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The accuracy of a semi-local density functional approximation is strongly boosted for reaction
barrier heights by evaluating that approximation non-self-consistently on Hartree-Fock electron
densities. The conventional explanation is that Hartree-Fock theory yields the more accurate density.
This article presents a benchmark Kohn-Sham inversion of accurate coupled-cluster densities for
the reaction Hy + F — HHF — H + HF, and finds a strong, understandable cancellation between
positive (excessively over-corrected) density-driven and large negative functional-driven errors within

this Hartree-Fock density functional theory.

Kohn-Sham density functional theory [1] in princi-
ple yields exact ground-state energies and electron den-
sities, while constraint-satisfying approximations to its
exchange-correlation energy make useful predictions [2]
over a vast materials space. Understanding the successes
and failures of such approximations is key to improving
them. It has been known for more than thirty years that
the computationally efficient semi-local approximations,
when implemented self-consistently, severely underesti-
mate the barrier heights to gas-phase chemical reactions
[3-6], and that their accuracy for barriers is strongly
boosted by performing a Hartree-Fock (HF) calculation
and then replacing the HF exchange energy by the semi-
local exchange-correlation energy evaluated on HF den-
sities (and occupied orbitals if needed) [3-6], a pro-
cedure known as “Hartree-Fock density functional the-
ory.” More recently, this approach has been systematized
as “density-corrected density functional theory” [7—10],
and has been shown to improve the average accuracy of
other properties of main-group molecules [11] and to re-
markably improve the binding energies of water clusters
[12, 13], when applied to constraint-satisfying semi-local
functionals such as the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof gener-
alized gradient approximation (PBE GGA) [14] or the
strongly-constrained and appropriately normed (SCAN)
meta-GGA [15]. The corresponding (non-self-consistent)
Hartree-Fock density functionals are known as PBEQHF
and SCAN@QHF. More generally, for any density func-
tional approximation (DFA) there is a DFAQHF. While
Ref. [7] rigorously defined density-driven error relative
to the exact density, more recent work on density cor-
rections has tended for practical reasons to take the HF
density as a proxy for the exact density.

For many systems and properties, DFAQHF energy
differences can be slightly more or slightly less accurate
than those of self-consistent DFAQDFA. For compact
neutral atoms and molecules at equilibrium bond lengths
(including the water monomer), there is graphical, statis-
tical [16], and energetic [13] evidence that PBE and espe-

cially SCAN densities are modestly more accurate than
HF densities. SCAN exchange-correlation potentials for
compact molecules are also reasonably accurate [17]. But
for large classes of systems and properties, DFAQHF en-
ergy differences are significantly and systematically more
accurate than those of DFAQDFA. For some of these sys-
tems and properties (dissociation limits of binding energy
curves [18], electron removal energies in small negative
ions [19]), the reason is clearly that the more localized
HF density yields the correct integer electron numbers
on separated subsystems [20] while the too-delocalized
DFA density often yields spurious non-integer values.

The conventional explanation for large systematic im-
provements in energy differences from DFAQDFA to
DFA@HF is that in these cases the self-interaction-free
Hartree-Fock density is significantly more accurate than
the self-consistent density of a semi-local approximation.
That explanation is indisputable for many cases, but is
it also correct for barrier heights to chemical reactions
and binding energies of water clusters, or is there a more
correct explanation?

A forward barrier height is the energy difference be-
tween the transition state and the separated reactants,
and a reverse barrier height is the energy difference be-
tween transition state and products. The higher the
barrier height, the slower the reaction. The transition
states of chemical reactions are typically stretched rad-
icals. The paradigm stretched radical is stretched H;r,
where the semi-local functionals evaluated on the exact
density can make the total energy severely too nega-
tive [21] for reasons discussed in Ref. [22]: the exact
exchange-correlation hole is shared by two separated den-
sity fragments, while its semi-local approximation is not.
Thus the DFA error of the barrier height is not necessar-
ily dominated by the error of the DFA density. A more
precise language is provided by the analysis of Burke,
Sim, and collaborators [7—10], who write the error of a
self-consistent DFA for an energy or energy difference E,

A-EDFA - EDFA [nDFA] - Ecxact [ncxact] =FE + DEa (1)



as the sum of a functional-driven error

FE = Epra [nexact] — Eexact [nexact] (2)

and a density-driven error
DE = Epra[npra] — Epra [Mexact]- (3)

The exact electron density and exact total energy (but
not the separate components of the total energy) are de-
fined in the same way in density functional theory and in
traditional quantum chemistry. By the variational prin-
ciple, DE is negative for a self-consistent DFA. For a
DFAQHF calculation, where npga is replaced by ngy in
Eq. (1), we define the analog of Eq. (3) by replacement
of npra by nur,

DE(DFAQHF) = Eppa [nur] — Epra[Nexact]s  (4)

which can then be positive. Equation (2) remains un-
changed by the same replacement, and the total er-
ror remains equal to FE 4+ DE. With this replacement,
Eq. (4) is technically a “density difference” [10] that
vanishes when ngrp = Nexact- When DE(DFAQHF) is
positive, the HF density over-corrects the DFA density;
when DE(DFAQHF) > —DE(DFA) it excessively over-
corrects the DFA, and use of the HF density cannot be
interpreted simply as a density correction to a DFA.

The precise evaluation of Egs. (2)—(4) would require
not only the exact energy Fexact[Pexact] and the exact
density nexact () (both well approximated in many cases
by a coupled-cluster calculation), but also an inversion of
the exact density to find the exact Kohn-Sham occupied
orbitals for the evaluation of Eppa [fexact] [17, 23]. Accu-
rate implementation of the last step is only practical for a
limited number of systems, each of about 30 or fewer elec-
trons. To better understand the errors of the 76 barrier
heights in the BH76 test set [24], Ref. [25] recently ap-
plied three fully-nonlocal proxies for the exact functional
and density in Egs. (1)—(4), chosen to satisfy two crite-
ria: (1) accurate self-consistent barrier heights, and (2)
nearly correct electron transfers due to nearly-linear vari-
ation of the total energy of a separated fragment between
adjacent integer electron numbers [20]. (The semi-local
approximations bend below the straight-line segment and
are too de-localizing [20, 26], while Hartree-Fock bends
above and is too localizing [26].) The proxy function-
als were, in order of reliability, the long-range-corrected
hybrid LC-wPBE [27], a global hybrid of SCAN with
50% exact exchange called SCAN50 or SX-0.5, and the
self-interaction corrected SCAN-FLOSIC [28]. All three
showed the same pattern: a large negative functional-
driven error of PBE and SCAN, largely cancelled by a
large positive density-driven error when evaluated on the
HF density.

Can we understand how all the BH76 transition states
can have large negative functional-driven errors? Such

negative errors arise in the stretched radical H2+ (see Fig.
3 of Ref. [22]), while large positive functional-driven er-
rors arise in the stretched, symmetry-unbroken singlet
or non-radical Hy. All of the BH76 transition states
have stretched bonds, with total spins tabulated in Ref.
[24]. Of 38 forward reactions, 23 involve an odd num-
ber of electrons, and their transition states are likely
to be stretched radicals. Of the remaining 15, 5 have
non-singlet transition states that are also likely to be
stretched radicals, and 10 have stretched singlet or non-
radical transition states. But none of these 10 dissociate
to separated fragments with strong correlation between
them. 6 of these 10 do not fragment in either the forward
or reverse directions, and the remaining 4 have at most
two fragments in either direction, at least one of which
is closed-shell. Thus none of the BH76 transition states
appears to be like stretched Hs.

The work of Ref. [25] suggested that this unconven-
tional error cancellation occurs strongly, widely and reli-
ably for barrier heights, but the extent to which the prox-
ies fairly represented the exact functional could still be
questioned. Here we will focus on the forward and reverse
barrier heights of the BH76 reaction H, + F — HHF —
H + HF, taking the coupled cluster CCSD(T)/aug-cc-
pV5Z [29] energies and densities [30] from the PySCF
code [31] to be exact. The resulting barrier heights differ
by 0.2 kcal/mol or less from the W2-F12 “exact” values
in BH76 [24], which aim to reproduce CCSD(T) results
in the complete basis-set limit [32]. This work and Ref.
[25] together permit a firm conclusion that, for many
BH76 barrier heights, the Hartree-Fock density makes
a density-driven error that largely cancels the substan-
tial functional-driven error of PBE or SCAN. This arti-
cle also briefly discusses the possibility of a similar error
cancellation in the water clusters, and presents a possible
explanation for this unconventional error cancellation in
molecules and molecular clusters.

With the help of the accurate coupled cluster method,
we can evaluate the total DFA or DFAQHF error of
a barrier height from Eq. (1). But finding the sepa-
rate functional-driven [Eq. (2)] and density-driven [Eq.
(3)] errors still requires an accurate determination of
the Kohn-Sham orbitals that yield the CCSD(T) den-
sity, a challenging inverse problem. For this, we use
the method of Refs. [17, 33]. In this method, the in-
verse problem is formulated as a constrained optimization
of the Kohn-Sham exchange-correlation potential vy ()
and solved using a convergent finite-element basis set.
For open-shell systems, we use a recent extension [34] of
the inverse formulation with a spin-dependent exchange-
correlation potential. Self-consistent DFA and DFA@HF
at the quadruple-zeta level can be found in Ref. [25];
we recompute these values at the quintuple-zeta level
here. All our density-functional calculations employ the
separate up- and down-spin electron densities, not just
the total density. The DFA and DFAQHF calculations



Forwards Reverse
DFA BH FE DE BH FE DE
LSDA -23.7| -20.7 -4.4| 254 -3.8 -4.7
LSDAQHF -5.4| -20.7 13.9| 43.2 -3.8 13.1
PBE -12.6] -11.8 -2.2 24.8 -6.8 -2.3
PBEQHF 0.9| -11.8 11.3| 37.6 -6.8 10.5
SCAN -7.4 -7.8 -1.0] 22.0| -10.6 -1.2
SCAN@QHF 2.1 -7.8 8.5 30.9| -10.6 7.7
r’SCAN -69| -7.3 -1.0| 238/ -89 -1.3
r’SCAN@HF 2.5 -7.3 8.5| 32.6 -8.9 7.6
CCSD(T) 14 00 00| 339] 00 0.0

TABLE I. Barrier heights (BHs) and their functional-driven
errors (FEs), and density-driven errors (DEs) for the reaction
H; + F — HHF — H + HF. All units are kcal/mol. (1 Hartree
~ 627.5 kcal/mol; 1 eV =~ 23.06 kcal/mol.) FEs and DEs are
computed by taking the CCSD(T)/aug-cc-pV5Z energies and
densities as exact. The strong density sensitivity (absolute
change of BH from LSDA to LSDAQHF > 2 kcal/mol) is
often taken as an indicator of the need for HF density cor-
rection [10]. However, as BH(DFA) — BH(DFAQCCSD(T)) is
about 1 kcal/mol for SCAN and r?SCAN (see Table S1 of the
Supplemental Materials), this should not be a highly density-
sensitive system for the meta-GGAs. The sum of FE and DE
yields the total error with reference to the CCSD(T)/aug-cc-
pV5Z BH.

were treated as spin-unrestricted for F, H, and the HHF
transition state; and as spin-restricted for Ho and HF.
The local spin density approximation (LSDA) uses the
parametrization of Ref. [35].

Importantly, none of the functionals predicts a highly
spin-contaminated transition state. At the 5C level, (S?)
is 0.75 with the exact functional, 0.77 with HF, 0.75 with
LSDA and PBE, and 0.76 with SCAN and r2SCAN.

Table I shows our numerical results. The coupled
cluster “exact” barrier heights are much smaller for the
forward reaction than for the reverse. The semi-local
functionals severely underestimate the barrier heights,
but there is overall improvement from LSDA to PBE
to SCAN and its more computationally-efficient twin
r2SCAN [36]. For these self-consistent DFAs, both FE
of Eq. (2) and DE of Eq. (3) are negative, but FE is
typically much more negative. From DFA to DFAQHF,
the too-delocalized DFA density is replaced by the too-
localized Hartree-Fock density, and DE becomes strongly
positive, cancelling most of FE, especially for the more
sophisticated SCAN and r?SCAN. This is the same error
pattern found for the full BH76 set from the proxy-exact
estimates of Ref. [25]. By this energetic measure, the
Hartree-Fock density for the transition state is actually
much less accurate than the self-consistent DFA density.
But, as suggested at the end of Ref. [10], there is in prin-
ciple a DFA that yields the DFAQHF total energy and a
self-consistent density expected to be more accurate than
the HF' density.

Hartree-Fock DFT is a successful density correction to
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FIG. 1. Error of the forward energy barrier height for the
reaction Ho + F — HHF — H + HF from SCAN (green)
and proxy-exact SCAN50 (black), evaluated on a density ng
that interpolates between the self-consistent SCAN density at
a = 0 and the HF density at a = 1. That density is found
self-consistently from the exchange-correlation functional of
Eq. (5).

a DFA like SCAN when FE is small in magnitude and
DE(DFA) is large, as in the dissociation limits of molec-
ular binding energy curves or the electron affinities of
atoms or small molecules, because in these cases the too-
delocalized DFA density is qualitatively wrong while the
too-localized HF density is qualitatively right. In the bar-
rier heights problem, however, DE(DFA) is much smaller
in magnitude than FE, so that a true density correction
would leave most of the total error uncorrected. To un-
derstand what actually happens for the barrier heights,
imagine a density n, computed self-consistently from a
linear interpolation of the exchange-correlation energy

E)](DCFA [na] + G(EEF[na] - E)](DCFA [na]) (0<a<1). (5)

As Fig. 1 shows, this is a small density variation around a
minimizing density, for which Eppa[n.] &~ Eppa[npral +
Cpraa?, and Cppa > 0. The DFA (a = 0) and HF
(a = 1) densities lie on a line in density space, on which
localization increases with a, and the exact density lies
roughly between them, at a = ¢ in the range from 0.3 to
0.5. Then it is easy to see that

DE(DFA) ~ —Cpragq®, (6)
DE(DFAQHF) ~ Cppa (1 — ¢?) (7)

consistent with the signs and relative magnitudes of these
two DEs in Table I.

Why is the unconventional error cancellation between
FE(DFA) and DE(DFAQ@HF) so good? Figure 1 also
plots the proxy-exact SCANS50 evaluated on the density
nge. The error of SCAN50 minimizes for a ~ 0.43 at
a very small but positive error (= 0.6 kcal/mol), much
as we would expect from the exact functional. Taking



FE DE
DFA BE|CCSD(T) r?SCAN50|CCSD(T) r?’SCANS50
LSDA 8.1 -2.6 25 -04 -04
LSDA@HF |-6.9 -2.6 -2.5 0.7 0.7
PBE -5.2 0.1 0.1 -0.2 -0.2
PBE@QHF |-4.4 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.6
SCAN -5.4 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1
SCAN@HF |-4.7 -0.1 -0.1 0.4 0.5
r’SCAN  |-5.1 0.2 0.1 -0.2 -0.1
r’SCAN@HF |-4.5 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.5
r?’SCAN50 [-4.8
CCSD(T) |-5.1

TABLE II. Binding energies (BEs), functional-driven errors
(FEs), and density-driven errors (DEs) for the water dimer,
using the aug-cc-pVQZ basis set [29]. In the CCSD(T)
columns, FEs and DEs are computed by taking the CCSD(T)
density to be Texact in Egs. (2)—(4). In the r2SCAN50
columns, FEs and DEs are computed using the self-consistent
densities of the 50% global hybrid of r?’SCAN, r>SCANS50, as
a proxy [25] for the exact density nexact in Egs. (2)—(4). In
all cases, we take the self-consistent CCSD(T) binding energy
to be Eexact[Nexact]. All values are in kcal/mol.

SCANS50 to be a proxy for the exact functional’s barrier
height energy, the FE of SCAN, computed as the dif-
ference between the barrier-height errors in SCAN@n,
and SCAN50@n,, strongly decreases in magnitude as
a approaches 1, the HF limit. The physical reason for
this could be that SCAN and other semi-local functions
become more accurate for a given density as that den-
sity becomes more localized and more HF-like. Over the
range 0 < a < 1, SCAN varies much more strongly than
proxy-exact SCAN50.

Finally we turn to the (negative-definite) binding en-
ergy of a water cluster (H30),, defined as the energy of
the bound cluster minus the energies of its n separated
H50 monomers (at their optimized geometries). SCAN
is accurate for the relative energies of different hydrogen-
bond networks, and even for the binding energy of the wa-
ter dimer (H2O)a, but overestimates the binding of larger
water clusters, reaching an error of about —20 kcal/mol
for (H20)qo clusters. However, SCANQHF reaches al-
most coupled-cluster accuracy for the binding energies
of the larger water clusters [12, 13]. Kohn-Sham inver-
sion of a coupled cluster density for a large water cluster
is computationally prohibitive at present, but we have
done this for the water dimer in Table II. While LSDA
overbinds the water dimer by —3 kcal/mol, PBE, SCAN
and especially r2SCAN overbind by only a few tenths
of a kcal/mol, in comparison to CCSD(T). DFAQHF is
more accurate than DFA for LSDA but not for PBE or
SCAN. Nevertheless, we still find that DFAQHF turns a
small negative density-driven error of DFA into a sub-
stantially larger positive density-driven error. In the
larger water clusters, there might again be a cancella-
tion in DFAQHF between negative FE and positive DE.

4

Table II also shows that the r2SCAN 50% global hybrid
is a good proxy for the exact or CCSD(T) density, yield-
ing almost the same FEs and DEs. However, as its par-
ent meta-GGA 1r2SCAN makes essentially zero FE for
the water dimer, admixture of exact exchange to correct
errors in the r?’SCAN density introduces a more substan-
tial FE to the r2SCAN50 BE. Composite methods like
HF-r?SCAN-DC4 [37] (with a long-range dispersion cor-
rection) might be general-purpose practical solutions to
this apparent catch-22.

To understand the density errors of DFA or DFA@QHF,
Epra[n] must be used, as in Egs. (3) and (4), but there
are many other ways to measure density errors that can
lead to different conclusions about the relative accura-
cies of the DFA and HF densities. For the neutral water
dimer, Ref. [13] set up a plane perpendicular to the bond
axis, such that a coupled cluster calculation put exactly
10 electrons on each side, and found electron transfer er-
rors of opposite sign for semi-local DFAs and for HF.
Ref. [25] found the same behavior for several transi-
tion states. The errors were small in magnitude, and
smaller for HF than for a few DFAs. In the cases studied
here, Eppa[nur] — Epra [Pexact] 18 strongly positive, but
that does not rule out Eexact[nur] — Eexact[PDrFa] being
negative; the HF density could be better than the DFA
density in the sense of the exact density functional varia-
tional principle. That said, Fig. S1 of the Supplemental
Material shows an independent measure by which the
density error of H...H...F decreases from Hartree-Fock to
SCAN to CCSD(T).

In summary, we have shown that DFAQHF works for
the barrier heights to chemical reactions, and have sug-
gested that it works for the binding energies of larger
water clusters, not because the Hartree-Fock density is
more accurate than the self-consistent DFA density but
because the Hartree-Fock density creates a positive and
excessive over-correction of the DFA density-driven error
that cancels much of the negative functional-driven er-
ror. The large functional-driven error for barrier heights
was estimated first in Ref. [25], and has been refined
and confirmed here. It is clear from Refs. [7-10] and
from Egs. (1)—(3) that, when the functional-driven er-
ror of a DFA is large and its density-driven error is
small in comparison, a true density correction cannot
lead to high accuracy. Future work will employ proxy-
exact functionals to test this hypothesis for larger wa-
ter clusters. Clearly, improved functionals will need the
right amount of fully nonlocal density dependence, in
both the exchange-correlation energy and the exchange-
correlation potential. Self-interaction corrections [25, 38]
to DFAs, while needing improvement for some properties,
appear for barrier heights to get the right answer for the
right reason, by significantly reducing both functional-
and density-driven errors.
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BARRIER HEIGHTS

Forwards Reverse
Density LSDA PBE BLYP SCAN r?SCAN|LSDA PBE BLYP SCAN r?’SCAN
Self-consistent -25.13 -14.01 -12.66 -8.83  -8.32| -8.51 -9.07 -13.52 -11.87 -10.12
LSDA X -25.15 -13.84 -12.31 -7.79  -7.49| -8.37 -8.67 -12.87 -10.37  -8.84
LSDA XC -25.13 -13.73 -12.26 -7.49  -7.21| -8.51 -8.81 -13.09 -10.20  -8.68
CCSD(T) -20.68 -11.78 NC -7.84  -7.32| -3.78 -6.75 NC -10.63  -8.87
Hartree -20.25 -9.34 -5.97 -3.18  -2.96(|-12.83 -12.59 -15.06 -14.03 -12.75
HF -6.82 -0.48 0.67 0.66 1.15| 9.30 3.75 -0.99 -2.98  -1.25

S6

K. Raghavachari, and G. W. Trucks, Chem. Phys. Lett.
164, 185 (1989).

S7
S9

S9
S9

S9

TABLE S3. Deviations from the CCSD(T)/aug-cc-pV5Z barrier heights (BHs): 1.40 kcal/mol for the forward BH, and 33.89
kcal/mol for the reverse BH. All results are computed with the aug-cc-pV5Z basis set in PySCF. The column indicates the
density functional approximation (DFA) used to compute total energies. The row indicates the density used as input to the
DFA energy functional. Thus if column = DFA1 and row = DFA2, the value in their intersection is BH(DFA1@DFA2). LSDA
X indicates only the exchange part of LSDA [1] was used; LSDA XC uses the parameterization of Ref. [35] for the LSDA

correlation energy. The Hartree approximation uses precisely zero exchange-correlation energy.

not computed.

TABLE S4:

Total energies, in Hartree atomic units (1 hartree =

27.21139 eV = 627.509 kcal/mol), for the systems used in the calcu-
lation of the reaction barrier height Ho + F — HHF — H + HF. All
calculations employ the aug-cc-pV5Z basis set [29], and were performed
in PySCF [31], except for the DFA@QCCSD(T) calculations, which used
the code of Refs. [17, 33, 34].

DFA Density Ha F H.H.F H HF
HF HF -1.13359949 -99.41608754 -100.52863611 -0.49999478 -100.07064782
LSDA LSDA -1.13733363 -99.11138401 -100.28653041 -0.47870532 -99.84826732
LSDA SCAN -1.13682415 -99.10642452 -100.27889003 -0.47806048 -99.84397101
LSDA r’SCAN  -1.13682416 -99.10632779 -100.27883659 -0.47806048 -99.84387341
LSDA r’SCANS50 -1.13671774 -99.10250351 -100.26484726 -0.47792381 -99.83947580
LSDA CCSD(T) -1.13663476 -99.10630864 -100.27366660 -0.47773121 -99.84391692
LSDA HF -1.13661394 -99.09693235 -100.24218447 -0.47771733 -99.83329445
PBE PBE -1.16668574 -99.67557479 -100.86235157 -0.49998481 -100.40190987

“NC” indicates a value was
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DFA Density Ho F H.H.F H HF
PBE LSDA -1.16628304 -99.67316627 -100.85909791 -0.49953525 -100.39952431
PBE SCAN -1.16654789 -99.67427361 -100.86025270 -0.49985087 -100.40077625
PBE r’SCAN  -1.16654790 -99.67424862 -100.86025539 -0.49985087 -100.40074308
PBE r*SCANS50 -1.16625388 -99.67133012 -100.84995037 -0.49966199 -100.39709382
PBE CCSD(T) -1.16626851 -99.67428784 -100.85709812 -0.49942655 -100.40091401
PBE HF -1.16590902 -99.66683294 -100.83127219 -0.49941168 -100.39183750
BLYP BLYP -1.17029653 -99.76767888 -100.95592035 -0.49790802 -100.49046511
BLYP LSDA -1.16963694 -99.76536390 -100.95230041 -0.49737068 -100.48807657
BLYP r*SCANS50 -1.16944614 -99.76147619 -100.94135682 -0.49752803 -100.48326067
BLYP HF -1.16898224 -99.75614520 -100.92183182 -0.49725089 -100.47700803
SCAN SCAN -1.17189611 -99.74828359 -100.93201190 -0.50016735 -100.46692986
SCAN LSDA -1.17138905 -99.74334859 -100.92444348 -0.49952831 -100.46266233
SCAN PBE -1.17175679 -99.74697060 -100.92986129 -0.50003230 -100.46579158

SCAN r’SCAN  -1.17189611 -99.74825089 -100.93195526 -0.50016735 -100.46688866
SCAN r’SCANS50 -1.17178240 -99.74708333 -100.92668628 -0.50011939 -100.46532954
SCAN CCSD(T) -1.17181547 -99.74808696 -100.93016228 -0.50000553 -100.46721869

SCAN HF -1.17152048 -99.74417960 -100.91241194 -0.49999389 -100.46167259
r’SCAN  r?SCAN  -1.17189611 -99.73323661 -100.91616006 -0.50016735 -100.45385859
r’SCAN  LSDA -1.17138905 -99.72821708 -100.90885686 -0.49952831 -100.44949812
r’SCAN  PBE -1.17175679 -99.73189968 -100.91409175 -0.50003230 -100.45268590
r’SCAN  SCAN -1.17189611 -99.73320993 -100.91610280 -0.50016735 -100.45381763

r’SCAN  r?SCANS50 -1.17178240 -99.73211619 -100.91092801 -0.50011939 -100.45235228
r’SCAN  CCSD(T) -1.17181547 -99.73304180 -100.91428487 -0.50000550 -100.45414815
r’SCAN HF -1.17152048 -99.72930586 -100.89676273 -0.49999389 -100.44877859
r*SCAN50 r2SCANS0 -1.17052262 -99.71927713 -100.88599264 -0.50003548 -100.42771947

CCSD(T) CCSD(T) -1.17425205 -99.70003325 -100.87204956 -0.49999478 -100.42605488

COMPLETE BASIS SET EXTRAPOLATION

To assess how significant the errors are in using quintuple-( values for the total energies, we must perform complete
basis set (CBS) extrapolations. To extrapolate Hartree-Fock (HF) or density functional approximation (DFA) total
energies (not energy differences), we use an exponential formula [39]

E(Emax) - ECBS + Aexp(_Bgmax)u (88)

with £ax the maximum value of the orbital angular momentum quantum number contained in the aug-cc-pV (¢iax)Z
basis set [29]. To extrapolate CCSD(T) correlation energies, defined for a given basis set as

ECCCSD(T) (bmax) = ECOSDT) (lrmax) — E™F (fmax) , (59)

we use the two-point formula [40]

(0,17 BOespm (40 _Ty@) 1° peosnm) (@)
o= [(eg;x}”g;jf = o

Quintuple-¢ and CBS limit-extrapolated barrier heights are presented in Table S5. Total energies extrapolated to the
CBS limit are presented in Table S6.
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Forward Reverse
Method  5¢ CBS 5¢ CBS
HF 13.21 13.22 26.36 26.36
LSDA -23.73 -23.71 25.38 25.37
PBE -12.61 -12.59 24.81 24.82

SCAN  -7.42 -7.44 22.02 22.06
r?SCAN  -6.92  -6.93 23.76 23.79
CCSD(T) 1.40  1.46 33.89 34.09
Ref. [24] 1.60 33.80

TABLE S5. Quintuple-¢ (5¢) and complete basis-set (CBS) extrapolated barrier heights for the reaction H» + F — H + HF.
5¢ values are computed with the aug-cc-pV5Z basis set [29]. All units are kcal/mol. For the CBS single-point total energies
used to compute these barrier heights, see Table S6.

TABLE S6: Fit parameters used to extrapolate HF and DFT energies
to the complete basis set (CBS) limit. All single-point total energies
were fitted to Eq. (S8) for the values fmax € {4,5,6}. To extrapolate

CCSD(T) energies, we use Eq. S10 and E,(QF)LX = 4, E,(ri)m = 5. All units
are hartree.

Method  System EcBs A B
HF H-> -1.13361739 0.87853520 2.16015135
HF F -99.41629864 26.74366349 2.34989458
HF H...H...F -100.52885469 25.58684531 2.33408722
HF H -0.49999976 0.58885807 2.33640232
HF HF -100.07086679 24.20261675 2.32261158
LSDA Hs -1.13734948 1.08334676 2.22648547
LSDA F -99.11185509 6.16844607 1.89598763
LSDA H..H...F -100.28698716 6.85436454 1.92325023
LSDA H -0.47871028 0.36180145 2.23970304
LSDA HF -99.84871204 7.40423271 1.94402736
PBE H-> -1.16670250 0.95443643 2.18994285
PBE F -99.67603495 4.72331733 1.84728951
PBE H...H...F -100.86280364 5.20423301 1.87022729
PBE H -0.49998909 1.48713133 2.55135343
PBE HF -100.40236212 5.06031048 1.86453938
SCAN H- -1.17191274 1.10948229 2.22154730
SCAN F -99.74861341 10.24790881 2.06881121
SCAN H...H...F -100.93238082 7.70527049 1.98936601
SCAN H -0.50017271 0.41753195 2.25273020
SCAN HF -100.46736190 5.21299281 1.87963189
r’SCAN  H, -1.17191275 1.10944418 2.22153862
r’SCAN F -99.73349686 25.71614855 2.30020156
r?’SCAN  H...H..F -100.91644669 20.23179091 2.23291768
r’SCAN H -0.50017271 0.41753262 2.25273407
r’SCAN HF -100.45418081 14.09831613 2.13726669
CCSD(T) Ha -1.17452932

CCSD(T) F -99.71465724

CCSD(T) H..H...F -100.88686225

CCSD(T) H -0.49999976

CCSD(T) HF -100.44118171
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Barrier height geometries

Tables S7, S8, and S9 present the geometries of the molecules Hy, HF, and H...H...F used in this work for all
calculations. The atoms H and F were placed at the origin z =y = z = 0 A.

Atom z (A) y (A) z (A)
H 0.00000000 0.00000000 0.37093843
H 0.00000000 0.00000000 -0.37093843

TABLE S7. The geometry of Ha used for all calculations in this work. All geometries were taken from Ref. [24].

Atom z (A) y (A) z (A)
F 0.00000000 0.00000000 0.45769122
H 0.00000000 0.00000000 -0.45769122

TABLE S8. The geometry of HF used for all calculations in this work. All geometries were taken from Ref. [24].

Atom z (A) y (A) z (A)
H 0.14656781 -0.24726460 0.00000000
F 0.00000000 1.21154849 0.00000000
H -0.14656781 -0.96428389 0.00000000

TABLE S9. The geometry of H...H...F used for all calculations in this work. All geometries were taken from Ref. [24].

WATER DIMER

Water dimer geometries

Atom z (A) y (A) z (A)
O 0.0000000 0.0000000 -0.3893611
H 0.7629844 0.0000000 0.1946806
H -0.7629844 0.0000000 0.1946806

TABLE S10. The geometry of HoO used for all calculations in this work. All geometries were taken from Ref. [41].

Atom z (A) yA) =z (4
-1.62893 -0.04138 0.37137
-0.69803 -0.09168 0.09337
-2.06663 -0.73498 -0.13663
1.21457 0.03172 -0.27623
1.44927 0.91672 -0.58573
1.72977 -0.08038 0.53387

TTHOZEO

TABLE S11. The geometry of (H20)2 used for all calculations in this work. All geometries were taken from Ref. [41].

DISCUSSION OF SINGLE- AND MULTI-REFERENCE METHODS, HARTREE-FOCK-ORBITAL AND
BRUECKNER-ORBITAL COUPLED CLUSTER METHODS

Full single-reference configuration interaction (CI) (which includes all possible excitations out of a single ground-
state Slater determinant) is exact, because the set of all such excited Slater determinants is complete [42]. The single-
determinant reference state is usually constructed from Hartree-Fock orbitals in CI and coupled-cluster methods,
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although other choices are possible. The presence of low-lying excited states near the highest-occupied state can
make a single-determinant reference state a poor starting point for describing the system. One would then need a
multi-reference (MR) starting point for the correlated wavefunction calculation. Thus multi-reference methods may
be needed when the excitations considered by an approximate method are restricted to a limited set, such as single
and double excitations for a system with more than two electrons.

The role of low-lying near-degenerate states has been observed [43] for the strongly-correlated molecles BN and
C,, which have singlet-triplet splittings of about 0.4 and 2.0 kcal/mol, respectively. In both cases, single-reference
CCSD(T) reduces the absolute errors of single-reference CCSD, but MR CCSD(T) was needed to obtain the correct
energy ordering of the singlet and triplet in BN, and lower absolute errors in their splitting.

A few metrics have been proposed to determine (with some confidence) when a single-determinant reference is
sufficient for treating electronic correlation. Reference [44] discusses the relevant ranges of these metrics, which are
commonly constructed from the CCSD “amplitudes,” which are essentially the expansion coefficients for different
excited Slater determinants. Two metrics, 77 and D, require the single-excitation amplitudes, whereas Dy requires
the two-electron excitation amplitudes. Then for a single-determinant reference to be sufficient, 77 < 0.02, D; < 0.05,
and Dy < 0.18 for small organic molecules, such as the transition state H...H...F considered here.

We found D;(CCSD) = 0.12 for the H...H...F transition state, and 0.02 for HyO. This could suggest that a single
Slater determinant is insufficient for H...H...F, however it is possible that single-reference CCSD(T) is sufficient here,
as it recovers a greater fraction of electronic correlation than CCSD alone. This would be consistent with the use of
CCSD(T)-equivalent barrier heights as reference exact values in the BH76 subset of the GMTKNS55 database [24].
The reference values used there are from the W2-F12 method [32], which aims to reproduce CCSD(T) results in the
complete basis-set limit. For the forward and reverse barrier heights with the H...H...F transition state, the differences
between CCSD(T)/aug-cc-pV5Z and W2-F12 are about 0.2 kcal/mol.

References [44] and [45] use the CCSD(T) energy as a reference exact energy for systems that need MR treatment
at the CCSD level. That may be acceptable, unless the need for MR treatment at the CCSD level is very strong.
They also use

ECCSD

% Ecor:[(T)] = 100% x (S11)

ECCSD(T)

as a measure of the need for MR treatment at the CCSD level (with more need when this measure is smaller). For
the H...H...F transition state, we have found this diagnostic to be 98%, which does not suggest a strong need for a
MR starting point. Compare this with Fig. 1 of Ref. [45], which observed that:

1. The need for a MR starting point increased as the strength of a chemical bond increased;
2. The need for a MR starting point decreased as the number of unpaired electrons increased;
3. The need for a MR starting point decreased as the bond length in a metal-He complex increased.

The second and third observations suggest that the MR character of H...H...F should not be too strong.

To determine the bond character in the transition state, we use the turning surface analysis of Ref. [46]. Their
metric uses the separation between atoms A and B in a molecule and the turning surface radii (of the exact Kohn-
Sham potential) of isolated atoms A and B to determine the bond character between A and B. Let ro and rg be
their positions in the molecule, and 7o and 75 be the turning surface radii of the isolated atoms. Then

B(AB) = % (S12)

should be (approximately) less than 0.7 for a covalent bond; between 0.7 and 0.9 for a typical hydrogen bond;
between 0.9 and 1.3 for an ionic bond, and greater than 1.3 for a dispersion bond [46]. In the H...H...F transition
state: B(H; Hy) = 0.37, or strongly covalent bonding; S(H; F) = 0.72, or weak covalent bonding; and S(Hy F) = 1.07,
likely a weak hydrogen bond. As the bonding in the transition state is a mix of relatively weak bonds, we find all
three criteria for adequacy of the single-determinant reference to be sufficiently met.

Instead of Hartree-Fock orbitals, a single-reference Slater determinant can be constructed from Brueckner orbitals.
In this way, one finds the determinant of maximum overlap with the true wavefunction, and eliminates the singles
term in the CI expansion. Ref. [47] proposed the Brueckner coupled cluster doubles (BCCD) method, which can
yield more accurate electron densities than CCSD or even CCSD(T) for open-shell species like H...H...F. Figure S2
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FIG. S2. Integrated absolute density errors of the H...H...F transition state for Hartree-Fock (red), the SCAN meta-GGA
(blue), and CCSD(T) (black). Errors are evaluated with respect to the Brueckner coupled cluster doubles (BCCD) density.

shows that, as a function of z (with the z axis passing through the stretched H...F bond in the transition state), the
integrated absolute density error with respect to the BCCD density,

Ascon () = / / dz dy |n(r) — noen(r), (S13)

is largest for the Hartree-Fock density, smaller for the SCAN density, and smaller still for the CCSD(T) density. Note
that the geometry of the transition state in Table S9 was translated and rotated so that the first hydrogen atom
was located at the origin and the fluorine atom was located on the (positive) z axis After the transformation, the
position of the other hydrogen atom was (0.0, —0.36334571, —0.68412356) (A), and the position of the fluorine atom
was (0.0,0.0,1.46615748) (A).



