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We study in this paper the effect of weak, short-ranged repulsive interaction on disordered met-
als. Through analysing the interaction matrix elements between different eigenstates of the non-
interacting and corresponding Hartree-Fock single-particle Hamiltonian, we argue that the Fermi
glass state is unstable towards formation of magnetic moments for repulsive interaction and forma-
tion of local fermion pairs for attractive interaction as a result of localized single-particle eigenstates
around the Fermi surface. Numerical simulations are performed to verify our analysis. We further
propose within a Landau Fermi-liquid type framework that our result is applicable for general elec-
tronic systems with weak, short-ranged interaction as long as the quasi-particle states exist and are
localized, suggesting that Fermi glass state is intrinsically unstable.

A. Introduction

Interacting disordered systems have been a major ar-
eas of research in condensed matter physics because of
the many interesting physics associated with disordered
systems, including Fermi Glass[1–4], Coulomb Glass[5–
7], Wigner crystal[8, 9], the Many-Body Localized (MBL)
states[10–12] and the anomalous metal states[13–15], etc.
The problem is difficult theoretically because of the ab-
sence of an effective theoretical framework where interac-
tion and disorder can be treated together systematically.

Based on an analogy with Fermi liquid theory Ander-
son proposed that for weak enough short-ranged repulsive
interactions, the ground and low energy excited states of
disordered fermion systems with localized single-particle
states evolve continuously as the interaction is turned
on[1, 2] and the ground state remains a paramagnetic in-
sulator with localized quasi-particles (Fermi Glass) (see
also Ref.[16]).

On the other hand, using a Hartree-Fock (HF) approx-
imation, Milica et al. found that instability towards the
formation of local magnetic moments occurs easily when
repulsive interaction between electrons is turned on in
the presence of disorder[17]. More recently, Pilati and
Fratini[18] found in numerical Monte Carlo calculations
that the instability towards the formation of local mo-
ments occurs when the Fermi surface crosses the mobil-
ity edge, i.e. when the electronic states on Fermi surface
become localized.

In this paper, we study the effect of weak, short-ranged
interaction on disordered electronic systems. We shall
analyze carefully the interaction matrix elements be-
tween the eigenstates of the non-interacting and the cor-
responding Hartree-Fock single-particle Hamiltonians,
and show that spontaneous formation of local magnetic
moments for repulsive interactions and local fermion
pairs for attractive interaction occurs as long as the
single-particle eigenstates around the Fermi surface are
localized. We further propose within a Fermi-liquid
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type framework that our result remains robust for gen-
eral shot-ranged, repulsive interaction as long as quasi-
particle states exist and are localized around the Fermi
surface.

B. Interaction matrix elements

In general, the Hamiltonian of a disordered fermionic
system can be written as H = H0 + H ′ where H0 is
the non-interacting disordered Hamiltonian and H ′ rep-
resents interaction between fermions. For concreteness,
we consider a general lattice spin-1/2 fermion model of
form

H0 = −
∑
ijσ

tij(c
†
iσcjσ + h.c.) +

∑
iσ

Winiσ

H ′ =
∑
iσjσ′

1

2
Uσσ′

ij niσnjσ′ ,
(1)

where c(c†)iσ are spin-σ fermion operators on lattice site
i, σ = ± 1

2 . The first term in H0 represents the hopping
of fermions between different lattice sites and the second
term represents an onsite disordered potential Wi which
can be chosen to be a random variable distributed uni-
formly between −W/2 and W/2. H ′ describes the inter-
action between fermions. We consider short-ranged in-
teractions in this paper where Uσσ′

ij is nonzero only when
the distance |r⃗i − r⃗j | is less than a few lattice sites.
The (single-particle) eigenstates of the non-interacting

Hamiltonian H0 is given by∑
j

(h0ij − µδij)ϕk(r⃗j) = ξkϕk(r⃗i) (2)

where h0ij = −tij + Wiδij . The Hamiltonian can be
written in the eigenstate representation of the fermion
operators c(c†)kσ defined by

ciσ =
∑
k

ϕk(r⃗i)ckσ and c†iσ =
∑
k

ϕ∗
k(r⃗i)c

†
kσ. (3)

Substituting the above representations into Eq.(1), we
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obtain the Hamiltonian in H0-eigenstate representation,

H =
∑
kσ

ξkc
†
kσckσ +

1

2

∑
klpq
σσ′

Uσσ′

klpqc
†
kσclσc

†
pσ′cqσ′ (4)

where

Uσσ′

klpq =
∑
ij

Uσσ′

ij ϕ∗
k(r⃗i)ϕl(r⃗i)ϕ

∗
p(r⃗j)ϕq(r⃗j).

We emphasize that the indices k, l, p, q are eigenstate
indices, and are not related to momenta of particles.

Similarly, we can introduce eigenstates of the HF
Hamiltonian, given by

HHF = −
∑
ijσ

tHF
ij (c†iσcjσ + h.c.) +

∑
iσ

WHF
i niσ (5a)

where

tHF
ij = tij + Uσσ

ij ⟨c†jσciσ⟩

WHF
i = Wi +

∑
jσ′

Uσσ′

ij ⟨njσ′⟩ , (5b)

where ⟨...⟩ denotes self-consistently determined ground

state expectation value. We have assumed that U↑↑
ij =

U↓↓
ij , U

↑↓
ij = U↓↑

ij and a non-magnetic HF ground state is

formed in the self-consistent HF theory, with ⟨c†j↑ci↑⟩ =
⟨c†j↓ci↓⟩ and ⟨nj↑⟩ = ⟨nj↓⟩. (For attractive interaction,
a Cooper instability occurs which shall be considered
later.) The HF single-particle states are given by∑

j

(hHF
ij − µδij)ϕ

HF
α (r⃗j) = Ekϕ

HF
α (r⃗i) (6)

where hHF
ij = −tHF

ij + WHF
i δij . We introduce also the

HF-eigenstate representation of the fermion operators
c(c†)ασ, given by

ciσ =
∑
α

ϕHF
α (r⃗i)cασ and c†iσ =

∑
α

ϕHF∗
α (r⃗i)c

†
ασ.

(7)
In the following, we shall analyze the interaction ma-

trix elements Uσσ′

klpq between eigenstates ϕk(r⃗i)’s of H0

and Uσσ′

αβγζ between eigenstates ϕα(r⃗i)’s ofHHF . We shall
see that our analysis gives the same result in both cases
as long as the single-particle states are localized.

We first consider localized eigenstates ϕk(r⃗i) of H0, In
this case we may write

ϕk(r⃗i) ∼
1

Ld/2
e−

|r⃗i−x⃗k|
2L and |ϕk(r⃗i)|2 ∼ 1

Ld
e−

|r⃗i−x⃗k|
L

(8)
for |r⃗i − x⃗k| >> L where x⃗k is the centre of the localized
state k and L is the localization length. In this case, we
expect there is small wavefunction overlap between states
that are far from each other and the matrix element Uσσ′

klpq

decays exponentially as the distance between the states
|x⃗a − x⃗b| ≫ L for any (a, b) = (k, l, p, q). The matrix
element is sizable only if |x⃗a − x⃗b| < L for all (a, b) =

(k, l, p, q). In this case the order of magnitude of Uσσ′

klpq
can be estimated as

Uσσ′

klpq =
∑
ij

Uσσ′

ij ϕ∗
k(r⃗i)ϕl(r⃗i)ϕ

∗
p(r⃗j)ϕq(r⃗j)

∼ (
∑
j

Uσσ′
(r⃗i − r⃗j))(

∑
i

ϕ∗
k(r⃗i)ϕl(r⃗i)ϕ

∗
p(r⃗i)ϕq(r⃗i))

∼ Ūσσ′ 1

L2d
(Ld) =

1

Ld
Ūσσ′

(9)

where Ūσσ′
=

∑
j U

σσ′
(r⃗i − r⃗j) represents the “average

strength × the range of the interaction potential” and∑
i ϕ

∗
k(r⃗i)ϕl(r⃗i)ϕ

∗
p(r⃗i)ϕq(r⃗i) ∼ Ld ∼ volume where the

wavefunctions overlap substantially. The estimation is
valid as long as L ≫ range of the interaction potential.

It is useful to look at the disorder-average of Uσσ′

klpq
which is given by

⟨Uσσ′

klpq⟩dis ∼
Ūσσ′

Ld
× Pklpq,

where Pklpq ∼ (L
d

V )3 is the probability of finding all four
states within distance L from each other and V is the
volume of the system[19].

Notice that for k = l and p = q, Uσσ′

kkpp =∑
ij U

σσ′
(r⃗i − r⃗j)|ϕk(r⃗i)|2|ϕp(r⃗j)|2 ∼ 1

Ld Ū
σσ′

and

⟨Uσσ′

kkpp⟩dis ∼ Ūσσ′

Ld × Pkkpp ∼ ( Ū
σσ′

V ) is much larger than

⟨Uσσ′

klpq⟩dis because the probability of finding two states

within distance L (∼ Ld/V ) is much larger than the
probability of finding four states within distance L; i.e.,

⟨Uσσ′

kkpp⟩dis ∼ (
Ūσσ′

V
) ≫ ⟨Uσσ′

klpq⟩dis ∼ (
Ūσσ′

V
)(
Ld

V
)2.

(10)

In particular, ⟨Uσσ′

kkkk⟩dis ∼ 1
Ld Ū

σσ′
as there is no

probability correction factor associated with finding the
same state k.

We now compare the above results with the case
of extended states where

ϕk(r⃗i) ∝
1√
V
eiuk(r⃗i) and |ϕk(r⃗i)|2 ∝ 1

V
(11)

where uk(r⃗i) is a real number function and we obtain

Uσσ′

klpq ∼ Uσσ′

kkpp ∼ Uσσ′

kkkk ∼ Ūσσ′
/V .

Physically, a fermion in extended state k interacts with
all other fermion states in the system with matrix element
of order Ū/V , and it’s properties are determined by the
collective behaviour of the whole system. However, for
localized states, a fermion in state k interacts only with
states within a distance L, but with a much stronger
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interaction ∼ Ū/Ld. Its behavior is determined by local
fermion environment in this case.

It is quite obvious that our result is independent of the
precise form of H0 or the detailed behaviour of single-
particle wavefunctions. It depends only on the assump-
tion of localization of the single-particle wavefunction
and the interaction potential is short-ranged. In partic-
ular, the same qualitative conclusion would be obtained
for eigenstates ϕα(r⃗i) of HHF as long as the eigenstates
of HHF are also localized. We caution here that the lo-
calization of eigenstates of H0 does not necessarily imply
that the corresponding eigenstates of HHF are also local-
ized.

To verify the above result, we perform a numerical sim-

ulation of U↑↓
kkpp where k and p are eigenstates of H0 on

a t-t′-W -Hubbard-model on a 60× 60 square lattice,

H =− t
∑
⟨ij⟩σ

(c†iσcjσ + h.c.)− t′
∑

⟨⟨ij⟩⟩σ

(c†iσcjσ + h.c.)

+
∑
iσ

Winiσ + U
∑
i

ni↑ni↓

(12)
where the t, t′ terms are the nearest and next nearest
neighbor hopping, respectively. We choose t = 1, t′ = 0.6
and W = 9 in our simulation , corresponding to an
average localization length L ∼ 7.65[20]. The same set
of parameters is used in all our numerical simulations

below. The matrix element U↑↓
kkpp is computed as a func-

tion of distance d between two eigenstates k and p where
d is defined as the separation between max(|ϕk(r⃗i)|) and
max(|ϕp(r⃗i)|). The results are shown in Fig.1(a) where
each data point corresponds to a randomly chosen pair
of states (k, p) from 400 states near the band centre with
energy range from ∼ −0.91t to ∼ 0.26t for five randomly

chosen disorder configurations. The average ⟨U↑↓
kkpp⟩ as

function of distance is shown in Fig.1(b) where we find

that although there exists large fluctuations in U↑↓
kkpp,

⟨U↑↓
kkpp⟩ decays exponentially as expected with a decay

factor roughly equal to L.

1. Effective grain picture

As we discussed, interactions between fermions is dom-
inated by events within volume Ld. This leads to the
effective grain picture where we may consider the system
as composed of grains of size Ld interacting weakly with

each other. Each grain contains NG ∼ N (L
d

V ) particles,
where N is the total number of particles in the whole
system. The average energy level spacing of states within
each grain is given by ⟨∆EG⟩ ∼ WB/NG ∝ 1/(LdN(0))
where N(0) is the density of stats on the Fermi surface
and WB is the bandwidth. Notice that ⟨∆EG⟩ is
much larger than that average energy level spacing of
the whole system given by ⟨∆E⟩ = WB/N ∝ 1/(V N(0)).

（a） （b）

FIG. 1: (a)Simulation raw data for Uσσ′

kkpp as a function

of distance where k, p are eigenstates of H0. (b)The

average ⟨Uσσ′

kkpp⟩dis as a function of distance

FIG. 2: The average energy level spacing ⟨∆E(l)⟩dis as
a function of the grain diameter l(measured in unit of

L).

To verify this result, we consider grains of size
∼ l2 within our 60 × 60 site lattice and compute the
single-particle energy level spacing ⟨∆E(l)⟩ of the grains
with different diameters l averaged over grains chosen
randomly at different regions of our simulated sample
in 15 disorder configurations. The results are shown in
Fig.2. We see that the average level spacing decreases
when l increases. The numerical results is fitted to a
curve ⟨∆E(l)⟩dis ∼ A/(B + l2) with A,B the fitting
parameters. When l reaches the system size, the average
energy level spacing is ⟨∆E(l)⟩dis ∼ 0.004.

C. First-order perturbation and HF theory

For weak enough interaction we can study the system
in first-order perturbation theory. In this case the wave-
functions of the system remain as eigenstates of H0 and
theH ′ only provides energy corrections to the eigenstates
which are specified by the occupation numbers {nkσ} of



4

H0. The resulting first-order energy takes the form

E(1) = ⟨Φ0|H|Φ0⟩

=
∑
kσ

ξknkσ +
1

2

∑
kpσσ′

(Uσσ′

kkpp − δσσ′Uσσ
kppk)nkσnpσ′ .

(13)
It is interesting to note that the same form of energy is

obtained in the HF theory where the many-body states
|ΦHF ⟩ are formed by occupying the single-particle eigen-
states states of HHF ({ϕασ}) with energy

EHF = ⟨ΦHF |H|ΦHF ⟩

=
∑
ασ

ϵαnασ +
1

2

∑
αβσσ′

(Uσσ′

ααββ − δσσ′Uσσ
αββα)nασnβσ′

(14)
where nασ’s are the occupation number of the single-
particle state ϕασ, ϵα is the expectation value of
H0 for the single-particle state ϕασ and Uσσ′

ααββ =∑
ij U

σσ′

ij |ϕHF
α (r⃗i)|2|ϕHF

β (r⃗j)|2[21].
As E(1) and EHF has the same form of energy we shall

simplify notation and use the same label k and p to de-
note single-particle eigenstates of both H0 and HHF in
the following when we consider the energies required to
add and remove particles from the ground states.

In both cases the energy required to add one particle
to an empty state k is

E1(k) = ξk +
∑
pσ′

(Uσσ′

kkpp − δσσ′Uσσ
kppk)npσ′ . (15a)

whereas the energy for adding two particles in states k
and p is

E2(k, p) = E1(k) + E1(p) + (Uσσ′

kkpp − δσσ′Uσσ
kppk). (15b)

Notice that an extra interaction term between the two
added particles appears in E2(k, p).

A necessary condition for ground state stability is
that E1(k) > 0 and E2(k, p) > 0 when we add particles
to any (unoccupied) states k, p in the ground state since
otherwise we can lower the system’s energy by adding
one or two fermions to state k, p. Similarly, we expect
E1(k) < 0 and E2(k, p) < 0 when we remove particles
from any (occupied) states k, p in the ground state. We
shall examine the stability of Fermi Glass state using
these criteria in the following.

We note that as HHF is determined self-consistently
from {ϕασ}, the values of ξα, Uσσ′

ααββ and Uσσ
αββα will

be modified slightly when we add or remove a few
particles to/from the system. We shall see that these
small differences will not affect our conclusion as long
as the qualitative behaviour of the states {ϕασ} are not
modified by adding or removing a few particles to/from
the system.

D. Instabilities of the Fermi glass ground state

The system’s ground state |Ω0⟩ is formed by doubly
occupying the lowest 2N energy levels of H0 (first or-
der perturbation theory) or HHF (in HF theory). We
shall show now that this state is unstable towards for-
mation of local fermion pairs for attractive interaction
in first order perturbation and in HF theory as long as
there exist a finite density states on the Fermi surface
and the single-particle states we examine are localized.
We start by adding a spin-σ fermion to a state k above
the Fermi surface. We assume E1(k) > 0 as otherwise
the Fermi glass state is already unstable. Now we add
another electron with spin −σ to the same state k. Using
Eq. (15b) the excitation energy in this case is

E2(k, k) = 2E1(k) + U↑↓
kkkk.

For attractive interaction, U↑↓
kkkk is negative and if

2E1(k) < |U↑↓
kkkk|, we have E2 < 0 which violates the

stability criteria and the ground state becomes unstable.

In this case the ground state of the system is
formed by doubly occupying all states k with en-

ergy E1(k) < |U↑↓
kkkk|/2. A single-particle excitation

on the Fermi surface of the new ground state will ac-

quire an energy gap ∼ |U↑↓
kkkk|/2 although the energy for

adding a pair of (↑↓) fermions on state k remains gapless.

Applying a similar analysis for repulsive interac-
tions, it is easy to see that the Fermi glass ground
state is unstable towards removing two fermions in
a state k below the Fermi surface with E1(k) < 0 if

E2(k, k) = 2E1(k) + U↑↓
kkkk > 0. In this case, we expect

the real ground state is formed by doubly occupying all

states k with E1(k) < −U↑↓
kkkk/2 and singly occupying

states k with energy −U↑↓
kkkk/2 < E1(k) < 0, i.e., the

ground state becomes spin-polarized.
The above considerations have physical implication

if there exists finite density of fermion states with

2|E1(k)| < |U↑↓
kkkk|. The smallest plausible value of

|E1(k)| is given by |E1(k)| ∼ energy level spacing of the

bulk system ∼ 1/(V N(0)) whereas |U↑↓
kkkk| ∼ ( Ū

↑↓

Ld ) for
localized state k (see Eqs.(9) and (10)), indicating that
such instability occurs generally in first order pertur-
bation or HF theory when both L and N(0) are finite.

The density of such states is of order n ∼ Ū↑↓

2Ld × N(0).

On the contrary, for extended systems |U↑↓
kkkk| ∼ Ū↑↓

V

and the instability occurs only when Ū↑↓N(0) > 2, i.e.,
the instability occurs only for strong enough interaction,
which is essentially Stoner criterion.

We note that we have considered only one- and
two-particle excitations occupying the same state k in
our above stability analysis and further instabilities
may also occur when we consider multiple particle
excitations. As an example, we consider two particle
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excitations occupying states k, p. In this case, new
instability occurs if Uσσ′

kkpp ∼ Uσσ′

kppk ≥ Ū↑↓/Ld. However,
this happens only when states k and p are within
distance L. The probability for this to occur is of order
∼ U

Ld ×N(0)× Ld ≪ 1 for weak interaction.

To confirm our result we perform a Monte-Carlo
simulation of the ground state of the repulsive t-t′-W -
Hubbard-model (Eq.(12)) in first-order perturbation
theory where the ground state occupation numbers
{nkσ} are determined by minimizing E(1) with respect
to {nkσ}. The results are shown in Fig.3(a) where we plot
the average occupation numbers ⟨nk⟩dis = ⟨nk↑ + nk↓⟩dis
as a function of energy of the states k and the data points
are fitted by ⟨nk⟩dis = 2

eβ(ξk−µ)+1
with β, µ being fitting

parameters (note that β is not the temperature here).
We obtain β−1 ∼ 0.045U for small U in our simulation.
In this simulation, we choose N = 3000 and perform 105

Monte Carlo steps for each disorder configuration for
15 disorder configurations. The instability of the Fermi
glass ground state towards formation of local magnetic
moments in the regime UN(0) ≪ 1 is clear. We find
that the number of polarized spins increases linearly
with U for small U but increases faster for larger U
(Fig.3(b)), indicating that instabilities associated with
more than one single-particle states become important
when U increases.

Our results are supported by an earlier numerical
work which employs quantum Monte Carlo simulation
on a continuous-space Hamiltonian for repulsive Fermi
gas in which the system is subjected to a correlated
speckle disorder[18]. It was shown that the system
strongly favors the paramagnetic-to-ferromagnetic
transition when the Fermi surface approaches the
vicinity of the mobility edge. Our analysis suggests
that the physical mechanism behind this and earlier HF
calculations[17] is the enhancement of the interaction
matrix elements when quasi-particle states become
localized.

We emphasize that this localization-induced ferromag-
net state is very different from Stoner ferromagnets be-
cause of the absence of Stoner instability in the weak-
interaction limit UN(0) ≪ 1. The preformed local mag-
netic moments which exist at temperature T ≤ U/Ld

interacts with each other with an effective interaction
of order Jeff ∼ Ue−l/L, where l ∼ (n−1/d) is the av-
erage distance between preformed local moments and

Jeff ∼ Ue−( 2
UN(0)

)1/d . A localization-induced ferro-
magnetic state is expected to form only at temperature

T ≤ Jeff . In the limit L−d ≫ e−( 2
UN(0)

)1/d , there is a
wide temperature range U/Ld > T > Jeff where free
local magnetic moments exist and will have a strong ef-
fect on the magnetic and transport properties of the sys-
tem. The electronic transport is described by a Unitary
ensemble[22] in this regime and weak localization effect
will be suppressed[23].

FIG. 3: (a)The average distribution
⟨nk⟩dis = ⟨nk↑ + nk↓⟩dis over 15 disorder configurations

for 3 different values of U , (b)The corresponding
number of polarized spins as a function of UN(0),
where N(0) is the density of states at Fermi surface

For attractive interaction, it is expected that a su-
perconducting ground state will be formed for arbi-
trary weak interaction in a self-consistent BCS mean-
field theory[24] and the effect of preformed local fermion
(Cooper) pairs occupying the same state k will be super-
seded. We show in a separate paper that the supercon-
ductor spectral gap is enhanced by these preformed local
fermion pairs in a modified BCS theory[25].

E. Beyond perturbation and Hartree-Fock analysis

The localization-induced instability of the Fermi glass
state in first-order perturbation and HF theory lead us
to consider the general situation of disordered spin-1/2
fermion systems with short-ranged repulsive interaction.
Following a Fermi-liquid type analysis, Fleishman and
Anderson [26] argued that for weak, short-ranged inter-
action, the quasi-particle states on the Fermi surface can
be described by an effective single-particle Hamiltonian
with a generic form Heff = H0 + Σ(µ), where Σ(µ) is
a random Hermitian matrix representing the interaction-
induced self-energy on the Fermi surface and ImΣ(µ) = 0
(stability of Fermi surface). The eigenstates ofHeff repre-
sent the “wave-function” of quasi-particles on the Fermi
surface and are localized if Heff is “random” enough in
three dimensions (Fermi glass).

Assuming the validity of a Fermi-liquid type phe-
nomenology we can write down a corresponding Landau
energy functional describing low-energy excitations in the
Fermi glass state, where

δELD({δnkσ)}) =
∑
kσ

ξkδnkσ+
1

2

∑
kσ;k′σ′

fkσ;k′σ′δnkσδnk′σ′

(16)
where δnkσ represents the fluctuation of quasi-particle
occupation number nk′σ′ on the Fermi surface, ξk is the
single quasi-particle energy and fkσ;pσ′ is the Landau in-
teraction. Comparing Eq. (16) with Eq. (13) and Eq.
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(14), we find that ξk = E1(k) and

fkσ;pσ′ = Uσσ′

kkpp − δσσ′Uσσ
kppk

in first-order perturbation or HF theory, with k and p de-
noting the eigenstates of H0 or HHF . In Landau Fermi
liquid theory language, the instability of the Fermi glass
state in first-order perturbation or HF theory is associ-
ated with a singular nature of forward scattering ampli-

tude fkσ;k−σ which is of order Ū
Ld . More generally, it is

well known that singular forward scattering term fkσ;kσ′

which remains finite when system volume V → ∞ leads
to instability of the Fermi liquid state as long as the den-
sity of states on the Fermi surface N(0) is finite[27–31]
and our result from first order perturbation and HF the-
ory is just another example demonstrating this general
mechanism.

More generally, we expect that the singular forward
scattering amplitude we observe in our analysis is a gen-
eral property of localized quasi-particle states in systems
with weak, short-ranged interaction. For localized quasi-
particles k and p, fkσ;pσ′ should not depend on the sys-
tem volume and can only depend on the distance d be-
tween the two localized states when d ≫ L if interac-
tion does not induce long-ranged effective interactions
between quasi-particles. In particular, for k = p, the only
length scale which is available is the localization length
and we anticipate that fkσ;k−σ can only scale with the
size of the quasi-particle wavefunction ∼ 1/Ld, and in-
stability always occur if both L and the density states
N(0) are finite, as demonstrated in our analysis.

Summarizing, based on analysis of interaction matrix
elements in first-order perturbation and Hartree-Fock
theory, we show the existence of instability of Fermi sur-
face towards formation of local magnetic moments for
short-ranged repulsive interaction (and formation of lo-
cal Fermion pair for attractive interaction) if the eigen-
states on the Fermi surface are localized. We further

propose within a Landau Fermi-liquid type framework
that our result is applicable for general electronic sys-
tems with weak, short-ranged interaction as long as the
quasi-particle states exist and are localized, suggesting
that Fermi glass states are intrinsically unstable.
We caution that in general whether quasi-particles are

localized is not determined by H0 or HHF , but by the
more general Heff = H0 + Σ(µ). In particular, our per-
turbation or HF approach cannot determine with cer-
tainty whether the quasi-particles are localized for a given
Hamiltonian. There is also the possibility that only part
of the quasi-particle states are localized around the Fermi
surface. Our present analysis cannot resolve these possi-
ble scenario.
We also note that we have assumed implicitly that

U
σ(−σ)
kkkk ’s are of the same sign as k changes when we refer

to “attractive” or “repulsive” interaction. This is the case
for Hubbard interaction we discuss in this paper. For gen-
eral form of interaction Uσσ′

ij this assumption may not be
correct and both polarized spins and local fermion pairs
may exist together in the ground state (see also [32]). In
this case, the system becomes frustrated and spin glass
or superconducting glass states may occur. We shall ad-
dress these more exotic possibilities in future papers.
Finally we note that our analysis can be generalized

to systems with spin-orbit coupling and the similar con-
clusion will be reached as long as inversion symmetry is
not destroyed as the Kramer’s degeneracy will be pre-
served(see for example[33]).
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Appendix A: Some details of our numerical calculations

In our simulation, we adopted a periodic boundary condition for the (60× 60) square lattice. We set the disorder
strength W/t = 9 which is comparable to the bandwidth of the energy spectrum(∼ 8.8t) at W = 0.

The density of states(DOS) per unit volume(area in 2D) with different disorder strengths for t′ = 0.6t is
shown in Fig. 1. The large peak in the DOS reflects the existence of Van Hove’s singularity in the W = 0 limit.

FIG. 1: DOS per unit volume for different disorder strengths. We have set t′ = 0.6t and taken average over 15
disorder configurations
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