arXiv:cond-mat/0003115v1 8 Mar 2000

Tunnel splittings for one dimensional potential wells revisited

Anupam Garg Department of Physics and Astronomy, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois 60208 (April 10, 2019)

Abstract

The WKB and instanton answers for the tunnel splitting of the ground state in a symmetric double well potential are both reduced to an expression involving only the functionals of the potential, without the need for solving any auxilliary problems. This formula is applied to simple model problems. The prefactor for the splitting in the text book by Landau and Lifshitz is amended so as to apply to the ground and low lying excited states.

Typeset using REVTEX

I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this article is to reexamine some formal aspects of the problem of calculating the quantum mechanical tunnel splittings in a smooth, symmetric, one-dimensional double well potential, such as that in Fig. 1. Readers may justifiably wonder if anything new remains to be said on so mature a subject, and we assure them that, by and large, there isn’t. The physical phenomenon is certainly very well understood, as are the basic mathematical ideas behind the calculations. We find, nevertheless, that especially in the case of the ground state splitting, there is some confusion regarding the correct WKB answer for this splitting, which is often taken in a form that is less accurate than it needs to be. In particular, we note that the formula for the splitting in the masterly text book by Landau and Lifshitz [1] leads to a prefactor which is incorrect for the ground state [2]. A second problem is that the form in which this result is usually presented is poorly suited to calculation of the ground state splitting. In applying it to model problems such as the quartic double well potential, e.g., the unwary student is unnecessarlily led into asymptotic expansions of elliptic integrals, which must then be taken from standard tables of formulas. Because of this confusion, there is also confusion regarding the equivalence of the WKB [1] and the instanton [3,4] methods for calculating tunnel splittings.

Like many other problems in physics of a similar nature, the above discrepancies and their resolution are at the same time “well-known” and not known at all! They are wellknown to some experts. Thus, the correct answers for the splitting are implicit throughout early WKB studies of the anharmonic oscillator [5,6], and can be ferreted out with some work. They are also clearly known to many field theorists [4–10], and to authors of more pedagogical articles [11,12]. At the same time, the confusion persists, and continues to crop up from time to time. Thus it seems worthwhile to address this issue here.

It should also be stated at the outset that our article is of no interest if one only wants the splitting to “exponential accuracy”, i.e., if one only wants the Gamow factor. In most physical applications, this is all that can sensibly be done, and the prefactor is best estimated as an “attempt frequency.” From a mathematical point of view, however, the tunnel splitting is found as an asymptotic approximation in the limit h̄ → 0. An “exponentially accurate” answer for the splitting Δ is one for which one only has an asymptotically correct result for ln Δ. An asymptotically correct answer for Δ itself requires worrying about the prefactor. More importantly, any formalism which did not give this prefactor, or which was incapable of giving it correctly even in principle, would be regarded as logically unsound. It is from this perspective that the prefactor is important. The confusion that is referred to above can be said to pertain solely to this prefactor, and readers who are not concerned with such arcana should stop reading here. On the other hand, the WKB analysis presented here is easily incorporated into a graduate level discussion of tunnel splittings, with little additional effort beyond that of the standard treatment, and there is no reason not to do so. The problem may also serve as a “real-life” physics example of some nontrivial asymptotic analysis. (To avoid misunderstanding, let us also state at the outset what we mean by WKB theory. We use the term in the broad sense used by Bender and Orszag [13], or by Berry and Mount [14], i.e., as a body of mathematical techniques that yield global understanding and systematic asymptotic approximations to solutions of many linear differential equations,

FIGURES

FIG. 1. Symmetric double well potential V (x) considered in this paper. The minima at x = ±a are taken to be quadratic.

including Schrödinger’s equation, and shares ideas with other methods such as asymptotic matching and patching, boundary layer theory, etc. Some readers may, however, define WKB to encomapss only the approximate exponential form (2.2) (and its oscillatory counterpart) and connection formulas at linear turning points. A subset of these readers may recognize that our treatment in Sec. II is tantamount to the use of quadratic turning point [15] connection formulas (for which see Berry and Mount [14]), and object that this goes beyond WKB. Such a semantic restriction of the scope of the term ‘WKB’, should in our view, be avoided. Since the method did not originate with Wentzel, Kramers, and Brillouin, but had antecedents in the work of Jeffreys, Rayleigh, Carlini, Green, Liouville, and perhaps others, there is no compelling historical reason for this restriction (as opposed to say, the usages ‘Einstein model’ for lattice specific heat, or the ‘Kronig-Penney model’ for electrons in a periodic potential), and it is surely more useful to present the subject to students as one which allows for systematic improvement, and is not a closed subject of study even today.)

It is with this motivation that we revisit the problem of calculating tunnel splittings in symmetric double well potentials. The article has three distinct aims. The first is to carefully calculate the prefactor multiplying the exponential of the turning-point-to-turning-point action integral in the standard WKB expression for the splitting Δ. The correct formula is Eq. (1.1) below. Our second aim is to present another formula [See Eqs. (1.4–1.6)] for the ground state splitting [16], that reduces everything to the evaluation of two integrals involving the potential V (x), and does not require looking up any asymptotic expansions. The last aim is to show that the correct WKB and instanton [3,4] methods do yield the same ground state splitting. We will do this by starting with Coleman’s instanton method expression for the splitting [4] and showing that it reduces to our simple formula.

We expect that our WKB based disucssion will be accessible to students who have seen some graduate level quantum mechanics, even though our starting formula for the splitting is rarely ever mentioned in the common text books. One book where it does appear is again that of Landau and Lifshitz [1], who give an exceptionally lucid and self-contained discussion. We will comment further on this formula when we come to it in Sec. II, and give a separate derivation of it in Appendix A. The instanton formalism, and the path integral approach to quantum mechanics upon which it is in turn based, are less likely to be familiar, but clear and accessible discussions have been given in this journal by Holstein [11], and by Holstein and Swift [12]. The former discusses exactly the same problem as us, namely, the tunnel splitting, but for the special case of a quartic double well. We enthusiastically recommend Coleman’s somewhat longer but authoratitive article on instantons [4] to readers who wish to learn more about this technique. A related paper by Carlitz and Nicole [17] may also be read profitably.

A plan of our paper and summary of our results is as follows. We consider a potential which is smooth, reflection symmetric about x=0 [V (−x) = V (x)], and which has quadratic minima at x = ±a. The correct WKB answer for the ground state splitting is [18] Δ = h̄ω √ eπ exp [ − ∫_a′ −a^′ |p| h̄ dx ] . (1.1)

Here, ω is the frequency of small amplitude oscillations in the wells about x = ±a, ±a^′ are the classical turning points given by the equation

V (a^′) = E_0 = 1 2 h̄ω + o(h̄), (1.2)

and p is the momentum

p(x) = [2m(V (x) − E)]^{1/2}. (1.3)

Note that p(x) is imaginary in the classically forbidden region −a^′ < x < a^′, and that we have taken V (±a) = 0.

The proof of Eq. (1.1) is given in Sec. II. This entails matching the WKB wavefunction in the classically forbidden region to the exact harmonic oscillator wavefunction near the classical turning point, rather than use the connection formulas. This matching calculation may actually be found in a paper by Furry [19], but we include it because it is very short, and so as to have the complete argument in one place in a consistent notation.

Prefactor corrections similar to those in Eq. (1.1) accompany the excited states too, and are discussed in Appendix B.

The expression (1.1) is not easy to use because the integrand in the exponential is close to a singularity near the limits, which means that the next to leading dependence of Δ on h̄ is not manifest. In fact, the true preexponential factor varies as h̄^{1/2}, and this is not obvious from Eq. (1.1). In Sec. III, we shall, therefore, carefully extract the singular contributions to the action integral from the end points, and show that the splitting may be written for a general potential as

Δ = 2h̄ω ( mωa^2 πh̄ )_{1/2} e^Ae^{−S0/h̄}, (1.4) where S_0 (note the limits of integration) is the action integral

S_0 = ∫_a −a (2mV (x))^{1/2} dx, (1.5) and A = ∫_a 0 [ mω √ 2mV (x) − 1 a − x ] dx. (1.6)

This expression does not have the complexities mentioned above. The h̄^{1/2} dependence of the prefactor is apparent, and the answer involves only integral functionals of V (x). These formulas will be applied to two model problems in Sec. V.

In Sec. IV, we turn to the instanton approach [3,4]. Here, the splitting is expressed as

Δ = 2h̄K ( S_0 2πh̄ )_{1/2} exp(−S_0/h̄), (1.7)

where S_0 is as in Eq. (1.5), and K = [ det(−∂^2_τ + ω^2) det^′[−∂^2_τ + m^{−1}V^{′′}(x_{cl}(τ))] ]_{1/2} (1.8)

is the ratio of fluctuation determinants. Here, x_{cl}(τ) is the instanton, which obeys the (Euclidean) classical equation of motion m d^2x_{cl}(τ) dτ^2 − V^′(x_{cl}) = 0, (1.9)

with the boundary conditions x_{cl}(±∞) = ±a, and the additional condition x_{cl}(0) = 0 to fix the time translation degree of freedom. Further, V^′ = dV/dx, V^{′′} = d^2V/dx^2, and the prime on the det in Eq. (1.8) means that the zero eigenvalue of the operator argument is to be excluded from a product of all eigenvalues.

A short and pedagogical discussion of the instanton method may be found in Holstein [11]. Holstein does not explain how to calculate the quantity K (which is proportional to his quantity K_1), so a few remarks that help elucidate its nature may not be out of place. Note first, that each determinant appearing in Eq. (1.8) is of a one-dimensional Schrodinger-like operator, in which τ plays the role of position, and either ω^2 or m^{−1}V^{′′}(x_{cl}(τ)) plays the role of the potential energy. Next we note, that the determinant of such an operator may be defined as an infinite product of all its eigenvalues. The spectrum of operators at hand may be rendered completely discrete by adding hard walls at τ = ±T , and letting T → ∞ at the end. This scheme has the advantage that it allows us to put the eigenvalues of both operators in one-to-one correspondence. This in turn enables us to argue that one eigenvalue is missing in the denominator, and since the eigenvalues have the dimensions of ∂^2_τ or ω^2, we see that K has the dimensions of frequency. For a smooth potential V (x), the curvature m^{−1}V^{′′}(x_{cl}(τ)) is never very different from ω^2 in the interval −a ≤ x ≤ a, so there is only one frequency scale in the problem. It follows that K is of order ω.

To the author’s knowledge, the equivalence of Eqs. (1.1) and (1.7) has only been shown for particular examples, such as the quartic double well potential. A general demonstration is lacking, although it is implicit in the fact that both methods start from the same point and are correctly executed. A direct demonstration is therefore of some value. Secondly, Eq. (1.7) is complicated just as Eq. (1.1) was. Indeed, the ratio of determinants seems more intimidating and harder to calculate than the integral in Eq. (1.1). Langer’s original calculation [3] for K is quite involved, and while it has been greatly simplified by Coleman [4], it still requires solving the auxilliary problem of finding the instanton x_{cl}(τ).

To relate the instanton and WKB answers, ws therefore show in Sec. IV, that Coleman’s result for K may be expressed in terms of the integral A in Eq. (1.6). Thus, although we do not provide a complete derivation of the instanton result for Δ, once Coleman’s formulas are accepted, our analysis shows the equivalence of the two approaches.

II. WKB FORMULA FOR GROUND STATE SPLITTING

Our starting point is the formula [20] Δ = 2h̄^2 m ψ_0(0)ψ^′_0(0), (2.1)

where ψ_0(x) is an approximate solution to Schrödinger’s equation with energy E_0, which is localized in the right hand well, and decays away from that well, in the entire central, classically forbidden region. Further, it is normalized to yield unit total probability in the right hand well. Note that it is not necessary to examine or specify the behaviour of ψ_0(x) near x = −a^′. Lastly, ψ^′_0(x) = dψ_0(x)/dx.

We digress briefly at this point to comment on the formula (2.1), which does not seem to be widely known. It is sometimes named after Conyers Herring, who derived it (in a slightly more general form, in fact) in the course of evaluating the g-u splitting of the two lowest electronic states of the H^+_2 molecular ion [21,22]. The actual derivation is simple, and very similar to the usual half-page of analysis used to argue that the the Hamiltonian operator in the position representation is Hermitean and has real eigenvalues, and so we refer readers to Landau and Lifshitz [1] for the details. Instead, we present an alternative derivation in Appendix A.

Resuming our argument, we note that the WKB approximation for ψ_0(x) in the region (a^′ − x) ≫ (h̄/mω)^{1/2} is

ψ_0(x) =

C_0 √ |v(x)| exp 1 h̄ ∫_x 0 |p(x^′)|dx^′, (2.2)

where v(x) = p(x)/m, and C_0 is a constant to be found by matching on to the solution in the well. To the accuracy of this solution, ψ^′_0(x) ≈ (m|v(x)|/h̄)ψ_0(x), so that

Δ = 2h̄C^2_0 . (2.3)

To find C_0, we first note that near x = a, ψ_0(x) is very accurately given by the ground state harmonic oscillator wave function

ψ_0(x) = ( mω πh̄ )_{1/4} exp [ − mω 2h̄ (x − a)^2 ] . (2.4)

In fact, this form holds well into the forbidden region, and so can be directly matched to Eq. (2.2) without invoking connection formulas. In the overlap region, we may write

|p(x)| = mω [ (a − x)^2 − u^2_0 ]_{1/2} , (2.5)

where

u_0 = a − a^′ ≈ (h̄/mω)^{1/2}. (2.6)

The term u^2_0 in Eq. (2.5) may be neglected in evaluating the |v(x)|^{−1/2} prefactor in Eq. (2.2), so that we may write

ψ_0(x) ≈

C_0 √ ω(a − x) exp [ 1 h̄ ∫_a′ 0 |p(x^′)|dx^′ + Φ(x) ] , (2.7)

where

Φ(x) = − mω h̄ ∫_a′ x [ (a − x^′)^2 − u^2_0 ]_{1/2} dx^′ ≈ − mω(a − x)^2 2h̄ + ln ( 2(a − x) u_0 )_{1/2} + 1 4 + O ( u_0 a − x )_2

. (2.8)

Comparing Eqs. (2.7) and (2.8) with Eq. (2.4), we obtain

C_0 = ( ω^2 4πe )_{1/4} exp [ − 1 h̄ ∫_a′ 0 |p(x)|dx ] . (2.9)

Substituting Eq. (2.9) in Eq. (2.3), and making use of the reflection symmetry of V (x), we obtain Δ = h̄ω √ eπ exp [ − ∫_a′ −a^′ |p| h̄ dx ] , (2.10)

which is Eq. (1.1).

Landau and Lifshitz obtain C_0 by using connection formulas near a linear turning point, and the standard WKB result for the normalization of a bound state. For the ground state, this procedure is not accurate enough, and we must proceed as above. (Some readers may recognize in our procedure, the use of quadratic turning point formulas [14].) Once this is realized, similar prefactor corrections are expected for the low lying excited states. These corrections are obtained in Appendix B.

III. SIMPLER EXPRESSION FOR GROUND STATE SPLITTING

In this section we will show that the WKB expression (1.1) leads to the simpler result (1.4–1.6). The objective, clearly, is to let the action integral run from −a to a instead of from −a^′ to a^′. To that end, let us denote y = a − x, V (x) = U(y), and define, for a general u, I(u) = ∫_a u [2m(U(y) − U(u))]^{1/2}dy. (3.1)

The quantity I(u_0) is clearly half the action integral in Eq. (1.1), i.e.,

I(u_0) = 1 2h̄ ∫_a′ −a^′ |p(x)|dx. (3.2) Our goal is to expand I(u) for small u. The analysis in Sec. II reveals [see Eq. (2.8)] that this expansion contains a term varying as u^2 ln u, which means that the expansion cannot be found by simply differentiating I(u). More precisely, the term of order u^2 ln u is easily found, but the term of order u^2, which we also need, is rather harder to get.

We therefore resort to a subtraction and write I(u) = I_1(u) + I^′_1(u), where

I_1(u) = ∫_a u √ 2mU(y)dy, (3.3) I^′_1(u) = ∫_a u (√ 2m[U(y) − U(u)] − √ 2mU(y) ) dy. (3.4) I_1(u) can be directly expanded:

I_1(u) ≈ ∫_a 0 √ 2mU(y)dy − ∫_u 0 ( mωy + O(y^2) ) dy = I(0) − 1 2 mωu^2 + O(u^3), (3.5)

while for I^′_1(u) we have, as u → 0,

I^′_1(u) ≈ −(mωu)^2 ∫_a u dy √ 2m[U(y) − U(u)] + √ 2mU(y) . (3.6)

Note that in writing this expression, we have taken U(u) ≈ mω^2u^2/2 in the numerator, as u is small. It still can not be expanded directly, however, so we perform another subtraction, and write I^′_1 = I_2 + I_3, where

I_2(u) = − 1 2 (mωu)^2 ∫_a u dy √ 2m[U(y) − U(u)] . (3.7)

The difference I_3 contains a proportionality factor U(u), which we again approximate by mω^2u^2/2. This leads to

I_3(u) ≈ − 1 2 (mωu)^4 ∫_a u dy √ 2m[U(y) − U(u)] [√ 2m[U(y) − U(u)] + √ 2mU(y) ]_2 . (3.8)

Let us consider I_2(u) first. We can clearly write the integral as ∫_a u dy mω √ y^2 − u^2 + ∫_a u [ 1 √ 2m[U(y) − U(u)] − 1 mω √ y^2 − u^2 ] dy. (3.9) The first integral can be done exactly, while in the second we can set u = 0 inside the integrand and in the limits to leading order. We thus find

I_2(u) ≈ − 1 2 mωu^2 ln 2a u − 1 2 (mωu)^2 ∫_a 0 1 √ 2mU(y) − 1 mωy dy + O(u^4 ln u). (3.10)

The leading behaviour of I_3(u), on the other hand, is controlled by the lower limit in the integral (3.8), where we can again approximate U(y) by mω^2y^2/2. Hence,

I_3(u) ≈ 1 2 mωu^4 ∫_a u dy √ y^2 − u^2 [√ y^2 − u^2 + y

]_2 ≈ 1 4 mωu^2 + O(u^4). (3.11)

Collecting together Eqs. (3.5), (3.10), and (3.11), and putting u = u_0 = (h̄/mω)^{1/2}, we get I(u_0) ≈ I(0) − h̄ 2 ln 2a u_0 − h̄ 4 − h̄ 2 ∫_a 0 [ mω √ 2mU(y) − 1 y ] dy + · · · . (3.12)

The last integral in the above equation is nothing but the quantity A defined in Eq. (1.6). Using u_0 = (h̄/mω)^{1/2} once again, and putting together Eqs. (3.12), (3.2), and (1.1), we get Δ = 2h̄ω √ eπ ( mωa^2 h̄ )_{1/2} √ ee^Ae^{−2I(0)/h̄}. (3.13)

Since I(0) = S_0/2, this is nothing but Eq. (1.4).

IV. EQUIVALENCE OF WKB AND INSTANTON RESULTS

Our next step is to show that the instanton result (1.7) also leads to Eqs. (1.4–1.6), and thus prove the equivalence of the WKB and instanton results for the ground state splitting. To do this, we use Coleman’s result for the ratio K [4]. According to him, K = √ 2ωβ, (4.1)

where β is related to the asymptotic, τ → ±∞ behaviour of the instanton velocity via

x_1(τ) ≡ ( m S_0

)_{1/2} dx_{cl} dτ ≈ βe^{∓ωτ} as τ → ±∞. (4.2) It is easy to integrate the equation of motion (1.9) for the instanton, and obtain x_1(τ).

Using the fact that x_{cl}(0) = 0, we have τ = m ∫_{xcl} 0 dx √ 2mV (x) . (4.3)

This diverges as x_{cl} → a, as it should. We extract the divergence by subtracting and adding the leading singular part of the integrand. This yields, τ = m ∫_{xcl} 0 1 √ 2mV (x) − 1 mω(a − x) dx + 1 ω ln ( a a − x_{cl} )

≈ 1 ω ln ( a a − x_{cl} ) + A ω as x_{cl} → a. (4.4)

A is, of course, the quantity defined in Eq. (1.6).

Thus, as τ → ∞,

x_{cl}(τ) ≈ a − ae^Ae^{−ωτ} , (4.5) dx_{cl} dτ ≈ aωe^Ae^{−ωτ} . (4.6) Comparing with Eq. (4.2), we can read off β immediately: β = aω ( m S_0 )_{1/2} e^A. (4.7)

Hence, K = aω ( 2mω S_0 )_{1/2} e^A, (4.8) and Δ = 2h̄ω ( mωa^2 πh̄ )_{1/2} e^Ae^{−S0/h̄}, (4.9) which is what we set out to show.

V. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

We conclude with two elementary examples to which we apply Eqs. (1.4–1.6). The first example is that of the quartic double well,

V (x) = V_0(x^2 − a^2)^2/a^4. (5.1)

Here, V_0 is the barrier height. The frequency ω is given by

ω = (8V_0/ma^2)^{1/2}. (5.2)

It is simple to perform the integrals, and show that

S_0 h̄ = 4 3 ( 2mV_0a^2 h̄^2 )_{1/2} = 16 3 V_0 h̄ω , (5.3)

A = ln 2. (5.4)

Further, (mωa^2/πh̄)^{1/2} = (3S_0/2πh̄)^{1/2}, so that

Δ = 4 √ 3h̄ω ( S_0 2πh̄ )_{1/2} e^{−S0/h̄}, (5.5) which is a well known form for the answer.

Our second example involves the spin Hamiltonian

H = −γS^2_z − αS_x, (5.6)

where S_α (α = x, y, z) are components of the dimensionless spin operator S obeying the commutation rules [S_α, S_β] = iϵ_{αβγ} S_γ , and we also take α > 0, γ > 0.

In the limit where the magnitude S of the spin is very large [23], Eq. (5.6) can be viewed as tending to a classical Hamiltonian, wherein the dynamics are defined by giving the Poisson brackets [S_α, S_β]_{PB} = ϵ_{αβγ} S_γ . The classical energy has two degenerate minima when the spin lies in the xz plane at angles θ_0 or π − θ_0 to the z axis, where

sin θ_0 = α/2γS. (5.7)

For the quantum mechanical problem, with large but finite S, we expect the ground states around these classical orientations to be admixed by tunneling, thus giving rise to a small splitting of the energy levels.

Compared to the tunneling of massive particles with a position coordinate, the tunneling of spins is somewhat less familiar, but it is a perfectly bona fide instance of the general tunneling phenomenon. Spin tunnel splittings have been calculated by a variety of means for some time now [24,25], but obtaining the prefactors in the tunnel splittings correctly to order S^0 as S → ∞, has proven to be a fairly difficult task, and the instanton calculations [24,26] are especially subtle. The discrete WKB method uses only elementary methods of analysis, but the calculations to date [25,27] are still lengthy. There is an even simpler method, however, which is due to Scharf, Wreszinski, and van Hemmen [28]. These authors expand a general state |ψ⟩ in the S_z eigenbasis {|m⟩} (S_z|m⟩ = m|m⟩) as |ψ⟩ = ∑ m D_m|m⟩, and construct a generating function ∑ m D_mx^m. After a few changes of variables, the Schrödinger equation for |ψ⟩ is turned into the following Schrödinger equation [See their Eq. (2.17)] for a wavefunction y(z) related to the generating function: − γ^2 d^2y dz^2 + V (z)y(z) = γEy(z), (5.8) with the potential

V (z) = 1 4 α^2(cosh z − cosh z_0)^2, (5.9)

cosh z_0 = (2S + 1)γ/α. (5.10)

The quantity E in Eq. (5.8) is the energy eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian (5.6).

The potential (5.9) is even about z = 0, and has minima at ±z_0. Our formalism is directly applicable if we identify h̄^2/2m with γ^2, and mω^2 with V^{′′}(±z_0) =^1_2 α^2 sinh^2 z_0. The action integral (1.5) is easily seen to be

S_0 h̄ = α γ ∫_{z0} 0 (cosh z_0 − cosh z)dz = α γ (z_0 cosh z_0 − sinh z_0), (5.11) while the correction (1.6) is given by A = ∫_{z0} 0 [ sinh z_0 cosh z_0 − cosh z − 1 z_0 − z ] dz. (5.12)

Since the integrand is nonsingular at z = z_0 (or if one so wishes to view matters, has a removable singularity at that point), the integral can be found by changing the upper limit to z_0 − δ, integrating the two terms separately, and letting δ → 0 at the end. The integrals involved are elementary, and the final result is

A = ln ( 2 sinh z_0 z_0 ) . (5.13)

It remains to substitute Eqs. (5.11) and (5.13) into our general formula (1.4). Recalling the factor of γ on the right hand side of Eq. (5.8), and the equivalences h̄^2/2m ≡ γ^2, mω^2 ≡ V^{′′}(z_0), we obtain Δ = 4α^{3/2} sinh^{5/2} z_0 √ 2πγ exp [ − α γ (z_0 cosh z_0 − sinh z_0) ] . (5.14)

It is easier to interpret this result if it is cast in terms of the angle θ_0 in Eq. (5.7). After a certain amount of tedious algebra, one obtains, correct to order S^0 as S → ∞, Δ = 8γS^{3/2} cos^{5/2} θ_0 π^{1/2} sin θ_0 ( 1 − cos θ_0 1 + cos θ_0 )_{S+1/2} e^{2S cos θ0} . (5.15)

This is precisely the form quoted in Ref. [27]. Its relation to previous calculations is discussed there.

From the viewpoint of this article, the interesting comparison is with Scharf, Wreszinski, and van Hemmen [28]. These authors only consider the case where α and γ are fixed as S → ∞, so that θ_0 = O(1/S). In that limit, they follow the Landau-Lifshitz prescription, and obtain a ground state splitting Δ^′ = (2S/π)e^J , with

J = −2S ln ( 8 α γ^2S^2 ) + 2S + (2S + 1) ln [ γ(2S +^1_2 ) ] − 1 2 ln [ γ^2(S +^1_4 ) ] . (5.16)

With a little work one can show that Δ^′/Δ is exactly (e/π)^{1/2}. The discrepancy can in fact be seen in the comparison between numerical and analytical results in Table 1 of Ref. [28]. While (e/π)^{1/2} = 0.930, the ratio of their analytical answer for the splitting to the numerical one (see the last two columns) decreases from 0.987 to 0.951 as S increases from 5 to 11, which is quite close. A Richardson transformation [29] of this ratio does suggest that it tending to 0.93, but one cannot be certain of this conclusion, as there are two erratic values at 0.90 and 0.91.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work is supported by the National Science Foundation via grant number DMR- 9616749.

APPENDIX A: HERRING’S FORMULA

Let us denote the two states localized in the left and right wells by |R⟩ and |L⟩ respectively. These states are degenerate in the absence of tunneling with an energy E_0. The tunnel splitting is Δ. The Hamiltonian matrix in this two-state subspace is given by H = ( E_0 Δ/2 Δ/2 E_0 ) (A1)

Assuming that the system starts in the state |R⟩ at t = 0, it is straightforward to show that the probability P_R(t) for finding it in the same state at a later time t is given by

P_R(t) = cos^2(Δt/2h̄). (A2)

In particular, dP_R dt = − Δ 2h̄ sin ( Δt h̄ ) . (A3)

To relate this abstract space description to that in position space, we make use of the continuity equation for probability. For a general wave function ψ(x, t) that obeys Schrödinger’s equation, the probability density P (x, t) = |ψ(x, t)|^2 obeys ∂P (x, t) ∂t = − h̄ m ∂ ∂x Im[ψ^∗(x, t)ψ^′(x, t)], (A4)

where ψ^′ ≡ ∂ψ/∂x. The probability P_R(t) for being in the right well is then given by

P_R(t) = ∫_∞ 0 P (x, t)dx. (A5) Differentiating with respect to t, making use of the continuity equation, and the fact that ψ(x, t) → 0 as x → ∞ for any well behaved solution, we obtain dP_R(t) dt = −h̄ m Im[ψ^∗(0, t)ψ^′(0, t)]. (A6)

Let us finally consider the states |R⟩ and |L⟩ in position space. It is evident that we should take ⟨x|R⟩ to be the function described as ψ_0(x) in Sec. II. By symmetry, ⟨x|L⟩ = ψ_0(−x), and the energy eigenstates are (ψ_0(x) ± ψ_0(−x))/ √ 2. It then follows that with the same initial conditions as above, the wave function at an arbitrary time t is given by

ψ(x, t) = ψ_0(x) cos(Δt/2h̄) + iψ_0(−x) sin(Δt/2h̄). (A7)

Hence,

Im[ψ^∗(0, t)ψ^′(0, t)] = ψ_0(0)ψ^′_0(0) sin(Δt/h̄). (A8)

Substituting this result in Eq. (A6) and comparing with Eq. (A3), we obtain

Δ = (2h̄^2/m)ψ_0(0)ψ^′_0(0), (A9) which is Eq. (2.1), Herring’s formula.

It is apparent from our derivation that Herring’s formula holds whenever the energy eigenfunctions are well approximated by the combinations (ψ_0(x) ± ψ_0(−x))/ √ 2. (More precise statements of the conditions for its validity are given in Ref. [21].) Use of this formula greatly simplifies the labour required to solve all the standard double-well problems: the double square well with infinite side walls [30,31], the double delta function [31], and the double harmonic oscillator with a kink [32]. For smooth potentials, where WKB is indicated, it is far superior to the approach where one uses connection formulas at all four turning points [33]. Further, the formula brings out the physical point that a tunnel splitting is intimately related to a tunneling amplitude, since it relates the amplitude to make a transition between wells per unit time, −iΔ/h̄, to the probability current.

The reader will also have noticed that the above argument cannot be carried out for an asymmetric potential, and indeed the very concept of tunnel splitting is then very delicate. A tunneling amplitude can of course still be defined, but since this amplitude is exponentially small in general (on account of the Gamow factor), mixing between left and right well states will be negligible unless the bottoms of the two wells are tuned to the same exponential sensitivity. The mathematical formulation of these points leads to extremely unpleasant transcendental equations, and the situation is not significantly improved in the case of symmetric potentials if one approaches the problem solely in terms of enforcing continuity of the wave function and its derivative. It is probably because of this fact that most introductory or intermediate quantum mechanics texts do not consider double-well tunnel splittings when they discuss the WKB method. Use of Herring’s formula (with or without WKB) would make the problem much more tractable, and its widespread adoption is thus greatly to be desired.

APPENDIX B: WKB FORMULA FOR HIGHER STATE SPLITTINGS

It is to be expected that the formula given by Landau and Lifshitz [1] is increasingly accurate for higher pairs of states, assuming of course, that the WKB approximation is still applicable. We will find that this is indeed so. The splitting for the nth pair of levels, Δ_n, is given by

Δ_n = g_n h̄ω π exp [ − ∫_a′_n −a^′_n |p| h̄ dx ] , (B1)

where ±a^′_n are the classical turning points for the nth energy level pair (n +^1_2 )h̄ω, and

g_n = √ 2π n! ( n +^1_2

)_{n+} 1_2

e^{−(n+ 12 )}. (B2)

Note that if g_n were unity, we would have the formula of Ref. [1]. The corrections are indeed small: g_0 = (π/e)^{1/2} ≈ 1.075, g_1 ≈ 1.028, g_2 ≈ 1.017, and so on. Stirling’s formula for n! shows that g_n → 1 as n → ∞.

The derivation of Eq. (B1) and the conditions under which it holds are straightforward though long. The starting point is still Herring’s formula, Eq. (2.1). The procedure of Sec. II can be applied word for word, with a^′, u_0, and C_0 replaced by a^′_n, u_n, and C_n, respectively.

The essential part is to find ψ(x) in the classically forbidden region and match it onto the nth harmonic oscillator state in the vicinity of the well x ≈ a. We leave it as an exercise — or see Ref. [19] — to show that the function Φ(x), defined in Eq. (2.7), is given in the overlap region by

Φ(x) = − 1 2 mω h̄ (a − x)^2 +

2n + 1 2 ln ( 2(a − x) u_n ) + 2n + 1 4 + · · · , (B3)

so that the leading approximation to ψ_0(x) is given by C^′_n(a − x)^n exp(−x^2/2u_0), where

C^′_n = C_n ω^{1/2} ( 2 u_n )_{n+}^1_2 exp ( 1 h̄ ∫_a′_n 0 |p|dx + 2n + 1 4 ) (B4)

This is of the precise form required to be match on to the nth excited state harmonic oscillator wave function:

ψ_0(x) ≈ ( mω πh̄ )_{1/4} 2_{n/2} √ n! e^{−ξ2/2} ( ξ^n + O(ξ)^{n−2} ) , (B5)

with ξ ≡ (a − x)/u_0. The match yields the constant C_n, and the splitting Δ_n, which equals 2h̄|C_n|^2, is easily shown to be given by Eq. (B1) and (B2).

The calculation sketched above assumes that the turning point and the wavefunction in its vicinity are well approximated by taking the potential well to be parabolic. This is clearly less accurate as n gets large. Defining y and U(y) as in Sec. IV, let us keep the cubic and quartic terms in y in U(y): U(y) = 1 2 mω^2y^2 + αy^3 + βy^4. (B6)

The wavefunction for the nth state can be found by perturbation theory assuming that α and β are small. The key requirement is that the correction terms be small compared to the unperturbed wavefunction near the turning point y = u_n. The dominant corrections are those that entail the Hermite polynomials of order n + 1 through n + 4. Since the coefficient of the largest power of x in these polynomials is known, the conditions for the corrections to be small are not difficult to find. They are α ≪ 6 13n + 11

(2n + 1)^{−1/2} ( m^3ω^5 h̄ )_{1/2} , (B7) β ≪ 4 (6n + 7)(2n + 1) m^2ω^3 h̄ . (B8)

It is also possible to show that when these conditions hold, the corrections to u_n and the energies of the harmonic oscillator states are negligible, so that the conditions are selfconsistently derived.

It need hardly be said that the conditions (B7) and (B8) are only necessary, not sufficient, for Eq. (B1) to apply. In addition, one must have the requirement for the WKB approximation itself to hold, which in the present context can be stated as (n +^1_2 )h̄ω ≪ V (0) − V (a).

REFERENCES

∗ Electronic address: agarg@nwu.edu [1] L. D. Landau and E. M. Lifshitz, Quantum Mechanics 3rd edition, (Pergamon, New York, 1977), Chap. VII, Sec. 50, Problem 3.

[2] Indeed, some of the confusion about the WKB results is perhaps due to the great authority of Ref. [1]. For example, many workers in the field of macroscopic quantum tunneling, including the author, have often been puzzled and frustrated that the final formula in this book does not yield the same ground state splitting as the instanton approach for the quartic double well. An erudite colleague who studies chaos assisted tunneling has stated to the author that “WKB is known to be wrong for the ground state splitting.”

[3] J. S. Langer, “Theory of the Condensation Point,” Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 41, 108-157 (1967).

[4] S. Coleman, “Fate of the False Vacuum: Semiclassical Theory,” Phys. Rev. D 15, 2929- 2936 (1977); Aspects of Symmetry (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England), Chapter 7.

[5] C. M. Bender and T. T. Wu, “Anharmonic Oscillator,” Phys. Rev. 184, 1231-1260 (1969); “ Large Order Behavior of Perturbation Theory,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 27, 461-465 (1971); “Anharmonic Oscillator II. A Study of Perturbation Theory in Large Order,” Phys. Rev. D 7, 1620-1636 (1973).

[6] E. Gildener and A. Patrascioiu, “ Pseudoparticle Contributions to the Energy Spectrum of a One-Dimensional System,” Phys. Rev. D 16, 423-430 (1977).

[7] E. Brézin, G. Parisi, and J. Zinn-Justin, “Perturbation Theory at Large Orders for a Potential with Degenerate Minima,” Phys. Rev. D 16, 408-412 (1977).

[8] E. B. Bogomolny and V. A. Fateyev, “ Large Order Calculations in Gauge Theories,” Phys. Lett. 71B, 93-96 (1977).

[9] E. B. Bogomolny, “ Calculation of Instanton-Antiinstanton Contributions in Quantum Mechanics,” Phys. Lett. 91B, 431-435 (1980).

[10] J. Zinn-Justin, “ Multi-Instanton Contributions in Quantum Mechanics,” Nuc. Phys.

B192, 125-140 (1981); “Multi-Instanton Contributions in Quantum Mechanics (II),” ibid B218, 333-348 (1983).

[11] B. R. Holstein, “Semiclassical Treatment of the Double Well,” Am. J. Phys. 56, 338-345 (1988).

[12] B. R. Holstein and A. R. Swift, “Path Integrals and the WKB Approximation,” Am. J.

Phys. 50, 829-832 (1982).

[13] C. M. Bender and S. A. Orszag, Advanced Mathematical Methods for Scientists and Engineers (McGraw-Hill, New York, 1978). See especially Chaps. 3 and 10.

[14] M. V. Berry and K. E. Mount, Rep. Prog. Phys. 35, 315-397 (1972). [15] We should note that the complete discussion of quadratic turning point formulas is far more complex than needed for our purpose. For us, the discussion in Sec. II is sufficient, and only draws upon knowledge of harmonic oscillator eigenfunctions.

[16] Although we have not seen this formula elsewhere it seems very likely that the sophisticated mathematical physicists who have studied the relationship between WKB methods, instantons, and large order perturbation theory [4–10] would find it familiar or obvious. Hence, we hereby explicitly disavow any claims to originality.

[17] R. D. Carlitz and D. A. Nicole, “Classical Paths and Quantum Mechanics,” Ann. Phys.

(N.Y.) 164, 411-462 (1985).

[18] Ref. [1] gives the numerical prefactor as 1/π instead of (eπ)^{−1/2}. [19] W. H. Furry, “Two Notes on Phase-Integral Methods,” Phys. Rev. 71, 360-371 (1947). [20] This result appears two displayed equations above the final result in Ref. [1]. As discussed there, and as may also be seen from our Appendix B, it also holds for the splitting of any higher pair of levels, if E_0 is replaced by the mean energy of the pair.

[21] C. Herring, “Critique of the Heitler-London Method of Calculating Spin Couplings at Large Distances,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 34, 631-645 (1962), [22] C. Herring and M. Flicker, “Asymptotic Exchange Coupling of Two Hydrogen Atoms,” Phys. Rev. 134A, 362-366 (1964).

[23] S is defined in the usual way, i.e., such that the eigenvalue of S · S is S(S + 1). [24] M. Enz and R. Schilling, “ Spin Tunnelling in the Semislassical Limit,” J. Phys. C: Solid State 19, 1765-1770 (1986); “ Magnetic Field Dependence of the Tunnelling Splitting of Quantum Spins,” ibid 19, L711-L715 (1986).

[25] J. L. van Hemmen and A. Sütő, “Tunneling of Quantum Spins,” Europhys. Lett. 1, 481-490 (1986); “ Tunneling of Quantum Spins,” Physica 141B, 37-75 (1986).

[26] V. I. Belinicher, C. Providencia, and J. da Providencia, “Instanton Picture of the Spin Tunneling in the Lipkin-Meshov-Glick Model,” J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 30, 5633-5643 (1997).

[27] A. Garg, “Application of the Discrete Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin Method to Spin Tunneling,” J. Math. Phys. 39, 5166-5179 (1998).

[28] G. Scharf, W. F. Wreszinski, and J. L. van Hemmen, “ Tunnelling of a Large Spin:

Mapping onto a Particle Problem,” J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 20, 4309-4319 (1987). [29] If the ratio for spin S is denoted by r_S , the transformed sequence is r̃_S = (S + 1)r_{S+1} − Sr_S. If r_S ≃ r_∞ + O(1/S), then r̃_S ≃ r_∞ + O(1/S^2).

[30] Amit Goswami, Quantum Mechanics (Wm. C. Brown, Dubuque, Iowa, 1992), Chap. 4, Problem 9.

[31] Gordon Baym, Lectures on Quantum Mechanics (Benjamin-Cummings, Menlo Park, 1969). See Chapter 4, Problems 7 and 11.

[32] E. Merzbacher, Quantum Mechanics, 2nd edition (Wiley, New York, 1961), pp. 66–74. [33] David Park, Introduction to the Quantum Theory, 2nd edition (McGraw-Hill, New York, 1974). See pp. 116-120. Park uses connection formulas to obtain the Gamow factor, but appeals to a heuristic argument for the prefactor. This is good physics in its own right, but the prefactor is precisely the object we are after in this article.