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Using a simple model, a determination is made of the influence of collisions on the magnetic susceptibility
of an electron gas without assuming the existence of a relaxation time. The model consists of noninteracting
free electrons being elastically scattered by randomly distributed impurity centers in the presence of a strong
uniform magnetic field. The free energy for this simple system is expanded in ascending powers of the
strength of the scattering potential and is evaluated for impurities represented by a screened Coulomb po-
tential. The result for the oscillatory part of the magnetic susceptibility is in agreement with that obtained
by Dingle to the order considered and provides an explicit expression for the collision relaxation time and the

corresponding Dingle temperature.

I. INTRODUCTION

HIS study is concerned with the problem of
calculating on as rigorous a basis as possible the
influence of collisions on the magnetic susceptibility
of an electron gas. It is known that the discrete nature
of the energy levels of an electron in a magnetic field,
which gives rise to Landau diamagnetism,! is connected
with the fact that the classical electron orbits are
periodic.? If electrons are subject to collisions, corre-
sponding corrections to the susceptibility might be
expected when the mean time 7 between collisions is
comparable with the cyclotron resonance frequency
wo=eB/mc, where B is the magnetic field strength, or
equivalently when #wg=7%/7 in terms of characteristic
energies. However, Peierls,® who first considered the
problem, showed that the constant part of the dia-
magnetic susceptibility at least is unaffected by col-

lisions provided
(1.1)

where K is Boltzmann’s constant and 7" is the absolute
temperature. He has since indicated* that this is prob-
ably not a necessary condition for the validity of the
expression for the constant part of the susceptibility
but that it is probably sufficient to have

KT>h/7,

w>hi/r, (1.2)

where 5 is the Fermi energy.

More recently, Dingle® has given a more detailed
treatment of the problem. He calculated the collision
broadening of the energy levels semiclassically and
obtained an expression for the magnetic susceptibility
in terms of an average collision time which was intro-
duced rather arbitrarily. His expression for the mag-
netic susceptibility shows that the periodic part (the
de Haas—van Alphen effect) is important only when

11.. Landau, Z. Physik 64, 629 (1930).

2 See, for example, A. H. Wilson, The Theory of Metals (Cam-
bridge University Press, London, 1953), 2nd ed., Chap. 6, p. 160.

3R. E. Peierls, Z. Physik 80, 763 (1933).

4R. E. Peierls, Quantum Theory of Solids (Oxford University
Press, London, 1955), Chap. 7, p. 155.

8 R. B. Dingle, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A211, 517 (1952).
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hwo> KT, while the effect of collisions is negligible when
hw>h/T, (1.3)

which is then equivalent to Peierl’s inequality (1.1).
The constant part of Dingle’s expression for the sus-
ceptibility depends on 7 only through even powers of
the factor #/nr, indicating that collisions do not affect
it provided the inequality (1.2) is satisfied, just as
Peierls has suggested.

It is generally assumed in discussions of phenomena
taking place in a magnetic field that the interactions
between electrons and phonons or between electrons
and impurities are unaffected by the external magnetic
field. Since the effects of strong magnetic fields are
interesting and not too transparent, it is important to
investigate just what effects the magnetic field might
have on the scattering mechanism. In general, the
problem is very difficult; just to study the modifications
of the Bloch wave functions by a uniform magnetic
field® is an extremely difficult task. For the purpose of
gaining some insight into the problem, it should be
useful to study the effect of a strong magnetic field on
the scattering of free electrons by phonons and impuri-
ties. The advantage of studying such cases is that the
wave functions and the energy eigenvalues of an elec-
tron in a uniform magnetic field are known. Thus the
magnetic field can in principle be taken into account
exactly, while the various scattering processes can be
treated as perturbations.

The purpose of this work is to determine the effect
of collisions on the magnetic susceptibility of an elec-
tron gas without assuming the existence of a relaxation
time and at the same time to examine the influence of a
magnetic field on the collision process itself. A very
simple model is considered; it consists of a collection of
noninteracting electrons obeying Fermi-Dirac statistics
in the presence of a strong uniform magnetic field. The
collision mechanism is provided by a set of fixed im-
purity centers distributed at random throughout the
volume occupied by the electrons. The electrons are

6G. H. Wannier and D. R. Fredkin, Phys. Rev. 125, 1910
(1962).
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treated as completely free except for their interaction
with the impurities and the externally applied magnetic
field. It is assumed that the collisions take place elastic-
ally and that their effect on the electrons is small
enough so that it can be treated as a perturbation.

In Sec. II an expansion of the Helmholtz free energy
in powers of the scattering potential is obtained using
as a representation the exact eigenfunctions of an
electron in a uniform magnetic field. The free energy is
evaluated in Sec. III for a set of impurities represented
by a screened Coulomb potential. Here we limit our-
selves to terms of second order in the scattering po-
tential; this is sufficient to show the effect of collisions
on the oscillatory part of the susceptibility. The result
is in agreement with that obtained by Dingle to the
order considered and provides an explicit expression
for the collision relaxation time and the corresponding
Dingle temperature.

In order to obtain collision corrections to the constant
part of the susceptibility, the expansion of the free
energy must be carried to terms of the fourth order in
the scattering potential. The results of this further
investigation, which will appear in a subsequent paper,
indicate that the effect of collisions on the constant part
of the susceptibility is negligible when the inequality
(1.2) is satisfied in agreement with the prediction of
Peierls.

An estimate is made in Appendix A of certain second-
order contributions to the free energy which turn out
to be very small. These terms result from our require-
ment that the impurity potential contain no constant
term. In Appendix B an inequality needed in Sec. I1I
is established.

II. MATHEMATICAL FORMULATION

The magnetic susceptibility X of a system in terms
of its Helmholtz free energy F is given by

1 /9F
X - —"(—) ’
VB\oB VTN

where V is the volume of the system containing N
electrons. For a system obeying Fermi-Dirac statistics,
the free energy can be written’

(2.1)

F=Nn—KT ¥ In[eforE)417, (2.2)

where 7 is the Fermi energy, 8=1/KT, and the sum-
mation is to be taken over all states » having the energy
E,. The Fermi energy 7 is determined by the relation

G

7 See Ref. 2, Appendix 2A, p. 329

(2.3)

THOMAS,

JR. 155

which is equivalent to

N=Yf, =S [fBn417]1, (2.4)

where f, is just the Fermi-Dirac distribution function.
The problem is to calculate the energy eigenvalues E,
and perform the sum over states required to obtain
the free energy; the susceptibility is then easily found
by performing a simple differentiation according to
Eq. (2.1).

Consider a collection of electrons in the presence of
a strong uniform magnetic field; the electrons are
elastically scattered by a set of fixed impurity centers
distributed at random throughout the volume occupied
by the electrons. Except for the effects of the Pauli
exclusion principle, the dynamical interaction of the
electrons is completely neglected. Then the total
Hamiltonian Hr for each electron may be written

Hr=Ho+-H',

where H, is the Hamiltonian of a free electron in the
presence of a uniform magnetic field and H’ is the inter-
action of the electrons with the impurity centers. We

have
1 e \?
H():—"(p——A) )
2m c

NI
H'=3 ¢(r—r1),

1=1

(2.5)

(2.6)

(2.7)

where A is the vector potential, ¢(r) is the interaction
energy with a single impurity, and r; are the locaticns
of the N’ impurity centers.

It is assumed that the effect of the impurities is
small enough so that H’ can be treated as a pertur-
bation. Then the effects of the magnetic field can be
included exactly since the exact wave functions of H,,
@, are known; they satisfy the lowest-order Schrédinger
equation obtained from Hr,

IJO‘PV= E,,(O)(p,,, (28)

where E,© is the corresponding energy eigenvalue.
Taking the magnetic field in the z direction and choosing
a Landau gauge, A= (0,2B,0), the eigenfunctions of Ho
can be written

©» U (2 200) e v Ve iFe? | (2.9)

C(LL)

where xo= hk,/mw,. Here u,(x) is the normalized

harmonic-oscillator wave function
() = N H , (ax)e= 1D (2.10)

H,(x) is the Hermite polynomial of order », a*=mawo/#,

and
a 1/2
Np= ( ) . (2.11)
w2y |,
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The energy eigenvalues of H, are

E, = hwo(n+3)+ h2k.2/ 2m, (2.12)

where » now stands for the set of quantum numbers
(nkyk.).

Treating H’ as a perturbation, the energy eigenvalues
of Hr, E, can be developed as a power series in H’. If
we limit ourselves to terms no higher than second order
in H', E, can be written

E,=E©+EO4+E® (2.13)
where the order of each term in the scattering potential
is indicated by a superscript. In order to proceed
further, the corresponding development of F is also
needed. This can be found by making use of a general-
ized thermodynamic perturbation expansion for the
case of degenerate statistics.® In general, the Fermi
energy as well as the free energy depends on the scat-
tering potential so that one can write

F=F(0)+F(1)+F(2) s

= 7](0)+7I(1)+77(2)

(2.14)
(2.15)

to the order now being considered. Then, performing a
Taylor series expansion of the free energy (2.2), one
finds that

FO=Np®—KT 3 In[efaO—2"4 17, (2.16)
FO=Y f,@F,®, 217
afy(())

FO=Y f,OF,®4i5 (E, D —nm)2, (2.18)

0E,®

where use has been made of Eq. (2.3) to eliminate the
first-order correction to F depending on ¥, In a similar
way, the corrections to the Fermi energy can be found
from Eq. (2.4):

N=% f,@=3[fEO—O4 11, (2.19)
af,® af,©®
W= E,™ / —1, 2.20
oo tt)/ Ga) o
afv(o) ava ()
@)= _ E,@41 —(E,®—p,®)2
K [z,,: OE,©® +zz,:a(Ev<o>)z( ) :I

9 fp(o) -1
x(; 6E«n) . 21)

The principal contribution to the susceptibility of a
collection of free electrons comes from F© and was

8 L. D. Landau and E. M. Lifshitz, Statistical Physics (Addison-
Wesley Publishing Company, Reading, Massachusetts, 1958),
p- 93.
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first correctly obtained by Landau.! Here we are inter-
ested in finding the contributions made by F® and
F® resulting from collisions of the electrons with
impurities. First, expand the potential of an impurity
located at the origin in a Fourler series;

1
¢(r)=—I; Zq: W(q)ear. (2.22)

Here periodic boundary conditions are chosen so that
the components of q satisfy

ga=(21/La)m, a=123 (2.23)

where m is any positive or negative integer including
zero. By inversion of (2.22), we find that

0

W(g)= | e 7¢(r)dr.

—00

(2.24)

To make the problem as simple as possible, we exclude
the possibility of including a constant term in the im-
purity potential by subtracting the contribution from
the q=0 term:

N’ N’
H(=—3% % W(Qe™ “‘”’~;W(0)

1
V qi=1
1~ )
=; > 2 W(gQ)(1—dg0)efe = (2.25)
=1 q

It will be assumed that any constant potential as-
sociated with the impurities has been included in the
zero-order Hamiltonian where it would appear as an
added term in E,©®, By resetting the zero of energy
this constant can be removed, and for simplicity it will
be imagined that this has been done.

First consider the terms F® and 5®; to calculate
these the first-order energy correction E,® is required.
Applying ordinary Rayleigh-Schrodinger perturbation
theory we find

1
E,®O=|H' ()| v)=; qu W(g2,0,0)

0 N’
X/ dx un (x+wo)els® 3 e~iezi - (2.26)
— =1

where we have let

W' (q)=W(q)(1—8q).

Place this expression for E,® in Eq. (2.17) and rewrite
the sum over %, as an integral according to the
transformation

(2.27)

L,
Z=—-/dka, a=ux,y,2.

ke 2

(2.28)
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This gives
00 o0 NI
O LE A0 Wg00) [ ik, / 0 (-t b mcon) i1 3 s
2rV —0 —» =1
Ly mwo ) N’ )
~ LIRS GO S Wga00) [ e S oen
20V h n ke —» i=1
eV s pow)
27FL hon ke
=0, (2.29)

since W'(0)=

0 according to (2.27). In the same way it can also be shown that 7 vanishes. Thus the elimination

of the constant part of the impurity potential ensures that no first-order corrections to either the free energy or the
Fermi energy exist. These results are independent of the arrangement of the scattering centers.
Now consider the second order. Contributions to the free energy are given by (2.18). ® will not be needed since

it does not appear in F®. Let

FO=F,®4LF,® (2.30)
where
F@=3% f,OF,® (2.31)
and
af,©
Fp@=— E,m72 2.32
b 22;6&(0)[ ] (2.32)
since =0. The principal correction to the susceptibility comes from F,®. From second-order perturbation
theory .
|| H'|V)]*
EO=S —
7 E,O— F,,©
1 W'(q)W/(q’)< |65/ |61 ) % NZ (@t (2.33)
=— — e T Y MY [ e T |y e rTahrg) | .
Viv ¢ o E,©—FE,©® i=1 j=1
Place this expression for the energy in Eq. (2.31) and and
take the ensemble average over all the different ar- ® i
rangements of the impurities without any correlation Fo(ga)= s (0F20)e =y (x+x)dx . (2.36)

between the impurities.® (In assuming that the impuri-
ties are truly independent, we are allowing two or more
to occupy the same position. In the present case where
the impurity concentration is low, this assumption
should not seriously affect the results.) A large con-
tribution is obtained only when 7= 7 and q-+q'=0. The
final result can be written

!

1
Fo®=——3% D(E,©,E, ©)
2V

2 v v

X; | W(qx, kll_ky,) kz_kz/) l 2
X (1— 5QI08kukﬂ,6kzky’) I Fvv’(Qz) [ 2 y (234)
where
£, —f,®
D(E,,Ey @) =—r (2.35)

E,®_F,, ©

9W. Kohn and J. M. Luttinger, Phys. Rev. 108, 590 (1957);
see Appendix B.

—00

In order to simplify @, replace E,® using (2.26) and
again take the ensemble average over all possible ar-
rangements of the impurities. This gives

f 0)
5o % W @00)]

Fb(2>._____z
21

X(l—'aqzo)lpvv(Qx)l 2 (237)

which turns out to be very small compared with F,®,

III. COLLISION RELAXATION TIME

As a simple but interesting application of the results
obtained in Sec. II we consider the scattering of free
electrons by a set of randomly distributed ionized
impurities. This model might be used to describe a
substitutional metal alloy, where breaks in the periodic
potential caused by the minority atoms result in
electron scattering. According to the Thomas-Fermi
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theory applied to metal alloys,! the effective potential
about each impurity ion can be represented approxi-
mately by a spherically symmetric screened Coulomb
potential

o(r)=—"Ze%"%/r, (3.1a)

where Ze is the excess charge of the minority ions over
that of the host ions and a is the effective range of the
potential given by

a*=nh?/dme*(3NT?/ V)13, (3.1b)

For most metals, @ is of the order of 10~ cm, as might
be expected from the fact that the metal is electrically
neutral. This choice of potential enables us to carry out
most of the required integrations analytically and finally
obtain the periodic part of the susceptibility in terms
of an explicit expression for the relaxation time.
Substituting the expression (3.1a) into Eq. (2.24), we
find that the Fourier transform of the impurity potential
is just

1
W(q)=¢ s 322{)
O ) |
where
¢=—4nZe%? (3.2b)

is the integral of ¢(r) over all space.

In the presence of a magnetic field the screening must
actually be calculated using the dielectric constant in a
magnetic field.!* The effective potential is then no
longer spherically symmetric and the screening depends
on the magnetic field.'? However, even for quite high
field strengths the magnetic corrections to the effective
potential turn out to be rather small for metals and
Eqgs. (3.1) can still be used to a very good approxi-
mation. Since the motion of charged particles along the
magnetic field is unaffected by the field, the effective
screening in this direction remains the same as in the
absence of a field. Now consider electrons moving per-
pendicular to the direction of the magnetic field and
neglect for the moment the effects of ordinary screening.
It can then be shown that the Fourier transform of the
effective potential of an ion in the presence of a magnetic
field is just!®

AnZe?
Wg (ql,o)_ 202

Q

o« xn -

X {x-l—e"[xo-f-xl ngl n(m)]}_l, (3.22))

where
x¥= (1-12/20‘2 )
x0=2mZe*/whp,
x1=4Ze*p/mh%w,,

N. F. Mott and H. Jones, The Theory of the Properties of
Metals and Alloys (Oxford University Press, London, 1936), Chap.
11, Sec. 5, p. 86.

11 M, J. Stephen, Phys. Rev. 129, 997 (1963).

a ’262)1 . D. Mermin and E. Canel, Am. J. Phys. (N. Y.);{26, 247

964).
13V. Celli and N. D. Mermin, Phys. Rev. 140, A839 (1965).

(3.21%)
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and p is the electron momentum. In order to obtain an
estimate of the magnetic screening distance in a direc-
tion perpendicular to the magnetic field, say as(qy),
which will in general depend on ¢ as indicated, we set
¢1=0 and take p=[(6/5)my]"/? just the average value
of the electron momentum in a Fermi distribution at
T=0. Then comparing W 5(0) obtained in this way from
Eqgs. (3.2") with W(0) given by Egs. (3.2), we find that

ag*(0)= (h/Ze*a?) (n/m)"1*.

For a magnetic field as high as 105 G we find that
a5(0)=10% and the effective screening distance is still
given by @ to a very good approximation. More generally
it can be shown that ag(g:)>a, provided that 7>>#w,.
Therefore, as(er) is quite ineffective in providing
screening compared with ¢ at ordinary field strengths.
If many Landau levels are occupied, the screening
should be quite close to its value in the absence of a
magnetic field; in the case in which only a few Landau
levels are occupied it would be necessary to take into
account the magnetic dependence of the screening.

The principal contribution to F® comes from the
first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (2.34) and its
evaluation is carried out in this section. The remaining
terms in F® are quite negligible and an estimate of
their size is made in Appendix A. Using (3.2), the first
term in F,®, say F,1¥, can be written

N'g?

Fo®=—— D(E,® E, ©

O e = 2 )

X2 Lo+ .2+ (ky—F' )+ (k.—F2) 712

X

0 2
/ un(x'l“f)eiq’xunl(x)dx , (3.3)

where

t= (wo—xd)=a(ky—k,). (3.4
First, perform the sum over ¢, by replacing it with an
integral according to (2.28). A simple contour integra-
tion then gives

N'¢*L,
Fu®=—————3 3 D(E,O,E,®)
2 (8m)W 2%t v ¥

X _/ ) dx / ) A" tn (x4 E)tn’ ()00 ()00 (' + §)
- Xs3(1+s|a—a'|)esl=—="l | (3.5)

where we have let
s?=q 24 (k,—k,/) 2+ (k.—k.))2.

To proceed further, some approximation is necessary.
Assume that the average range of the potential is small
compared with the length ! characterizing the mag-
netic field; then

(3.6)

a0k, (3.7)
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This- condition is well satisfied for an interesting range
of potentials and magnetic field strengths. For a field
as high as 10° G, a=~10% cm™. Then for metals where
a typical value of a is about 0.5 A, we have aa~10-2.
When the condition (3.7) is satisfied the final exponential
factor in (3.5) is a rapidly decreasing function of
|x—a’| compared with #,(x—2'), as is evident from
the form of (2.10) and the dependence of s on the po-
tential range a. A good approximation of (3.5) can then
be obtained by expanding the product of harmonic-
oscillator functions in powers of (x—x'); this is equiva-
lent to an expansion in powers of aa or «/s since
aa>a/s. To lowest order this amounts to taking

(2 Ot () 2000 (2 Y (' )
=, (0 DX (2')

if higher-order terms are neglected. This is just what
might be expected since the contribution to the integral
over ¢, is small except where |x—z’| is sufficiently
small; the integral over ¢, would give a delta function
8(x—x') if the dependence of W(q) on ¢, were neglected.
This can be done when the potential range is small, since
then s is very large according to Eq. (3.6). By making
the replacement (3.8) in Eq. (3.5), the integration over
x can be readily carried out. Then

(3.8)

1 §2N'a?
Fa1(2)=—

Z Z Z D(E ) E (0))

» n kg

n® (" E)n (")
<[ o / o
—0 —0 [1+(aa)z(as)2+a2(kz—kz,)2]2

after finally replacing the sum over k, by an integral
over £ using Eqs. (2.28) and (3.4). Since we are already
working to zero order in aa, it now appears appropriate
to expand the denominator of the double integral in
powers of aa and retain only the zero-order term. This
is equivalent to setting the £-dependent term in the
denominator equal to zero. The double integration over
¢ and &’ can then be carried out, and Eq. (3.9) becomes

52N a2
Fo®=—
m 2V

> 33 D(E,®,E, ®)

v n ks

X (1+a?(k.—k.))2.
However, for large #, »’ the right-hand side of Eq.
(3.10) contains as a factor the harmonic series which is
known to diverge logarithmically. A more careful ex-
amination of the double integral in (3.9) reveals that
it is very small unless

n=n'<1/(2a0)?

(3.10)

(3.11)

this is shown in Appendix B. Consequently, the further
evaluation of (3.10) is considered subject to the limi-
tation (3.11). It turns out, however, that the lowest-
order contribution to the susceptibility is very small

R. B. THOMAS, JR.
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unless E,©, E, @ is close to the Fermi energy; this at
once places an upper limit on %, #’ and turns out to be
approximately equivalent to condition (3.11). However,
(3.11) is still necessary to obtain a finite value of the
field-independent part of F,1®, but this of course does
not contribute to the susceptibility.

The integrand of (3.10) is now completely indepen-
dent of %,/. If the electrons are restricted to lie within
the volume V, it can be shown that the number of states
N, for a given energy is just!

o
N,=—L,L,. (3.12)
2w
At this point it is advantageous to change from a sum
over k. to an integral over the energy. From Eq. (2.12)
we find

zm 1/2
e e (3.13a)

1/2m\1/2
th=—{(—2) B ot DB, (3130

where # must satisfy the inequality
Ev(o) - MO(”+%)>O .

Now use (3.12) to replace the sum over &, in (3.10) and
rewrite the result using Egs. (3.13). This gives

1 d;zNIa:;m 0 00
Z Z / dE,® / dE,©
o Jo 0

Fo®=—
32 7t

XD(E,®,E,, @) [14-~{[E,©— hwo(n—+3) JH2

[ By O — o' +$) 1121

X LB — hoo(n+ )T B © — o' +5) T2,
(3.14)

where both signs are to be included and y=2ma?/#2.

It is well known that the susceptibility of a system of
free electrons depends on the “bunching” of electronic
energy levels caused by a magnetic field and represented
by a sum over the integral quantum number #. If both
sums over 7 in Eq. (3.14) are replaced by integrals, the
resulting expression is independent of the magnetic
field and the system has zero susceptibility. An approxi-
mation sufficiently good to retain the essential magnetic
field dependence can be obtained by means of Poisson’s
summation formula,!®

1
¥ FLE=(rtDhod=— 3 (=1

0 l=—o

E
X / F(E—x)e*mitelherdy  (3.15)
0

W, Seitz, Modern Theory of Solids (McGraw-Hill Book Com-
pany, Inc., New York, 1940), p. 585.

B E, C. Tltchmarsh Introduction to the T, heory of Founer In-
tegrals (Oxford Umver51ty Press, London, 1937), p.
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where [ is an integer. Replace the sums over #, #’ in
Eq. (3.14) using this expression. In the resulting sum
over I, I/ the largest contribution to F,1¥ comes from
the /=10'=0 term; this is just the integral approximation
already mentioned and does not contribute to the
susceptibility. The largest contribution to F,® in-
volving the magnetic field, say F(B), comes from the
sum of the two identical cross terms =0, I'540; /520,
I'=0 and can be written

FB)=— > (=1 / dE' 2B Iheo
o 0

X / dE D(E,E)e= BB o] (E '), (3.16)
0

where

E
I(E,E’):/ dy e—27rily/ﬁw0y_1/2/
0 0

X {1y [(E — /) 2y 2 ]2y =2 (B — )=, (3.17)

B’

dx’

According to Eq. (3.11), «’ is now subject to the
condition

hwo 1

¥ =—

2aa)? 2y

(3.18)

and this is sufficient to ensure the convergence of F(B).

The remaining integrations cannot in general be
carried out analytically; however, the principal con-
tribution to F(B) can still be found by first carefully
examining the dependence of the integrand in Eq. (3.16)
on the energy. It is assumed that

n©O>hs0, KT (3.19)

Then D(E,E’)=0 when E,E'<y© or E,E'>»©®; this
follows from the properties of the Fermi-Dirac distri-
bution function. Now consider the region where
E<yO<E or E<yO<LE If |E—E|Z2® then
D(E,ENS (p®)~4 a very small factor. On the other
hand, if | E—E'| <K@, then D(E,E’) becomes a highly
peaked function centered at 7 and approaches the
delta function —8(E—7®) as E approaches E’. This
peaked function is multiplied by the oscillatory function
exp[2mil(E— E')/hwo] which means that the value of
the integral depends critically on the ratio Zwo/IKT.
Assume that I(E,E’) is a comparatively smooth function
of (E—E’) for energies near 7 and first consider the
case where 7o/ |l|<<KKT for a given I Since D(E,E’)
can never have a width less than K7, the contribution
to F(B) must vanish and the susceptibility is unaffected
by impurity scattering when #w<&KKT, in agreement
with Dingle’s result. Next consider the case where
fuso/|l| ZKT; this gives a nonvanishing result. In
order to estimate the contribution to F(B), rewrite
integrals (3.16) and (3.17) in terms of E’ and the energy
difference (E—E’). Next divide the range of (E—E’)
into two regions: | E—E'| <iKT and |E—E'|>3KT.
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When |E—E'|<}KT, D(E,E’) can be expanded in
powers of (E—E')/KT and replaced by —8§(E—7n©®)
if terms of order KT'/9®© and higher are neglected. In
the range |E—E'|>%KT, D(E,E’) is approximately
equal to —|E—E’|~%. The principal contribution to
F(B) must then be given by replacing exp(2ril(E—E’)/
hwo) by unity and integrating over E,E’ subject to the
conditions E<p@O<E, E'<y®O<E, and |E—E|
S fuse/2|1]. Here ! must be limited to those values for
which #wo/|?| 2 KT, otherwise the corresponding term
in F(B) vanishes. With these approximations it can be
shown that

ZN’m3

: o
Z'(_ 1)1621”11]0/%0:0
167478 50 21|

|?|KT fiwo
S (G ] LCERIDRYEED)
hwo | l[ K T

if terms of order K7/7® and #wy/n©® are neglected.
The prime on the summation sign is to remind us that
! is an integer such that |}| < wo/KT. The first term
in the bracket comes from integrating over the region
| E—E'| <3KT while the logarithmic term arises from
the region 3KT<|E—E'| <two/2|1].

From (3.17) it is seen that the factor I(n®, »®)
depends on the range of the impurity potential through
v which also appears in the restrictive condition (3.11).
For an impurity potential range a=0.5X10"% cm,y™!
is found to have a value of 10 eV, which exceeds the

Fermi energy of most metals. The condition (3.18) is
then satisfied for I(n®,©), and one finds

tn- |
0

(,7 (0))1/2:|:y1/2
1+’y[(n (0))1/2:|:y1/2]2

F(B)=~~—

7(0)
dy e—Zrily/hwoy—IIZ

1
o, (@) ] (3.21)
Y

after carrying out a simple integration. In order to
simplify the final integration over y, the further as-
sumption is made that y5© < 1. This should be reason-
ably well satisfied for most metals in vew of our estimate
of y7L. Then I(»®5®) can be obtained as a power
series in y7©. To first order one finds

©)
dy e—27rily/hwoy—1/2

K
](7’<0>,,7(0))=/’
0
X4 @) (1—FnOy)= 8y(n®)! %y}

hwo 1/2
=4T1/2(E_'1> (n©@)1/2(1 =2y @) (3.22)

T
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if terms of order #wo/n©® are neglected. Using this
result, Eq. (3.20) can be written

(—1)

l3/2

Vm3/2(hw0) 3/2

F(B)=—
2w

Z ! (li’Y)—l
llgll)

(

2rln©® g o
X cos< ——), —2>1,
hoo 4/ KT

(3.23)

where 7(lyy) is the collision relaxation time given by

7(yy) =i (137 ©9)

x|:1+<1—l—g)1n(£—;>] (3.24)

1,/527%3/2(,'7 (0)) 1/2
e

driiope

with
(3.25)

TO

Here #’ is the density of impurities. When #wo/IKT<1,
F(B)=0 and the susceptibility vanishes.

If Eq. (3.23) is to be valid as a perturbation result,
one must require that #w,>7%/7 since the perturbing
energy associated with the impurities must be small
compared with the magnetic energy-level separation.
To obtain a nonvanishing result for F(B) we must have
hwo > KT, and the effect of collisions on the suscepti-
bility is small if #we>>#%/7. Then the susceptibility is un-
affected by collisions if K7>>#/1, which is just Peierls’s
inequality (1.1). In the limit where the influence of
collisions on the susceptibility can be considered small,
these results are in complete agreement with those ob-
tained by Dingle if (3.24) is taken to be the collision
relaxation time. However, not too much significance
should be attached to the logarithmic dependence of
7(J,y) on the ratio 7wo/IKT because of the approximate
way in which the energy integralsin (3.16) are evaluated.

It is interesting to examine the dependence of the
relaxation time and the susceptibility on the range of
the impurity potential. To terms of order K7'/7®,
the Fermi energy of free electrons is given by

h f3wIN\2/3
et
2m\ V

Combining this with Eq. (3.1b), we find that the de-
pendence of the free energy on the potential range is
just

(3.26a)

Hor?

1
— (3.26b)

0= .
32m3e* a*

Then the dimensionless expansion parameter n©®y is
given by
w2t 1

16m%* @’

nOy= (3.27)
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In order for the expansion (3.22) to be valid, one must
require that

a>mh?/4me?=0.35X 108 cm. (3.28)

This condition is just satisfied in most metals. Since
$2(n®)1/2is proportional to a2, it is seen that an increase
in the range of the potential causes a decrease in the
relaxation time and an increase in the susceptibility
according to Egs. (3.24) and (3.25). In cases where the
inequality (3.29) is not satisfied, a more exact evalu-
ation than (3.22) of the integral (3.21) is required to
determine the dependence of the susceptibility on the
scattering potential.

IV. SUMMARY

In the present work the effect of collisions on the dia-
magnetic susceptibility of a system of free electrons is
determined. Here we limit ourselves to terms of second
order in the scattering potential; this is sufficient to
determine the effect of collisions on the oscillatory part
of the susceptibility. No assumption is made about the
existence of a relaxation time. Neglecting terms of
order KT'/9® and #uwe/7©® it is shown that collisions
do not influence the oscillatory part of the suscepti-
bility provided #we>>%/r, where 7 is the relaxation
time. The result is in agreement with the work of
Dingle to the order considered. An explicit expression
for the relaxation time is found, and its dependence on
the scattering potential is discussed.

In order to obtain collision corrections to the constant
part of the susceptibility, terms of fourth order in the
scattering potential must be included. In a subsequent
paper the expansion of the free energy begun here will
be extended to this order and it will be shown that the
effect of collisions on the constant part of the suscepti-
bility is small when »®>>%/7, in agreement with the
prediction of Peierls.

APPENDIX A

The principal contribution to F® comes from the
first term in Eq. (2.34); its evaluation is carried out in
Sec. III. Here an estimate is made of the remaining
terms in F®, The contribution of these terms to the
susceptibility turns out to be very small compared with
that of F(B).

First consider the second term in Eq. (2.34), say
F oo, This can be written

! 52

]
Fopa®= __5; > 3 D(Ent, @, Epi, @) IFnkyn’ky(O)I 2

w ¢?
N _; . Z Z D(Enkz(o),En'kz (0))5%’ (Al)
n' ¢2
=E ; Z 6(E,(0>——17<°>)
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after carrying out the indicated sums and using (3.2).
Now perform the sum over £, using Eq. (3.12) and re-
write the result as an integral over the energy. This gives

F (2)_} W't wo(2m)¥?
* e w

5 [~ heoo(n+-3) T2,
" (A2)

The magnetic-field-dependent part of this expression,
say Fa2(B), can be obtained using Poisson’s summation
formula (3.15). Then

B B fhonM? _ (—1)
a2( )—7r3/27'0(;$> lgl 2

2rin©
X cos< ——) . (A3)
i 4

0

Comparing the coefficient of this series with that of
Eq. (3.23), we find that

Fax(B) s

R T (A4)

For a field of 10* G the absolute value of this ratio is
approximately 1078 which shows that the contribu-
tion of Fus(B) to the susceptibility is quite negligible
compared with that of F(B).

Next consider Fy? given by Eq. (2.37). The first term
in this expression, say Fu®, can be reduced to the
form

n (52 0
Fp®= —;;Z 6(77(°>—E,,(°))Lz/ unt(x)dx (AS)

by making use of the same methods and approximations
employed in Sec. ITI. Except for the last two factors,
the right-hand side of (AS5) is the same as F,2®. Since

/wun4(x)dx: ol 1
o 27 (n+1)]Y2 (2712

(A6)
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the oscillatory part of Fp®, say Fu(B)<aF..(B)/
(2r)Y2, Then for a field of 10¢ G, Fu(B)/F(B)S108
according to (A4). Actually since the integral (A6) is
proportional to | B| Y2 Fy® also makes a contribution
to the nonoscillatory part of the susceptibility but this
again is negligible compared with that of F(B) as well
as with the principal term contributing to the constant
part of the susceptibility. This will be shown in a sub-
sequent paper where the influence of collisions on the
constant part of the susceptibility is treated.

Finally the second term in F3® turns out to be identi-
cal with F,® since it can be put in the form (A1) and
is therefore negligible.

APPENDIX B

For large values of ¥ the Hermite polynomial of order
n, H,(x), approaches the value 27x”. Then according
to Eq. (2.10), the asymptotic behavior of the harmonic-
oscillator function is given by

(%) — Np27xre D2, (B1)
If the range of #,(x), R, is defined to be twice the value
of x at the point where the expression on the right-hand
side of (B1) has its maximum value, then

Ru=201"%/a. (B2)

Now consider the integrals over &’ and ¢ contained in
Eq. (3.9). Since #,(x) is normalized to unity, the inte-
gration over x’ will produce a very small factor unless
R,=R,’ for otherwise there will be very little overlap
of the two harmonic-oscillator functions. At the same
time the integrand will certainly decrease very rapidly
for £>1/a0® Because of the factor u,2(x'+£), the
entire integral will be small unless R,<1/aa?. Using
(B2) we conclude that most of the contribution to
Fo1® must come from values of #, #’ for which

n=n'<1/(2a0)?. (B3)



