(z)—U0+2kui . (42)

Then for a given choice of 2 we have E, a func-
tional of 2, E[k]. We may vary E[k] with respect
to # to attempt to find a stationary (possibly mini-
mum) value of E. Since the basic equations we
are employing are much like those of Koehler?®
and Gillis, Werthamer, and Koehler* we expect
to achieve a result similar to theirs. We find
5E[k]/5k implies®

4m 20 (i) ..
1=§Fj¢(i) [(ui tij(lj» (ti].(l]))

X(uz.zgij(ij» A gij(ij»] . (43)

Finally, the pair approximation requires the so-
lution to Eqs. (14), (32), and (31), subject to the
constraint of Eq. (41) or Eq. (43).

The basic idea of the sequence of approximations
(which starts with the pair approximation) is to
treat larger and larger clusters of particles
exactly while treating the interaction of the cluster
with its medium in some approximate way. In
the lowest-order approximation, 3¢, or E,, all
particles are coupled to one another by springs.
In the pair approximation, the springs are re-
moved for one pair at a time and replaced by the
true Lennard-Jones interaction. In the triple
approximation, a triple of particles interact
among themselves via the Lennard-Jones interac-
tion; they interact with all other particles in the
system by springs (see Fig. 3).

III. TUNNELING

Let us begin the discussion of exchange by
looking in some detail at the solution to the
ground-state problem in the pair approximation of
Sec. II. In this approximation the energy of the
system is given by

14
E-E +x % (E.~E,) , (31)
0 2 py ij 0

where Ej and E; are the energy eigenvalues of
the auxiliary problems

3Ho(1e - - N)®(1-+ - N)=E®,(1---N) , (14")

and 3C

0, z_].<1>0, ij(l- .+N)=E_.®

i o,zj(l'“N) . (30"

For a choice of wi-(ij) which leads to single-
particle potentials at each lattice site [e.g., the
choice in Eq. (12)] we have

EO:N[eO-gwi(i))] ,

where [T(i)+Ui(i)]<ﬂi°(i)=eo(ﬂi°(i) (44)
N

and @0(1---1\7): II ¢°G) . (45)
i=1 "

The solution to Eq. (30) reduces to Eq. (32).
Using the definition of U;(7) in Eq. (33) we have

[TG) +T(G)+ ﬁi(i) + Uj( j)+ v(z‘j)]d)i].(ij) = eijd)i]_(ij) .
(46)

Equation (46) is the equation of motion for a pair
of particles, each localized in the vicinity of a
lattice site due to the solid medium, interacting
with one another through »(3j).?® When we write
¥3(ij) in the product form of Eq. (34), Eq. (46)
amounts to an equation of motion for gij(ij ). We
have

FIG. 3. Springs: (a) In the lowest approximation
all of the particles are coupled together by springs.
(b) For a pair of particles (¢j) the spring w; (7) is
replaced by the Lennard-Jones potential v(ij). (c)
For a triplet of particles (ijk) the springs w;; (ij),
wjk( Jjk), and wy,;(k7) are replaced by the Lennard-Jones
potentials v(ij), v(jk), and v(ki).
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éij(ij)[T(i) +T(5) +v(4)
+m~1P(%) 1n<1>ij(ij) - D) lngzj(ij)]
Xgi].(ij) = (ez.j - Zeo)gij(ij), (47)

where & :(ij) = ¢;(d)¢; (j), and P(ij) is a 6-compo-
nent moraentum vector B(if) = [p(d),, p(z)y p(@),,

p(j x,p(]) ,0(j),]. For computational convenience
let us assume that ¢ (z) is a Gaussian;

<Pi(z') =A exp[- %az(ii - RZ.)Z]
Then,

ﬁ(ij)<1>ij(ij) -pl) = - azrﬁi D) +ﬁj B,
and we have
p(#) In® l,].(z'j) 3167)) Ing,; (i)

-—L1a¥F-23)- ﬁ(r)gij(ij)

- 2a%(R-4d)- i(R)gij(ij) ,

[SIE

where A=R.-R., d=i@®.+R.),
4 J ]

and P(R) and p(») are the center of mass and rela-
tive coordinate momenta. Thus, Eq. (47) for
£ij(ij) takes the form

[T@R) + () + vr) - i,f"‘z

(F - B)-B(r) Qifia?/m)

x (R-d)- P(R)] gi].(zj) = (eij - 2eo)gi].(z]) .

The equation of motion for g separates into the
center of mass and relative coordinate parts. The
important thing which g;;(ij) is supposed to do is
to describe the relative motlon of 7 and j due to
v(r). We write g,](ZJ) £(F; 2)G(R; d) and set

G(R d) equal to 1. The equation of motion for
gF;3) is

[T() + v(7) + (B2a?/2m)(F - B) - v ]g(r A)

=8e(R)g(F;3) . (48)

This equation of motion is almost the equation of
relative motion for two free particles interacting
through »(r). However, g(¥; A) is coupled through
the third term, (ﬁzaz/Zm)(r 2) -V,, to the relative
motion due to @1](11) We will refer to the third
term as the coupling term. It arises because of
the product form of wij(ij) and because the localiza-
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tion in éij(ij) constrains the relative motion of 7
and j,

@ij(ij) -oFRe®,d),
@(F;R) = exp[- 1a?(F - B)] .

The coupling term is important in determining
the asymptotic form of g(T; ).

The couplmg term depends upon the angle be-
tween ¥ and A. We argue that because of the
localization of ¢ and j near R; and Rj, respectively,
the important relative coordinate vectors are
along the line TIIA (see Fig. 4). Thus, we argue
that (a) g(») may be taken to depend upon | ¥l =
only and (b) the equation of motion for g(r) should
be solved one dimensionally along the line TIA. In
the work of Guyer and Sarkissian, '3 these two as-
sumptions have been checked. They lead to a
good first approximation. Corrections due to
making them are small, nonetheless these cor-
rections have been included in the detailed compu-
tational use of Eq. (48). Using assumptions (a)
and (b) we have

2 2
<_ g %—2 +o(%) +§:z_ (r- A)ad7>g(1’; 4)

= Ae(a)g(r; a) (49)

where Ae(a)= €;;—2€3. As =0 we have the WKB
solution for the pair of particles in the hard core
of v(7),

\

\
\\\”

FIG. 4. Relative motion: The shaded area around
ﬁl is the region of space where particle 1 spends most
of its time. Likewise, the shaded region around E is
the region of space in which particle 2 is found. The
vector Ty, is most probably parallel to A. The relative
motion of particles 1 and 2 is approximately one dimen-
sional because each is localized in the vicinity of a lat-
tice site.



188

glr; a)~exp[- Blo/7P],
B=%(o/m)(me)?~1

As 7=+ the coupling term determines the
asymptotic form;

glr; A)~76, 5=3ae(a)/e,

where €,=3720/2m and Ae(a)~v(A)<0; 6-0"
as A—+o, Thus g(r; A) has the form shown in
Fig. 5. The details of g{(r; A) for a particular
equilibrium spacing A depends weakly upon A for
small 7 and large ». We will often refer to g(r, &)
or gi.(ij) as the correlation function. We do this
becalse it is that part of wlj(ij) which measures
the short-range correlation in the motion of 7 and
j. The true pair correlation function can be re-
lated to the set of gz-j(ij) by a cluster-expansion
calculation.

Further on in this paper it will be necessary to
understand the physics which determines the struc-
ture of g;i(¢). Our purpose above has been to lay
the ground work for this understanding.

Within the context of the pair approximation we
have been examining let us consider the exchange
process. Particle 1 can be in the vicinity of lat-
tice site R, as well as lattice site R, and the same
for particle 2. We must make a fundamental
change in our description of the pair of particles.
The Hamiltonian in Eq. (46) must be replaced by

T(1) + T(2) + Uyy(1) + Uy (2) + 0(12)
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(a)

27 P

(b)

FIG. 6. Double well I: Particles 1 and 2, which are
in the vicinity of fii and ﬁq, see a double well in this
region of space due to the lattice medium. Two choices
of the biased potentials UlB (1) (A and B) are shown on
(a) as dashed lines. These two biased potentials give
rise to 2 potential differences AU,(1) illustrated in (b).
The biased potentials localize a particle near one of the
lattice sites. The potential differences AU,(1) are neg-
ative in the region of space near the other lattice site.

where U,,(1) is a single-particle potential for
particle 1 in the vicinity of R, and R, due to the
lattice medium. We expect U,,(1)~T,(1), for %,
~R,; U,,(1)~T, (1), for X, ~R, (see Fig. 6). The
ground- state pair wave function for i and j must

T T
q(n | :
i NEAR-NEIGHBOR , )
flr) - DISTANCE - 348 A
i ATL: |
L _
1 1 ] | | 1
0.0 10 20 30 40 60 10 8.0 9.0 10.C

FIG. 5. Correlation functions: The functions f ), g(7),g, and g(r)WKB arethe correlation functions of Nosanow
(Ref. 6), Guyer and Sarkissian (Refs. 12 and 13), and the WKB correlation function. The common characteristic of
all of these functions is that they go rapidly to zero for <o, i.e., as the particles penetrate one another’s hard core.
The numerical calculations of A€y and A€y discussed in Sec. V were done with these three correlation functions.
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solve the equation

[T(1) + T(2) + Upp(1) + Upy(2)

+u(12)]ug; (12) = efzwfz(m) , (50)
where the + indicate that there are two nearly de-
generate solutions to Eq. (50) which correspond to
having the spins of the 2 particles parallel or anti-
parallel. We have £(12) = £9%(21). The Hamil-
tonian given by Eq. (50) is of the kind which is
used in orthogonalization scheme 2. Equation (50)
can be derived using Rayleigh-Schrddinger per-
turbation theory in scheme 2 in the same way it
was used in Sec. II to obtain Eq. (29) in scheme

1. Itis plausuble to expect to construct an approx-
imation to y%,(12) in the form

Uia(12) = [9,,(12) £ 3,,(21)] /2 1)

where §,,(12) solves Eq. (46). These wave func-
tions are spatially symmetric and antisymmetric,
respectively, and belong to the spin states

+

6 6 - ~— ) ;
(01* oyt 601}6029 v

\ 501+ 502* {
y 5 .6 -

o,V o,

6 6
" éclf 02*+501% oyt

Let us attempt to find et - €~. We can find an ex-
pression for the energy difference €* - €~ by using
the following generalization of a standard proce-
dure. The wave functions ¥,,(12) and ¥,,(21)

which we add together in the superposition approx-
imation in Eq. (51) are not exact solutions to Eq.
(50), since, in ¢,,(12), we constrain 1 and 2 to re-
main in the R, and R, sides of the double well,
respectively. But ¢,,(12) exactly satisfies the
Schrédinger equation

)+ 0P (1)

+U (2)+v(12)]d)12(12)=6121012(12) , (52)

12 (lz)d)y_z(lz): T(l +T

where U;B(1) and U,B(2) are biased single-
particle potentials (see Fig. 6). U,B(1) is so con-
structed as to reproduce exactly U,,(1) in the re-
gion of space near R,. It differs from U,,(1) only
in the vicinity of R,. We have

[T(z)+U (z)] () €%; (i) . (53)

Now  hyD(12)0,,(12) = €,8,5(12)
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and hlzB(Zl)zl)lz(Zl) = € ,0,,(21)

’

where #,,8(12) = T(l) +T(2)+ U,B1) + U,B(2) + v(12).
Consider finding €%, from Eq. (50),

R(12)05(12) = [T(1) + T(2) + Uy,(1)
+U(2) + 0(12) Wi (12) = €5035(12).
As an approximation to ¢%,(12) use
¥12(12) = [0,(1)9,(2) £ ¢, (2)0,(1)] (VE) g (r,,)
=(1X)(V2)* . (54)

We use the schematic notation 1 for ¢,(1)¢,(2)g(r,,)
and X for ¢,(2)¢,(1)g(7,,). From Eq. (50) we have

+ (1+XIn(12)11+X)
€12_
(1£X11£X)

_(UA(12)1 D (X1 h(12)1 D
(111)2(x11)

We may write h(12) =h,,B(12) + AU,(1) + AU, (2),
where AU,(1)=U,,(1)- U,B(1) [see Fig. 6(b)].
Then we have

(11at,()11) , (X1 AT,
(111) ary

(55)

61226124-2

The first term is the pair energy before symmetri-
zation, the second term is a small energy shift
which is the same?® for €}, and e;z, and the third
term has the opposite sign for €}, and €;,. The
third term is negative, since AU (1) is always
negative. Thus, even before scrutinizing this term
in detail we know that €, < €5,. It is easy to under-
stand the meaning of this result. The quantity

(X1 AU,(1)11) is the reduction in potential energy
which particle 1 of a symmetric pair sees in the
vicinity of lattice site R, because there is a lower
potential energy in the vicinity of this lattice site
when we have U,,(1) in place of U,B(1).

The above calculatlons are tunneling calculations.
The energy difference 612 - €19 = A€ is twice wr,
a tunneling frequency. In Sec. V, we discuss in
detail the meaning of this result, estimate wr,
and suggest a simple model for computing the
tunneling frequency.

The magnitude of AeT given by Eq. (55) depends
on the bare interaction between ¢ and j through
g(rzj) However, the sign of Ae7 depends in no
way upon &(ry) and therefore, in no way on
v(rl This result is not a consequence of the

el of the pair problem that is implied by Eq.
(50) but rather follows from the assumptions we
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have made about the form of the pair wave func-
tion in treating this equation, i.e., in writing
»E(12) in the form given by Eq. (54).

To learn the effect of the interaction process on
the energetics which determine the magnetism of
the system we look at two simple model systems
which illustrate useful limiting cases.

Case 1. A pair of noninteracting particles in a
double well. Consider a pair of noninteracting
particles in the double well of Fig. 6(a). In the
limit where the barrier is large enough that the
particles are to first approximation localized on
one or the other side of the well, the ground state
is degenerate.?® This degenerate ground state for
a single particle is split by the finite probability
of tunneling through the barrier. We have

3E1)=0,(1) £0,(1)

with the corresponding energies €* which are ap-
proximately

+
- 2
€ =€,F t%/¢, ,

where ¢ is a tunneling matrix element. The
ground state for a pair of noninteracting fermions
in the double well has wave function

vra2) =9t

and energy 2e*. If the particlesare fermions, the
ground state is antiferromagnetic. The first ex-
cited state is ferromagnetic, with energy

+ -
€=€ +€ =2€¢, .

Quite generally a pair of noninteracting fermions
in a double well have an antiferromagnetic ground
state. It is tunneling through the barrier in the
double well which yields this result.

Case 2. A pair of free fermions having a strong
repulsive short-ranged interaction. Consider a
pair of Fermi particles in a box with dimensions
large compared to the fundamental length in the
interaction between them. For the pair we can
construct two free-particle states

. . ", - - . -> . "' -
wi?i;': (elk"ﬁelk -xziezk xzezk "Xy

> >
corresponding to wave vectors k, k’. Using the
center of mass R=3(X, +X,) and relative coordi-
nate T =%, - X, we can write

+ + iK-R/ cosk.-T
Vegr =VR% =2 <z'sini?-?> '

where K=1( +k’) and ¥=k-k’. The expectation
value of v(r) for these two states is

Vi=fdfv(r)|¢%; |2/fd'f‘}¢%;|2 .

In the limit ko > 1 [0 is the range of v(7)], we
have

+ 1
VR Vi(250).

where v(7) is approximated by v(v) = V6 (0 - 7).
Thus for V,>0, the space antisymmetric or ferro-
magnetic state is the ground state for the pair.
For V,< 0, the space symmetric or antiferromagnetic
state is the ground state of the pair. The reason
for this dependence of the magnetism on the sign
of the interaction is quite simple. When the in-
teraction is strongly repulsive, the pair chooses
the space antisymmetric (spin parallel) wave func-
tion which is small at »—0 in order to minimize
the potential energy. The space symmetric wave
function (spin antiparallel) is large at -0 and

the opposite argument holds.

The purpose of looking at Case 1 and Case 2 is
to expose the elementary physical mechanisms
operating between a pair of Fermi particles
which lead to magnetism, i.e., which lead to an
energetic difference between a parallel spin pair
and an antiparallel spin pair.

We have: (a) Tunneling. Because more than
one single-particle well is accessible to a particle
by tunneling, the energy of the state (++) is lowered
relative to the energy of the state (44). (b) Inter-
action. Depending on the detailed nature of »(r),

a pair of particles may choose either the state (++)
or the state (+4) as the lower-energy state. For
a positive hard-core interaction, the state (44) has
lower energy than the state (4+).

We take particular note of the fact that (Case 2)
the interaction is capable of changing the sign of
the magnetism. Why is there no evidence in Eq.
(35) for the dependence of the sign of Aep on the
nature of v(»)? This is because the calculation,
as we have carried it out above, has not correctly
treated the interaction process. In Sec. IV, we
will attempt to show how we must modify the above
approach to include it.

IV. INTERACTION

Let us consider the solution to Eq. (50) when we write the pair wave functions in the form

¢f2(12) = <I>,L=:(12)gm(12)i = [0, (10,2 £ 9,(2)0,(1)] (VE) g, (12)F (56)
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The motivation for writing gliz(12) in place of g,,(12) is that g,,(12) is the manifestation of the influence of
v(7) on the relative motion of 1 and 2. This relative motion is coupled to the relative motion in &%,(12).
If there is no feature of the relative motion of 1 and 2 due to »(7,,) which depends upon the symmetry of the
pair wave function, it is hard to see how v(r,,) can have an influence of the sign of efz - €5,. Thus, weargue
that such influence as there is must appear through the coupling of g,,(12) to ®%(12) and manifest itself as
gfz,(12). This argument requires that we make a distinction between the present situation and that dealt
with in Case 2 above. The motion which is important for determining the interplay of symmetry and v(»)
is the relative motion of the pair of particles. In Case 2, we symmetrized the plane waves e -X, and
eik’-X, to obtain two relative motion wave functions ¥z ir» and calculated the expectation value of v(7)
using these wave functions. We can expect this procedure to work adequately so long as the relative motion
of 1 and 2 is principally determiiled by ¥+ i.e., so long as v(7) is sufficiently weak that the relative
motion of 1 and 2 embodied in Y is not seriously distorted by v(7). In the case of two interacting *He
atoms the Lennard-Jones potential dramatically distorts the relative motion of a pair of particles. Of
course, it does this precisely in the region of space (r,,~ o) where the interaction between 1 and 2 is
most important. Thus, we cannot adequately treat the interaction process for a pair of strongly interacting
particles by assuming that the symmetrization of the wave function need involve only the localized part.
Let us substitute Eq. (56) into Eq. (50) and find the resulting equation of motion for g (12). After sev-
eral straightforward manipulations we obtain

®,,(12)[H(12) + m~* H(12)Ind,,(12) - $(12) Ing;, (12)]g 1(12) £ &, (21)[H(12)
+m™15(12)1n8,,(21) - 5(12) Ing5(12) ] 25x (12)

= (e - 2€,.)[@,,(12) £ 8,,(21)] g (12)
+[aU,(1) + AU,(2)]8,,(12)g5,(12) £ [AT, (1) + AU,(2)] @,,(21)g5,(12) | 57)

where H(12)=T(1) + T(2) + v(12) and we have used Eq. (52). On the right-hand side of this equation we have
two terms which are the potential energy manifestation of the tunneling process. We replace these terms
by their expectation value.

Since (1xX|AU,(1)+aU,(2)|1)=+(1xX|aU,(1)+AU,(2)|X)

)

we make the replacement

[AU2(1)+AU1(2)] 1)+ [aU, (1) +aU,(2)] | x)= (eDi%Ae PaEXx),
where eD=2(1|AU2(1)|1)/(1|1)

and AeT=4(X|AU2(1)|1)/(1|1).

Equation (57) now has the simple form

®,,(12)[H(12) + m~15(12) In®,,(12) - $(12) Ing;,(12)] g3 (12) £ & ,(21)[H(12)

+ mm B (12)Ind ,(21) - 5(12) Ing},(12)] g5(12) = (e + €, 1 A€ - 2€[@15(12) 2 3,,(21)] 2(12) . (58)

D
There are two terms on the left-hand side of this equation. The first of these, which is multiplied by
$,,(12), dominates the second when particle 1 is near lattice site R, and particle 2 is near lattice site R,.
It is convenient when dealing with this equation to look at its behavior when the interacting particles are in
various regions of real space and of relative coordinate space. By relative coordinate space we mean the
space of T, =%, - X, (see Fig. 7)_.. When particle 1 is near lattice site R, and particle 2 is near lattice site
R,, we have T, parallel to R, - R, and in the direct region of 7,, _Space. When particle 1 is near lattice site
R, and particle 2 is near lattice site R),, we have T,, parallel to R, - ﬁl and in the exchange region of 7,,

space. To see what Eq. (58) looks like in the direct region of space we multiply from the left by &,,(12)"!
and obtain
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REAL SPACE

FIG. 7. Real space and Ty, space: The vector Ty, is
in the direct part of Ty, space when partlcle 1 is near
R1 and particle 2 is near R@, e.g., x1 at F and X, at B,
1 T, at FB. For the exchanged case (particle 1 near R,
and particle 2 near Ri) Ty, is in the exchange space e.g.,
DIRECT, I} + EXCHANGE, r, 1z~ SPACE %; at C and X, at E, Ty at CE. The equation for g() is
I solved along the line DO. The important region of Ty,

/% space is on the border of the shaded region along the
y -

line DO where 7, ~0.

B

(o Y
A, ’////”//////////// X

// i

N

1 = +
(lttD)[H(12)+m p(12)1nq>12(12) P(12)1ng12(12)]g12(12)
p(12) e + > + _ £ %
i:tD< = Int p(12)1ng12(12) g12(12)-(1:ttD)E g12(12) , (59)
E_et lae - and ¢ 1
where E =€ ,+€ 2306, - 2¢€, D= (12) & (21)

is given by 1, =exp(- ad,e r12)

in the Gaussian approximation to the single-particle wave functions. In the direct space, Kn . ;12 2 0.
When the pair of particles are at the distance of closest approach,

-a?A0  -13
Re e

On Fig. 7, we have shaded a region near the origin of approximate radius 0. A pair of particles have a
hard time getting inside the shaded region due to v(7,); g,,(7,,) vanishes rapidly as r»,, becomes less than o.

The behavior of g,,(12)F in the direct region of space (for example, along the line between D and O, DO)
is principally determined by the first term in Eq. (59). In fact, if the second term in Eq. (59), propor-
tional to tp, is ignored we have £1,(12)=g7,(12). This is the approximation which leads to tunneling only.
The second term in Eq. (59) is the overlap term; it is a measure of the effect of the overlap of &,,(12) and

12(21) on the relative motion of the particles in the direct space. As remarked above, tp is a very small
quantity. However, so is the energy shift due to tunneling. We must consider the effect the overlap term
has on the equation of motion for g£,(12) along DO and on the energy eigenvalue EX, We can show that the
equation of motion for gﬁ,(lz) in the direct space is exactly the same as the equation of motion in the ex-
change space, i.e., gi(12) is the same function at points A, A’, A"/, and A’’’ in 7,, space. Thus, we need
look in detail only at the equation in direct space to understand its behavior everywhere.

We want to estimate the energy shift due to the 5, term which couples g3;,(12) to the overlap of &,,(12) and
$,,(21). Let us calculate the expectation value of the coupling term. We have

p(12) ﬁza
N tD( nt), - B12) Ing},(12) g (12) w2 1) 2 ——m 7;15
In the direct region of space the term contributes an energy which we can estimate by multiplying it by
,,(12) and integrating over x,,<0. Since &19(12)2¢, = ®13(12)%,,(21), we obtain

+ (n2a?/m)iA fde?'g'(y)g(r)e_ o'r*/2 ,
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where a factor of $ is the average value of a T/ over the direct space and [ deF .- . is the integral over
the direct space I'p.

We can show that the expectation value of the overlap term in exchange space is the same as that abolve
except that we must integrate over I'y, the exchange space. Thus we have E*= €19+€p— Zeoi%AeT +30€,,
where

- a%2/2

Se =+ (i%a®/mhia [dFg(rlg(rle (60)

We can easily determine the sign of A€, by noting that g(7) is given by something like g(r) = exp[-¥(#)],
g’ ~ =y (r)g(v), y(#) = (o/7)" and v "(r) == (n/0)(0/7)y(v); Aey is positive. Thus the interaction process
energy difference, Ae€,, is positive. As with the case of the tunneling process energy difference this
sign is a consequence of quite general arguments. We may easily understand this positive energy shift.
Due to the overlap of &,,(12) and &,,(21), there is more wave function in the vicinity of » ,= o for &,(12)
+®,,(21) than there is for &,,(12) - #,,(21). This extra wave function leads to positive interaction energy.
Of course, this is the same argument aswe made aboveinCase 2. But now a much more sophisticated
mechanism has come into play. This extra wave function changes the relative motion of 1 and 2 through its
coupling to g,,(12).

The etfect of the {p term on the equation of motion for £5(12) is small. We will not bother to compute
the corrections to the relative coordinate wave function due to this term. We only need the estimate of
the energy shift due to it.

We may write the energy of a pair of particles in a double well and interacting with one another through
v(7,,) in the form

+
E =¢__+€_-2€ z3[Ae

12+€p~ %% vae ],

T
where Aeq and A€y are given by

Be = KX| AU, 1) -4 faF AU, (g(nPe™ @7/ (61)

- a??/2

and Aexz(ﬁzaz /m)sa [dF g'(v)g(r)e (62)

The choice of magnetic ground state for the system will depend upon the balance of Aepand Aey. We
note that although both Aer and A€y depend upon the overlap integral, they are sensitive to two quite dif-
ferent features of the system. Aeq depends upon the average of the lattice medium potential over the
overlap trajectory, 2 whereas A€, depends upon the behavior of »(7) over the overlap trajectory.

As we would expect as »(r)=0, g(r)=1, and g’(») = 0. In this limit Ae, vanishes as it should; A€y re-
mains finite and proportional to the uncorrelated overlap integral.

V. TUNNELING, INTERACTION ? AU,(1) is a very mild function of X, and X,;

(AU,(1))ot means average of AU,(1) over the im-

In this section, we will discuss the evaluation
of the two integrals obtained above which give
the magnitude of Aer and Aey. The physics of
the tunneling process and interaction process
boils down to these two integrals; we will spend
some time learning what they mean. Let us be-
gin with a description of the physical content of
the tunneling integral.

A. Tunneling Integral

This integral is given by Eq. (61),

LAX1au,W1Y (X11)
A€T_4-—W ~4<AU2(1)>0tm’ (63)

where we can write the second step because

portant region of space for overlap, the overlap
trajectory (ot) (see below). A discussion and
justification of this procedure is given in Appen-
dix B.

We have AeT =4(AU2(1)) otP

b

where p= [d%, [d%,y,,(12)9,,(21)A1]1) (64)

is the overlap integral. Large contributions to

p come from regions of space where ¢,(1) over-
laps @,(1) at the same time that ¢,(2) overlaps
¢,(2). Because of the factor g,,(12) this overlap
must occur with X, and X, separated by a distance
on the order of g, |T,,120. When the single-
particle wave functions are taken to be
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Gaussians, the maximum overlap occurs in a
spherical shell of approximate radius 3¢ centered
at the midpoint between R, and R,. We illustrate
this in Fig. 8. This region of space is called
the “overlap trajectory.” Equation (64) can be
written in the form,

2
b= <E>1/2a3 o AA/2 j;wrzg(r)ze_ o2,
i (65)
If we put g()=1 we have p~e” azdz/! 2 which
results from having both ¢,(1) overlap ¢,(1),
and ¢,(2) overlap ¢,(2), at the midpoint between
R, and R,, i.e.,

p=po= (pl(il =%A)¢2(§1 =34)

- - - a?A2
X @, = 0)0, (%, ~ 1a) = e X A2

For g(7) behaving as a cutoff function at x ~ ¢,
we have

272 . a2
p=(727>1/2a3e_ W2 o 2 Yy,

We may use the asymptotic formula3®

w 2 1 —4®
fee at=5-e

and the approximation

w0 9 - ¢2 2 oo - g2
fx t'e dt:xfxe dt
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to write p in the form

1/2 .
p~<2> are” @ AZ/ze- a®?/2 .

™

Thus, with g(v) present p is less than p, by a
factor e—@?X\2/2  This extra factor arises be-
cause as the particles tunnel they are driven out
of the straight-line trajectory between lattice
sites by the hard-core interaction. They pass
one another at relative distance A (see Fig. 9).
We have

p= ¢1(§1=d)¢2(§1:d)¢’z(§2=d)<01(§2=d)

PSR

where d=[(a/2) + (\/2)2 ]2

is the wstance the particles are from their lat-
tice sites when they pass one another. The tun-
neling integral is proportional to the overlap in-

tegral. The particle dynamics in the overlap in-
tegral describe the tunneling process. Let us
reemphasize the most important point: Overlap

does not occur at 7, - 0; overlap occurs when
¢,(1)and @,(1) overlap and ¢,(2) and ¢,(2) overlap
while 7, ~ 0. %

B. Interaction Integral

The interaction integral is given by
2_2 2,2
Ac = % -a%r /2‘
x m

tafdig')gr)e (66)

T
n|>
I

FIG. 8. The overlap tra-
jectory: For Gaussian single-
particle wave functions the
maximum overlap occurs on
a spherical surface at radius
30 centered half-way between
R, and -ﬁ,z This surface is at
distances on the order of 0.6 A
from the lattice sites.
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(b)

FIG. 9. Pair and triple exchange: (a) For pair exchange the particles must pass around one another at relative
distance o0, 1—1'—2, 2—2’—1, (b) For triple exchange the particles cycle. They do not move far from the direct

line of flight from one lattice site to another.

Since g(r) behaves like
gr)=expl-y()], (67)
where y(r)= 3(0/1*)"

we expect g '(r) to be largest in the vicinity of
7v=0. Thus, Aey is given by an integral like

2.2 2,.2
=ﬁma 14 [fdiy'(grre 7 2,

Ae
X

In the spirit of the approximation we used in Eq.
(63) we can write

R AT
A€x~ w3 {y (r»ot‘b’ (68)

where (y'(r)ot isy () averaged over the overlap
trajectory. Thus A€y like AeT is proportional to
p. The physical description of the tunneling pro-
cess given above applies equally well to the in-
teraction process,except for the fact that the mag-
nitude of the interaction process depends upon
the potential energy the particles exert on one
another as they pass near x =0 at relative dis-
tance o.

In Appendix A we discuss in detail the evalua-

tion of Eqs. (61) and (62) for Aer and A€, using
three different correlation functions. Here, we
quote the results of that evaluation.

(1) For three correlation functions [(a) g(»)
=f(r) from the ground-state calculations of
Nosanow and co-workers® 7; (b) g(») from the
ground-state calculations of Guyer and Sarkis-
sian'?13; and (c) g(») = exp[- Blo/7)%], B=2/50
X (Vme)’? /i, the WKB solution for g(») as » - 0]
we find (AeT/ A€x)~2.5 at all molar volumes from
V=18.0to 24.7 cm3/mole. These calculations
were done with the values of @2 and A shown in
the table in Appendix A. The ratio AeT/A€, is
not strongly sensitive to the details of the single-
particle wave function or the correlation function.
This is demonstrated in Appendix A where we
show, using quite general arguments, that
(A€eT/ A€y )~ 4 independent of a?, A, and the correla-
tion function.

(2) The magnitude of Ae (or Aey) is most
sensitive to how far into the hard core g(») per-
mits a particle to go. In Fig. 5, we have plotted
the three correlation functions which we have used
in our calculations. It is clear that the Nosanow
fr) permits the closest approach for a pair of
particles; the WKB g(») keeps a pair furthest



188

apart. The magnitude of Ae7 and A€, calculated
using Nosanow’s f(») is about a factor of 2 greater
than that obtained using the g(») of Guyer and
Sarkissian. The magnitude of Ae7 and A€, cal-
culated using g(*)ygp is about a factor of 2 less
than that obtained using the g(») of Guyer and
Sarkissian. The rather wide range of variation
in correlation functions shown in Fig. 5 leads to
at most a factor of 4 in the behavior of A€z and
Acy.

Exchange in solid 3He is principally due to a tun-
neling process. We can describe the effect of this
process on the system by adding to the Hamiltonian
X, an exchange Hamiltonian,

J=-2J(A)2 2 §..6.,
i g+ b7

where J = A€, + A€
T X

is given approximately by
J(a)~- % (2n)2(h2a?/m)a’c? A

Xe‘az(Az-f-oz)/z' (69)

This last equation follows from the analytic ap-
proximation to the overlap integral developed
above and in Appendix A. It has a very simple
meaning. Since #%a®/m ~kgOp we write

-a%(A? +0%)/2

|7@) |/ =0 = e : (70)

where Twp) =kp@p, is the frequency of a *He atom
in its potential well (the number of times per
second it approaches the barrier), and the factor
exp[- a2(A? +02)/2] is the probability of tunneling
through the barrier.

In Fig. 10, we have plotted J(A) from the exact
evaluation of Ae7 and A€, (Appendix A) against
molar volume. On the same figure we have
plotted the data from both NMR and thermostatic
measurements of J(A).> We note that the com-
puted values of J(A) have essentially the molar
volume dependence of the data. The computed
values of J(A) are below the experimental values
as they should be, since J(A) is sensitive to the
overlap at distances d=3(A%+0?)~0. 64, far
from the lattice sites, where the Gaussians
give too little wave function.

V1. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have attempted to calculate
the magnitude and sign of the exchange interaction
in solid *He. The principal results we have ob-
tained are these.

TUNNELING AND EXCHANGE IN QUANTUM SOLIDS

10

T (m°K)

] | | |
20 2 22 23 24 2

V(cm3/ mole)

FIG. 10. J versus molar volume: The shaded area

is the region in which the results of the NMR and thermo-

static measurements of J fall. See Ref. 3.

(1) A Hamiltonian of the form

i =~ 2J(A)Z} Z} 5,3,
RS
correctly describes the exchange system. The
exchange energy J(A) arises from two sources,
tunneling and interaction.

(2) The tunneling process in which particle 1
tunnels through the potential barrier of the lattice
medium from lattice site R, to lattice site R,, at
the same time that particle 2 tunnels from R, to
R,, leads to manifest antiferromagnetism for the
ground state of the solid.

(3) The interaction process (which like the tun-
neling process depends on the overlap integral)
is sensitive to the nature of the interaction be-
tween the exchanging pair. The interaction pro-
cess leads to manifest ferromagnetism for the
ground state of the solid.

(4) For a system in which there are strong dy-
namical correlations in the motion of a pair of
particles, i.e., for a system in which the pair
wave function must be taken of the form
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¥,,(12) = ¢,(1)9,(2) g,,(12),

the effects of the interaction process is embodied
solely in the dependence of the correlation function
£1,(12) upon the spatial symmetry of the pair wave
function. If the dynamical correlations do not
depend on the symmetry of the paiv wave function,
there is no coupling between the intevaction and
symmetry.

(5) For bcc He over the full range of molar
volumes at which it exists, the tunneling process
leads to an antiferromagnetic energy shift which
is greater by a factor of 2.5 than the ferromag-
netic energy shift due to the interaction process.

This result does not depend upon (a) the details

of the single particle wave functions; (b) the de-
tails of the pair correlation function; (c) the molar
volume; and (d) the spacing between the exchang-
ing pairs (it is equally true to next-neighbor ex-
change). Therefore, the ground state of bce *He
is antiferromagnetic. The exchange interaction
energy is principally due to a tunneling process.

(6) We have calculated the magnitude of J (A)
using a wide variety of correlation functions. We
find J(4) to be substantially independent of the de-
tails of the correlation function and in good agree-
ment with experiment. The principal molar vol-
ume dependence in J(A) comes from the depen-
dence of the overlap of the single-particle wave
functions on molar volume.

(7) The physics of the tunneling process and the
interaction process are the same as the physics
which is described by Anderson®? in the treatment
of excitons and spin waves. A Hubbard-like
Hamiltonian may be employed to describe solid
helium and to quantify the relationship of the solid-
helium magnetism problem to the more familiar
treatments of magnetism, 32

(8) Finally, we comment on the relation of our
calculation of J to the work of Thouless, and of
Nosanow and co-workers. The calculation of
Thouless is a tunneling calculation and leads to

manifest antiferromagnetism. The calculations of -

Nosanow and co-workers are of a quantity whose
relationship to J is unknown. Under a special set
of assumptions (which are not those employed by
Nosanow and co-workers) the quantity calculated
by Nosanow and co-workers is a tunneling approxi-
mation to J.

We will complete this section by commenting on
two problems, related to the one we have dealt
with above, which are the subject of our current
investigations.

A. Triple Exchange

When a triple of particles tunnel in a cyclic way
[0,(1) = 0,(1), ¢,(2)~@,(3)~¢4(3)~¢,(3)] it can
be shown that the ground state for the triple is
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ferromagnetic. This result is in agreement with
that obtained earlier by Thouless.!® Like the

pair tunneling process, triple tunneling is propor-
tional to the overlap integral:

J(A)g=kpOp b,

_ [dR, dX, dX, ¥,,,(123)¥,,4(312)
T TaR, d%, dX, ¥,,5(123)¥,,4(123)

where p3

and  ¥,,5(123) = ¢, (1)9,(2)@4(3) £,155(123)
* @1(1)9,(2) 05(3) £1(12)g,5(28)g 5, (31).

When the triple of particles cycle they do not have
to pass around one another as they do in pair
tunneling. Thus, the factor exp[- a?02/2] is ab-
sent (see Fig. 9). But p, requires the overlap

of three pairs of wave functions. We estimate p,
to be

pss(e-az/Z)(A/2)2>4(e_(az/z)(Al/2)2>2

_-(6/3)028%/2,

where A, =%V3 A, the next-neighbor distance.
Since p, is approximately

pore (@?/2)(A% +02)

b

-@¥/2)Ea -0,

we have p,/p,<e
Triple tunneling is down by about an order of
magnitude from pair tunneling.

We expect the same inequality which related
pair tunneling and pair exchange to relate triple
tunneling and triple exchange. We have not in-
vestigated this point in detail.

B. Phonons and the Exchange System

The exchange system arises because of a pair
tunneling process. The coupling of phonons to the
exchange system occurs because of the modula-
tion of the double well by the presence of a phonon
in the lattice, i.e., Up,(1;¢) given by something
like

Ulz(l;t)= . > fdx].v(xlxj)]@R.(t)(j)lz,
j#1,2 j

where R;(t)=R; + & expli(k - ﬁj - wt)] replaces
U,,(1) in Eq. (50). This modulation is most po-
tent in the region of space midway between lattice
sites. The pair of particles are tunneling through
a barrier whose height is modulated by the pres-
ence of phonons in the lattice. This process may
be studied using time-dependent perturbation
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theory; the perturbation is
Up(1;8) +U,(2;8) = Up,(1) = Uy,(2).

The obvious result of such a calculation is that if
the modulation is at frequency J(A) there is a res-
onant absorption of energy and a transition from
¥1(12) to ¥;5(12). Such a modulation can be due
to a phonon of frequency w =J(A)/% (a 1-phonon
process) or to a superposition of phonons whose
beat frequency is J(A)/% [a 2-phonon process
with @ —w '=J(A)/7].

It is clear that the perturbation

P,(12;1)=U,(1; 1)+ U,(2; 1)
- Ulz(l) - U12(2)

is not easily represented by a simple power series
in the displacements from the lattice sites. That
is, we do not expect that there exists a useful ex-
pansion of P,,(12;¢) in the form

P,(12;1)=P,(R,R,) + V,P,(R,R,) - T,(¢)
+ VPR - ut)+ - - -,

since P,,(12;¢) is most important in the region of
space where |{, |~ |U,] = 34 and where such a
power series breaks down. Therefore, we do not
believe that the usual procedures® for treating
1- and 2-phonon processes are meaningful for
treating phonon modulated tunneling. Nonethe-
less, the qualitative results of the usual treat-
ment, (e.g., the temperature dependence, etc.)
can be carried over to this problem since they
are invariant to the details of the perturbation and
depend principally on the density of states avail-
able to effect 1- and 2-phonon assisted transitions.
Varma, ° and Nosanow and Varma® have developed
a theory of the coupling of the phonons and the ex-
change system. In their theory the phonons ap-
pear in the off-diagonal matrix elements of the
exchange operator. Explicit expressions are
given for these off-diagonal matrix elements.
But, when calculated properly, these off-
diagonal matrix elements vanish identically.
They are nonzero in the theory of Nosanow
and Varma because these authors replace the
matrix elements like

(W (12) |[H(12) | w7 (12)),
where H(12)=T(1)+T(2)+v(12),

by (9,,(12)|H(12) | ¥,5(12)),

which are nonzero.

Associated with ¥ 3(12) and ¥7(12) are spin
wave functions which are orthogonal. There can
be no matrix elements between ¥,}(12) and ¥, (12)
for spin-independent quantities; H(12) is spin-
independent. This latter objection also applies to
our statement that time-dependent perturbation
theory can be used to treat P,,(12;¢). There are
no matrix elements of P ,(12;7) between ¥3(12)
and ¥7(12), since P,,(12;) does not involve o,
and 0,. We believe that the appropriate micro-
scopic mechanism for coupling the phonons to the
exchange system has yet to be identified.

This latter remark leads us to consider the
general question of the phonon-exchange inter-
action. Is there a mechanism for phonon-ex-
change coupling? We believe that neither the ex-
isting calculations® * nor our calculation by con-
versation (above) provides an explanation for the
mechanism of coupling between the exchange sys-
tem and the phonons. We are led to look at the
experimental data which suggests the existence
of phonon-exchange processes in the solid. The
strongest such data is that of Giffard and Hatton.
In that data no evidence for a phonon-exchange
interaction appears in the data on pure *He. When
small concentrations of *He impurities are in-
troduced a 2-phonon process occurs, i.e.,

Hatton and Giffard find an extra relaxation pro-
cess which has a very strong temperature depen-
dence. They suggest that this extra relaxation
process is a 2-phonon process. We believe that
this extra relaxation process is not a 2-phonon
process. We make the following argument: (a)
At T-'=2,5 K™! in pure ®He there is no evidence
for a 2-phonon process, Tl(2 phonon)(x - 0) > 10°
sec. Therefore, the intrinsic relaxation rate for
the 2-phonon process in bulk He is less than 10-3
sec™. (b) The addition of 15 ppm “He impurities
leads to Tl(2 phonon)(y - 15ppm)~10% sec. Each
impurity (or the region of space around each im-
purity) must relax about 10° *He atoms in 102 sec.
An intrinsic relaxation rate at an impurity site of
10% sec™! is required. (c) Thus, if the extra re-
laxation mechanism is a 2-phonon process in the
vicinity of a “He impurity, this process must go
six order of magnitude more rapidly than it does
in bulk *He. We do not believe it is reasonable to
expect this. Therefore, we argue that the extra
relaxation is not due to a 2-phonon process.

As an alternative to the 2-phonon process we
make the following speculation. In pure ®He in the
temperature range 1.0< 77! <2,5, the relaxation
mechanism is due to the presence of vacancies.
Relaxation occurs because one of a tunneling pair
of *He atoms finds that it has a vacancy for a
neighbor and tunnels to the vacancy lattice site
leaving its tunneling partner behind and confronted
with a magnetically inert vacancy. The original
tunneling partnership is destroyed. We suggest
that the presence of *He impurities in a 3He lat-
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tice leads to a qualitatively similar relaxation
mechanism. One of a tunneling pair of He atoms
finds it has a *He atom for a neighbor and tunnels
to the *He lattice site leaving its original tunneling
partner behind and confronted with a magnetically
inert “He particle. The physics is the same; the
original tunneling partnership is destroyed.

A few estimates of magnitudes are necessary to
support this suggestion. First, we know that at
T-'=2.5 in pure ®He T, is greater than 10%. This
T, is due to a concentration x~e -13.6%2.5510-14
of vacancies. It requires a jump frequency (or
tunneling frequency) of about 10!° sec™!. This
is a reasonable time for quantum mechanical
tunneling of a ®He atom into a neighboring
vacancy lattice site. We estimate

k_© k_© 2 A2
v) "BD[ - B D -a®A%/4
wpe 2 /dxlq)l(l)fpz(l) ~EL,

@), 2x105sz5><109 sec !,

or wT
Here wy is the quantum mechanical tunneling fre-
quency computed above for two *He atoms. To
make this numerical estimate we have used o?
from Table I (v=20 cm®/mole) and ®p~30°K. A
vacancy concentration of 1075 would lead to a T,
on the order of 107°% sec. A *He impurity con-
centration of 10~5 leads to 7, ~10*sec. Thus, the
tunneling process involving a 3He atom, and a ‘He
atom is very slow compared to the vacancy tun-
neling process. Infact, we expect that ‘*’T(s’ 4 is
about

3 (3,4)zkB@De-[aaz(A2+02)]/4

T n

L o-laiaron)

m 1/2
Since a,%= <—;‘> a,?, we have®
3

(3,4) {la2(a2 +02) A (m,/mg) 7 - 1] |
T Fwne ~dw,

or wT‘s"" =~ 10*sec™! .

This tunneling frequency is of the right order of
magnitude.

Although the estimates of tunneling frequencies
above tend to confirm our speculation about the
%He impurity, the process we are describing has
no temperature dependence. The extra relaxation
process found by Giffard and Hatton depends on
T as T~® or exp(-3.5/T). This latter tempera-
ture dependence suggests either that the dynamics
of the combined vacancy and “He impurity system
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is more complicated than simple superposition or
that phonons may be aiding in the *He-3He tunnel-
ing process. We do not understand the details of
either of these processes.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to acknowledge valuable conversa-
tions with P. C. Martin, L. H. Nosanow, H.
Hoerner, and B, Sarkissian. One of us (R.A.G.)
would like to thank L. H. Nosanow for his kind
hospitality at the School of Physics and Astron-
omy of the University of Minnesota, where many
of the ideas leading to this work were developed.

APPENDIX A.

1. Overlap Integral

Consider
I =fd§1 diz 11)12(12)4112(21) (A1)
[d%, dx, ¥,,(12)4,,(12)
where  ,,(12) = @,(1)¢,(2)g(r,,) (A2)
and ¢,(1)=e" [*&,-R,P)/2 (A3)

Using the center of mass and relative coordinates
we have

I-dme” a2a2/2 [ 7 g(r)ze_ @ 12/2(11’ _N/D .
fdfg(r)ze_ o*(F - B¢/2
(A4)

The denominator is approximated adequately by
putting g(»)=1. We have

D=02m)32/a® . (A5)

For the numerator, we use a cutoff approximation
in which g(#)? is replaced by 6(» — 1) for a suitable
A. We choose X to be that » at which the exponen-
tial part of the integrand in Eq. (A4) has a maxi-
mum. For g(¥) given by

n

gr)=e" Blo/7) , (A8)
we have the condition

d , 22 n B

7 [3a"7" +2B(a/7) ]sz-o . A7)
Thus, we have

— 2A2 — 2.2
IO=Dl41re aA/zf)twrze %2 4
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T A2, 0 (A8)

We approximate J,(1) thus:
47 ;@ 2 - o222
J(,(x)=3fx 7 e / dr
4 2 - 2,.2
~_11 f)\ a?r /2d

Further, we use the inequality

(A9)

1 <e f‘x’ -tzdt 1
x+ (24272 x+(x2+4/m1"?

to approximate the remaining integral by

47 2\/7 2. 4nx - a®?/2
T~ afx/ﬁe dt="p e .
(A10)
Thus, we have
— v2(A2 L \2
L= 2/m" 2ane™ @O +N/2 (A11)
The cutoff A is at
X = 0(28n/a 2 2 2+1/n
Since B~1, a%>=~8, forn=4, 5, ..., k is not

substantially different from 1. The cutoff is near
o for all reasonable choices of ». It should be!

2. Interaction Integral

The relative coordinate part of the interaction
integral is

41 - a%5%/2

oe A fo wrzg'(r)g(r)e— a*r*/2

L= dr .(A12)

Using the analytic approximation to g(7),

n
glr)=e= O/
we have
- y2A2
Il:'%ﬂe z:tA/2A

r

i n+1
X / %‘? (—q ) Pelrfe /2 4y
(o}

We use the same cutoff procedure as above to

write this in the form

2 A2
4_11e—oz A/2Ap_§
D o]

had n+1 2 2
X/x <%> Ao 2y, (A13)

In the spirit of the approximation above to J,(\),
we write

o n+1 2
47 A [ 2 —«
Jl(x)=D 5 nB/; <r> 7 e

n+1
z‘”% n3<9> TN . (A14)

L=

2
T/zd'r

A o n+1
I, =5 np <X) Iy, (A15)
n+1
or §L=§nﬁ<§> . (A16)
(4]

Now from the definition of X, we have

o n+2 01202 o n+1 1
(x) m(x) r (A7)

so that we may write

sa?aok . (A18)

e

The interaction integral, defined by Eq. (62), is
proportional to I;; the tunneling integral, defined
in Eq. (61), is proportional to I,. We show in Ap-
pendix B that the tunneling integral is given by

’

e, =4<AU2(1)>otIO

where (AUs(1))ot = #2a?/m)a?os/4. From Eq.
(62) we have

Ae = (h’zozz/m)%l1 . (A19)
Thus, we have

A€, /Ae ~4 . (A20)
T x

We have calculated I, and I, and AeT and A€y ex-
actly for the values of o? and A from the solution
to the ground-state problem by Guyer and

Sarkissian. We have done this for three correla-
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tion functions; (i) Nosanow’s f(#) = exp[- Kv(r)],
(ii) the correlation function of Guyer and
Sarkissian, and (iii) the WKB correlation function.
In Table I, we list the value of J, and the ratio
J,/J, for all three correlation functions. We note:

(a) The ratio J,/J, is essentially the same at
all molar volumes for all three correlation
functions.

(b) The ratio J,/J, agrees quite well with the
result for that ratio using the cutoff approxima-
tion, i.e., compare J,/J, with column four of
the table.

(c) The ratio Aep/Ae€, computed using the
values of J, and J, from the table is AeT/Ae
~2.5 [mdependent of molar volume and in
reasonable agreement with the estimate above,
Eq. (A20)].

(d) Both J, and J, are largest using the Nosanow
correlation function and smallest for the WKB
correlation function. This is as it should be
since the Nosanow correlation function lets
the pair furthest into the hard core, whereas
the WKB correlation function keeps them
furthest away (see Fig. 5). By equating J, cal-
culated from the exact formula [Eq. (A4)] with
J, from the approximate formula we can find
a ) for each molar volume and correlation
function. We find: (i) the Nosanow corre-
lation function acts like 6(» - 2. 22) and is inde-
pendent of molar volume, (ii) the WKB correla-
tion function acts like 6(» - 2.65) at v=24.7 cm3/
mole and (- 2.45) at v=18.0 cm®/mole, and
(iii) the correlation function of Guyer and
Sarkissian behaves like 6(» - 2.45) at ©=24.7 cm?®/
mole and 6(r - 2. 30) at v=18.0 cm®/mole. The
Nosanow correlation function goes from 0 to 1
rapidly in the vicinity of 0. Its cutoff equivalent
is less sensitive to molar volume than those of
the WKB correlation function and the Guyer and
Sarkissian correlation function.

APPENDIX B

The overlap trajectory is defined as that region
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X g(r,,) and ¢,(1)¢,(2)g(r,,) is a maximum. For
Gaussian single-particle wave functions, thls re-
gion of space is a spherical shell _of radius 30
centered midway between R and R (see Fig. 9).
A quantity like

(x| F&Z)| D A1),

where F(X,X,) are mild functions of X, and X, is
well approximated by

(X FGE )| DAL P& ) b

Here (F(X1X2))ot stands for the average of F(%,X,)

over the overlap trajectory. [We have verified

this approximation for F(X,) = (%, - R,)?, where it is

good to better than 2%. ]

AU,(1) is defined in Eq. (55) [see Fig. 6].

take Um(l) to be the sum of clipped harmonic os-

cillator potentials
U,(1)=3kX - R,)?, x<0;

5
Up(D)=1r&, -R,2, x>0.

The biased single-particle potentials are
v,B)-te@, - R,

and U, (1) 1k&, - R2.

The average value of AU,(1) over the overlap
trajectory is

(aU,(1)) , = 3k [dQ[F - R, )P~ F - R,)]
gl
==kg (B1)
where | Tl =30 and the dQ integral is over the half-

space 0<6<1im.
=h2a*/m to write

Finally, we use the identity %

of real space on which the overlap of ¢,(1)¢,(2) (AU2(1)>ot= (Pa?/m)accn/4 . (B2)
TABLE I. Values of J and J;/J; for the three correlation functions.

Molar S o) EwKB
volume N ot o*Ac/2 Jo W1/ o) Jy (J1/Jdy Iy 1/
18 3.39 2.48 10.8 3.57(=3) 8.5 5.81(=23) 8.6 1.53(=3) 8.9
19 3.45 2.23 9.9 5.90(=3) 7.8 1.02(=2) 7.9 2.71(=3) 8.2
20 3.51 2.03 9.2 9.06(=3) 7.3 1.62(=2) 7.2 4.41(=3) 7.6
21 3.56 1.84 8.4 1.34(=2) 6.8 2.47(=2) 6.7 6.90(=3) 7.1
22 3.62 1.69 7.9 1.86(=2) 6.3 3.48(=2) 6.2 9.99(=3) 6.6
23 3.67 1.55 7.3 2.53(=2) 5.9 4.79(=2) 5.7 1.42(=2) 6.2
24 .7 3.76 1.32 6.4 4.20(=2) 5.2 8.08(=2) 4.9 2.58(=2) 5.5




188 TUNNELING AND EXCHANGE IN QUANTUM SOLIDS 467

*Work supported in part by the National Science
Foundation and the A. P. Sloan Foundation.

tA. P. Sloan Foundation Fellow; Present address:
Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of
Massachusetts.

TYNDEA Pre-doctoral Fellow.

In this early part of the discussion we shall ignore
correlations.

2 This terminology arises because a Hamiltonian like
that in Eq. (6) correctly describes exchange in electron
systems. We will show in this paper that exchange is
due to a tunneling process and an interaction process.
We will use the term exchange generally to refer to the
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Using the theory of Bardeen, Baym, and Pines (BBP) for dilute He’-He! mixtures, the
second-sound velocity has been calculated for concentrations of He® below 10% for tempera-

tures below 0.5 °K and pressures below 20 atm.

In addition, the phase diagram at T=0 for

phase separation and solidification has been constructed. The changes in the second-sound
velocity and the phase diagram caused by variations in the BBP parameter o are also studied.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is well known that the presence of a small
amount of He® in an He* solution has a dramatic
effect on the second-sound velocity c¢;; at very low
temperatures. The qualitative explanation is that
at these low temperatures the He* contribution to
the normal fluid density p,, (as due to the phonons)
is so small that the He® contribution to P, becomes
dominant,

A quantitative understanding of this phenomenon
was obtained by Pomeranchuk and Landau, ! who
regarded the He® particles as independent excita-
tions, with excitation spectrum E,+ #2k2/2m*

where m* is the (effective) mass of the excitations.

It appears that there is a regime in concentrations
x of He® where the second-sound velocity depends
only on #*. Thus m*can be determined from mea-
surement of ¢;; and is found?® to be of order 2, 5m;,
where m, is the He® atomic mass. This regime is
limited on the low-concentration side by the con-
dition that He® excitations still dominate the pho-
nons, For temperatures below 7=0.5 °K this is
already so for x>107%. On the high-concentration
side of the regime one has the limiting condition
that the He? excitations are sufficiently dilute so
that they can still be considered as independent.
Recently, Bardeen, Baym, and Pines® (BBP)

have extended Pomeranchuk’s idea and determined

the effective interaction between the He® excita-
tions. The interaction in dilute mixtures is weak
and attractive and can be taken pairwise.

It is the aim of this paper to extend the second-
sound theory in He® - He* mixtures to higher con-
centrations using the BBP interaction. We esti-
mate the limit of concentrations, adequately des-
cribed by the BBP interactions, to be of the order
of 10%. Since BBP’s potential is determined at
T=0, we are restricted to temperatures for which
the He* background is essentially in its ground
state, i.e., to temperatures where no appreciable
amount of phonons are present, which we estimate
to be so below 7=0.5 °K.

Also, the BBP potential is determined from
specific-heat and spin-diffusion data at vapor
pressure. Accordingly, the shape of the potential
is known only at p =0 and there only approximately.
However, since the shape of the potential enters
into our results for c¢y; in a minor way, we have
assumed that the shape is pressure-independent.
In fact, the uncertainties due to the lack of knowl-
edge of the pressure dependence of the shape seem
small as compared to the uncertainties in the mea-
sured strength parameters, in particular, the so-
called BBP parameter a.

The phase-separation curve is more sensitive
to the shape of the BBP potential than ¢y;. There-
fore, we have included in Appendix A a calculation



