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Abstract

We analyze a class of the mean-field lattice-fermion Hamiltonians
and construct the corresponding grand-canonical density operator for
such a model system. New terms are introduced, which may be in-
terpreted as local fugacities, molecular fields, etc. The presence of
such terms is an unavoidable consequence of the consistent statistical
description. Although in some cases (e.g. the Hartree or the Hartree-
Fock type of approximations) the presented formalism is redundant,
in general (e.g. for a renormalized t-J model) it leads to nontrivial
modifications. The case of zero temperature is also briefly analyzed.

PACS: 05.30.-d, 71.10.Fd, 75.10.Jm.

1 Introduction

For most of realistic models of quantum many-particle systems an exact solu-
tion cannot be obtained. This is a typical situation in the condensed matter
or nuclear physics. As a consequence, a number of approximate methods
have been developed. Among them, widely used are various types of the
so-called mean-field approaches.

By mean-field (MF) description of the problem we understand making
use of the Hamiltonian which depends on some extra parameters, having the
meaning of expectation values of well-defined operators. Those parameters
are not a priori known and are to be determined. The Hartree-Fock method
is a good example of such approach.

Mean field methods often provide us with a valuable insight into the
physical properties of the system under consideration. They are capable
of describing many interesting phenomena, especially those involving phase
transitions, such as that from a normal metal to superconductor (in the form
of the Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer theory), or those from a paramagnet to
either antiferromagnet or ferromagnet.
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In implementing this procedure, it is the physics of the problem, not the
mathematics, that tells us when the application of MF approach is justi-
fied. Nonetheless, we may be also faced with the problem of considering the
internal mathematical consistency of the method, as well as its underlying
physical principles. The aim of this paper is to clarify this issue, in a simple,
even didactic manner.

The paper is organized as follows. Section [2] contains formulation of the
problem. In Section [3] we invoke certain facts from the statistical mechanics.
In Section M we show how to construct MF density operator, and discuss
briefly the applicability of the method. In Section [l two specific examples of
mean-field Hamiltonians, for which our approach is applicable, are described.
Section [l contains a summary. In Appendix [Z.1l we dwell on the case of zero
temperature. In Appendix variational bounds for grand-canonical poten-
tial 2 are elaborated, whereas in Appendix [7.3] we provide some technical
details of our analysis.

2 Statement of the problem

We assume that Hilbert-Fock state space is of finite dimension D, as we/are
interested/ our principal interest is of... deal with fermion models on a finite
lattice. The MF Hamiltonians are denoted as H , whereas those which are
not of MF type, will be called ezact and labelled with the subscript e’.

As already mentioned in the introduction, by mean-field we understand
the situation in which Hamiltonian depends on certain complex parameters,
that are to be determined when solving the problem at hand. Such Hamilto-
nian is usually derived from a parent Hamiltonian, labeled as H P in which
we replace some of its operators by C-numbers, i.e.

Ay = A, eC, s=1,...,M; HPY - H(A Ay, Ay). (1)

The numbers A, have then a natural interpretation of mean values of the
corresponding operators. In general, we may propose any form of functional
dependence of H on (A, Ay, Ay = /_f, there may be even no obvious
H P to start with. Our principal task is then to construct thus a Hamilto-
nian, which is tractable; this typically means that the resulting H is bilinear
in creation and annihilation operators. The question then arises, how to
determine the values of parameters A, appearing in H.

We assume that our system is in thermal equilibrium characterized by
the temperature kgT = 37! and the chemical potential g. In principle, one
can have @) different species of fermions, then we have obviously () corre-
sponding chemical potentials. If the Hamiltonian of the system were exact,



i.e. not expectation-value dependent, then the treatment of such situation
is straightforward, in a sense, that grand canonical (GC) ensemble is well
defined, and all information about the system is contained in the following
density operatonl] [,

ﬁe:Ze_leXp(_B(f{e_NN))a (2)

where Z, = Tr[exp (—6 (ﬁe— uN ))] is the grand-canonical partition function.

The expectation value of any observable A is then given by
<A>e = Tr[Aﬁe]- (3)

Moreover, we presume, that in the mean-field case this basic definition still
holds, i.e. R A
(A) = Tr[Ap). (4)

Regardless the form of MF density operator p, we should be able to obtain any
expectation value through (4)). The last definition allows us to determine, in
particular, the values of Ay, As, ..., Ay appearing in p, by solving a system of
M implicit equations of M variables (the self-consistency equations), which
takes the form

~

Ve (Ag) = Ay = Te[Ap(Ar, As, .., Aur)). (5)

We may hope that this system should have at least one solution.
One would expect, that MF grand-canonical density operator should be
given by (2)) with H,. replaced with H, so

p=72"exp(—B(H—uN)), Z=Tlexp(—B(H—uN)). (6)

This is, however, not necessarily the case, as is shown in the next Section.

3 Exact approach: a brief summary

Before discussing the mean-field case, it is desirable to describe briefly the
canonical situation. For any exact Hamiltonian I:Ie, the GC density operator
is given by (2). This particular form may be derived from the the follow-
ing variational principle: we require that GC density operator maximizes the
Von Neumann entropy, with the conditions that expectation values of Hamil-
tonian (Tr[p.H.]) and the particle number operator (Tr[p,N]) are fixed, (see
[1,12]), i.e.

Se :Tr(_ﬁelnﬁe_Bﬁeﬁe"i_yﬁejv_wﬁe)- <7>

'For simplicity we assume for now, that only one kind of particles is present.



Those two conditions are enforced with the help of the Lagrange multipliers 3
and v = uf, whereas the parameter w is introduced to ensure Tr[p.] = 1. We
want p. to be a constant of motion, so from the quantum Liouville equation

i pu(t) = [, (o), 0
it follows, that [Fle, pe] = 0. If, additionally, [FIe, N | = 0, which is ussualy the
case in non-relativistic quantum mechanics, we may simultaneously diagonal-
ize all the operators appearing in ([7]). The minimization procedureﬁ is most
conveniently carried out in the basis in which p, is diagonal, p, = Zf) pili) (.
One can easily convince oneself, that the resulting p. is indeed of the form
given by (2)). Density operators for canonical and microcanonical ensembles
may be obtained in the very similar manner. The fact, that the canonical
density operators maximize the entropy functional ([7]) or analogous expres-
sions, may be considered as their basic property (Jaynes principle), [3 2].

4 Entropy functional in the mean-field de-
scription

We turn to the construction of the proper form of MF density operator. We
are interested in a situation in which the entire descripion of the system is
based solely on MF Hamiltonian. In the previous Section it was stated, that
maximum entropy condition is the basic one for canonical density operators.
Consequently, it should be applied also to the mean-field description. Under
this circumstance, the difference with the canonical situation above is that
now the Hamiltonian depends on M variables {A,} = A, interpreted as the
expectation values of corresponding operators {AS} Those M expectation
values, together with D diagonal matrix elements of p, are now the variational
parameters, with respect to which the entropy functional

S=Tr(-plnp— BpH + vpN — wp), 9)

is maximized. However, if the M+ D parameters were treated as independent,
there is no certainty that {As} obtained in this manner coincide with those
resulting form the self-consistency conditions (Bl). Obviously, one may use ()
to eliminate the A, variables from H. Nonetheless, the resulting dependence
of § on D diagonal elements of p is usually quite complicated, and the explicit

2Formally, () is a functional, and the derivatives should be in principle understood as
the functional ones. However, for finite-dimensional Hilbert space, and with no dependence
of pe on time, practically it means an ordinary differentiation.
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form of MF density operator cannot be, in general, obtained with the latter
method (e.g. we may not be able to find the eigenbasis of p explicitly).
The natural choice is to use Lagrange multiplier method. The M con-

straints () are enforced with the help of M Lagrange multipliers {\,} = \.
To account for that, the terms of the form \,(Tr[pA,] — A,) must be added
to ([@). Then, we have in total D 4+ 2M variables, treated as independent. In
effect, the entropy functional reads

M
Sy=Tr(—palnpy— BpaH + vpaN — wpy + Z Aspn(Ay — Ay)). (10)

s=1

Taking this step is equivalent to the following redefinition of the Hamiltonian

M
H - Hy=H-Y MNA -4, \=p8"\. (11)

s=1

Incorporation of this additional term is a basic new ingredient in this paper
and will be discussed in detail in what follows. Also, few remarks are in
place here. First, each operator A, should be bilinear in creation and /or
annihilation operators, in order to preserve a single-particle character of H.
Second, some of the combinations of the operators {A,} appearing in (L)
may be proportional to the number operator N. Nonetheless, the presence of
chemical potential p determines the average number of particles. This is the
reason for using the MF approach combined with grand canonical ensemble
formalism, otherwise; we will not be able to specify N.

Third, the operators H and N in (I0) have a different status that the op-
erators {A,}. The expectation values of the former are assumed to be fixed
a priori, enforced by the values of temperature and chemical potential. In
contrast, the expectation values of the latter are obtained from variational
procedure, and are not previously given. Consequently, the same distinc-
tion holds for parameters [, v and \,, although all of them are called the
Lagrange multipliers. Nonetheless, some of {\;} may have a physical inter-
pretation. Depending on corresponding operator A, they may be termed as
local fugacities, molecular fields, etc. (Note, that for A, = fll, As is real.)

Apart from H and N, there may be more observables which expectation
values are previously given. In such a situation the terms —§sfls, analogous
to —,LLN term, should be present, to ensure that the (As> is consistent with
experimental output. This is nothing else but the observation that the model
description one uses is inseparable from details of the experiments being
described. If we ignore some avalible information about the physical system



under consideration, we obtain more biased density operator (or probability
distribution).

Fourth, the operators appearing in (II]) do not necessarily commute with
each other, and thus cannot be, in the general, simultaneously diagonalized.
However, in analogy with the canonical case, it is natural to require that
px thus obtained is stationary, 2p\(t) = 0, from which [H,, p»] = 0 fol-
lows. It may happen though, that [N, H,] # 0 (e.g. in the BCS theory of
superconductivity). In such case, we may once more formally redefine the
Hamiltonian according to H \ = K N = = H A~ MN and then demand, that
[K I p)\] = 0. In result, diagonalization of K A provides us with the set of A
and - dependent eigenvectors and eigenvalues of the density operator p,.
Formula (I0) written in this eigenbasis reads now

D

SA:Z(_QiIHQi_B(H)ZZQZ+V( )iiGi — WQZ+Z)‘ )z)a (12)

i=1

(with (N); = (i|Ni) etc..)

4.1 Maximization of the entropy functional

The necessary conditions for S, given by (I2]) to have a stationary solution
are

oS R R Moo
v, —3(]/»\ = —(14w)+n g—BH) j+v(N)j;+ Y A ((As)j—As) =0, (13)
J s=1
oS Dol
Ty W ;%<0Aw +A“}> 0, (14)
and
as D )
Ve : —2 Zq, Aw)ii — Ay)) = 0. (15)

When deriving (I4) and (I5]), we ignored the possible explicit dependence
of eigenvectors |i) on A and X. This is justified with the help of Hellmann-
Feynman theorem, Appendix C. From (I3]) solely, we then obtain the explicit,
basis-independent form of density operator py,

pr= 25 exp (— B(Hy — ,uN)), Zy = Trlexp (— B(H, — ,uN))] (16)



We see that (I6]) differs from (6) by the presence of additional terms in the

Hamiltonian, in accordance with (I1I). Additionally, Egs. (I4]) and (I3) may
be rewritten respectively as

10S, ... (0H _ /0H 0
T BoA, Tr[p*(aAw + A“})] = <8Aw + A“’>A = <8Aw>)\ =0, (17)
and
0S8y . o _JOH\\
= DAy — A4u)] = (Ay), — Ay = <%>A —0.  (18)
Now define the functional
F=-"1nZz, (19)

with Z, given by (I6). Then Eqs. (I7) and (I8) may acquire the form

VaF =0, V,F=0, (20)
where V4 = (aiAl’ 8%2, el aA;aM)’ and analogously for V. When deriving
the last condition we made use of the identity (c.f. [2])

1
(%60(1«) :/0 dre™?® ((%C(x)) el-0@), (21)

the linearity of the trace operation, as well as its invariance with respect to
cyclic permutation of the operators. The system of equations (20) is equiva-
lent to that given by (I3HIH). Its form allows for an interpretation in the spirit
of Landau theory of phase transitions, as F is a generalized thermodynamic-
potential functional. This interpretation becomes even more direct for ex-
pectation values that have a meaning of order parameters. Such situation
reflects a capability of the mean-field theories to describe the symmetry-
broken phases. It is quite remarkable, that it is possible within our method
of approach to relate self-consistent equations (B to the variational method
expressed via (20), for any MF Hamiltonian. Also, the detailed analitycal
form of F or even its series expansion in the powers of order parameter(s)
may not be obtainable. Moreover, even if we manage to find such an expan-
sion, it may occur, that it differs considerably from what one could expect
from the standard Landau approach. However, in a general situation, an in-
sight into this problem may be obtained with the help of numerical analysis
only.

At this stage we face the problem of solving Eqs. (20). In practice, the
most convenient way would probably be to work in the eigenbasis of p,, as
then the explicit form of F as a function of A and X could be obtained.
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Obviously, Egs. (20) may have many solutions, each of them representing
different physical state, which depends on values of 5, and parameters
appearing in the Hamiltonian. The ground state is the one minimizing F.

Let us note, that the formalism presented here may also be applied to the
spin systems, with the only difference, that in that situation the canonical
rather than the grand-canonical ensemble should be used instead. In partic-
ular, this formalism can be used to build up a mean-field description for the
case of the classical spin models. In such a situation we deal with a probabil-
ity distribution, which may obviously be represented by the density matrix,
that can be diagonalized simultaneously with all observables appearing in
the problem at hand.

The problem related to that discussed in the present paper, namely the
construction of variational principles suited for optimization of physical quan-
tities of interest, is examined in an interesting article by R. Balian and M.
Veneroni [4]. This paper contains a detailed analysis of the problem, as
well as covers a large area of the subject (for example the authors discuss
time-dependent formalism).

Very recently we became aware of the papers [5], which focus on the
same problem. The authors make also use of the Jaynes principle, or, more
generally, of information theory techniques. However, their findings and
presented point of view differ essentially from those discussed above, see also
Appendix [T.2

4.2 Redundancy conditions

The question arises, when the presence of Lagrange multipliers in the Hamil-
tonian (1) becomes unnecessary. We will not provide general answer, but
instead present an example. Suppose that the parent Hamiltonian is of the
following form

]:Iep = ]:IO + Z ‘/stAsAta (22)

{s.t}

where each A, is assumed to be bilinear in the creation and/or annihilation
operators, and the summation is performed over a subset of all possible pairs
{s,t} of indices. If the interaction term in (22]) is decoupled according to

AsAt — AsAt + AsAt - AsAtu (23>

then the standard Hartree or the Hartree-Fock type mean-field Hamiltonian
is obtained. With the presence of A-terms it reads

f{)\ = FIO + Z ‘/st (AsAt + AsAt - AsAt) - Z )‘S(AS - AS)’ (24>
st} s



and where Hy does not depend on A. Then, one can find that in a general

case .

which together with () implies that Ay = 0. Also, for Hamiltonian of such
form, the solution of the self-consistent equations () and of the variational
equations V4 F = 0, coincide. A related discussion of this problem may be
found in [6].

Summarizing, for any MF Hamiltonian with the interaction treated ac-
cording to (23)), application of our method is not necessary. However, this is
not always the case and in the next Section we present two such nontrivial
examples.

5 Two nontrivial examples

We now discuss briefly two examples for which the proposed method leads
to nontrivial corrections. To achieve this goal, we make use of Eq. (), and
show that the condition A = 0 cannot be, in general, satisfied.

5.1 Renormalized t-J model

The first example we analyze is the MF Hamiltonian of the so-called renor-
malized t-J model ([7]-[12]). It originates from the standard t-J model
[13], believed to describe correctly the essential physics of the cuprate high-
temperature superconductors, that is expressed by the Hamiltonian

H, = Z twcwcja +J Z VZV] — Z Vig. (26)

i,j(i),0

Here ¢p = (1 —n;—o)civ and v; = > = 6;-raéia are the operators with double
occupancies on site ¢ projected out. The corresponding renormalized MF
Hamiltonian has the form [9]

- 3J
o= > ((tijgfjc;‘racja +H.e.) = g (el + Hee = xi*)
(if)o
3J
- 4 gzy(AZ]C]oCz O’+HC - |AU| ) _Mznitﬂ (27)

with z;, = 1 — Ea<cjgcw) =1—vy, vy = Zo(cjocw% Xij = <cZTchU>, and
Aij = (¢i—sCjo) = (Cj_sCiy). In this form the projections have been abolished
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at the price of introducing the expectation-value dependent renormalization
factors gfj and g;’j resulting from the Gutzwiller approximation [14]. Assume
first, that the renormalization factors depend solely on {z;}, i.e.

4oz 4
t ) d gl = : 28
o \/<xi+1><xj+1> A A [T 28)

In general case, we have to determine the values of parameters x;;, A;; and ;.
This could be achieved, in a standard manner, with the help of self-consistent

Egs. @) (cf. [7]- [11]).
On the other hand, following our method, we apply the formalism of
the preceding Sections. This step requires the following redefinition of the

Hamiltonian (27))

H, = Z A ( Z cl Cio — i) Z (A (chejo — xij) + Hee!)
(ij)o
— Z (AiAj(Ci—acja — AU) + HC) (29)
(ij)o

If we restrict ourselves to non-superconducting solutions, (A;; = 0) , then
Eq. (I@), for A, = v, takes the form

. gt 3J dg;;
)‘i = < Z]a ] CwCJU+HC) _Z Z ax?(xw WCJO+HC _|XU| )>

(@),

= Z z] agzg Re Xij — _J Z g”| z_]| (30)

3(@)

A

In what follows it will be shown that in this particular case, )@‘j = )\Z% = ( for
every bond (ij). Consequently, if for all i, we put A7 = 0, then the density
operator, and all averages coincide with those of the standard treatment.
However, in such situation equation ([B0) cannot, in general, be satisfied , as
its solutions do not necessarily coincide with those of self-consistent equations
([B). For example, if one sets J = 0 and x; € (0,1), then from (B0) it follows
that

. gt
< Z (t” CiyCio + HC)> =0, where ;= tUﬂ (31)
— Ox;
i)e
This, however, is a senseless result, as in such case our Hamiltonian reduces

essentially to that of free fermions, at least for the case of homogeneous
solution, z; = x. Similarly, for ¢;; = 0, one obtains |y;;|* = 0 for each bond
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17, as 8%1 gfj < 0, for all (ij) pairs. This is in contradiction with the numerical
results of Raczkowski et al., [I0]. Consequently, it follows that A\¥ # 0, for
every 1.

From the point of view of our findings, a related situation can be found
in the article by C. Li et al. [I2]. Namely, the Authors study inhomogeneous
solutions of the model (27)) (with slightly different definitions of y;; and A;;),
but with the additional term of the form >, (3" cjacw + z; — 1), where ¢;
is the local fugacity, included. The quantity €; plays a role analogous to AY
in our method. Inclusion of that additional constraint allows the authors to
treat each z; as a variational parameter, and leads to the equations analogous
to ([B0). This step should be clear in the light of the discussion in the pre-
ceding Sections. However, the constraints were introduced on the technical
level, and no deeper justification of the formalism was given by the Authors.

Next, we pose the question of redundancy of the Lagrange multipliers )\ij
and )\Z%. We may expect that, according to discussion carried out in Section
2, these quantities vanish, as Hamiltonian (27) with gj; and g;]j, as given
by (28), is of the Hartree-Fock type with respect to both x;; and A;;. This
is indeed the case, as we may use once more Eq. () with A, = x;; and
A, = Ayj, respectively, to obtain

3 *
)\ﬁ‘j = <ZJZQZJJ(C;JC¢U - Xz'j)>A =0, (32)

Il
e

(33)

3
A Joboof *
)‘ij = <Z‘]Zgij(cjaci—a - Aij)>>\

However, for the renormalization factors of the more complicated form (com-
pare [§], [11]), i.e.

. dzixi(1 —x;)(1 — xj)

1 — ;)2 4 8(1 — @35) | xi5]? + 16]x45]*
1 — )21 — 25)% 4 8235 (| Ays 12 — |xi51?) + 16(|As]* + |xi5]4)

this is not necessarily the case. In such more general situation, the Eqs. (32)
and (B3)) acquire the form, respectively

95 = ( (35)
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J

dg,; 3 09
)\fj - _ Z < i o, 27 (CwCJU + H.c. ) 4J Xijj (XijC;rOng +H.c. — ‘Xij|2)

9]
+ ——ng(c Cio — Xf)——J ”(A e +HC—|Az|)
dgi; 3 5‘91
= 4”3 JR z]+2 9 ZJJ(|AZ]|2+|XZJ| ), (36)

A 3 89% 1 H 3 A*
Nij = ;<Z‘]8Azj<xijciacﬁ7+ < = xil*) + = Jg@](z Ch, — AF)

(A ol e+ e — Ay )>

1)~ jo - i—o

3 99
= 9 aA:j (|AU|2 + |XZ]| ) (37)

Once again, if we put X = 0 in order to reduce our approach to the standard
treatment, we see that Eqs. (86 and ([B7) cannot be satisfied. For Eq. (30)
this can be easily shown for the case t;; = —t by adding it to its complex
conjugate part. Then, for Rey;; > 0 one can convince oneself by explicitly
computing respective derivatives of g” and gw, that the resulting expression
has nonzero value, for a wide range of values z;. For Eq. ([87) or (B8] in the
case of t;; = 0, no additional explanation is required.

Similar arguments apply to the case when, instead of X = 0, a weaker
conditions )@‘j =0 or )\iAj = 0, are imposed. In such situation we cannot
make use of the numerical or analytical results obtained with the help of the
self-consistent equations. Nonetheless, it is unlikely that such conditions do
not lead to contradictions. For example from Eqs. (B6]) (with ¢;; = 0) or (37)
we infer, that x;; = A;; = 0.

In that slightly hand-waveing manner we argued, that for the Hamiltonian
7)) our approach does not in general reduce to that based solely on the self-
consistency equations. The interesting question then arises, which method
provides us with a lower value of the free energy functional (I9)? The answer
to this question requires a detailed numerical investigation and will be given
elsewhere [I5]. However, this point is not crucial for this discussion to hold.

5.2 Electrons with spin-dependent effective masses

Some time ago, J. Spalek and P. Gopalan introduced a description of certain
heavy-fermion system, based on the assumption, that the effective masses

12



of quasiparticles are spin-dependent [16]. They used the MF Hamiltonian,
which depends on A; = N and Ay = M, where

N=A = Z ZCLockiﬂ M= A, = Z ZacLocka, (38)
k o k o

and L denotes the number of lattice sites. With additional A-terms, this
Hamiltonian reads

(ZZ (N, M)exg—oh— N)nko>—)\1<N—N)—)\2(M—M), (39)

with (=), ohny,) being the Zeeman term. The present case is, in fact,
quite similar to the previous one, the band-narrowing factors ®, (N, M) are
also derived from the Gutzwiller approach. Then analogously, by making use
of Eq. (), either with A, = N or A, = M, we obtain respectively

No= ‘<¥;w6kaﬁk% (40)

v (T D ), (41)

Regardless of the detailed analytical form of ®,(N, M), we may multiply (41)
by — %@y (N, M)(52® (N, M))~*and add it to @0). The resulting r.h.s is
then proportlonal to <Ekm T> \ <Zk eankT> ,» the average band energy of
particles with z-spin component o =1. If we put Ay = Ay = 0, all the averages
become identical to those of the standard treatment. Consequently, for (40)
and ([AI)) to hold in such a case we have to require that <Eka> = 0, for
any admissible value of N, M, which is a trivial and inconsistent result. The
same holds for o =].

The numerical studies of this model and its extensions are carried out
recently, [17].

6 Summary and conclusions

In this paper we have presented the method of constructing the grand-
canonical density operator for a wide class of mean-field Hamiltonians that
is based on the entropy functional maximization. We have shown, that such
a density operator is not, in general, obtained by replacing the exact Hamil-
tonian by its mean-field counterpart. Usually, some extra terms, which may
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be interpreted as a kind of source terms or molecular fields, must be added
to the mean-field Hamiltonian.

It is also shown, that although for the Hartree and the Hartree-Fock
type of mean-field Hamiltonians our method is not necessary, there are also
some important examples (like the Gutzwiller-projected t-J Hamiltonian),
for which the method does not reduce to the standard one.

If there is M expectation values appearing in a mean-field Hamiltonian
that are to be determined, the method presented here results in a system of
2M equations. This is in contrast to the standard treatment, where only M
such equations appear. A detailed numerical analysis is required to validate
our results on concrete applications.

7 Appendices

7.1 Appendix A: Zero-temperature limit

We present briefly some remarks on the the treatment for the 7' = 0 case. In
principle, the situation in question could be obtained as f — oo limit of the
finite temperature case, but we consider it separately, to avoid unnecessary
mathematical difficulties.
It is well known, that for the ground state of Hamiltonian H, the following
functional R
E(|W)) = (V[H,[¥) (42)

reaches its minimum, with the additional requirement that (¥ |¥) = 1.
Among the trial states, depending on a set of parameters, the best state
is that minimizing ([42). Assume now that all of the M variational param-
eters, Ay,..., Ay = ff, are regarded as expectation values of the operators
1211, e ,121 m- Moreover, instead of H, we may also consider some MF Hamil-
tonian H. In that situation, the state, the Hamiltonian or both may be
ff—dependent. Thus, when minimizing (42)) in that case, we must remember
that the conditions

As = (U(A|AT(A)) = Tr(|T(A))((A)]A,) (43)

must hold. The special situation is encountered for the case A, = N for some
s. Then, the trial state cannot be an eigenstate of N, in contrast to what is
usually assumed in the non-relativistic quantum mechanics (in the opposite
case N cannot be, obviously, used as a variational parameter). |¥(A)) may
be a coherent superposition of eigenstates of N with different N, as is the

BCS wave function, even the problem at hand may have nothing to do with
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superconductivity. Another possibility is to use a mixed state as the trial
state. In any case, to control the average number of particles, a (—,uN ) term
should be added to the Hamiltonian. It is then a standard exercise on the
Lagrange multiplier method that we are forced to employ in to determine
minimum of the following functional,

(WA — X+ (A= A) = pl — wlw(A), (44)
with (U(A)|¥(A) = 1 accounted for with the help of the parameter w. For
an ff—dependent Hamiltonian, this may be once again understood as a redef-
inition of the Hamiltonian (I1J).

7.2 Appendix B: Relation of the method to other vari-
ational principles

Up to this point we considered the situation, when our description of the
system had been based on the MF Hamiltonian H. In other words, we
assumed that there is no exact reference Hamiltonian H,, for which H plays
the role of a simplified (linearized) counterpart. Such a treatment may seem
questionable because one can argue, that without the exact Hamiltonian,
we have no real basis for the analysis. On the other hand, resulting MF
Hamiltonian may be not much more unrealistic than H,, which by itself is
simplified and covers only a part of the real-system complexity.

There are also situations when we want to use a MF density operator
as a trial state in order to determine the bounds on the grand-canonical
potential €2 of the system described by H.. Such bounds are provided by the
well-known inequality due to Bogolyubov and Feynman [1§]

Q. < (H,— H)+Q =Te[p(H. — H)] + Q. (45)

There are several ways to prove this; probably the shortest of them is that
of making use of the Klein inequality, [19]

Tr[plnp] > Tr[plna], (46)
which holds for any normalized density operators p and . Inserting
p=2"exp(=B(H —uN)), 6= pe= 2" exp(=B(H.— pN)), (47)

we obtain (45]). Bogolyubov inequality is the basis of variational principle,
the best of the trial states p is the one which minimizes r.h.s. of ([@5). The
density operators ([[6) may serve as such trial states, in contrast to those

15



given by (@), which have no variational parameters (the expectation values
are completely determined by solvmg (@)). In such case, the r.h.s. of (43)
should be varied with respect to A but not )\ which in turn ensures that
A is obtained in a consistent way. Consequently, instead of (20)) we have to
solve the following system of 2M equations

VAB(A,X) =0, Yy (A= A, = Tr[Apa (A, X)), (48)

where by B(A,X) we denote the r.h.s of @3). Under these circumstances,
solution of ([A8) would generally lead to different values of A; and A, than
those obtained from (20). Obviously, py is then no longer a true grand-
canonical density operator, with this respect it is not even better than ().
The same holds true for other inequalities (i.e. various generalizations of
(@3))), and the corresponding variational principles built on them. One may
use the py (I6) as useful trial states in such cases as well. However, the
entropy functional (I0) with the corresponding variational principle play a
special role, and determines the shape of such density operator.

Finally, let us note yet another interesting possibile way of construct-
ing a mean-field description. Following Ref. [5], consider the problem of
minimization of the quantit

Q(p) = Tep[H. + B~ Inp — uN], (49)

using a trial density operator p = p, of the form
= exp (— (o — Z iR (50)

In the last formula Ii’j are some operators, chosen in a manner that makes
pa €asy to diagonalize, e.g. once again a single-particle ones; (; are the cor-
responding real parameters and (y ensures the normalization. In contrast to
trial states (I6]), in such p, there is no a priori assumed knowledge about
the details of the dependence of MF density operator on corresponding ex-
pectation values, as there is no starting MF Hamiltonian. We only have a
choice of a set of relevant operators Rj, all information about microscopic
model is contained in some exact Hamiltonian H,. Now (@9) may be treated
as a function(al) of m parameters (;, j = 1,2,...m, or as a function of m
yet unknown expectation values <f%j) Both points of view lead to the same
equations, resulting from minimization of (49) with respect to appropriate
variables, but in contrast to Ref. [5] we choose the former interpretation.

3This step is obviously equivalent to maximization of entropy functional ().
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The stationary values of (; yield a kind of an effective Hamiltonian
f{a — ,uN = ﬁil Z Cjéj -+ CiD, (51)
j=1

which may be regarded as the best one among single-particle Hamiltonians
resulting from restricted class of density operators given by (50), i.e. being
linear combination of Ii’j operators.

Now we concentrate on the example of the t-J model, with H, given by
[6]) and Rj operators being those appearing in the renormalized t-J model
7). It is interesting to compare such an approach with that of paragraph
L.l In the present case we have, in particular, no previous knowledge about
g' and g”’-factors, but due to the minimization of {#9) we may in a way
estimate (or 'fit”) those quantities. The numerical investigation of this subject
is under way [15].

7.3 Appendix C. Hellmann-Feynman theorem

When deriving (I4)) and (I5) we used the following identity. Suppose that
some operator O, as well as its eigenstate |i) (i.e. O|i) = O;li)), depend on
a parameter x. Then

90,  0(i(x)|O(x)]i(x))  Bi(x) A, .. oA, Oi(x)

3 = TG = F3R0Ww) + i@ 0w) g +
@1 22 i) = 0 ti@)lita) + (i) 2D i)
= (i) 22 iy, (52)

for any normalized state |i(z)), where (8g§)| = 2 ((i(z)]). In Egs. (I4) and
([5) we have to set O = Hy — uN.
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