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M olecular conduction: paradigm s and possibilities
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W e discuss the factors that determm ne the overall shape and m agnitude of the current~volage (I-V)

characteristics of a variety ofm olecular conductors sandw iched between two m etallic contacts. W e
analyze the individualin uences of the contact geom etry, them olecular chem istry, the electrostatics
of the environm ent, and charging on m olecular conduction. The theoretical predictions depend
sensitively on the experin ental geom etry, as well as on the theoretical m odel for the m olecule and
the contacts. Com puting m olecular IV characteristics w ill thus require theoretical understanding
on several fronts, in particular, n the schem e fr calculating the m olecular energy levels, as well as
on the position of the contact Femm i energy relative to those levels.

I.MOLECULAR CONDUCTION :W HAT ISTHE
UNDERLYING PHYSICS?

Recently several researchers have measured charge
transport in single or am all groups of organic m olecules
connected to m etal contacts 'Q:{-'_Sa]. In paralle], there
have been theoretical attem pts at understanding m olecu—
Ir conduction, both at the sem iem pirical {3,10{16] and

rstprinciples [17{23] kvels. Understanding m olecular
conduction is challenging, since i involves not jist the
Intrinsic chem istry of the m olecule, but extrinsic factors
as well, such as the m etalm olecule bonding geom etry,
contact surface m icrostructure and the electrostatics of
the environm ent. The ain ofthis article is to discuss the
various physical factors that In uence m olecular current-
volage (IV) characteristics, and our attem pts to m odel
them both qualitatively and quantitatively.

A typicaltwo-term inalm olecular IV looks lkeFig.1,
often wih a clear conductance gap 'g.']. How does one
understand such an IV? The &rst step is to draw an
energy—level diagram , as in Fig. 2. An isolated m olecule
has a discrete set of energy levels, w ith a highest occu—
pied HOM O ) and a lowest unoccupied m olecular orbital
(LUMO ), ssparated by a HOM O-LUM O gap HLG).On
connecting them olecule tom etallic contacts, tw o changes
happen: (i) the discrete m olecular lkevels broaden Into a
quasicontinuum density ofstates O O S) due to hybridiza—
tion w ith the m etalwave functions. O ften the DO S re—
tains a distinct peak structure, In which case it is still
useful to think In tem s of broadened m olecular energy
\levels"; (i) the di erence in work filnctions between the
m olecule and the m etal causes charge transfer and band
alignm ent between the twom aterials. Them olecule equi-
Ibratesw ith the contact w ith an overall chem icalpoten—
tial set by the metal Fem i energy Er , typically lying
Inside the HLG .Under an applied bias the m olecule tries
to equilbrate sin ultaneocusly with both contacts wih
biasseparated chem ical potentials 1;, and is thereby
driven strongly out of equilbrium . A s long as the bias
issmalland 1, liein the HLG, the HOM O levels stay
lled and LUM O s are em pty and there is no current.

However, when the bias is lJarge enough that either -
or , crossesamolcular kevelEy o1, that levelis lled
(reduced) by one contact and em ptied (oxidized) by the
other Fi. 2a) and therefore starts conducting current
£4]. For opposite bias, the sam e Jevel starts conduct—
Ing when crossed by the other contact chem ical poten—
tial Fig. 2b). The net resul is that for a spatially
sym m etricm olecule w ith sym m etrically coupled contacts
the total conductance gap is given by 4 Er Fvorn).
M okcular conduction thus depends on both the intrinsic
m olkcular chem istry through Ey o1, and the contact m i~
crostructure through Ex .

I

FIG.1l. Generic m okcular IV and param eters controlling
it. The current rises when a m olecular levelE y o1, is crossed
at a bias V 2 Er Emor), where Er is the contact
Fem i energy. The overall current m agnitude is controlled
by ¢ = 1 2=[1+ 2], sbeing the broadenings of the
m olecular levels by hybridization w ith the contacts. T he cur-
rent rises over a voltage w idth set by the them albroadening
ks T andby = 1+ 2. The current isdragged out further
by the presence of a Coulom b charging energy Uy .

T he intrinsic chem istry of an isolated m olecule can be
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handled w ith sophisticated quantum chem icalcodes that
can be purchased or even downloaded from the Intemet.
G iven an appropriate basisset (or instance, a m nm al
STO 3G basis) and an appropriate m odel for electron—
electron interactions (pased on rstprinciples densiy
functional, H artreeFock or sem iem pirical Huckelm eth—
ods), such a code startsw ith an initial guess density m a—
trix to obtain a Fock matrix FF Fig. 3a). Ik then
IIs up the corresponding energy eigenstatesw ith a given

number N of electrons according to equilbbrium statis—
tical m echanics to reevaluate , recalculates FF and so
on, until selfconsistent convergence. O urm olecular sys—
tem diers in two ways: (i) i is open, wih a vary—
ing, fractional occupancy of elctronic levels; (i) it is
trying to equilbrate under bias w ith two di erent con—
tact chem icalpotentials and is therefore driven strongly
out of equilbrium . To solve this problem, we m od—
ify the above selfconsistent scheme, as shown In Fig.
3b. The initial step, solving for the Fock matrix F, is
kept unchanged from the usual prescriptions in m olecu-—
lar chenm istry. In this step, one can use sam fem pirical
tight-binding/H ucketbased m ethods P51, or explbit the
sophisticated num erical prowess of a standard quantum
chem icalpackage such asGAUSSIAN 98 f_2-§‘] toemply a
density finctionaltheory O FT )-based m ethod for eval-
uating an F m atrix. The F m atrix is then supplem ented
w ith selfenergy m atrices 1, describing an open system
connected to the two contacts and involving the detailed
contact m icrostructure, w hile the nonequilbrium (trans—
port) part is set up using the nonequilbriim G reen’s
finction NEGF) Pmalim P1]. W e refr the reader
to our past work for details ofthe NEGF equations and
the calculation of the selfenergy m atrices [‘_f@',g&j,:_fj] n
this article, we w ill concentrate m ainly on the physical
insights.
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FIG .2. Onset of conduction is given by the voltage where
either of the contact chem icalpotentials 1;, crossesthe near—
est conducting m olecular level, HOM O in this case.

The coupled DFTNEGF fomulation of molecular
electronics is In e ect the generalization of the coupled

P oisson-hydrodynam icequationsused extensively in ana—
lyzing device transport 5(_5,:_3-]_]] W e supplem ent the P ois-
son H artree) term w ith exchange-correlation corrections
that are am all in m acroscopic devices but signi cant In
m olecules, whilke the sam iclassical hydrodynam ic equa-—
tion is replaced w ith a fully quantum m echanical NEGF
fom alim [34].

T he selfconsistent form alisn describbed above is com —
pltely general, and can be em ployed In m odeling trans—
port through a wide variety of physically di erent sys—
tem s. For Instance, we have used this schem e to obtain
sem ‘em pirical [3,'33] and rstprinciples density func-
tional DFT)based LANL2DZ/B3PW 91) {(7436] IV
characteristics ofm etallic quantum point contactsaswell
as sem ioonducting arom atic thiol m olecules bonded to
Au(11l) surfaces. W hether one is deahng w ith a carbon
nanotube, a ballistic M O SFET B3.34], a sph transis-
tor, a resonant tunneling diode BS ]or a molcular w ire,
the above form alisn holds. O ne needs sin ply to evalu—
ate each of the llow Ing quantities: (i) an appropriate
Fock m atrix F describing the device; (il) a contact Fem i
energy Er relative to which the device levels are eval-
uated and which determm ines the electrochem ical poten—
tials 1;2; (i) a selfconsistent potentialUgcr descrdbing
charging e ects and the electrostatic in uence of the en—
vironm ent (this temm is incorporated into the e ective F
m atrix of the device), and () a set of selfenergy m atri-
ces 1;; that describe the coupling ofthe device w ith the
contact, the m atrices depending on the contact surface
G reen’s function as well as the device-contact bonding
geom etry. A dditional selfenergy m atrices can be intro—
duced to describe scattering, by phonons or polarons for
exam ple. W ithin the sam e selfconsistency schem e and
NEGF prescription, one can then get qualitatively di er—
ent IV characteristics just by varying F , Er , Uscr and
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FIG . 3. Selfconsistency schemes: (@) for an isolated
molecule n equilbrium , one calculates the Fock m atrix F
starting w ith a guess density m atrix , and 1s up the cor-
responding levels with N electrons to get back ; () for an
open system , them olecular Fock m atrix is supplem ented w ith
selfenergy m atrices 1;; descrbing coupling with the con-
tacts. An applied bias drives the system out of equilbriim
due to two di erent contact chem ical potentials 1;2. The
step from F to is di erent_ﬁ:om (@), and is obtained by
solving the NEGF equations @2:]
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The e ect of each of the above param eters on the
m olecular IV is schem atically shown In Fig. 1. The con—
ductance gap depends on Er Evmo1), and the m ax—
Imum current level is set by the paralkl com bination

e = 1 2=( 1+ ») ofthe ndividualcontact broaden-—
ngs 1= i( 12 1;2)- The current rises overa w idth
which depends on the totalbroadening of the m olecular
J¥evels, which in tum depends on (@) the them al broad—-
ening kg T, ) the series combination = 1+ , ofthe
contact broadenings 1;; and (c) the Coulomb charging
energy Uy to add an extra charge to the m olecule (the
charging energy tends to drag out the conductance peak,
so that for appreciable charging energies, the contact
chem icalpotentialsm ay not be able to crossa m olecular
leveleasily underbias, resulting in a relatively featureless
IV characteristic). Finally, the potential pro l across
the m olecule sets the overallvolage division factor _B]
which determ ines the prefactor in the ratio between the
conductance gap and Eg Evor ( = 05 and the pref-
actor equals 4 for sym m etric coupling,asin Fig. 1). The
volage division factor depends on the contact geom e-
tries and characterizes the Laplace part of the potential,
while the P oisson part describes selfconsistent charging
e ects, and is characterized by Uy .

W e sum m arize below the m ost challenging and phys—
ically relevant questions in obtaining a m olcular IV
characterdstic:

W here is the contact Ferm i energy relative
to the m olecular levels? Er ;Emorn)

W hat is the broadening due to the contacts?
(1;2)

W hat isthe spatialpro le ofthe Laplace po-—
tential? ()

W hat is the charging energy? @)

N ote that each of the above quantities is In generala
com plicated m atrix that can be m odeled independently
using either sem fem pirical or rstprinciples m ethods.
H ow ever, in order to develop a \feel" forhow these quan-—
tities a ect the molecular IV as in Fig. 1, we will try
to capture their essence in tem s of a few characteristic
scalarparam eters, asde ned above. W ew illnow address
the In uence of each param eter one at a tim e below .

II.MOLECULAR CONDUCTION :HOW CAN W E
M ODEL IT?

A .W here is the contact Ferm ienergy relative to the
m olecular levels?

T his is probably the m ost challenging problem to sort
out. O ne needs to start by m odeling the quantum chem —
istry ofthe m olecule. For our candidate m olecule phenyl

dihiol @D T), shown in Fig.4, it isbelieved that the sul-
phur atom s bond wih a Au(111l) surface by desorption
of the end hydrogen atom s that are then replaced by a
triangle of gold atom s w ith sulphur sitting above their
centroid [B4]. The energy levels of the isolated PDT

m olecule com pare well w ith those ocbtained by replac—
Ing each H-atom by three gold atom s (the gold atom s
Introduce som e additional localized levels n the HLG).
Replacing the gold cluster w ith a selfenergy describing
m etallic gold broadens the m olecular levels into a quasi-
continuous spectrum , w ith the localized levels developing
Into m etakinduced gap states M IG S) decaying spatially
away from the contacts into the m olecular center. Now,
the energy levels of the isolated m olecule itself depend
sensitively on the m ethod of calculation (@ com parison
pltisshown in Fig. 4). D i erent theoreticalgroupshave
adopted di erent rst-principles schem es in their analy—
sis [17{20], so the unanswered question at this point is:
which m ethod is appropriate for calulating the single-
particke energy kevels of an open subsystem under bias?
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FIG. 4. The sihglkparticke molcular energy Jlvels of
PDT vary considerably for density functionaloased and
H artreeFock methods, giving di erent conductance gaps.
The orbial wave functions agree for all the di erent m eth-
ods and for various choices of basis sets (symbolsH :HOM O,
L:LUMO,HLG:HOMO-LUMO gap, LDA : Local D ensity
A pproxim ation, B3PW 91: 3 param eter Becke exchange and
Perdew W ang 91 correlation, HF : H artreeFock ).

W hat is consistent am ong the variousm ethods of cal-
culation, ncluding sem iem pirical H uckekbased) theo-
ries, is the overall shape of the orbital wave functions;
for instance, the HOM O is lJargely sulphurbased and de—
localized while the LUM O is ringbased and localized.
This would seem to suggest a broad HOMO DO S and
a sharp LUM O DO S, although theories don’t seem to
agree even on this point (see orexample Fig. 22 in 1_2-§]



and Fig. 3 in [B8]). The di erence could arise due to
di erent bonding geom etries assum ed at the gold-thiol
Interface. Thus the intrinsic chem istry of the m olecular
system needsto be cleared up, and theoretical agreem ent
reached on the equilbriuim m olecular bonding properties
before the transport—telated issues can be sorted out.

T he position of the contact Fem ienergy Er relative
to the molecular energy levels is also an unsettled is—
sue. The Fem ienergy depends sensitively on the spe—
ci cm odel forthe contact geom etry. D i erentm odels for
the contact (fr instance DFT-based [0,11], Bethe lat-
tice 1], £llum {[9]) can give di erent charge contents
and levelbroadenings ofthem olecul, aswellasdi erent
work fiinctions for the buk electrodes. T his could cause
an appreciable shift n Er , given the rather am all gap
density of states n the m olecular HLG . G ven that for
extensively studied system s such asm etalsam iconductor
interfaces the precise location ofEr is stillan active topic
of research [_3§], perhaps the best one can do at thispoint
is to mquire if E¢ is closer to the m olecular HOM O or
LUM O level, the analogous question for a sem iconductor
being whether it is p-type or n-type.

Conceptually the cleanest way to address the equilbb—
rim Fem ienergy problem is by incluiding a few layers
of the contact as a cluster n a \supem olecule", which
would act as the device under investigation. T hereafter
the contact is assum ed unaltered during conduction, w ith
all the \action" lying in the device sector. The ad-
vantages of including such a cluster are enomm ous (for
a discussion, see Eé]), such as the autom atic inclusion
of in age charges (the supem olecul is charge neutral),
avoiding unigueness issues related to partitioning in a
non-orthogonal, non-localized, atom ic basis set and the
proper treatm ent ofthe surface physics. Ideally, the clus-
ter size should be signi cantly larger than the atom ic
D ebye length of the contact m aterial, while for practi-
cal purposes, it is usually lin ited by com putational re—
sources. Er isusually set by the HOM O of the (large)
supem olecule, whilk the m olecular levels can be identi-

ed by etther plotting the w avefiinctions orby com puting
the localdensity of states (LDO S) on the molcule. To
em ploy this schem e to sort out the m olecular chem istry
and energy level structure, it is essentialthat the contact
cluster and the m olecule be calculated using the same
scheme QFT /tightbinding, etc). A ttem pts at peﬁbnn -
Ing such a com putation at the sem iem pirical flO and
DFT W0] kevels have yielded a Fem i energy quite close
tothe HOM O kvelOrPDT-Au(l1ll) heterostructures.

T he experim ental situation is som ew hat unclear. The
conductance gap for PDT itself is di erent for di er-
ent experin ental geom etries. T he gap is around 3 volts
for break jinction m easurem ents by Reed et al E:] and
around 4 vols for STM measuram ents by Hong et al.
(fl-]_}], w hile corresponding break jainction m easurem entsby
D avid Janes’ group at Purdue indicate featureless IV
characteristics w ith no discemible conductance gap @2_:]

Since the gap depends on Er which is likely to be dif-
ferent for the two experin ental contact geom etries, and
could further be com prom ised by the presence of charg-
Ing In the system , such a di erence isnot surprising. It is
also not clear w hether the conduction is through a single
m olecule bridging the junctions, or a series com bination
ofm oleculesattached separately to the two jinctions @3_:] .
Tt seam s sensble therefore to treat Er as a ttihg pa—
ram eter, in the absence of precise characterization ofthe
contact surfaces and m olecular geom etry. A ltematively,
one could dictate the position of Er relative to the lev—
els, guided by separate equilbrium clister calculations,
as discussed earlier.

E xperim ents incorporating a third term inal (gate) can
help clarify som e of these issues appreciably. For in-
stance, a positive gate voltage low ers the m olecular lev—
els so that the Fem ienergy approaches the LUM O and
moves away from the HOM O . For a purely electrostatic
gate controlm echanisn , a m easured decrease in conduc—
tance w ill suggest HOM O (p-type) conduction, whil the
reverse result ndicates LUM O (n-type) conduction.

Sum m ary: Ne=d to m odel the m okcuk and the contact
londing selfconsistently within the sam e schem e, doing
Justice to the m olcular quantum chem istry as well as
the contact surface m icrostructure. The m ethod of cal
culating the energy kevels or the Ferm i energy is still an
unresolved issue.

B .W hat is the broadening due to the contacts?

A though experin ental know ledge of the contact con—
ditions is di cult to access, could one at least hope to
m odela particular idealized contact geom etry and obtain
an appropriate selfenergy? W e cbtain the selfenergy
m atrices 1; form ally by an exact partitioning ofthe In—

nite m etalm oleculem etal system , pro gcting its s:ng]e
particle G reen’s function onto the device subspace BG

1;2 depend on the contact surface G reen’s function and
the contact-m olecularbondings. W e obtain the couplings
at the surface by sin ulating a lJarge cluster from the con-
tact coupled to the device and calculating its overlap and
Fock m atrices. The contact surface G reen’s function is
calculated using a recursive G reen’s function technique
taking the fill group theory ofthe FCC Au (111) crystal
surface into account [1,171.

One can replace the partitioning scheme wih a
scattering—form align i_lq,lZ,.lO,:B]ﬂ'lat dealsw ith the en—
tire In nite system . Ideally, both m ethods (scattering
form alisn and the NEGF prescription) should yield the
sam e answ er; however, there is a conogptual sin pli ca—
tion in partitioning the problem into a \device" part in—
volving the electronically active m olecule, and a \con—
tact" part detem Ining the lead-m olecular interactions.
These nvolve two entirely di erent areas of resesarch,



quantum chem istry and surface physics, so partitioning
allow s us to In prove m odeling each of them indepen-
dently. M oreover, NEGF naturally allow s us to include
inocoherent processes, which can be in portant even for a
short m olecule if there are localized states that cannot
be populated from the contacts l_2-§',§§']

How do we know ifwe havem odeled our contacts cor—
rectly? The overall \shape" of the m olecular IV can
be obtained approxin ately w ithout getting the bonding
or the quantum chem istry right. O ne excellent bench-
m ark is the quantum point contact QPC) f_2-3_:], the I-
V characteristic of which is experim entally m easured
to be ohm ic, with a conductance quantized in units of
Go= 2¢*=h 77 S @4]. Starting with a six atom gold
chain coupled to Au(lll) contacts descrbing a QPC,
we get a conductance quantized ohm ic IV, as expected
{[7,36]. This is highly nontrivial, because conductance
quantization arises out of a m olecule that is perfectly
tranan iting over a band of energiesbetween 1 and -
(aside from Fabry-Perot type oscillations). T his requires
the selfenergy m atrices to couple the w ire w ith the con—
tacts seam kssly w ithout introducing any spurious re ec—
tions. To illustrate the sensitivity of the quantization on
the coupling, we scaled the overallm atrix elem ents by a
factor of ve; the resultant IV ceases to be ohm ic, and
resem bles that ofa resonantly conducting system such as
PDT Fig.5 ().
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FIG .5. Calculated two-tem inal IV characteristics for dif-
ferent m olecular geom etries: (i) ohm ic IV with a quantized
conductance (adapted from [17]) for a quantum point con-
tact QP C) consisting of a six-atom gold chain connected to
Au (111) contacts; (i1) a sym m etric, resonant IV forPD T that
tums asymm etric (upper and lower curves) (adapted from
B7]) on alering the relative coupling strengths to the con-
tacts; (iil) negative di erential resistance (NDR) in thg v
ra QPC wih abarrier in them iddle (adapted from [B4]).

T he above exercise is a good check of the accuracy
of the contact broadenings. O nce the surface G reen’s
functions are deem ed to be correct, it is an easy m atter
to replace the Aug m olecular cluster w ith the m olecule
of choice and proceed w ith calculating its IV .

Summ ary:The QPC can ke used as a benchm ark for
testing out the selfenergy m atrices. T he couplings at the
surface and the contact surface G reen’s finctions need to
e cakulated accurately, including the overall group the-
ory of the m etal crystal com prising the kads.

C .W hat is the spatialpro le ofthe Laplace
potential?

T he electrostatic potential pro le across the m olecule
can be sgparated Into two parts: (i) the Laplhce part
describes the In uence of the contact geom etries in the
absence of charges and screening e ects; (i) the P oisson
part involves screening by the charges, and is determ ined
by the charging energy of the m olecule. In this section,
we w i1l concentrate on the Laplace part, and address the
charging-related issues associated w ith the P oisson part
In the next section.

T he Laplace part of the potential pro le is set by the
relative capaciances of the contacts, and can be de-
term ined rigorously by solving the 3-D Laplace equa—
tion w ith the correct potential boundary conditions for
the contacts. The Laplace part is characterized by the
voltage-division factor B] which describes the propor-
tion in which the applied voltage drops across the var-
Jous contact-m olecular interfaces. A convenient way to
analyze the potentialpro e acrossthem olecule is to in—
corporate the voltage-division factors in the de nitionsof
the contact electrochem icalpotentials 1;,, which would
keep the m olecular levels them selves xed under drain
bias in the absence of charging (hext section) and m ove
them under gate bias alone. For a two-tem inal device
appreciable current ow requiresthe capaciive couplings
w ith the source and drain electrodes to be roughly equal
(@lthough their resistive (quantum ) couplings 1, could
still be quite di erent), leading usually to 05.

A though the Laplace part nvolves essentially nine—
teenth century classicalelectrostatics, it can substantially
In uence device IV characteristics. In a gated three—
term naldevice, or nstance, a good gate controlm echa—
nism in a welldesigned ballistic conductor essentially in—
volves trying to keep the charge density near the source
end ofthe conductor constant by pinning thedevice DO S
to the source chem ical potential [_'5]_:] This gives an ef-
fective 1, so that as the drain chenm ical potential
ventures into the HLG under bias, the current starts to
saturate l_5-2_i] N ote that this saturation m echanisn isen-—
tirely di erent from saturation in two-term inalm olecular
devices, which occurs when either contact chem ical po—
tentialhas just crossed am olecular keveland another level
has not yet kicked in. In contrast to the two-tem nalI-
V, the threetem inal characteristic is asym m etric w ith
respect to sourcedrain bias. Sihce the gate determ ines
the position ofthe equilbrium Fem ienergy through the



Laplace solution, it leads to gate-m odulation of the ON
current in such devices.

A gate can In uence the m olecular electronic proper—
ties In a variety ofways: i could have a purely electro—
static e ect on the channel charge and correspondingly
the m olecular levels, as described above. However, as
pointed cut by Dam ke et al 1_5-2:], good electrostatic gate
controlis not possbl fora 10 A molcule such asPDT,
unless the gate oxide is prohbitively thin. A dditionally,
the gate can alter the properties of the contact-m olecular
nterfaces (Schottky-barriertype e ects [53]), oreven al-
ter the confom ations of the active m olecule Eﬁi], all of
which could a ect the shape of the m olecular IV .

Another exampl where the Laplace solution i-

self can in uence the molecular IV characteristic in-
volves conduction m echanian s that require the align-
m ent/m isalignm ent ofenergy levels localized on di erent
parts of the m olecule. For instance, the A viram R atner
m echanian [flg‘i] Involves a donorbridge-acoeptor system
where the Laplace part of the selfconsistent potential
aligns the levels at the two ends for positive bias, and
m isaligns them for negative bias, leading to a strongly
rectifying IV characteristic. A sin ilar exam ple involves
a quantum point contact QPC) wih a stretched bond
In themiddle Fig. 5@i)). The defect disconnects the
LDO S on istwo sides, allow ing them to separately equi-
lbrate w ith the two contacts and follow their respective
chem ical potentials under sourcedrain bias. W ithin the
window set by 1 and ,, the Laplace solution causes
the LD O S on the two sides to slide past each other ( g—
ure Inset). Since this am ounts to tw o tranam ission peaks
sliding in and out of resonance, the resulting IV shows
a weak negative di erential resistance ﬂ_3-6_:,§-(_):]
Sum m ary: The Laplhce part of the 3-D elctrostatic po—
tential pro ke neads to ke calulated using the boundary
conditions set by the ekctrodes. The Laplce potential
can signi cantly a ect the m olecular IV characteristic,
by aligning or m isaligning di erent parts of the m olecu—
Iar LD O S or by pinning the m olecular DO S to one of the
ekctrodes in the presence of a gate term inal

D .W hat is the charging energy?

T he P oisson part of the potential pro le carries nfor-
m ation about screening and charging inside them olecule,
and is characterized by UgDg = Co=C , where Uy =
&’=C isthe Coulomb chargihg energy, D o is the m olec—
ular gap DO S, the quantum capacitance Co, = €°D g,
and C describes the total electrostatic capacitive cou—
pling to the various electrodes. The charging energy
Uo descrbes the \ease" with which the m olecular lev—
els can be llked or em ptied, and tends to drag out the
IV characteristicasshown In Fig. 1. Notethat thee ect
of charging can be looked upon as a voltage-dependent

(V). The net capacitance C contributing to U, is de—
term ined by the geom etry and dielectric constant of the
m olecule and the electrodes. For instance, while 10 A
InA s spherical quantum dots have low charging energies

100 m eV |5b], a 102 isolated PD T m olecularw ire has
amuch largerchargihgenergy 3 4€V,makingia ot
harder to cross a levelw ith a drain bias. At even higher
charging energies Uy 1;2, One can get m any-body ef-
fects such as Coulomb B lockade and K ondo resonance.
W hil som e Coulom b-B lockade type e ects can be cap—
tured w ithin an e ective oneparticle selfconsistent eld
model within an unrestricted calculation 4] (such as
unrestricted H artreeFock or spin density functionalthe—
ory), doing jastice to these problem s requires us to go
beyond the one-particlke prescription we have used so far.

T he Poisson solution describes the e ect of adding or
rem oving charge from the m olecule, aswellas the e ect
of redistribution of charge w ithin the m olecule, respon—
sble for screening of the applied voltage. The e ciency
of the screening process depends on the am ount ofm a-
terial available for the reorganization of the charges. For
a mokcular w ire much thinner than the D ebye length,
the net electrostatic potential is essentially given by the
Laplace solution of the previous section, leading to a
thick m etallic w ire allow s su cient screening, yielding a
potential pro ke that is essentially at (36,4546]. Such
a atpotentialpro l can be obtained even w ih a thin
m olecular w ire if the latter is embedded In a dielectric
mediim as part of a selfassembled m onolayer (SAM ),
In which case the neighboring w ires screen the potential
pro k.Oneway tomodela SAM would be disallow any
transverse variations in charge or electrostatic potential,
w hich would am ount in e ect to solving the 1-D P oisson
equation. This would give a highly screened potential
pro ke even with a thin m olecular w ire §48,45].

Charging can lead to very interesting e ects, such as
the creation of an asymm etric IV with a spatially sym -
m etric m olecule E,b@'] Consider a symm etric m olecule
w ith unequal resistive (quantum ) couplings to the two
contacts ( 1  3). Near the onset of current conduc—
tion through a HOM O level, a negative biason the strong
contact keeps it lled, while a positive bias em pties it.
Since the m olecule gets positively charged one way but
not the other, the IV isdragged out asym m etrically such
that one gets a lower current for positive bias on the
stronger contact. Interestingly for conduction through
a LUM O Xvel, the sense of the IV asymm etry reverses
t_i-]'], because one now needs to 1llthe LUM O to charge
up the molecule. This allow s us to identify the nature
of the conducting m olecular orbital, which is in portant
given that di erent orbitals conduct quite di erently. For
PDT,STM data [j] (the STM tip being the weaker con—
tact) seem s to indicate HOM O based conduction. Our
results Fig. 5 (i) qualitatively m atch the IV charac—
teristics obtained by Reichert et al ], with an inirially



sym m etric IV that tumsweakly asym m etric on draw ing
either contact away from the m olecule.

The total electrostatic potential pro ke is the sum
of the Laplace and Poisson parts, which have di er-
ent e ects on the molcular IV . For typical break—
Junction/STM m easurem ents on m olecules such asPDT,
Co=C = UgDy 1, and the overall potential pro le
is essentially given by the Laplace potentialw ith the net
volage dividing up asthe capacitance ratio  between the
electrodes. Ifhow everthem olecule is so strongly coupled
to the substrate that there are appreciableM IG S, D ¢ be—
com es Jarge enough that Co =C  startsto becom e in por—
tant. In the Im i of Co =C 1, the IV gets dragged
out substantially by charging Eig. 1), and the nalself-
consistent voltage divides between the source and drain
contactsaccording to their resistance ratio ,=( 1 + 3).
T his situation arises form etalnanoclisters probed by an
STM tip. Since the resistance ism uch larger at the STM
end, m uch of the applied voltage drops across the STM —
clustergap, so that the cluster levels rem ain pinned to the
substrate, and the STM chem ical potential altemately
scansthe HOM O and LUM O Ikvelsunder opposite drain
bias.

Sum m ary: The charging energy can tum an otherwise
symm etric IV into an asymm etric one. Given a spa—
tially symm etric m olecul, we predict a larger current for
positive bias on the stronger contact and HOM O conduc—
tion, while for LUM O conduction, the sense of the IV
asymm etry is reversed.

III.COM PUTATIONAL ISSUES

A briefdiscussion of com putationalissues is perhaps n
order. T he calculation ofm olecular conductance requires
two steps, (@) calculating a Fock m atrix given a density
m atrix, and () calculating a density m atrix from the
Fock m atrix. The rst step is the m ost com putationally
challenging part, nvolving the evaluation ofD F T -based
exchange-correlation integrals which are quite num eri-
cally com plicated, especially in sophisticated basis sets
nvolving relativistic core pseudopotentials. W e nd our
own LDA calculation of the m olecular Fock m atrix In a
m inin albasis set to be com parabl in accuracy, but not
In speed, with GAUSSIAN 98. Therefore we ket GAU S—
SIAN 98 do this part, exploiting decades of developm ent
that have gone into it. T he second step requires contact
selfenergy m atricesw hich can be calculated once and for
all for realistic contact surface structures €g., Au(111)
contacts) using a real space recursive G reen’s function
technique. The contact coupling m atrices can be sim u—
lated in GAUSSIAN 98 wih a nitesized cluster, with
care exercised to elim inate edge e ects on the structure
ofthe contact surface G reen’s fiinction t_3-§] (@ suiable lo—
calized basis describing gold would sort out this problem

autom atically).

The com putational challenge for us is to solve the
NEGF equations, requirihgusto nd the num berofelec-
trons on the m olecule. Such a requirem ent am ounts to
Integrating the nonequilbbriuim electron DO S allthe way
from the bottom of the contact band to the Fem i en—
ergy. Since the G reen’s functions entering the DO S ex—
pression are highly peaked around the m olecular levels,
this process Involves Integrating over an energy range of
several hundred volts w th a m illivolt accuracy for each
biaspoint and each step ofthe selfconsistent procedure.
W e have addressed this problem in two ways: (i) assum —
Ing a weak (In practice, constant) energy-dependence of
the selfenergy m atrices (valid for Au (111) which hasan
energy-independent DO S near Er ), one can then per—
form the integrals analytically B6]; (i) the nonequili-
rium DO S can be divided into tw o groups, one lying out—
side the dom ain of 13, and the rest Inside that w indow .
The rstpart can be integrated using a contour integra—
tion schem e t_ZC_;], while the part between 1, can be cal
culated either by brute force grid-based integration over
the nite rangebetween ; and ,, orby reverting to the
constant approxim ation. A though ourcalculationsare
perform ed w ith LAN L2D Z basis setsw hich are som ewhat
delocalized, i is preferable to em ploy relatively localized
basis sets In order to avoid issues related to partition—
Ing and to be consistent w ith the tightbihding approach
that we areusing here 1_23]. D i erent approxim ationsgive
di erent values ofthe totalelectron count, thereby a ect—
ng the equilbrium Fem ienergy position, which clearly
needs m ore attention. However, the approxin ations al-
low us to obtain rstprinciples DFT based Vs for a
molecule lkePDT in a few hourson a SUN workstation,
taking Into account the details of the contact geom etry.

IV.ISSUES W E HAVEN'T COVERED

W e have seen that by appropriately m odeling each ex—
perin ental geom etry, we can get qualitatively and quan—
titatively di erent conductance properties, ranging from
ohm ic to rectifying, sw tching and saturating IV char-
acteristics. W e now outline three of the issues that we
have ignored so far, nam ely, C onform ation, Tnaoherence
and C orrelation.

(i) Conform ation. O ne of the principal advantages of
amolcul isthat i is sem + exble. Thism eansthat the
conform ation of a m olecule can be altered, by transfer—
ring charge or applying an extemal eld. Encouraging
experim ental Indications of a conform ationally m ediated
IV have been obtained, for a fillerene-based transistor
EQ'], and for the redox sidegroup-speci c E:] or vbra—
tionally m ediated Q_S-E_l'] NDR measuram ents. W e are cur—
rently investigating the role of conform ational changes,
In conjunction with charging and gate electrostatics, in



m odulating them olecular I [54]in a three-tem inalde-
vice.

(i) Inooherence. For long m olecules, m olecular vibra—
tions are Im portant as sources of incoherent or inelastic
scattering, leading to hopping orpolaronic transport (see
foreg. [_éQ']) . Such nelastic e ects can be naturally in—
clided In the NEGF form alism , requiring us to introduce
another selfenergy m atrix describing the connection of
the m olecule w ith the source of the inelastic scattering
(@ phonon bath, for exam ple) t_gé,:fl-i;_@:] In the tunnel-
Ing regin ¢, in particular, nelastic scattering tums out to
be crucial for transport and dissipation in longm olecular
w ires, such asDNA .

(iil) Correlation. F inally, there are exam ples ofm olec—
ular m easurem ents such as the Kondo e ect {62], w here
the physics of current ow cannot be captured in tem s
ofa sin ple onepartick picture, and require the incorpo—
ration ofm any-body correlation e ects in ourm odel. W e
Jeave these problam s for future work.
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