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The quantum anomaly can be written alternatively into a form violating conservation laws or
as non-gauge invariant currents seen explicitly on the example of chiral anomaly. By reinterpret-
ing the many-body averaging, the connection to Pauli-Villars regularization is established which
gives the anomalous term a new interpretation as arising from quantum fluctuations by many-body
correlations at short distances. This is exemplified by using an effective many-body quantum po-
tential which realizes quantum Slater sums by classical calculations. It is shown that these quantum
potentials avoid the quantum anomaly but approaches the same anomalous result by many-body
correlations. A measure for the quality of quantum potentials is suggested to describe these quan-
tum fluctuations in the mean energy. Consequently quantum anomalies might be a short-cut way
of single-particle field theory to account for many-body effects. This conjecture is also supported
since the chiral anomaly can be derived by a completely conserving quantum kinetic theory.
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I. INTRODUCTION
A. Anomalies

Anomalies are a puzzling discovery in quantum field
theory. Certain classical symmetries and conservation
laws are broken if the fields become quantized and have
been named anomalies. They have a long history start-
ing with investigations of pion decays! 3, for an overview
see?. These anomalies are important for the description
of a variety of experiments. Besides the neutral pion de-
cay also the spontaneously broken axial U(1) symmetry
in QCD should be mentioned seen in no parity doubling
of baryons and no related Goldstone boson2 as well as
the Kaon decay®. The chiral anomaly as breaking of chi-
ral symmetry?? has recently gained a renewed interest
in condensed matter physics as excitation of chiral mass-
less Fermions in the class of Weyl semi-metals® 2. Tt was
predicted in!® and experimentally interpretedd 1415 a5
having observed chiral anomaly. This has led to an enor-
mous theoretical activityl®18 describing e.g. anomalous
transport!? 24, the relation of chiral anomaly and quan-
tized Hall effects?>26 up to chiral heat effect?”.

The anomalies lead to anomalous Ward identities
and destroy the gauge invariance®30 seen also in trace
anomalies®!. One can either formulate the theory con-
sistent or covariant32 3% dependent whether one accepts
alternatively violation of gauge invariance or violation
of conservation laws. Furthermore the acceptance of
anomalies does not guarantee renormalizability of the
theory27:38,

Therefore it is highly desirable to formulate the theory
free of anomalies or re-describe the experimental facts
by a consistent theory. In this respect various anomaly
cancellations have been proposed. In electro-weak inter-
action of the standard model the demand of anomaly-
free formulation restricts the fermionic content?. Non-
local counter-terms of gauge fields have been used to

compensate anomalies®?. Extending the initial phase

28,29

space?? or using higher dimensions, cancellations?! have

been also worked out. Due to the axial non-conservation
sometimes the chiral anomaly is called also mixed axial-
gravitational anomaly and claimed to violate Lorentz
symmetry14:15:42:43 - Tnd it has been shown that a proper
subtraction scheme of the infrared divergences shows that
corresponding extra terms do not appear. In fact the
Lorentz-invariant chiral kinetic theory can be derived
from the quantum kinetic approach?4:45-20 Jeading to the
chiral anomaly by many-body correlations. A hint that
the anomalies can be possibly explained by many-body
effects is also the observation that they can be described
by the Dirac sea®! 33,

We conclude that besides the well worked out math-
ematical appearances of anomalies as triangle graphs in
field theory?#:28:31:32:54 the physical origin of anomalies
is still a matter of debate. Therefore it is the motivation
of this paper to draw the attention to a possible differ-
ent scenario. Given the experimental facts, we believe
that the anomalies describe real physics. However, it is
the question whether it has to appear as anomalous or
whether the same physics can be described by ordinary
means. Let us employ an analogy. Pairing in supercon-
ductors is conveniently described by anomalous propa-
gators to achieve the Gorkov equations or correspond-
ingly the Beliaev equations for Bose condensates. These
propagators violate the number conservation and are in-
consistent in the above sense. Nevertheless they lead to
correct equations. Recently it has been shown that one
can arrive at the same equations by a completely con-
serving theory of multiple corrected T-matrix22 27 with
equivalent results®®22. This illustrates that the anoma-
lous propagators are a theoretical short-cut to the right
result though adopting inconsistent steps.

Analogously we will propose here that the quantum
anomaly might be a short cut way to describe correct
physics. We will propose to consider it as a many-body
correlation phenomenon. Let us illustrate this in terms
of the well-discussed chiral anomaly before we restrict to
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the non-relativistic case in the paper.

B. Field theoretical approach

Relativistic Fermions with zero mass and consequently
linear dispersion have a definite chirality by parallel or
anti-parallel spin and motion directions®®. The left and
right-handed projections are realized by (1 F 75)/2 with

~v5 = 17999243, The chiral or axial transformation

U/ () = @y (g) (1)

leads to the axial current Js = Wy*~°¥ which changes
the classical action S’ = S + [a(z)V,JE. This results
into the conservation law

V,JE =2imU~y°¥ — 0, for m —0 (2)
for mass-less Dirac particles. The quantum averaging in
contrast,
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shows a non-vanishing anomalous term obviously due to
quantum fluctuations in the average.

The origin is best seen from Pauli-Villars regulariza-
tion where we subtract from the Dirac Lagrangian for ¥
a massive (M — oo) field ®4:24.61

L=iU()—ied)V —i®(J —ied)®+ MID.  (4)

For the chiral current we calculate Try°G1o with (2(’191 —
M + ed,)G12 = —012 iteratively by G = Go + GoedAG
and Go = —(p — M)~"'. Due to the trace the first non-
vanishing terms are of fourth-order
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where one calculates the integral in the M — oo limit
with [d'p/(p? + M?)3 = 72 /2M?. This means it comes
from divergences up to fourth adiabatic order (renormal-
ization) which can be expressed by anomalous triangle
graphst®:62:63 known as Adler-Jackiw-Bell anomaly23:31,
The origin is clearly the behaviour at small distances or
large momenta. This chiral anomaly can be based on
anomalous Ward identities which quantum vector or ax-
ial vector fields obey. Only exclusively one of them can

be made normal®. In fact, the rate of chirality (5 can
be rewritten explicitly$2

Omns + V- (§ + janom) = 0. (6)

Using the vector and scalar potentials B =V x A E =
—A — V¢, the anomalous current

e2?

janom = W

1.
(§A><A—¢V><A) (7)
is non gauge-invariant. So one can choose either to accept
a non-conserving rate equation ([l or alternatively a con-
serving rate equation (@) but with a non gauge-invariant
current (7).

C. Many-body approach

The same anomalous result ([@B) can be obtained
by many-body effects without anomalous behaviour.
Heuristically it can be seen easily®® considering a par-
allel electric and magnetic field which changes the chiral-
ity. The Fermi momentum of the right-handed Fermions
increases in the electric field pr = eEt with opposite di-
rection for left-handed ones. The density of left and right-
handed Fermions is the product of the longitudinal phase-
space density, dNg/dz = pr/2mh, and the density of Lan-
dau levels in traverse direction, d?Ng/dxdy = eB/2nh,
such that the rate of chirality N5 = Ngr — Np, is
2

d d*N, ) B
ns 5 _oPFr D ¢ mop (8)

At dtd®z  T2rh2rh 2n?h?

which agrees with (3)). We see that a completely conven-
tional reasoning leads to the same result as obtained by
anomaly. The quantum kinetic derivation of this result
without any non-conserving assumptions can be found
in4.

The EB term is also the basis of the experimental
interpretationt?14:15 of having observed chiral anomaly
and breaking of conservation laws like mixed axial-
gravitational anomaly. The electrodynamics assuming
explicitly a chiral breaking term has been treated in®’.
The well investigated path from symmetry-violating as-
sumptions to final ‘non-conservation‘ form® was in a
sense misleading if one sees it as an unique signal of
violation of conservation laws. One cannot conclude
backwards from the observed term (@) to a symmetry-
breaking field-theoretical assumption since (B]) appears
also by a conserving theory without the described field-

theoretical assumptions??.

D. Conjecture and outline

If the physical origin of the anomalous term is the be-
haviour at small distances and the quantum fluctuations
by many-body correlations, one should be able to get the



anomalous results by ordinary many-body treatments.
We want here to investigate more in detail how the quan-
tum averaging over the wave function can consistently be
performed within a many-body treatment. In fact we will
show that a proper treatment of such many-body aver-
aging renormalizes the divergence at small distances and
no anomaly appears. The term (@), however, shows up
nevertheless since it has a many-body origin. Therefore
the conjecture is proposed that the anomalies are short-
cut ways of single-particle field theory to a many-body
effect. In the single-particle treatment they appear as
anomalous, in many-body treatment they appear natu-
rally without anomaly.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In the next
chapter II the nonrelativistic anomalies are re-derived by
many-body correlations and the statistical sum. Condi-
tions are discussed dependent on dimensionality, power
law of potentials and perturbation order. This results
into an anomalous energy shift of %EO. In chapter III
we show that the use of quantum potentials avoid this
anomaly but leads naturally to this energy shift due to
the finite value of the potential at small distances. This
finite value is caused by quantum fluctuations which are
represented by quantum potentials discussed in binary
and ternary order. Chapter IV summarizes the results.
Appendix A provides integrals occurring in the treat-
ment of chapter II. Appendix B discusses the derivation
of quantum potentials on binary and ternary level sepa-
rately for Maxwellian and for Fermi correlations.

II. ANOMALY BY STATISTICAL SUM

First we observe that the averaging over a many-body
statistical operator with kinetic F and potential 1% energy
can be written as inverse La-Place transform
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where we expand with respect to the interaction and as-
sume that it commutes with the number operator. The
vanishing statistical averaging corresponds to the high-
temperature limit 5 — 0 or alternatively to M — oo.
The latter one takes the role of the large mass of Pauli-
Villars regularization. To see this, consider the pure
quantum state expectation®? in D-dimensions

TrOMA =

(2wh)P
(10)

If the observable z{l does not contain any explicit 7, one
expects (2rh)PTrA — %il%(Qﬂ'h)DTI‘A = 0. A violation of
—
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this zero represents the quantum anomaly.
To investigate it further, we combine the many-body
mixed state (@) and the quantum-mechanical pure state

(I0) averaging
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where we have used the non-relativistic kinetic energy
E = p?/2m as example. The relativistic dispersion works
analogously. We have commuted the exp (—ipx/h) factor
in ([IQ) through the kinetic energy factors. The sum runs
over the number of Fermions n; = 0,1 or Bosons ny; =
0,1,2....

Now we assume a momentum dependence of the
Fourier transformed potential in the form of a power law

V(q) = Eoag'caq™® (13)

with a typical energy Ey and length scale ag. This would
be the Bohr radius ag = ap and Ey = Ryd = e? /4mepap
for Coulomb potentials in D=1,2,3 dimensions with the
numerical factor ¢g = 2P~1x. The Fourier transforma-

tion (I2)) in dimensionless momentum k — ky/ny/2mM

reads then
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One can understand this integral as a ring-graph of n
propagators interacting n times with external potentials
as illustrated in figure [l first considered in2®

The expression W) describes the anomaly in the nor-
malization of the statistical operator or the complete-
ness. The corresponding term for the mean energy is



FIG. 1: Propagators interacting with external potentials in a
ring according to (I6).

conveniently expressed as WH) = —83W(1). If we are
interested in the anomaly of the momentum, we have an
additional momentum factor which requires s — s+ 1/2
and a fore-factor ﬁh/ ap as well as modified integrals
([@I6) by an additional p factor.

Performing the inverse La Place transform (II) we ob-
tain finally
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(17)

Let us now discuss the M — oo or 8 — 0 analogous
to the Pauli-Villars regularization. This will produce a
non-vanishing anomaly only for certain combinations of
dimensions D, power of the momentum in the potential
a and the order of terms n in the sum (7).

One sees the dependence on [ as

W = @2rh)Psz ~ p17s
WU = 2zh)PsH ~ (14s)372°
W® = @2rh)Pép ~ BE7° (18)
which means that one gets a nonzero anomaly for the
normalization ¢z, the energy d F and the momentum d&p
only for the combinations
6z # 0:Yn, D=2+«
0H # 0:n=1,D=aorn=2,D=a+1
op # 0:n=1,D=2+a. (19)
For any sensible potential the relation for the anomaly
in the normalization dz is not fulfilled. Also the case of
momentum anomaly is zero due to the vanishing integral

(AT3). We get therefore the anomaly only for the mean
value of the energy

T Hp

(H)y= ——+AH, forn=1,D=caorn=2,D = a+1.
z

(20)

Let us discuss this anomaly in each dimension. In three
dimensions D = 3 and Coulomb a = 2 interaction, the
integral (I6) is given by (AH) and one obtains

AH = . %EO (21)

a result reported in%? with a factor of 2 due to spin which
we omit here. Summarizing, the mean energy H shows
a quantum anomaly but not the normalization z.

In two dimensions with a potential of « = 1 one finds
analogously

WL ~ g2 = 0and WH) ~ g7/271 £ 0 forn = 2(22)
and for a =2
W ~ " = 0and WH) ~ g7 £ 0forn = 1. (23)

In one dimensions we do not have any anomaly for any
potential. Indeed, considering o = 1 we have

Wy~ B" = 0,and WH) ~ gn=1 £ forn =1 (24)

but Il(l)(l) = 0 due to (AT2). For a = 2 all anoma-
lies vanish in 1D due to W, ~ 83" — 0 and W) ~
B2n=1 5 0. The Fourier transform of the Coulomb po-
tential in 1D is & = 0 but V(¢) ~ sign(q) which leads to
12(1)(0) =0 as well.

We can conclude that in all discussed cases the anoma-
lies appear due to the large momentum (short distance)
divergence of the potential. The results depend on di-
mensions and the anomaly appears in 2D and 3D but
not in 1D and can be understood as a certain limit of
the statistical sum. In the following we restrict to the
discussion of three dimensions.

III. EFFECTIVE QUANTUM POTENTIAL

We can now state that a finite behaviour of the po-
tential at small distances realized by quantum potentials
cures such anomalies since we will see that they lead to
a = 4 which avoids all cases of anomalies ([[9). These
effective quantum potentials appear if we represent the
many-body binary quantum correlations by a classical
calculation with an effective quantum potential. For-
mally there are two ways to achieve this goal. The first
way constructs the quantum potential such that the two-
particle quantum Slater sum is correctly represented by
the classical one with the help of the quantum poten-
tial. This results into the Kelbg potential for Maxwellian
Coulomb systems?? 73

Va(r) = {l—ef(%)2 —I—\/Egerfc (%)}

_ E{ P (25)



where the coordinate is scaled by the thermal wave length
12 = 2h%/mT. Improvements and systematic applica-
tions can be found in7 76,

The second way is to use a statistical equivalence of
quantum N-particle systems with an N 4+ 1-particle clas-
sical system™ . There it was found that the quantum po-
tentials are just successive convolutions of the (Coulomb)
potential V¢(x) with the binary distribution p® (z). If
we use the non-degenerate Maxwell correlation

p(z)(r):/ dp_ ipr/ng—poey _ L o/ (26)

(2mh)3 m3/2[3

the Kelbg potential (28] appears as
Vanr) o 3 [ doapf2 @)V ) Vo + 1) 21)

with the quantum number, e.q. being charges, indicated
by latin subscripts. As calculated in appendix [B] using
the Fermi function at T = 0, we obtain instead of (26])
the potential
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where the coordinate scales with the inverse Fermi mo-
mentum lrp = fi/prp and the sinus integral is Si(z) =
xr .
Jo dtsint/t.
This scheme allows to construct besides the binary
quantum potential also the next (ternary) order
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calculated in appendix [Bl The corresponding ternary or-
der for Fermi correlations reads
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FIG. 2: The comparison of the Kelbg potential (25]) of binary
correlations together with the next (ternary) order correlation
potential (30), the Fermi potential ([28) and the Coulomb
potential. For the Kelbg and ternary potential the scale is
l = hv/28/m and for the Fermi potential | = lp = ii/pr. The
finite value at zero distance is explicitly indicated.

The results [28) and @BI) are not yet reported while
the ones (25) and (B0) had been presented in”’. The
quantum potential of binary and ternary correlations are
compared in figure [2] where the finite limits at small dis-
tances are shown. The ternary order somewhat improves
the binary quantum potential and leads to somewhat less
binding behaviour.

This means that the Coulomb divergence at small dis-
tances is cured due to quantum fluctuations brought by
many-body correlations. Please note that this is the op-
posite limit than the large-distance Coulomb behaviour
which is cured by screening. This finite behaviour at
small distance translates into a higher potential decay
at large momenta. In fact, the Fourier transform of the
binary potentials read
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FIG. 3: The ratio of the quantum potentials to the Coulomb
one in momentum space. For the Kelbg and ternary potential
the scale is | = fi\/283/m and for the Fermi potential [ = lp =
hi/pr.
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These quantum potentials in momentum space are
compared in figure[3l The potentials with Fermi correla-
tions show a faster decay around the Fermi momentum
q = pr compared to the Maxwellian ones. We see that all
the quantum potentials show a V (¢) ~ 1/¢* behaviour for
large ¢ and a Coulomb behaviour at small q. Therefore
these quantum potentials lead to @ = 4 and according
to the above discussions for the appearance of anomalies
they vanish in all cases. Does this mean that the energy
shift of the anomaly ([21]) does not exist? We will see how
that will reappear quite ordinarily as the difference of the
total energy calculated by quantum potentials compared
with the one by the Coulomb potential.

We consider the Hartree correlational energy corre-
sponding to the lowest-order binary quantum potential
for homogeneous systems

B =3 [ dnlr =)V = 5V =0 (30)

which is the convolution of the potential with the particle
density n. According to (32)-(38), the difference of one-
particle energies between the quantum potentials and the
Coulomb one is

n
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where we have used the densities n = 1/7r3/2l3 for Vo3
and n = 1/3m%3 for Va 37. The kinetic energies subtract
identically.

On the other hand we have the potential energy of
a single particle V(r = 0) as indicated in figure
Adding the kinetic energies 37/2 = 3Epa3/I* for Va3
and 3p%/10m = 3Eya3 /1013 for Var, we obtain the single-
particle energy from (28))-(31])
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Dividing now B7) by [B8) and using the limit of [ — 0
corresponding to 8 — 0 of chapter [Il which is also the
maximum ratio, we get
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Comparing with the exact “anomalous” result 2I)) we
would expect ¢ = 7. The increasing quality of potentials
from binary to ternary level is visible. The Maxwellian
is less accurate than the Fermi correlation since we had
considered Fermi ones in chapter IT. We can now suggest
to use this ration ¢ of the energy to the deviation of
the energy with quantum potentials from the classical
Coulomb one as a measure for the quality of the potential
to represent quantum fluctuations.

IV. SUMMARY

The nonrelativistic quantum anomaly is investigated
for combinations of momentum behaviour of potentials,
dimensionality, and the order of perturbation. It is found
that only for the energy an anomalous shift appears in
three dimensions while in one dimension no anomaly is
seen. In two dimensions the discussion can be performed
analogously. It is seen that the quantum anomaly ap-
pears as the large momentum or short distance behaviour
of the potential. Quantum potentials are proposed which
describe quantum features on a classical level. These



quantum potentials lead to a finite value at small dis-
tances and cure the Coulomb divergence. The conse-
quence is that no quantum anomaly appears. In con-
trast, the deviation of the energy with quantum poten-
tials from the energy with the Coulomb potential reflects
this anomalous energy shift. In this way the quantum
anomalous behaviour is reformulated by normal quantum
many-body correlations. It may be a hint that anomalies
as such are a theoretical short cut to the right physics but
can be formulated equivalently by a more refined many-
body treatment. This of course needs further investiga-
tion on a more abstract level than considered here. The
discussed quantum potentials might be usefull to describe
the simulation of strongly correlated quantum systems by
classical terms.

Appendix A: Integrals

The occurring integrals in chapter II have the form
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We are going to calculate the integrals for Coulomb
potentials o = 2.

1. 3D

Lets consider the integrals with increasing n starting
with the lowest non-vanishing one

1 1 1 1
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First performing the integrals about p;
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where for the second integral in (A3)) we do not have the
last term in (A4). Using the residue calculus we circum-
vent the poles p;1 = #£p by a semicircle with vanishing
radius € and obtain for (A3)
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and the divergence cancels leading to a finite result.
All next order n > 2 integrals are divergent. This can
be seen from the second part of (A2]) which is a con-

volution and which can be written as Fourier transform
of

(A6)
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This is obviously divergent at small distance of the po-
tential due to the powers n > 2. The first part of (A2)
instead is convergent as one can see, e.q. by calculating
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I3 (2)1et: = Z (p1—p)2 (P2—p1)2 (D—p2)? (1+p?)2

P;p1,P2

y 1 1
L+p?1+p3

(A7)

The integration over p; can be performed with the help
of the Fourier transformation and shifting k; = p; — p

/ $Bpr 1 1 1
(27)2 (p1 — P)? (P2 — P1)? L +p?
B /d3rd3r'°° dky sin (k1 r—1'|)

(4m)2 | 2x2 k1
0

e~ (P2p)ir’ p—r’
(A8)

Performing the integration over k; which gives 7/2 and
after shifting r = s + %r’ we can use

oo . ,
/dsis sm(sfi) = Teos (L (A9)
22 3 2
0
to obtain finally
1 /OO ,CoS |p7§2|’”l sin \p+§2|r’ e
40 lp—p2| |p+p2|
1
u (A10)

- 8p2 —pl



where we have used

o0

/ dr'cos (ar’)sin (br") ¢

—|r’
= Im- / dr'e

= —ilmi/c@(l +1) =2

s

/
—-Tr

,r./

z (a+b)r +ez(b a)r)
(A11)

2. Integrals for n =1

For n = 1 the integral (Al takes the form

LT 1y
! Lk 14+p \+(p+ki)? (14p7)"
§P (k1) k2 +2p - kg D k2 «
S =) §P(k)
= kY (1+p?) Z IETSE
p,R1
(A12)

where the integration over p renders the scalar product
zero. A non-vanishing result is only for a = 2 which
means that for one, two and three dimensions the case
D =« —2is zero

IPY(D-2)=0 (A13)
and for D = « the only finite result is
@y 1

due to trivial integrations. In three dimensions there is
no potential with a = 3.

Appendix B: Quantum potentials

In the following we indicate potentials without the
units of Epag by V. A further possible fore-factor is
added in the end corresponding to the demand that the
Coulomb potential should be approached for large dis-
tances.

1. Binary potentials

We calculate the convolution

Valr) = [ dapD @V @V (B
between the binary correlation p? and the Coulomb po-
tential V¢(r) = 1/r. The angular integration is trivial

_ —1
/ dwVe(x+1) =27 R (=)

dz {
L ——-
1\/:102+7°2+2:m°z LA

such that
Va(r) = 4m /da:xp( )(x) + /dajp@) (x) (B3)
0 T

a. Maxwellian correlations

The Maxwellian correlation is the Fourier transform of
the Maxwell distribution,

d3 ipn_ P> 1 _ 2212
P (r) = / e ET = e ()

with the thermal wavelength [? = 2h/mT = \?/m. One
easily integrates (B3] with the result

V() = oz [1= e (0 V7 Dt (7)]
- A1 4%12(%) ) (59)

which provides the fore-factor Egag\/ml/2 to obtain (25]).
This fore-factor is chosen such that the Coulomb poten-
tial appears for large r.

The Fourier transform into momentum space is in prin-
ciple straight forward. However we will use the convolu-
tion structure since this will turn out to be helpful later
for the ternary potentials. The potential (BIl) translates
into a product

Vala) = (0 V°)(@)V*(~0) (B6)
where we need to calculate the convolution (p?V¢)(q).
For Maxwellian correlations the angular integration is
trivial and one gets

_12(ad)?

qu/ _ qu/ e Rz
@ = 4rh? /
/ G (@0 amd) =4 [

e [ ) - e (5)
(BT)

with the Dawson integral D(z) = With

(BE) we obtain

_ 2 87Th3 ql

xT
e Ik dyeV”.
0

2 am? [ 1=t rold)
VTl ¢? (¢7?)
(B8)

and we see again the fore-factor Egag+/7l/2 to get the
expression ([B2) including the expansions.



b. Fermi correlations

With Fermi correlations as Fourier transform of the
Fermi function,

() / d'p eh TP ! si U cos "
()= [ —== = —— [ sin ———cos —
P2t (2rh) on2s "N T e
P<pF
(B9)
with Ip = I/pr, one obtains for (B3)

1 sin7 T .
Var(r) = p— {2—cosr— = +7 {5 —S’z(r}}

_ 212_ 13+0()
(r=?)

with 7 = r/lp. We see that the fore-factor to be chosen
is here FEpagmip/2 to obtain (28).

The Fourier transform we calculate analogously to the
Maxwellian with

(B10)

3
(V)0 = [ GV o= st

) pr ( 2
p+q

—— [ dqqIn

2nlp (p—q)?

pbr br p
2775[ +(p pF)n

where we have used the trivial angular integration

lp — pr|

1

22 2#2 2
/dQVc / 81 h _ 474 h ln(p+q)2.
S, p?—2pqx pg  (p—q)
(B12)
With the help of (BII) we obtain for (Bg)
= 202 [ (PF P) |p+pF|}
Vag(q) = — |2+ | — — — | Ini——
21(9) lpq? p pr) |p—prl
2
8h? [ 1-gkr+o(q")
=73 A, (B13)

which provides again the fore-factor Eyagmir/2 as above
to get finally ([B4)).

2. Ternary potentials

The convolution structure of the ternary potentials
[29) suggests to calculate them in momentum space

Vo) =V(-0) [ ot

) P2V (p)p® (p)Ve(q —p)

(B14)

where we can conveniently use the results of the foregoing
chapter (BT) or (BI11l), respectively.

a. Maxwellian correlations

Introducing the simple angular integration (BI2)) into

(BI4) and using (B7) we obtain

272
_ Amh? 1—%—!—0@4) B15
P 4h —4 ( )
zomto(a™)
where we used the integrals
® U 1
/e*UQD(u) e ™ (B16)
), w3 8 \ 22+

for the small and large-q expansions. The comparison
with the Coulomb potential for small g provides the fore-
factor Egagl® to get just (B3).

For the potential in spatial domain we integrate di-
rectly (29) with a trivial renaming x; — x,X2 — y2 — X

‘ewv;/ﬁ%ﬂ%mﬂkan%xnVf@apﬂky—XNW%y+r>
(B17)

The angular integration of y is given by (B2) and the one
of = by

/MMQW—@:

The |z| integration yields error functions. Using y = It
the remaining integration reads

23/2 dt t2 t
Va(r) dt |e zerf | — | .(B19

The second integral can be made analytically observing
that one can perform a partial integration 7 = r/I

2sinh%

—(@2+y?)
I Z
m2l4zy

(B18)

[ulz ()] ()~ oo ()
et G B# = e ()

(B20)
The last identity appears just observing that the second
term from the partial integration is just the negative of
the desired integral itself. Finally we obtain

T

0

_ 1282 Tar e t r
V(1) = —= —e zerf [ — 2 (—=
=5 | A /te - (ﬂ)+er (ﬁl)
V/8ln 1+\/_ T r2
= _ \(/_z 2 %1_2 + 327rl3 +o(r?) (B21)
12 1+o0(r 2)



This shows again the fore-factor Egagl? to get (B0).

b. Fermi correlations

For Fermi correlations we introduce (BII]) and (BI2)
into (BI4) to obtain

1
7 Ap? 2 |lzpr+a|
Vs¢(q) = — | dx[z+ (1 —2x7) artanh(z

s(0) = 0% fdaloe+ (1) artanh (@) n T2

_ pp(d+7?) (4+f2h)z2 7 +o(g°) B9
T 4n2h2 drh? _ 4mh? (1247°) (B22)

2
# " spE () T oUW )

Choosing the fore-factor as Epeodn?h?/pa(4 + %) such
that for small momentum ¢ the Coulomb result appears
corresponding to large distance behaviour, we obtain just
5.

The first term of the small g-expansion of (B22) and
and large g-expansion can be performed directly using

1 1
@ 3
/daj [z+ (1—2%) artanh(z)] [ 1 | = [ (1 + 2In2)
0 ™! $(4+7)

The second term in the small-g expansion of (B3] de-
serves special attention. The needed integral with x=3
in (B23)) would diverge. The reason is a tricky order of
principal value integrations. The best way to solve this
problem is to consider a Debye potential exp (—xr/h)/r
with a vanishing x in the angular integration (BI2) in-
stead of the Coulomb potential ~ 1/r,

1

/ 8m2h?
dz

¢*+p*—2pqx + K
21

[ aave@-p) -

4 2h2 2 2
- T (p+q)2 R (B2a)
pg  (p—q)+r
This leads instead of (BI]) to
¥ PF 2e 2e
7)) =25 |2 - Zarctan——0
(7)) =25 |2 = Zarctan 25—

X 2 62
8 J_r 132 i 62} (B25)

2 _ .2 1
N (e % + >ln
2z
with x = p/pr and e = k/pr. Though the limit e — 0
gives (BII) the z-integral in (B22) diverges if performed
after this limit and is finite when the limit is performed

after the integration. To see this, we consider the large-q
expansion

1, lepptal 2 2
@ |zpr—q|  x¢*pr

T (B26)
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and have with (B28) instead of (B22])

1

_ 8 2e
V3f(¢]) = ; dx [x_earCtanm
0
e2—22+1\, (1+z)%+e 1
() il (F i)

(B27)

The first term ~ 1/x is convergent in the e — 0 limit
according to (B23). For the second problematic ¢° term
~ 1/x® we first integrate and then perform the limit with
the result

pF 4 (A 7\, 8 2 2
Vi) = 2 (2 ) = (243 )+ Ferole?,?)
(B28)
which after e — 0 gives the expansion (B22) and (35).

The form (B22) is convenient for the Fourier transform
which yields

3
V() = [ o
1

T sin yr (r+y)?
d / dx[z+(1— x? )artanh(z)] In
[ e

(B29)

Vsr(q)

7T3 h?
0

with y = ¢/pr and 7 = rpr/hA. The y-integration can be
performed

[2+7aF —2 cos xF — 22T Si(xF)]

T sin yr . (z+y)? 7w
1 =—

/ W My
727 — wai? + o(73)
{ Z 4 o(r ) (B30)

with the sinus integral Si(z) = [ dtsint/t. Using (B23)
the needed fore-factor can be seen from the r — 0 ex-
pansion

ng /da: x+(1— z? ) artanh(x)] [3:_1 —0—0(7")}

47 (1+42In2) 2
_ w St~ e T olr?)
4m2h 1 4o(r 2)
(B31)

again to be Epeopdr?h?/pi(4 + 72) in order to obtain the
Coulomb potential for large distances which all together

provides (31)).
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