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An attractive way to include nuclear quantum effects in calculations is to describe select nuclei quantum
mechanically at the same level as the electrons, requiring the solution of coupled Schrödinger equations for the
electrons and the quantum nuclei. This method is commonly known as the nuclear-electronic orbital (NEO)
method in the chemistry literature, but it is also known by many other names such as the multicomponent
or the non–Born–Oppenheimer method in physics literature. NEO is now starting to become a mainstream
method in quantum chemistry. However, two types of basis sets are required for NEO calculations: a nuclear
basis set is required in addition to the usual electronic basis set. In this work, we demonstrate that while
existing nuclear basis sets are sufficient for NEO density-functional calculations, many sets producing proton
affinities converged within 0.1 kcal/mol of the complete basis set limit, NEO calculations should always
use uncontracted electronic basis sets on the quantum protons, since the contraction coefficients in typical
electronic basis sets have been derived for point nuclear charge distributions. Uncontracting the basis sets on
the quantized protons leads to significantly faster convergence to the basis set limit, leading to improvements of
18 kcal/mol and 10 kcal/mol in proton affinities employing double-ζ aug-pc-1 and triple-ζ aug-pc-2 electronic
basis sets, respectively, with little effect on the computational effort. The partially uncontracted aug-pc-3
electronic basis set already affords proton affinities converged beyond 0.1 kcal/mol from the complete basis
set limit. Similar results are also obtained with Dunning’s correlation-consistent cc-pVXZ basis sets, as well
as the Karlsruhe def2-XZP basis sets, albeit at a somewhat slower rate of convergence. As the protonic basis
sets yield fully converged values, we find the protonic basis sets to be unnecessarily large for ground state
density functional calculations, as the error in the protonic basis set is not balanced with that for typical
electronic basis sets.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nuclear quantum effects, such as zero-point energy,
proton delocalization, and quantum tunneling play cru-
cial roles in many aspects of chemistry, biology and ma-
terial science.1–4 Among the various methods that have
been developed for modeling quantum nuclear effects,5
the nuclear-electronic orbital (NEO) method6–8 is a
promising method for capturing these effects in a cost-
efficient fashion. An issue to note on the topic of NEO
methods is the lack of standard terminology in the liter-
ature: the same method is known under several names,
which is a symptom of the novelty of the field and also
relates to the breadth of possible applications—since the
masses and charges of the quantum particles are input
parameters in the solution of the coupled Schrödinger
equations, the same methodology can also be used for
calculations on, e.g., positrons9 or muons10 in atoms and
molecules. For example, the methods of refs. 11–30 are all
fully equivalent to NEO, even though some of these works
examine other types of quantum particles. As our main
interest is in quantum nuclei (protons and deuteriums)
and since the term NEO appears to be most widely used
in chemistry, we prefer to use that term in this work, but
point out that NEO methods are also widely referred to
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as multicomponent methods or non-Born–Oppenheimer
methods in the wider literature.

As we already stated, the core of the NEO method is to
describe some of the nuclei quantum mechanically at the
same level as the electrons. NEO methods can be formu-
lated with any of the standard model chemistries: for ex-
ample, Hartree–Fock,6,11,12,18 density functional theory
(DFT),31 configuration interaction theory,6,17,18 pertur-
bation theory,18,32–34 and coupled-cluster theory.32,35,36
Method development for NEO is still ongoing, as demon-
strated by the recent implementations of local den-
sity fitting Hartree–Fock,37 local correlation MP2,38 and
Green’s function approaches,30 for example.

Typical NEO quantum chemical models feature two
sets of molecular orbitals: one for the electrons, and an-
other for the protons (or the other type of quantum par-
ticle). Expanding both of these in a basis set
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bf∑
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αi|χe
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Cp
BI |χ

p
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reveals the need for two types of basis sets for these calcu-
lations, featuring a protonic basis set in addition to the
usual electronic basis sets of standard quantum chem-
istry. Ce and Cp are the electronic and protonic molec-
ular orbital coefficients in eqs. (1) and (2).
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Despite the activity within NEO methodologies, it ap-
pears that there has been little work regarding basis sets
in NEO, or the study of the basis set convergence of
NEO methods. On the one hand, it appears that most
literature applications of the method employ standard
quantum chemical basis sets for the electrons, such as
Dunning’s correlation consistent cc-pVXZ basis sets39 or
the Karlsruhe def2 basis sets,40 as exemplified by the re-
view of Pavošević, Culpitt, and Hammes-Schiffer7 and a
number of other recent publications.37,41–60 Many works
employ a larger electronic basis set on the quantum pro-
tons than on the classical nuclei, e.g., cc-pV5Z on the
quantum protons and cc-pVDZ on other nuclei.

On the other hand, we have the protonic basis sets.
Early works employed various approaches: for example,
even-tempered basis sets generated from the vibrational
frequencies of the hydrogen molecule,61 double-ζ s, p,
d nuclear (DZSDPN) basis sets,6 or minimal 1s protonic
basis sets.62,63 Two types of basis sets appear to be widely
used in recent works. The first are uncontracted even-
tempered basis sets with the same 8 exponents from 2

√
2

to 32 spaced by
√
2 for the s, p and d shells, resulting in

the 8s8p8d basis set used by Yang et al.64. The second
alternative are the 10 protonic basis (PB) sets (PB4-D,
PB4-F1, PB4-F2, PB5-D, PB5-F, PB5-G, PB6-D, PB6-
F, PB6-G, and PB6-H) of Yu, Pavošević, and Hammes-
Schiffer41.

Because NEO methods involve two distinct types of
basis sets, the exact result (within the employed level of
theory) is obtained at the simultaneous complete basis set
limit of both types of basis sets. In this study, we study
the basis-set convergence of proton affinities for a set of 13
molecules at the NEO density-functional level of theory.
Our main focus is on the Jensen family of polarization-
consistent basis sets65 optimized for density-functional
theory (DFT),66,67 but we also present results for the
correlation consistent basis sets of Dunning39, as well
as the Karlsruhe basis sets of Weigend and Ahlrichs.68.
Herein, we show that the simple trick of uncontracting
the electronic basis set of the quantum proton(s) in NEO
calculations significantly enhances the accuracy of the
calculations, speeding up the basis set convergence in
a remarkable fashion. Although Samsonova et al.69 re-
cently described augmentations of electronic basis sets
for hydrogen to improve the description of the proton
density, we show that this approach is not as efficient as
our simple trick.

The layout of the manuscript is as follows. Next, in
section II, we summarize the theory behind the present
calculations. Then, we provide the computational de-
tails of the calculations of this work in section III. We
discuss the results of the calculations in section IV, and
finish with a brief summary and discussion in section V.
Hartree atomic units are used throughout the text, unless
specified otherwise.

II. THEORY

As already mentioned above, we employ the NEO-DFT
level of theory in this work. Just like conventional DFT is
justified by the Hohenberg–Kohn theorems,66 NEO-DFT
is in principle exact as shown by Capitani, Nalewajski,
and Parr.70 The NEO-DFT energy functional is similar
to the usual case of electronic DFT (see ref. 71 for an
overview); the main difference is that now in addition
to the electron–electron exchange-correlation functional
one also has a proton–proton exchange-correlation func-
tional. Typically, one assumes the protons to be in a
high-spin state and employs Hartree–Fock to avoid self-
interaction errors, and this is also what we do in this
work. Furthermore, one also has an electron–proton cor-
relation functional to describe the strong interactions be-
tween the protonic and electronic parts of the total wave
function; see refs. 64, 72, and 73 for commonly-used vari-
ants.

Following the standard linear combination of atomic
orbitals (LCAO) approach, the minimization of the NEO-
DFT energy with respect to the electronic and protonic
orbital coefficients in eqs. (1) and (2) leads to the coupled
eigenvalue problems{

FeCe = SeCeEe

FpCp = SpCpEp (3)

where Fe = Fe(Ce,Cp) and Fp = Fp(Ce,Cp) are the
electronic and protonic Fock matrices that depend on
both types of orbitals. Equation (3) presents the elec-
tronic spin-restricted case; the unrestricted case splits
the electronic equation into a coupled problem for the
spin-α and spin-β electrons.

Conventional quantum chemistry employs Gaussian
basis functions of the type

⟨r|χi⟩ =Nir
li exp(−αir

2)Y mi

li
(θ, φ) (4)

where Ni is a normalization constant, and Y m
l (θ, φ) is

a spherical harmonic. The exponents are defined per
angular momentum, and a full shell of functions with
m = −l, . . . , l are added for each exponent. Hundreds
of Gaussian-type orbital basis sets have been developed
during the last several decades74–76 and most of them are
available on the Basis Set Exchange.77

While all protonic basis sets used so far appear to fol-
low the uncontracted form of eq. (4), most electronic ba-
sis sets employ contractions to reduce the necessary total
number of basis functions in typical calculations. The
contractions are motivated by the nucleus being a point
particle in conventional calculations, which means that
molecular orbitals tend to behave similarly to atomic or-
bitals close to the nuclei: core orbitals are insensitive
to the chemical environment and do not participate sig-
nificantly to chemical bonding. Contracting the basis set
induces so-called contraction errors; yet, the contractions
are typically chosen in a way to make the contraction er-
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ror negligible with respect to the overall truncation error
of the finite basis set in calculations of chemically relevant
relative energies.

However, as we will show in section IV, this is no
longer the case in NEO calculations: the quantum nu-
clei are no longer point charges, and the electron-nuclear
Coulomb potential thus behaves differently close to the
center of the nuclear charge distribution. As NEO calcu-
lations do not feature point nuclei, guided by established
experience with nuclear spin-spin-coupling78 and x-ray
calculations79 that demonstrate that basis sets should
not be contracted when studying properties that are sen-
sitive to the near-core region, we check whether the stan-
dard trick of uncontracting the electronic basis set on the
quantum protons will result in better basis set conver-
gence also in NEO calculations. Uncontracting the ba-
sis sets eliminates the contraction error and allows more
freedom in the protonic orbital shape close to the center
of the nuclear distribution, which greatly enhances the
basis-set convergence of the NEO calculation. In con-
trast, conventional basis sets exhibit significant contrac-
tion errors in NEO calculations, as is revealed by the
comparison between the errors obtained with the con-
tracted and partially uncontracted basis sets.

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

As already mentioned in section I, we study the basis-
set convergence of the proton affinities (PAs) of 13
molecules: CN– , NO2

– , NH3, HCOO– , H2O, OH– ,
H2S, SH– , CO, N2, CO2, CH2O, and 2 F– . In each
protonated system, the most acidic proton is described
quantum mechanically, while the Born–Oppenheimer
approximation80 is assumed for the other nuclei. The
PA for the most acidic hydrogen in each molecule is cal-
culated as

PA(A) = EA − EAH+ +
5

2
RT (5)

where EA is the Born–Oppenheimer energy for the de-
protonated species, EAH+ is the NEO energy of the pro-
tonated species, R is the universal gas constant, and T
is the temperature that was set to 293.15 K.

All calculations were performed using Q-Chem
6.181 using the B3LYP electronic exchange-correlation
functional.82 All of the basis sets were taken from the
Basis Set Exchange77 via its Python interface, which was
also used to form the uncontracted basis sets. The molec-
ular geometries for the molecules and their cations were
optimized using conventional DFT for each of the elec-
tronic basis sets using standard settings in Q-Chem. As
the geometry optimizations did not involve NEO calcu-
lations, they employed the basis sets in standard, con-
tracted form.

The optimized geometries were then used to carry
out the NEO-DFT calculations employing the epc17-2
electron–proton correlation functional72 and a (150,974)

Euler–McLaurin–Lebedev quadrature grid,83,84 which we
found to yield suitably converged total energies.

As was also already mentioned in section I, we con-
sider the following electronic basis set families: Dun-
ning’s correlation consistent (cc) family,39 Jensen’s po-
larization consistent (pc) family,65 as well as the Karl-
sruhe def2 family.68 Because six of the molecules consid-
ered herein are anions in their deprotonated state, diffuse
functions were employed for all three families.85–87 For
the calculations with the cc basis sets, we also consider
the NEO specific augmentations for the electronic basis
for multicomponent (mc) calculations recently proposed
by Samsonova et al..69

We consider the 10 PB sets (PB4-D, PB4-F1, PB4-
F2, PB5-D, PB5-F, PB5-G, PB6-D, PB6-F, PB6-G, and
PB6-H) of Yu, Pavošević, and Hammes-Schiffer,41 as well
as the even-tempered 8s8p8d basis set proposed by Yang
et al..64 We also perform additional calculations with
the analogous 8s, 8s8p, and 8s8p8d8f even-tempered pro-
tonic basis sets with the same universal exponents of the
8s8p8d basis set. We also check the convergence of the
even-tempered protonic basis sets with respect to steeper
functions with the 10s10p10d10f basis set used for density
fitting in the literature.54

IV. RESULTS

The usual goal in quantum chemistry is to reach chem-
ical accuracy, often considered as 1 kcal/mol of the exact
result. However, it is important to distinguish here be-
tween the two possible sources of error: the basis set
truncation error, and the error inherent in the method
employed in the calculations, as differences between com-
putational results and either experiment or accurate the-
oretical reference values are always a mixture of the two
effects. For this reason, it is important to be wary of
Pauling points:88 combinations of incomplete basis sets
and inaccurate methods that lead to fortuitous error can-
cellations and a serendipitously small total errors—and
an utter lack of transferability of the results.

Key to the basis set truncation error is that it can be
made negligibly small just by using a sufficiently large
basis set. We show in this section that the proton affini-
ties can be converged to 0.1 kcal/mol in NEO-DFT with
respect to the electronic and protonic basis sets. Access
to such converged PAs then allow comparison to experi-
ment, elucidating the error inherent in the employed den-
sity functional method, and also enables the training and
learning of more accurate density functionals for NEO,
for example.

Since the changes in the electronic structure induced
by the quantum protons are likely localized to the close
proximity of the quantum protons themselves, we will
only study uncontractions of the electronic basis sets on
the quantum protons, and use contracted basis functions
on all the other nuclei. We denote this scheme by the
unchq- prefix.
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A. Reaching the electronic basis set limit

Although the complete basis set limit must be reached
simultaneously for the protons and the electrons, we be-
gin with the electronic problem. For this part of the
study, we fix the protonic basis set to PB4-F1, and start
the analysis with Jensen’s aug-pc-n basis sets which are
optimized for DFT calculations. The data are shown
in fig. 1 as differences from the unchq-aug-pc-4 values,
avoiding issues with potential convergence to Pauling
points.

Analysis of the results shows that the (fully) contracted
polarization consistent basis sets lead to slow convergence
with the cardinal number n of the basis set. The po-
larized double-ζ and triple-ζ aug-pc-1 and aug-pc-2 ba-
sis sets exhibit very large basis set truncation errors up
to 20 kcal/mol and 10 kcal/mol, respectively. Only the
quadruple-ζ aug-pc-3 basis set achieves an estimated ba-
sis set truncation error within chemical accuracy, and our
final convergence criterion of 0.1 kcal/mol is only met at
the quintuple-ζ level of aug-pc-4.

Uncontracting the electronic basis set on the quantum
nuclei in the unchq- basis sets leads to remarkable im-
provement in the accuracy of the calculations: the basis
set truncation error in the PAs in the polarized double-ζ,
triple-ζ, and quadruple-ζ basis sets is reduced at least an
order of magnitude to 2.38 kcal/mol, 0.42 kcal/mol, and
0.03 kcal/mol, respectively, reducing the basis set trun-
cation error by 18.13 kcal/mol, 10.31 kcal/mol, and 0.68
kcal/mol, respectively; these values correspond to con-
traction errors. The quadruple-ζ unchq-aug-pc-3 basis
set reaches a similar truncation error as the quintuple-ζ
aug-pc-4 basis set, while even the double-ζ unchq-aug-
pc-1 outperforms the triple-ζ aug-pc-2 in accuracy by
roughly a factor of five.

Importantly, these improvements in accuracy are ac-
companied with negligible increase in computational
cost. Typically, only some of the hydrogen atoms are
modeled as quantum particles, and the uncontraction of
the quantum hydrogen basis introduces a mere 2, 3, 4,
and 4 basis functions in the double- to quintuple-ζ aug-
pc-1, aug-pc-2, aug-pc-3, and aug-pc-4 basis sets, respec-
tively, while the unmodified basis sets have a total of 9,
23, 50, and 88 basis functions per hydrogen atom.

B. Reaching the protonic basis set limit

Having established that the unchq-aug-pc-4 results are
converged to the electronic basis set limit, we investigate
the effect of the protonic basis sets. We begin by examin-
ing the ten PB basis sets of Yu, Pavošević, and Hammes-
Schiffer,41 using the value obtained with the largest of
the PB sets (PB6-H) as reference. The results are shown
in fig. 2.

The analysis of these data is surprising: the PB sets
clearly do not represent a systematic hierarchy, with
PB4-F1 and PB4-F2 giving results that appear roughly

equally well converged, while the PB5 basis sets that are
larger than the analogous PB4 sets clearly have a poorer
level of accuracy, and show non-systematic behavior of
the truncation error going from the smallest PB5-D ba-
sis set to the larger PB5-F and PB5-G basis sets. The
PB6 sets again exhibit better agreement with the PB6-H
values, similarly to the PB4-F1 and PB4-F2 basis sets,
but the convergence is again non-systematic.

These startling findings can be rationalized by an in-
depth examination of the PB basis sets. A peculiar fea-
ture of them is that despite the similar naming, the s, p,
and d exponents in PB4-D differ from those in PB4-F1
and PB4-F2, even though the latter two only differ by
PB4-F2 having an additional f function with exponent
20.985. Similarly, the PB5 and PB6 basis sets are all
distinct, which explains the fluctuations observed in the
data.

Despite these fluctuations, we observe already from the
PB data that the differences between the PAs predicted
by the various PB sets are small, often satisfying our
aimed convergence criterion of 0.1 kcal/mol.

For an independent confirmation, we repeat the anal-
ysis with the the even-tempered 8s, 8s8p, 8s8p8d,
8s8p8d8f, and 10s10p10d10f protonic basis sets, the data
for which are shown in fig. 3. The small difference be-
tween the 8s8p8d8f and 10s10p10d10f results and the
PB6-H data also suggests that the protonic basis set limit
has been reached. Given that the 8s8p8d and PB6-D ba-
sis sets show relatively small errors, we believe the expo-
nents in the PB4-D basis set to be suboptimal.

An interesting feature in the results in fig. 3 are the
results for FHF– , since the 8s and 8s8p even-tempered
basis sets coincidentally lead to identical results to those
obtained with the PB6-H basis set, while the 8s8p8d and
8s8p8d8f values are slightly different. Due to the sym-
metry of the molecule, the 8s and 8s8p results coincide,
as do the 8s8p8d and 8s8p8d8f results, since the protonic
orbital has to be of even symmetry while p and f func-
tions are odd. This is of note, since FHF– and HCN are
the two molecules which were used by Yu, Pavošević, and
Hammes-Schiffer41 to optimize the PB basis sets.

C. Reaching the complete basis set limit

So far, we have only demonstrated convergence to the
electronic and protonic basis set limits separately. What
remains to show is that we have reached the simultane-
ous limit. We demonstrate this by comparing results of
calculations with different combinations of the electronic
and protonic basis sets. Studying differences from PAs
obtained with the unchq-aug-pc-4 electronic basis set and
the PB6-H protonic basis set, we find that changing the
electronic basis set to unchq-aug-pc-3 changes the PAs at
most by 0.029 kcal/mol, while only changing the protonic
basis to PB4-F1 while keeping the unchq-aug-pc-4 elec-
tronic basis changes the PAs at most by 0.034 kcal/mol.
Changing both the protonic basis to PB4-F1 and the
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Figure 1. Proton affinities with the aug-pc-n family of electronic basis sets and the PB4-F1 protonic basis set. All data are
reported relative to unchq-aug-pc-4/PB4-F1 values.

electronic basis to unchq-aug-pc-3 changes the PAs at
most by 0.042 kcal/mol compared to the above reference
value. All of these changes are completely negligible and
well inside our aimed basis-set convergence criterion of
0.1 kcal/mol, proving that we have reached the complete
basis set limit for the NEO-DFT PAs. These converged
PAs are shown in table I.

D. Other families of electronic basis sets

For this part of the work, we revert to using reference
values obtained with the unchq-aug-pc-4 electronic basis
set and the PB4-F1 protonic basis set, which we just
showed to be at the complete basis set limit.

1. Correlation-consistent basis sets

Most of the calculations with the NEO approach pub-
lished so far appear to have employed the correlation-
consistent basis set family. Results of calculations with
these basis sets are shown in fig. 4. Uncontracting the ba-
sis set on the quantum hydrogens again results in marked
reductions in the basis set truncation error, even though

the reductions are not as large as with the Jensen ba-
sis sets. Reductions of 6.18 kcal/mol, 1.11 kcal/mol,
0.63 kcal/mol, 0.24 kcal/mol, and 0.14 kcal/mol are ob-
served in the double-ζ, triple-ζ, quadruple-ζ, quintuple-ζ,
and sextuple-ζ basis sets, respectively. A similar trend
is once again observed where the uncontracted basis set
outperforms the contracted basis of a higher ζ level. Im-
portantly, the data for the largest basis set (unchq-aug-
cc-pV6Z) agree with the unchq-aug-pc-4 reference val-
ues to within 0.10 kcal/mol, our stated aim in accuracy,
again showing that we have reached the complete basis
set limit.

2. Multicomponent augmentations to correlation-consistent
basis sets

We now turn to the proposed augmentations of Sam-
sonova et al.69 aimed at improving the accuracy of re-
sults of NEO-DFT calculations by adding functions in
the electronic basis set to describe the proton density.
The results for these basis sets are shown in fig. 5. As
the multicomponent basis sets have a similar level of ac-
curacy in either contracted or uncontracted form, uncon-
tracting these augmented basis sets clearly has a smaller
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Figure 2. Proton affinities of the protonic PB basis set family with the electronic unchq-aug-pc-4 basis set. All data are reported
relative to unchq-aug-pc-4/PB6-H values.
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Figure 3. Proton affinities of the even-tempered protonic basis sets with the electronic unchq-aug-pc-4 basis set. All data are
reported relative to unchq-aug-pc-4/PB6-H values.
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Figure 4. Proton affinities of the cc basis set family with the PB4-F1 protonic basis set. All data are reported relative to
unchq-aug-pc-4/PB4-F1 values.

Molecule Proton affinity (kcal/mol)

CN– 349.78
NO2

– 339.29
NH3 205.58
HCOO– 344.24
OH– 389.19
SH– 350.08
H2O 167.25
H2S 170.74
CO 142.83
N2 119.92
CO2 130.89
CH2O 173.04
2 F– 416.66

Table I. Complete-basis-set limit B3LYP/epc17-2 proton
affinities of the studied molecules. The data were obtained
with the unchq-aug-pc-4 electronic basis set and the PB6-H
protonic basis set.

effect than those observed for the unmodified electronic
basis sets in sections IVA and IV D 1, proving that the
additional functions are indeed doing something.

However, as comparison to the results in fig. 4 shows,
largely the same level of accuracy can be reached by sim-
ply uncontracting the original Dunning electronic basis
set on the quantum hydrogen. For example, the maxi-
mum basis set truncation error for the original aug-cc-
pVQZ basis set is 1.06 kcal/mol, while the analogous
value for aug-cc-pVQZ-mc is 0.46 kcal/mol which further
reduces to 0.44 kcal/mol by uncontraction. However, the
basis set truncation error of unchq-aug-cc-pVQZ is 0.43
kcal/mol, showing that the mc augmentation functions
are unnecessary for these calculations. Moreover, uncon-
traction of aug-cc-pVQZ only adds two s exponents (two
basis functions), while the mc modification to aug-cc-
pVQZ adds nine: three s functions, two p, two d, and
one f function, resulting in a total of 29 additional basis
functions. It thus appears that standard electronic basis
sets are fine for multicomponent calculations, as long as
one decontracts them when necessary.
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Figure 5. Proton affinities of the multicomponent modifications of Samsonova et al.69 to the cc basis set family with the PB4-F1
protonic basis set. All data are reported relative to unchq-aug-pc-4/PB4-F1 values.

3. Karlsruhe basis sets

The Karlsruhe def2 basis sets have also been employed
in some studies on NEO. Analogous data for these ba-
sis sets are shown in fig. 6. These results tell a similar
story as those for the cc basis sets discussed above in sec-
tion IV D 1. Noticeable reductions in the basis set trun-
cation error are once again observed when uncontracting
the basis set on the quantum protons, but the effects are
somewhat smaller than in previous cases. The unchq-
def2-SVPD basis set stands out with considerably larger
truncation error than in the unchq-aug-cc-pVDZ basis
set, while the triple-ζ and quadruple-ζ values are closer
in line with the corresponding correlation-consistent ba-
sis sets.

The basis set truncation errors for the largest basis set
(unchq-def2-QZVPPD) are up to 0.26 kcal/mol, which is
similar to the accuracy of the aug-cc-pV6Z and unchq-
aug-cc-pV5Z basis sets.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We studied reaching the basis set limit in density
functional theory (DFT) calculations using the nuclear-
electronic orbital (NEO) method: like other types of
NEO methods, NEO-DFT calculations require two types
of basis sets to be employed. We examined calculations
with the Jensen polarization-consistent basis sets,65 Dun-
ning’s correlation consistent basis sets,39 as well as Karl-
sruhe basis sets.68 Diffuse basis functions were included
on all atoms.

As the quantum protons no longer behave like point
particles and are instead delocalized over a spatial
domain, previous experience with nuclear spin-spin-
coupling78 and x-ray calculations79 suggested a simple
improvement of the electronic basis in NEO calculations
simply by uncontracting it on the quantum protons. We
found this to be emphatically the case, and all the tested
basis sets to follow the same trend. Uncontracting the
electronic basis set on the quantum hydrogens signifi-
cantly decreases the basis set truncation error, and allows
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Figure 6. Proton affinities of the def2 basis set family with the PB4-F1 protonic basis set. All data are reported relative to
unchq-aug-pc-4/PB4-F1 values.

obtaining results with roughly one ζ higher accuracy with
negligible additional cost. Although special augmenta-
tions of the electronic basis set on hydrogen have been
proposed for NEO calculations,69 we found uncontract-
ing the standard basis to add considerably fewer basis
functions, while yielding results of better quality.

We were able to converge the NEO-DFT proton affini-
ties to 0.1 kcal/mol with respect to the basis set limit
with two different families of electronic basis sets, as well
as two different families of protonic basis sets. We also
showed that changing one while keeping the other fixed
does not change the obtained proton affinities, as long as
large enough electronic and protonic basis sets are em-
ployed, proving that we reached the complete basis set
limit.

Our results point out deficiencies in existing ap-
proaches and guide the way for the design of better com-
putational procedures. We find the protonic basis sets of
Yu, Pavošević, and Hammes-Schiffer41 to not represent
a systematically convergent hierarchy, and the PB5 basis
set to be worse than the PB4 or PB6 basis sets. We find
that more work is needed to determine cohesive and sys-
tematic protonic basis sets, and error-balanced pairings

thereof with electronic basis sets for an optimal approach
to nuclear-electronic structure calculations, as the basis
sets of Yu, Pavošević, and Hammes-Schiffer41 appear to
be too large for double-ζ or triple-ζ electronic basis sets.
Based on the data in figs. 2 and 3, it appears that while
p and d functions are clearly required for high precision,
protonic f functions do not appear to be important for the
presently studied ground-state NEO-DFT calculations.

Following the established principles of basis set
design,39,65 the electronic and protonic basis sets should
be chosen in a way that leads to similar errors in the
protonic and electronic parts of the wave function. Com-
paring the errors made in the electronic discretization in
fig. 1 and the protonic discretization in figs. 2 and 3 sug-
gest the following pairings of the protonic basis set to an
electronic basis set of given quality: an electronic polar-
ized double-ζ basis should likely employ an s-function
only protonic basis set, while an electronic polarized
triple-ζ basis set appears to match the accuracy of a pro-
tonic sp basis set. An electronic polarized quadruple-ζ
basis set appears to match the accuracy of a protonic
spd basis set. It also appears that there are no protonic
basis sets suitable for higher electronic ζ levels; we hope
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to address this deficiency in future work. We also hope to
report optimally balanced electronic and protonic basis
sets in future work.
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