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Using a very simple type of wave paciket, which is obtained by letting unitary displacement operators having as
generators canonical operators Q and P in the many-body Hilbert space act on a reference state, we investigate the
relationship between the semiclassical and the generator coordinate methods. The semiclassical method is based on
the time-dependent variational principle, whereas in the generator coordinate method the wave packets are taken as
generator states. To establish the equivalence of the two methods, we examine in detail, using tools developed in
previous works, the concept of redundancy of the wave packet and the importance of the zero-point energy effects.
We make a numerical application to the case of the Goldhaber-Teller mode in “He.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The objective of a microscopic theory of collec-
tive motion is to reduce the many body problem
to a description in terms of only a small number
of degrees of freedom. In the idealized case one
supposes that there exists an invariant subspace of
the many body Hilbert space, the collective sub-
space, in which the collective and intrinsic de-
grees of freedom are decoupled. The base states
in this subspace are product type wave functions
where the intrinsic degrees of freedom are con-
strained to be always in one intrinsic state only.
The dynamics in the collective subspace is deter-
mined by the collective Hamiltonian, which is
equal to the expectation value of the many body
Hamiltonian in this intrinsic state. One way to
perform the explicit separation of the collective
degrees of freedom is, in the case of a canonical
collective degree of freedom, by the introduction
of a canonical transformation in the many body
Hilbert space from the microscopic degrees of
freedom to collective and intrinsic ones. This can-
onical transformation allows us to write the many
body Hamiltonian as a sum of a collective Hamil-
tonian H, (which depends on the collective degree
of freedom only), an intrinsic Hamiltonian, and a
coupling term between the intrinsic and collective
degrees of freedom. In the idealized case, this
last term does not couple the collective to the non-
collective states. However, in practice the dif-
ficulties associated with the explicit use of the
canonical transformation lead many authors to
present theories which try to find H ¢ in an indirect
way by means of a collective path.’ The collective
path is a set of Slater determinants labeled by two
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parameters |pg) in the case of a dynamical col-
lective path, and by one parameter |q), |¢) = |p
=0,q) in the case of a static collective path. The
dependence on p and g of the wave packet is con-
structed so as to reflect the distortion of the
system during the collective motion and they are,
in general, equal to the expectation value on the
wave packet [ pq) of dynamical variables defined
in the many-body Hilbert space,

a={qp|Q|ap),
(1.1)

p={ap|P|ap),

and these dynamical variables satisfy the weakly
canonical commutation relation

(pq|[Q,P]Ipa) =i. (1.2)

It is important to point out that the dependence
of |pg) on p describes the velocity dependence of
the wave packet and that it is not introduced in the
sense of describing an additional degree of free-
dom.! Thus, the parameter p is thought to be as-
sociated with a degree of freedom canonically con-
jugate to the one associated with the parameter 4.
One uses different prescriptions to determine the
collective path which range from self-consistent
methods® % to educated guesses based on phenom-
enological considerations.!® The differences be-
tween the theories considered in this paper stem
from the way that they use the collective path.

In the generator coordinate method (GCM),® as
used in practice, we select a subspace of the
many-body Hilbert space which is spanned by the
states which are constructed as a linear super-
position of the states along the static collective
path |¢)
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|f>= quf(q)|q>. (1.3)

The only unknown in Eq. (1.3) is the weight func-
tion f(g), which is determined by the variational
principle

_fIHIf)
G

resulting in the Griffin-Hill-Wheeler (GHW) in-
tegral equation for f(q)

OFE

[ al@|ar-BlalaN farag=0.  (1.4)

There are many ways to transform the GHW equa-
tion, Eq. (1.4), into a Schrodinger type equation
in a “collective” coordinate. (However, ingeneral,
this Schrodinger type equation has a “velocity” de-
pendent potential and a “mass parameter” which
depends on the coordinate.) This Schrddinger
type equation defines the collective Hamiltonian
HS™ of the generator coordinate method.

On the other hand, the semiclassical method®
uses the dynamical collective path |pg). One finds
the time evolution of the wave packets through the
use of the quantum variational principle

<‘>I=5ft2 (i$pq|3,1pq) - (pg|H|pq))dt=0 (1.5)
ty

with fixed end point variations. As long as the
wave packets fulfill the relation

ipq| 9593 — 8505 |pg) =1,

the variational principle (1.5) leads to the classi-
cal Hamilton equations

1'>=—3H°1(P,q)/3q, é]:BHCl(p,q)/ap, (1.8)
where the classical Hamiltonian H (p, q) is equal to
HYp,q)=pq|H|pq). (1.7)

In the semiclassical method we are not inter-
ested in the time evolution of the wave packets.
Indeed in this method one uses the wave packets
\ pq) as probes to extract the classical limit of
the quantum collective Hamiltonian. Thus in the
semiclassical method we identify the classical
Hamiltonian H% p,q) with the classical limit of the
quantum collective Hamiltonian H.2. The quantum
collective Hamiltonian is reconstructed by a re-
quantization procedure.

These two methods are conceptually and prac-
tically different and when advantages and disad-
vantages are discussed in the literature, the point
of view usually adopted is that, with respect to
the dynamics, the semiclassical method is super-
ior since it uses a dynamical path as opposed to
the GCM which, in general, uses a static collec-

tive path,! An example which is always presented
in support of this point of view is the case of the
translation of the nucleus as a whole, where the
mass parameter calculated according to the semi-
classical method has the correct value, whereas
the value given by the GCM is, in general, in-
correct. The disadvantage of the semiclassical
method is that, since one always reaches a “clas-
sical” stage, it incorporates in a wrong way the
effects associated with the zero-point motion of
the wave packet |pg). However, these effects
are handled in a correct way in a purely quantum
method such as the generator coordinate meth-
0d.}'5:711% Therefore a generalization of the GCM
which incorporates the advantages of both methods,
as used in practice, is to use as generator states
the states along the collective path |pg). In the
literature the GCM which uses dynamical wave
packets as generator states is called the dynam-
ical GCM (DGCM), as opposed to the ones which
use static wave packets, which are called static
GCM (SGCM).*

In general the DGCM is an improvement both
with respect to the SGCM and to the semiclassical
method. However, in Ref. 1 it is investigated
under what conditions the description of the dyn-
amics according to these three methods agree.

In this work we have two basic requirements in
order to make the three methods equivalent:

(a) The dynamical wave packets |pg) should be
redundant, i.e., the collective subspace associated
by the GCM to the static, |¢), and dynamical,
|pq), wave packets are identical.

(b) The dynamical effects of the zero-point ener-
gy are negligible.

The idea behind requirement (a) is the observa-
tion that the parameter p is introduced to describe
a dynamical variable canonically conjugate to the
one associated with the parameter ¢q. Therefore
both wave packets are thought to describe the
distortion of the system along one canonical degree
of freedom. This implies that the subspaces as-
sociated with the DGCM and SGCM should be a
Hilbert space spanned by this degree of freedom,
and thus identical. Once this requirement is sat-
isfied condition (b) is nothing more than the re-
quirement that the dynamical wave packet be able
to extract the classical limit of the quantum col-
lective Hamiltonian of the GCM. As opposed to
what was done in Ref, 1, the aim of our paper is
to investigate these questions using a very simple
type of dynamical wave packet, which is obtained
by letting unitary displacement operators having
as generators canonical operators in the many-
body Hilbert space, act in a reference state

|pg) = e"iePei*d|0) , [, B]=1. (1.8)
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There are only a few examples of wave packets
parametrized as in Eq. (1.8) which are useful in
the description of collective motion in nuclei. One
of the reasons is that, even when one knows,

a priori, the nature of the canonical collective de-
gree of freedom, it is not always possible to write
them explicitly in terms of the microscopic ones.
However, we think that its use will illuminate
many aspects of the relationship between the semi-
classical and the generator coordinate methods
and will shed new light on the understanding of
this relationship in the case of more complex
types of wave packets.! In our paper we also con-
sider a case of physical interest which can be de-
scribed by a wave packet of this type.

The semiclassical method is presented in Sec.
II. The generator coordinate method is presented
in Sec. III, and we show, using the techniques de-
veloped in Refs. 8-10, how we can handle the over-
completeness of the dynamical wave packets |pg)
in DGCM. Also we show how we can define the
collective Hamiltonian and collective operators.
In this section the relationship between the sub-
spaces associated with the static and dynamical
wave packets is also discussed. In Sec. IV we
compare the methods and we make a numerical
application to the Goldhaber-Teller mode in *He
which can be described by a wave packet of the
type shown in Eq. (1.8.) In Sec. V we present our
concluding remarks.

II. THE SEMICLASSICAL METHOD

As was pointed out by many authors,®!'2 the
evolution in time of quantum many-body systems
can be determined by a variational principle an-
alogous to the Hamilton principle of classical
mechanics.

The Lagrangian, which is a functional of |y(¢))
and its Hermitian conjugate, is equal to

L, p%) =i e(8) | og] w()) = (o) | H|w(e)) ,  (2.1)

and the equations of motion are found by requiring
stationarity of the action with respect to fixed end
point variations of |y(#)) and |¥(£))*,

51=5 [ (030 - (80| B p0)at=0,
1

subject to the conditions (2.2)

[69(2,))= | 89(t,)) =0.

As an example, if we impose that | ¥(¢)) varies
only in the space of Slater determinants, Eq. (2.2)
leads to the time-dependent Hartree Fock (TDHF)
equations'!’!? which in the small amplitude approx-
imation are equal to the RPA.

What is called the semiclassical method in the

literature® and in our paper amounts to consider-
ing restricted parametrizations of |¥(¢)) in terms
of (in the case of one canonical collective degree
of freedom) dynamical wave packets | $(p(£), () ).
The dependence of the wave packet on ¢(¢) is sup-
posed to describe the distortion of the system dur-
ing the collective motion and the dependence on
p(#) describes the velocity dependence of the dyn-
amical wave packet. These dynamical wave pack-
ets can be chosen in various ways which range
from self-consistent methods (like TDHF and
CHF) to educated guesses as to the nature of the
collective motion under consideration.

One determines the evolution in time of the par-
ameters g(¢) and p(¢) through the use of the vari-
ational principle (2.2) which leads to the classical
Hamiltonian equations

b="ch‘(p’7)/a‘I, é= 8H (p, 57)/8p ’

where the classical Hamiltonian is

Hp,a)=pq|H|pg) , (2.3)
provided one has
i{pq| 8505~ 9595|pq) = 1. (2.4)

In our paper we consider wave packets para-

metrized as in Eq. (1.8)

|pg) = e7iePei®®|0) (2.5)
where 2;) and 13 are canonical collective variables
in the many-body Hilbert space.

The parameters 4 and » in Eq. (2.5) are equal to
the expectation value of @ and P on the dynamical
wave packets |pg).

p=pa|Plpa) ,
7={pa|Q|pa,

where we used the property that the reference
state |0) satisfies the equations

(0|@10)=(0|£|0)=0.
Given the wave packet (2.5), it is easily seen that
Eq. (2.4) holds, since it becomes

(pal|[iP,@]lpa) =1.

The Hamilton equations can be rewritten in this
case as

7 ={pq|[-i§,H]|pa) ,
p(0)=pq|[~iP,H]|pq) .

In practical applications one is interested in
cases where the collective motion is slow. This
allows us to expand the classical Hamiltonian
H%(p,q), Eq. (2.3), in a power series in p. Owing
to the time reversal properties of @ and P and
the reference state |0) in the expansion, one has
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only even powers of p and it is equal to

H(p,q)= —d(—) + V@) +0(p"). (2.6)

In Eq. (2.6) M%(q) and V(p) are the classical
mass parameter and potential, respectively, and
they are equal to

vig)={(qlA|a) ,

M) = 0pXpg |H|pq) | o= a][Q, [H, Q11| @)

As discussed in Ref. 2, in the semiclassical meth-
od we are not interested in the time evolution of
the parameters p(¢) and g(#). In this method the
wave packets |p(¢),q(f)) are used as a probe to ex-
tract the classical limit of the quantum collective
Hamiltonian H c(P Q). Thus the fundamental hy-
pothesis of the semiclassical method is that the
Hamiltonian H(p,q) is equal to the classical limit
of the quantum collective Hamiltonian H (@, P).
The validity of this hypothesis depends strongly
on the properties of the wave packets |pg), as
will become clear later on in this paper. Indeed,
besides other effects, the dispersion of Q and P
gives rise to an intrinsic energy, the zero-point
energy of the wave packet, which is always pres-
ent in the Hamiltonian H%(p,q). Therefore the
identification of H®( p,q) with the classical limit of
H C(f’, §) is valid only when this zero point energy
is, unless by an unimportant constant factor, neg-
ligible. Once this identification is made, to de-
rive the quantum collective Hamiltonian in the
semiclassical method, one is faced with the prob-
lem of quantizing the classical Hamiltonian
H%p,q), which in the limit of slow motion is given
by Eq. (2.6). This step introduces additional dif-
ficulties which stem from the dependence of the
mass parameter on the coordinate. This property
leads to the use of different orderings in the can-
onical quantization of ¢ and p, all of them having
the same classical limit, This question is clearly
discussed in Ref. 13, where it is pointed out that
the question of which ordering to use is intimately
connected to the zero-point energy corrections,
and so we defer a discussion of this point to Sec.
IV. Here we are going to use a prescription sug-
gested in Ref, 2 in which the quantum collective
Hamiltonian in the semiclassical method reads

H”(P Q)= [ m} —ﬁ-——x-”(QP

~ 1 ~ Ao A
+2 TR0 P]+V‘(Q). 2.7

This ordering will be seen later on to be identical
to the one given by a proper quantization of the
motion along the collective path using GCM.

III. THE GENERATOR COORDINATE METHOD

In the previous section we presented a brief dis-
cussion of the semiclassical method based on the
time dependent variational principle (TDVP), Eq.
(2.2). As shown there, at one point in this method
one reaches a classical stage. This stems from
the nonlinear character of the variational space
of the wave packets |pg). Indeed, if we impose
that |¢(¢)) varies in a subspace of the many-body
Hilbert space, the TDVP is equivalent to quantum
mechanics restricted to this subspace. Therefore
to have a theory built upon the TDVP which sat-
isfies the linear character of quantum mechanics
(the principle of superposition), one should take
as the variational space of |¥(¢)) a linear space.
A theory of this kind is the GCM introduced by
Griffin, Hill, and Wheeler.®

In the GCM one considers a subspace of the
many-body Hilbert space spanned by the states
which can be constructed as a linear superposition
of the generator states |a)

|f>=ff(oz)[a)da. (3.1)

The only unknown in Eq. (3.1) is the weight func-
tion f(a) which is determined by the TDVP (in the
stationary limit), resulting in the GHW integral
equation

[(alflan - B(alaN flatdar=0.  (3.2)

In Refs. 8 and 9 it is shown that we can always
associate with the GHW “ansatz” equation (3.1) a
projection operator defined in the many-body Hil-
bert space. Therefore the dynamics in the GCM
scheme is equivalent to the many-body dynamics
restricted to this subspace, the GCM collective
subspace S, and we can identify the GCM collec-
tive Hamiltonian with the projection of the many-
body Hamiltonian onto S

A An

HGC“=SHS

where S is the projection operator on S.

In this section, using tools developed earlier,®™°
we are going to investigate the properties of the
GCM collective subspace associated with the one-
parameter (static) and two-conjugate parameters
(dynamical) family of generator states |¢q) and
|pg), respectively. We are also going to show
how we can define, a posteriori, collective dyn-
amical variables and how we can express the col-
lective Hamiltonian HS 7GM in terms of these varia-
bles. All the details of what follows can be found
in Ref. 10.
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A. A representation in the GCM collective subspace
static and dynamical wave packets as generator
states

The static and dynamical wave packets are, re-
spectively, equal to
=0y,
|pg) = e7iePei?9|0) (3.3)
[Q,P]=i.
The reference state |0) is the vacuum of a boson

constructed in terms of the operators @ and ﬁ,

B|0)=0,

A 1/(Q .2 )
=X 3.4
B ﬁ(boﬂpbo , (3.4)
b2=2(0|4%|0),
which shows that |pg) is a coherent state.
Using Egs. (3.4) we can easily show that the
wave packets satisfy the relation

[—i9,+ib2(i3, - p)]|pq) =0, (3.5a)
which can be rewritten as
[(§ - §)+ib(P = p)]|pg) =0. (3.5b)

To determine the natural representation in the
GCM collective subspace, consider first the static
wave packet. Using Eqs. (3.4) the overlap kernel
{q|q’) is easily seen to be equal to

(qlg" =emwar?e",

The eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of the over-
lap kernel are determined by the equation

[ ala) 6sa)dar=2mr01840)

and they are equal to

ikq

o1
¢k(Q)—ﬁ7’T’e ’ (3.6)
ME) = b/ €™ 22"

According to Ref. 10 the natural representation
in the collective subspace S, associated with the
SGCM, is given by

. 75¥10)
1= gy J 10) 8@ = 2pemye
(3.7

where 7}"is the Peierls- Yoccoz projection oper-
ator associated with the operator P

%5?:51; qu eitgiaf (3.8)

Thus, the orthonormal states |k), are seen to
be equal to the normalized Peierls-Yoccoz pro-

jection of the reference state |0) associated with
the operator P, and the projection operator onto
S can be written as

§1=fdk|k>u(k . (3.9)

On the other hand, the overlap kernel {(pq|p’q’)
is easily seen to be equal to [using Eqgs. (3.4)]

ia-r (2+P) o— (g-q') ‘- (p-pVos
2 40,2 PR
(3.10)

(pqlp'q) =e

The eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of this over-
lap kernel are determined by the equation

f<pqlp'p'>¢>,,,k(/)',q')dp'dq'=zmn(k)sb,,,k(p,q)
and they are equal to

iqk
D010 (02 0)=Tgmyerr 01D = B)

and the eigenvalues are independent of 2, The
eigenfunctions ¢,(p) and the eigenvalues X, are
eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of the Hilbert-

Schmidt kernel

N(p,p")=(0| e"ir05(P)eir’ @ |0)
=-2-—17T qu(pqlp’0> . (3.11)

In our case (3.11) is equal to

N(P,P') =<‘/E_°—) 1/ze""“”<32/2<b~0.)l/ze-p'%oz/z ,
L v
(3.12)

which shows that it is separable and equal to the
product of two Fourier transforms of the ground
state ofa harmonic oscillator. Therefore its eigen-
functions and eigenvalues are easily seen to be
equal to

¢,(p)=pho(p),
A = 6n,() ’

where ¢%(p) is the Fourier transform of the har-
monic oscillator wave function ¢%o(x).

As is thoroughly discussed in Refs. 8 and 9, the
existence of zero eigenvalues of the overlap kernel
implies that the generator states are not linearly
independent. The linear dependence can be ex-
pressed as

\pa) =fdP’dq"P'q’>R(P’¢I’;M), (3.13)
where the kernel R(p’q’, pq) is the projection op-

erator oniio the orthogonal complement of the null
space of N
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R(p'a's0)=J dk 603 0" 008 5r0)

1
=—A(p'qg’ 3.14
5 (p'a’ |pD)- (3.14)
Follwing Ref. 10 the natural representation in
the subspace S, associated with the DGCM is given
by

‘k>2=2_];r f|1>t1>¢o;k(1>,q)dpdq=?r” |0), (3.15)

where 7PT is the so-called Peierls-Thouless dou-
ble projection operator associated with the opera-
tor P

~pT et -ieP,ipQ
7P = dpdqzﬂ pho(p — R)e tePeirQ,

(3.186)

Thus the orthonormal states |k), are seen to be
equal to the so-called Peierls-Thouless double
projection of the reference state |0) associated
witp the operator f’, and the projection operator
in S, is given by

§2= fdk‘k>2 2Lk

B. Relationship between the subspaces

In Sec. IIIA we have shown how we can quantize
the collective motion along the static path and the
dynamical path using GCM. However, in general,
the subspaces associated with these two paths are
different.}’!° In other words, the two subspaces
carry different quantum degrees of freedom. How-
ever, as has been pointed out before, when one
uses the dynamical wave packet { pq) in the semi-
classical method one thinks of |pq) as describing
the distortion of the system along one canonical
degree of freedom only. Therefore when com-
paring the two theories, one of the requirements
that one has to impose, as was done in Ref. 1, is
that the subspaces associated with the static and
dynamical paths should be identical, The dynam-
ical wave packets which satisfy these requirements
are called redundant,

In general it is very difficult to establish the
necessary and sufficient conditions that a dynami-
cal wave packet should satisfy in order to be re-
dundant. In the case of wave packets generated as
in Eq. (1.8), this has been done in Ref., 10 with the
conclusion that the requirement is that the re-
duced kernel, Eq. (3.11), should have only one
eigenvector with nonzero eigenvalue. Besides, in
Ref. 1 a sufficient condition is discussed, called
local redundancy, which leads to a redundant
dynamical wave packet. In our case the require-
ment of local redundancy demands that Eq. (3.5)
holds. All this leads us to the conclusion that the

dynamical wave packet considered in this paper is
redundant and the proof of this fact runs as fol-
lows.

As the generators states |¢) and |pgq) are the
vectors defined in the collective subspaces S, and
S,, respectively, one can find its components
along the bases |k), and |k),. To do so one uses
Egs. (3.7) and (3.15) and one finds

1) = | @k e aglolp )[R,
(3.17)
| g =fdk[x(k)]‘/2e""’°|k>1.

Since |¢) =|p=0,q), one has

|9 = [ @k a0 |2,

Using the above equation in Eq. (3.7) one has
|k 1= 1k>2 ’

which proves the identity of the two subspaces.

To have a better understanding of this matter,
consider a canonical transformation from the
particle degrees of freedom to collective, @ and 13,
and intrinsic degrees of freedom. Together with
this transformation we introduce a product repre-
sentation of the many-body Hilbert space,

1, 0=,

where the states |@) span a space of one degree

of freedom, the collective space, and |£), | &)
=|&, & .05 Ey-1), SPan a space of (N-1) degrees
of freedom, the intrinsic space. The wave function
associated with the [Q%) representation to the base
states |k), and to the wave packets |¢) and |pg)
are, respectively,

ikQ
(QE |k>1=é—ﬂ5m- Xo(8) 5

1/2
<Q£’q> =(Fﬂ1-5;-) e'(Q"q)z/Zbozxo(g), (3.18)

N 2
1 )1/zew<0-q)e-(o-q>2/2bo Xo(8).
mby

(QEqu>=(

This shows that in the collective subspace
S,(S; =S,) the collective and intrinsic degrees of
freedom are kinematically decoupled and both
wave packets are given by the product of a wave
packet in the collective variable and a wave func-
tion which depends only on the intrinsic variables.
The difference between the wave packets is the
velocity dependence of |pg) which is introduced
by the phase in Eq. (3.18). Thus the redunancy
is seen to be a consequence of the fact that a fami-
ly of static Gaussian wave packets form a complete
set in the collective space (that has only one de-
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gree of freedom), whereas the dynamical Gaussian
wave packet form an overcomplete set.

This overcompleteness is responsible for the
linear dependence of |pg) [see Eq. (3.13)] which
leads to the existence of eigenvectors of the over-
lap kernel with zero eigenvalue.

C. Collective operators and collective Hamiltonians

Once one has the natural representation in S,
the collective operators can be found’:

Ps,|k)y=k|k), (3.19)
Qs1 {k>1=—i8/8k|k>1-

Since |%), is equal to the Peierls-Yoccoz pro-
jection of the reference state |0y associated with
the operator P, one has, by construction

Bk, =k|R),. (3.20)

Also we can easily show using Eqs. (3.5) and (3.7)
that

Q|kY = ~i8/8,|k),. (3.21)

Thus, the canonical collective operators in the
GCM collective subspace are equal to the projec-
tion onto this subspace of the canonical operators
in the full many-body Hilbert space

@s,=6S,=5,9,

P, =PS,=S,P.
The natural representation |), is the specific
representation obtained by the diagonalization of
the overlap kernel and Eqgs. (3.19)-(3.21) show
that it diagonalizes the operator }3 However,
once we found this “momentum” representation,
by unitary transformations in S; we can find a rep-
resentation which diagonalizes any Hermitian op-
erator defined in S,. In particular we can find a
‘“coordinate” representation given by the Fourier
transform of the momentum representation

am00= [ a8 Cev e/l - e/2),

m

= f @S e e2100, 6 1A, Q) Nl - /2,

m commutators.

1 -ikX
'X>1"(2_”)ﬂ2 e [%),
~ PY
_ 715 10)
G (322)
where 7 ¥ is the Peierls-Yoccoz projection oper-

ator associated with the operator @

apy_ 1 wixp ipE
Tx =§; e tlbelbodp,

which diagonalizes the operator §

QA'X>1=XIX>1’ (3-23)
BIX),=i8/34|X),.

As discussed before the GCM collective Ham-
iltonian is defined as the projection of the many-
body Hamiltonian onto the GCM collective sub-
space

HSMC=§ HS,. (3.24)

Using the coordinate representation (3.22), the

dynamical equation in S; can be written as a wave
equation in the coordinate representation

_[h(x,x')d)(x’, Hdx’ =ihd¢(x,)/8¢,
where

h(x, x)= (x| H|x"),
and ¢(x,?) is the collective wave function ¢(x, )
=,{(x| ¢()). Also we can express the GCM collec-

tive Hamiltonian in terms of the collective varia-
bles Qg,, Ps '

o

A AA A 1 . A A\ A
S, SI=SI( 0:2-;:P"’I:I""’(Q):)Sl,

where the normal order is defined as
: PrE(Q): ={P,{P,.. {P,A™@Q)}...}}

m anticommutators

(3.25)

We see that this order;ing is identical to the one given by Eq. (2.7), if we stop at second order in an ex-
pansion in powers of P. Other useful expressions of H™ (x) are

N ikx gm .
™ (x) = fdk%d%!(K +r/2|8|K -1/2),

k=0

+ 4 -
RIERP N dqd,,ltb:(q2q><q|H|q'>¢}(q-q’)

(3.26)

=-/dk m! dK™ 21

D& +2/20 (K - k/2)]'/?

K=0
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In general the reduced energy kernel is a function which depends slowly on the difference of the genera-
tor coordinates. Therefore we can expand the reduced energy kernel as a power series expansion on the

difference of the generator coordinates

©

W)= % 22 (L) - gy,

n=0

(3.27)

where %(g,q’) is symmetric in g and ¢’ due to the time-reversal properties of @. Using this expansion in

Eq. (3.26) one has'*

©

2m 2n N
ﬁ(zm (x): (_l)m (2b0) 1_ fdk eikxekzbgM Z ({%0};[)-! fdQ hzn(Q)e-iok R

@2m)! 27 —

IV. COMPARISON BETWEEN THE SEMICLASSICAL
AND THE GENERATOR COORDINATE METHOD.
APPLICATION TO THE GOLDHABER-TELLER
MODE IN *He

The classical Hamiltonian H®(p,q) is equal to
[see Eq. (2.3)]

HeY(p,q)={pq|H| pq) @4.1)

and since the wave packets |pq) are states defined
in the GCM collective subspace S;, one has

HYp,q)=$pq |5, H3, | pa)
=(pg | HE™| pg) . 4.2)

Also the use of the product representation (3.17)
shows that the GCM quantum collective Hamilto-
nian is the trace on the intrinsic variables of
H!X0>(X0'

A%¥ = tr, H] X)X, (4.3)

Equation (4.2) shows that the “classical” Hamil-
tonian H Up, q) is equal to the expectation value of
the quantum collective Hamiltonian H3M on the
wave packet |pg). We would like to point out that
this property is very general since it depends only
on the fact that the dynamical wave packet belongs
to the GCM collective subspace S,. Thus we can
state that the description of the dynamics accord-
ing to the two methods is equivalent when the clas-
sical Hamiltonian A°!(p,q) is the classical limit
of the GCM quantum collective Hamiltonian
HS®™(P Q). The difference between the classical
Hamiltonian #°!(p,q) and the classical limit of the
quantum collective Hamiltonian HS%™(B, Q) is the
zero-point energy of the wave packet |pg)t% ™13

HN(p,q) = HIM(P), (@) + E5p(p,q) . (4.4)

Once one has established that the dynamical wave
packet |pg) is redundant, we can say that the two
theories are equivalent when the dynamical effects
of the zero-point energy are negligible. In what
follows we are going to analyze these effects in a
specific example, the Goldhaber-Teller mode in
“He.

A. The Goldhaber-Teller model of the giant
dipole resonance

According to the Goldhaber-Teller model of the
giant dipole resonance the dipole vibration is de-
scribed as a rigid displacement of the protons
against the neutrons. In the dynamical case we
also have a relative momentum between protons
and neutrons. This picture of the dipole vibration
can be described by the dynamical wave packet!® s

| pg)=e-ieP 19 |0) (4.5)

In Eq. (4.5) the operators § and P are, respec-
tively, the z component of the relative coordinate
and momentum between protons and neutrons

Q=RZ‘RN’
A Na Za
P=KPZ—KPN.

féz, If’z,ﬁN,ISN are the z component of the center of
mass coordinate and the center of mass momentum
of the protons and the neutrons, respectively. In
the case of self-conjugate nuclei (N=2) § and P
are equal to

0=2 3 2,)1,(),

P33 hy()T4(0),
i
where % () and p(é) are the coordinate and momen-
tum operators of nucleon i and 7,(i) is the z com-
ponent of the isospin operator. The reference
state IO) is the ground state of the nucleus or an
approximation of it.
The operators @ and P are canonical

[Q,P]=i (4.6)

and the paramegers q gnd p are equal to the expec-
tation value of @ and P on the wave packet I pq)

pq|@|pad=q,
(pq|P|pg)=p,

4.7
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where we assumed
(0]P|0y=0|§]0).

In our application to dipole oscillation in *He we
approximate the reference state ]0} by a Slater
determinant of harmonic oscillator wave functions.
In this case it is easily seen that

(§ +iPv?)|0)=0, 4.8)

where b, is the size parameter of the oscillator of
the relative motion of the protons against the neu-
trons

7 \ve2 (4)1/2
b0=<’—i—1/;-0-) = 1—4- Qg ,
i
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where p is the reduced mass, i =(A4m)/4, and a,
is the size parameter of the oscillator well, a,
=(/mw ) 2. The discussion up to now indicates
that the dynamical wave packet | pg) satisfies all
the requirements imposed on the previous sec-
tions. Thus the last ingredient necessary to per-
form a numerical calculation is the many-body
Hamiltonian which we assume to be of the Skyrme
type’ls, 16

. 1
H=33 t(i)+3 25 Viy+g! 20 Vg, (4.9)
i i j

i, j.k

where the two-body force is!®

V,, =to(4x0 B 6(F (i) _%(j))+%{t1[lﬁ);21°-‘ﬂ]za(%(i) _Gn+oGi) - ?(j))[P_(“*z_P(j’] :

2, BOFO i 3n[B05001 L7,

where ﬁ‘, is the spin exchange operator and f’sc” is the spin orbit force.

The three-body force is parametrized as 1%

V,e=ts0 (3(3) = F()) 6(F(3) - (R)) .

B. The semiclassical Hamiltonian

The semiclassical Hamiltonian Eq. (2.3) is given
by

s 2n
HYp,q)=(q|H|q)+ z; (2%)—, (1)

FPA (4.12)
q1Q,[Q...1q,4]...14),
2n brackets
where |g) is equal to
|q)=ee|0). (4.13)

In the specific case of the Skyrme force one
haslS,l'l

X (F(1) = FNL = To() T4 ()
(4.14)
which shows that
[é’ [é, [é;i}]”=0 .

Therefore the expansion stops at second order
and the semiclassical Hamiltonian can be exactly

written as

(4.15)

H°‘(p,q)=m%+lfcl(q), (4.16)

where the semiclassical potential and mass param-

(4.10)
(4.11)
I
eter are, respectively, equal to
Vcl(q)=<q'H|lI>, (4.17)

B, (q)=M4™(q)=<qlQ,[H,8]]]| q).

The inverse of the semiclassical mass parameter
can be written as

ch(Q)':lLu(q) ’

where €(q) is the enhancement factor of the energy
weighted dipole sum rule

()= 28 4ql[4,17,311] ).

C. The GCM quantum collective Hamiltonian

The quantum collective Hamiltonian is given by
Eq. (3.25) and as a consequence of Eq. (4.15) it
reduces to

RS =301@) + 1B, (B, AP QWB,

where the quantum collective potential and mass
parameter are equal to

7@=A0Q),
@-me-15@.

(4.18)

In our example the reduced energy kernel is ex-
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actly given by*®

h—z
N=V, @) - G 1
hg,q")=Vy @ T KR (4.19)
where
7=@+9')/2,
i=q-q" .

Thus V() and B() can be written as

(7 __1_ iKQ _K2bo2/4a -[ ~ @E_] ~igK
V(Q)—zﬂdee e a7 |Va@ - 33 )e ™"

N 1 :
B(Q)=Zr_deeiKQeK2502/4qu—Bcl (—q)e-qu,
(4.20)

where

1
2 _ 2| Q) = ——
AP <0[P ' ) Zb 02 *
We can also invert these equations to express the
semiclassical potential and mass parameter as

By(a)=Ba), o
- 2 A P2 4.21
V(@)= + 5B,

where B(Q) and V(Q) are the expectation values of
the quantum inverse mass parameter and potential
on the wave packet |¢)

Blg)= [ BG)\(x |0 )7ax,
(4.22)

Vig)= fV(x)Kx[q)lzdx.

Of course, we could also derive these equations
by taking the expectation value of Ho™ on the wave
packet |pg) as shown in Eq. (4.2).

Thus the zero-point energy in our example is
given by

B0, =L 1B(@) - B@)]+ V(o) - Vo)

AP?

M)

Blg). (4.23)

Usually the effects of the zero-point energy are
investigated in the static limit (»=0).}* Also one
separates it into two pieces, the potential zero
point energy

E,,.(@)=V(@)-V(),

which depends only on the potential, and a kinetic
zero-point energy

(4.24)

;ZZAPZ -

E @) ="5—5(0), (4.25)

which depends on the kinetic energy.

D. Qualitative discussion

According to what has been shown so far, the
zero-point energy corrections depend on the prop-
erties of the wave packet |pg) and the GCM in-
verse mass parameter and potential,

To shed light on this point, we consider the case
where the quantum inverse mass parameter does
not depend on the coordinate,

B(x)=B,.

Therefore it follows that the semiclassical in-
verse mass parameter is also independent of the
coordinate, and so the kinetic zero-point energy
is a constant in this case.

Therefore we can always find a wave packet so
that the dynamical effect of E,;{(q) is negligible,
Indeed we can decrease the width of the wave
packet |g) until one has V(q) =~ V(q). However, the
uncertainty principle states that when AQ? is
small, AP? becomes large and so the kinetic zero-
point energy increases; but since it is a constant,
it does not have any effect on the dynamics. How-
ever when B(x) depends on the coordinate this is
not guaranteed a priori since, as before, we can
make the potential zero point energy small but the
kinetic zero-point energy, which now depends on
the coordinate, increases when we decrease the
width of the wave packet. Another example which
has been investigated in the literature'® is the
case when it is valid to consider an expansion of
the reduced energy kernel as a power series in
g and q’.

h(q,Q')=ho+%(hzoqz"'hzo‘I'z"‘ZhquI")*' Tty
where

hoa= = (0| HP2|0)+ E,(0| P2|0),

hao= —( 0| P2A|0)+ E0] P20,

= Roy

hy, = (0| BHB|0) - E0|P?|0).
In this case the quantum collective Hamiltonian is,
using Egs. (3.25) and (3.26),

o R p2 ~ .
HSM=3, <Eo+—— + 1K, Q +Ezv) S,

B():Mo“l:(()l [@’ [ﬁ9 @]]1())’

The semiclassical Hamiltonian in this case be-
comes
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]

1.2

1 { 1
05 1.5 25 X/aq

06

FIG. 1. Plot of the classical mass parameter (full
line) and quantum mass parameter (dotted - dashed
line) in units of the nuclear mass as a function of the
coordinate x. The size parameter of the oscillator well

ay is equal to 1.57 fm.

2

cl
H (p3q)=E0+2§40
which differs from the GCM quantum collective
Hamiltonian by the constant zero point energy
which does not have any effect on the dynamics.

1 2
+EKMq ’

E. The effect of the zero-point energy on the
Goldhaber-Teller mode in “He

All the details of the calculations can be found
in Refs. 17 and 19. In the case of “He we can find

VCI.

[MeV] [V RE———

-10 |- v

-20 -

FIG. 2. Plot of the classical potential (full-line) and
quantum potential (dotted-dashed line) as a function of
the coordinate x.

Ezp
(MeV)!

150

100+

5.0~

0.0 1 1 1
05 1.0 1.5 20 25 30 35 X/a,

=100}

FIG. 3. Plot of the zero-point energy as a function
of the coordinate x.

analytic expressions for all the quantities of in-
terest, which was the procedure adopted in this
paper.

Before discussing the numerical results we
would like to make two comments:

(a) The center of mass motion is exactly fac-
torized in the wave packet |pg) so there is no
spurious center of mass motion.

(b) The spin-orbit force does not contribute to
the inverse mass parameters and potentials since
the density of protons and neutrons on the wave
packet |pg) is a scalar in spin space (there is no
vector part in the density).

In Fig. 1 we have a graph of the classical and
quantum mass parameter as a function of the co-
ordinate. This graph indicates that the mass pa-
rameters varies slowly with x and in the limit
of x going to infinity it reduces to the reduced
mass. This is an expected result since when the
neutron-proton clouds are well separated the
neutron-proton interaction vanishes and so does
the enhancement factor. In Fig. 2 we have a graph
of the classical and quantum potentials. We can
see that they differ considerably, the main effect
being that the quantum potential is softer. In Fig.
3 we plot the zero-point energy as a function of
x and we see that it depends strongly on x. Fig-
ures 4 and 5, which are plots of the kinetic zero-

Exzp
(Mev)

50 \

40}
30}
20}
1of

0.0 ! 1 1 1 1 L
05 10 15 20 25 30 X/oo

FIG. 4. Plot of the kinetic zero point energy as a
function of the coordinate x.
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point energy and potential zero-point energy, show
that the x dependence of the zero~point energy
comes almost exclusively from the potential zero-
point energy. Indeed Fig. 4 shows that, in our
case, the kinetic zero-point energy is almost a
constant, which is a consequence of the almost
independence of the classical mass parameter on
the coordinate. On the other hand, the strong de-
pendence of the potential zero-point energy on x
is a consequence of the fact that we are using as
a probe a very wide wave packet (AQ%=q,2/2) com-
pared to a characteristic dimension in which the
quantum potential changes appreciably (~g,). Fig-
ure 5 also shows that the potential zero-point en-
ergy goes to zero for large x since the quantum
potential goes to a constant value and so the po-
tential zero-point energy vanishes. Therefore
for large x the only difference between the clas-
sical and quantum potential comes from the kinet-
ic zero-point energy.

To discuss in more detail the effect of the zero-
point energy on the dynamics one should solve
the Schridinger equation for the semiclassical
and quantum collective Hamiltonians. However,
this, as an extension of the work to 0 and *°Ca
will be the subject of a separate publication.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper we have investigated the relation-
ship between the semiclassical and the generator
coordinate methods, using dynamical wave-packets
parametrized as

|pg) =e-iePei®d |0y,
(1§, P)=i, (5.1)
(Q+iPb,2)|0).

In Ref. 1 it is proposed that the two theories
are equivalent once two requirements are satis-

Epzp
(MeV)

100

so}-

00 L

=100}

FIG. 5. Plot of the potential zero-point energy as a
function of the coordinate x.

fied: (a) the wave packet |pg) is redundant, where
redundancy means that the subspaces associated
with the GCM to the dynamical, |pq) and static,
lg)=|p=0,q) wave packets, taken as generator
states, are identical; (b) the effects of the zero-
point motion of the wave packet |pq) is negligible.
Requirement (a) is based on the observation that
the dependence of |pg) on the parameters p and ¢
is thought to describe the distortion of the system
along one canonical degree of freedom. Once the
wave packet is redundant requirement (b) means
that |pg) is able to extract the classical limit of
the GCM quantum collective Hamiltonian.

Using tools developed earlier®1° we show that
the wave packet |pq) parametrized as in (5.1) is
redundant, which in our case is a consequence of
the global decoupling between the intrinsic and
collective degrees of freedom. Once the wave
packet is redundant we show that the semiclassical
Hamiltonian is equal to the expectation value of
the quantum collective Hamiltonian in the wave
packet |pg). So, the two theories are identical
from the point of view of the dynamics if |pq)
is able to extract the classical limit of the GCM
quantum collective Hamiltonian. This last pro-
perty depends essentially on the type of wave
packet which is used and it reduces to the analyses
of the effects of the zero-point energy of |pg).
This problem is investigated numerically for the
Goldhaber-Teller mode in “He, where it is shown
that the effects of zero-point motion is apprecia-
ble. In our example this comes almost exclusively
from the potential zero-point energy and, of
course, this depends on the type of mode that is
considered. At this point we would like to remark
that the conditions under which the wave packet
|pg) is able to extract the classical limit of the
GCM quantum collective Hamiltonian are in gen-
eral different from the conditions under which
the Ehrenfest theorem holds. This stems from
the fact |pgq) is a parametrized (constrained) wave
packet and not a time-dependent solution of the
Schrodinger equation in the GCM collective sub-
space. So, one can under certain conditions, para-
metrize |pg) so as to be able to extract the clas-
sical limit of ﬁg'CM even though the dynamics given
by HSM is not semiclassical.

There are many examples where the study of
the effects of the zero-point motion in micro-
scope theories of collective motion is important?®
as the case of fission, especially in light nuclei.
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