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Strongly correlated physics arises due to electron-electron scattering within partially-filled or-
bitals, and in this perspective, organic molecules in open-shell configuration are good candidates to
exhibit many-body effects. With a focus on neutral organic radicals with a molecular orbital host-
ing a single unpaired electron (SOMO) we investigate many-body effects on electron transport in a
single-molecule junction setup. Within a combination of density functional theory and many-body
techniques, we perform numerical simulations for an effective model for which all the parameters,
including the Coulomb tensor, are derived ab-initio. We demonstrate that the SOMO resonance is
prone towards splitting, and identify a giant electronic scattering rate as the driving many-body
mechanism, akin to a Mott metal-to-insulator transition. The nature of the splitting, and thus of
the resulting gap, as well as the spatial distribution of the SOMO and its coupling to the electrodes,
have dramatic effects on the transport properties of the junction. We argue that the phenomenon
and the underlying microscopic mechanism are general, and apply to a wide family of open-shell
molecular systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Strongly correlated electronic physics arises in par-
tially occupied orbitals in the presence of competing en-
ergy scales. Due to the Coulomb repulsion, electrons
display a collective behavior, leading to the breakdown
of the single-particle picture and the emergence of com-
plex quantum phenomena. Electronic correlations are
also enhanced due to spatial confinement effects in low-
dimensional and nanoscopic systems. While in solid-state
physics the concept of a “strongly-correlated metal” is
well-established, its analog for molecules is not obvious.

In chemistry, the majority of stable organic molecules
have closed-shell electronic configurations, and electrons
are paired in delocalized molecular orbitals (MOs) that
are either completely filled or empty. The energy differ-
ence between the frontier MOs, i.e., the highest occupied
(HOMO) and the lowest unoccupied (LUMO) orbitals
defines the spectral gap. In particular, π-conjugated sys-
tems display a wide HOMO-LUMO gap (∆ ∼ eV) which
is controlled by the overlap of neighboring pz orbitals. A
molecular system in an open-shell configuration (radical)
is characterized by unpaired valence electrons residing
in non-bonding singly-occupied MOs (SOMOs) found at
intermediate energies between HOMO and LUMO. Rad-
icals can form by breaking bonds or by adding/removing
electrons (e.g., in photoinduced processes) and are inter-
mediate products of chemical reactions.

While open-shell configurations are typically associ-
ated with high chemical reactivity, there exist also species
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of relatively stable radicals, which possess interesting
electronic, magnetic, and optical functionalities that are
relevant to technological applications ranging from next-
generation spintronics to quantum information [1–3].

Tremendous advances in the synthesis and character-
ization of organic radicals triggered recent experimen-
tal studies with organic species that are stable enough
to be trapped in break-junctions [4, 5] or investigated
with scanning tunneling spectroscopy [6–9], which fu-
eled a revival of interest in the molecular Kondo ef-
fect [4, 6–12]. There is a growing experimental and
theoretical effort to unravel how many-body effects can
dramatically influence electronic and transport proper-
ties in light of technological applications. In the con-
text of molecular electronics, noteworthy organic radicals
include triphenylmethyl [4, 5, 12], Blatter radical [13],
polyacetylene [14, 15], benzyl [16, 17], together with the
whole family of polycyclic hydrocarbons with non-Kekulè
structure [7, 18–20]. Molecular organic frameworks with
transition-metal centers (e.g., iron-porphyrin) are also
typically open-shell, and have been recently suggested
as molecular transistors [21, 22].

From the theoretical point of view, in wide-gap semi-
conductors, the electron-electron scattering rate is low
due to the lack of electronic states at the Fermi energy.
The accuracy of ab-inito prediction of the gap is a long-
standing issue [23], and numerical simulations for insula-
tors [24, 25] and molecules [25–32] predict a many-body
renormalization of the spectral gap. However, these ef-
fects do not change qualitatively the transport proper-
ties. In open-shell configurations instead, it can be ex-
pected that electron-electron scattering within the par-
tially filled SOMO and many-body effects have a promi-
nent role.

ar
X

iv
:2

30
1.

00
28

2v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

tr
-e

l]
  3

1 
D

ec
 2

02
2

mailto:gandusgui@gmail.com
mailto:valli.angelo@ttk.bme.hu


2

In computational quantum chemistry, it is well-
established that open-shell molecular configurations re-
quire careful treatment (see, e.g., [33] for an overview)
but the accuracy of quantum chemical methods comes
at a high numerical cost. Hence, we recently witnessed
significant advances in developing alternative simulation
schemes, that are suitable to describe complex devices
relevant to molecular electronics [11, 34, 35]. In the en-
deavor to achieve predictive power and allow for a quan-
titative comparison with experiments, a suitable method
should be high-throughput — i.e., scalable and automa-
tized as much as possible, and able to describe a real-
istic chemical environment and many-body correlations
within an ab-initio framework. This would allow a coop-
erative effort between theory and experiments, and pave
the path to future breakthroughs for next-generation
quantum technologies.

II. SCOPE OF THIS WORK

The scope of this work is to investigate the emergence
of strongly correlated electron physics in the electronic
and transport properties of single-molecule junctions.

To this end, we have developed a comprehensive nu-
merical workflow that combines density functional theory
(DFT) with quantum field theoretical methods, and it is
able to address the complexity of a realistic chemical en-
vironment as well as electronic correlation effects beyond
the single-particle picture within an ab-initio framework.
With both aspects taken into account, we are able to un-
ravel the origin of many-body transport effects in single-
molecule junctions.

The art of combining ab-initio and many-body com-
putational schemes lies in a transformation from non-
orthogonal atomic orbitals (AOs) to recently introduced
local orbitals (LOs) [36]. The LOs are by construction
orthogonal within the same atom and localized in space.
They take over the symmetries of the original AOs, while
inheriting the information of the environment. This al-
lows to represent the electronic wavefunction in a region
of the spectrum close to the Fermi energy with a mini-
mal set of orbitals, making them an ideal basis for many-
body calculations. So far, LOs have been employed in the
context of DFT [36]. In what follows, we also evaluate
the Coulomb integrals that describe the electron-electron
repulsion in the LO basis, and thus map to the origi-
nal Hamiltonian onto an effective many-body problem,
which we can feasibly solve with appropriate numerical
methods. This recipe is particularly suitable to address
strong correlation effects in the transport properties of
molecular junctions.

In terms of applications, we focus on molecular break-
junctions in which the central molecule bridging the elec-
trodes is in an open-shell configuration, which are strong
candidates to manifest many-body effects. Specifically,
we select a linear and a cyclic molecular bridge, i.e., a
polyene radical, and a benzene molecule substituted with

a methylene (CH2) radical group. While both molecules
are π-radicals with one electron in the SOMO, we show
that many-body effects bring out profound differences.
We identify the fingerprint of strong electronic correla-
tions in the splitting of the SOMO resonance. The details
of the splitting and the spatial distribution of the SOMO
on the molecular backbone have dramatic consequences
on the transport properties of the junction.

Finally, we demonstrate that such a splitting cannot
be obtained with less sophisticated techniques, such as
many-body perturbation theory. We argue that this phe-
nomenon and the underlying microscopic mechanism are
general, and apply to a wide family of open-shell molec-
ular systems.

III. METHODS

A. Local orbitals and low-energy models

The LOs method [36] is a transformation-based ap-
proach that aims at retrieving hydrogen-like orbitals for
atoms in molecules and solids. By construction, LOs are
locally orthogonal on each atom. The starting point is a
DFT calculation in an AOs basis set. The Hilbert space
H is then spanned by a finite set of non-orthogonal or-
bitals {|i〉}, i.e., with a overlap matrix 〈i|j〉 = (S)ij 6= δij
for |i〉 , |j〉 ∈ H. A set of LOs {|m〉} ∈ M ⊆ H can be
obtained for any atom α in subspace M by a subdiago-
nalization of the corresponding Hamiltonian sub-block

Hα |m〉 = εmSα |m〉 (1)

The LOs are then linear combinations of AOs and are
by definition orthogonal on each atom. This allows for a
more natural physical interpretation of the LOs as atomic
orbitals [36]. In order to obtain an ab-initio effective
model, we formally separate the Hilbert space into an ac-
tive space (A) and an environment (E). The active space
consists of a subset of LOs {|a〉} = A ⊆M which are ex-
pected to describe the relevant physics close to the Fermi
energy, and at the same time can be efficiently treated
within quantum many-body techniques. Insytead, the
environment consists of all the remaining LOs and AOs,
i.e., {|e〉} ∈ E ≡ H \A. Embedding the active space into
the environment ensures that the effective model pre-
serves all information of the original single-particle DFT
Hamiltonian [36]. Finally, it is convenient to perform a
Löwdin orthogonalization [37] of the LO {|a〉} states and
redefine the A subspace in terms of this new orthonormal
basis set with elements∣∣a⊥〉 =

∑
a

(S−1/2)aa⊥ |a〉 . (2)

Since the overlap between LOs on different atoms is typi-
cally low, i.e., (S)ij � 1, the Löwdin orthonormalization
of the active space results only in a weak deformation of
the original LOs, which preserves their atomic-like sym-
metry.
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In practice, the LO low-energy model is constructed
embedding the active subspace into the environment
through a downfolding procedure [38, 39]. Taking into
account the non-orthogonality between the A and E sub-
spaces [34], we write the Green’s function projected onto
the A subspace as

GA(z) = S−1
A SAHGH(z)SHAS−1

A , (3)

where z = E + iη is a complex energy with an infinites-
imal shift η → 0+. GH denotes the Green’s function of
the full Hilbert space, and SAH the overlap matrix be-
tween orbitals

∣∣a⊥〉 ∈ A and orbitals |i〉 ∈ H, while the

overlap SA between the
∣∣a⊥〉 states is, by construction,

the identity matrix and will be omitted in what follows
for notational simplicity. The effect of the environment
on the A subspace is described by the hybridization func-
tion

∆A(z) = g−1
A (z)−GA(z)−1, (4)

where

gA =
[
z −HA

]−1
(5)

is Green’s function of the isolated A subspace. Rewriting
GA in terms of ∆A and using the definition of gA yields

GA(z) =
[
z −HA −∆A(z)

]−1
. (6)

Then, GA can be seen as the resolvent of an effective
A subspace renormalized by the environment through a
dynamical hybridization. The Green’s function describes
the physics of the whole system, projected onto a sub-
space.

For a single-particle Hamiltonian, the partition above
is arbitrary, and the procedure remains valid indepen-
dently of the subset of LOs included in the active space.
In the context of π-conjugated organic molecules, the
projection onto a single pz LO per C atom (and pos-
sibly other species such as N or S) is usually sufficient
to achieve a faithful representation of the frontier MOs,
and hence suitable to describe the physics close to the
Fermi energy [36]. The possibility of considering a re-
stricted subset of LOs in the effective model is of pivotal
importance in view of performing computationally-heavy
many-body simulations.

B. cRPA and ab-initio Coulomb parameters

In order to derive the electronic interaction parameters
in the A subspace beyond the semi-local density approx-
imations, we employ the constrained Random Phase Ap-
proximation (cRPA) [34, 40, 41]. Within the cRPA, we
select a region R ⊃ A where the formation of electron-
hole pairs is expected to screen the Coulomb interaction
between the A electrons. Because of the strong local na-
ture of the LOs, it is sufficient that R comprises the A

subspace and few atoms nearby. Defining GR to be the
Green’s function projected onto the R subspace in anal-
ogy with Eq. (3), the screened Coulomb interaction at
the RPA level is given by

WR =
[
I−VRPR

]−1
VR, (7)

where VR is the bare Coulomb interaction

(VR)ij,kl =

∫
dr

∫
dr′ψi (r)ψ

∗
j (r)

e2

|r − r′|
ψ∗k(r′)ψl (r

′),

(8)
being ψi(r) the orbitals in the R region, and PR is the
static component of the polarizability

(PR)ij,kl = −2i

∫
dz′

2π
Gik(−z′)Glj(z

′). (9)

The projection of WR onto the A subspace then yields
the static screened interaction WA. Since we aim at per-
forming many-body simulations of the effective model,
we need to partially unscreen the Coulomb parameters,
eliminating from WA the screening channels arising from
A-A transitions included in PR, which will be treated at
a more sophisticated level of theory. This can be done
according to the following prescription

UA = WA

[
I + PAWA

]−1
, (10)

using the polarization PA of the A electrons obtained
from GA similarly to Eq. (9). The matrix elements in
UA can therefore be regarded as the effective (partially
screened) Coulomb parameters.

C. Solutions of the low-energy models

The Green’s function of Eq. (6), together with the in-
teractions parameters of Eq. (10), define a low-energy
model which can be solved with many-body techniques.
Here, we propose two somewhat complementary strate-
gies, i.e., exact diagonalization (ED) and the dynamical
mean-field theory (DMFT) [42] as implemented within its
real-space generalization (R-DMFT) for inhomogeneous
systems [43–47].

1. Exact diagonalization

The ED technique requires a Hamiltonian formulation
of the effective model. If the states of the active and
embedding subspaces are energetically well-separated, it
is possible to neglect the dynamical character of the hy-
bridization function and construct an effective Hamilto-
nian as

Heff
A = HA + ∆A(z = 0). (11)
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Including the screened Coulomb interaction, the model
Hamiltonian then reads

H =
∑
ij,σ

(
Heff
A −Hdc

A

)
ij
c†iσcjσ

+
1

2

∑
ijkl,σσ′

(
UA

)
ij,kl

c†jσc
†
kσ′clσ′ciσ,

(12)

where c
(†)
iσ denote the annihilation (creation) operator of

an electron at LO i with spin σ, and the double-counting
correction Hdc

A accounts for the interaction already in-
cluded at the mean-field level by DFT (see Sec. III D).
The diagonalization of this Hamiltonian yields the many-
body spectrum (eigenstates and eigenvalues) which can
be used to construct the Green’s function GED

A through
its Lehmann representation [48]. The many-body self-
energy is obtained from the Dyson equation

ΣED
A (z) = z −Heff

A −
[
GED
A (z)

]−1
, (13)

and it describes both local Σii and non-local Σi 6=j elec-
tronic correlations in the LO basis. An obvious advan-
tage of ED over, e.g., quantum Monte Carlo [49], is that it
provides direct access to retarded self-energy and Green’s
function, and hence the electron transmission function,
without the need to perform an analytic continuation
numerically, which is an intrinsically ill-defined prob-
lem [50]. Note that within ED, we obtain a many-body
self-energy which is, by construction, spin-independent,
i.e., Σσij = Σσ̄ij since Heff

A follows from a restricted DFT
calculation.

2. Real-space DMFT

The idea behind R-DMFT consists of mapping a many-
body problem onto a set of auxiliary Anderson impurity
models (AIMs) —one for each atom α— described by the
projected Green’s function [44–46]

gσα(z) = (Gσ
A(z))α . (14)

The solution of AIM α (see details below) yields a local
many-body self-energy Σσ

α(z), so that the self-energy of
the A subspace is block diagonal in the atomic subspaces

Σσ
A(z) = diag(

{
Σσ
α(z) | α ∈ A

}
). (15)

The set of auxiliary AIMs are coupled by the Dyson equa-
tion

Gσ
A(z) =

[
z+µ−(HA−Hdc

A )−∆A(z)−Σσ
A(z)

]−1
, (16)

where the Green’s function Gσ
A includes the many-body

self-energy and the double-counting correction, and the
chemical potential µ is determined to preserve the DFT
occupation of the A subspace. Finally, Eqs. (14-16) are
iterated self-consistently starting with an initial guess
(typically Σσ

A = 0) until convergence.

More in detail, in AIM α the impurity electrons inter-
act through a screened local Coulomb repulsion projected
onto atom α, i.e., Uα = (UA)ij,kl | i, j, k, l ∈ α [51].
Moreover, the impurity is embedded in a self-consistent
bath of non-interacting electrons, which describes the rest
of the electronic system, encoded in the hybridization
function

∆σ
α(z) = z+µ− (Hα−Hdc

α )−
[
gσα(z)

]−1−Σσ
α(z). (17)

Also within R-DMFT, it is convenient to use ED to
solve the AIMs to have direct access to retarded func-
tions. This requires to discretize the hybridization func-
tion with a finite number of bath orbitals, described by
orbital energies εσm and hopping parameters to the impu-
rity tσmi. The hybridization parameters together with the
local Coulomb blocks Uα, define the AIM Hamiltonian

HAIM =
∑
ij,σ

(
Hα −Hdc

α

)
ij
c†iσcjσ − µ

∑
iσ

c†iσciσ

+
∑
m,σ

εσma
†
mσamσ +

∑
mi,σ

tσmi(a
†
mσciσ + c†iσamσ)

+
1

2

∑
ijkl,σσ′

(
Uα

)
ij,kl

c†jσc
†
kσ′clσ′ciσ,

(18)

where c
(†)
iσ and a

(†)
mσ denote the annihilation (creation)

operator of an electron at LO i with spin σ, or at bath
orbital m with spin σ, respectively. Once the many-body
spectrum of the AIM is known, the local self-energy is
evaluated in terms of the local Green’s function Gσ

α as

Σσ
α(z) =

[
gσα(z)

]−1 −
[
Gσ
α(z)

]−1
. (19)

At convergence, we define the R-DMFT self-energy as

Σσ,R−DMFT
A (z) = Σσ

A(z)−Hdc
A − µ, (20)

so that it contains all shifts related to the density matrix.
In terms of approximations, R-DMFT takes into ac-

count local electronic correlations (Σii), neglecting non-
local correlations (i.e., Σij = 0), but some degree of
non-locality is retained as Σii 6= Σjj , and the AIMs
are coupled through the self-consistent Dyson equation.
Therefore, R-DMFT is suitable to treat intrinsically in-
homogeneous systems [26, 46, 47, 52–54]. Moreover,
R-DMFT is considerably lighter in terms of computa-
tional complexity with respect to the direct ED of the
original many-body problem and can treat systems with
hundreds of atoms in the active space, inaccessible to
ED [26, 44, 46]. Finally, besides the restricted solution
Σσ
A = Σσ̄

A, within R-DMFT we also have the freedom
of breaking the spin degeneracy, and describe magnetic
solutions [28, 30, 31, 44, 55].

D. Double-counting correction

The double-counting (DC) correction Hdc
A aims at

eliminating the correlations in the A subspace included
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at a mean-field level by DFT, which are instead to be
included in a more sophisticated level of theory within
the many-body simulations. Unfortunately, an analyt-
ical expression of the correlation effects accounted for
within DFT is unknown, and therefore several approxi-
mations [47, 56–58] have been developed in the context of
DFT+DMFT [59, 60] or DFT+U [61, 62]. For a single-
orbital AIM (as in the case of the simulations in this
work) the DC correction can be reasonably approximated
within the fully localized limit (FFL) [57, 63–65](

Hdc
A

)
ii

= (UA)ii,ii

(
nDFT
i − 1

2

)
, (21)

where nDFT
i is the DFT occupation of orbital i. Hence,

we use this form of DC for the R-DMFT calculations.
However, there’s no established method for the general
case of multi-site and multi-orbital Coulomb interaction
as is the case for ED. Here, we propose a self-consistent
procedure in which a set of local parameters is optimized
to fulfill the condition

(ΣA)ii(|z| → ∞) = 0, (22)

This approach ensures that the electronic properties at
high-energies, which are well described by a one-particle
approach, are restored to the DFT level.

E. Correlated quantum transport

To describe the electronic transport properties, we use
the non-equilibrium Green’s function (NEGF) approach
[66, 67]. In NEGF, we identify a device region sur-
rounding the nanojunction’s constriction and downfold
the leads’ electrons by virtue of an efficient recursive al-
gorithm [68]. The corresponding Green’s function reads

GD(z) =
[
zSD−HD−ΣL(z)−ΣR(z)−ΣD(z)

]−1
, (23)

where ΣL(R) is the self-energy describing the electrons in
the left (right) electrodes, and

ΣD(z) = SDAS−1
A ΣA(z)S−1

A SAD (24)

projects the many-body self-energy of the active space
ΣA (i.e., obtained within either ED or R-DMFT) onto
the device region. Following the generalization of the
Landauer formula proposed by Meir and Wingreen [69],
the conductance is given by

G = G0T (EF ), (25)

where G0 = e2/h is the conductance quantum, and the
transmission function is computed as

T (E) = Tr[GD(z)ΓL(z)G†D(z)ΓR(z)], (26)

with ΓL(R) the anti-hermitian part of ΣL(R)

ΓL(R) = i
[
ΣL(R) −Σ†L(R)

]
. (27)

While Eqs. (25)−(27) neglect the incoherent contribu-
tions (i.e., due to inelastic scattering) to the transmis-
sion that arises from the many-body self-energy [35, 70–
74], they provide a good approximation of the low-bias
transport properties, even in the presence of strong cor-
relations within the A subspace [34, 69].

active

molecule

screening

scattering region
(a)

(b)

tip layer slab

pz LOs

FIG. 1. (a) Schematics of the scattering region of the single-
molecule junction, consisting of the molecular bridge and the
Au electrodes. The screening region (R) and the active space
within the molecule (A) are highlighted. (b) Detailed struc-
ture of pentadienyl and benzyl radical, and Au electrodes. For
pentadienyl, we also show schematically the mapping onto the
C and N pz LOs.

IV. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

The structures were set up with the atomic simula-
tion environment (ASE) software package [75] and the
DFT calculations were performed with the GPAW pack-
age [76–78]. We performed a geometry optimization, and
the atomic positions were relaxed until the forces on each
atom were below 0.001 Hartree/Bohr−1 (≈ 0.05 eV/Å).
For converging the electron density, we used an LCAO
double-ζ basis set, with a grid spacing of 0.2 Å, and
the Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof exchange-correlation func-
tional [79]. For the electron transport calculations, we
followed the method described in [68]. The leads were
modeled by a three-layer-thick Au(111) slab sampled
with a 3×1×1 k -point grid along the transport direction.
The scattering region also includes one Au slab and an
additional Au layer terminated by a four-atom Au tip,
to which the molecule anchoring groups are attached.

For all structures, the A subspace describing the effec-
tive model is composed of the pz LOs of the C and N
atoms of the molecular bridge, while the R subspace for
the cRPA calculation of the screened interaction includes
the molecule and also extends to the Au atoms of the tip
(see Fig. 1).
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V. INIGHTS FROM AB-INITIO SIMULATIONS

In order to understand the many-body effects arising
in the open-shell configuration, it is useful to recall some
chemical and electronic properties of the pentadienyl and
benzyl radicals, and how those are reflected by ab-initio
simulations. In particular, we look at the spatial dis-
tribution of the SOMO and at the ab-initio Coulomb
parameters projected onto the LOs of the active space.

A. Structure of the SOMO

The pentadienyl radical (C5H7) is a linear molecule,
and the shortest polyene radical after allyl. It has three
resonant structures. In each structure, the unpaired elec-
tron is hosted on one of the odd C atoms. The delo-
calization of the unpaired electron along the molecular
backbone contributes to the thermodynamical stability
of the molecule [80, 81]. The structure we consider is
obtained by substituting a hydrogen atom at each end
of the chain by an amino group. By diagonalization of
the AOs Hamiltonian in the subspace of the molecule,
we find an eigenvalue just above the Fermi energy, corre-
sponding to a partially occupied MO (i.e., the SOMO).
The pentadienyl resonant structures and the projection
of the SOMO onto the pz LOs of the active space are
shown in Figs. 2(a,b), respectively. The SOMO reflects
the resonant structures, with the largest projection on
the odd- and nodes at even- C atoms. It also displays a
significant projection onto the anchoring groups, suggest-
ing a strong coupling to the electrodes in the junction.

The benzene molecule (C6H6) is a cyclic aromatic hy-
brocarbon and the archetypical building block for molec-
ular electronics. For our analysis, we consider a related
compound, the benzyl radical (C6H5CH2

−), which is ob-
tained by substituting a hydrogen atom with a methylene
(CH2) group. The benzyl radical is also stabilized by res-
onance but, unlike pentadyenil, in both resonant struc-
tures the unpaired electron is hosted on the benzylic C,
as illustrated in Fig. 2(c). We focus on the meta con-
figuration, in which the amino groups are substituted at
the 1,3-positions of the aromatic ring, while the methy-
lene group is substituted in the 5-position, i.e., along the
longer branch of the ring (see also Fig. 1). As expected,
we find an eigenvalue lying at the Fermi energy, corre-
sponding to the SOMO shown in Fig. 2(d). The SOMO
displays the largest projection at the pz LO of the ben-
zylic C atom and displays nodes at every other C (simi-
larly to pentadienyl). However, it does not extend to the
anchoring groups, thus suggesting a weak coupling to the
electrodes.

B. Coulomb parameters in the LO basis

The partially screened Coulomb matrix projected onto
the LO basis of the active space Uij = (UA)ij is shown in

(c)

(a)

SOMO (pz LOs)

SOMO (pz LOs)

(b)

(d)

FIG. 2. Resonances and SOMO isosurface (from LOs pz) of
pentadienyl (a,b) and benzyl (c,d) radicals. In pentadienyl,
the unpaired electron is hosted by one of the odd C of the
polyene chain, which also display the largest contributions in
the isosurface, while the even C correspond to nodes. In both
benzyl resonant structures, the unpaired electron is hosted
by the benzylic C, and the isosurface displays nodes on every
other C, similarly as in pentadienyl. Isovalues: ±0.03 au.

1

2

3

4

5

(b)

N C C C C C C C N

N

C
C
C
C
C
C
C
N

(a)

N N

C
C
C
C
C

C C C C C

N

N

FIG. 3. Partially screened Coulomb parameters Uij = (UA)ij
in the LO basis for the pentadienyl (a) and the benzyl (b)
radicals.

Figs. 3(a,b) for the pentadienyl and the benzyl radicals,
respectively. In both cases, the intra-orbital couplings Uii
are in the range of 4–5 eV and are slightly stronger for
the atoms farther away from the metallic Au electrons,
due to the weaker screening effects. Similar values of the
Coulomb repulsion are found for the anchoring groups.
However, as we shall see later, while the Cpz LOs are
close to half-filling the Npz LOs are almost full, resulting
in weak correlation effects.

VI. ELECTRON TRANSPORT

We start our analysis by looking at the electron trans-
port properties of the pentadienyl and benzyl junctions.
In particular, we compare the predictions of DFT and
many-body simulations, where the Coulomb repulsion is
treated at different levels of approximation.
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A. Pentadienyl

Within DFT, the transmission function displays a res-
onance close to the Fermi energy (denoted by EF ) corre-
sponding to ballistic transport through the SOMO. The
resonance is found at εSOMO = 70 meV and has a width
ΓSOMO ≈ 300 meV, reflecting a significant hybridization
of the SOMO with the states of the electrodes. The
slight misalignment between the SOMO resonance and
EF , yield a conductance G = 5.7 × 10−1 G0 in each
spin channel, see Fig. 4(a), This scenario changes as the
SOMO resonance is split due to the Coulomb repulsion.
However, depending on the splitting mechanism, we ob-
serve fundamentally different transport properties.

Within spin-unrestricted R-DMFT calculations, the
spin rotational symmetry is broken. The doublet de-
generacy is lifted as the SOMO is split into an occu-
pied state in the majority-spin channel (e.g., ↓-SOMO)
and an unoccupied state in the minority-spin channel (↑-
SUMO). This approximation yields a magnetic insulator
with a spin gap ∆s ≈ 1.3 eV and a magnetic moment
〈Sz〉 ' 1/2 due to the single unpaired electron. The
spin-dependent splitting of a transmission feature, e.g.,
a resonance [16, 17, 82] or an antiresonance [30, 31], has
been suggested as a suitable mechanism for the realiza-
tion of organic spin filters. For pentadienyl, the splitting
is approximately symmetric around the Fermi level, thus
yielding a similar conductance in the two spin channels
G↑ = 1.9 × 10−2 G0 and G↓ = 1.5 × 10−2 G0 and low
spin-filtering efficiency. The spin-unrestricted R-DMFT
transmission functions are shown in Fig. 4(a) .

Another possible mechanism to split the SOMO is ob-
tained without lifting the spin degeneracy (i.e., within

10-4

10-2

1

-2 -1 0 1 2

R-DMFT
R-DMFT

10-6

10-4

10-2

1

-2 -1 0 1 2

R-DMFT
ED

DFT

(a)

(b) node

FIG. 4. Electron transmission function through the pentadi-
enyl radical junction. DFT predicts a SOMO resonance close
to EF . Taking into account the Coulomb repulsion beyond
restricted DFT yields: (a) a splitting of the resonance into
↓-SOMO and ↑-SUMO due to spin-symmetry breaking; (b) a
splitting of the resonance without symmetry breaking and a
transmission node due to many-body effects.

either R-DMFT or ED). In this case, we find that the
SOMO transmission resonance is split, revealing an un-
derlying transmission node, see Fig. 4(b). Hence, many-
body calculations predict a strong suppression of the con-
ductance, by several order of magnitude, in stark contrast
with the single-particle picture, in which electron trans-
port is dominated by a nearly-resonant ballistic channel.
Note that the splitting is substantially larger in ED than
in R-DMFT, and considering that the antiresonance is
not aligned with EF , it also results in a much stronger
suppression of the conductance G = 8.1× 10−4 G0 (ED)
versus G = 4.9×10−1 G0 (R-DMFT). This suggests that
non-local effects play an important role, as it can be ex-
pected in low-dimensional systems [27, 32].

Since a linear π-conjugated molecule does not display
any topological node, the pentadienyl node has been sug-
gested to arise from destructive interference between dif-
ferent charged states of the molecule [14]. In Sec. VII, we
discuss in detail the microscopic mechanism responsible
for the splitting of the SOMO and for the transmission
node, and show that they are intertwined.

B. Benzyl

In the case of benzene single-molecule junctions, there
is more than one possible configuration for the ring to
bridge the electrodes, depending on the position of the
amino anchoring groups. We focus on the meta configu-
ration (i.e., amino groups substituted at the 1,3-positions
of the aromatic ring) which is particularly relevant in the
context of molecular electronics.

Within DFT, the transmission function displays two
striking features which can be readily identified in
Figs. 5(a,b): a narrow asymmetric Fano resonance at
εFano < 10 meV, close to EF , and a wide antiresonance
at εDQI ≈ −0.8 eV. Both features originate from quan-
tum interference (QI) effects. Clarifying the nature of the
resonances and highlighting their differences, will prove
helpful in understanding how electronic correlations af-
fect the transport properties and to shed light on the
underlying microscopic mechanism.

The Fano resonance has a characteristic asymmetric
line shape and arises from the QI between the SOMO,
which is mostly localized at the benzylic C atom, and
the delocalized MOs on the molecular backbone, which
have a strong overlap with the states of the metallic Au
electrodes [83–85]. The antiresonance is the hallmark of
destructive QI in the meta configuration and it is well-
established in the literature, from both the experimen-
tal [86–88] and theoretical [89–93] points of view. It arises
from the interference between the HOMO and LUMO of
the ring itself [93]. There is a subtle interplay between the
antiresonance and the functional groups (not necessarily
radical). It is well-established that substituents and ad-
sorbates affect the relative position of destructive inter-
ference features with respect to the Fermi energy. The
chemical control of the antiresonance can be exploited
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FIG. 5. Electron transmission function through the benzyl radical junction, displaying the Fano and antiresonance originating
by quantum interference effects. (a) Breaking the spin symmetry results in the spin-splitting of both the Fano and the DQI
features. (b) Including many-body effects beyond DFT, the Fano resonance is split (without symmetry-breaking) while the
DQI antiresonance is shifted to lower energies.

for a wide range of applications ranging from nanoelec-
tronics [94] to chemical sensing [95, 96] In principle, the
position of the antiresonance is also influenced by the
substitution position in the ring (see, e.g., [94] and refer-
ences therein), but this effect is of marginal relevance to
the scope of the present work.

The Fano resonance is indeed the transport signa-
ture of the SOMO. However, in contrast to pentedienyl,
where the SOMO is delocalized along the molecular back-
bone and dominates the electron transport, in benzyl,
the SOMO is mostly localized on the methyl functional
group. It is therefore interesting to investigate the effect
of the Coulomb repulsion and highlight the differences
between the two cases. Within restricted DFT simula-
tions, the narrow Fano resonance is partially concealed by
the wider QI antiresonance. Breaking the spin symmetry
within spin-unrestricted R-DMFT yields a pair of spin-
split Fano resonances, as shown in Fig. 5(a). In the ma-

jority spin channel, ε↑Fano < 0 falls within the transmis-
sion depletion caused by the antiresonance and the asym-
metric Fano profile is clearly observable. Its counter-
part in the minority spin channel is found above EF , i.e.,

ε↓Fano > 0, and is still mostly concealed by the background
transmission. Interestingly, the spin-symmetry breaking
also induces spin-resolved QI antiresonances [30, 31, 97]

but the splitting ε↓DQI − ε
↑
DQI is however weaker than in

the Fano case, since the spin imbalance yields 〈Sz〉 ' 1/2
on the pz LO of the benzylic C, and a weaker magneti-
zation in the rest of the molecule.

Not allowing breaking the spin symmetry in the many-
body simulations reveal another scenario, as shown in
Fig. 5(b). The difference is twofold. We observe a split-
ting of the Fano resonance in both R-DMFT and ED
(with the ED splitting being significantly larger) but no
splitting is detected for the QI antiresonance, which is
rather shifted further away from EF . This suggests that
the microscopic mechanism behind the splitting with and
without spin-symmetry breaking are fundamentally dif-
ferent, as it distinguishes between the two QI features.
Moreover, in contrast to the case of pentadienyl, the split-
ting of the SOMO in benzyl does not result in a strong

suppression of the transmission within the SOMO-SUMO
gap. The two observations above are deeply connected,
and eventually, they can both be rationalized in terms of
the spatial distribution of the SOMO.

VII. MICROSCOPIC MECHANISM

A. Splitting of the SOMO

So far, we have seen that the Coulomb repulsion in-
duces a splitting of the SOMO of the organic radicals.
In order to gain a deeper understanding of the electronic
mechanism behind the splitting, and how it affects the
transport properties of the junction, it is useful to look
at the retarded self-energy in the LO basis Σij = (ΣA)ij ,

corresponding to ΣED
A and Σσ,R−DMFT

A in Eqs. (13, 20),
respectively. The many-body effects encoded in the self-
energy can be rationalized by interpreting the real part
as an energy-dependent level shift, and the imaginary
part as an effective electron-electron scattering rate. We
argue that the mechanism discussed in the following is a
common feature of organic radicals. Therefore, we dis-
cuss the pentadienyl and benzyl radicals in parallel and
highlight the differences whenever necessary.

In order to compare the different approximations, it
is convenient to look at the trace of the self-energy ma-
trix. Within spin-unrestricted R-DMFT, which is shown
in Figs. 6(a,d), the real part of the self-energy is weakly
energy-dependent around EF , and determines a shift of
the SOMO resonance in opposite directions for the two
spin polarizations. The imaginary part is negligible (not
shown) resulting in highly coherent SOMO and SUMO
electronic excitations below and above EF . Note that
the ground state of spin-unrestricted R-DMFT is two-
fold degenerate, and it is invariant under a flip of all
spins: {σi} → {σ̄i}. This picture is qualitatively anal-
ogous to what one can expect also at the single-particle
level, i.e., within DFT+U. Many-body effects are weak,
and the dominant effect arises from the spin-symmetry
breaking, as both radicals are magnetic insulators with a
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FIG. 6. Trace of the retarded self-energy Tr[Σ(E)] in the LO
basis for the pentadienyl (a,b,c) and benzyl (d,e,f) radicals
(the real and imaginary parts are denoted by solid and dashed
lines, respectively). Within spin-unrestricted R-DMFT (a,d)
the self-energy displays a weakly energy-dependent real part,
which is different in each spin sector, while the imaginary part
is negligible (not shown). Within both R-DMFT (b,e) and
ED (c,f) the self-energy is dominated by a single resonance at
energy εr (denoted by a solid grey line).

spin SOMO-SUMO gap.
The scenario is completely different within restricted

R-DMFT and ED, as shown in Figs. 6(b,c,e,f). There,
the self-energy is dominated by a single resonance and its
energy dependence can be well described within a one-
pole approximation (OPA)

ΣOPA(E) =
a

E − EF − εr + ıγ
. (28)

The OPA self-energy has a Lorentzian shape, where εr
and γ denote the resonant energy and the width of
the resonance, whereas a controls the amplitude of the
curve. The imaginary part of the self-energy plays the
role of a giant electron-electron scattering rate and sup-
presses electronic excitations around εr ' εSOMO, while
the real part redistributes the spectral weight towards
higher energies. This many-body mechanism, akin to the
Mott metal-to-insulator transition as described within
DMFT [42], is at the origin of the splitting of the SOMO
resonance.

In organic radicals, the following hierarchy of emergent
energy scales is realized: ΓSOMO � ∆ <∼ Uscreened, where

the typical energy scale associated with the screened
Coulomb repulsion Uscreened significantly exceeds the nar-
row width of the SOMO resonance (∼ 10–100 meV),
and the HOMO-LUMO single-particle gap ∆ controlled
by the C-C π-bonds (∼ eV). This sets the electrons in
the SOMO deep within the strongly correlated regime.
Such a general condition suggests this mechanism to be
common to organic radicals with a single unpaired elec-
tron. Multi-radical molecules [98] and networks [99],
may display different electronic and transport properties
due to effective interactions between the unpaired elec-
trons [7, 18–20].

B. Spatial structure of the electronic correlations

While R-DMFT and ED seem to qualitatively describe
the same many-body mechanism for the splitting of the
SOMO, it is also interesting to look at the whole self-
energy matrix. As discussed in Sec. III C, within ED
all elements Σij 6= 0, whereas within R-DMFT Σij ∝ δij .
Remarkably, all elements of the self-energy (irrespectively
of the approximation) are well described by the OPA with
the same resonant energy εr, as shown in Figs. 7(a,e).
The off-diagonal elements (when non-zero) can have ei-
ther sign since it is not determined by causality. It is then
easy to have a comprehensive look at the self-energy by
plotting the matrix Σij(εr), as shown in Figs. 7(c,d,g,h).

Indeed, looking at the ED self-energy matrix, clear pat-
terns emerge. Along the diagonal, some elements Σii are
significantly larger than the others (note the logarithmic
scale), and this asymmetry is mirrored by the off-diagonal
elements. Upon close inspection, we can associate them
with the pz LOs with the largest SOMO projection, thus
confirming that the strongest many-body effects corre-
late with the spatial distribution of the SOMO. Within
R-DMFT, we find an analogous pattern along the diag-
onal, as indicated in the insets.

Despite its approximations (local Coulomb interaction,
local correlations), it seems that R-DMFT tells qualita-
tively the same story as the full ED simulations. This
advocates for a substantially local character of the mi-
croscopic mechanism, that can describe both the splitting
of the SOMO and its consequences on electron transport,
whereas non-local effects renormalize the splitting.

C. Implications for electron transport

The many-body mechanism behind the splitting of the
SOMO is common to both the pentadienyl and benzyl
radicals. However, its consequences on electron transport
are dramatically different. In order to understand why,
it is necessary to combine the insights from DFT with
the knowledge about the spatial and energy structure of
the self-energy.

In pentadienyl, the SOMO is delocalized throughout
the molecular backbone, and its large projection on the
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pz LOs of the anchoring groups (see Fig.2(a)) ensures a
substantial overlap with the states in the metallic elec-
trodes. Hence, there is a transmission channel across the
junction through the SOMO. The pole of the self-energy
results in a zero of the corresponding Green’s function.
The suppression of the Green’s function hinders electron
transport at that energy and is at the origin of the trans-
mission node [30, 31]. In contrast, in the benzyl radical,
the SOMO has negligible projection on the amino groups
(see Fig.2(d)) and transport is dominated by transmis-
sion channels involving the frontier MOs. Therefore, the
splitting of the Fano resonance weakly affects those chan-
nels, and does not prevent the off-resonance transmission
of electrons across the junction.

The above picture can be essentially reproduced within
the following tight-binding (TB) three-orbital model,
which is schematically represented in Fig. 8(a). Let us
consider three orbitals (`, c, r) that can be interpreted as
the amino groups, left (`) and right (r), and the central
molecule (c). The Hamiltonian in such a basis reads

H =

ε` t t′

t εc t
t′ t εr

 . (29)

The hybridization to the electrodes is mediated by the
external (`, r) orbitals and, for the sake of this discussion,

it is assumed to be energy-independent:

ΓL =

Γ 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

 , ΓR =

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 Γ

 . (30)

The Hamiltonian of the isolated system can be diagonal-
ized to obtain the eigenvalues εHOMO, εSOMO, and εLUMO.
In light of the results shown in Fig. 7, the Green’s func-
tion of the device

GD(z) =
[
z −H + ıΓL/2 + ıΓR/2−ΣD(z)

]−1
(31)

is dressed with an OPA self-energy

ΣD(z) =

0 0 0
0 ΣOPA(z) 0
0 0 0

 (32)

which acts on the central part (see Fig. 7(a,e) for a con-
nection with the ab-initio simulations) and has a pole at
εSOMO. Within such a three-orbital model, the Landauer
transmission in Eq. (26) simplifies to

T (E) = Γ2|G`r(E)|2, (33)

where G`r = (GD)`r is the upper-right element of the
Green’s function, linking the orbitals connected to the
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electrodes, and describes the only transmission channel
across the junction.

For the sake of simplicity, one can take −ε` = εr = ε,
and εc � ε, which together with a, Γ, and η are kept
fixed, whereas we choose the parameters t and t′ to de-
scribe two scenarios, which are representative of the pen-
tadienyl and benzyl radicals. The results are shown in
Fig. 8 and described in the following.

The physics of the pentadienyl radical can be repro-
duced by choosing t <∼ ε and t′ = 0. The correspond-
ing TB MOs are fairly delocalized throughout the sys-
tem, as shown in Fig. 8(b). Hence, electron transport
happens through sequential hopping processes through
the c orbital. The transmission function, Fig. 8(c), dis-
plays a SOMO resonance which is split by including the
OPA self-energy, revealing a transmission node within
the SOMO-SUMO gap. The origin of the transmission
node is ascribed to a zero of the Green’s function at the
SOMO energy G`r(E ' εSOMO) [30, 31] as demonstrated
in Fig. 8(e).

Instead, with the choice of parameters t� t′ <∼ ε, one
can describe the physics of the benzyl radical, charac-
terized by an orbital c, which is weakly coupled to the
` − r molecular backbone. The corresponding SOMO is
fairly localized on the central orbital, see Fig. 8(f). The
transmission function displays a Fano resonance which is
split by the OPA self-energy see Fig. 8(g). In contrast to
the previous case, G`r does not have a zero, and trans-

port is dominated by a transmission channel that bridges
the electrodes through the direct `-r hopping t′. Finally,
note that in both scenarios above, many-body effects are
negligible for the HOMO and LUMO resonances (corre-
sponding to states which are completely filled and empty,
respectively) even when the “correlated” c orbital has a
sizable hybridization with ` and r, cfr. Figs. 8(c,d,g,h).

Hence, the three-orbital model can reproduce all fun-
damental features of the radical junctions discussed in
this work, and at the same time, provides a simple inter-
pretation of the numerical simulations.

D. Non-perturbative nature of the splitting

Within ED and R-DMFT, the solution of the many-
body problem (i.e., on the lattice or the auxiliary AIM)
is numerically exact. This means that the Coulomb
repulsion is taken into account in a non-perturbative
way. It is interesting to compare these results to a
perturbative approach, e.g., within the GW approxima-
tion [100, 101], which has been extensively and success-
fully applied to molecules [102–107]. However, the ques-
tion arises to which extent many-body perturbation the-
ory approaches are able to describe the physics of open-
shell systems [108]. Within GW , the self-energy is com-
puted to the lowest order in perturbation theory, as a
convolution of the Green’s function and the screened in-
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FIG. 9. Electron transmission function through the pentadi-
enyl radical junction. Both the G0W0 and the self-consistent
GW approximations fail to predict the splitting of the SOMO,
as described within ED and R-DMFT, cfr. Fig 4.

teraction. We compute the GW self-energy correction
projected onto the A region

Σ(z) = GA(z)WA, (34)

as described in [68], and we consider the case of the pen-
tadienyl radical without loss of generality.

In Fig. 9 we see that neither G0W0 nor the fully self-
consistent GW approximation is able to induce a split-
ting of the SOMO resonance, and the numerical simu-
lations rather result in a shift of the corresponding res-
onance above the Fermi energy. Hence, the many-body
techniques we propose to investigate open-shell molecules
are not only sufficient but also necessary for our goal,
whereas less sophisticated approaches fall short in de-
scribing the electronic and transport properties arising
from the strong electronic correlations within the SOMO.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have proposed a numerical method
that that combines ab-initio with state-of-the-art many-
body techniques and is able to address the complexity
of a realistic chemical environment as well as electronic
correlation effects beyond the single-particle picture.
The deliverable of this project served to shed light on
the mechanism governing the electronic and transport
properties of quantum junctions with organic molecules
in an open-shell configuration. By considering a linear
and a cyclic radical molecule, we derive a general under-
standing of the role of many-body effects in molecular
radicals with a single unpaired electron, and we show
that they have dramatic consequences on electron
transport. We establish the microscopic mechanism
behind the splitting of the SOMO resonance and unravel
a clear link between the space-time structure of electron-
electron correlations and the spatial distribution of the
SOMO. We demonstrate this by proposing a minimal
model, which is capable of grasping the microscopic
mechanism and thus reproducing all relevant features of
the transmission properties. Our work will pave the path
toward a deeper and more comprehensive understanding
of strongly correlated electron physics at the nanoscale.
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