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From first principles calculations, we show that (InN)32 nanoparticles favor rock salt structure com-
pared with wurtzite structure in bulk. A phase transition from wurtzite to rock salt structure is known
to occur in bulk InN at 12.1 GPa and higher values of pressure for AlN and GaN. However, at the
nanoscale we show that this structural transition takes place in (InN)32 without applying pressure.
The charge asymmetry value “g” and cation/anion size ratio in InN describe very well this behavior.
Similar studies on nanoparticles of AlN and GaN as well as a few other binary compounds such as
MgS, AgI, ZnO, and CdSe, however, do not show such a transition. Our results suggest (InN)32 to
be a unique candidate as further calculations on a few larger size (InN)n nanoparticles show that a
filled cage (two shells) (InN)12@(InN)48 structure of (InN)60 has higher binding energy compared
with a rock salt structure of (InN)64 leading to the conclusion that other 3D structures are likely to
become favorable over rock salt structure for larger sizes. © 2013 American Institute of Physics.
[http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4795580]

I. INTRODUCTION

The atomic structure of small nanoparticles with diame-
ter of ∼1 nm is often quite different from bulk as a large frac-
tion of atoms lies on the surface and this generally leads to
very significant size dependent reconstruction. In most cases,
the lowest energy structure has little similarity to known crys-
talline phases. Moreover, the physical and chemical proper-
ties are size dependent due to quantum confinement and this
makes small nanoparticles attractive to design materials with
desired properties. Therefore, finding of novel species has
been one of the important directions in cluster science. In
most cases, however, it is still not known at what size nanopar-
ticles start having bulk atomic structure. Recently, nanoparti-
cles of (PbS)n have been shown to attain bulk rock salt struc-
ture at a small size of n = 32. Accordingly (PbS)32 has been
termed1 as “magic baby crystal” because n = 32 is the criti-
cal size which can adopt bulk-like six-fold co-ordination and
it can be replicated to form larger nanoparticles as well as
bulk material. In this case, the atomic structure of nanoparti-
cles is the same as in bulk. However, the mean bond distances
in nanoparticles are generally shorter compared with bulk and
along with surface tension this acts as compression of the bulk
structure. As phase transitions often occur in bulk under pres-
sure, an interesting question is whether such structural transi-
tion could occur in nanoparticles without applying pressure.
In some cases, experimental studies2, 3 have shown structural
transitions in nanoparticles at a pressure which is suggested
to be higher compared with the bulk value. Notably, a phase
transition from wurtzite (four-fold coordination) to rock salt
(six-fold coordination) structure has been shown4–16 to oc-
cur in III-V and II-VI compound semiconductors. In this pa-

per, however, we show that (InN)32 nanoparticle adopts rock
salt structure as the lowest energy structure even without ap-
plying any pressure suggesting that in some cases nanopar-
ticles may have structures that are observed under pressure
in bulk.

Earlier studies7 have shown bulk InN to undergo a transi-
tion from wurtzite to rock salt structure, i.e., a transition from
four-fold to six-fold coordination at 12.1 GPa pressure while
for GaN and AlN, such a transition occurs at 52.2 GPa and
22.9 GPa, respectively.7, 8 The magnitude of pressure reduces
in the order GaN > AlN > InN. Phase transitions in such bi-
nary compounds have been correlated to the value of charge
asymmetry factor “g” by Garcia and Cohen.17 It is a measure
of the charge asymmetry along a bond ρA = [ρ(r) − ρ(−r)]/2
(the origin of the coordinates being taken at halfway between
the two atoms forming the bond) and ρ(r) is the charge den-
sity at a point r. It is related to the ionicity in a material. The
value of g lies between 0 and 1. A value of zero corresponds to
a homopolar material while strongly ionic materials will have
value close to 1. Among III-N’s, the value of g (0.853) for
InN (wurtzite structure) is the closest to the value of 0.958 for
NaCl (rock salt structure) and it reduces to 0.794 and 0.780
for AlN and GaN, respectively. Clusters of alkali halides such
as NaI (rock salt structure) are known18 to be cuboids. There
is a possibility that InN could exhibit rock salt structure at
the nanoscale even without applying pressure and if so, it
would be an unusual result with wider implications for other
nanomaterials. In our earlier study on III-V compound semi-
conductor nanoparticles,19 we have found that n = 32 size
nanoparticles are magic for GaP, AlP, and as well as for their
arsenides. But, most interestingly we found that among III-N
nanoparticles, (InN)32 favored a filled cage structure with a
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(InN)4 unit inside a (InN)28 cage. On the other hand unlike
(InN)32, empty cage structures19, 20 are favorable for (AlN)32

and (GaN)32. However, here we demonstrate that a rock salt
structure of (InN)32 is even more favorable than a filled cage.
Therefore, a phase transition occurs in InN nanoparticles even
without applying any pressure to a structure that bulk InN
adopts under pressure. Accordingly our results suggest that
nanostructures of some materials can have a different crystal

structure than what they have in bulk. We discuss the reasons
for the phase transition and also study a few clusters of InN
with smaller as well as bigger sizes in order to study the range
of the stability of cubic structure. Further, we explore the pos-
sibility of such a structural phase transition in nanoparticles
of a few other binary compounds, e.g., MgS, ZnO, CdSe, and
AgI.

In Sec. II, we present our computational approach while
in Sec. III, results of our study are given. A summary is given
in Sec. IV.

II. COMPUTATIONAL METHOD

The calculations have been performed using projec-
tor augmented wave pseudopotential plane wave method21

and generalized gradient approximation (GGA)22 for the
exchange-correlation energy. The cut-off energy for the plane
wave expansion is taken to be 400 eV. The nanoparticles are
placed in a cube of side 20 Å with periodic boundary con-
ditions. The ionic positions are optimized using only the Ŵ-
point in the Brillouin zone until the force on each ion becomes
less than 0.005 eV/Å and the energy is converged within
0.0001 eV. The cut-off energy for the plane wave expansion
in other systems is taken as the default value for medium pre-
cision given in VASP.21 For bulk, calculations have been per-
formed with high precision to optimize the cell volume. Bader
analysis has been performed in order to obtain charges on dif-
ferent ions.

III. RESULTS

As recent studies19 on nanoparticles of III-V compound
semiconductors have shown the stability of a filled cage struc-
ture for (InN)32, to begin with we studied the atomic structure
of (PbS)32 by optimizing two structures: (i) a baby crystal
structure (rock salt) which has been reported recently1 and
(ii) a filled cage structure which is built of a cage of (PbS)28

with hexagons and four-membered rings similar to that of
(BN)28 and a (PbS)4 unit inside that has been recently
found19 to be favorable for (InN)32 compound semiconduc-
tor nanoparticles. The optimized structures show that the rock
salt structure is indeed 6.837 eV lower in energy than the filled
cage structure. Also interestingly the optimized filled cage
structure has an inherent tendency to relax towards the rock
salt structure as the filled cage distorts completely with hexag-
onal units transforming to rhombus units. Thus, our results
support the finding of baby crystals of PbS. With this check
on (PbS)32, we further compared the energies of both the rock
salt and filled cage structures for (InN)32. Both the optimized
structures are shown in Fig. 1. Interestingly for this size of
InN nanoparticles, the rock salt structure is not only stable but

FIG. 1. (a) Rock salt structure and (b) filled cage structure of (InN)32
nanoparticle with (InN)28 cage and (InN)4 inside. The (InN)32 rock salt iso-
mer is 2.072 eV lower in energy than the filled cage isomer. Green (pink)
balls represent In (N) atoms. The total (red curve) and partial (blue curve for
N and green curve for In) densities of states obtained by Gaussian broadening
of the electronic states are shown for (InN)32 rock salt structure as well as for
filled cage isomer.

also it is 2.072 eV lower in energy than the filled cage struc-
ture predicted earlier.19 Therefore, (InN)32 does transform to
rock salt structure even without applying any pressure.

In order to explore the stability of the rock salt structure
for other sizes of InN nanoparticles, we further calculated the
energies of both the rock salt and cage structures of (InN)n,
for n = 4, 8, 16, and 64, i.e., smaller and bigger sizes than n
= 32. Note that in the earlier studies19 on (InN)12, empty cage
structure has been found to be favorable. The optimized struc-
tures are shown in Fig. 2. n = 4 is the smallest size that could
form a cubic unit of (InN)4. However, we find that (InN)4 has
a ring structure (4a in Fig. 2) with alternate In and N atoms
and it is 0.58 eV lower in energy compared with a rock salt

FIG. 2. The atomic structures of isomers of (InN)4, (InN)8, (InN)16, and
(InN)64 nanoparticles. The energy difference between the lowest energy
structure (taken as reference) and the other isomer is given in brackets. All
the energy values are in eV. Green (pink) balls represent In (N) atoms.
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isomer which is stable as shown in Fig. 2, 4b. For (InN)8,
(InN)16, and (InN)64 nanoparticles, we have considered empty
cage structures following earlier work19, 20 as well as rock salt
structure such that (InN)8 is formed of two cubes and (InN)16

nanoparticle has the structure in which two such units are
joined together or it is half the portion of (InN)32 as shown in
Fig. 2, 16b. Similarly for (InN)64, we considered two (InN)32

units joined together. It is found that after optimization the
isomers with rock salt structure retain the atomic structure
with some relaxation but cage structure is favorable for n = 8
and 16 over the rock salt structure. The cage corresponding to
n = 8 (8a in Fig. 2) is made of a structure corresponding to
n = 6 which is favored by clusters of many II-VI and III-
V compounds and a rhombus is attached on it. The initially
cage structure of (InN)16 with hexagons and rhombi distorts
after optimization and the hexagonal units tend to transform to
rhombus units (Fig. 2, 16a). The energy of the cage structure
is 1.96 eV lower than the respective rock salt structure (16b in
Fig. 2). On the other hand, a cage structure for n = 16 is stable
for both AlN and GaN without distortion. It indicates that the
behavior of InN nanoparticles is different from those of AlN
and GaN and that the structure of n = 16 corresponds to an
intermediate stage between cage structures and rock salt crys-
tal structure of InN nanoparticles. In Table I, the energies of
various considered atomic structures of InN nanoparticles are
presented.

For (InN)64, we considered a symmetric octahedral
cage20 and an isomer with rock salt crystal structure com-
prised of two (InN)32 stacked cubic units as shown in
Fig. 2. Interestingly, for this size also the isomer with rock salt
crystal structure lies lower in energy than the empty cage iso-
mer with a significant energy difference of 8.07 eV. Further,

TABLE I. Energy difference between isomers considered (favorable is
shown with asterisk, positive value means rock salt crystal structure is fa-
vorable while negative value means the other respective structure is favor-
able) for each size, binding energy per atom, and the HOMO-LUMO gap of
(InN)n, n = 4, 8, 16, 32, and 64 nanoparticles. The corresponding values for
(MgS)32, (CdSe)32, (ZnO)32, and (AgI)32 nanoparticles are also given.

System Atomic sizes Isomers � (eV) BE/atom (eV) Gap (eV)

InN 4 Rock salt −0.58 2.32 0.06
Ring* 2.40 1.00

8 Rock salt −0.56 2.72 0.57
Empty cage* 2.76 0.18

16 Rock salt −1.96 2.98 0.04
Empty cage* 3.04 0.42

32 Rock salt* 2.07 3.17 0.48
Filled cage 3.14 0.59

64 Rock salt* 8.07 3.27 0.02
Empty cage 3.20 0.49

MgS 32 Rock salt* 2.31 3.69 2.81
Filled cage 3.65 3.13

CdSe 32 Rock salt −8.90 2.10 0.73
Filled cage* 2.23 1.99

ZnO 32 Rock salt −6.01 3.30 1.23
Empty cage* 3.39 1.83

AgI 32 Rock salt −0.67 2.16 2.09
Filled cage* 2.17 2.14

FIG. 3. The atomic structures of (a) filled cage (InN)12@(InN)48 and (b)
empty cage isomers of (InN)60. The empty cage isomer lies 8.07 eV higher
in energy than the filled cage isomer. The Gaussian broadened total and the
partial densities of states for the filled cage isomer are also given. Other de-
tails are as in Fig. 1.

we performed preliminary studies on (InN)60 nanoparticles
for which a filled cage isomer with two shells was also con-
sidered. We compared the binding energies of (InN)60 empty
and filled cages (Fig. 3) with (InN)64 empty cage as well
as rock salt structures. The values are 3.20, 3.29, 3.20, and
3.27 eV/atom, respectively. These results show that in empty
cage structures the binding energy per atom changes slowly
and that is expected. But such structures are not favorable for
InN nanoparticles in this size range. The binding energy per
atom is higher for (InN)60 filled cage among all the structures
we studied. Shevlin et al.20 have also predicted higher sta-
bility of 60 filled cage of nanoparticles of III-nitrides. The
two shell filled cage to be referred to (InN)12@(InN)48 is very
symmetric and is comprised of a (InN)12 symmetric unit fit-
ted inside a symmetric (InN)48 cage.20 Our results support this
finding. The binding energy of the rock salt isomer of (InN)64

is lower compared with the value for the filled cage isomer of
(InN)60. Generally, the binding energy per atom is expected
to increase with increasing size of the nanoparticles and con-
verge to the bulk value. As InN has wurtzite structure in bulk,
a structural transition from rock salt to other structures is very
likely with an increasing size unlike in nanoparticles of PbS
for which the crystal structure is rock salt. Therefore, our pre-
liminary results on larger size nanoparticles of InN suggest
that already around n = 60 a structural transition may oc-
cur where rock salt structure is either not favorable or other
structures become very competitive. Further detailed study of
nanoparticles around these sizes would be required to under-
stand properly this transition.

The above results suggest that in the growth behavior of
InN nanoparticles, n = 32 is a critical size for which a sym-
metric rock salt crystal structure is favorable and a structural
transition may occur around the size of n = 60 such that the
atomic structures may have similarity to those that may be
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favored by other compound semiconductors with wurtzite
bulk structure such as CdSe and this would require more de-
tailed studies.

For n = 32, we also optimized the same structures of iso-
valent (AlN)32 and (GaN)32, but unlike (InN)32 these com-
pound nanoparticles favor empty cage structures that were
predicted earlier.19, 20 We find that the empty cage struc-
tures for (AlN)32 and (GaN)32 are, respectively, 1.839 eV and
12.964 eV lower in energy than the rock salt structure. There-
fore, energetically the tendency to transform to rock salt struc-
ture in nanoparticles of III-N compound semiconductors is in
the order of GaN < AlN < InN. This trend is consistent with
the value of pressure under which these compound semicon-
ductors undergo a transition7, 8 to rock salt structure in bulk,
i.e., GaN (52.2 GPa) < AlN (22.9 GPa) < InN (12.1 GPa)
as mentioned above except that in (InN)32 nanoparticles this
transition occurs without applying pressure.

It is to be noted that in bulk InN, our calculations give
the nearest neighbour bond distance to be 2.21 Å while in
the filled cage isomer which has the bonding characteristics
similar to bulk, the nearest neighbour bond distances lie in
the range of 2.00–2.40 Å. Therefore, there is a compression
of bond distances in nanoparticles while some bond distances
also expand. A compression in bond lengths is also found in
the rock salt structure as for (InN)32 nanoparticle the nearest
neighbour bond distances lie in the range of 2.23–2.299 Å
while in the bulk rock salt structure of InN we obtained the
value of 2.36 Å. A larger value of the nearest neighbour bond
distance in the rock salt structure is due to higher coordination
number of atoms. Our results suggest that this compression
is large enough in (InN)32 to lead to a structural transition
to a denser phase in order to reduce the surface energy. As
the nanoparticle size increases, the nearest neighbour bond
distance tends to increase towards the bulk value. Then we
expect a transition from rock salt structure to other isomers
with an increase in size. In AlN and GaN nanoparticles, the
bond shortening is not sufficient to lead to a transition to cubic
rock salt structure.

The total and the partial electronic densities of states
for the rock salt and filled cage isomers of (InN)32 are also
shown in Fig. 1. The partial densities of states of In and
N atoms show significant covalent bonding in nanoparticles
and a larger contribution from nitrogen 2p valance states
indicating ionic character due to the charge transfer from
In to N. Bader charge analysis shows charge transfer of
∼0.88 e–1.18 e from In to N (on N sites charge varies from
−0.96 e to −1.19 e). A similar analysis for the filled cage iso-
mer shows 1.05 e to 1.24 e charge transfer from In to N sites
(on N sites the charge varies from −0.84 e to −1.26 e). The
variation in the charge transfer is due to different environment
of ions. The rock salt isomer has smaller HOMO-LUMO gap
(0.48 eV) as compared to the value (0.59 eV) for the filled
cage isomer, though in both the isomers it is small. The den-
sity of states in the rock salt isomer shows sharper peaks as
compared to that of the filled cage isomer mainly because of
the higher symmetry in the rock salt structure. However, the
overall features in the two cases appear to be similar. The to-
tal and partial densities of states for the filled cage isomer of
(InN)60 are shown in Fig. 3.

The overall features are similar to those obtained for the
n = 32 case as shown in Fig. 1 and the HOMO-LUMO gap is
quite small.

This behavior of nanoparticles of III-N compound semi-
conductors could be correlated with the value of the charge
asymmetry parameter “g” as suggested by Garcia and
Cohen17 for the bulk systems. Traditionally, the ionic radii
of cations and anions have been used to understand the phase
stability of ionic solids with the idea of close packing. Ac-
cording to Pauling’s rules,23 if the cation (R+)/anion (R−) ra-
dius ratio of any system lies in the range of 0.414 > R+/R−

> 0.225, then it favors four coordination in its atomic struc-
ture with the cation occupying a tetrahedral interstitial site.
On the other hand, if the radius ratio lies in the range of 0.732
> R+/R− > 0.414, then the system favors six coordination,
i.e., rock salt structure with the cation occupying an octahe-
dral site. The R+/R− ratio for AlN, GaN, and InN is 0.366,
0.424, and 0.548, respectively. Therefore from Pauling’s cri-
terion, InN should exhibit rock salt structure, and GaN is at
the boundary line to exhibit rock salt structure while AlN
will have four-fold coordination of cations. However, InN has
wurtzite structure in bulk and not the rock salt. Therefore,
Pauling’s criterion is not satisfactorily obeyed in these com-
pounds as the bonding also has significant covalent contri-
bution. What we find is that in nanoparticles, (InN)32 does
transform to rock salt structure but this is not the case for
(GaN)32, as the rock salt structure is 12.964 eV higher in en-
ergy and for (AlN)32, it is 1.839 eV higher in energy than
the empty cage. Thus, phase transitions in such compounds
containing first row elements such as N cannot be explained
on the basis of their ionicity values alone. The lack of core
p states makes their pseudopotential for valence 2p orbitals
strongly attractive and there are large electronegativities and
charge asymmetries.17 Accordingly the “g” value prescription
of Garcia and Cohen17 that takes in to consideration charge
asymmetry reasonably explains the behavior of III-N in bulk
and this trend is also obeyed in their nanoparticles. The “g”
value is the largest (0.853) for InN while for GaN and AlN
this has the value of 0.78 and 0.794, respectively. In nanopar-
ticles, these values are likely to change slightly due to change
in the interatomic bond distances as well as the hybridization.
However, the dominant bonding character remains nearly the
same and our interest to use the “g” values here is to under-
stand the structural trend which comes out in the right direc-
tion. The pressure needed for transition to rock salt structure
in InN bulk is the least and because of the larger “g” value for
AlN, it undergoes transition to rock salt phase at a lower pres-
sure than GaN. For nanoparticles, we find that the rock salt
structure is favored even without pressure for (InN)32 while
for (GaN)32 the energy difference between the rock salt and
empty cage structures is higher than in (AlN)32. The latter
two systems do not adopt rock salt structure in nanoparticles
at zero pressure. Thus, the contraction in the bond lengths
as well as surface tension is sufficient to cause a transition
in InN but not in GaN and AlN. It is possible that the bond
shortening in nanoparticles also causes some changes in the
charge transfer in these systems as compared to bulk. How-
ever, our results suggest that charge asymmetry factor “g” as
obtained for bulk systems is a reasonable factor to explain the
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transition in InN nanoparticle to rock salt structure as well
as the trend in the behavior of III-N nanoparticles. Besides
(AlN)32, (GaN)32, and (InN)32, we also optimized rock salt
crystal structure for III-P and III-As with n = 32. But unlike
(InN)32, no other compound we studied undergoes a transition
from wurtzite to rock salt phase at zero pressure.

In order to check a few other cases if we can find a differ-
ent crystal structure of a material at the nanoscale than what it
has in bulk, we have considered (MgS)32, (CdSe)32, (ZnO)32,
and (AgI)32 nanoparticles. In Table I, we have included the
energies of the nanoparticles of these four binary compounds
along with the values for the nanoparticles of InN. MgS is an
interesting candidate to explore as in bulk it is at the bound-
ary line of four-fold to six-fold coordination transition.17 The
energies of the optimized empty as well as filled cage struc-
tures, and the rock salt baby crystal structure of (MgS)32 show
that the rock salt structure is 2.314 eV lower in energy than
the filled cage isomer and further the empty cage is 5.398 eV
higher in energy than the rock salt structure. (MgS)32 rock
salt structure has higher binding energy as well as smaller
HOMO-LUMO gap than the filled cage isomer (Table I). It
is to be noted that in bulk, MgS has rock salt structure. So this
case is similar to PbS and there is no transition.

Next, we considered filled cage and rock salt structure
isomers for (CdSe)32. For this system, earlier studies24 have
shown filled cage isomer to be the most favorable structure.
We also find that a filled cage isomer is 8.899 eV lower in
energy than the rock salt structure. Therefore, CdSe is not the
right candidate. We further explored (ZnO)32 and (AgI)32 bi-
nary nanoparticles. For (ZnO)32, an empty cage is 6.005 eV
lower in energy than the rock salt structure. On the other hand
for (AgI)32, the filled cage structure is 0.67 eV lower in energy
than the rock salt structure. All the three compounds CdSe,
ZnO, and AgI have wurtzite structure in bulk. The lowest en-
ergy atomic structures of (CdSe)32, (ZnO)32, and (AgI)32 also
have larger HOMO-LUMO gaps than the respective higher
energy structure as it is clear from Table I. For (AgI)32, the
rock salt structure has an inherent tendency to transform to
filled cage structure as the rhombus units relax to form hexag-
onal rings. It is to be noted that this behavior of (AgI)32 is
opposite to that of (PbS)32, in which the filled cage structure
undergoes transition to rock salt structure. Therefore at the
nanoscale, the phase transition is material specific and it is im-
portant to understand this behavior. Our studies on nanoparti-
cles of a few systems suggest that (InN)32 is unique in show-
ing a structural transition to rock salt crystal structure at zero
pressure.

IV. SUMMARY

In summary, we have shown from first principles cal-
culations that (InN)32 nanoparticle favors a rock salt crystal
structure though in bulk, InN crystallizes in wurtzite struc-
ture. Accordingly, a structural transition occurs even without
applying any pressure in nanoparticles while in bulk such a
transition occurs at 12.1 GPa. Further, in nanoparticles of a
few other compounds that we studied, this transition does not
take place at zero pressure. The cation/anion size ratio as well

as charge asymmetry factor “g” supports this phase transition
in (InN)32. Further preliminary studies on larger sizes of InN
nanoparticles suggest that already around n = 60 the rock salt
structure will transform to other structures as the bulk struc-
ture is wurtzite. We believe that the result of our study is im-
portant in the context of compound semiconductors as well as
other systems because of applications in electronic, optical,
and magnetic devices as well as in catalysis. It would be in-
teresting to further explore larger nanoparticles and if rock
salt structure would continue to be favored for some other
sizes. Also capping with different ligands can throw further
possibilities of structural transition which should be explored
from the applications point of view as often nanoparticles are
capped in order to protect them.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are grateful to the staff of the Center for Develop-
ment of Advanced Computing for allowing their supercom-
puter resources. P.K. acknowledges financial support from
the Council of Scientific and Industrial Research, New Delhi
(Grant No. SRF: 09/254(0225)/2010-EMR-1). V.K. gratefully
acknowledges support from International Technology Center-
Pacific (ITC-PAC). We thank Mrinalini D. Deshpande and
Amol Rahane for helpful discussions.

1B. Kiran, A. K. Kandalam, R. Rallabandi, P. Koirala, X. Li, X. Tang, Y.
Wang, H. Fairborother, G. Gantefoer, and K. Bowen, J. Chem. Phys. 136,
024317 (2012).

2S. H. Tolbert, A. B. Herhold, L. E. Brus, and A. P. Alivisatos, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 76, 4384 (1996).

3S. H. Tolbert and A. P. Alivisatos, J. Chem. Phys. 102, 4642 (1995).
4J. R. Chelikowsky, Phys. Rev. B 35, 1174 (1987).
5P. E. Van Camp, V. E. Van Doren, and J. T. Devreese, Phys. Rev. B 44, 9056
(1991).

6H. Sowa, Acta Crystallogr. A57, 176 (2001).
7M. Ueno, M. Yoshida, A. Onodera, O. Shimomura, and K. Takemura, Phys.
Rev. B 49, 14 (1994).

8M. Ueno, A. Onodera, O. Shimomura, and K. Takemura, Phys. Rev. B 45,
10123 (1992).

9B. J. Morgan and P. A. Madden, Nano Lett. 4, 1581 (2004).
10B. J. Morgan and P. A. Madden, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 8, 3304 (2006).
11F. S. Saoud, J. C. Planet, L. Loueil, and D. Meouche, Comput. Theor.

Chem. 964, 65 (2011).
12H. Y. Xiao, X. D. Jiang, G. Duan, F. Gao, X. T. Zu, and W. J. Weber,

Comput. Mater. Sci. 48, 768 (2010).
13M. Durandurdu, J. Alloys Compd. 480, 917 (2009).
14F. J. Manjon, D. Errandonea, A. H. Romero, N. Garro, J. Serrano, and M.

Kuball, Phys. Rev. B 77, 205204 (2008).
15J. Cai and N. Chen, Phys. Rev. B 75, 134109 (2007).
16S. E. Boulfelfel, D. Zahn, Y. Grin, and S. Leoni, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 125505

(2007).
17A. Garcia and M. L. Cohen, Phys. Rev. B 47, 4215 (1993).
18T. P. Martin, Phys. Rep. 273, 199 (1996).
19P. Kaur, S. S. Sekhon, and V. Kumar, Phys. Rev. B 85, 085429 (2012).
20A. Shevlin, Z. X. Guo, H. J. J. Van Dam, P. Sherwood, C. R. A. Catlow, A.

A. Sokol, and S. M. Woodley, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 10, 1944 (2008).
21G. Kresse and D. Joubert, Phys. Rev. B 59, 1758 (1999); P. E. Blochl, ibid.

50, 17953 (1994).
22J. P. Perdew, in Electronic Structure of Solids ‘91, edited by P. Ziesche and

H. Eschrig (Akademie, Berlin, 1999), p. 11.
23L. Pauling, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 51, 1010 (1929).
24A. Kasuya, R. Sivamohan, Y. A. Barnakov, I. M. Dmitruk, T. Nirasawa,

V. R. Romanyuk, V. Kumar, S. V. Mamykin, K. Tohji, B. Jeyadevan, K.
Shinoda, T. Kudo, O. Terasaki, Z. Liu, R. V. Belosludov, V. Sundararajan,
and Y. Kawazoe, Nature Mater. 3, 99 (2004).

Downloaded 30 May 2013 to 128.197.27.9. This article is copyrighted as indicated in the abstract. Reuse of AIP content is subject to the terms at: http://jcp.aip.org/about/rights_and_permissions


