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We show that the one-dimensional Luttinger model generalized to include spin and back-
ward scattering is equivalent to a two-dimensional Coulomb gas. Scaling equations are
derived and correlation functions are given simple physical interpretationin terms of the
Coulomb gas; e.g., existence of an energy gap can be understood in terms of Debye
screening. We conclude that an energy gap exists for U, <|U,| so that triplet excitations
are nondivergent, and we provide physical arguments to support the exponents proposed
by Luther and Emery for singlet excitations for general coupling constant.

There has been considerable recent interest in an extension of the Luttinger model to include spin
as well as scattering from +%&y to —ky. The Hamiltonian is written as H=Hg+H;, where Hg is the
usual Luttinger-model Hamiltonian

Hs =kaZ k(ay s'ay s = by ,ka,s)+2L'12k Vp, ()py (=), 1)
S

with a, ¢ (b, ;) describing spin-z fermions with momentum % (—%), and p, (%) and p,(k) density operators,

Py (R)=27172 pZ) ap+k,sTap,s , pz(k) = 2-1/2? bp+k,s-rbp,s .
S ,S

The large-momentum-transfer terms are described by

Hy =szs>’ fdx ‘I’l,sT(x)\I’z,s'T(x)‘l’l,s'(x)‘llz,s(x) @, 05,50 +U 105 =) , (2)
where ¥, (x)=L"2};, exp(ikx)a, s and ¥,,(x)=L 1237, exp(ikx)b, s. Luther and Emery® (LE) have point-
ed out the similarity of this problem to the Kondo problem and have produced an exact solution of this
model for a particular coupling constant U, (27v;)"'=~£. They found an energy gap in the spin de-
grees of freedom and calculated exponents for the charge-density-wave response Xs and singlet pair-
ing response Pg. Their result on the spin-density-wave response xr and triplet pairing response P,
was found to be in error by one of us® who concluded that these triplet excitations are in fact nondi-
vergent. This result is consistent with an exponentially activated uniform magnetic susceptibility x,.
LE also argued on the basis of scaling that the gap exists for all U, <0 and suggested exponents for
arbitrary coupling constants. In this work we further exploit the similarity to the Kondo problem and
show for general U, and U, that the interacting-fermion problem at T =0 is equivalent to a two-dimen-~
sional Coulomb gas at finite temperature. This problem has been studied in connection with the theory
of melting in two dimensions®* as well as the two-dimensional X -Y model.> On the basis of this equiv-
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alence we can derive scaling equations and produce physical arguments independent of the exact solu-
tion and scaling arguments to show that a gap exists for all U < |U,]. This in turn lends support to
the exponents for singlet excitations suggested by LE for general coupling constant.

Our starting point is the observation by LE that H can be factorized into charge-density and spin-
density components which commute with each other.® {The charge-density component is the usual Lut-
tinger model with an interaction constant (2V —-U ) which can be solved easily. We shall focus our at-
tention only on the spin-density part,

H,=2m0p L7125, [0, (k)0 (= k) + 05(= k)0, (R)]
—L1Y, U,0,(R)0,(~ k) +U , (210)2 [ dx{exp(2!?[p, (x) + ,(¥)]) +c.c.}, (3)
where »
@;(x)=27L"1Y k™! exp(-za|k| —ikx)o (k) (4)

and 0,()=2"12 3] (@ps 1 "@ps = apriTayy). The boson representation has been used and Eq. (3) is rig-

orous only if the cutoff @ - 0. However we follow LE and intérpret vpa~! as a finite bandwidth. As do
LE we perform a canonical transformation to eliminate the U, term and thereby replace the factor in
the exponent by 2'2¢ /¢, (x) + ¢,(x)], where tanh(2¢)=U;(27v5)"'. We now perform perturbation expan-
sions in powers of U,. As an example we consider Z = (exp(- SH,)) which can be expanded as

Z =En [UJ_/(Zﬂa)z]z" j(;B den coe LT3dTZL72dTI
Xf()L(H,-dx,-)Z)Q(H‘ exp{s ()22 [0, (15, x;) + @5 (T4, xi)]}>H0 ,  (5)

where sq(¢)=+1 depending on whether the U, term written out in Eq. (3) (flip-up term) or its complex
conjugate (flip-down term) is chosen. @ denotes all possible such combinations. The average is taken
over a noninteracting Hamiltonian. Each term in the @ sum can be factored into a product of two av-
erages, each of which involves only either particle 1 or particle 2. Each average can be computed by
moving all destruction operators to the right using repeatedly the identity e“e® = eBeel4+8 if [A, B] is
a c-number. Each commutation yields factors like

exp(so(d)sq(5)2¢2? In{[a +vp(1; = T3) £ ilx; —x;)]/a})

for particle 2 or 1. Putting everything together we obtain

->

Z =00, (—nl'—sg [zzz—:x)—z]znf(f[dzm)exp[g, $;8;2€2?1n ('——Ii—;-;d-z-ﬂ , (6)

where T = (x, vz7) and the integration is over a ‘
two-dimensional space of area vgBL. The sign
s; is positive for i=1 to » and negative for i=n

the two-dimensional Coulomb gas. By succes-
sively integrating out pairs that are spaced be-

+1 to 2n. If we introduce exp(—Bu)=U,/@7)
and Bg®=2e2?=2(1+U /2105)2 (1 =U ; /2705)" /3,
Eq. (6) is the grand canonical ensemble partition
function for a gas of charge ¢ and — g at tempera-
ture T =B! interacting via the two-dimensional
Coulomb potential. In deriving Eq. (6) we have
performed the sum over @ by allowing the parti-
cles to move everywhere in 7 space and then di-
viding by (1/n!)? for overcounting. We also simu-
late the cutoff by stipulating that the particles
are hard discs of radius @. Our approach is very
similar to that used by Schotte’ to show that the
Kondo problem is equivalent to a one-dimension-
al charged gas of hard rods.%®

Inspired by the work on the Kondo problem,'°
Kosterlitz® has studied the scaling properties of
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tween @ and a +da it can be shown to lowest or-
der in U ,? that

Z =Zexp{2mv:BL[U . /@1a ) Pada} ,

where Z is the same as Eq. (6) except that the
cutoff is @ +da and U, and U, are modified in
the way given by the scaling equations

dU,/2n)==2U,/27¢dna, (7)
d(UL/27r)=—2(U"/21I)(Ul/21r)dlna . (8)
Equations (7) and (8) are the lowest-order expan-

sion about the fixed point at U, =U;=0. While
these equations can also be obtained by generaliz-
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ing the work of Menyhard and Solyom'! our ap-
proach does not involve making any a priori as-
sumption concerning scaling.

The solution of Eqgs. (7) and (8) is summarized
in Fig. 1. It is obvious that U ;% -U,? is indepen-
dent of @. For U, =|U,| scaling is towards U,
=0 whereas for U < |Ul| scaling is towards
stronger and stronger coupling. In terms of the
Coulomb gas U, =|U,| defines a transition tem-
perature T, such that U, > |U,| implies T <T,
and the positive and negative charges are bound
together in pairs. Above T, the gas begins to be
ionized. For the isotropic case U, =U, =g,, pos-
itive g, corresponds to a low-temperature gas
of pairs while negative g, corresponds to a high-
temperature ionized gas.

We can also consider the behavior of the sus-
ceptibilities. Using the boson representation LE
have shown that each of the response functions
can be factored into parts depending on the

|U_|,|(2'rrvr_-).I

i

-3/5 0 Uy
FIG. 1. Scaling diagram in the U,-|U,| space. Scal-
ing is in the direction of the arrow for increasing cut-
off @. In the Coulomb-gas analogy the shaded area
Uy <|U,| corresponds to temperatures above T, , the
ionization transition temperature. While this picture
is based on first-order renormalization group it is ex-
pected to be qualitatively correct for strong coupling.
We expect screening in the Coulomb gas and therefore
an energy gap for the one-dimensional problem in the

charge-density and spin-density degrees of free- shaded area.

dom. As an example
xT(x’ T):'(\I’zl.r‘lll*(xy T)\Illf."‘l,z‘(oy O)) =pr(xy T)YT(x, T); ' (9)

where Xr” can be calculated by use of the Luttinger model. Defining similar quantities ¥s, 133, and P,
for charge-density-wave and pairing responses we obtain

ﬁs(r) (%, T)=Xs(m (x, T) ={exp[¥ s( 1 (%, T)] exp[- ¥ 51 (0, 0)])110 ) (10)
where
Ve (x, 7)=21L"1 ) k™t exp(-za|k| - ikx){2712¢* ¢ [0, (k, T) £ 0,(k, T)]}

and the + (=) spin goes with S (T'). These correlation functions can again be translated into the Cou-
lomb-gas picture by use of a perturbation expansion. The singlet response is given by Xs(¥)
={exp[- V(T¥, 0)]), where

V(E 1) =22’ In(F-T'] /) - D5’ [In(F - Fil /o) - (¥ - Fi| /)] 11)

is the potential energy which corresponds to inserting two charges of = %q into the Coulomb gas. The
first term is the bare interaction between the extra charges which is screened by the second term de-
scribing interaction with other charges in the gas. We expect the screening to be insulatorlike for T
<T, and metallic (exponential) for T >T,. We can interpret ¥s(T) as the probability of finding the two
charges separated by T. Let us now make some physical argument based on our intuitive understand-
ing of the Coulomb gas. We can write Xg(¥)=exp[— BH ()], where H_¢(F) is the effective energy of
the system when the charges are T apart. For U, <U, we have an ionized gas and we expect H orf(¥)
< exp(~«|T|), where  is the Debye screening given by k*=479xn/d .. Replacing 7 by it we then obtain
Xs(0, )= exp(—ce”***), where c is some constant. Debye screening in the Coulomb gas then corre-
sponds to a gap in the excitation spectrum. It is amusing that when « is calculated with use of =9 InZ/
3(Bu) to first order in U,* we obtain k=2A, where A =|U,|(27a)"! is the gap obtained by LE. Since ¥
-1 for £—= we can argue that the low-frequency behavior of x5 and Pg is given by the charge-density
degrees of freedom and the exponents are those suggested by LE, i.e., Xxs=w” and Pg= w“', where pu =
=2+(1 =021 +0)"Y2, p'==2+1+0)2(1 =0)"2, and v=(2V =U ;)2mve) L.

Performing the same expansion for X we obtain

Ro(F) = (e'20) ¢ 200)), expl— e"2¢ In(r/a)] - (12)

where 6(F)=2;s; tan™! [(x; = x) /vp(7; = 7)]. We note that the expression for X, is very different
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from that for Xs. In particular if 8(¥) are uncor-
related for large T, then X (T) may approach zero
for large T. Indeed 6(F) — 6(¥') is the angle be-
tween the electric field vector at T and T’ in the
Coulomb gas. Furthermore, reference to Koster-
litz® shows that{exp{i[6(F) - 6(0)]}) is proportional
to the spin-spin correlation function in the two-
dimensional X~¥Y model due to excitation of vortex
pairs. Again U, <|U,| corresponds to T >T, and
we expect the correlation function to decay ex-
ponentially. The behavior of X (7, f) is then ex-
pected to be proportional to exp[ix (12 — x2)'/2].
This has been verified by explicit calculation®

for the particular coupling constant where LE ob-
tained exact solutions. The oscillatory behavior
in ¥ p(x, t) for large ¢t implies an energy gap in
Xr(g, w) which in turn rules out any divergence in
X7 and P 7 for small w.

To conclude we find that the strong-coupling
fermion problem corresponds to a Coulomb gas
at high temperatures where we have a good physi-
cal understanding of the situation. On the basis
of these physical pictures we can obtain the be-
havior of the singlet and triplet excitations with-
out using scaling or knowledge about the exact
solution. On the other hand once we are above
the ionization transition we do not expect addi-
tional unstable fixed points to exist as these would
imply further phase transitions in the Coulomb
gas. If additional unstable fixed points do not ex-
ist, LE’s suggestion of scaling onto their exact
solution will be justified. We expect that the
qualitative behavior is given correctly and that
the exponents for singlet excitation can be calcu-~
lated with use of only the charge-density-wave
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component. We should mention that first-order
renormalization-group equations for Xs¢r) can be
derived.® Using these we generalized Solyom’s!!'!2
exponents to the anisotropic case for U, >U,
while for U, <|U,| we have confirmed that the
gap remains the most important feature. Further
details will be given in a future publication.
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