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Using the perturbation expansion for quantum crystals proposed in an earlier paper, we
investigate here the ladder approximation. A summation of ladder diagrams to all orders
is necessary since the interaction, e.g., a Lennard-Jones potential, is singular at short
distances. The Bethe-Goldstone equation, describing the motion of two particles in a mean
field due to the remaining lattice particles, is derived, and further approximations are dis-
cussed, leading to a simplified equation tractable by numerical methods. In this approxima-
tion, we calculate the ground-state energy, pressure, and compressibility of the isotopes of

helium at various densities in the solid phase.

well with experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

In a previous paper, ! hereafter referred to as
I, we investigated a form of many-body perturba-
tion theory designed specifically for quantum crys-
tals. The proposed expansion is, at least at low
temperatures, formally identical to the standard
perturbation theory for spinless fermions. In the
case of lattice particles having spin %, the “spin-
less fermions” are interacting with spins of 3 at-
tached to lattice sites. The expansion is found to
be independent of the statistics of the lattice par-
ticles, except for the sign in the exchange term of
the interaction.

The results given in I make it possible to use
standard many-body methods in the treatment of
quantum crystals. As a first step in this direction,
we investigate in this paper the ladder approxima-
tion.

The results are presented and agree quite

It has been shown, e.g., in the theory of nuclear
matter, >3 that a summation of ladder diagrams to
all orders produces sufficient short-range corre-
lations to make a treatment of hard-core interac-
tions possible. Since the interaction in quantum
crystals is strongly repulsive at short distances,
the ladder approximation is necessary, at least as
a first step in a more complete perturbation treat-
ment of quantum crystals.

A proper treatment of short-range correlations
has been the subject of many previous papers. 4~ 14
Most of them used a variational treatment and a
Jastrow-type trial wave function.*™!? Several
methods have been used to evaluate the energy ex-
pectation value: cluster expansion, 4=10 Monte-
Carlo integration, ! or integral equations known
from the theory of classical dense gases.!®> Re-
cently, Guyer'®!* proposed a different method,
based again on a cluster expansion of the ground-
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state energy and using a hierarchy of model Hamil-
tonians. He derived a two-particle equation de-
scribing the motion of a pair of particles in a mean
field produced by the remaining lattice. This equa-
tion is very similar to the Bethe-Goldstone equa-
tion derived in this paper. We use similar approx-
imations to reduce this equation to a form tractable
by numerical methods.

The present paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we review the Brueckner theory and intro-
duce some notations. Section III contains a deriva-
tion of the Bethe-Goldstone equation, the central
equation in this paper, which describes the motion
of a pair of particles interacting with the true in-
teraction between themselves and moving in a mean
field created from the remaining particles. This
equation is considerably simplified if a pole ap-
proximation is used for the single-particle propa-
gators. This isdiscussedinSec. IV. InSec. V we
discuss a number of further approximations of the
Bethe-Goldstone equation, reducing it to a form
which can be treated with numerical methods. In
Sec. VI, numerical results for the isotopes of he-
lium are presented and discussed. Finally, the
Appendix presents some numerical methods used
in the solution of the Bethe-Goldstone equation.

II. REVIEW OF THE BRUECKNER THEORY

In this paragraph, we give a short review of the
ladder approximation. #3 This also gives us the
opportunity to introduce the notations used later.
In the applications to *He we will not be interested
in the nuclear spin system, assuming that we deal
with temperatures high compared to the ordering
temperature (#1073 K). Following I, we have to
solve the problem of a system of interacting spin-
less fermions having a Hamiltonian [Eqgs. (I2.14)
and (12. 15)]

H=2 2 CJn TiminCin

i m,n

+ Z} E CQ;CJL V‘!;mnmln'clnlciml s (2.1)
i>7 mm"
nn

where T,,,;, are the matrix elements of the kinetic
energy in a basis of Wannier states. V is given
by (I3.2), and the operators c' and c are, within
the approximations discussed in I, field operators
for spinless fermions. In the case of *He, we
would also have a term in H describing the cou-
pling between “particles” and “spins” [(I6. 2)] but
in a high-temperature approximation for the spin
system (2. 1) is recovered.

We had split H into Hy+ H’, where [(12.14)]

Hl'l:ElchJn(mClm ’ (22)

and we had added and subtracted a single-particle
potential U such that

1723
Timint Uimin=€nOmn (2.3)
We introduced unperturbed propagators:
8o(117) =(1/9)8,;¢6,, exp[ — i€, (t - ")]
1-£(€,)\ it-%")>0
X nl.
(—f(e,,) P i(t-1")<0 (2.4)

The statistical weight functions f(€) are given by
(15.2), but (as discussed in I) they can be replaced
at low temperatures by Fermi functions:

fle)=1/[eBle=r) 1+ 1] (2.5)

where the “chemical potential” has to be between
€, and €,. Equation (2. 4) now obeys the “quasi-
periodicity condition”?®

golt —iB) = - golt)
Introducing the Schrddinger operator

S(117) 2[(18% + P~>5nn' = Tinin '] 64400(t=2"), (2.7)

(2.6)

and U(ll ')=U,,,,":5“:5(t—t) )
we find [S(13) - U(13)]g,(32)=56(12) ,

(2.8)
(2.9)

where we use the convention that repeated indices
are summed, and repeated times are integrated
over the interval (0, —if). We introduce in the
usual way the renormalized propagator g(12), which
obeys the Dyson equation

[s(13) - M(13)]g(32)=5(12) ,

where U(13) has canceled out.
is given by

M(12) = - iV(1324) g(43) - V(1354)
%g(56)g(47) £(83) T(6728) ,

(2.10)

The mass operator

(2.11)

and here we have used the vertex part of the two-
particle propagator defined by

£(1234) =g(13)g(24) — g(14)g(23)
+ig(15)g(26) T(5678)g(73)g(84) . (2.12)

In terms of diagrams, T is given by the sum of all

connected skeleton diagrams having four terminals.
T can be generated from irreducible kernels, e.g.,
by use of the Bethe-Salpeter equation:

T(1234)=K(1234) - i K(1536)

X g(68)g(175) T(8274) (2.13)
Replacing the particle-hole irreducible kernel K
by the potential leads to the RPA. Another pos-
sibility is to generate T from a particle-particle
irreducible kernel R, containing all skeleton dia-
grams having four terminals, which cannot be cut
into two parts by cutting two-particle lines. T is
then given by
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T(1234) = R(1234)
+iR(1256)g(57)g(68) T(7834) . (2.14)

This equation is still exact, the ladder approxima-
tion is obtained by replacing R with the bare inter-
action

R(12172")=V(12172")=6,;46,;+6(¢; = t,)
ii

xﬁ(tl—t;)a(tz—té)Vij;nmn‘m' + (2.15)

In this approximation the mass operator becomes
M(12) = -1 T(1324)g(43) (2.186)

The goal is now to find a self-consistent solution
to Egs. (2.10), (2.16), (2.14) and (2.15).

III. BETHE-GOLDSTONE EQUATION

To find self-consistent solutions to the set of
equations (2.10), (2.14), and (2.16) without further
approximations is at present impossible. We
therefore have to discuss several steps to bring
the problem into a tractable form. Since the di-
rect term in (I3. 2) is by far dominant and since
we are not interested in exchange for the moment,
we can neglect the exchange term in (I3.2). We
introduce a T(7,- - - 7,#) with

T(1217°2") =854 8,;40(t,— ;) 6(¢{ —t3)
X f drydr,drsdvy @ 5(ry = R)@%(r, - Ry)

X TH(7172731’4; t1 - t]_') <pm'(73 - Ri)
(3.1)

The 6 functions are a consequence of the fact that
the potential is instantaneous and diagonal in the
lattice site indexes. Further, we have used the
facts that g(12) depends on #, — £, only and is diag-
onal in the lattice site indexes. ¢,(») are wave
functions of Wannier states at the origin, and R;

is the lattice vector to lattice site . AlthoughEq.
(3.1) does not determine T uniquely, we can choose
it to be the solution to

X(Pnl(74 —RJ) .

Ty yaygre; )= Viry = 7y) 8(ry — 75)
-8
X5(7’2—1’4)5(t)+J; ar [ dpdp’ Vir,—7,)

Xqy(ryrepp’st— 1) Tipp'rsry; 7, (3.2)
_where
Q5(r7a7s7a; B) :MZ"}" ©x(ry= R)o 7y~ R,)
X&imim () & injn* (0P e (3 = R)Pe(ry— R)) .
(3.3)

Obviously Egs. (3.2) and (3. 1) together satisfy
Eq. (2.14), with R replaced by V. Fourier-trans-

HEINZ HORNER 1

forming with respect to the time variable, we find
T‘J(rlyZ’r 3¥4s Zu) = V(71 - 73)6(1’1 - ’}’3)6(1’2 - 74)

+ [ dpdp" V(ry~7;) a;,ry7, 005 2,)

XTiylpp'rs7432,) (3.4)
where T,(7y7737432,)
=18 ig,t
=fo dte™™" Ty (ryyrsryyt) (3.5)
and q,(r 75757y 2,)
, =18
=1 fo dte'™' g (rpreryt) (3.6)

and z,=2imv/B with v an integer. To solve Eq.
(3.4) it is convenient to introduce a correlated
two-particle wave function 3(»»’) such that

VO =% "Wimm(rr'sz,)

= [ dpdp’ Tyy(rr'pp"32,)0,(p = R)@,(p’ - R)) .
(3.7)

Inserting this into Eq. (3.4), we find the integral

equation
zpifrt.irt(""r’; Z,,) = (Pm(’V - Ri)(pn(y '- Rj) + f dpdp !
Xqy (v’ pp’5 2,) V(P = p Woympa(rr’; 2,) .
(3.8)

The usual procedure to determine T is first to
solve this (Bethe-Goldstone) equation to obtain

Tim,nim.m,(z,,)=f drdr’ o X(r-R)e%(r' - R))
XV = 7" o jue(rr;2,) .(3.9)

IV. POLE APPROXIMATION FOR SINGLE-PARTICLE
PROPAGATORS

Before proceeding with the discussion of the
Bethe-Goldstone equation, we have to investigate
the single-particle propagators and to introduce
some approximations.

We Fourier-transform the Dyson equation (2. 10)
with respect to time:

(zu+ u’)gimim'(zv) —Z)n [Timin +Mimin(zv)]
Xginim'(zu)zdmm'y (4- 1)

—‘B 2
where g,,,,i,,,.(z,,)=f0 dte* " gimim' @),  (4.2)

-iB
Mimim '(zv) = j;, dt eiz,,t Mimim'(t) ’ (4- 3)

and z,=2i7v/B with v a half integer.
Neglecting the z, dependence of M we can find
the basis of Wannier states, such that

Timint Mimin=€a0mn > (4.4)

and then g;nin(2,)=(2,—€,+ 1) %,, , (4.5)
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and Fourier-transforming back,
1 .
&imin () =7 Sppexpl —i(e, ~ W)t ]X[1 - fle, - )]
x 0[-fle,-w)] it<0 . (4.6)

Inserting this approximation into Eq. (3.3), we
find

453(717'27’374;214) =E§0 :z (71 - Ri) ‘0:(7’2 - Ri)
mn

X[1 = flep— 1) —fle,— p) (2, - €, — €, +20)7"
XQ (73— R)@u(r4—Ry) . 4.7

We construct an operator %;(») having the Wan-
nier states at lattice site 7 as eigenfunctions:

Ri(P)@,(r —R))=€,9,(r - Ry
and a projection operator
P£=El(pin ><‘pm|
n

Using ‘these we can write Eq. (4.7) as

(4.8)

(4.9)

Q4 (v7os7y32,) = Py Pilz, = hy(ry) — By(ry) + 2] 71
X[1 = flhy(ry) = 1) = fly(7) = p)]
X6(ry = 73)6(7y, —vy) Py P; . (4.10)
We assumed that the overlap between Wannier
states at different lattice sites is negligible. In
this case P; is essentially a projection operator
into the Wigner-Seitz cell around R;. Under this
condition ¥ [Eq. (3.8)] also will be essentially zero
if one of its arguments is outside the correspond-
ing Wigner-Seitz cell and we can replace the pro-~
jection operators by unity.
Using Eq. (4.10) we now can write the Bethe-
Goldstone equation [(3. 8)] in the form

{z,+2p = ny(r) = By(r") - Vir-»")+1Ff ((r) = 1)
+f(hj(7') - H)] V(y—y')}z])imj"('r'r';zu)

=(2,+ 21— €~ €)0 i (¥ —R) @(r' - R;) .
(4.11)

To find the solutions of Eq. (4.11) we solve first
the two-particle Schrodinger equation:

{n,) + hy(r") + V(r+77)
+[ A () = ) + fy(r") = WV =7 Vxagpnrr”)

=NygaXign 77") (4.12)

Then 3 can be expanded in terms of those eigen-
functions:

Zv+2u"€m—€n
22y + 20 =Ny45

zpimjn('}’yl; Z, ) =Z

X155 |<P4m¢jn>Xu:x(W")- (4.13)

Wwith Eq. (3.9), we find

1725

nmjnihjr{(zu)=zx<¢im¢jn IV IX11;>.>

Z, +2L—€,— €, e
Zy + 2= 7455 <x”;,\|¢¢m¢(’j,,>. )
4.14

At low temperatures we are mainly interested in
the matrix elements of T between low Wannier
states. This means €, and €, in Eq. (4. 14) are
small; in this case the main contributions in Eq.
(4. 14) will come from the lowest eigenfunctions of
Eq. (4.12). This argument is strengthened by the
fact that the second matrix element in Eq. (4. 14),
as we will see, is essentially zero except for one
particular state. Inverting the Fourier transfor-
mation [(3. 5)] and using those arguments we find
that the leading term is

Ty imindt 3 (8) = 8 A @i @i [V X153 X 1532 | @it P
EG(t)Timiﬂim’jﬂ" (4.15)

The sum over the eigenstates of Eq. (4. 12) has to
be restricted to the lowest states, since the z,-
dependent term has been replaced by 1. The sec-
ond matrix element in Eq. (4. 15) actually will re-
duce the sum to essentially one term only.

Using Eq. (4. 15) we find the mass operator [Eq.
(2.18)]

Mimim'(zu)=2 Timinim'.inf(en - IJ')'
in

X

(4.16)

V. FURTHER APPROXIMATIONS ON BETHE-GOLDSTONE
EQUATIONS

To reduce the two-particle equation [(4. 12)] to
a form which can be attacked with numerical
methods we have to discuss some further approxi-
mations. We also restrict further consideration
to zero temperature, where

() + () + V= 7") = 0y el
= @o(r=R,) [ a3 (o= R)V(p= 7" xss nlor”)

+@o(r'=R;) [ dpos(p-R,)V(r- p)xim(?p). )
5.1

We assume that

hy(9) == V%/2m + Ulr - R,), (5.2)
where U(7) is a local single-particle potential.

Turning on the interaction in Eq. (5.1), we find
a one-to-one correspondence between pairs of
band indices m»n and a corresponding Ax. We write,
using this correspondence,

Xi 5w 7)) = Fi sy VO oy = RO (v~ R;), (5.3)

and find with Eq. (5.2) an integrodifferential equa-
tion for f:
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v: V%2 vIn¢(r-R;) .V_V'lniﬂ,,('r'—Rj). v’
<-2m— 2m m m

+Vr=7") =Ny + € +€>fij;mn(7"”l)

-2 =E) [ab 93 o= ROV = 7")fi mor")

X @plp=R;) L{,—f—fdp 93 R))

X V(7= 0) fis3m ¥0)P, (p = Ry). (5.4)

This equation is considerably simplified if we as-
sume that at least the lowest Wannier states can be
approximated by oscillator eigenfunctions.
Nosanow® has investigated this question and he
found that this is a good approximation. To deter-

mine the ground-state energy we need only f; 007 ").

We will concentrate on the treatment of this quan-
tity. We use

Oy R) = (/Y expl- o= R (5.9

and introduce in Eq. (5.4) relative and center-of-

mass coordinates »—~R+5pand »'=R-1p. We
find
vZ v? az

o?
+—7;;(P =Ry +R) Y, +V(p) = 1500+ 250)fu;oo(RP)

= [dp'(a/Vn)® exp(~ a?'))[V(p'+ R, = R~ %)
ool R ko 307+ 15 R pmp'~ R)
+V(p"+ Ry —R+3p)
Xfis00E0 +5R; + 3R - _Relp)].
(5.8)

To simplify this equation further we assume that
f(R,p) depends on p only. The main contribution
to T [Eq. (4.15)] will come from regions where
R~%R;+ éR,- . We therefore neglect the R depen-
dence of f and evaluate Eq. (5.6) at R=3R; +3R;,
introducing R;; =R; — R;:

1050  +R;

v2 @l
s —;7—1—(7_12“) « V+ V() =050+ 2€08 1550007

=2(a/Vm)® [ dp expl- a®(p -3 r- 3 R;;)?]
X V(p)fi i oo(p) . (5.7)

As a last approximation we reduce this three-di-
mensional integrodifferential equation to a one-di-
mensional equation, assuming that f(») depends on
17| only. In evaluating T[Eq. (4.15)], F(+) is
multiplied with a Gaussian having a maximum at
v=R;;. We therefore should determine f(7) as
accurately as possible along the direction of R;;,
solving Eq. (5.7) in this direction. We then ob-

tain the one-dimensional integrodifferential equa-
tion

{_-L [—{% +(— + aaR azaaa ] + V() - Nijo0+ 250.}

© +27+3R;;
X fi300(7) =4a/‘/-"f-w dp prR+2 exp(- a%p?

XV(p+3R;;+3Nfi5;00(p+ 3R1; +37). (5.8)

Equations for . e short-range correlation function
Fissmn (#) for excited states can be derived in the
same way. To calculate the ground-state energy,
however, we only need to know Tjg0;050 - In (4. 15)
then the following matrix element appears:

Kijimn| 0@y 0 = [dr ar’ X (r= R} (r'= R;)x
Xfigim (r=7)0o(r=R)oo(r'- R)).  (5.9)

Since f(7) is essentially constant at distances
slightly greater than the hard-core radius and the
main contribution to Eq. (5.9) comes from those
regions, we find, with proper normalization of x,

Xig3mn 9109 30 =~ O moBnor (5.10)
Using this we find the mass operator [Eq. (4.16)]

M= R) =2; [ do|ooo = Ri;) Pfigsoolr = 9 V= p).
(5.11)

Equation (5. 8) still depends on the parameter «
which should be determined such that the Gaussian
[Eq. (5.5)] gives the best fit to the lowest eigen-
function of the single-particle Hamiltonian [Eq.
(5.2)], where U has to be replaced by Eq. (5.11).
We determine @ using a variational treatment such
that the expectation value of (5. 2) with the wave
function (5. 5) is minimal. In this variational pro-
cedure the o dependence of M [Eq. (5.11)] must of
course be ignored.

The expression for the ground-state energy is
similar to the Hartree approximation

Eo/N=€y— % 2 Toniozn

=3 €+ 3a%/8m. (5.12)

The procedure to determine @ mentioned above is
equivalent to making E; stationary with respect to
variations of @, again ignoring the o dependence

of f(7).
VI. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

The integrodifferential equation [(5. 8)] has been
solved numerically for bee He, hcp *He, and hep
*He for various densities. Some aspects of this
calculation are discussed in the Appendix. The
standard form of a Lennard-Jones potential was
used:

V(r) = 46[(%)12 —(%)s] , (6.1)
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FIG. 1. fjo50(#) for next and second-next neighbors in
bee He.

with € =10. 22 °K and o= 2. 556 A. Figure 1 shows
the solution for next and second-next pairs of
neighbors for bee *He at a density of 24 cm¥/mole.?22
Figure 2 shows the potential, the next-neighbor
two-particle correlation function without short-
range correlations

gi? (») =exp[—% az(""Rij)z] ’ (6.2)
and with short-range correlations
8ij (T)fu;oo(?’) GXP[—% aZ(,r_ RH)Z] . (6.3)

The ground-state energy as a function of density is

00—

80—

o
o
I

3
T

POTENTIAL IN °K
n

(=]

I

DISTANCE IN A
FIG. 2. Lennard-Jones Potential, two-particle cor-
relation function for next neighbors in bec 3He. Without
short-range correlations (dashed) and with short-range
correlations (solid).
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GROUND-STATE ENERGY IN °K/ PARTICLE

MOLAR VOLUME IN ¢m® / MOLE

FIG. 3. Ground-state energy for 3He and ‘He versus
density. This work (H); Ref. 13 (G); Ref. 9 (HMN);
and Ref. 8 (N).

shown in Fig. 3, together with previous calcula-
tions. The results are consistently higher than
the experimental values (except for *He at high
densities). The experimental ground-state energy
for He is of the order of — 0. 5 K at 24 cm®/mole.
The main source of this discrepancy is the fact
that phonons have not been included in this calcula-
tion, From other work,?* it is known that this

T T I T I T T
N == ExP

1000}~ —

r THEORY ]

500 —

= + 3
e
<

Z 200}~ —
w
@x
2
[
I

@ 100— He bcc ]

a H 1

L ]

i . ]

50— \%\ —

L -

] ] | | | | |

12 14 16 18 20 22 24
MOLAR VOLUME IN cmsl MOLE

FIG. 4. Pressure versus density. This work (solid);
Ref. 16 (E.P.); Ref. 17 (D.F.); Ref. 18 (circles); Ref.
19 (squares).
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would bring a lowering of approximately 2 K per
particle. The accuracy of this calculation is also
insufficient to predict the bce-hep phase transition
at the experimental density. Pressure data ob-
tained from the volume dependence of the ground-
state energy are presented in Fig. 4. In the hcp
phase of *He and *He we find somewhat lower val-
ues than the experimental ones; in the bcc phase
of *He, however, the agreement is very good.

Finally, Fig. 5 shows the compressibility.
Again the agreement between theory and experi-
ment is better in the bcc phase; however, even in
the hcp phase the agreement is quite good. Fig-
ure 5 also shows theoretical values deduced from
a calculation by Morley and Kliewer.?® Their
treatment does not include short-range correla-
tions; the discrepancy with the experimental data
is clear evidence of the importance of short-range
correlations even at higher densities.

VII. DISCUSSION

As a first application of the perturbation expan-
sion developed in I we investigated in this paper
the ladder approximation. In translationally in-
variant systems this approximation is a low-den-
sity expansion and it is not at all clear that it
should work in a system as dense as a quantum
crystal. The unperturbed ground state, however,
already contains correlations quite essential in a
crystal. Therefore, the additional correlations
which must be produced by the summation of lad-

FT T T I [ T S
50— o
A.SW. o
L oo |
20 _
l!
=
Y 0 —
° ]
z _
> i
3 ° 7]
F |
(7]
(7] .
w
(3
3
o 2 —
(5]

| | I | | | L]
12 4 16 18 20 22 24

3/ MoLE

'MOLAR VOLUME IN cm

FIG. 5. Compressibility versus density. This work
(solid); Ref. 20 (solid M.K.); Ref. 17 (D.F.); Ref. 16
(E.P.); Ref. 21 (A.S.W.).

der diagrams are rather small. This can be seen,
e.g., from Fig. 2, by comparing the two-particle
correlation functions with and without short-range
correlations. A comparison with experiments in-
deed shows that the ladder approximation is rather
good for quantum solids. In particular, three-par-
ticle terms seem to be considerably less impor-
tant in quantum solids than in translationally in-
variant systems.

The central equation in this paper is the Bethe-
Goldstone equation [(3.8)] and the two-particle
Schrodinger equation [(4.12)]. This second equation
is similar to a corresponding equation derived by
Guyer'®!* using a cluster expansion of the ground-
state energy. The main difference is that his
equation does not contain the last term in the
curly bracket of Eq. (4.12). Instead, the interac-
tion V(- #) in his calculation is corrected by sub-
stracting an effective force introduced earlier in
his calculation. The effect of this correction is
very similar to the effect of the additional term in
Eq. (4.12), and the results from Guyer’s calcula-
tion are actually quite similar to those presented
here. In contrast to the present case no self-con-
sistency condition follows from his theory for the
parameter « in the single-particle wave function
[Eq. (5.5)]. Instead, he proposes two alternative
prescriptions to determine his effective force; one
turns out to be very similar to the present self-
consistency condition,

In conclusion, we can say that the ladder ap-
proach applied to quantum crystals represents an
alternative method of treating short-range correl-
ations in quantum crystals. It is equivalent and in
some respects superior to other means, in partic-
ular, to the use of Jastrow factors. Its main ad-
vantage is certainly that it has to be considered as
the first step in a unified treatment of quantum
crystals using many-body perturbation theory.

APPENDIX

To solve the integrodifferential equation [(5.8)]
we used the following procedure. f has to be
normalized according to Eq. (5.10), i.e

*

/(21" [ dp f15:000)[(0+ Ry ) /Ry ;) exp(— 20?pD = 1 .
(A1)
The integrodifferential equation was solved itera-
tively. Starting from an initial function f(#), nor-
malized according to (A1), the right-hand side of
(5.8) was calculated and treated as an inhomogen-
eity to the left-hand side. This “inhomogeneous
differential equation ” was solved by finding solu-
tions to the inhomogeneous and to the homogeneous
equation integrating from small » outwards, a sec-
ond set, integrating from large » inwards. The in-
homogeneous and homogeneous solutions were
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added and constant factors in front of the homo-
geneous solution were chosen such that at some
intermediate distance the resulting two solutions
matched in value and in first derivative. The
eigenvalue, considered as a parameter in this
“inhomogeneous differential equation,” was deter-
mined so that the new f function again was normal-
ized according to Eq. (A1), The new f finally was
used to recalculate the right-hand side of (5. 8).
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This procedure is sufficiently fast and rapidly con-
verging.
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