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Calculational procedures are developed for the ground-state energy of a many-fermion system. The entire theory
is developed from the many-body Schrédinger equation via perturbation theory. The linked cluster expansion is derived
by elementary methods. The analytic singularities of the energy function are analyzed, and procedures designed to avoid
or overcome them. Results for the calculation of the energy in the presence of a purely repulsive two-body force are
reviewed, and the situation is found to be reasonably satisfactory, though good results are restricted to weak potentials
when the system is not dilute. Results for an attractive potential surrounding a strongly repulsive core are reviewed,
and procedures described for calculations in this case. A sample calculation with an assessment of the probable errors

is reviewed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this article is to present a reasonably
self-contained account, for the somewhat mathe-
matically inclined physicist, of the specialized topic of
the computation of the ground-state energy of a very
large system of identical fermions from an assumed
two-body interparticle interaction potential. A good
general background in quantum mechanics and the
mathematical methods of theoretical physics should
suffice to read this article, and an effort has been made
to avoid the assumption that the reader has a detailed
knowledge of other specialized disciplines of theoretical
physics.

The problem to which we will address ourselves is
quite simply stated. It is, “What is an effective pro-
cedure for finding the lowest energy eigenvalue of the
system described by the Hamiltonian

H 1,;1 2M <j )
when N becomes indefinitely large?”” In (1.1), p; and r;
are the momentum and position of the ith particle,
V(x) is the interaction potential, and M is the particle
mass. We will have in the back of our minds throughout
this discussion the problem of “infinite nuclear matter,”
that is to say a very large system with forces similar to
the nucleon—-nucleon forces, and will therefore not con-

(1.1)

rx ),
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sider potentials of the full range of generality which
occur in nature, nor will we allow more than one
species of particles. To do so would necessarily open
the lid on the whole Pandora’s box of molecules,
crystalline solids, etc. There is one significant physical
problem which must however be considered. The atomic
nucleus and hence infinite nuclear matter have a great
many of the properties of a liquid, as is emphasized by
the successes of the Bohr liquid-drop model of the
nucleus (see, for example, Evans, 1955). In particular,
a large system when confined in a box will not uni-
formly fill the box if the box volume is greater than a
certain amount, but will form a bound system and leave
the rest of the box relatively unoccupied. Put more
accurately, even though according to quantum me-
chanics every point in the box is equally likely (periodic
boundary conditions) to be occupied by any particle,
there will be a long-range correlation between the
particles, such that in terms of relative coordinates the
volume can be divided into two phases. In one phase
there is a very high probability of occupation, and in
the other a very low probability. This physical effect
manifests itself in the mathematics, as we shall see, by
the introduction of singularities in the ground-state
energy as a function potential strength and density.
It is therefore a major goal of any calculational scheme
to avoid these singularities.

In addition to the above mentioned physical problem,
the calculation is beset by a number of purely mathe-
matical complications, at least some of which arise
because of physically understood effects. Before the
middle 1950’s it was thought that any use of perturba-
tion theory in terms of the potential strength was
impossible because the size of successive terms of the
perturbation expansion increased as powers of the
number of particles. That the energy series should not
be a convergent one can be understood in terms of the
physical effect of “nuclear collapse.” A typical nuclear-
type force has a strongly repulsive core and a weakly
attractive outer portion. If the sign of the potential is
reversed, then there is a strongly attractive core. This
type of potential leads (see for example, Blatt and
Weisskopf, 1952) to a ground state whose total dimen-
sions are of the same order of magnitude as the radius
of the attractive core. In the limit of indefinitely large
system size, this collapse will occur no matter how weak
the attraction. As we will see later, this extremely
dramatic variation of the energy function at zero
potential strength is associated with singularities which
approach the zero of potential strength in the limit of
indefinitely large system size. As.the location of the
nearest singularity to the origin limits the radius of
convergence of the perturbation series, it will follow that
the perturbation series has zero radius of convergence
for a nuclear-type potential. Brueckner (1955) showed
however that the use of perturbation theory was not as
hopeless as was previously believed. He showed, and

Goldstone (1957) and Hugenholtz (1957) later
proved, that in the perturbation expansion of E/N,
every term is of order 1 in V. This result greatly stimu-
lated activity in the field as it permitted calculations to
be carried out.

A great deal of research has been done on the infinite
nuclear matter problem since then in an attempt to
improve upon the results of Brueckner and Gammel
(1958a). The bulk of this work has aimed at combining
as much of the perturbation series as possible into the
leading-order term of a new expansion. The construction
of this leading-order term usually involves the solution
of a nonlinear integral equation. This approach has
been extensively reviewed in a series of review articles
by Day (1967), Rajaraman and Bethe (1967), and
Brandow (1967). Consequently we will not attempt
to cover this approach more than by occasional refer-
ence. We shall concentrate instead on a parallel ap-
proach which has not yet been treated in a review.
This parallel approach is concerned with the investiga-

tion and exploitation of the analytic structure of the

ground-state energy function. There are several
problems implicit in that function. For example, the
zero radius of convergence of the series remains as a
difficulty to be overcome, for it means that the perturba-
tion series is at best asymptotic, and may or may not
even define the physically correct energy function.

Another problem which occurs, due to the physics, is
that of the extremely strong, perhaps infinite, short-
range nucleon-nucleon repulsive force. We know
physically that the only effect is to exclude the particles
from coming closer to each other than a certain mini-
mum distance. To take care of this problem mathe-
matically, Brueckner had the idea of rearranging
into a single term all the successive interactions be-
tween the same pair of particles, in analogy to Watson’s
theory of multiple scattering. Inasmuch as the original
series is divergent, one is compelled to examine the
legitimacy of any rearrangement. When the problem
of the “Emery singularities” has been overcome by a
slight modification of Brueckner’s original K-matrix
resummation into an R-matrix resummation, the
rearrangement is found to be a valid one. The technical
problem of -actually producing the terms of the ex-
pansion is considerable and is treated at length.

The major conclusions to which we come are briefly
these. First, if we consider a system with purely re-
pulsive forces the problem of the liquid drop does not
arise. The calculation of the energy of a dilute many-
fermion system with arbitrary strength of interaction
is well in hand. For weak interactions, so long as order—
disorder phenomena of the packing marbles in a box
type are avoided, the energy for any density can be
computed. Second, if we consider a system with a
potential with a repulsive core and an attractive outer
portion, the calculational outlook is hopeful. The
problem is to locate “saturation density,” that is,
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where any increase in volume of the system will lead
to the appearance of an occupied and an unoccupied
phase. We seek the ground-state energy at that density.
We believe that through the use of sophisticated
series summation techniques applicable to divergent
series, the R-matrix expansion at fixed density can be
summed to yield accurate values of the ground-state
energy at saturation density. A sample calculation
(Baker et al., 1970) is described.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Rayleigh-Schrodinger Perturbation Theory

The aim of this section is to derive the linked-cluster,
perturbation expansion for the ground-state energy of a
many-fermion system by elementary methods. The
purpose is twofold. It is, first, by avoiding the use of
field theoretic methods, to make these results available
to a wider group of physicists; and second, to clarify
the practical matters of signs and factors of two which
will be vital in the subsequent actual evaluation of
terms in this expansion.

Our starting point is the time-independent Schro-
dinger equation for a system of N identical particles
interacting by pairwise forces (see for example, Pauling
and Wilson, 1935)

g:l[— ;ﬂi{ V]-2\I/] +[gjv(rﬁ)]\1’=E‘I’, (2.1)

where V;? is the Laplacian with respect to the co-
ordinates of the jth particle, and 7;; is the distance
between the ith and the jth particles. Our goal now is
to develop a perturbation expansion in powers of the
potential strength. We will employ the Rayleigh-
Schrodinger perturbation procedure to this end. Let us
define

h= g: v(745).

<j

(2.2)

Then we wish to find E(\) defined by the eigenvalue
equation

(HoFM\)T=E(\)V, (2.3)
where we presume that we can solve explicitly
H=E(0)® (2.4)

for the unperturbed ground-state energy E(0), and
wave function ®. Let us also introduce the wave matrix
Q(\) such that

T=Q(\)® (2.5)

and expand E and Q in powers of A as
E(\) = Eg+ ENEN2+- - -

Q\) =T+ QA+ QA2+« - (2.6)

Upon substituting Eq. (2.6) into Eq. (2.3) and equating
coefficients of the same power of \, we obtain the funda-
mental Rayleigh-Schrodinger perturbation equations

E,=(®| 1y | ®), 2.7

Q= (I—Po) (E()_IJO)-_l (hQn—lh“ Z En—ij): (2 . 8)

where the normalization condition

(@[ ®)=(2|¥)=1 (2.9)

has been used. The projection operator P, projects the
unperturbed ground state ® so that (I—P,) is a state
orthogonal to ®. Prior to the work of Brueckner (1955),
it was thought that this expansion was not useful in
the many-fermion problem because the successive
terms diverged as higher and higher powers of N, the
system size. Brueckner recognized that this difficulty
does not in fact occur as the terms proportional to
N?, N3, etc. all cancel, and leave E formally proportional
to N only in the limit of a large system. This result was
later proven by Goldstone (1957) and Hugenholtz
(1957). We will give a different proof here, which we
believe makes the practical aspects clearer. It is based
only on time-independent perturbation theory and does
not require the additional machinery of time-dependent
perturbation theory.

B. Basic Diagram Representation of Perturbation
Theory

First let us work out explicitly the effect of multi-
plying ® by 4. To be definite we shall confine our
system to a rectangular box of incommensurate sides
with volume T, and impose periodic boundary condi-
tions. In this way we will avoid any degeneracy between
the eigenvalues of the unperturbed system. As we are
dealing with fermions, the wave function must be anti-
symmetric under the interchange of any two coordi-
nates. This condition is conveniently effected by the
use of a Slater determinant of single-particle wave
functions, due to the properties of determinants. As
H, is the sum of one-particle operators, we need the
solution for the one-particle wave function, subject to
our periodic boundary conditions. It is

o(r;) =T~ exp(ik-1;), (2.10)

where
k=2r[(I/L1)i+ (m/Ly)j+ (n/Ls)k],  (2.11)

with Ly, Ly, L; the lengths of the three sides of the box,
and [, m, n any positive or negative integer, or zero. We
will take account of the effects of spin and isotopic spin
at a later stage.
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The unperturbed wave function will be

exp (i)

€xp (’Lk1 . I'2)
®=(N1)~12T— det .

exp (iky-ry)

exp (ko 1y) exp (iky-11)

exp (’ikz'rz) €xp (ik]\ﬂrz)

(2.12)

exp (tke 1y) exp (tky-ry)

Next we will find it convenient to express the interaction potential in a momentum representation. Thus we define

plv| M)=r"2 f/f/l;ox &’r; dr; &t &r/[6(ri—1) o (r;—1/)v(ry;) ]

where we assume that »(r;;) vanishes for | ry; |>| R |,
where | R |<% min (L1, Ly, Ls) . Using the locality of the
interaction, and changing to the center of mass and
relative coordinates

R=3(ritr;), r=r;—1, (2.14)
Eq. (2.13) at once becomes
o] )\11>=I‘—2f &R d*ro(r)
Box

Xexp [i(Mn—v—p) - R+Fir- (\-p—v—n)].
(2.15)

This integral is most conveniently investigated by using
the periodicity of the wave function, remembering that
the 6 functions in (2.13) are the sort appropriate to
periodic boundary conditions; that is to say, a particle
near one wall can interact with a particle at the other
end of the box just as though it were moved by exactly
one box length so as to be near the first particle. Under
these circumstances, the integral (2.15) factors giving

w2 [ M)
= (21!')3F~15?‘,+n,v+917<%( )\+ IJ«‘—V*‘ﬂ) ) )

where the § is a Kronecker delta which is unity when
the subscripts are equal and zero otherwise. We get
(2.16) because for the v, p, N\, n of interest [form
(2117, 3(n—v—p) and F(AHp—v—m) are
necessarily of form (2.11) also, and hence by the
orthogonality of the wave functions, (2.16) results.
We have used

b(k) = (27)73f dro(r) exp (ik-r).

(2.16)

(2.17)

Form (2.16) shows that, (i) momentum is conserved
and (i) (vp|v| M) is inversely proportional to the
volume. It is to be noted that if we had not used
periodic boundary conditions translational invariance

Xexp (—iv-r,-—-ip.-rj—}-i)\-ri’—}—in-rj’), (213)

would have been destroyed and momentum would not
have been conserved in the interaction. We are now
in a position, by the completeness of the set of eigen-
functions, to write

§(ri—r)o(r—1/)v(ry)
=T >

v dn

exp (v ritip-1;) (| 2| M)

Xexp (—ik-r/—im-r/), (2.18)

where the sums extend over all the eigenvalues. If we
now expand ® along the ith and jth rows by the Laplace
expansion (see, for example, Muir, 1960) in double
minors, we obtain

d=(ND)2I— 3 exp (im-1/+mn-1;)®; min.

mz“n

(2.19)

Thus if we multiply (2.18) times (2.19) and integrate
7/, r{/ over our box, we obtain

v(ry)®= (NI 37 3" exp (- ritiper;)
mzn v.u

X<VP' | v I mn>q>i,m;j,n (2-20)

by the orthogonality of the single-particle wave func-
tions. If we now use (2.2) to sum over all pairs of
particles, we obtain, by using the Laplace expansion on
columns instead of rows,

he=5(NO)7A 30 3% (p|v|m,n)

m#n y,u

X&(m—v; n—p), (2.21)

where by ®(m—v; n—) we mean that we have the
same Slater determinant as ® (2.12), except that the
column which had momentum m now has momentum
v and n, p. The first summation in (2.21) is over all the
momenta in ®, and the second is over all eigenstates.
Of course, the ® factors vanish if there are two columns
the same, so we may as well restrict the summation over



v and w to exclude those momenta in ®;,m;jn. In order
to keep track of more complicated sequences of opera-
tions, it has been found advantageous to introduce a
pictorial representation. In the first instance we will use
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F1c. 1. Pictorial repre- ~———m
sentation of the action of a L ( +o- _n)
vertex on the unperturbed 2 m¥up-v | ot
Fermi sea. - n

diagrams rather similar to those of Goldstone (1957),
but will later find those of Hugenholtz (1957) to give a
more compact and manageable representation. We will
discuss now the ground state; although excited states
could also be discussed by the same methods we will
not do so here. The lowest IV states of the system form
the Fermi sea, and we will by convention not picture
them so long as they are filled (that is, there is a column
for each one in the Slater determinant). The remainder
of the states will not be pictured so long as they are
empty. We will use a solid line to denote a filled state
which is above the Fermi sea, and a dotted line to
indicate a hole in the Fermi sea. The action of multi-
plying by the potential will be called a vertex, and since
its effect on the wave function is one of replacement of
one momentum state by another, we represent this
replacement by a pair of crossed lines. We join these
crosses by a wavy line which represents the momentum
transfer during- the interaction. We have illustrated
(2.21) in Fig. 1. The rule in drawing an interaction
vertex is that since the occupancy of each state changes,
one end of every line which meets at a vertex is blank,
according to our convention. There is one exception to
this general statement. According to the summations
described in (2.21), we can have, for example, v=m;
that is to say a filled state is involved in the interaction
but is left unchanged by it. (In this case we must have
also p=n by momentum conservation.) We conven-
tionally represent this case by Fig. 2.

The other operation we must represent in the con-
struction of the @, operators is the multiplication by
(I—Py) (Ey—H,)™'. This operator is diagonal in the
representation given by the Slater determinants of
(2.21), and is wholly expressible in terms of the mo-
menta of the states which have been emptied, and the
new momenta which replace them. In other words, in
terms of the line labels in Fig. 1, we find that (E,— H,)™!
acting on (2.21) contributes a factor of

2(m2+-n2—v2—p2) "1/ (M) (2.22)
In general, acting on any Slater determinant (Eo— Hp)™!
gives a factor which comprises the sum (from E,)
of the energies of the states which are emptied, less the
sum of the energies of the states which are filled in their
place. The factor (I—P,) is just unity, except for the
original Slater determinant, or any permutation of its

X

(un [ v [vp)(mps o | po)p | o [mn)

rows or columns, in which case it is zero. This factor
prevents the system from returning to its original
state, so that all of the Slater determinants in which
the Q, may be expanded have at least one state occupied
which is outside the Fermi sea.

Finally, to describe all the operations necessary to
perform the perturbation calculations (2.7) and (2.8),
we must consider the inner product of ® with another
Slater determinant. It is well known that two Slater
determinants are orthogonal, unless they correspond to
the same set of single-particle states. This result can
be seen easily as follows. Every term in the expansion of
a Slater determinant is proportional to

S=exp (iﬁKpj'rj), (223)

=1
where P; are a permutation of the j’s. By the single-
particle state orthogonality, unless there is a term in ®

with the k dotted into r; equal to Kp, for every 7, we
have

N
f‘i’*s H (Zsl'j =0,

7=0

(2.24)

but this equality can only hold if the {K} are the same
as the {k} except possibly rearranged. Further, if they
are the same set then we have

N
Jo*® [ dr;=1,

=0

(2.25)

as every one of the (N!) permutations occurs in the
expansion of the Slater determinants, and appears with
the same sign in both ® and ®*.

The consequence of (2.24) is that the energy pertur-
bation terms can be represented by diagrams which
have no lines incident (i.e., they are conventionally
represented by blanks) on the left, and no lines leaving
on the right. They have, because of the (I—Py) factor,
at least one (and as we shall see, two) filled state and
hole lines at each intermediate point. A sample third-
order diagram appears in Fig. 3. The formula it repre-
sents is (after having been integrated over the co-
ordinate variables)

m,n,v,u,n1u1 (72/2M)* (V*+ pa*—n*—n?) (v’ p2—m?—n?)

(2.26)
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( AY
F1Gc. 2. An interaction which leaves the Fermi /M
sea unchanged. 0
It

win
subject to the restrictions:
m, n in the Fermi sea, and msn,
I, v notin the Fermi sea, and p#v,
n; in the Fermi sea, but n;7n, m
Ma not in the Fermi sea, and pi5%v, (2.27)

which come from the fact that a determinant with
two rows or columns equal vanishes, and from the sum
over the states in the original Slater determinant. The
factor of one-eighth comes from three factors of
one-half from (2.21). The sign is plus because the
columns of ® underwent an even number of permuta-
tions: (m, n, n;)—(n, n;, m). This term arises as part
of the first term of

Ey=(® | 1 | ®)
~@ (g () 11
—(® | & <;0__];;0> @ 1| ®) (11{0_—2) h|®). (2.28)

Let us next consider the behavior of each term in the
Q, and E, as N, the number of particles in the system
tends to infinity (N /T fixed). From (2.16), (wp | v | An)

1
EE DY
mp,ni, w1, v1

m2,n2, U2, v2

n3,u3

is proportional to I'"! and conserves momentum. When
we remember that the states summed over [in (2.26)
for example] are eigenstates of the single-particle
energy, we can convert, in the limit of I'— «, the
momentum sums to integrals

> —[1/(2r)%]f &%

as, by (2.11) the level spacing is (2r/L;). As a sample
we will analyze (2.26) (Fig. 3). By momentum con-
servation at the first vertex, there are only three inde-
pendent momenta created there. At the second vertex
there is one more, and at the last vertex none. The
momentum conservation there is satisfied automati-
cally. Thus, converting the sums to integrals yields a
factor of T'. The three factors of (| v|) yield a factor
of I'3. The net result is I'*'. This behavior is what we
desire as we seek an energy proportional to the system
size. Another example is given in Fig. 4. The second and
fourth vertices are displaced downward for clarity.
The summation restrictions are:

(2.29)

my, n; in the Fermi sea, and m;>n;,

v, 1 not in the Fermi sea, and w5y,

my, n, in the Fermi sea, and my>my, ny, or ny
n2¢m1, or 1y,

Vs, h2  not in the Fermi sea, and wos#vy, i, or
}1/2#1’1, or i,

ng in the Fermi sea, and ng>£my, n;, ms, or ny,

[T not in the Fermi sea, and p;><v, vp, or P,

(2.30)
and the term in Fj it represents is

(mun; | v | vips)mons | v [ vope) (Mups | 0 | pans) aps | 0 | mone)wipa | o [ muny)

XL (R 2M)* (vi*+ pg? —mi’ —ng?) (v pa? +v2+ o —me? —ng# —m,* —n,?)
X (v PP v }122—m12—n1?—m22—n22) (vi*+ }1.12—11‘112—1117‘) ]“l. (2.31)

There are seven independent momentum sums, and
five potential factors. Thus (2.31) is proportional to I'%
which if it stood alone would lead to a divergent
energy per particle, and render the expansion unusable.

Let us now find the general rule for the I' dependence
for any diagram which arises directly. By arising
directly we mean in the first term of (2.28), or more

generally from
(@ | {L(I—Po)/ (Eo—Ho) Je}"* | ®) (2.32)

which results from using only the first term on the
right in (2.8). Every vertex gives a factor of I'"! so E,
will contain a factor I'™». When momentum conserva-
tion is taken into account, every vertex gives addi-

L -n -
2(”+n n| /"'|) F1c. 3. A sample diagram. This diagram

represents Eq. (2.26).
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F1c. 4. A sample two-component
diagram representing Eq. (2.31).

tional independent momenta (or imposes restrictions)
so that the conversion of momentum sums to integrals
yields a factor of T*@4D where Al is the change in the
number of lines leaving on the right at that stage in
the diagram. There are two exceptions to this rule.
The first is shown in Fig. 2 (and its exchange diagram)
which contribute a net factor of I rather than I as
would be expected. The second exception is that in
which a vertex ends a separate component of the
diagram (as do vertices 4 and 5 in Fig. 4). Here the
momentum conservation is automatic and we get a
factor of T! instead of I'"2. In each case, the conse-
quence is that we must multiply the results of the above
rule by a factor of T' for each separate component
of the diagram. As the net change in the number of
lines for a directly arising energy diagram is zero, we
find that the dependence on the system size is I,
where s is the number of separate components. We will
show that the energy can be reexpressed completely
in terms of single component diagrams.

C. Factorization of Separated Component Terms

In order to establish this result, we need a theorem
due to Hugenholtz (1957). He actually established a
more general result than we prove here. An additional
algebraic proof has been given by Franz and Mills
(1960). Baker et al. (1963) have used this theorem
without reference on parts of a single linked diagram,
and Bethe ef al. (1963) have emphasized its value in
this regard.

Hugenholtz  Factorization Theorem. Consider the
perturbation terms represented by a diagram which
consists of two given separated components. (Neither
of these components need be a linked component.)
We will assume that the left (beginning) end of each
component has no lines entering it, and that the right
most vertex of one component is given to lie to the right
of all vertices of the other component. For any single

(B T (Bt 40~ 35 [T (A0~ (Bt 40—} R(n, 1),

i=1 j=1 =1

Y2

I
—'2-(m2+#2— Vo= Ny) 7 (Matpa=vp—n,)

Ko

S

No

term in the momentum sums represented by the dia-
gram, the sum over all allowed vertex orders (all
different diagrams consisting of the two separated
components subject to the above restrictions) is equal
to the product of the term represented by the first
component considered as a diagram in its own right
(the energy denominators are as if no other excitation
of the Fermi sea were present) times the term repre-
sented by the second component considered as a dia-
gram in its own right times 1/(D;+ D), where D; and
D, are the right most (last) energy denominators of
components one and two.

Proof. 1t will suffice to show, by induction, that the
addition of a single vertex to the left end of one com-
ponent simply multiplies the contribution by the addi-
tional propagator (one over the energy denominator)
when the sum over all allowed vertex orders is taken.
At this stage, no stipulation is made concerning the
number of lines entering or leaving either component,
and no account is taken of the propagators beyond the
right end of either component. The interaction matrix
elements do not change with vertex order as they
depend only on the incoming and outgoing momenta.
We will represent the vertices and the propagators of
component « by a; and (1/4;) respectively; of com-
ponent 8 by b; and (1/B;) respectively, with ¢ starting
from 1 in both cases. We will add to component 8 an
additional vertex, b, with associated propagator
(1/By). A typical term in the sum over all allowed
vertex orders before adding &, can be represented as:

component o: a1 41a240° * c @A nGpiac -

component §: I;lBl- cen (2.33)

We now add the new vertex on the left of component 3,
and because of the additivity of the energy denominator
in the propagator factors, we obtain for the sum of all
vertex orders

(2.34)

=7
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where R(#, 1) stands for the rest of the term coming the part to the right of vertex a, and b;. We may rewrite

(2.34) as

([Bit(Bot-42) A (Bot- A= (Bt A1 4+40 3 [TT (4)=IT (Bot-4.)-)R(n, 1)

=2

=2 =2 i=j

n J

=4 (B L (BotA) =+ 35 0T (49~ TIL (Bt A)~ TR 1), (2.35)

=2

which is (1/4;) times the same problem with one less
term. Repeating this operation until the ) is exhausted,
we are left with

B (11 (4:)7"JR(n, 1) =B'R(1, 1), (2.36)
=1
which is simply (1/B,) times the summand we had
before the addition of vertex . As one can easily
verify directly the theorem for & and B consisting of
each of the one and two vertex diagrams, we have
established the lemma, by induction.

We can illustrate this process by a sample case
(see Fig. 5). The sum over all allowed vertex orders for
the newly inserted vertex b is, in this case, the three
terms (a), (b), and (c). The complete denominator
contributions are

(a) = A4 (424 Bo) 1 (42+-By)

(b) =417 (414 Bo) ™ (A2+Bo) 7 (42+B1) 7,

(c) =B (41+Bo) Y (As+By) 1 (42+B1) L
These sum to yield

(a)+(b) +(c) = (Bi*417'4x7") (42+B1) ™

The term in the first parenthesis is the factored con-
tribution of the two components resulting from the
sum of all allowed vertex orders for &;, the right most
vertex. The second factor contains the (D;+D;)~!
factor mentioned in the theorem. If one of the com-
ponents had no lines on the right, its right most de-
nominator would of course vanish.

D. Reduction to Single Component Diagrams

We are now in a position to state and prove the
fundamental theorem which makes the Rayleigh—
Schrodinger perturbation expansion tractable for the
many-fermion system.

Linked Cluster Expansion Theorem. The terms in the
energy perturbation expansion, E,, may be represented
completely in terms of ground-state to ground-state
single-component diagrams. The wave matrix perturba-
tion expansion may be represented completely in terms
of diagrams which have no separated component
without lines entering or leaving it.

Proof. Referring to the defining Egs. (2.7) and
(2.8), we can immediately establish this theorem for F;,
E,, and @ which consist of directly occurring terms

=2 = =7

only. We will assume that the theorem is true for all
n<0, and prove its truth for §+1. From (2.7), we see
that Egyy can be derived from % acting on Q. Since, by
hypothesis Q. has no separate zero-line to zero line-
components, the only way to produce a nonvanishing
contribution is to have % of the type illustrated in
Fig. 6 which has no lines leaving on the right. It cannot
be of the type of Fig. 2 as @, would have had to be a
ground-state to ground-state term which is excluded by

aj az

(b)

F1c. 5. A sample diagram illustrating the sum over all vertex
orders.
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F1c. 6. The final vertex of a ground-
state to ground-state component of a s
diagram.

hypothesis. Since a vertex of the type illustrated in
Fig. 6 can create at most one ground-state to ground-
state component, the theorem is proved for Eg.
Now consider Q1. As there is a left-hand factor of
(I—Py), there are no ground-state to ground-state
diagrams in it. Suppose, % contributes a vertex of the
type of Fig. 2 or its exchange, Fig. 7. This creates a
separate component. The summation restrictions are
mzn and both in the excited Fermi sea. By the excited
Fermi sea we mean the set of all the single-particle
states comprising the original ground state, except that
those states which have been excited to states not in
the original Fermi sea are omitted. Let us combine this
contribution with the term from the summation in
(2.8), —E. These two contributions are the same
except that, for the second, the summation restriction
is only ms£n and both in the Fermi sea. The difference
will be the negative of the term represented by attaching
the new vertex to the hole lines on the right in Q as
shown in Fig. 8; although the terms in Fig. 9, which
attach a “bubble” to a filled state line can and do occur
directly, those in Fig. 8 do not because they involve
emptying an already empty state. However, our
diagram formalism now includes them, with an extra
minus sign, as the residual of the subtraction term in
(2.8). The only other way that a separated component
of the zero-line to zero-line type can be created is if 4
represents a vertex of the sort shown in Fig. 6. If it does
and creates a separate component, then this component,
considered as a diagram in its own right, is, by our
construction procedure, a term contributing to E;,
j=2, -+, 6. Conversely, any term in such an E; can
arise as such a separated component. All the various
vertex orders for the directly occurring separated
component will occur and the sum can be performed by
means of the Hugenholtz Factorization Theorem. A
sample case is shown in Fig. 10 from Q;. The only
complication comes from the restrictions on the
momentum summations. We counter this difficulty by
adding in the missing terms to the sum, and taking
account of their subtraction by separate diagrams. By
the Hugenholtz Factorization Theorem, the vertex
order sum is exactly canceled by the subtraction of
the corresponding term from the summation in (2.8),
which eliminates all the separated zero-line to zero-line

7 \
F1c. 7. The exchange diagram of Tig. 2. n,’g \
/

|
/ !

Il \
N
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- - \n
J, m
Cn

F1c. 8. “Bubble’ and its exchange diagram on a hole line. These
diagrams arise in the subtraction process.

components in Qs;, and completes the proof of this
theorem. In the case illustrated in Fig. 10, the subtrac-
tion term is (I— Py) (Ey— Hy) 1E.

We must however give the prescription for drawing
the subtraction terms. Suppose the lines (either
filled-states or holes) shown in Fig. 11(a) are restricted
in the subtraction term to have equal momenta. They
can be “pasted” together, as shown in Fig. 11(b).
Momentum conservation across the dotted line insures
that the momenta on the two new lines is equal. The
resulting diagram has no zero-line to zero-line separate
component. It has an extra minus sign as it is a sub-
traction term. This diagram does not occur directly as
it has two lines with the same momentum. It is worth
noting that when one “pastes” a separated component
on and there are two different lines with the same
momentum resulting from a previous “pasting”’
operation, the final result can arise from two different
intermediate stages. That is to say A could be pasted to
B and then the combination to C, or B to C and then
to A. This doubling of the final result can be con-
veniently accounted for by simply including both
pastings of the new component to lines with the same
momentum when drawing out all the distinct ground
state energy graphs. In Fig. 12, we have shown the
topologically distinct (taking account of equivalent
lines) “pasted” contributions which occur from the
cancellation of Fig. 10. Each one shown is but one of
the four occurring “pasted” diagrams of its type.

E. Rules for the Basic Linked Diagram Expansion

By the theorem in the previous section, we need only
consider linked (i.e., single-component) diagrams in the
expansion of the ground-state energy. We will sum-
marize here the rules drawing the basic diagram ex-
pansion, and associating terms in the perturbation
series with them. It is to be borne in mind that these
refer to a system of NV particles in a box of volume T

on

\

F16. 9. “Bubble’’ and its exchange diagram on a filled-state line.
These diagrams arise directly.
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subject to periodic boundary conditions and a short-
range, but periodic potential interaction.

1. The first order energy is given by

3 2 [(mn]v|mn)—(am |v[mn)], (2.37)

m>n
wherem and n are in the Fermi sea, and (v) comes from
(2.16). This term is represented by Figs. 2 and 7.

2. For second, and higher (nth) order, draw all
distinct, linked, » vertex diagrams which begin with
Fig. 1 and end with Fig. 5. An allowed vertex may be
produced by attaching one and only one solid or dotted
line to each of the four straight lines in Fig. 13. By
convention, the solid lines are attached to the top, and
the dotted lines to the bottom, of these straight lines.
There are therefore 2*=16 such vertex types. In
addition, there is the type in which a state is left un-
changed. There are eight such vertices, illustrated in
Figs. 8 and 9, plus the up—down interchange. Note,
however, that the eight vertices represented by Fig. 14,
its left-right interchange, and their up-down inter-
change are excluded, as momentum conservation
requires a filled state and a hole to have the same
momentum. A state cannot be both occupied and
empty at the same time.

3. Label every line with a momentum in such a way
that momentum is conserved at every vertex. Sum over
all single-particle momentum eigenstates such that the
holes lie in the Fermi sea, and the filled states lie
outside it. ]

4. The following terms are to be deleted from the
sum: (i) No two lines, situated at least in part one
above the other, of the same type may have the same
momentum unless cutting both will yield two separate
components of the diagram; (i) No hole line of the
same momenta can both enter and leave a single vertex
unless cutting both parts of it will yield two separate
components of the diagram; (iii) No hole and filled
state may have the same momentum.

5. For every vertex include a factor of 3{(vp. | » | mn)
[see Eq. (2.16)], where the labeling of the lines is as
given in Fig. 13.

6. For every propagator (the interval between
successive vertices) include a factor of 1/(the sum of
the energies of the hole lines minus the sum of the
energies of the filled state lines).

7. Multiply by (—1)P+#-C where P is the number of
violations of the Pauli principle (a case permitted by
an unless of rule 4), H is the number of hole lines, and
C is the number of cycles. The cycle count is the

Fi16. 10. The two vertex orders for a par-
ticular two-component diagram.

number of closed loops in the diagram which can be
traced out by following the solid and dotted lines but
not the wavy ones. For example, Fig. 3 has C=1;
Fig. 4 has C=3.

Perhaps the only part of these rules not yet com-
mented on is the factor (—1)#~C, This factor counts the
evenness or oddness of the permutation required to
change the final Slater determinant into the original
one. It can be seen as follows. We fix our attention on
one closed loop or cycle in a basic diagram and start
at its left most end. (If there are two, pick either one.)
The effect of the vertex action is to replace a Fermi sea
state with another momentum from outside the Fermi
sea. As we continue (starting out along the filled state
line) around the loop, we eventually fill a hole. This
filling effects a permutation of the Slater determinant
by putting the momentum of the first hole in the
position of the second, unless, of course, the hole
encountered was the first one, in which case there is no
permutation. As we continue about the loop, we gen-
erate a cyclic permutation of the hole momenta in the
Slater determinants of length equal to the number of
holes in the cycle. The number of permutations is one
less than the number of holes in the cycle. Thus, for

the diagram as a whole the permutation sign factor is
(—1)HC.

F. Hugenholtz Contracted Diagrams and
Spin Weights

Up until now we have not considered the effects of
spin or isotopic spin. First, for spin and isotopic spin
independent forces, we need only note that when a
potential interaction causes

m, Sm—V, 5y,
(2.38)

1, Su—, Sy,

where the s’s are the spin and isotopic spin variables, as

F16. 11. (a) General separated diagram, with a restriction of
the equality of the momentum between a line in each component.
(b) The same diagram represented by a connected diagram where
equality is insured by momentum conservation.
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e

12. The inequivalent ‘“pasted”
graphs derived from Fig. 10.

1.

pictured in Fig. 13. The spin independences requires
sm=3$, and s,=s,. Following the loop structure of the
basic diagram, this spin and isotopic spin conservation
yields a sum over as many independent spins and
isotopic spins as there are cycles in the basic diagram.
Hence we have the additional rule, when spin and
isotopic spin are present.

8. Multiply the contribution by (25+1)¢(27+1)Cto
take account of the spin (S) and isotopic spin (I)
states in the presence of spin and isotopic spin in-
dependent forces.

The trouble with the basic diagrams used so far is
that, although they have great clarity standing as they
do in one-to-one correspondences with terms in the
perturbation expansion, there are too many of them for
convenient calculation, and they are not handy for
forces which are not spin independent. A more con-
venient set of diagrams has been introduced by Hugen-
holtz (1957). Each one corresponds to several basic
diagrams. They are obtained from the basic diagrams
by shrinking every vertex (Fig. 13) to a dot. Every
solid line is replaced by a line with an arrowhead
pointing left, and every dotted line by a line with an
arrowhead pointing right. The count of cycles is lost
in this contraction. The different allowed types of
vertices are shown in Fig. 15. With each vertex we have
associated a numerical factor which is the number of
basic vertices which correspond to that Hugenholtz
vertex times two if there are two hole lines entering from
the left, times two if there are two filled state lines enter-
ing from the left. The product of these factors gives the
total number of basic graphs represented by one Hugen-
holtz graph. This counting rule is equivalent to Hugen-

F16. 13. Conventional representation of a
vertex in a basic diagram.

v
. m
single
7
n

(b)

holtz’s rule of 4/2™ where # is the order, and m is the
number of pairs of equivalent lines (i.e., two lines
going in the same direction between the same two
vertices). The extra factors of two come because if
there are two lines of the same type coming in they can
be hooked up in two ways. We only count it for the left
side as we think of building the diagram up from left
to right, and in this case the symmetry between lines
leaving on the right is only a relabeling change of a
dummy variable.

As our numerical applications will be concerned with
the limit N— o, we will now give the rules for the
Hugenholtz diagram representation of the ground-state
energy of the infinite limit of the many-fermion
perturbation series. Except for Rule (4), where terms
of order 1/N are neglected here, which may be sig-
nificant when one interchanges the order of summation
and letting N— oo, the transcription is a straightforward
summary of what we have said previously. The sums
are converted to integrals by (2.29). Also, by (2.29)
the number of particles is related to the volume by

T/(2m)3=3N/[(2541) (2I+1)4rks*]. (2.39)

The rules are, for N—co :

(1) The first order energy (represented diagram-
matically by Fig. 16) is

[ EM ] _3(2841) (214+1) i dn
(N2 ]

Bl Im|<kF. Inl<kp

XTr {5(0) —5(| m—n ) P(m, n)} /Tr {1}, (2.40)

lim

N->x

F16. 14. Disallowed ver-
tices, by momentum con-
servation and the Pauli
principle.
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where the trace is taken over the spin and isospin
space states corresponding to m and n. The operator
P(a, b) permutes the spin and isotopic spins variables
corresponding to momentum states a and b.

(ii) For second and higher (nth) order, draw all
distinct, linked, 7 vertex diagrams using the vertices of
Fig. 15 which begin with vertex F and end with ver-
tex E. .

(ili) Form any basic diagram from the Hugenholtz
diagram which has the largest number of cycles possible
for that Hugenholtz diagram.

_3(_ 1) n+P+H—C(25+1) C—1(2[+ 1) 0—1/2m47rkF3

(iv) Label every line in the basic diagram with
momentum in such a way that momentum is conserved
at every vertex. The labels will be referred to according
to the convention of Fig. 13, with a subscript j ap-
pended to denote the vertex number. It is to be noted
that every line is thus given two names. The relations
between them, for example wve=mu, vi=ms;, m=p;,
m=vy;, etc., in Fig. 4, are what distinguish the different
diagrams. Integrate the following term over that
region where all hole momenta are less than or equal to
kr and all filled state momenta are greater than kg

X [ dr [Tr {11 [@(q5) I =(qexen,;) P (my, n;) P, v;) )P (my, v;) P(n;, p;) ]} ]

j=n

where #» is the number of vertices, P the number of
violations of the Pauli principle, H the number of hole
lines, C the maximum number of cycles, S the spin, I the
isotopic spin, » the number of pairs of equivalent lines,
kr the Fermi momentum, 7 is defined by (2.17), q; is
the momentum transfer at vertex 7, Qexe,; i the ex-
changed momentum, and D; is the energy of the filled
state lines minus that for the hole lines for the section
of the diagram between the jth and the (j+1)st
vertex. The trace is to be taken over the H independent
spins and isotopic spins associated with the H holes.
It is to be noted that Rule (4) (iii) for basic diagrams
is an automatic consequence here and that those
Hugenholtz diagrams which can be separated by cutting
a single hole and a single filled state line vanish on that
account.

(v) An exception to form (2.41) occurs for “bubble”
vertices (type J). The permutation operator multi-
plying (guess) is only P(my, n;) as P(my, n,)=
P(p;,v;) for this type of vertex, so that what for mov-
ing vertices A7 is a single line, for vertex J is moving a
pair of lines.

We note that we like to treat as a group all those
diagrams which have bubble insertions at the same
vertex position in given Hugenholtz graph. This pro-
cedure cancels certain divergences which would other-
wise occur and will be discussed later. We represent this
sum by a “flag” as shown in Fig. 15.

III. THE SINGULARITY AT THE ORIGIN

In the previous chapter we established that the energy
per particle was formally of order unity in every order
of the perturbation expansion and did not diverge as the
system size (fixed density) increased indefinitely. In
this chapter we will examine the convergence and

n—1

X (Tr {II P(mj,v;) P(ny, p,) }E[l D;), (2.41)

J=n

summability properties of the resultant limiting series.
The material of this chapter is based primarily on the
work of Baker (1963, 1970).

We first establish, for a system interacting by means
of a soft repulsive square-well potential that the
radius of convergence for the ground-state energy of
the N-body system (at fixed density) tends to zero as
N tends to infinity at least as fast as N=, where v is
any positive number less than §. This result implies
that the perturbation series is, at best, an asymptotic
one. We consider the complete perturbation series for

A B8

© 3
-3 €

G H

EA
P

F16. 15. Hugenholtz vertices with statistical weight factors.

N

+Q—+Z+Q——
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more general potentials which may include attractive
as well as repulsive forces, and bound every order. We
find that it diverges no faster than a geometrical
series times (n!), where # is the order of the term. We
consider the problem of assigning a meaning to the
sum of the series and show that, provided the density
is low enough (small compared to the jamming density
for hard spheres), it may be summed, even though
divergent, to the limy., Ex(V), where Ex(V) is the
energy per particle for a potential of real, positive
strength ¥ in the N-body problem.

Finally we show that certain rearrangements,
though not all, of the potential perturbation series,
highly important from the practical point of view, also
define the same physically correct function.

A. Singularities in the Two-Body, Square-Well
Force Problem

In order to investigate the many-body problem with a
square-well interaction, we shall first investigate the
problem of a particle in a spherical box with a square-
well potential of strength V near the origin. The
potential is

v, 0<r<a,
0, a<r<a+tb,
+ o0, a+b<r. (3.1)

By solving Schrodinger’s equation (see, for example,
Schiff, 1949) we may easily establish that the energy of
the lowest state, as a function of the potential strength,
is given by the solution of

tanh [(%-7; (V—E) )”2 a] / [(%” (V— E))U2 a]
- Ztan [(%” E)W b] / [(%” E)W b] . (3.2)

When V=0, it follows readily from the trigonometric

identity tan a+tan (r—a) =0 that the ground-state
energy is

E(0) = (#*/2m)[7*/ (a+b)*]. (3.3)

As V— oo, the left-hand side of (3.2) tends to zero,
the wave function is compressed into the region
a<r<a-b, and the energy tends to

lim E(V)=(h/2m) (z?/b%).

Vo>too

(3.4)

In fact, if | (V—E)Y% | is large and we are not near
the poles of the left-hand side of (3.2), then we see, by

S,

F16. 16. Hugenholtz representation of Figs. 2 and 6
(first-order energy).

approximating the right-hand side of (3.2) for tan ()
near x=x by (x—m), that E(V) is approximately
given by (3.4) for all ¥ in the neighborhood of infinity,
except near V real and negative. This statement is true
when we start V toward infinity along the positive
real axis.

When V—— o, the right-hand side of (3.2) tends to
zero, the wave function falls into the region 0<r<a,
and the energy tends to

lim [E(V)—V]=(#%/2m)(x%/a%). (3.5)
Vo—o

Again approximating tanh (x) near x=1ir by (x—iw),
we find (3.5) valid for large V not near V real and
positive.

The difference of these two results for, say, V large
and imaginary implies the existence of at least one
complex conjugate pair of branch points. We may
locate them as follows: It is well known that the branch
points of E(V) occur where (dV/dE)=0 (see, for
instance, Kober, 1957). If we define

22=L(2m/f*) (V—E) ]7a,
(2= [ (2m/2) E]"%, (3.6)

then the equation for the critical points of E(V)
becomes

[ £ cos? (£1/2) }[ZZI/Z_Sinh (2z”2)] - <b>3 G
2042 —gin (2042) || 232 cosh? (212) | ’ '

a
subject to (3.2). If (b/a)>>1, then the solution is
approximately given by

202 —sin (202) =0,

cosh (3Y%) =0, (3.8)

as
[cos? (#/2)]/[cosh? (52) J (b/a)?, (b/a)>1. (3.9)

Hence, in this limit we have the branch points at
(Kober, 1957) approximately

V =12/2ma2[—in*+ (a/b)2(12.1372-£10.37894) .
(3.10)

For the case a=b, E(V) satisfies, by symmetry, the
relation

E(V)=E(=V)=V, (3.11)

and hence we expect the branch point to be on the
imaginary axis. For V pure imaginary, (3.11) implies
t=—z* and (3.7) reduces to

Re {[25"2—sinh (2512) ]/[2%2 cosh? (3¥2) ]} =0. (3.12)
We compute that the branch points are at the points
z2=—0.344.61,
V= (#*/2ma?) (9.21). (3.13)

As b continues to decrease until b/a<1, we find
reciprocally to (3.8) above, that the branch points
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Fie. 17. Trajectory of the branch point in the ground-state
energy for one particle in a box.

occur for
2z112—sinh (23Y%) =0,

cos (#12) =0, (3.14)
which implies that, approximately
z=—12.13724-10.3789;, 1= (3m)%,
V= (h*/2ma?)
X[—12.1372410.3789i+4 (37)%(a/b)%], (3.15)

so that the branch points recede to plus infinity along
a path parallel to the positive real axis. The trajectory
of this branch point is shown in Fig. 17 as a function of .

Katz (1962) has illuminated the nature of these
branch points. They result from the degeneracy of the
ground state and the first excited state. If we cut the
complex plane from these points to infinity, we have by
(3.4) and (3.5) a single-valued function of V with no
other branch points. However, if we join the two
branch points by a cut (encircling both of them can
easily be shown to leave the function unchanged),
we find some of the additional branch points discussed
by Katz where the ground state is degenerate with the
second, third, .- excited states.

For the higher excited states (angular momen-
tum=0), the analysis is similar. For instance, for the
case b/a>>1, we need the nth root for ¢ in (3.8) for the
nth excited state instead of the first root which we used
for the first state. Hence, (3.10) becomes, approxi-

mately,
Vo (1) 2ma?) [— (j+73)*n*+ (a/b)*((n—j)*n*

—itn [4r(n—j) JPxi(n—j)m In [4r(n—7) 1) ]
(3.16)

as long as the correction to — ( j+%)2r? is small. There
are now # pairs of branch points for the #th state. We
previously found one pair for the ground state, or
first state.

j=0’ 17 cee,n—1,

B. Singularities in the Many-Body, Square Well
Force Problem

We now consider for simplicity the many-fermion
(spinless here) system interacting with a simple
square-well potential.

We shall show that there is at least one (pair) of
branch points which tends to the origin of the V plane
as IV tends to infinity by traversing two paths in the
complex plane to a certain point. The paths we take
will never pass further from the origin than a distance
which tends to zero as NV tends to infinity. They will
yield two different values of E(V) for the same V,
hence imply the existence of at least one branch point.
The occurrence of a branch point stops the convergence
of the Taylor series at that point. Let us consider a
system defined by the Hamiltonian

N piZ N
H= 3 —+ > o(|ri—r;|),

=1 2m i<j

(3.17)

which is enclosed in a large box of volume T, such that
p=N/T. The function v(7) is taken to be a square well
of range @ and strength V.

Let us follow the energy as a function of V as V
becomes progressively more attractive. We study the
case of Fermi-Dirac statistics. The result here is well
known.! The system collapses rapidly to a size of order a.
The kinetic energy of the highest state (no« N'3) is
proportional' to N*3. However, the potential energy of
each particle is approximately NV as each particle
feels the attraction of every other particle. Thus, for
the collapsed state, we have for each particle a problem
equivalent to one particle in a box with a square-well
potential of strength U=NV. The parameter b is
related to the total volume ©, and hence is proportional
to (N/p)'3. It becomes very large as N goes to infinity.
If we go to an attractive potential of strength V
proportional to N=WG+al " then (for IV very large) the
potential energy per particle (proportional to
NG+a/6+9) will dominate the kinetic energy. Also, we
will be to the left of all the branch points in the complex
U plane for the first #= N3 states. The analysis equiva-
lent to that given above for angular momentum states
different from zero is similar; for #/¢>>1 the branch

1See, for example, Blatt and Weisskopf (1962), Chap. 3,
Sec. 4.
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points will close on the axis at the various appropriate
binding energies. Returning to zero angular momentum,
if we now approximate the tanh (x) in Eq. (2.2) by
X—Nmaxl fOr & Near #maxmi, we may continue on U
around the arc of a circle to the positive real axis, as
long as we are careful to avoid points for which

cos (2)=0 or 2¢/2—gin (2{/?) =0, (3.18)

which can easily be done. At this point, the collapsed
state has been continued to the positive real axis and,
in terms of the energy per particle, is of the order of
N@+alGto - Ag the potential energy per particle is
still NV, the wave function must still be concentrated
in a sphere of size a. However, if we continue from the
origin straight out the positive real axis, then we know,
physically, that as V tends to infinity we obtain the
hard-core Fermi gas. The energy per particle is bounded
for all V, 0<V< w0, at least for densities which are
small compared to closest packing of hard spheres.
Thus, we conclude that we must have encircled at
least one branch point. As our above argument is
valid for any ¢>0, E(V) must have a radius of con-
vergence of not more than the order of N=1/3, Hence, in
the limit as IV tends to infinity, the radius of con-
vergence of (V) for the potential we are considering
tends to zero. As we showed formally in the previous
chapter that each term in the expansion E(V)/N is
finite, we conclude that the expansion is a divergent one.

Our information on the direction in which the closest
singularities approach the origin and, hence, the angle
in which the series is asymptotic, is less definite. How-
ever, if we assume that the angular distribution of the
correct many-body branch points is somewhat like
those for the collapsed state problem, even though for
O of the order of —1 we are nowhere near the collapsed
state, we get a physically fairly reasonable result.
Looking, for low density, at the closest state of widest
angle, we have (n= N3 7=0) from (3.16),

Vo (72/2ma?)

X[—1n*+Aa%*P+iB In N/N'3],  (3.19)

where A is a constant independent of N. From (3.19)
it is evident that, for p small compared to the density
for the closest packing of hard spheres, the branch
points for V=7/N approach the axis from the negative
real direction. If the second and third terms of (3.19)
are not small compared to the first, then (3.19) is not
valid, and no conclusions can be drawn from it. Hence,
at least for p small enough, we find that E(V)/N is
asymptotic in the cut plane

—r<arg V<m. (3.20)

This does not, of course, necessarily mean E(V) is
analytic in the cut plane.

The case of Bose-Einstein statistics is similar to the
above. However, in the collapsed state all particles
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F1G. 18. A divergent
bubble diagram.

occupy the lowest state so that we find the radius of
convergence to be only of order V'=N-1 This result
may be true for Fermi-Dirac statistics as well, but we
have proved only the less restrictive V'=N""3 instead.

We wish to point out that an argument similar to the
above has been advanced previously for the case of
quantum electrodynamics by Dyson (1952). He was
able to show by considering ¢? negative that a phe-
nomenon similar to the collapsed state occurs where
electrons and positrons gather into separate regions of
space and form a state of energy arbitrarily lower than
that of the vacuum.

C. The Rate of Divergence

In this section we shall enumerate the terms con-
tributing to the nth order of perturbation theory and
bound each term for Fermi-Dirac spinless particles.
We shall then estimate the rate of divergence of the
perturbation series. It could diverge more slowly than
our estimates, due to cancellation between terms, but
as we have shown in the previous section, it cannot
converge. In order to enumerate all the terms it is
convenient to use the Hugenholtz diagram representa-
tion explained in the previous chapter.

The potential function #(%) introduced in (2.17) is,
for a square-well potential

¥(k) =V[sin (ak) —ak cos (ak) ]/ (2x2k3). (3.21)

This precise form is not used in the following analysis
but only some general aspects of it; namely, that it is
bounded and goes to zero as k™2 as k—> oo,

In order to enumerate all the basic diagrams in the
nth order, we use the counting rule of Fig. 15. Vertex J
is defined as the sum of bubbles on all occupied lines
plus bubbles on all hole lines. If this is not done,
diagrams such as shown in Fig. 18 diverge when taken
separately, but when the sum over diagrams with
bubbles in all possible positions is taken, this divergence
is canceled. We will discuss this point further below.

Let us introduce a counting function Q(#n, N) which
is equal to the number of basic diagrams of order =
with NV external occupied state lines (and hole lines)
on the right and none on the left. The number of terms
in the nth-order expansion of the energy will be related
to Q(n, 0). If we include vertex F, we will include some
disconnected diagrams. If we omit vertex F, we will
omit some connected ones. As we shall see, however, it
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TaBLE I. Enumeration of diagrams.
n 1 2 3 4 5 6
F 2 4 84 4324 335 348 34 775 108
2 4 84 4900 454 004 60 987 716
H 0.5 0.25 1.31 16.9 328 8491

is a matter of indifference to the rate of divergence
whether vertex F is included (except for the first
vertex) or not. We may now write recursion relations
for the function Q. The subscript denotes the nature of
the last vertex.

Qu(nt1, N)=2 ) (n, V),

Qc(n+1,N)=2 N1 1)Q(n,N—l),

G
0ntut1, ) =4 ("I ) 0t ),
(
Op(n+1,N) = 4(

;) e m,

1/\1

QOs(n+1,N) = 4(N jz)(N +2>Q( N+2),
Or(n+1, N) =max [1, Q(n, N—2)],

Qa(n+1,N) =4 (Nfl)(N“) O(n, N+1),

Ou(n-+1, ) =2 (N 1“1) 0(n, N—1),

Or(nt1, N) =2 (IZV) 0(n, ),
QJ(n+17 N) = (1_61\7,0)@(%; N))

W here
(a)
b

are the standard binomial coefficients, which, of course,
equal the number of ways of taking ¢ things, b at a time.
Summing the terms in (3.22) we obtain the relation

Q(n+1, N) =[(1—bn-20)Q(n, N—2)
+4(N—1)Q(n, N—1)+ (6N*—2N+1—0y0)Q(n, N)
+4(N+1)*NQ(n, N+1)
+(NV+2)2(NV+1)%Q(n, N+-2) ], n>1,
Q(1,N)=0, N#2, Q(1,2)=1.

The Kronecker delta dy_g,0 arises from the exclusion of

(3.22)

(3.23)

disconnected diagrams caused by not allowing vertex F
to follow a state with zero lines on the right. If we drop
the Q(n, N—2) term, we eliminate vertex F altogether
(except for the first vertex). We illustrate in Table I
the number of basic diagrams and a lower bound to the
number of Hugenholtz diagrams. This bound is ob-
tained by noting that no more than 4» basic diagrams
may correspond to one Hugenholtz diagram. Row F is
the number of basic diagrams with no external lines
that have only one (the first except in first order) F
vertex. This number is less than or equal to the total
number of connected diagrams. Row G is the number
of basic diagrams with no external lines which never
return to the ground state. This number is greater
than or equal to the total number of connected dia-
grams. Row H is a lower bound to the number of
Hugenholtz diagrams. It is Row F over 4”. In the first
four orders it varies from about % to 1 the actual num-
ber. In order to estimate the number of diagrams for
large n, we use the fact that there are the same number
of lines entering on the left as leaving on the right;
for instance, if NV is changed by +1 at one vertex in
the diagram, it must be lowered at some subsequent
vertex. In Table II we give several possible types of
raising and lowering combinations, together with their
weight factors and the root mean factor per vertex.
The weight factor assumes V lines of each type entering
from the left. The root mean weight factors are ap-
proximate. In the type designation in Table II, the
plus sign is used to lump all contributions of the
designated types of vertex together and --- indi-
cates other parts of the diagram that may intervene
before the indicated level reduction occurs. We can see
from Table II that the most heavily weighted paths in
(n, N) space will be the ones in which the largest
values of N are reached. If type V combinations are
used, a value of N=# can be reached and, hence,
we get

weight (FFF- .« EEE)~4(n/21)%.  (3.24)

Similarly, using types IT, IIT, or IV we get again (3.24).
Except for IIT and IV, the 4" becomes (4.5)". The
total number of allowed paths in (n, N) space is less
than one-half the number of random walks in one
dimension which return to the origin in # steps, where
steps of length 0, 1, and 2 are allowed. This is easily
computed (see, for instance, Montroll, 1960) as

27
e—2ik+e—ik+ 1+e+'ik+e2ik> n dk

2m ['sin
= (4m)” [ Lln( k)} dk,

which, by the method of steepest descents (see, for
example, Jeffreys and Jeffreys, 1950) is, for large 7,
approximately 5*(16xn)~"2. Thus, the total number of
diagrams can increase no faster than

(23)7[(1/2) 12 (1.5)#(2n).

%P(Oy 7’L) = (4'77-)~~

(3.25)

(3.26)
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Taste II. Path weights.

Root mean weight

Type Total weight factor factor per vertex
I A+D+I 6N2—2N+1—5y.0 6(N—1)2
II. C+H---B+G 16N2(N+1)2 4(N+31)2
IIL. C+H+-+C+H---E 16N (N+1)3(N+2)? 2.5(N+7/6)*
1. F+++B+G++-B+G 16(N+42)2(N+1)3N 2.5(N+17/6)2
V. Feerl (N+2)2(N+1)? (N+3)?

On the other hand, using only the most heavily weighted
path with type II contributions only, we have at least
as many as given by (3.24). Hence, the number of
diagrams is asymptotically something like 4B*(2n!).
According to the data in Table I, 4~0.12, BX1.0.

After the diagrams have been enumerated, the
next step is to bound each individual diagram. There
are basically two possible types of divergences which
the diagrams could possess. The first would be a
singularity for a finite value of the internal momenta,
and the second would be a divergence for an infinite
value of the internal momenta. We will examine now
the first type of situation. For the many-body perturba-
tion theory diagrams, the action of the exclusion
principle always prevents any divergence from a finite
internal momentum plane. We will illustrate this
situation for a case in which there is apparently an
arbitrarily strong singularity. The diagram is given in
Fig. 19. The contribution to E/N of the direct (no
exchanges) term is

(—1)"“< 3

e ) [ #alL @

=1

n k2
X[ /11 [0 @hme—my) £
| mi+q | > ks,
[m; |<kp,

1<i<n,
(3.27)

| myi—q |[> %,
1<i<n,

where we are treating the case without spin or isotopic

m,—q

F1c. 19. A succes-
sive hole, filled-state
interaction diagram.

m

spin, and kr is the magnitude of the wave vector at the
top of the Fermi sea. Apparently (3.27) diverges as
g™ as | g | goes to zero. However, following Hugenholtz
(1957), if we neglect quadratic terms in ¢, we may
convert (3.27) into

s(= ) Comwe [l

#2
1 1 n ldl
X/ "'/Mld#IH ke

0 0

=2 (#1'*‘#1) ’

where the yu; are cosines of the angles between m; and ¢
(except that uy=—cos). We see from (3.28) that the
integrand actually vanishes at ¢=0 instead of becoming
singular. The problem of a vanishing denominator
(p1=p;=0) does not cause any difficulty for, doing
the integrals over u;, =2, +++, n, we obtain

3 (— %)H (2m) nkpm fo i dgg’lv(9) I

(3.28)

1
X [ dul1=p In (1) i In T, (3.29)
0

Since the nth root of the integrand for u; is bounded,
the entire term increases only geometrically as # goes to
infinity.

As mentioned earlier, Fig. 18 may by itself diverge.
We will now consider the bubble diagrams in more
detail. First, the contribution of a bubble on a hole
line has the opposite sign from that of a bubble on a
filled-state line. This change of sign follows because
such contributions arise from the subtraction terms in
the Rayleigh—-Schrédinger perturbation theory, as we
saw in the previous chapter. The effect of a bubble
on a filled-state line or momentum % is to insert a
vertex contribution of

2f @m[5(0) —5(k+m)], (3.30)

and raise the power of the denominator by unity. On a
hole line, there is the same contribution as (3.30)
except that the overall sign is now minus, and % now
stands for the momentum of the unoccupied state.
Hence, summing over bubbles on all lines, we obtain

|'m |<kp
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m+q m+q

n—q P

m P—q

c m Fic. 20. Labeled

n “free’” momentum-

F P Px originating vertices.
P, Pi+Py—Py
A

for the contribution of a J vertex a factor in the in-
tegrand of

2 >m

|m|<kg
X Zi: [ﬁ(kr{'m)*ﬁ(m,—f-m)]/i (k2—m2), (3.31)

where j is the number of holes or filled-state lines
present, k; the filled-state momenta, and m; the hole
momenta. The #(0) terms have canceled as the number
of holes must equal the number of filled-state lines in
this type of diagram. If # depends on the exchange
momentum transfer, as well as on the momentum trans-
fer, then the #(0) terms will not cancel but they will not
adversely affect the following analysis. Since ¥ depends
only on the magnitude of its argument, it follows
easily that the integrals of v appearing in (3.31)
depend only on | Kk;| and |m;|. Furthermore, since
k. > kpr>m? the denominator may vanish only when
all the momenta lie in the Fermi surface. But, for that
case the numerator also clearly vanishes. Hence, the
contribution of a summed bubble vertex is bounded by a
quantity related to the first derivative of the integral of
7 appearing in (3.31). If the bubble diagrams are not
summed, singularities may arise (Tolmachev, 1961).

We have seen, from analyzing the different types of
apparent singularities that may occur for finite internal
momenta, that they do not contribute any additional
divergence to the perturbation series.

In order to study the possible divergence of a diagram
at infinite values of the internal momenta, we will
consider each type of vertex which is allowed by the
Pauli exclusion principle to originate a momentum
which may be infinite. These vertices are 4, C, and F.
First, if we label vertex F as shown in Fig. 20, then the
vertex contributes #(¢), and the denominator following
it has a nonnegative part plus 2q-(q+m—n). As
5(q) goes to zero as ¢?, and we are doing only three-
dimensional integrals, this remark suffices to show that
the integral over the “free” momenta ¢ originated at F
vertices must converge at infinity at least as dg/¢*
If we label a C vertex as shown in Fig. 15, then the
vertex again contributes a factor of #(q). If we consider
only the new line m-¢ and hole m, then the next
denominator is something nonnegative plus ¢*+2m-q.
Again the integral over ¢ converges at infinity at least

as dq/q*. The analysis of 4 is slightly more complex:
Pick any hole m, then we may write

pr=m-q, pPs=m-qs. (3.32)

In this notation q; will be the “free’” momentum created
at this vertex. The vertex will contribute a factor
#(qs—4q1), and the next denominator to the right will
be something nonnegative plus ¢;’+2q;-m. As we have
shown above, the exclusion principle keeps this quantity
from vanishing in an unfortunate manner for q; and m
finite, so we may replace the ¢s* in the volume element
divided by it with a constant for the purpose of bound-
ing the integral over ¢gs. Our task is thus reduced to
bounding

max / dq;; dQ ’ ?7((13—‘(11) ',
a Yo
where ;3 is the solid angle for ;. A bound for (3.33)
follows easily when we note that

[9(x) [<A4/(14Ba?) (3.34)

for a square well, or any other potential which decays
at least this fast at infinity.

It now follows easily that, since there are no diver-
gences on any of the integrations and there are at most
n+1 internal three-dimensional momenta in a diagram
of nth order, any nth-order basic diagram contributes
at most

(3.33)

My(M)", (3.35)

where M; and M, are determinable constants. To show
this we may break a general diagram of the form

Ju(1/Dy)vye + 20,9 (1/ Dy vy dr (3.36)

down into a number of factors depending on (essen-
tially) single variables only, in the general manner
indicated above. Then each single integration may be
bounded. We get something like

masx (| o |) H [f | 0:(1/D) [1ff dm dn, (3.37)

where m and # are the two holes which occur in every
diagram. Hence, we have shown so far that the per-
turbation series diverges at worst as

My(2n0) V(M )™, (3.38)

We shall now show that (3.38) can be greatly im-
proved upon. Although the argument is not rigorous, we
believe that it makes the result quite plausible. It is
based on the observation that when many excited
states are filled, the denominators are, on the average,
much larger than when very few excited states are
present. If the range of the various internal momenta is
determined by the convergence properties of the
potentials or the exclusion principle alone, and not by
the energy denominators which depend on N, then we
may think of each hole, filled-state, line pair as con-
tributing an average excitation energy. When there
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are NV of these pairs, the denominator will be, on the member. The number of such pairs is
average, N times as large. 2
We must now determine when the ranges are so AA= ( >=1,
restricted. Clearly, the energy range of every hole 2
momentum is completely restricted by the Pauli N/N
exclusion principle. It therefore remains to check the AB= < )( ) =N,
free momenta. We can do this by the familiar procedure 2/\
of counting powers at infinity of each free momentum gq. N/N
To facilitate this power counting, we may compute AE= ( >( >=%N(N—1), (3.41)
from (3.21) 2/\2
and their relative probability will be
+1 4rVa
/1 (| 1—0: |) dorz= - AA=1/3N(N+1)+1],
= 1
XLiola(geta) —io(ala—a))], (3.39) AB=N/GN (A1 +1,
AE=3N(N—-1)/ZN(NV+1)4+1].  (3.42)

where xy5 is the cosine of the angle between q; and q,. As
the quantity in square brackets in (3.39) is bounded
for all ¢; and ¢» by 2, we see that a vertex operator
involving two free momenta may simply be divided
equally between them, i.e., one inverse power for each
one. This property is a general one possessed by most
of the potentials with which we shall be concerned and
not just by the square well. Its origin is that the coeffi-
cient of 21 in | 1 —Qqz | is (—2qigs).

Referring to the above analysis of the free
momentum-creating vertices A, C, and F, we see (also
let po=7r—qi, with 7 possibly free for vertex A) that
they contribute factors of 4, ¢7%; C, ¢ %; and F, g% A
similar analysis of the vertices which may terminate a
free momentum shows that they contribute factors of 4,
¢ % B, gt and E, g% where ¢ is the one free momentum
which can be annihilated at the vertex. To be sure of
not overlapping in our counting, we will consider only
the originating and the terminating vertex for each free
momentum. If we consider all nine types of pairs of
vertices, we find that all but A4 and 4 B have at least 3
inverse powers of ¢, and hence determine the range of
their respective free momentum. The other two pairs
have only a factor of ¢~% and so the range of ¢ is possibly
controlled by the energy denominators. By considering
the integral (Grobner and Hofreiter, 1958, No. 131.7.)

o .—.1.

/ _ 4= = (,r)uz___E(_"__zz_ , (3.40)
o (A+an)n (2T (n) Am12]

we see that the approximate effect of an integration
determined by the energy denominator is to multiply
the magnitude of the result by (4)2. When there are
several denominators involved, the integration will
affect the multiplication by (4)'2, where A is some kind
of a mean A. If an 4 vertex occurs when there are N
excited states, then we expect that the “free’” momen-
tum created will be annihilated on the average when
there are of the order of IV excited states present also.
We also compute roughly the probability (fraction of
diagrams) of the pairs 44, AB, and AE occurring.
These are the only pairs which contain 4 as the first

For vertex AE, the contribution will be 1/N at each
denominator times the number of diagrams. For 44
and 4B, we must take only 1/ (N YU2 for the first
denominator to the right of the first 4 vertex. Thus,
averaging over the possible final vertices, we get a
factor of

[3(N—=1)+ (N41) /(W) 2]/[EN (N4+1) +1]

for the first denominator to the right of 4. This factor,
however, tends to 1/N as N tends to infinity. The
algebraic identity given by Hugenholtz (1957)

2 N EtHE) T (Bt 48T

permutation

(3.43)

= (b))

is also suggestive in this regard as there are exactly #!
permutations. Hence, we may divide the weight factors
given in (3.22) by N, and multiply by some constant A
in order to calculate the total contributions. When we
calculate the contribution in this way, an analysis
similar to that in (3.23) to (3.26) and Table II shows
us that the nth order in perturbation theory diverges
no faster than

(3.44)

Tnl(A), (3.45)

where A is a multiple of A.

The so-called ladder insertions (several successive 4
vertices) form a special case. Integration over each free
momentum (in the simple ladder diagram) in the
region near the Fermi surface contributes a factor
proportional to In (3 |m+n |4+kr—%|m—n|). For
successive such factors, the final integration over the
hole momenta m and n gives a result proportional to #!.
However, there are only 27 of these terms, so they con-
tribute terms at most of order r!. When a-ladder
insertion occurs with # hole lines present, its contribu-
tion is cut to the order of (r!)/m™! (¥>>m) as can be
seen from the integral

A.--Aﬁdxiln' (ixi)-
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The rest of an nth-order diagram will contribute like a
diagram of order n—r, or as we have seen (n—r7)!.
Summing over all partitions, we get > #!(n—7)!,
which is again of order #!. Thus, although the ladder
diagrams contribute more than their proportional
amount, they will not increase the rate of divergence of
the series as a whole.

Summing out the ladder insertions with a K matrix,
will not render the whole series convergent, as can be
seen by counting up the remaining contributions.

We believe that, although for certain potentials (such
as S-state interaction only, which does not lead to a
collapsed state and, hence, yields a convergent series)
cancellation between terms may occur so as to decrease
the rate of divergence, there is no better general bound
than (3.45). The derivation of (3.45) did not depend
strongly on the properties of the potential, but only on
| v(q) | being bounded and going to zero like g% as ¢
went to infinity.

D. The Summability of the Perturbation Series

In the previous sections we have found that the
formal perturbation series of Sec. II is at best asymp-
totic for the usual type of potentials. Since it does not
therefore converge for any interaction strength however
small, it is a very real problem to assign a meaning to
this series and to determine whether it indeed repre-
sents the true physical function.

The notion [articulated by Heavyside as quoted by
Hardy (1956) ] is still widely held that for a series to
have a finite value it must be convergent. A divergent
series would of course have an infinite value. Solutions
of physical problems must always be in finite terms, or
convergent series, otherwise nonsense results. Still, as
we shall see, divergent series need not necessarily be
given up as hopeless. Consider, for example, the series
studied by Euler

fx) =1—1lx42162— 334 - -.

Plainly the successive terms of this series diverge
eventually for 520, no matter how small x is. How-

ever, the integral
© e~t
= di
o () / T

has the same expansion as f(x) in powers of x at x=07".
Furthermore, we can write

LA (2 (—at)N et dl
o(x) = I(—x)i— f e,
¢(x) E) i (==) . L
If Re (x)>0, then we have | 14xf|[>1, so that the
remainder integral is bounded by (N+1) lx¥+!in magni-
tude. If Re (x)<0 and ¢=arg x, then we have
| 142t |>|sin¢ |, so that the remainder integral is
bounded by | cosec (¢) | (N+1) lx¥+.. Hence, in any
angular wedge, we have —¢<arg () <¢, ¢<w. The

remainder function

N
Ry(z) =¢(x) — 2 j!(~2)’
=
is bounded, uniformly in V and x by a constant multiple
of the first term neglected. This property is a stronger
property than the usual definition of an asymptotic
series. Any function g(«) is said to be asymptotic in an
angular wedge | arg x |[<y to the formal power series
flx) if
N

lim {[g(x) = 22 j1(—x)7]/a¥} =0

20t =0
for all V. The difference here is that the uniformity is
missing. That this difference is a real one can be seen
by the example

h(x) =g (@) Fexp (=),

This example is asymptotic (¢<w) in the above
described wusual sense as all the derivatives of
exp (—x)~V% along rays | arg # | <¢<r vanish as x—0.
Nevertheless, %#(x) does not satisfy the bounding
property possessed by Ry (%), as a7 exp (—«7%2) has
a maximum of (2N/e)® at x= (2N)~2 which is asymp-
totically much larger than N!, and approaches arbi-
trarily close to the origin.

If we are willing to restrict our attention to the class
of functions with well behaved remainders, then a
precise answer can be given to the problem of unique-
ness of a function defined by a formal power series.
According to Hardy (1956), Carleman has proved that
a necessary and sufficient condition for

|g@ <@ |zl (|5]<r< ©), |argz|<ir (346)
to imply g(z) =0, is that > a, " diverge (for suitably
regular ) . Rephrased, this means that if the remainders
satisfy (3.46), then there can be at most one function
asymptotic in the sense (3.46) to a given formal power
series. If the many-body perturbation series is asymp-
totic in the angular sector |arg V |<%r [in the sense
of (3.46)7], then this theorem means, since (n!)V*a«n
implies > o, ! diverges, that there is at most one func-
tion which is regular for real positive V' and asymp-
totically equal to the perturbation series. That the de-
sired solution, for a soft, repulsive square-well potential,
is regular, follows directly from our analysis in Sec.
II1.B, and from perturbation theory which shows the
existence of a bounded derivative for positive real poten-
tials. We feel for potentials in which there is a strong but
finite central repulsion, so that no collapsed state is
possible, that for very weak potentials (V=0) the be-
havior should be essentially that of the central repul-
sions. That case was analyzed in detail in Sec. I11.B and
the location of the singularities nearest the origin esti-
mated. It was found that they approached the origin
from the direction of the negative real axis. Their origin
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physically is the well known collapse phenomenon (for V
negative) in an attractive short range potential well.
Then we feel that it is physically reasonable to suppose
that, at least for very weak potentials, the ground-state
energy is asymptotic in the closed right-half plane.
Let me mention, however, that the type of singularities
found in super-conductivity

AeBIv (3.47)

are excluded here as they do not satisfy (3.46) for V
pure imaginary. We have argued in a previous paper
(Baker and Kahane, 1969) that for the usual sort of
potential with a central repulsion plus short range
attraction, superconductivity should not be a problem.
We also remark that the nearest singularity of course
sets a limit on the radius of convergence so that while
V=0 is a regular point for a system of finite size N,
the radius of convergence tends to zero as N tends to
infinity.

We will now prove, based on our analysis of the loca-
tion of the singularities of the energy function for finite
N, and other known properties, that the perturbation
series defines the physically correct function. The
method of proof is to establish an analytic continuation
method which is valid for finite NV, and to show that it
is so, uniformly, for all finite N. We then take the limit
as IV goes to infinity, and demonstrate that this analytic
continuation defines the physically correct function
from the “infinite nuclear matter” power series.

Let the energy per particle in the N-fermion problem
with pair interaction Ve(7) be

0

Ex(V)= 2 veV"

n=0

(3.48)

This series has a nonzero radius of convergence as
mentioned above, and by analytic continuation defines
En(V) everywhere in the complex V plane, except at
singular points or on branch cuts. This analytic con-
tinuation is conveniently given by Mittag-Leffler’s
method (Hardy, 1956). We define
) NenVn
Ex(V,8)= 3 —=_

"= T D
For every >0, Ex(V, §) is an entire function of V as
En(V) is analytic at V=0. Also, Hardy (1956), has
shown, Theorem 135, that

lim Ex(V,6) =En(V)

-0

(3.49)

(3.50)

uniformly, in any closed and bounded region in the
Mittag-Leffler star of Ex(V). The Mittag-Leffler star
is defined by cutting the complex V plane from every
singularity to infinity along rays. As we have pointed
out above, Ex (V) is regular for positive real V (at least
V small), and hence the positive real axis in the
neighborhood of V=0 is interior to the Mittag—
Leffler star for all N. The meaning we wish to assign
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F16. 21. N-dependent integration contour.

to the sum of the perturbation series for infinitely
many fermions is

lim Ex(V)= lim lim Ex(V,$).
Now Nooo 50

(3.51)

We would like to interchange the order of limits in
(3.51) to lims,o limy,,. For this interchange to be
correct, it is sufficient to show that limy. is uniform
for 6 small enough. To this end, let us introduce the
Mittag-Leffler function

0 n

0s(2) = ,1{:0—_1‘(1—{—6%) ;: (1—2)71,

iro<|argz | <. (3.52)

For V less than the radius of convergence we have, by
Cauchy’s Theorem, for regular functions of a complex
variable,

En(V,8) = 2m) " Fos(V/u) En(u) (du/u), (3.53)

where the contour is a circle about the origin inside the
circle of convergence. Again, using Cauchy’s Theorem,
we may deform the contour as shown in Fig. 21, pro-
vided we cross no singular points of Ey(%). If we now
restrict m6<2y, then as for ¢<|arg (V/u) |<w, we
have

w s (V/u)—(u— V)1 (3.54)

as V/u tends to infinity, ¢s(V/u) is bounded on the
contour of Fig. 21. We may now shrink the circular
arc part of the contour to the origin. As Ey(u) is
bounded, and the length of the arc goes to zero, the
contribution from this part of the contour goes to zero.
Hence we can replace the contour of Fig. 21 by that of
TFig. 22 which is now independent of N. However,
En(u) tends to a finite limit at every point on this
contour and does so uniformly. Hence, for all 76<2y,
taking the limit of (3.53), we have that Ex(V, )
tends uniformly to

E(V,8)=2n) " Eos(V/u) E(w)uw du. (3.55)
By the properties of ¢;(x), we deduce that
E(V)=lim E(V,d)=lim lim Ex(V,5). (3.56)
§-0 820 N>oo
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F16. 22. N-independent integration contour.

That is to say, we may obtain Z(V) correctly from the
V series by first taking the limit as system size increases
indefinitely, and then summing the series. The limiting
function necessarily has the asymptotic expansion

E(V)= X eV,
n=0
where

e,=1im e,
N-> oo

by our construction, and the usual theorems on the
limits of a sequence of analytic functions and limits of
the sequence of its derivatives. We can see roughly how
the Carleman restriction comes into play by noting
that we can get E(V, §) by simple series summation
only when 6>1, and we can only prove analyticity in &
for 0<6<2y/w. Thus, if 2¢/m>1 we can establish
E(V, ) over a range of § and analytically continue it
uniquely to §=0, whereas if 2¢//r<1, we cannot make
contact and sum in this manner. In the latter case,
Carleman’s Theorem assures us that indeed there is
not a unique analytic continuation, but in the former
case, which obtains for the problem at hand, we do
have a unique analytic continuation and a well defined
sum for the energy series.

Consequently, we conclude that if the potential is
such that the function E(V) is asymptotic in the
sense of (3.46) in the closed right-half plane and our
estimated bound (3.45) for the perturbation series
holds, then that series defines a unique function and it
is the physically correct one [in the sense of (3.51)7].

E. Rearrangements of the Perturbation Series

We have by now established the existence of a
perturbation series for the energy per particle in the
ground state of a many-fermion system interacting
by forces which include a strong, short-range repulsion.
This series is divergent, but nevertheless is summable
to a unique answer which is the physically correct one.
In this section, we show that under certain conditions
the series can be rearranged and still yield the correct
answer. The results in this section are based on Baker
(1970). To see that this procedure needs consideration,

consider the following example of a purely mathematical
nature:

14202+ 20204 2484284+ -+ (3.57)
which can be summed for small «x as
(1422 /(1—a%); (3.58)

however, by rearranging (3.57) as

() )

2 \1+4-22 2 4 \1+4-42
1-3-5( 2x
2¢4+6 \14-x2

we obtain a series which is now also convergent for
large x. Summing up directly, we get for large x

(@*41) /(a*—1).

As (3.58) is a meromorphic function, it represents the
unique analytic continuation of the series (3.57)
throughout the whole complex plane. The result
(3.60), seemingly valid for large x, is the negative of
(3.58) and thus incorrect. Nevertheless (3.59) gives
the correct sum for small x. This example illustrates
that some care is necessary in the rearrangement of a
series.

We will now rearrange, formally, the series (3.48) as

)6+"-, (3.59)

(3.60)

Exv (V) = Z Nanl:V” Z an,jVj]- (3.61)
n=0 7=0
We require
Ném= Z (Nan) (an,m——n) (3'62)

n=0
in order that this be a formal rearrangement of the

energy. In order to facilitate our development, we will
introduce the auxiliary function

SN(V, )\) = Z Ndn)\nV”(Z an,jVj). (363)
n=0 7=0
We will assume that the rearrangement has preserved
the bounds for the original series in the sense that

E I (Nan) (an.m—n) |SA(BN‘Y)7" and I"(A’)"‘m!,
n=0

(3.64)

the second bound holding uniformly in N. Under this
assumption, there exists a circle | V |<p(X), for which
the double series converges uniformly and absolutely,
provided |\ |<R>1. It follows, then, by standard

arguments that for ¥ in this circle
&v(V,1)=Ex(V). (3.65)

We now wish to extend &v(V, N\) by analytic con-
tinuation to a wider domain. This may be done, again
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by the Mittag-Leffler method. To this end we introduce

© Nan)\nVn
En(V, N\ 6,n)= —
w( " E{) T (gn+1)

0 an,jVj
X (23 TC(n)ot1]

The analytic continuation is then given by

Ex(V,N\) =lim lim &y (V, \, 8, 9)
60 7-0

throughout the Mittag—Leffler star. If there exists a
path, interior to the Mittag-Leffler star, connecting
(V=0, A\=1) with (V=V, \=1) for all N, then by
analytic continuation from (3.65), we have (3.65) also
valid for (V=V,A=1). Now as this path is a closed and
bounded set, and as, from our discussion of the V series,
Ex(V) tends to a finite limit at every point of such a
path, it does so uniformly in N; thus we conclude that
under these assumptions

>. (3.66)

(3.67)

E(V)=8(V,1)= 3 a,(V* 3 b ;V9). (3.68)

n=0 7=0
We have established that this series is summable to the
correct value provided the rearrangement satisfies
(3.64) and there exists a path in the Mittag—Leffler
star joining (V'=0, A=1) and the point of interest.

The imposition of the second part of (3.64) is necessary

to insure that the limiting analytic continuation be
unique.

We remark that when (3.68) is known to be sum-
mable, and the terms in square brackets are at least
asymptotic in an angular wedge 0<|arg V |<y>1ir
in the sense of (3.46), then Carleman’s Theorem assures
us that it sums to the correct result in any connected
region of summability. To see this, we need only note
that a finite number of terms from the # and 7 sums in
(3.68) will suffice to give any finite order coefficient.
These restrictions on the square bracket quantities are
certainly valid for resummation of the ladder diagrams
into a K matrix when the potential is purely repulsive.
This result follows as the series is closely related to a
series of Stieltjes (Baker ef al., 1963). The R-matrix
procedure (Baker and Kahane, 1969), also satisfies
those restrictions for R(V) is convergent when V is
bounded and of finite range; and for usual potentials
R(V) is nonsingular in the neighborhood of the positive
real V axis.

It is worth noting that the example at the beginning
of this section violates one of our conditions. To see that
this is so, rewrite (3.59) as

1+1< 2x )2)\+1§< 2x )4)\?+
2 \1+«2 2 4 \1-}-x2

_ [1_ (1_2;;2)2 x]ﬂm. (3.69)

Now, it is not possible to pass from small x to large «

G @ e Em

F16. 23. Ladder diagrams.

without crossing the unit circle in the complex x plane,
by the Jordan curve theorem. For « on the unit circle,
we find that

1<[22/(142%) < oo (3.70)

so that points on the unit circle in the x plane lie on the
branch cut introduced by the Mittag-Leffler summation
of the X series when A= 1. Hence there is no path within
the Mittag—Leffler star which connects large and small
values of x, and thus no necessity for the sum of
(3.59) to be the same function in the two regions.

As pointed out in Baker (1970), some methods now in
use cannot be justified by these procedures, and for
independent reasons may not be employed with full
confidence.

IV. THE REPULSIVE FORCE PROBLEM

In the preceding two sections we have established a
formal series expansion for the ground-state energy and
found that although it is divergent, it can still be used
to define the physical solution to the many-fermion
problem. In this chapter we consider the problem in
which the forces are purely repulsive. Here, there can be
no bound states or condensation phenomena to compli-
cate the problem. Physical intuition is very effective,
based on elementary considerations alone, in analyzing
which perturbation terms will contribute significantly,
at least in the important low-density limit. In the case
in which attractions are also present, there are addi-
tional complications and we will discuss these in the
next chapter.

A. The K-Matrix Rearrangement

In order to make the perturbation series useful, in
a practicable problem, some sort of rearrangement was
considered desirable by most workers. The reason was
that in the nuclear problem there is a very strong
repulsive potential core and even if the series were
convergent (which it is not) a great many terms
would be required to deal with such a large force. The
same problem arises in two-body scattering. There we
recognize that even though the potential is very large
(even infinite), the effect is finite. It simply excludes the
wave function from the region of the repulsive core.
Brueckner had the idea of rearranging into a single
term all of the so-called ladder diagrams in the energy
(see Fig. 23), in analogy to Watson’s theory of multiple
scattering. Also, by the same procedures, two or more
successive vertex 4 interactions (Fig. 15) between the
same pair of lines would be reduced to a single term.
For example, vertex D would combine as illustrated
in Fig. 24.
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F1G. 24. The ladder sum starting with vertex D.

In order to evaluate this sum, we must first write
down a typical term. From (2.41), we see that the first
step is to evaluate the Tr { } over spin and isotopic
spins. In Fig. 25 we have illustrated a typical basic
diagram. From the figure we see clearly that there are

n—1

two cycles. Any odd number of exchanges leads to one
cycle, and any even number undoes the exchange and
leads back to two cycles. For example, an interchange
at vertex 2 and vertex 3 leads, except for the momentum
labels, to an identical figure. The momentum labels
can also be made identical by replacing the integration
variable g, by n—m—q,. Likewise, any term can be
reexpressed as one involving 0 or 1 exchanges on the
last vertex, accordingly as the number of exchanges is
even or odd. Hence, using v= (2541) (27+1), (2.41)
for a ladder diagram reduces to

[I;Il (| kja—X; ) 10(] Ko— ks |) —5(] Ko+ Kna |) /¥ ]

—-3(—1)"1//
d
8rked T

; (4.1)

n—1

IT (k=)

=1

where the region of integration is that allowed by the Pauli exclusion principle. The denominators have been
reexpressed through the identity

(zp+k;)*+ (3p—k))*— (3p+ko)*— (3p— ko) =2(k2—k0?) (4.2)
which uses momentum conservation to eliminate the dependence on the total momentum of the hole lines, which

equals that for the filled-state lines. If we think of the integration over the various k; as again discrete sums, then
the terms (4.1) in the ladder sequence are successive terms in a matrix geometric progression, and can be generated

by iteration of the integral equation
K (K, K" p, k) =0(| K=k ) — [
where

lim [Erm/(NK2) J= (3/8xwks®)
N-oco

The p dependence of K enters through the Pauli
exclusion principle, and the %, dependence through the
energy denominator. The replacement at the other
vertices is easily seen to be given by the solution of the
same equation, [Eq. (4.3)] except that the denomi-
nator in (4.3) now depends on the total excitation of
the Fermi sea. As the rules for the potential perturba-
tion series call for the sum over all linked-cluster
diagrams (Sec. II.E), there will occur a diagram cor-
responding, for example, to every term in the infinite
sequence illustrated in Fig. 24 every time a vertex D
occurs. Hence we can, as Brueckner showed, rearrange
the potential perturbation expansion in powers of the
K matrix using the same rules as in Sec. ILE, except:

(i) replace the # with K-matrix elements (this replace-
ment sums exactly all the second-order terms, so that
no K diagram of two vertices is required.)

(ii) there shall not be two successive A vertices
between the same pair of equivalent lines.

By transforming (4.3) to a coordinate space repre-
sentation (we will give an approximate version below)

|k +5p(>kp; |k 1/ —fp | >kp

0(| & —K"" )K", K"; p, ko)

dk'"
(k'”) %2__ kOZ )

(4.3)

dp dR[vK (ko, ko; p, ko) — K (ko, —Ko; p, ko) ].  (4.4)

kot+ip|<kr; Iko—ip <k

we can show that for »(7) repulsive, all the necessary
criteria of Sec. III are met so that this K-matrix re-
arrangement of the perturbation series defines the same
ground-state energy. It is to be noted that the K of »
series is divergent, as is also the E of K series.
Brueckner has gone one step further and summed an
additional class of diagrams into the K matrix. Suppose
on every line in the graph we include the series of
insertions shown in Fig. 26, as well as any number of
these insertions on the same line. The insertion of one

F1c. 25. Fourth-order basic ladder diagram.
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of these sequences of terms is, as there is the same
denominator before and after each of these terms by
momentum conservation, given by D1 KD, where K
is an average over the hole momentum = in Fig. 26.
All of these terms, of course, occur in the series. In
addition, we may have any number of such sequences of
insertions on every line. This yields

D'— D KD'+D-'KD-'KD!

—D KD KD KD '+4++-, (4.5a)
which can be formally summed to yield
(D+K)-. (4.5hb)

As Brueckner points out, this sum can be thought of as a
self-energy correction. When the insertions are allowed
on the lines that define the K matrices, a self-consistent,
nonlinear integral equation results for the K matrix.
It is unproven whether this additional rearrangement
of the energy series still leads to the same energy func-
tion as the original series, but we are inclined to the
view that it does so, at least for repulsive potentials.
However as we shall see later, the numerical approxima-
tions necessary to make this additional rearrangement
a computationally practical one are sufficiently in-
adequate as to make its use seem to us to be presently
inadvisable.

We now describe, following Brueckner and Masterson
(1962), the approximations and procedures which
are used in K-matrix calculations. In order to carry out
calculations, it is usual to eliminate the dependence of
the K matrices on the total momentum by making the
following approximations. An energy denominator D

D=E(ip+K) +E(bp—K)

—E(3p+k)—E(3p—k), (4.6)
where p is the total momentum, k is the relative
momentum in the initial state, and k’ the relative

momentum in the intermediate state (an integration
variable in the K-matrix equations), is set equal to

D=2[E(K)—E(k)]. (4.7)
This is correct if the E’s are approximately quadratic
functions of their argument. The Pauli principle

requires that the integration over k’ be restricted to a
region R such that

| $p+k' |[>kr and |ip—K' |>kr in R. (4.8)
This is approximated by replacing
/ dk— f AF(p, 1), (4.9)
R
where ‘
F(p,K)=0,  (R43p) <k
= 1) k,_%P>kF
B2 Llp2 Lo
= %—i , otherwise. (4.10)
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Frc. 26. The ladder sum starting with vertex .J.

To eliminate p completely, an average value p is used in
place of p:

1 k2 1k
+ 572)/ (1+ 5;;)} k<ke

E>kp. (4.11)

The effect of these two approximations, usually called
angular averaging and center-of-mass averaging has
been studied extensively. Baker ef al. (1963) find them
to be “adequate”.

Irwin (1963) has investigated the angular averaging,
and Kohler (1969) the center-of-mass averaging,
separately, and found them to be good approximations.

The off-energy shell effects have to be approximated
also [the K matrices and single-particle energies
depend on the excitation of the Fermi sea as we pointed
out above; we have already suppressed this fact in
writing (4.6) ]. By transforming into coordinate space
and making a partial wave expansion, we obtain the
following set of equations. The Green’s function is

Gu(r, v') = / ZY 1%
0

Juk" ) (k")
2ALE(R")—AR) ]

where j is a radial Bessel function, ! is the angular
momentum, and

A(k) =E(k)
=E(kr) —fLE(kr) —E(0) ]

where f is chosen arbitrarily. It is in the definition of
A(k) that approximations to off-energy shell effects
manifest themselves. Continuing with the equations,
we have that the wave function » satisfies the integral
equation

X F(p, k" k), (4.12)

k<kp

E>kr, (4.13)

ur(r) =7, (kr)
2 )
— —f Gr(r, YV (Y ua(r )2 dr', (4.14)
m™J0 .
where V is the potential. The K matrices are given by

Ki(k) = % / S LN VP ()2 dr,  (4.15)
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and the single-particle energies by

(kp—m)/2
E(m) =smi4-4 [ / 2% dkI
0

(kp-+m) [2 24 AR2— |2
+ (1— M) e dkl]
(kp—m)[2 4km
m<kp
(m+tkr) /2 2L 4k — 2
=%m2+4 [f (1._ M.) k2 dkl]
(m—kF)[2 4kem
m>kp, (4.16)
where
v—1, [leven
I= 3 (2141) Ki(E). (4.17)
! v+1, [odd
Finally, the average binding energy per particle is
3 [k
Ey=— | [E(m)—3m*Im*dm. (4.18)
2ks J,

The factors in (4.16) arise as follows; the expected
equation 1s

E(m) =3m*+[v/(27)*]
X [dn[(mn | K |mn)—1/vKexchange]. (4.19)

Instead of n, the variable k=2%(m—n) has been used,
and the requirement #<kr, and an integration over the
angles of k, result in the factors.

The single-particle energy [Eq. (4.16)], is then
substituted back into (4.7), the Green’s functions are
recomputed, and new single-particle energies obtained.
This process is continued until self-consistent single-
particle energies are obtained. This iterative solution is
necessary because of the nonlinearity of the equations.
The computational techniques are adequately discussed
in the original papers and we will not deal with them in
this article. There have been a number of other effective
procedures developed: to deal with special cases of the
K-matrix problem. In particular we mention the
schemes of Kohler and McCarthy (Kohler, 1969 and
references therein), and XKallio and Day (1969).
These procedures appear to be useful when there is a
strong attraction and only the hole state, but not the
particle state energy is made self-consistent. Otherwise
the resultant integral equation has a singular kernel
(Kohler and McCarthy) or the iteration scheme fails
to converge with adequate speed (Kallio and Day).
A method due to Haftel and Tabakin (1970), which
appeared too late for integration into this review article,
involves a solution by matrix inversion in momentum
space and may be a very efficient numerical procedure.

These procedures were, of course, developed with the
intention that they should be applicable to problems in
which both attractive and repulsive forces are present,
but we will discuss that in a later section. Later in this

section we will investigate their utility in the repulsive
force problem.

A characterization of those potentials, for which the
inclusion of self-consistent energies in the denominator
of the Green’s functions is a valid rearrangement of the
series, is not known. It is known that a self consistent
solution to these equations can fail to exist even for the
simple, repulsive square-well potential at higher density
(Baker et al., 1963), as well as in the liquid He? problem
(Brueckner and Gammel, 1958b). Whether this defect
is removed by a more exact treatment (Gammel and
Nuttall, 1965) of the off-energy shell effects [the
approximation made in (4.13) ] is unknown.

B. Low-Density Rearrangements

Further rearrangements of the K-matrix series were
found by many workers to be desirable. In the first
place, the numerical calculations involved are quite
complex and require a high speed computer to get
through them. In the second place (see, for example,
Bethe, 1965), the K-matrix series is not automatically
a low-density series.

Undoubtedly, the most ideal method yet proposed for
this problem, in principle at least, is that developed by
Bethe and his co-workers. However, as it has been
thoroughly reviewed by Day (1967), Rajaraman and
Bethe (1967), and Brandow (1967), we will only touch
briefly on the physical ideas. Through the introduction
of the reference spectrum method (Bethe et al., 1963) a
number of the qualitative features of the higher order
diagrams were studied. In particular, one can see
roughly from (2.41) that for each new hole momentum
introduced there is a factor of k#* (which is proportional
to the density, p) multiplying the contribution. It can
happen however that the new denominator will con-
tribute a factor of 272 if the bulk of the contributions
to the integral come when the momenta in it are of
the order of the Fermi momentum. Also, self-energy-
type insertions lead to singularities, due to raising the
same denominator to higher powers; however, the
inclusion of the corresponding insertions on the other
type of line (hole or filled-state) cancels this singularity,
as we explained in the previous chapter. Thus Bethe
and his co-workers have been led to the ‘“hole-line”
approximation where the diagrams of the K-matrix
expansion are grouped by the number of independent
hole-line momenta. It can then be shown that the results
of the 7 hole-line approximation can be expressed in
terms of the #-body scattering operator (in the presence
of a Fermi sea). The difficulties of this approach lie in
the calculation of the 2-, 3-, body scattering
operators. Various approximate treatments have been
proposed as described in the above-mentioned review
article. Day (1969) has also considered four-body
terms. A persistent problem with this approach is the
treatment of the intermediate state energy denomi-
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nators. The goal has been to treat them in such a way
as to improve convergence. We note that the Brandow
(1966) choice which includes the self-energies on the
hole-lines but not the filled-state lines is not useful here.
[One virtue of this choice is that a variant of the
Hugenholtz Factorization Theorem, Sec. II.C shows
that hole-line self-energy corrections are on the energy
shell; the other virtue is that for net attractive poten-
tials E(k"")—A(k) in Eq. (4.12) is always large. ] The
reason is that Eq. (4.12) must necessarily have a
vanishing denominator for a repulsive potential as
E(kr)—A(kp) <0. Thus the effect is simply that there
is a branch cut along the positive real V axis. This
choice has also been criticized as either wrong or
deceptive for the case of nuclear-type potentials
(Baker, 1970).

Although Bethe and his collaborators aimed to
apply their theory to potentials with both attractive
and repulsive parts, their arguments are relevant,
a fortiori, to the repulsive potential problem.

A different tack was pioneered by Huang, Yang, and
Lee [Huang and Yang (1957) ; Lee and Yang (1957) .
They introduced two methods: The method of pseudo-
potentials;, and the method of binary collisions. They
applied these procedures specifically to the hard sphere
gas (both Bose and Fermi statistics were considered).
The results were an expansion in (kra), where a is the
hard core radius, or more generally the scattering length.
They obtained the first two terms. Further terms
involve other two-body scattering parameters, and as-
pects of the potential which are not given by two-body
scattering parameters. Efimov and Amusia (1964;
Efimov, 1965) and independently Baker (1965a) have
carried this expansion further. It is valid for any
strength potential and low density. For weaker poten-
tials, the range in density is greater. It is calculationally
simpler to use than the previously discussed series
rearrangements, and although not so good in principle,
it is quite adequate for certain problems. We will
discuss this expansion in detail in Sec. IV.E and attempt
to access its accuracy.

C. The Potential Perturbation Series Expansion
Through Fourth Order

In order to provide a standard of comparison and
evaluation for the various proposed approximations,
Baker et al., (1963) calculated through fourth order the
complete potential perturbation series for the simple
repulsive square-well potential. There is one first-order
diagram, one second-, four third-, and 46 fourth-order
diagrams. Of the 46, fourth-order diagrams, there are

Figure 28a:

dm dn dq dqiv(g)v(| q—a: |)[v(g1) —2(|m—n+q |) ]

m

m+q :
n
(a) (b)
Fic. 27. First- (B1), and second-order (B2) perturbation theory

diagrams.

only 28 distinct nonzero diagrams. First, the momentum
transform of a square well of strength 1 and width c s,
by (2.17)

9(q) = (1/2m*¢%) [sin (g¢) —gc cos (gc) . (4.20)
We will obtain the terms in the expansion as
AEM ¢/ (NR?) = AL (VM /) + A (VM 2 /h%)?
FAs(VME/R)3+---  (4.21)

for a potential of strength V. Referring to (2.40), we
obtain the contribution A4;, which comes solely from
Fig. 27a. It is

3/ (4rks®)

Imi<kr, ‘D|S7GF

dm dn[#(0) —%5(|m—n)].

(4.22)

This integral can be done analytically in terms of the
sine integral Si (x): The result is

[(kpc)?/9w]{2— (72/x5) [a® Si (x) —4— 32
+ (44-x?%) cos (x) 44w sin (x) ]},

where x is 2kpc.
The contribution 4, comes solely from Fig. 27b. It
is, by (2.41),

-3

4k pdc?

(4.23)

9(g)[9(g) —35(| n—m—q]) ]
/dm dn dq qqﬁ—l—q-(m-n)

2

(4.24)

where the integration is carried over all values allowed
by the Pauli exclusion principle; that is, all hole-line
momenta are in the Fermi sea, and all filled-state line
momenta are outside the Fermi sea:

lml Skl": |n{ SkF: Im+q[ >kF7

As a further sample of the perturbation series terms, we
write out the third-order terms which correspond to
Fig. 28. The various contributions are:

| n—q|>kr

B3=3/ (4nksc?) /

[¢*+q- (m—n) J[g*+q* (m—n) ] ’

(4.25)
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e
\ﬁ"\

(c)

Figure 28b:

dm dn dq dgiv(¢)2(g)[v(|g—q1 ) —37(| g+ q+m—n )]

F1c. 28. Third-order perturbation
theory diagrams: (a) B3, (b) H3, (c)
R3, (d) F3.

u

(4.26)

H3=3/(4rksc*) f

Figure 28c:
R3=3/(mkr’c?)

[¢*+q- (m—n) [¢*— ¢+ (¢—@q1) - (m—n) ]

)

dm dndqdq:{[v(g) —3v(|m+q—q:|) J[v(¢q) —32(| n—q: |) J[v(¢) —%2(| n—m—q |) ]

(| n—m—q[)o(|m+q—aq: [)o(| n—q:])}

— 3

< J

Figure 28d:

[¢*+q- (m—n) J[¢*+q- (m—qi) ]

dm dn dq dq,v(¢)[v(g) —3v(| n—m—q |) ]

b

(4.27)

F3=—3/(2nks*"*) f

The fourth-order contributions are illustrated in
Figs. 29-34. We will not give the equations derivable
from them here, but refer to Baker et al. (1963) for
those. They are broken into classes of similar integrand
structure. We will however note the following errors in
that paper. Crichton and Anderson (1967) have pointed
out that (2.15) of Baker ef al. (1963) is wrong for
ITA.5-6, but the formula given there for ITA.1-4 also
holds for diagrams ITA.5-6. In addition we note that
Eq. (2.13) of Baker ef al. (1963) is misprinted and the
factor 2! should have been 2 as was actually used in
the computation. Further in Table II, the argument
for Diagram I1.9 should have been | g+4q; | instead of
| g—qi |- This error has caused the tabulated results
there and in Baker ef al. (1964) to be slightly wrong
for I1.9.

The integrals were evaluated by Monte-Carlo pro-

[o(| q+m+qi |) —v(|m+aq [)]. (4.28)

l¢"+q: (m—n) I

cedures and the number of repetitions varied from 2X 10°
to 2.8 X 108. The error estimates are based on the Monte-
Carlo estimates of the variance. Details are contained
in the original paper. The values for II.9, IIA.2
(=1IA4), ITIA.5, and ITA.6 have been corrected in
this report with the assistance of M. F. Hind. In the
code for ITA.2, one of the Pauli restrictions was wrongly
programmed in the original work. This error also
persisted to the work of Baker et al. (1964). We give
the fourth-order results in Table III. The diagrams
which are, in principle, included in Brueckner K-
matrix approximation through fourth order, are B1, B2,
B3, F3, I.1, II1.1, I11.7+8, IV.1, IV.2, and IV.3.

We mention that II1.3-6, 11, 12 vanish automatically
because we cannot have a hole and a filled state with
the same momentum.

The two hole-line approximation is identical with the
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Brueckner approximation. The diagrams, including the
self-energy corrections, which contribute to the three
hole-line approximation of the “Cornell group” (see
Sec. IV.B) are H3, R3 (completing third order), 1.2,
L3+4, 1.5, IL.1, I1.2, IL5, I1.6, 11.7, I1.12, TI-A.1,
IV4,1IV.5,IV.6, and IV.7.

Careful attention to Table III yields the following
observation, which is not unexpected on general
grounds. The Brueckner approximation forms a quite
adequate approximation to the first four orders of the
potential energy expansion to the ground-state energy
at the lowest densities. [Nuclear saturation density
(Day, 1967) is kpc=0.544, for reference.] The three
hole-line approximation works substantially better
and is accurate to higher density. The leading correc-
tions to the ladder approximation (B1-+B2+ B3+
I.14---) are the ring (R3) diagram and the hole-
hole interaction diagram (H3) and those derived from
them by ladder-type insertions, rather than the self-
energy-type insertions. At low to moderate densities,
the inclusion of those self-energy insertions which have
four independent hole momenta (IV.1, IV.4, IV.5,
IV.6, and IV.7) do not improve the accuracy of the
three hole-line approximation. It is just as well that
there is no advantage to their inclusion because, as
Baker ef al. (1963) have shown, the numerical approxi-
mations used to solve the self-consistent energy problem
fail in the lowest order (III.1 and II1.7+8) in which
they enter even to give the correct sign of the correction.

If we rearrange the K-matrix rearrangement with no
self-energy corrections, which we refer to as the ladder
rearrangement, according to the number of independent
hole-line momenta, then we observe that an effective

I.5

F1c. 29. Class I, fourth-order perturbation theory diagrams.
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n-q

q+q, a+g

m+q

IA3

Fi1c. 30. Class IA, fourth-order perturbation theory diagrams.

procedure is obtained for treating the ground-state
energy of the low-density, repulsive potential many-
fermion system. This rearrangement can be shown to
satisfy conditions (3.64). As we remarked above (Sec.
B) the » hole-line approximation can be expressed in
terms of the m-body scattering operators (m<wn).
Since these are analytic Re (V) >0, near V=0, for
purely repulsive forces, we conclude that this rearrange-
ment is valid. The problem is, of course, that the three-
body and higher operators are difficult to compute
accurately, as are those higher-order contributions
which depend only on integrals over products of
two-body operators.

In order to investigate the effect on the many-
fermion energy of different potentials which are equiv-
alent for the two-body scattering problem, and thus to
study whether that information is sufficient to pin down
the many-fermion energy, Baker et al. (1964) have
repeated the calculation of the first four orders of the
potential perturbation series, as well as the ladder and
Brueckner approximations for a nonsingular, but
velocity-dependent force, which exactly simulates a
hard core potential for two-body scattering. The force
used is defined as follows: Let u(7) be greater than or
equal to one, and p()=1. Then, if A is Legendre’s
operator with eigenvalues /(l+41),

v=—([u(r) =1]V2+Vu- V+1Vi
+{wr2=[o(r) +al 2 A—3u'[w//(8u) —r1])  (4.29)

exactly simulates (Baker, 1962) a hard core of radius

o= [TU-L0 T ar,  (4.30)
where

= ’ r) T7Y2 dr. 4.31

o(7) /Om )T dr (4.31)

This force does not, of course, exactly simulate a hard
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TasirE IIT. Monte Carlo calculations.
kpc=0.25 kpc=0.50 kpc=0.75

Diagram Value Deviation Value Deviation Value Deviation
Bl 5.567499 X104 cee 4.551588X107% cee 1.589397 1072 e

B2e —1.960X 1074 1.2X10°8 —1.346X1073 2.4X107¢ —3.827X1073 4.6X107°
B3= 7.003107° 5.7X1077 4.146107¢ 1.7X10°¢ 9.742X107¢ 3.1X107°¢
H3b 1.75X1077 1.6X107*° 4.45X107¢ 4.3X10°8 2.57X1078 2.0X1077
R3P —8.60X1077 6.8X107° —2.14X1078 1.6X1077 —1.175X10™¢ 6.4X1077
F3a 3.95X1078 2.3X10710 2.10X107¢ 5.0X1078 1.89x107% 2.5x1077
=3 6.939X1075 5.7X1077 4.00X10 1.7X107¢ 9.013X10™¢ 3.2X1078
ZB3 7.007X1078 5.7X1077 4.167x10™4 1.7X107¢ 9.931X1074 3.1x107¢
I.1= —2.506X107° 1.9X1077 —1.288X107* 4.4X1077 —2.571X10™ 1.1Xx1076
1.2b —6.30X1078 6.1X10710 —1.36X1078 5.0X1078 —6.82x107¢ 1.5X1077
1.3+4-4b —6.22X1078 6.0X107% —1.41X10°¢ 4.5x1078 —7.10X107¢ 9.4X1078
I.5eb —6.30X1078 6.1X107% —1.36X1078 5.0X1078 —6.82X107° 1.5X10~7
1.6 —9.93 1070 1.8X10™1 —5.58X1078 9.5X107%0 —5.16X1077 8.6X107°
I-A1 —1.01X1078 2.9X107%° —5.36X1077 1.6X1078 —4.68X1078 1.4X1077
I-A2 —4.65X107° 1.8X107% —2.40X1077 8.4X107° —2.00X1078 6.0X1078
I-A3 —9.39x107° 1.5X10710 —4.941077 7.2X1079 —4.24X107¢ 5.8X1078
II.1» 3.07X1077 3.1X107° 6.71X107° 1.0X1077 3.15X1078 2.2X1077
II.20b 3.07X1077 3.1X107° 6.71107¢ 1.0Xx1077 3.15X107° 2.2X1077
II.3 2.45%107° 4.3X1071 1.38X1077 2.1X107® 1.26X107¢ 1.7x1078
I1.4¢ 2.45X107° 4.3X10™ 1.38X1077 2.1X107* 1.26X107° 1.7X1078
II.5b 9.00<1078 4.5X10710 2.72X107¢ 1.0X1077 1.39X107% 1.9X1077
11.6° 2.28X1077 1.5X107* 4.22X107° 9.5X1078 1.86X107% 2.9X1077
IL.7b —2.77X107° 2.3x10™m —1.46X1077 1.2X107° —1.20X107¢ 1.0X10°8
1I.8 —4.66X107° 1.7x107% —1.96X1077 3.7X107° —1.34X107% 1.8X1078
1.9 1.36X107° 2.6X10™ 7.44%1078 1.3X107° 6.52X1077 1.1X1078
II.10 5.04Xx10710 1.3x101 2.92X10°8 7.2X1070 2.80X1077 7.0X107°
II.11e —4.66X107° 1.7x10710 —1.96X107"7 3.7X107° —1.34X107¢ 1.8X1078
II.12¢P —2.77X107° 2.3x1071 —1.46X1077 1.2x107° —1.20X10°¢ 1.0X107®
II-A.1b —9.12X107® 4.6X10710 —2.80X107° 3.7X10°8 —1.68x107% 1.7X1077
II-A.2 2.96107? 4.5x10™ 1.70Xx1077 2.3X107° 1.63X107¢ 1.5X1078
II-A.3 —6.88X 10710 1.0x10™ —4.26X1078 6.2X10710 —4.57X1077 6.7X107°
II-A.4e 2.96x107° 4.5X10™1 1.70X1077 2.3X107? 1.63X1078 1.5X10-#
II-A.5 4.92107° 4.4x10™1 2.62%1077 2.0X107 2.28X1078 2.1X1078
II-A.6 4.59%107° 6.6X1071 2.43X1077 3.2X107° 2.08X107¢ 2.8X10°8
III.12 —3.01X1077 2.1X107° —6.13 X107 9.7X1078 —3.01 1078 2.8X1077
II1.2 —4.59X107° 5.9x10™1 —2.54X1077 3.0Xx107° —2.31X107¢ 2.7X107¢
II1.74-8= 3.66X1077 1.6X107° 8.28X107° 1.2X1077 4.21X107® 3.0X1077
II1.94-10 6.86X107° 2.0X10710 3.67X1077 9.3X107° 3.15X1078 6.5X1078
Iv.1s —6.2X10712 1.0X10712 —3.46X107° 3.3X107% —9.75X1078 3.8X107°
Iv.22 —1.35X10°8 4.9X107% ~6.79X1077 4.5X10°8 —4.62X107¢ 1.4X1077
IV.3en —1.35X1078 4.9X107%0 —6.79X1077 4.5X107® —4.62X107¢ 1.4X1077
IV .4b 1.83X10710 9.8X10712 3.60X1078 1.2X107° 6.15X1077 1.0X1078
IV.5eb 1.83X10710 9.8X107%2 3.60X1078 1.2X107° 6.15X1077 1.0X10-8
Iv.6P 3.90x10-1 3.2X10* 7.70X107° 3.6X10710 1.40X1077 3.9X107°
IV.7e:b 3.90x10™1 3.2X107 7.70X107° 3.6X107%0 1.40X1077 3.9X107°
>4 —2.438X107® 1.9X1077 —1.149X10™ 5.5X1077 —1.991X10™* 1.4X1076
B4 —2.509%107® 1.9X1077 —1.280X10™* 4.8X1077 —2.544 X107 1.2X1078
X3HL4 —2.437X107° 1.9%X1077 —1.148 %10 5.0X1077 —1.974X10* 1.3X107®
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krc=1.0 krc=1.5

Diagram Value Deviation Value Deviation
Bis 3.936174<1072 1.475170X10*
B2s —7.495X1073 1.9X107% —1.715X 1072 4.8X1075
B3a 1.538X107* 5.0Xx107® 2.190x1073 1.1X1075
H3b 7.87%1075 5.6X1077 2.81X10™¢ 2.2X1076
R3P —3.30x107* 1.7X107¢ —7.98%107* 7.7X107¢
T3 8.08%10™5 8.3X1077 5.05%10™ 4.6X1076
=3 1.368x107% 5.3X10°8 2.178x1073 1.4X107%
B3 1.619X1073 5.1X107¢ 2.695X1073 1.2X1073
I.1» —3.347X10* 2.1X107¢ —3.01x10™¢ 4.7X107°
1.2 —1.75X107% 3.4X1077 —3.93X107® 6.6X1077
1.3+4 —1.85X1078 3.4X1077 —4.51X107® 6.8X1077
I.5¢b —1.75%1078 3.4X1077 —3.93X107® 6.6X1077
1.6 —2.19X107¢ 3.7x1078 —1.16X107% 2.3X1077
I-A1 —1.89X107° 5.4X1077 —1.01X10™* 1.0X107¢
I-A2 —7.82X107¢ 2.2X1077 —4.56X107¢ 8.8X1077
I-A3 —1.67X1078 2.4X1077 —8.50X107® 8.4X1077
II.1b 7.40107° 4.8X1077 1.20X10™ 1.2X1078
I1.2¢:b 7.40%1075 4.8X1077 1.20X10™* 1.2X10-¢
I1.3 5.23X107¢ 7.0X1078 2.39X107® 3.3X1077
1I.4¢ 5.23X107° 7.0X1078 2.39%107° 3.3X1077
II.5Y 3.42107° 3.9X1077 4.76X1078 9.5X1077
IT.6P 4.18%10™ 5.4X1077 5.85X107 1.4X%107¢
IL.70 —4.23X107® 2.9%X1078 —1.06X107® 2.1X1077
I1.8 —4.00X107¢ 6.6X1078 —6.23X107° 3.9X1077
1.9 2.54X107° 4.6X1078 9.68X107¢ 2.7X1077
11.10 1.22X1076 3.2X1078 6.38107° 1.7%1077
II.11e —~4.00x10¢ 6.6X1078 —6.32X10"% 3.9X1077
11.12¢:> —4.23X107¢ 2.9%1078 —1.06X1075 2.1X1077
II-A.1P —5.21X10° 5.4%1077 —2.17X10™4 9.8X1077
II-A.2 7.34X107¢ 9.9Xx1078 4.98X107® 8.0X1077
1I-A.3 —2.35X10°¢ 3.6X1078 —2.03X107® 2.8X1077
II-A.4e 7.3410°8 9.9X1078 4.98X107® 8.0X1077
II-A.5 9.18X107¢ 8.1X1078 4.86X107° 8.2X107"
1I-A.6 8.13 X107 1.3X1077 3.89x107® 1.1X107¢
IIT.1= —8.32X107% 5.3X1077 —2.78X10™ 1.8X1078
II1.2 —9.81X107¢ 1.3X1077 —5.69X1078 8.0X1077
I11.74-8» 1.155%x10™¢ 6.7X1077 3.68X<10™ 2.9%107¢
1I1.94-10 1.24X107% 1.6X1077 6.53X107® 6.4X1077
IV.1a —9.08X1077 2.2X1078 —1.55X1075 1.7X1077
1V.2e —1.65X107® 3.7X1077 —6.42%1075 8.9%10~7
IV.3ee —1.65X107° 3.7%1077 —6.42X107° 8.9X1077
IV.4b 3.74X107¢ 4.7X1078 2.47X1075 3.4X1077
IV.5¢eb 3.74X107¢ 4.7X1078 2.47X107% 3.4X1077
IV.6b 9.42X1077 2.4X1078 9.36X10-¢ 1.9%X1077
IV.7eb 9.42<1077 2.4X1078 9.36X107¢ 1.9X1077
p —2.24X10¢ 2.9X107¢ —3.20X10™* 8.2X1078
B4 —3.363X10™* 2.4X10°6 —3.55X10* 6.1X1076
Y3HL4 —1.98X10™¢ 2.5X107¢ ~3.02X10™* 6.5X107¢
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TaBre III. (Continued)

kFC=2.0 kp6=3.0

Diagram Value Deviation Value Deviation
Bla 3.901006< 107! oor 1.574696<10°
B2a —2.868X10? 5.9X10°® —5.367X1072 3.3X107
B3= 2.44X1073 2.0X107® 2.73X1073 1.2X10™
H3P 4.99X10¢ 5.7x107¢ 8.21X10™ 2.1X1078
R3P —2.61X107¢ 1.3X107® +4.75%1073 2.0X10™*
F3e 1.51X1073 1.5X1075 4.45Xx1073 6.6X107°
23 4.19X1073 2.9X107° 1.275X1072 2.4X10
B3 3.95x1073 2.5X107® 7.18X1073 1.4X10™
I.1» —2.25X10™ 9.4X1076 —1.09X10™ 2.8X107%
I.2b —4.13X107 1.4X10°6 —3.54X107® 4.6X107
1.3+4 —4.69X1078 1.3X10°¢ —2.71X1078 4.0X1078
I.5eb —4.13X1076 1.4X10°¢ —3.54X107® 4.6X1078
1.6 —2.39X107% 7.0x1077 —2.82X107® 2.0X107¢
I-A.1 —2.80X10* 5.2X107¢ —1.35X1078 8.4X1075
I-A.2 —1.77X107* 2.6X107¢ —1.06X107® 5.6X107°
I-A3 —2.32X10™ 3.2X107¢ —1.30X107* 1.2X107*
II.1b 1.98X1075 3.9X10°¢ —2.46X 104 3.2X107°
II.2¢:b 1.98X1075 3.9%X10°6 —2.46X10™* 3.2X1078
11.3 2.86X107® 1.4X10° —1.00X107* 1.3X1075
II.4¢ 2.86X107® 1.4X10°¢ —1.00X10™* 1.3X1075
II.5b —3.51X107® 2.7X107¢ —2.39X10™* 3.3X107°
II.6° —1.67X1078 4.0X10°8 —2.36X107* 4.2X107°
IL.7b +1.05X107% 1.1X10°6 1.36XX10 1.1X1075
I1.8 +1.92X107% 1.8X107¢ 1.38X10* 1.2X1078
1.9 5.1X107¢ 1.0X107¢ —9.50X107® 7.9X107¢
I1.10 8.46X107¢ 7.4X1077 —3.51X107® 6.7X1076
II.11¢ +1.92X1075 1.8X1076 1.38X107 1.2X107
II.12eb +1.05X1075 1.1X1078 1.36 X107 1.1X1075
II-A.1b —5.28X10™¢ 3.6X1076 —1.228X107% 5.3X107®
IT-A.2 1.61X10™ 3.5%107¢ 5.79x10™¢ 2.6X107¢
II-A.3 —7.87X107® 1.5X10°¢ —3.76X10™ 1.5X1078
II-A 4¢ 1.61X10™¢ 3.5X1076 5.79%x10™* 2.6X107®
IT-A.5 1.25X10™¢ 3.1X1076 3.48X10™ 1.8X1078
II-A.6 9.00X107® 4.2X10°8 2.85X10™ 2.3X107%
IIT.12 —5.75x10™ 5.7X10°¢ —1.248X107® 6.5X107%
II1.2 —1.71x10™¢ 3.7X107¢ —5.92X10™ 3.1X1078
I11.7+4-8= 7.36X107* 1.0X1075 1.5681073 6.5X107°
I11.94-10 1.80X10~* 2.4X1076 6.71x10™ 3.3X107
IV.1= —8.43X107® 8.8X1077 —3.90X10™* 7.7%107°
IV.22 —1.32X10™ 2.6X107¢ —2.67X107* 4.6X107°
IV.3c2 —1.32X10™* 2.6X107® —2.67X10™* 4.6X10°
1V.4b 1.21X1078 1.8X107¢ —4.86X10™ 3.3X107%
IV.5¢b 1.21X1075 1.8X1078 —4.86X10™ 3.3X10°®
IV.6P 3.12X1075 8.4X1077 8.95X107 5.5X10°¢
IV.7¢eb 3.12X107 8.4X1077 8.95X107® 5.5X10°¢
34 —1.111X107® 2.8X1075 —5.83%X1073 2.6x10™
B4 —4.12X10™* 1.6X1075 —7.13X10™ 1.3X10*
23HL4 —9.74X10™¢ 1.9X107% —3.53X1073 1.8X10™

8 Included in the Brueckner approximation. ¢ Identical with a previous diagram (but must be added to find the total
b Included in the three hole-line approximation. fourth-order coefficient).
core in the many-body problem except in the limit of The structure of the importance of various diagrams

zero density where only binary collisions are important. was found to be qualitatively the same as in Table IIL.
They sclected, for convenience in these calculations, However, for moderate and higher density, the velocity-
p(r) =1+sel6 dependent force is l'ess repulsive th'an t‘he 'harq core

force, as can be seen in ladder approximation in Fig. 35.

s=(26"°—1)"~1=4.2782422,  (4.32) That the ratio drops can be understood qualitatively

which implies a=3. from the observation that the energy for the hard core
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system goes to infinity at some jamming density, while
for the velocity-dependent force the energy does not.
Thus, even in ladder approximation, we would expect
that the hard core force would seem stronger.

D. The Fermi Momentum Expansion

In order to provide a computationally simpler formal-
ism, we will expand the series rearrangement discussed
in the previous section in powers in kr in the manner
mentioned in Sec. IV.B. We will follow the work of
Baker (1965a). Unfortunately that paper was marred
by several errors as pointed out by Amusia and Efimov
(1968). We will use a formalism similar to theirs as it
is more compact and easily manipulated.

Our procedure for obtaining the expansion of the
ground-state energy of a many-fermion system in
terms of the Fermi momentum is to select, from the
perturbation expansion in the potential, all those terms
which can contribute through the desired order in kg,
and sum them to all orders in the potential strength.
The basis of our selection procedure is the observation
that the creation of an independent hole momentum at a
potential vertex implies that the contribution of -the
diagram must vanish at least as one higher power of &
in the limit as kp goes to zero. The reason for this result
is that the volume in momentum space is proportional
to kr®; however, there is one more denominator which
may reduce the volume factor by ks? leaving a net
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result of zp!. The only vertex which neither creates nor
destroys a hole is the particle-particle scattering vertex
illustrated in Fig. 15.

Since the leading terms in the energy are of the order
k#?, it follows that if we agree to replace every vertex by

m+g+q, m+q

3
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o

|

a@ E@Ei@ﬂ’)

H

N

. 3

)

IoI.5

the sum of all ladder insertions as discussed in Sec.
IV.A, we may obtain the (2-+#)th order in %z by con-
sidering the nth in potential strength to find the basic
graphs.

By examination of the catalog of graphs given in the
previous section, we may classify the basic graphs for
the first six orders in %y as follows: Those proportional
to kz® are elaborations of B1. Those proportional to kg®
are elaborations of R3 and H3. Those proportional to
kp® are elaborations of F3, 1.6, I-A.1, I-A.2, I-A.3,
11.3=11.4, IL.5, I1.7=1I1.12, 11.8=11.11, I1.9, II.10,
IT-A.1, II-A.2=IT-A 4, TT-A.3, TI-A.5, II-A.6, IT1.2, and
ITI.9+10. The other diagrams in that catalog are either
included as part of the elaboration of the above, or
(IV.4-T) are of higher order in %z. These sequences must
be expanded in &# to give the Fermi momentum expan-
sion. For instance, the ladder diagrams, B1, B2, B3,
I.1,--- all vanish as %#® as kr goes to zero; however,
they also contribute terms like k¢?, k¢®, kr® etc. Starting
with the elaborations of F3 terms proportional to
krS In kp are obtained.

The first step in our expansion procedure is to obtain
an expansion of the sum of the ladder energy diagrams.
This sum may be easily evaluated [Eq. (4.4) ]in terms
of the K matrix defined by Eq. (4.3). We may rewrite
(4.3) using matrix notation as

K=v—-vGK,
where G has the diagonal matrix elements
F(p, &) /L(F"")*—ko*]

(4.33)

m+q

)

m+q
mea e
NS
N/
-,z —II1.8
m+q
m+q
AT MmN
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0~ m+q
m+q
m
< ~
—Im. 9 —IM.i10
T, 11 IoI.12

I16. 33. Class III, fourth-order perturbation theory diagrams.



in the notation of Eq. (4.3). The function F is defined
F(p, k") =1,
=0

| K"'+3p | >kp,and | K" —5p | >kr
otherwise.

It is convenient to introduce the two-body scattering
operator which has zero momentum in the Green’s
function. It satisfies the equation

t=v—vIt,

where T'=1/(k'"")% We find this operator more con-
venient than the one of Amusia and Efimov (1968) as
it avoids a principal part integral and is Hermitian,
even off-the-energy shell. Then K can be shown to
satisfy the equation (since V is purely repulsive, all
the operations can be done without trouble)

K=t—tiGK,
where the diagonal elements of G are

3G(K") = —F (p, &) {1/L(K")*— k&1~ 1/(K"")?)
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I
1.0
(4.34)
(4.35)
0.5— —
(4.36)
0.0 L
. . 1.0 2.0
k.B

+[1=F(p, k") ]/ (K"")%  (4.37)
We can now iterate (4.36) to yield
K=t—tiGt+téGtoGt—-.-- (4.38)

To leading order in kp each integration, characterized

.7

F1c. 34. Class 1V, fourth-order perturbation theory diagrams.

F1c. 35. Ratio of the hard-core simulating, velocity-dependent
force energy shift to the hard-core force energy shift in the
ladder approximation.

by the addition of another §G, contributes, as explained
above, another factor of % after substitution in (4.4).
Hence if we set our goal as terms in the energy through
order k75, then we may break off (4.38) with the term
involving 36G’s.

First let us evaluate the first term in (4.38) when
substituted into (4.4). This evaluation can be done by
noting that (4.35) is equivalent to the differential
equation

[—V3+o(r) ]y (1) =pexp (ip-1),  (4.39)
where
@[ t|p)=[1/(2m)*]f dr exp (—iq-1)o(r) ¥y (r)
(4.40)

are the matrix elements of t, and ¥ satisfies the bound-
ary conditions that it be finite at =0, and that
| Wp(r)— exp (ip-r | tend to zero like 7! as 7 tends to
infinity (Wu and Ohmura, 1962). We will need the well
known (Wu and Ohmura, 1962) formula for the scatter-
ing length v
O]|t|0)=a/2x% (4.41)
If we make the usual partial wave decomposition of
¥, (r) as

¥, (1) = ; (2+1)i(p, r) Pilcos (6)], (4.42)
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where P; are the Legendre polynomials, and 0 is the the same way that (4.41) is usually derived that
angle between p and r, then it follows that 1 e
A77(0) = — gf o (r)go(0,7) dr.  (4.45)
0
Thus, substituting the first term of (4.38) in (4.4), we
obtain the contribution

X /w]'l(qf)”(f’)\h(ﬁ, 7')72 dr. (4.43) E1= (37r)_1{ (V“' l)akps-{—l:’f:%(y—- I)A“(O)
’ + 5 (v+1) A:1(0) Jkp®} +O0(Rp") . (4.46)

The numerical factors arise from working out the
momentum integrals in (4.4).
Next let us evaluate the second term of (4.38). By
scaling the momenta by kr we get a leading order con-
—z —_ 1/plH1 . tribution proportional to ks*a®. In addition, we will have
vilp, 1) =7i(pr) = AdP) P/ (4.44) terms both contributing in order kz° and kz°. Let us
and the Hermiticity of the /=0 part, we can deduce in  break this term up as

/ dr exp (—iq1)o(r)W, (1) =4r 3 (20+1) Pilcos (6) ]

From Hermiticity of t and (4.43), it is now clear that
the terms quadratic in the momenta come from /=0
and /=1 alone and that there are no cubic terms in the
momenta. If we use the asymptotic form

(3/(8wks®)) [ dp dlo dk""[(k | t| K)G(K") (v(k | t| K)— (k[ ]| —k)) ]4-(3/87ks?) [ dp dko dK™
X[k |t &")G(K") (B |t k)— (K" [ t] —k))— (k| t | K)sG(K") (v(k | t| k)— (k[ t] —Kk))].
(4.47)

The second integral in (4.47) can be broken into (by 4.37) F and 1—F parts of the k’” integration. By using (4.37)
and (4.40), we can recast the F part as

—[3/(87(2)*ks*) ][ dp dk dK'" dr dr"¥i(r)o(r) ({exp iK'« (r—1') ]— exp [ik- (r—1") I}/ ((X")*[(&"")*—*]))

XF(p, ") k% (") [ () =T (1) ]. (4.48)
This quantity, asa function of k (before integration) regular and bounded, and the integration region is sym-
metrical in ==k. Thus, if we scale the momenta p, k by kg, the correction to the leading order will be kp* smaller.

As the leading order in (4.48) is k#°, we may discard the correction as we are only keeping terms through kr®. The
necessary integral over k””’ is readily done as

[dk"{1— exp ik (r—1") 1}/ (F"")4=7? | r—1"|. (4.49)
[t is convenient to define the parameter
by= (M /h%)%(3/320x2) [ dr dr'¥o(x)v(r)| r—1" | v(#" ) o (r'). (4.50)

Then (4.48) contributes [ (v—1) krbo/37 ]+O(kF") to the energy.
If we expand the t matrix elements in the 1—F part of the second integral of (4.47) to terms quadratic in the
momentum, we obtain the contribution to the energy of

[3a/(2x)%*]f dp dk dk''[1—F (p, k") J((»—1) Ao (0) +6vA:1(0) { k- (K" —k) /[ (k")2—Fk*]}) (4.51)

which is of the order of 2z® as can be seen by scaling p, k, and k’”’. We can get the remainder of the contributions
of the second term of (4.38) by expanding to order k% the t matrix elements in the first integral in (4.47). This
expansion yields

[—3/(2r)%s*]f dp dk [ [ dK"6G (k") ]| (v—1) @422 (v—1) A" (0) +6v.41(0) T} (4.52)

In order to summarize this contribution to the energy, and that from the third and fourth terms as well, it is con-
venient to introduce the notation

5 dp dk ((1/ 2%) / AR {[(ks*—k*) 71— ks*JF (krp, krks) —[1—F (krp, kal)]ku})j

2(27)3 Jpprri<t; 1p—ki<t

&i
(4.53)

m="[3/(2(27)*) 1/ dp dkk*((1/2x?) [ dl&s{[ (k>—k*) '~ ki 2]F (krp, krk1) —[1—F (krp, krks) Jer™?})  (4.54)
In=[3/(2r)*1f dp dk dk[1—F (krp, krky) . (4.55)
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Then, we get

Ey=—g(v— 1) ksta®+[ (v—1) /37 Jbokr®— (v—1) [ 2l — hy Ja A"’ (0) kr®+O (ks7), (4.56)
where use has been made of the identity
[3/(2m)*1) dp dk dk™ (1—F) {[k- (K"'—k) J/[(K"")*—k* ]} =M (4.57)

to eliminate the terms involving 4;(0). The third term in (4.38) can be broken up in a similar manner; however
now there will occur integrals involving the product of two 6G’s. The contribution follows in the same manner as
before and leads to

Es=g(v—1) kr*a*— (20/3) In (v— 1) kr®abo+O (k") . (4.58)
The contribution from the fourth term is
Ey=—g(v— 1) kp%a*+0 (ks"). (4.59)
Thus, combining (4.46, 4.56, 4.58, and 4.59) we get for the ladder energy
AEM/(NI) = (3m) 7 (v=1) akr®— g1 (v— D) p'a’+ (3m) 7 { (= 1) [K'540” (0) 482 ]+ (9/10) (v+1) 41(0) } ks®
+go(v—1) kp®aP— 2 (v—1) (Ao (0) 4 (10/3) b Jakw®+ha (v—1) a4y (0) kpb— gs (v— 1) ksbat+ O (ks") . (4.60)

Except for the term involving 4,, all the rest of this expression can be expressed in terms of the zero energy
scattering phase shifts. Amusia and Efimov (1968) give the result

A" (0) +(10/3) by=3a%, (4.61)

where 7y is the effective range. This result can be obtained formally by iterating the integral equation for the normal
(principal part) scattering operator (see Wu and Ohmura, 1962), using

{3(0*/0K*) P [dKf(K) /[k*—K*]1} [k—o= [ dk{[ f(k*) —£(0)]/F*} (4.62)

term—by term to expand to order K?in the momentum, summing the coefficients of K° and K2, and ﬁnally identify-
ing the resulting terms with the effective range expansion.

K cot (8)) =—1/a+%5nK>  K3cot (§;)=—1/4,(0). (4.63)

The quantity 44" (0) (or bs) alone is not expressible in terms of phase shifts. This remark is in accord with Fig. 35
which shows that the ladder energy is not purely determined by the two-body phase shifts.

These results can also be shown to hold for velocity-dependent forces because the potential factors (except the
first and last in each ladder term) do not depend on the hole state momenta, but only on the momentum transfer
and the exchanged momentum transfer.

We can easily reduce the g’s and 7#’s to double integrals. The result is:

3 1-ip 1-1p3H Y2
gj_——/ pdp( / 1 Ak (r—1s) it kdk(1—2p— 1) (n—n)f), (4.64)
0 =3p
3 2 1__ (1_1112)1/2
h1=;2/0 pdp (p/o k4dk(n—ﬁ)+/ 1 dk(1—1p2— 1) (n—m) (4.65)
13 a-ipH
o= %/ pdp (p/ kadkrg—i—/l‘ k (ik(l—in—/ez)‘r;;), (4.66)
0 —3D

where
n=p{ (B+1p*—1) In [(A+p+ip>—k) /(1= 1p*— ) T+ (1=1p*) In [(1+3p)/(1—3p) 1}

+kIn [(14+32p+k)/ (1+5p—F) ],
r=14+3p+[(1—2p2) /p]In [(14+1p) /(1—1p) ],

= (3+3p—1°)/24. (4.66a)
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Although these could have been carried further
analytically [Lee and Yang (1957) have done g
analytically], we have preferred to evaluate (4.64-
4.66) numerically. We obtain

qi=—55661X10"2  g,=3.2031X10-2
g=—19156X10"*  Jy=—1.3373X 102
J1=3.8196 X 102 (4.67)

We now turn to those terms whose contributions
start in fifth order in k7. The sum of those diagrams
which are elaborations of H3 contributes a term pro-
portional to kz%¢*h%/M in leading order; we may cal-
culate the coefficient by evaluating Eq. (4.26) for the
arguments of the potential set to zero. The coefficient
(obtained by Monte Carlo integration) is (5.74X
103+£1.0X107®%) (v—1). By proceeding as we did above
we may show that there are two terms contributed by
the H3 sequence in sixth order in kr. One term comes
from expanding the contributions of the K matrices
which now stand at each vertex of H3. This term con-
tributes

3(5.74X107%) (v—1) (—3ng) a*kpth2/ M
=0.03X1073%a*(v—1) kxh2/ M.
The other contribution is of the form ab,. It is
—[20/(277%) J(v—1) kpbabohi®/ M. (4.68)

The other terms which start in fifth order are elabora-
tions of R3. We obtain, proceeding as above, contri-
butions of

(+2.863X10-21.7X 1075) (v—1) (v—3) kpia®h2/ M
+3(+2.863X1072) (v—1) (v—3) (— 3rgy) kpbahiz/ M
+kp661h2/M. (469)

The term ¢; arises in a manner similar to the abs term
in H3; however, in the calculation of ¢; we must con-
sider the effects of a hole—filled-state interaction in the
presence of an excited Fermi sea. In this situation, the
analysis of the low-density limit proceeds in a fashion
similar to that of (4.39) ef seq. except that (4.39) is

modified to

L= V¢ +v(r) ], (1) = (p*+¢) exp (ip-1),
(4.70)
where ¢* is the excitation energy of the Fermi sea. Equa-
tion (4.70) follows in the usual way (Wu and Ohmura,

1962) from (4.3), with the excitation energy included
in the denominator. Let us define from (4.40)

K(k) =27k | t] 0) (4.71)

and -
Ry (k) = (4m)"1[ exp (Fiker)o()fua(r) dr, (4.72)

where P12k is the solution of (4.70), with p=1k, and
¢*=%k% 1f we expand

Fp(r) = i‘, (20-+1)i(r) P.Lcos (9)], (4.73)
then we find
Rt =2 11 (1)1 [ ji(bkr)o(r)ir)r .
=0 0

(4.74)
We may now write down ¢. It is

a=[2@r—1)/97*]f dk
X {K2(E)[(v—1)K_(k) — 2K (k) ]— (v—3) K3(0) } /&*.
(4.75)

We shall now turn to those sequences of terms whose
contributions begin in sixth order in kr. The self-energy
corrections which are elaborations of the final third-
order graph F3 are of this type. If we write this contri-
bution as kr®, then by application of the techniques
used above we can show that

&= (2/97%) (v—1) [ dEK2(E)

XK (k) —K_(E)— (v—1)K (0) /k%.  (4.76)
As K,’(0)=K_'(0)0, the integrals (4.75-4.76) for
1 and ¢, diverge logarithmically as % goes to zero. This
behavior is symptomatic of the appearance of a kz° In kp

term in the expansion. The sum ¢;+ ¢, can be reorganized
as

atea=[2(—1) (v—2)/97][ dkK?(k) [K (k) +K_(k) — 2K (0) ]/k*

+[2(v—1) (»—3)K(0) /9n*][ dk[K*(k) —K*(0) 1/k*.

(4.77)

The second line of (4.77) is —40(v—1) (v—3) abs/ (277%). We can isolate the log term by replacing the kr depend-
ence in the lower limit of the first integral and calculating the various contributions which arise. They are

1 (y—2 K (0) K,/ (0
_ (r—1) (v—2) dpdkdk’[ (0) PK,/( )’ (4.78)
47 o+ [<hp, 1o+kI>kr; (=K [<bp, 3p—kI>kR k3 (1+Bk)

_ (=1 (»—2)
= —————=
4,’.‘.6

lip+k/I<1, lip+kI>1; 1ip—k/|<1, [3p—k[>1

dp dk di'K2(0) K,/ (0) k[ (F*— k%) —2— k]

= (2.30X102£1.0X 10~ K2 (0) K, (0) (v—1) (v—2), (4.79)

bs=[2(v—1) (v—2) /9r*][ dk{K2(k)[K, (k) +K_(k) — 2K (0) ]—2K*(0) K, (0) &/ (14-Bk) } k.

(4.80)
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The quantities b3 and ¢, are now convergent, and the In kr part comes from ¢, alone. Evaluating ¢, analytically, we

get

= 53 KHOKL(0) 6—1) (r—2)

x| —in (o) +3 [ =1 ap D (=3 1= (22)" ] ca.m

plus terms which vanish as kr goes to zero. We have
evaluated the integrals in Eq. (4.81) by Simpson’s
rule. It should be pointed out that the division between
the %¢°In (krB) term and the k#® term (c,+b3) is
somewhat arbitrary because of the scale factor 8.

One may easily show [since K,’(0) comes from the
1=0 terms alone], by considering the wave function in
the region beyond the range of the potential as a linear
combination of a solution (even in &) of Eq. (4.70) and
a solution of the homogeneous part of Eq. (4.70) (even
in %), that

R,/ (0) =$3a2 (4.82)
Thus we get
ca=1{[8V3/(97%) ] In (kpB)+1.443X 102}
X{w—1)(vr—2)a*. (4.83)

If we combine all those non ladder terms which we
have obtained thus far we get the contribution to the

TaBrLE IV. Values of the coefficients.

Diagram Coefficient Standard deviation
1.6 —3.39X10™ 4.2%1076
TIA.1 —1.81X1073 1.4X1078
1A.2 —8.41X10™4 o 3.6X107
IA3 —1.67X1073 9.0Xx107¢
11.3 8.38X104 6.4X%1076
1142 8.38X10™ 6.4107¢
II.541IA.1 2.9%X10™ 2.0X1073
11.7 —9.73X10™ 4.6X107¢
11.8 —1.900X107? 9.0X107¢
11.9 4.96X1074 4.8X107¢
11.10 1.74X1074 2.8X107¢
II.11= —1.900X1073 9.0X107¢
II.12= —9.73x10™ 4.6X107°
ITA.2P 1.01x107® 4.7X1075
ITA.3 —2.29X10™ 2.3X107¢
ITA 4a.b 1.01X1073 4.7x1078
IIA.5 1.756X1073 6.2X1076
ITA.6 1.674X1073 8.7X1078
II1.2 —1.589x103 1.1X107°
I11.94-10 2.404X 1073 1.3X1075
Total —1.73X1073 7.0%x1078

& Jdentical with a previous diagram but must be included in the total.

b The error noted after Eq. (4.28) persisted in Baker (1965a), and
we include what we believe to be a reliable estimate of these coefficients,
based on the great stability of the ratio of the results of Baker et al. (1963)
to those of Table III.

I3

energy
(v—1) {[5.74X 10-3+2.863 X 10~2 (v— 3) Jks’a®
+[9.03X 10-34-3.44X 102 (y— 2) +4.506X 10-2(y—3) ]
X krbat—[20(3v—"T) /2Tn% Tk Sab,
— (v—2)[8V3/(97%) Tkx®a* In (kxB)+bs++++}.
(4.84)

It is to be noticed that the In (kr8) term and b; vanish
when v=2.

The contribution of the remainder of the sequences is
of the form krfa*. Baker (1965a) calculated by Monte
Carlo the values of the coefficients from the formulas
given in Baker ef al. (1963) for v=2. We list his values
in Table IV. We remark that ITA.1 and I1.5 separately
are not of this form, but that their sum is, for v=2.

In order to generalize these results for v%2 we need
only multiply the coefficients in Table IV by the factors
in Table V.

In addition, IL.54IIA.1 contributes a k#z®In (kr)
term, when »2. This term has been evaluated first by
Efimov (1965) and then by Amusia and Efimov (1968)
(called € by them) as

(32/277%) (v—1) (—2) ki’ In (krB). (4.85)

Hence the total contribution to leading order in logarith-
mic terms is

Eop=(8/217%) (47— 3V3) (v—1) (v—2) kr®a* In (krB)
(4.86)

which vanishes for =1 or 2. The In terms come from
states in which there are three simultaneous filled states.
When »<2, at least two of the three such particles are
identical. The Pauli principle prevents their close
approach and therefore reduces the order in kr of the
contribution relative to what it would be for »> 2.

We therefore will give two summaries of our results.
The first, for general v, includes only terms which stop
at order krfIn (kpB) and does not include the terms
O(kr®). The second is for »=2 and will include in addi-
tion O (kg®).

AEM/(N#2) = (31) (v — 1) aks®+0.055661 (v — 1) ks*a?
+[(v—1) /20 Ja¥oker"4-[3 (v4-1) /10741 (0) kes®
+ (v—1) (0.02863y—0.04812) kpSad+ (8/27x)
X (4r—3V3) (v—1) (v—2) ksfa* In (ksB) +0 (ks®),
(4.87)
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TaBrLE V. Diagram class factors.

Diagram class Factor
I v—1
IA $(r—1) (»*—3v+4)
1I —(—1)(»—3)
ITA (v—1) (3v—=9)
II1 (r—1)2

where the expansion for the energy carried only this
far is completely expressible in terms of the two-body
scattering phase shifts. For v=2, we obtain

AEM /(N#?) = (3r) ~akps+0.055661ksta?
+ (201) "@rokst+ (9/107) A1 (0) kri4-0.00914k5%a3
+0.045899a37,°+0.015680a4,” (0) kx®
—0.02216k5%a* 40 (ks"),  (4.88)

where a is the scattering length, 7, the effective range,
A1(0) is determined by the /=1, zero energy phase
shift by (4.63), and 4,”(0) is determined by (4.45).
The quantity 4¢”/(0) is not uniquely determined by
the two-body phase shifts so far as we can tell.

E. The Soft, Repulsive Square-Well Potential

As an illustration of the calculation of the Fermi
momentum expansion, we choose a soft, repulsive,
square-well potential because most of the calculation
can be done analytically, and because there are data
available, (Sec. IV.C), with which we can compare
our present results.

The first step is to solve for the /=0 wave function
from (4.39), p=0. It is, for this case,

~ sinh [ (M Vr/f2)112]
Volr) = (MVr2/h2) V2% cosh [ (M Ve2/h)V?]’ rse
=(1—(I/1’), r>c,
(4.89)

where M is the mass, V the potential strength, ¢ the
width of the potential, and % is Planck’s constant. The
scattering length is, by (4.41), [or (4.89)],

a=c[1— tanh (p)/p)], (4.90)
where

p= (MVc/h*)12, (4.91)

Next, using the asymptotic form (4.44) to compute

A1(0), and (4.45) to compute 44" (0), we compute
$a*ro=§c*{ 143 (14 tanh? p) /p*
—[(3/p)+(3/20*) J tanh p}, (4.92)
A"(0)=3c*{[(3/p)+(6/p") ] tanh (p)—1—6/p*}, (4.93)
4,(0) =1[143(1—p coth p) /p*].  (4.94)

As the available data is for the special case v=2, we
shall not need to calculate the other potential-dependent
parameter b3 of (4.80). The procedures necessary to
calculate it are detailed in Baker (1965a), although
that b; is different from the one in (4.80).

One can compute, as described in Sec. IV.A, the
ladder energy by the solution of an integral equation.
This calculation was done by Baker ef al. (1963)
although they did not publish the complete table. We
will use their data for comparison. We can then compare
this solution with the results of our expansion. Specializ-
ing (4.60) to v=2, we have

AELM/(N#?) = (a/3) kr*~+ (0.055661a%) byt
+[(207) a%y+ (9/107) 41 (0) +0.032031a% Ts5
+[0.013373%,+0.038196a4" (0) 4-0.019156a4)k5"+ - - -
(4.95)

We give a short table (Table VI), based on Egs.
(4.90)—(4.95) of the ladder potential energy kr expan-
sion coefficients.

If we compute the ladder energy from a power series
of four terms, the results are in excellent agreement with
results calculated by the methods described in Sec. A.
For the hard-core potential (actually V'=10° for nu-
merical reasons here) the error increases to about 8%,
at krc=1.5, and decreases rapidly for smaller %zc. For
weaker potentials, the range in kpc increases. For V=
1.0, the error is about 439 at kpc=1.5, and 119, at
krc=2.0. For V'=0.125, the error is only 7%, at krc=
2.0, and again decreases rapidly for smaller rc.

We can conclude from these results that, in spite of
the probable asymptotic nature of the kr expansion,
Eq. (4.95) forms a good summary of the ladder energy
for low to moderate densities. If the ladder approxima-
tion energy in this density range is desired, it can be
calculated by (4.95) with great resulting economy in
effort compared to standard methods.

If we now form the difference between the complete
energy and the ladder approximation as given by (4.88)
and (4.95), we may compare it, for weak to moderate
potentials, with the results found in Baker et al. (1963)
and partially quoted in Sec. IV.C. When this compari-
son is made, the same general-error pattern emerges
when due regard is taken for the fact that for weak
potentials the difference is quite small. For very strong
potentials tending towards the hard-core limit we have
nothing with which to compare our results. However,
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Tasre VI. Ladder-approximation coefficients.

14 Ay As As Ay
0.125 4.2106X1073 8.7655X 1075 5.6100X 1074 —1.9594X 107
1.0 2.5296X102 3.1636X1072 5.6428<1072 —5.0167x10*
5.0 5.9724 10 1.7636X1072 2.8953 1072 3.6752X1078

© 1.0610X 1071 5.5661 X102 1.3813X107! 1.5339x102

as long as the corrections calculated to the ladder
approximation are small, we expect the results to be
accurate.

V. THE INCLUSION OF ATTRACTIVE FORCES

The presence of attractive forces in the many-
fermion problem is appreciably more difficult then the
purely repulsive force problem dealt with in the pre-
vious section for several reasons. Iirst of all, we will
show that the presence of “Emery (1959) singularities”
makes the K-matrix rearrangement invalid in the
presences of any attractive force (of longer range than
the repulsive forces) whatsoever. We do not believe
that these are real singularities in the energy, as or-
dinary macroscopic sized systems do not appear to be a
close enough approximation to an infinite system to
possess them. Rather, they appear to represent an
unfortunate choice of a method of summation of a
series which is known to be divergent. We introduce an
alternate procedure (R matrix) which is numerically
very close to the Brueckner K-matrix method, but free
from the “Emery singularities.” Further, the location,
or even the existence of singularities, which may occur
at various points in the potential strength-density
plane, must receive careful attention. The location of
such singularities is of crucial importance to any
program of series summation, as it is well known that
the nearest singularity limits the radius of convergence
of a Taylor series. No program which has as its goal the
calculation of the ground-state energy of a many-
fermion system can hope to be successful until it has
taken account of at least the closest such singularities.
In particular, it is widely recognized that in many ways
nuclear matter, for example, is very much like a liquid
drop and that the ground-state energy-vs-density curve
should have a flat portion for low density corresponding
to a condensed nucleus which does not fill the whole
volume. The saturation minima obtained by approximate
schemes have been represented as analytic continua-
tions of the high-density portion of the curve. However,
the logical consequences of the liguid aspects of @ many-
fermion ground state must be taken into account. From
the theory of liquids and gases we expect, and indeed
find, that there will be a potential strength for which
the densities of the liquid and gaseous phases of the
many-fermion system, interacting through an attractive
potential with a strong repulsive core, will become

equal, and a phase separation will cease to be. At this
point, called the critical point, the theory of liquids and
gases (and of cooperative phenomena in general) tells
us there is an analytic singularity. This situation is in
sharp contrast to the situation for a purely repulsive
potential, where a low-density expansion proved in the
previous section to be satisfactory because of the ab-
sence of a liquid-gas critical-point singularity. The
presence of the critical singularity renders inadequate
(as in classical statistical mechanics) approximation
procedures based on the assumption of low density,
since the ground state lies on the liquid side of the co-
existence curve. A low-density expansion is blocked off
from the liquid side of the coexistence curve by having
to pass through the two-phase region, where the curves
are flat. On the other hand, if one tries an expansion in
terms of the number of interacting particles, which is
accurate both for low density and weak interaction,
one may again have trouble as the critical-point
singularity lies directly between the origin in the
density—-potential strength plane and the liquid side of
the coexistence curve. We propose a resummed poten-
tial strength expansion at fixed density which will avoid
the critical point singularity.

A. The R-Matrix Rearrangements

We will now examine the solutions of the K-matrix
equations (Sec. IV.A) for singularities in the presence of
attractive forces outside a repulsive core. We have no
need to consider purely attractive forces because it is
well known (Blatt and Weiskopf, 1952) that, except
when the forces are artificially limited, for example to
/=0 only, a pure attraction causes the system to col-
lapse to a volume of the order of the range of the force,
irrespective of the number of particles.

In order to locate the values of the parameters which
correspond to the nearest singularity, we start with the
differential form of the K-matrix equation (Sec. IV.D)
from which we have eliminated the center of mass
coordinates. It is

[H, ANV o=k, (5.1)

with H, the relative coordinate kinetic energy, and V
the potential energy when the wave function w must be

expanded in terms of
exp (ik-r),  [3p+k|>kr, [3p—k|>kr.

(5.2)
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The p and % are given in terms of the two hole momenta
m and » as

k=%(m—n), p=m-n. (5.3)

The condition for a singularity is the existence of a
bound state solution to (5.1), subject to (5.2). Inspec-
tion reveals that the least attraction will be needed
when

|m|=|n| =t (5.4)

Hence the usual K-matrix equation (in terms of a
coordinate-space wave function) becomes

w1 =) = = [ Gualr, 7YV (sl ()2,
™/

(5.5)
where, for condition (5.4),

kpt-Gep kD2 Bt gt
N s LN (I
Gutr, )= [ oA R CCOMICLN
B2 qp

; 17 > 11,7
ko+(kF2_k2)1/2 T L7u(k"r)7(R"7) ].
The limit as k—kr requires special attention. In
fact, it is on this account that we find it necessary to
reorganize the summation of the energy series. There
occur Emery singularities. Emery (1959, 1960) has
shown that a singularity occurs when

(kp | v | ¢¥)=0, (5.7)

where ¢ is the solution of an integral equation with
Gri(7, 7') replaced by [Eq. (42) of Emery, 1959]

<kp l 'L’G?) I kF>

(5.6)

F=G+ (e | o] Br) I | k) Cor |
Go | kp)kr | | ke){kr | vG
ke lvlhe) (ke |o|ke)
[¥)=|ke)—Fv[y), (5.8)
where

k21 (kr)ji (k") — ki’jy(ker) j1 (ker")
k?—kF2 ’
(5.9)

and | kry=7,(krr). In the low-density limit, (5.7)
corresponds to (Emery, 1960)

tan 6;(kr) =0, (5.10)

where 6; is the phase shift of the corresponding Schré-
dinger equation. If we use a potential

(r|G|7’>=7%/;:(z’k

v=-+00, r<c,
=—W, c<r<d,
=0, a<r, (5.11)

then it is easy to compute asymptotically for / large

that
tan 6;(k) « —[d*Wm/ ((21+3)#?) ]
+ (¢/d)* 204+ 14-3 (PWm/F2) ].  (5.12)

(We use the sign convention on phase shifts that a
simple repulsive core produces a positive phase shift.)
For large /, the first term dominates as ¢<d, forcing
tan 6;(k) negative no matter how weak W may be.
Thus, at low density, the ladder series has an Emery
singularity for / large enough with any attractive force
at all. Baker and Kahane (1969) have followed these
singularities numerically to higher density, and while
they move to stronger potentials with increasing density,
as we expect, there is always another for high enough /
so that the entire attractive potential region of the kp
potential strength plane is filled with Emery singular-
ities of the ladder series.

However, these results do not tell the whole story.
If we examine the rate of approach of the potential V,(k)
for which we have a singularity to V(kr), we find that

Vo(E)~V. (k) —o/[log (1—k/ke) ). (5.13)

As [ increases, so does w. The region in which V (k) is
lower than V,(0) is very tiny.

For example, from the relation between %r and the
volume per particle, we can compute that the average
level spacing is

AN /dky=3N kg, (5.14)

and hence we expect, for a macroscopic sample, that
the smallest that the argument of the log in (5.13) can
be is about 10~*. We have computed the singularity
curve of the K matrix for a potential with a hard core
and attractive square well [see Eq. (5.38) below ] for
b=4a. In that case for /=0, kp=1.0, V;(0)~4.3, there
is a maximum near k/kr=0.7 of V(0.7)~10.2, and
V(1) =3.2. However, for a macroscopic sized system,
we find V,(1—10"#)~4.0, a long way from the limit
as k—kr! As l increases, the strength of potential needed
to cause a singularity is generally more attractive,
except for k=kp, where, as we saw, it is less so. The
region around k=kr, where V(&) is less than V,(0),
decreases in size very rapidly. It is hard to ascribe much
relevance in the physical world to a phenomenon which
seems to require a much vaster than normal macro-
scopic sized system for its existence.

Brueckner and Gammel (1958a) made the simple
approximation of adding a small excitation energy to
the denominator of the Green’s function [our Eq. (5.6),
for example] as a numerical expedient to prevent an
infinity in their numerical work. We have checked that
this procedure has the effect of moving V,(kr) well
above (in most of the type of cases we are considering)
V,(0).

We know very well that for certain potential shapes
(potential of one sign) the energy is indeed singular
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in the presence of any attraction at all—the well known
nuclear collapse problem. This consideration suggests
to us that the ladder series may be giving a ‘“shape-
independent” approximate description of the nuclear
collapse phenomenon. For the potentials we are con-
sidering, we know that it is the “excluded-volume”
effect of the hard cores in the many-body problem which
prevents this collapse. (In any event, it does not seem
relevant to the size of systems we are attempting to
treat.) We therefore conclude that a different summa-
tion procedure than those based on the K matrix is
required to make a valid singularity-free calculation of
the many-body energy.

Baker and Kahane (1969) rearranged the energy
series in powers, not of Brueckner’s K matrix, but in
powers of a closely related matrix which they called R.
The reason that the ordinary potential strength ex-
pansion was rearranged into powers of K was to enable
one to treat potentials with an infinite repulsive core.
This feature must clearly be retained. The usual K
matrix (in ladder approximation) is given by (4.6-
4.18), except (4.13) is replaced by A(k) =E(k) =%k
The low-density limit of the many-body energy is, as
we have seen in the previous chapter

AE= 5 // dk dp
(2mkr)® JJ ppii<kr, 13p—ki<kr

r—1 ! even

XX (21+1)< )Kz(k), (5.15)
1

v4-1 ! odd

and it is proportional to the scattering length
a= tan §(0) = / V() uw(r)r2dr. (5.16)
0
This result corresponds to the standing wave normaliza-
tion for the wave function (Brueckner, 1959; and Wu

and Ohmura, 1962).
If we introduce the Green’s function

gkl(", 7”) = / dk"
0

o L) (Rr) =22 (kr)ja (k) ]
) k//2___k2 ’

(5.17)

then there is no singularity in the integrand at &’ =Fk.

We may, following usual procedures, (Wu and Ohmura,

1962) evaluate (5.17). It is

Gui(r, 7') = —kji(kr ) mi(krs), (5.18)

where 7< and 7> are the lesser and greater of  and 7/,
respectively. This is exactly the standing wave (Wu and
Ohmura, 1962) Green’s function. The form (5.17) is
well defined for all &’s, and is also suitable for inclusion
of the Pauli exclusion principle. Baker and Kahane
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(1969) therefore introduced

~ , w k%5 (R )5 (Rr") — Ry (k)7 (Rr

le(”,")':/ dk"[ L )]Z( k//z_)_kz ]l( )]Z( )]
0

XF(p, K" +-a(p, k)ji(kr)ji(kr').  (5.19)

Form (5.19) of G can now be well defined for all & and b,
not just those in the Fermi sea as was the case for
(4.12), by extending the definition of F(p, k') to be

F(p, k") =1, p—kr> k",
~o, (39 15 <y,
=1) k”_%szFr
= (K43 p*— ki) /K'p, otherwise. (5.20)

The second term d(p, k) is arbitrary provided it
vanishes when kr does. They choose G=F%/kr(k<kr) as
a simple_function which minimizes the difference
between G and G.

The next step is to expand the solution of (4.14) in
terms of the solution of

2 (o .
@ua(r) =5 (r) = = f Golr, VYV ()i (7) 1 dr.
0

(5.21)

To do this, we observe that (4.14) can be rewritten as
2 [ .
wia(r) = Aji(br) — f Golr, YV (Y (#) 7" ',
T o

(5.22)

where

2( = k2dk"
A=14+ (| = F(p, ¥")—d
+ ([ asare e —aen)

X ( / " YV (Y () 2 dr’) . (5.23)

Thus, solving for 4, we get
0 -1
A= <1+7r—1(7-1——2d) / Ju(kr YV (#") i () 7> dr’) ,
0
(5.24)

where we use the notation (4.66a) of the previous chap-
ter for 7,. Hence, we have

%kl(7)=/1akz(7), (525)

and

Ki(k) =Ruy(k) /(14 (3ri—a) Ri(k) ],

where we define the diagonal elements of the R matrix
as

(5.26)

Ru(k) = f / SNV @ dr. (5.27)

The Emery singularity arises in (5.26) if R;<0, as r;
can be arbitrarily large. From (5.26), the expansion of
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K(k) in powers of the R matrix is quite straightfor-
ward:

K (k) =Ri(k) — (3ri—a@) RZ(k) + (311—@) 2R (k) +- - -.
(5.28)

If we substitute (5.28) into (5.15), then as 7, diverges
only logarithmically, the integral of every power is
convergent; hence the expansion of AE (ladder) is well
defined in powers of the R matrix, provided R itself is
defined. The coefficients of the expansion, of course, are
divergent like (#!). This divergence is the same as that
for K in powers of V. This similarity in divergence rates
follows from the fact that, as G(r,7") V(') is bounded
for ¥V (r) bounded, R must have a finite radius of con-
vergence when expanded in powers of the potential
strength. In the low-density limit we see that R has the
standing wave singularity of tan §,;(k). These are well
known to correspond to the occurrence of a two-body
bound state.

In addition to resumming the series in terms of the
R matrix, we must also prescribe how to resum the
complete perturbation series in terms of R. This pro-
cedure is conceptually simplest (at least from the
point of view of systematically giving all the terms) by
expanding every K matrix in the K-matrix rearrange-
ment in powers of R. Of course, as K is meaningless for
the type of potentials considered, to establish the
validity of the R-matrix rearrangement we must go
directly from the V perturbation series to the R-matrix
rearrangement.

Let us now consider the K matrices which result from
the ladder-type insertions to convert all possible types

~ , o0 iy kllzjl(k”r)jl(k"r/) .
qul(?’, 7 ) = / dk ‘m@;”* F(P, k", k, q)

of V vertices (see Fig. 15) into K vertices. They can be
divided into two relevant categories. The first category
comprises those in which the higher-order ladder
insertions either begin or end with an E or F vertex
(number of excited states changes by =#2). In this
situation, we can apply the proof of the Hugenholtz
Factorization Theorem (Sec. II.C) to show that the
sum over all relative vertex orders between the different
independent ends (as in Fig. 15) gives an effective
denominator for the K matrix which has no contribu-
tion from the excitation of the Fermi sea. Here we only
require those K matrices which either begin or end “on
mass shell.” They can be obtained as

G | Ko k)= | R | k)/[1+ (Gri—a@) Ru(k) ],

where we define

(5.29)

| R | k)= ;/wjl(/aW)V(r)akl(r)rf* dr, (5.30)

and the expansion of (5.29) is analogous to that of
(5.28). The other category comprises all the others. For
these the denominators include an excitation of the
Fermi sea. The integral equation for the K-matrix
wave function is now (4.14), but with

0 c LI A (B
Gialr, )= [k ar LE )

: iy T k)

(5.31)

instead of (4.12). The Pauli principle function is such
that the denominator is nonnegative definite where
F>0; however, k’—g¢* may be positive or negative. To
handle these cases we introduce

it >

0
/ " d (k)1 (R) — (=)L — ) P ] L (R — ) ]}
= ar
0

k=g

Then, if we define

¥ | Re|Ge=g)m)= [N V() (r) 1,
0

where

F(p, k', k, q)

Erqr(r) =71(kr) — / Grqr(r, VYV () e (r )7 a7,
0 .

+a(p, k, Qi (=)7L (=g ] if k*>¢% (5.32)

| Ry | )= / I EDV () (1) dr,
(5.33)
(5.34)

eqr(r) =i (K—g*)*r ]— / Grar(r, 7YV (") min (1) "2
0
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for the wavefunction corresponding to (5.31) we can write

et () (BP—@) " | Ry | k)L(p, k, q)

rqr(7) = Erqr(7) —
where

L(p,k,q>=/:(

=0,
Hence we find

(| K| R)=(k'| Ry | k)—

) 5.35
L (p, by ) (B =) | R | (2= g7) 1) (5.35)
_ =) o o
k//2_k2+q2) F(p, k", k, (]) dk’" —a, k> q
k< gt (5.36)
(k' | Ry | (R2—g")"2)((k2—g") "2 | Ry | k)L (p, k, q) }
(5.37)

which leads directly to an expansion of K, in powers of
R,. The Emery singularities are here seen to be asso-
ciated with ((k2—¢*)V%| Ry | (k2—¢?)¥2)=0, which are
analogous to those for an unexcited Fermi sea.

Baker and Kahane (1969) have investigated numeri-
cally the singularity structure of the R matrix for
potentials of the form

V(r) =105, 0<r<a,
—HV(@)+V()], =g
=—72*/[2(b—a) P, a<r<b, (5.38)

for b=4a, and b=2a. The structure that they find is

Ve

1

V —e

F1c. 36. Sketch of a typical pressure-volume diagram for a
liquid-vapor system. The dashed line is the coexistence curve.

1+L(p, by @) ((B—=g")'" | Ry | (B —g*)""%)

complex; however, the singularities lie at considerably
more attractive potentials than those required to
produce saturation in the R-matrix approximation to
the many-fermion energy. One is thus able to verify
at least for sufficiently weak potentials of this type that
the R-matrix resummation procedure satisfies the con-
ditions we discussed in Sec. IIL.E, and so is a valid
representation of the answer to the physical problem.

B. The Critical Point Singularity

In the previous section we have corrected the mathe-
matical formalism for probably a more technical than
physical singularity. In this section, we will be prin-
cipally concerned with a physical effect. We will still
consider forces with a strongly repulsive core surrounded
by a pure attraction of finite depth and range. Although
we are concerned in this article exclusively with the
ground-state energy of a many-fermion system, it is
sometimes helpful to understanding to consider a
problem in the context of a larger one. This we shall do
here by introducing a temperature. The ground state
will be recovered in the limit as the temperature goes to
zero, with the other relevant variables fixed.

Interacting systems with interparticle potentials of
the general type we are discussing are quite common in
nature and have been much studied. One of the most
striking properties exhibited by an extremely wide
variety of matter in bulk is that of change of phase—
the boiling of water to form steam, for example. This
phenomenon occurs at normal atmospheric pressure.
As we increase the pressure, the temperature and den-
sity of the steam increases; finally, at a critical point
(pey Te, p.) the density of water and steam become the
same, and for a higher temperature (or pressure) there
is no longer a change of phase.?

As one approaches the critical point from (for in-
stance) higher temperature, various manifestations of
the impending phase separation appear. A typical p-V
diagram is shown in Fig. 36. The dashed line is the co-

2 For a good recent review of the equilibrium theory of critical

phenomena, clearly presented, the reader is referred to Tisher
(1967).
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F1c. 37. Sketch of energy vs volume for the ground state of a
many-fermion system with attractive forces present.

existence curve. For example, the density fluctuations
become very large when a liquid and its vapor are in
equilibrium with each other below the critical tempera-
ture at the same pressure. (They have different den-
sities. In the absence of gravity, one expects to find
various droplets of liquid dispersed throughout the
volume.) This phenomenon is experimentally manifest
as critical opalescence, i.e., the substance becomes
cloudy.

Another type of system which displays an exactly
analogous behavior is a ferromagnetic crystal near its
Curie or critical point where spontaneous magnetiza-
tion suddenly appears. Here the zero-field magnetic
susceptibility becomes infinite at the critical point.
One salient feature observed of critical points is that the
singular physical behavior is represented by an analytic
singularity in thermodynamic properties of these
systems. A consequence is that a limit is set on the
radius of convergence of ordinary perturbation theory
by the existence of such a singularity. Any serious
attempt to calculate the properties of many-fermion
systems must consider the possibility of such a singular-
ity and take account of it.

The argument that systems such as nuclear matter
possess a two-phase region is quite straightforward.
We start from the assumption that the many-fermion
system is spatially homogeneous and that the energy is
an analytic function of the density; then we show that
this assumption leads to a contradiction. Consider a
potential with a hard core plus an attractive part of
strength, A=1—¢, ¢>0, where \=1 is the strength
required to produce a two-body bound state of zero
energy. We will suppose that the pair-interaction
volume is much larger than the hard-core volume. [In
the nuclear case, the range of interaction is at least 23
times the hard-core diameter (Gammel and Thaler,
1957) or a ratio of more than 15:1 in volume. ]

We can now imagine a configuration in which there
are up to six interacting pairs per particle (face-centered
cubic arrangement) without an appreciable increase in

the kinetic energy per particle. Consequently, we expect
to be able to obtain a negative many-body ground-state
energy at a suitable density because of the relative
many-body enhancement of potential energy over
kinetic energy.® (This effect is evident in the nuclear
case from an examination of the experimental binding
energy per particle among the light elements [see, for
example, Blatt and Weiskopf, 1952) ]. However, as we
showed in Sec. IV.D, for very low density, we have

(Em/Nh?) = 3kp*+ (3m) "laks®*+- -+,  (5.39)

where kp is the Fermi momentum, and is proportional
to the cube root of the density. Hence the energy is
positive at very low density. By choosing A=1—¢, the
scattering length @, is finite; although @ is infinite for
A=1, which would vitiate this argument at that poten-
tial, @ is finite and analytic for all 0<A<1. For high
densities, the energy per particle becomes indefinitely
great as the available amount of attraction per particle
is bounded (because of the hard cores and finite range
and depth), but the repulsive kinetic energy from re-
stricting the available volume is not. The energy curve
for a spatially homogeneous system must look like
Fig. 37. We shall assume that the energy curve varies
continuously with temperature as 7' goes to zero for
fixed density (see the proof by Luttinger and Ward,
1960).

We now use the following rigorous result of statistical
mechanics. The Helmholtz free energy (per particle)
is convex (Ruelle, 1963; Fisher, 1964)

V[T, 3(ntw) <3V (T, ) +5¥ (T, v,),

with continuous derivative for all (nonzero) tempera-
tures. The Helmholtz free energy (see, for example,
Epstein, 1937) is defined as

V=E-TS,

(5.40)

(5.41)

where E is the internal energy (per particle), 7' the
absolute temperature, and S the entropy (per particle).
Now the entropy per particle (Hill, 1956) diverges to
plus infinity like the logarithm of the volume in the
limit of large volumes. We may now pick a temperature
small enough so that, for all volumes in any given range
between a lower limit greater than the jamming volume
and less than some finite upper limit, ¥ is within any
preassigned distance of E as the entropy is bounded in

3 A more nearly rigorous proof can be given by dividing space
up into equal cubes, each containing, say, three or more particles.
If we then impose zero boundary conditions along the cube bound-
aries, we have restricted the class of wave functions allowed,
and hence possibly raised the ground-state energy. If we now
drop the attractive intercube interactions and thicken the walls
to take account of the intercube repulsive interactions, we reduce
our problem to a set of finite problems which give an upper
bound to the energy of the complete problem. The application
of variational techniques [see, for example, Austern and Iano
(1960) 7], now suffice to establish a negative eigenvalue for some
intermediate density.
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that range. In the low-density (large-volume) limit for
any 7>0, however, ¥ tends — @« because E is bounded,
and S—+ . This argument establishes a region where
¥ is positive. Therefore, the Helmholtz free energy
under these assumptions fails to be convex, which is a
contradiction. We conclude that the ground state is not
one spatially homogeneous phase. We may, however,
construct a convex ¥ by taking the convex hull of the
spatially homogeneous ¥, i.e., by drawing the tangent
line across the reentrant portions, as in Fig. 38. This
tangent line is realized by a two-phase system of
suitable proportions of spatially homogeneous systems
at densities 4 and B to construct the required inter-
mediate density.

Let us now consider our system at very high tempera-
ture. By the correspondence principle (Wigner, 1932),
quantum effects become negligible and we may con-
sider classical behavior. The attractive interaction
energies, having a finite maximum, become inconse-
quential compared to the kinetic energies, and hence the
possibility of a liquid—vapor-type phase change ceases
to exist!: if we imagine a liquid droplet formed, the
attraction would be too weak to bind a particle having
even the average kinetic energy, and hence the droplet
would immediately evaporate. We concluded, therefore,
that, as there is a two-phase region for very low tem-
perature and no two-phase region for very high tem-
perature, there must be a positive least upper bound to
temperatures for which two phases are possible. This
temperature we call the critical temperature. Although
we recognize that the boundary of the two-phase region
could have a flat top (up as in Fig. 36), we will continue
to treat the simpler case where the top is a single point,
which seems to be the usual circumstance observed in
many analogous cases.

Having established the existence of a critical tem-
perature, we may ask how its location varies as a func-
tion of the strength of the attractive part of the poten-
tial N\. For weaker A, there is less binding energy
available and a stronger tendency for droplets to evap-
orate. Hence the critical temperature decreases as A
decreases. When \ is zero (hard cores only), there is no
possibility of a liquid, as a droplet would have no
binding energy at all. .

This argument implies the convexity of £ at T=0
(except for a possible order—disorder transition at
higher density). Hence, interpolating between A=0
and Fig. 37, there must be a greatest lower bound to
N’s which have nonconvex E-vs-v curves under the
spatially homogeneous constraint. Consequently, there
exists a critical potential 0<\o<1 for which the critical
temperature is exactly zero. There is a corresponding
critical density p, (or perhaps a range of densities). The
significance of this critical point (X, p¢) in the (potential

4 There may still be a solid—fluid phase change at high density

on account of the hard cores, but we are not presently concerned
with this. See Gaunt and Fisher (1965).

f

v

F16. 38. Free energy vs volume for a low-temperature many-
fermion system with attractive forces present. The dashed line
is the convex hull or two-phase portion.

strength—density) plane for fixed temperature (zero) is,
as explained above, the reasonable expectation that it
must be an analytic singularity, as is every other known
critical point.

From the foregoing discussion it is plain that the
ground state of such a many-fermion system is a
cooperative state which can rightly be considered as a
liquid.® Approximation procedures based solely on the
assumption of a dilute gaslike system are not adequate
as the density, rather than being low, is higher than
critical density, which is the relevant density for the
importance of higher-order cluster interactions.

C. The Coexistence Curve

By the coexistence curve, we mean here that curve in
the kr potential strength plane passing through the
critical point, which forms the boundary of a stable
one-phase region, i.e., the curve where the coexistence
of two phases just becomes possible. In this section, we
will examine whether one may expect the coexistence
curve to be a locus of singularities or not. This question
is important as it is precisely on the coexistence curve
(liquid side) that we seek to evaluate the energy of, for
example, infinite nuclear matter.

Baker and Kahane (1969) have investigated the
nearest singularity in the R matrix for several potential
shapes. It starts, in the limit of zero density, at the
strength needed to form a two-body bound state, and as
the Fermi momentum increases the strength of the
interaction at the singularity generally increases. This
increase is in accord with the idea that as the density
increases the low-frequency states are excluded by the
Pauli principle, and a stronger interaction is required
to form a bound state. That such singularities should

5 For a description of the Bohr liquid drop model of the nucleus,
see, for example, Evans (1955). The successful aspects have
long been recognized to be the bulk properties, surface energies,
separation energies, etc., which one would expect from either
a classical or quantal liquid, which are, of course, just the aspects
relevant to the present discussion.
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F16. 39. Path in the A—kp plane which leads to the occurrence
of a spatially inhomogeneous (two-body) portion of the many-
body wavefunction. The jagged line is a line of singularities
(fixed 7).

exist has long been recognized (Emery, 1959; Balian,
1962). The relevant question, insofar as a study of the
ground-state energy of a many-fermion system is
concerned, is their location (in the zr—\ plane) relative
to the coexistence curve. If none of these singularities
lie in the one-phase region, then they are, in principal,
no impediment to the calculation of the ground-state
energy. If, on the other hand, they intrude into the
one-phase region, then they proscribe the calculation
of the ground-state energy there. We have argued in
the previous section that, for the type of potentials we
are considering (see Sec. B), the many-body effects
which enhance the potential relative to the kinetic
energy contributions cause the many-body binding
energy per particle to increase when the number of
particles in the system does. Consequently, a weaker
potential is required to cause a given binding energy
per particle for a larger system than for a smaller one.
Therefore we expect the two-body bound states which
cause singularities in the ladder approximation to occur
for stronger potentials than saturation.

We can give significance to the low-density termi-
nology of bound states in the presence of a Fermi sea
by a discussion in terms of spatial homogeneity. In the
low-density case, the normalization of the wave func-
tion when two particles are close together (in a “bound”
state) is proportional to v=2 (v is volume), instead of
1/v, as it would be if they were uncorrelated. This
region will persist as we increase the density of the
surrounding Fermi sea. The effect of the presence of the
Fermi sea (Gomez et al., 1958) is to prevent the occur-
rence of most of the low frequencies in the wave
function. They (Gomez ef al., 1958) say that it “heals”
quickly; however, the amplitude of the ‘healed”
(undisturbed frequency) portion of the wavefunction
will differ from that of the unperturbed wavefunction
when there is a spatially inhomogeneous portion pres-

ent, as there will be a nonzero fraction of the total
normalization in the correlated portion. As the density
of the Fermi sea is increased, finally one must use such
high frequencies (high kinetic energies) to construct
the wavefunction that it becomes energetically un-
favorable as compared to the spatially homogeneous
state. (See Fig. 39 for the path followed in this argument
in the A—kp plane.) Since the three-, four-, etc. body
scattering matrices appear, as has been emphasized by
Bethe (1965), as part of the energy expansion, one
finds the same phenomena there as in the two-body
case. An analytic singularity will occur in the n-body
scattering matrix, where the spatially inhomogeneous
case (normalization of the wavefunction when all
particles are remote from each other decreases) be-
comes more favorable than the spatially homogeneous
case. If we consider the limit as # becomes infinite for
the n-body scattering matrix in a sea of fixed density,
the location of the singularity will be the coexistence
curve—as the breakdown of spatial homogeneity (one
phase) is the definition of a liquid—vapor coexistence
curve. Consequently, we conclude that the coexistence
curve is a limit point of singularities of subsequences
which occur in the complete energy. Fortunately, as
we have discussed above, the limit, for potentials of the
sort we are treating, is approached from the more
strongly attractive side, and we are not barred, in
principle, from computing the energy on the coexistence
curve from the less strongly attractive side.

As the coexistence curve is a little bit complex we
have included a sketch of it in Fig. 40. There are three
distinct horizontal bands. Below the critical point
(A<X¢) liquid and gas merge indistinguishably into
one another. The next band has a real gas and a real
liquid. Tt lies in the range A¢e<A<)\p, with Az the
strength of potential interaction required to bind the
liquid phase with zero binding. In this band, the system
exerts positive pressure on the walls of the vessel (as it
did in the lowest horizontal band). In the top band
(A>X\g) the density of the gas phase is zero, and the
liquid therefore does not fill the container in the two
phase region. It is in this self-bound region that the
saturation point of nuclear matter lies. The liquid co-
existence curve in this band can be obtained in the
usual way by looking for the minimum (approached
from high density) in the energy per particle vs kr for
fixed interaction strength. In the second band, the more
complex Gibbs double-tangent construction (Fig. 38)
must be used to locate the coexistence curve.

Whether or not the coexistence curve is a line of
singularities of the analytic function

E(kp, \) = 3 lim ye A", (5.42)
n=0 N->0
as well as
Ey(kp, \) = lim Y ye.\", (5.43)

N-w n=0
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is clearly of crucial importance to any attempt to
compute the energy on the coexistence curve. Katsura
(1954, 1960) has examined a classical model and shown
that, in spite of Yang and Lee’s (1952) results on
(5.43), it is doubtful whether the singularity of (5.42)
coincides with the irregular point of (5.43).

That (5.42) and (5.43) are not necessarily the same
can be seen from the example where ye, are the series
expansion coefficient of the function

{1+ exp [N (1—N) }}~

In this case, (5.42) yields E(\)=0, while E,(\)=
U(N—1), the unit step at A=1. While £ is analytic
(and trivial) everywhere, E,, has a line of singularities
on Re (\) =1.

There is some numerical evidence (Baker, 1967) to
indicate that for the nearest-neighbor lattice gas the
coexistence curve does not contain singularities of
(5.42) except for the critical point itself. Katsura (1955,
1963) and Saito (1961) have proved for the long-range,
Huisimi-Temperley model that the coexistence curve
is not a line of singularities of (5.42). Of course, in both
the above cases (5.43) has a line of singularities on the
coexistence curve.

Thus the fundamental question of whether (5.42)
has a line of singularities along the coexistence curve is

(kgde kg —>

F1c. 40. The solid curve is the coexistence curve for a many-
fermion system at zero temperature. It consists of three parts.
Part L which runs right from point C is the liquid coexistence
curve. Part G which runs from B to C is the gas coexistence
curve, and part V which runs vertically up from B is the gas
coexistence curve when the gas phase is a vacuum. Point C is
the critical point. Point Z is where the energy per particle in
the liquid phase on the coexistence curve crosses zero. Point S
is a typical saturation point corresponding to a zero slope in the
energy per particle vs £p curve. The region above the coexistence
curve is the two phase region and that below is the one phase
region.
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as yet unanswered—thereby making any calculation of
the saturation properties of such a many-fermion sys-
tem extremely difficult. It is reasonably clear from the
arguments we have advanced that (5.43) does possess
a line of singularities along the coexistence curve. There
is, as we indicated above, some indirect evidence that
(5.42) may not have these singularities, except at the
critical point, or that if they are there they are of such a
nature as to be numerically inconsequential. We will
proceed on the optimistic assumption that we need
take account only of the critical point itself out of this
class of singularities.

D. Evaluation of the R-Matrix Expansion
Through Fourth Order

From the discussion in the preceding two sections, it
is plain that any sequence of successive approximations
to the energy of the ground state of a many-fermion
system with attractive forces must take into account
the critical singularity, and must be designed in such a
way as to avoid its adverse effect on the convergence.
One such procedure is very close to the original program
of Brueckner. It is to fix the density (kr), and then
calculate an expansion in successively higher powers of
the R matrix. In this way we will pass from the non-
interacting system at fixed density (whose solution is
known exactly), through the one-phase region, to the
liquid coexistence curve where the infinite system of
fermions is saturated, i.e., in equilibrium with the
vacuum. This path should be one along which the energy
is an analytic function of the potential strength, and
so this procedure, leaving aside the problem raised in
Sec. C, gives a well-defined method for determining
the energy of such a system.

The actual execution of such a program requires only
technique and persistence, and does not present any
difficulties in principle. We will review one such cal-
culation by Baker ef al. (1970). If one sums out all the
ladder insertions, then the series of diagrams which
remain, with a K (R) at each vertex is, through fourth
order: B1, R3, H3, F3, 1.6, TA.1, TA.2, TA.3, 1.3, I1.4,
I1.5, 1.7, T1.8, IL.9, I1.10, TL.11, IT.12, TIA.1, TIA.2,
IIA.3, ITA4, TTA.S, TTA.6, I11.2, IT1.94-10, IV.1, IV 4,
IV.5, IV.6, and IV.7. These are pictured in Fig. 27-34.
There are two types of R matrices which occur in these
diagrams. Those in which the Fermi sea is excited, and
those in which it is not excited. The elimination of the
excitation of the Fermi sea is a result of the Hugenholtz
Factorization Theorem, as was explained in Sec. A. We
now catalogue the vertex types which fall in each
category. They are illustrated in Fig. 15. The vertices
E, F, G, H, and I have no excitation of the Fermi sea,
but in the vertices 4, B, C, and D we must include the
effects of such excitation. The vertex J, which is the
sum of self-energy bubbles on all hole and filled-state
lines at a given vertex position, is a special case. The
R matrix corresponding to a bubble on a filled-state
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line must be corrected for the excitation of the Fermi
sea, while that corresponding to a bubble on a hole line
need not be. We point out that because of the sums in-
volved in the Hugenholtz Factorization Theorem, con-
siderable care must be exercised in writing out the
high-order perturbation terms to avoid over counting.
We also mention that; although the K-matrix procedure
sums out all 4 vertex insertions, there can nevertheless
occur A vertices in the K diagram expansion, when, for
example, there are three or more filled states present at
the same time in a diagram. However, this effect does
not occur until fifth-order in the expansion.

Through fourth order in K, we may use the following
special feature to restrict the number of parameters on
which the R matrix in the presence of an excited Fermi
sea depends. To this order, every excitation consists of a
single filled-state, hole pair which combines with a
filled state at the previous or next vertex to form an
unexcited fermi sea. Therefore, except for a hole
momentum, over which we must integrate in any case,
the excitation energy is directly related, by momentum
conservation, to either the initial or final relative
momentum at that vertex. Hence, by averaging over
the allowed values of the hole momentum in a manner
similar to (4.11), we may again reduce the R matrix to
a dependence only on k, %/, and /. If one wishes to
proceed to higher order than four, one must then know
R as a general function of the excitation energy. One
further special simplification is available on this account.
One finds (we will see this result below) that the
averaged excitation energy always exceeds the energy
of the incident state, so that R and K are equal in this
case. The calculational formulae are now (5.32), case
¢*> k2. The definition of the average value of p changes,
because we now have a vertex with one incident filled-
state line instead of an unexcited Fermi sea as in (4.11).
Itis

_, kettR/152
ip—: kFT%kZ. y k<k1«‘
=k 3kp2 k> ky (5.44)

As p>kr always, it follows from (5.20) that F is never
zero. The value of (g®—#?%) is, basically, (2k)%*— (k)%*+
mean square average of a hole momentum. The average
is restricted by the given value of k. This quantity
works out to be

vt — 5kp’k-+kptk?—4k4/15

kp?— 3k2 ’
k<kp

k> kp?

P — =31t -

=3k2+2kp2. (5.45)
The wave function and R matrix follow in the same
manner as described in Sec. A.

Baker ef al. (1970) have used these formulas to
produce the desired matrix elements numerically by

means of a high speed digital computer. For the details
of this aspect one should consult their paper. They
selected the following potential for consideration in
their paper. First, for states of even relative angular
momentum, we have

Vp(r)="Vy, Vs(r)=T, 0<r<c,
Ve(r)=Vs, Vs(r)=V, c¢<r<d
Vr(r)=Vg(r)=0 d<r (5.46)

where Vs is the singlet potential and V7 is the triplet
potential. For states of odd relative angular momentum,
they chose
Ve(r)=Vs, 0<r<c

Ve(r)=Vg(r)=0

Vs(r)="Vs

c<r. (5.47)

The parameters in this potential were chosen as follows:

¢c=04f,  d=29¢/7

Vi=Vo=Vs=Ve= 1002/ M *

Ve=1.25(Tr/44) /M, Vi=0.96(Tr/44)%h2/ Mc.

(5.48)

They have fitted the two-body data ar=35.39f, rer=
1.71f, and ag=—23.7f to determine these parameters.
In addition, they computed Er=—2.20 MeV, and rys=
2.14f instead 2.6f. Here f is fermis, a is scattering length,
7o is effective range, and Er is the triplet ground-state
energy. The singlet phase shift, §, equals O for k around
150 MeV instead of 200 MeV as it should.

In the evaluation of the contributions to the R-
matrix expansions one must sum over the various spin
and isotopic spin states, in addition to the integrals
over the intermediate momenta. Through fourth order
in R, up to four independent spins and isospins can
occur, a total of 256 different states for this type of
potential. Although this sum needs to be performed only
once for each diagram, the formulas that result are
rather awkward and may indeed contain as many as
256 terms. Baker et al. (1970) give a group theory
procedure, valid through fourth order, which reduces
these sums to the evaluation of at worst the trace of
3X 3 matrices instead of 256X 256.

As it is necessary to evaluate many multidimensional
integrals [Eq. (2.41)7 in which the R-matrix elements
appear in the integrand, Baker et al. (1970) used an
empirical representation to make their calculations
feasible. The integrals were evaluated by Monte-Carlo
integration procedures.

As a partial guide to the accuracy to be expected,
Baker and Kahane (1969) have performed an analogous
calculation on a model taken frem classical statistical
mechanics, which however retains many of the essential
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features. It is the “lattice gas.” For this system (Rush-
brooke and Scoins, 1962, 1963) there is extensive per-
turbation series data available, equivalent to terms of
the order of V°. They summed the series through the
highly effective Padé approximant method,’ (Baker,
1965b; Baker and Gammel, 1970). They found that
while the very earliest approximations are rather
wide of the mark, the improvement is quite rapid and
that, except near the critical point, the location of the
coexistence curve is determined to within about 0.029.
Even the [2,2] Padé approximant, which uses only
four terms in these series, gives about 29, in accuracy,
except near the critical point where it is only 109 off.
They evaluated the energy (actually the free energy)
at the corresponding approximate locations deter-
mined for the coexistence curve. Using all terms avail-

+251— —

MeV

-25+—

0.5 1.0

I'16. 41. Padé approximants to the binding energy of the
many-fermion system using a model force. The large tic marks
are the experimental “nuclear matter” density and energy.

able, they obtained (except near the critical point) at
least four figure agreement with the known answers,
and even better results on the gas side of the coexistence
curve. Using only four terms (the [2, 27 Padé approxi-
mant), they obtained an accuracy of about 19, except
near the critical point. The results for the problem of
Baker et al. (1970) may not be quite so rapidly con-
vergant, as the second term in the R-matrix expansion is
anomalously small, and their potential is more com-
plex than the model one.

In Tables VII and VIII we list the numerical results
of Baker et al. (1970) for the various diagrams. The
density kr=0.625 was chosen at which to evaluate the

¢ The Padé approximant method is an approximate method of
analytic continuation where a ratio of polynomials is used to
extend the knowledge of the function value further from the
origin than one might naively suppose possible. It has been
used to good effect in many problems of physics involving both
convergent and asymptotic series.

TasLE VII. R-matrix expansion data (units 1=259.2 MeV).

0.875

kFC=

0.75

kFC=

0.625

kFL’=

kpc=0.5

Deviation

Value

Deviation

Value

Deviation

Value

Deviation

Value

Diagram

Zero order

0.22969

0.16875

0.11719

0.075

(0. 3kx2c?)

First order

—0.4366

—0.3537

—0.2492

—0.1560

B1

Second order

5.098x10™ —1.507Xx107° 1.194X 107

1.1379X 107

B1

Third order

—1.602X107¢
—1.191X1072

—1.084X10™*
—7.92X107?

—1.102X107*
—4.472X1073

—1.666X107*
—3.370x107®
—1.22X107®

B1

+2.5X10™*
+1.7X107%
+7.7X107®

+1.3X10™
+6X107*

+9.0X107°

+6X107°

H3

7.88X1072
7.44X1071

+1.7X10™* 1.53X1072
3.26X107!

+1.3X107%

6.09X10™*
1.29x107!

+6X107°

R3

+2.6X1073

+3.6X107¢

5.33x1072

F3

529

+7.9%X1073

+3.7x10™* 1.25X107! +1.3X107® 3.33%x107! +2.6X1078 8.11X107!

4.85%1072

Total
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TasLE VIII. Four-order R-matrix expansion data for kpc=0.625
(units 1=259.2 MeV).

Diagram Value Deviation
B1 5.084X107¢

16 —2.66X107* +8X107°
TIA.1 —2.52X1073 +9.5X1075
TA.2 —1.56X107? +5.5X1075
IA.3 —2.37X107® +1.2X10™*
II.3 6.1X1075 +9X107¢
I1.4» 6.1X107° +9X1078
II.5 —9.1X107? +5X107¢
1I.7 —1.40X10™ +7X107¢
II.8 —2.29X10™ +2.8X107°
1.9 —7.7X1078 +6X107¢
11.10 2.0X107® +5X107°
II.11= —2.29%X10™ +2.8X107°
II.12» —1.40X10™ £7X107¢
ITA.1 —0.1516 +9.5X10™¢
ITA.2 —5.3X10™¢ +4X1075
ITA.3 —6.4X10™* +5X107%
ITA . 4» —5.3x10™ +4X107°
IIA.S 4.45X107® +8.5X107°
I1A.6 4.32X1073 +1.0X10™
II1.2 —3.23X1073 +9X107%
II1.94-10 3.68X1073 +7.5X107°
Iv.1 —0.1117 +8.5X10™
v.4 8.6X1073 +2.5X10™
V.5 8.6X1073 +£2.5X10™
IV.6 —1.637X107? +3.5Xx10™
1.7 —1.637X1072 +3.5X10™
Total —0.2878 +1.6X107*

2 Jdentical to a previous diagram (but must be added to find the total
fourth-order coefficient).

fourth-order terms since it seems close to saturation for
their potential.

In order to analyze what this data implies about the
ground-state energy of a many-fermion system inter-
acting with this potential, Baker ef al. (1970) used the
Padé approximant method. We show in Fig. 41 a plot
of their results for successively more accurate Padé
approximants. The most atcurate Padé approximants
are

[2,2]=—25.6 MeV,

[1,3]=—24.3 MeV (5.49)

for kpc=10.625.
They also summed the available terms by the Borel
method, and obtained closely similar results.

It is to be noted that the fourth-order term is sub-
stantial (larger than the first-order term in this ex-
ample), and that many diagrams make important con-
tributions to it. Numerically the largest contributions
in fourth order come from the three-body cluster terms
(ITA.1 and I1.5) and the self-energy insertions (Class
V).

These results are in accord with experience with the
coexistence curve in classical liquid systems. An ac-
curate result cannot be obtained by considering only
the result of pair interactions, even in the presence of a
medium, taken account of in an averaged manner. The
higher clusters behavior is essential. Indeed this aspect
is the essence of the name given to the field, i.e., co-
operative phenomena. By use of sophisticated summa-
tion procedures such as the Padé method, one can
sensitively extrapolate the trends apparent in the low-
order clusters and thus obtain accurate estimates
sooner than would otherwise be possible.

In classical systems, procedures based on the sum-
mation of terms corresponding to two-particle clusters
or special classes of diagrams have not been very
successful when applied to the liquid coexistence curve
(Levesque, 1966), even though some of them do well
on the gas side. We know of no reason to suppose that
the quantum problem of a many-fermion system with its
more complex interaction and quantum complexities
should yield to such methods. We do feel, however,
that the methods, as outlined in this section, which
have proved successful (Baker and Kahane, 1969;
Gaunt and Baker, 1970; Baker and Rushbrooke, 1970)
in other analogous systems will be powerful enough to
solve the many-fermion problem, although one may
neced to go to higher than fourth-order perturbation
theory to do justice to the complex nucleon-nucleon
interaction.
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