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Electron- and hole-hopping amplitudes in a diatomic molecule.
II. Effect of radial correlations
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We continue our study of electron- and hole-hopping amplitudes in diatomic molecules. Here, we
go beyond the Hartree approximation and use two different orbital exponents for the two-electron
atom. It is found that the difference in hopping amplitudes between electrons and holes (At) is
enhanced when the effect of radial correlations is taken into account. A tight-binding model with
two orbitals per site is used to represent the results of the first principles calculation and gain insight

into the physical origin of the quantity At.

I. INTRODUCTION

We continue here our study of the hopping amplitude
of electrons in diatomic molecular ions with one, two,
and three electrons (HZ', Hy, and H; for the case where
the nuclear charge Z = 1), denoted by to, t1, and ¢z, re-
spectively. The motivation for this study and its possible
relevance to superconductivity was discussed in Ref. 1
(hereafter referred to as I).

In I we used as wave function for the atom with two
electrons

P(ry,r2) = a(r1)a(rz), (1a)
a3/2
a(r) = me“"“, (1b)

with r, the electron position relative to the nucleus a. If
one takes for & the value appropiate to the one-electron
atom

a=27 (2)

the hopping amplitudes are found to be very close in
magnitude and to satisfy the relation

tg < t1 < to (3)

over a large range of interatomic separation R. How-
ever, if instead one takes the value of & obtained from
minimization of the two-electron atom energy

a=27-5/16 (4)
the ordering
to >ty >ty (5)

is found to hold over a large range of R, with appreciable
differences in the magnitudes of the hopping amplitudes.
The ordering Eq. (5) is required within the model of
hole superconductivity.? The same behavior is found if
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the orbital exponents are optimized for each interatomic
separation.

A more realistic description of the two-electron ion is
achieved by allowing for radial correlations between the
electrons. We use here the Eckart wave function®

a1(r1)az(rz) + az(r1)ai(rz)

= T (1 4 S )1/ (©)

with
3/2
% —QiTa
ai(r) = Bemne, )
Sy- = (a1,a2)? (8)

and the exponents o, a; determined so as to minimize
the electronic energy. Table I gives the orbital exponents
and energies for the cases Z =1 (H™) and Z = 2 (He).
It can be seen that allowing for radial correlations signifi-
cantly improves on the value of the energy. Furthermore,
H™ is unbound with the Hartree wave-function Eq. (1a)
(its energy is larger than —1 Ry) while it becomes bound
with the wave-function Eq. (6). Note that the larger or-
bital exponent, a;, is close to Z, while as is significantly
smaller, indicating the importance of orbital correlation
effects. It is natural to expect these effects to affect other
molecular properties that depend on details of the wave
function such as hopping amplitudes.

Since we will be interested in variable nuclear charge Z
we plot in Fig. 1 the orbital exponents as a function of Z,

TABLE I. Energy (in Ry) of two-electron atom for Z =1
(H™) and Z = 2 (He) for the Hartree wave function Eq. (1a)
[E(&)] and the Eckart wave function Eq. (6) [E(ai1,az2)]. The
values of the exponents are chosen so as to minimize the en-
ergy with the given wave function. The experimental value of
the energy (Fexp) is also given.

A a E(C_!) ai a2 E(al, az) Eexp

1 0.6875 -0.9453 1.0392 0.2832 -1.0266 -1.0554
2 1.6875 -5.6953 2.1832 1.1885 -5.7513 -5.808
3340 ©1993 The American Physical Society



48 ELECTRON- AND HOLE-HOPPING ... . II. ... 3341

orbital exponents

FIG. 1. Orbital exponents that minimize the energy of the
two-electron atom as a function of the effective ionic charge
Z. a1 and a2 are the exponents corresponding to the two
orbitals in the wave function Eq. (6), and @ = Z —5/16 is the
exponent of a single Slater orbital occupied by two electrons.

which are seen to be approximately linear. A minimum
in the electronic energy with the wave-function Eq. (6)
and positive oy, as could only be found for Z > 0.93. In
Fig. 2 we show the effective on-site repulsion

Ueg = E(2) + E(0) — 2E(1) (9)

with E(n) the atomic energy with n electrons, versus
Z. The values of E(1) are exact (—Z2 Ry) so that a
lower energy for the two-electron atom translates into a
lower value for Ueg. Figure 2 also shows the experimen-
tal values of Ueg for Z = 1 and Z = 2, 12.852 eV and
29.824 eV, respectively; the values obtained from Eq.(9)
are 13.24 eV and 30.60 eV, respectively.

It is certainly possible to construct wave functions for
the simple diatomic molecules considered here that are
much more accurate than the ones we use, and thus one
may question the usefulness of the approach discussed
here. Our purpose in using this step-wise approach is to
gain an understanding of the physical origin of the dif-
ference in hopping amplitudes in the different molecular
ions. This should allow us, for example, to estimate the
importance of these effects in a variety of other situations
without the need to perform a full configuration interac-
tion calculation with a large basis set for each case.

In the next section we give some details of the calcu-

lation, and in Sec. III we present numerical results. In
Sec. IV we interpret our results by using a tight-binding

UBFF (eV)

FIG. 2. Effective on-site repulsion for two electrons with
the wave function Eq. (6) (solid line) and with the Hartree
wave function with a single Slater orbital with exponent
a = Z — 5/16 (dashed line). The experimental values of U.g
for Z =1 and Z = 2 are shown by the squares.

model with two orbitals per site. We conclude in Sec. V
with a discussion.

II. CALCULATION OF HOPPING AMPLITUDES

We follow the approach described in I. The Hamilto-
nian for three electrons in the diatomic molecule is

Hj3 = hy + hz + hs + hiz + has + ha;, (10)
27 27
B v 2 A 11
hs Ve T (11)
2
=2 12
h1] 7'-,,‘1 ( )

The bonding and antibonding wave functions are taken

to be

_ag-(r1,72)b(r3) * a(r1)by- (r2,73)
‘1’3(7‘1,"‘2,7'3) - [2(1 + SH; )]1/2 (13)
with ag- and byz- the two-electron wave functions Eq.
(6) for the two atoms, and a and b the single-electron
wave functions, of the form Eq. (7) with a = Z. The
overlap SH; is given by

Sy = (a1,0)(a2,51) (b, b2) + (a1, ) (a3, b2) (8, b1) + (a3, a)(a1,b1) (b, b2) + (az,a)(a1,b2) (b,b1)

3 2(1 -+ SH-) (14)
[
The hopping amplitude for an electron in the three- —(ag-b, H3, abg-) +SH2— (ag-b, H3,ag-b)
electron molecule is then obtained from the difference tz = . (15)

in expectation values of the Hamiltonian with the two
states Eq. (13) as

2
l—SH;

It is straightforward to calculate the matrix elements of
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Hj3 needed in Eq. (15); some further calculational details
are given in the Appendix.

Similarly, for the case of two electrons in the molecule
the Hamiltonian is

H2 = hl + hg + h12- (16)

As in I, we obtain the hopping amplitude ¢; from the
splitting of energies of the configurations

ag-(r1,72) £ a(r1)b(r2)
(2(1 £ Sw,)]/2

\113(7‘1,7'2) = (17)

(ali a2)(a2)b) + (a'Z’ a’)(a’17 b)
21+ 55 )]

SH, = (18)

as

—~(ag-, Ha, ab) + Sg, Cu=Hrau)tahHab)
1-— 5%
2

Finally, for the one-electron case the hopping amplitude
is

_ —(a,h,b) + Sap(a, h,a)

t
0 1-52,

(20)

Sap = (a,b). (21)

All hopping amplitudes reduce to the ones calculated in
I if we take a; = az = a.

III. RESULTS

The qualitative behavior obtained for the hopping am-
plitudes is similar to what was found in I. Figure 3 shows
the hopping amplitudes for the case Z = 1. The differ-
ence in hopping amplitudes is larger than when no radial
correlations are included (Fig. 3 of I). Figure 4 shows
comparison of At = t; — ta, the quantity relevant for su-
perconductivity, with the results of I: At is substantially
larger here and it remains positive for large interatomic

Z=1
ARt x=1
! ®;=1.04, «,=0.28 |

1
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FIG. 3. Hopping amplitudes for Z = 1 vs interatomic dis-
tance.
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FIG. 4. Comparison of At = t; —t; with and without radial
correlations (full and dashed lines, respectively) for Z = 1.

distances, in contrast with the results in the absence of
radial correlations but in agreement with the “empirical
estimate” of Ref. 4.

We examine next the effect of varying the nuclear
charge Z. As mentioned in the previous section, no min-
imum of the two-electron atomic energy can be found
for Z less than 0.93. This presumably indicates that the
negative ion becomes unstable in vacuum, and could be
remedied by including an external potential that simu-
lates the atomic enviroment in a solid. Figures 5, 6, and
7 show the hopping amplitudes for Z = 0.93, Z = 1.25,
and Z = 2, respectively. As in I the difference in hop-
ping amplitudes decreases as Z increases, but At = t; —t2
is found to be larger than in the absence of radial cor-
relations, and positive in a larger range of interatomic
distances. In fact, we find here that ¢; > t2 for any inter-
atomic distance for Z smaller than 1.75. In contrast, in I
At became negative at R ~ 6 for Z = 1, and for smaller
R when Z was larger.

We also examined here the effect of optimizing the or-
bital exponents separately for each interatomic separa-
tion. It was found difficult to obtain convergence for low
values of Z, and in fact for Z = 1 no solution was found
for R values smaller than 5.5. For Z = 1.25 the calcula-

O A I
51_ 7=0.93
. «=0.93 E
4_ «;=0.95, 0(2=O.17_f
T 3 &
O T
2-
L _te
ol I I Il i
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

FIG. 5. Hopping amplitudes for Z = 0.93 vs interatomic
distance.
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FIG. 6. Hopping amplitudes for Z = 1.25 vs interatomic
distance.

tion did converge down to R = 1.75, and Fig. 8 shows
the orbital exponents obtained for each state. For the
molecule with two and three electrons the exponents a;
and ap approach the atomic values 1.331 and 0.527 as
R goes to infinity, while the exponent o approaches 1.25
in all cases. Figure 9 shows the hopping amplitudes ob-
tained for this case with optimal exponents. The results
start to differ appreciably with those found with atomic
exponents (Fig. 6) for R less than 3; the improved cal-
culation (with optimized exponents) yields larger values
for the parameter At = t; — ty at short distances and
slightly smaller ones at large distances.

The variation of At with distance for various values of
Z is shown in Fig. 10. The results are similar to those
found in I, but the values of At found here are appreciably
larger, particularly for large interatomic separation.

In Fig. 11 we show comparison of our results for
(to — t2)/2 for Z = 2 with the results of Gupta and
Matsen.® The agreement with that calculation is some-
what improved compared with the results of I for small
interatomic distances. In Fig. 12 we compare our results
for Z = 1 with those of Eliezer, Taylor, and Williams®
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FIG. 7. Hopping amplitudes for Z = 2 vs interatomic dis-
tance.
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and Chen and Peacher.” Again the agreement is improved
compared with the results of I, as expected.

In summary, we have found that inclusion of radial cor-
relations further enhances the behavior found in I: the
hopping amplitude for holes is smaller than that for elec-
trons in a large range of interatomic separation, and the
effect becomes more important for smaller effective ionic
charge.

2'0,"|""!""l""|""

(a) one electron
L5 b 7

1.0 .

orbital exponents

0.5 | -

O_O',.I‘.,.I‘.,.l....l...L-

2.0

orbital exponents

oY Y TSP U N S
2 3 4 5 6
R (a.u.)
2.0 [T Ty T T T T T T
(c) three electrons
(%2 — —
2 1.5 i o ]
T
®  F m==zzzZzZZZZZ-Z-T”TC -
15} [
[oN r 4
8 Lok -
I ]
a F N
< 0.5 B i =
o L - J
0.0 I N B SR SR
2 3 4 5 6
R (a.u.)

FIG. 8. Orbital exponents optimized for each interatomic
separation to minimize the energy of bonding (full lines) and
antibonding (dashed lines) states for Z = 1.25 and (a) one,
(b) two, and (c) three electrons in the molecule. The lim-
iting values for large R are the atomic values a; = 1.331,
az = 0.527, a = 1.25.
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FIG. 9. Hopping amplitudes for Z = 1.25 with optimized
orbital exponents vs interatomic distance.
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FIG. 10. Results for At = t; — t2 vs interatomic distance
for various values of the effective ionic charge Z. Z = 0.93, 1,
1.25, 1.5, and 2 (increasing At values correspond to decreasing
Z at large R). Atomic orbital exponents were used.
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FIG. 11. Comparison of results for (to — t2)/2 for Z = 2
with results from Gupta and Matsen (Ref. 4) (crosses). The
dashed line gives the results using the Hartree wave function
of I.
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FIG. 12. Comparison of results for (to — t2)/2 for Z =1
with results from Eliezer, Taylor, and Williams (Ref. 6)
(crosses) and Chen and Peacher (Ref. 7) (squares) with radial
correlations (full line) and without (dashed line). (Atomic ex-
ponents were used in both cases.)

IV. EFFECTIVE TIGHT-BINDING MODEL

An effective single-band tight-binding model that ap-
proximately describes the lowest energy state of each
atom with zero, one, and two electrons is given by

H=-> t%(cl,cio +He)

ijo

+U.g Z nni, + |4 Z n;n; (22&)
i (i3}
with
t7; =to(1 —ni—0)(1 —nj,—5)
+t1 (ni,—a' + Nj,—o — 2ni,—anj,-a')
+t2ni,—o‘nj,—o'- (22b)

The hopping amplitudes tg, t;, and ¢, are obtained as
described earlier. The on-site repulsion U.g is obtained
from the difference in atomic energies Eq. (9). The
nearest-neighbor repulsion V' is approximately given by
the nearest-neighbor Coulomb integral [Eq. (27b) of IJ;
more accurately, an “empirical” value for V' can be found
from the difference in energy of two excited states of the
diatomic molecule with two electrons, as discussed in Ref.
4. Equation (22a) omits nearest-neighbor terms describ-
ing exchange and pair hopping (denoted by J in Ref. 4)
as we do not expect them to be important for supercon-
ductivity.

A minimal tight-binding model with hopping ampli-
tudes that are constant rather than functions of elec-
tronic occupation needs to have at least two orbitals per
site, to allow for the modification of the electronic wave
functions when there are two electrons at the site. A
simple Hamiltonian of this kind that approximately de-
scribes the physics discussed in the previous sections is
given by

(23a)

H=) H;+) Hy,

(i)
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H; = Urnijpnayy, + Usnaarnizy + Vignanig + enga, (23b)

H;; = Z L (czlacjl'ﬂ + Hc)

LI'=1,2

(23c)

For an estimate of the parameters in this Hamiltonian
we take as orbitals 1 and 2 the Slater orbitals with expo-
nents a; and ay discussed in the previous sections. This
is strictly speaking not correct because these orbitals are
neither orthogonal nor eigenstates of the single-particle
atomic Hamiltonian. Nevertheless we believe this pro-
cedure is reasonable to obtain a qualitative understand-
ing. As observed earlier the exponent «; is very close to
the exponent o = Z corresponding to the single-electron
eigenstate, and we will ignore the difference here (i.e.,
take a; = Z). As an example we consider the case Z = 1.
The parameters are

U1 = (alal, h]_z,alal) =17 eV, (24&)
U2 = (azaz, h12, azag) =4.76 eV, (24b)
Viz = (a1a2, hiz,a1a2) = 6.97 €V, (24c)
€ = (az,h, az) — (al, h,al) =7.05 eV. (24d)
Note that the relations
Viz + € < Uy, (25a)
V12 +e< Uz + 2¢ (25b)

hold, implying that two electrons will occupy each one
of the orbitals rather than both the same orbital, as de-
scribed by the wave function Eq. (6).

A somewhat better description of the single atom is
obtained by orthogonalizing the two Slater orbitals Eq.
(7). Furthermore, in principle one should also include
intra-atomic off-diagonal matrix elements of the Coulomb
interaction. However, including these effects does not
seem to clarify the physics and will not be pursued here.

The parameters t;;: in Eq. (23c) give the hopping am-
plitude for a single electron between orbitals [ and I’ at
the two atoms. We estimate these parameters from the
relation Eq. (20) for a single electron in the molecule, gen-
eralized to the case where the orbitals at the two atoms
can be different, as

— (al, h”' ) bl') + Sa,,,b,l (ahh“l ,al)-;(b“ ’h”I ,bl')
t”l = 1_ 5’2 5 (26&)

ag, by

Soupy = (a1, br)

and as a single-particle Hamiltonian we use Eq. (11) with
ionic charges given by the orbital exponents

(26b)

2(1[ 2&1!
h = — 7% — .

(26¢)

Tia Tib

Finally, to map the two-orbital Hamiltonian Eq. (23)
onto the effective single-band model Eq. (22) we project
onto the lowest atomic eigenstates for each electronic oc-
cupation. If |o,0’) is the atomic state with an electron
of spin ¢ in state 1 and one of spin ¢’ in state 2, the
relevant atomic states are given by

18) = [0,0), (27a)
I =11,0), (27b)
1D =14,0), (27¢)
iy = LB+ LD (27a)

V2

and we obtain for the effective hopping amplitudes of the
single-band Hamiltonian

t() = too, (283.)
to1

t, = 2L 28b

1 \/5 ( )
t

ty = % (28c)

and for the effective on-site repulsion, using the relation
Eq. (9)

Ueﬂ‘ = V12 + €. (29)

For Z = 1, Egs. (29) and (24) yield Ueg = 14.02 €V,
which is not too far from the value obtained in Sec. I,
Ueg = 13.24 eV (the difference arises from the neglect
of nonorthogonality of the orbitals and intra-atomic off-
diagonal Coulomb matrix elements). The values of the
effective hoppings obtained from Egs. (26) and (28) are
shown in Fig. 13. They resemble the results obtained in
the previous section, although at short distances the hop-
ping amplitudes t; and t» are significantly smaller here.
The error arises presumably due to the fact that at short
distances the approximation of treating one electron as
moving in the effective field arising from the ions screened
by the other electrons, as assumed in Eq. (26), breaks
down. In Fig. 14 we compare the hopping amplitudes
at larger distances. It can be seen that the agreement is
remarkably good. For smaller Z the comparison is found
to be even better, and it becomes slightly worse for larger
Z.

Thus the difference in the hopping amplitudes to, t1,
and t, is seen to arise from several additive effects. On
one hand, the hoppings t;;; get reduced by overlap ma-
trix elements [Eq. (28)] as more electrons are added, due
to the rearrangement of the wave function that occurs
when an electron leaves a doubly occupied site or enters
a singly occupied one. On the other hand the “bare”
hoppings t;;r are not all equal, and here again the dif-
ference is due to two effects. On one hand the fact that
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FIG. 13. Hopping amplitudes for effective tight-binding
model obtained from Eqgs. (26) and (28) with Z = 1 and
orbital exponents a3 = 1, a2 = 0.28, vs interatomic distance.

the wave function is more extended for a smaller orbital
exponent leads to tgo < to1,f11 at large distances; on
the other hand, the fact that the effective ionic potential
[Eq. (26¢)] is smaller for smaller a due to the screening
of the other electron leads to tgg > to1 > t11 at shorter
distances. The combination of all these effects is seen
to lead to the ordering tq > t; > ty at short and inter-
mediate distances, with the crossover distance to other
orderings a decreasing function of the ionic charge Z.

V. DISCUSSION

Continuing our study of the dependence of electronic
hopping amplitude between two atoms on the number of
electrons in the atom we have considered here the effect
of radial correlations. Allowing for radial correlations is
seen to improve on the estimate of the ground-state en-
ergy of the atom with two electrons and to substantially
change the wave function: one electron occupies an or-
bital with exponent a; very close to the atomic charge Z,
while the second one occupies an orbital with exponent
ay that is substantially smaller, i.e., an orbital that is
substantially more extended in space.

It was found that inclusion of radial correlations signif-
icantly enhances the qualitative behavior found in I: the
hopping amplitude for electrons decreases as the number
of electrons increases, i.e., to > t; > t2 in a large range of
interatomic distances. In contrast to the results in I, here
the ordering t; > t» (relevant to hole superconductivity)
was found to hold for arbitrarily large distances for not
too large Z (Z < 1.75). Furthermore, the single-hole-
hopping amplitude ¢, was found here to be appreciably
reduced compared to the results in I. Optimization of
the exponents for each interatomic separation was found
not to have a large effect (as in I) except at rather small
distances.

The results in this paper and in I indicate that a Hub-
bard model with a single orbital per site® is inadequate to
describe the physics of correlations of electrons in metals,

FIG. 14. Comparison of hopping amplitudes for effective
tight-binding model and those from the first-principles cal-
culation for larger distances. Z = 1. For to (full line) the
results of both calculations are identical, as a; = Z. For #;
(dash-dotted lines) and t; (dashed lines) the results of the
effective tight-binding model are smaller than those of the
first-principles calculation at the lowest R, and the curves
cross for larger R.

except perhaps for cases of low electronic band occupa-
tion, where the probability of two electrons occupying
the same atom is small. The key point is that when two
electrons occupy the same atom a new degree of freedom
opens up: in the qualitative picture underlying the re-
sults of this paper, the second electron tends to occupy
a high-energy orbital that is substantially more diffuse
than the first one. This is simply due to the fact that
the intra-atomic Coulomb repulsion between electrons is
larger than the spacing between atomic energy levels. In
the end it is still possible to map the low-energy physics
onto an effective single-band tight-binding Hamiltonian,
provided the hopping amplitude for an electron is allowed
to depend on the electronic charge occupation of the two
sites involved in the hopping process. Alternatively, a
“minimal” tight-binding model with hopping amplitudes
that are constants needs to include at least two orbitals
per site, as given by Eq. (23).

This tight-binding model with two orbitals per site was
seen to describe the behavior of the hopping amplitudes
reasonably well at not too short interatomic distances.
Within this model the difference in hopping amplitudes
with different number of electrons can be understood as
arising from the combination of the following effects: the
facts that the hopping amplitude for an electron depends
on the “effective charge” of the atoms seen by that elec-
tron and on the spatial extent of its wave function, and
the rearrangement of the electronic wave functions that
occurs when an electron leaves a doubly occupied site or
enters a singly occupied site.

As seen in this paper and in I, a lower effective ionic
charge Z enhances the difference in hopping amplitudes.
Additionally, as seen in Fig. 2, the effective on-site re-
pulsion between two electrons decreases with decreasing
ionic charge. These two effects are favorable to s-wave
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superconductivity.?

The possibility of a At term in the low-energy effective
Hamiltonian for high-T, oxides has recently been consid-
ered by Martin.® This author finds in small-cluster cal-
culations that the conducting holes reside in the planar
O po Cu d,>_y: orbitals, and that the parameter At is
too small to be relevant for superconductivity. However,
we believe that the relevant conducting holes may reside
in the O prw orbitals in the planes.'%!! The calculations
here suggest that the parameter At for holes conducting
through these orbitals should be rather large and relevant
to the superconductivity of these materials.

Whether the variation of hopping amplitude with
charge occupation in metals may have observable effects
other than superconductivity remains an interesting open
question.
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APPENDIX

Many of the matrix elements needed here, in particular
all the overlap and single-particle matrix elements of the
Hamiltonian, were given in the Appendix of I. We list
here the general form of the two-particle matrix elements
needed. The functions L;(w) and M;(w) were also given
in the Appendix of I.

1. On-site Coulomb

3/2 (01 + a3)?® + 3(a1 + az)(az + a4) + (a2 + a4)?

) ah ) @3, =64 Al
(41,82, b, 25, 04) (erazasany) (01 + a3)?(az + a4)?(a; + a2 + as + aq)? (A1)
2. Nearest-neighbor Coulomb

4 (3/2
(@1b2, haz2, a3by) = ((%%(aza‘;)l/zwzw‘l
X {L1(wa24) Mo(w24) — Lo(was4) M1 (w24) — Ly (wr)Mo(war) + Lo(wr) Mi(war)
— (w1 + ws)[La(wi)Mo(wnm) — Lo(wr) Mz (war)]/4} - (A2)
3. Hybrid
4 (3/2
(a1az2, hi2,a3bs) = %%(aza4)l/zwzw4
X {Ll(w24)M0(w42) - Lo(w24)M1(U-’42) - Ll(wL)Mo(wM) + LO(WL)MI(“’IVI)
— (w1 + ws)[La(wi)Mo(waz) — Lo(wr) Mz (wsz)]/4} (A3)
[
where wpg = AT (Add)
waa = fz% (Ada)
—Wi — Wy — w3 + w,
wg — wo wyy = — 22 s (Ade)
Wy = —°2—, (A4b)

w1 + w2 + w3 + wyq
2 b

(A4c)

wr =

The expressions for the matrix elements of the Hamil-
tonian with the two-electron atomic wave function Eq.
(6) are straightforward to evaluate in terms of these ma-
trix elements but lengthy, and will not be given here.
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