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Abstract: The energy profiles corresponding to CÿC rotation in several carbonyl-
and olefin-substituted derivatives of [(h4-butadiene)Fe(CO)3] have been studied
through density functional calculations. The energy differences between s-cis and
s-trans conformations show an excellent correlation with the diastereoselectivities
experimentally observed in several reactions. These energy differences have been
rationalized through an analysis of the iron ± butadiene bond, and the role played by
the metal in the conformational preferences is discussed.
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Introduction

Organoiron complexes are now routinely used in organic
synthesis thanks to the extensive research developed in this
field during the last 20 years.[1±5] Besides their easy access,
even in optically pure form, the acyclic diene-tricarbonyliron
complexes appear especially useful for two main reasons: the
iron-tricarbonyl unit is a very efficient protecting group for a
1,3-diene and it facilitates an excellent chirality transfer to the
stereogenic centers created close to it.[6±8] A key issue for the
developement of this chemistry is then a clear understanding
of the factors governing the diastereoselectivity of the
reactions of unsaturated systems in positions vicinal to the
organometallic unit.

The experimental results strongly suggest, as discussed
below, a possible correlation between the ground state
conformations of the complexes and the stereochemistry of
their adducts. This hypothesis takes into account the very
large Fe(CO)3 unit, with all reagents entering anti to this bulky
group. Such correlations should be valid only if the con-
formations of the transition structures mimic the ground state
conformations and if there are no conformational switches.[9]

It appeared then to be of much interest to test this hypothesis
by computational methods.

Recently, several theoretical studies have been devoted to
the parent [(butadiene)Fe(CO)3] complex (1).[10±12] The gas-

phase structure[13, 14] and the vibrational spectra[15±17] are well
reproduced by density functional calculations.[10] Moreover,
the computed conformational barrier[10] corresponding to the
turnstile rotation[18] of the butadiene ligand relative to the
Fe(CO)3 moiety is in excellent agreement with experi-
ment.[19±24]

The organoiron complexes studied here have p systems
vicinal to the organometallic unit and they can be separated in
two groups: the derivatives substituted with a carbonyl group
(aldehyde or ketone), 2, and the olefinic systems, 5.

Many examples of nucleophilic additions on aldehyde
(R'�H) derivatives have been already reported:[6±8] they
yield in almost every case mixtures of the two diastereomers 3
and 4 (see Scheme 1), even if the diastereomeric ratios

Scheme 1. Reaction scheme of the nucleophilic addition to the carbonyl
derivatives.
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(typically from 4:1 to 2:3) are somewhat dependent upon the
nature of the nucleophile and the reaction conditions
(temperature, solvent, etc.). A similar result has been
obtained in hetero Diels ± Alder reactions.[25] Addition of
the nucleophiles anti to the Fe(CO)3 group on both the 2-cis
and the 2-trans conformers (probably in rapid equilibrium)
has been generally accepted as the reason for these results.

For the ketone derivatives (R'�H), the nucleophilic
additions are highly stereoselective giving in almost every
case exclusively type 3 adducts. Exclusive reactions of the
more stable 2-cis conformers could explain these results.

For the olefinic derivatives, the results are mainly depend-
ent on the size of the R'' substituent (Scheme 2). If R'' is larger
than H, all reactions are highly stereoselective giving exclu-
sively type 7 compounds. Furthermore, it is important to point

Scheme 2. Reaction scheme for the addition to the olefinic derivatives.

out that this result is independent both from the nature of R''
and from the type of reaction. Typical examples include
osmylation[26±28] or diazopropane cycloaddition[29] on Z olefins
(R'�H). The reactions on gem-disubstituted olefins (R' and
R'' =H) are also relevant: cyclopropanations with sulfur
ylides,[30] dichlorocarbene additions,[31] and diazoacetate
chemistry[32] have been reported. Similar stereoselectivities
are obtained during Diels ± Alder reactions[33] and Michael
type additions.[34, 35] All these results appear in agreement with
reactions occurring anti to the Fe(CO)3 group on the 5-trans
conformer.

If R'' is a hydrogen atom, the reactions give mixtures
(around 1:9) of the type 6 and type 7 diastereoisomers. This
was observed in the case of the nitrile oxide,[36, 37] diazopro-
pane cycloadditions,[29] and osmylations.[26±28] It is interesting
to note that similar results are obtained also during additions
on imines[38, 39] and iminium salts.[40] All these data appear to
be in agreement with reactions occurring, in these case, on
both conformers 5-cis and 5-trans.

It is also interesting to note that both the nature of the
substituents on the diene and the ligands on the iron seem to
have a limited influence on such diastereoselectivities.[41]

However, this should be taken with caution since few
systematic studies dealing with this aspect have been reported
until now.

The purpose of this paper is to study the conformational
equilibrium of complexes 2 and 5 and to compare the relative
stabilities of s-cis and s-trans conformers with the observed
diastereoselectivity of the above-mentioned reactions.

Computational Methods

All the calculations were done with the ADF program.[42±44] The molecular
geometries were optimized with the method developed by Versluis and
Ziegler.[45] All geometries were optimized within the local density
approximation (LDA),[46] with the parametrization in accordance with
Vosko et al.[47] Gradient corrections to the exchange and correlation
potentials in accordance with Becke[48] and Perdew,[49] respectively, were
included in all energy calculations. The 1s shell of C, N, and O, and the
1s2s2p shells of Fe have been treated by the frozen core approximation.[43]

For the representation of the valence shells of C, N, and O we used an
uncontracted double-z basis set of Slater orbitals (STO) augmented with a
set of 3d polarization functions.[50] For H we also used a double-z basis set
augmented with a set of 2p polarization functions.[50] Finally, for Fe we used
a triple-z basis set.[50] A set of auxiliary s, p, d, f, and g STO functions,[51]

centered on all nuclei, was used to fit the molecular density and to
represent the Coulomb and exchange correlation potentials in each SCF
cycle.

Results and Discussion

We have computed the energy profiles corresponding to the
2-cis!2-trans and 5-cis!5-trans interconversion for all the
complexes studied. A model energy profile is presented in
Figure 1. For each complex we computed eight points along

Figure 1. Model energy profile for the rotation around the C4ÿC5 bond for
carbonylic derivatives (X�CR'O) and for olefinic derivatives (X�
CR'R'') of the [(h4-butadiene)Fe(CO)3] complexes. a defines the
C3ÿC4ÿC5ÿX dihedral angle (in degrees).

the profile with increments of 45 degrees. The corresponding
energy minima were fully optimized. Figure 2 presents the
optimized geometries of the s-cis and s-trans conformations of
2 a and 5 a. Table 1 presents the most relevant geometric
parameters obtained for these structures, along with the
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Figure 2. Optimized structures for the s-cis and the s-trans conformers of
2a and 5a.

results corresponding to the isolated dienes. The geometric
parameters corresponding to 2 b are very similar to those
obtained for 2 a, while the geometries obtained for the
remaining olefinic derivatives are very similar to that of 5 a.
Table 1 shows that in all cases carbon atoms C1 and C4 are
further from Fe than C2 and C3. Furthermore, the presence of
the substituent on C4 in 2 a and 5 a makes the bond length from
C4 to Fe longer than the FeÿC1 bond. It should be noted that
the difference between the FeÿC1 and FeÿC4 distances is
larger for 5 a than for 2 a. Thus, the olefinic substituent seems
to have more steric requirements than the carbonylic one.
With regard to the FeÿC2 and FeÿC3 distances, we observe
that for 2 a the FeÿC2 distance is slightly longer than the
FeÿC3 one, while for 5 a the ordering is reversed.

Carbon ± carbon distances in the butadiene moiety of the
diene show the same trends upon complexation that have
already been reported for 1[10] and show only slight variations
upon substitution on C4. Finally, the comparison between the
s-cis and s-trans conformers for each complex does not show
any significant difference.

Table 2 presents the relative energies of the most significant
points of the energy profiles that correspond to 2 and 5. We
did not locate the transition states, and the energy barriers
reported in Table 2 are only estimated values computed from
the maxima of the energy profiles.

We can observe that for the carbonylic derivatives (2) the
s-cis conformer is the most stable one, with a smaller
difference for the aldehyde, as expected. On the other hand,
for the olefinic derivatives (5) the s-trans conformer is the
most favorable one. Isolated dienes always prefer the s-trans
conformation, with only the exception of the ketone.

For the s-cis and s-trans structures of 2 a we have computed
the harmonic vibrational frequencies and the corresponding
zero-point vibrational energies. The inclusion of these cor-
rections leads to an energy difference of 0.4 kcal molÿ1 in
favor of the s-cis structure. This result shows that the zero-
point energy correction has a minor effect on the relative
energies of the s-cis and s-trans conformations.

As a general rule for all the dienes, it seems that the metal
fragment tends to stabilize the s-cis conformer relative the
s-trans one. Nevertheless, when the olefin has a methyl group
in the cis position (complexes 5 b and 5 d), the s-trans
conformer can be further stabilized relative to the s-cis one.

With regard to the conformational barriers, we can consider
two different transition states connecting the s-cis and s-trans
conformers: syn-TS and anti-TS (see Figure 1). Both struc-
tures have similar energies except for 5 b and 5 d, in which the
presence of the methyl group in the cis position produces an
important steric repulsion with the Fe(CO)3 moiety in the syn
transition state.

If we assume that the equilibrium distribution at a given
temperature between s-cis and s-trans conformers is deter-
mined by their energy difference, we can calculate the s-cis/s-
trans ratio at 298 K. The results obtained are presented in
Table 3. We can observe that for 2 b, 5 b, and 5 d only one
conformer is significantly populated. For 5 a and 5 c only a

Table 1. Selected geometric parameters[a] computed for several [(h4-
butadiene)Fe(CO)3] complexes.

1[b] 2a-cis 2a-trans 5a-cis 5 a-trans

FeÿC1 2.071 2.070 2.073 2.065 2.068
FeÿC2 2.022 2.026 2.024 2.016 2.016
FeÿC3 2.022 2.014 2.009 2.026 2.020
FeÿC4 2.071 2.080 2.079 2.116 2.111
C1ÿC2 1.414 1.416 1.415 1.416 1.416
C2ÿC3 1.407 1.404 1.405 1.407 1.407
C3ÿC4 1.414 1.423 1.424 1.418 1.420

isolated dienes[c]

C1ÿC2 1.332 1.334 1.334 1.335 1.335
C2ÿC3 1.451 1.438 1.439 1.440 1.439
C3ÿC4 1.332 1.341 1.341 1.342 1.344

[a] Bond distances in �ngstroms. [b] Ref. [10]. [c] Structures with an s-cis
C1ÿC2ÿC3ÿC4 arrangement have been considered to be comparable with
the complexes.

Table 2. Energies relative to the s-cis conformer for selected points of the
conformational profile of the butadiene complexes.[a]

2a 2b 5 a 5b 5c 5d

s-cis 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
syn-TS[b] 7.5 7.5 3.5 5.2 3.5 5.7
s-trans 0.5 3.0 ÿ 2.3 ÿ 3.7 ÿ 2.3 ÿ 4.6
anti-TS[b] 7.2 8.0 3.5 0.8 3.9 0.4

isolated diene
s-cis 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
s-trans ÿ 1.9 0.1 ÿ 4.2 ÿ 3.7 ÿ 4.4 ÿ 3.9

[a] All energies in kcal molÿ1. [b] See Figure 1.

Table 3. Relative composition of equilibrium s-cis/s-trans mixtures at
298 K computed for substituted [(h4-butadiene)Fe(CO)3] complexes.

cis :trans

2a 2.34:1
2b 157:1
5a 1:51.3
5b 1:510
5c 1:50.8
5d 1:2532
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small amount of s-cis conformer would be present. Finally, for
2 a the s-cis conformer would be more populated, but a
noticeable amount of the s-trans conformer would also be
present. These results qualitatively agree with the diastereo-
meric ratios experimentally observed for several reactions
(see above), thus supporting the hypothesis that the diaste-
reoselectivity of the processes is determined by the ground-
state conformations of the reactants. A similar conclusion has
already been suggested by Frenking et al.[52, 53] for the
nucleophilic addition to uncomplexed carbonyl com-
pounds.

Let us now discuss the role played by the metal complex-
ation in the conformational equilibrium of the studied dienes.
From the extended transition state method,[54, 55] an expres-
sion for the bonding energy (BE) between a butadiene ligand
and a Fe(CO)3 fragment can be formulated [Eq. (1)], in which

BE�ÿ (Eprep�Est�Eorb) (1)

Eprep is the preparation energy and represents the energy
needed to distort the fragments from their ground-state
equilibrium geometries to the geometries adopted upon
complexation. For Fe(CO)3 the preparation term was com-
puted from the 3A2 ground state of a C3v structure,[56, 57] while
in the complex we have considered it to exist in a singlet
state.[10] For the butadiene fragments we have considered the
distortion from their minimum energy conformation, that is,
an s-trans arrangement for the C1ÿC2ÿC3ÿC4 moiety to the
s-cis arrangement in the complex.

Est is the steric interaction term. This term represents the
interaction energy between the two prepared fragments with
the electron densities that each fragment would have in the
absence of the other fragment. This term can be decomposed
into an exchange repulsion or Pauli term (EPauli) and an
electrostatic term (Eelstat). Finally, the orbital interaction term,
Eorb, represents the stabilization produced when the electron
density is allowed to relax. This term comes from the two-
orbital two-electron stabilizing interactions between both
fragments. The orbital term can be decomposed into a
contribution arising from the butadiene!Fe electron dona-
tion, a contribution from the Fe!butadiene back-donation,
and a synergic term that appears when both interactions are
allowed.

The different terms of the bonding energy partition for the
most stable conformer of each carbonylic and olefinic
derivative of 1 are presented in Table 4. We can see that the
preparation of Fe(CO)3 requires about the same amount of
energy for all the dienes, while the preparation energy of all
substituted dienes is lower than that of the parent compound.
The presence of the carbonyl or olefinic substituent produces
an increase in the steric interaction term with respect to the
value obtained for 1. This variation is dominated by the
variation of the Pauli repulsion term except for 2 a, in which
there is also a significant contribution from the electrostatic
term.

The steric interaction term of the carbonylic derivatives 2 is
larger than for the olefinic derivatives 5. This is due to the
different values of the FeÿC4 bond lengths in the substituted

complexes, since this bond is shorter for 2 a and 2 b than for
the olefinic derivatives 5 (see Table 1).

In all cases, the orbital term largely overcomes the
destabilizing preparation and steric terms; thus, this gives
the main contribution to the bond.[10] The decomposition of
this term shows a bond that is clearly dominated by the back-
donation interaction. The presence of the electron-withdraw-
ing carbonylic group in 2 a and 2 b makes the diene a stronger
acceptor, thus enhancing the back-donation from the metal to
the diene with respect to that of 1. This fact can be related to
the values of the energy of the LUMO of each diene ligand
shown in Table 5. We observe that the presence of the

carbonyl substituent produces a significant lowering of the
energy of the LUMO of the diene, so that the back donation is
favored. This increase in the back-donation term leads to a
total orbital term that is more stabilizing than in the butadiene
complex 1. However, the increase of the steric term over-
comes the stabilization due to the orbital term, so that the
Fe ± diene bonding energy of 2 a and 2 b is lower than that of 1.

For the olefinic derivatives 5, both the donation and the
back-donation terms decrease in absolute value with respect
to 1. The presence of an olefinic substituent on C4 produces a
lowering of the energy of the LUMO of the diene ligand with
respect to that of the parent compound 1 (see Table 5).
However, this lowering is less pronounced than for the
carbonylic derivatives. According to this fact, one should
expect a small increment of the back-donation term, but the
lengthening of the FeÿC4 bond length necessary to reduce the
steric repulsion leads to the opposite variation. For these
compounds, both the steric and the orbital terms lead to a
diminution of the bonding energy with respect to 1.

Table 4. Analysis of the diene ± Fe(CO)3 bonding energy[a] for the most stable
conformer of each complex.

1[b] 2a-cis 2b-cis 5a-trans 5b-trans 5 c-trans 5 d-trans

Eprep Fe(CO)3 24.7 24.7 24.6 24.0 24.0 23.8 24.0
diene 38.2 36.2 35.7 34.3 33.0 32.1 32.2
Total 62.9 60.9 60.3 58.3 57.0 55.9 56.2

Est Pauli 234.4 240.4 241.5 238.6 238.3 239.4 239.8
Elstat ÿ 166.2 ÿ 162.4 ÿ 165.1 ÿ 166.0 ÿ 166.4 ÿ 167.6 ÿ 168.2
Total 68.2 78.0 76.4 72.6 71.9 71.8 71.6

Eorb don ÿ 72.7 ÿ 70.6 ÿ 71.4 ÿ 71.1 ÿ 70.7 ÿ 71.6 ÿ 71.6
back ÿ 100.4 ÿ 108.5 ÿ 107.1 ÿ 99.3 ÿ 98.1 ÿ 97.6 ÿ 97.0
syn ÿ 18.0 ÿ 17.7 ÿ 17.9 ÿ 17.3 ÿ 16.9 ÿ 16.8 ÿ 16.4
Total ÿ 191.1 ÿ 196.8 ÿ 196.4 ÿ 187.7 ÿ 185.7 ÿ 186.0 ÿ 185.0

BE 59.9 57.9 59.7 56.8 56.8 58.3 57.2

[a] Values in kcal molÿ1. See text for definitions. [b] Ref. [10].

Table 5. LUMO energies of the studied dienes.[a]

ELUMO

1 ÿ 2.681
2a ÿ 4.069
2b ÿ 3.758
5a ÿ 3.121
5b ÿ 3.057
5c ÿ 2.924
5d ÿ 2.873

[a] Values in eV computed for an s-cis C1ÿC2ÿC3ÿC4 arrangement.
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The energy difference between s-cis and s-trans conformers
can also be partitioned, using the same scheme, into prepa-
ration, steric and orbital contributions [Eq. (2)]. Table 6
presents the results obtained in this analysis. We observe a

DE�DEprep�DEst�DEorb (2)

different behavior for carbonylic and olefinic derivatives. For
2 a and 2 b, the main contribution to the energy difference
comes from the orbital term. When going from the s-cis to the
s-trans conformer, the back-donation contribution to the

interaction energy decreases by 2 ± 3 kcal molÿ1. This differ-
ence in the back-donation term can be understood from a
more efficient overlap between the HOMO of Fe(CO)3 and
the LUMO of the diene in the s-cis conformation (see
Scheme 3). Therefore, the interaction with the metal fragment
has an important role in the control of the conformational
equilibrium.

Scheme 3. Scheme showing the overlap between the HOMO of Fe(CO)3

and the LUMO of the diene in the s-cis and s-trans conformations.

On the other hand, for the olefinic derivatives the
preference for the s-trans conformation is determined by the
preparation of the diene, so that the role played by the metal
is not crucial. However, we can observe qualitative differ-
ences between 5 a and 5 c on one side and 5 b and 5 d on the
other side. For the first two compounds, the steric interaction
energy is less destabilizing in the s-cis conformation, while for
5 b and 5 d there is more repulsion. This fact is related to the
presence of a methyl group in cis position.

From the preceding discussion we have seen that, in the
carbonylic derivatives, the complexation with the metal leads
to a higher preference for the s-cis conformation than in the
isolated ligand. This preference is due to a more favorable
back donation when the carbonylic moiety of the diene ligand
adopts an s-cis arrangement. The presence of an electron-
withdrawing substituent in the C1 position of the diene ligand
would increase the back donation, while an electron-donor
group would reduce it. We have optimized the geometries of
complexes 2 c (R�CN) and 2 d (R�OMe). For 2 c the s-cis
conformation is 0.9 kcal molÿ1 more stable than the s-trans
one, so that the energy difference has increased with respect
to 2 a (see Table 2). On the other hand, for 2 d the energy
difference between the s-cis and the s-trans conformations
decreases to 0.3 kcal molÿ1. According to these results, we
would predict that electron-withdrawing groups in the posi-
tion C4 of the diene ligand would enhance the diastereose-
lectivity for nucleophilic attack, while electron-donor groups
would lead to less selective reactions.

Conclusions

The energy profiles corresponding to the CÿC rotation in
substituted derivatives of [(h4-butadiene)Fe(CO)3] have been
studied. For the carbonylic derivatives 2 a and 2 b the s-cis
conformer is more stable than the s-trans one, while in the
olefinic derivatives 5 a, 5 b, 5 c, and 5 d the s-trans conformer is
the preferred one. The computed energy differences between
s-cis and s-trans structures predict relative equilibrium
populations of s-cis and s-trans conformers in qualitative
agreement with the diastereoselectivities observed in several
reactions. The analysis of the Fe ± butadiene bonding energy
shows in all complexes that the bond is dominated by the
Fe!butadiene back donation. For the carbonylic derivatives
this interaction plays an important role in the relative
stabilities of s-cis and s-trans conformations. In contrast, for
the olefinic derivatives the role of the metal in the conforma-
tional equilibrium is not so crucial.

Acknowledgments

This work has been financially supported by DGES (grant PB95-0640) and
CIRIT (grant SGR95-00401). Access to the computing facilities of the
Centre de SupercomputacioÂ de Catalunya (CESCA) is acknowledged. O.G.
gratefully acknowledges a doctoral fellowship from the Spanish Ministry of
Education.

[1] E. A. Koerner von Gustorf, F. W. Grevels, I. Fischer, The Organic
Chemistry of Iron, Vol. 1, Academic Press, New York, 1978.

[2] E. A. Koerner von Gustorf, F. W. Grevels, I. Fischer, The Organic
Chemistry of Iron, Vol. 2, Academic Press, New York, 1981.

[3] S. G. Davies, Organotransition Metal Chemistry: Applications to
Organic Synthesis, Pergamon, Oxford, 1982.

[4] A. J. Pearson, Metallo-Organic Chemistry, Wiley, New York, 1985.
[5] L. R. Cox, S. V. Ley, Chem. Soc. Rev. 1998, 27, 301.
[6] R. GreÂe, Synthesis 1989, 341.
[7] R. GreÂe, J. P. Lellouche, Advances in Metal Organic Chemistry, Vol. 4,

Jai Press, 1995, pp. 129 ± 273.
[8] C. Iwata, Y. Takemoto, Chem. Commun. 1996, 2497.

Table 6. Analysis of the energy difference[a] between the less stable
conformation of [(h4-butadiene)Fe(CO)3] complexes and the most stable
one.

2 a-trans 2b-trans 5 a-cis 5b-cis 5c-cis 5d-cis

DEprep Fe(CO)3 ÿ 0.3 ÿ 0.3 0.3 ÿ 0.2 0.3 ÿ 0.4
diene ÿ 0.2 ÿ 0.7 2.9 2.7 2.8 3.6
Total ÿ 0.5 ÿ 1.0 3.2 2.5 3.1 3.2

DEst Pauli ÿ 1.7 ÿ 4.5 ÿ 2.2 1.4 ÿ 2.6 2.0
Elstat 1.0 3.7 0.9 ÿ 0.6 1.1 ÿ 1.1
Total ÿ 0.7 ÿ 0.8 ÿ 1.3 0.8 ÿ 1.5 0.9

DEorb don 0.3 2.2 1.2 0.6 1.3 0.8
back 2.1 3.1 ÿ 0.3 ÿ 0.3 ÿ 0.1 ÿ 0.3
syn ÿ 0.7 ÿ 0.5 ÿ 0.5 ÿ 0.1 ÿ 0.6 ÿ 0.1
Total 1.7 4.8 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.4

DE 0.5 3.0 2.3 3.5 2.2 4.5

[a] Values in kcal molÿ1. See text for definitions.



Iron Butadiene Complexes 1722 ± 1727

Chem. Eur. J. 1999, 5, No. 6 � WILEY-VCH Verlag GmbH, D-69451 Weinheim, 1999 0947-6539/99/0506-1727 $ 17.50+.50/0 1727

[9] J. Liu, S. Niwayama, Y. You, K. Houk, J. Org. Chem. 1998, 63, 1064.
[10] OÁ . GonzaÂ lez-Blanco, V. Branchadell, Organometallics 1997, 16, 475.
[11] A. V. Fedorov, D. L. Snavely, J. Phys. Chem. A 1997, 101, 1451.
[12] M. Bühl, W. Thiel, Inorg. Chem. 1997, 36, 2922.
[13] S. G. Kukolich, M. A. Roehrig, G. L. Henderson, D. W. Wallace, Q.-Q.

Chen, J. Chem. Phys. 1992, 97, 829.
[14] S. G. Kukolich, M. A. Roehrig, D. W. Wallace, G. L. Henderson, J.

Am. Chem. Soc. 1993, 115, 2021.
[15] G. Davidson, Inorg. Chim. Acta 1969, 3, 596.
[16] D. A. Duddell, S. F. A. Kettle, B. T. Kontnik-Matecka, Spectrochim.

Acta Part A 1972, 28, 1571.
[17] J. Gang, M. Pennington, D. K. Russell, F. J. Basterrechea, P. B. Davies,

G. M. Hansford, J. Opt. Soc. Am. B Opt. Phys. 1994, 11, 184.
[18] I. Ugi, D. Marquarding, H. Klusacek, P. Gillespie, Acc. Chem. Res.

1971, 4, 288.
[19] J. D. Warren, R. J. Clark, Inorg. Chem. 1970, 9, 373.
[20] C. G. Kreiter, S. Stüber, L. Wackerle, J. Organomet. Chem. 1974, 66,

C49.
[21] L. Kruczynski, J. Takats, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1974, 96, 932.
[22] L. Kruczynski, J. Takats, Inorg. Chem. 1976, 15, 3140.
[23] J. J. Turner, F.-W. Grevels, S. M. Howdle, J. Jacke, M. T. Haward, W. E.

Klotzbücher, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1991, 113, 8347.
[24] K. S. Claire, O. W. Howarth, A. McCamley, J. Chem. Soc. Dalton

Trans. 1994, 2615.
[25] W. A. Donaldson, C. Tao, D. W. Bennett, D. S. Grubisha, J. Org.

Chem. 1991, 56, 4563.
[26] A. Gigou, J. P. Lellouche, J. P. Beaucourt, L. Toupet, R. GreÂe, Angew.

Chem. 1989, 101, 794; Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. Engl. 1989, 28, 755.
[27] J. P. Lellouche, A. Gigou-Barbedette, R. GreÂe, Bull. Soc. Chim. Fr.

1992, 129, 605.
[28] A. Gigou, J. P. Beaucourt, J. P. Lellouche, R. GreÂe, Tetrahedron Lett.

1991, 32, 635.
[29] M. Franck-Neumann, D. Martina, M. P. Heitz, Tetrahedron Lett. 1982,

23, 3493.
[30] A. Monpert, J. Martelli, R. GreÂe, R. CarrieÂ, Tetrahedron Lett. 1981, 22,

1961.
[31] A. Monpert, Docteur Ingenieur Thesis, University of Rennes 1983.
[32] A. Monpert, J. Martelli, R. GreÂe, R. CarrieÂ, Nouv. J. Chim. 1983, 7,

345.

[33] T. Benvegnu, J. Martelli, R. GreÂe, L. Toupet, Tetrahedron Lett. 1990,
31, 3145.

[34] M. Laabassi, R. GreÂe, Tetrahedron Lett. 1988, 29, 611.
[35] W. R. Roush, C. K. Wada, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1994, 116, 2151.
[36] T. Le Gall, J. P. Lellouche, L. Toupet, J. P. Beaucourt, Tetrahedron

Lett. 1989, 30, 6517.
[37] T. Le Gall, J. P. Lellouche, J. P. Beaucourt, Tetrahedron Lett. 1989, 30,

6521.
[38] T. Imamoto, T. Kusumoto, Y. Tawarayama, Y. Sugiura, T. Mita, Y.

Hatanaka, M. Yokoyama, J. Org. Chem. 1984, 49, 3904.
[39] T. Imamoto, N. Takiyama, K. Nakamera, T. Hatajima, Y. Kamiya, J.

Am. Chem. Soc. 1989, 111, 4392.
[40] I. Ripoche, J. Gelas, D. GreÂe, R. GreÂe, Y. Troin, Tetrahedron Lett.

1995, 36, 6675.
[41] J. A. S. Howell, A. D. Squibb, A. G. Bell, P. McArdle, D. Cunningham,

Z. Goldschmidt, H. E. Gottlieb, D. H. Langermann, R. GreÂe, Organo-
metallics 1994, 13, 4336.

[42] ADF 2.3, Theoretical Chemistry, Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam.
[43] E. J. Baerends, D. E. Ellis, P. Ros, Chem. Phys. 1973, 2, 41.
[44] G. te Velde, E. J. Baerends, J. Comput. Phys. 1992, 99, 84.
[45] L. Versluis, T. Ziegler, J. Chem. Phys. 1988, 88, 322.
[46] O. Gunnarsson, I. Lundquist, Phys. Rev. 1974, B10, 1319.
[47] S. H. Vosko, L. Wilk, M. Nusair, Can. J. Phys. 1980, 58, 1200.
[48] A. D. Becke, Phys. Rev. A 1988, 38, 3098.
[49] J. P. Perdew, Phys. Rev. B 1986, 33, 8822.
[50] P. Vernooijs, G. J. Snijders, E. J. Baerends, Slater Type Basis Functions

for the Whole Periodic System, Internal Report, Freie Universiteit
Amsterdam, Amsterdam, 1981.

[51] K. Krijn, E. J. Baerends, Fit Functions in the HFS Methods, Internal
Report, Freie Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam, 1984.

[52] G. Frenking, K. F. Köhler, M. T. Reetz, Tetrahedron 1991, 47, 9005.
[53] G. Frenking, K. F. Köhler, M. T. Reetz, Tetrahedron 1993, 49, 3983.
[54] T. Ziegler, A. Rauk, Theor. Chim. Acta 1977, 46, 1.
[55] T. Ziegler, A. Rauk, Inorg. Chem. 1979, 18, 1558.
[56] M. Poliakoff, J. Chem. Soc. Dalton Trans. 1974, 210.
[57] L. A. Barnes, M. Rosi, C. W. Bauschlicher, J. Chem. Phys. 1991, 94,

2031.

Received: October 7, 1998 [F1388]


