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Nonoctahedral Structures
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ABSTRACT

There is always a special reason when six-coordinate molecules or
complexes are nonoctahedral. The Jahn—Teller distortion is the
longest known example. Also well understood now is the steric
activity or nonactivity of a nonbonding electron pair, for example
XeFs. In the past few years, it became obvious that six-coordinate
d® and d! complexes with ¢ only ligands such as Mo(CHz3)g are far
from octahedral; rather, they are trigonal prismatic or even Csy
distorted trigonal prismatic. This phenomenon can be explained
with simple molecular orbital or valence bond models.

Introduction

Since the establishment of the octahedron as the funda-
mental geometry in six-coordinate structures in inorganic
chemistry about a century ago, such structures are
ubiquitous in coordination and organometallic chemistry.
The total number of compounds with an octahedral
structure is certainly more than 10% Only the tetrahedron
as a structural principle in four-coordinate compounds
has more examples, which of course include organic
molecules. The human demand for simplicity, symmetry,
and beauty is pleased by the octahedron even more than
the tetrahedron. As always in science, once a rule is
established, the search for exceptions is started. The
necessity to test structural postulates helps to further
strengthen the rule or to show its limitations.

Before we embark on a discussion of nonoctahedral
structures, it should be clearly stated that the majority of
structures are certainly octahedral. If the molecule has a
closed-shell configuration, e.g., obeying the 18 valence
electron count for transition metal compounds, then there
is no reason to assume nonoctahedral behavior if second-
ary effects, e.g., steric properties of ligands, are not
considered. The reader more distant to inorganic chem-
istry who does not want to have his world view of simple
structural chemistry disturbed can stop reading at this
point. But even six-coordinate compounds whose struc-
tures deviate from octahedral have a long history; the
oldest examples are associated with the Jahn—Teller
distortion. This phenomenon will be only briefly men-
tioned. More recently, it has been observed that certain
main group compounds are octahedral and others are not,
for example SFg vs XeFs. This phenomenon has been
explained by the “nonbonding electron pair” effect, and
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we will show that, with fairly simple models, one can still
predict the structure accurately.

The main focus of this Account is solely o-bonded
organometallic compounds, such as W(CHjs)s, in which
deviations from an octahedral structure are largest. This
phenomenon was discovered about 15 years, and only
recently have more examples been discovered which yield
more insight into the true reasons for these deviations.

It is immediately obvious that all three types of non-
octahedral structures are based on the same reason: the
electron configuration of the compounds, or more simply,
the electron configuration of the central atom.

Jahn—Teller Distortion

This phenomenon is explained in detail in all modern
textbooks of inorganic chemistry, so only a brief descrip-
tion is necessary here. However, we want to point out one
remaining problem. The theorem was stated in 1937: “A
non linear molecular system in a degenerate electronic
state is unstable and splits the degenerate state energeti-
cally by lowering the symmetry.” ! Six-coordinate com-
plexes with high-spin d* (Mn3"), low-spin d” (Ni®*), and
particularly d® (Cu?*) electron configuration show the
Jahn—Teller distortion by lifting the degeneracy of the e4
orbitals. One question is whether the anticipated smaller
Jahn—Teller effect for t,y electronic systems can be
structurally observed. Ideal candidates are the hexafluo-
rides MoFg, WFg(d), TeFg, ReFg(d'), RuFs, OsFg(d?), RhF,
IrFs(d®), and PtFgs(d?). All these are octahedral in the
gaseous state, as established by electron diffraction.?=> In
the solid state, all these crystallize in a disordered cubic
high-temperature phase and an ordered orthorhombic
low-temperature phase.® The d?, d?, and d* systems should
deviate from octahedral symmetry if spin—orbit coupling
is not considered. By comparing the structures obtained
by neutron powder diffraction of WFs, OsFg, and PtFs at
very low temperatures, a small structural effect could be
observed for OsFg, but the effect in comparison with the
structure of octahedral WFs is at the edge of the experi-
mental precision.” ReFg, OsFg, IrFs, and PtFs are calculated
to be distorted octahedral,®>8 but the distortion is small,
and so experimental proof is still lacking. Vibrational
spectra of ReFg, OsFg, and TcFg have been interpreted as
indicative of a dynamic Jahn—Teller effect.®

The Problem of the St_eri_ca,\l/r Active or
Nonactive Electron Pair in Main Group
Octahedral Compounds

Structures of simple main group compounds can be
predicted by the valence shell electron pair repulsion
(VSEPR) model with surprising success, although the
predictions remain qualitative.'® The essence of this model
is to look for the size differences of bonding and non-
bonding electron pairs and how they influence the
structure. The results are in all modern textbooks of
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general and inorganic chemistry and need not be repeated
here. If a molecule or ion with six ligands has, by simple
electron count, no nonbonding valence electrons or
electron pairs left at the central atom, it is octahedral;
examples include AlF¢~, SiFs>~, PFs~, SFs, and CIF¢™, to
name but a few. If, however, there is one electron pair
left, as in XeFg, BrFg~, IFs~, CIFs~, SeF¢2~, TeClg?~, and
SbClg3~, then the prediction by the VSEPR model is a
structure with seven “ligands”, one being a lone electron
pair and six real ligands, and therefore the structures are
nonoctahedral, since they are seven-coordinate. Clearly,
XeFs and IFg~ are nonoctahedral. The exact structure of
XeFg has been the topic of many investigations and much
speculation. The gas electron diffraction and the solid-
state crystal structure of a material containing XeFg as
solvent molecules clearly show it to be nonoctahedral 112
The X-ray single-crystal structure of (CH3)4N*IFs~ shows
the distorted IFs~ anion.’® But isoelectronic BrFs~ is
octahedral beyond doubt in the solid state.!*!®> The
vibrational spectra of BrFs~ and also those of CIFs~ show
no features that suggest dynamic deviation from octa-
hedral symmetry at —110 °C.18% SeF¢?~, however, is slightly
distorted from octahedral symmetry toward Cs,,'®> and the
structure of TeClg>~ is dependent upon the crystal-
lographic environment.®® If the structure is found to be
octahedral by X-ray crystallography, there are indications
of dynamic distortions in the vibrational spectra of the
dianion.!® The VSEPR model can be rescued, if one allows
that the influence of the nonbonding electron pair is
dependent on the steric crowding: The large central
atoms Xe and | in XeFg and IFg~ allow distortion from the
octahedron, whereas the smaller Br atom in BrFs~ does
not. The slightly larger Se atom in SeF¢?~ is the borderline
case. If the central atom sizes are kept equal, but the size
of the ligand atom is increased as in TeClg?~, TeBrg?—, and
Telg?™, then again the structure changes toward octahe-
dral.’%2° The resulting prediction is also fulfilled, namely
that with the increasing number of ligands, the sterical
activity of the nonbonding electron pair diminishes and
disappears. XeFs"™ has a square pyramidal umbrella struc-
ture, with the sterically active lone pair occupying an
apical site. XeFg is Ca, or C,, and distorted octahedral with
weak steric activity of the nonbonding electron pair. XeF;~
is capped octahedral, and the very weak steric activity of
the nonbonding electron pair is observed by elongation
of the XeF bond of the capping fluorine atom.?? XeFg?~,
finally, is regular square antiprismatic, as is IFg~, without
any steric activity of the nonbonding pair.?'22

d® and d* Transition Metal Complexes

These types of structures deviate more than just little from
octahedral symmetry; indeed, they have a completely
different basic structure! Nevertheless, the phenomenon
has been detected only quite recently, and it is noteworthy
that the first paper that dealt with the problem is a
theoretical one based upon quantitative computational
chemistry. Desmolliens, Jean, and Eisenstein were search-
ing for a theoretical explanation of “agostic” behavior in
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FIGURE 1. Schematic structure of Mo(CHs)s and W(CHs)g, viewed
perpendicular to the three-fold molecular axis (above), and viewed
from below along the three-fold axis. Note: The three bonds that
appear shorter in this projection are indeed the longer bonds. This
is due to the small angle between those bonds. Numerical values:
for Mo(CHs)s, Mo—C(short) = 210.9 pm (mean of 3 x 3 experimental
values from single-crystal X-ray diffraction),”* Mo—C(long) = 219.2
pm (mean of 9), C(short)—Mo—C(short) = 96.4° (mean of 9), C(long)—
Mo—C(long) = 75.2° (mean of 9); for W(CHs)s, W—C(short) = 210.2
pm (mean of 6)* W—C(long) = 218.7 pm (mean of 6), C(short)—
W—C(short)—W—C(short) = 95.8° (mean of 6), C(long)—W—C(long)
= 75.9° (mean of 6).

methyl and ethyl groups in titanium complexes.?® TiHg?~
was calculated as a model compound, initially with
octahedral symmetry. It became clear that even by a
restricted deviation of Oy, toward C,, symmetry, the energy
of the system dropped dramatically, and a search for the
global minimum was started. The results appeared in
1989,%* and several other computational papers on this
problem appeared later.?>~34 In the same year, the first
experimental proof arrived when Mosse and Girolami
isolated and crystallized Zr(CHs)s>~.%° The dianion has a
trigonal prismatic structure. Long ago, Wilkinson and co-
workers prepared W(CHz)s and Re(CHs)6.3%%7 These would
be ideal molecules to settle the question, since no cation—
anion interactions are present here. Electron diffraction
studies on W(CHg)s were best accommodated by a trigonal
prismatic structure.®® Finally, the solid-state structure was
solved, and W(CH3)s was found to be distorted trigonal
prismatic.3*#° Three W—C bonds in one hemisphere of the
molecule can be called normal, with lengths around 210
pm and bond angles of 94—99° between them. The three
bonds in the other hemisphere of the molecule are
surprisingly long (218—220 pm) and have very small angles
(75—76°) between them (see Figure 1). Qualitatively, this
is exactly the Cy, structure predicted by Landis et al. a few
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months before the experimental results were published.?
Re(CHg3)s, however, was found to be regular trigonal
prismatic, with six almost equal bond lengths.*° Later, the
structures of Mo(CHz)s,** Nb(CH3)s~,*° and Ta(CHs)g °
appeared. Of these, Ta(CH)s~ is closest to a regular
trigonal pyramid. The Cs, deviation of Nb(CH3)s™ is so
small that it may be questioned (but see later for the
computational prediction!). Mo(CHz)s has even a slightly
stronger Cg, distortion than W(CHjs)s. The presence of
several molecules in the asymmetric unit is usually a
nuisance, but the appearance of virtually chemically
identical but crystallographically different molecules,
namely two in the W(CH3)s structure and three in the
Mo(CHpg)s structure, lends strong credibility to the crystal-
lographic findings, since the influence of the packing on
the molecular structure can be excluded. Even the struc-
tures of Ta(CsHs)s~ and Ta(CeH4-4-CHg)s~ are derived from
a trigonal prismatic geometry.*? Very recently, WHg has
been detected in a neon matrix, prepared from W atoms
and H, molecules, and the IR spectra are in full agreement
with the predicted Cs, distorted trigonal prismatic struc-
ture.®

Any model or theory must explain the following
structural features: WHs and W(CHs)s are Cz, with a
distorted trigonal prismatic structure. Anions with negative
charges are undistorted trigonal prisms. Addition of one
electron to the system, going from W(CHj3)s to Re(CHj3)s,
also removes the distortion. And finally, the distortion of
second-row transition metal compounds seems to be little
stronger than that for otherwise identical third-row com-
pounds.

As we will discuss later, computational chemistry (ab
initio and density functional calculations) predicts that,
for these systems, the energy of an octahedral structure
is far higher than the less regular structure, so the
octahedron is not even close to being an equilibrium
structure. Values of more than 100 kJ mol~! between
distorted trigonal prismatic and octahedral structures are
calculated (see below). How can a simple model explain
the fact that MoFs and WF¢ are octahedral, but isoelec-
tronic with nonoctahedral Mo(CHj3)s and W(CHj3)e, only
to point out the most obvious paradox? The Devil’s
advocate might argue, maybe WF; and MoFg are not
octahedral. But the octahedral structure for both mol-
ecules has been proven beyond doubt. In addition, CrFg
should be octahedral, despite earlier theoretical predic-
tions,* but CrFg has so far never been prepared; even in
matrix conditions, only CrFs is obtained.*

In these hexafluorides, the classical interconversion of
an octahedron into a trigonal prism has a surprising low
energy barrier, especially for MoFs and unknown TcFg*
(see Table 1).444¢ At slightly elevated temperatures, MoFg
should undergo the octahedral/trigonal prismatic inter-
conversion. In such highly symmetric molecules, this is
difficult to prove experimentally. But derivatives of the
kind FsMo—OR and FsW—-OR (with R = CH,—CF; and
CsFs) show coalescence of the chemically different fluorine
atoms in the °®F NMR spectrum not much above room
temperature.*®

Table 1. Relative Energies (kJ mol~!) between
Octahedral and Trigonal Prismatic Structure of
Various Hexafluoride Complexes?

CI’FG
52.4
61.6°

NbFg~ MoFg TCF5+
39.9 25.0 155
27.1b

WFs
43.8
42.9b

a2 Becke 3LYP DFT calculations, 67311 G(d,p) basis set for
fluorine, and electron core potentials for the metal atoms from the
Institut fur Theoretische Chemie, Universitat Stuttgart, Germany.
b Ref 44.

Chemical thinking immediately brings up mixed sub-
stituted compounds (CH3)xMoXs—x and (CH3)xWXs—x (with
X = F, CIl, OR) to answer the question, at what stage of
substitution the change occurs from trigonal prism to
octahedron or vice versa. Experimental data are still scarce
on these types of molecules. (CH3)sMoOCH; and (CH3z)sW—
Cl are clearly distorted trigonal prismatic.*” The OCH; and
Cl ligands occupy a position in the hemisphere where the
short M—C and opened C—M—C methyl groups reside in
Mo(CH3)s and W(CHz3)s, respectively. The only known
example with two X ligands, (CH3)sMo(OCHg),, has a
similar structure.*” (CHz);WCI(OCHz3), is an accidental
oxidation product of (CH3)sWCl, it is the only compound
currently known with x = 3, and it has a structure based
on an octahedron.*” Somewhere at this stage of substitu-
tion, the transition from trigonal prismatic to octahedral
occurs, and a complicated isomer problem and dynamic
behavior can be anticipated for these yet largely unknown
compounds. As we will see in the next section, compu-
tational chemistry has given a fairly comprehensive
answer on this special subject also. Finally, (MeO)sM
(Me;N)sM (M = Mo,W) have Oy structures. Thus, those
compounds with ligands that can z-bond have Oy, struc-
tures.

Theoretical Predictions

In the meantime, it has been shown that ab initio and
especially density functional calculations can predict all
of the known and unknown structures in great detail: The
structures of and structural differences between W(CHy3)s,
MO(CHg)G, Nb(CH3)67, Ta(CHs)si, Zr(CHg)Gzi, and Re(CH3)5
are perfectly described (see Table 2).#8 Of course, these
calculations can predict structures of unknown molecules,
such as the trigonal prismatic structure for hypothetical
0Os(CHj3)e. The calculations for methyl compounds seem
to be presently even more accurate than the experimen-
tally established structures, as they can fairly precisely
predict the location of the hydrogen atoms in these
compounds. Furthermore, the trigonal prismatic/octa-
hedral interconversion of mixed substituted compounds
is nicely predicted. Theory says that (CH3)sWCls is still
trigonal prismatic but that (CH3),WCl, and CH3WCls are
octahedral.* The fact that there seems to be a disagree-
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Table 2. Calculated Relative Energies (kJ mol—?) for
Different Geometries of Hexamethyl Complexes*®

distorted regular distorted
species trigonal prism  trigonal prism  octahedron
[Ti(CH3)s]>~ 0.0 52.8
[Zr(CHa)e]?~ 0.0 65.8
[Hf(CH3)e]?~ 0.0 43.4
[V(CH3)e]™ 0.0 120.0
[Nb(CH3)s]~ 0.0 0.8 125.4
[Ta(CHg)e]~ 0.0 130.1
[Cr(CH3)s] 0.0 115 98.6
[Mo(CHa)e] 0.0 39.3 110.3
[W(CH3)s] 0.0 24.6 131.9
[Tc(CH2)s]* 0.0 112.2 90.3
[Re(CH3)e]* 0.0 93.0 110.0
[Tc(CH3)e] 0.0 148.1
[Re(CHg)e] 0.0 169.5
[Ru(CHg)e] 0.02 136.3°
[Os(CHs)6] 0.02 160.4P

a Singlet state. P Triplet state.

ment between the experimental octahedral (CH3)sWCI-
(OR), and the calculated trigonal prismatic (CH3);WCl;
structures is easily explained by one or both of the
following two explanations: The compounds are similar,
but not identical, so the compounds may indeed have
different structures. Also, since it is obvious that there are
several structural isomers of octahedral and trigonal
prismatic structure which are very close in energy, it could
happen that the accidental crystallization afforded an
isomer which may not be the most stable one in the gas
phase, which is the phase of the theory!

Finally, that the octahedral/trigonal prismatic inter-
conversion barrier for MoFg is smaller than that for WFg
is nicely predicted also: The onset of the relativistic effect
in tungsten increases the polarity of the W—F bonds and
thus the ligand repulsion, favoring the octahedron. A
comprehensive discussion on the theoretical aspects of
six- and other coordinated molecules is available.** The
shortcoming of all these calculations is that they predict
reliably, but do not give simple physical models that are
useful to undergraduate students of chemistry. For an
explanation, it is convenient to simplify the results to
certain models. Such a model must at least have predictive
value for a certain class of compounds.

Models

The valence shell electron pair repulsion model certainly
fails completely, since the octahedron is by far the most
stable configuration in terms of ligand repulsion. Attempts
have been made to rescue this model for such electron-
deficient systems by introducing the core polarization.>°
The idea is that, on the position opposite of a ligand, a
concentration of electron density is found which now is
also stereochemically active. Besides the fact that this
phenomenon has, so far, experimentally never been seen,
it needs sophisticated computational methods, so it is
really a modification of an existing model.

On the other hand, ligand repulsion can be used to
explain why Ta(CHs)s~ is a nondistorted trigonal prism,
and why the electron-rich (CH3),Mo/WCle-, ligands oc-
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a4q 'H'h'H'aa -+ a’
FIGURE 2. Qualitative MO diagram for d° MeHs molecules, cf. ref
29.

cupy positions with short bonds and wide angles in the
hemisphere of the distorted trigonal prism. One could
even go so far as to say that the ground state of WF¢ or
MoFs should be Cs, distorted trigonal prismatic, if there
were not the considerable interligand repulsion of the
quite polar M—F bonds, with a considerable negative
charge of about 0.4 e~ on each fluorine atom!

But the MO model can explain the observed structures.
Starting with the Ay, Eg, Ti, T2 sequence of molecular
orbitals in an octahedron, this geometry prevails if all
orbitals are occupied in an 18 valence electron system,
e.g., W(CO)s. The octahedral geometry of WFg then calls
for a considerable back-donation of electron density from
the F ligands to the central atom via z-bonding. If,
however, this mechanism is not available due to a lack of
nonbonding electrons, as in W(CHj3)s, then we have to deal
with a pure 12 electron system (see Figure 2).

Distortion of the octahedron along one three-fold axis
gives a trigonal prism and qualitatively an energy gain,
since occupied orbitals are lowered and virtual orbitals
are raised in energy.?® Further distortion into the Cs,
distorted trigonal prism results in another gain of energy.
This qualitative picture explains nicely why Re(CHj3)s is
nondistorted trigonal prismatic, and the same prediction
holds for unknown Os(CH3)s. Unknown Ir(CHj3)s could be
octahedral, and the 18 electron anion Pt(CH3)s?>~ certainly
is octahedral, in agreement with the vibrational data, but
a crystal structure is lacking.%! In this picture, the octa-
hedral structures of WFs and WCls are explained by the
occurrence of a considerable amount of -back-donation
of electron density.

The valence bond model is even simpler, and it
accounts for the geometry by addressing the question of
orbital parentage. If the bonding in W(CHj3)e is made up
solely from s and d orbitals, and no p orbitals are involved
in the bonding, a picture that is close to the truth
according to natural bond orbital analyses in ab initio and
DFT calculations, then a set of sp® hybrid orbitals have
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preferentially angles of 63° and 117° (=180 — 63°) with
each other. From these angles, four principal structures
can be constructed, of which the distorted trigonal prism
is chemically the most reasonable one: ideally the Cs,
distorted trigonal prism would have 63° between one set
of bonds and 117° between the other set of bonds. In
W(CHj3)s, these angles change to 75° and 95° due to steric
repulsion of the ligands. The calculated structure of WH;g
that is in accord with the matrix IR spectrum of this
compound has angles of 62.4° and 114.7°.43

Conclusions

The latter model predicts, of course, the octahedron for
main group compounds, since the p-orbital-dominated
bonds have a preference for 90° and 180° angles, Te(CHjs)s
being chemically the closest compound to the one de-
scribed here, and it is of course octahedral.5252 The gerade
character of f orbitals (like p orbitals) would predict
octahedral symmetry for corresponding lanthanides and
actinide compounds. Such purely f-bonded compounds
do not exist, but it does not come as a surprise that the
rare earth anions RE(CHj3)s®~ are octahedral.5*55

Looking backward, one might ironically say that there
has never been a reason for six-coordinated transition
metal compounds to be octahedral, when no w-bonding
is involved! Since the vast majority of such compounds
also have m-bonds, the “wrong” picture is so dominant.

Anionic W and Mo trithiolate complexes often have
structures between octahedral and trigonal prismatic. This
old observation was originally explained by the special
nature of the chelating ligands.>¢5” But now it appears to
be an intrinsic characteristic of these anions, possibly
because sulfur atoms are fairly weak z-donors.>® A thiol
complex with nonchelating ligands, as in Zr[SC(CHz3)3]s*,
has a disordered crystal structure, and the anion can
arbitrarily be described as octahedral or trigonal pris-
matic.%® The authors prefer the trigonal prismatic descrip-
tion because of slightly different occupancy factors in the
crystal. Unsubstituted Mo(SH)s (unknown) should have,
according to DFT calculations, a C; structure just between
octahedral and trigonal prismatic.** Other monodentate
hexathiolato complexes are clearly close to trigonal
prismatic.5°6!

Applying the simplistic valence bond model avoiding
90° and 180° angles in the case of transition metal
compounds with coordination numbers of 4—8 gives an
interesting picture (see Figure 3). Only for the coordination
numbers 4 (tetrahedron) and 8 (square antiprism) are the
structures alike. It must be kept in mind, however, that
Ti(CH3), has not been isolated as a free molecule. The
calculated tetrahedral structure is much softer, meaning
that it is more easily deformed than are those of Si(CHj3),
or Ge(CHj3)4.52 For coordination numbers 5 and 7, the
observed geometries are known to be close in energy, but
the rule of avoiding 90° and 180° bond angles for the
transition metal compounds prevails. Only in the cases
of coordination number 6 are the discrepancies very
strong. If we stay with the valence bond model, this is so

/ T AY Z /[\ AN
7/ e
< AN P Y
N AN
J 1
IFy ” Re(CHy)s> ”

%
IF, W(CHy);', Mo(CHy), *
o — K

Te(CHy),” W(CHg)s, Mo(CHy)s "

*— A

. )
Sb(CHa)s, Bi(CH)s ° Ta(CHa)s, Mo(CH,@ ),

A — A

Si(CH,)s Ti(CHy), |

FIGURE 3. Schematic structures of main group (left) and transition
metal d° and d* compounds: (a) ref 63; (b) ref 64; (c) refs 65, 66; (d)
refs 41, 64; (e) refs 52, 53; (f) refs 39, 41; (g) refs 67—69; (h) refs 68,
70; (i) refs 62, 71.

because the octahedron has twelve 90° angles and three
180° angles.

References

(1) Jahn, H. A.; Teller, E. Stability of Polyatomic Molecules in
Degenerate Electronic States, I.-Orbital Degeneracy. Proc. R. Soc.
London 1937, A161, 220—235.

(2) Seip, H. M.; Seip, R. Studies on the Failure of the First Born

Approximation in Electron Diffraction. IV Molybdenum- and

Tungsten Hexafluoride. Acta Chem. Scand. 1966, 20, 2698—2710.

Kimura, M.; Schomaker, V.; Smith, D. W.; Weinstock, B. Electron-

Diffraction Investigation of Hexafluorides of Tungsten, Osmium,

Iridium, Uranium, Neptunium, and Plutonium. J. Chem. Phys.

1968, 48, 4001—-4012.

(4) Jacob, E. J.; Bartell, L. S. Electron Diffraction Study of Rhenium

Fluorides. |. Heavy-Atom Corrections and Structure of ReFs. J.

Chem. Phys. 1970, 53, 2231—2235.

Richardson, D.; Hedberg, K.; Lucier, G. M. OsFg, IrFg, and PtFg,

An Electron-Diffraction and ab Initio Study. Inorg. Chem. 2000,

39, 2787-2793.

(6) Siegel, S.; Northrop, D. A. X.-Ray Diffraction Studies of some
Transition Metal Hexafluorides. Inorg. Chem. 1966, 5, 2187—2188.

(7) Marx, R.; Seppelt, K.; Ibberson, R. M. Time-of-flight neutron
powder diffraction study on WFg, OsFg, and PtFs. J. Chem. Phys.
1996, 104, 7658—7664.

3

-

(5

-

VOL. 36, NO. 2, 2003 / ACCOUNTS OF CHEMICAL RESEARCH 151



Nonoctahedral Structures Seppelt

(8) Wesentrup, R.; Schwerdtfeger, P. Structure and Electron Affinity
of Platinum Fluorides. Inorg. Chem. 2001, 40, 3351—3354.

(9) Weinstock, B.; Classen, H.; Malm, J. G. Vibrational Spectra of OsFg
and PtFe. J. Chem. Phys. 1960, 32, 181—-185. Classen, H. H.; Selig,
H.; Raman Spectra of 5d Transition Metal Hexafluorides in the
Vapor State. Isr. J. Chem. 1969, 7, 499—501. Classen, H. H.;
Goodman, G. L.; Holloway, J. H.; Selig, H. Raman Spectra of MoFs,
TcFs, ReFg, UFs, SFs, SeFg, and TeFs in the Vapor State. J. Chemn.
Phys. 1970, 53, 341—348.

(10) Gillespie, R. J. Electron-Pair Repulsions and Molecular Shape.
Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1967, 6, 819—831.

(11) Gavin, R. M., Jr,; Bartell, L. S. Molecular Structure of XeFs.
Analysis of Electron-Diffraction Intensities. J. Chem. Phys. 1968,
48, 2460—2465.

(12) Ellern, A.-R.; Mahjoub, A.-R.; Seppelt, K.; XeF;~ and XesFi3~
anions, Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1996, 35, 1123—-1125.

(13) Mahjoub, A.-R.; Seppelt, K. The structure of IFg~. Angew. Chem.,
Int. Ed. Engl. 1991, 30, 323—324.

(14) Mahjoub, A.-R.; Hoser, A.; Fuchs, J.; Seppelt, K. The structure of
BrF¢~ and Related Compounds. Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1989,
28, 1527—-1527.

(15) Mahjoub, A.-R.; Zhang, X.; Seppelt, K. Reactions of the “Naked”
Fluoride lon: Synthesis and Structures of SeFg2~ and BrFs~. Chem.
Eur. J. 1995, 1, 261—265.

(16) Christe, K. O.; Wilson, W. W. Steric activity of the central atom
free valence electron pairs in free hexafluorobromate(1-) and
hexafluoroiodate(1-) ions. Inorg. Chem. 1989, 28, 3275—3277.
Wilson, W. W.; Christe, K. O. Tetramethylammonium salts of
tetrafluorochlorate(1-), tetrafluorobromate(1-) and hexafluoro-
bromate(1-). Inorg. Chem. 1989, 28, 4172—4175.

(17) Christe, K. O.; Chiral, R. V.; Sanders, J. C. P.; Schrobilgen, G.;
Wilson, W. W. The hexafluorochlorate(V) anion, CIFs~. Inorg.
Chem. 1990, 29, 3506—3511.

(18) Abriel, W.; Friedrich, C. Zur Stereochemie des freien Elektronen-
paares in Verbindungen des vierwertigen Tellurs: Verzerrtes
TeCls2~ Oktaeder in [H3N(CH,)3sNH3]TeClg, reguléar oktaedrisches
Anion in [H3N(CH)sNHs]SnCls. Z. Naturforsch. 1985, 40b, 1691—
1697. Abriel, W.; Zehnder, E.-J. Vibronische Kopplung und dy-
namisch verzerrte Strukturen in Hexahalogenotelluraten(lV): Ergeb-
nisse aus Tieftemperatur-Rontgenbeugungsuntersuchungen (300—
160 K) und aus FTIR-spektroskopischen Experimenten (3005 K).
Z. Naturforsch. 1987, 42b, 1273—1281.

(19) Abriel, W.; Ehrhardt, H. Second-Order Jahn—Teller Effect in

Hexahalogenotellurates (IV): Statically Distorted Anion in Ca-

(H20,HF);TeBrs. Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1984, 23, 963—965.

Krebs, B.; Ahlers, F.-P. Developments in Chalcogen-Halide Chem-

istry. Adv. Inorg. Chem. 1990, 35, 235—317.

(21) Peterson, S. W.; Holloway, J. A.; Coyle, B. A.; Williams, J. M.
Antiprismatic Coordination about Xenon: the Structure of Ni-
trosonium Octafluoroxenate(VI). Science 1971, 171, 1239.

(22) Adam, S.; Ellern, A.; Seppelt, K. Structural Principles of the
Coordination Number Eight: WFg2~, ReFg?~, XeFg?~. Chem. Eur.
J. 1996, 2, 398—402.

(23) Demolliens, A; Jean, Y.; Eisenstein, O. Deviation from the ideal
octahedral field vs. alkyl distortion in d° metal-alkyl complexes:
a MO study. Organometallics 1986, 5, 1457—1464.

(24) Kang, S. K.; Albright, T. A.; Eisenstein, O. The Structure of d° MLg
Complexes. Inorg. Chem. 1989, 28, 1611—-1613.

(25) Landis, C. R.; Cleveland, T.; Firman, T. K. Making Sense of the
Shapes of Simple Metal Hydrides. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1995, 117,
1859-1860.

(26) Landis, C. R.; Cleveland, T.; Firman, T. K. Structure of W(CHj3)s.
Science 1996, 272, 182.

(27) Landis, C. R.; Cleveland, T.; Firman, T. K. Valence Bond Concepts
Applied to the Molecular Mechanics Description of Molecular
Shapes. 3. Applications to Transition Metal Alkyls and Hydrides.
J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1998, 120, 2641—2649.

(28) Landis, C. R.; Firman, T. K.; Root, D. M.; Cleveland, T. A Valence
Bond Perspective on the Molecular Shapes of Simple Metal Alkyls
and Hydride. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1998, 120, 1842—1854.

(29) Kang, S. K.; Tang, H.; Albright, T. A. Structures for d® ML6 and
ML5 complexes. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1993, 115, 1971—1981.

(30) Shen, M.; Schaefer, H. F., lll; Partridge, H. Tungsten hexahydride
(WHs). An equilibrium geometry far from octahedral. J. Chem.
Phys. 1993, 98, 508—521.

(31) Jonas, V.; Frenking, G.; Gauss, J. The geometry of TiHg2~ and
VHg = . Chem. Phys. Lett. 1992, 194, 109—117.

(32) Hertwig, R. H.; Koch, W.; Yates, B. F. Economical Treatment of
Relativistic Effects and Electron Correlation in WHg. J. Comput.
Chem. 1998, 19, 1604—1611.

(33) Siegbahn, P. E. M.; Blomberg, M. R. A.; Svensson, M. The effects
of covalent ligands on the oxidative addition reaction between
second-row transition-metal atoms and methane. J. Am. Chemn.
Soc. 1993, 115, 4191—4200.

(20

~

152 ACCOUNTS OF CHEMICAL RESEARCH | VOL. 36, NO. 2, 2003

(34

(35)

(36

=

(37

(38)

(39

~

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46
(47)

=

(48)

(49)

(50)

(51)

(52)

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57

~

(58)

(59)

Bayse, C. A.; Hall, M. B. Pseudo second-order Jahn—Teller effects
and symmetry considerations in transition metal polyhydride
complexes. Inorg. Chim. Acta 1997, 259, 179—184.

Morse, P. M.; Girolami, G. S. Are d° ML6 complexes always
octahedral? The X-ray structure of trigonal-prismatic [Li(tmed)],-
[ZrMeg]. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1989, 111, 4114—4116.

Shortland, A. J.; Wilkinson, G. Preparation and Properties of
Hexamethyltungsten. J. Chem. Soc., Dalton Trans. 1973, 872—
876.

Mertis, K.; Wilkinson, G. The Chemistry of Rhenium Alkyls. Part
Ill. The Synthesis and Reactions of Hexamethylrhenium(VI), cis-
Trimethyldioxorhenium(VIl), and the Octamethylrhenate(VI) ion.
J. Chem. Soc., Dalton Trans. 1976, 1488—1492.

Haaland, A.; Hammel, A.; Rypdal, K.; Volden, H. V. The coordina-
tion geometry of gaseous hexamethyltungsten is not octahedral.
J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1990, 112, 4547—4549.

Seppelt, K.; Pfennig, V. Crystal and Molecular Structures of
Hexamethyltungsten and Hexamethylrhenium. Science 1996, 271,
626—628.

Kleinhenz, S.; Pfennig, V.; Seppelt, K. Preparation and Structures
of [W(CH3)s], [Re(CHa)s], [Nb(CH3)s]~, and [Ta(CHzs)e] ~. Chem. Eur.
J. 1998, 4, 1687—1691.

Roessler, B.; Seppelt, K. [Mo(CHs)s] and [Mo(CH3)7]~. Angew.
Chem., Int. Ed. 2000, 39, 1259—1261.

Kleinhenz, S.; Schubert, M.; Seppelt, K. Preparation and Structures
of Hexaphenyl- and Hexatolyltantalates(V). Chem. Ber./Recueil
1997, 130, 903—906.

Wang, X.; Andrews, L. Neon Matrix Infrared Spectrum of WHe:
A Distorted Trigonal Prism Structure. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2002,
124, 5636—5637.

Kaupp, M. Non-VSEPR Structures and Bonding in d° Systems.
Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 2001, 40, 3534—XXX.

Jacobs, J.; Muller, H. S. P.; Willner, H.; Jacob, E.; Burger, H.
Vibrational and Electric Spectra of Molecular Chromium Tet-
rafluoride, CrF4, and Chromium Pentafluoride, CrFs. Comments
on the Existence of Chromium Hexafluoride, CrFs. Inorg. Chem.
1992, 31, 5357—5363.

Santiso, G.; Seppelt, K., unpublished results.

Roessler, B.; Pfennig, V.; Seppelt, K. Trigonal-Prismatic vs.
Octahedral Molecular Structures in [(CH3)nMXes-n]. Chem. Eur. J.
2001, 7, 3652—3656.

Kaupp, M. The Nonoctahedral Structures of d° d! and d?
Hexamethyl Complexes. Chem. Eur. J. 1998, 4, 1678—1686.
Kaupp, M. Charting No-Man’s Land in d° Transition Metal Six-
Coordination: Structure Predictions for the Complexes (WCIsCHj3),
(WCl4(CHs)2), and (WCL3(CHs)3). Angew. Chem., Int. Ed.1999, 38,
3034—-3037.

Bader, R. W. F. Atoms in Molecules, A. Quantum Theory; Oxford
University Press: Oxford, 1990.

Rice, G. W.; Tobias, R. S. Synthesis of hexamethyl- and pentam-
ethylplatinate(IV) and tetramethyl- and trimethylplatinate(ll) com-
plexes. Spectroscopic studies of organoplatinum complexes. J.
Am. Chem. Soc. 1977, 99, 2141—2149.

Ahmed, L.; Morrison, J. A. Synthesis and characterization of
hexamethyltellurium(Vl). J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1990, 112, 7411—
7413.

Haaland, A.; Kerne, H. P.; Volden, H. V.; Morrison, J. A. Molecular
Structure of Hexamethyltellurium by Gas-Phase Electron Diffrac-
tion. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1995, 117, 7554—7555.

Schumann, H.; Mdller, J. Tris [N,N,N',N'-tetramethylethylenedi-
amine)-lithium] hexa-methylerbate(lll) and -lutetate(lll). Angew.
Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1978, 17, 276—277.

Schumann, H.; Muller, J.; Bruncks, N.; Lauke, H.; Pickardt, J.;
Schwarz, H.; Eckart, K. Organometallic compounds of the lan-
thanides. Part 17. Tris[(tetramethylethylenediamine)lithium] hex-
amethyl derivatives of the rare earths. Organometallics 1984, 3,
69—74.

Eisenberg, R. Structural Systematics of 1,1- and 1,2-Dithiolato
Chelates. Prog. Inorg. Chem. 1970, 12, 295—369.

Wentworth, R. A. D. Trigonal prismatic vs. Octahedral Stereo-
chemistry in complexes derived from innocent ligands. Coord.
Chem. Rev. 1972, 9, 171—-187.

Kawaguchi, H.; Tatsumi, K.; Cramer, R. E. Five- and Six-Coordinate
2-Methyl-2-propanethiolato Complexes of Zirconium(lV): Syn-
thesis and Structures of [Li(DME)3][Zr(SCMejs)s] and [(THF)Li].Zr-
(SCMeg)e. Inorg. Chem. 1996, 35, 4391—4395.

Koo, S.-M.; Bergero, R.; Salifoglou, A.; Couvouvanis, D. First
examples of six-coordinate niobium and tantalum homoleptic
complexes with monodentate arenethiolate ligands. Synthesis
and structural characterization of [PhsP]2[Nb(SPh)g], Na(THF)sNb-
(SPh-pMe)e. [(15-crown-5)Na][Ta(SPh)e], and Nb(u?-SPh)4(SPh),-
(SPh)2Cl2(C2HsCN),. Inorg. Chem. 1990, 29, 4844—4846



(60)

(61)

(62)

(63)

(64

=

(65)

Nonoctahedral Structures Seppelt

Stuer, W.; Kirschbaum, K.; Giolando, D. M. Homoleptic Thiolato
Complexes: Di- and Trinuclear Ti'"V Complexes with Unexpected
Metal-Sulfur Cores, [NMe;H;][Ti2(SMe)q] and [Tiz(SMe)12]. Angew.
Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1994, 33, 1981—1983.

Friese, J. C.; Krol, A.; Puke, C.; Kirschbaum, K.; Giolando, D. M.
Trigonal Prismatic vs. Octahedral Coordination Geometry: Syn-
theses and Structural Characterization of Hexakis(arylthiolato)
Zirconate Complexes. Inorg. Chem. 2000, 39, 1496—1500.
Kleinhenz, S.; Seppelt, K. Preparation and Structures of Meth-
yltitanium Compounds. Chem. Eur. J. 1999, 5, 3573—3580.
Mahjoub, A.-R.; Seppelt, K. The Structure of IFg~. Angew. Chem.,
Int. Ed. Engl. 1991, 30, 876—878.

Pfennig, V.; Robertson, N.; Seppelt, K. The Anions [W(CH3)7]~ and
[Re(CHa3)s]?>~. Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1997, 36, 1350—1352.
Marx, R.; Mahjoub, A.-R.; Seppelt, K.; Ibbeson, R. M. Time-of-
flight neutron diffraction study on the low-temperature phases
of IF7. J. Chem. Phys. 1994, 101, 585—593.

(66) Vogt, T.; Fitch, A. W.; Cockcraft, J. K. A Powder Neutron Diffraction

(67)

(68)

(69

~

(70)

(71)

Investigation of the Solid Phases of IF;. J. Solid State Chem. 1993,
103, 275—-279.

Mitschke, K.-H.; Schmidbaur, H. Pentamethylarsen. Chem. Ber.
1973, 106, 3645—3651.

Pulham, C.; Haaland, A.; Hammel, A.; Rypdal, K.; Verne, H. P
Volden, H. V. The Structures of Pentamethyltantalum and -Anti-
mony: One Square Pyramid and One Trigonal Bipyramid. Angew.
Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1992, 31, 1464—1467.

Wallenhauer, S.; Seppelt, K. Methylbismuth(V) Compounds. An-
gew. Chem., Int. Ed. Engl. 1994, 33, 976—978.

Roessler, B.; Kleinhenz, S.; Seppelt, K. Pentamethylmolybdenum.
J. Chem. Soc., Chem. Commun. 2000, 1039—1040.

Thiele, K.; Windisch, H.; Schumann, H.; Koziok-Kéhn, G. Darstel-
lung und Kristallstruktur von Tetramethyltitan-1,2-bis(dimeth-
ylphosphino)ethan. Z. Anorg. Allg. Chem. 1994, 620, 523—526.

AR0200520

VOL. 36, NO. 2, 2003 / ACCOUNTS OF CHEMICAL RESEARCH 153



