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Abstract

Recentdevelopm ents ofhigh-orderCCM have been to extend existing form alism and codes to

s� 1

2
forboth theground and excited states.In thisarticle,wedescribehow \generalised" expec-

tation valuesfora widerange ofone-and two-body spin operatorsm ay also be determ ined using

existing the CCM code forthe ground state. W e presentnew resultsforthe spin-spin correlation

functionsofthespin-halfsquare-and triangular-lattice antiferrom agnetsby using theLSUBm ap-

proxim ation.W e show thatthe absolute valuesofthe spin-spin correlation functionsjhs(0):s(r)ij

converge with increasing approxim ation levelfor both lattices. W e believe that the LSUBm ap-

proxim ation providesreasonableresultsforthecorrelation functionsforlatticeseparationsroughly

oforderr � m forthe square lattice. W e com pare qualitatively ourresultsforthe square lattice

to thoseresultsofquantum M onteCarlo (Q M C)and weseethatgood correspondenceisobserved.

Indeed asseen by Q M C,thespin-spin correlation function initially decaysstrongly with jrjbefore

becom ing constant for larger values ofjrj. CCM results are also com pared to results ofexact

diagonalisationsforboth lattices.ED resultsdem onstratea strong �nite-sizee�ectsatlatticesep-

arationsr = L=2 (where N = L � L)forboth lattices. The behaviourofthe correlation function

forthetriangularlatticeisqualitatively sim ilarto thatofthesquarelattice,nam ely,thatitdecays

strongly at�rstbefore becom ing constant.Thisisin keeping with the behaviourofboth m odels,

which are believed strongly to be N�eel-ordered from approxim ate studies. The CCM has been

shown m any tim esto provideconsistently good resultsforthe ground-state energy and sublattice

m agnetisation ofa wide range ofquantum spin m odels. Here we have shown thatthe CCM also

providesgood resultsforthespin-spin correlation function.
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I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

The coupled cluster m ethod (CCM ) [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9]is a well-known m ethod

ofquantum m any-body theory (QM BT).The CCM has been applied with m uch success

in order to study quantum m agnetic system s at zero tem perature (see Refs. [10,11,12,

13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,

36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52]). In particular,the use

ofcom puter-algebraic im plem entations [22,26,32,52]ofthe CCM has been found to be

very e�ectivewith respecttothesespin-latticeproblem s.Recentdevelopm entsofhigh-order

CCM form alism and codeshavebeen to treatsystem swith spin quantum num berofs� 1

2

forboth theground and excited states[52].In thisarticle,weshow how theseground-state

form alism and codesm ay alsobeused directly to�nd \generalised"expectation values;that

is,expectation valuesfora wide range ofone-ortwo-body spin operatorthatare de�ned

priorto theCCM calculation.

W e apply the CCM to the spin-half Heisenberg m odelon the square and triangular

lattices.TheHam iltonian isspeci�ed asfollows,

H =
X

hi;ji

si � sj ; (1)

wherethesum on hi;jicountsallnearest-neighbourpairsonce.Theground statesofallof

thecasesconsidered hereareclassically ordered,albeitbyareduced am ountduetoquantum

uctuations. Indeed,the best estim ates ofthe am ount ofclassicalordering ofthe square

latticecasefrom approxim atem ethodsare61% from CCM [41],61.4% from quantum M onte

Carlo studies[53],61.4% from seriesexpansions[54],61.38% from spin-wave theory[55],and

63.4% from exactdiagonalisations[56]. Good resultsforthe spin-spin correlation function

ofthespin-halfsquare-latticeHeisenberg antiferrom agnetwerefound using quantum M onte

Carloin Ref.[57]on latticesofsizeup toN = L� L,whereL = f16;22;32g.They observed

thatthecorrelation functionsdecayed with separation r.However,they also saw �nite-size

e�ects,indicated by cusp-likebehaviourin thesecorrelation functions,atdistancesgiven by

L=2. Exactdiagonalisationshave also been carried outforthe correlation function ofthe

squarelattice[58].Forthespin-halftriangular-latticeantiferrom agnet,thebestestim atesof

theam ountofclassicalordering are41% from quantum M onteCarlo studies[59],40% from

series expansions[60],39% from exact diagonalisations[56],and 40% from previous CCM
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calculations[41]. Very few results for the spin-spin correlation functions ofthe triangular

latticeseem to existapartfrom resultsofexactdiagonalisations(e.g.,see[62]).

II. M ET H O D

The details ofthe practicalapplication ofhigh-order coupled cluster m ethod (CCM )

form alism to latticequantum spin system saregiven in Refs.[22,26,32,38,52]and also in

theappendicestothisarticle.However,wepointoutnow thattheketand braground-state

energyeigenvectors,j	iand h ~	j,ofageneralm any-bodysystem described byaHam iltonian

H ,aregiven by

H j	i= E gj	i; h ~	jH = E gh~	j: (2)

Furtherm ore,the ketand bra statesare param etrized within the single-reference CCM as

follows:

j	i= eS
j�i ; S =

X

I6= 0

SIC
+

I ;

h~	j= h�j ~Se� S ; ~S = 1+
X

I6= 0

~SIC
�
I : (3)

Oneofthem ostim portantfeaturesoftheCCM isthatoneusesa singlem odelorreference

statej�ithatisnorm alized.W enotethattheparam etrisation oftheground statehasthe

norm alization condition fortheground-statebra and ketwavefunctions(h~	j	i� h�j�i=

1).Them odelstateisrequired to havetheproperty ofbeing a cyclicvectorwith respectto

two well-de�ned Abelian subalgebrasofm ulti-con�gurationalcreation operatorsfC +

I g and

theirHerm itian-adjointdestruction counterparts fC �
I � (C +

I )
yg. The interested readeris

referred to the Appendicesand to Ref. [52]form ore inform ation regarding how the CCM

problem issolved for.

Here,weusetheclassicalground stateasthem odelstate.Forthesquarelattice,thisis

the N�eelstate in which neighbouring spinsare antiparallel,and,forthe triangularlattice,

this a N�eel-lke state in which neighbouring spins on three sublattices are at120� to each

other.Forthesquarelattice,weperform arotation ofthelocalaxesoftheup-pointingspins

by 180� aboutthey-axis.Thetransform ation isdescribed by,

s
x
! �s

x
;s

y
! s

y
;s

z
! �s

z
: (4)
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Them odelstatenow appearsm athem atically to consistofpurely down-pointing spins.In

term s ofthe spin raising and lowering operators s�k � sxk � is
y

k the Ham iltonian m ay be

written in theselocalaxesas,

H = �
1

2

N
X

hi;ji

�

s
+

i s
+

j + s
�
i s

�
j + 2szis

z
j

�

; (5)

wherethesum on hi;jiagain countsallnearest-neighbourpairsonceon thesquarelattice.

Again,the classicalground-state ofthe Heisenberg m odelofEq. (1) for the triangular

latticeistheN�eel-like statewhereallspinson each sublatticeareseparately aligned (allin

the xz-plane,say). The spins on sublattice A are oriented along the negative z-axis,and

spinson sublatticesB and C areoriented at+120� and �120�,respectively,with respectto

thespinson sublatticeA.W eagain rotatethelocalspin axesofthosespinson thedi�erent

sublattices. Speci�cally,we leave the spin axeson sublattice A unchanged,and we rotate

aboutthey-axisthespin axeson sublatticesB and C by �120� and +120� respectively,

s
x
B ! �

1

2
s
x
B �

p
3

2
s
z
B ; s

x
C ! �

1

2
s
x
C +

p
3

2
s
z
C ;

s
y

B ! s
y

B ; s
y

C ! s
y

C ;

s
z
B !

p
3

2
s
x
B �

1

2
s
z
B ; s

z
C ! �

p
3

2
s
x
C �

1

2
s
z
C : (6)

Onceagain,them odelstatenow appearsto consistofpurely down-pointing spins.W em ay

rewrite Eq.(1)in term sofspinsde�ned in these localquantisation axesforthe triangular

lattice,such that

H =
X

hi! ji

n

�
1

2
s
z
is

z
j +

p
3

4

�

s
z
is

+

j + s
z
is

�
j � s

+

i s
z
j � s

�
i s

z
j

�

+
1

8

�

s
+

i s
�
j + s

�
i s

+

j

�

�
3

8

�

s
+

i s
+

j + s
�
i s

�
j

�o

: (7)

W enotethatthe sum m ation in Eq.(7)again runsovernearest-neighbourbonds,butnow

also with adirectionalityindicated by hi! ji,which goesfrom A to B,B to C,and C toA.

TheCCM form alism isexactin thelim itofinclusion ofallpossiblem ulti-spin clustercor-

relationswithin S and ~S,although thisisusually im possible to achieve practically.Hence,

we generally m ake approxim ationsin both S and ~S. The three m ostcom m only em ployed

approxim ation schem es previously utilised have been: (1)the SUBn schem e,in which all

correlationsinvolving only n orfewerspinsareretained,butno furtherrestriction ism ade
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concerning their spatialseparation on the lattice;(2)the SUBn-m sub-approxim ation,in

which allSUBn correlationsspanning a rangeofno m ore than m adjacentlattice sitesare

retained;and (3)thelocalised LSUBm schem e,in which allm ulti-spin correlationsoverall

distinctlocaleson thelattice de�ned by m orfewercontiguoussitesareretained.Another

im portant feature ofthe m ethod is that the bra and ket states are not always explicitly

constrained to be Herm itian conjugateswhen we m ake such approxim ations,although the

im portantHelm ann-Feynm an theorem isalwayspreserved.W erem ark thattheCCM pro-

videsresultsin thein�nite-latticelim itN ! 1 from theoutset.

In thisarticle,we wish to determ ine the spin-spin correlation functions jhs(0):s(r)ijas

a function oflattice separation jrjfor the (unfrustrated) square-lattice and (frustrated)

triangular-lattice antiferrom agnets. W e m ust take into account the rotation ofthe local

spin axes,although thisproceedsin exactly thesam em annerasfortheHam iltonian above.

Again, we rem ark that the m anner in which high-order CCM m ay be solved has been

discussed in Ref. [52]. The m anner in which the ground-state CCM ket- and bra-state

equationsaresolved isdiscussed in theAppendix to thisarticle.In particular,them ethod

by which \generalised expectation values" fora variety ofone-and two-body spin operators

m ay beobtained isexplained in theappendices.

III. R ESU LT S

The results for the absolute values ofthe spin-spin correlation functions for the (un-

frustrated)spin-halfsquare-lattice antiferrom agnetusing the LSUBm approxim ation with

m = f2;4;6;8gareshown in Fig.1.TheLSUBm resultsarein very good m utualagreem ent

forsm alllattice separations fordi�erent values ofm . Indeed,LSUBm results are clearly

converging with increasing levelsofapproxim ation. Furtherm ore,we see thatLSUB6 and

LSUB8 correspond reasonably wellwith each otherup to r
�

< 5. From Fig. 1 (asa \rule

ofthum b" only),we believe LSUBm results oughtto provide reasonable results to lattice

separationsapproxim ately oforderm forthesquarelattice.

CCM resultsarealsocom pared tothoseresultsofexactdiagonalisations(ED)[58]in Fig.

1.However,weseethatweobtaingoodcorrespondenceonlyforverysm alllatticeseparations

r < 3. (W e note that N = 40 is at the current upper lim it for ED ofcom putational

tractability.) However,the agreem ent between ED and CCM becom es rapidly worse for
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FIG .1:CCM resultsforthe absolute valuesofthe spin-spin correlation function forthe spin-half

square-latticeantiferrom agnetusingtheLSUBm approxim ation with m = f2;4;6;8g.CCM results

are com pared to those resultsofexactdiagonalisations(ED)with N = 36;40 [58].

latticeseparation r� 3.Thisdisparity can beunderstood byconsideringresultsofquantum

M onte Carlo (QM C)ofRef. [57]forthe spin-spin correlation function,which were carried

outforform uch largerlatticesofsize ofN = L � L,where L = f16;22;32g. Indeed,we

�nd good correspondence qualitatively (i.e.,com pared by by eyeonly)between theLSUB8

resultsofFig. 1 and those QM C resultsforthe largestlattice N = 32� 32 ofFig. 3a in

Ref. [57]. Furtherm ore,the authors ofRef. [57]noted a strong cusp-like behaviour was

seen in the spin-spin correlation function atlattice separationsofL=2 due to �nite-lattice

e�ects. Thisisalso seen in Fig. 1 forthe ED resultsatr = 3,although thiscusp m ay be

exacerbated by asm all\kink"in the\true"spin-spin correlation function thatoccursatthis

pointanyway (asseen in both CCM and QM C results).Interestingly,weseefrom Fig.3b of

Ref.[57]thattheaccuracy ofQM C resultsforthe spin-spin correlation functionsbecom es

m ore problem atic (again asa \rule ofthum b" only)forseparationsoforderr
�

> L=2 fora

given lattice size N = L � L. Hence,we m ightalso reasonably expectthatresultsofED

m ightonly begood forseparationsofr< 3 forlatticesofsizeN = 36 and n = 40.Indeed,

we note that ED agrees wellwith highly converged CCM results (and incidentally QM C

resultsofFig.3a in Ref.[57]{ again com paring by eyeonly)in thisregion.
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FIG .2:CCM resultsforthe absolute valuesofthe spin-spin correlation function forthe spin-half

triangular-lattice antiferrom agnetusing the LSUBm approxim ation with m = f2;3;4;5;6g. CCM

resultsare com pared to those resultsofexactdiagonalisations(ED)[62]with N = 36.

The authorofthe QM C calculationsin Ref. [57]noted that: \to good approxim ation,

the two-point function depends only on jrj." As also noted in Ref. [57],the long-range

behaviour ofcorrelation function gives a constant, thus indicating a long-range ordered

ground state.W eseethisalsoatalllevelsofapproxim ation asshown in Fig.1.Results[26]

forthesublatticem agnetisation haveshown thatextrapolation oftheCCM LSUBm results

gives good correspondence to the results ofQM C,as noted above,where both m ethods

indicate from the sublattice m agnetisation that approxim ately 61% ofthe classicalN�eel

order rem ains in the quantum lim it. Finally,the author ofRef. [57]rem arked that the

approach to the constant for larger separations could be �tted by either an exponential

orpower-law form . W e tried both forthe LSUB8 data with r � 8 and found nothing to

contradict this statem ent,although the power-law decay seem ed to work better (i.e.,had

a lowerresidualerror)thatthe exponentiallaw. The residualsum -of-squareserrorforthe

power-law form was0.0015 and fortheexponentialform was0.0034.Fitsoftheseform sto

theLSUB8datawerecarried outusingtheR statisticslanguage:http://cran.r-project.org/.

Theresultsforthe(frustrated)spin-halfsquare-latticeantiferrom agnetusingtheLSUBm

approxim ation with m = f2;3;4;5;6gareshown in Fig.2.Again,LSUBm resultsareclearly

8
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converging with increasing levelsofapproxim ation,and again they arein very good m utual

agreem entforsm alllattice separations. CCM resultsare again com pared to resultsofED

forN = 36 (e.g.,see Ref. [62]),and again good agreem ent is found forvery sm alllattice

separations(r < 3).Anotherstrong cusp-like behaviourisseen in ED resultsforthe spin-

spin correlation function forr � 3. Again,itishighly likely thatthisisprim arily due to

�nite-size e�ects. Indeed,we see thatCCM results forr � 3 are quite di�erent to those

ofED.Furtherm ore,CCM LSUBm resultsinitially decay strongly and then tend to a con-

stantvalue forlargerlattice separations.The behaviourofthe correlation function forthe

triangular lattice is broadly sim ilar to that ofthe square lattice. Again,extrapolation of

LSUBm results[41]forthe sublattice m agnetisation dem onstrate thatthe spin-halftrian-

gularlattice antiferrom agnetisN�eelordered. ForLSUB6 with r � 5:5,we found thatthe

initialdecay ofthe correlation function forCCM data in thiscase could be �tted wellby

eitheran exponentialorpower-law form (forboth form s,residualsum -of-squares:0.0002).

IV . C O N C LU SIO N S

W ehavepresented new form alism fortheCCM in ordertoform \generalised"expectation

values for a wide range ofterm s in the spin Ham iltonian. This is particularly usefulfor

\high-order" CCM [63].W ehaveapplied thisapproach in orderto determ inethespin-spin

correlation functionsforfrustrated and unfrustrated 2D antiferrom agnets,nam ely,thespin-

halftriangular-and square-lattice Heisenberg m odels. W e found good correspondence of

CCM with resultsofquantum M onteCarlo(QM C)forthesquare-latticeantiferrom agnet.A

strongcusp-likebehaviourwasnoted in exactdiagonalisation (ED)resultsforthecorrelation

function ata latticeseparation L=2 fora latticeofsizeN = L � L forboth lattices.Thisis

a�nite-sizee�ect.A cusp in thespin-spin correlation function wasalsoseen in QM C results

atr= L=2 fora N = L � L lattice.

By contrast,thiscusp wasnotseen in CCM resultsforeitherlatticeatany valueofr at

any levelofLSUBm approxim ation. Indeed,we note thatCCM resultsare determ ined in

thein�nite-latticelim it(N ! 1 )from theoutset.W ebelieve that(asa \ruleofthum b")

we obtain reasonable results for the correlation function up to separations ofr � m for

the square lattice { even despite the fact that we are using a purely \localised" LSUBm

approxim ation schem e.LSUBm resultsforthetriangularlatticeareclearly converging,and
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arein good m utualagreem entforsm alllatticeseparations.Forboth lattices,CCM results

forthecorrelation function decaystronglyinitially,although theybecom econstantforlarger

values ofr. Previous CCM results forthe sublattice m agnetisation [41]indicate thatthe

spin-halfHeisenberg m odelsforthe square and triangularlatticesare N�eelordered,which

agreeswith theresultsofotherapproxim atem ethods.

Itisstillfairto say thatQM C resultsstillgenerally providethem ostaccurateresultsfor

theunfrustrated Heisenberg m odelon latticesoftwo spatialdim ensions.However,QM C is

severely restricted by the \sign problem ," which isa consequence offrustration atT = 0.

TheCCM hasbeen shown [41]toprovidesgood resultsfortheground-statepropertiesofthe

spin-halftriangularlattice antiferrom agnetsuch asthe ground-state energy and sublattice

m agnetisation.Here we have shown thatthe CCM also providesreasonable resultsforthe

spin-spin correlation function ofthe spin-halftriangular lattice antiferrom agnet. Finally,

we note that CCM results indicate that the behaviour ofthe correlation function for the

triangularlatticeisbroadly sim ilarto thatofthesquarelattice.
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A P P EN D IX A :C C M FO R M A LISM

W ebegin thedescription oftheapplication oftheCCM by noting thatitm ay beproven

from Eqs.(2)and (3)in a straightforward m annerthattheket-and bra-stateequationsare

thusgiven by

h�jC �
I e

� S
H eSj�i = 0; 8I 6= 0 ; (A1)

h�j~Se� S[H ;C +

I ]e
S
j�i = 0; 8I 6= 0 : (A2)

Theindex I referstoaparticularchoiceofclusterfrom thesetof(N F )fundam entalclusters

thatare distinctunderthe sym m etriesofthe crystallographic lattice and the Ham iltonian

and foragiven approxim ation schem eatagiven levelofapproxim ation.W enotethatthese

equations are equivalent to the m inim ization ofthe expectation value of �H = h~	jH j	i

with respectto theCCM bra-and ket-state correlation coe�cientsf ~SI;SIg.W enote that

Eq. (A1) is equivalent to ��H =�~SI = 0,whereas Eq. (A2) is equivalent to ��H =�SI = 0.

Furtherm ore,we note that Eq. (A1) leads directly to sim ple form for the ground-state

energy given by

E g = E g(fSIg)= h�je� SH eSj�i : (A3)

The fullsetfSI;~SIg providesa com plete description ofthe ground state. Forinstance,an

arbitrary operatorA willhavea ground-stateexpectation valuegiven as

�A � h~	jAj	i= h�j ~Se� SAeSj�i= �A
�

fSI;~SIg
�

: (A4)

Thesim ilarity transform ofA isgiven by,

~A � e� SAeS = A + [A;S]+
1

2!
[[A;S];S]+ � � � : (A5)

A P P EN D IX B :H IG H -O R D ER C C M

Them anneriswhich theground-stateproblem issolved to high-ordersofapproxim ation

viacom putationalisprovided in Ref.[52].However,wenotethatusenew \high-orderCCM

operators" thatareform ed purely ofspin-raising operatorswith respectto them odelstate.

Them odelstateistaken to bea statein which allspinspointin thedownwardsz-direction

aftersom e appropriate rotation ofthe localaxesofthe spins. Thisallowsusto write one-

and two-body spin operatorsin term softhesenew high-orderCCM operators.Theproblem

11



inherent in Eq. (A1)becom es one ofpattern-m atching the fundam entalset ofclusters in

C
�
I totheterm sin thesim ilarity transform ed version oftheHam iltonian e� SH eSj�i,where

theI-th such equation isgiven by

E I � h�jC �
I e

� S
H e

S
j�i= 0 ;8I 6= 0 : (B1)

(Note thatwe assum e thath�jC �
I C

+

I j�i= 1 in the above equation). Speci�c term sin the

Ham iltonian thatm ay be used in the CCM code are: szsz;s+ sz;s� sz;szs+ ;szs� ;s+ s� ;

s� s+ ;s+ s+ ;s� s� ;s+ ;s� ;sz;and,(sz)2. W e now \pattern-m atch" the C �
i operators to

those the relevantterm sin the sim ilarity transform ed version ofthe Ham iltonian in order

to form theCCM equationsE I = 0 ofEq.(B1)ata given levelofapproxim ation.

W e now de�ne the following new setofCCM bra-state correlation coe�cientsgiven by

xI � SI and ~xI � N B =N (l!)�I ~SI and we assum e again thath�jC �
I C

+

I j�i= 1. Note that

N B is the num ber ofBravais lattice sites. Note also that for a given cluster I then �I

is a sym m etry factor which is dependent purely on the point-group sym m etries (and not

the translationalsym m etries) ofthe crystallographic lattice and that lis the num ber of

spin operators. W e note that the factors �I,N ,N B ,and (l!) never need to be explicitly

determ ined.TheCCM bra-stateoperatorm ay thusberewritten as

~S � 1+ N

N FX

I= 1

~xIC
�
I ; (B2)

such thatwehavea particularly sim pleform for �H ,given by

�H = N

N FX

I= 0

~xIE I ; (B3)

where ~x0 = 1. W e note thatthe E 0 isde�ned by E 0 =
1

N
h�je� SH eSj�i(and,thus,E 0 =

1

N
E g)and thatE I istheI-th CCM ket-stateequation de�ned by Eq.(B1).TheCCM ket-

stateequationsareeasily re-derived by taking thepartialderivativeof �H =N with respectto

~xI,where

�(�H =N )

�~xI
(� 0)= E I : (B4)

W e now take the partialderivative of �H =N with respect to xI such that the bra-state

equationstakeon a particularly sim pleform ,given by

�(�H =N )

�xI
=
�E0

�xI
+

N FX

J= 1

~xJ
�EJ

�xI
(� 0)= ~E I : (B5)
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A P P EN D IX C :G EN ER A LIZED G R O U N D -STAT E EX P EC TAT IO N VA LU ES

Theexpectation valueofa\generalized"spin operatorthatweshallcallA m aybetreated

in an analogousm annerto thatofthe expectation value ofthe Ham iltonian,given by �H .

W ewrite:

A I = h�jC �
I e

� S
Ae

S
j�i (C1)

and with C �
0
= 1.Thesim ilaritytransform ofA isde�ned byEq.(A4).W em aytreatawide

range ofone-and two-body spin operations. However,unlike the Heisenberg Ham iltonian

ofEq.(1),wedo notconstrain iand j in thetwo-body term sto beonly nearest-neighbors

or next-nearest-neighbors. For exam ple,we consider here the spin-spin correlation func-

tions. The expectation value ofthe generalized (spin)operatorm ay again be written in a

particularly sim pleform as:

�A = h~	jAj	i

= N

N FX

I= 0

~xIh�jC
�
I e

� S
Ae

S
j�i

) �A = N

N FX

I= 0

~xIA I ; (C2)

where ~x0 = 1 also and A 0 =
1

N
h�je� SAeSj�i. The sam e code used to �nd ground-state

equationsm ay be used to �nd the generalized expectation values. Again we note thatthe

index I in Eq.(C2)runsfrom zero toN F .Again,wenotethatfactorssuch asN B or�I etc.

donotneed tobedeterm ined explicitly becausethey cancelbecauseofthede�nition off~xIg

given above.Thetechniquesneed to achieve a com putationalsolution have been discussed

extensively elsewhere,and the interested readerisreferred to Refs. [22,26,32,38,52]for

m oreinform ation.However,clearly weseethatthesum m ation overallfundam entalclusters

involved in evaluating �A iscarried outreadily oncetheket-and bra-stateequationsofEqs.

(B4)and (B5)havebeen solved for.
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