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D FT calculation ofthe interm olecular exchange interaction in the m agnetic M n4 dim er
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The dim eric form of the single-m olecule m agnet [M n4O 3Cl4(O 2CEt)3(py)3]2 recently revealed

interesting phenom ena: no quantum tunneling at zero �eld and tunneling before m agnetic �eld

reversal.Thisisattributed to substantialantiferrom agnetic exchange interaction between di�erent

m onom ers. The interm olecular exchange interaction,electronic structure and m agnetic properties

ofthism olecularm agnetare calculated using density-functionaltheory within generalized-gradient

approxim ation.Calculationsare in good agreem entwith experim ent.

PACS num bers:75.50.X x,75.45.+ j,75.30.G w,75.30.Et

Single-m olecule m agnets (SM M s), such as

[M n12O 12(CH 3CO O )16(H 2O )4]� 2(CH3CO O H)� 4(H2O )

(hereafterM n12)
1 and [Fe8O 2(O H)12(tacn)6]Br8� 9(H2O )

(hereafterFe8)
2 havereceived trem endousattention due

to m acroscopic quantum tunneling3 and possible use as

nanom agnetic storagedevices.Hysteresisloop m easure-

m entson theSM M sM n12 and Fe8 showed m agnetization

stepsatlow tem peraturesupon m agnetic�eld reversal.4

Thisisdueto quantum tunneling between spin-up states

and spin-down statesdespitea largee�ectivespin S= 10

foreach m olecule.Theresonanttunneling �eldsin these

system sareprim arily determ ined by them agnetom olec-

ular anisotropy. Recently a dim erized single-m olecule

m agnet [M n4O 3Cl4(O 2CEt)3(py)3]2 (hereafter M n4
dim er) where Et= CH 2CH 3 and py= NC5H 5, has been

form ed5,6 which exhibited qualitatively di�erenttunnel-

ing behavior:quantum tunneling priorto m agnetic�eld

reversaland an absence ofquantum tunneling at zero

�eld in contrastto otherSM M ssuch asM n12 and Fe8.
6

To understand the basisforthe qualitativedeviation we

have calculated both the m agnetom olecular anisotropy

and the interm olecularexchange interaction in the M n4
dim er using density-functionaltheory. O ur results con-

�rm that there exists an appreciable antiferrom agnetic

exchange interaction between m onom ers and that tun-

neling �eldsin thisdim erare strongly inuenced by the

presenceofthem onom er-m onom erexchangeinteraction.

This interaction produces a bias �eld that encourages

m onom eric m agnetic-m om ent reversalbelow zero �eld

and preventstwom onom ersfrom sim ultaneouslyipping

theirm agneticm om entsatzero�eld.W edeterm inethat

the origin ofthe exchange interaction is not dom inated

by eitherkinetic orexchange-correlation term sand that

the total"exchange" interaction is in fact an order of

m agnitude sm aller than the kinetic contribution. For

M n12 and Fe8,the interm olecular exchange interaction

hasnotbeen observed experim entally and itisgenerally

accepted thattheoverlap between neighboringm olecules

isnegligible.

In thiswork,wediscusscalculationson theM n4 dim er

which is form ed by inversion ofthe three-fold sym m et-

FIG .1: M n4 dim er geom etry. The dim er is form ed by in-

version ofthethreefold sym m etric m onom er.Each m onom er

hasa m agneticcoreconsisting ofthreeferrom agnetically cou-

pled M n3+ spins(S= 2)coupled antiferrom agnetically to one

M n
4+

spin (S= 3/2) ion leading to a totalspin ofS = 9=2.

Thedistancebetween thetwo centralClatom sm arked asthe

dotted line wasm easured to be 3.86 �A.

ric m onom er shown in Fig.1. The m agnetic core of

the M n4 m onom er consists of three ferrom agnetically

coupled M n3+ (S= 2)ionscoupled antiferrom agnetically

to the rem aining M n4+ (S= 3/2) ion leading to a to-

talground-state spin of S= 2� 3� 3/2� 1= 9/2 (refer to

Fig.1). The core has a sim ilar cubane structure as the

inner core ofthe SM M M n12, although there are four

M n4+ forM n12. W e investigate the electronic structure

and m agneticpropertiesofthisSM M M n4 using density-

functionaltheory (DFT).W ecalculateoptim ized geom e-

triesforthe M n4 m onom erand dim er,theirbinding en-

ergy,them onom ericm agneticanisotropybarrier(M AE),

and the exchangecoupling constantbetween m onom ers.

Resultsarecom pared with experim ent.
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O ur DFT calculations7 are perform ed with the all-

electron G aussian-orbital-based Naval Research Labo-

ratory M olecular O rbital Library (NRLM O L).8 Here

we use the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof(PBE)generalized-

gradientapproxim ation (G G A).9 Beforediscussing ener-

geticsand m agneticphenom enawediscusstwostructural

issues. First,we have considered m onom ersand dim ers

that are term inated by both H and by the CH 2CH 3

radicals found in the experim ental structure. Second

we have considered structures based on two conform -

ers of the m onom eric unit. W hile a com plete vibra-

tionalanalysis willbe discussed in a later publication,

allindicationsare thatboth conform ersare stable.The

conform ers have slightly di�erent arrangem ents of the

pyridine ligands. The �rst conform er was identi�ed by

a density-functional-based geom etry optim ization ofthe

hydrogenatedm onom er.Thesecond conform erwasiden-

ti�ed by im provem ents on the m onom er deduced from

theexperim entalx-ray data.In therem ainderofthepa-

per we refer to these m onom ersasthe com putationally

determ ined conform er(CDC)and theexperim entally de-

term ined conform er(EDC).

Each M n4 m onom erhasthreefold sym m etry so there

are 26 inequivalent atom s to consider. The num ber of

inequivalent atom s is reduced to 20 when the CH 2CH 3

radicalisreplaced by H.A pyridine ring isinitially con-

structed to lie in the plane de�ned by the vector con-

necting M n3+ and neighboring N and the sum of the

two vectors connecting M n3+ with two closest Cl’s (re-

ferto Fig.1). The geom etriesforthe pyridine ring and

the cubane were �rst optim ized separately to generate

an initialgeom etry forthe DFT calculationson the full

m onom er. The initialgeom etry for the m onom er was

relaxed using NRLM O L with the Clatom �xed to re-

produce the experim entalCl-Cldistance (3.86 �A)upon

dim erization (i.e. adding inversion sym m etry). Relax-

ation continuesuntilforcesexerted on allatom sbecom e

� 0.001 hartree/bohr. The CDC dim eristhen obtained

by inversion ofthe CDC m onom er with the �xed value

ofd = 3:86 �A (m arked asdotted in Fig.1).Forthecase

of the x-ray deduced experim entalgeom etry, the C-H

bond lengthsareunderestim ated (0.71 �A to 0.96 �A) in

com parison to standard hydrogen bond lengths,which

yields self-consistent forces on hydrogen atom s as large

as0.8hartree/bohr.Toim provetheexperim entalgeom e-

try,allhydrogen positionswere�rstm oved tocreateC-H

bond lengthsas1.1 �A,and then additionaloptim ization

of the experim entalgeom etry was perform ed with the

�xed Cl-Cldistance.Theexperim entalgeom etrywithout

corrected hydrogen positionswas53 eV higherin energy

than that ofthe structure with corrected hydrogen po-

sitions. Hereafter unlesswe specify,the EDC m onom er

refersto the optim ized experim entalgeom etry with cor-

rected hydrogen positions.

W e haveused fullbasissetsforallsix di�erentatom s

and �ne m esh.10 Charges and m agnetic m om ents for

M n’sfrom theCDC m onom eragreewellwith thosefrom

the EDC m onom er. For exam ple,a sphere with a ra-
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FIG .2: Electronic density ofstates (D O S)for m ajority and

m inority spins for the M n4 m onom er. Shown are projected

M n(3d)D O S ofthe two typesofM n ions,projected p D O S

of the three N atom s and the four Cl atom s, projected p

D O S of the nine O atom s, and the total D O S de�ned by

the sum ofprojected D O S ofallatom s in the m onom er. All

projected D O S have the sam e scale which is di�erent from

that for the totalD O S.The verticalline denotes the Ferm i

level. D irectly below the Ferm ilevel,for m ajority spins the

projected M n3+ (3d)D O S hasm oreweightthan theM n4+ (3d)

D O S.Form inority spins,the tendency isthe opposite.

diusof2.23 Bohrcaptureschargesof23.4 and 23.7,and

m agnetic m om entsof3:6�B and � 2:5�B forM n3+ and

M n4+ respectively. The totalm agnetic m om entfor the

m onom er is 9�B in good agreem ent with experim ent.

The HO M O -LUM O gap for m ajority (m inority) spin is

1.02 eV (2.42 eV).The energy di�erence between the

m inority (m ajority)LUM O and the m ajority (m inority)

HO M O is1.17 eV (2.28 eV),which ensuresthatthesys-

tem isstablewith respectto thetotalm agneticm om ent.

Asclearly seen in Fig.2,rightbelow the Ferm ilevelfor

m ajority spinstheprojected M n3+ (3d)DO S isdom inant

over the projected M n4+ (3d) DO S,while for m inority

spin the opposite trend is observed. This con�rm s the

experim entalpicture ofthree M n3+ spinsantiferrom ag-

netically coupled to a M n4+ spin.

W e calculate the binding energy by subtracting the

dim er energy from twice the m onom er energy. W e �nd

thatthedim erisstableforboth theCDC and EDC.For

the CDC (EDC),the binding energy is about 0.16 eV

(0.78 eV). The m agnitude of the binding energy sug-

gestsattractive electrostatic interactionsbetween di�er-

ent m onom ers. The discrepancy between the binding

energy for the CDC and that for the EDC m ay be at-

tributed to oursubstitution ofethylforhydrogen in the

CDC and/or the fact that the plane where a pyridine

ring sits is di�erent for both geom etries. To check the

form erpossibility,wecalculatethebinding energy ofthe

EDC term inated by hydrogen,and obtain 0.45 eV.W e

havealsoveri�ed thattheconform ation ofapyridinering

forthe EDC isslightly di�erentfrom thatforthe CDC.

Thus,the discrepancy arisesfrom both reasons.

W ehavecalculated them onom ericM AE in zero m ag-

netic�eld forboth theCDC and EDC with theassum p-



3

TABLE I:Binding energy, m onom eric m agnetic anisotropy

barrier (M AE),and antiferrom agnetic exchange constant J

for the CD C with the distance between the two central

Cl’s held as the experim entalvalue,d = 3:86 �A [D FT(1)],

the ED C with d = 3:86 �A [D FT(2)], and the sam e as

D FT(2)exceptthatethylisreplaced by hydrogen [D FT(3)].

D FT(4),D FT(5),and D FT(6) denote the sam e as D FT(2)

except that d= 3.86 �A+ 1 Bohr, d= 3.86 �A� 0.5 Bohr, and

d= 3.86 �A� 1 Bohr,respectively.The experim entalvaluesare

from Ref.6. The num ericaluncertainty in the estim ated val-

uesofJ is� 0:04 K .

Binding energy M AE/m onom er exchange J

D FT(1) 0.16 eV 11.3 K 0.24 K

D FT(2) 0.78 eV 11.6 K 0.27 K

D FT(3) 0.45 eV 10.9 K

D FT(4) 11.7 K 0.10 K

D FT(5) 11.6 K 0.47 K

D FT(6) 11.7 K 0.81 K

Exp
6

14.4 K 0.1 K

tion thatspin-orbitcoupling is a m ajor contribution to

the M AE.Forthis calculation,we follow the procedure

developed in Ref.11.O urcalculationsshow thattheM n4
m onom erhasuniaxialanisotropyalongthethreefold axis

(thebond between M n4+ and Clin thecubane),in agree-

m ent with experim ent.5,6 For uniaxialsystem s,the en-

ergy shift � due to the spin-orbit interaction can be

sim pli�ed to � zzhSzi
2 up to constant term s indepen-

dentofhSziifthe z axisis assigned asthe easy axis.11

Then the classical barrier (M AE) to be overcom e to

m onom erm agnetization reversalM z= + 9/2toM z= � 9/2

iszz((9=2)
2 � (1=2)2). Forthe CDC (EDC)m onom er,

the M AE is 11.3 K (11.6 K ),which is close to that for

the hydrogenated EDC m onom er. Asshown in Table I,

allthese num bersare close to the experim entalvalue of

14.4 K .The di�erence between ourestim ated M AE and

theexperim entalvaluem ightbeascribed to othere�ects

on the barriersuch asspin-vibron coupling.12

To calculate the exchange coupling constant J be-

tween m onom ers,weassum ethata m onom erisan ideal

S = 9=2 object and that its e�ective spin is aligned

along the easy axis and ofIsing type (either M z= + 9/2

or � 9=2). Then we calculate self-consistently energies

offerrom agnetic(parallelm onom eric spins)and antifer-

rom agneticcon�guration (antiparallelm onom ericspins)

ofthe dim er,and take a di�erence � between the two

energies. W e �nd that the antiferrom agnetic con�gura-

tion isfavored.Theantiferrom agneticexchangeconstant

J is determ ined from � = 2J(9=2)2. For the CDC,the

energy di�erence is 31 m icrohartree so that J= 0.24 K ,

whilefortheEDC,J= 0.27K .Thesecan becom pared to

theexperim entally m easured valueofJ= 0.1K .6 Thenu-

m ericaluncertainty in thetotal-energy di�erenceforour

DFT calculationsisatm ost5m icrohartree,which can be

translated totheuncertaintyin theexchangeJ as0.04K .

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1

[Cl−Cl distance] − exp value (3.86 A)

−3

−2

−1

0

Lo
g(

J)

FIG .3: Logarithm ofexchange constant J as a function of

the m onom er-m onom erdistance relative to the experim ental

value.Thenum ericaluncertainty in J is� 0:04 K .Theslope

ofthe curve isabout-2.

W e achieve high-accuracy in the total-energy di�erence,

becauseweuseexactly the sam eoptim ized dim ergeom -

etry with thesam eparam etervaluesfora self-consistent

approxim ation except for the e�ective spin con�gura-

tionsofm onom ers. Although ourDFT estim ated value

of J is som ewhat higher than the experim entalvalue,

this m ay be acceptable considering the assum ptions we

m ade and the fact that DFT calculations often overes-

tim ate exchange interactions. In som e cases,the PBE

generalized-gradientapproxim ation m ay notfully cancel

theself-interaction in theCoulom b potential.Therefore,

theelectronsin ourcalculationsareslightly m oredi�use,

which should lead tooverestim ated exchangeinteraction.

Itis interesting to exam ine whether the exchange in-

teraction variessigni�cantlywith them onom er-m onom er

separation. W e consider the case that each m onom er

is displaced toward or away from the center ofm ass of

the dim er along the easy axis. Then we calculate the

exchange constantJ forthe EDC dim erwith three dif-

ferentm onom er-m onom erdistancesfrom theexperim en-

tally m easured value. The m onom er-m onom erdistance

isvaried by changingthetwo centralCl-Cldistancewith

a m onom er geom etry �xed. Ifthe centralCl-Clbond

length increases by 1 Bohr,then J decreases down to

0.10K .Ifthebond length decreasesby0.5Bohr(1Bohr),

J increasesto 0.47 K (0.81 K ).Table Isum m arizesthe

separation dependenceofJ and ofthem onom ericM AE.

Asshown in Table I,the m onom eric M AE doesnotde-

pend on theexchangeinteraction between m onom ers,be-

causethem onom ergeom etryhasnotchanged duringthis

process. Figure 3 shows that J increases exponentially

with decreasing the separation distance. This tells us

how quickly the overlaps ofneighboring wavefunctions

decrease with increasing the distance. W e have decom -

posed theJ valuesinto kinetic,coulom bicand exchange-

correlation contributions.The kinetic contribution isan

orderofm agnitude largerthan the totalvalue ofJ and

it is signi�cantly cancelled by the exchange-correlation

contributionsto the J value.

Since we estim ated the anisotropy barrier and ex-

changeconstant,we can constructa m odelHam iltonian
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TABLE II:InitialjM 1;M 2iand �nalstatesjM 0

1;M
0

2ipartic-

ipating in quantum tunneling at resonant �elds,Bres. This

was calculated by exact diagonalization ofHam iltonian (1).

M 1 and M 2 are the projected m agnetic m om ent along the

easy axis for each m onom er. For clarity,degeneracy in ini-

tial/�nalstatesisnotlisted.O nly forthe case with zz � J

theinitial/�nalstatesareeigenstatesofHam iltonian (1).The

third and fourth resonancesare from one degenerate state to

anotherdegeneratestate,and they aresplitdueto transverse

term sin the exchange interaction. The sam e logic isapplied

to the last two resonances. B
E xp
res is the resonant �eld for

zz = 0:72 K and J = 0:1 K .B D F T
res is for zz = 0:58 K and

J = 0:27 K B M od
res isforzz = 0:58 K and J = 0:1 K .

Initial Final B
E xp
res (T) B

D F T
res B

M od
res

j
9

2
;
9

2
i j

9

2
;�

9

2
i � 0:335 � 0:915 � 0:335

j
9

2
;
9

2
i j

9

2
;�

7

2
i 0.20 � 0:495 0.095

j
9

2
;�

7

2
i j�

9

2
;�

7

2
i 0.23 0.625 0.23

j
9

2
;�

7

2
i j�

9

2
;�

7

2
i 0.305 0.83 0.305

j9
2
;� 9

2
i j� 9

2
;� 9

2
i 0.34 0.92 0.34

j9
2
;
9

2
i j9

2
;� 5

2
i 0.735 � 0:08 0.525

j9
2
;� 9

2
i j� 9

2
;� 7

2
i 0.835 1.24 0.73

j9
2
;� 9

2
i j� 9

2
;� 7

2
i 0.915 1.465 0.815

forthe dim eraccording to

H = � zz(S
2
1z + S

2
2z)+ J~S1 �~S2 (1)

where the uniaxialanisotropy param eter zz = 0:58 K

and J = 0:27 K .To determ inewhetherourvaluesofzz
and J can reproducetheexperim entalvaluesofthereso-

nanttunneling �elds(Fig.4 in Ref.6),wecalculatethese

�eldsusingexactdiagonalization ofHam iltonian (1).Al-

though it is crucial to include som e sm all transverse

term sin the Ham iltonian (such astransverseanisotropy

and transverse�elds)forcalculationsoftunnelsplittings,

the transverse term s do not a�ect the resonant �elds

m uch. Table IIsum m arizesthe resonant�eldsforsom e

low-energy statesforthree di�erentvaluesofzz and J:

(1) the experim entalvalues zz = 0:72 K ,J = 0:1 K ;

(2) zz = 0:58 K , J = 0:27 K ; (3) slightly m odi�ed

version ofour DFT results zz = 0:58 K ,J = 0:1 K .

Let us focus on two tunnelings which were prom inent

in the experim entalm easurem ents: jM 1 = 9=2;M 2 =

9=2i ! jM 1 = 9=2;M 2 = � 9=2i,and j9=2;� 9=2i !

j� 9=2;� 9=2i,where M 1 and M 2 are the eigenvaluesof

the spin operatorprojected along the easy axisforeach

m onom er. For these two tunnelings,the resonant�elds

are solely determ ined by J and are independent ofzz:

B res � � 9J=(2g�B ). Therefore,m odelHam iltonian (1)

with ourestim ated valueswillnotquantitatively repro-

duce the experim entalresonant�elds. However,in this

case(when zz becom escom parabletoJ),wenoticethat

the hysteresisloop exhibitsricherfeaturessuch asm ore

m agnetization stepsbeforem agnetic�eld reversal.Since

DFT often overestim atesexchange interactions,we also

calculate the resonant �elds with J decreased to 0.1 K

and zz �xed to exam ine ifagreem entwith experim ent

im proves. W e �nd thatsom e resonancesagree with ex-

perim entand som edo notagree.

In sum m ary,we havecalculated optim ized geom etries

fora m onom erand dim erofthe SM M M n4 using DFT.

Forboth the CDC and EDC,we calculated binding en-

ergy, m onom eric M AE, and the exchange interaction

between m onom ers. The binding interaction between

m onom ers is electrostatic. O ur calculated anisotropy

barrieriscloseto the experim entalvalue.The exchange

interaction between m onom ers is twice or three tim es

larger than the experim entalvalue. O verall,our DFT

calculationsarein qualitativeaccord with experim ent.
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