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A bstract

The wavefunction oftwo ferm ions,repulsively interacting in the presence of

a Ferm isea,isevaluated in detail.W e considerlarge but�nitesystem sin orderto

obtain an unam biguouspictureofthetwo-particlecorrelations.Asrecently pointed

outby Anderson,in d � 2 dim ensionsthe particles m ay be correlated even when

situated on the Ferm isurface. The "partialexclusion principle" for two particles

with oppositespin on thesam eFerm ipointisdiscussed,and related to resultsfrom

the T-m atrix approxim ation. Particles on di�erent Ferm ipoints are shown to be

uncorrelated in d > 1. Using the results for the two-particle correlations we �nd

that the orthogonality e�ect induced by adding an extra particle to a (tentative)

two-dim ensionalFerm iliquid is�nite.
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1. IN T R O D U C T IO N

SeveralyearsafterAnderson [1]conjectured thefailureofFerm iliquid theory in two-

dim ensionalinteracting electron system s even atweak coupling,the issue isstillrather

controversial.M any body perturbation theory saysthatFerm iliquid theory breaksdown

only in 1D,while it seem s valid in any higher dim ension,at least at weak coupling.[2]

However,the wavefunction for two interacting particles in the presence ofa Ferm isea

exhibits a peculiar and at �rst sight alarm ing feature,nam ely a �nite phase shift for

two particles with opposite spin sitting on the sam e point ofthe Ferm isurface.[1]A

�nite phase shift signals the presence ofcorrelations in the two-particle wave function,

which seem satoddswith the existence ofindependentand stable quasiparticles. This

e�ectispresentatarbitrarily weak coupling in 2D.Anderson [1]indeed argued thatdue

to the �nite phase shift the insertion ofan extra particle in a 2D Ferm isystem causes

an orthogonality catastrophe,m aking the quasiparticle weight vanish,and leading to

Luttingerinstead ofFerm iliquid behavior.

W ithin conventionalm any body theory the phase shift is blurred in the therm ody-

nam iclim itby coarse-graining m om entum space,and doesnotseem to have any drastic

consequences.However,theperturbativem any body form alism m ay beinadequatewhen

singularcorrelationsin m om entum spaceappear.Takingthetherm odynam iclim itbefore

solving the interacting problem is dangerous in this case. To obtain an unam biguous

picture ofthe correlations associated with the �nite phase shift and its possible conse-

quences,itisthereforeworthwhileto go back to Schr�odinger’sequation,and analysethe

structureofwavefunctionsin large�nitesystem s.

In this work we present a detailed analysis ofthe correlations between two locally

interacting particles in the presence ofa Ferm isea,in one,two and three dim ensions,

extending earlier studies by Anderson [1]and by Stam p.[3]In Sec. 2 we provide som e

basic de�nitions and concepts usefulfor a clear discussion oflarge �nite system s. In

Sec. 3 we solve the two-particle Schr�odinger equation,and discuss in detailhow the

wavefunctionsarea�ected by theinteraction.A carefulderivation ofAnderson’s"partial

exclusion principle" [1]fortwo particleson com m on Ferm ipointswillbe given,and the

controversialrelation between "phase shift" and "phase angle" [4,5]willbe clari�ed.

Particleson di�erentFerm ipointsare shown to be uncorrelated in d > 1. In Sec. 4 we

willshow thattheorthogonality e�ectinduced by adding an extra particleon theFerm i

surfaceofa(tentative)Ferm iliquid is�nitein any dim ension aboveone.Hence,in higher

dim ensionsa breakdown ofFerm iliquid theory,ifany,m ustbem ore subtle than in 1D.

Finally,in Sec. 5,we willconclude with a few rem arks on the possibility ofhitherto

undetected non-perturbativephenom ena atweak coupling.
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2. LA R G E FIN IT E SY ST EM S

Ouraim isto take the large system lim itonly afterhaving understood the e�ectsof

interactions. Itistherefore necessary to de�ne allquantitiesappearing in the course of

thecalculation for�nitesystem s,and introducecertain distinctionswhich areusually not

m adein thein�nitevolum elim it.

For de�niteness we consider a one-band Hubbard m odelon a d-dim ensionalsim ple

cubic lattice with lattice constant one and periodic boundary conditions. The Hilbert

spaceofstatesm ay bespanned by antisym m etrized productsoflocalsingleparticlestates

c
y

j�j0i,wherec
y

j� createsa ferm ion with spin projection � on sitejand j0iisthevacuum .

Alternatively onem ay constructabasisfrom stateswith sharp m om entum jk�i= a
y

k�j0i,

wherea
y

k� = V � 1=2
P

je
ikjc

y

j�,and V = Ld isthenum beroflatticesites.W eassum eL to

be even. The m om enta k are taken from the Brillouin zone B = fk = (k1;::;kd):k� =

(�L=2+ 1;�L=2+ 2;:::;L=2)2�
L
g,which form salatticewith V sitesand latticeconstant

2�=L.TheHam iltonian is

H = H 0 + H I =
X

ij;�

tijc
y

i�cj� + U
X

j

nj"nj# (2:1)

where tij isa (translation invariant)hopping m atrix,U � 0 a (repulsive)coupling con-

stant,and nj� = c
y

j�cj�.Thekineticpartcan also bewritten in diagonalform as

H 0 =
X

k;�

�ka
y

k�ak� (2:2)

where�k istheFouriertransform oftij.

TheN -particleground stateofthenon-interacting system (U = 0)isgiven by

j�N

0
i=

Y

�

Y

k2F N

a
y

k�j0i (2:3)

wherethenon-interacting N-particleFerm isea F N containsallm om enta in B with �k �

�N ,and thechem icalpotential�N issuch thatF N containsN =2m om enta(N = N "+ N #,

assum e N " = N #,i.e. N iseven). In the following we willfrequently drop the index N .

Let �F = BnF be the com plem ent ofthe Ferm isea in B. Vectorsk�F denote m om enta

in F on the borderto �F ,while k
+

F denote m om enta in �F on the borderto F (see Fig.

1).Thesetofallk
�
F and k

+

F form the"inner" and "outer" Ferm isurface@F � and @F + ,

respectively. In the lim it L ! 1 both sets de�ne the sam e m anifold @F ,the Ferm i

surface. W e assum e N < Ld and �k to be such that the Ferm isurface is sm ooth and

convex withoutnesting.

Inthefollowing,when consideringverylarge�nitesystem sor,m oreprecisely,sequences

oflargerand largersystem s,itwillbeim portanttodistinguish variouslevelsof"equality"

ofm om enta:

3



i)"m icroscopic" equality,k0=
m ic

k,ifboth areprecisely on thesam esiteofthek-lattice,

ii)"m esoscopic" equality,k0=
m es

k,ifboth m ay beseparated by a �nitenum berofstepson

thek-lattice,

iii) "m acroscopic" equality,k0 =
m ac

k,ifboth m ay be separated by an in�nite num ber of

discrete steps(asL ! 1 ),which issm allerthan O (L),however,such thatthedistance

between k0and k shrinksto zero forL ! 1 .

Propertiesdescribed fork0=
m ac

k ork0=
m es

k willbeunderstood to hold for"alm ost" allsuch

cases(zerom easureexceptionsallowed);k0=
m ac

k iswhatisusually im plied bywriting"k0=

k " in m any-body theory,when perform ing calculations directly in the therm odynam ic

lim it,where "k" refersactually to (in�nitely)m any states,and itissupposed thatthey

need notbedistinguished anym ore,m aintainingonlytheirdensityV=(2�)d in m om entum

space as the only inform ation. On the other hand,the Pauliexclusion principle acts

only in the case of"m icroscopic" equality,but is fortunately easy to build in exactly,

and isallone needsofk-space �ne structure in the non-interacting system . In general,

in an interacting system it is not a prioriclear whether the "internal" structure ofa

"point" in the continuum ofm om enta in the in�nite volum e lim itisreally irrelevant. A

sim ple (though adm ittedly unphysical) exam ple for an interaction where it is relevant

would bea strictexclusion principleforparticleswith oppositespin on thesam e(in the

m icroscopic sense)pointin k-space. The Hubbard orothershortrange interactionsare

ofcourse sm ooth in m om entum space,but singularities in k-space m ight be generated

non-perturbatively.

3. T W O PA RT IC LE W AV E FU N C T IO N

In thissection thewavefunction fortwo particleswith oppositespin in thepresenceof

a Ferm isea willbeevaluated.Asin theCooperproblem ,theFerm isea willbeassum ed

to be inert,i.e. its role is m erely to block m om entum space. M uch ofthe calculation

in (A)and (B)followsthe analysisofthe related problem oftwo particleson an em pty

latticeby Fabrizio,Parola and Tosatti.[6]

A ) Schr�odinger equation:

The wave function fortwo particles with totalm om entum P (conserved) is a linear

com bination

j	i=
X

q

0
L(q)jP=2+ q ";P=2� q #i (3:1)

where the prim e restricts the m om enta P=2� q to �F . The am plitudes L(q) obey the

Schr�odingerequation

(E � E
0
(q))L(q)=

U

Ld

X

q0

0
L(q

0
)=:C (3:2)
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where E 0(q):= �P =2+ q + �P =2� q. ForU > 0 there are two classes ofsolutions,a trivial

classcharacterized by C = 0,and a non-trivialonewith C 6= 0,respectively.

In theform ercaseonehaseigenvaluesE = E 0 whereE 0 isanon-interactingeigenvalue,

and L(q)6= 0 only forq such thatE 0(q)= E 0.In addition,theam plitudesarerestricted

by the condition
P 0

q L(q) = 0. For each d0-fold degenerate E 0,there are d0 � 1 such

solutions,where d0=2 arespin-tripletand d0=2� 1 spin-singlet(ifd0 � 2).Usually d0 is

atleasttwo,dueto thesym m etry E 0(q)= E 0(�q),an exception being E 0(0).

In thelatterclass,onecan solveforL(q),and obtains

L(q)=
C

E � �P =2+ q � �P =2� q
(3:3)

whiletheeigenvaluesE aredeterm ined by

1

U
=

1

Ld

X

q

0
(E � �P =2+ q � �P =2� q)

� 1
=:K L(P;E ) (3:4)

NotethatK L(P;E )isa realfunction,which hassim plepolesatthenon-interacting two-

particle levelsE 0(q). The norm alization 1 = h	j	i=
P

q
0jL(q)j2 ofthe wave function

�xesC as

C
� 2

=
X

q

0
(E � �P =2+ q � �P =2� q)

� 2
(3:5)

For�xed totalm om entum P,the non-interacting two-particle levels E 0(q) = �P =2+ q +

�P =2� q can be ordered in an ascending sequence E 0
0
;E 0

1
;:::;E 0

M . In term s offE 0
�g,the

eigenvalueequation reads

1

U
=

1

Ld

MX

�= 0

d0�

E � E 0
�

(3:6)

whered0� isthedegeneracy ofthenon-interactinglevelE
0
�.Therighthand sidehassim ple

polesin E 0
�.Henceitisobviousthatthesolutionsof(3.6)alsoform an ascendingsequence

E 0;E 1;:::;E M ,whereE
0
� � E � < E 0

�+ 1.

Let j�kk0i denote the non-interacting eigenstate obtained by form ing the sym m etric

(spin-singlet)linearcom bination ofjk"k0#iand jk0"k#i,and possibly otherstateswith

thesam eenergy E 0 = �k + �k0.Foreach j�kk0ithereisa corresponding exacteigenstate

j	 kk0iofH ,related to j�kk0iby continuity asU ! 0. In the following we willanalyse

the energy shift and the m odi�cation ofthese wave functions by the interaction. In

particularwewillcalculatetheoverlap ofinteracting and non-interacting wavefunctions

asaconvenientand easy-to-understand m easureforthewavefunction change,alternative

to the"phaseshift",which willalso bediscussed.

B ) State j	 kkiand "partialexclusion principle":
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Letusnow analyse the state j	 kkiin dim ensions d = 1;2;3. W e willdeterm ine the

energy shift �E = E (U)� E0,the overlap Sk := h�kkj	 kki in the large volum e lim it,

and,ifthisoverlap issm allerthan one,the "range" ofthe interacting wave function in

k-space. Setting P = 2k and extracting the term with q = 0,the eigenvalue equation

(3.4)becom es

1

U
=

1

Ld�E
+

1

Ld

X

q6= 0

0 1

�E � �E 0(q)
=:

1

Ld�E
+ ~K L(2k;E ) (3:7)

where�E := E � 2�k and �E
0(q):= �k+ q + �k� q � 2�k.Notethat,forsm allq,

�E
0
(q)�

dX

�= 1

a�q
2

� ; q� = (2�=L)n� wheren� integer (3:8)

i.e. the sm allest �E 0(q)are oforderO (L� 2). 2D turnsoutto be a criticaldim ension

here,because the distance from E 0(0)= 2�k to the nextnon-interacting levelsE
0(q)is

oforder L� 2 in any dim ension,while the potentialenergy ofj�kki (as a trialstate) is

U=Ld.Theoverlap Sk isgiven by theam plitude L(0)= C=�E ,wherethenorm alization

constantC can bewritten as

C
� 2

=
1

(�E )2
+

X

q6= 0

0 1

[�E � �E 0(q)]2
(3:9)

ForE above2�k butbelow thenextnon-interacting levelE 0(q),onehas

~K L(2k;E )!

(

O (1) fork =
m ic

k
+

F

O (L) fork 6=
m ic

k
+

F

ind = 1 (3:10a)

~K L(2k;E )!

(
O (1) fork =

m es

k
+

F

O (logL) fork 6=
m es

k
+

F

ind = 2 (3:10b)

~K L(2k;E )! O (1) ind = 3 (3:10c)

The exception fork =
m ic

k
+

F
in 1D isdue to the com plete blocking ofstatesclose to j�kki

by exclusion from the Ferm isea F . In d > 1 there is no such com plete blocking for

k =
m ic

k
+

F
due to degreesoffreedom parallelto the Ferm isurface. Partialblocking m akes

~K L(2k;E )�nite in 2D fork =
m es

k
+

F ,while itdivergeslogarithm ically otherwise. Inserting

theasym ptoticbehaviorof ~K L(2k;E )into theeigenvalueequation (3.7),oneobtainsthe

energy shifts

�E !

(

O (L� 1) fork =
m ic

k
+

F

O (L� 2) fork 6=
m ic

k
+

F

ind = 1 (3:11a)

�E !

(
O (L� 2) fork =

m es

k
+

F

O (1=L2logL) fork 6=
m es

k
+

F

ind = 2 (3:11b)
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�E ! O (L
� 3
) ind = 3 (3:11c)

Rewriting (3.9) as (Sk)
� 2 = (�E )2=C 2 = 1 + (�E )2

P

q6= 0
0[�E � �E 0(q)]� 2,one thus

obtainstheoverlap

Sk !

(

1� O (L� 1) fork =
m ic

k
+

F

r< 1 fork 6=
m ic

k
+

F

ind = 1 (3:12a)

Sk !

(
r< 1 fork =

m es

k
+

F

1� O (1=(logL)2) fork 6=
m es

k
+

F

ind = 2 (3:12b)

Sk ! 1� O (L� 2
) ind = 3 (3:12c)

Fork 6=
m ic

k
+

F
in 1D and k =

m es

k
+

F
in 2D,thebehaviorof ~K L(2k;E )im pliesenergy shifts�E

ofthe orderofthe levelspacing,L� 2,and thusa �nite reduction ofthe overlap Sk,for

any non-zero interaction U. In 1D,the asym ptotic overlap r doesnotdepend on U,as

long asU > 0,while 2D r isU-dependentand goescontinously to one forU ! 0. For

k 6=
m es

k
+

F in 2D,�E turnsoutto beoforderO (1=L2logL),i.e.too sm allfortransferring a

�niteam plitudeto otherstatesbesidesj� kki.Fortheexceptionalcasek =
m ic

k
+

F
in 1D,the

energy shift�E isoforderL� 1,buthere thenextallowed levelsareseparated by a gap.

The reader m ay com pare with the corresponding results fortwo particles on an em pty

latticein Ref.[6].

Theoverlap reduction Sk < 1im pliesthattwoparticleswith oppositespin cannotfully

occupy thesam ek-state,aphenom enon which Anderson [1]referstoas"partialexclusion

principle".To clearly seethise�ectitwasim portantto takethelim itL ! 1 only after

having calculated theoverlap for�nitesystem sat�niteU.Thewavefunctionsj	 kkiare

very short-ranged in k-space:The am plitudesL(q)in j	 kkiare oforderL
� 2 assoon as

q di�ersm acroscopically from zero,i.e. forL ! 1 the wave function j	 kkiiscon�ned

to an in�nitesim ally sm allregion in m om entum space,and istherefore m acroscopically

indistinguishable from the non-interacting state j�kki. In contrast to the case ofPauli

exclusion,thestatej�kkiisnot(even partially)expelled from theHilbertspaceofstates.

ForL ! 1 ,thereisnoteven apartialtransferofam plitudetohigherenergies:Sum m ing

thesquared probability am plitudesjL�(0)j
2 ofstateswith totalm om entum P = 2k and

energiesE � in an in�nitesim alintervalaround 2�k,the totaloccupation probability one

isrecovered.

C ) States j	 kk0i:

W e now analyse the states j	 kk0i for generic m om enta k and k0. The energy shift

�E = E � �k � �k0 can bedeterm ined by splitting theeigenvalue equation (3.4)as

1

U
=

d0

Ld�E
+ L

� d
X

q

00 1

E � E 0(q)
=:

d0

Ld�E
+ ~K L(k + k

0
;E ) (3:13)
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and studying theasym ptoticbehaviorof ~K L(k+ k0;E )forlargeL.Hered0 isthedegen-

eracy ofthe non-interacting levelE 0 = �k + �k0,and E 0(q):= �k+ q + �k0� q;the double

prim eindicatesE 0(q)6= E 0 in addition to exclusion ofk + q and k0� q from theFerm i

sea F .Theoverlap Skk0 = h�kk0j	 kk0iisgiven by
p
d0C=�E ,whereC isobtained from

C
� 2

=
d0

(�E )2
+
X

q

00 1

[E � E 0(q)]2
(3:14)

Recallthat j�kk0i is a sym m etric com bination ofd0 degenerate states (with am plitude

1=
p
d0 for each). For L ! 1 ,the right hand side of(3.14) is always dom inated by

levelsin an in�nitesim alintervalaround E .Thequalitativebehaviorofthesum in (3.14)

followsfrom them ean spacing �E 0 oflevelsaround E ,which isrelated to thedensity of

two-particlestates

�(E )= lim
�! 0

lim
L! 1

L
� d

X

q

0
��(E � �P =2+ q � �P =2� q) (3:15)

via

�E 0 = d
0
(E )=L

d
�(E ) (3:16)

Here��(x)isa broadened delta-function ofwidth �,and d
0(E )istheleveldegeneracy as

determ ined by sym m etry (accidentaldegeneraciespossibleforcertain dispersion relations

have zero m easure). W e willnow discussresultsforthe overlap Skk0 in variousdistinct

cases.

Ifk ork0(orboth)arem acroscopically distantfrom theFerm isurface,and in addition

k06=
m ac

k,onehasa levelspacing oforderL� d around E 0,and ~K L is�niteforE between E 0

and thenextnon-interacting level.Hence�E isoforderL� d,asthelevelspacing,which

im pliesthat�niteam plitudeistransferred to otherlevels,i.e.Skk0 < 1 in any dim ension

in thiscase.

Ifk =
m ac

k0m acroscopically distantfrom theFerm isurface,one�nds

Skk0 !

8
><

>:

r< 1 in d = 1

1 in d = 2

1 in d = 3

(3:17)

asiseasily understood by extending thecorresponding resultsfork =
m ic

k0in (3.12).

Letusnow considertheim portantcasewhereboth m om enta liem acrospocially on the

Ferm isurface,i.e. d(k;@F );d(k0;@F )=
m ac

0,where d(:;:)denotes the euclidean distance

between pointsorsetsin k-space.In thiscase,theoverlap obeys

Skk0 !

(

r< 1 fork =
m ac

k0

1 fork =
m ac

� k0
ind = 1 (3:18a)
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Skk0 !

(

r< 1 fork =
m ac

k0and
d((k+ k0)=2;@F )

d(k;k0)
�nite

1 else
ind = 2 (3:18b)

Skk0 ! 1 ind = 3 (3:18c)

forlargesystem s.In deriving theseresults,thethreecasesk =
m ac

k0,k =
m ac

� k0and k 6=
m ac

� k0

m ustbetreated separately.

Fork 6=
m ac

� k0(possibleonly in d > 1,fork and k0on @F ),thetwo-particledensity of

states�(k + k0;�k + �k0)vanishes,i.e. the levelsnextto �k + �k0 are typically atin�nite

distanceonscaleL� d.Hencenoam plitudeistransferred tootherlevels,andthusSkk0 ! 1

forL ! 1 .

Fork =
m ac

� k0(Cooperchannel)thedensity ofstatesis�nite,but ~K L(k+ k
0;E )diverges

logarithm ically forlarge L (and E detached from non-interacting levels),i.e. the Schr�o-

dingerequation forces�E down to order1=LdlogL,im plying Skk0 = 1� O (1=(logL)2)in

any dim ension.

Fork =
m ac

k0thedensity ofstatesisdivergentin 1D,zero in 3D,and hasa rathersubtle

behaviorin 2D.Letusdiscussonly them ostdi�cult(and im portant)2D casein detail.

The generalqualitative behaviorcan be understood by assum ing a quadratic dispersion

relation �k = k2=2forsim plicity.Setting kF = 1,thedensity oftwo-particle(ortwo-hole)

statesin 2D isthen given by [7]

�(E )=

8
>>>><

>>>>:

0 for! < !0

1=4� for!0 < ! < !�
1

2�2
sin� 1

!=P
p
!� !0

for!� < ! < !+

1=4� for!+ < !

(3:19)

Here! istheenergy relativeto2�F ,i.e.! = E � 1,and thevariousregim esareseparated

by !+ = !+ (P)= P + P 2=2,!� = !� (P)= �P + P 2=2 and !0 = !0(P)= (P=2)2 � 1,

respectively,where P = jPj. See Fig. 2 foran illustration ofthe variousregim esin the

(P;!)-plane. Note thathere we m ake use only ofthe partwhere ! > 0,corresponding

to two particles,notholes. Thisdensity ofstateshasa sim ple geom etric interpretation:

Forquadratic dispersion,equi-energy m anifoldsfortwo particles with totalm om entum

P arespheres(in 2D circles)with centerP=2 in k-space;in 2D,thedensity ofallstates

(irrespective ofwhetherparticlesare in F or �F )is1=4� independent ofP and !. The

density oftwo particle states in �F in 2D is thus sim ply x=4�,where x 2 [0;1]is the

fraction ofdiam eters crossing the equi-energy circle with both ends in �F (see Fig. 3

for an illustration). The sam e holds analogously for two holes. The singular behavior

of�(E ) in the lim it P ! 2kF ,E ! 2�F is sim ply due to the fact thatx m ay assum e

any value between zero and one,however close to the Ferm isurface the particles m ay

be. Thus it is clear that generically two particles in k and k0 with k0 =
m ac

k �nd other

9



levelswithin an energeticdistanceoforderL� 2,theonly exception being thecaseswhere

x = 0,corresponding to d((k + k0)=2;@F )=d(k;k0)! 0. Itrem ainsto see underwhich

conditions ~K L(k + k0;E )is�nite.In alm ostallcasesthereisan in�nitenum beroflevels

above and below E 0 = �k + �k0 since we have required only m acroscopic equality ofk

and k0.Hence,forE = E 0 + �E detached from non-interacting levels,wem ay check the

�niteness ofthe sum ~K L(k + k0;E )forL ! 1 from the corresponding principalvalue

integralReK (k + k0;E ),where

K (P;E ):= lim
�! 0

lim
L! 1

K L(P;E + i�) (3:20)

Note that it doesn’t m atter whether we insert K L or ~K L on the right hand side. For

P � 2kF ,K (P;E )isjusttheparticle-particlebubbleknown in m any-body perturbation

theory (forP < 2kF ,however,K di�ersfrom thebubble sincethetwo-holecontribution

isabsentin K ).In theregim eswhich areofinteresthere,i.e.P � 2kF and E � 2�F > !0

notlarge,ReK (P;E )can betaken from earlierresultsfortheparticle-particlebubblein

2D [7],i.e.

ReK (P;E )=

8
<

:

� 1

4�
log

4(!� !0)(!c� !)

[� !+
p

(!+ � !)(!� � !)]2
for!0 < ! < !�

� 1

4�
log

4(!c� !)

P 2
for!� < ! < !+

(3:21)

where !c isan ultravioletcuto�.Obviously ReK (P;E )doesnothave a unique lim itfor

jPj! 2kF ,E ! 2�F .Generically ReK (k + k0;�k + �k0)is�nitein thelim itk;k
0! @F ,

k0! k,being divergentonly (logarithm ically)iftheratio d(k;k0)=d((k+ k0)=2;@F )goes

to zero in the lim iting process(note thatd((k + k0)=2;@F )= P=2� kF and d(k;k0)=

2(! � !0)
1=2).

Hence,generically theoverlap Skk0 isreduced fork and k
0m acroscopically on thesam e

Ferm ipoint in 2D,exceptions being the rare cases where the ratio d((k + k0)=2;@F )=

d(k;k0)is either zero orin�nite. The geom etry ofthe generic and the two exceptional

cases is shown in Fig. 4. Viewed as a lim iting process where k;k0 ! @F ,the phase

spaceforthiswavefunction m odi�cation in theforward scattering channelvanisheswith

the sam e powerasthe one forCooperscattering. Judging from Fig. 2 the e�ectin the

forwardscatteringchannellooksweakerbecauseitcorrespondstopointsin aquadratically

narrowing region in the(P;!)plain,for! ! 0,whiletheCooperprocessestakeplacein

theonly linearlynarrowingregion ! > !+ (P).However,the�gureshowsonlyasection in

thed+ 1dim ensional(P;!)space,wheretheCooperprocessestakeplacein aconearound

the!-axis,whilethe2kF -processeslivein aquadratically narrowing �ssureencircling the

!-axisata�xed distance2kF .Hence,in both casesthephasespacevanishesquadratically

in thelow energy lim itin 2D.
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d(k;@F )+ d(k0;@F )=
m ac

0 d(k;@F )+ d(k0;@F )6=
m ac

0

d k =
m ac

k0 k 6=
m ac

k0 k =
m ac

k0 k 6=
m ac

k0

1 r(a) 1 r r

2 r(b) 1 1 r

3 1 1 1 r

Table 1: Values ofthe overlap Skk0: r denotes an overlap < 1; (a) the specialcase

k =
m ic

k0=
m ic

k
+

F hasSkk0 = 1,(b)Skk0 < 1 generically ford((k + k0)=2;@F )=d(k;k0)= �nite

6= 0 and also fork =
m ic

k0=
m es

k
+

F
and k =

m es

k0=
m ic

k
+

F
(including k =

m ic

k0=
m ic

k
+

F
).

The results forSkk0 in d = 1;2;3 dim ensions are sum m arized in table 1. Analogous

resultshold fortwo holesinstead oftwo particles.

D ) Phase shift versus phase angle:

Thephaseshift�� fortwo interacting particlesin a �nitesystem isde�ned by [1,8]

�� = ���E�=�E
0

� (3:22)

where �E� = E � � E 0
�,�E

0
� = E 0

�+ 1 � E 0
�. Recallthat � = 0;1;2;:::;M labels all

the di�erent non-interacting two-particle energies E 0
� oftwo particles with �xed total

m om entum P in a sequence ofm onotonously increasing energies, and the interacting

eigenvaluesobey E 0
� < E � < E 0

�+ 1 for� = 0;:::;M � 1.Thephaseshiftisa m easurefor

the m odi�cation ofthe non-interacting wave function j� �iby interactions. Itis�nite if

h��j	 �i< 1 and zero ifh��j	 �i= 1.Theterm "phaseshift" derivesfrom an expression

of the form (3.22) for the phase shifts in a partialwave decom position in scattering

theory.[9]In d > 1,�� is a wildly 
uctuating function of�,which requires a proper

averageoverm any levelsin orderto obtain a wellde�ned lim iting function forL ! 1 .

Thephaseangle�(E )isde�ned [5]by

�(E )= j�(E )jexp[i�(E )] (3:23)

where�(E )isthe2-particlescattering vertex foran in�nitesystem ,which isgiven by

�(E )=
U

1� UK (E )
(3:24)

and K (E ) is obtained from K L(E ),(3.4),via the lim iting procedure K (E ) = lim �! 0

lim L! 1 K L(E + i�);thedependence on thetotalm om entum hasnotbeen written here.

NotethatourK (E )isslightly di�erentfrom theparticle-particlebubblein perturbation

theory,sincein K L(E )two-holecontributionsareabsent.
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Phaseshiftand phaseanglearein generaldi�erentquantities,even forlargeL,except

in d = 1.In [8]theirequivalencehasbeen shown with thetacitassum ption that�� tends

to a continuous function �(E )as L increases,which is however not generally the case.

Only in 1D �� hasa uniquelim itforL ! 1 and E 0
� ! E ,and onecan indeed show that

�(E ):= lim
L ! 1

E
0
�
! E

�� = �(E ) (3:25)

and theoverlap ofinteracting and non-interacting wavefunctionsisrelated to thephase

shiftby thesim pleidentity

h��j	 �i!
sin�(E )

�(E )
(3:26)

in thiscase.A derivation fortheserelationsisgiven in Appendix A.

Phaseshiftsand phaseanglesfortwoparticleswith �xed totalm om entum and variable

energy are shown in Fig. 5 fora 1D system and in Fig. 6 fora 2D system . The phase

shiftshave been calculated fora Hubbard m odelwith nextneighborhopping t= 1 and

interaction U = 5,on a large but �nite lattice. In 1D the relation (3.25)isseen to be

veri�ed,while in 2D the phase shifts
uctuate around the phase angle. In 2D one m ay

de�ne a function ��(E ) representing the m ean phase shift obtained by averaging m any

points in a sm allenergy interval. Forthe system s studied here itturned outthat this

m ean phase shiftgenerically di�ersfrom the phase angle (atsm allenergiesitislarger),

but ��(E )behavesqualitatively sim ilarto �(E ),i.e.onehas

��(E )= �(E )�(E ) (3:27)

where�(E )isa sm ooth function oforderone.In particular,a �nitephaseangleim plies

a �nitem ean phaseshiftand viceversa.Furtherm ore,following thestepsin [8],itiseasy

to seethatthereisa generalidentity relating thephaseangleto theaverageenergy shift,

nam ely

�(E )= ���E =�E 0 (3:28)

where�E 0 isthem ean levelspacing.

A controversy in previousstudiesaroseon whetherthephaseshiftfortwo particleson

thesam epointoftheFerm isurfacein 2D is�niteornot,theproblem beingthatthelim it

P ! 2kF ,E ! 2�F isnotunique.Itwasnoticed thattheasym ptoticphaseangleis�nite

ifthe lim itistaken in a particularway.[3,7,8]However,aswe have pointed outabove,

whatlooksso speciala lim itin the(P;E )planere
ectsactually the genericbehaviorof

two particles with m om enta k0 and k in the lim itk0 ! k ! @F . Anderson’s [1]�nite

phaseshift,which hasoriginally been calculated in thespecialcase k =
m ic

k0,isgenerically

presentfork =
m ac

k0,too.
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Thedetailed behaviorofthephaseangle�(�k + �k0)with P = k + k0fortwo particles

in k and k0in thelim itk0! k ! @F isillustrated in Fig.7.

E) A ntibound states:

To com plete the presentation ofthe two-particle problem in a lattice m odel(with an

upperbound in energy),wenow brie
y discusspropertiesofthe"antibound state" [1]on

top ofthetwo-particlespectrum .

SinceE � < E 0
�+ 1 for� � M � 1,alllevelsbutthehighest(foragiven totalm om entum

P)are shifted only by a tiny am ountoforderL� d oreven lessin som e cases. However

�EM = E M � E 0
M turnsoutto be �nite ifU exceedsa criticalvalue Uc,which depends

on density and dim ensionality. In d � 2,(3.4)im pliesthatUc = 0,since the density of

two-particle levelsis�nite (in 2D)ordivergent(in d < 2)atthe upperband edge. For

sm allU,�EM isexponentially sm allin 2D,whileitisoforderU 2 in 1D.Thissplitstate

hasbeen called the "antibound state".[1]Itisin a sense the m irrorim age ofthe bound

statein theCooperproblem with attractiveU.

Theantibound statej	 M iisactually a bound statein thatithasa �niteexpectation

valuefordoubleoccupancy ofsitesin realspaceeven forL ! 1 ,i.e.

h	 M jH Ij	 M i� O (1) for U > Uc (3:29)

Thisisofcourseenergetically highly unfavorableforrepulsive(positive)U,which iswhy

�EM ispositiveoforderone.SincethetraceofH I in thesubspaceoftwo-particlestates

with �xed totalm om entum isalwaysU,independentofthebasis,equation (3.29)im plies

that
M � 1X

�= 0

h	 �jH Ij	 �i< U for U > Uc (3:30)

Hence the splitting ofan antibound state m eansthatthe otherstatesin the continuum

have an overallreduced expectation valuefordoubleoccupancy,and j	 M ijustpaysthe

billforallofthem . In the Hilbertspace oftwo-particle statesspanned by fj	 �i:� =

0;:::;M � 1g doubleoccupancy hasbeen partially projected out.In 2D,thisprojection

isa weak coupling e�ect(presentforany U > 0),in 3D not.

Ignoringstateswhich areseparated by agap from thelow-energy partofthespectrum ,

onem ay say thatthepresenceofadown-spin,say,reducesthedim ensionality ofthespace

ofavailable statesforup-spin particles,asin the presence ofstatisticalinteractions[10]

between opposite spins. The signi�cance of the antibound states in the two-particle

system for the m any-particle system is however not yet clear. Anderson [1]suggested

thatthesplitting oftheantibound statesim pliesthattheHubbard m odelin d � 2 m ight

have the sam e low energy behavior as the tJ-m odel,where doubly occupied sites are
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projected outcom pletely.A fullprojection ofdouble occupancy can beim plem ented by

gauge�elds,leadingtosingulare�ectiveinteractionswhich havebeen argued toinvalidate

Ferm iliquidtheoryforthetJ-m odel(atleastat�nitetem peratures).[11]Thus,iftheabove

(controversial!) argum entswere valid,Ferm iliquid theory would break down in the 2D

Hubbard m odelforany U > Uc = 0.

4. O RT H O G O N A LIT Y C ATA ST R O PH E

Long ago Anderson [12]pointed outthata localscattererin a m any ferm ion system

changesthewave function so drastically thatitsoverlap with thewave function without

scattereriszero in thein�nitevolum elim it,and related this"orthogonality catastophe"

to the observed singular response ofelectron system s to a sudden appearance oflocal

scatterers,such asin the X-ray problem . M ore recently he proposed to extend thisline

ofreasoning to theinsertion ofa quasiparticlein an interacting Ferm isystem .[1]

To understand theargum ent,itisusefulto recallthecaseofa localscatterer�rst.A

system ofnon-interacting (spinless)ferm ionsin thepresenceofa localpotentialon site0

isgoverned by theHam iltonian

H =
X

k

�knk + UL
� d

X

k;q

a
y

k+ qak (4:1)

Theground stateofH isaSlater-determ inantconstructed with singleparticlewavefunc-

tionsoftheform j	 ki=
P

q Lk(q)a
y

k+ qj0iwhereLk(q)= Ck=(E k � �k+ q),theeigenvalue

E k isthe solution nextto �k ofU
� 1 = L� d

P

q(E � �k+ q)
� 1,and Ck is�xed by norm al-

ization.Notethat�Ek = E k � �k and Ck areboth typically oforderL
� d,corresponding

to thespacing ofthe non-interacting levels(exceptfork =
m ac

0).The overlap oftheFerm i

seaswith and withoutscattering potential,respectively,isgiven by [12]

S := h�j	i= det
k;p2F

(Lkp) (4:2)

where Lkp := Lk(p � k). Note that Lkp decays rapidly as a function of�p � �k,but

them om entum transferp � k m ay belarge.A su�cientcondition fortheorthogonality

catastropheS ! 0 when L ! 1 isthatthesum

s:=
X

k2F

X

p2 �F

jLkpj
2

(4:3)

diverges.Indeed sbehavesroughlyasL� 2d
P

k2F

P

p2 �F (�k� �p)
� 2,which islogarithm ically

infrared divergentforL ! 1 in any dim ension.Notethatcontributionscom e from any

q = p � k (notonly sm allones)acrossthe Ferm isurface. To obtain the orthogonality

14



catastrophe it is im portant that all(or at least a �nite fraction of) the single particle

states a
y

kj0i with k 2 @F are m odi�ed by the scatterer,i.e. h� kj	 ki < 1 or,what is

thesam e,thephaseshift�k := �Ek=�E k m ustbe�niteallovertheFerm isurface(�E k

being thedistanceto thelevelfollowing �k).

Recently Anderson [1]suggested to inferthebreakdown ofFerm iliquid theory in two-

dim ensionalinteracting electron system s from an orthogonality catastrophe caused by

insertion ofan extra particle.To thisend heconsiderstheoverlap

Z
0
k = jha

y

k�	
N

0
j	 N + 1

k� ij2 (4:4)

for "k = kF ". Here 	 N
0 is the exact ground state with N particles while 	

N + 1

k� is an

exacteigenstate ofthe N + 1 particle system with "one quasiparticle added",i.e. the

stateevolving adiabatically from thenon-interacting statea
y

k�j�
N
0 i,astheinteraction is

switched on. In analogy to the localscattererproblem itisargued thatthe �nite phase

shiftin
icted by the extra particle on the otherparticleson the Ferm isurface willlead

to an orthogonality catastrophe,Z 0
kF

! 0,and consequently theelim ination ofthequasi

particlepeak in thespectralfunction.

Thisargum entpresentsvariousdi�cultieswhich wewillnow discuss.

(i)Them acroscopicspectralfunction �(k;�)isgiven in term sofexacteigenstatesby

�(k;�)= lim
�! 0

lim
L! 1

X

n

jh	 N + 1

k�;nja
y

k�j	
N

0
ij2��(� � �n) (4:5)

for positive energies � > 0;the sum runs over all(N+1)-particle eigenstates with m o-

m entum k and spin � (relativeto j	N
0
i),�n istheexcitation energy,and �� a broadened

�-function,e.g.��(x)= �=�(x2 + �2).Each "point" (k;�)in �(k;�)involvesactually an

in�nitenum berofeigenstatesoftheinteracting system .Hencethevanishing oftheover-

lap with a single eigenstate in the large system lim itdoesnotnecessarily a�ect�(k;�).

In particular,itiseasy to seethatZ 0
k ! 0 forgenerick =

m ac

kF in any dim ension,even in a

Ferm iliquid.By de�nition,in a Ferm iliquid thespectralfunction obeystheasym ptotic

behavior

�(k;�)! Zk��k(� � Ek) (4:6)

for� ! 0,k ! @F ,where Ek isthe quasiparticle energy,Zk a �nite renorm alization

constant,and �k the width ofthe quasiparticle peak,which m ustvanish m ore rapidly

than thequasiparticleenergy when approaching theFerm isurface.In a Ferm iliquid,for

k =
m ac

kF the width ofthe quasiparticle peak iszero on scale one,butgenerically in�nite

on thescalesetby thelevelspacing.Hence,Z 0
k iszero in thiscase.To have a chance to

geta �niteZ 0
kF
,onem ustsetatleastk =

m es

k
+

F ,which would howeverleave thenum erical
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value ofZ 0
kF

com pletely arbitrary,if�nite (e.g.,fork a hundred steps on the k-lattice

away from @F ,Z 0
k ism uch sm allerthan fork =

m ic

k
+

F . A reasonable unique de�nition of

a possibly �nite Z 0
kF

requiresthe choice k =
m ic

k
+

F in (4.4). W e are notaware ofa general

identity relating Z 0
kF

to therenorm alization factorZkF in (4.6).A prioriZ 0
kF

m ightstill

vanish even ifZkF is�nite(butnotviceversa,ofcourse).

(ii) In contrast to the localscatterer problem ,the extra particle inserted here has

a com plicated dynam ics,and the overlap (4.4) cannot be calculated exactly. M aking

an estim ate in analogy to the case ofa localscatterer added to a Ferm igas am ounts

to m aking two (independent) approxim ations,which m ay m iss im portantphysics: The

system in the absence ofthe extra particle istreated asnon-interacting,i.e. the ground

statej	 N
0
ibecom essim ply a productoftwo non-interacting Ferm iseasforup and down

spins,i.e. j	 N
0 i� j�N

0 i. Only interactionsbetween the extra particle (with spin down,

say)and particleswith opposite spin (i.e. up)are kept. Stillthe calculation ofj	 N + 1

kF #
i

poses a m any-body problem , due to e�ective interactions between up-spins m ediated

by the extra down-spin: an up-spin m ay scatter the down-spin to a new state,which

changesitsrelation to otherup-spins.[13]Fora localscatterer(withoutinternaldegrees

offreedom ) this problem does not occur,because the scatterer rem ains always in the

sam e state. Neglecting these induced correlations,too,one m ay estim ate the overlap

ha
y

kF �
	 N
0 j	

N + 1

kF �
iin analogy to theproblem ofa localscattererby approxim ating

ha
y

kF �
	
N

0 j	
N + 1

kF �
i � det

k;p2F

(Lkp) (4:7)

where Lkp := Lk(p � k),and the am plitudes Lk(q)are extracted from the interacting

two-particlewavefunctionsevolving from j�kkF i,i.e.

j	 kkF i=
X

q

0
Lk(q)jk + q "kF � q #i (4:8)

solved for�xed k0=
m ic

k
+

F and variablek 2 F in presenceofan inertFerm iseaofdown-spins,

butnootherup-spins.Hereonly thedown-spin m om entum kF � q isblocked byexclusion

from F . Note thatonly the up-spinsreduce the overlap,since the down spin Ferm isea

istreated asinert.Since the up-spinsarenotblocked by a pre-existentFerm isea,m ost

j	 kkF i willbe shifted from the corresponding non-interacting states j�kkF i. However,

m ostm odi�cationsinside F in k-space canceloutwhen theFerm isea is�lled,and only

shifts leading out ofF ,as m easured by the sum s =
P

k2F

P

p2 �F jLkpj
2,are relevant.

These latter shifts are ofthe sam e order ofm agnitude as those considered in Sec. 3,

where j	 kk0ihasbeen analyzed fork and k0 on the surface oftwo already pre-existent

Ferm iseas.
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iii)In Sec. 3 we have seen thattwo particleson the Ferm isurface m ay be scattered

within �F only ifthey areon thesam e pointofthesurface.Analogously,an extra down-

particleadded to thesystem in kF in thepresenceofan inertFerm isea down-spinsm ay

scatter up-particles out ofF into �F only in kF itself,but not on other points ofthe

surface. Even worse,ifkF =
m ic

k
+

F
,in m ostcases the extra particle isnotable to scatter

any up-spin outofF (thisisslightly di�erentfrom the situation in Sec. 3,where both

particleswereoutsideF from thestart,and thuscould alwaysshiftparallelto theFerm i

surface in d > 1). Com paring thisstate ofa�airswith the response to a localscatterer,

whereawavefunction changeoverthewholeFerm isurfaceled toalogarithm ically (only)

divergentsignaloforthogonality,itisobviousthatherewe�nd no signalatall.

In sum m ary,a straightforward adaption ofthelocalscatterercalculation to theprob-

lem ofinsertingadynam icalparticleintoan interactingm any-bodysystem doesnotsignal

an orthogonality catastrophein 2D.Stam p,[3]too,concluded thatconsidering �nitesys-

tem swithin a two-particle scattering approxim ation doesnotyield any evidence foran

orthogonality catastrophe.Clearly,approxim ating the ground state by a Ferm igasm ay

give qualitatively correctresultsonly ifthe exactground state isa Ferm iliquid.Hence,

asin perturbation theory,wehaveonly checked consistency ofquasiparticlebehavioras

a hypothesis. W e have to recognize thatthe above check oforthogonality isinsu�cient,

iftheexactground stateisneithera Ferm iliquid nora stateobtained by resum m ing di-

vergenciesshowing up in perturbation theory (asin theone-dim ensionalLuttingerliquid

[14,15]).

Note that the phase shift as calculated in Sec. 3 does not signalthe orthogonality

catastrophe which isknown to occurin a 1D interacting Ferm isystem upon adding an

extra particle near one ofthe two Ferm ipoints! A particle inserted in k =
m ic

k
+

F cannot

kick out any states near k
+

F itself in 1D (and for k =
m es

k
+

F
it can a�ect only a �nite

num ber). Hence interactions with particles near the sam e Ferm ipoint do not produce

an orthogonality catastrophe in 1D,whether the phase shift is �nite or not. On the

other hand,interactions with particles on the opposite Ferm ipoint do a�ect in�nitely

m any states,and second orderperturbation theory doesindeed indicatean orthogonality

catastrophe in thiscase. However,the phase shiftcalculated in Sec. 3 turned outto be

zero in thiscase,vanishing logarithm ically in the large system lim it. Thisisan artefact

ofourtreating theFerm isurfaceasinert,notallowing forparticle-holeexcitationswhen

calculating two-particle correlations. In a diagram m atic language,treating the Ferm i

sea asinertm eanssum m ing only ladderdiagram s,which isequivalentto introducing a

renorm alized coupling whose 
ow is calculated from the particle-particle channelonly,

and therefore seem sto scale to zero logarithm ically (forpositive bare coupling). In 1D
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therearehoweverothercontributions,involving particle-holeexcitations,which m akethe

�-function vanish identically,[14,16]i.e. the renorm alized coupling and the exactphase

shiftin them any-bodysystem rem ain �nite,and an orthogonalitycatastrophedoesoccur.

5. C O N C LU SIO N

Two ferm ionsin thepresenceofa Ferm isea can haveinteraction induced correlations

even ifboth particles are situated on the Ferm isurface: In addition to the well-known

Cooperpaircorrelationsforattractive interactions,in low dim ensionalsystem s correla-

tionsappeareven forpurely repulsive interactions,nam ely i)ifboth particlessiton the

sam epointoftheFerm isurface(in d � 2),and ii)ifthey siton oppositepoints(in d = 1).

In theform ercasea solution oftheSchr�odingerequation fora two-particlewavefunction

in presence ofan inertFerm isea revealsthese correlations,while in the lattercase one

m ustallow forparticle-holeexcitationsto obtain thecorrectresultfora m any-body sys-

tem . Equivalently,in the form ercase a properly interpreted T-m atrix calculation yields

the e�ect,while in the latter a com plete one-loop renorm alization group calculation of

thetwo-particlevertex isrequired.

In thefullm any-body problem wem ustactually distinguish correlationsbetween bare

particlesand correlationsbetween low energy excitations(i.e.quasiparticlesin a Ferm i

liquid).Correlationsam ong bareparticlesareofcourse alwayspresentin an interacting

theory,but are largely absorbed in the wave function renorm alization when passing to

an e�ective theory ofthe low energy excitations. The issue here is whether there are

correlationsbetween (tentative)quasiparticles,surviving atarbitrarily low energy scale.

Ofcoursetheaboverefersto theselattercorrelationsonly.

Itwasim portanttodistinguish variousscalesofdistanceson thek-latticeofm om enta,

to obtain a clear picture ofthe rather singular correlations in k-space, and to relate

Anderson’s[1]resultsforthe phase shiftto resultsfrom the T-m atrix approxim ation.[2]

Anderson’s�nitephaseshift,calculated fortwo particlesresiding on thevery sam epoint

ofthe k-lattice,wasseen to be notan artefactofthisspecialchoice,butrepresentsthe

generic behaviorin the lim itk;k0! @F with k0! k.Thisbehaviorisin factcorrectly

signalled by thecorresponding lim itofthephaseangleofthescattering vertex calculated

in T-m atrix approxim ation.

Twoferm ionson theFerm isurfaceofatwo-dim ensionalsystem repeleach otheratvery

shortdistancesin m om entum space. W e note thatthis"partialexclusion principle" [1]

isnotonly "partial",butalso lesspersistentthan genuinestatisticalcorrelationssuch as

Pauliexclusion:Theexpectation valuehnkF "nkF #iwillrisewhen m oreand m oreparticles

are added to the system ,and m ay com e arbitrarily close to one. The am plitude fortwo

particles on the sam e Ferm ipoint is only partitioned am ong di�erent eigenstates with
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energiesin an in�nitesim alintervalat2�F .However,theindependenceofquasiparticlesis

obviously spoiled by thesecorrelationsatshortdistancesin k-space.Sincequasiparticles

on di�erentFerm ipointsarehoweveruncorrelated in 2D,Landau param etersinvolving a

sm ooth angularaveragem ay stillbewellde�ned.

The orthogonality e�ectcaused by addition ofan extra particle on the Ferm isurface

ofa two-dim ensionalFerm igas was shown to be �nite within a crude approxim ation

which takes into account only two-particle correlations between the extra particle and

other particles in the system . This con�rm s earlier consistency checks ofFerm iliquid

theory perform ed directly in the in�nite volum e lim it,[7,8]and a recentstudy showing

the irrelevance of�nite size e�ectsin the T-m atrix approxim ation.[3]In contrastto the

caseofaddition ofa localscatterer,which m odi�esthewave functionsofotherparticles

overthe whole Ferm isurface,a quasiparticle in 2D m odi�esthe wave functionsatbest

on thatFerm ipoint where itis added. In one dim ension an orthogonality catastrophy

doesoccurasa consequence of�nitephaseshiftsforparticleson oppositeFerm ipoints.

Allwellestablished weak coupling instabilitiesoftheFerm iliquid aresignalled by the

renorm alization group,evaluated perturbativelytosom elow order.[14,17,18,19]A recent

analysisofthecrossoverfrom 1D Luttingerliquid behaviorto2D Ferm iliquid behavioras

a function ofcontinuousdim ensionality within perturbation theory sum m ed to allorders

indicatesthatatweak coupling higherordersin perturbation theory do notdestroy the

Ferm iliquid �xed point in any dim ension above one,as long as no Cooper instability

setsin.[20]In addition,recentrigorousresultson two-dim ensionalFerm isystem sseem to

indicate thatthe existence ofhitherto unknown weak coupling instabilitiesofthe Ferm i

liquid is unlikely.[18]These rigorous results are however not yet generalenough to be

applied to a system liketheHubbard m odel.

On theotherhand,theratherpeculiarchangeofthetwo-particlewavefunction,espe-

cially in 2D,could throw doubtson thegeneralvalidity ofconventionalm any-body theory

itself,even ifsum m ed to allorders.Two particlesnearthesam e Ferm ipointindeed de-

velop singularcorrelationsin k-space,which are howevervisible only ifthe discrete �ne

structure ofk-space isresolved. These correlationsm ightnotbe adequately taken into

account when taking the in�nite volum e lim it before solving the fullinteracting prob-

lem .In a two-dim ensionalFerm iliquid ground state,pairsofup-and down-spinsneara

com m on Ferm ipointwould seem quite unstable objects: they have a tendency to repel

each otherbutthey can’t,being blocked by theirneighborsin k-space. The hypothesis

ofa com plete non-perturbative reorganization ofthe ground state istherefore notcom -

pletely unplausible. In one dim ension the repulsion ofparticlesfrom com m on pointsin

m om entum spacea�ectsonly excitations,nottheground state,which isinstead m odi�ed

by interactions between opposite Ferm ipoints. However,in two dim ensions the situa-
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tion m ay bedi�erent,since new gaplessdegreesoffreedom parallelto the Ferm isurface

appear.

In sum m ary,in ouropinion thereareinteresting hintsbutnoevidenceforabreakdown

ofFerm iliquid theory at weak coupling in two dim ensions. Clear is only that such a

breakdown would haveto bem uch m oresubtlethatin onedim ension.
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A ppendix A :Phase shift,phase angle and overlap in 1D

In onedim ension,thenon-interacting two-particlespectrum fE 0
�g ofstateswith �xed

totalm om entum P is locally invariant,i.e. the levels becom e equidistant in the lim it

L ! 1 ,E 0
� ! E ,with a spacing �E 0

� = E 0
�+ 1 � E 0

� thatdependsonly on E .The level

degeneracy d0� alsobecom esafunction ofE only.In thissituation,thephaseshift,energy

shiftand wave function overlap are uniquely determ ined by the phase angle,foralm ost

allstatesin thelargesystem lim it,aswewillnow show.

ForlargeL,and assum ing localspectralinvariance,theeigenvalue equation (3.6)can

bewritten as[3,21]
1

U
= K

loc

L (E )+ ReK (E ) (A:1)

whereK (E ):= lim �! 0lim L! 1 K L(E + i�),and

K
loc

L (E )= L
� d

1X

m = � 1

d0

�E � m �E 0
(A:2)

isthe "localsum ",which isdeterm ined by levelsin an in�nitesim alintervalcentered at

E . Here �E 0 = �E 0(E )isthe levelspacing,and d0 = d0(E )the degeneracy oflevels

with energy E .Thisdecom position holdsasym ptotically foralm ostalllevels,exceptions

being levels which are so close to the bottom or top ofthe spectrum that their local

sum does not extend over a large num ber oflevels on both sides. Using the identity
P 1

m = � 1 (x� m )� 1 = � cot(�x),oneobtains

K
loc

L (E )= ��(E )cot(��(E )) (A:3)

where�(E )= d0=Ld�E 0 isthedensity ofstates,and

�(E ):= ���E =�E 0
(A:4)

the phase shift. Inserting (A.3)into the eigenvalue equation,and solving for�(E ),one

�nds

�(E )= � tan
� 1

"
U��(E )

1� UReK (E )

#

(A:5)

Since ��(E ) = �Im K (E ),this is nothing but the phase angle �(E ),de�ned in (3.23).

Hence,forlocally invariantspectra,phaseshiftand phaseangleareindeed equivalentfor

largesystem s.A slightly di�erentderivation ofthisresultcan befound in Ref.[8].

Thenorm alization constantC isgiven by

C
� 2

= (C
� 2
)
loc
=

1X

m = � 1

d0

[�E � m �E 0]2
(A:6)
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forL ! 1 and localspectralinvariance. Note thathere only levels in an in�nitesim al

neighborhood around E contribute.Usingtheidentity
P 1

m = � 1 (x� m )
� 2 = �2=(sin(�x))2,

oneobtains

C(E )=
p
d0
jsin�j

Ld��
(A:7)

Theoverlap between interacting and non-interacting wave functionsisthus

h��j	 �i=:S(E )=
p
d0C=�E =

sin�(E )

�(E )
(A:8)

Recallthatj��iisasym m etriccom bination ofd
0 degeneratestateswith am plitude1=

p
d0

foreach.Theoverlap ofj�kk0iand j	 kk0iisobtained from thisby inserting E = �k + �k0.
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Figure C aptions

Fig. 1 Ferm isurfaces@F � and @F + on the discrete k-lattice in a �nite system ;the con-

tinuouslinerepresentstheFerm isurface@F in thelargesystem lim it.

Fig. 2 Regim esforthetwo-particledensity ofstatesin the(P;!)-plane,separated by the

functions!+ (P),!� (P)and !0(P).Thedotted lineindicatesvaluesfor(P;!)with

� = x=4�,x = 0:3.

Fig. 3 Geom etry ofavailable two-particle stateswith �xed totalm om entum P and �xed

energy in two dim ensions. The bold sections on the circle around P=2 indicate

the possible locationsofm om enta k and k0 outside F such thatk + k0 = P and

�k + �k0 = const.

Fig. 4 Two particlesin k0=
m ac

k on thesam eFerm ipointin 2D:genericcase(a)and thetwo

exceptionalcases(b)and (c).Notethattheplotshowsan in�nitesim alfraction of

theFerm isurface,which thereforelooksperfectly 
at.

Fig. 5 Phase shifts (points) and phase angle (line) as function ofenergy for a Hubbard

m odelwith next-neighborhopping t= 1,coupling U = 5 and �F = �1:3 in 1D,for

a �xed totalm om entum P = 0. The phase shiftshave been calculated fora �nite

system with L = 1000.

Fig. 6 Phase shifts(dots),phase angle (solid line)and m ean phase shift(dashed line)as

function ofenergy foraHubbard m odelwith next-neighborhopping t= 1,coupling

U = 5 and �F = �2:3 in 2D,fora �xed totalm om entum P = (0:28�;0:36�).The

phaseshiftshavebeen calculated fora�nitesystem with L = 100.Each point��(E )

isobtained by averaging 50 phaseshiftscorresponding to eigenenergiesnearE (the

dashed lineconnectsthesepointsasguideto theeye).

Fig. 7 Phase angle fortwo particleswith m om enta k and k0 close to a com m on pointof

theFerm isurface,plotted forvarious�xed totalm om enta P = k+ k0asa function

oftheratiojk0� kj=(P � 2kF ).A quadratic�k with acuto�!c = 10,and aconstant

coupling U = 5 hasbeen used in thisplot.
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