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Abstract: He(I) photoelectron spectroscopy was used to examine the valence-shell electronic structure of three
new and seven previously known
bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane derivatives, 1,3Y2-C5X6 (for X = H, Y = H, Cl, Br, I,
CN; for X = F, Y = H, Br, I, CN). A
larger series (X = H or F, Y = H, F, Cl,
Br, I, At, CN) has been studied computationally with the SAC-CI (symmetryadapted cluster configuration interaction) method. The outer-valence ionization spectra calculated by the SAC-

CI method, including spin–orbit interaction, reproduced the experimental
photoelectron spectra well, and quantitative assignments are given. When the
extent of effective through-cage interaction between the bridgehead halogen
lone-pair orbitals was defined in the
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Introduction
The indirect interaction of two molecular constituents Y’
and Y’’ mediated by an “inert” coupler Z (through-bond
coupling, superexchange)[1–9] has long been studied in the
realm of electron and energy transfer, and has generated renewed interest in the context of molecular electronics, in
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usual way by orbital-energy splitting, it
was found to be larger than that mediated by other cages such as cubane,
and was further enhanced by hexafluorination. The origin of the orbitalenergy splitting is analyzed in terms of
cage structure, and it is pointed out
that its relation to the degree of interaction between the bridgehead substituents is not as simple as is often assumed.

which both highly conducting and strongly insulating moieties Z are needed. It is also relevant for the propagation of
substituent effects, NMR and EPR coupling constants,
heavy-atom effects on spin–orbit coupling, and other phenomena affected by sigma-electron delocalization.
In spite of well-documented shortcomings, it is usually advantageous for qualitative insight and conceptual understanding to interpret photoelectron spectra (PES) of organic
molecules in terms of Hartree–Fock orbital energies and the
Koopmans3 theorem, ignoring spin–orbit coupling even in
the presence of atoms of relatively high atomic number.
Presently, we have combined this intuitive approach with
the use of a more quantitative analysis based on the calculation of state energies by using the correlated SAC/SAC-CI
(symmetry-adapted cluster configuration interaction)
method[10–13] with inclusion of spin–orbit coupling at equilibrium structures optimized by the MP2 method. This permitted unambiguous assignment of the valence-shell PES,
which used to be much more tentative,[14–17] and thus a reliable evaluation of the Y’–Y’’ interactions mediated by the
coupler. The SAC-CI SD-R method, in which the linked ion-

L 2007 Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co. KGaA, Weinheim

1007

FULL PAPERS
ization operators consist of single- and double-excitation operators, is known to reproduce the primary peaks in the
outer-valence region of small molecules quite accurately.[18–24]
It has become standard to use the splitting DE =
E(y+) E(y ) of the ionization energies E of the in-phase
(y + ) and out-of-phase (y ) combination of orbitals yY’ and
yY’’ localized on the two equivalent substituents Y’ and Y’’,
respectively, as a quantitative measure of the effectiveness
of an intervening coupler cage in providing an indirect coupling mechanism when direct through-space coupling of Y’
with Y’’ is negligible due to their large distance. This is usually justified by pointing to the two-dimensional nature of
the problem when Y’ + –cage–Y’’ and Y’–cage–Y’’ + are the
only two electron configurations that need to be considered.
In the ordinary molecular-orbital approximation, the effective resonance integral bcage
YY that describes the effect of coupling through the cage is then equal to DE/2. We offer a
straightforward rationalization of the widely varying values
of bcage
YY for constant Y as a function of the structure of the
cage. However, we also conclude that bcage
YY defined in this
way does not have the simple meaning usually attributed to
it, as the only instance for which electron configurations of
the type Y’–cage + –Y’’ can be safely ignored is if there is no
through-bond coupling. Cases of interest are therefore of
more than two dimensions, and the usual analysis is of questionable value.
Because of their rigidity, bicyclic and polycyclic hydrocarbon cages such as bicycloACHTUNGRE[2.2.2]octane and cubane have
been of particular interest. The bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane (1)
skeleton[25] (Figure 1) seems to be particularly effective as a

Figure 1. Molecular structure of C5X6Y2 (X = H, F; Y = H, F, Cl, Br, I,
At, CN) and definitions of atoms, directions, and the system of compound naming.

through-bond coupler. It is of interest both as a rod or
bridge unit for molecular construction kits[26] and because of
its unusual electronic structure. There is considerable transannular (through-space) interaction between the bridgehead
carbon atoms, which are not linked by a bond although they
are less than 2 O apart; through-bond coupling involving the
highly strained C C bonds between bridgehead and bridge
carbon atoms is strong as well. Spectroscopic and computational evidence for bridgehead–bridgehead interactions in 1
has been reviewed.[25] NMR[27] and EPR[28] coupling constants demonstrated interactions between s-symmetry
bridgehead orbitals, whereas in the hands of Gleiter et al.[14]
the PES of a few of these compounds provided evidence for
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similar interactions between bridgehead orbitals of p symmetry. We report herein an update and considerable extension of the brief note of Gleiter et al.[14] on the PES of
bridgehead-substituted bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentanes, and also examine their hexafluoro derivatives.
The present combined He(I) photoelectron spectroscopy
and computational study thus provides a more thorough
characterization of the transmission of electronic interactions through the bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane cage. It takes advantage of the threefold symmetry of the structures Y–
C5H6–Y (1,3-Y2-1; Y = H, F, Cl, Br, I, CN) and their hexafluoro analogues Y–C5F6–Y (1,3-Y2-2) to examine the clearly apparent effects of spin–orbit coupling in the ionized
state, from Y = F to Y = At. The examination of the effects
of perfluorination has long been known[29] as a useful tool
for the interpretation of PES. In bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentanes, it
also increases the interbridgehead distance[30] and is therefore likely to have a structural effect on transannular interactions.
An intuitive approach is used to provide a simple but general analysis of the origin of the different ability of various
cages to mediate the coupling of bridgehead substituents.

Results
Synthesis
Small amounts of several new hexafluorinated bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentanes were prepared specifically for this study.
HexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane (2) was synthesized by the
reduction of 1,3-Br2-2[30] with tris(trimethylsilyl)silane and
was chlorinated to yield 1,3-dichlorohexafluorobicyclopentane (1,3-Cl2-2). The photochemical chlorination was unusually slow and had to be run for two weeks to yield a sufficient amount of product. The difficulty of the hydrogen abstraction process is undoubtedly due to a combination of the
high s character of the exocyclic bridgehead orbitals and the
strong electron-withdrawing effect of the fluorine substituents.
1,3-DicyanohexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane
(1,3(CN)2-2) was synthesized
from hexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane-1,3-carboxamide (1,3-(CONH2)2-2), which
was prepared from 1,3-(COOH)2-2.[30]
Attempts to synthesize 1,3-difluorobicyclopentane (1,3-F21) by treatment of either bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane-1,3-dicarboxylic acid[31] or 1-fluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane-3-carboxylic
acid[32] with xenon difluoride were unsuccessful,[27] as were
several attempts to produce 1,3-F2-1 by fluorination with diethylaminosulfur trifluoride[33] of bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane-1,3diol, obtained by Baeyer–Villiger oxidation of the corresponding diacetyl derivative followed by alkaline hydrolysis
of the resulting diester.[34, 35] Attempted preparation of
perfluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane (1,3-F2-2) either by reaction
of 1,3-(COOH)2-2[30] with xenon difluoride or by fluorination of 2 with elemental fluorine or with potassium hexafluoronickelate(IV) failed as well.
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Calculated Molecular Structure

Photoelectron Spectra

Figure 1 shows the bicyclopentane structure and the labels
of atoms (Ca, Cb) and directions (s, p) with respect to the
threefold axis. In the ground state, the Cb–Cb distances in
the parent 1,3-Y2-1 are about 0.1 O shorter than in the perfluorinated 1,3-Y2-2, and the Ca–Ca distances in 1,3-Y2-1 are
about 0.05 O longer than in 1,3-Y2-2. The optimized geometries of the neutral 1,3-Y2-1 and 1,3-Y2-2 molecules are summarized in Table 1.

1,3-Y2-1: In Figures 2–7, we compare the observed He(I)
PES of 1,3-Y2-1 with those calculated by the SAC-CI
method with and without spin–orbit coupling. For Y = F and

Table 1. MP2-optimized equilibrium structures of the ground state for
1,3-Y2-1 and 1,3-Y2-2 (Y = H, F, Cl, Br, I, At, CN).[a]
Molecule

Cb Cb

Ca Ca

Cb Ca

Cb Y

Ca X

C 5H8
C 5 F8
C5H6F2
C5F6H2
C5H6Cl2
C5F6Cl2
C5H6Br2
C5F6Br2
C5H6I2
C5F6I2
C5H6At2
C5F6At2
C5H6(CN)2

1.882
1.915
1.806
1.970
1.820
1.935
1.820
1.938
1.821
1.941
1.778
1.917
1.875

2.142
2.130
2.173
2.088
2.165
2.120
2.167
2.119
2.170
2.117
2.186
2.128
2.155

1.554
1.559
1.545
1.557
1.546
1.560
1.547
1.561
1.549
1.561
1.544
1.558
1.558

1.093
1.330
1.353
1.089
1.751
1.714
1.910
1.873
2.130
2.088
2.356
2.300
1.443

C5F6(CN)2

1.971

2.116

1.569

1.432

1.095
1.339
1.092
1.345
1.092
1.336
1.092
1.336
1.092
1.335
1.091
1.335
1.093
(CN: 1.177)
1.333
(CN: 1.177)

[a] Bond lengths in O.

Spin–Orbit Coupling
To estimate the accuracy of the present spin–orbit calculations, the spin–orbit splitting between the 2P1/2 and 2P3/2
states of the halogen atoms was calculated in the same way
(Table 2). The experimental spin–orbit splitting was well-reTable 2. The 2P1/2–2P3/2 spin–orbit splitting (cm 1) for halogen atoms
ACHTUNGREcalculated with the basis set used for 1,3-Y2-1 and 1,3-Y2-2.
Atom

Experimental[a]

Calculated

F
Cl
Br
I
At

404
881
3685
7603
22 155[b]

470
830
2870
6200
17 940

[a] C. E. Moore, Atomic Energy Levels, Vol. 1–3, National Bureau of
Standards, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1971.
[b] Calculated.[36]

produced for the F and Cl atoms, but the calculated value
was too small for Br, I, and At.[36] This underestimation of
the splitting is due to the use of a contracted basis set with a
relativistic effective core potential (RECP) and to the approximations used in the calculations as described in the Experimental Section.
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Figure 2. He(I) PE and SAC-CI spectra with and without the inclusion of
spin–orbit (SO) interaction for 1.

At, only the calculated results are available (Figure 3).
Figure 8 compares the valence ionized states calculated by
the SAC-CI method for 1 and its five 1,3-dihalo derivatives
up to 20 eV. Tables summarizing the calculated ionization
potentials (IPs), monopole intensities, ionization characters,
and experimental values of 1,3-Y2-1 and an additional compound, 1,3-Br2-2,2-Cl2-1, are given in the Supporting Information. For convenience, in all figures the ionized states are
labeled by symbols appropriate for the D3h point group, although the ions should be described by the spin-double
group when spin–orbit interaction is included. Molecular-orbital (MO) numbering is from the highest down to relate
the MOs directly to the ionized states.
Figure 9 displays the form of the MOs of 1, and Figure 10
compares the optimized ground-state and ionized-state geometries of 1,3-Cl2-1 and 1,3-Br2-1.
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Figure 3. SAC-CI spectra of 1,3-F2-1 and 1,3-At2-1 with the inclusion of
spin–orbit interaction.

Figure 5. He(I) PE and SAC-CI spectra with and without the inclusion of
spin–orbit interaction for 1,3-Br2-1.

The valence ionized states calculated by the SAC-CI
method for 1, 2, and the five 1,3-dihalo derivatives of 2 are
compared in Figure 12. The calculated IPs, monopole intensities, and ionization characters of 1,3-Y2-2 are compared
with the experimental values in tables included in the Supporting Information.
Koopmans@ Theorem and Correlation Diagrams

Figure 4. He(I) PE and SAC-CI spectra with and without the inclusion of
spin–orbit interaction for 1,3-Cl2-1.

1,3-Y2-2: Figure 11 shows the observed He(I) PE spectra
of 1,3-Y2-2, except for the cases Y = F, Cl, and At for which
only the calculated results are available (Figure 11 b, c, g).
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The tables in the Supporting Information show that the vertical ionization energies deduced from the Koopmans3 theorem are far from numerical agreement with the measured
values, whereas the SAC-CI results agree very well. Nevertheless, there is a one-to-one correspondence between the
Koopmans3 and the more accurate SAC-CI description, such
that the ionized states predicted by the latter can be well described by stating from which MO an electron is being removed. This permits the use of MO correlation diagrams of
the type used so successfully for similar compounds by Heilbronner and co-workers[16, 17] instead of state correlation diagrams, thus greatly simplifying the following discussion. Figures 13 and 14 show the correlation of the important MOs
associated with the ionized states through the Koopmans3
theorem.
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Figure 6. He(I) PE and SAC-CI spectra with and without the inclusion of
spin–orbit interaction for 1,3-I2-1.

Figure 7. He(I) PE and SAC-CI spectra with and without the inclusion of
spin–orbit interaction for 1,3-(CN)2-1.

Discussion
Synthesis
Our inability to prepare 1,3-F2-1 and 1,3-F2-2 is disappointing, but as we shall see below, the general agreement of the
calculated and observed PES is so good that the computational results for these two compounds may be taken as confident predictions of their PES and used for the analysis of
trends in place of the latter.
Photoelectron Spectra
1,3-Y2-1: We describe first the valence ionized states of the
parent molecule 1. Figure 9 a–c shows 11 of its 14 occupied
valence MOs (only one member of each degenerate pair is
shown) without the innermost e’ and a’ MOs, whose IPs are
higher than 20 eV and lie outside our experimental range.
The valence MOs are described by linear combinations of
two Cb–H, six Ca–H, and six Ca–Cb bonding MOs. As originally assigned by Gleiter et al.[14] on qualitative grounds, the
1A2’’ and 1A1’ states are produced by ionization from the
out-of-phase (1a2’’) and in-phase (1a1’) combinations of Cb–
H bond orbitals, respectively, and the splitting of these two
states was both calculated and measured to be 5.9 eV. This
splitting can be viewed as being caused by a combination of

Chem. Asian J. 2007, 2, 1007 – 1019

Figure 8. Valence ionized states of 1,3-Y2-1 (Y = H, F, Cl, Br, I, At)
ACHTUNGREcalculated by the SAC-CI method.

direct transannular interaction between the Cb H bonds and
the differential interaction of their out-of-phase and inphase combinations with the appropriate symmetry orbitals
of the bicyclic cage. The 1E’ and 1E’’ states are due to ionization from the 1e’ and 1e’’ MOs formed from the Ca Cb
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Figure 9. a) Cb–H, b) Ca–H, and c) Ca-Cb bonding MOs of C5H8. d) The
outermost e’’ and e’ MOs of 1,3-Y2-1 (Y = halogen).

Figure 10. Equilibrium structures of the ground and ionized 12A2’’ states
of a) 1,3-Cl2-1 and b) 1,3-Br2-1. Bond lengths and distances are given in
O.

bond orbitals, whereas the 1A2’, 2E’, and 2A1’ states are attributed to ionization from the 1a2’, 2e’, and 2a1’ MOs
formed from the Ca H bonds.
Next, the effects of the axially symmetric bridgehead substituents Y are considered in Figures 13 and 14, patterned
after the work of Heilbronner and co-workers[16, 17] (experimental data have been used except for Y = F). Three types
of lines are used in Figure 13 to indicate the full details of
the orbital correlations for Y = I: dashed lines for s-symmetry and full lines for p-symmetry orbitals at the bridgeheads,
and dotted lines for orbitals of other types. Figure 14 shows
only the correlations for p-symmetry orbitals at the bridgeheads (i.e., full lines) for other choices of Y for simplicity.
In the conversion of 1 into 1,3-Y2-1, each Y substituent
provides four valence orbitals in place of the one for the hydrogen atom, thus expanding the overall size of the valence
space. In the correlation diagrams, we consider the effect of
both p-symmetry atomic orbitals (AOs) present on each Y,
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but we include only one of the two that are of s symmetry
(the other is mostly of s character and too low in energy to
be important). When Y = CN, we consider all four triplebond orbitals of each substituent that are of p symmetry,
and again only one of those of s symmetry.
With these simplifications, the conversion of 1 into 1,3-Y21 introduces two significant changes. First, the s-symmetry
Cb H bonds are replaced with s-symmetry Cb Y bonds.
Second, the two p-symmetry AOs on Y (or p-bond orbitals
in 1,3-(CN)2-1), which are absent in the valence shell of H,
interact with the MOs of the cage. The former describes the
valence-space size-conserving s effect (the inductive I
effect) and the latter, the valence-space size-expanding p
effect (the hyperconjugative E effect) of the substituent. As
described by Gleiter et al.,[14] the lowest 1E’’ and 1E’ states
are due to the ionizations from the pp MOs 1e’’ and 1e’ that
are largely located on the bridgehead halogen atoms and
contain the out-of-phase and in-phase combinations of their
lone-pair AOs, respectively (Figure 9 d). The only exception
is the case Y = F, owing to the very low energy of the fluorine lone-pair orbitals. In 1,3-F2-1, fluorine lone-pair character resides in the MOs 3e’ and 2e’’, whereas hardly any is
contained in the MOs 1e’ and 1e’’. In 1,3-F2-2, only 1e’ has
significant F lone-pair character; 1e’’ again does not.
We consider the s effect first, with Y = I as an example
(Figure 13). The energy of a truly isolated C–Y s-bond orbital, approximated from the PES of CH3Y, is shown in the
central column. As this energy is different from that of the
C H bond, the interactions with the cage orbitals are different, too. The resulting pair of Cb–Y bond orbitals 1a1’ and
1a2’’ is split by less than the 5.9 eV found for Cb–H (calculated (eV) for Y = F: 5.6; Cl: 4.2; Br: 4.2; I: 4.0; At: 4.0). The
case of 1,3-(CN)2-1 is complicated by the presence of nitrogen lone-pair orbitals, which are also of s symmetry but are
being ignored in the discussion of orbital correlations. They
introduce two relatively high energy orbitals calculated to
be split by 0.9 eV.
Next, we turn to the p effect, which increases the total
number of valence orbitals in the correlation diagrams by
four. In Figures 13 and 14 , the new pairs of degenerate p orbitals on Y, shown in the central column, are of e’ and e’’
symmetry. The energies shown are those measured for
CH3Y[37] and corrected[15] for the effect of hyperconjugation
with the methyl group. These orbitals interact with the 1e’
and 1e’’ orbitals already present in the bicyclic cage and endowed with large amplitudes on the px and py AOs on Cb.
The resulting difference in orbital energies in 1,3-Y2-1 is
always larger for the antisymmetric e’’ orbitals (calculated
(eV) for Y = F: 5.5; Cl: 3.5; Br: 3.4; I: 3.5; At: 3.6; CN: 2.9)
than for the symmetric e’ orbitals (calculated (eV) for Y =
F: 3.0; Cl: 1.5; Br: 1.6; I: 2.2; At: 3.1; CN: 1.5). The difference is especially large for Y = F, not because the orbital interaction is particularly strong, but because the energies of
the interacting levels are far apart.
If we consider the simplest possible interpretation, with
only the 1e’ or 1e’’ orbitals of the cage and the p-symmetry
lone-pair orbitals of the halogens (Figure 14), we find that
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Figure 11. He(I) PES of 1,3-Y2-2 (Y = H, F, Cl, Br, I, CN, At). All spectra were experimentally obtained except those of Y = F, Cl, and At, which are
SAC-CI spectra with the inclusion of spin–orbit interaction.

the effective interaction (“resonance”) integral between the
cage orbital and the halogen orbital is of the order of
0.75 eV for the e’ orbitals and about twice as large for the e’’
orbitals (its magnitude decreases with increasing atomic
number of the halogen). This simplest description works
best if it is assumed that the e’ and e’’ orbital assignment of
the close-lying MOs of 1 needs to be interchanged relative
to the computational results shown in the drawings. As the
energies of these two orbitals are very similar, it is quite
conceivable that the computed order may be in error. The
difference between the effective interaction integrals for the
two cage MOs suggests that the amplitude of the 1e’ orbital
at Cb is only about half that of the 1e’’ orbital. Indeed, on
the basis of Weinhold3s natural atomic orbitals (NAOs),[38]
the coefficient of the self-consistent field (SCF) 1e’ MO of 1

Chem. Asian J. 2007, 2, 1007 – 1019

calculated presently on the p-symmetry Cb(px) and Cb(py)
valence orbitals is 0.32, whereas that of the 1e’’ MO of 1 is
0.50 (HF/D95). This is not surprising given that 1e’’ has a
node passing through all three bridge carbon atoms, which
pushes its amplitude towards the bridgeheads.
Turning now to the individual compounds, we note that
the 1a2’’ and 2a1’ orbitals are at lower energy in 1,3-F2-1 than
the corresponding 1a2’’ and 1a1’ orbitals in 1, and that their
splitting is decreased from 6.0 to 5.1 eV. New 2e’’ and 3e’ orbitals associated with the pp MOs of the terminal F atoms
appeared at about 16.3 eV, close to the first IP of the F atom
(17.42 eV), and these would need to be considered if one
wished to evaluate lone-pair interactions mediated by the
cage. As seen in Figures 8 and 14, other states, 1E’’, 1E’,
1A2’, 2E’, and 1A1’ (note that state 1A1’ in 1,3-F2-1 corre-
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Figure 12. Valence ionized states of 1,3-Y2-2 (Y = H, F, Cl, Br, I, At)
ACHTUNGREcalculated by the SAC-CI method.

Figure 13. Correlation of measured ionization energies and their assignment to MOs. Center: lone-pair AOs on I and the C–I bond orbitals;
first and fifth columns: MOs of cages 1 and 2; second and fourth columns: MOs of 1,3-I2-1 and 1,3-I2-2. For the definition of line types, see
text.

sponds to state 2A1’ in 1), are less influenced by F substitution, as they correspond to ionizations from the Ca–Cb or
Ca–H bond orbitals.

The effects of the conversion of 1 into the other dihalo
derivatives 1,3-Y2-1 (Y = Cl, Br, and I) are very similar, as
seen from Figures 8, 13, and 14. The resulting new E’ and
E’’ states associated with the p MOs of the terminal halogen
atoms become less strongly bound as the atomic number of
Y increases. The spin–orbit splitting in the Br and I derivatives is prominent in the 1E’ and 1E’’ states, which are primarily due to ionizations from the pp MOs of the terminal
halogens Y, but not in the 2E’ and 2E’’ states, which have a
smaller amplitude on the halogen atoms. In the PES of 1,3Br2-1, two pairs of split peaks were observed and are attributed to the 1E’ and 1E’’ states. The first peak in the PES of
1,3-I2-1 is assigned to one component of the spin–orbit state
of 1E’’ and the second peak to its other component, which
overlaps with both weakly split spin–orbit components of
1E’.
The third band in the experimental spectra, assigned to
the 1A2’’ state, has vibrational structure for Y = Br or I,
which indicates a significant change in geometry along the
direction of one of the normal modes upon ionization. The
equilibrium molecular structures of the ground and 1A2’’
states of 1,3-Y2-1 (Y = Cl, Br) calculated by the UHF/631G(d) method are shown in Figure 10. The Cb–Cb distance
in 1,3-Y2-1 (Y = Br, I) was calculated to shrink upon ionization from the a2’’ MO, which is antibonding with respect to
the Cb–Cb interaction, and we assign this as the cause of the
vibrational structure. The calculated geometrical change is
less pronounced for 1,3-Cl2-1, which may be the reason why
the vibrational structure is missing in its spectrum. The
fourth band, from 12.0 to 14.0 eV, is attributed to the 2E’,
1A2’, and 2E’’ states.
As already noted, the 1A2’’ state of 1,3-I2-1 exhibits vibrational structure, similarly as it did in 1,3-Br2-1. The overlapping bands at 12–14 eV are attributed to the 2E’, 2E’’, 1A2’,
and 1A1’ states. The 3E’ state is assigned to the band at
about 16.0 eV, and the 2A1’ and 1A2’’ states to the band near
18.0 eV.
The SAC-CI general-R method, which describes shake-up
states more accurately, was also used for 1,3-I2-1. The main
peaks lower than 16 eV were not influenced much, whereas
many correlation peaks appeared in the energy region 16–
18 eV. These states have distributed intensities due to the
final-state correlation interactions with the 3E’, 2A1’, and

Figure 14. Correlation of selected ionization energies and their assignment to MOs for 1,3-Y2-1 and 1,3-Y2-2 (calculated for Y = F and measured for Y =
Cl, Br, and I).
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2A2’’ states. This result further indicates that the valence
ionized states of 1,3-Y2-1 can be assigned by the SD-R
method.
In 1,3-At2-1, the calculated spin–orbit interaction is quite
large in the five energetically low-lying states, 1E’, 1E’’, and
1A2’’. The 2E’’ and 1A1’ states are stabilized by At substitution, whereas the IPs of the 2E’, 1A2’, 3E’, 2A1’, and 2A2’’
states are almost constant in 1,3-Y2-1 regardless of Y.
The IPs of the 1A2’’, 2E’, and 2A1’ states of 1,3-(CN)2-1 do
not differ much from those of the other derivatives, as these
states result from ionizations from the Ca–H bonding MOs.
However, the Y = CN substitution influences the Cb–Y and
Ca–Cb bonding MOs and thus changes the corresponding
IPs. For Y = CN, the cage-mediated p interaction was calculated to be 0.40 eV and observed to be 0.45 eV, smaller than
for the halogen derivatives. The difference can be attributed
to the relatively small amplitude of the pCN orbitals on
carbon, due to their polarization toward nitrogen, and to the
presence of relatively low energy pCN* orbitals with a larger
amplitude on carbon. Many valence ionized states are present in the 11–15-eV region.
1,3-Y2-2: Next, we turn to the effects of hexafluorination
and compare the ionization spectrum of 2 with that of 1. As
expected, most MOs of the hexafluorinated cage are at
much lower energies. The bonds formed by the F(pp) AOs
(see Figure 1 for definitions) are strongly polarized toward
the electronegative fluorine substituent, which accounts for
its + I effect. They act on the symmetric MOs of the cage
and are incapable of interacting with its antisymmetric MOs
such as 1e’’. In fact, the IP of the 1E’’ state hardly changes
upon F substitution, as antisymmetric cage MOs such as 1e’’
are influenced by the F(ps)–Ca(ps) antibonding interaction
( E substituent effect). The energy splitting of the 1A2’’ and
2A1’ states, produced by the ionizations from the Cb–H
bonding MOs, is about 6.5 eV, slightly larger than in 1.
Many valence states due to ionization from fluorine lonepair orbitals appear in the 15–20-eV region.
The general considerations of bridgehead-substituent effects for 2 are the same as for 1. The increased bridgehead–
bridgehead separation in the hexafluorinated 1,3-Y2-2 relative to the parent 1,3-Y2-1 was already known[30] and follows
from Bent3s rules[39] and the high electronegativity of fluorine. The Cb–Y bond lengths reflect the sizes of the halogen
atoms in a regular fashion, and the separation of the bridgehead halogens Y in 1,3-Y2-2 is thus larger than in 1,3-Y2-1.
Nevertheless, we shall see below that the lone–pair orbital
splitting caused by the cage-mediated interaction of the
bridgehead substituents is actually larger.
In the calculated spectra of 1,3-F2-2, all the valence states
except for 1E’’ are more strongly bound than those of 2, especially those resulting from ionization from the Cb–F bond
orbitals a2’’ and a1’. In consequence, the 1E’’ state at about
10.8 eV is separated from the other states, and the corresponding peak becomes quite isolated. The 3E’’ and 3E’
states appear at about 17.0 eV. As in 1,3-F2-1, the 1E’’ state
hardly involves fluorine lone-pair orbitals at all due to symmetry, but, in contrast to 1,3-F2-1, the 1E’ state of 1,3-F2-2
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does. This can be viewed as a result of the great stabilization
of the 1e’ MO by the six fluorine substituents.
The spectra of 1,3-Y2-2 (Y = Cl, Br, I) are similar. In comparison with those of 1,3-Y2-1 (Y = Cl, Br, I), the s-symmetry 1A2’’ and 2A1’ states are more strongly bound by 2.0–
2.5 eV, and the energy splitting between these states was calculated to be 4.6, 4.6, and 3.9 eV for Y = Cl, Br, and I, respectively. The p-symmetry 1E’’ and 1E’ states are also
more strongly bound, by 1.1, 1.3, and 1.3 eV for Y = Cl, Br,
and I, respectively. The calculated energy splitting of these
two states was increased to 1.8 (Cl), 1.2 (Br), and 0.7 eV (I),
and the measured values were 0.86 (Br) and 0.58 eV (I). In
1,3-Y2-1, this splitting was 0.9 (Cl), 0.8 (Br), and 0.6 eV (I),
and the experimental results were 0.90, 0.72, and 0.66 eV, respectively. The splitting for 1,3-Br2-1 and 1,3-(C2H)2-1 (diethynyl) was measured previously[14] to be 0.72 and 0.68 eV,
respectively. The increased splitting of the 1e’ and 1e’’ orbitals in 1,3-Cl2-2 compared to 1,3-Cl2-1 is particularly remarkable, and we discuss its origin below.
Factors Determining the Strength of Through-Cage p
Interactions
As the lone-pair orbitals on substituents located at the
bridgeheads of a cage (or other p-symmetry orbitals located
on bridgehead substituents) are too far apart for significant
direct interaction, it is their interaction with the cage orbitals that dictates the strength of the cage-mediated interaction. The standard measure of the strength of this interaction is half the difference between the energies of the MOs
that contain large symmetric and antisymmetric contributions from the lone-pair orbitals.[2] This is entirely analogous
to the usual use of the difference of the p-bonding and p*antibonding orbital energies as a measure of the strength of
the p interaction when such orbitals overlap and interact directly. It is justified in the two-state approximation, when
Y + –cage–Y and Y–cage–Y + are the only states that need to
be considered.[5, 6, 8] This requires the energies of the relevant
orbitals on the substituents Y to be well removed from
those of the MOs of the cage, such that the substituent orbitals do not delocalize into the cage. In most commonly used
cages and substituents Y, this condition is not very well fulfilled. If it were, there would be no through-bond coupling.
In the simplest case of through-bond coupling,[3] the situation is simplified in that only one vacant antisymmetric and
one occupied symmetric orbital of the mediator need to be
considered. This is not our case. As the energies of the halogen lone-pair AOs are comparable to those of the 1e’ and
1e’’ MOs of the parent cage 1 (Y = Cl, Br, I), their mutual
interaction is primary. Either of the resulting MO pairs of
the substituted cage, 1e’/1e’’ or 2e’/2e’’, could be used for the
evaluation of the cage-mediated interaction, as both pairs
contain comparable amounts of halogen lone-pair character.
Inspection of Figures 13 and 14 shows that roughly similar
results would be obtained. It is customary[14] to use the
higher-energy pair 1e’/1e’’, for which more reliable experimental values can usually be secured, and we shall follow
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this practice. In 2, the energies of the 1e’ cage MO actually
lie well below those of the halogen lone-pair orbitals, thus
further justifying the use of the 1e’/1e’’ pair.
The splitting of the p-symmetry orbitals in 1,3-Y2-1 is
large: 0.9 (Cl), 0.8 (Br), and 0.6 eV (I); it is even larger in
1,3-Y2-2: 1.8 (Cl), 1.2 (Br), and 0.7 eV (I) (calculated
values). For comparison, in bicycloACHTUNGRE[2.2.2]octane substituted
with bridgehead halogens,[16] in which the lowest 1E’’ and
1E’ states are also due to ionizations from the halogen lonepair orbitals, the splitting is only 0.14 eV for Br substituents.
For Cl substituents, the splitting cannot be much larger, but
its exact value is unclear due to unresolved bands. In 1,4-diACHTUNGREsubstituted cubane,[17] the splitting between the analogous
states of Eu and Eg symmetry is only 0.4 (Cl), 0.25 (Br), and
0.36 eV (I). In this regard, the bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane cage, especially its hexafluorinated version, is unique.
When would cage-mediated p interactions defined in this
fashion be strong? If the symmetric combination of substituent p orbitals interacted with the symmetric cage orbital(s)
exactly as much as their antisymmetric combination interacts with the antisymmetric cage orbital(s), and if the symmetric and antisymmetric MOs of the parent cage had the
same energies, the energies of the symmetric and antisymmetric upper MOs resulting from these interactions would
be equal, and the through-cage interaction would be said to
vanish. Clearly, one of the factors that dictate the cagemediated interaction, as it is usually defined, is the difference between the ability of the symmetric and antisymmetric occupied cage orbitals to interact with substituent orbitals. In the simplest possible description, only one cage MO
of each symmetry needs to be considered, and this is the
case in the first approximation for the e’ (symmetric) and e’’
(antisymmetric) MOs of 1 and 2, both of which are bonding
and occupied.
In reality, the symmetric and antisymmetric MOs of a
cage will hardly ever have the same energy. Their energy
difference represents a second factor that dictates the
energy difference of the highest-energy symmetric and antisymmetric combinations of the initially degenerate halogen
lone-pair orbitals that result from mixing with cage orbitals
(Figures 13 and 14). In other words, the important factors
are the difference between the diagonal elements and the
difference between the off-diagonal elements of the 2 R 2
matrices that describe the interactions in the symmetric and
antisymmetric cases.
The two factors, diagonal and off-diagonal, change independently from cage to cage. One or the other can dominate, or both could be important and might interfere with
each other. This is exemplified by the nearly exact degeneracy of the 3e’ and 3e’’ MOs of 1,3-F2-2 (Figure 14), in which
the latter is favored by the off-diagonal interaction but disfavored by the diagonal one.
The parent cage 1 (Y = Cl, Br, I) provides an example of
off-diagonal dominance. The energies of the starting 1e’ and
1e’’ orbitals of the cage are nearly identical, and it is the difference in their effective interaction integrals with the lonepair orbitals that dominates the final 1e’–1e’’ separation in
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the substituted cage. To the first order, these effective resonance integrals are proportional to the amplitudes of the e’
and e’’ cage orbitals at the bridgeheads. As we saw above,
the amplitude is larger for the e’’ orbitals by a factor of
about two (0.50 vs. 0.32 at the HF/D95 level of calculation,
in which the e’ and e’’ orbitals are degenerate at 12.46 eV),
and the final e’’ orbital ends up lying above the final e’. One
of the other well-studied highly symmetric cages, cubane,[17]
is also off-diagonally dominated and has a significant but
smaller difference in the bridgehead amplitudes of the symmetric (eu) and antisymmetric (eg) cage MOs, which are
again close in energy. The former lies at 10.6 eV, and its
amplitude at the bridgehead natural valence p orbital is 0.28
at the HF/D95 level. The latter is at 10.8 eV, and the amplitude is 0.43. The other, bicycloACHTUNGRE[2.2.2]octane,[16] is diagonally dominated. At the optimized staggered geometry, the
symmetric e MO of the cage lies at 13.34 eV, and its amplitude at the bridgehead is 0.35, whereas the antisymmetric e
orbital is located at 10.94 eV, and its amplitude at the
bridgehead is nearly the same at 0.34 (HF/D95).
In 1,3-F2-1, the splitting of the MOs that carry fluorine
lone-pair character, 3e’ and 2e’’, nearly vanishes as a result
of interactions among several orbitals.
The differences in orbital-energy splitting for the Cl, Br,
and I substituents reflect the differences in the carbon–halogen p resonance integrals and the differences in the relative
energies of their lone-pair orbitals compared with those of
the e’ and e’’ MOs of the cage. The relative strength of the
cage-mediated halogen–halogen interaction is not a one-dimensional property and could depend on the choice of halogen. It seems that the magnitude of the carbon–halogen p
resonance integrals is the dominant factor, such that the
strength of the coupling always decreases in the order Cl >
Br > I.
The hexafluorinated cage 2 (Y = Cl, Br, I) provides an example of diagonal dominance. The energies of the 1e’ and
1e’’ MOs of the parent cage are vastly different. The former
is more stable by 2.59 eV and hardly interacts with the halogen substituent lone-pair orbitals at all, whereas 1e’’ interacts roughly as much as in 1. As a result, the energy of the
final e’’ orbital ends up being significantly greater than that
of the final e’ orbital. Therefore, the cage-mediated interaction is much stronger in 2 than in 1. In 1,3-F2-2, the diagonal
and off-diagonal effects conspire to give near-exact degeneracy for the 3e’/3e’’ MO pair and, hence, no cage-mediated
coupling of the halogen p lone-pairs at all. This was also the
outcome in 1,3-F2-1, albeit for a different reason. Both of
these cases illustrate that the relative ability of a cage to mediate electronic interactions between substituents is not only
a function of cage structure, but also of the nature of the
substituent.
Use of Orbital-Energy Splitting as a Measure of
Through-Cage Interaction
We have just seen that the usual measure of through-cage
interaction, the difference in the energies of the symmetric
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and antisymmetric MOs of the final system that has large
contributions from substituent orbitals (for Y = Cl, Br, and
I, 1e’ and 1e’’ in 1 and 2), contains contributions from both
off-diagonal and diagonal effects as defined above. As we
are not really dealing with a two-state system, the strength
of the interaction between the Y + –cage–Y and Y–cage–Y +
states need not be simply related to the orbital splitting
measured. It is thus doubtful that the diagonal and off-diagonal effects could enter on equal footing when one considers
all other properties of interest, such as the ease of charge
transfer through the cage. After all, although in a homonuclear diatomic molecule the splitting of the symmetric and
antisymmetric MOs that result from the interaction of AOs
is a good measure of its strength, in a heteronuclear diatomic this is not so, and in a limiting case, the splitting is merely
a measure of the difference in electronegativity between
two weakly interacting partners, not a measure of the
strength of their interaction. A more complicated analysis is
called for, but lies outside the scope of this paper.

Conclusions
We have studied the valence ionized states of a series of
bicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane derivatives, 1,3-Y2-1 (Y = H, Cl, Br, I,
CN) and 1,3-Y2-2 (Y = H, Br, I, CN), with He(I) photoelectron spectroscopy and the SAC-CI method, including spin–
orbit coupling. The calculated spectra agree well with those
observed, thus allowing quantitative assignments. The spin–
orbit interactions are predicted to be especially large in the
five lowest ionized states of 1,3-At2-1 and 1,3-At2-2.
When estimated by the standard procedures, the cagemediated interactions between bridgehead substituents are
unusually large, especially in the hexafluoro derivatives 1,3Y2-2 (Y = Cl, Br, I). We have analyzed the origin of this
strong interaction in simple terms and identified the two primary contributing factors: 1) the difference in the bridgehead amplitudes of the symmetric and antisymmetric cage
MOs responsible for the interaction and the strength of the
resonance integral between the bridgehead carbon atom and
the substituent (the off-diagonal factor), and 2) the difference in the energies of these MOs (the diagonal factor). In
general, off-diagonal coupling is maximized when the amplitudes of the symmetric and antisymmetric cage MOs on the
bridgeheads are very different and the Cb–Y resonance integrals are large, whereas diagonal coupling is favored when
one of these cage MOs interacts very weakly with the substituent orbitals because of a large energy gap. However, it
is not obvious that there is a simple relation between the
total orbital-energy splitting normally taken as a measure of
cage-mediated interaction and other properties that depend
on such interaction, and we suspect that, for some properties, only the off-diagonal coupling counts. We do not trust
the conclusion suggested by a superficial look at the present
results, namely, that the hexafluorinated cage 2 is a much
more efficient mediator than the parent cage 1 when it
comes to electronic interactions between substituents whose
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ionization potentials are similar to those of the heavier halogens. It would be interesting to probe this experimentally.

Experimental Section
Photoelectron Spectroscopy
PES were recorded on a home-built instrument similar in design to a
Perkin–Elmer PS-16. This type of instrument uses an electrostatic cylindrical sector analyzer and a DC capillary discharge in low-pressure He
that generates photons with an energy of 21.22 eV (He(I) resonance
line). The spectrometer was calibrated periodically during each measurement by injecting a mixture of Ar and Xe into the ionization region. Calibration accuracy is thought to be within  0.02 eV for IPs listed to two
decimal places and  0.1 eV for those listed to one decimal place. The
working resolution was 20–30 meV full width at half maximum for 5-eV
electrons (16-eV IP).
General Procedures
Melting points were determined on a Boetius PHMK05 apparatus with a
microscope attachment (4 8C min 1). 1H NMR spectra were obtained at
300, 400, and 500 MHz on Varian VXR 300, Bruker 400, and Varian
VXR 500 spectrometers, respectively. 19F NMR spectra were obtained at
282.4, 376.5, and 470.7 MHz on Varian VXR 300, Bruker 400, and Varian
VXR 500 spectrometers, respectively. 13C NMR spectra were obtained at
100.6 and 125.7 MHz on Bruker 400 and Varian VXR 500 spectrometers,
respectively. Samples were dissolved in [D]chloroform unless otherwise
indicated. Fluorotrichloromethane, [D]chloroform, and tetramethylsilane
were used as internal standards for 19F, 13C, and 1H NMR spectra, respectively, unless otherwise specified. IR spectra were recorded with a Nicolet 800 or Perkin–Elmer FTIR instrument in KBr unless otherwise specified. Electron-impact mass spectra were recorded with an HP 5988A
GC–MS instrument. High-resolution and chemical-ionization mass spectra were recorded with a VG 7070EQ instrument. Preparative GC was
done in an SE-52 (10 % Chromosorb W) 6–20-ft long 0.25’’ diameter
column.
Reagents
Commercially available tris(trimethylsilyl)silane (Aldrich), tert-butyl peroxide (Aldrich), chlorine (Aldrich), aqueous ammonia (Fisher Scientific),
and phosphorus pentoxide (Fisher Scientific) were used without purification. The syntheses of 1,[40] 1,3-Cl2-1,[41] 1,3-Br2-1,[42] 1,3-I2-1,[43] 1,3-(CN)21,[44] 1,3-Br2-2,2-Cl2-1,[45] 1,3-Br2-2,[30] and 1,3-I2-2[30] were reported previously.
Syntheses
2: A mixture of 1,3-Br2-2[30] (132 mg, 0.4 mmol), tris(trimethylsilyl)silane
(1 mg, 4 mmol), and tert-butyl peroxide (1 mg) was sealed in a 5-mL ampoule and heated to 120 8C for 6 h. The ampoule was then secured in an
upright position with the bottom quarter immersed in an oil bath for 1 h.
The product that sublimed into the upper part of the ampoule was dissolved in a minimal amount of diethyl ether and purified by preparative
GC to give 2,2,4,4,5,5-hexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane (2; 53 mg, 76 %).
M.p.: 38 8C; IR (CS2): ñ = 928, 2860, 1299, 1244, 1184, 1048, 915,
908 cm 1; 1H NMR: d = 3.74 ppm (sept, 3JH,F = 1.4 Hz); 13C{1H} NMR: d =
63.4 (sept, 2JC,F = 19.8 Hz), 109.9 ppm (br t); 19F NMR: d = 117.2 ppm;
MS (EI): m/z = 157 (24) [M F] + , 137 (28), 126 (100), 113 (78), 75 (35),
69 (90); HRMS: m/z calcd for C5H2F6 : 176.0061; found: 176.0073.
1,3-Cl2-2: A solution of 2 (20 mg, 0.11 mmol) in carbon tetrachloride
(1 mL) was placed in a 200-mL glass vessel equipped with a gas regulator
and a pressure gauge. Air was displaced with argon, and the reaction
vessel was filled with chlorine gas to the pressure of 50 psi. The reaction
mixture was irradiated with a 150-W tungsten lamp for two weeks. The
reaction vessel was cooled in an ice bath, and excess chlorine was carefully released. 1,3-DichlorohexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane (1,3-Cl2-2; 6 mg,
22 %) was isolated by preparative GC. 19F NMR (CCl4): d = 123.2 ppm
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(s); 13CACHTUNGRE{19F} NMR (CCl4): d = 53.7, 109.2 ppm; HRMS: m/z calcd for
C535Cl2F6 : 243.9281; found: 243.9304.
1,3-(CONH2)2-2: Aqueous ammonia (30 %, 10 mL) was added to a solution of hexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane-1,3-dicarboxylic acid (1,3(COOH)2-2;[30] 1.46 g, 5 mmol) in THF (10 mL), and the reaction mixture
was stirred for 1 h. The solvents were evaporated, and the residue was
sublimed at 1 R 10 3 Torr and 80 8C to yield hexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane-1,3-carboxamide (1,3-(CONH2)2-2; 1.225 g, 93 %). M.p.:
205 8C (decomp.); IR: ñ = 3390, 3204, 1681, 1624, 1408, 1226, 113, 958,
918 cm 1; 13CACHTUNGRE{19F} NMR ([D6]acetone): d = 71.0, 111.9, 156.5 ppm;
19
F NMR ([D6]acetone): d = 116.4 ppm; HRMS: m/z calcd for
C7H2F6NO2 : 245.9990 [M NH2] + ; found: 245.9975.
1,3-(CN)2-2: Phosphorus pentoxide (2.8 g, 20 mmol) was thoroughly
mixed with 1,3-(CONH2)2-2 (262 mg, 1 mmol) in a dry flask. A transfer
line terminated with a dry ice-cooled receiver flask was connected to the
reaction flask. The mixture was heated to about 200 8C for 0.5 h, and volatile products were accumulated in the receiver flask. The collected product was sublimed in a gradient sublimer at 1 atm and room temperature
into the end of the sublimation tube cooled with tap water (  6 8C) to
give 1,3-dicyanohexafluorobicycloACHTUNGRE[1.1.1]pentane (1,3-(CN)2-2; 86 mg,
38 %). M.p.: 58 8C; IR (CS2) 2256, 1298, 1235, 918, 894, 744 cm 1;
13
C NMR: d = 57.87, 102.37, 110.0 ppm (br t); 19F NMR: d = 111.6 ppm;
MS (CI): m/z = 226 [M] (18), 207 (100), 188 (42), 169 (21), 157 (23), 141
(11), 127 (99), 113 (52), 99 (28), 73 (27), 58 (26); HRMS: m/z calcd for
C7F6N2 : 225.9966; found: 225.9964.
Computational Details
Geometries: The ground-state equilibrium structures of 1,3-Y2-1 and 1,3Y2-2 (Y = F, Cl, Br, I, At, CN) were determined by the MP2 method with
the Gaussian 94 program.[46] The 6–311G* basis set[47] was used for H, N,
C, and F, and the [6s5p] GTOs (Gaussian-type orbitals) of McLean and
Chandler[48] were used for Cl. For Br, I, and At atoms, RECP[36, 49, 50] was
used with [2s2p] plus 1d function with zd = 0.389 (Br), 0.266 (I), and 0.225
(At).[51] These optimized structures were used for the calculations of vertical IPs. The equilibrium structures of some ionized states were examined by the UHF/6–31G(d) method.
Photoelectron spectra: The ground and ionized states at these optimized
geometries were calculated by the SAC/SAC-CI method. The basis sets
of the first-row atoms and H were composed of the [5s3p/3 s] GTOs of
Huzinaga[52] and Dunning[53] augmented with 1d polarization functions
with zd = 0.75, 0.80, and 0.90 for N, C, and F, respectively. For the other
atoms, the same basis sets as in the geometry optimization were used. In
the SAC/SAC-CI calculations, the 1s orbitals of C, N, and F and the 1s,
2s, and 2p orbitals of Cl as well as the counterparts of these MOs in the
unoccupied manifold were excluded from the active space. To decrease
computational effort, configuration selection was performed in the perturbative way.[18] For the ground state, the threshold for the linked terms
was lg = 1 R 10 5 au, and the unlinked terms were adopted as the products
of the important linked terms whose SDCI coefficients were larger than
0.005. For the ionized state, the threshold of the linked term R was le =
1 R 10 6 au. The thresholds for the unlinked terms in the SAC-CI were set
to 0.1 and 0.001 for selecting the important R and S operators, respectively. The HF SCF orbitals were obtained with the HONDO8 program,[54] and the SAC-CI calculations were performed with the SACCI96 program.[55] The effect of spin–orbit interaction was calculated in
the ab initio manner by the method reported previously.[56] Only the oneelectron term was included, and only the interaction between singles was
evaluated in the SAC-CI wavefunction. Natural-bond-orbital (NBO)
analysis of HF/D95 wavefunctions was performed with the NBO routine[38] in the Gaussian 98 program.[57]
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