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We investigate the endofullerene system Ne@C70, by constructing a three-dimensional Potential Energy Surface (PES)
describing the translational motion of the Ne atom. This is constructed from electronic structure calculations from
a plethora of methods including: MP2, SCS-MP2, SOS-MP2, RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA, which were previously used
for He@C60 in J. Chem. Phys. 160, 104303 (2024), alongside B86bPBE-25X-XDM and B86bPBE-50X-XDM. The
reduction in symmetry moving from C60 to C70 introduces a double well potential along the anisotropic direction,
which forms a test of the sensitivity and effectiveness of the electronic structure methods. Due to the large cost of these
calculations, the PES is interpolated using Gaussian Process Regression due to its effectiveness with sparse training
data. The nuclear Hamiltonian is diagonalised using a symmetrised double minimum basis set outlined in J. Chem.
Phys. 159, 164308 (2023), with translational energies having error bars ±1 and ±2 cm−1. We quantify the shape
of the ground state wavefunction by considering its prolateness and kurtosis, and compare the eigenfunctions between
electronic structure methods from their Hellinger distance. We find no consistency between electronic structure methods
as they find a range of barrier heights and minima positions of the double well, and different translational eigenspectra
which also differ from the Lennard–Jones (LJ) PES given in J. Chem. Phys. 101, 2126–2140 (1994). We find that
generating effective LJ parameters for each electronic structure method cannot reproduce the full PES, nor recreate
the eigenstates and this suggests that the LJ form of the PES, while simple, may not be best suited to describe these
systems. Even though MP2 and RPA@PBE performed best for He@C60, due to the lack of concordance between all
electronic structure methods we require more experimental data in order to properly validate the choice.

I. INTRODUCTION

Endofullerenes are a collection of species, where atom(s)
or small molecule(s) are trapped inside fullerene cages. This
entrapment provides a bounding potential for the encapsu-
lated species, quantising its translational motion.1 The devel-
opment of a technique known as “molecular surgery”2,3 has
allowed for the controlled synthesis and characterisation of
these species.

Experimentally and theoretically, the vast majority of
studies have focused on using C60 as the encapsulating
fullerene4,5 for species such as He@C60,6,7 H2@C60

8–13 and
H2O@C60.14–18 Its attractiveness can be attributed to its much
larger abundance and high Ih symmetry, but this is not the
only possible choice. The next most easily synthesisable is
C70, which can be conceptualised as elongating a single axis
of C60, and thereby reducing the symmetry to D5h.

There have been fewer investigations where C70 has been
used as the encapsulating cage,19–21 and of those, the Potential
Energy Surface (PES) is usually approximated as a pairwise
Lennard–Jones (LJ) summation.8–12,15,16,22–24 The difficulty
in accurately describing the dominant dispersion interactions
in these endofullerene systems, alongside the high dimension-
ality of the PES, puts considerable strain on highly accurate
electronic structure (ES) calculations. In order to keep the
dimensionality of the system as low as possible, we here in-
vestigate the translational eigenstates of the noble gas endo-
fullerene Ne@C70. To a good approximation,25 we can keep
the C70 cage fixed and only consider the translational motion

of the single Ne atom.
For He@C60, the spectroscopic observations motivated the

validation of choice of electronic structure methods.25 The
lack of experimental data for Ne@C70 dictates that a variety of
ES methods need to be tested in order to gauge the feasibility
of the method, alongside gaining confidence in the effective-
ness in any particular method.

Due to the large cost of the electronic structure methods, it
is impractical to run thousands of calculations in order to gen-
erate the PES. Instead, an interpolation scheme can be used.
Due to their efficiency with sparse input data and conceptual
simplicity, Gaussian Processes (GPs) have risen in popular-
ity for PES evaluation.26–28 The integral part of the GP is the
choice of covariance function, or kernel, whose hyperparam-
eters are optimised during its training. These are what in-
troduce the flexibility into the GP and allow it to efficiently
model many different systems.29

After learning the PES, the translational eigenstates can
be found by diagonalising the nuclear Hamiltonian. The ES
methods can be compared against each other by either con-
sidering the translational energies, or the wavefunctions.25 By
ensuring the energy zero for each ES method is the minimum
of the PES, the obtained energy values are comparable, al-
lowing each ES method to be scrutinised on an equal footing.
The wavefunctions, or nuclear orbitals, can be compared by
considering the distance between them.

In this paper, we take methods from previous studies and
apply the techniques to the little studied Ne@C70 system. We
use the electronic structure and PES generation methodology
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used for He@C60 as described in Ref 25, and the nuclear
Hamiltonian diagonalisation technique presribed for X@C70
in Ref 23. The key components of these methodologies are
reproduced in Section II. The PES and eigenstates are pre-
sented in Section III, alongside a discussion of the quality
of the electronic structure methods as compared to using a
simple Lennard–Jones PES. Concluding remarks and future
prospects are outlined in Section IV.

II. THEORY

A. Electronic Structure Calculations

Building upon prior investigations of He@C60,25 we will
employ an expanded array of electronic structure methods to
generate the PES for Ne@C70. In the case of He@C60, the
availability of experimental data6,7 facilitated a robust com-
parison between the outcomes from various computational
approaches and experimental results. While awaiting exper-
imental data for Ne@C70, we have increased the repertoire of
ES methods to enhance the reliability estimation of our com-
putational findings. This approach is necessitated by the chal-
lenges encountered by various electronic structure methods in
accurately capturing the interactions within these systems, as
highlighted in a recent review.30

Accurately modeling the pivotal dispersion effects in this
system from first principles presents significant challenges.
Moreover, due to the system’s size and the large number of
points required to construct the PES, the ES method must also
be highly efficient, which substantially narrows the choice
of applicable ES methods. Based on our experiences with
He@C60, we will employ ω-RI-CDD-MP231— a highly effi-
cient variant of second-order Møller–Plesset perturbation the-
ory (MP2), utilizing resolution of identity (RI) and Cholesky
decomposed densities (CDD) — along with its scaled oppo-
site spin (SOS)32 and spin component scaled (SCS)33 vari-
ants. Additionally, we will use ω-CDGD-RPA34 — an ef-
ficient random phase approximation (RPA) variant based on
the Cholesky decomposed ground state density (CDGD) —
and its Hartree–Fock (HF) corrected version,35 C(HF)-RPA.
In the following, we will provide a succinct rationale for the
method choices we have made.

Wavefunction (WF) methods are known for their high ac-
curacy but are often prohibitive to use due to their substan-
tial computational demands. These demands arise from the
steep scaling of computational costs with system size and the
need for large basis sets to achieve reliable results.36 Among
WF methods, MP2 has been established as both accurate and
computationally efficient31,37–56 — particularly in its most ef-
ficient formulations — and is thus our preferred WF method.
However, in recent work it was reported that MP2 can sig-
nificantly overestimate the strengths of non-covalent interac-
tions, with errors increasing with system size and discrepan-
cies reaching up to 100 % of the binding energies.57 The semi-
empirical variants SOS-MP2 and SCS-MP2 were shown to
reduce this erratic behavior57 and hence we include them as
well.

The RPA is a method on the border between wave func-
tion theory (WFT) and density functional theory (DFT) and
combines several appealing features: it is entirely ab initio; it
offers a robust intrinsic description of dispersion effects; and,
due to recent advancements, it has achieved high computa-
tional efficiency. Furthermore, RPA has been demonstrated to
counteract the erratic behavior observed in MP2, proving its
reliability across various system sizes.57 Given these advan-
tages, incorporating RPA into our computational toolkit is a
reasonable choice.

RPA calculations are typically conducted in a post-Kohn–
Sham manner. As a rung five functional, this involves using
orbitals and orbital energies derived from a preceding density
functional approximation (DFA) calculation. The preferred
DFA for this purpose is the functional developed by Perdew,
Burke, and Ernzerhof (PBE)58,59 and is also the choice for
the current work; we will denote the approach as RPA@PBE.
However, recent studies into the inaccuracies of DFAs have re-
vealed that particularly DFAs of lower rank like PBE can gen-
erate substantial errors in the densities.60–70 It follows, then,
that the associated orbitals and orbital energies might also
be compromised, potentially affecting the accuracy of subse-
quent RPA calculations. Addressing this issue, two of us have
recently developed an approach termed C(HF)-RPA35, the re-
sults of which will also be presented in this study.

To account for the basis set incompleteness error which can
be prominent in dispersion bound systems,71 the electronic
structure calculations are extrapolated to the complete basis
set (CBS) limit. The SCF72 and correlation71,73–75 energies
are extrapolated separately, as

EX
SCF = E∞

SCF +aexp(−bX) (1)

EX
corr = E∞

corr +(X +d)−3 (2)

using the correlation consistent basis sets cc-pVXZ.76–82 For
the SCF energies, we use X ∈ {T,Q,5}, whereas for the corre-
lation energies we use X ∈ {T,Q} with d = 0 and −1.17 for
the MP2 type and RPA type methods, respectively.

In addition to the methods used in our investigation of
He@C60, this study also includes the B86bPBE-25-XDM
and B86bPBE-50-XDM functionals. The B86bPBE-25-XDM
and B86bPBE-50-XDM functionals represent advanced hy-
brid DFAs that incorporate 25% and 50% exact exchange, re-
spectively, and dispersion corrections using the exchange-hole
dipole moment (XDM) model. These functionals have shown
high accuracy in predicting lattice energies and intermolecular
interactions, significantly outperforming many other DFAs.83

The excellent performance is attributed to the accurate de-
scription of dispersion effects and the proper handling of
electronic many-body interactions, making these functionals
particularly suitable for complex molecular systems. Cal-
culations using the MP2 and RPA type methods were car-
ried out using the FermiONs++ package, and the B86bPBE
calculations were carried out using the Fritz Haber Institute
ab initio materials simulations (FHI-aims) package with tight
settings.84–86
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FIG. 1: Orientation of Cartesian x,y,z axes as the red, green
and blue arrows within the fixed C70 cage.

B. Potential Energy Surface Generation

With the C70 geometry fixed and symmetrised,87,88, it is ori-
ented as in a previous study and shown in Fig 1 with the z-axis
and x-axis coinciding with the C5 and C′

2 rotation axes respec-
tively dictated by the D5h symmetry of the system.23 Whilst
the shape of the cage and cavity could motivate the use of
cylindrical polar coordinates, instead for ease of intuition and
simplicity, we choose to work in a Cartesian representation.

As mentioned in Sec I, the core component of the GP is its
kernel. While there are a host of suitable choices, following
previous work we choose to build it from a Matérn covariance
function, with ν fixed at 2.5 to ensure twice differentiability,
with an anisotropic distance function. The full form of the
kernel is

Ki j = σ2M2.5(d(Xi,X j))+ν2δi j, (3)

where σ2 and ν2 are the amplitude and noise hyperparame-
ters which are optimised alongside the three Cartesian length
scales. Once trained, the GP can be queried to evaluate the
value of the PES and an associated covariance as29

E(X) = KptK−1
tt Et , (4)

Σ(X) = Kpp −KptK−1
tt Kpt , (5)

where K and X refer to the kernel matrix and the endohe-
dral Ne position respectively, with the subscripts p and t refer-
ring to the prediction and training points respectively. As the
training coordinates are chosen randomly (as outlined within
the supplementary information), the spatial symmetry of the
system is not guaranteed to be enforced when sampling the
trained surface. A PES that obeys the symmetry correctly will
transform purely as the totally symmetric irreducible repre-
sentation (irrep) within the point group of the system. The
amount of symmetry breaking (which must be removed be-
fore calculating properties from the surface) can be quantified
by calculating the projection of the PES onto each irrep of the

point group. We first define the inner product

⟨ĝV (X)|V (X)⟩=
∫

R3
V (ĝ−1X)V (X)w(r)d3X, (6)

where ĝ is a symmetry operation in the point group G (in this
specific case G is D5h) and w(r) is a weight function which
can be chosen to ensure convergence of the integral, and any
other specified constraints. By calculating this for all sym-
metry operations ĝ ∈ G , then renormalising by the value of
⟨V (r)|V (r)⟩ and applying the reduction formula, this calcu-
lates the projection of the PES onto each irrep. This allows
for assessment as to whether the PES obeys the symmetry of
the system.

C. Nuclear Hamiltonian Diagonalisation

The Hamiltonian for the Ne@C70 system in atomic units
can be decomposed into

Ĥ =− 1
2M

∇2 +V (r)

=

(
− 1

2M
∂ 2

∂x2 +
1
2

kxx2
)
+

(
− 1

2M
∂ 2

∂y2 +
1
2

kyy2
)

+

(
− 1

2M
∂ 2

∂ z2

)
+

(
V (x,y,z)− 1

2
kxx2 − 1

2
kyy2

)

= ĥ0
x + ĥ0

y + k̂z +∆V, (7)

where M is the effective two-particle reduced mass of the
Ne and C70. This partitioning is motivated by assuming a
harmonic well in the x and y directions, with a double well
in the z direction and a correction ∆V to recover the true
three-dimensional PES. The effective force constants kx and
ky can be chosen as required, either within a discrete vari-
able representation89,90 (DVR) or a potential optimised dis-
crete variable representation91 (PODVR) framework. The for-
mer selects a region within the fullerene which encapsulates
the region that the endohedral Ne atom can explore which is
usually constrained by a potential energy cutoff, whereas the
latter selects this region by taking into account the shape of
the PES.

The translational basis set is constructed as a direct product
of one-dimensional basis functions

|n+/−/0
i ⟩= 1√

2nn!
√

π
Hn(q

+/−/0
i )exp

(
−1

2
(q+/−/0

i )2
)
,

(8)

|nx/y⟩ := |n0
x/y⟩ , (9)

|nz⟩ :=
1√
2

(∣∣∣∣
⌊nz

2

⌋−〉
+(−1)⌊

nz
2 ⌋+(nzmod 2)

∣∣∣∣
⌊nz

2

⌋+〉)
,

(10)

where the subscript i refers to a Cartesian direction, the su-
perscripts +/−/0 refer to the position of the minima located
along the coordinate qi =

√
α(ri − r+/i/0

i ), which is a centred
PODVR scaled Cartesian coordinate, with ri referring to the
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x, y or z direction.23 In the x and y directions, the functions are
one-dimensional harmonic oscillators, with x0

i = 0. Owing to
the double well along the z direction,24 the symmetrised dou-
ble minimum functions are used instead, as in Ref 23. This ba-
sis set is non-orthogonal but this can be treated by canonically
orthogonalising the basis set. If there are any linearly depen-
dencies, these can be removed by projecting into the linearly
independent subspace.

Alongside the translational energy levels, this procedure
also gives the eigenfunctions, which can be thought of as nu-
clear orbitals. The ground state wavefunction can be classified
using its prolateness defined in Eq (11) which compares the
spread of the wavefunction in the z and x directions which is
influenced by the location of the minima of the double well;
and the kurtosis as defined in Eq (12) which describes how
squashed or double-peaked the wavefuntion is along the z di-
rection, which is influenced by the precise shape of the double
well.23

ς2 =
σ2

z

σ2
x
=

⟨0|z2|0⟩
⟨0|x2|0⟩ , (11)

κz =
1

σ4
z
⟨0|z4|0⟩ . (12)

Comparing the wavefunctions between different ES meth-
ods can also be achieved by considering their Hellinger dis-
tance

H(Φ,Ψ) =
√

1−|⟨Φ|Ψ⟩ |
=
√

1−|∑
m,n

cmcn ⟨mx|nx⟩⟨my|ny⟩⟨mz|nz⟩ |, (13)

where m and n refer to the tuples of quantum numbers
(mx,my,mz) and (nx,ny,nz) respectively. Owing to the dif-
fering PODVR scale factors of the dimensionless qi coordi-
nates between ES methods, the orthonormality of ⟨mx|nx⟩ and
⟨my|ny⟩ is not guaranteed. Along the z direction, the use of
the symmetrised double minimum basis already removes the
orthonormality constraint as it is a non-orthogonal basis set,
even without considering the scaling or the centres of expan-
sion.

III. RESULTS

A. Potential Energy Surface

As the D5h symmetry of the true PES was not enforced by
the GP, its projection onto each irrep as defined in Eq (6)
was calculated QSYM2 package.88 Taking inspiration from
the translational basis set based on harmonic oscillators, an
anisotropic Gaussian was used as the weight function, with
further details given in the supplementary information. It is
important to note that the “symmetry breaking” in the GP
learned surfaces is a byproduct of what is contained within
the ES calculations. That is to say, the symmetry breaking is
present within the training data, due to the tolerances on the
calculations which is propagated through the learning of the

Method A′
1 A′

2 E ′
1 E ′

2 A′′
1 A′′

2 E ′′
1 E ′′

2
MP2 0.99998 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

SCS-MP2 0.99991 0 1 6 0 0 0 0
SOS-MP2 0.99984 0 2 11 0 1 0 0
RPA@PBE 0.99988 0 1 10 0 0 1 0
C(HF)-RPA 0.99986 0 1 11 0 0 1 0

B86bPBE-25X-XDM 0.99988 0 8 2 0 0 2 0
B86bPBE-50X-XDM 0.99978 0 16 1 0 0 3 0

TABLE I: Projections of the unsymmetrised PESs for each
ES method on all irreps of D5h, calculated using Eq (6), with
an anisotropic Gaussian weight function. The magnitude of

non A′
1 components, which are scaled by a factor of 105,

quantifies the amount of “symmetry breaking” in the PES for
each ES.

Method Barrier Height/ cm−1 zmin/Å
MP2 84.21 0.760

SCS-MP2 31.21 0.610
SOS-MP2 13.89 0.506
RPA@PBE 35.46 0.648
C(HF)-RPA 28.57 0.626

B86bPBE-25X-XDM 10.05 0.450
B86bPBE-50X-XDM 26.07 0.558

LJ 7.61 0.41

TABLE II: Barrier heights and positions of the minima of the
double well along the anisotropic z direction for each ES

method. The LJ values are calculated from the parameters
used in Ref 24.

PES. For the unsymmetrised PESes, the amount of “symmetry
breaking” for each ES method is given in Table I for all irreps
in the point group D5h. Even though all ES methods have a co-
efficient larger than 0.999 on the A1’ irrep, the contribution of
the other irreps gives more insight into the amount of “sym-
metry breaking”. Generally, the MP2 type methods (MP2,
SCS-MP2, SOS-MP2) have a smaller contribution of the non
totally symmetric irreps as compared to the RPA type methods
(RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA). For the B86bPBE methods, these
are sensitive to the amount of Hartree–Fock exchange used,
with 25% being comparable with the MP2 type methods, and
50% more so with the RPA type methods. This is a propaga-
tion of the range of energies that each ES method calculates
for a set of symmetrically equivalent points. For the MP2 type
methods, while larger basis sets which include more diffuse
functions have a larger spread, these are still sub-wavenumber.
For the RPA methods, these do not show the same depen-
dence on basis set size and have a spread of approximately
1.5 cm−1. This is much larger than the µ cm−1spread of en-
ergies for the LJ type PES, which given the enforced D5h of
the cage, shows no “symmetry breaking”. Before calculat-
ing properties, the PES needs to have its symmetry restored;
this is achieved by averaging each point over its symmetri-
cally equivalent copies. The precise details of this procedure
are outlined in the supplementary information. Henceforth,
references to the PES will refer to the versions appropriately
symmetrised under D5h.
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FIG. 2: One dimensional slices in the x (dashed) and z (solid) directions between ±1Å and ±1.5Å respectively for all
electronic structure methods used. MP2 in blue, SCS-MP2 in orange, SOS-MP2 in green, RPA@PBE in red, C(HF)-RPA in

purple, B86bPBE-25X-XDM in brown, and B86bPBE-25X-XDM in pink.

One-dimensional slices of the PES along the x (dashed)
and z (solid) directions for all ES methods used are shown
in Fig 2. Along the x direction, all seven methods seem
very similar, with very little discernible difference, with the
only noticeable feature being the MP2 (blue) being shallower
and lying lower in energy than all the other methods. The
ES methods do not appear to cross each other, indicating
their curvature in the radially symmetric xy plane is very
similar, which would lead to very similar translational fre-
quencies along this mode. In the z direction, with the ap-
pearance of the double well, the differences between all the
ES methods become more apparent, in the depths and posi-
tions of the double well. The obvious outlier is the MP2,
which has the most prominent double well, with the min-
ima furthest apart at ±0.760 Å and a barrier height of 84.21
cm−1. The remaining six ES methods are more consistent
with each other but they still have barrier heights ranging be-
tween 10.05 cm−1and 35.46 cm−1, with the minima placed
between ±0.450 Å and 0.648 Å. These features are sum-
marised in Table II which highlights the lack of concordance
between the full set of ES methods, and the disagreement with
the LJ PES. An important feature to note is the discrepancy be-

tween the B86bPBE methods, illustrating the dependence on
this method on the exact amount of Hartree–Fock exchange
used. Even though all ES methods disagree on the precise pa-
rameters that describe the double well, they do corroborate the
existence of the double well. While for He@C60 the MP2 and
RPA@PBE described the endohedral interaction well with
the latter being preferred for its computational efficiency,25

the spread of values in Ne@C70 makes it unclear which ES
method is accurately describing the Ne – C endohedral inter-
action. The values of barrier heights motivates the grouping
of ES methods into three distinct sets: {MP2}, {SCS-MP2,
RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA, B86bPBE-50X-XDM}, and {SOS-
MP2, B86bPBE-25X-XDM} referring to large, medium and
low barrier heights.

Previous studies have made extensive use of LJ parameters
for this endohedral Ne – C interaction,23,24 and it can be asked
what LJ parameters can be used to represent the PES of each
ES method, and whether this simplified functional form is a
good representation. These effective LJ parameters can be
found by matching any two features of the Ne@C70 system,
whether from the PES or from properties derived from it such
as the translational eigenstates. The simplest set of properties
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to choose are the features that define the double well given
in Table II. Fitting to these, we find that the energy scale, ε
ranges between 42.27 cm−1and 67.41 cm−1, and the length
scale, σ ranges between 2.897 Å and 3.003 Å. Whether these
effective LJ parameters form a good representation of the sys-
tem can be quantified by calculating the translational eigen-
spectrum, and comparing it to the true ES methods and is con-
sidered in Sec III B. Details of the effective LJ parameters and
the translational eigenspectra are provided in the supplemen-
tary information.

B. Ne@C70 Eigenstates

A basis set consisting of 14 functions in each of the x and
y directions alongside 28 in the z direction was used to diag-
onalise the Hamiltonian, ensuring convergence of the lowest
50 eigenstates to within 0.002 cm−1. Resetting the energy
zero of each ES method to be the minimum value of the PES,
the 50 lowest energies of the translational eigenstates up to
250 cm−1 for each ES method are shown in Fig 3, along-
side the ones for the LJ PES. This linear shift of energy zero
makes the energy scale absolute, and allows for direct com-
parison of energies between all ES methods. The colours and
linestyles correspond to the quantum numbers for each state.
Although a Cartesian basis set was used suggesting the use
of (nx,ny,nz) quantum numbers, the cylindrical symmetry of
the system can be leveraged by using the quantum numbers
of an isotropic two-dimensional harmonic oscillator (n, l), re-
ferring to the principal and angular momentum quantum num-
bers respectively, in place of (nx,ny).23,24 Discussion referring
to quantum numbers uses the (n, l,nz) notation. These quan-
tum numbers have the restriction that |l| ≤ n, and (n, l) have
the same parity. These can be assigned by analysing the nodal
structure of the eigenfunctions. The energy levels are coloured
such that n ∈ [0,1,2,3] are shown by blue, orange, green, red
lines and error bars; |l| ∈ [0,1,2,3] are shown by solid, dot-
ted, dashed, dash-dot lines. For the same line colour and style
traversing the energy scale corresponds to an increase in the nz
quantum number. The states with l = 0 are singly degenerate,
with the rest doubly degenerate due to the symmetry of ±l.

The error bars in the ES method eigenstates arise from the
covariance in the PES, are calculated alongside the mean PES
prediction from the GP given by Eqns (5) and (4) respectively.
The translational energies are calculated from the GP mean
prediction. The covariance matrix is used to generate 200
samples of the Hamiltonian matrix, by sampling the potential
from the posterior distribution (goverened by the covariance
matrix) of the GP. The error bars are then calculated by diago-
nalising each sample of the Hamiltonian matrix and calculat-
ing the standard deviation in each eigenvalue. More precise
details of this procedure can be found in the suppplementary
information. All the error bars on the lowest 50 eigenstates are
under ±2 cm−1, indicating a tightly constrained confidence
interval on the GP mean of each PES.

Comparing the eigenspectra between ES methods, the
grouping as suggested by barrier height is pertinent. This is
due to considering the values of the fundamental frequencies,

the energy gap between the (0,0,0) and (0,0,1) eigenstates,
with the MP2 having the smallest, of 0.04 cm−1. The SCS-
MP2, RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA and B86bPBE-50X-XDM pre-
dict this value to be in the range [1,3] cm−1, whereas the SOS-
MP2 and B86bPBE-25X-XDM put this value in the interval
[6,9] cm−1. These are smaller than the LJ equivalent, which
is approximately 10 cm−1. The large apparent fundamental
frequency (energy gap between the ground and first excited
state) in the MP2 is the (0,0,0)→ (0,0,2) transition. The true
fundamental frequency is very small as the zero-point energy
(ZPE) lies below the barrier height and this is the only method
where this is the case. The very small nz : 0 → 1 transition ap-
pears again in the first doubly degenerate state at around 125
cm−1, with two doubly degenerate sets present separated by
under 0.1 cm−1. Going upwards in energy, the nz → nz + 1
gaps are increasing, indicating negative anharmonicity. This is
to be expected given the shape of the one-dimensional slices in
Fig 2 as the bounding potential grows as a monotonic polyno-
mial oscillator and there is no “dissociation” type event. This
trend is only not seen for the MP2 nz : 2 → 3 transitions, as
the ground state lies below the barrier height and the previous
transition is the Ne breaking free of the double well.23

The ordering of states by quantum number is not preserved
between ES methods, nor with the LJ. Due to the prominent
double well, the first difference can be seen in the MP2 where
the (0,0,5) state lies below the (1,±1,2) states unlike the
other ES methods. This can be justified by its ZPE lying below
the barrier height, leading to a very small frequency of transi-
tion in the nz coordinate. The large gap to the (0,0,2) state is
indicative of the Ne breaking free of the confining double well
into polynomial oscillator, resetting the transition frequency
to its smaller value before the negative anharmonicity takes
effect and the gaps increase. The most apparent mixing of
states occurs as the n = 3 states start appearing23. This is the
region where the interplay between ∆n, ∆l and ∆nz frequen-
cies become more cluttered leading to a jumbling in the order
of states.

The quality of effective LJ parameters for each PES de-
scribed in Section III A can be quantified by calculating the
eigenspectrum and comparing to the true translational energy
levels in Fig 3. An analogous figure of the translational eigen-
spectra using the effective LJ PESes is given in the supple-
mentary information. As these effective LJ parameters were
found by matching features of the double well, the transi-
tion frequencies corresponding to increases in the nz quantum
number show excellent agreement with the ES transition fre-
quencies. However, this is the end of the similarities, as the
numerical values of energy levels and the frequencies of the
radially symmetric xy modes also differ. For the MP2, these
differences for the lowest 10 eigenstates are approximately 3
cm−1. On the other end of the scale, the RPA@PBE has a
difference of roughly 8 cm−1. The general trend is that the
effective LJ PESs better match the MP2 and B86bPBE type
methods compared to the RPA and its derivatives. The differ-
ence between the ES and their effective LJ type PESes sug-
gests that only using R−6 and R−12 terms to describe the at-
tractive and repulsive effects of the endohedral interaction are
too simplistic, and more detailed formulae would be required.
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LJ MP2 SCS-MP2 SOS-MP2 RPA@PBE C(HF)-RPA B86bPBE-
25X-XDM
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FIG. 3: Lowest 50 translational energies of Ne@C70 for MP2, SCS-MP2, SOS-MP2, RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA,
B86bPBE-25X-XDM and B86bPBE-50X-XDM PESs, alongside the LJ counterparts. The energy zero is set to the minimum of

each PES, ensuring this is an absolute energy scale. The colours and linestyle correspond to the principal and angular
momentum quantum numbers (n, |l|) respectively. n ∈ [0,1,2,3] is shown in blue, orange, green and red lines and error bars;

|l| ∈ [0,1,2,3] is shown by solid, dotted, dashed, dash-dot lines.

From an experimental perspective, these LJ type PESs are
popular due to their conceptual simplicity and ease of use.
From the set of noble gas — C set of LJ parameters, the Ne
had the best match to spectroscopic data. While these LJ pa-
rameters may be suited to matching spectroscopic observa-
tions, they do not necessarily represent the true PES.8,22 Based
on these theoretical calculations, it would seem prudent to dis-
suade the extensive use of any LJ parameterised PESs to de-
scribe these systems. Another reason to avoid these LJ param-
eters is that while the intuitive choice was to match the double
well characteristics, other choices are also possible. These in-
clude (but not necessarily limited to): matching the energies
of two specific eigenstates, matching two frequencies or the
prolateness and kurtosis of the ground state wavefunction.

As well as comparing the energies of each ES method, the
wavefunctions, or nuclear orbitals generated from the diago-
nalisation can also be examined. Considering the partition-
ing of the ES methods by barrier height: {MP2}, {SCS-MP2,
RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA, B86bPBE-50X-XDM}, and {SOS-
MP2, B86bPBE-25X-XDM}, the ground state wavefunction
of one method from each set is shown in Fig 4. There is
a smooth transition between the types of wavefunction be-
tween all three ES methods. The MP2 has the furthest apart
minima and largest barrier height, leading to the wavefunc-
tion with the most concentrated density around the minima.
The RPA@PBE has the minima closer together, and there is
a moving of the wavefunction density away from these to-
wards the centre of the cage. The B86bPBE-25X-XDM has
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FIG. 4: Two dimensional slices of the ground state wavefunction in the xz plane for (a) MP2, (b) RPA@PBE, and (c)
B86bPBE-25X-XDM ES methods. Contours are taken at 1%, 10%, 25%, 50%, 75%, 90% and 99% of the maximum amplitude

of the wavefunction in this plane.

Method ς κz
MP2 5.335 1.162

SCS-MP2 3.795 1.534
SOS-MP2 2.824 2.051
RPA@PBE 3.997 1.452
C(HF)-RPA 3.640 1.598

B86bPBE-25X-XDM 2.518 2.236
B86bPBE-50X-XDM 3.311 1.722

LJ 2.302 2.371

TABLE III: Prolateness and kurtosis in the anisotropic z
direction as defined in Eqns (11) and (12) for the ground state

wavefunction for all ES methods and LJ.

the closest together minima, and the two maxima in the wave-
function seen for the previous methods have coalesced into a
single peak at the origin implying the Ne atom is completely
delocalised over both minima.

The shape of the ground state function can also be quanti-
fied by two main statistics, its prolateness and kurtosis as de-
fined in Eqns (11) and (12) respectively. These describe the el-
lipsoidal and double-peakedness of the wavefunction respec-
tively. As seen in Table III the grouping of ES methods by bar-
rier height partitions them into the same sets as if done by ei-
ther statistic. Considering the prolateness, which is a measure
of how stretched the wavefunction is along the z direction as
compared to the x direction, the MP2 is the most stretched, as
its minima are the furthest apart. The SCS-MP2, RPA@PBE,
C(HF)-RPA and B86bPBE-50X-XDM have ς lie in the in-
terval [3.31,4.00], indicating a moderate stretch and the re-
maining SOS-MP2 and B86bPBE-25X-XDM have this value
lie in the interval [2.51,2.83]. The kurtosis range can also be
partitioned, with the most double peaked, the MP2 having a
kurtosis of 1.16, the four intermediate ES methods having this
value between 1.45 and 1.60. The two methods with the low-
est barrier heights, SOS-MP2 and B86bPBE-25X-XDM have
kurtoses of over 2 which, noticeably, are still lower than the

LJ value. However, these are all below 3 which is the value
for a true Gaussian, further confirming the anharmonicity in
the potential. These values indicate that the wavefunctions
are more delocalised than a pure Gaussian, with a shallower
central peak and broader shoulders of the distribution.

The Hellinger distances between the ground state wave-
functions, as defined by Eq (13) are shown in Table IV.
The groupings of ES methods previously used for the bar-
rier height, energy levels and ground state statistics can also
be applied here. As with the other properties, the MP2 is
substantially different to the other ES methods, with its clos-
est ground state wavefunction being the RPA@PBE but even
that is still 0.398 apart, with it being furthest away from the
B86bPBE-25X-XDM at 0.735. Of the middling barrier height
group the SCS-MP2, RPA@PBE and C(HF)-RPA are all un-
der 0.1 away from each other, about 0.3 away from the small-
est barrier height set of methods but these lie far away from
the MP2. All these distances, barring the SCS-MP2 to C(HF)-
RPA distance are much larger than what was previously seen
for He@C60.25 This may be attributed to the presence of the
double well and use of the symmetrised double minimum ba-
sis, as the differing positions of minima will more heavily in-
fluence the ⟨mz|nz⟩ integral.

Considering the variations between the plethora of ES
methods in all the calculated quantities it is not immediately
obvious which is the most promising technique. The discrep-
ancies can arise from a few sources of error including basis
set superposition error (BSSE, commonly treated by counter-
poise correction), CBS extrapolation error, or error with the
method itself. When considering encapulsation energies, the
BSSE can be up to 44%30 but that figure is misleading in the
context of calculating the translational eigenstates as if this
correction is flat (or close to) throughout the PES, it can be ac-
counted for when setting the energy zero. Extra details of this
are provided in the supplementary information. The CBS ex-
trapolation error is more important here for the MP2 and RPA
type methods, as while the SCF extrapolation was identical
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⟨↓|, |→⟩ MP2 SCS-MP2 SOS-MP2 RPA@PBE C(HF)-RPA B86bPBE-25X-XDM B86bPBE-50X-XDM LJ
MP2 - 0.487 0.674 0.398 0.484 0.735 0.574 0.767

SCS-MP2 0.487 - 0.257 0.078 0.033 0.337 0.124 0.382
SOS-MP2 0.674 0.257 - 0.327 0.231 0.083 0.137 0.131
RPA@PBE 0.398 0.078 0.327 - 0.099 0.406 0.199 0.449
C(HF)-RPA 0.484 0.033 0.231 0.099 - 0.311 0.101 0.355

B86bPBE-25X-XDM 0.735 0.337 0.083 0.406 0.311 - 0.219 0.050
B86bPBE-50X-XDM 0.574 0.124 0.137 0.199 0.101 0.219 - 0.266

LJ 0.767 0.382 0.131 0.449 0.355 0.050 0.266 -

TABLE IV: Hellinger distance of the ground state wavefunction defined in Eq (13) between all ES methods, and LJ. Diagonal
elements are necessarily zero, and this is symmetric with respect to the bra and ket.

to what was done for He@C60,25 the correlation extrapolation
was only possible from cc-pVTZ and cc-pVQZ calculations
whereas cc-pV5Z was attainable for He@C60. While impor-
tant, this is likely to be less significant that the error of the ES
method itself and the approximations made within its frame-
work which have been earlier outlined25 and in Sec II A. For
the B86bPBE methods, these have a parameter built into them
which is the amount of Hartree–Fock exchange. The choices
of 25% and 50%, while common, may not be optimal and this
parameter may vary depending on a variety of features includ-
ing the geometry of the system.92–94 All this put together sug-
gests alternative ES methods need to also be applied in order
to achieve spectroscopic agreement.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have investigated the endofullerene
Ne@C70 using a multitude of electronic structure (ES) tech-
niques including: MP2, SCS-MP2, SOS-MP2, RPA@PBE
and C(HF)-RPA which were all used for He@C60,25 with
B86bPBE-25X-XDM and B86bPBE-50X-XDM as state-of-
the-art empirically corrected DFT added to the set. The trans-
lational eigenstates were calculated in order to test the spec-
troscopic accuracy of the methods. The elongation of C60
along a single axis to form C70 unveiled a double well po-
tential along this unique anisotropic direction for all methods.
Trying to achieve an accurate description of this double well
by correctly placing the minima and gauging the barrier height
forms a good test of the sensitivity and effectiveness of the
ES method at describing the dispersion interaction, making
Ne@C70 a good system to probe other ES methods.

Due to the high cost of the ES calculations, the PES is in-
terpolated using Gaussian Process (GP) Regression because
of its effectiveness with sparse training data. The PESes are
symmetrised within the D5h symmetry of the system, before
further properties were calculated. We find the MP2 has the
most prominent double well, with a barrier height of 84.21
cm−1and minima at ±0.76 Å. The remaining six ES meth-
ods, while not in complete agreement, can be collated together
with barrier heights ranging between 10 cm−1 and 35 cm−1,
and minima between ±0.506 Å and ±0.648 Å. These are all
vastly different from the LJ PES24 shown in Table II.

The translational eigenstates for each ES method were cal-
culated by diagonalising the nuclear Hamiltonian using the

symmetrised double minimum basis set due to the double well
potential. The eigenspectrum for the methods is shown in Fig
3. Combined with the double well features, these together
motivate the grouping of the ES methods into three groups:
{MP2}, {SCS-MP2, RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA, B86bPBE-
50X-XDM}, and {SOS-MP2, B86bPBE-25X-XDM}. This is
further compounded by considering the shape of their ground
state wavefunctions, shown by the statistics in Table III, and
the distances between them given in Table IV. Effective LJ
parameters were found by matching the double well features:
barrier height and minima positions. The eigenspectra gener-
ated by diagonalising these effective LJ PESs differed to their
ES counterparts by varying amounts. For MP2, these were
sub-wavenumber apart, whereas for RPA@PBE, they differed
by over 7 cm−1. This difference suggests that while a LJ type
surface may be able to reproduce spectroscopically observed
data, it is not necessarily an appropriate description for the
true PES. This is further compounded by the fact that there
is no reason to pick the LJ parameters to match the double
well features, as other properties of the PES or eigenspectra
can be picked as equally valid choices. As a consequence, we
would warn against the ubiquitous use of the LJ type PESes,
as despite their simplicity and ability to match experimental
data, they do not necessarily accurately describe the endohe-
dral species and cage interaction.

While multiple ES methods were used, it is not an exhaus-
tive set. The lack of concordance between the methods elu-
cidates the necessity of more accurate calculations, especially
with a different cage than C60.30. For Ne@C70, MP2 is an
outlier; however, it should not be discounted as it was the best
performing for He@C60, along with RPA@PBE.25 The dras-
tic change between the performance of the ES methods be-
tween these two systems motivates further investigation into
whether the larger endohedral atom (Ne) or the larger cage
(C70) is causing the bulk of the difficulties. More accurate
calculations on this Ne@C70 system could be achieved using
differing ES methods and techniques (e.g. coupled cluster), or
an improvement on the methodology used. For example, these
systems can be sensitive to the CBS extrapolation scheme
used with alternative formulations possible95. Alternatively,
the CBS extrapolation of the correlation energy can be made
more accurate with energies from cc-pV5Z calculations which
were computationally tractable for He@C60 but not as much
for Ne@C70. Regarding the B86bPBE calculations, rather
than using heuristics to determine the amount of Hartree–Fock
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exhange to include, this value could be optimised.92–94 How-
ever, in order to eventually be confident in the choice of ES
method, this requires experimental and spectroscopic data for
the system, analogous to what is available for He@C60.6,7

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

See the supplementary information for more details on gen-
erating the Potential Energy Surfaces, including the symmetri-
sation procedure. Extra figures and results for the other elec-
tronic structure methods are also presented.
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14M. Xu, P. M. Felker, and Z. Bačić, “H 2 O inside the fullerene C 60 : Inelas-
tic neutron scattering spectrum from rigorous quantum calculations,” The
Journal of Chemical Physics 156, 124101 (2022).
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16P. M. Felker and Z. Bačić, “Communication: Quantum six-dimensional cal-
culations of the coupled translation-rotation eigenstates of H 2 O@C 60,”
The Journal of Chemical Physics 144, 201101 (2016).

17O. Carrillo-Bohórquez, Á. Valdés, and R. Prosmiti, “Encapsulation of a Wa-
ter Molecule inside C 60 Fullerene: The Impact of Confinement on Quan-
tum Features,” Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation 17, 5839–
5848 (2021).

18E. Rashed and J. L. Dunn, “Interactions between a water molecule and
C60 in the endohedral fullerene H2O@C60,” Physical Chemistry Chem-
ical Physics 21, 3347–3359 (2019).
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SI 1. POTENTIAL ENERGY SURFACE

The set of training data was constructed as described in Eq
(SI 1). The ranges for the uniform distributions were chosen
arbitrarily, as with the 1.5Å cutoff. However, this is justified
from a discrete variable representation perspective (DVR), as
the potential energy becomes quite large and so the endohe-
dral Ne atom does not explore the full volume given by these
restrictions, as observed in Figs 4 and SI 1. The full training
set also included 41 points along the z and 21 points along
the x axes respectively, giving a total training set size of 336
points. The points along the axes were to ensure the double
well potential which was likely to be present was captured be-
fore training the Gaussian Process (GP). This is an important
characteristic of the potential, which may have been lost in
the interpolation if not enough of it was captured within the
training set.

The training points for this system are based off uniform
Cartesian distributions, whereas for He@C60, they were sam-
pled from adapted Gaussian distributions.1 This is because for
He@C60, there was some a priori knowledge available, of the
translational and breathing frequencies due to the existence of
spectroscopic data.2,3 This allowed for a potential optimised
discrete variable representation4 (PODVR) type method to
pick the training points. The lack thereof for this system sug-
gested using a uniform sampling method instead. This was
further compounded by the range of differing barrier heights
and minima positions of the double well5 for each electronic
structure method, as seen in Table II.

Method σ2 lx/Å ly/Å lzÅ ν2

MP2 11.72 38.7 36.8 41.6 1e-9
SCS-MP2 13.22 40.5 38.5 41.5 1e-9
SOS-MP2 13.82 41.1 39.1 44.1 1e-9
RPA@PBE 12.62 39.6 37.7 42.4 1e-9
C(HF)-RPA 12.82 39.7 37.8 42.6 1e-9

B86bPBE-25X-XDM 13.62 41 38.9 44.1 1e-9
B86bPBE-50X-XDM 12.12 39.1 37 42.1 1e-9

TABLE SI 1: Hyperparameters found while training the GP
on the unsymmetrised data for each ES method.

Training Set= {




x ∼U [−0.75,0.75]
y ∼U [−0.75,0.75]
z ∼U [−1.5,1.5])


 |

√
x2 + y2 + z2 < 1.5Å}

(SI 1)
The use of randomly distributed training coordinates does

not inherently contain information of the symmetry of the sys-
tem. This implies that this symmetry will not necessarily be
enforced by the GP when learning the PES. Ensuring the PES
transforms as the totally symmetric irreducible representation
(irrep) can be achieved in two different ways, which both in-
volve calculating all the symmetrically equivalent copies of
coordinates. For a point group G , it can be constructed from
its set of generators S. Appropriate combinations of these gen-
erators can be applied before training the GP, as described in
Eq (SI 2) where the symmetry element ĝ is composed from
generators in S. This has the disadvantage that this increases
the training set size by a factor of |G |.

Alternatively, the symmetrisation can occur after training
the GP, with the value of the PES and associated covariance
calculated by averaging over all symmetric copies as shown
in Eqns (SI 3) and (SI 4) respectively. The mean and covari-
ances used in the summations are calculated from the GP as
described in Eqns(4) and (5) respectively. This procedure on
the other hand increases the prediction set size by a factor of
|G |.

{(Xt ,Et)}= {(ĝX,E)|∀ĝ ∈ G , ∀(X,E) ∈ Training Set}
(SI 2)

E(X) =
∑ĝ∈G E(ĝX)

|G | , (SI 3)

Σ(X) =
∑ĝ∈G Σ(ĝX)

|G | , (SI 4)

where (Xt ,Et) is a tuple containing a three-dimensional
Cartesian coordinate, with its energy. For the Ne@C70 sys-
tem, G is D5h, the set of generators S can be given by
{C5,C′

2,σh}. This is not the simplest set of generators, but
given the orientation of the cage, these are very simple to ap-
ply.

Both procedures will ensure the PES transforms as the to-
tally symmetric irrep. However, symmetrising the training set
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FIG. SI 1: Two dimensional slices of the ground state wavefunction in the xz plane for (a) SCS-MP2, (b) SOS-MP2, (c)
C(HF)-RPA, and (d) B86bPBE-50X-XDM ES methods. Contours are taken at 1%, 10%, 25%, 50%, 75%, 90% and 99% of the

maximum amplitude of the wavefunction in this plane.
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FIG. SI 2: Comparison of the ES (solid) and LJ (dashed) one-dimensional slices through the x (red) and z (green) directions of
the (a) MP2 and (b) RPA@PBE methods and the LJ parameters found by fitting to the minima positions and barrier heights.
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FIG. SI 3: 50 lowest translational energies of Ne@C70 for MP2, SCS-MP2, SOS-MP2, RPA@PBE, C(HF)-RPA,
B86bPBE-25X-XDM and B86bPBE-50X-XDM PESs using their respective effective LJ parameters, alongside the previously
used LJ parameters. The energy zero is set to the minimum of each PES, ensuring this is an absolute energy scale. The colours
and linestyle correspond to the principal and angular momentum quantum numbers (n, |l|) respectively. n ∈ [0,1,2,3] is shown

in blue, orange, green and red lines; |l| ∈ [0,1,2,3] is shown by solid, dotted, dashed, dash-dot lines.

before training the GP is much more computationally inten-
sive, even though the order of D5h is only 20, and may be
prone to overfitting. Averaging over symmetric copies of pre-
dictions points can result in the GP losing the property that
when a prediction point lies within the training set, the GP will
return a value within the noise tolerance of the kernel. The
averaging of the covariance increases the size of error bars on
prediction points due to its positive-definiteness and therefore
properties calculated from the PES. However, as seen in Fig
3, the error bars are all under 2 cm−1, suggesting this is not a
substantial effect.

As we chose to symmetrise post training, the amount of
symmetry breaking within the PES was quantified using the
inner product defined in Eq (6). By picking an anisotropic

Gaussian as the weight function, this not only ensured con-
vergence of the integral, but also allowed for simple computa-
tion using Gauss-Hermite quadrature.6 By picking appropriate
scale factors qi = sixi, the integral was computed as

⟨ĝV |V ⟩=
∫

R3
V (ĝ−1X)V (X)e−q2

x e−q2
y e−q2

z d3q

=
∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
V (ĝ−1

(
qxi

sx
,

qy j

sy
,

qzk

sz

)
)V

(
qxi

sx
,

qy j

sy
,

qzk

sz

)

× e−q2
x e−q2

y e−q2
z dqxdqydqz

= ∑
i jk

V (ĝ−1
(

qxi

sx
,

qy j

sy
,

qzk

sz

)
)V

(
qxi

sx
,

qy j

sy
,

qzk

sz

)
wxi wy j wzk .

(SI 5)
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Method z0 zm z0 CPC zm CPC
MP2 -4.959 -5.200 -4.527 -4.789

SCS-MP2 -3.642 -3.730 -3.183 -3.278
SOS-MP2 -2.983 -3.020 -2.511 -2.554
RPA@PBE -3.277 -3.382 -1.918 -1.985
C(HF)-RPA -2.915 -2.999 -1.755 -1.806

B86bPBE-25X-XDM -4.995 -5.024 - -
B86bPBE-50X-XDM -5.248 -5.324 - -

TABLE SI 2: Binding energies of Ne@C70 in kcal/mol. The
position of the Ne atom is at both z0 the origin, and zm the

minimum of the ES method to the nearest 0.05Å from what
is given in Table II. Counterpoise corrected (CPC) and

uncorrected values are presented.

These scale factors were chosen as in a discrete variable rep-
resentation framework (DVR), with |x| < 1Å, |y| < 1Å, and
|z|< 2Å. The exact values for this symmetry breaking given in
Table I will depend on the precise definition of inner product.7

The GP was trained using the functions given in scikit-
learn. The hyperparameters of the optimised kernel defined
in Eq (3) are given in Table SI 1.8

SI 2. NE@C70 PROPERTIES

A. Binding Energies

In order to gauge the magnitude of the basis set superpo-
sition error (BSSE), the complexation (or binding) energy of
the Ne@C70 system can be calculated as

Ebinding(z) = E(Ne@C70(z))−E(Ne(z))−E(C70(z)) (SI 6)

where z is the position of the Ne atom along the unique
direction. In order to calculate the counterpoise correc-
tion (CPC), the E(Ne(z)) and E(C70(z)) can be replaced by
E(Ne@gC70(z)) and E(gNe@C70(z)) where the preceding g
refers to ghost atoms/molecules. These binding energies are
shown in Table SI 2 where z is at the origin, and at the min-
imum of the ES potential to the nearest 0.05Å as these val-
ues are in training data. Noticably, the CPC values for the
B86bPBE methods are missing which is due to the XDM
damping parameters specifically being fit to minimise errors
in the binding energies of dimers without the need to account
for BSSE. Therefore correcting for it would effectively double
count the correction, making the quantities less accurate and
so we do not account for it.

All the methods predict the encapsulation of the Ne atom to
be favourable, but they are not within the regime of thermo-
chemical agreement of 1kcal/mol (approximately 350 cm−1).
However, these values are comparable with the values pre-
dicted for Ne@C60 whose values take a much wider range
with a larger set of ES methods.9 While it is the case that
the magnitude of the BSSE can vary between methods with
MP2 type methods being approximately 0.5kcal/mol and the
RPA type methods being approximately 1.2kcal/mol, for the
purpose of calculating quantities from the PES, it is more im-
portant to see how the correction varies across the surface.

Although only two points are calculated, we see the BSSE
differs by under 10 cm−1in all the methods between z0 and zm
which span over 0.5Å in space and so we approximate this
correction to be flat throughout the surface and absorb it into
defining the energy zero of the system.

B. Translational Eigenstates

The error bars in the translational eigenstates in Fig 3 arise
due to the ∆V component in the Hamiltonian given in Eq (7).
This can be evaluated as

⟨mxmymz|∆V |nxnynz⟩= T∆VDV RTT (SI 7)

∆V(mxmymz),(nxnynz) = ∑
i jk

mx(xi)my(yi)mz(zi)∆V (xi,y j,zk)×

nx(xi)ny(yi)nz(zi)wxiwy j wzk . (SI 8)

Even though the potential matrix is evaluated in the finite
basis representation as defined in Eq (SI 7), the matrix multi-
plication is disguising that under the hood the matrix elements
are calculated via Gauss-Hermite quadrature6 as in Eq (SI 8).
The GP can sample the value of the potential at the quadrature
points (xi,y j,xk) using the mean and covariance as defined in
Eqns (4) and (5) as

∆V(Xq)∼ N(E(Xq),Σ(Xq)) (SI 9)

where Xq refers to the full set of quadrature points used in
order for the integral in Eq (SI 8) to converge. This can be
sampled N times, which generates N different copies of the
Hamiltonian, which can all be diagonalised. This leads to a set
of cardinality N for each eigenvalue whose standard deviation
can be calculated as an error bar which is seen in Fig 3.

Contours of the ground state wavefunction for SCS-MP2,
SOS-MP2, C(HF)-RPA, and B86bPBE-50X-XDM are shown
in Fig SI 1. The grouping of ES methods by barrier height into
four sets is further justified, with the SCS-MP2, C(HF)-RPA
and B86bPBE-50X-XDM wavefunctions displaying similar
characteristics to each other. These wavefunctions exhibit two
maxima, but not as prominently as the MP2 in Fig 4, with
more wavefunction density towards the centre of the cage,
analogous to the RPA@PBE. The SCS-MP2 wavefunction ap-
pears more contracted in the x direction as compared to the
C(HF)-RPA, which is backed up by its larger prolateness, ς ,
given in Table III. With the two minima much closer together
and smaller barrier height, the SOS-MP2 has the two maxima
coalesce into a single peak at the origin with the Ne atom more
delocalised, comparable to the B86bPBE-25X-XDM.

SI 3. EFFECTIVE LENNARD–JONES PARAMETERS

The effective LJ parameters for the ES methods found by
matching the barrier height and minima positions are given
in Table SI 3. They reveal a wide spread in both LJ param-
eters with ε ranging between 42.27 cm−1and 67.41 cm−1and
σ in the interval [2.897, 3.003]Å. Two examples of how well
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Method ε/ cm−1 σ /Å
MP2 67.41 2.897

SCS-MP2 49.90 2.963
SOS-MP2 42.29 3.003
RPA@PBE 46.45 2.947
C(HF)-RPA 42.27 2.957

B86bPBE-25X-XDM 45.47 3.021
B86bPBE-50X-XDM 56.66 2.984

LJ 43.79 3.03

TABLE SI 3: Effective LJ parameters for all ES methods
found by matching the barrier height and minima positions,
alongside the previously used LJ paramters for this system.

Method Hellinger Distance
MP2 0.054

SCS-MP2 0.049
SOS-MP2 0.044
RPA@PBE 0.048
C(HF)-RPA 0.056

B86bPBE-25X-XDM 0.021
B86bPBE-50X-XDM 0.032

TABLE SI 4: Hellinger distance between the ground state of
the ES method to its effective LJ counterpart.

these effective LJ PESes match their counterparts are shown in
Fig SI 2 with the MP2 and RPA@PBE. Along the z direction
in green, the dashed LJ potential matches well in both cases
between the minima, as expected as this is how it was con-
structed. Further out than this, they deviate initially by only
on the order of 10 cm−1but this increases to over 100 cm−1at
±1.5Å. The x direction in red however highlights the main
deficiencies of this effective PES. The MP2 matches well to
about ±0.6Å before the LJ grows much more quickly and the
difference at -1Å is close to 1000 cm−1compared to around
500 cm−1at +1Å. This highlights the lack of pure radial sym-
metry in the LJ PES, as there is a stronger repulsive interaction
when the central Ne is moving towards a cage C atom than to-
wards a bond. For the RPA@PBE, it is a less good match as
at even small deviations along the x direction the potential dif-
fers substantially more than the MP2 equivalent. Eventually
the LJ catches up and grows quicker, but the difference at -1Å
and +1Å is much lower for the RPA@PBE than the MP2.

As discussed in Sec IIIA, picking LJ parameters by match-
ing the double well features is not the only option. Another
property of the PES which could be chosen to ensure a good
match of the fundamental frequency, could be the curvature in
the x and z directions of the PES at the origin. When the zero
point energy lies above the barrier height, this will ensure the
energies of the lowest few eigenstates match well. However,
this has its own drawbacks of incorrectly predicting the bar-
rier height and minima positions, which could be measured
experimentally, using X-Ray or neutron diffraction.5

The lowest 50 energy levels of each ES method up to 250
cm−1using their effective LJ parameters is given in Fig SI 3,
which can be compared to their true energy levels in Fig 3.
The eigenspectra suggest that the grouping of the ES meth-

ods by using the barrier height as a discriminator is not as
effective. While this still works well for the fundamental fre-
quencies, the zero-point energies (ZPEs) do not match as well
as the true ES methods. The quality of match is dependent
on the interplay between the attractive R−6 term and repul-
sive R−12 term, and how well these LJ terms coincide with
the electronic structure description of these effects. MP2 has
the best agreement between the ES and effective LJ eigen-
spectra, with the lowest lying eigenstates differing by approx-
imately 3 cm−1, and the highest within the figure by 10 cm−1.
The MP2 derivatives SCS-MP2 and SOS-MP2 perform sim-
ilarly, with the differences ranging between 6 cm−1and 15
cm−1. The RPA@PBE and C(HF)-RPA follow slightly be-
hind, with differences lying in the intervals [7,20] cm−1, and
[8,30] cm−1respectively. The B86bPBE methods have differ-
ence in the intervals [1,3] cm−1and [0.4,9] cm−1for the 25%
and 50% Hartree–Fock exchange respectively. This is indica-
tive of the LJ most accurately describing the B86bPBE meth-
ods, followed by the MP2 with the worst match with the RPA
type methods. This is compounded with the Hellinger dis-
tance of the ground state ES wavefunction to its effective LJ
counterpart given in Table SI 4. The B86bPBE are clearly
closer than the other methods, but the MP2 type methods are
generally closer than the RPA type methods. An interesting
outlier is that the RPA@PBE is closer than the MP2, which
is unexpected given the energy match is the other way round.
Another feature to notice in the effective LJ eigenspectra is the
ordering of states by quantum numbers differs to what is seen
for the ES. This is to be expected given the curvature of the LJ
type PES in the radial direction as seen in Fig SI 2, suggesting
the ordering of (n, l) quantum numbers to be different.

The large spread of possible LJ parameters, which are very
sensitive to how they are calculated and the lack of transfer-
ability indicates that they should not be used. This is exac-
erbated in the difference between these LJ type PESes and
their ES equivalents shown in Fig ??, and the difference in the
translational eigenstates in Figs 3 and SI 3.
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