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QUANTUM MECHANICS

IOANNIS ANAPOLITANOS AND MATHIEU LEWIN

ABSTRACT. We study isomerizations in quantum mechanics. We con-
sider a neutral molecule composed of N quantum electrons and M clas-
sical nuclei and assume that the first eigenvalue of the corresponding N-
particle Schrodinger operator possesses two local minima with respect
to the locations of the nuclei. An isomerization is a mountain pass prob-
lem between these two local configurations, where one minimizes over
all possible paths the highest value of the energy along the path. Here
we state a conjecture about the compactness of min-maxing sequences
of such paths, which we then partly solve in the particular case of a
molecule composed of two rigid sub-molecules that can move freely in
space. More precisely, under appropriate assumptions on the multipoles
of the two molecules, we are able to prove that the distance between
them stays bounded during the whole chemical reaction. We obtain a
critical point at the mountain pass level, which is called a transition
state in chemistry. Our method requires to study the critical points and
the Morse indices of the classical multipole interactions, as well as to
generalize existing results about the van der Waals force. This paper
generalizes previous works by the second author in several directions.

Final version to appear in Arch. Rat. Mech. Anal.

CONTENTS

Model and main results
A conjecture for isomerizations in quantum mechanics
Case of two rigid molecules: model and some first cases
Case of two rigid molecules: new results
Sketch of the proof of Theorem [L.8]
Proof of Theorem expansion of the energy
Multipolar expansion
Proof of Theorem upper bound and positivity of Cyqw
Proof of Theorem lower bound in the irreducible case
Proof of Proposition [LTT]
Proof of Propositions and
Dipole-dipole term
Dipole-quadrupole term
Dipole-octopole term
Quadrupole-quadrupole term

Appendix A. Dressing paths with wavefunctions

Appendix B. Multipolar expansion: proof of Lemmas 2.1l and

1

EEEEEEEEEREREERE ===



http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.06110v2

2 I. ANAPOLITANOS AND M. LEWIN

B.1. Proof of Lemma 2.1

B.2. Proof of Lemma

B.3. Computation of F™) for n4+m <5
Appendix C. Interaction energy of several molecules
References

EEEEE]

In this paper we study isomerizations, which are chemical reactions with
the property that the reactant is a molecule with the same atoms as the
product, but in a different spacial configuration, for example HCN — CNH.
The question how much energy is needed for such a reaction to take place is a
very fundamental problem, which occupies a large amount of the numerical
computations ran today in quantum chemistry. If the reaction is slow, it is
customary to rely on the Born-Oppenheimer approximation of the N-body
Schrodinger equation, that is, to assume that the nuclei are classical and
pointwise particles, whereas the electrons are quantum and placed in their
ground state. The two stable configurations of the molecule then correspond
to local minima with respect to the positions of the nuclei. The chemical
reaction is described by a path connecting these two states. The difference of
the maximum and initial energies along one path corresponds to the amount
of energy needed to bring the system from one end point to the other. The
activation energy is the lowest energy needed for the reaction to happen, and
it is obtained by minimizing over all possible paths linking the two stable
configurations.

From the point of view of critical point theory, a chemical reaction cor-
responds to a mountain pass problem [2, B8, 22]. For neutral molecules, it
has been conjectured in [25], 26] 27] that all possible isomerizations happen
without breaking the molecule into pieces. Mathematically, this means that
one can find sequences of reaction paths approaching the optimal activation
energy, which only involve nuclei in a compact set. In this case, after passing
to the limit, one obtains a critical point at the mountain pass level, which
is called the transition state in chemistry. As usual in critical point theory,
it is not obvious to get a corresponding optimal path in the limit, but there
is no doubt that this path should exist as well in most cases.

The previously mentioned conjecture is partly motivated by the van der
Waals force. This purely quantum effect occurs when two neutral molecules
are placed at a large distance L from each other. An attractive force of
the order of 1/L7 is induced as a result of quantum correlations between
the two systems. The existence of this force has been rigorously proved in
a celebrated paper of Lieb and Thirring [28] and its exact expression un-
der some non-degeneracy assumptions has then been more recently derived
for individual atoms by Sigal and the first author of this paper in [3 [5].
The van der Waals force implies that all neutral molecules can bind in the
Born-Oppenheimer approximation, that is, the energy always has a global
minimum with respect to the nuclear positions. This is because the energy
of a molecule which splits into pieces is necessarily higher than the lowest
possible energy, due to the van der Waals force.
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Isomerizations are however much more subtle than minima. Comparing
energies is not sufficient to deduce that a path approaching the optimal ac-
tivation energy will not involve nuclei very far from each other. For two
molecules placed far away, there usually exist some orientations for which
they repel, for instance when they have dipole moments oriented in oppo-
site directions. Deforming a whole path involving such states requires more
information than absolute energies. It is necessary to know the number of
directions in which one can decrease the energy, that is, the Morse index of
the “critical points at infinity” [9, 25]. At least two such directions are nec-
essary to deform a one-dimensional path and decrease its maximal energyEl
In other words, the Morse index at infinity must be equal to two or higher,
in order to eliminate the loss of compactness of optimal sequences of paths.

In [25], it was proved that the critical points of the dipole-dipole inter-
action which have a positive energy all have a Morse index greater than or
equal to 2. This was used to prove the compactness of all reaction paths,
for a system containing two rigid molecules, each having a non-degenerate
ground state with a non-vanishing dipole. In [27] the completely different
situation of a molecule with only one moving atom (like for the reaction HCN
— CNH) was treated. If the single atom escapes to infinity, then only the
van der Waals force pertains since, by symmetry, the atomic ground state
has no multipole in average. All the other cases were left open in [25] 27].

In this paper, we extend these results in many directions, and make impor-
tant progress for the case of a molecule composed of two rigid sub-molecules.
We are able to get several new results on the critical points of the (classi-
cal) multipolar interactions. Those dominate the energy in case the two
molecules have low order multipoles, that is, such that the energy is of the
order 1/LP with p < 6. On the other hand, if sufficiently many of their mul-
tipoles vanish, then the van der Waals force dominates the energy to leading
order and it may be used to prove the compactness of reaction paths. Our
approach then requires to improve several of the existing results on the van
der Waals force and our findings in this direction may be of general interest.

In the next section we define the system properly and describe the main
open questions. Then we recall some results from [25] 27] and state our new
results. The rest of the paper is devoted to the proof of our theorems.
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1. MODEL AND MAIN RESULTS
1.1. A conjecture for isomerizations in quantum mechanics.

1.1.1. Schrédinger Hamiltonian for molecules. We consider a system com-
posed of N quantum electrons and M nuclei, of charges z1,...,z3 € N and
located at y1,...,yym € R3, with y; # yr for j # k. In units where Planck’s
constant is i = 1, the electron mass is m. = % and the elementary charge is

2
e = 1, the Born-Oppenheimer Hamiltonian of the full system reads

N
1
N(Y,Z) ::Z—Al«] ZZ |3: —y | Z |z, — x|
= J m J

j=1m=1 1<j<k<N

Zm e
+ Y — - | (1)
1<t<m<n 1Ym Yt

where we have used the shorthand notation Y = (yi1,...,yy) and Z =
(#1,...,2n). The total nuclear charge will be denoted by
M
|Z]| = Z Zm-
m=1

Due to the fermionic nature of the electrons, the Hamiltonian ([II) acts in the
Hilbert space

N

L2 (R? x {£1/2})",C) ~ )\ L* (R® x {+1/2},C)

1
of antisymmetric square-integrable wavefunctions ¥(z1, s1,...,znN, Sy) with
spin, that is, such that

(X, X)) = (X, X)) = (17X, Xy) (2)

for any permutation 7 € &y, and where X = (r,s) € R? x {£1/2}. None
of the next results turns out to depend on the statistics of the particles, nor
of the presence of the spin, but we stick to this case for obvious physical
reasons. The operator Hy (Y, Z) is essentially self-adjoint on C2° and its
domain is the Sobolev space
N
D(Hn(Y, Z)) = HZ (R® x {£1/2})",C) ~ \ H* (R® x {£1/2},C).
1
Often we just write L2 and H? when there is no possible confusion about
the value of N.
We denote by

EN(Y,Z) :=mino(Hn(Y, Z))

the bottom of the spectrum of Hy (Y, Z), which is a translation-invariant
function of the nuclear positions Y € (R3)™. When N < |Z|+1 (neutral or
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positively charged molecules), the HVZ [20] [40} 41] and Zhislin-Sigalov [41],
[42] theorems imply that En (Y, Z) is an eigenvalue of Hy (Y, Z), lying strictly
below the essential spectrum:

En(Y,Z) < minoes(Hy(Y, Z)) = En_1(Y, Z).
In other words, for every Y there exists at least one eigenfunction W, such
that
HN(Y,Z)¥ = EN(Y,Z) .
When y; — y, for some j # k, then Ex(Y,Z) — 400 due to the nuclear

repulsion. We therefore use the convention En (Y, Z) = 400 when two nuclei
are on top of each other.

1.1.2. Binding and the van der Waals force. 1t has been proved that all
neutral molecules can bind in the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, which
means that there is always a minimum with respect to the nuclear positions.
This minimum is of course never unique, since the system is invariant under
translations.

Theorem 1.1 (All neutral molecules can bind [30, BT, 28]). Assume that

N = |Z| (neutral case). Then there exist some nuclear positions Y =
(Y1, ---,9m) € (RIM such that
v, 2) = mip, EN(Y.2) 3)

More precisely, we have

yomn En(Y,Z) < Zm;@rjnl?yfe\—wo En(Y, 2). (4)

The inequality () means that it is not energetically favorable to split the
molecule in pieces. Since Y +— En(Y,Z) is continuous, this immediately
implies the existence of a global minimizer, as stated in ().

The behavior of the energy when the molecule splits into several subsys-
tems receeding from each other as in (4) is rather well understood. Let us
explain this in the case when the molecule splits in two pieces, placed at
a distance L — oo, for instance in the direction e; = (1,0,0). This corre-
sponds to taking Y = (Y1, Y2 4+ Le;) where it is understood in our notation
that

(Y1,---ym) + Ler = (y1 + Lex, ..., ym + Ley).

We assume for simplicity that the two molecules are rigid, that is, the nuclear
positions Y7 and Y5 do not depend on L. Morgan and Simon have shown

in [30, B1] (see also [7) 1, 12} 25]) that

Lh—I>I010 EN(Yl, Y5 + Ley, Z) = Nl—{—rjl\if?:N {ECN1 (Yl, Zl) + EN1 (Y27 ZQ)} (5)
where we have denoted Z = (71, Z3) for shortness. In other words, in the
dissociation limit the energy becomes the sum of the energies of the two sub-
molecules, but one should not forget to optimize over the ways of distributing
the electrons. It is a famous conjecture that the minimum on the right side
of (@) is attained only in the neutral case N1 = |Z;| and Ny = |Zs|, see [5]
and references therein.
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If nevertheless () is attained for some Nj # |Z1], then placing the elec-
trons in this manner one finds a Coulomb attraction between the two charged
systems, which results in the following upper bound

En(Y1,Ys + Ley, Z) < En, (Y1, 21) + En, (Y2, Z3)

n (N1 — [Z1) (N2 — | Z2]) Yo <l> (6)

L L

where (N1 — |Z1|)(N2 — |Z2]) < 0 since N = Ny + Ny = Z; + Z. This is
proved by considering Wy A Wy(- — Ley) for ¥y and ¥s two ground states of
En,(Y1,Z1) and En, (Y2, Z3), respectivelyl, see e.g. [25) Lemma 2|. Hence
one gets immediately ().

In the neutral case Ny = |Z;| in ({]), Lieb and Thirring have shown in [28]
that

/ / EN(UYl,VYQ—i—Lel,Z)dUdV
so) Jsom)

C
SENl(Ylazl)—"_ENQ(YQaZQ)_ ﬁ (7)
for some C > 0. Hence there is at least one orientation of each of the
molecules for which
C
~ T
A similar argument in case the molecule splits into several sub-systems im-

plies (@) and then (B]).
In [3, 5], the exact value of the constant Cyqw in the expansion

En(UY1,VYs+ Ley, Z) < En, (Y1, Z1) + En, (Y2, Z2)

Ex(Y1,Y2 + Ley, Z) = En, (Y1, Z1) + En, (Y2, Z2) — Czdﬁw +o0 (%) (8)
was found, assuming that the two individual molecules are atoms, with
some irreducibility assumptions on the ground state eigenspaces. Under
more stringent assumptions, Morgan and Simon had already proved in [31]
that En(Y1,Y2+ Ley, Z) can be expanded as an infinite power series in L1
and mentioned the van der Waals interpretation of the 6th order term.

In this paper we will generalize (7)) and (&) in several directions.

1.1.3. Isomerizations. Next we consider a molecule which possesses two
locally stable configurations, that is, we assume that the function Y ~—
En(Y,Z) has two local minima, called Yy and Y;. We then consider all the
continuous paths linking them and define the mountain pass level by

C Y(t)eco(l[rol,l]i(RS)M) trél[gff] N( () ) ( )
Y (0)=Yo
Y(1)=Y1

These ground states exist by [25, Lemma 6].



COMPACTNESS OF MOLECULAR REACTION PATHS 7

Since the energy blows up when two nuclei go on top of each other, only
paths with nuclei in

@\ { T s -l =0
J#k
will be involved in ().

Of course, if Yy and Y7 can be deduced from one another by translating
or rotating the whole system, then the problem is trivial and we have ¢ =
En (Yo, Z) =FEy (Yl, Z). This trivial situation is avoided by assuming that
going from Yj to Y7 actually requires to pass an energy barrier:

¢ > max { By (%0, 2), En (Y1, 2) }.

This condition is satisfied if, for instance, Yy and Y; are strict local minima,
up to the natural symmetries of the system.

The mountain pass problem (@) plays an important role in quantum chem-
istry. It is well understood in terms of the theory of “rare events” in prob-
ability, see for instance [I5] [29] and references therein. The idea is to add
a Brownian motion to the nuclei and look for the most probable path they
will take to go from one minimum to the other one, waiting an exponentially
long time for this to happen. Here we concentrate on the (deterministic)
definition of the mountain pass level ([@).

Conjecture 1.2 (Compactness of all isomerizations [25, 26, 27]). Let N =
|Z| (neutral case). Assume that Yy and Yy are two local minima of Y —
En(Y,Z) and that

¢ > max {EN(}_/Q, Z), EN(?L Z)}

Then there exists a min-mazing sequence of paths {Yy,(t)} C C°([0, 1], (R3)M)
with Y (0) = Yy and Y (1) = Y1, that is, satisfying

I En(Ya(t),Z) = ¢,
[, max Ex(Ya(t), 2) = ¢

which is compact in the sense that the nuclei do not escape to infinity:
yni ()] < R, (10)
for all j, allm > 1 and all t € [0,1].

Assuming that the conjecture is right, one would like to deduce the ex-
istence of a tramsition state, that is, a critical point at the mountain pass
level. Unfortunately, we have to face here the problem that the function
Y + En(Y, Z) is Lipschitz but not necessarily C'!' in case of degeneracy. If
the mountain pass is attained at such a point where Exn (Y, Z) is degenerate,
the Born-Oppenheimer approximation becomes questionable, but it is still
reasonable to ask what can be said.

The way out found in [25] [26] 27] is to remark that the total energy

is itself C'. It indeed makes sense to let the electrons evolve along the
path as well. For this reason, let us choose two ground states ¥y and W,
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corresponding to the eigenvalues En (Yy, Z) and Ey (Y1, Z), respectively, and
define a new mountain pass level by

f— inf U(t), Hyv (Y (1), Z)W(t 11
© T ) 0=,0) J&Sﬁ’ﬁ< (1), Hy (Y(1), 2)¥(1)) (11)
(Y.9) (1)=(71.9)

which is obviously larger than or equal to c. It is understood here that Y (¢)
is a path as before and that W(¢) is a continuous path of wavefunctions in
H}((R3 x {£1/2})",C) such that || ¥(t)||;2 = 1 for all t € [0,1].

If En(Y(t),Z) has a constant multiplicity along one path Y (¢) then, by
usual perturbation theory [24], one can choose a corresponding ground state
U(t) in a smooth manner and the energy along the path is just Enx (Y (t), Z)
for all t € [0,1]. Note that a path W(¢) with only real-valued functions
which starts at Uy may end up at the wrong final state —W; instead of
Uy, and then ¢ could be different from c¢. However, for complex-valued
wavefunctions, we can always choose the phase appropriately and bring ¥g
to Wy, while staying at all times on the ground state. The fact that the
wavefunctions are complex-valued therefore plays a role here. When the
multiplicity is constant along one path, we conclude that dressing the path
with electrons does not change the maximal energy.

Even when the multiplicity of En (Y (t), Z) is not constant along one path
Y'(t), it was shown in [25 Thm. 4] (see also [26], chapter B.II]) that for every
€ > 0, one can find a continuous path W(¢) such that

max (¥(t), Hv (Y (t), Z2)¥(t)) < max En(Y(t),Z) +¢.

te[0,1] t€(0,1]
Roughly speaking, the idea is to follow the ground state eigenspace on the
pieces of the path where it is non-degenerate, and to paste these curves
appropriately in the neighborhood of the degeneracies. This is explained in
a slightly different manner in Appendix[Al So we conclude after passing to
the limit € — 0 that

in all cases.

Now that we can work with “dressed” paths where the electrons are not
necessarily in their ground states, we can take benefit of the smoothness
of the energy (Y,¥) — (U, Hy(Y,Z)W). The following result was proved
in 25 Thm. 4], using standard tools from critical point theory [34, [17],
together with some known spectral properties of the N-body Schrédinger
operator.

Theorem 1.3 (Existence of a transition state [25, Thm. 4]). Let N =
|Z| (neutral case). Assume that Yy and Yy are two local minima of Y
En(Y,Z) such that

¢ > max {EN(}_/O, Z), EN(Yl, Z)}
and that there exists a min-mazxing sequence of paths
{Ya()} € C°([0, 1], (R*)M)

for the mountain pass problem (@), satisfying the compactness property (I0).
Then one can find a path of normalized wavefunctions W, (t) € H2((R? x
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{£1/2})N,C) such that (Yy,(t), ¥, (t)) is a min-mazing sequence for (),

I Ex(Ya(t),2) = 1 U, (), Hy (Yo (1), Z) W, (¢
Jim mex N (Ya(t), Z) %%féﬁfﬁ (t), HN (Yo (t), Z)W,(t))

= lim Ex(Ya(tn), Z2) =,

with, in addition,
<HN(Yn(tn), Z) - c) U(t,) — 0,

Vy (¥(tn), Hn (Yn(tn), Z2) ¥ (tn)) — 0,
for some ty € [0,1]. Extracting a subsequence, we find in the limit a critical
point (Y, W) at the mountain pass level:

c=Ex(Y,Z), Hy(YV,2)V = Ex(Y,2)¥, <\IJ Vy Hy (Y, Z)\T/> —0.

The sequence V,,(t,) is compact in H? since En(Y,(t,), Z) stays below
the essential spectrum and Y;,(¢,) is bounded by assumption.

We remark that the energy YV +— (U, Hy(Y,Z)¥) is C! in Y but not
necessarily C? for a fixed ¥ € H2. However the ground state energy Y
En(Y,Z) is known to be real analytic [7, 12 13| 11, 21] away from its
degeneracies (at least without taking the spin into account). Therefore, if ]
is non degenerate, then using some Morse information as in [I7], we can get
the additional property that the Hessian of Y — En(Y, Z) at the mountain
pass point Y has at most one negative eigenvalue.

As usual in critical point theory, it is not obvious to pass to the limit
in the sequence of paths (Y, (t), Uy (t))icp0,1], since the latter need not be
equicontinuous in t. We however conjecture that there is always an optimal
path (e.g. composed of gradient lines) on which the maximal energy is the
transition state (¥, ¥).

In the next section we consider the only setting for which the conjec-
ture could be proven in some cases. Namely we assume that the mol-
ecule is composed of two rigid subsystems, which can only be rotated and
translated with respect to each other.

1.2. Case of two rigid molecules: model and some first cases. We
consider two rigid molecules, with nuclear positions Y1 € (R3)M) Y, €
(R3)M2 and charges Z; € NMi 7, ¢ NM2_ After an appropriate transla-
tion, we may assume that 0 belongs to both Y; and Y5. We then consider
all possible ways of placing these two molecules in space. Without loss of
generality, we can place the first molecule at the origin and the second one
at a distance L in the direction e; = (1,0,0), and simply rotate the two
molecules using U,V € SO(3) (see Figure[). Our sole variables are there-
fore (L,U,V) € (0,00) x SO(3) x SO(3). For shortness we introduce the
new variable
T=(L,U,V) € (0,00) x SO(3) x SO(3)

and denote by

Y(T) = (UYl,VYQ—i—Lel), (12)

the nuclear positions, as well as by

E(r) = EN(Y(T), Z)
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(v v
Y
0 Le 1 YQ

FiGURE 1. The case of two rigid molecules.

A\ 4

the corresponding ground state energy. As before, we use the notation
UY =U(y,. .., ym) = Uy, ..., Uyyr) € (RN, (13)

Now we assume that there exist two local strict minima 79,71 € (0, 00) X
SO(3) x SO(3) of £ and consider the mountain pass level

— inf E(r(t 14
i b max (T(1)) (14)
T(1)=71

where, as usual, it is understood that 7 : [0,1] — (0,00) x SO(3) x SO(3)
is continuous. The assumption that the internal geometry of the two small
molecules remains fixed during the chemical reaction is of course very re-
strictive, but it is reasonable in some particular cases (for example for the
reaction HCN — CNH). We hope that this study will shed a new light on
the problem and stimulate works with less stringent assumptions.

From the results of [30] BT}, 25], we have

ngréo E(r) = v i o (En,(Y1, Z2) + En, (Ya, Z3)) = eoo (15)

uniformly in U,V € SO(3). As we have said, it is a famous conjecture that
the minimum on the right side is attained in the neutral case. If this is not
the case, the mountain pass problem is actually rather easy, as stated in the
following result.

Theorem 1.4 (Some first cases [25] Thm. 4]). Assume that N = Zy + Z
(neutral case). Assume that To and 11 are two local minima of T — E(T)
such that ¢ > max {&(10),E(m1)} and define ex as in {@G). If
e cither ¢ # ey
® or ¢ = ey, but there exists Ny # |Z1| such that e, = En, (Y1, 21) +
Eny (Ya, Z2),

then one can find a compact min-mazing sequence of paths 1,(t) for the
min-maz problem ([I4), that is, such that

La(t) < C

for all n and all t € [0,1]. In particular, there exists a mountain pass at
the level ¢, satisfying similar properties as in Theorem .3, with Y replaced
by T.

Since we will need similar arguments later, we quickly sketch the proof of

Theorem [[4] from [25].
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~ C

1

FIGURE 2. Surgery for a path on which L becomes too large,
in the case when ¢ > eq..

Sketch of the proof of Theorem [1]) If ¢ < es then min-maxing sequences
of paths can never have L too large, and they are all compact. If ¢ > e, then
there might be non-compact min-maxing sequences, but one can remove the
part going to infinity with an error that will not modify the maximal value
of the energy on the path, which is larger than or equal to ¢ > e,,. More
precisely, let us choose L so large that

C+ €xo

max E(Ly, U, V) < <c

U,VESO(3)

and max(Lg, L1) < Ly, for the two end points of the paths. If we have a path
which has some L(t) > Lyj, we may look at the first time ¢y and the last
time ¢ for which L(t) = Lj. Then we replace the piece corresponding to ¢t €
[to, t1] by a path which has L(t) = Ly on [tg, t1] and connects (U(tg), V (to))
to (U(t1), V(t1)) in any way, using the connectedness of SO(3) (see Figure[2]).
On this new piece, the maximal energy is < (¢ 4 e )/2, hence the global
maximum on the path, which ought to be > ¢ > e, is not changed. Using
this method for any min-maxing sequence of paths, we get a new sequence
which is compact.

The second case where ¢ = eo, but ey is attained in a non-neutral ar-
rangement of electrons is similar. We now have

C 1
EWU,V,L) < eso — — -
U,Vngg)O((?;) (U V.L) e L+O<L>

as explained before in (6). By assumption we have ¢ = ey, and therefore we
may choose Ly such that

C
EWU, VL) <c— — <ec.
U,vngg)o((s) ( k) S ¢ 2L, ¢

The same surgery as before does not change the maximum value along the
path. O

From the previous theorem, we see that it remains to study the case
for which the mountain pass level equals the sum of the energies of the two
neutral molecules, which is itself lower than all the non-neutral arrangements
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of electrons:

c= E\Zl\(Yla Zl) + EIZQI(Y27ZQ) < N@l\% | (EN{ (Yth) + ENé(Y%ZQ))-
1 1

(16)
We work under this assumption in the rest of the paper and call for shortness
By = Eyz,(Y1, Z1), Ey := Ez,/(Y2, Z2)
the two ground state energies of the neutral sub-molecules, as well as
Hy = H\z,(V1, Z1), Hy := H|z,/(Yz2, Z2)

the Hamiltonians of the two neutral molecules.

1.3. Case of two rigid molecules: new results. In this section we state
our new results, which generalize those in [25 27]. We have to investigate
the precise behavior of the system when the molecule splits. If the two
molecules have multipoles whose interaction is of the order L™ with p < 6,
then the energy will be given by the corresponding term to leading order,
and we have to study the critical points of this multipolar interaction. If all
multipolar interactions with p < 6 vanish, then the leading term will be the
van der Waals force and we may take advantage of the fact that it is always
attractive, similarly as in the proof of Theorem [[4]

1.3.1. Expansion of the energy: multipoles and the van der Waals force. In
this section we expand the energy £(L,U, V) up to order L% and get the
van der Waals energy as well as all the lower order multipolar energies. We
therefore first need to define multipoles. One difficulty is that ground states
can be degenerate, and there is then no canonical definition.

Suppose that we are given a bounded measure p decaying faster than
any polynomial at infinity. The multipoles of p appear when expanding the
associated Coulomb potential p * |z|~! at large distances. More precisely,

the 2" —pole moment of p is the tensor ./\/lgn)(hl, ..., hy) defined by

M) = S [ a9 9 () a0t

n! |z
(17)

with the convention
M) = / dp(2),
RS

see [37] and [39] Section 4.2]. Later in Section 2] we give explicit formulas
for the dipole D := ./\/lgl)7 the quadrupole @Q := ./\/122), the octopole O :=
./\/15,3) and the hexadecapole He := ./\/15,4). We will always identify the dipole
D = ./\/15,1) with a vector in R? and the quadrupole Q := ./\/(22) with a 3 x 3
real symmetric matrix. Using that for z # 0

L €1 2
—QP‘ZM

€1 z

|Ley — z| = L|z| - —
2| Llz|

)
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Taylor’s theorem gives
)7 z[2nt L

1 2]
|Ley —z| L |z— elyz\z L Z n'L"

V=)

a convergent series in a nelghborhood of the origin. From this follows the
(formal) multipolar expansion of the Coulomb potential

dp(z) = Mf)n)(el,...,el).

— +1
|Le; — z| o L»

Similarly, if we look at the classical Coulomb interaction of two measures p;
and ps, we have

dp1(x) dpa(y) _ Fm)(py, pa,er)
e S e AV 1
//R3><]R3 |£C— +L€1| Z [ ntm+1 ( 9)

n,m>0

where

n,m — (_1)m
F )(Pl,ﬂzael) = (H?:1(2j - 1)) (H (20 —1)) Z Z

jlv 7]% kly 7km

1
X Mgll) (ejl’ sy ejn)Mg)T) (ekl’ R ekm) (azjl o azkm m> | (20)
z=0

depends on the two multipoles ./\/lgf) and M;T) as well as on the direction e;.
The expansion (I9]) is well known (see for example [10]) but for convenience
of the reader we sketch its proof in Appendix[Bl Later in Section 21l we give
the exact expression of F(®m) (p1, p2,€1) for n+m < 5.

Now we state a result which provides an upper bound to the energy in
terms of two eigenfunctions of the neutral sub-molecules. To this end, we
need to introduce the van der Waals correlation function. Let ¥ and ¥y
be any two normalized eigenfunctions of, respectively, H; and Hs. We then
introduce the Corresponding rotated molecular densities

plU Zzld i, (U ') = pu, (U ') (21)

and
p2V ZZQ,J ya (V7 '2) = pu,(V'a) (22)

where we recall that the electromc density is defined by

p@=N Y %

sie{£1/2}  sye{x1/2}
X/ ‘\Il(x781,1'2,82,...,I’N,SN)’deQ---de. (23)
R3 R3

Note that p‘lyllj and p;p ir depend on the chosen electronic states Wy and
Wy, If the first eigenvalue is degenerate, there are several non-equivalent
possibilities. With a slight abuse of notation we write

Fm (@) Wy, U, V) = f(nm)(pib’p;%/)
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for the corresponding multipolar energies, in order to emphasize the depen-
dence on the wavefunctions. It is known that ¥ and Wy decay exponentially
at infinity, see e.g. [14} [36] 19} 16} 18]. This implies that the multipoles M)
and the multipolar interactions F ("7’”)(\1’1, Uy, U, V) are well defined for all
n,m > 1.

We will need a notion of non-degeneracy for the electronic eigenfunctions.
Since the molecular Schrodinger Hamiltonian does not depend on the spin,
the two kernels ker(H; — Ep) and ker(Hy — E3) are invariant under any
permutation of the spins. We then say that the ground state eigenspace is
irreducible when the group representation is itself irreducible.

Definition 1 (Irreducibility). For k =1 or k = 2, we say that Hy has an
irreducible ground state eigenspace when the only subspaces of ker(Hy — Ey,)
invariant under all the possible permutations of the spins are {0} and the
whole eigenspace ker(Hy — Ej).

We remark that this definition allows for a positive multiplicity. It also
implies that for any given ¥y € ker(Hy — Ey),

ker(Hy, — Ex) = span(ﬂ' U, we G|Zk|)
where
7 V(21,815 -+, TN, SN) = W (@1, Sp-11), - -+ TN Se-1())-

That is, all the vectors are cyclic and the ground state is indeed unique up
to spin relabeling.

Let us denote by Gy := ker(Hy — Ej) the two eigenspaces, by IIjo the
orthogonal projection onto G; ® G, in the tensor space

L2((R® x {£1/2)41,0) @ LA(R x {£1/2)/%,C) (24

and by II{5 = 1 — IIy5 its orthogonal complement. We introduce as well the
dipolar interaction function

f(uv)(.%’l,. .. ,1‘]\[) = UDl(.%'l,. .. 7'%'\21\) . VDQ(.%"ZI‘JFl’. .. ,.%'N)
-3 (61 . UD1($1, ce ,x‘le)) (61 . VD2($|21|+1, ce ,xN)) (25)

where
|Z1] My
Dl(ml,...,x‘zﬂ):: ij— szym, (26)
j=1 m=1
N My +Mo
Do(®| 7,415, TN) == Z Ty — Z ZmYm (27)
j=|Z1]+1 m=Mi;+1

are the ‘instantaneous’ dipoles of the two molecules. The van der Waals
correlation function is the positive function of ¥y, Wy, U and V defined by

Coaw (¥1, U2, U, V) := <H1l2f(U,v)‘1’1 ® o,

—1

(H1 RI1T+1® Hy — F1 — EQ)‘(g1®g2)LH%2f(U,V)\Ill ® \If2>, (28)
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where the scalar product is in the tensor space (24]). We remark that al-
though W1 ® Wy belongs to the ground state space G; ® Go, the function
Jwy)V1 @ ¥a can be shown to always have a component in its orthogonal
complement (Proposition below). Therefore T4, Jwv)V1 @ Wa # 0 and
Cyaw (U1, Vs, U, V) > 0. Then we have the following result.

Theorem 1.5 (Multipolar/van der Waals expansion of the energy). Let ¥y
and Vo be any two normalized ground states of, respectively, Hy and Hs.
Then the function

(U.V) = Cyaw (¥1,¥2,U,V)
is continuous and positive on SO(3) x SO(3). We have the upper bound

Fm) (g, vy U,V
ELUV)<E +E+ >, (0, ¥2,U, V)

Ln+m+1
2<n+m<5
Cyaw (V1,¥2,U, V) 1
- 76 + 0 7 (29)

where the O(1/L7) is uniform in U,V € SO(3). If in addition the two
ground state eigenspaces are irreducible and

Bz (Y, 20) + Bz (e, 22) < i (Bxi(1. 1) + By (Ya, Z2))  (30)
1 1

then 29) is an equality, where each term is independent of the chosen Wy

and Wy,

This theorem gives an upper bound which is unconditional and is sharp
in the irreducible case under assumption ([B0). It is an interesting question
to find the expansion of the energy in the non-irreducible case.

In the case of two molecules, our upper bound (29) improves the upper
bound (7)) obtained by Lieb and Thirring in [28], where only the average over
rotations U,V € SO(3) was considered. This has the effect of eliminating
all the multipolar terms since

/ Frm) (@) Wy, U, V) dU :/ Frm) (@) Wy U, V)dV =0
50(3) 50(3)

for all n,m > 1. Lieb and Thirring have indeed considered the case of several
molecules; but combining our method with the one used in [3, Theorem 1.5],
our upper bound (29]) can be generalized to a system of several molecules
as well. The corresponding result is stated with a sketch of the proof in
Appendix [C] for completeness. Note that results in the direction of Theo-
rem [[.5 have been proven in the case of systems of several atoms in [31], 5] 3].
However, an upper bound of the form (29) without any assumptions on the
multiplicity of the ground state energies did not appear there, even in the
case of individual atoms.

We note that Theorem holds if the spin of the electrons is not taken
into account or when the fermionic statistics is dropped. In the absence of
spin and fermionic statistics, ground states are automatically non-degenerate
(see, e.g., [35], Sec. XIII.12]), and thus (29) is always an equality, provided
that (30) holds.
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In [B] the energy expansion was provided for a system of atoms using
the Feshbach map. In [3, Theorem 1.5] an upper bound similar to (29)
was provided for several atoms but without spin and with the irreducibility
assumption. The test function used to get the bound was inspired by a
formula for the ground states of the system given by the Feshbach map, and
the idea was to replace the full resolvent of the system in the formula with
the non-interacting one. Here we use similar ideas but we deal with the case
of molecules, for which the multipolar energies then appear.

1.3.2. The case with no multipoles n + m < b in average. Next we come
back to our mountain pass problem. First, we use the attractivity of the
van der Waals force for all U,V € SO(3) and therefore require the vanishing
of all the multipolar interactions for n+m < 5 in ([29) for all U,V € SO(3).
We are still free to choose the eigenfunctions ¥ and ¥y as we wish. Indeed,
we may even average over several possibilities and consider a mixed state
for each of the two molecules. Although we could require the vanishing
of the appropriate number of multipoles for one (unknown) mixed state,
checking the validity of this assumption for real systems could be difficult.
For this reason, we will make one specific choice of mixed state, which seems
physically reasonable and has good symmetry properties. As we will explain,
this can be used to easily prove the vanishing of the appropriate number of
multipoles.

We replace the pure state |¥y) (Vx| by the uniform average over the cor-
responding eigenspace

Limyy (Hk)
Tk

1 &
= =) W) (W

L
where 7y, := dim ker(Hy — E)) and (\IJk])g’; 1 is any chosen orthonormal basis
of Gy, = ker(Hy — E},), for k € {1,2}. We therefore call

My
p1(x) = Z 21,50y, ( Z P ( (31)
j=1

and
M>

p2(x) = Z 22,50y, 5 ( Z pws, ( (32)
j=1
the two corresponding averaged molecular denmtles. The second term is just
the density of the trace-class operators (rk)_l]l{Ek}(Hk) and therefore the
above two densities do not depend on the chosen orthonormal basis. They
are canonical densities associated with each molecule. The rotated densities
are then defined by

tz),  pay(z) = (V)

and we denote by MSZL,)] and ME,Z?V the corresponding multipoles, as well
as by

pru(x) = pr(U”

Frm(U,v) = F"™ (py v, pav)

the associated (averaged) multipolar energies.
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Definition 2 (First non-zero average multipole). For k € {1,2}, we call ny

the smallest integer n > 1 such that Mg;) £ 0. If all the multipoles vanish,
we let ny, = +00.

Since the two molecules are neutral, we have n, > 1. We remark that
if Hy, is invariant under the action of a subgroup G of O(3), then so is its
first eigenspace, and therefore the corresponding averaged density pg(z).
In particular the multipole moments of the k-th molecule are also invariant
under G. It follows for instance that for an atom the density py, is spherically
symmetric and thus all its multipoles moments vanish: nj; = +oo.

Example 1.6. In the case of an oxygen molecule there is no average dipole
moment because there is no vector that is invariant under the symmetry
group of the oxygen molecule. Hence ny > 2. Similarly the methane mol-
ecule is symmetric with respect to the tetrahedral group and thus in this
case the average dipole and quadrupole moments vanish: ny > 3. Indeed,
the quadrupole moment is traceless so if it does not vanish it has a simple
etgenvalue. But this cannot happen since the tetrahedral group does not have
any imvariant one dimensional subspace. In fact it is experimentally known
that oxygen and methane have non-vanishing quadrupole and octopole, re-
spectively. Therefore it is expected that ng = 2 and ni = 3 in these two
cases.

We now denote by

1 1 72
Cuw(U)i= =30 Y (W ¥ T
J1=1j2=1

(Hl RI+1® Hy— E] — EZ)@@gg)l HlLQf(UJ/)\I/le ® \1127]‘2> (33)
the averaged van der Waals correlation function. By averaging the upper

bound (29)) we immediately get the similar inequality with averaged quan-
tities

Frm(U,v)
Ln+m+1

_9@%@Q+O<%>.@®

ELUV)<E+E+ Y.

2<n+m<5b

From this we can derive the following result.

Theorem 1.7 (Compactness for ny +ng > 6). Assume that N = |Z1|+ |Z2|
(neutral case).

Assume also that ([I8)) holds. If

then one can find a compact min-mazing sequence of paths 1,(t) for the
min-maz problem (I4), that is, such that

La(t) <C
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for all n and all t € [0,1]. In particular, there exists a mountain pass at
the level ¢, satisfying similar properties as in Theorem [L.3, with Y replaced
by T.

Theorem [T applies to the case when one of the two sub-molecules is an
atom, since then ny = +o00. This was the main result of [27]. All the other
cases are new. For example, as we explained above in the case of methane-
methane we have n; > 3 so ny +ng > 6. Thus two methane molecules
attract each other unconditionally with interaction energy at least as strong
as L% and Theorem [[7 applies. The proof of the theorem goes along the
same lines as that of Theorem [[L4], with the help of the energy expansion in
Theorem

Proof. The assumption ni + ny > 6 and Theorem imply that

ming v eso3) Cvaw (U, V) N O( 1 >

max E(L,U, V)< E;+ Ey— 7

U,VesSo(3) L6

However, from Theorem [[5, the function U,V — Cyqw (U, V) is continuous
and positive on the compact set SO(3)2, hence its minimum C' is positive.
Therefore, we may find a large enough Lj such that

C
E(L, UV)<E{+FEy— ———
U,Vnelg}o{(s) (L ) s Eit B 2(Ly)8
and the argument is the same as in the proof of Theorem L4l O

Remark 1. Theorem[1.7 holds the same if we assume that there exist some
possibly non-uniform mived states 377*, ay, ;| Wk ;) (g ;| for which the cor-
responding multipoles vanish for all n,m with n +m < 5.

1.3.3. The irreducible case with n1 + ny < 5. Next we turn to the case
when the two sub-molecules have multipoles such that n +m < 5. This is
the hardest part of the proof, where it becomes necessary to study some fine
properties of the multipolar interaction energies. In this case we will need the
additional assumption that the two molecules have irreducible ground state
eigenspaces (Definition[I]). We are able to treat all cases for ny +mny < 5 with
a reasonable additional non-degeneracy assumption on the octopole moment.
We are unfortunately not able to treat the case ny+mno = 5 where the leading
multipolar term is of the same order as the van der Waals interaction. We are
indeed using two completely different proofs for ny +n9 < 5 and n;+ng > 6
and we are not able to match them when n; + ny = 5.

Theorem 1.8 (Compactness for n; + ny < 5 in the irreducible case). As-
sume that N = Zy + Zs (neutral case) and that the two Hamiltonians Hy
and Hy have irreducible ground state eigenspaces, such that

Assume that 19 and 1 are two local minima of T +— E(T) such that ¢ >
max {£(70),E(1)}. Assume also that ([{8) holds. If ny = 3 for k =1 or
k = 2, we make the additional non-degeneracy assumption on the octopole

[Oc(v,-,) =0 = v=0] (35)
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Then one can find a compact min-mazing sequence of paths 1,(t) for the
min-max problem ([I4), that is, such that

La(t) < C

for all n and all t € [0,1]. In particular, there exists a mountain pass at
the level ¢, satisfying similar properties as in Theorem [L.3, with Y replaced
by T.

Theorem [[8]is an extension of [25] Theorem 7] where the case ny = ny =1
was considered, without spin. All the other cases are new. Our proof is based
on a careful study of the properties of the critical points of the functions

(U, V) = Fm)(U, V) for all n+m < 5.

Remark 2. A similar theorem holds in the case that we do not take spin into
account. In this case the mondegeneracy assumption means that the ground
state energy is a simple eigenvalue. If we neglect completely the fermionic
statistics, i.e., the electrons are treated as bosoms, then a similar theorem
holds but the non-degeneracy assumption of the ground state energies is au-
tomatically satisfied, as mentioned before.

Before we explain the main strategy of the proof, we comment on the
non-degeneracy assumption (B5]) on the octopole, in case this is the first non-
vanishing multipole. Typically the dipole and quadrupole moments vanish
only if the molecule is symmetric with respect to a finite subgroup G of
O(3) that does not have one-dimensional invariant subspaces. As mentioned
before, the octopole Oy is also invariant under G. But if Og(v,-,-) = 0, and
G does not have invariant one dimensional subspaces, it follows that O, = 0
hence ng # 3, i.e. the octopole moment cannot be the leading multipole
moment. Hence in this situation the assumption (33]) is always satisfied.

Lemma 1.9 (Symmetry and non-degeneracy of the octopole). If the oc-
topole O # 0 is invariant under a symmetry group G C SO(3) that does not
have one-dimensional invariant subspaces, then (B3 is satisfied.

Proof. Assume that there exists a v; # 0 so that O(vy,-,-) = 0. The G-
invariance implies that O(Uwvy,-,-) = 0 for all U € G. If G C SO(3) has
no one-dimensional invariant subspace, then it must act irreducibly on R3,
because it can also not have any two-dimensional invariant subspaces, by
taking the orthogonal complement. This implies that Uv; spans the whole
of R3, that is, v; is cyclic. Hence we conclude that O(v,-,-) = 0 for all
v € R3, or equivalently O = 0, which is a contradiction. O

1.4. Sketch of the proof of Theorem [I.8 In this section we give the
proof of Theorem [[.8, but defer the proof of many intermediate results to
the rest of the paper. We need to study the critical points of the multipolar
interactions, which is rather lengthy.

We consider 7, (t) = (Ln(t), Un(t), Vi (t)) a min-maxing sequence of paths
for the mountain pass problem (I4)) and a large distance

Ly > max{L,(0), L,(1)}

(the initial and final distances of the molecules, which actually do not depend
on n) to be chosen later. As in the proof of Theorem [[L4] we look at the
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first time tp and the last time ¢; for which L, (t) = Lg. These times depend
on Lj; and n, but we do not emphasize this in our notation, unless needed
for clarity.

Our goal is to replace the path by a new one on [tg, ¢1], on which L(t) = Ly,
but the difficulty is to link the two molecular orientations (U, (o), Vi (t0))
and (U, (t1), Vy(t1)) by a continuous path in SO(3) x SO(3) on which the
energy does not increase too much. More precisely, we want to find a con-
tinuous path (U(t), V (t))seps ] Of rotations such that

(U(to),V(to)) - (Un(t0)7vn(t0))7 (U(t1)7v(t1)) = (Un(t1)7vn(t1))7

and

max E(Lg,U(t), V(1))

tE(to,t1]
< max {E(Ly, Un(to), Va(to)), E(Lk, Up(to), Vu(to)) } + % (36)

An arbitrary path will not work here since there are orientations for which
the energy is > ¢ = ey, contrary to the cases handled in Theorems [[.4]
and [L7] where the energy was always < eo at infinity. We proceed as
follows.

Step 1. Replacing the two points by local (pseudo) minima. Our
first step is to rotate the molecules at each point tg,¢; without changing
the distance Lj so that we reach a kind of local minimum of the energy of
the system with respect to rotations. In general this is impossible if in all
directions the energy takes values higher and lower than that of the current
point, at arbitrary small distances. This pathological behavior should not
occur for our function (U, V) — E(Ly, U, V') which is real-analytic [2I] under
appropriate non-degeneracy assumptions. Here we use a softer argument
which does not rely on analyticity.

Definition 3 (Local pseudo-minimum). Let £ be any continuous function
on SO(3)x SO(3). A point (U,V) € SO(3)xSO(3) is called a local pseudo-
minimum of & if there exists a small constant € > 0 such that for every
normalized vector v in the plane tangent to (U,V) the associated geodesic
Yo : [0,¢] = SO(3) x SO(3) in the direction v satisfies

EMw(tn)) = E(1(0))
for a sequence t,, — 0, t,, # 0.

In other words, a local pseudo-minimum is a point at which one cannot
find a direction in which the energy strictly decreases. If £ is C?, one must
then have

VEWU,V) =0, Hess E(U,V) >0
but (U, V) does not need to be a true local minimum. Think of f(z) =
a*sin(1/2)x (<0} () + 2*X {201 (%), where x4 denotes the characteristic
function of A. Then f has a local pseudo-minimum at zero.

That we can reach a local pseudo-minimum can be shown with the help
of the following lemma, which we state for simplicity on SO(3) x SO(3) but
is of course much more general.
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Lemma 1.10 (Linking any point to a local pseudo-minimum). Let £ be a
continuous function on SO(3) x SO(3). Let (U, V) be a point that is not
a local pseudo-minimum of €. Then there exists a continuous path T on
SO(3) x SO(3) linking (U, V) to a local pseudo-minimum (U, V), such that
the maximum value of £ on this path is E(U, V).

Proof. From the assumption, the energy decreases in at least one direction v
when we start from the point X = (U, V). Let therefore +, be the associated
geodesic and X' = (U’, V') := ~,/(¢) for £ small enough such that (v, (t)) <
E(U,V) for all t € [0,¢]. In particular E(U’, V') < E(U,V).

Next we look at the set A of all the points Y € SO(3) x SO(3) that can be
reached from X by a continuous path on which the energy does not exceed
E(X). Leta =inf{&(Y), Y € A}. Since X’ € Aand £(X’) < £(X), we have
a < £(X). We consider now a sequence Y;, in A with a < £(Y,,) <a+ 1/n.
After passing to a subsequence if necessary, we have Y,, — Y and £(Y) = a,
by continuity. For n large enough, Y;, and Y are so close that we can connect
them by a geodesic along which £ varies so little around the value a < £(X),
that it can never exceed £(X). Hence Y is actually in A, which is thus a
closed set.

Now Y has to be a local pseudo-minimum of &, otherwise we would be
able to find a new direction where the energy decreases further, contradicting
the definition of a. (]

Using Lemma [[LT0] we can connect the point (U(tg),V(t9)) to a local
pseudo-minimum (U], Vy) of E(L,-,-), with a path along which the energy
stays below (L, U(ty),V (to)). We proceed analogously for ¢; and connect
(U(t1),V(t1)) to a local pseudo-minimum (U7, V7). In the next steps we will
study the properties of these two points and finally connect them by a path,
without increasing the energy too much.

Step 2. Properties of the leading multipolar interaction at the
new points (Uj, V) and (U], V{). In step 1 we have managed to reach
two points (Uj, Vjj) and (U], V{) which are local pseudo-minima of the energy
E(L,-,+). In this step we prove that

E(Lk, Uy, V) < ¢ = ecos E(Ly, UL, V) < ¢ = eno,
that is, the points have an energy below the dissociation threshold, provided

we had chosen Ly, large enough (independently of U and V'). More precisely,
we show that

Flram) (i viy <o,  Frum(ul v)) <0

where we recall that ./\/lgl“) and ME,ZQ) are the first non-vanishing multipoles
of the two neutral sub-molecules. The estimate on the energy follows from
the expansion in Theorem

Proposition 1.11 (Leading multipolar energy at a local pseudo-minimum).
We make the same assumptions as in Theorem [ 8. There exists an Ly > 0
and a constant C such that, if L > Lo and (U', V') is any local pseudo-
minimum of E(L,-,-), then

Voy Frm (U, v < %7 Hessy,y FU2/(U7, V') > _%' (37)
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FIGURE 3. Graphical representation of the proof of Theorem

Intuitively, Proposition [LTI]says that a local minimum of £(L, -, -) is close
to being a local minimum of the leading multipole-multipole term F(1:72),
One then expects that F("1:72) will be negative at such a point because its
average over all orientations is zero. More precisely, the following says that
close to critical points of F(™™) with a vanishing Morse index we have a
negative energy, for n +m < 4.

Proposition 1.12 (Critical points of vanishing Morse index have a neg-
ative multipolar energy). Let n,m € N with n +m € {2,3,4}. Ifn =3
or m = 3 we also assume that the octopole satisfies the non-degeneracy as-
sumption B8). Then there exists § > 0 such that if |V y FOm(U, V)] <6
and Hess F™(U, V) > =6 for some U,V € SO(3), then

Fm) (U, vy < —4. (38)

Using Propositions [[LI1] and [[LT2] we obtain that for Lj large enough
(independently of the orientations), there exists ¢ > 0 such that

FOum Uy, V) < =6 <0, Fmm(UL V) < =6<0. (39)

Step 3. Linking the new points (U, Vj) and (U7, V(). We have so far
managed to show that the leading multipole-multipole interaction of the two
new points (U}, V) and (U], V{) is negative. We now connect (U, V{j) and
(U], V) with a path along which F("1:"2) stays negative, which then implies
E(Lg,-,-) < ¢, by Theorem Note that for this part the non-degeneracy
assumption (B5) for the octopole moment is not needed.

Proposition 1.13 (Connectedness of {F™) < —§}). Let n,m € N with
n+m € {2,3,4}. Then there exists 69 > 0 such that for all 0 < 6 < dy
the set {(U,V) € SO(3) : F™™(U, V) < —&} is nonempty and pathwise

connected.

Due to Proposition [[I3] and [B9) we can connect (U], Vy) and (U{, VY)
with a path along which F("72) stays below a negative constant indepen-
dent of Lj. Thus if Ly is chosen large enough in the beginning, it follows that

along this path the interaction energy £(L,-,-) — Fy — E3 remains negative,
which ends the proof of Theorem [L.8] O

Note that Propositions [[L12] and [[L.I3] are results involving the Coulomb
potential and thus can be used for other types of kinetic energies.
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The paper is now organized as follows. In Section 2 we prove Theorem [[L5]
In Section [l we prove Proposition [LTI} In Section [ we prove Propositions
[CT2land Since the proof of Propositions[[L121and [LT3lis rather lengthy,
we treat the different multipolar interactions in separate subsections.

2. PROOF OF THEOREM [[LH EXPANSION OF THE ENERGY

2.1. Multipolar expansion. Our first goal is to provide an expansion of
the Coulomb energy of two neutral densities placed at a distance L > 1. For
this we simply need to use Taylor’s formula (Ig]). Recalling the definition of

the multipoles ./\/lg,n) in (I7), the precise statement is as follows.

Lemma 2.1 (Expansion of the Coulomb potential). For any N > 1 there
exists a constant Cy such that, for all h € R3, L > 0 with |h| < % and for
all multi-indices o with 0 < |a| < 2,

N (n)
1 M. (e1,....e1) 1+ |p|NH1
o — < - 4
8h<|L61—h| Z;) )‘_CN ’ (O)

Ln+1 LN+2

where dy, is the Dirac delta at h and where we recall that the multipole ./\/lg,n)
is defined in ().

The terms on the left hand side of ([@0]) can be computed with the help
of formula (I7). For N =5 we find

iMf;Z’(el,...,el) 1 heer 3(h-e1)?—|hP?

P [+l -7 + 72 + 973
N 5(h-e1)? —3(h-e1)|h|? N 3|h|* —30(h-e1)?|h? +35(h - e1)?
214 8L5
. 4 X 31hH12 X 5
n 15(h - e1)|h| 70“;[;1) [AI” + 63(h - e1)” (41)

We can now give the expression of the first four multipole moments of a
neutral charge distribution p:

D(p); = (M(pl))i = /]RB zidp(z)

1
Qp)ij = (MP),; = 3 /RS(?’%ZJ — |2[*8i;) dp(=)

1
O(p)ijk = (Mgs))z]k = 5 /RS (5zizjzk — ’2‘2(225jk + ijsl'k + zkéw)) dp(z)

1
He(p)ijkg = (Mg4))ijk€ = g /R3 (35ZZ‘ZJ‘Z]§Z[

— 30‘2”2P5(Zi2j5kg) + 3‘2”4P5(5ij5kg)) dp(z), (42)

where
2270, 22100 4 2200050 4 220050 4 252001 + 21200
PS(ZiZj(SM) — 1779 ke T ZiZk ]Z‘i‘ ) é]k‘g i~k i+ 20 ik + 2k2¢ i
and

030k + 000 + 0300

Pg(éijékg) = 3
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In other words Pg symmetrizes a given expression with respect to the indices
1,7, k, L.

From the Taylor expansion in Lemma [2.T] we can deduce an expansion for
the interaction of two charge distributions placed far away.

Lemma 2.2 (Multipolar expansion). Let p1 and pa be two bounded measures
with support in the ball B(0,L/3), such that p1(R3) = pa(R?) = 0. For any
N > 1 there exists a constant C' such that

/ / dpi(x) dpa(y) Z Frm) (py g, pay,er)
R3 JR3 |U£C—Vy L€1| 9<ntm<N Lntm+l

< v LA+ donl@) [ ) delo). @3

C2(SO(3)2,R)

We recall that the multipolar interactions F(™) (;p,u,p2,v,e1) are defined

above in (20).

We recall that we use the shorter notation pypy(z) = p1(U ') and
pov(z) == pa(V~lz). We have stated in Lemma only the expansion
for the interaction and its first two derivatives with respect to U,V € SO(3)
because this is what we will use later on. But the interaction is actually
smooth in U,V and the expansion (@3] holds in C*(SO(3)?) for all k > 2.
The proof of the lemma is just Taylor’s expansion (A0 together with some
algebraic manipulations (based on the neutrality of the two charges) to ex-
press everything in terms of the multipolar energies F(™) (p1,U,p2,v,e€1).
The proof of Lemmas 2.1] and is provided for completeness in Appen-
dix Bl

For n 4+ m < 5, the multipolar interaction energies F (n,m) (p1, p2,€1) ap-
pearing in the expansion (I9) are given by the following formulas, whose
derivation is also explained in Appendix [Bl The dipole-dipole interaction is
defined by

FOY(p1, pa,e1) = —=3(Dy - e1)(er - Do) + Dy - Do, (44)

with an obvious notation for the dipole Dy of the charge distribution py.
Similarly, the dipole-quadrupole interaction term is

FE2(py, pa,e1) = 5(Dy - e1)Qa(er, e1) — 2Q2(Dy, e1), (45)
the dipole-octopole interaction term is
FE3 (py1, pa,er) = Oz(e1,e1,3D1 — (e - Dy)er), (46)

and the quadrupole-quadrupole interaction term is

F22) (p1,p2,e1) = % Ir <(35pQ1p —10pQ1 — 10Q1p + 2Q1)Q2>' (47)

where p := |e1)(e;1|. Finally, the dipole-hexadecapole and quadrupole-octopole
terms are defined by

FIY (py1, pa,e1) = 9Hea (e, e1,e1,e1)(Dy - 1) — 4Heg(er, e, e1, D1)  (48)
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and

FE3(p1, pa,e1) = =21 Oa(ey, e1,e1)Q1(e1,e1) + 14 Oz(eq, e1, Qrer)
—2Tr(02(el,.,.)Q1). (49)

Here we have only defined the multipolar energies F (™) (p1, p2,e1) for n <
m. For n > m we have by definition

Fm (1, paye1) i= (=1)" M F (pg, pyen).

2.2. Proof of Theorem upper bound and positivity of Cigqw.
In this section we provide the proof of the upper bound (29]) and of the
positivity of Cyqw.

2.2.1. Localizing the eigenspaces. To prove Theorem it turns out to be
convenient to introduce a cut-off function. Let x; : R?® — R be a spherically
symmetric C* function supported in the ball B(0, i) and equal to 1 on the
ball B(0, é) with 0 < x; < 1. Define then

xr(z) = x1 (L™ x). (50)
For all multi-indices v there exists a constant C' > 0, so that for all L large
enough we have that

107 xz ||z < CL™N. (51)
Next we consider the eigenspaces Gy := ker(Hy — Ej) for k = 1,2 and call

Gr.r, = (x0)®* Gy

the localized eigenspaces.
As pointed out in the introduction the ground states of the Hamiltonians
Hj. are exponentially decaying, namely there exists ¢ > 0 such that

HW = B¥ = 07012 <00, |a|<2, k=12 (52

where o denotes a multi-index. To any orthonormal basis ¥y, 1, ..., Uy, ,, of
Gk, we can thus associate the basis (x1)®V Wy 1, ..., (x£)*V ¥y, of Gk L,
which is exponentially close to being orthonormal. If we introduce the two
projectors I, and Il 1, onto G and Gy, 1, respectively, then we obtain

[(1 = AT, — T, ) (1 — A)| = O(e™F) (53)

in operator norm. Since by Theorem [[LT] £}, is in the discrete spectrum of
Hj, we have that

T (Hy, — Ep)ILE > 6103 for some & > 0. (54)
Since the domain of Hy, is the Sobolev space H?, the bounds (53)) and (54))
imply that
Wy (Hy = B g > el (55)
for some € > 0. This means that
(Hy, — Ek)|(g1c,L)L = HtL(Hk - Ek)HtL
is invertible in the space (G, )", In the following, we denote by

e B
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the associated inverse operator in the space (Gg ). By (B3) we have
Il (Hy, — Ey) Iy 10 (Hy — E I, = I, + O(e™F)
= I + O(e™h)

-1
k)|<gk,L>l

which proves that

Hnﬁ(Hk — Ek)Rék)LHé_ — 0 (Hy — Ek)@M)L

Hence, using the cut-off eigenspaces will always only introduce exponentially
small errors.

We recall that the two molecules are rotated using U,V € SO(3) and
that the second one is translated by Lej. Our variable is 7 := (L,U, V) €
(0,00) x SO(3) x SO(3). We therefore introduce the corresponding rotated
and translated spaces

G- =U0G 1, Gor =TVGar

e LH — 0(e=h).  (56)

where
U(\I/)(ml,sl, .. ,mk,sk) = \I/(Uflml,sl, .. .,Uﬁlxk,sk),

TL(\II)('ILSI,' <. ,CEk,Sk) = \I]('Il - Lelasla sy T — Lel,Sk)-

Similarly, we denote by H; » and Hp ; the two Hamiltonians of the individual
molecules, with the nuclei rotated and translated by 7. In this manner, G, »
is an approximate ground state eigenspace of Hj, ;.

2.2.2. The test function. Now we are ready to prove the upper bound (29)
in Theorem We consider as in the statement of the theorem two eigen-
functions W1 € Gy and Wy € Gy of, respectively, H; and Hs. We denote
by

Wpp o= (x2)®"" W € G

the cut-off approximate eigenfunctions and by
¢, :=U ((XL)®N1‘I’1) € Gir, Oy =TV ((XL)®N2‘I’2) €Gar

the rotated and translated functions. Next we pick the following test func-
tion

O, = q)l,T @ (1)2,7' - XTH%ZJRTH%Q,TIT(I)LT ® (1)277" (57)
Here 1
Re= (Hi 21+ 19 H, - F - B) (58)
|(g1,7'(g)g2,7')L

is the inverse of the operator Hi, ® 1 + 1 ® Hy , — FE1 — E» restricted to
the orthogonal complement of G; » ® G -, and Il - is the projection onto

Gir ®Gar in AN L2 @ A2 L2 We have also introduced

| Z1] My Mi+Ms o
{<m
Z Z RDIEDY
1 b |ZH—1|J glmM+1|Uy€_Vym_L61|

[Z1] My+M;

N
_Z Z m’—Vym—Leﬂ_ Z Z‘ yé_-%'k‘ (59)

j:lm:MlJrl’ J k=|Z1|+1 =1
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which is the interaction between the two molecules, and the cut-off function

Xr = (X4L/3)®N1 ® (Xar/3(- — Ley))®N?

(the rotations U and V' are not necessary since xi is radial). Note that we
use the length 4L /3 instead of L. This choice is made to ensure that y, is
equal to 1 on the support of ®; ; ® ®o 7,

XT(I)I,T b2y (1)2,7' = q)l,T & (1)2,7', (60)

and at the same time ensure that the two localized regions stay at a distance
L/3 on the support of yx,. From this we conclude that the two functions
in (7)) are orthogonal to each other,

(®1r @ Do, X Ty Rl [ 01, @ o) = 0 (61)

since Iy X+ @1,y @ @gr =I5 Py, @ Py = 0.

A test function defined similarly as in (57]) was used for spinless fermions
in the nondegenerate case in [3] to provide (in the case of atoms) an upper
bound for the interaction energy which is sharp to leading order. It is
an approximation of the exact ground state of the system as given by the
Feshbach map, if we replace the full resolvent of the system with the non-
interacting resolvent. See the brief sketch of the proof of Theorem 1.5 in the
introduction of [3].

The test function ®, in (B7) is not anti-symmetric. However, its anti-
symmetrization is a sum of functions with disjoint support having the same
norm, hence anti-symmetrizing it will not change anything. More precisely,
we have

1 1

(Q®,, Hn(Y (1), 2)Q%,) (O, HN(Y (1), Z) D),

|92, |7 |@17:
where Q is the projector onto the fermionic subspace,
1 ™
0=— ¥ (-1m (62
TeG N

with the action of the permutation 7w on wavefunctions as in (2). The Hamil-
tonian Hy (Y (1), Z) is here extended to AN L? ® AN? L? in the obvious
manner. From this we get an upper bound on the fermionic energy, as
follows:

E(r) — By — By < (@, (HN(Y(7),2) ~ By — By) @, ). (63)

1
||
It therefore remains to compute the right side of (G3)), which can be done
similarly as in the proof of [3] Theorem 1.5]. A main difference is the presence
of multipole moments, due to which the term (®,, I, ®,) is no longer expo-
nentially decaying, but gives the multipole-multipole expansion as stated in
Lemma

First we compute the L? norm of ®, using the orthogonality (GI) as
follows:

2
1271 = |17 @2 + |

XTH%ZTRTH%?,TIT(I)LT ® @2,7_

(64)
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The exponential decay implies that
|17 =1+ 0(e™"),  [@2,]* =1+ O(e™ ).

Even if we will not use it later, let us explain in detail how to deal with
the second term in (G4, which turns out to be of order L=5. We change
variables and obtain

|

= H(X4L/3)®anl2,L (Hy + Hy — By — E»)

2
XTH%Q,TRTH%ZTIT@LT ® @277.

-1 ~ 2
LHlLQ,LIT\Ill,L ® \I’z,LH

[(G1,.®G2.1.)
(65)
where now Ily9 7, = Il 1, ® Il5 7, is the projection onto Gy 1, ® G 1, and
|Z1] N 1 My Mi+Mo> o
7 L<m
=% 2 DY
p T \Uz; — Vg, — Leq| = T \Uye — Vym — Ley|

|Z1] Mi+Mo N My

Zm ¢
_Z Z Uz; — Vym — Ler| Z Z’Uyz—vwk—Lelfl (66)

Jj=1m=M+1 k=|Z1|+1 =1

Only I contains the rotations U,V € SO(3). On the support of U1 1, @W¥q ,

I, is indeed a smooth function of U,V € SO(3)? and all our next arguments
apply in the same way to derivatives with respect to U,V of the operator
estimated in (G3).

Since by construction (47, /3)®N = 1 on the supports of the functions in
RanlIl;s 7, we have

Hfz,L(X4L/3)®NH1L2,L = (X4L/3)®Nﬂf2,L = H1l2,L(X4L/3)®N
hence
Hle,L(Hl + Hy — Ey — E2)H1l2,L(X4L/3)®NH1L2,L
= (X4L/3)®NH1L2,L(H1 + Hy— Ey — EZ)HE,L - H1l2,L A, (X4L/3)®N} H1l2,L-
From this we conclude that
(X4L/3)®NR12,LI~T\I’1,L ®@Wor,
= Riop ;01 @ Wop — Rigg A, (X4L/3)®N] Riop ;W @ gy (67)
and that
Hle,L(Hl + Hy — Ey — E2)(X4L/3)®N312,LI~T‘I’1,L @V,
= H1l27LE—\I]1,L ® Uy — iy 1 [A, (X4L/3)®N]R12,LI~T‘I’1,L ®@ Vo, (68)
where we have used the simplified notation

Rigp =135 (H1 + Hy — By — Ez)il

L
(61,180, ) - 2L (69)
From Lemma 2] (see also [5] and [3]) we have

~  fow 1
Ir = =75~ + Oczso@)2) (ﬁ)
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uniformly on the support of ¥y ,®@Wy 1, where we recall that f(i7y) is defined
in (20]). Using the exponential decay of ¥; and Vo, i.e. (52)), we obtain that

> 1
LV @Yy — %\Iﬁ ® Wq =0 <ﬂ> . (70)
C%(S0(3)%)
From (B6) we have
—1 e
HRW = Tl (Hy o Hy = Fi = ) 5,1 T cx(so ~ O M

with IIyo = II; ® Il the orthogonal projection onto G; ® Go. Using
A fl=(Af)+2(Vf)-V

for the commutator involving (x4z,/3)®" together with (@7), (Z0), (1) and
(EID) we find that

H (X4L/3)®NRl2,L-fT‘I’1,L @ Wy,

1 -1
—ﬁﬂfg (Hi+H>—E1—E») ‘(g1®g2)LH%2f(U7V)\I/1®\IIQ

1
o)
C2(50(3)) LA
(72)

This allows us to compute the norm of ®, with the help of (57) and (&I to
leading order:

2 1 1 2
10" =1+ 75 HHlL? (Hi+ Hs = By = B2) 6,0, Thafw ) 11 © ‘I’QH

1
+ Oc2(50(3)) <ﬁ) - (73)

It turns out that the precise form of the term of order L=6 does not matter
for our proof. However, with very similar arguments, we find for the energy
that

<‘1>m (HN(Y(T), Z)—Ei — Ez) ‘1>T> = <‘I’1,L @Vor, [V [ ® ‘1’2,L>

Coaw (U1, Vs, U,V 1
_ Crawl 1LG 2 ) + Oc2(50(3)) <ﬁ>, (74)

where Cyqw (¥, ¥y, U, V) is the van der Waals corellation term defined in
@8). A corresponding detailed calculation in the case of two atoms was
done in [4]. We further observe that from (66) and 2I)-@22) for U =V =1
we have that

Py, (x)p\lfz,L (y)
Uz — Vy — Ley|

Using now (75), Lemma 22 and the fact that

<\I/1,L @ Vo1, [; V1 @ ‘1’2,L> = dxdy. (75)

/ W, L|* = 14 Ocz2(s0e3)) (")
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we can obtain

f(n7m) (\1117 \1127 U7 V)
Ln+m+1

<\I’1,L @y, [V ® \I’Q,L> = Z
2<n+m<5

1
+ Oc2(s50(3)) (ﬁ) . (76)

Thus, since the left hand side of (IZG) is at most of the order of Oc2(so(3)) (L7°),
dividing (@) by the norm [|®-[|* = 1+ Oc2(so(s)) (L°) will only change
the remainder of our expansion. This concludes the proof of the upper

bound (29).
We remark that from (76) and (74]) we obtain that

1 ]:(n’m)(\lllalll%U’ V)
(o (00 -5 m)e)- 3 I
2<n+m<5

1
C2(S0(3)2)

which is going to be very useful in Section Bl Note that Cyqw (¥, ¥, U, V)
is smooth in U,V as it is a polynomial in U, V.

Cyaw (¥1,¥2,U,V)
+ 76

2.2.3. Proof that Cyqw (Y1, ¥o, U, V) > 0. It is clear from the definition (28]
that Cyqw (V1, Vo, U, V) > 0. Furthermore, Cyqw (¥, Vo, U, V) = 0 if and
only if f(U,V)\Ifl ® Wy is a ground state of H1 ® 1 + 1 ® Ho. This does not
happen by the following

Proposition 2.3 (Positivity of the van der Waals correlation function).
Suppose that Vi, Wy are ground states of Hy and Hs, respectively. Then
f(U,v)‘I’l ® Wy cannot be a ground state of H1 @ 1+ 1 ® Hs. In other words,

H%Qf(uv)\lfl ® Ws # 0 hence CVdW(\III’ Wy, U, V) > 0.
We first state and prove the following lemma

Lemma 2.4. Let V be a ground state of Hy and L a nonconstant affine
function of x1,...,xn. Then LY cannot be a ground state of Hy.

Proof of Lemma[2.7 If (H; — E;)LV = 0, then since AL = 0 and VL is
a constant vector l_;, from the Leibniz rule we would find that b - V¥ = 0.
This would imply a translation invariance in the direction of the vector b

which contradicts the exponential decay of ¥ (in fact it already contradicts
the fact that ¥ € L?). O

We are now able to write the

Proof of Proposition [2Z.3. The function fyy¥; ® ¥y can be written in the
form

fU,V\III ® Wy = Z Canllll,n b2y \1]2,ma

n,m>0
for some coefficients ay,. Here for n > 0 ¥y, has the form xgj )\Ifk where
xgj) denotes the j-th component of x;. For n = 0 we have Wy := Wy,
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Assuming that fyy V1 ® Wq is a ground state of Hy + Hy we find that

> awm¥i, ® V5, =0, (78)
n,m>1

where \Ilin = Ht\Ilkm and recall that Il is the orthogonal projection onto
the ground state eigenspace Gi. Note that we have also used that \I/fo =
\112{0 = 0. Since the (‘I’fn@"l’im)n,mzl are linearly dependent, it follows that
one of the two sets (‘I’in)nzl or (‘I’im)mzl has to be linearly dependent as
well. This is because dim(F; ® Ey) = dim(FE7) x dim(E>). But if for instance
Y on>1 bnllfin =0, then > -, b,V is a ground state of H; and we obtain
a contradiction by Lemma 241 O

This concludes the proof of the upper bound (29) and of the properties
of the van der Waals correlation energy.

2.3. Proof of Theorem lower bound in the irreducible case.
In this section we provide the proof of the reverse inequality in (29)) in the
irreducible case, under the assumption (B0).

2.3.1. The Feshbach-Schur method. In the irreducible case we are going to
follow the strategy employed in [5], which is based on the Feshbach-Schur
method. Let us recall that if we have a self-adjoint operator A with lowest
eigenvalue E and a projection P such that PL(A — E)PL+ > ¢P* for some
€ > 0, then we can rewrite the eigenvalue equation
(A-E)f =0

using the Schur complement formula in the form

(A++ S AT (AT - B)lAT - E) fi=0 (79)

with ATT = PAP, A== = PY AP+ A=t = PYAP = (A*7)* and f, = PJ.
The other component is given by
Jo=PYf= (A —E)AT,.

More precisely, F is the smallest real number for which 0 is an eigenvalue of
the operator

Fle):=ATT — AT (A~ —e)'A T —¢
for e < E +e. Note that F(e) is monotone-decreasing with respect to e,

hence all its eigenvalues are decreasing as well. Taking the scalar product

with fy in ([9) we find

([, AT ) = (f4, AT (A —E) TAT )
14117

C U AT —e AT

- I1f+17

In other words,

E> mina(A++ - 5*1A+*A*+) >ming(ATF) —eTHATHP, (81)

E =

(80)
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where the operator AT is considered on Ran(P) only. This equation will
give us the sought-after lower bound, if we choose P appropriately.

Coming back to our problem, we recall that the spectrum of Hy (Y (1), Z)
is known to converge in the limit L — oo to the union of the spectra of the
operators

Hp(Y1,21) @ 1+ 1® Hy_n(Y2, Z2),
withn = 0,..., N, see, e.g., [31,5] and [25, Thm. 2 & 3]. Our assumption (30)
that
Bz (Y1, Z1) + Ej, (Y2, Z2) < nf;ﬁgl‘ <En(Y17 Z1) + En—n(Ya2, Z2)>
1

implies that the ground state energy £(7) of Hx (Y (7), Z) is obtained in the
limit L — oo in the neutral case n = |Z;| and that there is a gap above it.
Then, using the IMS localization method, it has been proved in [31, [5] that
the ground state eigenspace of Hy(Y (1), Z) is close to

QU -G1RTLV - Ga)

where we use here the notations of the previous section. We recall that
the eigenspaces of Hy are denoted by G, whereas Q is the projection onto
antisymmetric functions. The precise statement is that there exists ¢ > 0
(independent of 7 for L large enough) such that

pt (HN(Y(T), Z) - 5(7)) pl>cpt (82)

where P is the projection onto Q(U-G1 @71V -Gs), so that the Feshbach-Schur
method can be applied on this space. We can also replace the projection P
by the projection Il , onto Q(U - Gy 1, ® TV - Go 1), which is known to be
exponentially close to P. This is the choice made in [5].

In our proof we are going to use a different projection, in order to catch the
leading orders completely in the range of P. We look at the space spanned
by our test functions (B7)) when ¥; and W9 span G; and Go:

TT = SPaH{Q ((I)I,T b2y q)2,7' - XTH%Q,TRTH%Q,TIT(I)LT ® ‘1)2’7_)

(I)LT =U ((XL)®N1\I]1) € gl,ﬂ', q)2,7' = TLV ((XL)®N2\I]2) € g277}. (83)

As we have proved in the previous section,

|- w1 @ VTws - @10 @ @2 + x0Ty ReTT 1,1 0 s

H?2

Wil [ Yol
and this shows that our space T, in (83]) is close to QU - G @ TLV - Ga)
and to QU - G1., ® T,V - Go 1), in the Sobolev norm H?. More precisely,
denoting by Il the orthogonal projection onto Y., we have

1
0= 8) (1, ~ e, ) (- )] =0 (5. (5)
From (82)) and (B3)) this implies again

ies (HN(Y(T), Z) - 5(7)>H$ > eIt (85)
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for some € > 0. Hence we may as well use the projection II; for the Schur
complement method.

2.3.2. Estimate on the off-diagonal term A~". Here we prove that, in oper-
ator norm,

(56)
~0 (é) (87)

which will allow us to neglect the term ||[A~"||> = O(L~®) in &I). To this
end we will prove that

|44 = [ Ha (v (), 21,

- HH¢ <HN(Y(T), Z) — By — EQ) 10,

| ot (Hx(v(7), 2) — By — B2)

1
(B R o om )| <0() o

In fact, estimating the L? norm would already be enough, however the es-
timate in the H' norm is going to be useful later for the proof of Proposi-
tion [LTIl Due to the locality of the Hamiltonian Hy (Y (7),Z) and using
that the antisymmetrization Q on any function of the form ®; . ® ®5, —
XTHILQJRTHILQJIT‘I)LT ® @, produces a sum of functions that have disjoint
support from each other, we find that (88]) reduces to showing that

HH&T (Hn(Y (1), Z) — By — By) x

1
X <‘1>1,T Q@ Do 7 — XTHE,TRTHE,TIT‘I)LT ® (1)277) HHl =0 <ﬁ> , (89)

where Ilp , is the orthogonal projection onto the function ®;, ® ®o, —
XTHILQJRTHILQJITCDLT ® @9 -. A simple change of variables shows, similarly
as in (G0, that

HH&T (Hn (Y (7), Z) — By — B)
% (@17 ® @op = o Ty Rl 101 0 oy ) ||

= Hﬂf(H1+H2+I~T—E1 — Ey) %

X (‘1>1,L ®@ Pa 1, — X?Lj\;gRu,LINT‘I)LL ® <1>2,L) HHl’ (90)

where recall that Ry 7 was defined in [69) and II;, is the orthogonal pro-
jection onto

span{®; @ Py, — X?L]\/[3R12,LI~T(I)1,L ®@Por, P €Gir,j=1,2}
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Using (52) we have ||[(Hy + Hy— E1 — E2)®1 @ ®o 1| g1 = O(e~¢L) for some
¢ > 0, and we find

7 (Hy + Hy + I, —F — E,) (@1,L ® Py 1, — X?ﬁng,Li@LL ® (I)Z,L)
= Hifr@u ® Po f, — Hfﬂx?ﬁng,Lﬂ%,L ® P,
—~TIf(Hy + Hy — By — E2)X?I]1\/[3R12,LE'¢1,L ® ®o 1, + O (e°F).
Therefore, using
(Hi+Hy — Ey — E2)X?L]\;3 = X?L]\;g(fh + Hy — By — Ep) — [A, X%\/[g],
it follows that
I (Hy + Ho + I, — B — E,) (‘1>1,L ® Py, — X?Lj\;gRlz,LfT‘I)l,L ® ‘I>2,L)
= HJL_HM,LI:(I)LL ® Py 1, — Hfix?é\/ngw,Li@l,L ® Qa1
+ II£[A, X?L]\/[3]R12,LI~T(I)1,L ® ®o 1, + O (e F), (91)
where we have also used that
(Hi+Hy— By — E2)R12,LI~T‘1>1,L QDo = HfQ,L—fT‘I)l,L @ By 1, + O (e°).
Since X?L]\/f3 is supported O(L) away from the singularities of 1:;, we see that

~ 1
QN _
HITX4L/3||H1 =0 <z> .

Hence we obtain that

- ~ U 4
[ Foxy Rro s L g @ s =0 (W#) 9

because, as seen in the previous section,

[
Lz :0<T |

Therefore, from the equality [A, X%\;g] = (Axfé\;g) —Q(fofgg)-v and (B1),
we can similarly show that

[P, ® (IDQ,L‘

~ 1\ 1\
Hﬂf A, X?[],\/Ig]RH,LIT(I)LL ® ‘1)2,LHH1 =0 <w#> . (93)

Finally, using that I} I1jo , = II} (I112,1 — 1) together with (84]), we obtain
that

~ Wl W
HHi_HIQ,LIT(PLL ® (1)2,LHH1 =0 <W) : (94)

From (@0), (@), ©2)), @3] and ([@4]) we obtain (8J) and therefore (88]). Since
H‘I)LL ® Py — x?ﬁg,Rm,Lfffbl,L ® <I>2,LH = [Ty ||| T2 (1 4+ O(L™%)),

the bound (88) implies ([87). Thus, the last term in the Schur complement
estimate (BI]) does not contribute to the order we are interested in.



COMPACTNESS OF MOLECULAR REACTION PATHS 35

Remark 3. The estimates ([@2), @3) and @4) and therefore as well (89)
remain true in the L? norm if we multiply with some power of |(z1,...,xN)|
as well. This is because due to (B2)) we can write for example

clz| ~ clz|

|2|" L Py, @ Oy p, = |2["e” 2 e 2 ‘I)1L®‘I)2L

clel
Then |x|"e™ "z s bounded and

~ clz| 1

e 2 @11, @ Py, = O(ﬁ)
still because the function e 2 ®1 [, @Pq 1, is still exponentially decaying. Even
in terms where the resolvent is present there is no problem as the exponential

cle

e~ "2 can be pushed through with the help of boosted Hamiltonians: we can
write, for example
clz|

R12,LI~ 1, Py =€ 2 Ru,L,ce i 7P, ® P21,

clz| —clz|

where Ria . = €2 Rigre 2 . Standard arguments (see for example [3,
Sec. 5.4]) give that Rya 1, is bounded. This remark is going to be useful for
the proof of Proposition [L.11.

2.3.3. Irreducibility and computation of AT™T. Now we prove that the oper-
ator localized to the space T,

II,Hy(Y (1), Z2)I1;
is actually a multiple of the identity on Y, that is,
(@7, HN(Y (1), Z)®r)
[l
where @, is any chosen non-zero vector of T,. This is of course obvious
when dimG; = dim Gy = 1 since then dim Y, = 1 as well. In the general
case this follows from the irreducibility condition. Indeed, for any ¥, € G;
and Vs € Gy, we have for the corresponding Q®.,. € T,
(QP,, Hy(Y (1), 2)Q®7) _ (Pr, (Hir+ Hor + I7)®Pr)
2
|o®,|* |2
_ <q)1,’r ® (I)Q,ﬁ KT(I)LT @ ¢277‘>
<q)1,’r ® (I)Q,ﬁ TT(I)LT @ ¢277‘>

IL-Hy(Y (7), 2)IL, = I, (95)

where
K =1l <1 145 , R, 1145 rXr)
x (Hiz + Hor + 1) ( — X Uig  Ro Il I ) 2 -
and

T, = HlZ,T < XTH12 TR H12 T ) levT

on Gir ® Ga r. One important property of the operators K, and T is that
they commute with all permutations of the spins acting solely on the first
and on the second molecule, separately,

m ® mok; = K;m & ma, m @ mol, = Trm @ ma.
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From the irreducibility condition, this implies that K., T, are multiples of
the identity on G1 , ® Go ». Indeed, any eigenspace of e.g. K, in Gi r ® Ga 7
is invariant under all the m; ® w9, so must be equal to the whole space
G1,+ ® G ». This concludes the proof of (@f)).

We can now conclude the argument, using (@8 and (§7)). In the previous
section we have computed the energy of any such fixed vector &, # 0 with
W] = || P2l = 1 and we found

(‘1)7_, HN(Y(T)’ Z)(I)T>
[l

]:(n7m) (\Illa \1]25 Ua V)
Ln+m+1

=E +E+ Z
2<n+m<5
Cyaw (¥1,¥2,U,V) 1
- - +0(+).

Inserting then in the Schur complement lower bound (80) and using (87,
we conclude, as we wanted, that

]:(n7m) (\Illa \1]25 Ua V)
Ln+m+1

Uy, 1
_ Cyaw (¥, Q’U’V)+O<—>

E(T) > E1 + By + Z
2<n+m<5b

L6

and thus we have equality.

3. Proor or ProprosIiTION [[.11]

By adapting the arguments in [21], it might be possible to prove that our
function £(7) is smooth. Therefore, at any local (pseudo-)minimum (U, V)
with respect to variations of U,V € SO(3) only, we must have

VwwE(L,Up, Vo) =0,  Hessy)E(L, Uy, Vo) > 0.

In order to deduce a similar property for the leading multipolar energy, we
first need to show that the expansion £(7) in powers of L is also valid for
the first two derivatives with respect to U,V € SO(3). This was done under
some more stringent non-degeneracy assumptions in [25], Sec. 3.3.3] for the
first derivative. An alternative approach is provided in [4] in the case of two
atoms, which works for the second derivative as well. Here we use ideas of
[], but significant modifications are necessary, mainly because we have to
take spin into account. This is harder since the ground state energies can
be degenerate, even under the irreducibility assumption.

We provide here a simpler argument which only uses the smoothness
of the Feshbach map at fixed energy and does not rely on smoothness of
E(1). Let L > 1 and assume that (Up, Vp) is a local pseudo-minimum of
(U, V)= E(L,U,V). Our goal is to show that

.7:(”7m)(\llla\1]25U05‘/0) CVdW(\Ill’\I]2’UO’VYO) ¢
Vuv Z ntm+l o L6 = i

2<n+m<5
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and

> Flm (@, Uy, Up, Vo) Cyaw (¥1, ¥a, U, Vo)

L ntm+1 16

Hessy,v
2<n+m<5

for some C independent of Uy, Vy, L. Multiplying by L™ "2+ where n; and
ng are the indices of the first non-vanishing multipoles, we will conclude, as
desired, that

Vo FMm) (0, Uy, Uy, Vo)| <

=~IQ

and

HeSSU7V‘7:(n1,n2)(\I/1, Wy, Up, Vb) > —%.

From the Feshbach-Schur method recalled in the beginning of the previous
section, we know that E = £(7) is the unique solution to the equation

min o (HTHTH — 1L H - (H, — E) . HiHTHT> —E  (96)

[(Tr)+
in a neighborhood of Ey + F5, where we use here the shorthand notation
H,:=HyN(Y(7),2).

We recall that I, is the orthogonal projection onto the space T, defined
above in (83]). Note that the left side of ([@f) is decreasing in E whereas the
right side is increasing. Let now

dim(G1) dim(G2)

Poaw) =Q D D amn

X ((I)( ™) ® (I)( o XT0H12 T()RTOH12 ToITO(I)g 7') ® (I)( ") > € TTO

1,70 2,70 2,70

be a normalized eigenfunction of the Feshbach map at the energy Ejy :=
E(L,Up, Vp). This time @ET), k=1,...,dim(G;) are exact orthonormal bases
of the respective cut off ground state eigenspaces G; r. We define

dim(G1) dim(G2)

UV =0 Z Z Amn E?}(/L Tra (97)

where

(mn) _ e (m) (n)
W = UG\ @ VG el

XTH12 TR H12 TI UUS(I)gf:L—()) ® V‘/O q)(n)

2,70°

(98)

The function @y is the function @y v;) appropriately rotated. Note
that ® 1) is not necessarily the first eigenfunction of the Feshbach map
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corresponding to U,V but it can always be used as a trial function. We
finally introduce the function

Q)

F(L,UV) = <H‘I)(U,V ;

(Hr = BT (H, — Fo)| oy ) TIEH ) ﬂ>

()~ 12wyl

(99)
In other words, we rotate the trial function, keep the energy F fixed to its
value Ey = E(L,Uy, Vp), and apply the Feshbach-Schur map. If U,V are
such that

E(L,U,V) =z E(L, Uy, Vo) = Eo = F(L,Up, Vo),

then we have

/\

vys (Hr = HLE(H, — E(LUV)) T, ) @)

E(L,U,V)
1P )2
) < v)e (He = HLG(H, — B, T @)
= 12,12

= F(L,U, V).

In particular,
F(LU,V) > F(L,Up,Vp) = E

and we deduce that (Up, Vp) is a local pseudo-minimum of F(L,-,-) as well.
The function F has the same expansion as £, to leading order, but what we
have gained here is that it is much easier to prove that F is regular, since
Ey appears in its definition instead of £(7) and since the test function is
appropriately chosen.

Lemma 3.1 (Regularity of F along geodesics). Under the assumptions of
Theorem [1.3, there exists Ly > 0 and C > 0 such that for any L > Lo and
any C? geodesic (Uy, V;) in SO(3)?

Frm) (g, Uy, Uy, V)
Z Ln+m+1

HJ’:(L, U, Vi) —
2<n+m<5

+ CVdW(\Illa \1]2, Ut, V;f)

75 (100)

e

C3([-1,1)

The end of the argument follows and it remains to provide the proof
of the Lemma. Because F(™™ and Clyqw are smooth functions of (U, V),
proving inequalities on their gradient and Hessian is reduced to showing the
respective inequalities for their time derivatives along geodesics. Thus in
the rest of Section we prove Lemma Bl

Proof of Lemma[31. Under the irreducibility condition, we have proved in
the previous section that 11 H I is a multiple of I, hence using @y or
a true eigenstate of the Feschbach map does not matter for this term. Thus,
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from (1) it follows that for any geodesic (U, Vi) in SO(3), we have

) Frm) (U, Uy, Uy, Vi)
T2\ QW) H- 2w, v )~ E1—Ex—
H\|‘1>(Ut,\/t)||2< (U, V) (Ut t)> 29;;765 Lntm+1
n Cyaw (Y1, V2, U, Vy) < g (101)
76 L7
02([_171])

Therefore, we only have to show that the off-diagonal term

QUV) = ——

€
W@(U,V),HTH (Hr = Bo) iy T Hr @) )

fullfills
1
QW Vlex -1y =0 75)- (102)

uniformly in the geodesics (U, Vi) in SO(3)2. In Section we have

already shown that
2 1
1-o(z)

Using that ®yy = Q®y v constists, due to the antisymmetrization, of a
sum of functions that have disjoint supports and all have the same norm,
we obtain that

.V <c|m

. dim(G1) dim(G2) 2

H‘I)w,w”z:m > Z o T3

N1 m=1

Since K is a multiple of the identity on G; » ®Ga ;, we find that \Ifgjm‘}’m) and
\11871‘3’"2) are orthogonal to each other when (mj,n;) # (ma,n2). Therefore,

dim(G1) dim(G2)

1@ I? = (M Y X famP P,

N1

and, since we assumed that @ (g, y;) is normalized arguing as in the proof of

([@3), it follows that

1
1w )1* =14 Oc2(s0e3)2) <ﬁ> :

As a consequence to conclude the proof of ([I02]) and therefore of Lemma
BIlit is enough to show that

1
HX(Uta V’t)HC?([_Ll]) =0 <ﬁ> ) (103)
uniformly on geodesics (Uy, V;) where
X(U,V) i= (@), Ho L (Hy = Bo), iy, T He )

is almost the same as Q(U,V) except that the normalization of @y is
dropped. The following lemma is similar to Lemma 3.2 in [4] and will
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help us estimate %H#HTtQ(Uth), where 7, = (L,U,V;). For a function
U € L2(R3W1H+MN2)) we define

(suv¥)(X1, X2) = V(U X,V Xy — Ley)),

where X7 = (21,...,2n,), Xo = (TNy 41,5 TN +N,) and UXy, VX5 is
defined similarly as in (I3]).

Lemma 3.2. Let ¥ : SO(3)? — L2 (R3M+N2) (U V) — Wy such
that U (U, V;) is in CY([—1,1]; L?), for any geodesic (U, V;) and so that
Yy € H' for all U, V. Then sy, v,V w, v, is in CH([=1,1]; L?) for all
geodesics as well and

d d .
v o) _ = swvn g Y |, TV (w010 Y (we16)), (104)

t=0 t=
where W(X1, Xo) == £ (U X1,V (X2 — Le1))|i=o-
Proof. Tt suffices to observe that

SUt,Vt\I](Uth) B SUOvVO\II(UmVo) o (SUth — SU07V0)

t - t \II(U(LVO)
(T, —Ywow) _ d
+ SUth%\p(U&Vs) s=0 + sUtvvt ( t - %ql(U&Vs) s=0

and to take the limit ¢t — 0. |

Recall that for a geodesic (U, V;) in SO(3)? we defined 7, = (L, Uy, V),
where L is fixed. Our next goal is to use Lemma [B.2] in order to prove that

d_ | 1
T Hr @, v | g = O (ﬁ) : (105)
uniformly in all possible geodesics.
We observe that
_ 1 (m.n) (m.n)
I =) 2 A CASUOATGARIE
m,n ||Q (U7V)||

which, together with (@), the orthogonality of the functions \IJEZI{/L; , the fact

that Q commutes with H; and the irreducibility of G; -, Ga -, implies

qu—_HT(I)(U,V) = Hi_(H’T — k1 — E?)q)(U,V)
dim(G1) dim(Ga2)
=0 Y >l (H, — By — B, (106)

m=1 n=1 wv)

where II_ (.. denotes the orthogonal projection into the span of glmm),
Ywv) (GA%)

Thus, proving ([I05]) reduces in light of (62]) to proving that for all 7 € Sy,
me{l,...,dim(Gy)}, n € {1,...,dim(Gy)}
1

We will prove (I07) for the case that 7 is the identity as the other per-
mutations can be similarly handled. We may also assume without loss of

1 (m,n)
ai g, (= By = BV gy
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generality that Uy, Vj are both the identity. Using (@8]), we obtain similarly
as in ([@0) that

1 (m,n)
H‘Ifﬁ?},’é’i (Hr — By — Eo)¥ 1)

=Sy (H (m, n)(Hl + Hy + I —F - EQ)@E$€§> s (108)

(U V)

where

—

n

=

wy) =
Moreover (89)-(@0) give that

(109)
T m,n 1
Hgg%(ﬂl +Hy + I — By — EQ)@EU,’Vg = =0 <L4> (110)
: H

The dependence of Hggy‘?; (Hy+ Hso + I.— B — )@EZL{;; on U,V appears

only in I,. Thus with the help of (Z0) the estimate

l\J
h

X4L /3

- 1
. (H +Hy+1I, — E (’” ) _ =

can be upgraded to
1
Vamqﬂ@mnﬂﬂi+1b—kl<—El Bbﬂﬁ$$§=6he<z;>- (111)
Using (I08), (I10), (IT1), Remark Bland Lemma B2 we arrive at (I07]) when

7 is identity. For any other permutation the estimate (I07]) can be proven
similarly. Note that Remark [B] is needed because in the second summand
of the right hand side of ([I04]) we have wW(X;, X2) = [[(X1, X2 — Ley)||,
and because of the exponential decay of sy, v;)¥ (1,15 18 in the variables
Xl, X2 - Lel.

Iterating the above argument we can find with Lemma that

N
_1 1
(1= Ap) 210 He @, v —0<L4>
=1 C2(1-1,1))

Indeed, we have that
1
of3)
c2(-11) L

because as we mentioned above the dependence of the left hand side on U, V'

| _
’Hegg,%(ﬂl + Hy + I, — By — E>)O (")
oVt

appears only in I.. So only the directional derivative w - V could cause a

problem in the iteration, but the presence of the gradient is remedied by
1

(1—- Z;VZI Az;)"2. Therefore, since we can introduce (1 — z;vzl ij)*lﬁ

due to the presence of the resolvent in the definition of X (U, V'), it turns out

that the only term which can pose problems in proving (I03]) is the resolvent

R(U,V) =TI (H, — Eo) i, 1IF = (HE — Eo) 1y

‘TL ‘Tla

when we differentiate with respect to U, V. In order to explain the method,
we remark that, by Leibniz’ rule, it is sufficient to show that the map

(U, V) = (U, R(U,V)T)
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is C2, for any fixed ¥ € QY. A calculation shows that on QY1 we have
VwyyRWU,V) =RU,V)(VulI-)H-R(U,V)
+ R(Ua V)HT(V(U,V)HT)R(Ua V)
- R(Ua V)(V(U,V)HT)R(Ua V)

where we recall that I, is a projection onto a finite space of H? functions.
The first two terms are differentiable once more. The last one is not, because
the second derivative of V(1) H is too singular. By Leibniz’s rule again,
we are finally left with the study of the differentiability of the function

(U V) = (¥, Vi H ) = V) (¥, 17V

for a fixed ¥/ € H?(R3Y), where I™ contains all the interaction terms even
within a molecule. Let X = (z1,---,zyn). After changing variables we
see that the inner product on the right is equal to (discarding the spin for
simplicity of notation)

N Mi+Ma

(W, Iy =R-Y" > / Z—’”\qz’(X + Vi + Ley)|”
j=1 m=M+1 /RN ;1
N M

z
_ZZ/ ﬁ\\lf’(XjLUyz)\z
j=1 =1 /RN 1%j
T % Mi% “£om W/ (X)|?
{=1 m=M;+1 |Uy£ —Vym — L€1| R3N

where R consists of terms that are invariant with respect to U, V. This is
twice differentiable for ¥/ € H?(R3V). By arguing as before, we can then
verify that the terms obtained after differentiation are all O(L~8), which
ends the proof of Lemma B.11 O

This now concludes the proof of Proposition [[.TTl O

4. PrROOF OF ProPOSITIONS [[.12] AND [I.T3]

In this section we prove Propositions [LI2 and I3 for all F™™) with
n+m < 5, by looking at all the possible values of n and m.

4.1. Dipole-dipole term. The results mentioned here for the dipole-dipole
interaction follow from the fact, proved in [25, Lemma 12], that F(1'D has
no critical point of zero energy, and that all its critical points of positive
energy have a Morse index larger than or equal to 2. We however give a
different proof of Propositions and here, since the arguments will
be useful for all the higher order terms involving a dipole.

In light of ([4]) and assuming without loss of generality that the dipole
moments are unit vectors the problem reduces to studying the function

f(p1,p2) == =3(p1 - e1)(p2 - €1) + p1 - P2,

on S% x S2. This was proved to have the critical levels {2, —1,1,2} in [25]
Lemma 12] but we will not directly use this information.

We first prove Proposition [LI21 Observe that f(p1,p2) = Xp, - p2, where
Xp, = p1—3(p1-e1)er is never 0. Then there exists a unit vector v orthogonal
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to X,, and an angle 6 such that py = cos(f)R,, + sin(f)v, where R, :=
|I§ 1o Let pa(t) = cos(0 + )Ry, + sin(0 + t)v and g(t) == f(p1,p2(t)) =

- cos(@ +t)|| Xp, ||. Then

9(0) = —cos()[| Xy, [, ¢'(0) =sin()[| Xy, [, ¢"(0) = —g(0).
From these equahtles and the fact that || X, || > 1 it follows that if [¢/(0)| <
and ¢”(0) > —1 then since ¢/(0)> + ¢”(0)> > 1 we have that ¢”(0) 2

and thus ¢(0) = —¢"(0) < —%. Thus if the Hessian is bigger than —32 and
the derivative has norm less then % then the value of the function is less
than —% which concludes the proof of Proposition [[.12] in the case of the
dipole-dipole term.

We now prove Proposition [LT3l We choose

‘&wl»—l

8o = =. (112)

We now consider § < dyg, and two points (p1,p2) and (p},p5) such that
f(p1,p2) < =6, f(p),ps) < —0. We connect py to R,,, following the great
circle of S? in the plane (Rp,,p2), in the direction which avoids —R,,,. Sim-
ilarly we connect p, to Ry Along these paths the function f is decreasing.
Thus we can assume without loss of generality that po = R,,, ph) = Ry

We denote by 7 : [0,1] — S? an arbitraty path starting from p; and end-
ing to p}. Then the path (y(t), R,«)) connects (p1,p2) to (p},py) and since
F(y(#), Rywy) = —[| Xy [l < —1 < —do, along this path we have that f < —d.
This concludes the proof of Proposition in the case of the dipole-dipole
term.

4.2. Dipole-quadrupole term. When the dipole term is involved the ar-
gument is simplified considerably, as everything can be written as a function
of the two normalized vectors

e=Vltey, p=V'UDy/||D1|.

Then any dipole-multipole term becomes a function on S? x S? and in par-
ticular so does the dipole-quadrupole term. With this observation one can
see that Propositions and for the case of the dipole-quadrupole
term follow immediately from the following lemma. The rest of the section
is devoted to its proof.

Lemma 4.1 (Dipole-quadrupole). Consider the function f : S? x S% C
R3 x R3 — R defined by

f(eap) = 5<p’ 6> <6’ Q6> - 2(6, Qp>’ (113)

where (-,-) is the standard inner product in R and the 3 x 3 matriz Q is
real-symmetric with QQ # 0 and Tr Q = 0.

a) There exists 69 > 0 such that for all 6 < 0y the set A = {(e,p) :
f(e,p) < =0} is non-empty and pathwise connected.

b) There exists 6 > 0 such that for all (e,p) € S? x S? the following
holds: if ||[Vepf(e,p)|| < 0 and Hess.,f(e,p) > —6 then we have
that f(e,p) < —4.
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Proof. a) The function f can be rewritten as

f(e,p) = (5PQe — 2Qe, p), (114)

where P, denotes the orthogonal projection onto eR.
Assume first that ker(Q) = {0}. Then the vector 5P.Qe — 2Qe is always
nonzero. We choose

8o := min{||5P.Qe — 2Qe|| : ¢ € S5?}. (115)
We now consider § < Jp, and two points (e1,p1) and (e2,p2) such that
f(es, pi) < —4d. Here e, e3 are not to mix up with the standard basis vectors.
We connect each p; to

5Pe¢Qei - QQGZ'
15F, Qei — 2Qe|

following the great circle in the plane (R.,,p;), in the direction which avoids
—R,,, similarly as in the case of the dipole-dipole term. Along this path
the function f is decreasing to f(e;, Re;,) = —||5F, Qei — 2Qe;||. Thus we
can assume without loss of generality that p; = R.,. Consider now any
continuous path e(t) on S? which connects e; and ey. Taking p(t) = Rey
we obtain a continuous path (since e — R, is continuous), with

fle(t), Rery) = — 5Py Qe(t) — 2Qe(t)]| < —do

R, =

as desired.

Assume now that @ has the eigenvalue 0. Since @ is nonzero and traceless
the eigenvalue 0 has multiplicity 1. Let +eg denote the eigenvectors in S?
of the eigenvalue 0. Note that on S? we have 5P.Qe — 2Qe = 0 if and only
if e = £ep. We choose

do == [|QII.
We consider (e1,p1) and (e2, p2) as before and deduce from the assumption
fles,pi) < —d < 0that e; # +eg for i = 1,2. We may thus assume, as in the
previous paragraph, that p; = R.,. Then we construct a path starting from
(e1,p1) as follows: By replacing ey with —eq if necessary, we can assume
without loss of generality that e; = e(f) := cos(f)eg + sin(f)e;, where
0 € (0,%] and ef is in the orthogonal complement of ey (and not of ey).
Then we consider the path (e(¢), Re(g)), ¢ € [0, 5]. After taking the square
it follows that ||5P61LQ€% —2Qet || > 2||Qet || = 2|A| = 2||Q||, where £\ are

the other eigenvalues of Q. Thus, f(e1, R.1) < —2||Q|| < —dp. Using that

15P(5)Qe(¢) — 2Qe(d)* = 5(e(9), Qe(9))* + 4] Qe(#) |,

we can show that f is decreasing along the path (e(¢), Re(g)). We connect in
a similar way (ez,p2) to the point (eé‘,Re%). Finally we connect (ef,RelL)
to (6%,Re%) along a path (e(t)L,Re(t)l), where e(t)* is in the orthogonal
complement of eg. Along this path f remains smaller than or equal to —dg.

b) As in part a) we first assume that ker(Q) = {0}. Let (e, p) € S?xS? be
arbitrary. Then there exists an angle § € [0,27) and a unit vector R} which
is orthogonal to R, such that p = cos(#)R. + sin(f)R-. We now consider
the function g(t) = f(e, cos(t)Re + sin(t)RE). Then

9(t) = —[I5P.Qe — 2Qe|[ cos(t),  ¢'(t) = [|5PeQe — 2Qe]|sin(t),
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J"(t) = ||5P.Qe — 2Qe|| cos(t).
Now choose § to be dy/3, where dg is the same as in ([13)). If ||V, f(e,p)|| <
d and Hess,pf(e,p) > —d then [¢/(0)] < ¢ and ¢”’(#) > —0. But since
g (0)*+¢"(0)? = 62 it follows actually that |g” ()| > § and since g”(0) > —6
we find ¢”(0) > 6. Therefore, f(e,p) = g(0) = —¢"(0) < —§, completing the
proof in the case that 0 is not an eigenvalue of Q.

Assume now that @ has the eigenvalue zero and let as before £ey denote
the eigenvectors in S? of the eigenvalue 0. We may assume without loss of
generality that the other eigenvalues are A = +1. We will show that there
are neighborhoods Uy, Us of ey, —eg and § > 0 such that if e € U; U Uy
then it is impossible to have ||V, f(e,p)|| < ¢ and Hess,pf(e,p) > —4.
Once this is shown we can repeat the argument of the previous paragraph
on (S%/(Uy U Uy)) x S% with &y replaced by min{|[5P.Q. — 2Qe¢| : e €
Sz/(Ul U Ug)}

We define U; = {cos(6)eg + sin(f)eg : eg Leo, |leg|| = 1,0 < €}, where
¢ > 0 is to be chosen and Uy = —Uj. Let e = cos(f)eg + sin(f)eg- € Uy and
write any p as p = cos(¢)Qep + sin(¢)v for some unit vector vl Qeg. Note
that due to our assumption A = 1 the vector Qe& is normalized. We will
consider only Uy, everything works in the same way for —U;. For t € (—%, %)
and some ¢ € [0, 2] we define

e(t) = cos(f + cos(C)t)eg + sin(f 4 cos(¢)t)eq (116)

and
p(t) = sin(¢ + sin(C)t) Qe + cos(¢ + sin(¢)t)v.
Then (e(t),p(t)) is a geodesic in S% x S2. We also define g(t) = f(e(t), p(t)).
Using that Qe& is normalized a simple computation gives
g(t) = —2sin(0 + t cos(¢)) sin(¢ + tsin(())
+ 5sin?(0 + t cos(C)) leg, Qeg ) (e(t), p(t)).
Then using that |sin(f)| < e we find that
¢(0) = —2c0s(¢) cos(8) sin(6) + O(e),

and

g"(0) = —4sin(¢) cos(¢) cos(f) cos(¢)
+ 10 cos(26) cos®(¢) {e1, Qer ) {e(0), p(0)) + O(e)
>

If | cos(p)] < 1/v/2 then we choose ¢ = 0 and find |¢/(0)] > v/2 — O(e).
Thus we may assume that |cos(¢)| > 1/v/2. We choose ¢ = (y so that
—4sin({p) cos({p) cos() cos(¢) < 0 and |cos((p)| = |sin(¢p)|[/10. Then an
elementary computation gives that ¢”(0) < — 15 + O(e). Choosing 6y < o5
and e small enough we conclude the proof. U

4.3. Dipole-octopole term. We recall the definition of the octopole mo-
ment tensor.

1 -
Oiji = 3 /dz(5zizjzk — ]z\z(ziéjk + 205 + zkéij))p(z)dze”k.
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We denote by p the dipole moment vector of the second molecule. Our goal
is to study the function f : S% x S? — R with

f(e;p) = 30(e,e,p) — 70(e, e,e)(e - p). (117)

We denote by O(v,w,-) the vector determined by the equality O(v,w,u) =
(O(v,w,),u) and by O(v, -, -) the symmetric matrix such that (w, O(v, -, - )u) =
O(v,w,u). To handle the more complicated octopole moment, we need the
following auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Assume that O(-,-,-) # 0. Then there exist at most three
pairwise non parallel vectors vy, va,v3 € S? such that

O(v1,v1,-) = O(vg,v2,-) = O(vs3,v3,-) = 0.

Proof. We assume that two such vectors vy, v9 exist. Without loss of gener-
ality suppose that v1 = e; and that vy = c1e1 + coeq, where co # 0. Then
by the assumption we obtain that

0(61,61,') =0 (118)

and
2610(61,62,-) —{—620(62,62,-) =0. (119)

Case 1: ¢; = 0. Then from (I19) it follows that
0(62,62,-) =0. (120)

and since O(eq,e1,-) + O(ez,e2,-) + O(es, e3,-) = 0 we find from (II8) and
(I20) that

0(63,63,-) =0. (121)
From (I20) and (IZ2I)) it follows that O(eg,es,e2) = Of(ea,e3,e3) = 0 and
thus there exists A\; € R such that

O(ea,e3,-) = Areq. (122)
Similarly, we can obtain that

O(e1,e3,7) = Aaea. (123)
and

O(e1,ea,-) = A3es. (124)

Taking the inner product with e; in (I22), es in (I23) and ez in ([I24) it
follows that Ay = Ay = Az =: A\. If A\ = 0 then O(-,, ) = 0 contradicting our
assumption, thus A # 0. Assume now that

O(d161 + does + dzes, dieq + does + dses, ) =0.

Then using (II8) and (I20)-([124]) together with \; = Ay = A3 =: A we find
that A(dydaes + dydses + dadser) = 0. Therefore, since A # 0 we obtain that
dydy = dods = dzdy = 0. Thus at least two of the coeflicients d; have to be
zero so the vector djeq 4 does + dses is parallel to one of the vectors eq, e, 3.

Case 2 : ¢1 # 0. Then we may assume without loss of generality that ¢; = 1
and we recall that ¢ := ¢y # 0. Thus ([19) implies that

20(e1,€2,-) + cO(ea,e2,-) = 0. (125)
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Taking the inner product with e; in (I25]), it follows from (II8]) that

O(eyq,e2,e2) = 0. (126)
Taking in (I25)) inner product with ey and using (I20]), we find that

O(eg, e2,e2) = 0. (127)
Since O(eg, -, -) is traceless it follows, using (II8]) and (I27]), that

O(ea,e3,e3) = 0. (128)
Similarly, since O(ey, -, ) is traceless, using (II8]) and (I26)), we find

O(ey,es,e3) = 0. (129)
From (I29) and (I28) it follows that there exists A € R such that

O(es, e3,-) = Aes. (130)

Therefore, since O(ey, e1,-)+0(e2, ea,-)+O(es, e3,-) = 0 we find using ({18
and (I30)

0(62, €9, ) = —)\63. (131)
Hence, using ([I25]) we obtain that

Oler,ea,7) = gxeg. (132)
From ([I29) and O(ey,es,e1) = 0 (see (II8])) we find that

0(61, €3, ) = Hi1€2. (133)
Taking the inner product with es in (I33]) and with e3 in (I32]) we see that

= g)\. (134)

and thus .

0(61, €3, ) == 5}\62. (135)

From (IZ8)) if follows that

0(62, es, ) = Use1 + [ses. (136)

Taking the inner product with ey in (I36]) and with eg in (I31]) we find that
w3 = —A. Taking then the inner product with e; in (I36]) and with ey in
(@33) we find that pp = $A. Thus,

c
Ofez, e3,7) = Alge1 — e2). (137)
From (IIX), (I30), (I31), (I32), [I35), (I37), it follows that if A = 0 then

O(+,+,+) = 0 contradicting our assumption. Thus A # 0. We assume now
that for some dy, ds, d3 we have that

O(diey + daeg + dzes, diey + daey + dges, ) = 0. (138)

Since the right hand side of the last equation is a linear combination of
the vectors in (IIX), (I30), (I31), (I32), (I35) and ([I37), and e; appears
only in (I37) it follows that 2dadsA = 0 and since A # 0 we find that
dadz = 0. If dy = 0 then 2d1d30(eq,es,-) + d30(es, e3,-) = 0. Therefore,
using (I30)), (I38) and that ¢, A # 0 it follows that d3 = 0 and thus the vector
die1 4+ daes + dses is parallel to v1 = e;. We assume now that ds = 0,dy # 0.
Then from ([I38) we find that 2d;d2O(eq, ez,-) + d3O(ez,e2,-) = 0. Thus
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using (I25)) we find that do = ed; and thus the vector dye; + daes + dses is
parallel to vy = e1 4 ces, as desired. O

We will now prove the following

Lemma 4.3. Assume that O satisfies the non-degeneracy assumption (B3).
Then there exists 6 > 0 such that the following holds: If ||V¢,f(e,p)|| <
and Hesse pf(e,p) > —0, then f(e,p) < —0.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of part b) in Lemma Il We will only
explain here the modifications. From Lemma we know that there are
at most three pairs of vectors +v such that O(+v,£v,-) = 0. As in part
b) of Lemma [J] we will prove that if e is close to one of these points
and ¢ is small enough then it is impossible to have ||V, ,f(e,p)|| < 0 and
Hesse pf(e,p) > —0.

We assume that O(ep, e, ) =0 let e(t) be defined as in (I16]) with e re-
placed by 61 and p(t) = cos(¢+tsin(¢))v+sin(p+tsin(¢))O(ey, er, -), where
v1O(ey,ef,-). Note that O(ey, -, -) is by assumption nonzero, hence we may
assume without loss of generality that HO(el, ,-)]| = 1. Since moreover
O(ey,-, ) is traceless it follows that ||O(61,e1 ,))|| = 1. So then p(t) € S?
and (e(t),p(t)) is a geodesic in S? x S2. Then

90) = J((0, () =3sn(a8) sinr) + 350" @)O(ct et 1)
— 75 (0)0(cE, et eb)(e(t) - plt)
— 21sin%(6;) cos(8;)O(eq, et , et ) (e(t) - p(t)),
where 0, = 0 4+ tcos(¢) and ¢y = ¢ + tsin(¢). Then we have
g’ (0) = 6 cos(20) cos(¢) sin(¢) + O(e), (139)
and
g"(0) = 12 cos(26) sin(¢) cos(¢) cos(¢) 4 6cos(26) cos(¢)?O(et, e, p)
— 42 cos(20) cos(#) cos?(¢)O(er, ei, 1) (e - p) + O(e), (140)
The rest of the argument works like in Lemma 11 O
Now we will prove the connectedness of the sets {(e,p) : f(e,p) < —d}.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that O(-,-,-) # 0. Then there exists dg > 0 such
that for all 6 < 0q the set {(e,p) : f(e,p) < —d} is nonempty and pathwise
connected.

Proof. Like in the proof of part (a) of Lemma [I.J] we may assume that
30(e,e,:) — 70(e, e, e)e
" T 30(e, e, ) — T0(e, e, e)e||
We note that this p is well defined on the paths that we will construct. In-
deed, from Lemma[L2]if the paths avoid the values e = +-v; then O(e, e, ) #

0 and thus 30(e, e,-) —70(e, e, e)e # 0, as the inner product of the left hand
side with e is nonzero. Thus we will have that

— fe;p) = gle) := [30(e, e,-) = 70(e, e, e)ell. (141)
It is therefore enough to show that there exists g > 0 such that for all
§ < & the set {e € S? : g(e) > d} is nonempty and connected. To do this
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we proceed as follows. In view of Lemma there are at most six points
on S? on which ¢ vanishes. For each such v; we will show that there exists
a neighborhood U; € S? of v; with the following property: if v € U; but
v # v; then there exists a path along which g is increasing until we are out
of U;. We will then choose 6y = min{g(e) : e € S?/(UU;)}. As we may
take the neighborhoods U; as small as we want, we may also assume that
S? /(UU;) is pathwise connected. Thus if we have two points eq, e5 for which
g(e1),g(ez) > & then we can translate them along an increasing path for
g to S?/(UU;). Since g > dy > & on S?/(UU;) and S?/(UU;) is pathwise
connected, if we construct the neighborhoods U; the lemma is proven.

We now consider a point at which ¢ vanishes. After a change of basis we
may assume without loss of generality that this point is e;. For any angles
¢, 0 we define Ry 4 = cos(#)e; + sin(f) cos(¢)ea + sin(0) sin(¢)es.

Case 1: Assume that O(ey,-,-) # 0. We have in light of the property
O(ey,e1,-) =0 that

30(Rp,4, Ry 4, ") —TO(Rg 4, R, Ro.s)Ro.p = 3sin(20)w+0(sin?(9)), (142)

where w = O(ey, cos(¢)ea + sin(¢)es, ) # 0. Indeed, by assumption the
operator O(ey,-,) is not zero and since it is traceless O(ey,-,-) it cannot
have two linearly independent eigenvectors of eigenvalue zero. But then
since O(e1,e1,-) = 0 we find that w # 0 for any ¢. Therefore ||w] is as
a function of ¢ bounded away from zero. Thus, from ([I42]) it follows that
we can find 6y > 0 such that for all § € [0,6y) the function g(Rg4) is an
increasing function of 6 for any fixed ¢. Then the neighborhood we were
looking for is just the set U = {Ry 4 : 0 € [0,6p)}. This completes the proof
of the lemma in case 1.

Case 2: Assume that O(eq,-,) = 0. Then we have that
30(R9,¢, R97¢, ) —70(R9,¢, R.g,d), R9,¢)R97¢ = 3sin? (0)w+O(sin3 ((9)), (143)

where w = O(cos(¢p)ea + sin(¢p)es, cos(p)es + sin(p)es, -). It suffices then to
prove that w # 0 for all ¢ and we can repeat the argument of the proof
of case 1. Assume that there is a ¢ such that w = 0. Then without loss
of generality we can assume that ¢ = 0. Thus O(eg,e2,) = 0 and since
O(e1,e1,-) = 0 it follows that O(es,es3,-) = 0. Using that O(ej,ej,-) = 0,
j=2,3and O(ey,-,-) = 0 we find that O(eg, e3,-) = 0 and thus O(-,-,-) =0
which is a contradiction. Therefore w # 0 for all ¢ and the argument of
Case 1 can be repeated to conclude the proof of the lemma. O

4.4. Quadrupole-quadrupole term. The situation in the quadrupole-
quadrupole term is more complicated than the dipole-multipole terms. We
will therefore state and prove some auxiliary lemmas which will be used
later to prove Propositions and

The quadrupole moment of a molecule, is a symmetric matrix (Q with van-
ishing trace. The quadrupole-quadrupole term reads (up to a multiplicative
positive constant)

F(Q1,Q2) = 35(e1, Qrer)(er, Qze1) — 20(e1, Q1Q2e1) + 2 Tr (Q1Q2)
=Tr (L(Q1)Q2), (144)
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where p = |eq)(e1| and
L(Q1) = 35pQ1p — 10pQ1 — 10Q1p + 2Q1.

In our problem the matrices (1 and Q2 can only be rotated, which means
that

Q1 eW, ={UTQIU, U € SO3)}, Q2 Wy ={UTQSU, U € SO(3)}
with fixed symmetric real matrices QY and QY, such that
Tr (QY) = Tr (Q9) = 0.

Before proving the propositions, we will first state and prove some Lem-
mas that will be useful for the proof.

Lemma 4.5. Let A, B € R3*3 be two symmetric matrices with Tr (B) = 0
but B # 0. If

Tr (AUTBU) =0, YU € SO(3), (145)
then there exists A € R so that A = AI.

Proof. Since the Lie algebra of SO(3) is the set of antisymmetric matrices
so(3), from (I45]) we obtain that

Tr (Alw,UTBU]) =0, YU € SO(3), Yw € s0(3)

or that
Tr ([UTBU, Ajw) =0, YU € SO(3), Yw € s0(3).

Since [UT BU, A] is an antisymmetric matrix, it follows that
[UTBU, Al =0, YU e SO(3). (146)

Suppose that A is not multiple of the identity. Then A has an eigenvalue of
multiplicity 1 and let ¥ be a corresponding eigenvector. From (I46]) it follows
that ¥ is an eigenvector of U7 BU for all U € SO(3) or equivalently U# is
an eigenvector of B for all U € SO(3). This implies that B is a multiple of
the identity contradicting the fact that B is nonzero and traceless. Thus A
must be a multiple of the identity. O

Later we will use Lemma for the functional F(Q1,Q2) with B = Q2
and A = 35pQ1p — 10pQ1 — 10Q1p + 2Q1. To this end it is useful to prove
that 35pQ1p — 10pQ1 — 10Q1p + 2@ is never a multiple of the identity.

Lemma 4.6. Let A = 35pQ1p — 10pQ1 — 10Q1p + 2Q1, where Q1 = QT
and Tr (Q1) = 0 and assume that there exists A € R so that A = AI. Then

Q1 =0.

Proof. From Ae; = Aej it easily follows that e; is an eigenvector of @1 and

that the eigenvalue is %7 As a consequence A = %Ap +2Q1 = M. It

follows immediately that Qie; = %ej, for 7 = 2,3 so that eq,e3 are also
eigenvectors of (1. Using that Tr(()1) = 0 we obtain that A = 0 and
therefore Q1 = 0. O

Lemma 4.7. For all Q1 € W1,Qo € Wy we have that
/ F(Q1,UTQuU)dU =0, (147)
50(3)

where the integral is with respect to the Haar measure.
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Proof. For any symmetric matrix, we have

/ UTAUAU =
SO(3)

Indeed, after changing variables U’ = UV, we see that the left side commutes
with all V' € SO(3), hence it must be a multiple of the identity. Taking the
trace gives the claimed relation. Thus we obtain

Tr (A)

/ F(Q,UTQU)dU = F <Q1,/ UTQgUdU) =0
S0(3) S0(3)

since Tr (Q2) = 0. O
Lemma 4.8. (i) There exists ¢y > 0 so that
= min F < —
9(Q1) onin (Q1,Q2) < —co
for all Q1 € W1, and
h = F >
(Q1) Juax (Q1,Q2) > co

for all Qy € W1.

(13) For any Q1 in W1 and any critical point Qo of Fg, = F(Q1,-)|w, on
which Fg,(Q2) is nonnegative or not a minimum, Hessg,Fqg,(Q2) has at
least one negative eigenvalue.

(tit) There exists € > 0 such that for all Q1 € Wi and Qo € Wa, if
IV, Fg,(Q2)|| < € and Hessg, Fq,(Q2) > —e then Fg,(Q2) < —e.

(tv) Let ¢y be as in part (i). For all 6 < co if Fg,(Q2) < —0 then there exists
a continuous path 7 : [0,1] — Wy such that v(0) = Q2, F(Q1,7(t)) < =9 for
all t € [0,1] and F(Q1,7(1)) = g(Q1). In other words Q2 can be connected
to a minimizer of Fg, with a path along which F stays smaller than —o.

Proof. (i) As there exists a constant C' > 0 so that
[F(B,D)| < C|BII|D|, V¥B,DeR™, (148)

where ||.|| is the standard operator norm with respect to the Euclidean norm
in R3, it follows that g is a continuous function on W;. Therefore, it is enough
to show that g(Q1) < 0 for all @; € Wi. Let Q1 € Wi. Applying Lemma
Al for B = Q2 and A = 35pQ1p — 10pQ1 — 10Q1p+ 2Q1 and Lemma L6l we
obtain that there exists Q2 € Wh so that F(Q1,Q2) # 0. If F(Q1,Q2) <0,
then g(Q1) < 0. If F(Q1,Q2) > 0 then from the continuity of F and from
Lemma (7] it follows that there exists a Q4 € Ws so that F(Q1,Q%) < 0.
Therefore, g(Q1) < 0 in any case. The function h can be handled similarly.

(17) For fixed @1, we have Fp,(Q2) = Tr(L(Q1)Q2). By arguing as
in the proof of Equation (I46]) it follows that a critical point of Fq,|w,
commutes with L(Q1), and as a consequence so does a minimizer Q2 min €
Wy. Therefore, there exists an orthonormal basis v, 75, 03 of R? such that
U1, 03, U3 are eigenvectors of both L(Q1) and Q2 min. Let ai,az,az be the
eigenvalues of L(Q1) so that L(Q1)0; = a;v;, i = 1,2,3 and let by, by, b3 be
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the eigenvalues of Q9 and therefore of Q2. Without loss of generality we
assume that a1 < as < as and by > by > b3. Then

Tr (L(Q1)Q2,min) = a1b1 + azbs + asbs,

i.e. the trace is minimized if QQov; = b;v;. For all other critical points we
have Q20; = by(;yv; @ = 1,2,3, where o € &3 is a permutation. Then unless
()2 is another minimizer, it is not a local minimum. To see this we note that

F01(Q2) = As(1)5(2)0(3)> (149)
where
Aijk = a1b; + agbj + asby. (150)
If @2 is not a minimizer, then there exist ¢, j with a; < a; and by(;) < by(j).
We consider the rotation Uy for which Uy(v;) = cos(0)v; +sin(0)vj, Up(v;) =
cos(0)v; — sin(0)v; and Uy leaves the orthogonal complement of span{w;, v;}
invariant. Let f(0) := Tr (L(Q1)UpQ2U]). A computation shows that

F(0) = £(0) = = (As(1)0(2)0(3) — Aro(1)ro(2)mo()) sin(0) <0, (151)

where 7 is the permutation exchanging o(i),o(j). So

F70) = =2(Ao(1)o2)0(3) — Aro(V)mo@)ra(3)) <0
and hence the critical point has a Hessian with at least one negative eigen-
value and thus it is not a local minimum. Since, due to part (i), critical
points of F, on which Fp, > 0 are not minimizers, it follows immediately
that the Hessian of Fg, at ()2 has at least one negative eigenvalue. In fact
its lowest eigenvalue is given by

Amin,Hess = —2max { (Ay(1)02)0(3) — Aro(1)ro@)mo(3))>

7 permutation of two indices}. (152)

(747) The main difficulty of the proof arises from the fact that e has to be
independent of (1. We are first going to find an appropriate € for all Q1, Q2
satisfying the additional assumption Vg, Fg,(Q2) = 0, i.e. Q2 is a critical
point of Fgp,. For this Q1,Q2 the matrices L(Q1), Q2 are simultaneously
diagonalizable, as we already mentioned in the proof of part (ii) of Lemma
M8 Let a1 < ag < a3 be the eigenvalues of L(Q;) and by > by > b3 be the
eigenvalues of Q2. Depending on the orientation of ()2 the possible values
of F,(Q2) are Aya3, A2, Aoig, Agsi, Aszr, Azia. The values Aja3, Az
are the smallest and biggest values respectively and because of part (i) of
Lemma [4.8 we have that

Aoz < —Cp, (153)
and Aso1 > cg where it is important that ¢y does not depend on Q1. Ob-
serving in addition that Tr (Q2) = 0 implies that Aggy + A213 + A132 = 0, it
follows that

. C
mln{Aglg, A132} < —50. (154)

But for every permutation o € &3 there exists a permutation 7 € &g
exchanging two elements so that mo € {(123), (213)}. The set {(123), (132)}
has the same property. In the setting of our problem, in light of equations
([I53) and ([I54]), this means that independently on which critical point we
study, we can rotate around one axis 90 degrees so that we arrive at the
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critical point with value less than —%. Thus, using (I52)) it follows that the
lowest eigenvalue of the Hessian or the value of the function has to be less
than —cg/4, i.e.

VQQ‘F(QLQ?) =0 = min{f(Ql?QQ)?AmZ'n,HeSSQ2]:(Q1,Q2)} < _%)'
(155)

To remove the assumption Vg,Fg,(Q2) = 0 and therefore finish the
proof, observe that the functions F, Vg, F and Hessg, F are uniformly con-

tinuous. Thus there is a § > 0 so that if (Q1,Q2) has distance less than §
from a critical point (Q1,Q2), then

F(Qu.Q2) - F(QuQ) < F

and
‘HeSSQ2.7:(Q17Q2) — HessQ2]:(@v17@vz)‘ < %7

which, together with (I53]), implies that

o
3
For the points away from a § neighborhood of the critical points, the norm

|V, F| is bounded away from zero uniformly in @;. This together with
([I54) concludes the proof of part (ii7).

min{]:(Qla Q2)’ Amin,HeSSQQ}'(@:,@)} < - (156)

(iv) We consider a § as in the statement of the lemma and an arbitrary
()2 with the property that Fg,(Q2) < —d. We will show that there exists
a path connecting ()2 with a minimizer Q2 ,,;, along which the functional
Fg, remains smaller or equal than Fg, (Q2).

We first consider the case that @2 is a critical point of Fg, namely
[L(Q1),Q2] = 0. Then, as we showed in part (i) (unless Q2 is a mini-
mizer in which case there is nothing to prove), we can apply the argument
with the rotations of the previous paragraph until we reach a minimizer
along a decreasing path. The function f in (IZI)) is decreasing in [0, 5],
until the eigenvectors to the eigenvalues by (), by () are exchanged.

We now consider the case, that ()2 is not a critical point of Fg,. Then,

[L(Q1),Q2] # 0. (157)

But this means that not all directional derivatives are zero so there is a
direction of strict increase. As a consequence we can apply Lemma [0l
to prove that we can reach a critical point Q2 of Fg,, for which the
Hessian is nonnegative. It follows from part (i) that Q2 m, must be a
global minimizer of Fg,. O

Our proof does not show that {Q2 € Wy : F(Q1,Q2) < —0} is con-
nected for < ¢g. The reason is that even in case of non-degeneracy of
the eigenvalues a1, as, as, b1, ba, b3 coming up in the proof, the minimizer of
F0, is not unique. This is because Fg, is invariant under rotations of 180
degrees around the axes of the eigenvectors, and therefore in the case of non-
degeneracy there are already four minimizers. It is not clear if it is possible
to connect any two of them with a path along which F stays negative. To
deal with this problem we will prove that this is possible for some .
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Since @) is traceless we have that

F(Q1,Q2) = Tr (M(Q1)Q2) (158)

where the operator

M(Q1) := L(Q1) — 5(e1, Qre1) = L(Q1) — Tr (L(Qn))

is also traceless. The following lemma gives a sufficient condition for the set
{Q2 € Wy : Fg,(Q2) < —0} to be connected when § > 0 is small enough.

Lemma 4.9. (i) Suppose that M(Q1) has two positive eigenvalues and Q9
has two nonnegative eigenvalues. Then there exists 09 > 0 so that for all
d < 9o the set {Q2 € Wa : F,(Q2) < —6} is pathwise connected.

(79) The same conclusion holds if M(Q1) has two negative eigenvalues and
QY has two nonpositive eigenvalues.

Proof. Part (ii) follows from (i) and the observation that F remains in-
variant if we replace Q1,Q2 with —Q1,—Q2. So we only prove (i). Let
A1, A2, — (A1 + Ag), with Ay > Ay > 0, be the eigenvalues of M(Q;) and
w1y p2, —(p1 + pe), with pg > g > 0, be the eigenvalues of Q5.

Case 1: There is no degeneracy of eigenvalues, namely A\; # Ao and p # po.
Then as we explained above there are four minimizers of Fg, due to the
invariance of Fgp, under rotations of 180 degrees around the axis of any
eigenvector. The corresponding minimum is then the sum

—(AM1 + A2)p1 + Aopa — Ai(pr + p2)

If we exchange p1 and po or if we exchange Ay with Ay the sum still remains
negative. It follows that if we rotate (9 around the eigenvector of the eigen-
value A1 or —A1 — A2 then Fg, remains negative all along the rotation. But
with these rotations by 180 degrees and their combination we can connect
all the minimizers of Fg, with paths along which Fg, remains negative and
therefore remains less than some number —¢’ < 0. Using this and part (ii7)
of Proposition it follows that for all § < g, where

. ¢
dp := min {5/, 50} (159)
the set {Q € Wy : F(Q1,Q2) < —0} is pathwise connected.

Case 2: There is a degeneracy of eigenvalues, so A\ = Ao or u; = po or both
equalities hold. Then the argument above works with no modifications. The
rotations described above work and under one or both of them the sets of
minimizers is invariant. U

Since @2 is traceless it always has two nonnegative or two nonpositive
eigenvalues. In order to successfully use LemmalL.9 we will show that there is
always a suitable choice of @1 for which M (Q;) has two positive eigenvalues
and another choice for which M (Q1) has two negative eigenvalues.

Lemma 4.10. There is always a choice of Q1 € Wy for which M(Q)

has two positive eigenvalues (counting multiplicity) and always a choice of
Q1 € Wy for which M(Q1) has two negative eigenvalues.
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Proof. We write Q1 = 1P, + 2Py, + c3P,,, where ¢; > co > c3 are the
eigenvalues of (); and P,, is the orthogonal projection onto the eigenvector
v;. Then ¢; > 0 > c3. If we choose Q1 so that p = P,,, then M(Q;) =
12¢1 Py, + (2¢2 — be1) Py, + (2¢3 — 5ey) Py, so that M(Q1) has one positive
and two negative eigenvalues. Similarly, if we choose @1 so that p = P,
then M (Q1) has one negative and two positive eigenvalues. (]

We note that Proposition [[I2]is an immediate corollary of part (iii) of
Lemma [£8 Thus it remains to provide the

Proof of Proposition for the quadrupole-quadrupole term. The traceless
matrix Qs has always two nonnegative eigenvalues or two nonpositive eigen-
values. Applying Lemma I0 we choose Q)1 so that M(Q1) has two pos-
itive or, respectively, two negative eigenvalues. Then from Lemma (9] it
follows that for all 6 € (0,00), where &y is the same as in (I59]), the set
{Q2e Wy .7:(@/1, Q)2) < —6} is pathwise connected.

We fix § > 0 with § < &y and consider (Q1,0,Q2,0), (Q1,1,Q21) € W1 x Wa
with F(Q1,0,Q2,0) < —0 and F(Q1,1,Q2,1) < —d. We would like to connect
these points through a path in W7 x Wy along which F < —4. Due to
the connectedness of {Qq € W5 : .7:(@:, Q2) < —4} it is enough to connect
(Q1,0,Q2,0) to some point (C/Q:,Q’Q) for some Q) € Wy with a path along
which 7 < —¢ and do in a similar way the same for the point (Q1,1,Q2,1)
We will show how to do this for the point (Q1,0,Q2,0)-

We first consider a differentiable function @ : [0,1] — Wi, with Q(0) =
Q1,0, Q1) = Q1 and ||Q'(t)|| = ¢ for all t € [0,1]. Here £ > 0 is the length
of the path connecting Q)1 and @vl We start with the construction of the
path in Wy x W as follows. By part (iii) of Proposition .8 we can connect
Q2,0 to a minimizer Q% of Fq, , with a path along which Fg, , < —d. Then
F(Q10,Q50) = g(Q1,0). But then by part (i) of Proposition I8 we have
that F(Q1,0,Q3) < —co. Now we keep (5  fixed and we change Q1 along
the path Q(¢) until the time ¢, where

t=sup {t € 0,1] : F(Q(s), Qho) < -3 Vs <tf.
If t1 = 1 the conclusion follows. If not then we have that
F(Q(t), Qhg) = =5 < =0
Therefore,

o
[F(Qt1), Q20) = F(Q10,Q20)| = 5 (160)
Moreover using that ||Q'(¢)|| = ¢ for all ¢ € [0,¢1] and that Q(0) = Q1,0, we
obtain that ||Q(t1) —Q1,0|| < ¢t1. This together with (I60), the bilinearity of
F and (I48)) gives that ¢; > m, where QY is the same as in the definition
2
of Wy. If we iterate this procedure then each time we move forward a time
step which is at least equal to m along the path ). Therefore, after
2

repeating the procedure above finitely many times, we can construct a path
in Wi x Wy along which F < —4, and connecting (Q1.0, Q2,0) with (Q1, Q5),

where @, € W is such that .7:(@/1, Q%) < —0. This concludes the proof of
Proposition for the quadrupole-quadrupole term. O
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FIGURE 4. The two cases in the proof of Lemma [A]]

APPENDIX A. DRESSING PATHS WITH WAVEFUNCTIONS

In this appendix we state and prove a result from [25] 26, 27], in a more
general setting and with a slightly different approach. We show that it is
always possible to choose a continuous family of wavefunctions W(¢) and
have almost the same maximum value of the energy along any given path.

Lemma A.1 (Dressing paths with wavefunctions). Let (H(t))co,1) be a
one-parameter family of operators on a Hilbert space $), which are assumed
to be

e bounded from below, uniformly in t € [0, 1];
e of constant operator domain, that is,

CTHH(0)?+1) < H(t)* +1 < C(H(0)* +1)

for all t € [0,1];
e continuous in the sense that

tes (C+ H(0)) "2 H(t) (C + H(0)~

NI

is norm-continuous on [0, 1];
e such that

E(t) := mino (H(t)) < minoess(H (t))
for all t € [0,1].
Let xg and x1 be any normalized eigenvectors of H(0) and H(1) associated
with the first eigenvalue E(0) and E(1), respectively. Then for any ¢ > 0
there exists a continuous map t — x(t) in D(H(0)) of normalized vectors
such that x(0) = zg, (1) = z1 and
1), H)z(t)) < E(t) +¢.
max (@(t), H(t)z(t)) < max B(t) +e
The exact same result holds under the weaker assumption that the op-
erators have a constant form domain, but then ¢ — xz(t) can be chosen
continuous only in Q(H (0)).
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Proof. For N a large integer, we let t; := k/N for k =0,..., N and choose
any ground state zj of H(k/n), for k = 1,...,N — 1. Then we define a
continuous path x(t) such that x(t;) = zj, for all k =0,..., N.

On [tk,tx+1] we define the path x(t) as follows. Let Py denote the
orthogonal projection onto the first eigenspace of H((k+1)/N). If Pyy1x =
0, we take

x(t) = cos <g(Nt - k:)) T + sin (g(Nt - k:)) Tha1

for tp, <t < tgpy1. If Pypizr # 0, we construct a path in two parts as
displayed in Figure [l We first use

P
x(t) = cos (ax(2k + 1 — 2Nt)) k1T
[ Prgrr|
. (1 — Pry1)z
+ sin (o (2k +1 — 2Nt 161
ol D= Reand 1%

for t, <t <ty +1/(2N), with
o, = arccos || Py 2|

where it is understood that the second term in (I6I]) vanishes when (1 —
Piy1)xp = 0. In the second part ¢t + 1/(2N) < t < tp41 we link the two
vectors Py 12k||Pey17s]| ! and 21 by any path within the unit sphere of
the first eigenspace of H((k + 1)/N). In particular if the two vectors are
colinear, this amounts to just adding the appropriate complex phase.

The above paths have been chosen to ensure that

E+1
is non-increasing for ¢ € [tg, tx+1]. Under our assumptions on H (¢) and since
k k
H(Z ) s=E(Z
()= (5)

for all k, we have that z, is bounded in D(H(0)), by a constant independent

of N. Moreover,
L <x(t), (c v H <%>>2x(t)>

is also non-decreasing for C' large enough such that (C' + E((k + 1)/N) is
the first eigenvalue of (C' + H((k+ 1)/N))?, which proves that the map = (t)
stays uniformly bounded in D(H(0)) (hence in Q(H(0))) for all ¢ € [0, 1].
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(550 (o - (21)) )
o (53 (s (0 (552 0
o (4)- (o (1 (22) -1 ()

IN

IN

<m(t), (H(t) _H (’“—j\;l> x(t)>

N
<E (N) + max H(H(O) + 0)%:1;(75)“2 x
< may | (HO) + C) s (H(t) _H <%)> (H(0) +C)™

N[

This shows that the maximum along the path is

max (z(t), H(t)z(t)) < max E(t)

tel0,1] " telo,1]
C |0+ )% () - H(s)) (Ho + €)%
+0 max | (Ho+ €)™ (H(E) ~ H(s)) (Ho +C)
where the second term is small for N large. O

APPENDIX B. MULTIPOLAR EXPANSION: PROOF OF LEMMAS [2.1] AND
B.1. Proof of Lemma 2.1l We have that

I B 1
|Le; —h|  Lleg — ul L\/l + Jul? = 2u - e

ith v := —.
with u 7

Both z +— (1+2)~ %2 and u — |u|?>—2u-e; are real analytic in a neighborhood
of the origin, and so is u + |e; — u|~! on the ball |u| < 1/2. We conclude
that

N
fo 1 (n) Nt1—|al
au <|€1 —u| ZM(M (61’ ’61)>' = C|u|

n=0

for a constant C' depending on N > 1 and |a] < N, but not on u for
|lu| < 1/2. Replacing u by h/L we find

N pqm) _
N 1 Mg, (e1,...,e1) |h|N+1-lal 14 |p|NH1
<|Le1 hl Z I+l > <C LN+2 <C LN+2

as desired. O
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B.2. Proof of Lemma This is a well known result, see for exam-
ple [I0]. The Taylor expansion of the Coulomb potential in Lemma 2]
gives

dpi(z) dpa(y) <
1 2(y
Bk
H //R3><R3 Uz — Vy + Ley| Z (U,V)

k=0
C
< ez [0+l [0 diosl)

C2(S0(3)2)

where

BW(U, V)

1 1
= // dpi1(x) dp2(y)(Uza,—VYa,) - - (Uza,—VYa,)0a; - - Oap =
k! R3xR3 |L€1|

and we have used the Einstein convention for summation in a; € {1,2,3}. By
: 1

abuse of notation Jy, ... 04, el

potential evaluated at Lej. It thus suffices to prove that

means partial derivatives of the Coulomb

B®(U, V) = Lklﬂ me’f /(U V). (162)

We assume without loss of generality that U = V = I. Expanding the
product [](z4; — ¥a;) and using Schwarz theorem, due to which the order
of the partial derivatives does not matter, we can rewrite

BRW, V)= > (-n" (%/ dpy(x )xal...xan> X

n+m=k
xl/d() Das - 0, Oy - Oy, (163)
m! R3 P2\Y)Yby - - - Yby, ar - Y%,y - - bm’Le"
because there are ( 7’; ) = n,m terms with x and y appearing n,m times,

respectively in the expansion of H(ma]. Ya;)- We will now prove that
replacing each integral

1

ol s dp1(2)xe, ... xq,

with
1

I15-1(25 1)
does not change the sum with respect to a;’s and we can similarly replace
the integrals with respect to pe. Together with (20) and the homogeneity of
degree —(k + 1) of k-th order partial derivatives of the Coulomb potential,
this concludes the proof of ([I62]) and therefore of Lemma Forn =1
this is trivial. We will do it for n = 2 and then explain how this works for

all n inductively.
We have

n (=" 2n+1 1
Mél)(eal"'ﬂean): Rdel(x)’x‘ aa1"'aan m )

n!

M (eqy, ... €a,)
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so in particular for n = 2

1 1
2 5
Mgl)(eaneaz) = 21 /]R3 dpl(x)‘x’ 0u1 O, <m> .

Now observe that
1 T
0, — ) = -2
“ <|x|> |z [®
from which it follows that
1 ) _ Oaras . 3TayTay

Bay Oy | — ) = —
e (\w! |z ? |z ]?

(164)

Thus

1 1 1
gMgi)(ealveaz) = 5 /]RS <xa1xa2 - 550102‘95’2) dpl(x)'

Due to the fact that the Coulomb potential is harmonic we have that

5(11@23(113,12@ = 0 in the summation. So replacing % [gs dp1(2)(Za,, Za,)

with %ME,QI) (€ay s €ay ) in the right hand side of ([I63]) will not change the right
hand side of (IG3)).

For general n, we argue as follows. Using that
P 1 B T,
“|x|2k+1 - (2k+3)|x|2k+3

for any k£ € N we obtain by induction that

1y nTai - Ta, L
where R has Kronecker deltas and therefore does not change anything for
similar reasons as for n = 2. The (—1)" in the last formula cancels with the
(—=1)™ in the definition of the multipole moment. Thus we can similarly re-
place & [s dp1(2)zq, - . . Tq, with H?Zl(Qj—l)_lMgf)(eal, ..., €q, ) Without
changing the right hand side of (IG3]). We thus obtain (43)) as desired. [

B.3. Computation of (™) for n+m < 5. Here we compute the multipole-
multipole terms explicitly, using (20I).

Dipole-dipole m =n = 1. It is given by

1
—(D1 - €qy ) (D2 - ebl)aalablw = —(D1 - €ay ) (D2 - ey ) (—0ayby + 30a;3106,1)

== D1 . D2 - 3(D1 . 61)(D2 . 61).

Quadrupole-dipole n = 2, m = 1. It is given by

1 1
__Ql(eal ’ 6a2)(D2 ’ ebl)aal 8028171 I
3 le1]
Using (I64]) we obtain that
1 0ijTr, + Oikx; + 5jkxi TiTTp,
0;0;0, <m> =3 BE — 15 B (165)



COMPACTNESS OF MOLECULAR REACTION PATHS 61

Thus the quadrupole-dipole term reads

1 1
- _Ql(eal ) 602)(D2 : ebl)aal aﬂmabl
3 lea

= Q1(€a1,€a2)(D2 : ebl) (56a115a215a31 - (5a1a25b11 + 5a1b16a21 + 5a2b15a11))
=5Q1(e1,e1)(D2 - e1) —2Q1(er, Da),
where in the last step we used that @ is traceless and that @Qq(e1, D2) =

Q1(e1,eq;,)(D2 - €4, ).
Before computing the octople-dipole and the quadrupole-quadrupole terms
we note that from (IG5 it follows that

1 P Y% SRR SNy SUNNI SR 5e li s
5@'5j3k<91 ) =3 179kl + Oik 5]l + k94l 15 ij Lkl 4—703/0 ZC+105$Z$]$9k$l )
|z ] |z ’36(‘166)

Quadrupole-quadrupole n = 2, m = 2. It is given by

1 1
_Ql( a1y €as )Q? (eb17 €by )aal aﬂm abl ab2 T

9 le1]
(mEm) 1
= §Q1(6a1 ) ea2)Q2(6b1 ) eb2) (3(5a1 a2 5b1b2 + 501171 5021?2 + 5(11172 5a2b1)

158 a0y Oy 100,1 + cyclic) + 1055a115a215b115b21>
1
=3 (35Q1(€17 e1)Q2(e1,e1) —20(e1, Q1Q2e1) +2Tr (Qle)),

where in the last step we used that 01, Q)2 are traceless.

Octopole-dipole n = 2,m = 2. 1t is given by

1 1
- _Ol (eal ) 60,2 9 ea3 ) (D2 : ebl )aal 80«2 8a3 ab2 I
15 le1]
e 1
= _1_501(ea1 ) €ag) ea3)(D2 : eb1) <3(6a1a25a3b1 + 5ala35¢12b1 + 501171 50203)

— 15(8ayay0ay100,1 + cyclic) + 1055a115a215a315b11)
- 30(617617D2) - 70(61761761)(D2 . 61)7

where in the last step we used that O(wv,.,.) is traceless for any v and that
01(61, €1, eak)(DQ . eak) == 0(61, €1, Dg)

The dipole-hexadecapole and quadrupole-octapole terms, whose exact ex-
pressions do not play an important role in our analysis, can be similarly
derived. O

APPENDIX C. INTERACTION ENERGY OF SEVERAL MOLECULES

In Theorem we have given an expansion for the interaction energy
of two molecules, because we were studying isomerizations involving two
molecules only. However, our proof given in Section [2 can be generalized
to the case of several molecules, with little modifications. It is remarkable
that, at the order L=9, there are three-body corrections which are in general
non zero for polar molecules. Those are known in the Physics literature
(see, e.g., [33]) but should not be confused with the more famous Axilrod—
Teller-Muto L~ three-body correction which plays an important role for
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atoms [8], 32 [6L 23]. Here we state the appropriate generalization of Theorem
in the case of several molecules and we briefly sketch its proof.

We consider a system of K molecules, where each molecule is represented
by its nuclear positions Y, = (yk1,...,Yr,n,) and nuclear charges 7, =
(2,1, - 2,0, )- We then place each molecule about one point X, € R? and
rotate it by applying the rotation Uy € SO(3). Denoting for simplicity our
main variable by

T 1= (Xl, Ul, ceey XK, UK),
the whole system is described by the nuclear positions
Y(T) = (X1 + U1 Y1, ..., XK + UKYK)
and the nuclear charges
Z =(Z1,...., ZK).
We denote by L;; = |X; — X;| the distance between the molecules 4, j and
assume that L;; > 1 for all 1 <7 < j < K. Finally, let
E(r) = mina(HN(Y(T), Z))

be the corresponding ground state energy, with N = Zle | Z|. We call
Hj, the Hamiltonians of the individual molecules and Ey = E|z, (Y%, Z,) the
corresponding ground state energies.

The analogue of ([B0) for several molecules is

K K
E Yi, Zp) < min Ent (Yi, Z3). 167
,;_:1 20 D) < o B ) kz_l w (Y Ze). - (167)
- )12 -
S Np=N

In an analogous way to fy,y defined in (23] we can define Jiju,u; and then
for any two ground states W;, ¥; of H; and H; we define the van der Waals
correlation function Cyqw (V;, V;,U;,U;) similarly as in (28). We use the
notation

Ry =T;(Hi®1+1® H; — E; — Ej)@@w 115,

to denote the inverse of the two-body Hamiltonian H; @ 1 +1® H; — E; — E;

restricted to the orthogonal complement of G; ® G; in /\lel L2® /\JIVJ L2. The
new feature of the case of several molecules is the three body potential

W(Us, Uj, Ug, W4, W5, W) := (fir,v;0, Vi @V @ Wy, Rij fijuu;, Vi@ V; @ Wy).

(168)
Note that here we could replace I;; by R, without changing the result, or
even by

R =
Hll]k (Hz ®Ly+1 ®Hj Q1+ 15 ®Hk — Ez — Ej — Ek)i.éi@gj@gk)L Hik

This is because H; + H; + H, — E; — E; — E}, is equal to H; + H; — E; — Ej
when acting on functions in the form = ® Wy.
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Theorem C.1 (Expansion of the ground state energy for several molecules).
Let Wq, ...,V be any normalized ground states of, respectively, Hy,..., Hg .
We have the upper bound

K
E(X1,U1, .., Xk, Uk) < By
k=1

(Lig)mtm+t (Lij)°®

Z Z Fom) (0, ,;,U;,U;) Cyaw (95, 95,U;, Uy)
1<i<G<K \2<n+m<5
K
W(U27Uj7Uk7\Pla\I}]7\Ilk) < 1 >
= > +0(— (169)
3(7 3 7 )
i=1 kel K\{i} (Lij)* (Lir) min(Li;)

where the O(---) is uniform in Uy,..., Ux € SO(3). If in addition the
ground states of Hy, ..., Hx are all irreducible for 1 < k < K and (IG1)
holds, then ([I89) is an equality and each of the above terms is independent
of the chosen V1, ..., V.

It is possible to provide a more precise dependence of the error term with
respect to the distances L;;, but we do not state the corresponding bound
for simplicity.

Note that if the k-th molecule does not have a dipole moment then the
corresponding three-body energy cancels, by symmetry. A better way of
writing the full quantum correction is

fi 1, U, Uj S f s
_< 3 (JLij)?f @\Pn,RL...,K > (Lk;M ®\P>

1<i<j<K 1<k<t<K
(170)

where .

K
Rl,...,K = HiJ( (Z(Hn - En)) Hi,K
n=1 [(®F_, 6n) "

and where Iy x is the projection onto the ground state eigenspace ®nK:1 Gn.
When expanding the two sums in (I70), we obtain the two-body van der
Waals term for {7, 7} = {k, £}, and the three-body term for #{i, j}N{k, ¢} =
1. If {4, j} N{k, £} = 0, the term vanishes as explained below. It is now clear
from the formula (I70) that the full quantum correction is < 0 and a slight
adaptation of Proposition shows that it is indeed < 0.

Sketch of the proof of Theorem [C 1. The proof is similar to that given in
Section ] for K = 2. We may define the two-molecule interaction terms I;;
and the cut-off characteristic function x;;. We localize the ground states sim-
ilarly as for two molecules, at a distance imink# Ly; from each of the X;.
We denote the cut-off and rotated-translated ground states by ®1 -,...,®x »
where we recall that 7 = (X1, Uy, ..., Xk, Uk). The test function we consider
is, similarly as for K = 2,

K
= ®(I)k,’r - Z Xij, TRZ] TIl]T®q)kT (171)
k=1

1<i<5<k
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where the index 7 indicates that the quantities are translated and rotated
in the obvious manner. Using that (H;, — E;)®;, = O(e” L) where L =
min L;; and similar computations as for K = 2, we find for the energy

K
<<1>T, <HN(Y(T), zZ)->" Ek> q>7>
k=1

= Y (91,0 @k, L 01,0 ® k)
1<j<k<K

- Z Z It ;P17 @ @Pr 7, RijrLijr P17 @ @ Pre )
1<i<j<K 1<k<t<K

1
+0 (F) . (172)
The first term gives the classical multipolar terms, after applying Lemma [2.2]
to the total density

K M K M,

k=1m=1 k=1 \m=1

If {k, ¢} N {i,j} = 0 then the corresponding term in the second sum of (I72)
vanishes due to the fact that R;;,®; . ® ®;, = 0. Splitting then the sum
according to whether {k,¢} = {i,5} or #{k,¢} N {i,j} = 1 we obtain the
claimed upper bound with similar arguments as for K = 2.

Assuming that the ground state eigenspaces are irreducible and that (I67)
holds, the lower bound is proved similarly as for K = 2. We can define the
orthogonal projection IL; onto the space spanned by our trial functions (I'71])
for all possible choices Wq,..., ¥g. Arguing with the IMS localization for-
mula as in [311, 5], it follows from (I67)) that

I (H(Y (1), Z) — E(7))II+ > ellf

for L = min L;; large enough. The Feshbach-Schur method is then applica-
ble. The off-diagonal terms are small,
1
-o(77)

for the same reasons as for K = 2. Now, our trial state space still has the
property of being invariant under permutations of the spins of each molecule.
Hence I1. H(Y (1), Z)I1, is a multiple of II,; and we obtain the lower bound.
This concludes our brief sketch of the proof of the Theorem O

HHiH(Y(T), Z)IL,
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