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ABSTRACT

SILVA, G. D. Sticking coefficient for atoms impinging on a metallic surfaces,
and the x-ray photoemission by metals. 2024. 175 p. Thesis (Doctor in
Science) - Instituto de Física de São Carlos, Universidade de São Paulo, São Carlos,
2024.

Out-of-equilibrium electron-gas systems contain rich physics. We discuss the time evo-
lution of three such systems. Our first subject is photoemission from metals, a problem
traditionally studied in the frequency domain. We find unexpected features in the time
dependence of the photoemission rate. The rate oscillates at relatively high frequency as
it decays, and the amplitude of the oscillations decay faster than the average current. We
combine analysis with numerical data to trace the oscillatory behavior to the interference
between two excitation processes, one of which decays according to the Doniach-Sunjic
power law while the other decays faster, following the Nozières-De Dominicis power law.
We expect XPS experiments focused on this feature to identify the corresponding peak
in the frequency domain. As our second problem, with a view to quantifying adiabaticity,
we consider an electron gas subject to a localized potential that ramps up from zero to
a maximum at constant rate. Again on the basis of analytical and numerical results, we
identify the region of the parametric space of the model in which the system behaves adia-
batically. In contrast with the Quantum Adiabatic Criterion, which associates adiabaticity
with small ramp-up rates, our results show that the number of energy scales participating
in the screening of the localized potential determines whether non-adiabaticity emerges.
The object of our final study is the collision between an initially neutral hydrogen atom
and a copper surface, represented by a half-filled conduction band. As the atom approaches
the surface, the overlap between the atomic and surface orbitals allows electron transfer
to and negative ionization of the H atom. The ionization switches on a image-charge po-
tential, which pulls the ion towards the surface. We define a spinless model that captures
the physics of the collision and, on the basis of numerical treatment, follow the evolution
of the atomic wave packet and compute the sticking coefficient, that is, the probability
that the atom remain close to the surface after a long time. Plotted as function of the
incident energy, the sticking coefficient has a maximum around 0.3 eV. Assisted by the
experience gained with first two problems, we interpret the peak as a compromise between
the contribution of non-adiabatic processes, which grows with the initial energy, and the
time the atom takes to traverse the region where such processes occur. The numerical
results are in semi-quantitative agreement with the available experimental data.

Keywords: Sticking coefficient. X-ray photoemission. Out-of-equilibrium phenomenon.
Numerical renormalization group. Anderson catastrophe.





RESUMO

SILVA, G. D. Coeficiente de adesão de um átomo colidindo com uma
superfície metálica, e o problema da fotoemissão por metais. 2024. 175 p. Tese
(Doutorado em Ciências) - Instituto de Física de São Carlos, Universidade de São Paulo,
São Carlos, 2024.

Sistemas de gás de elétrons fora de equilíbrio contêm uma rica física. Discutimos a evolução
temporal de três desses sistemas. Nosso primeiro tema é a fotoemissão de metais, um prob-
lema tradicionalmente estudado no domínio da frequência. Encontramos características
inesperadas na dependência temporal da taxa de fotoemissão. A taxa oscila em frequência
relativamente alta enquanto decai, e a amplitude das oscilações decai mais rapidamente
do que a corrente média. Combinamos análise com dados numéricos para rastrear o com-
portamento oscilatório até a interferência entre dois processos de excitação, um dos quais
decai de acordo com a lei de potência de Doniach-Sunjic, enquanto o outro decai mais
rapidamente, seguindo a lei de potência de Nozières-De Dominicis. Esperamos que ex-
perimentos de XPS focados nessa característica identifiquem o pico correspondente no
domínio da frequência. Como nosso segundo problema, com o intuito de quantificar a
adiabaticidade, consideramos um gás de elétrons sujeito a um potencial localizado que
aumenta de zero até um máximo a uma taxa constante. Novamente, com base em re-
sultados analíticos e numéricos, identificamos a região do espaço paramétrico do modelo
na qual o sistema se comporta adiabaticamente. Em contraste com o Critério Adiabático
Quântico, que associa a adiabaticidade a baixas taxas de aumento do potencial, nossos
resultados mostram que o número de escalas de energia participantes na blindagem do
potencial localizado determina se a não-adiabaticidade emerge. O objeto de nosso estudo
final é a colisão entre um átomo de hidrogênio inicialmente neutro e uma superfície de
cobre, representada por uma banda de condução meio preenchida. À medida que o átomo
se aproxima da superfície, a sobreposição entre os orbitais atômicos e os da superfície per-
mite a transferência de elétrons e a ionização negativa do átomo de H. A ionização ativa
um potencial de carga-imagem, que puxa o íon em direção à superfície. Definimos um
modelo sem spin que captura a física da colisão e, com base em um tratamento numérico,
seguimos a evolução do pacote de ondas atômicas e calculamos o coeficiente de adesão,
ou seja, a probabilidade de o átomo permanecer próximo à superfície após um longo
tempo. Quando plotado em função da energia incidente, o coeficiente de adesão tem um
máximo em torno de 0.3 eV. Assistidos pela experiência adquirida com os dois primeiros
problemas, interpretamos o pico como um compromisso entre a contribuição de processos
não adiabáticos, que aumenta com a energia inicial, e o tempo que o átomo leva para
atravessar a região onde tais processos ocorrem. Os resultados numéricos estão em acordo
semi-quantitativo com os dados experimentais disponíveis.



Palavras-chave: Coeficiente de adesão. Fotoemissão de raio-X. Fenômeno fora do equi-
líbrio. Grupo de renormalização numérica. Catástrofe de Anderson.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Unraveling the physics of an interacting many-body system is always a challenge.
Despite the simplicity of the mutual interactions between its constituents, collectively,
the system often behaves in unexpected ways. This intriguing aspect of nature has been
eloquently discussed in a seminal paper, "More is Different", by P. W. Anderson (1). These
characteristics have been observed in some of the most interesting and difficult problems
in condensed matter physics, such as the Kondo problem (2–4), superconductivity (5, 6),
heavy fermions (7), topological materials (8, 9), and many others (10,11).

Recently, the time-dependent properties of strongly correlated systems have at-
tracted significant attention due to their crucial relevance in emerging technologies
(12–14). However, extracting the precise physics from dynamical properties requires solv-
ing the time-dependent Schrödinger equation for a large system, which is impractical.
One way to bypass this is to explore alternative approaches that simplify the problem
and drastically reduce the number of variables. Several methods have been developed in
this direction, such as the Time-Dependent Numerical Renormalization Group (TDNRG)
(15), Time-Dependent Density Functional Theory (TDDFT) (16, 17), and the Density
Matrix Renormalization Group (DMRG) (18, 19). However, even with these tools, com-
prehending the real-time evolution of many-body fermionic systems poses a formidable
challenge.

In this work, our objective is to delve into the physics of out-of-equilibrium many-
body interacting time-dependent systems. Specifically, we will focus on studying the time
evolution of atoms impinging on metallic surfaces and the x-ray photoemission problem.
For the first problem, our aim is to comprehend the processes involved in atom-surface
interactions and compute the sticking coefficient. In the second problem, our goal is to
calculate the time-dependent transition probability associated with x-ray photoemission.
In the following sections, we will explain more about both problems and their connection
to each other and discuss our contributions to understanding these phenomena.
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1.1 Sticking coefficient for atoms impinging on metallic surfaces

The adsorption of atomic particles on metallic surfaces holds significant importance
in both theoretical research and practical applications (20–23). Catalysis and corrosion
are two prominent themes in this domain (24–26). From a scientific perspective, a key
unresolved issue is the physical mechanism underlying these phenomena, particularly in
the dynamics of the collision between an atom or molecule and a metallic surface. For
this reason, theoretical and experimental researchers have studied this type of collision
using hydrogen atoms for the past 80 years (27–31). But, even for the simplest atom in
the periodic table, the problem remains a challenge.

A schematic representation of a real-life experiment is shown in Fig. 1. A beam of
neutral particles is emitted from a furnace at high temperatures, giving an initial kinetic
energy K0 ∼ kBTemp to the particles in the direction of the surface, where Temp is the fur-
nace temperature and kB is the Boltzmann constant. The subsequent interactions between
the particles and the surface give rise to a rich array of phenomena, including ionization
(27–29), nuclear quantum effects (32), magnetic interactions (33), electronic friction (34),
and sticking (35,36). These phenomena can be observed indirectly by measuring the final
energy and momentum spectra of the beam and the total number of reflected particles.

Figure 1 – Schematic representation of the experiment. A beam of neutral particles is emitted
with high kinetic energy K0 from a hot furnace towards the surface at temperature
Temp. The dashed line qualitatively represents the atomic potential. Close to the
surface, the atom interacts with atoms on the surface and can subsequently be
ionized, lose energy, or even become stuck. K ′ represents the kinetic energy after
the collision.
Source: By the author.

Solving this problem not only offers insights into physical and chemical phenomena,
but also represents a substantial advancement in understanding dynamic processes involv-
ing the nuclear movement of atoms or molecules coupled to electronic states. In such cases,
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non-adiabatic processes can become important, and the traditional Born-Oppenheimer
(BO) approximation may fail, especially when nuclear states couple to electronic states
separated by small energy differences. These nonadiabaticities were experimentally ob-
served by computing the energy loss for hydrogen-germanium surface collisions (37), and
the authors showed that the BO approximation fails to explain this observation.

Qualitatively, the problem can be described in a few lines. An initially neutral atom
approaches the metallic surface. The overlap between the atomic orbitals and the orbitals
of the ions on the surface increases as the particle approaches the metal, allowing for the
transfer of electrons between them. When an electron is transferred, the particle becomes
ionized; consequently, an attractive image-charge potential appears, which accelerates the
particle towards the surface, as shown in Fig. 2, which considers a hydrogen atom. In the
subsequent collision, the generation of phonons and electron-hole pairs in the metal steals
energy from the incident particle, which may become trapped in the attractive potential.
Therefore, there is non-zero probability that the particle ends up attached to the surface.
The theoretical challenge is to calculate the probability that this will happen, which is
called the sticking coefficient (S).

Figure 2 – Schematic representation of the collision dynamics: The hydrogen atom is repre-
sented by a single level with energy εd. The distance between the atom and the
surface is z. The metal is represented by its half-filled conduction band. The trans-
fer of charge between the atom and the surface, which is allowed by the coupling
term V (z), ionizes the atom, producing the attractive image-charge potential W (z).
The nuclear part of the wave function is initially represented by a Gaussian centered
at the initial position, moving towards the surface with momentum k0, as shown
qualitatively.
Source: By the author.
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The contribution of phonons to this process is reasonably well understood (38–40).
By contrast, calculating the contribution of electron-hole pairs to S as a function of the
initial kinetic energy of incidence is still an open question. Recently, in collaboration with
researchers at the Max Planck Institute in Halle, significant progress has been made in
studying this problem (41). In particular, they have shown that the Born-Oppenheimer
approximation, traditionally employed to treat this type of problem, is unreliable and
that a complete calculation is necessary using precise numerical treatment of the time-
dependent wave function. However, this preliminary treatment relied on a mean-field
approximation to describe the interaction between the atom and the electrons in the
metallic conduction band, as well as the Coulomb repulsion.

To improve the calculation, we replaced the mean-field approximation with the
iterative diagonalization strategy of the Numerical Renormalization Group (NRG) method
(2). For the computational solution procedure, the distance between the particle and the
surface is discretized as z = zm, and for each coordinate the electronic energy spectrum is
calculated using the iterative diagonalization method of the NRG (42). In the initial state,
the particle is several Bohr radius away from the surface, and its wave function Ψ(z, ℓ, t =
0) (where ℓ represents the array of electronic states) is the product of the electronic ground
state of the surface with one electron in hydrogen and a Gaussian centered at an initial
position, describing the initial nuclear part of the wave function. The Crank-Nicolson
(43) (CN) method then allows the calculation of the wave function Ψ(z, ℓ, t = ∆t), where
∆t is the interval used to discretize the time axis. Repeated applications of the same
procedure determine the temporal evolution of the wave function until, after the collision,
the function splits into a part localized near the surface and another part moving away
from it. The spatial integral of the squared modulus of the first part determines the
sticking coefficient S.

Consider, now, the practical aspects of carrying out this numerical calculations. To
compute the dynamical simulation of the collision, we need to discretize the z axis into
approximately 103 intervals. Considering only 30 electronic states, the Crank-Nicolson
method requires the inversion of a (3 × 104) × (3 × 104) complex matrix, typically occu-
pying 32 GB of RAM memory. This number grows very rapidly as we increase the number
of electronic states in the simulation. Additionally, the high-energy electronic states con-
tribute significantly to the dynamics. Cutting off the spectrum at a predefined energy
is hence a poor approximation. Therefore, even when using the NRG method, the total
number of electronic states needed for a complete basis calculation is huge, usually on the
order of 104, requiring for the collision the inversion of a (107) × (107) complex matrix,
which is impractical.

Fortunately, there is another interesting problem that exhibits electronic physics
similar to collisions and allows for similar treatment with lower computational cost,
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namely the x-ray photoemission by a metal. The Figure 3 shows a schematic representa-
tion of this problem. By studying the photoemission, we have learned how to select the
important electronic states and important energy scales of the problem, which has allowed
us to to drastically reduce the number of electronic states needed to yield trustworthy
results.

Figure 3 – Schematic representation of x-ray photoemission by a metal. The interaction with
the x-ray beam of energy ω excites a deep core state with energy level Ep. This
interaction ejects an electron from the core, exciting it to a state εk above the Fermi
level εF . The operator h†

p represents the hole in this core state. The absence of this
electron in the electronic core (deep hole) generates an attractive potential W , which
behaves as a scattering potential for the conduction electrons. The presence of this
potential changes the energy levels and creates a bound state (right).
Source: By the author.

1.2 X-ray photoemission in metals

An x-ray photon striking a metal can interact with the inner-shell electrons, caus-
ing eventual emission as photoelectrons, - the x-ray photoemission phenomenon schemat-
ically shown in Fig. 3. As the x-ray photon ejects one deep core electron, the electrons
in the metallic band perceive this hole as a localized attractive scattering potential W .
For t > 0, this scattering potential shakes the conduction electrons and shift the energy
levels, thus creating many pair of particle-hole excitations. Under these conditions, the
Anderson orthogonality catastrophe (AOC) emerges (44), and the initial and final ground
states are orthogonal. This problem has been extensively studied for decades (45–52); it
is a strongly out-of-equilibrium problem exhibiting numerous interesting properties.

The photoelectric effect (53) occurs when electrons are excited to external states.
Singularities in x-ray emission and absorption were first studied by Mahan in 1967 and
later, in 1969, by Nozières and De Dominicis (ND) (46) in the asymptotic limit. Those
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authors found the power-law behavior observed in experiments, which arises from the
readjustment of the ground state of the entire Fermi gas due to the presence of the effec-
tive potential of the hole. Both works examined the response of conduction band electrons
to a sudden change in the scattering potential caused by the hole potential created by
interaction with the x-ray beam. Doniach and Sunjic (47), in 1970, studied the photoe-
mission of electrons due to this sudden change in the scattering potential for long times
and finite lifetimes of the deep state excitation. Notwithstanding the voluminous litera-
ture on this subject, this phenomenon is only completely understood for weak scattering
potentials.

For strong scattering potentials, the presence of an excitonic bound state is ex-
pected, involving the electron in the band and the deep hole. In 1971, Combescot and
Nozières (48) demonstrated, in the context of x-ray emission and absorption spectra, that
excitations from this bound state can influence the absorption spectrum, leading to the
emergence of an additional peak with a specific decay in the spectrum when such a bound
state is present. Latter, Ohtaka and Tanabe (51) showed that these extra peak also is
present in the x-ray photoemission spectra, and showed how to estimate numerically the
relative contribution of this peak. However, even after these instrumental works, some
aspects of these extra peaks for strong scattering potentials remain unexplored, such as
deriving an analytical expression to estimate these peaks, as well as understanding why
and how they emerge as the potential increases. We aim to address some of these questions
in Chapter 3.

The power-law behavior is crucial for understanding one of the most important
methods for characterizing materials: x-ray photoemission spectroscopy (XPS) (54, 55).
XPS involves irradiating a sample with x-rays and measuring the kinetic energy and
number of emitted photoelectrons. Each peak found in the experiment can be associated
with a characteristic binding energy of the material, typically associated with atomic deep
core electronic transitions. For some materials, however, the presence of satellite peaks is
common (56–62). Determining the source of these peaks is a difficult problem because the
associated binding energy involves not only deep core transitions but also interactions with
the band (59,60,63). Therefore, a better understanding of x-ray photoemission represents
an advance not only in theoretical research, but also in materials science.

Also interesting from our viewpoint, x-ray photoemission by a metal can simulate
some aspects of collisions. As already discussed, when an atom is near the surface, an
electron can transfer from the surface to the atomic orbitals. This leads to the creation of
an image-charge potential, causing a sudden change in the scattering potential for con-
duction electrons. This situation is similar to the ejection of an electron from a core state.
In both cases, we expect the system to behave according to the Anderson orthogonality
catastrophe (44), which states that if a fermionic system undergoes a sudden change in
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the Hamiltonian, then the final ground state is orthogonal to the initial ground state. In
other words, at a very small time after this sudden change, the system can only be found
in its excited states, which result in many-particle-hole excitations.

When the atom is far from the surface, the coupling between the atom’s orbital
and the surface orbitals is small and varies slowly; consequently, the probability of an
electron being exchanged between the atom and the metal is low; i.e., it is unlikely that
the image-charge term become significant. Therefore, during the temporal evolution, we
expect the system to remain in the ground state while the coupling term are very small,
and the image-charge term is not significant, - an adiabatic process. If the Hamiltonian
changes very slowly, we can use the adiabatic theorem (64), which states that a system
initially in the ground state evolves, adiabatically, always remaining in the ground state.
We can study the behavior of the electronic states of the metal using the x-ray photoe-
mission problem as a toy model, but with a time-dependent scattering potential that
slowly increases. Naturally, as the atom approaches the surface, the variation in the cou-
pling increases, along with the image-charge term, and thus, the Anderson orthogonality
catastrophe competes with the adiabatic behavior. One of our goals is to understand the
regimes where each of these effects become more important.

During the temporal evolution of a fermionic system in response to a rapidly
increasing scattering potential, a high-energy state may become populated, and latter
decay onto other high-energy states. Under these circumstance, it is difficult to predict
the time evolution of the system. If this occurs, these excited state becomes crucial for the
temporal evolution and cannot be ignored. Of course, considering all electronic excited
states is impractical. Therefore, understanding the dynamics of the temporal evolution
for these system is essential for correctly selecting the relevant states. This is significant
in solving both the sticking and the x-ray photoemission problems.

Since the photoemission follows similar physics and can simulate some aspects of
the collisions, we will use this problem to formulate strategies on how to select the most
relevant electronic states for these types of problems. We can calculate the transition
probability from the initial ground state to the states of the final Hamiltonian (after
the sudden creation of the hole scattering potential). In this situation, the Anderson
catastrophe occurs, resulting in low transition probabilities to the final ground state.
Thus, excited states can have significant importance to the system dynamics, but the
energy scale of these important excitations is difficult to predict.

Therefore, we first want to find the transition probability for the x-ray photoemis-
sion problem with a time-dependent potential, and use the knowledge obtained from this
problem to help us to find the sticking coefficient. To do this, we will adopt a numerical
solution strategy similar to the collision. At the instant t = 0, the system is in the ground
state, i.e., all energy levels below the Fermi level (εF ) are occupied, and it is represented
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by the wave function Ψ(ℓ, 0) (where ℓ represents the array of electronic states). We will
use the NRG to diagonalize the Hamiltonian H(t) for any t, and the Crank-Nicolson pro-
cedure to compute the function at time Ψ(ℓ, t = ∆t). The wave function at any time t is
obtained by successively applying this method.
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2 MODELING THE PHENOMENA

In this Chapter, we will find the Hamiltonian to describe each phenomenon. Section
I considers an impurity-metal system. Section II discusses the interaction between the x-
ray and the atoms, which is an important aspect of the x-ray photoemission problem.
Finally, Section III describes the model for the hydrogen-surface collision.

A metal is characterized by its band structure, formed by the overlap of the wave
functions of electronic states farthest from the nuclei of the metallic ions. For the prop-
erties studied in this work, these electronic states primarily contribute to the physical
properties of the metal. The simplest model is one dimensional, with a single electronic
level for each atom, coupled only to the nearest neighbors. The coupling is defined by a
parameter τ . This model is known as the tight-binding model. In second quantization,
this model can be written as:

HB ≡ −τ
∑

σ

N−1∑
n=0

(
a†

nσan+1σ + h.c.
)

. (2.1)

Here, the operators a†
nσ creates one electron in the metallic site n with a spin projec-

tion σ = {↑, ↓}, and N is the number of sites. In momentum space, the tight-binding
Hamiltonian reads

HB ≡
∑
kσ

εkã†
kσãkσ. (2.2)

Where εk = 2τ sin
(

πk
N

)
and k an integer such that −N/2 ≤ k ≤ N/2 and ã†

kσ =
1√
N

∑
n a†

nσ exp
(
−iπk

N
n
)
, given that we used the periodic boundary condition. To avoid

confusion, note that we shifted the phase of εk′ = 2τ cos
(

π(k′−N/2)
N

+ π
2

)
, resulting in band

levels odd symmetric under k = k′ − N/2. For small values of |k|, εk ≈ 2τπ
N

k and the
smaller energy gap ∆εk ≈ ∆ε = 2τπ

N
.

2.1 Anderson model

To understand the behavior of a quantum impurity coupled to the conduction
band, we start out with the single impurity Anderson model (SIAM) (65), described by
the Hamiltonian

HA ≡ [εd (nd↑ + nd↓) + Und↑nd↓] + HB + Hhyb.. (2.3)

The first term within brackets on the right-hand side is the contribution of impurity,
where ndσ = d†

σdσ, and dσ represents an impurity level with energy εd and spin σ. The
Coulomb repulsion term penalizes double occupancy. Consequently, the impurity can have
one of three energies, depending on the impurity occupancy (single, empty, and double).
HB represents the contribution of the conduction band, and the hybridization term Hhyb.
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is the coupling between the impurity and the metal, allowing electron transfer between
the impurity and the metal.

Figure 4 shows the schematic representation of the SIAM. In real space, the im-
purity couples only to the neighboring metallic atoms. By exploring the symmetry of the
chain, we can map the chain into a semi-chain, and the hybridization term can be written
as:

Hhyb. ≡
√

2V
(
a†

0d + d†a0
)

. (2.4)

Here, a0 represents the orbital of the first metallic site and V is the coupling amplitude.
For simplicity, after this point, the sum over the spin projection will be omitted. In cases
where the impurity is connected only with one side of the chain shown in Fig. 4, the factor
√

2 needs to be removed from Eq. (2.4). In momentum space; the coupling is constant,
and the hybridization term becomes:

Hhyb. ≡ V√
N

∑
k

(
ã†

kd + d†ãk

)
. (2.5)

Figure 4 – Schematic representation of the SIAM. On the left, the real-space representation of
the impurity-metal system, where there is a coupling only in the first neighbors. On
the right, the momentum-space representation of the impurity-metal system.
Source: By the author.

The SIAM has rich physics. In spite of its simplicity, it offers insight into many
phenomena, such as the Kondo problem (2,66), heavy fermions (7), and others. For more
general problems beyond, the tight-binding model, a more general band structure can
be used in Eq. 2.2, characterized by the density of states ρ(ϵ). The physics of SIAM is
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parameterized by the impurity energies εd and 2εd+U , the hybridization energy Γ = πρV 2,
and the band structure ρ. The hybridization energy Γ represents the energy width of the
impurity level, due to its coupling to the conduction band. Here, we will use this model
to describe the metal-hydrogen interaction in atomic-surface collisions or to consider an
impurity in the x-ray photoemission problem.

2.2 X-ray - metal interactions

The x-ray photoemission problem was qualitatively discussed in the introduction,
and the schematic representation of this problem is shown in Fig. 3. Even tough we are
interested in the conduction states, the electronic core of the ions cannot be ignored,
because they can interact with x-ray photons. Thus, as a consequence of this interaction,
an electron can be ejected from a core level to a free electron state outside the metal. If this
happens, the atom will be positively charged, generating an attractive Coulomb potential
W (known as a core-hole potential) interacting with the electrons in the conduction band.
This interaction adds an attractive term Wa†

0a0 to the Hamiltonian, with W < 0. Since the
scattering potential is due to the core hole, it would be more rigorous to add Wa†

0a0h
†
php

to the Hamiltonian instead, where the operator h†
p creates a core hole.

Now, we can propose an appropriate model to study the metal when an x-ray
photon strikes a core level. As discussed in the last section, the metal system is well-
described by the tight-binding model. Therefore, we can write the Hamiltonian in real-
space as follows:

H = HB + Ephph†
p + Wa†

0a0h
†
php. (2.6)

Here, the states in the band are represented by HB, the core level energy is Ep, and the
last term is the hole potential, non-zero and attractive when h†

php > 0.

The x-ray photon and deep core level interaction is modeled via perturbation
theory, enabling electrons to transfer from the core level to a free electron state outside
the metal. Then, at t = 0, one electron from the core level is expelled from the metal,
resulting in h†

php = 0 for t < 0 and h†
php = 1 for t ≥ 0. The number of electrons in the

conduction band is conserved in the photoemission phenomena. Additionally, we consider
that the lifetime of the core hole is infinite, which simplifies the problem.

In summary, the core level is initially occupied, and the scattering potential term
Wa†

0a0h
†
php is null, since h†

php = 0. But, at t = 0, the absorption of an x-ray photon
removes an electron from this deep core state (h†

php → 1) and switches on the attractive
core-hole potential (W < 0). The many-body state |Ψ(t)⟩ then evolves under the final
Hamiltonian

Hp(t) = HB + W (t)a†
0a0. (2.7)
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The time scale of the interaction between x-rays and inner-shell electrons, and
consequently the ejection of deep core electrons, is extremely short. Consequently, the
scattering potential appears as a sudden quench W (t) = W · Θ(t), where Θ(x) is the
Heaviside step function. However, to study the electronic behavior of the band in a more
general situation, we will let W (t) a time-dependent function. This make it possible to
simulate the collision conditions and to study adiabaticity.

2.2.1 The photoemission critical behavior

Once the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2.7) represents a Fermi gas with a localized scattering
potential (44,46,50), the potential shifts the phase of the conduction electrons by

δ ≡ atan (−πρW ) . (2.8)

X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy (XPS) measures the Fourier transform of the
square of the projection ⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩, where |Ψ(t)⟩ is the system wave function and |ϕ0⟩ =(∏

ϵk<0 ã†
k

)
|0⟩ is the initial ground state, before the x-ray photon remove an electron from

the deep core. Once we know the system start in the initial unperturbed ground state
|Ψ(0)⟩ = |ϕ0⟩, the projection ⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ quantifies how much of the system remains in the
initial ground state and what is the probability of finding the system in one of the excited
states. If there were no scattering potential, once the system would remains in the initial
ground state with energy Ẽ0, the projection ⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩t = 1 or ⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩ℏω = δ(ℏω − Ẽ0) in the
frequency domain.

If the scattering potential is non-zero, the switching-on of the potential creates
particle-hole excitations in the band. But, due to energy conservation, only transitions
for excited states with very small energies should have significance. By consequence, the
expected behavior for ⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩ℏω in the frequency domain is a sharp peak, resembling a
Lorentzian ⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩ℏω ∼ η/π

η2+(ℏω−Ẽ0)2 , where η controls how sharp the peak is.

However, this oversimplified perspective misses two important physical aspects of
this out-of-equilibrium Fermi gas system. First, in the presence of a localized scattering
potential, the Anderson orthogonality catastrophe arises (44), stating that, for a large
number of electrons in the band, the ground state before and after the introduction of
the scattering potential are orthogonal. Second, for finite times, the Heisenberg uncer-
tainty principle (∆ϵ · t ∼ ℏ) permits short-time violations of energy conservation. As time
progresses, the particle-hole excitations must have smaller energies.

Therefore, as discussed before, Doniach and Sunjic (47) pointed out that, instead
of a sharp peak in the frequency domain, the projection has the form ⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩ℏω ∼ (ℏω −
Ẽ0)−1+( δ

π )2

, on the basis of the analogous result for x-ray absorption, first derived by
Nozières and De Dominicis (46). This power law behavior, a consequence of the many
small energy particle-hole excitations that arise in the transient regime of the system due
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to the re-adjustment of the ground state (47), is observed in XPS experiments. In the time
domain, this is equivalent to ⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩t ∼ t−( δ

π )2

, at long times. The projection approaches
zero for all δ ̸= 0.

This behavior combines the Heisenberg uncertainty principle with Anderson’s or-
thogonality. Let us start from t = 0, when the scattering potential suddenly appears
and changes the energy levels, leading to Anderson’s orthogonality catastrophe and cre-
ating many low-energy particle-hole excitations. The system wave function represented
by Ψ(t) is initially in the initial ground state, and it takes time to change. For t > 0,
the excitations with energy ϵ ∼ ℏ

t
become important and contribute to the projection, a

consequence of the Heisenberg uncertainty principle, which results in many small energy
particle-hole excitations arising as time passes and the quantity ⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩t dropping by the
factor ∼ t−( δ

π )2

, known as the Doniach-Sunjic power law.

Additionally, one important point to note about photoemission is the presence
of the bound state. To understand this, let us first consider a situation in which the
localized scattering potential is very strong, |W | ≫ 2τ , with the band described by the
tight-binding model in Eq (2.1). In this case, an electron at the site 0 (represented by the
operator a†

0) cannot flow from it to the neighboring sites, causing this level to decouple
from the rest of the metallic chain. This decoupled level, becomes the lowest energy level
in the Hamiltonian (2.7), with an energy W , since W < 0. This level is a bound state,
that is, it correspond to an electron bounded to the site 0. This bound state also occurs
for smaller potentials. As we will discuss in detail in Chapter 3, this level is extremely
important to describe the photoemission accurately.

2.2.2 Continually increasing scattering potential

Another interesting case occurs when the scattering potential amplitude |W (t)| in
Eq. (2.7) is continuously increasing in time. This situation allow us to study adiabaticity
in the Fermi gas system and also help us understand the atomic-surface behavior when
the atom is far from the surface. We will consider W (t) growing linearly up to a maximum
amplitude K̄, on a time scale T ≤ Tm = ℏ

∆ε
. Clearly, when T = 0 the sudden quench

is recovered. This time-dependence allows us to study all dynamical regimes, from non-
adiabatic to adiabatic (67). Furthermore, we have two time scales in this system. The first
is defined by the smallest energy scale in the system: Tm = ℏ

∆ε
is the time necessary for

all electronic levels in the system with energy ϵ > ∆ε respond to the attractive potential
at the first site. The second is the time scale T controlling the ramp up from W = 0 to
W = K̄.

If T is very small, the system responds to a rapid change, analogous to the sud-
den quench in the previous subsection. The time-dependent behavior is governed by the
Doniach-Sunjic power law, and the probability to find the system in the instantaneous
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ground state (|φ0(t)⟩) is governed by the Anderson catastrophe

|⟨φ0|Ψ⟩|2 ≈ (TmD/ℏ)−2( δ
π )2

. (2.9)

Here, D = ∆ε · Ne is the bandwidth. For a large number Ne of electrons, numerous
particle-hole excitations emerge from the ground state, indicating that the system is far
from adiabaticity.

In contrast, if the time scale T is large, the picture changes, and only small energy
excitations become impossible. Using a quasi-adiabatic approximation, in which only one
particle-hole excitations are allowed, we will show in Chapter 4 that the probability of
the system remaining in the instantaneous ground state during its evolution is given by

|⟨φ0(T )|Ψ(T )⟩|2 ≈ (Tm/T )−( δ
π )2

−( δ
π )4

. (2.10)

The time behavior still follows a power law, parameterized by the phase shift, but the
exponent is different.

If the maximum scattering potential K̄ is small and T is large enough, the system
remains in the instantaneous ground state, and the evolution is adiabatic. We are specially
interested in the competition between the adiabatic phase and the non-adiabatic regime,
which depends on both time scales Tm, T ≤ Tm, and on K̄.

Our study led to two important conclusions, which will be discussed in Chapter 4.
The first is that the traditional adiabatic criterion (68) is an unreliable criterion, under
the studied circumstances. Additionally, we discovered that if this Fermi gas system is
truly gapless, there exists a critical K̄max such that for any K̄ > K̄max, the system behaves
non-adiabatically for any T ≤ Tm.

2.3 Atom - surface collision

Now, let us focus on the atomic sticking problem. Qualitatively, the dynamics of
the collision between a particle and a metallic surface has already been briefly discussed
in the introduction, and it is schematically represented in Fig. 2. Here, we want to further
explore and discuss this system in detail and propose a suitable model. For simplicity, we
will consider the incident particle as a hydrogen atom represented by H0 for the neutral
particle and H−,+ when it is ionized.

If the incident atom were adsorbed on the metallic surface, it would behave like an
impurity in the metal. Therefore, in this case, the system would be effectively described by
the SIAM. However, the atom is in motion towards the surface, initially neutral and at a
distance z0. As the atom approaches the surface, the overlap between the wave functions
of the electronic states on the surface and the hydrogen orbital increases, and so does
the coupling term V (z), leading to a higher probability of electron transfer between the
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atom and the surface. The kinetic energy of the incident particle must be represented by
an operator P 2

z

2M
, where M is the nuclear mass, and the position z defines the degree of

freedom of the atomic wave function.

The only missing ingredient now is the image-charge potential. This potential takes
the form

W (z) = − 1
4πε0

e2

4z
(2.11)

for a hydrogen atom (69). Similarly as in the case of x-ray photoemission, this localized
image-charge creates a scattering potential attracting the electrons in the conduction
band. When the atom is ionized, this potential is represented by the term W (z)f †

0f0,
where f †

0 is the Wannier orbital of the metal given by

f †
0 ≡ 1√

N

∑
k

ã†
k. (2.12)

This potential is only created when the atom is ionized, regardless of the sign of the
atomic charge. Therefore, in the context of the collision problem, this scattering potential
can be modeled as

W (z)f †
0f0(nd − 1)2, (2.13)

where nd represents the occupation of the hydrogen orbital.

Finally, we can write the Hamiltonian describing the collision as

Hc(z) = P 2
z

2M
+
{

Hd +
∑

k

εkã†
kãk + V (z)

(
c†

df0 + h. c.
)

+ W (z)(nd − 1)2f †
0f0

}
, (2.14)

where Hd = εdd†d + Und↑nd↓ represents the hydrogen levels, d denotes the atomic orbital
with energy εd, U is the Coulomb interaction between the electrons in the atom and z is
the distance between the atom and the surface.

The Hamiltonian format is ready, but additional details are needed to describe the
physics of the collision. Let us start with the coordinate z, which measures the distance
between the surface and the atom. The surface at z = 0 does not correspond to the position
of the metallic atoms. Instead, we define z = 0 as the point where the surface potential
is significantly large, making it nearly impossible for the hydrogen atom to penetrate
the surface with the relatively small energies, as represented in Fig.1. The image-charge
potential can be then written as:

W (z) ≡ − W0

4(z + zim) , (2.15)

where W0 = e2

4πε0
= 27.21 eV.Bohr, and zim indicates the asymmetry of the image position.

Another term that requires closer examination is the hydrogen-surface coupling
V (z). This term represents the overlap between the metallic orbitals and the hydrogen
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orbitals. Typically, the spatial distribution of the atomic orbitals decreases exponentially
as exp(−z/a0), where a0 is the Bohr radius. Therefore, we will consider the hydrogen-
surface coupling as

V (z) ≡ V0 exp(−z/r), (2.16)

The constant V0 represents the coupling at z = 0, and r is the range of the potential.

We consider that the incident atom is initially at the position z0, with kinetic
energy K0 = ℏ2k2

0
2M

towards the surface. At the time t = 0, the wave function of the
incident particle is the product of the electronic state |Φ0⟩ (the metallic ground state and
a neutral hydrogen atom) with a Gaussian spatial distribution centered at z = z0, moving
to the left of the z axis with momentum k0, i.e.,

|Ψ(z, 0)⟩ = Be−(z−z0)2/2ηe−ik0z|Φ0⟩, (2.17)

where η controls how sharp the distribution is initially and B ≈ (πη)−1/4 is the normal-
ization constant.

For the hydrogen atom 1s1 orbital, the energies are εd = −13.6 eV and U = 12.8
eV, which result in the negatively ionized H− being more stable than the neutral hydrogen
H0. Both H− and H0 are more stable than H+. Even when the atom is far from the surface,
the minimum energy occurs when the hydrogen is negatively ionized. Due to the enormous
energy difference, the positively ionized state contributes insignificantly to the sticking.

Then, in this model, for a region near the surface with length Lz, the sticking
coefficient

S ≡ lim
t→∞

∫ Lz

0
dz⟨Ψ(z, t)|Ψ(z, t)⟩ (2.18)

is a function of S (D, ϵF , εd, U, V0, r, zim, K0, M), where D and ϵF are surface parameters,
εd, U and M are atomic parameters, V0, r and zim depends on the interaction atom-
surface and K0 ∼ kBTemp depends on the initial atomic thermal energy, that is, the
furnace temperature.

Although qualitatively simple, this problem is complex. As mentioned earlier,
atomic states are coupled to electronic states since, depending on each possible electronic
distribution, the atom behaves differently. For example, hypothetically, for an electronic
configuration where the atom remains neutral during the trajectory, the image charge
potential does not appear, and consequently, the particle simply collides with the metallic
surface and is reflected. Conversely, for an electronic configuration where the atom is ion-
ized, depending on its initial kinetic energy and energy loss during the collision process,
it may end up stuck on the surface.
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2.3.1 Physics of the collision

Here we discuss in more detail the physics of the atomic-surface collision. This
problem has several time scales. The first one is the time that the atom interacts with the
surface, defined by Tkin ∼ zc

√
2M
K0

, where zc defines the region where the atomic-surface
interaction is significant. The second is Tele ∼ ℏ

∆ε
, which is the time scale of the small

energy excitations in the band. The last one is associated with the hybridization Thyb ∼ ℏ
V

and it represents the necessary time to hybridize the neutral and ionized levels.

By the Heisenberg uncertainty principle, only electronic energy states where Tele ≤
Tkin will participate in the electronic transitions. This is because electronic levels separated
by smaller energy differences than ∆ε′ < ℏ

Tkin
do not have enough time to participate

in the atomic-surface collision dynamics. Additionally, as the hybridization between the
electronic levels needs to occur during the collision, so Thyb ≤ Tkin. Clearly, the sticking
mechanism depends on these three time scales being comparable.

Another important point is the non-adiabaticity created by the atomic movement,
which steals energy from the incident atom. As Fig. 5 (Left panel) shows, as the atom
approaches the surface, the ionized levels are displaced by the scattering potential, which
lowers their energy, and the hybridization grows, allowing charge transfer between the
atom and the surface. Since the atomic motion is coupled to the electronic states, and
since the image-charge potential W (z) and the hybridization V (z) depend on the atomic
position, fast movement close to the surface causes sudden changes in the Hamiltonian.
The displacement of the electronic levels creates particle-hole excitations, which can steal
a considerable part of the kinetic energy, as a result, the ion may be bound to the surface.

On the other hand, if the atom moves slowly close to the surface, the Hamiltonian
changes gradually, and only small energy particle-hole excitations will be significant. Since
there is no dissipative term in the Hamiltonian, the atom will merely accelerate and
collide with the surface, rebound, and lose the kinetic energy gained from the image-
charge potential. No interesting physics emerges from this reversible collision, and the
sticking coefficient approaches zero, as the right panel of Fig. 5 shows. Conversely, if the
initial kinetic energy is too high, with Thyb > Tkin, the system does not have enough time
to hybridize; the resulting sticking coefficients are equally small. Only at intermediate
energy scales, around K0 ∼ 0.3 eV, does the probability of binding to the surface become
significant.

To discuss the collision from another viewpoint, consider the avoided crossing lev-
els in the left panel of Fig. 5 (at z = zc). Initially, when the atom is far from the surface,
the hybridization is nearly zero, making transitions from the initial neutral configuration
to any ionized state improbable. As the atom approaches the surface, the hybridization
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Figure 5 – (Left panel) Potential energy surfaces (schematic). The colors are associated with
the charge of the hydrogen atom: black, blue and red represent H0, H− and H+,
respectively. The ket |ϕB

GS⟩ stands for half-filled conduction band. The thick line on
the graph represents the indicated states constructed by the creation operators of
the band, ã†

k, and the hydrogen levels, d†, acting on the metallic ground state |ϕB
GS⟩.

The thin line corresponds to particle-hole excitations of these discussed states. Since
2εd + U < εd, in the total ground state the hydrogen is negatively ionized. (Right
panel) Sticking coefficient as a function of the initial kinetic energy (schematic).
Source: By the author.

gradually increases and small-energy transitions become possible. The probability be-
comes appreciable if the atom remains in this region for a considerable time. Since the
magnitude of the scattering potential grows as the atom approaches the surface, the en-
ergies of the ionized levels decrease and may become smaller than those of the neutral
configuration. The resulting avoided crossings signal hybridization and, consequently, a
significant transition probability between the neutral and ionized configurations.

When the atom is far from the surface, the hybridization is very small (V (z) ∼ 0),
and we can write the electronic part of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2.14) as

He(z) = [εdnd + Und↑nd↓] + HB + W (z)(nd − 1)2f †
0f0. (2.19)

Within this approximation, the charge nd is conserved. In the ionized sector (nd = 2)
the Hamiltonian coincides with the final Hamiltonian in the photoemission problem, Eq.
(2.7). In the neutral sector (nd = 1), which contains the initial state, the conduction
band coincides with the initial ground state in the photoemission problem. Therefore, the
photoemission problem can not only mimic the collision process qualitatively, as discussed
in the introduction, but it shares its initial and final Hamiltonians with the V = 0 limit
of the electronic Hamiltonian for the atom-surface problem.

Additionally, in analogy with photoemission, the localized scattering potential
makes the near-surface conduction-band ground state nearly orthogonal to the initial
ground state, a consequence of the Anderson orthogonality catastrophe. Excited states
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are therefore important and cannot be disregarded in accurate computations of the stick-
ing coefficient. Dropping excited states above a predefined cutoff may therefore be a poor
approximation. Hence, we aim to keep all relevant states.

For that we will need an efficient way to select these states. The simplest approach
is to identify the leading contributions to photoemission, on the basis of analytical or
numerical treatment. For this reason, the next two chapters will deal with photoemission.
After that, we will return to the collision.
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3 PHOTOEMISSION FROM SIMPLE METALS

To understand the physics underlying the photoemission, let us start with the
Hamiltonian in Eq. (2.7) without spin. To simplify it, we can consider a flat band (flat
density of states, or linear energy dispersion) and write the localized scattering potential
in momentum space. This transforms Wa†

0a0 → W
N

∑
k,q ã†

kãq. The Hamiltonian is now

H =
∑

k

εkã†
kãk + W

N

∑
k,q

ã†
kãq. (3.1)

Where εk = k.∆ε. Here, ∆ε is the energy gap and k an integer such that −N/2 ≤ k ≤ N/2.

The Hamiltonian in the Eq. (3.1) is quadratic and can be diagonalized analytically.
With this in mind, we employ the Sommerfeld-Watson transformation (70), as detailed
in Appendix A. The energies of the resulting Hamiltonian are simply given by

ϵl = εl − ∆ε

π
δl, (3.2)

corresponding to a small shift from the initial energy levels εl, where δl ≈ δ is the phase
shift in Eq. (2.8). As shown in Appendix A, the eigenstate of the final Hamiltonian with
energy ϵl can be written as a linear combination of the unperturbed band operators as

g†
l =

∑
k

αl,kã†
k, (3.3)

where the coefficients αl,k are

αl,k = −sin δl

π

∆ε

εl − εk − δl

π
∆ε

. (3.4)

Clearly, the overlap between a final eigenstate with energy ϵl = εl − δl

π
∆ε and an initial

eigenstate with energy εk will be very small if |ϵl − εk| ≫ ∆ε.

To describe the photoemission, even at the qualitative level, we have to examine
the ground-state of the initial Hamiltonian, which can be constructed from the initial
single-particle eigenstates bellow Fermi level, and the many-body eigenstates that can be
constructed from the final single-particle Hamiltonian (3.1). Algebraically, the final many-
body eigenstates {|φn⟩}, with energy En, can be constructed as particle-hole excitations
from the many-body ground state |φ0⟩ = ∏

ϵq<0 g†
q|0⟩, where |0⟩ is the vacuum. We will

use the {|φn⟩} as the basis states to expand |Ψ(t)⟩.

As already mentioned, the quantity ⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ gives us information about the pho-
toemission. Since |Ψ(0)⟩ = |ϕ0⟩ =

(∏
ϵk<0 ã†

k

)
|0⟩, the projection ⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ is the amplitude

of finding the system in the initial ground state. For this reason, in this chapter, we will
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focus on computing the fidelity F(t) of the quantum state of the system |Ψ(t)⟩ with
respect to the initial ground state |ϕ0⟩

F(t) ≡ |⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩|2 =
∣∣∣∣∣∑

n

|⟨ϕ0|φn⟩|2 exp
(

−i
Ent

ℏ

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (3.5)

To compute the fidelity F(t), we fist need ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩, given by the Slater determinant

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩ = det


{ã−1, g†

−1} ... {ã−1, g†
−Ne

}
... ...

...
{ã−Ne , g†

−1} ... {ã−Ne , g†
−Ne

}

 . (3.6)

Here, Ne is the number of electrons and {ãk, g†
l } can be obtained from Eq. (3.4). Letting

δ be constant, we are led to the Anderson catastrophe (44)

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩ ∼ N
−( δ

π )2

e . (3.7)

As typically Ne ∼ 1023, the right-hand side approaches zero, even for small values of δ.
As a consequence, a large number of particle-hole excitations must contribute to |Ψ(t)⟩.

Asymptotically, Eqs. (3.2), (3.4), and (3.7) yield the Doniach-Sunjic power law
behavior (47), a result that was established five decades ago. Little attention has been
given, however, to the contributions of the bound state created by the attractive potential.

3.1 The bound state

As discussed by elementary textbooks on Quantum Mechanics, attractive poten-
tials applied to one-dimensional systems create bound states. Our final Hamiltonian is no
exception. Appendix A shows that the bound state energy is

ϵB = −D.coth
(

1
−2ρW

)
, (3.8)

with the coefficients αB,k expressing the corresponding eigenoperator gB on the the basis
of the conduction operators ãk are

αB,k =
√

∆ε

2D

√
(−ϵB + ∆ε)2 − D2

(−ϵB + ∆ε) + εk

. (3.9)

Although the well-known expressions Eqs. (2.8) and (3.4) (45–47, 50), we did not
find Eqs. (3.8) and (3.9) in the literature, apparently because has traditionally been
focused on states near the Fermi level. As we shall see, however, the bound state affects
the time dependence of the fidelity dramatically and adds structure to the photoemission
spectra. In a experimental system, a core-hole potential tends to be screened; treating it
as localized is therefore a good approximation, and the conclusions drawn from our results
may be checked.



45

The energy difference between the initial and final ground state energies is given
by the equality

E0 − Ẽ0 =
∑
ϵk<0

ϵk −
∑

εk<0
εk, (3.10)

where the initial ground state energy is the sum of all energies εk up to the Fermi level
(εF = 0), and the final ground state energy is the sum of all energies ϵk < 0. By using the
Eqs. (3.2) and (3.8), we find the equality

E0 − Ẽ0 = ϵB + D − δ

π

∑
k<0

∆ϵ, (3.11)

which results in
E0 − Ẽ0 ≈ −D

(
coth

(
−1

2ρW

)
− 1 + δ

π

)
, (3.12)

a negative energy, as expected.

Fig. 6 compares Eqs. (3.8) (left panel) and (3.9) (right panel) with numerical
values obtained by direct diagonalization of the Hamiltonian (3.1), using N = 1200 and
0 ≤ −W/D ≤ 10. The coefficients αB,−N/2 and αB,0 correspond to, the bottom of the band
and the first level above the Fermi level, respectively. It is evident from Fig. 6 that the
numerical and analytical results are in excellent agreement. As |W | increases, the bound
state level g†

B shifts from being a delocalized level ã†
−N/2 to becoming strongly localized

at the first real site a†
0.
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Figure 6 – (Left panel) Bound state energy ϵB as function of the scattering potential. The open
circles display the results of numerical diagonalization for N = 1200 sites, while
the solid line represents the Eq. (3.8). (Right panel) Commutators {ã0, g†

B} and
{ã−Ne , g†

B} as function of the scattering potential, with same symbols as in (Left
panel).
Source: By the author.



46

An accurate approximation for the projection between the initial and final ground
state is obtained in the Appendix B, on the basis of the Cauchy determinant formula
(71):

|⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩| ≈
(

sin δ

δ

)−1+ δ
π

+1.25( δ
π )4 exp

(
2CEM + π2

6

)
600


1
2( δ

π )2

N
− 1

2( δ
π )2

e . (3.13)

where CEM is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.

Observe that in Eq. (3.13), the exponent −1
2

(
δ
π

)2
differs from the result obtained

by Anderson in Eq. (3.7), but it aligns with more modern and rigorous works on the
orthogonality catastrophe (72). If the phase shift were constant for all single-level energies,
the exponent would match Anderson’s prediction exactly. However, since the phase shift
depends on the energy, as shown in Appendix A, it acquires this 1

2 factor.

The bound state is occupied in the final ground state. A class of high energy excited
final states of special interest are the single particle-hole excitations from the bound state
to levels above the Fermi energy. Simplest among them is the state |φ̄⟩ = g†

0gB|φ0⟩. The
overlap ⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩ can be determined using a Slater determinant similar to Eq. (3.6), with the
last column replaced by the coefficients αB,h → αp,h. Appendix B then finds the following
approximate expression for the projections between this and the initial ground state:

|⟨ϕ0|g†
0gB|φ0⟩| ≈ 2

π

|ϵB + D|
|ϵB|

(
sin δ

δ

)2
(

1−δ−( δ
π )4
)

γ2 δ
π

(
1 + δ

π

)(
Ne

600

)− 1
2 + δ

π

|⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩|,(3.14)

where γ(x) is the well known Gamma function.
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Figure 7 – (Left panel) Projections as function of W for a fixed N = 1200. (Right panel) Pro-
jections as function of N for a fixed W/D = −2. For both panels, the black circles
and the black line represent the numerical and analytical results for ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩, respec-
tively, while the red circles and the red line represent the numerical and analytical
results for ⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩, respectively.
Source: By the author.
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Figure 7, compares Eqs. (3.13) and (3.14) with the numerical results for different
W (left panel) and N (right panel). The black circles and the solid black line represent
the numerical and analytical results for ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩, respectively, while the red circles and
the solid red line represent the numerical and analytical results for ⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩, respectively.
Clearly, Eqs. (3.13) and (3.14) are good approximations for these projections.

In Fig. 7, we observe that exists a highly energetic excited state (with energy
−ϵB) that has a significant projection onto the initial ground state. This result suggests
that these excitations from the bound state level are crucial for accurately describe the
photoemission.

3.2 Bond state and the Doniach-Sunjic law

As we already discussed, the behavior of a system described by the Hamiltonian
(3.1) is well understood for small values of δ, or small W , as first explained by Doniach-
Sunjic (47). For long times, the projection |⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩| obeys the Doniach-Sunjic power law
(47) |⟨ϕ0|Ψ⟩| ∼ t−( δ

π )2

. This behavior is a consequence of the generation of a large number
of low-energy electron-hole pairs, which occurs after the sudden creation of the scatter-
ing potential shakes up the electrons occupying the levels above the Fermi level in the
conduction band.

Here, we aim to investigate the influence of these high-energy excitations on the
physics of this system. To achieve this, we will initially consider the system in the un-
perturbed ground state, denoted |Ψ(0)⟩ = |ϕ0⟩. Then, we will suddenly introduce the
scattering potential at t > 0. The wave function at time t > 0 is then given by

|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
n=0

⟨φn|ϕ0⟩ e−iEn
t
ℏ |φn⟩, (3.15)

or equivalently for all times

⟨Ψ(t)|ϕ0⟩ =
∑
n=0

|⟨φn|ϕ0⟩|2e+iEn
t
ℏ Θ(t) + Θ(−t) (3.16)

where Θ(t) is the Heaviside step function. Now, defining the correlation function G(t) =
i⟨Ψ(t)|Ψ(0)⟩Θ(t) and applying the Fourier transform, we find that:

G(ω) =
∑
n=0

|⟨φn|ϕ0⟩|2
(

iπδ(ω − ωn) + P 1
ω − ωn

)
, (3.17)

where
G(ω) = i

∫ ∞

−∞
dt e−iωt⟨Ψ(t)|ϕ0⟩Θ(t), (3.18)

and we used that ∫ ∞

−∞
dt e−iωt

(
e+iEn

t
ℏ Θ(t)

)
= πδ(ω − ωn) − iP 1

ω − ωn

. (3.19)
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Here, ωn = En/ℏ, δ(x) is the Dirac delta function and P represents the Cauchy principal
part.

Before computing G(ω), we will partition the many-body basis to isolate the con-
tributions from the low-energy states to G(ω) from those arising from high-energy excita-
tions of the bound state level. To accomplish this, we will define the set {|φ′

n⟩} as the final
many-body states where the bound state level remains occupied (plugged states), and the
set {|φ̄n⟩} as the final many-body states where the bound state is vacant (unplugged
states). Clearly, the complete final many-body basis is the union of these two sets

{|φn⟩} = {|φ′
n⟩} ∪ {|φ̄n⟩}. (3.20)

We can now express the plugged states |φ′
n⟩ as a product of pairs of particle-hole

excitations from the final ground state

|φ′
n⟩ =

∏
jn

g†
pjn

ghjn
|φ0⟩, (3.21)

Here, εpjn
and εhjn

represent the energies of the particle and hole levels, respectively. The
set {pjn} indicates the levels with energy above the Fermi level that are occupied in the
|φ′

n⟩ configuration, while the set {hjn} represents the empty levels below the Fermi level.
The index jn ∈ {1, . . . , number of pairs} thus arbitrarily organizes the particles {pjn} and
holes {hjn} into pairs and counts the total number of particle-hole pairs.

For example, in the many-body state |φ′
n⟩ = g†

2g
†
1g−1g−2|φ0⟩, one possible choice

to represent this state is the pairs (g†
2, g−2) (jn = 1) and (g†

1, g−1) (jn = 2). In this case,
p1 = 2, h1 = −2, p2 = 1, and h2 = −1. A different choice of pairing for this state will
only change the sign of the state.

Similarly, we can express the unplugged states |φ̄n⟩ as a product of pairs of particle-
hole excitations from the special state |φ̄⟩ = g†

0gB|φ0⟩ as

|φ̄n⟩ =
∏
jn

g†
pjn

ghjn
|φ̄⟩. (3.22)

The energy of the plugged state |φ′
n⟩ is

E ′
n =

∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

), (3.23)

and the energy of unplugged state |φ̄n⟩ is

Ēn = −ϵB +
∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

), (3.24)

as there is already one particle-hole excitation from the bound level.
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Figure 8 – (Left panel) Schematic representation of a one-particle-hole excitation from |φ0⟩
where the bound state level remains occupied. (Right panel) Schematic representa-
tion of a one-particle-hole excitation from |φ̄⟩. The black arrows indicate the diagonal
overlap elements of the Slater determinant, following Eq. (3.6). The blue line rep-
resents the one-particle-hole excitation, and the red arrow indicates the diagonal
element before the excitation.
Source: By the author.

From Eq. (3.15), the probability of finding the system in the final state |φn⟩ is
given by |⟨φn|Ψt⟩|2 = |⟨φn|ϕ0⟩|2, which can be determined using the Slater determinant.
This computation is necessary to find both the fidelity and the Green function G(ω).
Computing this probability for all many-body states, however, would require a very large
number of Slater determinants, which is impractical.

One way to avoid this is by approximating the value of the Slater determinant, as
schematically shown in Fig. 8 (Left panel). Starting with the projection ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩ in Eq.
(3.6), the diagonal elements of the determinant are {ãk, g†

k} = sin δ
δ

, except for the bound
state column. Now, to compute the projection ⟨ϕ0|g†

pgh|φ0⟩, where the excited state is
composed of one particle-hole excitation from the final ground state, we need to replace
in Eq. (3.6) the elements of {ãk, g†

h} with {ãk, g†
p}. Considering that the diagonal terms

αh,h → αp,h are more relevant to the determinant, this leads to the left case as:

⟨ϕ0|φ′
p,h⟩ ≈

(
δ

π

)
∆ε

εp − εh − δ
π
∆ε

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩. (3.25)

The projection ⟨ϕ0|φ̃⟩ can be obtained similarly to ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩. However, before chang-
ing the elements {ãk, g†

B} to {ãk, g†
0}, we can translate the bound state column to the first

column of the matrix, resulting in

⟨ϕ0|φ̃⟩ = det



{ã−1, g†
0} {ã−1, g†

−1} ... {ã−1, g†
−(Ne−1)}

{ã−2, g†
0} {ã−2, g†

−1} ... {ã−2, g†
−(Ne−1)}

{ã−3, g†
0} {ã−3, g†

−1} ... {ã−3, g†
−(Ne−1)}

... ...
...

{ã−Ne , g†
0} {ã−Ne , g†

−1} ... {ã−Ne , g†
−(Ne−1)}


, (3.26)
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as schematically shown in Fig. 8 (Right panel). Thus, in the case in which the bound state
is empty, the diagonal terms are αk−1,k. After replacing αh−1,h → αp,h, the determinant
⟨ϕ0|g†

pgh|φ̃⟩ can be approximated as

⟨ϕ0|φ̄p,h⟩ ≈
[(

π − δ

π

)
∆ε

εp − εh − π−δ
π

∆ε

]
⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩. (3.27)

Extending these ideas to any number of particle-hole excitation, by using this ap-
proximation that elements of the Slater determinant ⟨ϕ0|

∏
jn

g†
pjn

ghjn
|φ0⟩ on the diagonal

are dominant, using the Eq. (3.4) we can write

⟨ϕ0|φ′
n⟩ ≈

∏
jn

(
δ

π

)
∆ε

εpjn
− εhjn

− δ
π
∆ε

 ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩, (3.28)

⟨ϕ0|φ̄n⟩ ≈

∏
jn

(
π − δ

π

)
∆ε

εpjn
− εhjn

− π−δ
π

∆ε

 ⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩. (3.29)

Here, εpjn
and εhjn

represent the energies of the particle and hole level, respectively,
where this parameter jn depends on the many-body state |φn⟩ and represents the pairs
of particle-hole excitations which compose this state.

Now, let us focus on the imaginary part of G(ω), as this part is proportional to
the XPS experimental spectra. After partitioning the energy spectrum into plugged states
|φ′

n⟩ and unplugged states |φ̄n⟩, we can rewrite Eq. (3.17) as:

ImG(ω) = π
∑
n=0

|⟨φ′
n|ϕ0⟩|2δ(ω − ω′

n) + π
∑
n=0

|⟨φ̄n|ϕ0⟩|2δ(ω − ωB − ω′
n), (3.30)

where ℏω′
n = ∑

jn
(εpjn

−εhjn
) represents the energy of the plugged many-body excitations

from the ground state, and ℏωB = |ϵB| represents the energy of the bound level. Then,
we can use the Eqs. (3.28) and (3.29) to rewrite Eq. (3.30) as

ImG(ℏω) = π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2
∑
n=0

Ω2
n(δ)δ

ℏω −
∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

)


+ π|⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2
∑
n=0

Ω2
n(π − δ)δ

ℏω − |ϵB| −
∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

)
 . (3.31)

Here, the product

Ω2
n(δ) =

∏
jn

(
δ

π

)2 ∆ε2(
εpjn

− εhjn
− δ

π
∆ε
)2 (3.32)

was obtained by Eqs. (3.28) and (3.29), and the projections |⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2 and |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2, from
Eqs. (3.13) and (3.14).
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The imaginary part of the Green’s function in Eq. (3.31) can be divided into two
parts: ImG(ℏω) = ImGND(ℏω) + ImGBS(ℏω), where the first one refers to plugged states,
and the second one to unplugged states. The first part,

ImGND(ℏω) = π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2
∑
n=0

Ω2
n(δ)δ

ℏω −
∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

)
 ∝ (ℏω)−1+( δ

π )2

, (3.33)

gives rise to the Doniach-Sunjic power law (47) with the characterized decay ω−1+( δ
π )2

in
the frequency domain, and t−( δ

π )2

in the time domain. A detailed proof of ImGND(ℏω) is
given in Appendix C with the pertinent prefactor.

Clearly, if the phase shift δ or |W | is small, then |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2 ≪ |⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2 as shown
in the Fig. 7, and the first part of the ImG(ℏω) is dominant. If |W | is strong, however,
excitations from the bound state become important, and both terms are comparable.
Luckily, it is not difficult to show that

ImGBS(ℏω > |ϵB|) = |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2

|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2
[
ImGND(ℏω − |ϵB|)

]
δ→(π−δ)

∝ (ℏω − |ϵB|)−2 δ
π

+( δ
π )2

,(3.34)

with the Nozières and Dominicis (46) power law for the x-ray absorption problem.

For strong scattering potentials, when a bound state is present, Combescot and
Nozières (48) demonstrated, in the context of x-ray emission and absorption spectra, the
exactly same decays described by Eqs. (3.33) and (3.34). Additionally, Ohtaka and Tanabe
(51) showed that this extra peak also appears in x-ray photoemission spectra with the
same decays. In the following we will explore this problem even further and more generally
using the approximations in Eq. (3.28) and (3.29). With these calculations, we not only
reproduce these decays but also provide formulas for each contribution for any scattering
potential amplitude, determine the position of the extra peak, and discuss the behavior of
the phenomenon in the time domain, without being restricted to the long-time behavior
or particular small/large amplitudes of the scattering potential.

Using our calculations shown in Appendix C, we can write ImG(ℏω) as

ImG(ℏω) ≈ π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2δ(ℏω) + K(δ) (ℏω)−1+( δ
π )2

Θ(ℏω) + π|⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2δ(ℏω − |ϵB|)
+ rK(π − δ)(ℏω − |ϵB|)−2 δ

π
+( δ

π )2

Θ(ℏω − |ϵB|), (3.35)

where
K(δ) = π

(
δ

π

)2

|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2(∆ε)−( δ
π )2

(3.36)

and the ratio
r(δ) ≡ |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2

|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2
. (3.37)

Note that this ratio r(δ) can be obtained analytically using our expressions for each
projection in the Eqs. (3.13) and (3.14), and it depends only on the phase shift and the
number of electrons.
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The excitations from the bound state resemble the Nozières-Dominicis x-ray ab-
sorption spectra (46). Physically, when an electron is promoted from the bound state to
the conduction band, the process is very similar to the x-ray absorption problem, the
levels near the Fermi energy have one extra electron, resulting in the same exponent. In
the limit δ → π

2 , the Doniach-Sunjic and Nozières-Dominicis exponents approach.

Our calculation measures the energies from that of the final ground state. The
difference between the initial and final ground states energies is given by Eq. (3.12),
which yields E0 − Ẽ0 = −D

(
coth

(
−1

2ρW

)
− 1 + δ

π

)
. Since E0 − Ẽ0 < 0, we can see that

the core-hole potential shifts all energies in the photoemission to lower values.

Figure 9 – Schematic representation of ImG(ℏω). The divergence at E0 represents the well-
known Doniach-Sunjic peak. If the scattering potential is sufficiently strong, so that
the ratio r(δ) becomes significant, then a second peak emerges associated with the
unplugged states. The energy Ẽ0 represents the initial ground state energy.
Source: By the author.

Figure 9 represents Eq. (3.35) schematically. The peak at E0 represents the
Doniach-Sunjic peak. If |W |/D ∼ 1 or bigger, the ratio r(δ) = |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2

|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2 becomes sig-
nificant (see Fig. 7), a second peak emerges, due to particle-hole excitations from the
bound state level. Satellite peaks observed in XPS experiments (56–59), ones that can-
not be explained as Auger excitations (59,60) and lie above the threshold photoemission
energy, are likely to be due to particle-hole excitations from the bound states.

A time-dependent signature of such excitations from the bound state are oscil-
lations with frequency |ϵB|/ℏ. To show this we have computed the Fidelity, F(t) =
|⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩|2:

F(t) ≈

(
1 + R(t)2 + 2R(t) cos

(
ϵBt
ℏ

))
(1 + r)2 e−2( δ

π )2(ln( D
∆ε)+CI(∆εt

ℏ )−CI(Dt
ℏ )), (3.38)

with

R(t) = r × e−(1−2( δ
π )).(ln( D

∆ε)+CI(∆εt
ℏ )−CI(Dt

ℏ )), (3.39)
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Here, CI(x) is the cosine integral function. The derivation of this expression is presented in
Appendix C, following the same strategy and approximations used in deriving ImG(ℏω).

In Eq. (3.38), there are three contributions. The first term on the right-hand side
represents the contribution only from the plugged states, given by

Fp(t) = 1
(1 + r)2 e−2( δ

π )2(ln( D
∆ε)+CI(∆εt

ℏ )−CI(Dt
ℏ )). (3.40)

At long times
Fp(t) ≈ 1

(1 + r)2 t−2( δ
π )2

, (3.41)

the Doniach-Sunjic power law in the time domain, as expected. Here, we have used that[
e−(ln( D

∆ε)+CI(∆εt
ℏ )−CI(Dt

ℏ ))
]

t≫1
≈ t−1. (3.42)

The second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (3.38) represents the contribution
only from the unplugged states, given by

Fu(t) ≈ r2

(1 + r)2 e−2(1− δ
π )2(ln( D

∆ε)+CI(∆εt
ℏ )−CI(Dt

ℏ )). (3.43)

Here, we used Eq. (3.39) to explicitly shows the decay of this contribution over time. At
long times, the expression approaches

Fu(t) ≈ r2

(1 + r)2 t−2(1− δ
π )2

, (3.44)

which is the Nozières-Dominicis power law.

At last, the third term on the right-hand side of Eq. (3.38) is

Fpu(t) ≈
2r cos

(
ϵBt
ℏ

)
(1 + r)2 e

−
[
(1− δ

π )2
+( δ

π )2
]
(ln( D

∆ε)+CI(∆εt
ℏ )−CI(Dt

ℏ ))
, (3.45)

and combines the contribution of plugged and unplugged states for the fidelity. As ex-
pected, Eq. (3.38) shows oscillations with frequency |ϵB|/ℏ and amplitude proportional
to r, but the amplitude slowly decays with time. These oscillations arise from the phase
difference between the plugged and unplugged states.

To derive the Eqs. (3.38) and (3.35), we have used approximations, such as the
energy independence of the phase shift and the diagonal dominance in the Slater deter-
minant. These approximations are reliable near the Fermi levels, but not so very well for
the high energy levels. Notwithstanding these approximations, the average value of the
right-hand side of Eq. (3.38) approaches the Doniach-Sunjic power law, for long times.
Moreover, it reproduces the results of brute-force numerical diagonalization of the Hamil-
tonian semi quantitatively at short times and very well at long times - Fig. 10 offers an
illustration.
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Figure 10 – (Top plot) Fidelity as a function of time. (Bottom plot) Long time behavior of the
fidelity multiplied by the Doniach-Sunjic factor. Here, we compare the analytical
results (solid black line) from Eq. (3.38) with results from direct diagonalization
(blue circular dots) using W = −2D and N = 1000.
Source: By the author.
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In summary, the Doniach-Sunjic power law emerges from the contributions of
the plugged states, as the sudden introduction of the potential creates many particle-hole
excitations around the Fermi level. However, particle-hole excitations from the bound state
(unplugged states) are also significant in describing the phenomenon. Their contributions
introduce a secondary behavior that follows the Nozières-de Dominicis power law. These
two contributions to the fidelity are illustrated in Fig. 11. Since the contributions from
the unplugged states carry a phase associated with the bound state energy, the phase
difference with the plugged states induces oscillations with a frequency of |ϵB|/ℏ.
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Figure 11 – Plugged and unplugged contributions for the fidelity as function of time. The results
was obtained from direct diagonalization using W

D = −2 and N = 1000.
Source: By the author.

3.3 Improvement of the photoemission calculations

In the last section, we attempted to extract analytical solutions from the Hamil-
tonian (2.7). To do so, we had to relay on several approximations, such as a flat band for
the tight-binding, using an energy-independent phase shift, and considering the dominant
terms in the Slater determinant only. Now we wish to improve the results by treating the
Hamiltonian

H = −τ
N−1∑
n=0

(
a†

nan+1 + h.c.
)

+ Wa†
0a0, (3.46)

more accurately. Where N is the number of lattice sites.

We start out with a discussion of the time and energy scales. Measured from the
Fermi level ϵF , the single-particle eigenvalues of the unperturbed tight-binding Hamil-
tonian have the form εk = 2τ sin

(
π
N

k
)
. Near the Fermi energy, the energy differences

between successive levels are given by

|∆εk| = 2τπ

N
cos

(
πk

N

)
+ O

(
N−3

)
≈ 2πτ

N
, (3.47)
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and hence vanish as N → ∞. For a half-filled band, the number of levels below the Fermi
level is Ne = N

2 = πτ
∆ε

.

The improvement we will discuss requires a numerical diagonalization of H. We
will have to deal with finite lattices, and, consequently, with finite gaps. If one observes
the system for a measurement time Tm, according to Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle
only energy differences above ℏ

Tm
will be discernible (73–76). For this reason, the behavior

of the finite system with a gap
∆ε = ℏ

Tm

(3.48)

is similar to that of a gapless system up to the time scale of Tm. This condition tells us
that the energy gap ∆ε of H determines the time scale ℏ

∆ε
up to when the behavior of

the system can faithfully simulate the behavior of a metallic band. For t > ℏ
∆ε

, the finite
size effects become too important and this approximation fails.

As a consequence, as time grows a bigger lattice, or a smaller gap ∆ε, becomes
necessary to accurately represent the metallic band:

N ≥ 2π
τ.Tm

ℏ
. (3.49)

Clearly, this task becomes impractical for a large chain because the many-body basis
grows exponentially with the chain size N . To address this problem, we have implemented
the Real-Space Numerical Renormalization Group method (eNRG), as explained in the
following section.

3.4 Renormalization-group approach

The eNRG procedure (77) is a new technique based on the traditional NRG (2)
procedure, but it is more flexible. The procedure start with a tight-binding description
of the conduction band, as in Eq. (2.1), then it groups λn tight-binding sites operator
into a single operator fn, where λ > 1 is a dimensionless discretization parameter. The
ξ ≥ 0 (offset) first sites are preserved (see Fig.12). After this procedure, we can write the
metallic band as:

HeNRG
Ñ =

ξ−1∑
n=0

τ
(
a†

nan+1 + h.c.
)

+
Ñ−1∑
n=0

τn

(
f †

nfn+1 + h.c.
)

. (3.50)

The operators f †
n represent the eNRG sites, with the condition f †

0 = a†
ξ on the eNRG

basis, the hopping τn = τλ−n−1/2 decrease exponentially with n, and Ñ is the Wilson
chain size, here defined by the criterion that the smallest energy gap be minute compared
to the measurement time Tm, that is, ∆εTm ≪ ℏ, where

∆ε ≈ 4τλ−(Ñ−0.5). (3.51)
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Figure 12 – Schematic representation of the eNRG method. The procedure initiates with a 1D
tight-binding chain (gray circles). Then, it involves grouping λn sites (n = 0, 1, 2...),
where λ > 1, into a single operator fn (blue circles), and the new hopping parameter
becomes τn = τλ−n−1/2. A second discretization parameter ξ (offset) is introduced,
where the initial ξ sites are treated individually.
Source: By the author.

The eNRG procedure shares similarities with the NRG, including the numerical
diagonalization procedure. The exponential coupling between sites results in a logarithmic
discretization of the energy spectra, similar to the NRG spectra, as show in Fig. 13.
Recently, a smoothing procedure has been developed for the eNRG method designed to
eliminate non-physical oscillations in the results due to the discretization (78). In essence,
this procedure amounts to choosing two successive values ξ, typically ξ = 3 and 4, followed
by changing the hopping parameter by a small transformation τn → τnλθ, and averaging
over a uniform distribution θ ∈ [−1, 1], analogous to the z-trick (79). This construction is
described in Ref. (78).

In the x-ray photoemission problem numerically, the final Hamiltonian becomes:

HÑ =
ξ−1∑
n=0

τ
(
a†

nan+1 + h.c.
)

+
Ñ−1∑
n=0

τn

(
f †

nfn+1 + h.c.
)

+ Wa†
0a0. (3.52)

Since the Hamiltonian in Eq. (3.52) is quadratic, it can be diagonalized numerically.
The resulting single-particle spectrum of the final Hamiltonian is shown in Fig. 13. Here
the minimum energy above the Fermi level is ε0 = 2τλ0.5−Ñ and ∆ε = 2ε0. In the presence
of the attractive localized scattering potential, the initial energy levels are shifted by the
factor of λ− δ

π , where δ is the phase shift. For strong scattering potentials W > −2τ , the
bond state splits off the conduction band with energy ϵB ∼ −W .
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Figure 13 – Energy levels of the eNRG Hamiltonian in (3.52) for W = 0 (Left) and W < 0
(Right). The presence of the scattering potential shifts the energy levels by the
factor λ− δ

π , where δ is the phase shift. The dashed line represents the bound state,
which splits off the conduction band for large |W |.
Source: By the author.

Finally, since ∆ε ≈ 4τλ−Ñ , by the the Heisenberg uncertainty principle, to accu-
rately represent the metallic band up to the time Tm, an eNRG chain of size

Ñ ≥
ln
(
4 τ.Tm

ℏ

)
ln λ

, (3.53)

is necessary. The chain size grows with ln Tm instead of Tm, resulting in a much smaller
chain and many-body matrices. This makes the problem numerically treatable even for
very large Tm. Additionally, the procedure can compute any observable and can be ap-
plied to interacting Hamiltonians, allowing study of the Kondo problem among other
applications.

3.5 Numerical results

We now go back to the photoemission problem. Our previous discussion considered
a flat band. To adjust the discussion for the tight-binding Hamiltonian, we only have to
let D → 2τ , ρ → 1

πτ
and Ne = D

∆ε
→ πτ

∆ε
, and then substitute the expressions

tan δ = −W/τ, (3.54)

ϵB ≈ −2τ.coth
(

2τ

|W |

)
, (3.55)

F(t) ≈

(
1 + R(t)2 + 2R(t) cos

(
ϵBt
ℏ

))
(1 + r)2 e−2( δ

π )2(ln( πτ
∆ε)+CI(∆εt

ℏ )−CI(πτt
ℏ )), (3.56)
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for the phase shift, the bound state energy and the fidelity, respectively. Here, the ratio

r = |⟨ϕ0|φ̃⟩|2

|⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩|2
, (3.57)

can be computed numerically by the eNRG procedure.
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Figure 14 – (Left panel) Numerical results for the fidelity computed by the eNRG (solid blue
line), analytical results (dashed black lines) and direct diagonalization (DD) using
750 tight-binding sites (red solid line) for W

τ = −5.0. For the eNRG results we used
λ = 1.5, Ñ = 12, ξ = 3 and 4 and 10 θs ∈ [−1, 1] uniformly distributed. (Right
panel) The same numerical results shown in the left panel multiplied by t2( δ

π )2
.

Source: By the author.
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Figure 15 – (Left panel) Numerical results for the fidelity computed by the eNRG (solid blue
line), analytical results (dashed black lines) and direct diagonalization (DD) using
750 tight-binding sites (red solid line) for W

τ = −1.0. For the eNRG results we used
λ = 1.5, Ñ = 12, ξ = 3 and 4 and 10 θs ∈ [−1, 1] uniformly distributed. (Right
panel) The same numerical results shown in the left panel multiplied by t2( δ

π )2
.

Source: By the author.
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Figures Fig. 14 and 15 show the computed fidelities for W = −5τ and W = −1τ ,
respectively. The solid blue line shows the fidelity computed with the eNRG method, and
we compare this result with Eq. (3.56) (dashed black line) and with the fidelity from the
direct diagonalization of the tight-binding Hamiltonian (3.52) with N = 750 sites. For
the eNRG fidelity were computed with λ = 1.5, Ñ = 12, ξ = 3 and 4, and 10 values of
θ ∈ [−1, 1] uniformly distributed.

The results validate our conclusions. At long times, the averages of the computed
fidelities follow the Doniach-Sunjic law, as shown in the right panels of Figs. 14 and 15.
The results also exhibit an oscillation with a frequency of ϵB/ℏ, which is more clearly
observed in the frequency-domain plots in Fig. 16. This oscillation arises from pairs of
particle-hole excitations that include the bound state (unplugged states). For all computed
fidelities, the eNRG results show excellent agreement with direct diagonalization (DD)
and also semi-quantitative agreement with the analytical solution.
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Figure 16 – Numerical results for the fidelity in the frequency domain computed by the eNRG
(blue circular dots), DD (dashed red line), and analytical (black solid line) for
W = −1.0τ (Left panel) and W = −5.0τ (Right panel). The dashed line represent
the minimum energy of an excitation from the bound state. For the eNRG results
we used λ = 1.5, Ñ = 12, ξ = 3, 4 and 10 values of θ uniformly distributed.
Source: By the author.

We conclude that with only 10 different values of θ and Ñ = 17 is sufficient to
accurately capture the photoemission behavior up to the time scale of Tm ∼ 200ℏ/τ . The
small differences can be reduced further by using more values of θ. The eNRG procedure
can faithfully simulates the metallic behavior, the smoothing procedure proposed in (78)
indeed removes the non-physical artifacts that arise from the discretization.

The numerical data in Figs. 14, 15, and 16 show significant deviations from Eq.
(3.56) at short times but maintain good agreement at long times. These discrepancies
arise from differences in the band structures: while the numerical results are based on
a tight-binding model, the analytical treatment assumes a flat band. In renormalization
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group language, the different dispersion relations introduce irrelevant operators that affect
the short-time behavior—or the large-energy dependence—of physical properties. The
low-energy levels, however, are well represented by the flat band approximation with a
constant phase shift, leading to accurate results from Eq. (3.56) at long times.

Another interesting quantity to compute is the expected occupation of each tight-
binding site ⟨nl⟩ = ⟨Ψ|a†

l al|Ψ⟩. After some manipulations, the occupation number of the
l-th site can be easily computed by

⟨nl(t)⟩ =
∑
p,h

∑
k:εk<ϵF

{gp, a†
l }{al, g†

h}{gp, ã†
k}{ãk, g†

h}e−i(ϵp−ϵh) t
ℏ . (3.58)

Here, g†
q is the creation operator of a single level of the final Hamiltonian (W ̸= 0), with

energy ϵq. ã†
k is the creation operator of a level of the initial Hamiltonian (W = 0) and a†

l

represents the site l.

As it is evident so far, finding properties of the system using the many-body wave
function is challenging, even when the Hamiltonian is quadratic, because the number of
states increases very quickly. In contrast, calculating the local density is typically easier,
especially for calculations performed using electronic density approaches such as Density
Functional Theory (DFT) (16). The Runge–Gross theorem (17) plays an important role
here, as it states that the information provided by the time-dependent wave function and
the local density is the same. Thus, by using the local density ⟨nl⟩ for each site at time
t, it is possible, in principle, to compute the fidelity F(t). Although we will not explore
this idea further here, it motivated us to compute the local density.
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Figure 17 – (Left panel) Numerical results of the site occupation nl along the chain l for different
times (in unities of ℏ

τ ). (Right panel) The local density configuration of the final
ground state ⟨n0

l ⟩. For this plot we used W = −5 and N = 120.
Source: By the author.
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Fig. 17 (left panel) shows the occupation of each site along the chain (N = 120)
at different times, alongside the final ground state occupation of each site (right panel).
Note that from Eq. (3.58), computing the local density ⟨nl⟩ requires only one-particle
projections, making it simpler and numerically cheaper than computing the fidelity. This
allows us to work directly with the tight-binding Hamiltonian.

At t = 0, the system is purely in the ground state. For a half-filled tight-binding
band, this implies that the occupation of each site is 1/2. For t > 0, the attractive
localized scattering potential shifts the energy level of the first site and disturbs the
surrounding sites, creating distortions in the final ground state local density (as shown in
Fig. 17 (Right)). Once W < 0, the electrons tends to preferentially occupy the first site,
breaking the translation symmetry. However, as ni(t) is an observable and takes time to
change, the presence of this attractive potential in the first site creates a wave propagating
along the chain, reorganizing the occupation of each site closer to the final ground state
configuration, as shown in Fig. 17 (Left). This behavior of the occupation on the chain is
associated with Friedel oscillations, with a more detailed discussed in (78,80).

Also, from Fig. 17, we observe that the wave propagating in the chain creates
a valley from the initial value of 0.5, and this valley propagates with the wave. This
occurs because the electrons in the chain are being pushed in the direction of the first
site, creating an electrical current in the chain flowing from the left to the right (by
convention). The propagation velocity of the wave seems to be approximately constant,
as indicated by the ratios site

time of the position of the valley over time: 9
5 = 1.8, 36

20 = 1.80,
and 92

50 = 1.84.

3.6 Qualitative comparison with experimental results

As mentioned in section 3.2, experimental signatures of theses excitations from the
bound state are three. The first is the shift in the binding energy ∆Ebin = |E0 − Ẽi| =
D
(
coth

(
−1

2ρW

)
− 1 + δ

π

)
. The second is the peak associated with the excitations from the

bound state, with energy E0 + D coth
(

−1
2ρW

)
and obeying the Nozières-De Dominicis’s

power law, as shown in Fig. 16. Also, this extra peak in the frequency domain fidelity can
explain satellite peaks observed in experimental XPS data, which are beyond explanation
by other mechanisms. The last part is the electrical current propagating in the chain, a
consequence of the reorganization of the electrons in the chain due to the presence of the
localized potential at the first level.

Figure 18 shows experimental photoemission spectra around the 3d transitions in
bulk silver (81). The two characteristic peaks of the multiplet 3d transitions are repre-
sented by the blue dashed lines and follow the Doniach-Sunjic power law (47). The red
dashed lines show satellite peaks. Each such peak is nearly 3.5 eV away from the corre-
sponding threshold, approximately equal to the energy of the bottom of the conduction
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band at the Γ point measured from the Fermi level, where a weakly bound state would
be expected. Our results predict that the decay of these bound state peak candidates will
follow the Nozières-De Dominicis law, with the same δ that fits the main peaks.

Unfortunately, the large width of the satellite peak in Fig. 18 makes it impossible
to verify this prediction. We have been unable to find results with sufficient resolution
to allow for a quantitative comparison, and we hope that future experiments will be
conducted with this goal in mind.

Figure 18 – Experimental XPS data of the 3d transition from silver (bulk). The two characteris-
tic peaks of these transitions are the blue dashed lines and follow the Doniach-Sunjic
power law. The red dashed vertical lines show small satellite peaks, compatible with
the energy of a bound state ϵB ≈ 3.5 eV, below the bottom of the conduction band
at the Γ point (in the top inset) of the band structure (D ≈ 3.3 eV).
Source: By the author.

Besides the interesting physics we have just discussed, important conclusion from
our work comes from the success of the eNRG procedure in reproducing the tight-binding
results, even better than the analytical solutions. To compare the computational perfor-
mances, using the eNRG with ξ = 3 and Ñ = 12, we needed to consider 12870 many-body
states. In contrast, the brute force diagonalization of the tight-binding model, truncat-
ing the many-body states up to three particle-hole excitations from the ground state,
required dealing with 562500 many-body states (a number that satisfies the condition∑

n |⟨ϕ0|φn⟩|2 > 0.998), 44 times larger than the eNRG requirement. Clearly, averaging
over 10 θs is a small price to pay for the accurate results we obtained. Motivated by
this success, we will use the same procedure to discuss a similar system in the following
chapter: a Fermi gas system subject to a time-dependent localized potential.
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4 QUASI-ADIABATIC FERMI GAS SYSTEM

Even more interesting physics arises when a continuous function of time W (t)
is substituted for the scattering potential in Eq. (2.7), instead of the sudden creation
discussed in Chapter 3. Consider a conduction band with uniform density of states and
write the Hamiltonian in momentum space:

H(t) =
∑

k

εkã†
kãk + W (t)

N

∑
k,q

ã†
kãq. (4.1)

This modification allows us to study adiabaticity and helps to understand the atom-
surface behavior when the hydrogen is far from the surface. Therefore, it is convenient
work with the instantaneous basis. The instantaneous basis {|φn(t)⟩} is constituted by
the eigenstates of the instantaneous Hamiltonian:

H(t)|φn(t)⟩ = En(t)|φn(t)⟩ (4.2)

at each t, with the instantaneous eigenenergies En(t). Here, we will consider an evolution
starting from the ground state of the initial Hamiltonian H0 and evolving under H(t).
The expansion of the time-dependent wave function on the instantaneous basis is

|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑

k

ck(t)|φk(t)⟩. (4.3)

Our main goal is to find an expression for the coefficients {ck(t)} of each many-body state
|φk(t)⟩.

To track their time evolution, we need to solve the Schrödinger equation, which,
after the transformation

c̃n(t) = cn(t)e
i
ℏ

∫ t

0 dt′En(t′), (4.4)

yields

dc̃n(t)
dt

= −
∑
m

c̃m(t)⟨φn(t)|∂t|φm(t)⟩e− i
ℏ

∫ t

0 (Em(t′)−En(t′))dt′
. (4.5)

To solve this system of L coupled differential equations, we therefore have to compute the
matrix elements of ⟨φn(t)|∂t|φm(t)⟩.

Using the analytical diagonalization of the Hamiltonian (3.1) in the Appendix A,
combined with the derivative computed by finite differences, the Appendix D shows that:

⟨φn(t)|∂t g†
p(t)gh(t)|φn(t)⟩ ≈ − 1

π

∆δ

∆t

∆ε

εp − εh

,

⟨φn(t)|∂t g†
p(t)gh(t)g†

p′(t)gh′(t)|φn(t)⟩ ≈ − 1
π2

∆δ2

∆t

∆ε

εp − εh

∆ε

εp′ − εh′
. (4.6)
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Even through we will not solve the Eq. (4.5) using perturbation theory, the di-
agrammatic representation of the Dyson series (82) for Eq. (4.5) proves instructive, to
identify the most important transitions. Figure 19 shows the diagrams in the time do-
main (see also Appendix E). The vacuum of the diagram represents the ground state of the
instantaneous Hamiltonian. The other electronic states are represented by particle-hole
excitations from the ground state, depicted by lines with arrows indicating the creation
of electrons and holes. Thus, after the initial electronic configuration interacts with the
potential, it may create one (or more) pairs of particle-hole excitations from this configu-
ration. The intermediate states along the timeline can be observed by making a vertical
cut at any point before the final point in the diagram.

Figure 19 – Diagrams of Eq. (4.5) after a small time interval ∆t. The left side represents the
unperturbed system at t = 0 in its initial configuration. The X indicates the scatter-
ing potential. (a) Zeroth-order diagram illustrates the transition to the final state
with the same configuration. (b) First-order diagram illustrates the transition to a
final many-body state with a particle-hole excitation from the initial configuration.
(c-I) Second-order diagram illustrates the direct transition to a final many-body
state with two particle-hole excitations from the initial configuration. (c-II) Second-
order diagram illustrates the indirect transition to a final many-body state with
two particle-hole excitations from the initial configuration.
Source: By the author.

Let us consider that the system at t = 0 is in the initial configuration |φi⟩. At
t = ∆t, the potential changes by ∆W , resulting in a phase shift of ∆δ. We want to
know what is the possibles final configuration |φf⟩. In Figures 19, we illustrate the princi-
pal transitions for this system, after a small ∆t, arranged by the number of particle-
hole excitations and the contribution of each diagram to the final states using Eq.
(4.6). In the zero-order expansion, the system remains in the same initial configuration
⟨φf |φi⟩(0) ∼ 1. Meanwhile, the one- and two-pairs of particle-hole excitations contribu-
tions are ⟨φf |φi⟩(1) ∼ ∆δ

π
and ⟨φf |φi⟩(2) ∼

(
∆δ
π

)2
, respectively.
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Since the scattering potential changes continuously in time, we can express the
change in the phase shift as ∆δ = dδ

dt
∆t. In this case, the contribution of the two-pair of

particle-hole excited states becomes O(∆t2), implying that only contributions from the
zero and one-pair diagrams are important, up to first order in ∆t. Since contributions
for transition ∼ O(∆t2) or higher vanish in the integral, it is sufficient to consider up
to one-pair contributions. Then, the only way to reach a final state with two particle-
hole excitations is by transitioning through an intermediate state with one particle-hole
excitation. This simplification would be inappropriate if W (t) had discontinuities.

Appendix D shows that substituting Eq. (4.6) into Eq. (4.5) leads to the evolution
of the coefficients ck(t), described by

dc̃n(t)
dt

= − 1
π

dδ(t)
dt

∑
p

∑
h̸=p

c̃n,p,h(t) ∆ε

εp − εh

e−i(εp−εh) t
ℏ . (4.7)

Here, c̃n,p,h(t) denotes the coefficient of the state g†
pgh|φn⟩, which corresponds to one

particle-hole excitation on the many-body state |φn⟩. For continuous W (t), only many-
body states differing by a single particle-hole excitation are directly coupled to each other.

Figure 20 – Diagrams of Eq. (4.7) up to second order. (a) Zeroth-order diagram: the system
remains in the ground state. (b) First-order diagram: the transition to a final
many-body state with a one-particle-hole excitation. (c) Second-order diagram:
the transition back to the ground state via an intermediate state with one particle-
hole excitation. (d-I) Second-order diagram: the direct transition to a final state
with two-particle-hole excitations via an intermediate state with one particle-hole
excitation. (d-II) Second-order diagram: the indirect transition to a final state
with two-particle-hole excitations via an intermediate state with one particle-hole
excitation. The X indicates the presence of the time-dependent potential.
Source: By the author.
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Even though a state cannot transitioned instantaneously to another state that
differs by more than a single particle-hole excitation, this process can occur indirectly,
mediated by single particle-hole excitation states. In practice, this means that all many-
body eigenstates of the instantaneous Hamiltonian with Ne particles are indirectly coupled
to each other. However, the coupling between a state |φn⟩ and another state with m

additional (or fewer) particle-hole excitations is of the order O
(

1
π

dδ
dt

)m
. Since the system

is at the ground state at t = 0, some time must pass before a substantial number of
particle-hole excitations builds up. Depending on how fast the potential grows, this delay
may range from very small to effectively infinity.

To be more explicit, Fig. 20 shows the diagrammatic representation of Eq. (4.7),
up to second order. Now, the zero- and first-order contributions were discussed with Fig.
19. It is not difficult to show that ⟨φf |φi⟩(0) ∼ 1 and ⟨φf |φi⟩(1) ∼ 1

π
dδ
dt

, respectively. Now,
the second order contribution represents a final state with two-particle-hole excitations
from the initial state and the contribution is ⟨φf |φi⟩(2) ∼

(
1
π

dδ
dt

)2
.

From Eq. (2.8) it follows that

dδ(t)
dt

= πρ

1 + (πρW (t))2
dW (t)

dt
. (4.8)

Therefore, we can consider three possible scenarios, depending on how quickly the scat-
tering potential changes.

When W (t) changes rapidly, the one-particle-hole excited states steal probability
from the instantaneous ground state, the latter feed the two-particle-hole excitations
(and feed back the ground state) and so on. This diffusion-like process rapidly reduces
the probability to find the system on the ground state, which amounts to non-adiabatic
behavior. Accurate description of states with a large number of particle-hole excitations
becomes necessary.

If W (t) changes slowly, then
(

1
π

dδ
dt

)
is small, and

(
1
π

dδ
dt

)2
≪ 1. In this case, the

probability of finding the system in a state with two or more particle-hole excitations is
very low, meaning that only one-particle-hole excitations from the ground state will be
significant. We can refer to this situation as quasi-adiabatic evolution. If the change is
slow enough, such that

(
1
π

dδ
dt

)
≪ 1, the system remains in the instantaneous ground state,

and the dynamics are adiabatic. Additionally, a smaller ∆ε makes it easier for excited
states to appear, resulting in less adiabatic behavior.

To accurately simulate the time evolution of a half-filled band numerically, ac-
counting for all possible many-body states, one must construct a matrix with dimensions
of N !

[(N/2)!]2 , where N is the total number of single-particle levels, for each time step in the
simulation. If the calculation is restricted to one-particle-hole excitations, this dimension
is drastically reduced to

(
N
2

)2
. Incorporating two-particle-hole excitations requires an in-
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crease in the matrix size by
[

1
2

(
N
2

) (
N
2 − 1

)]2
. This number grows exponentially with the

number of particle-hole excitations.

Slowly-changing scattering potentials, which correspond to quasi-adiabatic behav-
ior, lead to physics that is analogous to that of the electronic states in the early phase
of atom-surface collisions, when the incident particle is still far from the surface. In the
quasi-adiabatic regime, only the ground states and single-particle-hole excitations require
attention. The set of differential Eqs. (4.7) then reduces to

dc̃0(t)
dt

= − 1
π

dδ(t)
dt

∑
p,h

∆ε

εp − εh

e−i(εp−εh) t
ℏ c̃p,h(t),

dc̃p,h(t)
dt

≈ 1
π

dδ(t)
dt

∆ε

εp − εh

e+i(εp−εh) t
ℏ c̃0(t).

(4.9)

Here, c̃p,h(t) is the coefficient for the state |φp,h(t)⟩ = gp(t)†gh(t)|φ0(t)⟩.
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Figure 21 – Universal behavior of |c0(T )|2. The coefficient was computed from Eq. (4.9) for the
displayed maximum potentials K̄ and ramp-up times T . The black solid line shows
that Eq. (4.10) fits the numerical data virtually perfectly.
Source: By the author.

To be specific, we will consider the simplest time dependence, a scattering potential
that grows at a constant rate until a maximum value of K̄: W (t) = − K̄

T
t, for 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

The time scale T controls the rate of growth. We used Eq. (4.9) to compute |c0(t = T )|2

for different combinations of K̄, T ≤ ℏ
∆ε

, and ∆ε, within the ranges −3 ≤ K̄/D < 0,
10 ≤ T D

ℏ ≤ 200 and 10−2 ≤ ∆ε
D

≤ 10−4. Figure 21 shows the results. Motivated by

the calculations in Appendix F, where we found that |c0(T )|2 ∼
(

ℏ
∆εT

)−( δ
π )2

, we scaled

the axes as y = |c0(T )|2/α and x =
(

4.4ℏ
∆εT

)
, where α = −

(
δ(K̄)

π

)2 (
1 +

(
δ(K̄)

π

)2)
. This
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scaling reveals a universal behavior. Under these conditions, |c0(T )|2 can be expressed as
a function of K̄, T , and ∆ε as follows:

|c0(T )|2 =
(

4.4ℏ
∆εT

)−( 1
π

δ(K̄))2
(

1+( 1
π

δ(K̄))2
)

. (4.10)

For a very fast ramp ups, we expect the final ground-state coefficients to be close
to those discussed in Chapter 3, namely, |⟨Ψ(0)|φ0⟩|2 ∼ N

−2( δ
π )2

e , where Ne ≡ D
∆ϵ

is the
number of electrons, that is, the number of single-particle energies bellow the Fermi level.
As T is reduced, the system is driven into the sudden-quench regime when ℏ/T becomes
comparable to the energy NeD, needed to excite all particles to single-particle states above
the Fermi level. Substitution of T = ℏ

NeD
and ∆ε = D

Ne
the right-hand side of Eq. (4.10)

yields ∣∣∣∣∣c0

(
T = ℏ

DNe

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

≈
(√

4.4Ne

)−2( δ
π )2
(

1+( δ
π )2
)

∼ N
−2( δ

π )2

e , (4.11)

recovering qualitatively the sudden quench case, except by the difference in the exponent.

One interesting property of Eq. (4.10) is that it depends only on the maximum
scattering potential K̄ and the product ∆ε· T

ℏ . This means that for a fixed K̄ and constant
∆ε · T

ℏ , the value of |c0(T )| remains unchanged. For a fixed K̄, a larger product ∆ε · T
ℏ

results in more adiabatic behavior, and vice versa. If T = Tm = ℏ
∆ε

, only very low-energy
excitations are significant. On the other hand, if T = ℏ

NeD
, in the sudden quench case,

excitations across all energy levels will appear.

One possible interpretation of Eq. (4.10) is that the timescale T defines an energy
scale ℏ

T
, which acts as a cutoff for possible excitations. The fraction of participating

electrons is, therefore, approximately ℏ
T ∆ε

. However, Eq. (4.10) provides a more precise
estimate, indicating that the fraction of electrons is actually 4.4ℏ

T ∆ε
. Consequently, we can

identify two regimes depending on the value of T . If T ≤ ℏ
DNe

, the system behaves as
in the sudden quench case, where all possible electronic transitions are influenced by the
scattering potential, resulting in a strongly non-adiabatic response. On the other hand, if

ℏ
DNe

< T ≤ Tm, only a fraction of the possible particle-hole excitations is affected by the
increasing potential. As T increases, this fraction decreases, leading to fewer particle-hole
excitations and a more adiabatic evolution of the system.

To close this section, we emphasize that, although limited to single-particle-hole
excitations, our treatment is non-perturbative and yields accurate results in the quasi-
adiabatic regime, even for strong scattering potentials. In the following section, we will
rely on the eNRG method described in the previous chapter to compare the trustworthy
eNRG results from with the analytical calculations. This will moreover allow us to explore
the adiabatic regime.
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4.1 Time scales and adiabatic threshold

Two important time scales are present in our problem: the first one is Tm = ℏ
∆ε

the
maximum time at which the system can be observed, and the other one is the ramp-up
time T . These time scales reflect the number of electronic levels in the tight-binding chain
and the speed at which the scattering potential grows, respectively.

In (83), the concept of an adiabatic threshold was introduced: for practical pur-
poses, a system is said to evolve adiabatically if the Bures distance between its quantum
state and its instantaneous ground state remains under a specified fraction of the max-
imum Bures separation. Reference (83) chose this threshold to be 10%. Here, we will
adopt the trace distance DT

ρ (t) (84) to monitor deviations from adiabatic behavior and
let η denote the threshold. The trace distance between two pure states is associated with
the overlap between them (84). In our notation, on the instantaneous basis, this relation
reads

DT
ρ (t) =

√
1 − |c0(t)|2. (4.12)

Here c0(t) = ⟨Ψ(t)|φ0(t)⟩ and |φ0(t)⟩ is the instantaneous ground state.

From Eq. (4.10), it is straightforward to compute the trace distance. However, Eq.
(4.10) is only reliable under quasi-adiabatic conditions, a regime where the trace distance
is necessarily small. To study systems with highly non-adiabatic dynamics, it is necessary
to compute |c0(t)| numerically.

4.2 Numerical results and adiabaticity

Before turning to rapidly varying potentials, it seems appropriate to check the
accuracy of both procedures. With this purpose in mind, we have carried out eNRG
computations of |c0(t)|2. These computations follows the procedure described in Chapter
3, with W (t) substituted for the constant W . At each time t, instead of projected upon
the ground state of the initial Hamiltonian (W = 0), the resulting many-body eigenstates
are projected upon those of the Hamiltonian at the previous time step. This yields the
set of coefficients cn(t), out of which we select the ground state coefficient, c0(t).

Figure 22 compares the numerical results for various model parameters with the
analytical expression, Eq. (4.10). The gap ∆ϵ one the right-hand side of that equality is
equivalent to the eNRG gap ∆ε = 2τλ−N+0.5. The data in the top and bottom panels
of Fig. 22 were obtained with Ñ = 11 and Ñ = 9, respectively. The purple curves in
the two panels lie close to |c0|2 = 1 and ere hence in the quasi-adiabatic regime; under
such conditions Eq. (4.10) yields accurate coefficients. The excellent agreement between
the dots and the solid lines therefore attests to the accuracy of the eNRG computations.
Since the eNRG method has uniform accuracy over all parametric space, all dots in the
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figure represent essentially exact results. They can also be regarded as bench marks against
the accuracy of the black, blue, brown and red solid lines can be checked.
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Figure 22 – |c0(t)|2 computed with the Eq. (4.9) (solid lines) and the eNRG (circular dots)
method for different combinations of K̄ and T : purple (K̄ = −0.5; T = 50), black
(K̄ = −1.0; T = 100), blue (K̄ = −1.0; T = 20), brown (K̄ = −5.0; T = 100) and
red (K̄ = −1.0; T = 1). The title of each panel lists the eNRG parameters and the
resulting gap.
Source: By the author.

As the trace distance depends only on |c0(t)|2, this quantity will be the focus of
discussions. In Fig. 22, we show |c0(t)|2 over time using Eq. (4.9) (solid lines) and eNRG
data (circular dots) for different combinations of K̄ and T , for ∆ = 1/210 (top panel)
and 1/843 (bottom panel). The results exhibit very different behaviors for combinations of
(K̄, T ) with the same ratio K̄/T . For example, each pair of lines (black, purple) and (blue,
brown) corresponds to the same K̄/T , but as the magnitude of |K̄| increases, the system
becomes less adiabatic, meaning |c0(t)|2 decreases more rapidly, and quite dramatically
so for the second pair. In contrast to the traditional expectation, the amplitude of K̄ is
more critical for tracking adiabaticity than K̄/T . For a fixed K̄, however, a longer time
scale T indeed leads to a more adiabatic dynamic.

Comparison between any two points belonging to the upper and lower panels,
with the same ramp-up period T, the same maximum potential K̄, and the same scaled
time t/T shows that |c0(t)|2 become smaller as the gap ∆ε is reduced. This can be readily
understood: smaller gapes favor creation of particle-hole pairs, which rob probability from
the ground state.
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Figure 22 shows that the results from Eq. (4.9) and eNRG methods align not just
near adiabaticity, when |c0(t/T )|2 ≥ 0.90, but even when the evolution is far from adia-
baticity, up to |c0(t/T )|2 ≈ 0.6. Since Eq. (4.10) accounts accurately for single-particle-
hole excitations, the deviations measure the significance of the two or more particle-hole
pairs excitations from the ground state. Figure 22 demonstrates that fairly strong poten-
tials, with |K̄| substantially greater than unity, are required to consider two-particle-hole
excited states in the model to accurately represent the evolution. The beown plots in the
bottom panel offers a clear example.

Near adiabaticity, Eq. (4.10) is accurate. When combined with Eqs. (2.8), (4.12),
and (4.10), it yields the following inequality relating the maximum scattering potential,
the ramp-up timescale, and the band gap to the adiabatic threshold parameter:

ρ|K̄| ≤ η

(
log

(
4.4ℏ
∆εT

))−1/2

. (4.13)
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Figure 23 – Adiabatic diagram for N = 11, λ = 2 and ∆ε = 1/843 (black and red square dots),
and N = 9 , λ = 2 and ∆ε = 1/210 (black and red circular dots). The dots (K̄, T )
represent the threshold conditions for adiabaticity defined by the trace distance and
the threshold η, for two different values of the threshold, η = 0.1 (black curves)
and η = 0.2236 (red curves). The QAC criterion is represented by the dashed black
and red lines.
Source: By the author.

The black lines and dots in Fig. 23 show the region in {(K̄, T )} space satisfying the
adiabatic condition DT

ρ (t) = η = 0.1 (with threshold η = 0.1). The region above each line
is non-adiabatic, and the region below, adiabatic. The solid line represents Eq. (4.13),
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while the circular dots were obtained from the eNRG computations of |c0(t)|2 for the
parameters in the top panel in Fig 22. The curves and circles are in excellent agreement.
To compare with the quantum adiabatic criterion (QAC) (black dashed line), we used
Eq. (5.4) and considered only the first excited state |φ1(t)⟩ with |E1 − E0| = ∆ε. Since
∆Ḣ = K̄

T
a†

0a0, the condition reduces to

|K̄| ≤ η∆ε

|⟨φ0|a†
0a0|φ1⟩|

T∆ε

ℏ
. (4.14)

From Fig. 23, we can see that compared with Eq. (4.13) the QAC amounts to a
strikingly different condition. For one thing, the QAC depends on the ratio |K̄|

T
and not

on (K̄, T ) separately. Figs. 21, 22, and 23 are much more sensitive to the strength of the
potential |K̄|. For this reason, the QAC can be tight, even for weak potentials, provided
that T to be small; or it can loose, even for strong potentials, as long as the ramp-up
is slow. Equation (4.13) is consistent with the eNRG results, explicitly showing correctly
the dependence of K̄ on T , for each threshold η. As the black plots shows, for ∆ϵT

ℏ <
160
210 = 0.762, the QAC underestimates the region of adiabaticity, and for ∆ϵT

ℏ > 0.762, it
attributes adiabaticity to points with nonadiabatic dynamics. Clearly, the QAC fails to
track adiabaticity for this problem.

Keeping the discussions about the results in Fig. 23, we compare now Eq. (4.13)
and the eNRG results for different adiabatic thresholds. The circular dots correspond to
eNRG results with N = 9, λ = 2, and ∆ε = 1

210 ; the square dots, to N = 11, λ = 2, and
∆ε = 1

843 . For η = 0.1 (black solid line), the agreement between the eNRG and analytical
results is excellent. It follows from Eqs.(4.10) and (4.13), that the shape of the curve
corresponding to the adiabatic threshold in Fig. 23 is the same for all ℏ

∆ε
. For the higher

threshold η = 0.2236 (red solid line, corresponding to |c0|2 ≥ 0.95), the agreement between
both sets of eNRG results shows that the dependence on T ∆ε

ℏ persists; the comparison
with the analytical results although inferior to that on the black curves, remains very
good.

Near adiabaticity, Eq. (4.13) performed well when compared with the eNRG re-
sults. This suggests that Eq. (4.13) defines the adiabatic regime for any combinations of
K̄, T and ℏ

∆ε
. This is confirmed by the universality of the two curves in Fig. 23. We expect

therefore this expression to hold as ∆ε → 0, the continuum limit.

An interesting consequence of Eq. (4.13) is that when the two time scales of the
system coincide T = Tm = ℏ

∆ε
and ρ|K̄| ≤ η√

4.4 , the evolution is always adiabatic. On the
other hand, if ρ|K̄| > η√

4.4 , as long as T ≤ ℏ
∆ε

, the dynamics is nonadiabatic even for a
small ratio |K̄|

T
, which seems to violate the adiabatic theorem. This characterizes a critical

scattering potential
ρ|K̄c| ≡ η√

4.4
. (4.15)
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This counter intuitive result arises because in a truly gapless fermionic system, the ap-
parent gap ∆ε = ℏ

Tm
depends on Tm, and T ≤ ℏ

∆ε
.

However, if the spectrum is discrete with a small real gap ∆, then we need to
consider two regimes: when Tm ≥ ℏ

∆ and when Tm < ℏ
∆ . In the first case, when Tm ≥ ℏ

∆ ,
the system has had enough time for even the small excitations with energy ∆ to become
perceptible. In this case, ∆ε = ∆ and we can modify ℏ

∆εT
to ℏ

T ∆ in Eq. (4.13), resulting
in ρ|K̄| = η

(
log

(
4.4ℏ
∆ T

))−1/2
. Since ℏ

T ∆ is no bound by unity, this implies that there exists
a T large enough to ensure adiabaticity for any finite |K̄|, thus recovering the Adiabatic
Theorem. In the case when Tm < ℏ

∆ , the artificial gap is larger than the real gap, ∆ε > ∆,
and ℏ

∆εT
≤ 1, an inequality we have already discussed.

Now that we have a good understanding of the electronic behavior of the system in
the presence of the scattering potential, both after a sudden change in the potential and
when the scattering potential grows from 0 to its maximum amplitude, we are ready to
return to the hydrogen-surface collision problem. However, unlike the previously discussed
situations, the electronic part of the Hamiltonian is not quadratic and cannot be diago-
nalized into single-particle levels. To circumvent this problem, various approximations are
typically applied. However, as we will discuss in the next chapter, these approximations
often fail to accurately capture the phenomena we are interested in for this work.
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5 STANDARD APPROXIMATIONS

Now, we will return our focus to the atomic-surface collision problem, which, un-
like the photoemission problem, cannot be solved analytically or numerically on the basis
of single-particle concepts, because the Hamiltonian is not quadratic. We will have to
deal with many-body states and start out with a discussion of approximations typically
adapted in treatments of many-body Hamiltonians. Unfortunately, in atom-surface colli-
sions, these approximations only provide insights, numerical treatment being required to
uncover the physics of the problem. In the following subsections, we will present those
approximations and explain why they fail to solve the atom-surface collision problem.

5.1 Perturbation Theory

Let us begin with the perturbation theory, a golden fruit of the 19th century. This
theory applies when the Hamiltonian can be written as

H = H0 + V, (5.1)

where the eigenvalues |ϕn⟩ and eigenstates E(0)
n of H0 are known, and the perturbation V

is weak. |ϕn⟩ form a complete basis, upon which any state can be projected. Rewrite, the
above equation as H = H0 + αV , where α is an accounting parameter, set to unity at the
end. The eigenstates and eigenvalues of H can be approximated by

|φn⟩ = |ϕn⟩ + α∆|φ(1)
n ⟩ + α2∆|φ(2)

n ⟩ + ... (5.2)

and

En = E(0)
n + α∆E(0)

n + α2∆E(2)
n + .... (5.3)

If V is a weak perturbation, the main contributions to the pair (|φn⟩; En) come from
(|ϕn⟩; E(0)

n ), which is associated with the first order in the α expansion, and the series
converges. However, if V is strong, this expansion fails.

In the problems we are dealing with, it is possible to write the Hamiltonian as
H = H0 + ∆H, where ∆H is the scattering potential (photoemission) or the potential
plus coupling to the atomic levels (atom-surface collision). As seen in the Chapters 3
and 4, however, the interaction with the conduction band renormalizes the potential by a
factor proportional to the number of participating energy scales. In the continuum limit,
that number grows to infinity, and even the first-order term diverges. The coupling to the
atomic levels is likewise renormalized.
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5.2 Adiabatic Approximation

Understanding adiabaticity is crucial in nearly all areas of physics as it serves as a
powerful tool for dealing with time-dependent properties. Quantum adiabatic processes,
in particular, have raised much interest due to their relevance in quantum computing,
quantum thermodynamics, and various nonequilibrium condensed-matter phenomena.

The pioneers in the subject were Born and Fock, in 1928 (64). Their paper estab-
lishes the Adiabatic Theorem, which states that if a quantum system is initially one of its
eigenstates and the external parameters of the system change slowly enough, the system
will remain in its instantaneous eigenstate throughout the process. At zero temperature,
the Quantum Adiabatic Criterion (QAC) is expressed by the inequality

ℏ|⟨0|Ḣ(t)|n⟩|
(En − E0)2 ≪ 1. (5.4)

Here, Ḣ represents the time derivative of the Hamiltonian, while |0⟩ and |n⟩ denote the
ground state and an excited state of H with corresponding eigenenergies E0 and En. This
expression provides an estimate of the occupation of the excited state |n⟩. If it tends to
zero, the occupation of the ground state tends to one, indicating that the evolution is
adiabatic.

The QAC was initially derived under the assumption of a discrete and non-
degenerate spectrum (64). The theorem has been generalized in various ways. Never-
theless, even after nearly a century of work, far from trivial questions concerning the
applicability of the QAC to many-body Hamiltonians remain unanswered. Moreover, the
QAC is applicable only at zero temperature, and breaks down in the continuum limit.

The adiabatic approximation takes form when, upon examining Eq. (5.4), we con-
clude at first look that only the eigenstates with energies close to the ground state are
significant. If this proposition is true, then there exists an energy cut-off Ecut−off , be-
yond which only eigenstates with energies below it are considered important {|φ∗

n⟩ ∈
{|φn⟩}/En ≤ Ecut−off}. However, as discussed in the introduction and in the initial chap-
ters, high-energy excited states can also play a role in the problems we are dealing with
here. This is a consequence some characteristics of the system, like the presence of the
Anderson orthogonality and the rapid changes in the Hamiltonian, indicating that the
adiabatic approximation may not be suitable for these type of problems.
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5.3 Born-Oppenheimer approximation

The Born-Oppenheimer approximation (BO) is traditionally employed in problems
involving atomic nuclei and electrons and successfully describes many systems, including
the metals. This approximation decouples the electronic wave functions from the atomic
motion under the assumption that the two subsystems are governed by distinct charac-
teristic time scales. Typically, the time scale of electronic processes is much shorter than
that of atomic processes. However, in hydrogen-surface collision, this approximation is
not warranted. This is because the characteristic electronic times are defined by the un-
certainty principle Eelec..∆t ∼ ℏ and can hence be as long as the characteristic times for
the atomic motion.

To investigate further, let us start out with the Hamiltonian (2.14), which can be
written more simply as

Hc(z) = P 2
z

2M
+ He(z), (5.5)

where He(z) represents the electronic contribution, while the atomic contribution is the
kinetic term P 2

z

2M
. Let us then consider {|φn(z)⟩} as the set of eigenstates and {En(z)} as

the eigenenergies of Hc(z). Then, we can expand the time-dependent wave function as

|Ψ(z, t)⟩ =
∑

n

χn(z, t)|φn(z)⟩, (5.6)

where χn(z, t) is the nuclear wave function for each possible electronic state.

Although the time-dependent Schrödinger equation

iℏ∂t|Ψ(z, t)⟩ =
[

P 2
z

2M
+ He(z)

]
|Ψ(z, t)⟩ (5.7)

cannot be solved analytically, the expansion (5.6) leads to an analogous differential equa-
tion for the nuclear wave functions χn(z, t)

iℏ∂tχn(z, t) = Ee
n(z)χn(z, t) − ℏ2

2M
∂2

z χn(z, t)

−ℏ2

M

∑
n′

∂zχn′(z, t)⟨φn(z)|∂z|φn′(z)⟩

− ℏ2

2M

∑
n′

χn′(z, t)⟨φn(z)|∂2
z |φn′(z)⟩.

(5.8)

On the right-hand side of Eq. (5.8), there are four terms. The energy in the first
term, Ee

n(z), is known as the Born-Oppenheimer Potential Energy Surface. The Potential
Energy Surface is analogous to the potential in the Schrodinger equation. The second
term is analogous to the kinetic energy ℏ2k2

n

2M
, while the remaining two terms couple the

atomic wave functions for different Potential Energy Surfaces.
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Applying the differential operator ∂z to the expression He(z)|φn(z)⟩ = En(z)|φn(z)⟩,
it is easy to show that

⟨φm|∂z|φn⟩ = −⟨φm|∂zHe(z)|φn⟩
Em(z) − En(z) (5.9)

and
⟨φm|∂2

z |φn⟩ ≈ −⟨φm|∂2
z He(z)|φn⟩

Em(z) − En(z) + ⟨φm|(∂zHe(z))2|φn⟩
(Em(z) − En(z))2 (5.10)

for states on different surface energies Em(z) ̸= En(z). For typical problems such as
isolated atoms or collisions between two atoms, these energy differences are typically on
the scale of eV, corresponding to time scales of femtoseconds (fs).

Let us now return to Eq. (5.8). We can use the discussion from the last paragraph
to estimate the energy scale of each term. The energy scale of the atom is on the order of
ℏ2k2

0
2M

, where the off-diagonal electronic contributions in the Hamiltonian are on the energy
scale of

ℏ2k0

M

|⟨φm|∂zHe(z)|φn⟩|
|Em(z) − En(z)| ,

ℏ2

2M

|⟨φm|∂2
z He(z)|φn⟩|

|Em(z) − En(z)| , and ℏ2

2M

⟨φm|(∂zHe(z))2|φn⟩
(Em(z) − En(z))2 . (5.11)

Since the energy differences are typically |Em(z) − En(z)| ∼ 1 eV, and considering the
lightest atom, hydrogen, with a mass of approximately M ∼ 938 MeV/c2, these energy
scales are usually very small, and the corresponding time scales very big, by the Heisenberg
uncertainty principle.

In this exact situation, the Born-Oppenheimer approximation is valid. The differ-
ences in time scales effectively decouple the atomic motion from the electronic motion.
Therefore, the time-dependent Schrödinger equation simplifies to:

iℏ∂tχ
(BO)
n (z, t) ≈ Ee

n(z)χ(BO)
n (z, t) − ℏ2

2M
∂2

z χ(BO)
n (z, t). (5.12)

Which concludes our simple derivation of the BO approximation for atoms.

However, when electronic time scales are comparable to the atomic time scale, as
in metallic bands, these terms cannot be ignored. The last two terms in Eq. (5.8), which
are dropped in the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, explain the non-adiabaticities and
the nuclear energy losses, allowing the atom to become trapped at the surface. In the BO
approximation, a single Potential Energy Surface controls the dynamics of the collision.
The atom is simply reflected by the surface and never gets trapped on it, as Eq. (5.12)
shows. The BO approximation is therefore unsuitable for our proposes.
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5.4 Fermi’s Golden Rule

Given a initial Hamiltonian H0 with known eigenstates |ϕn⟩ and eigenenergies E(0)
n ,

and introducing a small time-dependent harmonic perturbation V (t) = V e+iωt + h. c., we
have a time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) = H0 +V (t). Considering the system initially in
a pure eigenstate |ϕi⟩, so that |Ψ(0)⟩ = |ϕi⟩, it is not difficult to show that the transition
probability to a final state |ϕf⟩ is

|⟨ϕf |Ψ(t)⟩|2 ≈ 4|⟨ϕf |V |ϕi⟩|2
sin2

(E
(0)
f

−E
(0)
i −ℏω

)
t

2ℏ


(
E

(0)
f − E

(0)
i − ℏω

)2
. (5.13)

The transition rate is the ratio Rif = |⟨ϕf |Ψ(t)⟩|2
t

. It follows from Eq. (5.13) that,
unless the denominator vanish, this ratio approaches zero at long times. Since

lim
t→∞

sin2(αt)
(α)2t

≡ πδ(α), (5.14)

we associate the long-time ratio with the delta function:

Rif = lim
t→∞

|⟨ϕf |Ψ(t)⟩|2
t

≈ 2π

ℏ
|⟨ϕf |V |ϕi⟩|2δ

(
E

(0)
f − E

(0)
i − ℏω

)
. (5.15)

This expression is known as the Fermi’s golden rule.

Fermi’s golden rule (85) states that if a system starts in an initial eigenstate |ϕi⟩ of
H0, then, for long times after a harmonic perturbation V (t) = V e+iωt +h.c. is applied, the
transition rate Rif is constant, if the final state satisfies the energy conservation condition
E

(0)
f = E

(0)
i +ℏω. These principles can be used to estimate and explain the transition from

the initial state |ϕi⟩ to the final state |ϕf⟩. However, this rule is quantitatively accurate
only when V is a small perturbation, which is not the case for the problems considered
here. Nonetheless, it can still be applied qualitatively to explain transitions between two
quantum states; Chapter 2 has already offered an example.

In summary, the approximations often used in treatments of non-equilibrium prob-
lems cannot answer the questions we are interested in. This understood, we treat the
atom-surface collision problem numerically. Specifically, our approach comprises two nu-
merical methods, the NRG and the Crank-Nicolson procedure, which are discussed in
Chapter 6.
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6 MATHEMATICAL TOOLS

Before proceeding further, let us provide a brief overview of the mathematical
tools required to numerically solve the atom-surface model. The Crank-Nicolson procedure
describes the temporal evolution of a physical system. The Numerical Renormalization
Group (NRG) allows the numerical diagonalization of the electronic Hamiltonian with
no additional approximations other than the discretization and truncation. Projection of
one basis, numerically obtained via the NRG, onto another basis provide the information
needed to describe the temporal evolution. Since high-energy many-body states can sig-
nificantly influence time-dependent properties, such as those discussed in Chapter 3 on
photoemission, we developed a specialized truncation method for the NRG.

6.1 Crank-Nicolson method

The Crank-Nicolson method (43) is a remarkably stable finite-differences tech-
nique, first developed to describe heat conduction. We will use it to solve the time-
dependent Schrödinger equation, for a time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t). We can define
the temporal evolution operator U(t, t0), which takes a physical system from an initial
time t0 to a time t, i.e., |Ψ(t)⟩ = U(t, t0)|Ψ(t0)⟩. The temporal evolution operator obeys
the partial differential equation iℏ∂U(t,t0)

∂t
= H(t)U(t, t0). For an infinitesimal time vari-

ation, the equation become U(t + δt, t) = e−iH(t)δt/ℏ. Next, discretize the time axis by
defining tj = ∆t j, where ∆t is a small time interval. The discrete temporal evolution
operator can now be expressed approximately as

U(tj + ∆t; tj) ≈ e−iH(tj+∆t/2)∆t/ℏ =
1 − i∆t

2ℏ H(tj + ∆t/2)
1 + i∆t

2ℏ H(tj + ∆t/2)
+ O(∆t3). (6.1)

This equality, instead of the expansion U(tj + ∆t; tj) ≈ 1 − i∆t
ℏ H(tj) constitutes the core

of Crank-Nicolson approach.

This expansion preserves the normalization of the wave function; choosing the
median time between tj and tj+1 reduces the error associated with discretization. Thus,
using Eq. (6.1), as |Ψ(t)⟩ = U(t, t0)|Ψ(t0)⟩, we can numerically find the temporal evolution
of a physical system through the CN procedure, described by:(

1 + i∆t

2ℏ H(tj + τ/2)
)

|Ψ(tj+1)⟩ =
(

1 − i∆t

2ℏ H(tj + ∆t/2)
)

|Ψ(tj)⟩. (6.2)
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6.2 The Numerical Renormalization Group

The NRG method is a powerful numerical technique. In essence, it discretizes
model Hamiltonians that typically describe correlated impurity orbitals coupled to states
in the conduction band structure. Although the orbitals in the problems we are interested
in may not necessarily describe impurities, the procedure applies as well. Diagonalizing
a Hamiltonian using the NRG method involves two main steps. First, the conduction
band is discretized logarithmically, which preserves the scale invariance of the conduction
band. This step is parameterized by dimensionless parameter Λ > 1. The resulting discrete
states are projected onto the NRG basis using the Lanczos transformation. These two steps
are extensively discussed in detail in (86). Ultimately, we obtain a scaled and truncated
Hamiltonian of the form:

HNRG
Ñ = 1

DÑ

H0(d, f0) +
Ñ−1∑
n=0

τn(f †
nfn+1 + h. c.)

 , (6.3)

where {fn} represents the Lanczos transformed operators of the band. Ñ is the number
of links in the Wilson chain. The H0(d, f0) term contains only operators d and f0 and
describe the impurity and how its coupling to the band. For instance, H0(d, f0) = εdd†d+
V (d†f0 + f †

0cd) is the SIAM. The coupling τn ∼ Λ−n/2 between the NRG operators decays
exponentially with n, DÑ = D 1−Λ−1

log Λ Λ−(Ñ−1)/2 denotes the scaled bandwidth, and D is
the initial bandwidth.

It can be observed that HNRG
Ñ

couples the impurity states d and the band operator
f0 through V (d†f0 + h.c.) terms in H0(d, f0), while the operators fn couple to each other
through the hopping term

τn =
(

D
1 − Λ−1

log Λ

)
(1 − Λ−n−1) Λ−n/2

√
1 − Λ−2n−1

√
1 − Λ−2n−3

=
(

D
1 − Λ−1

log Λ

)
Λ−n/2 + O(Λ−n). (6.4)

Here, Λ−n decays rapidly for typical Λs.

Figure 24 (a) depicts the Hamiltonian (6.3) schematically. As a consequence of
the discretization, the energy spectrum of the band, which was initially continuously
distributed from −1 to +1 (in units of D), is now logarithmically distributed in powers of
Λ−1/2, from 1 to Λ−(Ñ−1)/2, as shown in Fig. (24) (d)). This property allows truncation of
the Hamiltonian at a maximum iteration Ñ , assuming that energy differences below Λ−Ñ/2

are not important. This truncation is necessary since the original NRG basis, despite being
discrete, is infinite.

In Eq. (6.3), separating the terms that depend on fN from the others, we can
rewrite this Hamiltonian in the form

HÑ =
√

ΛHÑ−1 +
(

τÑ−1
DÑ

)
(f †

Ñ−1fÑ
+ h. c.), (6.5)
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expressing the Hamiltonian at iteration Ñ in terms of the Hamiltonian at iteration Ñ − 1
plus a term that couples the operators fÑ−1 and fÑ . Equation (6.5) defines an iterative
procedure, as illustrated in Fig. 24(b).

Following this approach, we start from iteration 0 with H0(cd, f0), diagonalize it,
and use the resulting eigenstates and eigenvalues to construct iteration 1. This process
is repeated until iteration N , allowing us to determine the eigenenergies of HÑ and the
relevant matrix elements. This strategy will be employed to numerically diagonalize the
Hamiltonian (6.3).

Figure 24 – (a) Interpretation of H (6.3) as a chain, coupling the impurity orbital d to the
first conduction orbital f0 by the term V and the conduction sites to each other
by the coupling τn. (b) Assemblage of the Hamiltonian in iteration Ñ from the
eigenstates and eigenenergies of iteration Ñ −1; Procedure that numerically enables
the diagonalization of HÑ . (c) Assembly of the primitive base of interaction Ñ from
the proper base of interaction Ñ − 1. We define a gender for the new base, north,
south, east, or west according to the change of charge and spin associated with the
operation in each direction. (d) After the NRG procedure, the energy spectrum of
the band, which was initially continuously distributed from −1 to +1 (in units of
D), is now logarithmically distributed in powers of Λ−1/2, from 1 to Λ−(Ñ−1)/2 and
−1 to −Λ−(Ñ−1)/2.
Source: By the author.

A crucial step of the NRG procedure is the construction of the base of iteration
Ñ from that of Ñ − 1. For this, we combine the eigenstates of the previous iteration
Ñ − 1 with the operators fÑ . One way to do this is to use the operator OÑ

g , which
takes each eigenstate of the previous iteration and combines it with the operators fÑ

in order to obtain 4 new states, adding ±1 in the charge q or twice the spin dS. These
new states, each with its gender g, can be associated with directions analogous to the
compass rose (see Fig. (24)(c)), north n (q′ = q + 1), east e (dS ′ = dS + 1), south
s (q′ = q − 1), and west w (dS ′ = dS − 1). Thus, we can define this transformation
as |q; 2S; 2Sz; p; g⟩Ñ = OÑ

g |q′; 2S ′; 2S ′z; r⟩Ñ−1, where for each direction or gender, this
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transformation results in:

|q; dS; dS; p⟩n
Ñ = f †

Ñ↑f
†
Ñ↓|q − 1; dS; dS; r⟩Ñ−1,

|q; dS; dS; p⟩e
Ñ = f †

Ñ↑|q; dS − 1; dS − 1; r⟩Ñ−1,

|q; dS; dS; p⟩s
Ñ = |q + 1; dS; dS; r⟩Ñ−1,

|q; dS; dS; p⟩w
Ñ =

√
2S + 1
2S + 2f †

Ñ↓|q; dS + 1; dS + 1; r⟩Ñ−1

−
√

1
2S + 2f †

Ñ↑|q; dS + 1; dS − 1; r⟩Ñ−1.

(6.6)

Where we choose Sz = S, since neither problem we are dealing with depends on the spin
component Sz, or in other words [H, Sz] = 0.

Now, using this new primitive base |q; 2S; 2Sz; p; g⟩Ñ , for each (q, dS) sector, we
can rewrite the Hamiltonian (6.5) as:

HÑ,(p′,p|g′,g) =
√

ΛEÑ−1,rδ
(
r′

p′,g′ ; rp,g

)
+
(

τÑ−1
DÑ

)(
M(p′,p|g′,g) + M∗

(p,p′|g,g′)

)
, (6.7)

where p refers to a state in the primitive base, r to the eigenstate of the previous iteration
that generated the state p, and g is the gender of the state p. The matrix M is obtained
by sandwiching, using this new primitive base, the operator f †

Ñ−1fÑ
and depends on the

genders of these bases. From the definition of the primitive base in Eq. (6.6), it is not
difficult to show that the non-zero elements of the matrix M, for the pair of genders
(g′, g), take the form:

⟨q; dS; p′; g′|f †
Ñ−1fÑ |q; dS; p; g⟩Ñ =

(s, e) : ⟨q + 1; dS; r′|f †
Ñ−1|q; dS − 1; r⟩Ñ−1,

(e, n) : ⟨q; dS − 1; r′|f †
Ñ−1|q − 1; dS; r⟩Ñ−1,

(s, w) : ⟨q + 1; dS; r′|f †
Ñ−1|q; dS + 1; r⟩Ñ−1,

(w, n) : −
√

2S + 2
2S + 1⟨q; dS + 1; r′|f †

Ñ−1|q − 1; dS; r⟩Ñ−1.

(6.8)

Therefore, to find the elements of the matrix M and, consequently, assemble the
Hamiltonian of interaction Ñ , we need the matrix elements of the operator f †

Ñ−1 calculated
at iteration Ñ −1. With Eq. (6.6) and a few manipulations, we can calculate the non-zero
elements of this operator via

⟨q + 1; dS + dσ; p′; g′|f †
N ′ |q; dS; p; g⟩N ′ =

(for dσ = +1) : δ(r′,r)

δ(g′,e)δ(g,s) +
√

2S + 1
2S + 2δ(g′,n)δ(g,w)

 ,

(for dσ = −1) : δ(r′,r)

δ(g′,w)δ(g,s) −
√

2S + 1
2S

δ(g′,n)δ(g,e)

 .

(6.9)
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To calculate the matrix elements of f †
N ′ on the proper base |q; dS; r⟩N ′ , simply multiply

the matrix elements on the primitive by the rotation matrix D(N ′) resulting from the
diagonalization.

|q; dS; r⟩N ′ =
∑

p

D(N ′)
r,p (q, dS)|q; dS; p⟩N ′ . (6.10)

These are all the ingredients needed to numerically diagonalize a Hamiltonian
using the NRG procedure. In summary, at each iteration n, starting from n = 1, we
assemble the primitive base |q; dS; r⟩n from the proper base of iteration n − 1, and then
the Hamiltonian Hn of the iteration is numerically diagonalized and the eigenenergies En,r

and non-zero elements of the operator f †
n are saved for the next iteration, where they will

be used to assemble Hn+1 (Eq. 6.5). This sequence of steps is applied until the maximum
iteration n = N , which meets the truncation criterion adopted for each problem.

The concept of fixed points plays capital role in renormalization-group theory (2).
From Eq. (6.5) we can regard the creation of the new iteration HN+1 from HN as a
renormalization group transformation T (HN ′) = HN ′+1. A fixed point Hamiltonian H∗

satisfies T (H∗) = H∗. In the NRG transformation, the charge-spin sectors into which the
spectrum of the Hamiltonian splits change when the transformation changes from odd to
even iterations or vice-versa. For this reason, to work with the same charge-spin sector,
we must apply the NRG transformation in Eq. (6.5) twice: T 2(H∗

Ñ−1) = H∗
Ñ+1. If the

energy spectra of H∗
Ñ−1 and H∗

Ñ+1 are the same, then H∗ is a fixed point of the NRG
transformation.

The SIAM model exhibits four well-known fixed points depending on the energy
scale (2,86). First is the free orbital regime, where the quantum state is a superposition of
the impurity orbital with nd = 1, 0, or 2. Second is the mixed-valence fixed point. Third
is the local moment regime, where the quantum state comprises only the impurity states
with nd = 1 with spin up or down. Finally, for small energy scales, comes the strong
coupling regime, where the impurity forms a ground state singlet with the f0 orbital.
The transition form the local moment to the strong coupling is known as the Kondo
temperature TK (87):

TK =
√

πρV 2U

4 exp
(

−|εd||εd + U |
ρV 2U

)
(6.11)

We have briefly explained how we will apply the NRG method to diagonalize a
family of Hamiltonian of orbitals coupled to a conduction band, and independent of the
Sz component of the spin. Certain theoretical aspects of NRG have not been addressed,
and mathematical passages have been hidden to avoid cluttering the text. The NRG code
we will use was written in C++ and simultaneously diagonalizes up to two Hamiltonians,
which will be necessary to calculate the projection between two bases, which in turn is
indispensable to describe the temporal evolution.
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6.3 Projections between two different NRG basis

Given two distinct Hamiltonian, formed by the same orbitals coupled to the same
conduction band, but with different coupling terms and/or energy levels, we want to
discover here what is the projection of the basis that diagonalizes the first (1) onto the
basis that diagonalizes the second (2). One way to do this is by writing the proper basis
as

|q; dS; r; (i)⟩N ′ =
∑

p

D(N ′)(i)
r,p (q, dS)ON ′

g(p)|q′(p); dS ′(p); l(p); (i)⟩N ′−1, (6.12)

where the primitive basis can be written as |q; dS; p; (i)⟩N ′ = ON ′

g(p)|q′(p); dS ′(p); l(p); (i)⟩N ′−1

(transformation defined in Eq. (6.6)), in terms of the proper basis of the previous it-
eration. Note that the inner product between two proper states from different bases
⟨q; dS; p′; (1)|q; dS; p; (2)⟩N ′ is only nonzero if the genders of the primitive states are the
same, since the operator ON ′

g has only combinations of the operators fN ′ . Therefore, we
can write the projection as

⟨q; dS; r′;(1)|q; dS; r; (2)⟩N ′ =∑
p,p′

(
D(N ′)(1)

r,p (q, dS)
)∗

D(N ′)(2)
r,p (q, dS)δg′(p′),g(p)⟨q′; dS ′; l′; (1)|q′; dS ′; l; (2)⟩N ′−1,

(6.13)
from iteration N ′ in terms of the projection of the previous iteration. This projection can
be obtained by repeating this procedure until reaching iteration 0, where the Hamiltonian
depends only on the same operators f0 and d, and therefore the same basis, i.e.

⟨q; dS; p′; (1)|q; dS; p; (2)⟩0 = δp,p′ . (6.14)

Thus, starting from iteration 0 where we know the projections by the above equa-
tion, we can calculate the projections of iteration Ñ by repetitively using Eq. (6.13),
which requires the eigenvector matrices obtained through NRG for each of the Hamiltoni-
ans (1) and (2), as shown schematically by the algorithm flowchart in Fig. 25. Since these
matrices are already calculated during the diagonalization process, the only additional
computational cost is the calculation of Eq. (6.13), which grows with the square of the
number of states in each charge and spin sector (q, dS).

Another way to perform this calculation and find the projections would be to
calculate and save the matrix elements of each operator fn≤Ñ for each of the Hamiltonians,
which would require a lot more computational resources and time.
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Figure 25 – Procedure that computes the projections between the bases of two different Hamil-
tonians H1 and H2. At each iteration i, the NRG procedure (Eq. (6.7)) is used to
compute and save the new energies {En}, eigenstates ({ϕn}, {φn}), and the new
matrix M̂ (Eq. (6.8)). From the eigenstates of each Hamiltonian, we compute the
projections using Eq. (6.13) and save the projections for the next iteration. We
repeat this procedure until i = Ñ .
Source: By the author.

6.4 Quasi-Block-Diagonal Matrix Approximation

To achieve accurate results using NRG, it is essential to iteratively solve the Hamil-
tonian until it converges to a fixed point, over numerous interactions. However, the NRG
basis grows rapidly, making it unfeasible to solve the eigenvalue problem for the entire
basis. Usually, this challenge is addressed by truncating the basis above an ultraviolet
energy cut-off. However, there are certain problems, such as the photoemission problem
discussed in Chapter 3, in which is necessary to consider high-energy excited states. One
approach that attempted to keep information about high-energy states was the TDNRG
method proposed by Anders and Schiller (15).

Here, we discuss a different, simple idea exploring the nature of the NRG technique.
As shown by Eqs. (6.4) and (6.3), in both the NRG and eNRG methods the hopping term
τn in the Hamiltonian decreases exponentially. Each new interaction n + 1 introduces a
new level f †

n+1, correcting the energy by ∆εn+1 ∼ τn and generating new levels through
the tensorial product of the previous basis with this new orbital. Consequently, if two
levels are separated by energy differences much greater than τn, the coupling between
these levels is very small, as Eq. (6.7) shows.
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In such a situation, one might consider whether it is possible to break the Hamilto-
nian into small pieces and solve each one individually, given that their coupling decreases
very rapidly with Λ for typical values of the discretization parameter. To explore this
idea, let us begin with a Hamiltonian divided into two sectors, as follows:

Ĥ =
 Ĥ1 µT̂

µT̂ † Ĥ2

 . (6.15)

Let us assume that we initially know the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of each
diagonal block, given by the eigenvalue equation:

Ĥ1|v⃗(0)
1 ⟩ = ϵ

(0)
1 |v⃗(0)

1 ⟩ and Ĥ2|v⃗(0)
2 ⟩ = ϵ

(0)
2 |v⃗(0)

2 ⟩. (6.16)

Our goal is to solve the eigenvalue equation Ĥ|v⟩ = ϵ|v⟩ using the known solutions
for each block. Consider an energy ϵ inside the first block. We can easily demonstrate that
v⃗2 = −µ(Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †v⃗1, if det(Ĥ2 − ϵÎ) ̸= 0, which is not an issue since we are seeking
energies within the first block. Thus, we obtain a new eigenvalue equation as follows:[

Ĥ1 − µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †
]

|v⃗1⟩ = ϵ|v⃗1⟩. (6.17)

det
[
Ĥ1 − ϵÎ − µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †

]
= 0. (6.18)

The subsequent steps are too long to elaborate on in the main text, so a full
derivation is provided in Appendix G. The main points to consider during the derivation
are that the coupling µ is very small (not an issue since µ = τn) and that the block is
sufficiently large to ensure accurate results. Using this consideration, the Appendix proves
that

ϵl = ϵ
(0)
l + O(µ2), (6.19)

|v⃗l⟩ = |v⃗(0)
l ⟩ + O(µ). (6.20)

Clearly, the same proof demonstrates that Eqs. (G.18) and (6.20) are also valid for block
2, simply by selecting an energy within the spectrum of E2.

To implement this idea within the NRG method, schematically represented in the
Fig. 26, we start by choosing an iteration N that is large enough so that the truncation
error µ = τN−1 = DΛ−(N−1)/2 becomes sufficiently small. Then we solve the NRG Hamil-
tonian up to iteration N − 1 without the traditional ultraviolet cutoff, which is typically
used to reduce the number of eigenstates in the basis. We save all the energies E, eigen-
vectors D (if needed), and the matrix M of iteration N − 1. Then, we break the energies
into κ pieces, as well as the matrix M and other relevant matrices (here we also keep D).



91

Next, we use the energy E
(j)
N−1 and the matrices M(j)

N−1 and D(j)
N−1 of each block

j = 1, . . . , κ of the iteration N − 1 to build the NRG Hamiltonian of this energy block j,
for each (q, dS) sector, in iteration N following the NRG procedure

H
(j)
N,(p′,p|g′,g) =

√
ΛE

(j)
N−1,rδ

(
r′

p′,g′ ; rp,g

)
+
(

τN−1

DN

) (
M(j)

(p′,p|g′,g) +
(
M(j)

(p,p′|g,g′)

)∗)
. (6.21)

Then, we diagonalize Hamiltonian H
(j)
N,(p′,p|g′,g) for each block j, save the energies and

the important matrices in a new EN , DN and MN , and after that, we can repeat this
procedure to build iteration N + 1. Furthermore, since τN < τN−1, this procedure can be
applied for the subsequent iterations N + 2 without significantly increasing the error.

Figure 26 – Block diagonal procedure. We solve the NRG Hamiltonian up to iteration N − 1
without the traditional ultraviolet cutoff, which is typically used to reduce the num-
ber of eigenstates in the basis. We save all the energies EN−1, eigenvectors DN−1
(if needed), and the matrix MN−1 of iteration N − 1. Then, we break the energies
into κ pieces, as well as the matrix MN −∞ and other relevant matrices (here we
also kept DN−1). Next, we use the energy E

(j)
N−1 and the matrices M(j)

N−1 and D(j)
N−1

of each block j = 1, . . . , κ to build the NRG Hamiltonian of this energy sector in
iteration N following the NRG procedure in Eq. (6.21). Then, we diagonalize each
block, save the energies and the important matrices, and after that, repeat this
procedure to build iteration N + 1.
Source: By the author.

The number of eigenvalues and states for each block grows by a factor of 4 from
iteration N − 1 to N . This information is important for choosing the appropriate κ

necessary to generate a Hamiltonian for each block H
(j)
N,(p′,p|g′,g) with a numerically treat-

able dimension. The condition κ ≪ dimN is necessary condition to guarantee accuracy.
In practice, we obtained good results even when each block has around 20 energies, i.e.,
dimN/κ ∼ 20, where dimN is the dimension of a (Q, dS) sector of the iteration N with
the largest number of eigenstates.
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The numerical cost of the NRG procedure, without the ultraviolet cutoff can be
approximated as proportional to max(dimN)3, where max(dimN) represents the dimension
of the largest charge-spin sector. If we break the spectrum into κ pieces, the cost becomes
κ × max(dimN/κ)3 = max(dimN)3/κ2, a significant decrease in computational cost with
κ, with controllable error.

To split the energy spectrum into κ blocks, one can either set the maximum number
of eigenstates for each block or divide the spectrum by energy intervals. However, it is
important to note that the scaled eigenvalues grow by a factor of Λ1/2 from iteration
N − 1 to N , and the number of states by a factor of 4. Thus, to keep the matrices
with approximately the same length throughout this procedure, instead of splitting the
spectrum into κ pieces, we must to divide it into 4κ pieces. Clearly, the number of blocks
will grow by a factor of 4 at each new iteration.

This exponential growth of the number of blocks by 4(N+∆N)κ, where ∆N is the
number of extra iterations after the block diagonal procedure starts (at iteration N), is
an inconvenience. However, it allows us to solve the NRG procedure without an ultra-
violet cutoff, up to a Wilson chain size of Ñ = 9, or even bigger if one has access to
high-performance computers. Without ultraviolet cutoff the traditional procedure would
involve diagonalization of a matrix of size ∼ 218 = 2.6 × 105, a very challenging task
even for the best computers in the world. Instead, we can break that matrix into 1024
independent pieces (which can be perfectly parallelized) and diagonalize matrices with
dimensions ∼ 256, finding the energies and the important matrix elements with small
error.

Even more efficiently, if one knows the important energy scales of the system,
this method can be used as an accurate magnifying glass to zoom in on the properties
of such crucial energy scales. The significant energy scales of the problem can often be
roughly estimated from smaller iterations, such as N = 4 or 5, by examining the elements
of the matrix that one wants to compute accurately. This is always possible because,
up to N = 4 or 5, or even N = 6, the Hamiltonian can be diagonalized without the
ultraviolet truncation. Then, one can examine the spectrum to identify the important
energy scales and apply this strategy to find the energies and matrix elements for these
specific energy scales. As an example, in the photoemission problem we found that there
are two important energy scales: one around the ground state energy and another around
the bound state energy.

To sum up, the block-diagonal procedure, combined with the NRG, give access to
states with high energy differences from the initial state while maintaining controllable
computational cost and controllable error. This procedure, combined with projections be-
tween two different bases and the Crank-Nicolson method, offers an accurate and efficient
approach to describe the time evolution of strongly correlated systems, even when high-
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energy states play a important role in accurately describing the system’s behavior. The
following section we discuss the accuracy of our method.

6.5 Preliminary results

In this section, we present the illustrative results obtained with the mathematical
techniques discussed in the previous sections. We begin with the NRG iterative procedure.
To ensure that we are correctly solving the Hamiltonian and obtaining accurate results,
we first apply the NRG method to the non-interacting case U = 0, for a metal-impurity
system with a localized scattering potential, and compare it with results obtained by direct
diagonalization of this quadratic Hamiltonian. The quantitative results of this comparison
are provided in Appendix H, where we compare the energies and projections computed
with various cutoff energies, with those resulting from the direct diagonalization. Our
NRG code is functional and obtaining good results. As expected, the accuracy of the
results increases with the cutoff energy.

Next, to test the block-diagonal approximation, we consider the electronic part
of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2.14), which describes the atomic-surface collision. After the
NRG transformation, this Hamiltonian can be written as:

HÑ(z) = [εdnd + Und↑nd↓] +
Ñ−1∑
n=0

τn(f †
nfn+1 + h. c.)

+ V0e
−z/r

(
c†

df0 + h. c.
)

+ W0

4(z + zim)(nd − 1)2f †
0f0 . (6.22)

Here, we are considering the set of parameters: εd = −13.6 eV, U = 12.8 eV, V0 = 5.0
eV, W0 = −27.211 eV, zim = 1a0 and r = 1.667a0, where a0 is the Bohr radius. The
energies are normalized by the bandwidth D = 4.3 eV. The NRG parameters are Ñ = 7
and Λ = 6.

The initial many-body electronic state |Φ0⟩ represents the neutral atom far from
the surface. Far from the surface the hydrogen atom and the band are decoupled, the
electronic configuration |Φ0⟩ being a product of nd = 1 atomic state with the ground
state of the band. We have computed the projection ⟨φn(z)|Φ0⟩, where {φn(z)} is the
complete set of many-body eigenstates of HN(z). Figure 27 shows the results of the pro-
jections ⟨φn(z)|Φ0⟩ versus energy En(z) from the Hamiltonian (6.22). The red triangles
were computed without ultraviolet truncation (complete basis), while the black triangles
were computed by the block-diagonal procedure with κ = 5, initializing at N = 5, consid-
ering two distances from the surface z = 5a0 and 1a0 . The errors can be estimated using
Eq. (6.19) and Eq. (6.20), with µ = D7/D = 6−(7−1)/2 = 0.005. The error in the energy is
below 10−5 for all En(z) computed and the maximum value of the error in the computed
projections was 0.5 D7/D, consistent with the expected error.
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Figure 27 – Projections ⟨φn(z)|Φ0⟩ versus Energy En(z) resulting from diagonalization of the
the Hamiltonian (6.22), with the complete basis (red triangles) and with the block-
diagonal approximation (black triangles), at z = 5a0 (Top panel) and z = 1a0
(bottom panel). In both panels, the dashed vertical line indicates the initial energy.
Source: By the author.
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From Fig. 27, two important observations can be made. First, as z decreases both
the hybridization and the scattering potential increase, causing the initial state to spread
out in the energy spectrum and hybridize with many others many-body states. States
with energy far way from the initial energy have significant projection onto the initial
state. This advises against ultraviolet truncation, such strategies will fail for this type of
problem. Secondly, the block-diagonal approximation accurately reproduces the results
of the complete basis calculation, but with smaller computational cost. For Ñ = 7, the
complete set of the many-body basis requires 4 Gb of RAM and takes 9 hour on a computer
with an 8-core i7 processor with 8 Gb of RAM. The block-diagonal procedure with only
5 blocks reduces the memory requirement to 250 Mb and the time to just 28 minutes.

In the top panel of Fig. 27, the atom is far from the surface, in its neutral con-
figuration, and the hybridization V (z) is nearly zero. In this scenario, the initial neutral
many-body electronic configuration is one of the eigenstates, making it orthogonal to any
other many-body state in the ionized sector. However, as the atom approaches the sur-
face, the hybridization gradually increases, and the initial many-body configuration is no
longer an eigenstate and becomes a composition of the eigenstates at each z.

As the atom approaches the surface, the scattering potential grows in absolute
value, causing the energies of ionized many-body levels to decrease. Some of these levels
may cross the initial neutral level, as schematically illustrated in Fig. 5. When such energy
level crossover occurs, the levels can hybridize with the initial state, significantly increas-
ing the projection between them. This effect is evident in Fig. 27 for z = 5 (top plot).
In this plot, the primary projection peak near 1 (at −3.5D) corresponds to the electronic
configuration that remains neutral. However, smaller peaks, observed at −3.5D, corre-
spond to ionized states crossing the initial energy and hybridizing with the initial neutral
configuration. As a result, their projections on the initial state become considerable. As z

decreases, many other ionized many-body energy levels drop and cross the initial energy,
hybridizing with the neutral configuration. For z = 1, as shown in Fig. 27 (bottom plot),
the ionized states have already hybridized with the initially neutral configuration. At this
point, the initial neutral state is a superposition of many ionized and neutral electronic
configurations, spreading out in the energy spectrum.

To fully understand the results in Fig. 27, we must examine the energy spectrum of
the electronic Hamiltonian in Eq. (6.22) at each position z. This will be one of the focuses
of the following chapter. With the numerical tools developed to diagonalize the interacting
electronic Hamiltonian and a strategy to compute the time evolution based on the Crank-
Nicolson method, the next chapter will concentrate on discussing the electronic behavior,
numerically solving the atomic-surface collision, and analyzing the behaviors that can be
extracted from these solutions.
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7 STICKING COEFFICIENT

Finally, in this section, we discuss the physics of the collision between an initially
neutral hydrogen atom and a metallic surface. Qualitatively, the problem was discussed
in the introduction, and we proposed a Hamiltonian (2.14) to describe the phenomena
in Chapter 2. However, the proposed model considers a large number of electrons in the
metallic band, making the model Hamiltonian intractable. To reduce the number of elec-
tronic degrees of freedom while still accurately representing the metal, and thus making
the problem solvable, we used the NRG method to transform the electronic Hamiltonian
in Eq. (2.14) into the Hamiltonian in Eq. (6.22).

Since the NRG basis, although discrete, is infinite, in practice it needs to be trun-
cated at energy ∆ε = 2DΛ− Ñ

2 (where D is half the bandwidth of the conduction band).
One way to define this infrared cutoff energy is to explore the Heisenberg uncertainty prin-
ciple, expressed by the condition ∆εT = ℏ, where T is the collision time. The Hamiltonian
then takes the numerically tractable form:

HÑ(z) = (εdnd + Und↑nd↓) +
Ñ−1∑
n=0

τn(f †
nfn+1 + h. c.) + V0e

−z/r
(
c†

df0 + h. c.
)

+ W0

4(z + zim)(nd − 1)2f †
0f0 + P 2

z

2M
+ Vz. (7.1)

Here, the fn (n = 0, 1, . . .,Ñ) are the Fermi operators of the NRG basis, coupled to each
other by coefficients τn that decay exponentially with n, Hd = εdnd + Und↑nd↓ represents
the atomic levels, and the atomic potential Vz comprises two contributions: an infinite
barrier for z ≤ 0 (representing the repulsion from the atoms on the surface), and the
absorbing potential at the end of the "box" to simulate the atom moving away from the
surface after the collision.

Now, we need realistic values for the parameters in the Hamiltonian (7.1) to de-
scribe the atomic hydrogen impinging upon a Cu surface. The atomic orbital of the
hydrogen has an energy of εd = −13.6 eV in reference to the vacuum, and the Coulomb
repulsion U = 12.8 eV, so the doubly occupied state has energy −14.4 eV. Then, the
H− ion is more stable than the H+ ion, and slightly more stable than neutral H, so the
hydrogen atom tends to become negatively ionized near the surface. The constant in the
image-charge potential is W0 = −27.21 eV.a0 and the scattering potential decays with
1/(4(z + zim)).

The position of the image-charge zim = 1.0a0 and V0 = 6.803 eV can be obtained
from a DFT computation adjusted to reproduce the result for the binding energy (2.39
eV) of H adsorption on Cu surfaces (20, 88, 89). Also from DFT (88), the Cu surface can
be approximated by a flat band with D = 4.3 eV and a Fermi energy of −4.00 eV relative
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to the vacuum. The hybridization decays exponentially as the atom moves away from the
surface. Since the neutral H atom has a radius of 1a0 and the ion H−, of 2.6a0, we expect
that 1 ≤ r ≤ 2.6a0. From Ref (89), r ≈ 1.67a0.

In the dynamics of the atom-surface collision, two relevant time scales deserve
special attention. The first is artificial: the time intervals ∆t = 10−3 fs, into which we
divide the time axis, which must be sufficiently small to describe the fastest electronic
transitions. The second time scale is nuclear. The hydrogen atom (M = 938.27 [MeV/c2])
has a typical initial kinetic energy of a few meV, but it accelerates to energies of the order
of a few eV when close to the surface, due to the image charge potential. The time during
which the atom interacts with the surface corresponds to the time it remains in the region
[0, 2r]. The nuclear time scale is numerically determined by simulating a non-interacting
hydrogen atom on the Born-Oppenheimer potential surfaces. From the simulation, for an
initial kinetic energy K0 = 0.3 eV, a time on the order of T = 200 ℏ

D
is needed to properly

account for the nucleus-surface collision.

Slow electrons, with time scales larger than the collision time, and consequently
with low energies, less than 0.005D, will not have enough time to participate and therefore
will not contribute significantly to the collision dynamics. This defines the criterion for
truncating the NRG Hamiltonian, which has already been discussed earlier. Using Λ = 8,
the condition Λ−Ñ/2 = 0.005 results in Ñ = 5, which correspond to a conduction band
with six spin-degenerate single-particle levels. The half-filled band will accommodate six
electrons. With the additional electron from the neutral atom, the many-body state whose
time evolution we must follow encompasses seven electrons. Account taker of spin (S2 and
Sz) conservation, the dimension of the pertinent sector of the electronic spectrum is 784.

Therefore, to simulate the collision and find the sticking coefficient S, we first
need to compute the temporal evolution of the system over z coordinates in the interval
0 ≤ z ≤ 9a0, which we divide uniformly into 800 intervals, and over times in the interval
0 ≤ t ≤ 500 fs, divided into ∆t = 0.001 fs. To achieve this, we need to handle matrix
operations, as multiplications and inversions, with a square matrix dimension of 800×784,
which makes the problem numerically intractable, even with high performance cluster
resources. Using only 50 states, the Hamiltonian is describe by a square matrix with
dimensions 40000 × 40000, which typically requires 100 Gb of memory RAM to perform
the calculations with this matrix.

As the scattering potential becomes strong near the surface, the presence of states
like the bound state discussed in the photoemission problem cannot be neglected. Con-
sequently, high-energy excited states play a crucial role in describing the phenomenon,
necessitating the abandonment of the ultraviolet cut-off energy. At this stage, we can apply
the insights gained from the photoemission analysis to identify the important many-body
states and extract the relevant physics from the Hamiltonian (7.1). With realistic param-
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eter values in Eq. (7.1) for the atomic hydrogen and copper surface interactions, we can
now discuss how to numerically determine the time-evolution operator for this process,
extract the physics of the collision, and ultimately compute the sticking coefficient.

7.1 Atomic motion and non-adiabaticities

The wave function of the system, governed by the Hamiltonian in Eq. (7.1), in-
cludes both the nuclear coordinate z and the electronic states {|e⟩}. At t = 0, the atomic
wave function is a Gaussian, centered at z0, moving with kinetic energy K0 = ℏ2k2

0
2M

towards
the surface. Additionally, the initial electronic wave function |ϕ0⟩ is a product of the neu-
tral hydrogen state and the metallic band in its ground state, as the atom is initially far
from the surface. Thus, keeping this in mind, the total wave function at t = 0 can be
written as:

|Ψ(z, 0)⟩ = Be− (z−z0)2
2η e−ik0z|ϕ0⟩. (7.2)

Since V (z) decays rapidly with z, |ϕ0⟩ is an electronic eigenstate when the atom
is far from the surface. However, as the atom approaches the surface, V (z) becomes sig-
nificant, leading to a hybridization of the neutral and ionized sectors. As a result, for
each coordinate z near the surface, the state |ϕ0⟩ decomposes into a linear combina-
tion |ϕ0⟩ = ∑

m cm(z)|φm(z)⟩ of the many-body eigenstates of the electronic Hamiltonian
He(z).

As discussed in Section 5.3, when atomic and electronic states are coupled for each
coordinate z, the non-zero terms ⟨φn|∂z|φm⟩ and ⟨φn|∂2

z |φm⟩ introduce non-adiabatic
effects, enabling transitions between electronic eigenstates. If these non-adiabatic pro-
cesses are minimal (i.e., the atom moves slowly within the interaction region), transitions
|φm(z)⟩ → |φn ̸=m(z)⟩ are unlikely. In this case, the atom collides with the surface and is
reflected, and as it moves away from the surface, it returns to its initial electronic con-
figuration |ϕ0⟩. Since the atom does not lose energy in this process, it simply leaves the
box, and the sticking coefficient is zero.

On the other hand, if these non-adiabatic terms are significant, after the decom-
position |ϕ0⟩ = ∑

m cm(z)|φm(z)⟩, pairs of particle-hole excitations can be created from
each electronic configuration φm(z). In this case, the atom collides with the surface, in-
teracts with it, and is reflected. However, as it moves away from the surface, it has now
a significant probability of transitioning to an ionized state. One ionized state feels an
attractive potential toward the surface. The creation of particle-hole excitations during
this interaction can steal enough kinetic energy from the atom, potentially leading to the
atom becoming bound to the surface.
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These discussions are crucial for understanding the results of our simulations.
However, we will carry out the calculations in the basis {φn(L)} = {ϕn}. Since V (L) ≈ 0,
the electronic states are a product of the atomic electronic configuration and the band
configuration, implying that the atom is either ionized or neutral. In this basis {ϕn}, we
can expand the wave function as

|Ψ(z, t)⟩ =
∑

n

χn(z, t)|ϕn⟩ (7.3)

and the time-dependent Schrödinger equation results in

iℏ∂tχ⃗(z, t) =
[
P̂ (z)Êe(z)P̂ †(z) + V̂(z) − ℏ2∂2

z

2M

]
χ⃗(z, t). (7.4)

Here, the change of basis matrix P̂ (z) and the eigenenergy matrix Êe(z) are found by the
NRG procedure for each z described in Chapter 6.

7.2 Born-Oppenheimer potentials and the important states

Now, to compute the electronic part of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (7.1) for each posi-
tion z and find the energies Êe(z) and the projection matrix P̂ (z), necessary to compute
the time-evolution, we combined the values of the parameters that we mentioned before
in the Table 1. The relative energies are in reference to the vacuum. To avoid confusion,
the electronic part of the Hamiltonian (7.1) is written as:

He(z) = (εdnd + Und↑nd↓) +
Ñ−1∑
n=0

τn(f †
nfn+1 + h. c.) + V0e

−z/r
(
c†

df0 + h. c.
)

+ W0

4(z + zim)(nd − 1)2f †
0f0 . (7.5)

Table 1 – Values of the parameters to simulate the electronic contribution for the hydrogen-Cu
surface collision. The energies are in reference to the vacuum of the isolated hydrogen
atom, and they can be refined in relation of the Cu surface Fermi energy.

Parameter Value [unities] Parameter Value [unities]
εd -13.6 [eV] D 4.3 [eV]
U 12.8 [eV] ϵF -4.0 [eV]
V0 6.803 [eV] r 1.67 [a0]
W0 -27.21 [eV.a0] zim 1.00 [a0]
Ñ 5 Λ 8.0

Source: By the author.

The next step is to compute numerically the energies and projection matrices
of the Hamiltonian in (7.5) using the parameters in Table 1. We can observe from Eq.
(7.5) that if V (z) = 0 (z ≫ r) the metallic band and the atom are decoupled. In this
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case, if nd = 1, the scattering potential is zero and the electronic levels in the band are
the same as the unperturbed metal H0

B. However, if nd ̸= 1, the atom is ionized and
the scattering potential appears. In the latter case, the Hamiltonian of the band becomes
HB = H0

B +Wf †
0f0, which is exactly the same Hamiltonian for the photoemission problem

(see Eq. (3.52)).

In this situation, in Fig. 28 we schematically represent the lowest energy electronic
configuration with the atom neutral, i.e |ϕ0⟩, and the lowest energy electronic configu-
ration, keeping the same number of electrons, when the atom is ionized positively, i.e
|ϕGS⟩. Additionally, the smallest energy excitation from the bound state is represented as
|ϕ̃⟩ = g†

−∆εgB|ϕGS⟩. We can observe that |ϕ0⟩ behaves like the initial ground state in the
photoemission problem, and |ϕGS⟩ and |ϕ̃⟩ are analogous to the final ground state and
the excitations from the bound state, respectively. This indicates that the photoemission
problem not only has a similar Hamiltonian but also exhibits similar behaviors when con-
sidering only the electronic contribution, which means that we need pay attention to high
energy excited states, especially when evolves excitations from this bound state level.

Figure 28 – Schematic representation of the lowest energy electronic configuration with the
atom neutral (|ϕ0⟩), the lowest energy electronic configuration (|ϕGS⟩), and the
smallest energy excitation from the bound state |ϕ̃⟩ = g†

−∆εgB|ϕGS⟩. The red level
represent the electronic configuration of the atom.
Source: By the author.

Before proceeding, it is important to note that the many-body spectrum of the
Hamiltonian consists of 784 states. While the case with Ñ = 5 takes only 6 minutes to
compute without applying the state cutoff, repeating this calculation 800 times would
be a significant task. However, by using our block approximation procedure described in
Section 6.3, the computation time is reduced to just a few seconds, allowing us to complete
the calculations in a few hours rather than days.
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Figure 29 – (Top panel) BO potentials, or the many-body energy spectrum of the (7.5) for each
z. The energies are in reference to the initial state energy, where the hydrogen atom
is neutral and the band is in the ground state and the atom is far away from the
surface. (Bottom panel) Expected value of He(z) (7.5) for each electronic state and
z using the initial basis at z = L. The energies are referenced to ϕ0 energy. The
color indicates how many electrons are in the hydrogen atom: red for 0, black for
1, and blue for 2.
Source: By the author.
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Fig. 29 (Top panel) shows the many-body energy spectrum of the He(z) (7.5), for
each position z. The energies are referenced to the initial state energy, where the hydrogen
atom is neutral far away from the surface and the band is in the ground state (with V = 0
and W = 0). Far from the surface, V (z) ≈ 0, the atom is decoupled from the metal, and
the electronic states are products of the atomic levels with the band configuration. As z

decreases, the ionized states drop in energy due to the scattering potential W (z), as shown
in the Fig. 29 (Bottom panel), where the black states are neutral, blue are negatively
ionized, and red are positively ionized. For small z, the ionized states and the neutral
states hybridize and it becomes difficult to distinguish each state by the atomic charge.

Since 2εd + U < εd, the ground state at z = L occurs when the atom has 2
electrons, becoming negatively ionized. The ground state and small excitations from it
decrease in energy as z decreases, given that |W (z)| grows. Then, the energy difference
between these levels and the initial state also grows. Additionally, particle-hole excitations
from the ground state, which are also ionized and have energy greater than the initial
neutral level at z = L, also decrease in energy as |W (z)| increases and can cross the
initial neutral level. When it happens, these levels can hybridize with the initial level.
This behavior is evident from Fig. 29.

If the atom becomes ionized, the metallic band experiences the scattering potential
term and exhibits a bound state similar to the one in the photoemission problem. From
Figs. 29, we observe that around z = 5, there is a crossover between an excited ionized
level and the initial electronic configuration. Upon investigating this electronic level, we
discover that it corresponds to a particle-hole excitation from the bound state level to a
level near the Fermi energy, described by |ϕ̃⟩ = g†

−∆εgB|ϕGS⟩. In other words, this level
behaves like the smaller energy unplugged states identified in the photoemission problem
and can exhibit a high projection with the initial neutral level.

Fig. 30 shows the projection of the initial state |Φ0⟩, where the hydrogen atom is
neutral and the band is in its ground state, for z = 0, 2, 4, and 7 a0. For z ≫ 1, V (z)
and W (z) are small, and the band states remain decoupled from the atomic state. In this
regime, |Φ0⟩ is a many-body eigenstate of the He and the difference between the ground
state energy and the initial energy is |εd + U | = 0.16D. However, as z decreases, two
effects occur: first, the ground state energy shifts due to the increasingly negative W (z),
and the energy of the ionized states drop. Second, the many-body state |Φ0⟩ is no longer
an eigenstate, becoming a linear combination of the states {|φn(z)⟩}.

In these results, we do not observe a significant projection from either the pos-
itively ionized sector or the ground state and its small energy excitations. In contrast,
the unplugged states have significant projection for all z < 7. This indicates that the
unplugged states, similarly to the states we identified in the photoemission, are crucial
for capturing the dynamics of the atom-surface interaction within this region.
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Figure 30 – Projections ⟨φn(z)|Φ0⟩ versus Energy En(z) from the He(z) (7.5), considering z =
7, 4, 2 and 0 a0. The initial energy are represented with the dashed black line in
En = 0. The red line represents the smaller energy with the atom positively ionized.
The blue line represent the smaller energy of the one particle-hole excitation from
the bound state level |ϕ̃⟩.
Source: By the author.

After this observation, we can remove the positively ionized sector, the low-energy
negatively ionized levels, and the high-energy neutral levels from the total basis without
significantly affecting the physical behavior of the collision. This reduction dramatically
decreases the basis from the initial 784 states to just 180 states. However, this number
still results in matrices that are too large to compute. With this in mind, we will propose
an effective spinless Hamiltonian that focuses solely on the neutral and negatively ionized
electronic configurations of interest in the following section, and we will demonstrate that
this effective Hamiltonian can describes well the important electronic states.
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7.3 Electronic spinless effective Hamiltonian

To extract the effective spinless Hamiltonian that captures the physics from the
Hamiltonian in Eq. (7.5) we start out with the many-body states

|ϕ0⟩ = d†
↓
∏

εk<ϵF

ã†
k↑ã

†
k↓|0⟩ (7.6)

and
|ϕ̃⟩ = d†

↑d
†
↓gB↑

∏
ϵk<ϵF

g†
k↑g

†
k↓|0⟩ (7.7)

where ãk and gk are the one-particle levels for the neutral sector and the ionized sector,
respectively.

To be more specific, we can look at the Hamiltonian (7.5) in the first iteration,
given by

H(Ñ=0)(z) = εdc†
dcd + Und↑nd↓ + W (z)f †

0f0(nd − 1)2 + V (z)(f †
0cd + c†

df0). (7.8)

Eq. (7.9) shows the basis and their energies, at iteration Ñ = 0.

(Ne = 0, dS = 0) : |0, 0, 0⟩ = |0⟩ E(0, 0, 0) = 0,

(Ne = 1, dS = 1) : |1, 1, 0⟩ = d†
↑|0⟩ E(1, 1, 0) = εd,

|1, 1, 1⟩ = f †
0↑|0⟩ E(1, 1, 1) = W (z),

(Ne = 2, dS = 0) : |2, 0, 0⟩ = (d†
↑f

†
0↓)s|0⟩ E(2, 0, 0) = εd,

|2, 0, 1⟩ = d†
↑d

†
↓|0⟩ E(2, 0, 1) = 2εd + U,

|2, 0, 2⟩ = f †
0↑f

†
0↓|0⟩ E(2, 0, 2) = 2W (z),

(Ne = 2, dS = 2) : |2, 2, 0⟩ = (d†
↑f

†
0↓)t|0⟩ E(2, 2, 0) = εd,

(Ne = 3, dS = 1) : |3, 1, 0⟩ = d†
↑f

†
0↑f

†
0↓|0⟩ E(3, 1, 0) = εd,

|3, 1, 1⟩ = f †
0↑d

†
↑d

†
↓|0⟩ E(3, 1, 1) = 2εd + U + W (z),

(Ne = 4, dS = 0) : |1, 1, 1⟩ = d†
↑d

†
↓f

†
0↑f

†
0↓|0⟩ E(4, 0, 0) = 2εd + U + 2W (z). (7.9)

Observe that, the Ñ = 0 Hamiltonian contains no conduction-band energies. But,
the Ñ = 1 introduces the highest single-particle level of the band via the term

HBand
Ñ=1 = τ0(f †

0f1 + f †
1f0),

which has eigenenergies −τ0 and +τ0 with respectively eigenstates

|−⟩ = 1√
2

f †
0 |0⟩ − 1√

2
f †

1 |0⟩ and |+⟩ = 1√
2

f †
0 |0⟩ + 1√

2
f †

1 |0⟩.

Clearly, the states in (7.9) that do not include the d† operator in the Ñ = 0
iteration belong to the nd = 0 sector and will produce descendants with energies E > |εd|
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relative to the nd = 1 sector. These states do not contribute significantly. Additionally, the
states in (7.9) that do not include the f †

0 operator will generate descendants with energies
at least E > τ0 and their contribution is also insignificant. After this consideration, only
the states that are descendants from (d†

↑f
†
0↓)s/t|0⟩, d†

↑f
†
0↑f

†
0↓|0⟩, f †

0↑d
†
↑d

†
↓|0⟩, and d†

↑d
†
↓f

†
0↑f

†
0↓|0⟩

will be relevant.

Defining the effective vacuum state as

|0̃⟩ ≡ (d†f †
0)s|0⟩, (7.10)

observe that we can construct all the important states by using only the spinless operators
d† and f †

0 :

(Ñe = 0) : |0, 0⟩ = |0̃⟩ = (d†f †
0)s|0⟩ Ẽ(0, 0) = εd,

(Ñe = 1) : |1, 0⟩ = f †
0 |0̃⟩ = d†

↑f
†
0↑f

†
0↓|0⟩ Ẽ(1, 0) = εd,

|1, 1⟩ = d†|0̃⟩ = f †
0↑d

†
↑d

†
↓|0⟩ Ẽ(1, 1) = 2εd + U + W (z) + ∆,

(Ñe = 2) : |2, 0⟩ = d†f †
0 |0̃⟩ = d†

↑d
†
↓f

†
0↑f

†
0↓|0⟩ Ẽ(2, 0) = 2εd + U + 2W (z) + ∆. (7.11)

Electronic eigenstates belonging to the nd = 2 sector at large z with energies that
are smaller than the ground state of the nd = 1 sector contribute little to the atomic-
surface collision because the image potential pushes down their energies as z becomes
smaller and they not hybridize significant with the neutral sector (see Figs. 29 and 30).
To eliminate such eigenvalues from the spectrum of the spinless Hamiltonian, we add a
positive energy

∆ ≡ τ0 coth
(

1
W (L)

)
(7.12)

to the nd = 2 sector, equal to the energy necessary to excite a particle from the bound
state to the Fermi level at z = L. In practice, this expedient eliminates the plugged states
in the nd = 2 sector and gives prominence to the unplugged ones.

After these considerations and re-normalizing the effective vacuum energy as εd,
we can express the the effective spinless Hamiltonian as:

Heff
N=0(z) = ε̃d(z)d̃†d̃ + W (z)f †

0f0ñd + V (z)(f †
0 d̃ + d̃†f0). (7.13)

Here, the operator d̃† changes the atom from neutral to negatively ionized, the latter
configuration having energy

ε̃d(z) ≡ εd + U + W (z) + ∆. (7.14)
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Figure 31 – (Top panel) Expected value of Heff(z) (7.13) using the basis at z = L {|ϕn⟩}. The
color counts the electrons in the H orbital: black for 1, and blue for 2. (Bottom
panel) Many-body energy spectrum of the Heff(z) (7.13) as a function of z.
Source: By the author.
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The energy spectrum and the expected values of Heff(z) with V (z) = 0, so that
nd is conserved are shown in Fig. 31. The results are similar to those found in Fig. 29,
except for the nd = 0 sector and the low energy nd = 2 states. The crossing between the
energies for the initial neutral level |ϕ0⟩ and for |ϕ̃⟩ occurs at approximately the same
position (around 5a0) where the crossing occurs for the original Hamiltonian, and the
ionized levels drop similarly. Moreover, from Fig. 31 (Top panel), we can observe that
|ϕ0⟩ and |ϕ̃⟩ hybridize at z = 5 and continue to hybridize with other ionized levels that
cross the initial levels. Thus, the effective spinless Hamiltonian captures the important
levels of He(z), except for the degeneracies originating from multiple choices of possible
excitations with the same energy for different spin combinations.

Once we have the energies and the projections, we can build the Hamiltonian of
each position z by

Ĥe(z) = P̂ (z)Êe(z)P †(z). (7.15)

Here, Êe(z) is a diagonal matrix with the eigenvalues computed by the NRG. Now the total
number of many-body states drops to only 35, which allows us to build the Hamiltonian
that combines the atomic motion with the electronic behavior.

7.4 Matrix representation of the Hamiltonian

We are now ready to build the matrix representation of the total Hamiltonian Ĥ,
which contains the electronic Ĥe Hamiltonian, the atomic kinetic energy K̂ term and the
atomic potential V̂ for each zq = ∆z · q (q = 0, 1, ..., 800), where ∆z = 9.00

800 a0. Let us start
with the atomic kinetic energy matrix K̂, which is proportional to the second derivative
operator ∂z, which in the central finite-difference approximation can be written as

[∂̂2
z ]FD ≈ 1

∆z2



−5/2 4/3 −1/12 0 0 ...

4/3 −5/2 4/3 −1/12 0 ...

−1/12 4/3 −5/2 4/3 −1/12 ...
... ... ... ... ... ...

... 0 0 −1/12 4/3 −5/2


. (7.16)

The error from the discretization becomes smaller as ∆z decreases. By using the analytical
solution for the free particle in a box, we verified that dividing the box into 800 pieces
was sufficient to simulate the free hydrogen atom accurately.

Now, since the atomic part of the Hamiltonian is coupled with the electronic part,
the atom behaves differently for each electronic configuration, and we must consider the
electronic configuration in addition to the atomic position for all atomic operators. Then,
the correct second-order derivative operator for our problem is

∂̂2 ≡ [∂̂2
z ]FD ⊗ Îe. (7.17)
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Here, ⊗ represents the tensor product and Îe is the identity operator for the electronic
states.

The atomic kinetic energy operator is, therefore,

K̂ ≡ −1
2M∆z2



−5
2 Îe

4
3 Îe − 1

12 Îe 0 0 ...
4
3 Îe −5

2 Îe
4
3 Îe − 1

12 Îe 0 ...

− 1
12 Îe

4
3 Îe −5

2 Îe
4
3 Îe − 1

12 Îe ...
... ... ... ... ... ...

... 0 0 − 1
12 Îe

4
3 Îe −5

2 Îe


. (7.18)

The surface reflection potential at z = 0 is automatically incorporated by the
discretized derivative ∂̂2

z . However, the box has a finite size, which presents a challenge
since the atom must have the freedom to collide with the surface, be reflected, and move
away. To address this, we introduced an absorbing potential at the end of the box, in the
region from z = L − zc to z = L, where zc controls the size of this region as

V̂ ≡ −iV



0 ... 0 ... 0
... ... ... ...

...
0 ... Îe(L − zc) ... 0
... ... ... ...

...
0 ... 0 ... Îe(L)


, (7.19)

where V controls the intensity of this absorbing potential. We determined this amplitude
by numerically computing the quasi-free atom case (Ĥ = K̂ + V̂) and choosing V to make
the probability of atomic reflection at the end of the box less than 1%.

Likewise, the electronic part of the Hamiltonian acquires the matricial form

Ĥe ≡ Îz ⊗ Ĥe(zq), (7.20)

that is

Ĥe ≡


Ĥe(0) 0 ... 0

0 Ĥe(∆z) ... 0
... ... ...

...
0 0 ... Ĥe(L)

 . (7.21)

In this matrix representation, the atomic wavefunction can be simplified by group-
ing the atomic distribution for each electronic configuration and position z into a vector
as follows

χ⃗(t) ≡



χ⃗(0, t)
χ⃗(∆z, t)
χ⃗(2∆z, t)

...
χ⃗(L, t)


, (7.22)
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After that, the Schrödinger equation for the collision becomes simply

iℏ∂tχ⃗(t) =
[
Ĥe + V̂ + K

]
χ⃗(t), (7.23)

and it is not difficult to show that the solution is

χ⃗(t) = exp
[
−i

t

ℏ
(
Ĥe + V̂ + K

)]
χ⃗(0). (7.24)

However, the numerical complexity of the diagonalization, necessary to compute
the exponential on the right-hand sde, is O(size3). In contrast, the Crank-Nicholson pro-
cedure (6.2), which depends on matrix inversions and multiplications, has complexity of
O(size2.4), which for large matrices results in a substantial difference in the computa-
tional resources required. Explicitly, by the Crank-Nicholson method, the evolution of the
system can be found by computing

χ⃗(m.∆t) ≈

(1 + i
∆t

2ℏ Ĥ
)−1 (

1 − i
∆t

2ℏ Ĥ
)m

χ⃗(0), (7.25)

at time tm = m.∆t.

7.5 Atomic-surface collisions

Finally, we are now ready to compute the atomic wavefunction and find the sticking
coefficient.Table 2 collects the parameters defining our computation.

Table 2 – Parameters in or simulation of the H-Cu surface collision.

Parameter Value [unities] Parameter Value [unities]
M 938.27 [MeV/c2] K0 ∈ [0,1] [eV]
z0 5.75 [Bohr] ∆t 0.00001 [fs]
L 9.0 [Bohr] ∆z 0.01125 [Bohr]
η 0.6 [Bohr2] zc 1.5 [Bohr]

Source: By the author.

The initial wave function vector χ⃗(0) in the matrix representation can be found
by Eqs. (7.2) and (7.22). Equation (7.25) then yields the atomic wavefunction along the
box as function of the time, for each electronic configuration. After that, in our notation,
the probability of finding the atom in the region [zA, zB], in the electronic configuration
|ϕn⟩, at the instant of time t is found by

Pn[t; zA, zB] =
∫ zB

zA

dz [χ⃗(z, t)]∗n [χ⃗(z, t)]n , (7.26)

or if one is interested only in the probability to find the hydrogen atom in this region

P [t; zA, zB] =
∫ zB

zA

dzχ⃗†(z, t)χ⃗(z, t). (7.27)
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Figure 32 shows the squared atomic wavefunction |⟨χ(z, t)|χ(z, t)⟩|2 = χ⃗†(z, t)χ⃗(z, t),
for a hydrogen atom with initial kinetic energy 0.3 eV as a function of z at different times,
obtained from the parameters defined in Tables 1 and 2. The left panel represents the
case V (z) = 0, which bars electronic transfer between the surface and the atom, while the
right panel represents the case V (z) = V0 exp(−z/r) (electrons can be transferred near
the surface).

Consider first the left panel (V (z) = 0). At t = 0, the probability distribution is a
Gaussian centered at z0 (black curve). The atom moves towards the surface, collides with
it, is reflected, and moves away from the surface (blue curve). After the atom enters the
absorbing region, at t = 1000 ℏ

D
, the probability of finding the atom inside the box is less

than 1% (red curve) and drops to less than 0.1%.
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Figure 32 – Atomic probability distribution as a function of position at indicated time with
K0 = 0.3 eV. (Left panel) Atomic orbital decoupled from the metal V (z) = 0.
(Right panel) Atomic orbital coupled with the surface by V (z) = V0 exp(−z/r).
The dashed vertical black line delimits the absorbing region. Here, z is in atomic
units, and the time in units of ℏ

D .
Source: By the author.

Let us now focus on the right panel of Fig. 32 where V (z) = V0 exp(−z/r). At
time t = 0, the probability distribution is the same as the previously case (black curve),
the atom is neutral and the surface is in its initial ground state. The hybridization of
the atomic orbital adds structures to the probability destiny. As time passes, the atom
approaches the surface, the hybridization grows, allowing electronic transitions between
the atom and the surface. The image-charge potential is switched one by the ionization
and accelerates the atom and the atom towards the surface. Notice that, at time t = 120 ℏ

D

(purple curve), the leading tail of the distribution stretches over the interval 0 ≤ z ≤ 1.5a0,
which is virtually empty, at the same time, in the left-panel - clear evidence of acceleration.

Then, the accelerated atom collides with the surface, is reflected and moves away
from the surface. At this point, the behavior is similar to the non-coupled case, but the
atomic center of mass reaches z = 4.5a0 at t = 320 ℏ

D
(blue curve), whereas in the
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non-coupled case, it takes more time to reach the same position, another evidence of the
acceleration by the image-charge potential. Additionally, at t = 320 ℏ

D
(blue curve), the

atomic wavefunction is nearly split, around z = 5a0, into two packets. The right-hand
packet has sufficient kinetic energy to leave the box, while the left-hand packet has been
trapped by the image potential and is at a turning point.

For long times, at t = 1000 ℏ
D

, the red curve shows that a significant fraction of the
wavefunction remais in the box. The region 0 ≤ z ≤ 5a0contains more than 30% of the
probability to find the atom, an indication that the probability to binding to the surface
is substantial. In contrast to the elastic collision shown in the left panel, the hybridization
with the metallic orbitals leads to non-adiabatic effects that have significantly robbed
energy from the nuclear motion.

One of these non-adiabatic effects is the creation of pairs of particle-hole excitations
in the metallic band. A less obvious mechanism is differentiated acceleration, where instead
of the atom losing all the energy gained from the image-charge potential, the right-hand
packet escapes with part of it. The kinetic energy of the right-hand packet in the blue
plot, calculated as the average kinetic energy in the range 5a0≤ z ≤ 9a0, is larger than
the original 0.3 eV. This packet leaves the box with added energy, a gain achieved at the
expense of the left-hand packet.
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Figure 33 – Probability to find the electrons in the indicated electronic configuration, as func-
tion of time. The solid lines represent electronic configurations where the atom is
neutral and the dashed line represents the ionized atom. The operator g†

kgk′ in-
dicates particle-hole excitations. Since Ñ = 5, k = {−3, −2, −1, 0, 1, 2} represents
the six levels of the conduction band. The total probability of finding the atom
inside the box is shown by circular black dots.
Source: By the author.
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Figure 33 shows the time-dependent probability to find the electrons in twelve
configurations, computed by

|⟨χn(t)|χn(t)⟩|2 ≡ Pn[t; 0, L] =
∫ L

0
dz [χ⃗(z, t)]∗n [χ⃗(z, t)]n . (7.28)

For convenient reference, each electronic configuration |ϕn⟩ is described by the electronic
eigenstates at z = L, where V (z) ≈ 0 and the occupation of the atomic orbital is con-
served. The solid lines represents electronic configurations with ñd = 0 (neutral atom),
while the dashed ones correspond to ñd = 1 (the ionized electronic configurations).

As discussed in Section 7.2, two important things happen with the initial neutral
electronic configuration. First, since the electronic Hamiltonian depends on z, as the
hydrogen moves towards the surface, the initial neutral state is no longer an eigenstate
and decomposes into the eigenstates at each position z. As the initial state hybridizes
with the neutral state, near the surface these eigenstates become a combination of neutral
and ionized states. This decomposition alone does not steal significant energy from the
hydrogen; after interacting with the surface, the atom leaves the box. However, if the atom
is moving quickly along this trajectory, in addition to the decomposition of the neutral
state into eigenstates, high-energy particle-hole excitations appear, and these excitations
steal a significant part of the kinetic energy.

Far from the surface, the atom-surface coupling is close to zero, transitions being
improbable. As the atom approaches the surface and the coupling gradually increases,
electronic transitions between the atom and the surface become possible. Near z = 5 a0,
Fig. 31 (bottom panel) shows the first crossing, between |ϕ̃⟩ and the initial state |ϕ0⟩. A
consequence of this crossing, in Fig. 33 the solid black line decays rapidly at short times
while the dashed black line rises steeply. Since |ϕ0⟩ and |ϕ̃⟩ are the most probable states
at short times, the two curves oscillate in opposition until other electronic configurations
acquire significant probabilities. The first half-cycle of this oscillation ends at t = 180 ℏ

D
,

when the atom is fully squashed against the surface and starts to move away from the
metal. At this point, the probability of finding the electrons in the many-body state |ϕ̃⟩
reaches its maximum.

Due to the image-charge potential, which increases in magnitude as the atom
approaches the surface, the attractive potential lowers the energies of the ionized states,
allowing particle-hole excitations from |ϕ̃⟩ to cross the energy of the initial state and
hybridize with it, as shown in Fig. 28. We can observe from Fig. 33 that the probability
to find the electrons in these ionized excited states (dashed blue and red curves) also
increase for t ∈

[
0, 180 ℏ

D

]
, and these ionized levels also have significant probabilities.

After that, t ∈
[
180 ℏ

D
, 300 ℏ

D

]
, the atom is reflected and moves away from the

surface, as shown in Fig. 32. As the atom returns to its initial position, the state |ϕ̃⟩
transitions back to the initial state |ϕ̃⟩ → |ϕ0⟩, completing the oscillation observed in Fig.
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33 at t = 300 ℏ
D

, where the black solid curve reaches its maximum again. But along this
return trajectory to the initial position, the state |ϕ̃⟩ also redistributes the probability to
particle-hole excited states from |ϕ0⟩ and |ϕ̃⟩, as indicated by the dashed blue and red
curves, as well as the solid blue and red curves.

For t = 350 ℏ
D

, the total black circles, representing the total probability initiate
the sharp descent associated with the departure of the high-kinetic energy packet. The
remaining package has less energy than initially and becomes bound to the surface, as
can be clearly observed in both Figs. 33 and 32 for longer times.
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Figure 34 – (Top panel) Atomic probability distribution as a function of position at indicated
time with K0 = 0.3 eV. (Bottom panel) Probability to find the electrons in the
indicated electronic configuration, as function of time. For this plot we used the
NRG Hamiltonian (7.1) with Λ = 12 and Ñ = 3.
Source: By the author.
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Figure 34 verify that the spinless model preserves the physical content of the
original Hamiltonian. The top panel is analogous to Fig. 32, and the bottom one, to Fig.
33. The probability densities in both sets of plots resulted from the diagonalization of the
NRG Hamiltonian (7.1) with Λ = 12 and Ñ = 3. This coarse description of the conduction
band was necessary to keep the number of electronic states within practical limits.

While quantitatively distinct, the plots in the corresponding sets of figures, Fig.
32 compared to Fig. 34 (top) and Fig. 33 to Fig. 34 (bottom), are semi-quantitatively
identical. All features identified in our discussions of the spinless model - the trapping
mechanism, the evaporation of part of the wave function, the oscillatory time dependence
of the electronic probabilities - all reappear in Fig. 34.

Unfortunately, the lifetime of the atomic-surface binding in our computations is not
infinite. Neither Eq. (7.1) nor the spinless Hamiltonian are realistic for times much longer
than the simulated time. In this situation, smaller energy scales need to be considered in
the calculation. Since there is no energy dissipation term in the Hamiltonian, once trapped
in the image-charge potential, the H atom will maintain an oscillatory motion, repeatedly
moving from the surface to the turning point around z = 5a0. As schematically shown in
Fig. 35 (top panel), when the trapped atom reaches the turning point, the small energy
difference between the ionized state |ϕ̃⟩ and the lowest neutral state |ϕ0⟩, the Heisenberg
uncertainty principle allows transitions to this neutral state, losing kinetic energy. In the
neutral state at z ≥ 5a0, the H atom does not feel the image-charge potential, and is free
to move away from the surface, and leave the box. The probability of finding the hydrogen
inside the box gradually decrease.

However, as we discussed in the last paragraph, this finite lifetime effect should
only appear if the surface band is discrete, as shown in Fig. 35 (top panel). As the trapped
ionized atom moves in the direction of the turning point at position z = 5a0, it has a
finite probability of transitioning to the neutral state, represented by the black horizontal
line, because there are only a few levels in between.

In the real situation, there are many ionized levels with energy uniformly dis-
tributed between these two levels, as shown in Fig. 35 (bottom panel). These ionized
levels behave like the Fermi gas system in the presence of a continuously changing scat-
tering potential, as discussed in Chapter 4. This makes it more likely that, over time,
more small-energy particle-hole pairs will be created, which continue to steal the atomic
kinetic energy, trapping the atom in the image-charge potential and extending the lifetime
to infinity.

Additionally, dissipative effects that naturally arise in this type of collision, such
as the creation of phonons on the surface and infrared radiation produced by the ion’s
acceleration, would gradually drain the hydrogen’s kinetic energy, pulling the atom closer
to the surface and extending its lifetime indefinitely. These factors would lead to a sta-
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ble hydrogen-surface binding. However, due to limited computational resources, we were
unable to account for these effects in the hydrogen-surface collision simulations.

Figure 35 – Schematic representation of the energy of the electronic configuration near the
turning point around z = 5a0. The black line represents the neutral atom, while
the blue levels represent ionized states that cross the initial energy. The red dashed
line represents the atom-surface coupling, which decreases exponentially with the
distance, the white circles represent holes, and the blue dashed line represent elec-
tronic transitions. The top panel shows the NRG logarithmic discretization, only a
few levels in the band, so the atom can only stay in this ionized state, transition to
the neutral state, or transition to a small excited ionized state. The bottom panel
shows the band levels are uniformly distributed, with many possible levels between
the ionized and the neutral states (black line).
Source: By the author.

Keeping that in mind, to avoid the finite lifetime that results from computational
limitations, we define the sticking coefficient as the remaining probability of finding the
hydrogen atom inside the box after it has collided with the surface and returned to its
initial position five times. At this time scale, our simulations for the non-interacting case
with V (z) = 0 show that the probability of finding the atom inside the box is less than
0.1%. For the cases discussed in this section, we used K0 = 0.3 eV, and based on this
criterion, we found a sticking coefficient of 28% using the spinless effective Hamiltonian
and 25% using the original electronic Hamiltonian with Ñ = 3. In the following section,
we will apply this criterion to compute the sticking coefficient for hydrogen-Cu surface
collisions at different initial atomic kinetic energies K0.
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7.6 Computing the Sticking Coefficient

By our criterion for the sticking, the required simulation time as a function of the
initial kinetic energy is shown in Table 3. For K0 = 0.3 eV, the example we just discussed,
the sticking coefficient is S = 0.28%. Figure 36 shows the results for K0 = 0.1 eV and
K0 = 0.5 eV, with the sticking coefficients found to be S = 11% for K0 = 0.1 eV and
S = 18% for K0 = 0.5 eV.

Table 3 – The time required for the probability of finding a quasi-free hydrogen atom (V (z) = 0)
inside the box to drop below 0.1% is computed from our simulations.

K0[eV ] 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
tmax[ℏ/D] 5500 2800 2000 1800 1600 1500 1400 1250

Source: By the author.

Qualitatively, the behavior of the hydrogen motion for different values of K0 are
very similar. The atom starts at the initial position z0, moves towards the surface, interacts
with the Cu surface, and is accelerated due to the image-charge potential. On its trajectory
back to the initial position, the atomic wave function divides into two parts: one part goes
away from the box (absorbed by the imaginary potential at the end of the box), and the
other part reaches the returning point and becomes trapped by the surface, forming the
hydrogen-surface bond.

On the other hand, the chance of finding the hydrogen in the box, clearly depends
on the initial kinetic energy, as observed by comparing Fig. 36 and Fig. 33. To understand
the quantitative differences between the results for K0 = 0.3 eV in Fig. 33 and the results
for K0 = 0.1 eV and K0 = 0.5 eV in Fig. 36, we analyze the electronic configuration of
the hydrogen over time for both situations.

Focusing on the top panel of Fig. 36 (K0 = 0.1 eV), we observe that after the
hydrogen interacts with the surface, transitioning from the neutral to the ionized state
|ϕ0⟩ → |ϕ̃⟩ and being reflected, the probability of the hydrogen transitioning back to the
electronic neutral state is higher than that observed for the K0 = 0.3 eV case. When the
atom interacts with the surface, the initial neutral state (black solid curve) transitions to
mostly ionized states, indicated by the dashed curves with different colors—first to the
black dashed curve, then to the blue, and followed by the red dashed curve, in the energy
difference sequence that cross the initial neutral energy and hybridize with it.
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Figure 36 – The total probability to find the atom inside the box over time (circular black dots
) for K0 = 0.1 eV (top panel) and for K0 = 0.5 eV (bottom panel). The probability
to find the H for different electronic configurations: Solid lines represent electronic
states where the atom is neutral, and the dashed line the ionized states.
Source: By the author.

This behavior is a result of the crossing energy levels, indicating that what we
observe is mostly the decomposition of the initial state into the electronic eigenstates at
each position z, which are a combination of the neutral and ionized states, caused by the
hybridization. This decomposition reflects the changes in the electronic Hamiltonian as
the atom moves in the box, and if there are no extra non-adiabatic transitions, the atom
does not lose significant kinetic energy.
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This occurs because the atom with lower initial kinetic energy moves more slowly,
causing the atom to experience the hybridization and the image-charge potential more
gradually over each time interval. As a result, only small-energy particle-hole excitations
become significant, analogous to the discussions in Chapter 4. In this case, the hydrogen
loses less kinetic energy and tends to recover its initial electronic neutral configuration
when it reaches the returning point at z = 5a0. Consequently, most of the atomic wave
function does not feel the image-charge potential and leaves the box, resulting in a small
sticking coefficient S = 11%.

In contrast, for K0 = 0.5 eV (bottom panel of Fig. 36), the atom moves faster,
causing the electronic Hamiltonian to change significantly at each instant of time, which
tends to create higher-energy pairs of particle-hole excitations. These non-adiabaticities
is evidenced by the neutral excitations (solid blue, red, and pink curves), nearly absent
for the K0 = 0.1 eV. Additionally, there is a significant difference between the electronic
transitions observed for the cases K0 = 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 eV.

However, when K0 = 0.5 eV, the hydrogen spends less time interacting with the
surface. According to the Heisenberg uncertainty principle, small energy excitations do
not have sufficient time to contribute. Consequently, after the hydrogen interacts with
the surface, transitioning from the initial neutral state to the ionized state |ϕ0⟩ → |ϕ̃⟩
and being reflected, the probability of the hydrogen transitioning back to the electronic
neutral state is higher than in the K0 = 0.3 eV case. The reason for this behavior is
that the time the hydrogen remains in the region z ∈ [0, 2r] is not long enough for all
transitions to occur as in the K0 = 0.3 eV case, resulting in fewer particle-hole pairs being
created and a smaller sticking coefficient.

Finally, the black dots in Fig. 37 shows the calculated sticking coefficient for var-
ious kinetic energies of incidence, along with experimental data for hydrogen Cu surface
sticking (red dots). In addition, the contribution from phonons for the sticking are shown
by the dashed black line, adapted from Bischler et al., Phys. Rev. Lett., 1993 (90). The
experimental data obtained by Bischler (90) suggest a sticking coefficient value of ap-
proximately 0.18 for a quasithermal beam of hydrogen atoms with a mean kinetic energy
of 0.16 eV on a Cu(110) surface. Another experimental study indicates that the sticking
coefficient an incident kinetic energy of 0.07 eV falls between 0.02 and 0.1 on a Cu(110)
surface (91). Experiments using a beam of neutral hydrogen atoms with an initial kinetic
energy of 0.2 eV on Cu(111) surface resulted in a sticking coefficient of 0.22 (92,93).

The results in Fig. 37 are in line with our discussions of the collision. The atomic
motion is coupled with the electronic configurations. Since the image-charge potential
W (z) and the coupling V (z) depend on the atomic position as shown in Fig. 28, fast
movement of the atom close to the surface causes a sudden change in the electronic
Hamiltonian. These changes can create pairs of particle-hole excitations, which absorb a
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considerable part of the atomic kinetic energy, resulting in the atomic-surface bounding.
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Figure 37 – Sticking coefficient for different initial kinetic energies K0. The black dots represent
the contribution from the electronic processes to the sticking coefficient, using
the parameters in Tables 1 and 2. The dashed black line represents the phonon
contribution computed by Bischler et al., Phys. Rev. Lett., 1993. The red dots
represent experimental values from the literature (see text for the references).
Source: By the author.

However, the number of particle-hole pairs created depends on the time the atom
remains inside the region z ∈ [0, 2r], which decreases as the kinetic energy K0 increases.
If the initial hydrogen kinetic energy is too high, the atom passes too quickly through the
region where the hybridization is significant. Under these circumstances, the atom does
not have enough time to transition to the ionized excitations, as shown by Fig. 36, and
does not lose enough kinetic energy to become trapped, resulting in minimal sticking.

Otherwise, if the atom moves slowly, the Hamiltonian changes gradually, only small
energy particle-hole excitations will be created. In the absence of dissipation, the atom
will merely accelerate, collide with the surface, and rebound. This is a reversible process,
which leads to very little sticking.

Our findings clearly demonstrate this, as shown in Fig. 37. Only at intermedi-
ate energy scales, where there is a compromise between the conditions needed to create
non-adiabatic effects and sufficient time for these effects to manifest, that we observe a
maximum probability of binding to the surface. Specifically, around K0 = 0.3 eV, the atom
has the highest probability of binding to the surface, and this probability drops as K0

deviates from this value. Fig. 37 also shows that phonons, by themselves, cannot account
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for the experimental data (90–93). Our results, which focus on the non-adiabatic con-
tributions from the electronic degrees of freedom explain the experimental findings well.
This indicates that the primary sticking mechanism in these interactions is more likely
due to the complex interplay between the atomic motion and the electronic excitations
rather than solely phonon interactions.

The non-adiabatic effects that arise from atom motion primarily depend on the
atomic-surface coupling. While most parameters of the Cu surface-hydrogen collision
model are determined by experiment or DFT calculations, the range parameter r is dif-
ficult to estimate. Table 4 shows the results of varying r, from r = 1 (neutral hydrogen
atomic radius) to r = 2.6 (negatively ionized atomic radius), for different values of K0.

Table 4 – Sticking coefficient for different values of r and K0.

- - K0[eV ] 0.15 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
r [Bohr] - - - - - - - - - - - -

1.00 - - 10% 11% 10% 7% 5%
1.67 - - 16% 23% 28% 24.5% 18%
2.60 - - 20% 24% 30% 32.5% 27%

Source: By the author.

As r increases, the initial atomic kinetic energy that maximizes the sticking shifts
to higher values. Likewise, the maximum sticking coefficient also increases with r. This
behavior occurs because, as previously discussed, the sticking is maximized when there
is a balance between the conditions needed to create non-adiabatic effects and the time
required for these effects to manifest. For example, considering the reference case at r =
1.67a0, the maximum sticking occurs for K0 = 0.3 eV. For smaller r, when K0 = 0.3
eV, the atom spends less time inside the interaction region. Consequently, the balance
between kinetic energy and time tends to happen at a lower kinetic energy, resulting in
less energy loss and a lower maximum sticking coefficient (S).

In contrast, for larger r, this balance tends to occur at a higher initial kinetic
energy. Additionally, as r increases, the interaction between the hydrogen atom and the
surface starts earlier, leading to a higher maximum S.

In summary, our spinless model describes the hydrogen-Cu surface collision well.
Future work with this model may yield more results for the hydrogen-Cu surface collision,
such as the electronic friction, the production of hydride (ion H−) from neutral hydrogen,
and the survival probability for the ions.
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8 CONCLUSION

This work, has delved into the physics of time-dependent many-body systems.
Specifically, we have studied (1) x-ray photoemission from a simple metal, (2) a Fermi
gas subject to a growing scattering potential, and (3) the collision of a H atom with a
metallic surface. The three Hamiltonians being similar, we have built our treatment of
each problem upon the experience gained with the previous ones, that is, the problem (2)
upon (1), and problem (3) upon (1) and (2).

The photoemission problem has a long history. Experimental physicists prefer
the frequency domain, and so the theoretical attention has been focused on the energy
dependence of the photoemission current. In this context, the most important advance
came in 1970, when Doniach and Sunjic described this dependence in the vicinity of
the threshold energy for photoexcitation. The remarkable success of their results turned
attention away from higher energies.

In our time-domain analysis, by contrast, the contributions to the photocurrent
amplitude from a class of high-energy excitations gained prominence, namely the ampli-
tude due to excitations from the bound state created by the attractive scattering potential
to single-particle states above the Fermi level. Such excitations behave as x-ray absorp-
tion problem study by Nozières-De Dominicis. The contribution , from the unplugged final
many-body states, interfere with the amplitude due to the plugged states, final many-body
states in which the bound state is filled, giving rise to eye-catching oscillations in the plots
of the photocurrent as a function of time.

Our results have shown that, while the amplitude from the plugged states follow the
Doniach-Sunjic law, the amplitude from the unplugged ones decay following the Nozières-
De Dominicis law. The weaker the potential, the faster is the decay of the latter, relative to
the former. For weak potentials the contribution from the unplugged states decays so fast
that the oscillations are barely visible. For strong W s, the oscillations are long lived. These
oscillations give rise to a higher-energy threshold in the energy domain, which corresponds
to the broad high-energy peak often seen in experimental spectra. The broadening, due
to the sort lifetime of the vacant bound state, makes the asymmetry associated with the
threshold behavior difficult to distinguish; experimental work focused on the high-energy
behavior will be necessary before the Nozières-De Dominicis exponent can be identified.
The physical interpretation of the damped oscillations in the time dependence of the
photoemission current is one of the most important results in this thesis.

Another important conclusion was derived from our study of the Fermi gas subject
to an up-ramping localized potential. The issue, here, is whether the gas remains in the
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instantaneous ground state up to end of the ramp. On the basis of a simple approximation,
in which only the ground state and single-particle-hole excitations are allowed in final
states, we have been able to derive an expression defining the conditions under which
the probability of transition to an excited state remains bellow a specified threshold
value. Numerical computation of the same probability has confirmed the accuracy of our
expression.

The results shows striking disagreement with the quantum adiabatic criterion,
according to which the threshold probability should be proportional to the square of the
slope of the ramp-up. Instead, we have found the probability to obey a power law, in
which the argument is the number of electrons participating in the process - limited by
the uncertainty principle - and the exponent depends only on the phase shift introduced by
the maximal scattering potential. Thus, even trough the threshold probability depends on
the maximal potential and on the time necessary to reach it, it is by no means a function
of the ratio.

Finally, using our experience with the Fermi-gas and the photoemission, we have
been able to describe the electronic transitions in the hydrogen-Cu surface collision. The
electronic transitions mimic the evolution of the Fermi gas under the ramp-up poten-
tial when the atom is far from the surface and mimic the evolution under the sudden
turning on of the potential in the photoemission problem when the atom is close to the
surface. However, the motion of the atom being coupled to the evolution of the electrons,
this qualitative depiction is too simplistic, in the same way that the Born-Oppenheimer
approximation is inadequate.

Trustworthy analysis of the problem calls for full treatment of the atomic and
electronic degrees of freedom. The NRG method takes care of the latter; even with this
simplification, however, we have found the computational cost of following the evolution
of the wave function to be prohibitive. This led to the substitution of the more realistic
spin-degenerate Hamiltonian by the simplest spinless one. The derivation of the spinless
Hamiltonian combined inferences drawn from our previous analyses and the Fermi gas
with the results from the diagonalization of the spin-degenerate electronic Hamiltonian.

The substitution has allowed us to simulate the collision and compute the sticking
coefficient. We have computed the sticking coefficient as a function of the initial kinetic
energy, far from the surface, and interpreted the results physically. The coefficient peak is
at intermediate energies, around 0.3 eV. At low energies, the probability of adsorption is
small because the slow movement only allows low-energy particle-hole excitations, close to
the Fermi level, to participate, which makes the collision quasi-adiabatic. At high kinetic
energies, at the opposite extreme, there is little time for transitions between the initial,
neutral atomic state and the ionized state. Since the sticking calls for ionization, the
corresponding sticking coefficient is minute. Only at intermediate kinetic energies is there
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sufficient nonadiabaticity and enough time for the electrons transitions to rob energy and
trap the nucleus. Only at intermediate energies is there balance between the conditions
for non-adiabatic effects and the time for these effects to take place. Only then is the
probability of the atomic-surface binding substantive.

Additionally, the sticking coefficients we have computed are in better agreement
with the available experimental data than the phonon mechanism, reproducing well the
experimental data when the initial kinetic energy is in the region of 0.1 − 0.25 eV. Our
approach can be extended to simulate collisions and features of the model can be modified
to make it more realistic.

A more important aspect nevertheless deserves attention is this paragraph. All
the models we have studied suffer from a shortcoming that obstructs the computation
of time-dependent properties: the lack of mechanism to dampen low-energy excitations.
Even the simplest mode, the one discussed in Chapter 3, allows cascading of energy from
high- to low-energy modes. The transient contribution from the unplugged states to the
photoemission current is the most striking example. Nonetheless, the low-energy electron-
hole excitations cannot decay. In the real systems, the coupling to the electromagnetic
fields and to vibration modes damp high- and low-frequency osculations and broaden
peaks and thresholds in experimental spectra. The extension of the simple model to
encompass terms that represent couplings of this sort is, therefore, a natural extension of
our work.

In closing, we highlight the importance of high-energy states in the computation
of time-dependent properties. In the photoemission problem, the particle-hole excitations
from the bound state to vacant conduction levels shape the oscillations characteristics
of the calculated photocurrents. In the atom-surface collision problem, our preliminary
results showed that truncation of the NRG spectrum, even eliminating of a few states
at the high-energy tail of the spectrum, is sufficient to introduces significant deviations
in the calculated sticking coefficients. The development of the block-diagonal approach
described in Chapter 6, which makes the computation of excited states in the iterative
diagonalization of the NRG Hamiltonians more efficient, was motivated by these findings.

8.1 Technical results

Throughout this thesis, new technical results have been presented. Here, we high-
light these contributions, which we have not found documented in the literature.

From a more mathematical perspective, we derived accurate expressions based
on the Cauchy determinant formula. These include the projections between the initial
ground state and the final ground state in Eq. (3.13), as well as the projection between
the initial ground state and the lowest-energy unplugged state in Eq. (3.14). Additionally,
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for the x-ray photoemission problem, we provided analytical expressions for the Green’s
function in the frequency domain (see Eq. (3.35)) and for the fidelity in the time domain
(see Eq. (3.38)), along with the relative contribution of excitations from the bound state,
quantified by the ratio defined in Eq. (3.37).

For the Fermi gas problem, we provided an analytical equation that effectively
describes the time evolution of the system (see Eq. (4.7)), the probability of finding the
system in the ground state (see Eq. (4.10)), and the adiabatic diagram (see Fig. 23).

In Chapter 6, we proposed a new procedure, based on the block-diagonal approxi-
mation demonstrated in this thesis, to account for the contributions of high-energy excited
states in the desired physical properties of NRG-like Hamiltonians. We showed that this
procedure not only works with high accuracy but can also reduce the computational cost
and increase the efficiency of the classical NRG approach.

Additionally, in Chapter 7, we introduced an effective spinless Hamiltonian that
accurately describes the atomic-surface collision. Using this effective Hamiltonian, we
calculated the sticking coefficient for a hydrogen atom, initially neutral, colliding with a
Cu surface as a function of its initial kinetic energy.
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APPENDIX A – ANALYTICAL DIAGONALIZATION

Let us start with the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2.7). In order to simplify it, we can
consider a flat band and write the localized scattering potential term in the momentum-
space, which transforms Wa†

0a0 → W
N

∑
k,q ã†

kãq. Then, the Hamiltonian is now:

H =
∑

k

εkã†
kãk + W

N

∑
k,q

ã†
kãq. (A.1)

Where εk = k.∆ε, ∆ε is the energy gap and k an integer such that −N/2 ≤ k ≤ N/2.

Furthermore, we can diagonalize this Hamiltonian if we can write it in the form
H = ∑

m ϵmg†
mgm, where the operator gm can be written as a linear combination of the

operators {ãk} as

gm =
∑

k

αk,mãk. (A.2)

Before proceeding, we can calculate the main commutators of H for this problem.
After some manipulations, we arrive at the following expressions:

[H, ãk] = (−1)
[
εkãk + W

N

∑
q

ãq

]
, (A.3)

[H, gm] = −ϵmgm. (A.4)

Using the equality defined in equation (A.4) by substituting gm with the linear
combination defined in (A.2) and after some algebraic manipulations, we arrive at:

∑
k

[
εkαk,m + W

N

∑
q

αq,m

]
ãk =

∑
k

ϵmαk,mãk.

As the operators ãk are independent for each k, we can separate this equation into

(ϵm − εk) αk,m − W

N

∑
q

αq,m = 0. (A.5)

Thus, by applying a sum over k to both sides of Eq. (A.5), we obtain

∑
k

αk,m = W

(
1
N

∑
k

1
(ϵm − εk)

)∑
q

αq,m, (A.6)

where the sums ∑q αq,m and ∑k αk,m are equal and non null, resulting in

1 = W

(
1
N

∑
k

1
(ϵm − εk)

)
. (A.7)
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Before proceeding, it is necessary to solve the sum that appears in the previous
equation. To do so, and to simplify the calculations, we will consider a flat density of states,
ρ = 1

∆εN
, where ∆ε is the difference between two consecutive energy levels. Furthermore,

the energy levels have an approximate energy given by εq = q∆ε. Considering that the W

in the Hamiltonian modify the initial energy levels by a quantity δ, known as phase-shift,
we can write

ϵm = εm − ∆ε

π
δm. (A.8)

The sum in question appears again at several points during the calculations, so it is
convenient to define a variable ξm such that:

ξm = 1
N

∑
q

1
ϵm − εq − ∆ε

π
δm

= −ρ
∑

q

1
q − m + δm

π

. (A.9)

To solve this sum, we can use the Sommerfeld-Watson transformation (70). Con-
sidering a sum of the form ∑

n f(n), where f(z) is a function with non-integer poles, we
can define a function F (z) = πf(z) cot(πz). The function F (z) has simple integer poles
{n} coming from the term sin(πz) and non-integer poles {zni

} coming from the term f(z).
The integral around a closed curve of F (z) in a complex domain satisfies the equality:

1
2πi

∮
F (z)dz =

∑
n

Res(F (z), z = n) +
∑
ni

Res(F (z), z = zni
). (A.10)

The residue Res(F (z), z = n) is calculated by:

Res(F (z), z = n) = lim
z→n

F (z)(z − n) = lim
z→n

πf(z) cos(πz)(z − n)
sin(πz) = f(n). (A.11)

Thus, the integral can be rewritten as:
1

2πi

∮
F (z)dz =

∑
n

f(n) +
∑
ni

π cot(πzni
)Res(f(z), z = zni

). (A.12)

Or, since we are interested in finding the sum:
∞∑

n=−∞
f(n) = 1

2i

∮
f(z)cot(πz)dz − π

∑
ni

cot(πzni
)Res(f(z), z = zni

). (A.13)

The discussion conducted in the previous paragraphs can be applied to find the
value of ξm, using f(n) = −ρ

z−(m− δm
π ) with a single simple pole z1 = m − δm

π
, where the

sum becomes:

ξm = −ρ
1
2i

∮ cot(πz)
z −

(
m − δm

π

)dz + ρπcot(πm − δm). (A.14)

The last term can be simplified to cot(πm − δm) = − cot(δm). Now we only need
to find the integral. For this purpose, it is necessary to define a closed path in the domain
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of the function F (z) = f(z)cot(z) as shown in Fig.38. Choosing this path and taking the
limit where the box size tends to infinity, once lim(Imz→±∞) cot(Re(z) + iImz) = ± − i, it
is not difficult to show that the contribution to ξm is ρP

∫+D
−D

dε

ϵm−ε−∆ε δm
π

. Then, we obtain:

ξm = −ρπcot(δm) + ρP
∫ +D

−D

dε

ϵm − ε − ∆ε δm

π

. (A.15)

Here, P represents the Cauchy principal part, D is the width of the band, the contribution
−πρ cot(δl) comes from the pole inside the range [−D, +D], and ρ = 1

D
.

Figure 38 – (Left) Integration path of (A.14). (Right) In the Upper and Bottom boundaries of
the integration path lim(Imz→±∞) cot(Re(z) + iImz) = ± − i and the contour can
be deformed resulting in the expression in Eq. (A.15).
Source: By the author.

Finally, the sum ξm has been found, and we can proceed. The eigenvalues ϵm can
be found through the implicitly expression ϵm = εm − ∆ε

π
δm and after this procedure, the

phase shift can be obtained from Eq. (A.7) using ξl = 1
W

, where

ξl = 1
N

∑
q

1
εl − εq − ∆ε

π
δl

= −πρ cot δl + ρ P
∫ +D

−D

1
ϵl − ε

dε. (A.16)

Inverting this expression to find the phase shift, once log
(

|εl−D|
|εl+D|

)
≈ 0, we obtain:

δl = atan
 −πρW

1−ρW log
(

D+εl
D−εl

) ≈ atan (−πρW ) . (A.17)

At this point we already found the eigenenergies, now we need the eigenvector. To
this aim, we start by isolating the Eq. (A.5) and squaring both sides and then applying
the sum over k, we obtain

∑
k

|αk,m|2 = W 2

N

(
1
N

∑
k

1
(ϵm − ϵk)2

)(∑
q

αq,m

)2

. (A.18)
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Where 1
N

∑
k

1
(ϵm−ϵk)2 = −dξm

dϵm
=
(

ρ
∆ε

| π
sin δm

|2
)

and ∑k |αk,m|2 = 1, resulting in

1 = W 2

N

(
−dξm

dϵm

)(∑
q

αq,m

)2

. (A.19)

Finally, the coefficients αl,k of the eigenstates g†
l = ∑

k αl,kã†
k of the Hamiltonian

(A.1) with energy ϵl can be obtained by:

αl,k = ± 1
ϵl − εk

√√√√ 1
N

(
−∂ξl

∂ϵl

)−1

= ±sin δl

π

∆ε

εl − εk − δl

π
∆ε

. (A.20)

If we consider W → 0, then αk,m → 1, since the eigenvectors become exactly the
initial basis. In this limit, ϵm → εm and therefore δm → 0

lim
W →0

αk,m = lim
δm→0

±∆ε

π

sin δm(
−∆ε

π
δm

) = ±(−1). (A.21)

Therefore, the negative solution is the only possible one! We have found the correct
coefficients αk,m

αk,m = − ∆ε

(ϵm − ϵk)
sin δm

π
. (A.22)

together with the energy eigenvalues ϵm found earlier.
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Figure 39 – (RIGHT) we show the values of δ(ε) computed by Eq. (2.8) (solid line), and the
value computed by Eq. (2.8) (dashed line), for different values of ρW . Once l rep-
resents the energy levels εl, then δl = δ(εl), this notation is more convenient for
comparing the data.(LEFT) we show the values of the diagonal coefficients com-
puted by Eq. (3.4) considering the δ(ε) in Eq. (2.8) (solid line), the values computed
considering the δ constant (dashed line), and the numerical values computed by
direct diagonalization (circular dots).
Source: By the author.

Before proceeding, we verified the validity of the Eq. (A.17) by comparing the
diagonal coefficients obtained by the phase shift formula and by direct diagonalization.
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In Fig. 39, the right panel displays the phase shift values: the solid line represents those
calculated using Eq. (A.17), while the dashed line shows values obtained from Eq. (2.8) for
various ρW values (black is −0.1, red is −0.2 and blue is −0.5). In the left panel, we depict
the values of the diagonal coefficients: the solid line represents those computed by Eq.
(A.20) using the correct phase shift, the dashed line shows values computed considering
a constant phase shift, and the numerical values computed by direct diagonalization are
denoted by circular dots. We notice a strong agreement between the expression derived
from Eq. (A.20) and the numerical outcomes. It is notable that for ρW ≤ 0.1, indeed
the approximation for the phase shift hold well. However, deviations from the numerical
results become significant when ρW ≥ 0.2. Additionally, as ρW increases, a distortion of
the phase shift near the bottom of the band is noticeable. This distortion arises due to
the emergence of a new level at the bottom of the band with energy ϵB < −D.

These expressions for the phase shift in the Eq. (A.17) and for the coefficients in
Eq. (A.20) have been known for more than fifty years (44) and are the basis of many
important works (45–47, 50). However, Eq. (A.16) is only applicable when |ϵl| ≤ D. It
breaks down when the level is the bottom of the band, εB = −D, as W < 0 implies
ϵB < −D, meaning there is no pole within the range [−D, +D] and the cot term needs
to be removed from Eq. (A.16). In this situation

ξB = ρP
∫ +D

−D

1
ϵB − ε

dε = 1
W

. (A.23)

Solving this equation, we find the new energy as:

ϵB = −D.coth
(

1
−2ρW

)
. (A.24)

Furthermore, the eigenoperator with energy ϵB is g†
B = ∑

k αB,kã†
k, where the

coefficients αB,k with the initial levels εk of the band can be obtained using a strategy
similar to that used for Eq. (A.20), with ξB = ρP

∫+D
−D

1
ϵB−ε

dε, for ϵB < −D, as:

αB,k =
√

∆ε

2D

√
ϵ2

B − D2

−ϵB + εk

→
√

∆ε

D

√
(−ϵB + ∆ε)2 − D2

(−ϵB + ∆ε) + εk

. (A.25)

Including a slight modification −ϵB → −ϵB + ∆ε to ensure that limϵB→−D(αB,−N/2) = 1.
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APPENDIX B – ANDERSON ORTHOGONALITY CATASTROPHE

The Anderson orthogonality catastrophe is well understood by the Eq. (3.7). How-
ever, the expression in Eq. (3.7) is an approximation for the determinant in Eq. (3.6). A
more accurate approximation can be found using the determinant formula for a Cauchy
matrix (71), once the matrix coefficients can be expressed as mij = 1

ui−vj
. We can start

with the Slater determinant:

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩ = det


{ã−1, g†

−1} {ã−1, g†
−2} ... {ã−1, g†

−Ne
}

{ã−2, g†
−1} {ã−2, g†

−2} ... {ã−2, g†
−Ne

}
... ... ...

...
{ã−Ne , g†

−1} {ã−N2 , g†
−2} ... {ã−Ne , g†

−Ne
}

 . (B.1)

The coefficients of the matrix αm,k = {ãk, g†
m} can be obtained by the expression

αm,k = − ∆ε

(ϵm − εk)
sin δm

π
≈ − ∆ε(

εm − εk − δ
π
∆ε
) sin δ

π
= sin δ

π

1
m − k − δ

π

, (B.2)

where the phase shift can be obtained by tan(δm) ≈ −πρW . This expression using the
phase shift constant is a good approximation only for small values of the scattering po-
tential W . But for now, let us assume that W is small.

Then, using the Eq. (B.2) we can approximate the projections between the two
ground states as

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩∗ =
(

−sin δ

π

)Ne

det
({

1
i − j − δ

π

})
. (B.3)

Here det
({

1
i−j− δ

π

})
is the determinant of the matrix composed by elements 1

i−j− δ
π

.

One matrix that can be written as
({

1
xi−yj

})
is known as Cauchy matrix and its

determinant can be expressed by the Cauchy determinant formula:

det
({

1
xi − yj

})
=
∏Ne

i=2
∏

j<i(xi − xj)(yj − yi)∏Ne
i=1

∏Ne
j=1(xi − yj)

(B.4)

In Eq. (B.3), the only quantity whose value is unknown is det
({

1
i−j− δ

π

})
. There-

fore, we only need to apply the Cauchy determinant formula to find the projection. Ap-
plying the Cauchy formula to this quantity, we obtain:

det
({

1
i − j − δ

π

})
=
∏Ne

i=2
∏

j<i(i − j)(j − i)∏Ne
i=1

∏Ne
j=1(i − j − δ

π
)

. (B.5)
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Before proceeding, we can simplify some terms in the Eq. (B.5). The first term is:

Ne∏
j=1

(
i − j − δ

π

)
= (−1)Ne

γ
(
Ne + 1 − i + δ

π

)
γ
(
−i + δ

π

) (B.6)

= (−1)Ne
γ
(
Ne + 1 − i + δ

π

)
γ
(
i − δ

π

)
(−1)i+1

(
sin δ

π

) , (B.7)

where we used the well known gamma function γ(x) to simplify the term. Here we used
the gamma function identity γ(1 − z)γ(z) = π

sin(πz) .

Another term that can be simplified is:∏
j<i

(i − j)(j − i) = (−1)i−1[(i − 1)!]2 (B.8)

Now, returning the simplified terms to the original expression in Eq. (B.5) we
obtain:

det
({

1
i − j − δ

π

})
=

(
−sin δ

π

)−Ne ∏Ne
i=2[(i − 1)!]2∏Ne

i=1 γ
(
Ne + 1 − i + δ

π

)
γ
(
i − δ

π

) (B.9)

=
(

−sin δ

π

)−Ne ∏Ne
i=2[(i − 1)!]2∏Ne

i=1 γ
(
i + δ

π

)
γ
(
i − δ

π

) . (B.10)

In the last step, we utilized the fact that the product over all possible i and the product
over all possible values of Ne + 1 − i yield exactly the same result.

After some manipulations, we can write the determinant as:

det
({

1
i − j − δ

π

})
=

(
−sin δ

π

)−Ne sin δ

δ

Ne−1∏
i=1

[(i)!]2

γ
(
1 + i + δ

π

)
γ
(
1 + i − δ

π

) .(B.11)

Now, since we are dealing with the gamma function and factorials, we can employ
an expression derived from the well-known Stirling approximation:

γ(1 + n + x) ≈ n!
(

1 + x

n

)n+0.5
(n + x)xe−x. (B.12)

Using the Stirling approximation in the determinant expression we obtain:

det
({

1
i − j − δ

π

})
≈

(
−sin δ

π

)−Ne sin δ

δ

Ne−1∏
i=1

1(
1 −

(
δ
π

)2 1
i2

)i+0.5

(
i − δ

π

) δ
π

(
i + δ

π

) δ
π

.(B.13)

Before proceeding, we can simplify the terms in expression (B.13). The first term
can be approximated by considering that P = ∏

i ai → ln P = ∑
i ln(ai) followed by the

series expansion of the logarithmic function until second order.

Ne−1∏
i=1

1 −
(

δ

π

)2 1
i2

i+0.5

≈ N
( δ

π )2

e e
( δ

π )2
(

CEM + π2
12

)
. (B.14)
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The second term can be simplified by using the proprieties of the product and the
gamma function.

Ne−1∏
i=1

(
i − δ

π

) δ
π

(
i + δ

π

) δ
π

=
γ

(
1 + δ

π

)
γ
(
Ne − δ

π

)
γ
(
1 − δ

π

)
γ
(
Ne + δ

π

)


δ
π

≈

γ
(
1 + δ

π

)
γ
(
1 − δ

π

)


δ
π

N
−2( δ

π )2

e . (B.15)

Finally, returning the obtained values after the simplifications in the determinant
we can approximate the projection between two determinant, before and after the scat-
tering potential as:

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩∗ ≈
(

sin δ

δ

)1+ δ
π
(

γ

(
1 + δ

π

))2 δ
π

e

(
CEM+ π2

12

)
( δ

π )2

N
−( δ

π )2

e . (B.16)

where γ(x) is the well known Gamma function and CEM is the Euler-Mascheroni Constant.

However the expression (B.16) is only valid for small values of W . Correctly
computing the projections between the two ground states for any value of W is chal-
lenging. For −W/D > 0.5, the δl ≈ δ approximation is no longer applicable, and the
Cauchy formula does not provide much help in this case. But we could consider that
⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩∗ is taking account the main contribution and the projection could be expressed
as ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩ = F(δ, Ne).⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩∗.

To find the function F(δ, Ne) = ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩(δ,Ne)
⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩∗(δ,Ne) , we started by fixing the value of Ne

and searching for a fitting function, using the bounding conditions that F(0, Ne) = 1
and the asymptotic behavior of the function as δ approaches π

2 . By setting Ne = 600, we

estimated that F(δ, Ne = 600) =
(

sin δ
δ

)−2+1.25( δ
π )4 (

γ
(
1 + δ

π

))−2 δ
π . The results of this cor-

rection in the projections is shown in the Fig. 7 (left panel). After that, we compute numer-
ically the ratio ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩(δ,2Ne)

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩(δ,Ne) for different values of Ne and we observed that exist a little de-

viation from the N
−( δ

π )2

e factor, leading to the more accurately factor
(

Ne

600

) 1
2( δ

π )2

N
−( δ

π )2

e ,
as shown in Fig. 40. Summarizing, by computing numerically F(δ, Ne) = ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩(δ,Ne)

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩∗(δ,Ne) , we
approximated the determinant by the following expression:

⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩ ≈
(

sin δ

δ

)−1+ δ
π

+1.25( δ
π )4

e

(
CEM+ π2

12

)
( δ

π )2 ( Ne

600

) 1
2( δ

π )2

N
−( δ

π )2

e . (B.17)

In Fig. 7, we compare the numerical results with Eqs. (3.13) and (3.14) for dif-
ferent values of W (left panel) and for different values of N (right panel). In this figure,
the quantity ⟨ϕ0|Φ⟩ is used generically to represent both ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩ and ⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩. The black
circles and the solid black line represent the numerical and analytical results for ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩,
respectively, while the red circles and the solid red line represent the numerical and ana-
lytical results for ⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩, respectively. From this picture, we observe that the expressions
from Eqs. (3.13) and (3.14) are good approximations for the quantities we discussed.
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diagonalization.
Source: By the author.

The overlap ⟨ϕ0|φ̄⟩ = ⟨ϕ0|g†
0gB|φ0⟩ can be determined using a Slater determinant

similar to Eq. (3.6), but with the last column replaced by the coefficients αB,h → αp,h.
However, solving this analytically becomes challenging when W is large. Therefore, ap-
proximating the determinant by considering that the dominant term is on the diagonal,
times a fitting function, we can approximate |⟨ϕ0|g†

0gB|φ0⟩| as:

|⟨ϕ0|g†
0gB|φ0⟩| ≈ 2

π

∣∣∣∣−eB − D

−eB

∣∣∣∣
(

sin δ

δ

)−2π( δ
π )−( δ

π )4 (
Ne

600

)− 1
2(1− 2δ

π )
⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩. (B.18)

Here, we derive this fitting function by comparing the results with the numerical values
obtained for different values of δ, a similar method as we did to approximate the ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩.
The results of this approximation are shown in Fig. 7.

Here, we found that the critical exponent in the Anderson orthogonality has a
different factor than what was found by Anderson. Specifically, this factor is (Ne)− 1

2( δ
π )2

,
instead of (Ne)−( δ

π )2

. This correction by the factor of 1/2 has been found in more recent
and rigorous works on the Anderson orthogonality catastrophe (72).
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APPENDIX C – DONIACH - SUNJIC POWER LAW

C.1 Frequency Domain

Here, we aim to compute G(ω) for a Fermi gas system in response to a sudden
change in the scattering potential. These calculations were already conducted by Nozeries
and Dominicis in 1969. Let us consider the imaginary part of the Green function G(ω),
denoted as ImG(ℏω):

ImG(ℏω) = π
∑
n=0

|⟨φn|ϕ0⟩|2δ(ℏω − En) (C.1)

where En represents the energy of the associated many-body state |φn⟩.

We will utilize the commonly accepted approximation that diagonal elements of
the Slater determinant ⟨ϕ0|

∏
jn

g†
kjn

ghjn
|φ0⟩ are dominant. This allows us to express the

many-body projections with the initial ground state as:

⟨ϕ0|φn⟩ ≈

∏
jn

(
δ

π

)
∆ε

εkjn
− εhjn

− δ
π
∆ε

 ⟨ϕ0|φ0⟩. (C.2)

Here, εkjn
and εhjn

represent the energies of the particle and hole level, respectively,
where this parameter jn depends on the many-body state |φn⟩ and represents the pairs
of particle-hole excitations which compose this state.

Given that E0 = 0 and the energy En = ∑
jn

(εkjn
− εhjn

) represents the en-
ergy of many-body excitations from the ground state, and utilizing the Eq. (C.2)
Ω2

n = ∏
jn

(
δ
π

)2 ∆ε2

(εkjn
−εhjn

− δ
π

∆ε)2 in the Eq. (C.1), we can derive:

ImG(ℏω) = π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2
∑
n=0

Ω2
nδ

ℏω −
∑
jn

(εkjn
− εhjn

)
 . (C.3)

Now, let us transform the sum over all many-body states into a sum over all
possible particle-hole excitations, with p representing the number of excitations:

∑
n=0

→
∑
p=0

 1
p!
∑
h1

∑
k1

∑
h2 ̸={h1}

∑
k2 ̸={k1}

...
∑

hp ̸={h1,..,hp−1}

∑
kp ̸={k1,..,kp−1}

 (C.4)

Here, the ̸= constraint ensures the fermionic occupation rule (Pauli’s exclusion principle).

Substituting this new sum in Eq. (C.4) into the expression for the imaginary part
of the Green function in Eq. (C.3), we get:

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

=
∑
p=0

1
p!
∑
h1

∑
k1

...
∑

hp ̸={h1,..,hp−1}

∑
kp ̸={k1,..,kp−1} p∏

j=1

(
δ

π

)
∆ε

εkj
− εhj

− δ
π
∆ε

2

δ

ℏω −
p∑

j=1
(εkj

− εhj
)
 . (C.5)
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We can then demonstrate that:
∑
k1

∑
k2 ̸={k1}

∆ε2 =
∑
k1

∑
k2

∆ε2 − ∆ε
∑
k1

∑
k2

∆ε δK
k1,k2 . (C.6)

Substituting the Eq. (C.6) into Eq. (C.4) we find the Eq. (C.7), which implies that
for a small ∆ε, the number of possible states in the sum becomes very large, making the
rigorous fermionic rule in the sum a minor correction.

∑
h1

∑
k1

...
∑

hp ̸={h1,..,hp−1}

∑
kp ̸={k1,..,kp−1}

∆ε2p =
∑
h1

∑
k1

...
∑
hp

∑
kp

∆ε2p + O(∆ε). (C.7)

Additionally, for εkj
− εhj

≥ ∆ε > δ
π
∆ε, we can show that:

[(
δ

π

)
∆ε

εkj
− εhj

− δ
π
∆ε

]2

=
[(

δ

π

)
∆ε

εkj
− εhj

]2

+ O
(
∆ε3

)
. (C.8)

By incorporating these approximations in the Eq. (C.7) and Eq.(C.8) into the
expression for the imaginary part of the Green function, we arrive at:

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

=
∑
p=0

1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p∑
h1

∑
k1

...
∑
hp

∑
kp p∏

j=1

∆ε

εkj
− εhj

2

δ

ℏω −
p∑

j=1
(εkj

− εhj
)
+ O(∆ε). (C.9)

Since the energy difference ∆ε ≤ ϵ = ϵk − ϵh ≤ D represents the particle-hole
excitation energy, and ∆ε ≤ −ϵh ≤ ϵ, we can modify the sum domain into a sum over the
excitation energy ϵ as:

∑
ϵh

∑
ϵk

∆ε2f(ϵk − ϵh) =
∑

ϵ

∆εf(ϵ)
∑

−ϵh<ϵ

∆ε =
∑

ϵ

∆ε ϵ.f(ϵ) + O(∆ε). (C.10)

By applying the previously equation in Eq. (C.10) to the imaginary part of the
Green function in Eq. (C.9), we get:

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

=
∑
p=0

1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p∑
ϵ1

...
∑
ϵp

 p∏
j=1

∆ε

ϵj

 δ

ℏω −
p∑

j=1
ϵj

+ O(∆ε). (C.11)

Considering the sum can be approximated by an integral, and this approximation
lead to a error in the other of ∆ε once there is no pole inside the sum since D ≥ ϵj ≥ ∆ε,
them we can rewrite the imaginary part of the Green’s function in Eq. (C.9) as:

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

=
∑
p=0

1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p ∫ D

∆ε

dϵ1

ϵ1
...
∫ D

∆ε

dϵp

ϵp

δ

ℏω −
p∑

j=1
ϵj

+ O(∆ε). (C.12)
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Now, by using the Dirac delta function ℏω = ∑p
j=1 ϵj, which means that ϵj < ℏω

for any j and ℏω > 0. Then, the imaginary part of the Green’s function can be written
as:

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

=
∑
p=0

1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p ∫ ℏω−∆ε

∆ε

dϵ1

ϵ1
...
∫ ℏω−∆ε

∆ε

dϵp−1

ϵp−1

Θ(ℏω)(
ℏω −∑p−1

j=1 ϵj

) + O(∆ε). (C.13)

Now we need to solve the integral inside the sum over p in the ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2 . To do

that we define a new quantity:

Gp(ℏω) = 1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p ∫ ℏω−∆ε

∆ε

dϵ1

ϵ1
...
∫ ℏω−∆ε

∆ε

dϵp−1

ϵp−1

1(
ℏω −∑p−1

j=1 ϵj

) . (C.14)

We can easily show that in the Eq. (C.14) Gp obeys the recursive equation as:

Gp(ℏω) = 1
p

(
δ

π

)2 ∫ ℏω−∆ε

∆ε

dϵ

ϵ
Gp−1(ℏω − ϵ) (C.15)

Once the p = 0 represents no excitations, clearly the G0(ℏω) is:

G0(ℏω) = δ(ℏω). (C.16)

By using the recursive equation in Eq.(C.15) we can easily show that:

G1(ℏω) =
(

δ

π

)2 1
ℏω

, (C.17)

and

G2(ℏω) =
(

δ

π

)4 ln (ℏω/∆ε)
ℏω

. (C.18)

Once the structure of the G1(ℏω) and G2(ℏω) follow a pattern, let us now consider
that the main part of this quantity Gp is:

Gp(ℏω) ≈ 1
(p − 1)!

(
δ

π

)2p lnp−1 (ℏω/∆ε)
ℏω

. (C.19)

Then, by using the recursive equation in Eq. (C.15) we find:

Gp+1(ℏω) ≈ p

(p + 1)!

(
δ
π

)2(p+1)

ℏω

∫ ℏω−∆ε

∆ε

dϵ

ϵ

1 +
[
ln
(
ℏω − ϵ

ℏω

)
+ ln

(
ℏω

∆ε

)]p−1
 . (C.20)

To solve the expression Eq. (C.20) let us remember the binomial expansion:[
ln
(
ℏω − ϵ

ℏω

)
+ ln

(
ℏω

∆ε

)]p−1

=
p−1∑
q=0

(p − 1)!
q!(p − 1 − q)! lnp−1−q

(
ℏω

∆ε

)
lnq

(
ℏω − ϵ

ℏω

)
. (C.21)
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Also, we use the substitution rule in the integral to simplify the equations as:

u = ln
(
ℏω − ϵ

ℏω

)
→ dϵ

ϵ
= eu

1 − eu
(−du). (C.22)

Now using the Eqs. (C.22) and (C.21) into the Eq. (C.20), after some manipulations
and taking off the first term in the sum over q we find that:

Gp+1(ℏω) = p

(p + 1)!

(
δ
π

)2(p+1)

ℏω

{
lnp (ℏω/∆ε)

p
+ lnp (ℏω/∆ε) + Ip+1

}
, (C.23)

where the last term contains the remains terms of the sum and can be written as:

Ip+1 =
p−1∑
q=1

(p − 1)!(−1)q

q!(p − 1 − q)! lnp−1−q

(
ℏω

∆ε

)∫ ln(ℏω/∆ε)

0
du

e−uuq

1 − e−u
. (C.24)

Now, once the 0 < e−u < 1, then we can use the geometric series formula:

e−u

1 − e−u
=

∞∑
j=1

e−u. (C.25)

Then we can substitute the geometric series formula into the integral in Eq. (C.24)
as: ∫ ln(ℏω/∆ε)

0
du

e−uuq

1 − e−u
=

∞∑
j=1

1
jq+1

∫ j ln(ℏω/∆ε)

0
du e−uuq. (C.26)

The exact solution for this integral is not hard to find. One only needs to use
integration by parts and identify patterns. Then, the exact solution is:

∞∑
j=1

1
jq+1

∫ j ln(ℏω/∆ε)

0
du e−uuq = q!

ζR(q + 1) −
∞∑

j=1

1
jq+1

(
∆ε

ℏω

)j q∑
l=0

(j ln(ℏω/∆ε))l

l!

 .

(C.27)

Here ζR(q + 1) denotes the famous Riemann Zeta function. However, this value is still
very complicated to deal with and does not provide much assistance. Nevertheless, using
this result, and remembering that ∑n

1
n!x

n = ex, we can write:

0 ≤
∞∑

j=1

1
jq+1

∫ j ln(ℏω/∆ε)

0
du e−uuq ≤ q!ζR(q + 1). (C.28)

Substituting the above result in the Eq.(C.24) we find the upper boundaries:

0 ≤ Ip+1 ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p−1∑
q=1

(p − 1)!(−1)qζR(q + 1)
(p − 1 − q)! lnp−1−q

(
ℏω

∆ε

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (C.29)



151

Now, changing the sum order and considering that ζR(p−q)
q! ≈ 1

q! :

Ip+1 ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣(p − 1)!
p−1∑
q=0

(−1)qζR(p − q)
(q)! lnq

(
ℏω

∆ε

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≈

∣∣∣∣∣∣(p − 1)!
p−1∑
q=0

(−1)q

(q)! lnq

(
ℏω

∆ε

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (C.30)

If ℏω > ∆ε, then Eq. (C.27) is zero. Thus, we can consider ℏω > ∆ε and
ln
(
ℏω
∆ε

)
> 1. Using the well-known truncation error for the exponential function,∣∣∣e−x −

∣∣∣∑n−1
j=0

(−x)j

j!

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ xn

n! for x > 0, we can write:

Ip+1 ≤ (p − 1)! e− ln( ℏω
∆ε) + (p − 1)!

p! lnp

(
ℏω

∆ε

)
. (C.31)

This equation is also valid for ℏω = ∆ε since Ip+1 = 0 in this case, as previously discussed.
Therefore, we find:

p + 1
p

lnp (ℏω/∆ε) ≤ p + 1
p

lnp (ℏω/∆ε) + Ip+1 ≤ p + 2
p

lnp (ℏω/∆ε) + O(∆ε). (C.32)

So, the principal terms in Gp+1 are indeed:

Gp+1(ℏω) = 1
p!

(
δ

π

)2(p+1) lnp (ℏω/∆ε)
ℏω

[
1 + O

(
1

(p + 1)

)
+ O(∆ε)

]
. (C.33)

Where p ≥ 2, then, we have shown by finite induction that indeed the expression in Eq.
(C.19) represents the main part of the quantity Gp.

Now, substituting these results in the imaginary part of the Green’s function in
the Eq. (C.13) we get:

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

≈ δ(ℏω) +
∑
p=1

1
(p − 1)!

(
δ

π

)2p lnp−1 (ℏω/∆ε)
ℏω

Θ(ℏω). (C.34)

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

≈ δ(ℏω) +
(

δ

π

)2 1
ℏω

∑
p=0

1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p

lnp (ℏω/∆ε)
Θ(ℏω). (C.35)

ImG(ℏω)
π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2

≈ δ(ℏω) +
(

δ

π

)2 1
ℏω

(
∆ε

ℏω

)−( δ
π )2

Θ(ℏω). (C.36)

Finally, we can write ImG(ℏω) as

ImG(ℏω) ≈ π|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2δ(ℏω) + K (ℏω)−1+( δ
π )2

Θ(ℏω). (C.37)

Here K = π
(

δ
π

)2
|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2(∆ε)−( δ

π )2

. This power law in the frequency domain is known
as the Doniach-Sunjic law.
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C.2 Time Domain

Our main goal here is to compute the Fidelity F = |⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩|2, but to do it we
need first compute:

⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
n=0

|⟨φn|ϕ0⟩|2 exp
(

−i
t

ℏ
En

)
. (C.38)

Before computing ⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩, we will partition the many-body basis to isolate the
usual contributions to ⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ from those arising from high-energy excitations of the
bound state level. To accomplish this, we will define the set {|φ′

n⟩} as the many-body
states where the bound state level remains occupied, and the set {|φ̄n⟩} as the many-
body excitations that include one particle-hole excitation from the bound state level.
Clearly, the total many-body basis is the union of these two sets

{|φn⟩} = {|φ′
n⟩} ∪ {|φ̄n⟩}. (C.39)

The reason for this partitioning is that we can now express |φ′
n⟩ as a product of

pairs of particle-hole excitations from the ground state,

|φ′
n⟩ =

∏
jn

g†
pjn

ghjn
|φ0⟩, (C.40)

where εpjn
and εhjn

represent the energies of the particle and the hole level, respectively,
and the set of possible jn depends on the many-body configuration and represents what is
the pairs of particle-hole excitations which compose this state. These pairs of particle-hole
excitations do not involve the bound level by construction. Similarly, we can express |φ̄n⟩
as a product of pairs of particle-hole excitations from the special state |φ̄⟩ = g†

0gB|φ0⟩ as

|φ̄n⟩ =
∏
jn

g†
pjn

ghjn
|φ̄⟩. (C.41)

It is important to note that the energy of the state that is a particle-hole excitations
from the ground state |φ′

n⟩ is
E ′

n =
∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

) (C.42)

and the energy of |φ̄n⟩ is
Ēn = −ϵB +

∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

), (C.43)

as there is already one particle-hole excitation from the bound level to the first level above
the Fermi level.

Let us rewrite Eq. (C.38) after partitioning the energy spectrum into non-
excitations from the bound level |φ′

n⟩ and with one-particle-hole excitations from the
bound level |φ̄n⟩ as:

⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
n=0

|⟨φn|ϕ0⟩|2 exp(−iωnt) +
∑
n=0

|⟨φ̄n|ϕ0⟩|2 exp(−it(ωB + ωn)) (C.44)
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where ℏωn = ∑
jn

(εpjn
− εhjn

) represents the energy of the many-body excitations from
the ground state, except from the bound level, and ℏωB = |ϵB| represents the energy of
the bound level.

We will utilize the commonly accepted approximation that diagonal elements of
the Slater determinant ⟨ϕ0|

∏
jn

g†
kjn

ghjn
|φ0⟩ are dominant. Then, we can use the Eqs.

(3.28) and (3.29) to rewrite the Eq. (C.44) as

⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ = |⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2
∑
n=0

Ω2
n(δ) exp(−iωnt)

+ |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2e−iωBt
∑
n=0

Ω2
n(π − δ) exp(−iωnt), (C.45)

where

Ω2
n(δ) ≈

∏
jn

(
δ

π

)2 ∆ε2(
εpjn

− εhjn
− δ

π
∆ε
)2 . (C.46)

Here, εkjn
and εhjn

represent the energies of the particle and hole level, respectively,
where this parameter jn depends on the many-body state |φn⟩ and represents the pairs
of particle-hole excitations which compose this state.

An approximated formula for the projection

Before procedure, let us define a new function

f(δ; t) =
∑
n=0

Ω2
n(δ) exp(−iEnt/ℏ). (C.47)

Now, let us transform the sum over all many-body states into a sum over all
possible particle-hole excitations, with p representing the number of excitations:

∑
n=0

→
∑
p=0

 1
p!
∑
h1

∑
k1

∑
h2 ̸={h1}

∑
k2 ̸={k1}

...
∑

hp ̸={h1,..,hp−1}

∑
kp ̸={k1,..,kp−1}

 (C.48)

Here, the ̸= constraint ensures the fermionic occupation rule (Pauli’s exclusion principle).

We can then demonstrate that:

∑
k1

∑
k2 ̸={k1}

∆ε2 =
∑
k1

∑
k2

∆ε2 − ∆ε
∑
k1

∑
k2

∆ε δK
k1,k2 . (C.49)

Substituting the Eq. (C.49) into Eq. (C.48) we find the Eq. (C.50), which implies
that for a small ∆ε, the number of possible states in the sum becomes very large, making
the rigorous fermionic rule in the sum a minor correction.

∑
h1

∑
k1

...
∑

hp ̸={h1,..,hp−1}

∑
kp ̸={k1,..,kp−1}

∆ε2p =
∑
h1

∑
k1

...
∑
hp

∑
kp

∆ε2p + O(∆ε). (C.50)
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Additionally, for εkj
− εhj

≥ ∆ε > δ
π
∆ε, we can show that:

[(
δ

π

)
∆ε

εkj
− εhj

− δ
π
∆ε

]2

=
[(

δ

π

)
∆ε

εkj
− εhj

]2

+ O
(
∆ε3

)
. (C.51)

Substituting this new sum in Eq. (C.48) and Eq. (C.46) into f(t), we get:

f(δ; t) ≈
∑

p=0
1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p∑
h1

∑
k1

...
∑
hp

∑
kp

 p∏
j=1

∆ε

εkj
− εhj

2

e−i t
ℏ
∑p

j=1(εkj
−εhj ) + O(∆ε).

(C.52)

Since the energy difference ∆ε ≤ ϵ = εk − εh ≤ D represents the particle-hole
excitation energy, and ∆ε ≤ −ϵh ≤ ϵ, we can modify the sum domain into a sum over ϵ

as:
∑
ϵh

∑
ϵk

∆ε2Q(εk − εh) =
∑

ϵ

∆εQ(ϵ)
∑

−ϵh<ϵ

∆ε =
∑

ϵ

∆ε ϵ.Q(ϵ) + O(∆ε). (C.53)

f(δ; t) ≈
∑

p=0
1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p∑
q1

∆ε
e−i t

ℏ ϵq1

ϵq1

...
∑
qp

∆ε
e−i t

ℏ ϵqp

ϵqp

+ O(∆ε). (C.54)

Considering that the sum can be approximated by an integral, and this approx-
imation leads to an error in the other of ∆ε once there is no pole inside the sum over
D ≥ ϵj ≥ ∆ε, then we can rewrite:

f(δ; t) ≈
∑

p=0
1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p ∫ D

∆ε
dϵq1

e−i t
ℏ ϵq1

ϵq1

...
∫ D

∆ε
dϵqp

e−i t
ℏ ϵqp

ϵqp

+ O(∆ε). (C.55)

The integrals over ϵqj
with j = 1, ..., p are independent, then we can write:

f(δ; t) ≈
∑

p=0
1
p!

(
δ

π

)2p [∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

e−i t
ℏ ϵ

ϵ

]p

→ exp
( δ

π

)2 ∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

exp(−iϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

 , (C.56)

and

∑
n=0

Ω2
n(δ) exp(−iωnt) ≈ exp

( δ

π

)2 ∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

exp(−iϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

1 + O
(

δ

π

)4
+ O(∆ε).(C.57)

Once we found an approximation for the function f(δ; t), we can use it to write
the projection as

⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ = |⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2f(δ; t) + |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2f(π − δ; t)e−i|ϵB | t
ℏ , (C.58)

with the boundary condition ⟨ϕ0|Ψ(0)⟩ = 1.
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At t = 0, it is not difficult to show that f(δ; 0) = N
( δ

π )2

e , and the projection

⟨ϕ0|Ψ(0)⟩ = 1 = |⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2N
( δ

π )2

e + |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2N
( δ

π )2

e , (C.59)

and to keep the above statement true for any circumstances we can set

|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2 = 1
1 + r

N
−( δ

π )2

e , (C.60)

and

|⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2 = r

1 + r
N

−( δ
π )2

e . (C.61)

The parameter r is defined by

r = |⟨φ̄|ϕ0⟩|2

|⟨φ0|ϕ0⟩|2
. (C.62)

Now, let us note that:

exp
−

(
δ

π

)2 ∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1
ϵ

 = N
−( δ

π )2

e . (C.63)

By substituting the Eq. (C.63), (C.60) and (C.61) into the Eq. (C.58), we found
that the projection can be written as

⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩ ≈ 1
1 + r

exp
−

(
δ

π

)2 ∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1 − exp(−iϵt/ℏ)
ϵ


+

r. exp
(
−i |ϵB |t

ℏ

)
1 + r

exp
−

(
1 − δ

π

)2 ∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1 − exp(−iϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

 . (C.64)

Here, if one compute the Fourier transformation of the projection, the obtained result
will be the same as we obtained for the green function in the last section in the frequency
domain.

Computing the fidelity

Finally, we can used the Eq. (C.64) to compute the fidelity, only is necessary to
square the modulus of the projection. But before doing so, we can define two new functions

R(t) = r × exp
(

−
(

1 − 2δ

π

)∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1 − cos(ϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

)
, (C.65)

Υ(t) =
(

1 − 2δ

π

)∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

sin(ϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

, (C.66)
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and after some mathematical manipulations the fidelity become

F(t) = |⟨ϕ0|Ψ(t)⟩|2

≈

(
1 + R(t)2 + 2R(t) cos

(
ϵBt
ℏ + Υ(t)

))
(1 + r)2 exp

−2
(

δ

π

)2 ∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1 − cos(ϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

 .

(C.67)

Here the function R(0) = r and slowly decay with time and the function Υ(t) slowly
increase.

To rewrite the fidelity in terms of known functions, let us start by writing the
fidelity as

F(t) ≈

(
1 + R(t)2 + 2R(t) cos

(
ϵBt
ℏ + Υ(t)

))
(1 + r)2 e

−2( δ
π )2
(

ln( D
∆ε)−

∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

cos(ϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

)
, (C.68)

and by using substitution on the integral exponential term, we found

F(t) ≈

(
1 + R(t)2 + 2R(t) cos

(
ϵBt
ℏ + Υ(t)

))
(1 + r)2 e

−2( δ
π )2
(

ln( D
∆ε)−

∫ Dt
ℏ

∆εt
ℏ

du
cos(u)

u

)
. (C.69)

Now, we can modify the integral in the exponent in terms on the well known cosine
integral function CI(x) as

F(t) ≈

(
1 + R(t)2 + 2R(t) cos

(
ϵBt
ℏ + Υ(t)

))
(1 + r)2 e−2( δ

π )2(ln( D
∆ε)+CI(∆εt

ℏ )−CI(Dt
ℏ )). (C.70)

Doniach-Sunjic Behavior of the fidelity

F(t) ≈

(
1 + R(t)2 + 2R(t) cos

(
ϵBt+Υ(t)

ℏ

))
(1 + r)2 exp

−2
(

δ

π

)2 ∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1 − cos(ϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

 .(C.71)

To try to estimate the exponent behavior, let us now define the new function:

Q(t) =
∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1 − cos(ϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

(C.72)

It is not difficult to show that:

dQ(t)
dt

= 1
t

(cos(∆εt/ℏ) − cos(Dt/ℏ))

d2Q(t)
dt2 = −1

t2 (cos(∆εt/ℏ) − cos(Dt/ℏ)) + ...

d3Q(t)
dt3 = 2

t3 (cos(∆εt/ℏ) − cos(Dt/ℏ)) + ...
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Also, we can observe the asymptotic behavior of the function Q(t) by computing the limit:

lim
t→∞

∫D
∆ε dϵ1−cos(ϵt/ℏ)

ϵ

ln t
= lim

t→∞
(cos(∆εt/ℏ) − cos(Dt/ℏ)) . (C.73)

Then, using the asymptotic behavior for t ≫ 1:

lim
t≫1

∫ D

∆ε
dϵ

1 − cos(ϵt/ℏ)
ϵ

∼ ln t. (C.74)
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Figure 41 – Here we plot e−2( δ
π )2(ln( D

∆ε )+CI( ∆εt
ℏ )−CI( Dt

ℏ )) (solid line) and the Doniach Sunjic
law t−2( δ

π )2
(dashed line) as function of time for different values of ρW .

Source: By the author.

Using this asymptotic behavior for t ≫ 1 in the Fidelity, after some manipulations,
we can show that:

F(t) ∼ 1
(1 + r)2

(
1 + r2 t−2(1+2 δ

π ) + 2r t−(1+2 δ
π ) cos

(
ϵBt

ℏ

))
t−2( δ

π )2

. (C.75)

Numerical x analytical fidelity

To derive the analytical equation for the fidelity, we used some approximations,
such as the phase shift constant and the diagonal dominance in the Slater determinant.
These approximations are valid near the Fermi levels but do not work very well for the high
energy levels. As we observe from Fig. 42, the analytical equation inherently follows the
Doniach-Sunjic law and shows good results when compared with direct diagonalization,
explaining the fidelity behavior for all time scales. We can also observe that the analytical
equation converges to the exact values of the fidelity for long times and the error drops,
once this time scales is associated with the small energies excitations around the Fermi
level, where the approximations we considered are accurate.
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Figure 42 – Comparing the analytical results (dashed black line) with results from direct di-
agonalization (solid blue line) using W = −1D and N = 1000 (Top plot) and
W = −2D and N = 1000 (Bottom plot). The red line shows the absolute value of
the error in the analytical expression by computing |FDD − FAnalytical|(t).
Source: By the author.
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APPENDIX D – CONTINUOUS SCATTERING POTENTIAL

The quadratic Hamiltonian in Eq. (3.1) is well-known for a fermionic gas with a
localized scattering potential and can be diagonalized analytically, as we showed in the
last section. The eigenstates of a single particle and the eigenenergies of (3.1) are given
by the creation operator g†

l (t) = ∑
q αl,q(t)ã†

q and the energy ϵl(t) = εl −
(

δ(t)
π

)
∆ε. Here,

the change of basis coefficient is αl,q(t) = sin δ(t)
π

∆ε

εq−εl+ δ(t)
π

∆ε
. Note that the differences in

energy levels ϵp(t) − ϵh(t) = ∆ε(p − h) do not depend on phase shift or time.

Once the Hamiltonian is time dependent, we need to connect the instantaneous
basis at different times. To do it we can start re-writing H(t > t′) as

H(t) = H(t′) + W (t) − W (t′)
N

∑
k,k′

ã†
kãk′

= H(t′) + ∆W cos2 δ(t′)
N

∑
q,q′

g†
q(t′)gq′(t′).

(D.1)

Here ∆W = W (t) − W (t′), and we use the fact that the term ∑
q,q′ ã†

qãq′ can be written
in terms of {g†

q(t′)} as ∑k,k′,q,q′ αq,k(t′)αq′,k′(t′)g†
q(t′)gq′(t′), and ∑

k,k′ αq,k(t′)αq′,k′(t′) =
cos2 δ(t′), since ∑k αq,k(t′) = 1

W (t′)
sin(δ(t′))

ρπ
and tan δ(t′) = −πρW (t′) as shown in Appendix

A.

Then, we can write the operators g†
l (t) = ∑

q βl,qg
†
q(t′) and the energies ϵl(t) =

ϵl(t′) −
(

∆δ
π

)
∆ε, with βl,q = − sin ∆δ

π
∆ε

ϵl(t′)−ϵq(t′)− ∆δ
π

∆ε
and ∆δ = δ(t) − δ(t′) + O(∆δ2). This

shows that the change of basis transformation from t′ to t kept the same structure as αk,q.

To track the time evolution of the many-body system, we need to solve the
Schrödinger equation, which, in the instantaneous basis, give to us the time propaga-
tion of the coefficients by

dc̃n(t)
dt

= −
∑
m

c̃m(t)⟨φn(t)|∂t|φm(t)⟩e− i
ℏ

∫ t

0 (Em(t′)−En(t′))dt′
. (D.2)

Here, the coefficient c̃n(t) = cn(t)e+ i
ℏ

∫ t

0 dt′En(t′) contains information about the instanta-
neous occupation of the many-body eigenstate |φn(t)⟩, since |c̃n|2 = |cn|2.

The time derivative term ⟨φn|∂t|φm⟩ in the differential equation (D.2) can be
written explicit in the limit definition of the derivative by

⟨φn|∂t|φm⟩ = lim
∆t→0

(
δK

n,m − ⟨φn(t)|φm(t − ∆t)⟩
∆t

)
. (D.3)

Here δK
n,m is the Kronecker delta.

However, even knowing the general analytical single-particle solution, to build the
many-body wave function, we need to deal with many-body projections ⟨φn(t)|φm(t′)⟩,
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which are obtained by Slater determinants of matrices with elements αn,q. For this aim
we can think about the |φn(t)⟩ as a product of pair particle-hole excitations {g†

pj
ghj

} of
the configuration |φm(t)⟩. Then, for small ∆δ, the determinant can be approximate by a
diagonal matrix determinant as

⟨φn(t)|φm(t′)⟩
⟨φm(t)|φm(t′)⟩ ≈

∏
j

(
∆δ

π

)
∆ε

εpj
− εhj

+ ∆δ
π

∆ε

 . (D.4)

Before proceeding, let us use Eq. (3.7) to determine that the projection ⟨φm(t)|φm(t′)⟩ ∼

N
−(∆δ

π )2

e . Now, let us explicitly compute some cases by combining Eq. (D.4) with Eq. (D.3)
and Eq. (3.7), but without taking the limit ∆t → 0.

⟨φn|∂t|φn⟩ ≈ 1−N
−(∆δ

π )2

e

∆t
= 0 + O

(
∆δ2

∆t

)
,

⟨φn|∂t g†
pgh|φn⟩ ≈ − 1

π
∆δ
∆t

∆ε
ϵp−εh

N
−(∆δ

π )2

e = − 1
π

∆δ
∆t

∆ε
εp−εh

+ O
(

∆δ2

∆t

)
,

⟨φn|∂t g†
pghg†

p′gh′|φn⟩ ≈ − 1
π2

∆δ2

∆t
∆ε

ϵp−εh

∆ε
ϵp′ −εh′

N
−(∆δ

π )2

e = 0 + O
(

∆δ2

∆t

)
. (D.5)

Then, combining the Eq.(D.4) with the Eq. (D.3), the terms O(∆t) and O
(
∆δ = dδ

dt
∆t
)

vanish in the limit when ∆t → 0, then we obtain

⟨φn|∂t|φm⟩ = δK
({ph},1).

1
π

dδ(t)
dt

∆ε

εp − εh

. (D.6)

Here δK
({ph},1) just means that this expression is different from zero only if |φn⟩ = g†

pgh|φm⟩,
for h ̸= p, or, in other words, two many-body instantaneous eigenstates are coupled only
when it is possible to write one as a particle-hole excitation from the other one.

Finally, we can re-write the Eq (D.2) as

dc̃n(t)
dt

= − 1
π

dδ(t)
dt

∑
p

∑
h̸=p

c̃n,p,h(t) ∆ε

εp − εh

e−i(εp−εh) t
ℏ , (D.7)

where the coefficients c̃n,p,h are the occupation of the eigenstate |φn,p,h⟩ = g†
pgh|φn⟩.

This result demonstrates that for this type of system, when the localized scatter-
ing potential changes continuously, a coupling exists between two many-body instanta-
neous eigenstates only when it is possible to represent one many-body eigenstate as a
particle-hole excitation from the other one. Furthermore, the Eq. (D.7) is exact, with no
approximation or perturbation theory employed in the deduction. Even the high-order
terms in ∆δ that are not explicitly shown here vanish after taking the limit of ∆t → 0,
once ∆δ → 0 in this case.
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APPENDIX E – DIAGRAMMATIC DYSON’S SERIES

In this thesis, more than one time, we needed to deal with differential equations
that represents the time evolution of the many-body system like

dcn(t)
dt

=
∑

m̸=n

Vnm(t)cm(t) or dc⃗t

dt
= V̂tc⃗t, (E.1)

where cn(t) = ⟨φn(t)|Ψ(t)⟩, |cn(t)|2 represents the probabilities to find the system in the
many-body state |φm(t)⟩ and Vnm(t) represents the coupling between two states.

One approach to solve the above differential equations, is the well-known Dyson
series solution

c⃗t = T̂
{

exp
(∫ t

0
dt′V̂t′

)}
c⃗0. (E.2)

Here, T̂ is the time order operator.

Even if we will solve numerically the differential equation, the Dyson series solution
allow us to explore and understand more easily some aspects of the system. Now, let us
consider that the system starts totally in one initial configuration, so ci(0) = 1, in this
situation the Eq. (E.2) can be expanded as

cf (t) = δf,i +
∫ t

0
dt1Vf,i(t1) + 1

2

∫ t

0
dt1

∫ t

0
dt2T̂

∑
k

Vf,k(t2)Vk,i(t1) + · · · , (E.3)

and the diagrammatic representation of the Eq. (E.3) are shown in the Fig. 43 up to the
second order in the potential V expansion.

In Fig. 43, the dashed horizontal line represents the ground state (|0̃⟩ ≡ |φ0⟩)
and is analogous to the vacuum in the traditional Feynman diagram seen in particle
physics. The other electronic states are represented by particle-hole excitations from the
ground state |φn⟩ = ∏

j g†
pj

ghj
|φ0⟩, depicted by lines with arrows indicating the creation of

electrons and anti-electrons (holes) (as shown on the right-hand side of Fig. 19 (middle)
and (right)). Thus, after the initial electronic configuration (analogous to the vacuum)
interacts with the potential, it may create one (or more) pairs of particle-hole excitations
from this configuration. As shown in 44, on the left-hand side of the diagram is the initial
state, which interacts with the potential. The possible electronic configurations over time
can be observed in each diagram by making a vertical cut and examining the electronic
configuration expressed as particle-holes created from this initial state.

Let us consider that the system at t = 0 is in the initial configuration |φi⟩
(ci(0) = 1). The initial state interacts with the potential. We want to know the possible
final configurations |φf⟩. In Figures 43, we illustrate the principal transitions, arranged by
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the expansion in the potential. (Left) In the zero-order expansion, the system remains in
the same initial configuration ⟨φf |Ψ⟩(0) ∼ 1. (Middle) The first-order expansion of the po-
tential, with diagrams illustrating the transition of the initial state to the final many-body
state with one (or more) particle-hole excitation from the initial configuration. (Right)
The second-order expansion of the potential, with diagrams illustrating the transition of
the initial state to the final many-body state through an intermediate state.

Figure 43 – (Left) The zeroth-order diagram illustrates the transition of a many-body state
with energy Ei to the final many-body state with the same configuration. (Middle)
The first-order expansion of the potential, with diagrams illustrating the transition
of the initial state to the final many-body state with one (or more) particle-hole
excitation from the initial configuration. (Right) The second-order expansion of the
potential, with diagrams illustrating the transition of the initial state to the final
many-body state through an intermediate state.
Source: By the author.

Figure 44 – Details of the construction of the diagrams shown in Fig. 43. On the left-hand side
of the diagram is the initial state, which interacts with the potential, represented
by the X. The possible electronic configurations over time can be observed in each
diagram by making a vertical cut and examining the electronic configuration ex-
pressed as particle-holes created from this initial state.
Source: By the author.



163

APPENDIX F – ESTIMATING THE COEFFICIENTS

Let us start from the Eq. (4.7), considering dδ
dt

constant, we can estimate the
contribution of the single-particle-hole excitations by

c̃p,h(t) ≈ 1
π

dδ

dt

1
p + h

∫ t

0
dt′c̃0(t′)e+i(p+h) ∆εt′

ℏ . (F.1)

Now, assuming c0(t′) ≈ 1, we can solve the integral and obtain an approximation
for the coefficient of a single-particle-hole excitation as follows:

c̃p,h(t) ≈ 1
π

dδ

dt

e+i
∆ε(p+h)T

2ℏ

p + h

sin
(

∆ε(p+h)T
2ℏ

)
(

∆ε(p+h)
2ℏ

) . (F.2)

By the normalization, the probability to found the system in the ground state can
be obtained by

|c̃0(T )|2 ≈ 1 −
∑
p,h

|c̃p,h(t)|2 + ..., (F.3)

considering that the probability of finding the system in a state with two or more particle-
hole pairs is very small. By using the Eq. (F.2), we find that

|c̃0(T )|2 ≈ 1 −
(

1
π

dδ

dt

)2∑
p,h

1
(p + h)2

sin2
(

∆ε(p+h)T
2ℏ

)
(

∆ε(p+h)
2ℏ

)2 + ... . (F.4)

By approximating the sum ∑
p>0,h≥1 with the integral

∫Ne
0
∫Ne

1 dp dh, once there are
no poles within the summation range, we find, after some manipulations, that:

|c̃0(T )|2 ≈ 1 −
(

1
π

dδ

dt
T

)2 ∫ DT
2ℏ

∆εT
2ℏ

du
sin2 u

u3 + ... . (F.5)

The function f(x) = sin2(x)/x3 behaves as 1/x for x < 1 and as 1/x3 for x > 1.
Therefore, if DT

2ℏ > 1, we can approximately split the integral into two parts as follows:

|c̃0(t)|2 ≈ 1 −
(

1
π

dδ

dt
T

)2 (∫ 1

∆εT
2ℏ

du
1
u

+
∫ DT

2ℏ

1
du

1
u3

)
+ ... . (F.6)

Since ln
(

1
T

)
> 1

T 2 , we consider only the first interval in the integral, leading to
the following result:

|c̃0(T )|2 ≈ 1 −
(

1
π

dδ

dt
T

)2

ln
(

2ℏ
∆εT

)
+ ... →

(
2ℏ

∆εT

)−( 1
π

dδ
dt

T)2

. (F.7)
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APPENDIX G – QUASI-BLOCK-DIAGONAL MATRIX

Here, our aim is to demonstrate that for certain Hamiltonians, it’s feasible to
decompose them into pieces and solve the eigenvalue problem for each piece without
sacrificing accuracy significantly. We’ll begin with a Hamiltonian consisting of two sectors:

Ĥ =
 Ĥ1 µT̂

µT̂ † Ĥ2

 . (G.1)

Let us assume that we initially know the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of each
sector, given by the eigenvalue equation:

Ĥ1v⃗
(0)
1 = ϵ

(0)
1 v⃗

(0)
1 and Ĥ2v⃗

(0)
2 = ϵ

(0)
2 v⃗

(0)
2 . (G.2)

The total eigenvalues equation for the Hamiltonian is:

Ĥv⃗ = ϵv⃗ →

 Ĥ1 µT̂

µT̂ † Ĥ2

v⃗1

v⃗2

 = ϵ

v⃗1

v⃗2

 . (G.3)

Let us focus on the first sector, we can easily show that v⃗2 = −µ(Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †. If
det(Ĥ2 − ϵÎ) ̸= 0, then we find a new eigenvalue equation as follows:[

Ĥ1 − µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †
]
v⃗1 = ϵv⃗1. (G.4)

det
[
Ĥ1 − ϵÎ − µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †

]
= 0. (G.5)

Using a combination of Sylvester’s determinant theorem and the well-known rela-
tion det(I + µX) = 1 + µtr(X) + O (µ2), the determinant can be approximated by:

det
[
Ĥ1 − ϵÎ − µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †

]
=

det
[
Ĥ1 − ϵÎ

]
− µ2det

[
Ĥ1 − ϵÎ

]
.tr
[
(Ĥ1 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †

]
+ O(µ4). (G.6)

Once we choose the basis of the Hamiltonian as {v⃗
(0)
1 }⋃{v⃗

(0)
2 }, then H1 and H2

are diagonal in this basis and we can write:[
(Ĥi − ϵÎ)

]
=
∑

k

(ϵ(0)
i,k − ϵ)|k⟩⟨k|, (G.7)

[
(Ĥi − ϵÎ)

]−1
=
∑

k

1
(ϵ(0)

i,k − ϵ)
|k⟩⟨k|, (G.8)

det
[
(Ĥi − ϵÎ)

]
=
∏
k

(ϵ(0)
i,k − ϵ). (G.9)
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By the eigenvalue equation in Eq. (G.4) using Eq. (G.6) we can show that:

det
[
Ĥ1 − ϵÎ

] (
1 − µ2.tr

[
(Ĥ1 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †

])
+ O(µ4) = 0. (G.10)

Now, to solve this determinant, we need to compute this trace in Eq. (G.10). Then,
by defing

T̂ =
∑
k,k̄

βk,k̄|k⟩⟨k̄|. (G.11)

where |k⟩ ∈ {v⃗
(0)
1 } and |k̄⟩ ∈ {v⃗

(0)
2 }, then by using the Eq. (G.7) we can show that:

[
(Ĥ1 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †

]
=
∑
k,k′

∑
k̄

βk′,k̄β∗
k,k̄

(ϵ(0)
1,k′ − ϵ)(ϵ(0)

2,k̄
− ϵ)

|k′⟩⟨k|. (G.12)

Let us consider solutions with energy close to ϵ
(0)
1,l . We can set ϵ = ϵ

(0)
1,k − ∆εl.

Moreover, considering that this energy can be degenerate with multiplicity rl, then
det

[
Ĥ1 − ϵÎ

]
= (∆εl)rl

∏
k ̸={l}(ϵ

(0)
1,k − ϵ), where k ̸= {l} indicates that we are exclud-

ing all energy levels with energy ϵ
(0)
1,k from the product. Then, we can write the Eq.(G.10)

as:

(∆εl)rl

1 − µ2.
∑
k,k̄

|βk,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
1,k − ϵ)(ϵ(0)

2,k̄
− ϵ)

 = +O

 µ4∏
k ̸={l}(ϵ

(0)
1,k − ϵ)

 . (G.13)

Now we will carefully examine the sum to isolate the significant terms. By splitting
the sum as ∑k = ∑

ϵ
(0)
1,k

=ϵ
(0)
1,l

+∑
ϵ

(0)
1,k

̸=ϵ
(0)
1,l

, we obtain:

∑
k,k̄

|βk,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
1,k − ϵ)(ϵ(0)

2,k̄
− ϵ)

≈ rl

∆εl

∑
k̄

|βl,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l )

+
∑

k ̸={l},k̄

|βk,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
1,k − ϵ

(0)
1,l )(ϵ

(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l )

. (G.14)

Substituting the Eq. (G.14) into Eq.(G.13), we find:

(∆εl)rl

1 − µ2 ∑
k ̸={l},k̄

|βk,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
1,k − ϵ

(0)
1,l )(ϵ

(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l )

− rlµ
2.(∆εl)rl−1∑

k̄

|βl,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l )

= O

 µ4∏
k ̸={l}(ϵ

(0)
1,k − ϵ

(0)
1,l )

 . (G.15)

Considering that the distribution of energies in the interval Ea < ϵ
(0)
1,l < Eb is

approximately uniform, with max
(
|ϵ(0)

1,k − Ea|, |ϵ(0)
1,k − Eb|

)
≫ ∆ε and |ϵ(0)

1,k − ϵ
(0)
1,l | > ∆ε,
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we can demonstrate that:

P =
∏

k ̸={l}
(ϵ(0)

1,k − ϵ
(0)
1,l ) = ±

∏
k ̸={l}

|ϵ(0)
1,k − ϵ

(0)
1,l |.

log |P | =
∑

k ̸={l}
log |ϵ(0)

1,k − ϵ
(0)
1,l |

≈ 1
∆ε

∫ ϵ
(0)
1,l

−∆ε

Ea

dϵ log(ϵ(0)
1,l − ϵ) + 1

∆ε

∫ Eb

ϵ
(0)
1,l

+∆ε
dϵ log(ϵ − ϵ

(0)
1,l )

≈
(ϵ(0)

1,l − Ea) log(ϵ(0)
1,l − Ea) + (Eb − ϵ

(0)
1,l ) log(Eb − ϵ

(0)
1,l )

∆ε
> 1. (G.16)

Using the Eq. (G.15), after shown that the product ∏k ̸={l} |ϵ(0)
1,k − ϵ

(0)
1,l | > 1, we find

that:

(∆εl)rl−1

∆εl − rlµ
2.
∑

k̄

|βl,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l )

 = O(µ4). (G.17)

Finally, we can approximate the error in the energy by considering ϵ ≈ ϵ
(0)
1,k̄

by:

∆εl ∼ rlµ
2.
∑

k̄

|βl,k̄|2

(ϵ(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l )

. (G.18)

Clearly, this approximation is better when µ is very small or the two energy sector are
separated by high energy differences.

Now to find the correction for the eigenvector, we can start by considering v⃗l =
v⃗

(0)
l + δv⃗l in Eq. (G.4) as:[

Ĥ1 − µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †
]

(v⃗(0)
l + δv⃗l) = (ϵ(0)

1,l̄
− ∆εl)(v⃗(0)

l + δv⃗l). (G.19)

The following algebraic steps are straightforward, so we will present them without
additional explanation.[

−µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ † + ∆εl

]
v⃗

(0)
l =

[
−Ĥ1 + ϵ

(0)
1,l̄

+ µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ † − ∆εl

]
δv⃗l. (G.20)

δv⃗l =
∑

k

ukv⃗
(0)
k . (G.21)

[
−µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ † + ∆εl

]
v⃗

(0)
l =

∑
k

uk

[
−ϵ

(0)
1,k̄

+ ϵ
(0)
1,l̄

+ µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ † − ∆εl

]
v⃗

(0)
k .

∑
k ̸=l

uk

[
−ϵ

(0)
1,k̄

+ ϵ
(0)
1,l̄

+ µ2T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ † − ∆εl

]
v⃗

(0)
k = 0. (G.22)
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∑
k ̸=l

uk

[
ϵ

(0)
1,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l̄

+ ∆εl

]
v⃗

(0)
k = µ2∑

k ̸=l

uk

[
T̂ (Ĥ2 + (ϵ(0)

1,l̄
− ∆εl)Î)−1T̂ †

]
v⃗

(0)
k . (G.23)

The above expression represents a system of linear equations, which, for an eigen-
state with non-degenerate energy, once

∣∣∣ϵ(0)
1,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l̄

∣∣∣ > ∆ε clearly uk ̸=l ∼ O(µ2/∆ε). Once
|v⃗(0)

l + δv⃗l| = 1, then (1 − ul)2 + ∑
k ̸=l u2

l = 1 → (ul) ∼ O(µ2/∆ε). But if the energy ϵ
(0)
1,l̄

is degenerated with rl level with the same energy, then, in this situation, we need a little
bit more manipulations, starting with:

∑
k ̸={l}

uk

[
ϵ

(0)
1,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l̄

+ ∆εl

]
v⃗

(0)
k + ∆εl

rl−1∑
j=1

ul,j v⃗
(0)
l,j =

µ2∑
k ̸=l

uk

[
T̂ (Ĥ2 + (ϵ(0)

1,l̄
− ∆εl)Î)−1T̂ †

]
v⃗

(0)
k . (G.24)

[
T̂ (Ĥ2 − ϵÎ)−1T̂ †

]
=
∑
k,k′

∑
k̄

βk′,k̄β∗
k,k̄

(ϵ(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ)
|k′⟩⟨k|. (G.25)

∑
k ̸={l}

uk

[
ϵ

(0)
1,k̄

− ϵ
(0)
1,l̄

+ ∆εl

]
v⃗

(0)
k + ∆εl

rl−1∑
j=1

ul,j v⃗
(0)
l,j =

µ2∑
k′

∑
k̄,k ̸=l

uk

βk′,k̄β∗
k,k̄

(ϵ(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ)

 v⃗
(0)
k′ . (G.26)

k ̸= {l} : uk

[
ϵ

(0)
1,k̄

− ϵ
]

= µ2

 ∑
k̄′,k ̸=l

uk′
βk,k̄β∗

k′,k̄

(ϵ(0)
2,k̄

− ϵ)

 . (G.27)

Once again, we can observe that the above expression represents a system of linear
equations. When

∣∣∣ϵ(0)
1,k − ϵ

(0)
1,l

∣∣∣ > ∆ε, it becomes clear that uk ̸={l} ∼ O(µ2/∆ε). Since
|v⃗l| = 1, we have (1 − ul)2 + ∑rl−1

j=1 u2
j,l + ∑

k ̸=l u2
l = 1. This implies −2(ul) + ∑rl

j=1 u2
j,l =

−O(µ4/∆ε2). The equations ∑r−1
j=1 x2

j + (1 − xr)2 = (1 − O(µ4/∆ε2)) represent a sphere
with dimension r and radius

√
1 − O(µ4/∆ε2), indicating that v⃗l = ∑

j uj,lv⃗
(0)
j,l +O(µ2/∆ε),

which is a linear combination of the degenerated sector. In such situations, we can set
v⃗l = v⃗

(0)
l , completing the proof that indeed v⃗l = (1 − O(µ2/∆ε))v⃗(0)

l +∑
k ̸=l O(µ2/∆ε)v⃗(0)

l .
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APPENDIX H – NRG RESULTS X DIRECT DIAGONALIZATION

We want to calculate and verify the results of the projections of an NRG solution
basis for a certain W1 onto another NRG solution basis for a certain W2. Both problems
we want to address, whether the electronic states of the adsorption coefficient problem or
x-ray absorption, have a similar Hamiltonian, when U = 0, in the form

HN = εdc†
dcd +

N−1∑
n=0

τn(f †
nfn+1 + h. c.) +

√
2V

(
c†

df0 + h. c.
)

+ 2Wif
†
0f0 , (H.1)

where i = 1, 2. This Hamiltonian can be diagonalized in the basis of operators of a
single particle cd, f0, f1, ..., fN , generating a set of N + 2 single-particle operators {gl}
with energies from ϵ1 to ϵN+2 (depicted in Fig. 45(a)). The ground state of many-body
systems is the combination of two electrons in each of the N

2 + 1 lowest energy levels. The
construction of excited states is done by removing one or more electrons from the ground
state, from lower energy levels (creating holes), and moving them to higher unoccupied
levels (excited states).

Figure 45 – (a) Energy levels of independent particle solutions of the Hamiltonian (H.1), where
n =

(
N
2 + 1

)
, for an even N . (b) Construction of the first excited states for n = 7,

the transitions 7 → 10 and 5 → 8, shown in red, have higher energies compared to
the others.
Source: By the author.

Using the values εd = −5, U = 0, V = 1.25, W1 = 1.00, and W2 = 0.25, normalized
by the bandwidth D, and the discretization parameter Λ = 6 with a maximum iteration
N = 12, we can exactly diagonalize the Hamiltonian (H.1) for each of these values of Wi

(i = 1, 2), once the non-interacting Hamiltonian is quadratic, and find the 14 eigenenergies



170

{ϵ
(i)
l } and the 14 eigenstates {g

(i)
l } of a single particle, defining the two distinct bases (1)

and (2). This calculation was performed by numerically diagonalizing the 14x14 matrix of
the Hamiltonian in the basis of operators cd, f0, f1, ..., f12, and the results will be referred
to as ’exact’, as they involve no truncations.

The excited many-body states {|en⟩} with charge 0 (total of 14 electrons) and
spin 0, for the bases (1) and (2) defined by the values of W1,2, are obtained by creating
electrons in the excited states g†

l>7 and annihilating electrons (creating holes) gl≤7 from
the ground state |e0⟩ = ∏7

l=1 g†
l↑g

†
l↓|0⟩ (composed of the double occupation of the 7 lowest-

energy states gl). To compare the values obtained by NRG and the exact values, we
construct the first ten many-body states and calculate the exact energies of these states
and projections between some of them for both bases (1) and (2).

For NRG calculations, we use an energy truncation at a maximum value Ec scaled
by DN . Using the NRG diagonalization procedure, we solve the same Hamiltonian with
the same values of constants and parameters for W1 and W2, obtaining a spectrum of
many-body energies with charge 0 and spin 0, and the projections for both bases (1) and
(2). To observe if the NRG numerical procedure is working correctly, we can compare
these obtained energy values and projections with the exact values obtained by direct
diagonalization of the Hamiltonian in the basis of single-particle operators.

The results are obtained for the ground state energies in Table 5, for the energies
of the first excited states of base (1) in Table 6, and for the energies of the first excited
states of base (2) in Table 7 sequentially.

Table 5 – Comparing the ground state energies E0, calculated exactly and obtained by
NRG, normalized by the bandwidth, for both values of W1 and W2.

i E0 exact NRG (Ec = 20) NRG (Ec = 30) NRG (Ec = 100)
1 −11.43865719 −11.43865719 -11.43865719 -11.43865719
2 −11.76464132 −11.76464130 -11.76464132 -11.76464132

Source: By the author.

The results of the comparison between the projections of the two bases (1) and
(2), solutions of the Hamiltonian (H.1) with W1 or 2, exact (calculated via diagonalization
of the Hamiltonian in the basis of a single particle) and calculated via NRG (using cutoff
energies Ec = 20, 30and 100) are shown in Table 8. The projections calculated by NRG
with a cutoff energy of 100 are not shown in this table, as they have the same value as
the exact result with an accuracy of more than eight decimal places.

We can conclude firstly that the NRG is obtaining results for the energies of many-
body states and projections between these bases close to the exact values, for both cutoff
energies and values of W1,2. Furthermore, the results improve as the cutoff energy in-
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Table 6 – Energies of the first ten excited states, scaled by the term D12, calculated exactly
and obtained by NRG for different cutoff energy values, using the base (1)
defined by the value of W1.

States (1) n E(1) exact NRGEc=20 NRGEc=30 NRGEc=100
g†

8↑g7↑|e0⟩1 1 1.84433637 1.84433636 1.84433637 1.84433637
g†

8↑g†
8↓g7↑g7↓|e0⟩1 2 3.68867274 3.68867271 3.68867274 3.68867274

g†
9↑g7↑|e0⟩1 3 6.14384895 6.14384914 6.14384896 6.14384895

c†
8↑c6↑|e0⟩1 4 7.89996203 7.89996400 7.89996202 7.89996203

g†
9↑g†

8↓g7↑g7↓|e0⟩1 5 7.98818533 7.98818580 7.98818533 7.98818533
g†

8↑g†
8↓g7↑g6↓|e0⟩1 6 9.74429840 9.74430066 9.74429840 9.74429840

g†
9↑g6↑|e0⟩1 7 12.19947461 12.19947555 12.19947461 12.19947461

g†
9↑g†

9↓g7↑g7↓|e0⟩1 8 12.28769791 12.28769734 12.28769791 12.28769791
g†

9↑g†
8↑g7↑g6↑|e0⟩1 9 14.04381098 14.04381219 14.04381098 14.04381098

g†
9↑g†

8↓g7↑g6↓|e0⟩1 10 14.04381098 14.04381219 14.04381098 14.04381098

Source: By the author.

Table 7 – Energies of the first ten excited states, scaled by the term D12, calculated exactly
and obtained by NRG for different cutoff energy values, using the base (2)
defined by the value of W2.

States (2) n E(1) exact NRGEc=20 NRGEc=30 NRGEc=100
g†

8↑g7↑|e0⟩2 1 1.92014286 1.92014278 1.92014280 1.92014286
g†

8↑g†
8↓g7↑g7↓|e0⟩2 2 3.84028573 3.84028556 3.84028560 3.84028573

g†
9↑g7↑|e0⟩2 3 5.54560884 5.54561078 5.54560916 5.54560884

g†
9↑g†

8↓g7↑g7↓|e0⟩2 4 7.46575170 7.46575577 7.46575195 7.46575170
c†

8↑c6↑|e0⟩2 5 9.22538836 9.22539330 9.22538742 9.22538836
g†

8↑g†
8↓g7↑g6↓|e0⟩2 6 11.09121767 11.09121894 11.09121831 11.09121767

g†
9↑g†

9↓g7↑g7↓|e0⟩2 7 11.14553122 11.14553844 11.14553022 11.14553122
g†

9↑g6↑|e0⟩2 8 12.85085433 12.85085642 12.85085379 12.85085433
g†

9↑g†
8↑g7↑g6↑|e0⟩2 9 14.77099719 14.77100134 14.77099658 14.77099719

g†
9↑g†

8↓g7↑g6↓|e0⟩2 10 14.77099719 14.77100134 14.77099658 14.77099719

Source: By the author.

creases, until, for Ec ≥ 100, the values of energies and projections of the first excited
states are practically the same as the exact ones. The time required for the NRG calcu-
lation also increases with the cutoff energy, taking only a few seconds for Ec = 20 and a
few minutes for Ec = 100. This is because, the higher the Ec, the more states are being
considered, reducing the error associated with truncation and increasing computational
cost.



172

Table 8 – Projections between the two bases (1) and (2) solutions of the Hamiltonian
(H.1) for different values of W1 and W2, exact and calculated via NRG, using
cutoff energies Ec = 20, 30and 100. The projections calculated by NRG with a
cutoff energy of 100 are the same as the exact ones with an accuracy of eight
decimal places.

1⟨n′|n⟩2 Proj. exact NRGEc=20 NRGEc=30
0|0 0.86635934 0.86636382 0.86636219
0|1 −0.15740949 −0.15741195 −0.15740990
0|2 0.01429992 0.01430070 0.01429995
0|3 0.09225636 0.09225876 0.09225661
0|4 −0.01185261 −0.01185567 −0.01185263
0|5 0.09543813 0.09547710 0.09543840
0|6 0.00491207 0.00491244 0.00491208
0|8 −0.11597268 −0.11596814 −0.11597304
1|3 0.10392632 0.10392808 0.10392660
1|8 −0.02985961 −0.02985835 −0.02985973
7|8 0.85117398 0.85118840 0.85117683
2|2 0.85798359 0.85798733 0.85798642
8|2 0.00926520 0.00925770 0.00926521

1⟨n′|n⟩2 Proj. exact NRGEc=20 NRGEc=30
1|0 0.15314866 0.15315073 0.15314906
2|0 0.01353625 0.01353665 0.01353627
3|0 −0.11706927 −0.11707054 −0.11706927
4|0 −0.06699971 −0.06702027 −0.06699989
5|0 −0.01463333 −0.01463386 −0.01463334
7|0 0.11048082 0.11047978 0.11048115
8|0 0.00790966 0.00790809 0.00790968
1|1 0.84824845 0.84825180 0.84825125
1|5 −0.07670606 −0.07668241 −0.07670628
3|3 0.85910233 0.85910353 0.85910516
4|5 0.86305893 0.86306046 0.86306177
2|6 0.01058718 0.01058901 0.01058719
8|6 0.86431293 0.86432436 0.86431574

Source: By the author.
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APPENDIX I – TRANSITION: NEUTRAL-IONIZED SECTORS

Prior to continuing, let us ignore the nuclear distribution a little bit and discuss
only about the electronic part of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2.14), which can be expressed
as

He(z) = Hd +
∑

k

εkã†
kãk + V (z)

(
c†

df0 + h. c.
)

+ W (z)(nd − 1)2f †
0f0 , (I.1)

where Hd = εdd†d + Und↑nd,↓ represents the atomic levels.

It is straightforward to show that, in situations where the atom is far from the
surface and the hybridization is very small (V (z) ∼ 0), we can express the Hamiltonian in
Eq. (I.1) in terms of three independent sectors depending on the occupation of the atom
as

(nd = 0) :
∑

k

εkã†
kãk + W (z)

N

∑
k,k′

ã†
kãk′ ,

(nd = 1) : εd +
∑

k

εkã†
kãk, (I.2)

(nd = 2) : 2εd + U +
∑

k

εkã†
kãk + W (z)

N

∑
k,k′

ã†
kãk′ .

Here we note that the ionized sector (nd = 2/0) has exactly the same Hamiltonian as the
final Hamiltonian in the photoemission problem in Eq. (3.1), and the neutral sector (nd =
1), which represents the initial electronic configuration, has the same metallic electronic
configuration as the initial ground state in the photoemission problem. Therefore, the
photoemission problem not only can qualitatively mimic the collision process, as discussed
in the introduction, but also shares a similar Hamiltonian.

Now, let us consider initially that V (z) = 0. In this situation, for the neutral
sector, the levels of the band remain unperturbed and the many-body levels are the same.
However, for the ionized sector, the presence of the scattering potential changes the levels
proportionally to the phase shift ϵl(z) = εl − δz

π
∆ε as in the photoemission problem. Note

that the phase shift here δz = atan (−πρWz) (using Eq. (2.8)) depends on the Wz, and
for this reason it depends on the atom position z, and it grows as the atom approach the
surface.

However, as the atom approaches the surface, the hybridization slowly increases.
When it is still small, we can use the Fermi golden rule (85). Then, we aim to roughly esti-
mate the main contributions to the transitions from the initial neutral electronic configura-
tion |Ψi⟩ ≡ |nd = 1⟩|ϕ0⟩ of the atom to a final ionized configuration |Ψf⟩ ≡ |nd = 0/2⟩|φf⟩,
where |ϕ0⟩ represents the initial ground state of the metal and |φf⟩ represents the final
configuration of the electrons in the band in the presence of the scattering potential.
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When the hybridization stills small, we can use the Fermi golden rule

W
1→0/2
if = 4|⟨Hhyb(z)⟩|2i,f

sin2
(∆Eif

2ℏ t
)

∆E2
if

(I.3)

to estimate the transition probability Wif from the initial neutral electronic configuration
|Ψi⟩ to a specific final ionized electronic configuration |Ψf⟩. The ∆Eif is the energy
difference between the initial and final states.

Using the hybridization term defined in Eq (I.1), the transition probability esti-
mated by the Eq. (I.3) for the transition from nd = 1 to nd = 2 sectors we become

W 1→2
if = 4V 2(z)

N

sin2
(∆Eif (z)

2ℏ t
)

∆E2
if (z)

∣∣∣∣∣⟨ϕ0|⟨nd = 1|
∑

k

ã†
kd|nd = 2⟩|φf (z)⟩

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (I.4)

and for the transition from nd = 1 to nd = 0 sectors

W 1→0
if = 4V 2(z)

N

sin2
(∆Eif (z)

2ℏ t
)

∆E2
if (z)

∣∣∣∣∣⟨ϕ0|⟨nd = 1|
∑

k

ãkd†|nd = 0⟩|φf (z)⟩
∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (I.5)

It is straightforwards to show that∣∣∣∣∣⟨ϕ0|⟨nd = 1|
∑

k

ã†
kd|nd = 2⟩|φf (z)⟩

∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∣∣∣∣∣∑

k

⟨ϕ0|ã†
k|φf (z)⟩

∣∣∣∣∣
2

∼ N
−2( δz

π )2

e , (I.6)

∣∣∣∣∣⟨ϕ0|⟨nd = 1|
∑

k

ãkd†|nd = 0⟩|φf (z)⟩
∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∣∣∣∣∣∑

k

⟨ϕ0|ãk|φf (z)⟩
∣∣∣∣∣
2

∼ N
−2( δz

π )2

e . (I.7)

Here we consider the quantities |⟨ϕ0|ãk|φf (z)⟩| and
∣∣∣⟨ϕ0|ã†

k|φf (z)⟩
∣∣∣2 as a sum over many-

body projections between the initial unperturbed many-body ground state and some final
many-body state configuration in the presence of the scattering potential. Due to the pres-
ence of the Anderson orthogonality catastrophe in these projections, as already discussed
for the photoemission problem, these quantities must be proportional to N

−2( δz
π )2

e .

Taking the last discussion account, to simplified the expression for the transition
probability, we can defined the two new quantities

G1→2
i,f (z) =

∣∣∣∑k⟨ϕ0|ã†
k|φf (z)⟩

∣∣∣2
N

N
2( δz

π )2

e , (I.8)

and

G1→0
i,f (z) = |∑k⟨ϕ0|ãk|φf (z)⟩|2

N
N

2( δz
π )2

e , (I.9)

then the transition probability can be written as

W
1→2/0
if (z) = 4V 2(z)N−2( δz

π )2

e(
∆E

2/0
if (z)

)2 sin2

∆E
2/0
if (z)
2ℏ t

G1→2/0
i,f (z). (I.10)
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We will not try to estimate the quantities G1→2/0
i,f (z) since we only need them for

qualitative discussions about the transitions from the initial neutral sector to the ionized
sectors. Our focus is on identifying the most important factors influencing the transition
probability, and the above equation do this job qualitatively well.

As shown above, to obtain the transition probability from an initial neutral state
to a final ionized sector, and these transitions are proportional to

W
1→2/0
if (z) ∼ 4V 2(z)N−2( δz

π )2

e(
∆E

2/0
if (z)

)2 sin2

∆E
2/0
if (z)
2ℏ t

 . (I.11)

Here ∆E
2/0
if (z) is the energy difference between the initial and final states.

The equation (I.11) provides a rough approximation for the transition probability,
but it allows us to qualitatively understand some aspects of the collision process. Initially,
when the atom is far from the surface, the hybridization is almost zero, making transitions
from the initial neutral configuration to another sector improbable. However, as the atom
approaches the surface and the hybridization gradually increases, small energy transitions
become possible, especially if the atom remains in this region for a considerable time. Due
to the scattering potential, which its amplitude also grows as the atom nears the surface,
the energy of the ionized levels decreases and may cross the initial level. When this energy
level crossovers occurs, these levels can hybridize, and the transition probability between
these two levels can become significant as ∆E

2/0
if (z) → 0.

One point to notice is the factor N
−2( δz

π )2

e that appears in the Eq. (I.11) for the
transition probability, which indicates the Anderson orthogonality. Another interesting
point is that direct transitions from the initial state to another neutral configuration
are improbable when hybridization is small, even for small-energy excitations from the
ground state in the neutral sector. Instead, transitions typically can only occur through
intermediate ionized states, resulting in very small transitions amplitudes for this case.

These qualitative discussions do not capture the entire picture of atom-surface
collisions, as they consider small hybridization and disregard nuclear motion and distri-
bution. Atomic motion introduces non-adiabatic effects that contribute to these transi-
tions, while the non-point-like distribution of the atom, accurately obtained by solving the
Schrödinger equation for both electronic and atomic part of the wave function, introduces
additional complexities. Also, if the hybridization is strong, strongly correlated effects can
emerge, complicating the qualitative arguments and disqualifying expressions obtained by
perturbation theory. Nonetheless, the crossover mechanism discussed here remains crucial
for understanding atomic behavior, specially in the quasi-adiabatic situation, when the
atom is approaching the surface and V (z) is small.
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