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A bstract

W e com pute, based on density-fiinctional electronic—structure calculations, the Coulomb
couplings In the h, highest occupied orbital ofm olecular Cep . W e obtain a m ultiplet-averaged
Hubbard U ’ 3 eV, and four Hund-rule-like intra-m olecular m ultiplet-splitting temm s, each of
the order of few hundredsofm €V s. A ccording to these couplings, allC 25 jons should possess a
high-spin ground state ifkept in their rigid, undistorted fom . E ven afterm olecular distortions
are allowed, however, the Coulom b tem s still appear to be som ew hat stronger than the pre—
viously calculated Jahn-Teller couplings, the latter favoring low -spin states. T hus for exam ple
in CZ,unlkeC?, , the balance between Hund rule and Jahn Teller yields, even ifm argially,
a high-spin ground state. That seem s surprising in view of reports of superconductivity in

eld-doped C}, system s.

1 Introduction

Strong electron correlations in m ultiband, orbially degenerate system s represent an in portant
current theoretical challenge. A lively experim ental playground for that is provided by electron—
doped filllerene system s, which exhibit a variety of behavior, incliding unconventionalm etals like
cubic CsC¢p Brouet et al 1999), superconductors ofthe A3Cqp fam iy A= K Rb,Cs) Ram irez
1994, Gunnarsson 1997), and nsulators, presum ably of the M ott-Jahn-Teller type Fabrizio et al.
1997, Capone et al 2000), such asNa,Cgy Brouetetal 2001),A4Ce Benning etal 1993), and
the class of am m oniated com pounds WH3)K3 yRbyCgg.

T he recently developed C49 e€ld e ect transistor FET ) devices (Schon et al. 2000a,b) clain ed
m etallic and superconducting states for both electron and hole doping in the interface C¢y layer,
the holedoped system show Ing generally higher T, than the electron-doped system . T hat could
be related to a larger electron-phonon (eph) coupling ofthe HOM O -derived h, band than for the
LUM O derived ty, band M aniniet al 2001).

However, in an orbitally degenerate system like the one at hand, the electron-phonon coupling
com petes against intra-m olecular exchange of Coulomb origih, responsble for Hund rules. In
fact, Hund rules generally favor high spin for a degenerate m olecular state, whereas coupling to
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Intra-m olecular vibrations leads to a Jahn-Teller (JT ) splitting ofthe degeneracy which favors low
Soin. Furthem ore, since doped fiillerenes are narrow -band m olecular conductors, know ledge ofthe
localC oulom b repulsion, usually param etrized by the so-called H ubbard U , is In portant in orderto
establish whetherC 25 conductors are w eak ly or strongly correlated electron system s. In the form er
case, a conventional E liashberg-type approach should be adequate to explain superconductiity.
In the latter, a new theoretical fram ework is m ost likely needed (Fabrizio et al. 1997, Capone et
al. 2000, C apone et al 2002).

A 11 these considerations stress the in portance of a realistic estin ate ofthe C oulom b Interaction
term s Hubbard U and the Hund multiplet term s) for C '6‘5' . In the past, electronicstructure-based
caloulations of these param eters have been m ade Pr the negative ions Cj, , where the electrons
are added to the gy, LUM O . In that case the structure ofthe Coulom b H am iltonian is form ally the
sam e as that for an atom ic p kevel in spherical sym m etry, and as such entirely determ ined by two
param etersonly: the con guration-averaged U and Hund-rule intra-m olecularexchange J M artin
and R itchie 1993, Han and G unnarsson 2000). For positive ions C'gg , where n holes are added to
the hy, HOM O the only estin ate available for the Coulom b param eters is a recent em pirical one
NN ikolaev and M ichel 2002). T he task of an electronic structurebased rst principles calculation
of these param eters w ill be the m ain purpose of the present paper.

In a vefold-degenerate h, orbital, as we shall detail below , icosahedral sym m etry determ ines
these Coulomb couplings in tem s of ve independent param eters: a con guration-averaged U,
plus four Intra-m olecular exchange tem s. A 1l the low -energy electronic degrees of freedom of a
solid-state systam of positively (or negatively) charged Cgp m olecules can be well described by a
m odel H am itonian including the wve h, hol bands (or three t3, electron bands) only, all other
orbitals acting, as usual, as a m ere source of renom alization of the bare’ param eter values H an
and G unnarsson 2000).

In order to calculate the ve independent intra-m olecular electron-electron (e<€) Coulomb pa-
ram eters, we use standard density-finctional electronic—structure calculations in the local (spin)
density approxin ation [L (S)DA ], In posing as a constraint di erent values of the electronic occu—
pation num ber in the individualK ochn-Sham K S) orbitals. W e carry out several frozen-geom etry
single-m olecule constrained-LDA calculations of the total energy for a variety of charge and spin
states of undistorted J'oosahedralcrggr . By com paring these energies w ith the corresponding an—
alytic expressions for the m odel H am ittonian, which is expressed in term s of the ve unknown
Coulom b param eters, we nally determm ine all of them .

A s the calculations are carried out for an isolated m olecule, the com puted C oulom b param eters
are e ective values, which contain the screening due to the polarizability of the lled m olecular
orbials in the m olecule, but contain neither the screening due to the other m olecules nor that
of the conduction electrons In the solid. A s a reliability check, we also recom pute w ith the sam e
m ethod the eeU and J param eters orthe LUM O band. T he results are found in good agreem ent
w ith previous estin ates M artin and R itchie 1993, Han and Gunnarsson 2000, Antropov et al.
1992), which further con m s the viability of our m ethod.

W ith the Coulomb param eters in hand we can then com pute the m ultiplet spectrum for any
given m olecular occupancy, n =1,..5. This spectrum strictly applies only to ideal rigid C¢( ions,
and is not of direct experim ental relevance, because it leaves JT distortion e ects out. T he latter
can be crudely estin ated using the hole-vibration couplingspreviously calculated in C¢g M aniniet
al. 2001) eitherat second-order in perturbation theory, corresponding to a fiillneglect of retardation
e ects, the socalled antiadiabatic’ approxin ation, or in the opposie adiabatic’ 1im it. In the anti-
adiabatic approxim ation, the e ective ee Interaction is sin ply the superposition of the Coulomb
repulsion and the phonon-m ediated attraction. T he totalnet resul as farasU is concemed is still
repulsive, the Jarge Coulom b term only m arginally corrected by m oleculardistortions. A 1lthe other
intra-m olecular exchange tem s are instead heavily reduced. However, while in the case 0£Cyg,
that leadsto an e ective sign reversal from Hund to antiH und’, (and from repulsive to attractive
for an elkectron pair in the singlkt channel) the balnce is much less de nite or C; , where the
overall sign rem ains positive forn= 2 and is uncertain for hichern values. The e ciency ofthe JT



e ect in reversing H und-rules couplings for C rg; is even weaker when the adiabatic approxin ation
is considered instead ofthe antiadiabatic one. In the adiabatic approxin ation, w here ionicm otion
is classical, the m olecular ground state ofC§, tums out to be alwayshigh spin foralln valies, in
contrast to C§, where it isalways low spin.

T hispaper is organized as follow s: Sec.-'_Z Introduces them odel, determ ining them Inin alnum ber
of Independent param eters consistent w ith icosahedral sym m etry. T he constrained-LDA calcula—
tion and is results are descrbed in Sec. ::3: The multiplet spectra resulting from the com puted
couplings are shown in Sec. :ﬁl: T he results are discussed In Sec.:_ﬂ, and som e lengthy form ulae are
collected In an A ppendix.

2 The m odelH am iltonian

Our naltarget is to address the low -energy properties of (@ lattice of) charged C g9 m olecules. To
this end we construct a m odelH am iltonian to describe the physics ofeither theh, HOM O (holes)
or tjy LUM O (electrons) bands. The rol of the other orbitals is to act as a renom alization of
the e ective param eters for the band at the Fem i energy. In this paper we concentrate on the
determ ination of sihgle-m olecule properties, and defer to a future w ork the calculation ofthe bands
in the solid. Them odel H am iltonian for a single m olecule reads
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are regpectively the single-particle H am iltonian, the vibron contrbution (in the ham onic approxi-
m ation), the electron-ibron coupling (In the lnear JT approxin ation) M aninietal 2001,M anini
and D e Los R ios 2000), and the mutual Coulom b repulsion between the electrons. T he éY,m de—
note the creation operators of either a hole in the HOM O or an electron in the LUM O , described
by the sihgleparticke wave function ', (r). Indicates the spin profction, m and n label the
com ponent w ithin the degenerate electronic HOM O /LUM O muliplt, and i counts the phonon
modesofsymmetry (@A 4,6G4 and 8 Hy modes). C, are Ckbsch-G ordan coe cients of the
icosahedron group, for coupling two hy, (oles) or t3, (electrons) states to phonons of sym m etry
. r is a multplicity label, relevant for H 4 m odes only M aniniet al. 2001, Butler 1981). QAi
and P} arethem olecular phonon coordinates and conjigate m om enta. Spin-orbit is exceedingly
an all (Tosattiet al. 1996), and it is therefore neglected.
The Coulom b m atrix elem ents are de ned by:
Z Z
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whereu ; o (r;r° isan e ective C oulom b repulsion, screened by the other electrons ofthem olecule.

One way to estin ate these m atrix elem ents is to evaluate the Coulomb integrals @) directly
for the smple kemelu ; o (;r%) = =@ ¥ 79I and given m okecular orbitals (N kolev and



M ichel 2002). This approach neglects com plktely the screening due to the other electrons on
the sam e molecule. Here we choose a rather di erent approach: namely, we param etrize the
interaction Ham iltonian ('_'35) In the most general way allowed by the m olecular sym m etry, and
then detem ine the param eters by tting to ab initio electronic structure calculations. A s these
calculations allow for the fiill polarization response of the total charge densiy (exoept for core
levels, whose polarizability is negligible by com parison) the screening e ect ofallm olecular valence
electrons is acocounted for in the nalparam eters.

The symm etry of the Coulomb interaction plus the m olecular sym m etry of the problem allow
us to express allofthe Coulomb Integrals in ('§) as functions ofa am all set of physical param eters.
In the Pllow ing, we obtain the m inin al set ofC oulom b param eters that determ ine the interaction
Ham ilonian (:5), as required by the symm etry of the m olecule and the symm etry label of the
orbitals under consideration.

A s the Ham iltonian is tin ereversal Invariant, the orbitals can be chosen realw ith no loss of
generality. Furthem ore we take the orbitals, as well as the interaction, to be soin-independent
(thus neglecting spin-dependent screening e ects which m ight be possible In m agnetic states), so
that:
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W ith the above assum ptions one nds inm ediately:
w m;m %n;n’) = w @;m%mn;n%=w@m;n%n;m%=w@o;n%m;n" : ®)
The e ective screened interaction show s the fiillm olecular symm etry, ie.
UR 1R %) = u@;r’) ()

forallthe sym m etry operationsR ofthe icosahedralgroup I, . In ordertom ake use ofthis symm e—
try, we decom pose the product wave functions into irreducible representations of the icosahedral
group: %

"m @ 'n @)= Con = @©; (10)
using again the C Jebsch-G ordan coe cientsC 7, to coupletwoh, (oles)orty, (electrons)tensors
to an irreducible tensor of symmetry . The label runs in principle on all the irreduchble
representations @g, Tigs Togr Ggr Hgr Aus Tius Tous Gu, Hy) of the icosahedralgroup I, . The
multiplicity label r distinguishes between m ultiple occurrences of the sam e representation in the
coupling C;Ld) : it is the standard extra label for groups, such as I, , which are not sin ply reducble
Butler1981). D ue to the sym m etry relation (:_3), only the sym m etric couplings occur. In particular,
for holes in the HOM O, from the decom position of hy h, the only nonzero contrbutions com e

from = Ag,Gg,Hg(r:l),anng(r:Z). For electrons in the ty, LUMO,wehave = A 4 and Hgy
only. In term s of this sym m etry recoupling, we rew rite the C oulom b m atrix elem ents as:
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T his equation show s the decom position of the w m ;m %n;n% interaction m atrix into the sum of
products of geom etric factors (C lebsch-G ordan coe cients), tin es a relatively restricted num ber
of coupled m atrix elem ents. W e can now exploit the sym m etry of the C oulom b interaction @) to
further sim plify the rem aining Integrals. To this end, we apply a generic group operation R to the
Integration variables. T he explicit transform ation properties of the coupled wave functions * (r)
allow s to Introduce the group representation m atrices R ), while the e ective interaction

1



ram ains invariant. Next, we apply the grand orthogonality theoram of representation theory, to
rew rite the Interaction as follow s:
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This show s that the Integrals in Eq. C_l-l:) are diagonal in the representation label (put not in
the m ultiplicity labelr). This relation determm ines explicitly the m ost general expression for the
Coulomb m atrix elem ents Jn a shell of ,, or h, icosahedral label, In tem s of a m inim al set of
independent param etersF ** /e ned i Eq. AE)E
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In thispaperwe label statesw ithin the degenerate representation using the C5 quantum num berm
from the I, Ds Cs group chain Butler 1981). N ote howeverthat the purely geom etric decom —
position ofthe C oulom b Integrals 613) holds for any choice ofthe group chain, and correspondingly
ofthe T, C Ebsch-G ordan coe cients.

In the case of electron doping in the t, orbial, no multiplicity r labels appears, and thus,
according to Eqg. C_l-;m'), the Coulomb Ham iltonian is expressed as the sum of two tem s, whose
strength is govermned by the two param eters F2¢ and F "¢ . These param eters are related to the
k= 0 and k = 2 SlaterCondon integralsF *) forp electrons .n spherical symm etry (Cowan 1981).
For hole doping in theh, HOM O ,we need ve param eters

F1=F";F,=FC9; F3=F e, p,= F?2Hs;, p = p 1Pt 14)

to determ ine com pletely the Coulomb m atrix elem entsf: In temm s of spherical symm etry fora d
atom ic state, F ©) again corresponds to the totally symm etric F ¢ param eter, while the F @) and
) spherical param eters are replaced by the fur icosahedralF, 5.
Rather than the F param eters, for ty, electrons i is m ore comm on to use the param eters
U=F?=3 F%9=3,and J = F"9=2.W ith thisde nition of U A, the m ultiplt-averaged energy
has the sin ple dependence on the totalnum ber of electrons n:

nn 1
E® M) = TrH j) = n+U(T); 15)
where H j, is the Ham iltonian restricted to the n-electrons states. The J param eter controls the

m ultiplet exchange splittings, so that the center ofm assofthem ultipletsat xed n and totalspin

1The Coulomb Ham iltonian for icosahedralh-states w as expressed in term s of ve param eters also by O liva 1997,
P lakhutin and C arbo-D orca 2000.

2 It should be noted that U di ers from the usualde nition of the Hubbard U, involving the lowest m ultiplet
in each n-con guration: grin = gming 4 1)y gming 1) 28 ™I (), This second de nition is unconvenient,
especially in the hy case, since it depends wildly on n.



S is given by E:
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T his leads to the de nition ofan average Coulomb repulsion
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W e can de ne a spin-splitting param eter J also for the holes, by considering the center ofm ass of
themultipletsat xed soin S,E *¥° (n;S). W e nd that the Coulom b H am iltonian (id) is consistent
w ith
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In what Pollow s we take as a convenient set of lndependent Coulomb param eters: U, F,, F3, Fy,
and Fs.
Finally, wih the decom position C_l-i_i) In hand, it is convenient to re-organize the interaction
Ham ilttonian (§) In tem s of num berconserving sym m etry-adapted fermm ion operators:
|
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and the constant A, which is %U + %J forhols and %U + 2J frelkctrons.

3 D eterm ination of the C oulom b param eters

A fter the explicit derivation ofthe form ofa general icosahedralee interaction I-fe ey WeE Com e now
to the num erical calculation of the param eters xing the interaction for C¢p ions. W e com pute
these param eters by com paring the (analytical) expressions for the energies in the m odel H am itto-
nian ('_]:) w ith num erical results, obtained by rst-principles densiy-finctionaltheory O FT) LDA
calculations of the electronic structure of the C 49 m olecule.
A s the Coulomb Ham iltonian govems the spectrum of multiplet excited states of the ionized
con gurations, in principle i would be straightforward to obtain the Coulomb param eters by
tting the excitation energies of (-'14') to multiplet energies obtained w ith som e ab-initio m ethod,

3 In the ty, case the eigenenergies can be w ritten in the closed form
h i
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as function ofn, S and the total angularm om entum ’ L (recallthat the t;, orbitalsbehave e ectively asp-orbitals).



or to experim entalm ultiplet spectra, if they were available and if the eph contrbution could be
separated out. H ow ever, to ourknow ledge no such experin entaldata are tillnow available. W ethus
choose to extract the C oulom b param eters from DFT calculations. Yet this isnot straightforward,
since In standard DFT the excitation energies of the K S system do not have a rigorous physical
m eaning; the K S states are only auxiliary quantities Perdew 1985). A lthough excitation energies
are accessble n DFT within the fram ework of tin edependent DFT (P etersika et al. 1996), here
we Pllow an altemative approach which is sin ilar in spirit to the constrained-LDA (O ederichs
et al. 1984, G unnarsson et al. 1989) m ethod to extract e ective localCoulom b param eters. Tn a
nutshell, constrained-L.DA yields the ground-state energy of the system sub fct to som e external
constraint, such asa xed m agnetization ora xed orbitaloccupancy. In practice, it is convenient
to In pose constraints such as to select states which are single Slater determ nants, since they are
descrbed fairly accurately by standard LDA methods. By com paring their total energies w ith
the expectation values of the m odel H am iltonian with respect to the sam e states, it is possble
to determm ine the interaction param eters, in the spirit ofthe SCF (selfconsistent eld) schem e
(Jones and G unnarsson 1989).

In order to describe the m ethod, it is convenient to consider a sin ple exam pl. Let us focus on

the states 1 ;n4;0;0;0;01i In the LUM O subspace where n» soin up and ny spin down electrons

llorbital’ 3, the other two orbitals being em pty, and de ne E ** (n«;ny) the corresponding total
energies. O ne could determm ine the Hubbard U’ relating to this orbital as

U, =E""@Q;1)+ E**©Q;0) E*™@;0) E™©0;1)= E®"@;1)+ E®Y0;0) 2E*F@;0) : ©3)

A slight com plication to this sin ple approach is brought In our problem by the orbital degeneracy.
Suppose we Indeed com pute by LDA the energy of j;1;0;0;0;0i. This orbital, where we place
the two electrons, is lniially degenerate to the other two LUM O com ponents. However, n LDA,
a Kohn-Sham (K S) lked orbital shifts inm ediately up In energy wih respect to em pty ones.
Consequently, if we insist to 1l one of the three, origihally degenerate, K S orbitals, at the next
feration the electrons go naturally to occupy either of the two Initially em pty orbials, with a
large jimp in charge density from one iteration to the next. This e ect is due to the im perfect
cancellation of the self nteraction w ithin LD A :f:, w hich isalso related to the wellknown LDA gap
problem .

A possble ram edy isto arti cially introduce an allgaps (ofthe orderof10m €V ) in the otherw ise
degenerate HOM O and LUM O, by adding a tiny distortion of the icosahedralC 49 m olcule along
oneofthe JT activem odes. Since the distortion isvery sm all (each atom m ovingby lessthan 0.5 pm
from is equilbbriuim position), the m odel rem ains essentially representative of fully sym m etric
fullerene. However, in order to e ectively control the charge (either electrons In the LUM O or
holes n the HOM O ) In the di erent orbitals, the splittings m ust overcom e the selfrepulsion. This
fact suggests occupying an orbitalby a sn all fraction of an electron so that the self repulsion is
su ciently sm all to leave this orbital in the sam e energy position dictated by the distortion eld.

To recover the actualvalue of the energy at Integer charge, as required for the determ ination of
U according to Eq. C_2-§'), we m ake use of a known artifact of the LSDA : the ground-state energy
ofa system asa functional of the fractional occupation ofa K S orbital interpolates am oothly the
energies of iInteger m ultiples of the elem entary charge. To the extent that the m odi cations of
orbital ; dueto changesofis 1lling n; m ay be neglected, the totalenergy is a parabolic function
of charge. In particular, In our speci c exam ple,

n; nj; c 5
E® —;— = E"+bni+ —nf;
272 0 Pty
&
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where, according to Janak’s theorem (Janak 1978), the lnear coe cientsb = b 0 equal the K S
single-particle energy 1 atn; ! 0. The quadratic coe cients c and c ° are not generally the sam e,

4 Self-interaction is not the only possible origin of the convergence problem . T he subtle problem of pure-state
v-representability leads to basically the sam e sym ptom s. See (Schipper et al. 1998).



since they are extracted from unpolarized and spin-polarized con gurations, respectively. W e have
veri ed, in those con gurationsw here the self interaction causes no convergence problem , that the
extrapolation from calculations at n; 02 is In very good quantitative agreem ent w ith direct
totalenergy calculations at integer n;’s. T hrough Egs. C_Z-fi) and {_ig) we have:

0
C C
U;= Ef+b 2+ 2 +EFY 2 EFC+ P4+ 512 =@c &: @5)

W e have therefore expressed the Hubbard U; asa linear com bination ofthe quadratic coe cientsc
and & of the extrapolation parabolas. N ote that the ¢’s Hrioth con gurations involved are needed
for the determ nation ofU; : it would be incorrect to identify U; to, for exam ple, the curvature c
ofthe totalLDA energy as a function of charge.

T he com plete determm ination ofthe two and respectively ofthe ve Coulomb param eters for t,
electrons and forh, holes follow s the sam e track as the sin ple determ ination ofU; outlined above.
F irst, we select two sets of electronic con gurations, one for electron and the other for hole doping,
containing three (see Tab]e:!.') and eight (see Tab]e:_i) elem ents, respectively. Foreach con guration
Jii, we com pute the totalenergy as a finction ofthe (fractional) charge, for vevalies0 ny 02.
T he calculations for a given set are carried out wih a xed JT distortion wihin DFT-LSDA .As
In previous calculations M aniniet al 2001) we use ultrasoft psesudopotentials (Vanderbilt 1990)
for C Favot and DalCorso 1999). The planewaves basis set iscut o at 27 Ry (charge density
cuto = 162 Ry). The Cg¢y molecul is repeated periodically n a large sin plecubic supercell
lattice of side a. To insure total charge neutrality, thus correcting for the G = 0 divergence of the
total energy, a com pensating uniform background charge is added. T he total energy is corrected
for the leading powerdaw Coulomb interactions am ong supercells, by rem oving the M adeling a *
tem and the a 3 correction, w ith the m ethod devised by M akov and Payne (1995). W e extract
the nitea correctionsby running several calculationsw ith a ranging between 1.32 and 1.85 nm,
as ilustrated In Fjg.:g.' In a typical exam ple. [k m ight have been m arginally cheaper to use the
m odi ed Coulom b potentialm ethod (Jarvis et al. 1997) instead of the size scaling. T hat m ethod
however required a larger lattice param eter a, and thus m ore m em ory space]. Parabolas of the
form C_Z-Z_i) are tted to the calculated a ! 1 energies. The resulting quadratic coe clents ¢ ; or
electrons and holes are reported In Tab]es-'}: and :_Z respectively.

In the light of Janak’s theorem (Janak 1978), stating that the sihglkparticke K S levels ; ;) =
QE *°* n;)=@n;, the ¢; coe cients, besides representing second derivatives of the totalenergy w rk.
charge, can altematively be seen as rst derivatives of the singleparticle kevels w rt. charge, as
ollow s:

i) = 10+ cni+ O @F) : ©@6)

From the a-scaling of the total energy M akov and Payne 1995), we derive the a-scaling of the
single-particke K S levels ;, which allow s us to com pute these quantities or the isolated m okecular
on @! 1 ). Equation C_2§‘) (neglecting O (nf) corrections) provides a second m ethod to derive
the ¢ coe cients, which are the basic ingredients in the calculation of the C oulom b param eters.

A s apparent In Tab]es:_]: and :_2, the coe cients c; obtained from the total energy and from the
single-particke levels are essentially In accord. However, the values from the single-particlke levels
are num erically m ore stable since, contrary to the totalenergy m ethod, they do not lnvolve am all
di erences of large num bers. In the follow ing we shalluse the ¢;’s from single-particlke energies or
the determ ination of the C oulom b param eters.

T he calculation ofthe ee param eters is then realized by equating the variousDFT extrapolated
energies to the expectation values of @:) w ith respect to the sam e electronic con gurations. G ven
the arbirariness in the reference energy  forthem odelH am ilttonian Z_i), we de ne for convenience

=U=2+5h : @7)

where is a free param eter allow ing for the possbility of a chem ical potential shift w ith respect



to the DFT calculation §.

In Tabk 9’ we collect the analytic expression of the energies of the three states considered
for 1, electrons. Equating the tem s on the third and fourth colmn of Table -'_i%, we have 3
equations to detem ine the 3 unknown quantitiesU , J and : we obtain the physical param eters
sin ply by inversion of the linear dependency, and by replacing the values of ¢ in Tab]e-'_]:. We
have tabulated the combination 2n, ? hiff . jii+ Un;=2 istead of sinply hiff. .ii, as each

equation involves quantities of the sam e order of m agniude. By elin lnating [in analogy to
the onestate exam ple ofEq. ('_2-5)], we nd for the Coulomb param eters of the negative C ¢¢ ions:
U = SCpygmpmpi =Cpm0i= 3069meV and J = ECpympmpi  3Cymi+ 15Cpm01 = 32meV . These
values, summ arized in Tabl :_4, are in the sam e range as previous estin ates (M artin and R itchie
1993, Han and G unnarsson 2000, A ntropov et al. 1992).

To produce a reliable estin ate of the six unknown quantities (the ve ee param etersplus ),
we consider eight di erent hy, hole states, for whose energies we collect the analytic expressions in
Table :5 Therefore we have eight equations in six unknowns: we obtain the best estin ate of the
physical param etersby adjusting them to m inin ize the sum ofthe squared di erence between the
energies in the third and the fourth colum n of T ab]eE . Forthis overdetermm ined system ofequations,

the com bination 2n; 2 hij—fe eJi+ Un;=2 showsitsadvantage,thatallLSDA calculationsweight

the sam e In the t. This tting procedure yields the values of the Coulomb param eters for C '6‘5
collected In Tab]e:_d. T he standard deviation ofthe t (14 m&V) givesan estin ate ofthe num erical
accuracy of the ¢ param eters. By standard error propagation, we obtain the estim ate of the
errorbar on the individual e-e param eters reported In Table :_é .

W e can now comment on our obtained results. W e observe rst of all that the only large
param eter isU . Tt takesessentially the sam evalue In the LUM O and the HOM O :thisvalue ofabout
3 &V govems the m ultiplet-averaged hole-hole repulsion, and is also com patible w ith experim ental
estin ates A ntropov et al. 1992) for isolated m olecular ions. In the solid, the screening of the
localCoulom b param eters due to the polarizability of all the surrounding C 4o m olecules could be
approxin ately accounted for In a C lJausiusM ossotti schem e @A ntropov et al 1992), and, brcrgo ,
it may reduce U by roughly a factor 05 Lofet al 1992). The polarizability screening in the
solid is expected to a ect F o, Fs much lss than U . Note however that the actual Hubbard U,
based on di erences of ground-state energies, acquires an n-dependent contribution of F, Fs.
T he appropriate U™ ¥ are collected in Tab]e-'j . The extra Intra-m olecular contribution is especially
large at half 1ing.

T he relative an allness of the Intra-m olecular param eters com pared to U is traced to the very
close values of the quadratic coe cients c; (listed in Tabl :_2) for all di erent con gurations Ji.
In tum, this indicates that, contrary to the strongly localized orbitals of atom ic physics, In C4o &
does not m atter m uch the relative spin and orbial placem ent of two electrons in the HOM O or
LUM O :they would alw ays feelm ore or less the sam e repulsion of roughly 3 eV .The Hund rulesare
therefore rather weak In Cg4o ions, because the degenerate orbitals are spread over a carbon shell
of 7 A diam eter, rather than concentrated around a single nucleus. The largest param eter is F3
corresponding to ther= 1 H 4 symm etry. The F5 param eter is the am allest, e ectively com patible
w ithin error barsw ith a zero valie.

T he com puted intra-m olecular exchange J is alm ost tw ice as ]arges in the HOM O than in the
LUMO (Iab]es:ff and :_d) . Consequently, the splittings (in the order of hundreds of m €V) of the
n-hole Coulomb multiplets are Jarger for holes than for electrons. W e com e next to the detailed
study ofthism ultiplet spectrum .

SN otice that  isnot exactly a chem ical potential shift, since the linear tem w ithin our constrained DF T -1.SD A
has a com ponent proportionalto the Jahn-Teller splitting introduced to stabilize each set ofelectronic con gurations.

® The de nition of J for the tiy orbital contains a factor 5/4 due to historical reasons, as apparent from the
com parison of Eq. @4) and {19). If this factor is accounted for, the actual ratio between the rst-Hund—rule tem s
in the HOM O and in the LUM O isabout 1.5



4 M ultiplet energies

T he com puted values of the coupling param eters can be used to calculate the m ultiplet soectrum

of . .. W e concentrate here on the states of n holes in the vebld degenerate hy HOM O . In

order to diagonalize the H am ittonian m atrix, we w ish to take full advantage of sym m etry. Foreach

charge n, (I, Ds) orbital label ( ; ), multiplicity r, total spin S, and spih profction M , we

rst construct a set of sym m etry-adapted states by iteratively coupling the one-hole h, orbialsto
allthe 1)-holes states as ollow s:

X X
1% %89 ()i siMi = c

0 00p Op 00

r C SM
0; Ohy; 0 ~s0M 0;1=2;M ®

;M 05 28)

N

n15;% % %% % ng %

where C %, o, . w and C5oy o py o are the icosahedraland sphericalC bsch-6 ordan coe cients
taking care of the orbital and spin recoupling respectively, and ° is the parentage ofthe (n  1)—
particle state. The resulting states 1; ( % %S%; ( ;r); ;S;M i (Brallpossble % %s°and r)
are then orthonomm alized to form the set of n-hol basis states h; ; ; ;S;M i, wih counting
their parentage.

In this sym m etry-adapted basis the H am iltonian is diagonalw ith respect to the labelsn; ; ;S
and M and its eigenvalues are independent of and M . Thisblock-diagonalform allow s in m any
cases to com pute the analytical expressions for the multiplet energies E , y1, ie. the eigenvalues
of I-fe e un@n 1)=2, that are collected in Tab]e:_:8. For 3 n 7, the calculation of the
m ultiplet energies nvolves the diagonalization ofblock m atrices of size 3 up to 7, where analytical
m ethods are unpractical. For these cases we report the Ham iltonian subm atrices for those states
iIn Appendix I.Z_\: . The analytical 3-holes spectrum show s the degeneracy ofa T1, and a T, doublet
state, which has been observed and explained in previous work (O liva 1997, Lo and Judd 1999,
P lakhutin and C arbo-D orca 2000).

T he spectrum obtained by substituting the com puted param eters of T ab]e-r_é Into the expressions
ofTab]e;_‘i’ is collected in Tab]e-'_§ . Forallvalies ofn, we of course verify H und-rule behavior, ie.the
high-spin state has the lowest energy. However the rst Hund rule leads to com parable spolittings
to second Hund rule, so that states of di erent spin are energetically interm ixed, forn = 4 and 5.
The muliplet structure is sin ilar to what was reported In Ref. NN kolaev and M ichel 2002), w ith
a few di erences in the detailed ordering of closely spaced levels. The total soread in the DFT
results of Table -'_9, however, are a factor three an aller than those of that rigid-orbital unscreened
calculation (N ikolaev and M ichel2002).

T he com puted spectrum ofTab]e:g represents that of ideal rigid icosahedralC g . T he coupling
of electronic state to the intram olecular vibrations generally leads to JT distortions, involving
energy scales that com pete w ith the ee repulsion and generally favor low -spin states, a sort of
antifiund rule. The interplay of the Coulomb and eph tem s orighates a com plex pattem of
vbronic multiplet states that was studied in detail In the sin pler case of the negative C¢ lons
© 'Brien 1996). TheHOM O system athand ism uch m ore Intricate, due to the Interplay of several
param eters. Here we shall address this problem at a m ore approxin ate level of accuracy.

F irst we observe that, In the 1im it w here the typicalphonon energiesh ! ; arem uch largerthan the
ePh energy gains éh !;, the eph H am iltonian treated at second order in g; takes the form ofthe

rst tem in the right hand side ofEq. £1) (anti-adiabatic or weak-coupling lin it). T he strengths
of the e ective ee Interaction pax@n eters are given in tem s of the din ensionless couplings gi

0. 0 r .
and frequency !; by F*¥ri = ;9; g1 h!y =4 -'_7: Tab]e-_é lists the param eters F; generated
7 A ccording to M aninietal. 2001), the coe cients forthe coupling ofH ¢ with H g to A4 and to G g are nom alized
P 2 P 2
so that Cin‘f = 5and Cfn? = 5=4. Here we prefer to apply the standard nom alization to

unity, thus we include the 5 and 5/4 factors into the g° coupling param eters. W ithin this convention, a factor 6
m ust be included in g2 for the coupling of tj, electrons to H g m odes.
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by the eph, in the notation ofEgs. C_l-é_L') C_l-§‘) and {_2-(_5), com pared to the F; Coulom b param eters.
At this level of approxin ation, the ee and eph tem s are expressed as sum s of orm ally identical
tem s, di ering only for the value of the param eter m ultiplying each tem . Thus, i is naturalto
com bine the two contributions into a totale ective twobody Ham itonian H 2% which is form ally
identicalto the de nition ofEgs. ("g') and (:_l-3_:) but based on totale ective ee param eters given by
the algebraic sum of the Coulomb and eph param eters. These totale ective ee param eters are

listed in the Jast colim n of Tabk .

The contrdbutions to U ofthe G4 and H 4 phonons Eqg. C_ii_;)] is Jarger than the A4 tem , thus
giving a sm allrepulsive phononicm ultiplet-averaged U . H owever, the hugeF; Coulomb h onopol’
param eter is barely a ected by the A § phonons-originated temm . A ccordingly, the totalm ultiplet-
averaged interaction U ™% is left basically una ected by the phonons contribution, ©r both the
HOMO and the LUMO .

O n the contrary, the intra-m olecular Hund tem s F'; are of values com parabl to the phononic
counterpart, thus leading to a strong cancellation. In particular, for the holes the largest repulsive
tem F3 is reversed by the even larger coupling F3 to the H g(r= b phonon m odes. The largest
totale ective tetm isF,: it rem ainspositive, due to them odes_t G gphonons{m ediated attraction.
T he corresponding m ultiplets spectrum , is reported In Table :_lC_;, and drawn forn = 2 andn = 3
n FJg:g:g For n = 2 holes the ground state ram ains a triplet, wih a very snall gap to the
lowest singlt, while low-spoin ground states prevail for n 3. For electrons, the total e ective
J = 25meV indicates that low-spin antiHund states are to be expected fr Cy, , as is indeed
observed experim entally In m any electron-doped C¢p com pounds K i etal 1992, Zinmeret al
1995, Lukyanchuk et al. 1995, P rassides et al. 1999).

T he antiadiabatic approxin ation, although tending to overestin ate the eph energies is ad—
vantageous In allow ing to m ap the eph Ham iltonian onto an e ective attractive ee tem : this
m apping does not apply any longer w hen the coupling energies are not taken asm uch an aller than
the ham onic phonon energies. However, the relatively large values of the realistic eph coupling
in both positive and negative C¢p ionsm ake the weak-coupling approxin ation not truly jasti ed.
Indeed the eph energetics based on this approxin ation are grossly overestin ated if applied to
Interm ediate/ strong couplings. In practice, the JT energy gains and gaps in units ofgfh! ; becom e
signi cantly am aller as the coupling changes from weak (g; 1) to strong (: 1). In particular,
for t, electrons interacting only wih H 4 modes (o ee tem s), the energy lowering divided by
gfh! ; dropsby 60 & from weak to strong coupling M aninietal. 1994). Forh, hols, orn = 2 and
asingleHy " mode (O’Bren 1972,M aniniand Tosatti1998), we see in Fig. & that the spin gap
in units ofg?h! reducesby 17 $ only, going from the weak to the strong-coupling lin it. H ow ever,
when allC 4 m odes are included, this reduction is as large as 50 % due to contributions of the
H g(r= 2)

A sthe actual (@ntiH und) eph coupling should have weaker e ects than those estin ated in the
antitadiabatic approxin ation, the question ofw hat is the sym m etry ofthe ground state ofthe Cj,
Jons rem ains open. The case ofC 25 m arks an exception, sihce Coulom b couplings prevail already
at the antiadiabatic kevel Fig. 1'2:) . Thus the prediction of an S = 1 m agnetic ground state for
n=2 holes in C ¢y seam s fairly robust, at least within LDA accuracy. In order to settle this problem
for the other cases, we study the eph coupling in the opposite, adiabatic lim i, which becom es
exact in the lin it of strong e-ph coupling, and which proved quantitatively m ore realistic for Cj,
ons F1ig. :_ﬂ) . At the adiabatic Jevel, the phonons are treated classically, w ith the electrons/holes
contrbuting through (:ff) to the total adiabatic potential acting on the phonon coordinates o
which are treated as classicalvariables. T he additional lngredient we inclide here, and which was
not included in the previous adiabatic calculation M aniniet al. 2001) is the ee coupling. In the
JT -distorted con guration, the icosahedral sym m etry is broken, therefore all sym m etry states are
mixed. Only n, S and S, are conserved. For exam ple, the coupling to the distortion ofn = 3
hols, S = 3=2, M = 3=2 m ixes the 10 states of T1,, Toy and T,, symmetry listed in Tabl :§
A ssum ing that the Coulom b param eters F; are unchanged upon distortion, foreach n, S and M
w e determm ine the optin aldistortion, by fillm inim ization ofthe low est adiabatic potential sheet In

and G 4 m odes.
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the space of all the phonons coordinates. In Table :_1-1:, w e report the resulting low est-state energy
in each spin sector, based on the e-e and eph couplings ofCjy, ions. As already stated, we nd
a di erence between electrons and holes: the ground state is Iow spin forC 20 electrons, whike it
isawayshigh spin ©rC}, . The case ofC Zo has aln ost degenerate S = 1=2 and S = 3=2 states,
the form er probably prevailing once non-adiabatic corrections are accounted for (€ apone et al.
2001). For the positive ions instead, the adiabatic resul overtums the antiadiabatic prediction
of low -spin ground state for n 3 holes. In these cases, the adiabatic soin gaps are fairly large,
and are lkely to survive when zero-point quantum corrections to the adiabatic approxin ations are
added. For C 2; the gap to the lowest singlet state is rather an all, but, as noted above, here the
ground state is a spin triplet even In the antiadiabatic approxin ation: it is likely to rem ain high
soin also w thin an exact treatm ent of the phonons.

T he outcom e of the adiabatic calculation is that positive C¢¢ ons favor high-soin ground states,
while in negative ions eph coupling prevails and low -spin ground states are likely. H owever, for
C 20 ionsthe balance of ee and eph is rather delicate, therefore the problm ofthe spin symm etry
of the ground state ions is far from trivial, and rem ains basically open. Indeed, in som e chem ical
environm ents high-soin states are observed to prevail in negative fullerene ions (Schilder et al
1994, A rovas and Auerbach 1995), and this indicates that the lowest m ultiplets of di erent spin
type are aln ost degenerate. To get a m ore conclisive answer on this point for ions ofboth signs,
i would be crucial to carry out a full diagonalization of @) Including all the phonon m odes and
Coulomb tem s on the sam e ground, on the line of O 'Brien (1996): we plan to carry out such
calculation In a future work.

5 D iscussion and C onclusions

The Coulomb couplings ofholes in C¢p obtained in this paper are based on rigid icosahedral ge—
om etry caloulations. H ow ever, clearly in each di erent-charge state, the C 5, m olecular ion relaxes
to di erent equilbrium positions, according to the interplay of eph coupling (I-fvjb + HAe vib) Wih
Intra-m olecular Coulom b exchange (I-fe e). In principle one could com pute the Coulomb param —
eters, allow ing sim ultaneously for geom etry relaxation. T he disadvantage of such a calculation is
the di culy ofdisentangling the eph and ee contributions. A second di culty ofprinciple isthat
the ion, In an electronically degenerate state, distorts to several equivalent static JT m inin a of
lessthan icosahedralsymm etry M aniniand D e LosR i0s2000). T hese Iocalm inin a are connected
by tunneling m atrix elem ents which m ix them to suitable dynam ical com binations of the di erent
distortions, thus restoring the original icosahedral sym m etry: such non-adiabatic situation would
be outside the range of applicability of current standard rst-principles com putationalm ethods,
usually based on the Bom-O ppenhein er separation of the ionic and electronicm otions. M oreover,
the lack of exact cancellation of selfinteraction in the LDA m akes even a practical attem pt at a
static, adiabatic calculation for JT -distorted ions in possble at this stage. T hese are the reasons
that suggested restricting this rst Coulomb calculation to the rigidly undistorted geom etry.

A farther lin itation of the present calculation is the assum ption that the C oulom b param eters
are independent of the charge of the state. In principle, due to both orbial and geom etrical
relaxation, the e ective C oulom b interaction (E) w ill depend on the Instantaneous charge state of
the fullerene ion. H owever, thise ect, a very in portant one in single-atom calculations, isexpected
to be fAirly am all In such a Jargem olecule as C 4o . T hus our param eters represent an average over
n.

For Cjq, , the value of J was estin ated In the 100 meV region by HartreeFock calculations
(Chang et al 1991), and by direct Integration of the unscreened Coulomb kemel N kolaev and
M ichel2002). B oth these m ethods overestin ate the C oulom b repulsion because ofunderestin ation
or com plete neglect of screening. The LSDA, where we get J = 32 meV is on the other hand
know n to overestin ate screening, and thus to underestin ate the C oulom b param eters. Som e value
in between, such as J 50 m €V, as suggested by M artin and R itchie (1993) is probably a m ore
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realistic estin ate of J in C%, . Com ing to the C}} case, we can regard the e-e couplings of Tabk &
as low erbounds, the actual repulsion being possbly a factor1.5 or2 larger. Indeed, the calculation
ofN kolaev and M ichel 2002) nds splittings about 3 tin es larger than those ofTable :9:, and those
can reasonably be regarded as upper bounds.

O n the other hand, the com peting eph Interaction is also very likely underestim ated by LDA,
as was dem onstrated in the case 0ofC ;; by the com parison of the calculated o° couplings to those
extracted from tting the photoean ission spectrum (G unnarsson etal 1995), which suggested values
roughly tw ice as large. In that case, the e ective eph J, determm ined from the photoem ission data
isJI= 127 m eV com pared to the LDA valie ofT = 57 m eV . In conclusion, both the Coulomb
repulsion and the phonon-m ediated attraction calculated w ithin LD A are lkely to need a rescaling
by a sin ilar factor of order two. T hus the balance between the tw o opposing interactions rem ains
delicate in both C§, s dem onstrated by the presence ofboth high-spin and low -spin Iocalground
states In di erent chem ical environm ents @B rouet et al. 2001, Kie et al. 1992, Zinmer et al.
1995, Lukyanchuk et al. 1995, P rassides et al. 1999, Schilder et al 1994, A rovas and A uerbach
1995)] and even m ore so In CEJ , where however the high-spin states should be m ore favored.
M oreover, especially in the hole doped case, we nd multiplet splittings which are com parable
to the theoretical bandw idth of solid-state fullerene (@bout 0.5 &V), indicating that Hund-rule
Intram olecular Interactions are an in portant ingredient in C¢( ions.

Since any treatm ent of superconductivity caused by the JT coupling m ust lnclide the com peting
Hund-rule tem s, our results surprisingly indicate that positively-doped C¢p could display a weaker
tendency toward superconductivity than negatively-doped Cg4p. M agnetic states could occur for
any integer hole Iling, m ore comm only than for integer electron 1lings. Even ifm agnetism were
to be rem oved ow ing to band e ects, one should stillexpect C5, to m ake better superconductors.
T his conclusion is unexpected in the light of recent data clain ing a larger superconducting T, in
positively charged than in negatively charged C¢9 FET s (Schon et al 2000a,b). The reasons for
this disagreem ent are presently unclar, and w ill require fiirther theoreticaland experin entalwork.
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A A ppendix

W e provide here the recipe to construct the m atrices H , yi: h; ;S 1, whose eigenvaluesE , yx give
the ', :::Fs)-dependent contrbution to the m ultiplet energies of n holes of global sym m etry
and totalspin S In Tab]e;_%’. Each matrix Hy, wxrh; ;7S] is a linear com bination of four num erical
matricesM ;h; ;S] (given below ), with as coe cients the Coulomb param etersF , :::F5:

XS
Hyuxh; ;7S1= FiMih; ;S]: (29)
i=2

W ith speci ¢ choice ofthe param eters, it is possble to study the e ect of one particular operator:
for exam ple, by taking only F3 € 0, thus diagonalizing the M 5 h; ;S]m atrices one m ay study
analytically the m ultiplet spectrum associated to that operator. To get the spectra ofTables -Si and
:lO w e plugged the param etersofTab]e-é ntoEqg. Q9), and proceeded to diagonalize H  yx n; ;S ]
num ericalky.

13



M, B;Hy;1=2]
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W e report here the explicit expressions for the quantities 1:: 5 of Tablk -'_8, originated by
diagonalizationsof2 2 blocks:

1 -
L= 2 4F7 12FF3+ 9F{+ 4F,F; 6FF,+ F/+ 9F2 = (30)
1 2 2 2 2 1=2
2 = E 4F2 + 12F,F3 + 9F3 20E,F 4 30F3F 4 + 25F4 + 300F5 (31)
1 2 2 2 2 1=2
3 = E 4F2 + 36F2F3 + 81F3 44F2F4 198F3F4 + 121F4 + 288F5 (32)
1
= = 964F; 324F,F3+ 81F7 1604F,F,+ 162F3F,+ 721F7 33)
p_ p_ p— -2
984 5F2F5 108 5F3F5 876 5F4F5+ 1332F5 H (34)

R eferences

Antropov, V .P ., Gunnarsson, O ., and Jegpsen, O ., 1992, Phys.Rev.B 46, 13647.

Arovas,D .P., and Auerbach A ., 1995,Phys.Rev.B 52, 10114.

Benning, P.J., Stepniak, F ., and W eaver, J.H ., 1993, Phys.Rev.B 48, 9086.

Brouet, V., Alloul, H ., Quere, F ., Baum gartner, G ., and Forro, L., 1999, Phys. Rev. Lett.
82,2131.

Brouet,V ., Alloul,H. Le, T.N, Garaj S, and Forro, L., 2001, Phys.Rev. Lett. 86, 4680.
Butler, P.H ., 1981, Point G roup Symm etry A pplications P lenum ,New York).

Capone, M ., Fabrizio, M ., G iannozzi, P ., and Tosatti, E ., 2000, Phys.Rev.B 62, 7619.
Capone, M ., Fabrizio, M ., and Tosatti, E ., 2001, Phys.Rev. Lett. 86, 5361.

Capone, M ., Fabrizio, M ., Castellani, C ., and Tosatti, E ., 2002, Science 296, 2364.
Chang,A.H.H,Emlr,W .C. and P itzer,R.M ., 1991, J.Phys.Chemn .95, 9288.

Cowan, R.D . 1981, The Theory of Atom ic Structure, Spectra (Univ. of Califomia P ress,
Berkeley-CA).

D ederichs, P.H ., Blugel, S., Zeller, R ., and Akai, H ., 1984, Phys.Rev. Lett, 53, 2512.

Fabrizio,M ., and Tosatti, E ., 1997, Phys.Rev.B 55, 13465.

19


http://www.pwscf.org

Favot, F.,,and DalCorso, A ., 1999, Phys.Rev.B 60, 11427.
Gunnarsson, O ., Andersen, O .K ., Jepsen, O ., and Zaanen, J., 1989, Phys.Rev.B 39, 1708.

G unnarsson, O ., Handschuh, H ., Bechthold, P.S., K essler, B ., G antefor, G ., and Eberhardt,
W ., 1995, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 1875; and Gunnarsson, O ., 1995, Phys. Rev. B 51, 3493
(1995).

Gunnarsson, O ., 1997, Rev.M od.Phys. 69, 575.

Han, J.E ., and G unnarsson, O ., 2000, Physica B 292, 196.

Janak, J.F ., 1978,Phys.Rev.B 18, 7165.

Jarvis,M .R ., W hite, I.D ., Godby, R .W ., and Payne,M .C ., 1997,Phys.Rev.B 56, 14972.
Jones, R .0 ., and Gunnarsson, O ., 1989, Rev.M od.Phys. 61, 689.

Kie ,R.F.,Duty,T.L. Schnelder, J.W ., M acFarbne,A ., Chow,K ., Elzey, J.W ., M endels,
P.,Morris,G.D . Brewer, J.H ., Ansaldo, E . J., N iedem ayer, C ., Noakes, D .R ., Stronach,
C.E.,Hiti, B. and Fischer, J.E ., 1992, Phys.Rev. Lett. 69, 2005.

Lo, E. and Judd,B.R. 1999, Phys.Rev. Lett. 82, 3224.

Lof,R.W ., van Veenendaal, M .A ., Koopm ans, B ., Jonkman, H.T ., and Sawatzky, G .A .,
1992, Phys.Rev.Lett. 68, 3924.

Lukyanchuk, I., K irova, N ., Rachdi, F ., Goze, C ., M olinig, P ., and M ehring, M ., 1995, P hys.
Rev.B 51, 3978.

M akov, G ., and Payne,M .C ., 1995,Phys.Rev.B 51, 4014.

M anini, N ., Tosatti, E ., and Auerbach, A ., 1994, Phys.Rev.B 49, 13008.

M anini, N ., and Tosatti, E ., 1998, Phys.Rev.B 58, 782.

M anini, N ., and De LosR ios, P ., 2000, Phys.Rev.B 62, 29.

M anini, N ., DalCorso, A ., Fabrizio, M ., and Tosatti, E ., 2001, Phil. M ag.B 81, 793.
M artin,R.L. and Ricchie, J.P., 1993, Phys.Rev.B 48, 4845.

N kolaev, A .V ., and M ichel, K .H ., 2002, J.Chem . Phys. 117, 4761 (2002).
O0'’Brien,M .C.M ., 1972,J.Phys.C 5, 2045.

O0’Brien,M .C.M ., 1996,Phys.Rev.B 53, 3775.

O liva, J.M ., 1997, Phys. Lett. A 234, 41.

Perdew, J., 1985, In D ensity FunctionalM ethods in P hysics, edited by D reizler, R.M ., da
Providencia, J. P lenum , New York, SeriesB, Vol 123, p. 265).

Petersika, M ., Gossnann, U. J., and Gross, E.K .U . 2000, Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 1212;
Petersika,M ., and G ross,E .K .U ., 2000, Int.J.Quant.Chem .Symp.30, 1393 (1996); G rabo,
T . Petersika, M ., and Gross, E.K .U ., 2000, Joumal of M olecular Structure (T heochem )
501, 353 (2000).

P lakhutin, B .N ., and C arboD orca, R ., 2000, Phys. Lett.A 267, 370.
P rassides, K ., M argadonna, S., A roon, D ., Lappas, A ., Shinoda, H ., and Iwasa, Y ., 1999, J.

Am .Chem .Soc.121,11227.

20



Ram irez, A .P., 1994, Supercond.Review 1, 1.

Schilder, A ., K los, H ., Rystau, I., and Schutz, W ., B.Gotschy, 1994, Phys.Rev. Lett. 73,
1299.

Schipper, P.R.T ., G ritsenko, O .V ., and Baerends, E . J., 1998, Theor.Chem .Acc. 99, 329.
Schon, J.H ., K Ioc, Ch., and Batlogg, B ., 2000a, N ature 408, 549.

Schon, J.H ., K Ioc,Ch. Haddon, R .C ., and Batlogg, B ., 2000b, Science 288, 656.

Tosatti, E ., M anini, N ., and G unnarsson, O ., 1996, Phys.Rev.B 54, 17184.

Vanderbil, D ., 1990, Phys.Rev.B 41, 7892.

Zinmer,G .M ehring,M .,Goze, C ., andRachdi F ., 1995, in P hysics, C hem istry of Fullerenes,
D erivatives, edied by K uzm any, H ., Fink, J., M ehring, M ., and Roth, S. W orld Scienti ¢,
Singapore), p. 452.

State o BV] c V]
i (from E™%)  (fom ;)
J"#;"4#;"#1 3.06855 3.06850
;" 3.04652 3.04659
P;";01 3.06581 3.06650

Tabl 1: Quadratic coe cients ¢ ; for the di erent con gurations used in the C 20 calculations,
obtained from the totalenergy curvature and from the linear dependence of the sihgleparticke K S
energies. T he Slater determ inant states jii are speci ed by the indiridualoccupancy ofthe LUM O
orbials lJabeled by m = 1;0;1.

State c V] c V]
Ji (from E*%)  (from )
;0;"#;0;01 320874 320251
P;"#;0;"#;01 3:12273 3:12234
J"#;0;0;0;"#1 3:12349 312274
I ;"L 310285 3:10090
SR AR 308025 307928
;""" 01 307822 308319
3";0;";0;"1 3:08654 3:08415
;0;";0;01 3415757 3415165

Tabk 2: Quadratic coe cients ¢ ; for the di erent con gurations used in the C§, calultions,
obtained w ith the two methods. The h ;;n 1;n0;n1;n21 notation speci es the occupancies of
them = 2; 1;0;1;2HOM O orbitals in each Slater determ inant i.
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State i n; 2n; * hiff. Jfi+ Ung=2
Model: U + F [§ii] from Eq. 4): o+ 2 =n;

j"#;"#;"#i 6 U ijv#;vv#;vv#i+ %
Jj";miti 3 U %J Cyrympmi + %
P;";01 1 U Cpm0it 2

Tabl 3: Comparison of the energy expectation valles in the m odel 6'3:) and from the LSDA
extrapolation C_Zé) for the electron states considered in the calculation.

Parameter He o) Ho v, 2" order) Total: ee)+ Eevb)

meVv] meVv] meVv]
U 3069 32 3101
J 32 57 25

Tablk 4: TheCoulomb param eters HrCy, , asobtained from the LSDA calculations, the e ective
param eters obtained from second-order treatm ent ofHAe vib based on the couplings of M aniniet
al. 2001)], and the sum ofthe two contributions.

State i n; 2n;? hiffe ofi+ Ung=2

Model: U + F [4ii] from Eq. @4):ci+ 2 =n;
P;0;"#;0;01 2 U+ ZF+ SF3+ =Fy . Cip;0m450501 +
P;"#;0;"#;01 4 U LF+ £5F3+ 5Fy pTgF5 Cpmiomboit 3
3"#;0;0;0; "#i 4 U AF,+ ALFs+ UE,+ BFS Cppsom0i0mps t 2
I 10 U Cpumpmpmppps + 1
BAVAV AN A A 5 U %FZ %F3 %F‘l S I ATATAT %
P;m;imin;0i 3 U 5F2 5Fs gFa+ #cFs Cppmmmoi + 2
3";0;";0;"1 3 U 5F2 gFs g5Fa #21Fs Cypompomit 2
P;0;";0;01 1 U Ci;0;7;0;0i T 2

Tablk 5: Com_parjson of the energy expectation valies in the m odel a;l:) and from the LSDA
extrapolation @4) for the hole states considered.
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P aram eter H. o) He vp,2" order) Total: (ee)+ exb)

mev] mev] mev]
Fq 15646 9 -18 15628
F, 105 10 62 42
Fs 155 4 -173 -18
Fy 47 5 -50 3
Fs 0 3 -14 -14

27 1

U 3097 1 27 3124
J 60 1 57 3

Tabk 6: TheCoulmb param eters orCy, , as cbtained from the LSDA calculations described in
the text. T wo ofthe tabulated param eters (€g.F; and J) are linear com binationsofthe wve others.
T he tablk also includes the e ective (negative, antiH und) param eters obtained from second-order
treatm ent ofHAe vib Pased on the electron-phonon couplings ofM aniniet al (2001)], and the sum
of the two contributions.

n|yg"® oin
1| 3038

2 | 3077 76
3| 3076 99
4 | 3038 132
5| 3415 202

Tabk 7: TheCoulomb Hubbard U™ = E* P+ 1)+ E™Pn 1) 2B ™ @) and theCoulomb

e e

spingap g, tothe rst Jow-spin state.
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State soin  Energy
symm etry S Enur

=

Ay [ 3] 0 E igenvalnes®y, w1 [4;2}-}(%;0])

Tiq 0 IF, $F3+ 1Fy pZ—fFS
State spin  Energy Tag 0 1F, LF3+ 1F4+ —2F;s
symm etry S Enur Gy [ 4] 0 E igenvaluesHy v 4;G 4;0])

=2 Hg [ 5] 0 E igenvaluesHy wx 4;H 4;70])
Ag 0 $Fzi+ FF3+ PFy Tig [ 3] 1 Eigenvalies@nur BiT1gi 1)
Gg 0 15F2 33F3+ 2Fy Teg [ 31 1 Edgenvalies@nurBiTzg71)
Hg 0 Z2F+ ZF3+ =Fy 1 Gg [ 3] 1  Edigenvalies@Hyux B;Gq;1))
Hyg 0 SFa+ RFa+ 3cFat Hg [ 3] 1  Eigenvalies@Hy ux BiH g;1))
Tig 1 iF, ZF3+ £F,+ p2_iF5 Hq 2 iF, 2F3; 2F,
Tag 1 3F, =F3+ 3zFy —°Fs n=25
Gy 1 LF, =F; ZF, Ay 1=2 SFp+ DF3+ -Fy 3
=3 A, 1=2 =Fp+ DF3+ Fy t s

T1yg 1=2 %Fz %F3+ %F;l pTng Ty 1=2 1—18F2+ é—ZF3 %le ff‘s
T1yg 1=2 %Fz + %F3 %F4 T1u 1=2 %Fz + %F3 + %le + %Fs
Tou 1=2 iF,+ irF; iF, . Tig 1=2 ZF,+ HF3+ HF,+ %n +
Toy 1=2 iF, 2F3+ ZFs+ 2Fs  To 1=2 =F,+ £2F; IF,+ —51?5
Gy 1=2 iF,+ SF3+ 5F. 5 Tou 1=2 ZF,+ Ury+ Fy %m
Gy 1=2 iF,+ LF3+ 5Fa+ Tou 1=2 ZF,+ 4F3+ HF, 22Fs+
Hy [ 4] 1=2 Eigenvalies@n,xBijH.;1=2) Gu [ 5]  1=2 Eigenvaliesfnur5;iGuil=2)
T1u 32 2F, $F; £Fa+ FFs Hy [ 71 122 Eigenvalies®nux BiH;i1=2)
Tou 3=2  2F, 3F; $Fy —°Fs T 3=2 2F, =F3 ilF; =°Fs
Gy 3=2 ir, 3F; Ur, Tou 3=2 2F, 2F; LF,+ °Fs

Gy 3=2 =F, =F3 2F,

e 3=2 1F, =F3+ =F,

Hy 3=2 ir, Zr; Lr, 1

Hy 3=2  fF, £F; LF.+

Ay 5=2 Dr, 2r; 2F,

Tabk 8: The Coulmb multiplets for C§, as a function of the ee param eters. The m odel
Ham ilonian ('_]:) obeys particle-hole symm etry: therefore the m ultiplet energies forn > 5 holes
equal those for (10 n) holes. The non particle-hole sym m etric contribution [ n + U_n n 1)=2]
is left out in thistabl. The H yx h; ;S]land ; quantities are de ned in A ppendix }}:
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n S degeneracy E pyxrnev]

0 Ay 0 1 0

1 Hy 1/2 10 0

2 Tag 1 9 59
Tig 1 9 59
Gy 1 12 -11
Gy 0 4 17
Hyg 0 5 46
Hyg 0 5 115
Ay 0 1 318

3 Ty 3/2 12 -138
Tiw 372 12 -138 n S degeneracy E puxieV]
Gy 3/2 16 91 5 A, 5/2 6 397
Tow 1/2 6 =39 Hy 3/2 20 -195
Tiw 1/2 6 -38 Hy 3/2 20 -125
Hy, 1/2 10 -9 Gy 3/2 16 -97
H, 1/2 10 6 Hy 1/2 10 -82
G, 1/2 8 23 Gy, 1/2 8 -69
Tow 1/2 6 71 Gy 3/2 16 -68
Tiw 1/2 6 71 A, 1/2 2 -62
Gy 1/2 8 96 Tow 3/2 12 21
Hy, 1/2 10 99 Tiw 3/2 12 -20
Hy 1/2 10 247 Gy, 1/2 8 -14

4 Hy 2 25 -238 Hy 1/2 10 3
Gy 1 12 -106 Hy 1/2 10 9
Hg 1 15 94 Tow 1/2 6 47
Gg 1 12 -61 T 1/2 6 47
Tog 1 9 59 Tiw 1/2 6 54
Tig 1 9 -59 Ty 1/2 6 55
Gy O 4 41 H, 1/2 10 55
Ag 0 1 -18 H, 1/2 10 79
Hyg 1 15 8 Gy, 1/2 8 101
Hg 0 5 8 A, 1/2 2 118
Tog 1 9 9 Gy, 1/2 8 156
Tig 1 9 9 G, 1/2 8 160
Hyg 1 15 19 Tow 1/2 6 175
Hyg 0 5 34 Tiw 1/2 6 175
Tog 0 3 51 Hy 1/2 10 185
Tig 0 3 51 Hy 1/2 10 334
Ay 0 1 65
Gy 0 4 113
Gy 1 12 120
Hyg 0 5 136
Tog 1 9 137
Tig 1 9 137
Gy 0 4 146
Hyg 0 5 186
Gg 0 4 256
Hyg 0 5 280
Ag 0 1 494

Tablk 9: The Coulomb multiplet energies for the Coulomb param eters obtained for ng .
The states are sorted by increasing energy. The non particle-hole symm etric contribution
[n+ Unn 1)=2] is not included in these num bers.
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n S degeneracy E pyxrnev]

0 Ay 0 1 0

1 Hy 1/2 10 0

2 Tig 1 9 =33
Hyg 0 5 21
Tog 1 9 -1
Gy 0 4 3
Ay 0 1 15
Gg 1 12 21
Hyg 0 5 27

3 Hy 1/2 10 -50
Gy 1/2 8 -45 n S degeneracy E puxmev]
Tiw 3/2 12 36 5 T 1/2 6 -84
Tow 1/2 6 -18 Hy 1/2 10 74
Tow 3/2 12 -5 G, 1/2 8 49
Gy 1/2 8 -4 G, 1/2 8 45
H, 1/2 10 -4 A, 1/2 2 -39
Tow 1/2 6 9 H, 1/2 10 31
Ti. 1/2 6 9 Hy 3/2 20 =30
Tiw 1/2 6 14 Gy 3/2 16 24
Gy 3/2 16 17 Tow 1/2 6 -19
H, 1/2 10 49 A, 5/2 6 -18
H, 1/2 10 58 H, 1/2 10 -17

4 Agy 0 1 -0 H, 1/2 10 -8
Hyg 0 5 =19 G, 3/2 16 =7
Tig 1 9 54 Tow 3/2 12 2
Tog 1 9 47 A, 1/2 2 2
Hyg 0 5 41 Tow 1/2 6 4
Gy 0 4 -39 H, 1/2 10 8
Gy 1 12 38 Tiw 1/2 6 12
Hyg 1 15 31 G, 1/2 8 17
Gg 0 4 -18 Hy 3/2 20 17
Hg 1 15 -13 Tiw 3/2 12 29
Hyg 2 25 -11 Gy 1/2 8 33
Tig 1 9 2 Hy 1/2 10 41
Tog 1 9 2 G, 1/2 8 48
Hg O 5 3 Tiw 1/2 6 81
Tog 0 3 6 Ty 1/2 6 88
Gg 1 12 6 H, 1/2 10 91
Ay 0 1 10
Gy 0 4 21
Hyg 0 5 23
Hyg 1 15 31
Tig 0 3 38
Tog 1 9 43
Gy 1 12 50
Tig 1 9 54
Hyg 0 5 63
Gg 0 4 101
Ay 0 1 116

Tabl 10: The ng m ultiplet energies for the e ective C oulom b param eters, including the eph

coupling in the antiadiabatic weak coupling) lim i. The states are sorted by increasing energy.

T he non particle-hole sym m etric contrbution [ n+ U**n (n  1)=2]isnot included in these resuls.
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n S adiabatic antiadiabatic
2+ 0 -129 21
1 142 -33
3+ 1/2 -168 -50
3/2 222 36
4+ 0 -200 -90
1 211 54
2 -308 -11
5+ 1/2 203 -84
3/2 256 30
5/2 397 -18
2 0 92 -100
1 71 25
3 1/2 -85 -50
3/2 -97 + 75

Tabl 11: The energy (in m €V ) of the Iowest state for each n and S, lncluding the ee and eph
contributions from vajb + HAe vib T Pfe e butexcludingthe [n+ Un @ 1)=2]tem ), forh holes
(upper panel) and t;, elctrons (lower). First colum n: the phonons are treated in the adiabatic
(strong-coupling) approxin ation, by 11l relaxation of the phonon m odes to the optin al classical
JT distortion for each n and S. Second column: the lowest energy for each n and S is reported
from Tabl :_1@ . The antiadiabatic energy low erings are sm aller than the adiabatic ones because of
a larger cancellation of ee and eph contrbutions.
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Figure 1: The total LDA energy (diam onds) of the C4p m olecule as a function of the inverse
lattice param eter a ! ©r @niom Iy spread) hole charge Nygmgmpngmys = 02 (main graph) and
Naugngmgmgmgs = 0 (nset). The solid linesare nitesize polynom ialscalings, ncluding a M adelung
a ! tem, xed in accordance to M akov and Payne 1995), plus constant and a ° tted tem s.
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Figure 2: The multiplet spectra forn = 2 and 3 hols, Including both the ee and the eph

couplings in the antiadiabatic approxin ation, as given by the totale ective param eters listed in

the last colimn of Table :§ The low-spIn ground state for n 3 is probably an artifact of the
antiadiabatic overestin ation of eph energetics.
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Figure3: Then = 2holesJT spin gap to the lowest triplet state, asa function ofthe din ensionless
linear coupling strength g =  &5=(!) ofa singke H g mode (O 'Brien 1972, M aniniand Tosatti
1998) (no Coulomb interaction) w ith pure r = 1 coupling, sim ilar to the 271 an I mode ofC 607
the one with the largest coupling. The same spin gap is plotted for com parison In the anti-
adiabatic (dot-dashed { slope 5/16) and adiabatic (dashed { slope 83/320) lim its. T he verticalbar
at g = 125 locates the totale ective r = 1 coupling of C ¢ positive ions, according to the DFT

estim ate ofM aniniet al. (2001).

29



