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ABSTRACT: The problem of conjunction between quantum and classical parts in
hybrid quantum mechanical /molecular mechanical methods is considered. The form of
the junction is deduced with use of the perturbation expansion on the assumption that the
wave function underlying molecular mechanics is of the antisymmetrized product of
strictly localized geminals type. The renormalization of the potential energy surfaces of the
combined system due to interaction between quantum and classical subsystems is

represented as a sum of contributions with transparent physical sense.
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Introduction

ybrid quantum mechanical (QM)/molecular

mechanical (MM) methods are very popular
in modern research on large molecular systems (par-
ticularly biological systems) [1]. These approaches
are based on the well-justified experimental obser-
vation: chemical transformations are usually local,
i.e., restricted to a small region of the entire mole-
cular system called the reaction center (RC). For
that reason it seems practical to use approxima-
tions of different levels to describe different parts
of the system when its potential energy surface
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(PES) is considered. The smaller part of the molecu-
lar system with an actually transforming electronic
structure (RC) must be described by a thorough
(preferably, highly correlated) quantum chemical
approach while the rest of the molecular system
can be described either by molecular mechanics or
by a faster quantum chemical method capable of
reproducing only general features of the PES. The
physical reason for that difference is the relative
importance of electron correlations for correct de-
scription of the processes of the bond formation
and bond cleavage—those where the uncorrelated
self-consistent field (SCF) approach gives wrong as-
ymptotic behavior of the electronic wave function of
the system.

Two important questions immediately arise for
such hybrid schemes. The first one is about the
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margin between the QM and MM subsystems. The
important restriction must be set on the subsystems.
Elaborated quantum chemical approaches (as well
as the molecular mechanical schemes) work prop-
erly only when applied to objects with an integer
number of electrons. Therefore, distributing elec-
trons between the subsystems is restricted by the
condition of small fluctuations of numbers of elec-
trons in the subsystems.

The second question arises from the fact that the
classical part of the molecule modifies the PES of
the reactive (quantum) subsystem. The interaction
between subsystems cannot be neglected. It leads
to various forms of the junction between quantum
and classical subsystems accepted in many hybrid
schemes implemented in the literature [2-17]. At
the same time it is noteworthy that the form of
the junction in these approaches is usually taken
ad hoc, without proper substantiation. For example,
the authors of Ref. [15] represent the junction be-
tween subsystems as a sum of electrostatic and van
der Waals interactions with adjusted parameters, in
Ref. [16] “junction dummy atoms” are introduced,
and in Ref. [17] the intersystem Coulomb and ex-
change integrals are taken as linear combinations of
exponential functions with subsequent parameteri-
zation.

From our point of view the correct form of the
junction between the quantum and classical parts
of the molecular system must be constructed on
the basis of the quantum chemical description of
the whole system and on the sequential separation
of electronic variables related to respective subsys-
tems. This approach to the junction was originally
proposed in Ref. [18]. It is based on the pertur-
bation expansion over specially constructed wave
functions of the group function method and uses an
effective electron Hamiltonian technique. The mar-
gin between quantum and classical subsystems is
chosen so that the chemical bonds are not broken
and can be assigned only to one subsystem. The con-
struction of hybrid schemes in Ref. [18] supposed
that the parameters of the MM method must be
renormalized due to interaction with the quantum
subsystem. Another construction of hybrid schemes
was proposed in Ref. [19]: the MM method remains
constant and interactions modify only the Hamil-
tonian of the quantum subsystem. The effective
Hamiltonian of the quantum subsystem was explic-
itly constructed in Ref. [20]. The main idea of all
these works was to single out the subset of elec-
tronic variables responsible for a chemical transfor-
mation to be described with use of a QM approach

and to construct (using the Lowdin partition tech-
nique [21]) the effective Hamiltonian for the reactive
subsystem which takes into account the interactions
between subsystems perturbatively. To accomplish
this, i.e., to construct the correction to the bare
Hamiltonian for the RC, it is necessary to assume
some form of the electronic wave function of the
inert environment underlying its MM description.
This function in turn can be chosen as a group
function product [22] with the groups describing
local two electron bonds, lone pairs, conjugated =
systems, etc. Particular formulae are written on an
assumption that the wave function for the inert sub-
system is of the form of an antisymmetrized product
of strictly localized geminals (APSLG) [23-26]. The
APSLG based approach operates by local quantities
such as chemical bonds and electron lone pairs, de-
scribes the ground states of the organic molecules
with closed electron shells and high excitation en-
ergies, and seems to be a natural starting point for
a transition from quantum mechanics to molecular
mechanics. The effective Hamiltonian of the reactive
subsystem in the presence of the “classical” sub-
system described by the APSLG method has been
explicitly constructed in Ref. [20]. The aim of the
present work is to construct the PES of the molec-
ular system described by the hybrid method with
the APSLG wave function underlying the MM de-
scription of the classical subsystem.

PES of Composite
OQuantum-Classical System

Let us consider the application of the effective
electron Hamiltonian method to the separation of
the electronic variables, the aim of which is to
construct the PES for molecular systems in the hy-
brid QM/MM methods. We denote the reactive
subsystem (described by quantum mechanics) by
subscript R and the inert subsystem (described by
MM) by subscript M. The Hamiltonian for the whole
molecular system can be divided into parts corre-
sponding to separate subsystems and to the interac-
tion between them:

H = Hq)+H" (@) + V() + V'(q)

2 R 7Mp-1
+e Y ZRZYRG (1)
A#B, AeR
BeM
The distinction between the R and M subsystems is
formalized by ascribing each of the one-electron ba-
sis states of the entire system either to the R or M
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subsystem. The operators HX(g) and HM(g) are then
polynomials with respect to the fermion operators
creating or annihilating electrons in the one-electron
states ascribed to the respective subsystems. On the
other hand, the operators containing the products
of the fermion operators ascribed to the different
subsystems are the interaction operators. We restrict
ourselves to only the Coulomb V* and the resonance
V" (electron transfer) interactions. The core charges
are also subdivided between two subsystems. The
contributions to the Hamiltonian can be further
specified. The Hamiltonian for the R subsystem is
a sum of the Hamiltonian for the free R subsystem
(without environment) HY and of the operator VM
of attraction of electrons of the R subsystem to the
cores of the M subsystem. Analogously, the Hamil-
tonian for the M subsystem HM can be presented as
a sum of the Hamiltonian for free M subsystem H}!
and of the attraction of electrons of the M subsystem
to the cores of the R subsystem VX.

The wave function for the whole system is then
approximated by the antisymmetrized product of
the wave function of the reactants (which can be
taken as a linear combination of configurations) CID}S
(where k is the number of the electronic state of the
R subsystem) and the ground state wave function
of the inert environment to be calculated without
reactants &)

WP = R A M. )

The wave function ®¥ is the approximation to
the lowest eigenstate of the Hamiltonian H)'. It is
assumed to be obtained in the framework of the
APSLG method [23-26]. Therefore, it has the form

|80) =[] 5510, ®)

where each geminal (two-electron wave function)
g;10) is assigned either to a chemical bond or to an
electron lone pair.

To construct these geminals a unitary transforma-
tion must be performed from the initial atomic basis
set to the hybrid one for each heavy (nonhydrogen)
atom:

toe = Z hﬁﬂim (4)
}

ie{s,x,y,z

where |t,,;) is a spin orbital with the spin projec-
tion o, assigned to the mth bond and located on
the right or left end of the bond (|rs) or |lue)),
h* e SO(4) is a matrix of transforming the atomic
orbital (AO) basis orbitals s, py, py, and p; of the
atom A to the hybrid orbitals (HOs), and 4;, are op-

erators annihilating an electron on a spin orbital of
the AO basis (the HO basis set is thus orthonormal).

Each geminal is a linear combination with vary-
ing amplitudes of three possible singlet states
(two ionic and one covalent—Heitler-London type)
constructed from the hybrid spin orbitals |ry.)
and 1)

gn+1 = um?ntaﬁ:/g +Umln+1al:1ﬁ +Wm (rntozl;ﬁ +l’+”“r;:/3) ®)

with the normalization condition u%, + ©2 +
2w? = 1. These functions are introduced in the
theory of Weinbaum [27].

The approximate wave function [Eq. (2)] can be
obtained from the exact wave function of the whole
system in the “simplified group function” represen-

tation [28-30],
wpet = NN CE L (manr) @) (n) A @ (1R),

NMNR ipfiR

(nm +nr =Ne), (6)

by two subsequent projections. The first one projects
the space where the exact wave function [Eq. (6)]
resides on the space of functions with a fixed num-
ber of electrons in each of the subsystems (provided
that ny+ng = N,), thus eliminating the fluctuations
of numbers of electrons in the subsystems. The cor-
responding projection operator is denoted as P and
Q = 1— Pis the corresponding complementary pro-
jection operator. This projection leads to the wave
function of the group function method. The second
projection takes into account the fact that the chem-
ically inert environment is described by its ground
state wave function (it is also true when the wave
function underlying the MM is used). Therefore, the
second projection is onto the space of states with the
ground state of the M subsystem taken as a mul-
tiplier. The corresponding projection operator P is
1r ® |®@)1) (@A ]. Analogously we introduce the com-
plementary projection operator @ =1 —P.

The projections imply the transition from the ex-
act Hamiltonian for the entire molecular system to
the relevant effective Hamiltonians. The effective
Hamiltonian is constructed to fulfill the requirement
that its eigenvalues acting in the restricted subspace
coincide with those of the original Hamiltonian act-
ing in the full space. The first projection yields the
effective Hamiltonian of the form

Hest(q, E) = PHR(q)P + PHM(q)P
+ PV¢(q)P + PV""(q,E)P
+e > ZRZYRy,

A#B
A€R, BeM

@)
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where
V™(q, E) = VI(9)QR(g, EYQV'(q) ®)
with the resolvent operator
R(q,E) = (E~ QHQ) ™. ©)

The second projection gives the operator acting in
the space of functions of the type in Eq. (2):

R—7Mp-1
> ZRZYR;)
A#B

A€eR, BeM

+ PP[HR(9) + H3(q) + W(q, E)
+VM(g) + W(g, E)PQR(q, )
x QPW(q, E)|PP,

Heit(g, E, w) = €

(10)
where

W@,E)=Viq)+ V@B +Vig (1)
and the resolvent operator
R, ) = (0 — QHO)™". (12)

The energy of the kth state of the combined
system can be obtained by averaging the effective
Hamiltonian over the approximate wave function
[Eq. 2)]:

Ee= (0P o0, E )| W) (19)

This energy obviously differs from that obtained by
using the ab initio Hamiltonian for the R subsystem
and the unrenormalized MM description for the M
subsystem:

where the quantities ER0 and E}! are the averages
of the free subsystem Hamiltonians over the func-
tions ®F and ®}], respectively. The correction to
the ab initio energy (junction between quantum and
classical parts) arises from interaction between the
subsystems:

AEg=¢ Y ZRZNRG + (™| W(g, E) + VM(g)

A+B
A€eR, BeM

+ W(q, E)POR(q, ) QPW(g,

To perform the averaging the explicit form of
the operators of the Coulomb and resonance in-
teractions is needed. The operator of the Coulomb
interaction is taken to conserve the number of elec-
trons in the subsystems and thus can be written as

Vi@ = D > (pop,limen,)

pp eR oT
mm’eM

E)|w, PP (15)

yymim.p,, (16)

where

(op, lImem’,) = (pp'|mm’) — 8 (pm'|mp’)  (17)

and the indices pp’ and mm’ refer to the spatial
parts of one-electron states in the R and M subsys-
tems, respectively. In the latter case the one-electron
states can be taken as the HOs 7, and I in the M
subsystem. The zero differential overlap (ZDO) ap-
proximation results in turn in further simplification
due to the restrictions p = p’ and m = m’.

The operator of resonance interaction describes
the one-electron transfers from the M subsystem to
the R subsystem or vice versa:

V@ =2 oml@ ) (oo +mipo). (19)
peR
meM
It is convenient to introduce one-electron density
matrices for each subsystem. The elements of this
matrix for the R subsystem are

P = (@F|pip, | oF). (19)

The APSLG structure of the M subsystem assumes
that the one-electron densities differ from zero only
for orbitals belonging to the same geminal. Also, the
one-electron density matrix of the M subsystem is
spin-independent [25, 26]. Therefore the elements of
the one-electron density matrix for the M subsystem
are

Pl = (@ e | 2]

= <0|gmt+ tmagm|0>
Prr=u2 +w?; Pl =2 +w?; (20)
PZZP% = (U + U)W,

where amplitudes u,,, v, and w,, were introduced
by Eq. (5). It is also convenient to introduce reduced
Coulomb integrals:

Ypp/mm/ = Z(Papg”m m )—Z(PP |mm’) — (Pm |mP)
(21)

The Coulomb electron interaction between the
subsystems contributes to the energy

Z Z YPF’ ’m]mP;t; ZPZW]/‘

pP'ER tyt),eM
mim (22)

(W V@) [w) =

If the ZDO approximation is used and orbitals are
attached to different atoms (A # B), this contribu-
tion to the energy can be rewritten in the form

23" yAB( ZPQﬁ)(ZZPZ””). (23)

A€eR tmeB €A o
BeM " r
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For frontier atoms the integral y1g must be replaced
by Yypt,t,, which cannot be factorized from the
sums over t,, and p, respectively. The operator of at-
traction of electrons in the R subsystem to the cores
of the M subsystem VM can be written as

M 2
VMg = Z |r_RB/

=Y Y vz Zpapg, (24)
pp’ R BeM
/ 2, B OW0)
Ir—Rp|
The averaging of this expression over the approxi-
mate wave function gives

< aPPr|VM( )|\Ijappr Z Z VPP ZM ZP”W’

R BeM
pp'eR Be (25)

In the case of the ZDO approximation the p = p’
condition applies. Analogously, the contribution to
the energy from the attraction of electrons in the M
subsystem to the cores of the R subsystem is

( appr‘vR(q ’\yappr ) Z thmtmzRPtt/
tmty, eM AER
(26)

It can be noted that the contributions of Egs. (23),
(25), and (26) can be combined with the repulsion
of the cores of the R and M subsystems yielding
the total electrostatic contribution to the renormal-
ization of the PES. Each of these four contributions
is large, but the total electrostatic correction is rela-
tively small:

AET =2 Y ZRZYRy;

A+#B
A€R, BeM

+ (WP V) + VM) + VR (27)
If the ZDO approximation is used the electrostatic

contribution from different atoms of the R and M
subsystems acquires the familiar form

D> vasQRFQY, (28)
AeR BeM
where the effective atomic charges are defined by

P NASE
= ?RZUP” - Zy *)
i :

tmeB

The contribution to the PES from the operator
V'(q, E) corresponds to the second order of the per-

turbation theory with respect to the intersystem
one-electron transfers. To estimate it we present the
corresponding resolvent operator in the approxi-
mate form

RE)= Y E'” “b'ﬂ (30)
iemQ

where |i) are the states with one electron transferred
from the M subsystem to the R subsystem or vice
versa. Each state |i) is an antisymmetrized product
of the ionized states |u) and |p) of the M and R
subsystems, respectively. The energy denominators
in the resolvent expression [Eq. (30)] are expressed
through the ionization potentials (IPs) and the elec-
tron affinities (EAs) of the respective subsystems:

L I — —8up
Ei—E= {I — A, — g (31)
The approximate form of 1onized states of the M
subsystem as it appears from the APSLG approxi-
mation is the following. The ionized states |u) are
assumed to be obtained by removing or adding an
electron from or to bonding and antibonding or-
bitals of the geminals of the M subsystem. These

orbitals can be written as [31]

bma = xmlma + Ym¥mo > >
x, +y,=1), 32
Amo = ~Ymlmo + XmTmo (¥ =1), (32)

where x,, and y,, are chosen to represent the mth
geminal in the form

(uz, +va =1).
(33)

+ + + .
Em = bmabmﬂ + Vmamaamﬂ/

The coefficient sets (U, Viu; X, Yim) and (U, Wi, 0)
are uniquely related:
Uy = Upy?, + VX2,
Om = U2, + Vi, (34)
Wy = (U — Vi) XimYm

and the APSLG structure of the wave function can
be expressed both in the basis of hybrid orbitals and
in the basis of bond orbitals. The approximate wave
functions of the ionized states of the M subsystem

have the form
bio [1&100,  ay, [Tsf10),

I#m I#m

bn+1<7rn+1—(rlr+n—a ll_[ g?—|0>/ (35)
#*m

oo ] &710)-

I#m
The corresponding IPs and EAs entering Eq. (31) are
estimated in Ref. [20]. It is convenient to introduce
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some vacuum averages for the M subsystem:

03 = Olguine gl 0,

, (36)
'71’}1 =(0 |gmzr+nafr:ﬂ |0>
These averages can be readily evaluated:
9;1; = YmWn + XU, 9;: =XmWm — YmOm,
95;1 = —XmWm — YmUm, 9121 =YmWm — XmUm, (37)

m
Ny = YmUm + Xin Wi, Nrs = XmUm — YW,

Ny = YmWm + XV, Ny = XmWm — YmUm-

Using these notations we obtain the contribution
to the energy from the operator V'"(q, E):

AE!
— <\I_,Eppr‘vrr(q, E)’\I/;ppr>

== Z Z Z Z Opin Op/jm

pp'€eR meM ije{r,l} fe{a,b}

(@ Ips 1) (plp, | D070
(X

o \pelmOg(Ng—1) Tep = Ams = Skof

+
pelmOR(NRr+1)

Z (®£|PU|P><P|PQ+|®£>77;}17}]-’}1)
Lt — Akp — &fukp ‘
(38)

This expression can be simplified if the IPs and EAs
are replaced by their average values:

AElrcr ~ - Z Z Z Z Opin Op'jm

pp' eERmeM ije{r,l} fefa,b}

opr pmam op'p
) Z( P o ox . (1-P] )n}?n}?) (39)
o k= Awg = 8kp,  Lnp — Ak — gk

The contribution from the second projection can be
presented as a sum:

(WP |W(g, E)PQR(g, ) QPW(g, E)| W)
= (WP V() PQR(g, ) QPV*(q)| ;™)
+ (WP VR (@PQR(g, ) QPV ()| ™)
+ 20 [VE(@POR(g, ) QPVR () ™)
+ 20w [VE(q)PQR (g, ) QPV" (g, E)| ;™)
+2{wP| V7 (g, EYPQR(g, ©) QPVR (q) | ™)

+ (q;;‘Ppr ’ V”(q, E)P QR(q/ w) varr(q, E) ’ \Il;:ppr>.
(40)

The first three contributions of Eq. (40) are large
enough, but the perturbation expansion is valid
because these contributions are grouped into the

relatively small correction. At the same time, for
convenience we consider these contributions sep-
arately. The resolvent can be approximated by the
sum over the states:

R(q, w) = Z M (41)

—~ 0= Wy

n#0
We assume that the dependence of the resolvent
on w is weak and the w values of interest are
much smaller than the resolvent poles that are all
higher than the first excitation energy in the M
(classical) subsystem, which in turn is higher than
the excitation energies of interest in the R sub-
system. Therefore we can pass to the limit w — 0
in the above resolvent. The first contribution to
Eq. (40) is the second-order correction due to
the Coulomb repulsion operator. To write down
this contribution it is convenient to introduce dy-
namic polarization propagators [22] for the R- and
M-subsystems,

0% (@)=Y (6o — e (PFIPTP 10} (plgtg |DF)
pr'aq’ = () — )2 — @2 ’
(42)
€ (P lmtm' | ) ('t n'| D)
nﬁ‘n/fm,nn,(w) = Z u\®00 - s 00’
€ —
w#0 "

where €, and ¢, are the energies of excitations
in the R- and M-subsystems, respectively. The
excitation energies and matrix elements necessary
for calculating the polarization propagator of the
M-subsystem are given in Ref. [20]. Using those
notations we obtain

(WP | V<(q)PQR (g, 0) QPV*(q) | wF"")

=2 )

pP'9q' €R iy jnjr €M

X { Z(Pa}?; ”ima’i;g/)(qtq/r ||jnr/].;m/)}

o't

oy prad M
x [P, oM (0
|: k k ’nm/l:m/]m/];nr’( )
+E TR (™ o (i) du
T PoPolrdr Ly ) - ’
(43)

The expression using integrals is not useful in
practice. At the same time we can approximate it,
taking into account the essentially higher energies
of excitations in the M subsystem compared with
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those of the R subsystem:

2
= | no&, iu) M . (iw)du
T / PoPodr q/( wh LIy - (i)

~ Hf\:a/l /]H‘[/] /(0) Z q>R|pf7p0' ><CD;§/
K #k

0. |oF);
(44)

i.e,, it is a sum of products of the static polarization
propagator of the M subsystem and transition elec-
tron densities of the R subsystem. The contribution

in Eq. (44) mainly corresponds to the dispersion
dsp

interaction between the subsystems AE,

The contribution to the energy of the second or-
der in operators VX(g) does not change the relative
energies of the states in the R subsystem and, there-
fore, is k-independent, where k is the number of
electronic states in the R subsystem. The operator
VR(q) can be written in the form

Z Zm m, ZV’”’"ZR

mm'eM © AeR
~ R
=D D 2omame ) vasZi (4)
BeM meBNM o AeR
A#B

The contribution to the energy is
AEES = (W VA (q)PQR(q, 0 QPV ()| ™)
- XS vivibag,

imi;]'”]';,neM AA’eR
X E . 4
1mo lnrr]nr]mr ( 6)

Let us denote the atom at the right end of the mth
bond as R,, and that at the left end as L,,. If AA" ¢
{Ru, Ly} the contribution of Eq. (46) can be approxi-
mately rewritten in the physically transparent form
in terms of the bond polarizability tensors a"(w)
[20]:

-3 3 ZRZR (vv(R]

meM  AA’eR
AA’¢{Ryu, L} (47)

e OV (RE)),

where V(qum)) is the potential induced by a unit
charge placed on the atom A at the center of the
mth bond. It is worth mentioning that the bond po-
larizabilities @®(0) are tabulated, for example, in
Ref. [32].

The cross term between the V¢(g) and VR(g)
equals

AER = (U2 |V<(q)POR(, 0)QPVR(Q)| W)

IO

oo’t pp'eR AeR

X Z (PaP;, ” ima/i;g/)vj/?]m
iminjnjmeM

x Hf\flo m,/]nr]mr (0) (48)
The contributions to the energy AER and AERR and
the first contribution of Eq. (43) can be grouped in
the total correction AE{"!, which corresponds to the
second-order interaction between charges in the R
subsystem due to polarization in the M subsystem.
If the ZDO approximation is used, this contribution
can be written as

Z Z Z YAl )/A/Im QAQA/

meMii'e{r,l} AA’eR
x Z 1mrrlmglmr1mr O)’ (49)

A Ecoul

where I, denotes the atom of the mth bond corre-
sponding to the ith HO of the bond (R, or L;,).

The next two contributions of Eq. (40), including
the operator V"' (g, E), correspond to the third order
in the perturbation expansion. Therefore, they may
be only roughly estimated. The main assumptions
are the ZDO approximation and that the energies
of electron transfers between the subsystems are
replaced by average ones, depending only on the
number of bonds taking part in the electron transfer.
The cross term between the V°(g) and V" (g, E) is

AEY” = (WP [V()PQR(g, 0)QPV" (g, E)| ;™)

~ Z Z UajmVq'jy Z(pUpU”ima’ima/)

pqq/ER im]'mj;nEM ago't

X {(Im - Ak - gmk)71

opp tq ‘7
x | P, (1 —
|: k ( ) g’ ma/]mT]mr

2
_;/ papw(m)

©)

M
Hlmrr ma’]mr]mr( )du:|
— (e — Am — Gkm) "
% |:P“PPPTW HM
’nm/’ma/]mf]mr
2 Rk .
+ ;/Hpapaw’r(m)
l'IfVI e (in) dui|}, (50)

where j = rfor j = I and j = I for j = r. The integral
expressions can be replaced by sums using Eq. (44).
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Analogously, the cross term between VR(g) and
V'™(q, E) equals
AEST = (W™ [V (g)PQR(g, 00QPV"(q, E) ;™)

~ = Z Z ZZi Z Opjm Op'ji

ot pp'eR AeR JmjmeM

X {(Im — Ak — gmk)_l (1 - P;P’P)

x <VARm Hffw rmaimeiie ©)
+ VAL Hﬁa o frre e (0)) G

— (=) (I — Ay — gom) P

X <VARm !

Ty
T'mo Ymo Jmtmz

+ A (0)) } 2

The last contribution to the energy of Eq. (40) is of
the fourth order with respect to the perturbation
operator (counting four small operators of electron
transfer) and may be totally neglected.

Discussion

Large molecular systems are very important from
the practical point of view. Polymers and many
biological molecules contain hundreds and thou-
sands of atoms. Modern ab initio methods do not
allow the calculation of the electronic structure of
such systems because the computational time for
these methods grows as N*-N’, where N is number
of one-electron basis functions. Even for standard
semiempirical methods based on the Hartree-Fock
approximation this growth is proportional to N°.
It explains the special role of the hybrid QM/MM
schemes in computational chemistry. There is a
large diversity of hybrid QM/MM schemes pro-
posed in the literature due to the form of the junc-
tion between quantum and classical subsystems. It
leads to divergence of results obtained with differ-
ent junctions. The results of the calculations seem to
be ambiguous due to the uncontrolled influence of
the junction on the calculated PES of the molecular
system.

We try to justify the form of the junction between
subsystems. This problem is obviously close to that
of intermolecular forces. At the same time there
are some important differences: the hybrid schemes

require consideration of boundary atoms, the spe-
cial form of the wave function of inert subsystem
is required, and the resonance terms cannot be ne-
glected. The complete neglect of the junction, i.e.,
the use of the bare (ab initio) Hamiltonian for the
R subsystem and a standard molecular mechani-
cal procedure without renormalization leads to the
energy EX + E)! instead of the correct value Ey. Tak-
ing into account the interaction between the system
(junction) results in a correction to the PES, which
can be represented as a sum of contributions:

AEc~ AEJ™* 4 AE] + AE;™

+ AES + AEYT + AERT, (53)

where the main contribution AES™*" is of the first
order with respect to the perturbation operator
and originates from the electrostatic interaction be-
tween the subsystems; the next three contributions
are of the second order and follow from the cou-
pling of one-electron transfers between subsystems,
of Coulomb electron—electron interactions between
them, of interactions between electrons of the M
subsystem and cores of the R subsystem, and of
the interaction of the Coulomb electron—-electron in-
teraction with the interaction of the electrons of
the M subsystem and cores of the R subsystem;
and the second term can be regarded as the dis-
persion interaction between subsystems. Moreover,

the contributions AEZhSP and AE{! can be con-
sidered as the second-order interaction between
the electronic polarization in the M subsystem and
the polarized R subsystem. The last two contri-
butions to Eq. (53) correspond to the third order
in the interaction between the subsystems orig-
inating from the coupling two projection proce-
dures. Physically it corresponds to interaction be-
tween two one-electron transfers and the Coulomb
interaction between electrons of the M subsys-
tem with electrons and cores of the R subsys-
tem.

The APSLG approach used for description of the
classical part of the whole system is not valid for
description of highly delocalized groups. The AP-
SLG form of the M subsystem wave function affects
only the precise form of the resolvents entering the
formulae presented. The expressions for the correc-
tions to the energy in the R subsystem written with
use of these resolvents remain valid irrespective of
the specific form of the group function used for their
calculation.
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