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Diffuse atomic orbital basis sets have proven to be essential to obtain accurate in-
teraction energies, especially in regard to non-covalent interactions. However, they
also have a detrimental impact on the sparsity of the one-particle density matrix (1-
PDM), to a degree stronger than the spatial extent of the basis functions alone could
explain. This is despite the fact that the matrix elements of the 1-PDM of insulators
(systems with significant HOMO-LUMO gaps) are expected to decay exponentially
with increasing real-space distance from the diagonal and the asymptotic decay rate
is expected to have a well-defined basis set limit. The observed low sparsity of the
1-PDM appears to be independent of representation and even persists after project-
ing the 1-PDM onto a real-space grid, leading to the conclusion that this “curse of
sparsity” is solely a basis set artifact, which, counterintuitively, becomes worse for
larger basis sets, seemingly contradicting the notion of a well-defined basis set limit.
We show that this is a consequence of the low locality of the contra-variant basis func-
tions as quantified by the inverse overlap matrix S™! being significantly less sparse
than its co-variant dual. Introducing the model system of an infinite non-interacting
chain of helium atoms, we are able to quantify the exponential decay rate to be pro-
portional to the diffuseness as well as local incompleteness of the basis set, meaning
small and diffuse basis sets are affected the most. Finally, we propose one solution to
the conundrum in the form of the complementary auxiliary basis set (CABS) singles
correction in combination with compact, low l-quantum-number basis sets, showing

promising results for non-covalent interactions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The prospects of linear-scaling electronic structure theory have fascinated the electronic
structure theory community ever since its popularization by Kohn’s work on the electronic
“nearsightedness” principle’. In particular, a sparse one-particle density matrix (1-PDM)
with an asymptotically linear scaling number of significant elements — either directly or
indirectly through orbital localization — lays the foundation of many low-scaling theories,
such as linear scaling Fock/Kohn-sham-builds,*® linear scaling self-consistent field (SCF)

diagonalization alternatives®3

, as well as low-scaling variants of the Mgller-Plesset pertur-
bation theory (MP2) 4% Random-Phase-Approximation (RPA)**“4 and coupled cluster

(CC) theory. =¥

However, these low-scaling approaches struggle when employing large and especially dif-
fuse basis sets. This manifests as a late onset of the low-scaling regime, larger (and some-
times erratic) cutoff errors from sparse treatment, or both.®#4%3 Therefore, we decided to
investigate the effect of basis sets onto the locality of the 1-PDM and stumbled over the “co-
nundrum” of diffuse basis sets: On one side, they are necessary for accuracy (the blessing

of accuracy), yet on the other side, they are devastating for sparsity (the curse of sparsity).

We introduce this conundrum in sec. [[I, where we explore both curse and blessing for
systems of practical relevance. We then dive deeper into the root cause of the “curse of
sparsity” by investigating the real-space 1-PDM, thereby removing the non-uniqueness of
basis set representations, in sec. [[TI} followed by a comparison of the locality between co- and
contra-variant representations in sec. [[V] We finalize this investigation with a mathematical
analysis of a simple model system — an idealized, non-interacting, infinite chain of helium
atoms — in sec. [V} This model illuminates the mechanisms that may lead to non-locality by
illustrating that non-locality may even arise in systems with highly local electronic structures
and basis sets that only consider nearest-neighbor overlap. Putting all those insights together
leads to a detailed characterization of the “curse of sparsity” which is provided in sec. [V
Finally, we propose a possible solution in the form of the complementary auxiliary basis set

(CABS) singles correction together with compact, l-quantum-number reduced basis sets in

sec. [VTIL



II. THE CONUNDRUM OF DIFFUSE BASIS SETS
A. The curse of sparsity

The detrimental impact of diffuse basis functions (sometimes referred to as augmentation
functions) onto the sparsity of the SCF-converged 1-PDM is illustrated in fig. [1] at the
example of a DNA-fragment comprising 16 base pairs totaling 1052 atoms. This should
represent a prototypical example for Kohn’s “nearsightedness” principle. Unfortunately,
while there is significant sparsity for small basis sets (especially STO-3G), even the medium
sized diffuse basis set def2-TZVPPD removes essentially all usable sparsity, i.e., nearly all
off-diagonal elements of the 1-PDM are too significant to be discarded. This detrimental
impact on electronic sparsity is what we refer to as the “curse” of diffuse basis functions and

represents the main focus of this work.

(a) P (STO-3G) (b) P (def2-SVP) (c) P (def2TZVP)  (d) P (def2-TZVPPD)

FIG. 1: Block-sparsity-pattern (32x32 blocks) of the converged Hartree-Fock SCF
one-particle density matrix for (AT);s DNA-strand (1052 atoms). White pixels correspond

to blocks with (per element averaged) L norms of <1010

B. The blessing of accuracy

Although larger basis sets in general result in somewhat deteriorated sparsity as apparent
from the def2-TZVP results in fig. , the problem is mostly associated with diffuse basis
sets. Therefore, the obvious solution seems to be to simply avoid these basis sets. Unfortu-
nately, it was shown in many studies that augmentation with diffuse functions is absolutely

essential for an accurate description of non-covalent interactions (NCIs) 248
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We demonstrate this effect here with computations on the ASCDB benchmark,*? which
contains a statistically relevant cross section of relative energies on a wide range of chemical
problems. As an example method, we chose the range-separated hybrid density functional
wBI7TX-V4 and illustrated its accuracy in combination with both augmented as well as
unaugmented basis sets from the Karlsruhe family (def2-X)* as well as from Dunning’s
correlation-consistent basis sets (cc-pVXZ) 445 All basis sets were used as provided by the
Basis Set Exchange*® The resulting root mean-square deviations (RMSD) for the entire
benchmark as well as just the NCIs are given in table [l

The fact that def2-TZVPPD and aug-cc-pVTZ are the smallest basis sets where the com-
bined method and basis error for NCIs (2.45 kcal/mol and 2.50 kcal/mol respectively) are
sufficiently converged compared to the aug-cc-pV6Z results of 2.41kcal/mol, confirms the
necessity for diffuse basis functions. Instead, without augmentation, only cc-pV6Z yields sat-
isfactory accuracy and no unaugmented basis set from the Karlsruhe (def2-) family achieves
similar quality. While the addition of diffuse basis functions adds substantial computational
costs, especially for larger system like the here employed example of a 260 atoms (AT),
DNA-fragment (e.g. 1440s for def2-TZVPPD vs. 481s for def2-TZVP), the gain in accu-
racy outweighs the additional cost, e.g. def2-TZVPPD is over 10 times faster as cc-pv6z
(14405 vs. 15265s) while resulting in similar overall accuracy (combined method and basis
error). Clearly, diffuse basis sets are essential to obtain accurate NCI energies at reasonable
computational costs. This is what we refer to as the “blessing” of diffuse basis functions.

The core of the conundrum emerges when considering large, non-trivial chemical envi-
ronments. Important examples thereof are solvent/protein cavities, solid state surfaces, or
supramolecular host-guest complexes, where electronic sparsity is highly desirable in order
to manage the computational complexity of such large systems but where NCIs also play
a decisive role in the description of properties and reactivity. A conventional way of tack-
ling this issue is the use of counter-poise correction, e.g. with the Boys-Bernardi method
Nonetheless, Boys-Bernardi counter-poise correction, which was indeed shown to provide

SH30MSEOU s rarely applicable to these situations in prac-

significant improvements for NCIs;
tice, because the necessary fragmentation scheme requires inter-molecular NCIs while being
incompatible with intra-molecular interactions.

We thus decided to shed more light on the “cursed” side of the conundrum and try to

answer the following question: Why are diffuse basis functions so detrimental to electronic
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TABLE I: Combined Method (wB97X-V) and Basis set errors (M+B) and only basis set
error (B) [kecal/mol] referenced to aug-cc-pV6Z as root-mean-square-deviation (RMSD) for
full ASCDB benchmark®*? (RMSD) and only non-covalent interactions (NCI RMSD). No
counterpoise corrections are applied. Timings are given in seconds for one full wB97X-V
SCF calculation for an (AT),-DNA fragment (260 atoms). Additional computational
details are provided in appendix @

Basis set RMSD (B) RMSD (M+B) NCI RMSD (B) NCI RMSD (M+B) Time [s]
def2-SVP 30.84 33.32 31.33 31.51 151
def2-TZVP 5.50 17.36 7.75 8.20 481
def2-QZVP 1.93 16.53 1.73 2.98 1935
ce-pVDZ 25.34 32.82 30.17 30.31 178
cc-pVTZ 9.13 18.52 12.46 12.73 573
cc-pVQZ 4.37 16.99 5.69 6.22 1773
cc-pVoZ 1.28 16.46 1.40 2.81 6439
cc-pV6Z 0.47 16.49 0.41 247 15265
def2-SVPD 23.45 26.50 7.04 7.53 521
def2-TZVPPD 1.82 16.40 0.73 2.45 1440
def2-QZVPPD 0.62 16.69 0.33 2.40 3415
aug-cc-pVDZ 15.94 26.75 4.32 4.83 975
aug-cc-pVTZ 3.90 17.01 1.23 2.50 2706
aug-cc-pVQZ 1.78 16.90 0.61 2.40 7302
aug-cc-pVoZ 0.32 16.57 0.09 2.39 24489
aug-cc-pV6Z - 16.57 - 2.41 57954

sparsity — much more than the increased extent and basis-function overlap could explain?
This is particularly puzzling, since the apparent non-locality is in stark contrast with the
well-studied asymptotically exponential decay of the 1-PDM that is at the foundation of

low-scaling electronic structure methods 12



IIT. THE ONE-PARTICLE DENSITY MATRIX IN REAL-SPACE
REPRESENTATION

In order to solve this riddle of non-locality, we decided to remove the basis-set representa-
tion itself as much as possible from our analysis and focus on the real-space 1-PDM p(r, ')
instead of the atomic orbital (AO) 1-PDM P,,. The real-space 1-PDM is easily computed

for a grid of coordinates r and r’ as
p(r,r) = Puxu(r)xu(r) (1)
0%

where x,(r) denote co-variant AO basis functions.
The results, depicted in fig. [2] are truly intriguing: The 1-PDM obtained from a SCF
calculation employing a diffuse basis sets (def2-TZVPPD as the extreme case) is non-local

even in the most local of representations — real-space grids!

(8) p(r,1’) (STO-3G)  (b) p(r,r) (def2-SVP) () plr, ) (d) plr, )

(def2-TZVP) (def2-TZVPPD)

FIG. 2: Element-wise sparsity-pattern (each pixel corresponds to one matrix element;
shades of green: positive values, shades of red: negative values, white: absolute values
<1019 of real-space density matrix p(r,r’) for (AT);s DNA-strand (1052 atoms). One

grid-point per atom, each at 1au distance from parent nucleus.

In order to shed more light on the existence or absence of sparsity, we count the number
of significant elements as shown in fig. [3| Interestingly, this reveals that all basis sets except
for STO-3G result in nearly identical locality up to a threshold of about 10~% and only start
to differ significantly between basis sets for tighter thresholds. Since we expect values of
this magnitude to only occur in the far tail of the 1-PDM, this result indicates that there

might be an ill-defined basis set limit within that regime. Evidently, an increase in basis
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FIG. 3: Element-wise sparsity counts of real-space density matrix p(r,r’) for (AT)4
DNA-strand (1052 atoms). One grid-point per atom, each at 1au distance from parent

nucleus.

set size and especially augmentation with diffuse functions does not converge to well-defined
basis set limits for the asymptotic decay rate of p(r,r’) and instead just results in slower
and slower decay for larger and more diffuse the basis sets. This is troublesome given that
p(r,r’) — unlike its AO analogue P,, — should be independent of representation and thus

possess a well-defined complete basis set limit.

We furthermore explore the ill-definition of the complete basis set limit in fig. [ where
the off-diagonal elements of the real-space 1-PDM p(r,r’) are depicted for a linear helium
chain — a prototypical example of a strong insulator where a very sparse 1-PDM is expected.
Indeed, the initial decay to about 10~* is rapid and identical for all tested basis sets just like
in the (AT),;s DNA-strand. However, in the magnified plots in figs. |4c|and |4d| the influence of
diffuse functions becomes very clear: All of the augmented basis sets (aug-cc-pVXZ) exhibit
artificial oscillations on the order of 10~7 to 10~%, whereas none of the non-augmented
basis (cc-pVXZ) show such a behavior and instead continue to decay exponentially, just as
expected. Surprisingly, the smallest augmented basis set aug-cc-pVDZ leads to the largest

oscillations by far.

The great agreement between all non-augmented (cc-pVXZ) basis sets and the fact that
there seems to be a systematic convergence when increasing the size from cc-pVDZ to cc-
pV6Z indicates that in the asymptote of the off-diagonal tail of p(r,r’), cc-pV6Z and not

its augmented counterpart aug-cc-pV6Z provides the best approximation to the true basis
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FIG. 4: One row (r fixed) of real-space 1-PDM p(r, ') for linear Heg-chain (He-He
distance of 2.0 A). Real-space grid points parallel to chain of nuclei at a constant distance

of Tau. Figures a-d differ only by level of magnification.

set limit. This is all the more astonishing given that the aug-cc-pVXZ basis sets are true

supersets of their respective cc-pVXZ counterpart.

IV. LOCALITY OF CO- VS. CONTRAVARIANT BASIS FUNCTIONS

Overall, these artificial oscillations seem to be the root cause of the non-sparsity “curse”
of diffuse (and generally larger) basis sets. To our best knowledge, a reason for the divergence
of the far off-diagonal of the real-space 1-PDM from the true basis set limit if augmented

basis functions are employed has not been given or hypothesised in the literature. The effect



of absent sparsity is reminiscent of a typical overfitting error, where too many degrees of
freedom lead to artifacts in the optimal output due to underdetermination. Here, the opti-
mization function is given by the SCF energy functional, but what exactly is the parameter
set which the 1-PDM is represented in?

Since the 1-PDM is the solution of a minimization problem, its AO representation

P = [ dr [ ', () )00) (2)

is the contra-variant®® dual

$u(r) = (ST wxu(r) (3)

m

of the original AO basis set, requiring a transformation with the inverse overlap matrix S—1.
This suggests that, rather than the co-variant basis set (as measured by the overlap matrix
S in figs. |5l to [pd)), its contra-variant dual (as measured by the inverse overlap matrix S™1

in figs. el to defines the parameter space for the optimization of the 1-PDM.

(b) S (def2-SVP) (c) S (def2TZVP)  (d) S (def2-TZVPPD)

(e) S71 (STO-3G) (f) S7! (def2-SVP)  (g) S7! (def2-TZVP) (h) S—1
(def2-TZVPPD)

FIG. 5: Block-sparsity-pattern (32x32 blocks) of overlap matrix (a-d) and inverse overlap
matrix (e-h) for (AT);s DNA-strand (1052 atoms). White pixels correspond to blocks with

(per element averaged) Ly norms of <1019,



This hypothesis is trivially true in cases where the number of basis functions equals the
number of electron pairs, i.e. where there is no virtual space. An example of this is an

arbitrarily long helium chain with a minimal basis set such as STO-3G, where

P=S" (4)

follows directly from the well-known idempotency relation®"

PSP =P, (5)

since P is not rank-deficient in this special case. We argue that in a more general case,
S—! can still be regarded as a diagnostic for the parameter space in which the 1-PDM is
optimized in, meaning a very non-local S™* (and consequently non-local contra-variant basis
functions x,(r)) as observed in fig. may provide the parameter space that enables the
observed overfitting in the off-diagonal 1-PDM.

Therefore, the observed similarity between the sparsity patterns of S~ (figs. [5¢| to
and P (fig. |1 is arguably not just coincidental, but causal — a non-local S™! can (and in
practice often will) lead to a non-local P, even if the corresponding co-variant overlap matrix

S (figs. |pal to is still sufficiently local.

V. THE INFINITE HELIUM CHAIN

So how precisely does the non-locality in S™! come about and how does it affect the
locality of P? To answer these questions and to quantify the dependence of the decay
rate of the real-space 1-PDM on the choice of basis set, we construct a simple model system
comprised of an idealized, infinite, non-interacting chain of helium-like atoms. In this system,
the exact real-space 1-PDM is atom-block diagonal, i.e., we can uniquely associate real-
space coordinates r to a parent atom A. Moreover, real-space 1-PDM matrix elements
p(r,r’) are only non-zero if r and r’ are associated with the same parent atom. A practical
implementation of this idealized model would be an infinite chain of helium atoms in the
limit of infinitely large interatomic distances.

In order to capture the effect of unphysical delocalization, we first define a minimal basis
set xa(r), where A, B,C,... denotes an atomic index. This basis set is designed such that

it exactly captures the inter-atomic contributions (i.e. those which are off-block-diagonal in
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the density matrix), but is inexact in its description of intra-atomic contributions (i.e. those
which are block-diagonal in the density matrix). In other words, the total energy is stationary
with respect to orbital rotations between atoms, but not stationary with regards to intra-
atomic orbital rotations if it were extended by a complete basis set. Since in a minimal
basis set, P = S™! (eq. ) and off-block-diagonal contributions are zero by construction,
the conditions

P=S'=1=S8 (6)
are necessary (up to a unitary transformation) to fulfill the requirement of zero off-diagonal
atom blocks. This fact as well as the choice of a normalized basis set straightforwardly imply

the following overlap relations:

S4B — / drxa(t)xs(r) = dap (7)
Next, this basis set is augmented with a diffuse basis function A4(r) on each atom. We

construct this diffuse basis function such that it overlaps with both basis functions on each

neighbouring atom, but not others:
Sﬁf = /drAA(r)XB(r) #0 A=B=+1 (8)
SR = /drAA(r)AB(r) #0 A=B+1 (9)

Introduction of A4(r) thus improves the intra-atomic description of the present electronic
structure (simply by introducing new degrees of freedom), but may deteriorate its inter-
atomic description. Note that in this simplified model the augmentation functions only
overlap with direct neighbors and not second, third and farther neighbors as would be the
case for Gaussian basis sets. The aim of this approach is to show that just nearest neighbor
overlap is already sufficient to explain the observed non-locality caused by diffuse basis
sets and overlap over larger distances would, in practice, just add even more non-locality. In
addition, we require the augmentation function to be block-orthogonal to the initial minimal
basis function
st = [ drasmnan =0 (10)
which may always be achieved through block-orthogonalization.
Finally, we define a new minimal basis set x/4(r) as an atom-wise linear combination of

the two above defined basis sets
Xa(r) = Nxa(r) + wAa(r)] (11)
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with a normalization constant

N |—=

N =(1+w?)=. (12)

The linear contraction coefficient w can be treated as an additional MO coefficient. Assuming

that ya(r) — while not exact — is sufficiently close to the exact minimal basis, w is small and

can thus be approximated in first order (lim,_,) by its negative SCF energy gradient™®
oF AA
where
Fﬁ? = /drAA(r)ﬁXA(r) (14)

denotes the mixed-basis Fock matrix elements and F the corresponding Fock-operator. The
derivation of eq. is given in Appendix . This procedure is equivalent to a single step
of gradient descent without a scaling factor. Under the assumption that y4(r) is inexact
and due to the requirement that the SCF energy be differentiable with respect to the MO
coefficients, there always exists a sufficiently small scaling factor where a lowering of the
energy is guaranteed. We can therefore quantify w to be proportional to its first order
energy gradient (i.e. eq. ) The main purpose of this approximation is to show how
mixing in a diffuse function can, in principle, lead to an artificially delocalized solution
which is guaranteed to be lower in energy and thus variationally favored.

We will now construct the overlap matrix in the basis of x/;(r). The ansatz in eq. to-
gether with the nearest-neighbor overlap conditions (egs. and @) leads to the tridiagonal

form

t1t00 ...
S=trid(t,1,t)=|...0¢t 1¢0 ... (15)
.00t 1t ...

where the off-diagonal element ¢ is easily derived as
t = AN (FRASAY + (FRY)?SED) (16)

by inserting eq. into the linear expansion of eq. . In the limit of a small gradient

or, equivalently, small w, this reduces to
S = NZ%trid(s, 1 + s2, s), (17)
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where s has the following proportionality condition:
s oc FRLSAY (18)

The matrix inverse of this tridiagonal Toeplitz matrix is exactly known® as

(S ) = (=)l (19)

which decays exponentially with respect to the distance from the diagonal |u — v|.

VI. UNDERSTANDING THE CURSE OF SPARSITY

In combination, eqgs. and explain why even the quite local basis set x’, which only
features nearest-neighbor overlap, still leads to exponential decay in S™! and consequently
also P because the augmented basis is still minimal and therefore P = S™! (eq. ) still
holds. This means, we were able to reconstruct the “curse of sparsity” with this simple
model system of non-interacting helium atoms. This provides some useful insights into the

nature of the problem:

1. Even a quite local basis set (only nearest-neighbor overlap) can still lead to exponential

decay in S™! and P. In particular, S=! can be substantially more delocalized than S.

2. The rate of the exponential decay is proportional to the nearest neighbor overlap
S ﬁf and the intra-atomic Fock-matrix element F A“?, which (through eq. ) may be
regarded as how well the augmentation function A(r) improves the description of the
imperfect un-augmented basis set x(r). Thus, the “curse of sparsity” is most severe

for small, yet diffuse basis sets such as aug-cc-pVDZ, explaining the results of fig. [4]

3. The exponential decay is oscillatory due to the alternating nature of (—s)”, explaining

the oscillations in fig.

4. The exponential decay rate can, in principle, be made arbitrarily small by adding very
diffuse functions without improving “local” (e.g., intra-atomic) basis set completeness
at the same pace. This artificial non-locality is thus a pure basis artifact and is

independent of the “true” (i.e. basis set converged) electronic sparsity of the system.
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VII. POSSIBLE SOLUTION: CABS-SINGLES CORRECTION

After characterizing the problem in depth, one naturally asks for a full resolution of the
conundrum at best, or at least partial remedies at worst. Conceptionally, there exist two
fundamental approaches to a satisfactory solution: FEither, the use of diffuse basis sets is
avoided altogether and one then tries to resolve the accompanying accuracy problems, i.e.,
“blessing compact basis sets with accuracy”, or one somehow constrains the SCF solution
to be sufficiently local, even for diffuse basis sets, i.e. “lifting the curse of sparsity”. One
possible solution using the former approach of avoiding diffuse basis sets and then a posterior:
restoring the accuracy is discussed below:

A classical approach to reduce basis set errors from SCF calculation is in the form of a
dual basis approach where a smaller basis is used to converge to a stationary SCF solution

60H6T:

and then a second, larger basis set is employed as a one-shot correction. One particular

approach is a Cl-singles correction where a complementary auxiliary basis set (CABS) is

introduced perturbatively:2%:67

E, =) tFa, (20)

where the singles amplitudes ¢ are obtained by solving the linear equation
Ea - Z tzﬂk - Z Faﬁtiﬂv (21)
k B

and where 7, j, k denote occupied molecular orbitals (MOs) and «, 3 denote orthogonalized
CABS basis functions.®®®? This approach is typically combined with the F12-method for
post-SCF' correlation calculations, but may just as well be applied to free-standing SCF
calculations.

Thus, we decided to employ the CABS singles approach to improve the accuracy of the
compact cc-pVXZ (X=D,T,Q,5,6) basis sets by utilizing the corresponding augmented aug-
cc-pVXZ basis sets as the respective CABS basis sets. This particular choice of basis sets
combinations is quite computationally efficient since the augmented basis sets are true su-
persets of their corresponding compact counterparts, such that the complementary basis sets
contain only diffuse functions and no additional compact functions are added. This reduces
the computational cost of the necessary Fock-build in the combined basis sets substantially,
which is further improved by using seminumerical integration (sn-LinK) and resolution-of-

the-identity Coulomb (RI-J) which we recently implemented for these kind of mixed-basis
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Fock-builds®® The so obtained results are presented in table [I]

TABLE II: Basis set errors (Hartree-Fock) [kcal /mol] referenced to aug-cc-pV6Z as
root-mean-square-deviation (RMSD), maximal deviation (Max) and mean signed error
(MSE) for S22 benchmark (non-covalently bound dimers).®*™ No counterpoise corrections
are applied. Timings are given in seconds for one full Hartree-Fock SCF calculation for an

(AT),-DNA fragment (260 atoms). Additional computational details are provided in

appendix @
Basis set combination RMSD Max MSE Time [s]
cc-pVDZ 2.074 4.014 -1.735 126
cc-pVTZ 0.717 1.602 -0.622 457
cc-pVQZ 0.288 0.608 -0.255 1571
cc-pV5Z 0.057 0.111 -0.048 6079
cc-pV6Z 0.015 0.028 -0.012 14279
aug-cc-pVDZ 0.953 1.948 -0.805 693
aug-cc-pVTZ 0.228 0.493 -0.195 2105
aug-cc-pVQZ 0.057 0.116 -0.050 6434
aug-cc-pV5Z 0.005 0.011 -0.004 22362
aug-cc-pV6Z - - - 54036
cc-pVDZ—aug-cc-pVDZ 1.343 2.879 -1.205 201
cc-pVTZ—aug-cc-pVTZ 0.385 0.848 -0.343 680
cc-pVQZ—aug-cc-pVQZ 0.119 0.247 -0.107 2357
cc-pVbZ—aug-cc-pVHZ 0.017 0.034 -0.015 8355
cc-pV6Z—aug-cc-pV6Z 0.003 0.007 -0.003 19996
cc-pV6Z—aug-cc-pVTZ 0.003 0.007 -0.003 17834
prune-cc-pVQZ 0.333 0.714 -0.291 594
prune-cc-pV57 0.080 0.163 -0.068 1197
prune-cc-pV6Z 0.030 0.057 -0.025 2093
prune-cc-pVQZ?*—~aug-cc-pVTZ 0.156 0.366 -0.135 884
prune-cc-pV5Z4*—~aug-cc-pVTZ 0.036 0.070 -0.033 1650
prune-cc-pV6 JH aug-cc-pVTZ 0.021 0.055 -0.017 2757
prune-cc-pV6 A aug-cc-pVQZ 0.020 0.034 -0.018 2992

& pruned to contain fewer high-lqn Gaussians as defined in appendix E}

Analogously to the ASCDB results of table [[] augmentation with diffuse functions re-
duces the basis set errors for the NCIs in the S22 test set®™ very substantially, e.g. from
0.717 kcal/mol for cc-pVTZ to 0.228 kcal/mol for aug-cc-pVTZ, although this improvement
comes with a significant increase in computational cost. Moreover, the CABS-singles cor-

rection significantly reduces the error of the original unaugmented basis set, despite not
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quite reaching the accuracy of its fully augmented counterpart. E.g. cc-pVTZ—aug-cc-
pVTZ halves the error of cc-pVTZ from 0.717kcal/mol to 0.385kcal/mol and only falls
short slightly compared to the full aug-cc-pVTZ results of 0.228 kcal/mol, while only mod-
estly increasing the computational cost from 457s to 680s which is a substantial speedup
over the 2105s of the full aug-cc-pVTZ calculation. Interestingly, the size of the CABS
basis set has a surprisingly small impact and aug-cc-pVTZ might generally be sufficient as a
CABS basis, e.g. cc-pV6Z—aug-cc-pVTZ and cc-pV6Z—aug-cc-pV6Z provide virtually the
same results.

In addition, we noticed that contributions from high l-quantum number (lqn) basis func-
tions are insignificant for SCF energies and are instead expected to only contribute substan-
tially to post-SCF correlation calculations. Thus, we decided to construct a pruned version
of the cc-pVXZ(X=Q,5,6) basis sets where most high lqn basis functions are removed as
outlined in appendix [A] This approach appears to be very successful, especially in combina-
tion with the CABS-singles correction, e.g. prune-cc-pV5Z—raug-cc-pVTZ provides nearly
basis set converged results with an RMSD of 0.036 kcal /mol at a lower computational cost
(1650s) than full aug-cc-pVTZ (2105s). Surprisingly, there seem to be diminishing returns
in the application of the CABS-singles correction to prune-cc-pV6Z, only improving from
0.030 kcal/mol to 0.020 kcal/mol, most likely because the radial components of prune-cc-
pV6Z are already quite basis set complete and thus only a small improvement is achieved
through augmentation with diffuse functions.

Finally, we repeated the full ASCDB benchmark of table[l| for the new prune-cc-pVXZ ba-
sis sets to obtain a more comprehensive view of their accuracy and establish if the accuracy
transfers from Hartree-Fock to DFT (i.e. w-B97X-V). The results are presented in table [I11}]

Indeed, the prune-cc-pVXZ variants are only marginally less accurate than their respective

TABLE III: Same as table || but for prune-cc-pVXZ family of basis sets.

Basis set RMSD (B) RMSD (M+B) NCI RMSD (B) NCI RMSD (M+B) Time s
Prune-cc-pVQZ 5.90 17.50 6.94 7.33 666
Prune-cc-pV57Z 2.83 17.33 1.78 2.91 1310
Prune-cc-pV6Z 0.81 16.76 0.56 2.45 2387

unpruned counterparts for both the whole ASCDB benchmark as well as the NCI subset,
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while saving a very substantial amount of computational cost. In particular, prune-cc-pV5Z
comes close to the overall accuracy of def2-TZVPPD — 17.33 kcal/mol vs. 16.40 kcal /mol
for whole ASCDB and 2.91 kecal/mol vs. 2.40 kcal/mol for NCIs — at a slightly lower com-
putational cost (1310s instead of 1440s) and without the need to employ diffuese basis
functions. Thus, this approach of constructing less diffuse basis set with instead a larger
amount of compact, low-lgqn functions appears to be another promising tool to solve or at

least somewhat remedy the conundrum of diffuse basis sets.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, the “conundrum of diffuse basis sets”, i.e., the fact that diffuse basis sets
are essential for non-covalent interactions (“the blessing of accuracy”) but are detrimental
to electronic sparsity (“the curse of sparsity”), was explored in-depth. In particular, it was
found, that diffuse basis sets result in a much slower exponential decay of the 1-PDM than
the intrinsic electronic locality of the system would imply. Moreover, this effect was found
to be independent of representation and could also be reproduced in the real-space 1-PDM,
hinting towards an ill-defined basis set limit of the asymptotic decay rate of the 1-PDM. It
was then discovered that the problem may be rooted in the non-locality of the contra-variant
basis functions as characterized by their overlap matrix S™!, which, in practice, is much less
local than its co-variant dual S.

Next, employing the model system of an infinite chain of non-interacting helium atoms,
this basis set artifact could be further characterized: In particular, the exponential decay
rate could be quantified to be proportional to the nearest neighbor overlap as well as the
intra-atomic basis set incompleteness. This insight may prove useful in the design of new
basis sets, which need to be more compact and more locally complete in order to not suffer
from this artificial non-locality. One example of how to incorporate this insight into basis set
design was given in this work in the form of the lqn-reduced prune-cc-pVXZ (X=Q,5,6) basis
sets. These provide quite accurate NCIs at a much lower computational cost as compared
to their un-pruned counterparts and without employing diffuse basis functions.

Finally, the CABS singles correction was proposed as one possible resolution to the co-
nundrum, where only compact basis sets are used within the SCF procedure and diffuse basis

functions are only introduced perturbatively in the form of a one-shot post-SCF Cl-singles
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correction.

Since the “the curse of sparsity” essentially arises as an overfitting artifact associated with
an optimization in a finite basis set, a complete resolution of the problem seems possible
in principle. The ideal resolution would still allow for the use of diffuse basis sets and
instead constrain the SCF solution to only contain local solutions, e.g., by removing non-
local contra-variant basis functions from the optimization manifold. However, we could not
come up with any algorithm that could successfully identify and remove non-local functions
without sacrificing too much accuracy. Thus, there is still significant room for further
development in that area, especially considering that the “the curse of sparsity” is arguably
one of the largest factors holding back the application of linear-scaling methods to practical

problems.
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Appendix A: Computational Details

72 ysing the

All calculations were performed with the FermiONs++ program package
resolution-of-the-identity Coulomb (RI-J) approximation in combination with the seminu-
merical exact-exchange method sn-LinI 208730

For each AO basis set, the corresponding RI-J basis sets were employed, e.g. def2-TZVPP-
RI-JK in combination with def2-TZVPPD or cc-pVTZ-JKFit in combination with (aug-)cc-
pVTZ S Since no ce-pV6Z-JKFit basis set exists yet, the cc-pV5Z-JKFit basis sets
were employed instead in these situations. The impact of the Coulomb-fitting basis set
is, however, insignificant in the context of this work and we particularly checked that the
observed non-locality artifacts are not at all related to the RI-J approximation.

Similarly, the “gm5” integration grid® employed in the seminumerical exact-exchange
method and the semi-local density functional approximation are also sufficiently accurate to
not introduce significant errors within the context of this work. Due to technical limitations,
all basis functions with a Iqn > 5, i.e. I- and J- functions were removed from all basis sets.

We also expect virtually no impact on any of the results shown in this work from this removal.

19



Moreover, since (aug-)cc-pV6Z is only published for elements up to Ar, (aug-)cc-pV5Z was
utilized instead for all other elements. In addition, we had to employ the def2- basis sets
and their respective effective core potentials (ECPs) for ruthenium within all (aug)-cc-pVXZ
basis set calculations, since no basis set definition for Ru was available.

The lqn reduced basis sets prune-cc-pVXZ (X=Q,5,6) utilize the radial functions of the
parent (Q,5,6)-Z basis set for the minimal lqns, i.e. s-functions for hydrogen and s- and
p-functions for main-group elements and then employ one level lower for each higher lqn,
e.g. d-functions of cc-pV5hZ and f-functions of cc-pVQZ for main-group elements in prune-
cc-pV6Z. The basis set files are provided as supplemental material. Finally, all timings were

performed on a dual-socket AMD EPYC-9334 (2x32 cores@2.7 GHz) server node.

Appendix B: The first order energy gradient

Applying Pulay’s SCF Gradient formula®®
Z o (he, + = ZPM || Ao)?) ZWWSjV (B1)

to B = and collecting all terms results in

- =2 (PROFEY = WEPSED), (B2)

where W denotes the energy-weighted 1-PDM

Zszowom — (CeCT),, (B3)

with molecular orbital (MO) coefficients C and corresponding orbital energies ¢.
Due to the translational symmetry of the helium chain (all atoms are symmetry equiva-
lent), all eigenvalues ¢; are identical, allowoing the matrix of Eigenvalues € to be decomposed

as
e=c¢l, (B4)
where ¢ is one global scalar. Inserting eq. into the definition of W (eq. leads to
W = CeCT = cC1CT = cCCT =cP =<1, (B5)
where we utilized the definition of the 1-PDM
P = C,.CI = cCCT (B6)

occ
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and the fact that the basis is still minimal, i.e. there is no virtual space (Ceye. = C). Finally,

the identities

PP =0 (B7)
SiA =0 (BS)
9P =0 (B9)

simplify eq. (B2) to yield eq. (13).

REFERENCES

'W. Kohn, “Density Functional and Density Matrix Method Scaling Linearly with the
Number of Atoms,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 3168-3171 (1996).

2J. C. Burant, G. E. Scuseria, and M. J. Frisch, “A linear scaling method for Hartree-Fock
exchange calculations of large molecules.” J. Chem. Phys. 105, 8969-8972 (1996).

3E. Schwegler, M. Challacombe, and M. Head-Gordon, “Linear scaling computation of the
Fock matrix. II. Rigorous bounds on exchange integrals and incremental Fock build.” J.
Chem. Phys. 106, 9708-9717 (1997).

4C. Ochsenfeld, C. A. White, and M. Head-Gordon, “Linear and sublinear scaling formation
of Hartree-Fock-type exchange matrixes.” J. Chem. Phys. 109, 1663-1669 (1998).

°F. Neese, F. Wennmohs, A. Hansen, and U. Becker, “Efficient, approximate and parallel
Hartree-Fock and hybrid DFT calculations. A ’chain-of-spheres’ algorithm for the Hartree-
Fock exchange.” Chem. Phys. 356, 98-109 (2009).

SH. Laqua, J. Kussmann, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Efficient and Linear-Scaling Seminumerical
Method for Local Hybrid Density Functionals.” J. Chem. Theory Comput. 14, 3451-3458
(2018).

"H. Laqua, T. H. Thompson, J. Kussmann, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Highly Efficient, Linear-
Scaling Seminumerical Exact-Exchange Method for Graphic Processing Units.” |J. Chem.
Theory Comput. 16, 14561468 (2020).

8B. Helmich-Paris, B. de Souza, F. Neese, and R. Izsak, “An improved chain of spheres for
exchange algorithm,” J. Chem. Phys. 155, 104109 (2021).

M. Challacombe, “A simplified density matrix minimization for linear scaling self-

consistent field theory,” |J. Chem. Phys. 110, 2332-2342 (1999).

21


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.76.3168
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.472627
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.473833
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.473833
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.476741
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemphys.2008.10.036
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00062
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00062
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b00860
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b00860
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0058766
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.477969

1A, M. N. Niklasson, V. Weber, and M. Challacombe, “Nonorthogonal density-matrix per-
turbation theory.” J. Chem. Phys. 123, 044107 (2005).

UD. K. Jordan and D. A. Mazziotti, “Comparison of two genres for linear scaling in density
functional theory: Purification and density matrix minimization methods.” J. Chem. Phys.
122, 084114 (2005).

2E. H. Rubensson, E. Rudberg, and P. Salek, “Density matrix purification with rigorous
error control.” |J. Chem. Phys. 128, 074106 (2008).

13P. Suryanarayana, “Optimized purification for density matrix calculation.” Chem. Phys.
Lett. 555, 201295 (2013).

14D, S. Lambrecht, B. Doser, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Rigorous integral screening for electron
correlation methods,” .J. Chem. Phys. 123, 184102 (2005).

155 A. Maurer, D. S. Lambrecht, J. Kussmann, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Efficient distance-
including integral screening in linear-scaling Moller-Plesset perturbation theory,” J. Chem.
Phys. 138, 014101 (2013).

6M. Glasbrenner, D. Graf, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Efficient Reduced-Scaling Second-Order
Moller-Plesset Perturbation Theory with Cholesky-Decomposed Densities and an Attenu-
ated Coulomb Metric,” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 16, 6856-6868 (2020).

177. Wang, A. Aldossary, and M. Head-Gordon, “Sparsity of the electron repulsion integral
tensor using different localized virtual orbital representations in local second-order Moller-
Plesset theory,” J. Chem. Phys. 158, 064105 (2023).

18T Shi, Z. Wang, A. Aldossary, Y. Liu, X. S. Li, and M. Head-Gordon, “Local Second
Order Moeller-Plesset Theory with a Single Threshold Using Orthogonal Virtual Orbitals:
A Distributed Memory Implementation,” .J. Chem. Theory Comput. 20, 8010-8023 (2024).

YH. F. Schurkus and C. Ochsenfeld, “Communication: An effective linear-scaling atomic-
orbital reformulation of the random-phase approximation using a contracted double-
Laplace transformation,” .J. Chem. Phys. 144, 031101 (2016).

20A . Luenser, H. F. Schurkus, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Vanishing-Overhead Linear-Scaling Ran-
dom Phase Approximation by Cholesky Decomposition and an Attenuated Coulomb-
Metric,” J. Chem. Theory Comput. 13, 1647-1655 (2017).

2D, Graf, M. Beuerle, H. F. Schurkus, A. Luenser, G. Savasci, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Accurate
and Efficient Parallel Implementation of an Effective Linear-Scaling Direct Random Phase

Approximation Method,” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 14, 2505-2515 (2018).

22


https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1944725
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1853378
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1853378
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2826343
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cplett.2012.10.090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cplett.2012.10.090
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2079987
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4770502
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4770502
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.0c00600
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0134764
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.4c01016
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4939841
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.6b01235
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00177

22V . Drontschenko, D. Graf, H. Laqua, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Lagrangian-Based Minimal-
Overhead Batching Scheme for the Efficient Integral-Direct Evaluation of the RPA Corre-
lation Energy,” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 17, 5623-5634 (2021).

BW. Meyer, “PNO-CT [pseudonatural orbitals-configuration interaction] studies of electron
correlation effects. 1. Configuration expansion by means of nonorthogonal orbitals, and
application to the ground state and ionized states of methane,” |J. Chem. Phys. 58, 1017
(1973).

24R. Ahlrichs, F. Driessler, H. Lischka, V. Staemmler, and W. Kutzelnigg, “PNO [pair nat-
ural orbital]-CL and CEPA [coupled electron pair approximation]-PNO calculations of
molecular systems. II. Molecules berryllium hydride, borane(1), borane, methane, methy-
lanion, ammonia (planar and pyramidal), water, oxonium ion, hydrogen fluoride, and the
neon atom,” J. Chem. Phys. 62, 1235 (1975).

2P, Pulay, “Localizability of dynamic electron correlation,” Chem. Phys. Lett. 100, 151
(1983).

26M. Schutz, G. Hetzer, and H.-J. Werner, “Low-order scaling local electron correlation
methods. I. Linear scaling local MP2,” \J. Chem. Phys. 111, 5691-5705 (1999).

2TM. Schuetz, “A new, fast, semi-direct implementation of linear scaling local coupled cluster
theory,” Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 4, 3941-3947 (2002).

BF. Neese, A. Hansen, and D. G. Liakos, “Efficient and accurate approximations to the
local coupled cluster singles doubles method using a truncated pair natural orbital basis,”
J. Chem. Phys. 131, 064103 (2009).

2C. Riplinger and F. Neese, “An efficient and near linear scaling pair natural orbital based
local coupled cluster method,” .J. Chem. Phys. 138, 034106 (2013).

30M. Schwilk, Q. Ma, C. Koeppl, and H.-J. Werner, “Scalable Electron Correlation Methods.
3. Efficient and Accurate Parallel Local Coupled Cluster with Pair Natural Orbitals (PNO-
LCCSD),” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 13, 3650-3675 (2017).

31F. Sacchetta, D. Graf, H. Laqua, M. A. Ambroise, J. Kussmann, A. Dreuw, and C. Ochsen-
feld, “Effective sub-quadratic scaling atomic-orbital reformulation of scaled opposite-spin
RI-CC2 ground-state model using cholesky-decomposed density and attenuated coulomb
metric,” |J. Chem. Phys. 157, 104104 (2022).

321, Sandler, J. Chen, M. Taylor, S. Sharma, and J. Ho, “Accuracy of DLPNO-CCSD(T):
Effect of Basis Set and System Size,” |J. Phys. Chem. A 125, 1553-1563 (2021).

23


https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.1c00494
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1679283
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1679283
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.430638
https://doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(83)80703-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(83)80703-9
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.479957
https://doi.org/10.1039/b203994j
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3173827
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4773581
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.7b00554
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0098719
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpca.0c11270

33M. Gray and J. M. Herbert, “Assessing the domain-based local pair natural orbital
(DLPNO) approximation for non-covalent interactions in sizable supramolecular com-
plexes,” [J. Chem. Phys. 161, 054114 (2024).

34M. S. Marshall, L. A. Burns, and C. D. Sherrill, “Basis set convergence of the coupled-
cluster correction, §CCSD(T)MP2 Best practices for benchmarking non-covalent interac-
tions and the attendant revision of the S22, NBC10, HBC6, and HSG databases,” J. Chem.
Phys. 135, 194102 (2011).

35E. Papajak, J. Zheng, X. Xu, H. R. Leverentz, and D. G. Truhlar, “Perspectives on Basis
Sets Beautiful: Seasonal Plantings of Diffuse Basis Functions,” J. Chem. Theory Comput.
7, 3027-3034 (2011).

36]. Witte, J. B. Neaton, and M. Head-Gordon, “Push it to the limit: Characterizing the
convergence of common sequences of basis sets for intermolecular interactions as described
by density functional theory,” |J. Chem. Phys. 144, 194306 (2016).

37P. R. Nagy and M. Kallay, “Approaching the Basis Set Limit of CCSD(T) Energies for
Large Molecules with Local Natural Orbital Coupled-Cluster Methods,” |J. Chem. Theory
Comput. 15, 5275-5298 (2019).

3M. Gray and J. M. Herbert, “Comprehensive Basis-Set Testing of Extended Symmetry-
Adapted Perturbation Theory and Assessment of Mixed-Basis Combinations to Reduce
Cost,” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 18, 2308-2330 (2022).

39P. Morgante and R. Peverati, “Statistically representative databases for density functional
theory via data science.” Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 21, 19092-19103 (2019).

40N. Mardirossian and M. Head-Gordon, “wB97X-V: A 10-parameter, range-separated hy-
brid, generalized gradient approximation density functional with nonlocal correlation, de-
signed by a survival-of-the-fittest strategy.” [Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 16, 9904-9924
(2014)

4. Weigend and R. Ahlrichs, “Balanced basis sets of split valence, triple zeta valence and
quadruple zeta valence quality for H to Rn: Design and assessment of accuracy,” Phys.
Chem. Chem. Phys. 7, 3297-3305 (2005).

42T, H. J. Dunning, “Gaussian basis sets for use in correlated molecular calculations. I. The
atoms boron through neon and hydrogen,” J. Chem. Phys. 90, 1007 (1989).

3D, E. Woon and T. H. J. Dunning, “Gaussian basis sets for use in correlated molecular

calculations. III. The atoms aluminum through argon,” J. Chem. Phys. 98, 1358 (1993).

24


https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0206533
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3659142
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3659142
https://doi.org/10.1021/ct200106a
https://doi.org/10.1021/ct200106a
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4949536
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b00511
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b00511
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.1c01302
https://doi.org/10.1039/c9cp03211h
https://doi.org/10.1039/c3cp54374a
https://doi.org/10.1039/c3cp54374a
https://doi.org/10.1039/B508541A
https://doi.org/10.1039/B508541A
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.456153
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.464303

4“D. E. Woon and T. H. J. Dunning, “Gaussian basis sets for use in correlated molecular
calculations. IV. Calculation of static electrical response properties,” J. Chem. Phys. 100,
2975 (1994).

4N. B. Balabanov and K. A. Peterson, “Systematically convergent basis sets for transition
metals. I. All-electron correlation consistent basis sets for the 3d elements Sc-Zn,” J. Chem.
Phys. 123, 064107 (2005).

4B, P. Pritchard, D. Altarawy, B. Didier, T. D. Gibson, and T. L. Windus, “New Basis
Set Exchange: An Open, Up-to-Date Resource for the Molecular Sciences Community,” J.
Chem. Inf. Model. 59, 4814-4820 (2019).

47S. F. Boys and F. Bernardi, “The calculation of small molecular interactions by the dif-
ferences of separate total energies. Some procedures with reduced errors,” Mol. Phys. 19,
553-566 (1970).

4. B. van Duijneveldt, J. G. C. M. van Duijneveldt-van de Rijdt, and J. H. van Lenthe,
“State of the Art in Counterpoise Theory,” Chem. Rev. (Washington, D. C.) 94, 1873
(1994).

9M. K. Kesharwani, A. Karton, N. Sylvetsky, and J. M. L. Martin, “The S66 Non-Covalent
Interactions Benchmark Reconsidered Using Explicitly Correlated Methods Near the Basis
Set Limit,” Aust. J. Chem. 71, 238-248 (2018).

S0M. Gray, P. E. Bowling, and J. M. Herbert, “Systematic Evaluation of Counterpoise Cor-
rection in Density Functional Theory,” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 18, 6742—6756 (2022).

°IR. Baer and M. Head-Gordon, “On the sparsity of the density matrix in Kohn Sham Den-
sity Functional Theory and an assessment of linear system-size scaling methods,” PHYS-
ICAL REVIEW LETTERS (1997).

2P, E. Maslen, C. Ochsenfeld, C. A. White, M. S. Lee, and M. Head-Gordon, “Locality
and Sparsity of Ab Initio One-Particle Density Matrixes and Localized Orbitals,” |J. Phys.
Chem. A 102, 22152222 (1998).

935, Ismail-Beigi and T. A. Arias, “Locality of the Density Matrix in Metals, Semiconductors,
and Insulators,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 2127-2130 (1999).

5], Jedrzejewski and T. Krokhmalskii, “Exact results for spatial decay of the one-body
density matrix in low-dimensional insulators,” Phys. Rev. B: Condens. Matter Mater.
Phys. 70, 153102 (2004).

°E. H. Rubensson and E. Rudberg, “Bringing about matrix sparsity in linear-scaling elec-

25


https://doi.org/10.1063/1.466439
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.466439
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1998907
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1998907
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jcim.9b00725
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jcim.9b00725
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268977000101561
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268977000101561
https://doi.org/10.1021/cr00031a007
https://doi.org/10.1021/cr00031a007
https://doi.org/10.1071/ch17588
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.2c00883
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp972919j
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp972919j
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.2127
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.70.153102
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.70.153102

tronic structure calculations,” J Comput Chem 32, 1411-1423 (2011).

%M. Head-Gordon, M. Lee, P. Maslen, T. Van Voorhis, and S. Gwaltney, “Modern methods
and algorithms of quantum chemistry,” (John von Neumann Institute for Computing,
Jiilich, 2000) Chap. Tensors in Electronic Structure Theory: Basic Concepts and Applica-
tions to Electron Correlation Model, pp. 593 — 638, 2nd ed.

5"R. McWeeny, “Hartree-Fock theory with nonorthogonal basis functions,” Phys. Rev. 114,
1528 (1959).

%8P, Pulay, “Ab initio calculation of force constants and equilibrium geometries in polyatomic
molecules. I. Theory.” Mol. Phys. 17, 197-204 (1969).

S, Demko, W. F. Moss, and P. W. Smith, “Decay Rates for Inverses of Band Matrices,”
Mathematics of Computation 43, 491-499 (1984).

OW. Liang and M. Head-Gordon, “Approaching the Basis Set Limit in Density Functional
Theory Calculations Using Dual Basis Sets without Diagonalization,” |J. Phys. Chem. A
108, 3206-3210 (2004).

61R. P. Steele, Y. Shao, R. A. J. DiStasio, and M. Head-Gordon, “Dual-Basis Analytic
Gradients. 1. Self-Consistent Field Theory,” |J. Phys. Chem. A 110, 13915-13922 (2006).

62R. P. Steele, R. A. J. Di Stasio, and M. Head-Gordon, “Non-Covalent Interactions with
Dual-Basis Methods: Pairings for Augmented Basis Sets,” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 5,
1560-1572 (2009).

63R. P. Steele, M. Head-Gordon, and J. C. Tully, “Ab Initio Molecular Dynamics with Dual
Basis Set Methods,” J. Phys. Chem. A 114, 11853-11860 (2010).

64B. Hegely, P. R. Nagy, and M. Kallay, “Dual Basis Set Approach for Density Functional and
Wave Function Embedding Schemes,” J. Chem. Theory Comput. 14, 4600-4615 (2018).

65]. Csoka and M. Kallay, “Speeding up Hartree-Fock and Kohn-Sham calculations with
first-order corrections,” [J. Chem. Phys. 154, 164114 (2021).

%T. B. Adler, G. Knizia, and H.-J. Werner, “A simple and efficient CCSD(T)-F12 approxi-
mation,” J. Chem. Phys. 127, 221106 (2007).

67R. A. Shaw and J. G. Hill, “Approaching the Hartree-Fock Limit through the Complemen-
tary Auxiliary Basis Set Singles Correction and Auxiliary Basis Sets,” J. Chem. Theory
Comput. 13, 1691-1698 (2017).

%8L. Urban, H. Laqua, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Highly Efficient and Accurate Computation of

Multiple Orbital Spaces Spanning Fock Matrix Elements on Central and Graphics Process-

26


https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.21723
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrev.114.1528
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrev.114.1528
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268976900100941
https://doi.org/10.2307/2008290
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp0374713
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp0374713
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp065444h
https://doi.org/10.1021/ct900058p
https://doi.org/10.1021/ct900058p
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp107342g
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00350
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0041276
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2817618
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.7b00140
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.7b00140

ing Units for Application in F12 Theory,” |[Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation
18, 4218-4228 (2022)!

%P, Jurecka, J. Sponer, J. Cerny, and P. Hobza, “Benchmark database of accurate (MP2
and CCSD(T) complete basis set limit) interaction energies of small model complexes,
DNA base pairs, and amino acid pairs.” Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 8, 1985-1993 (2006).

L. Grafova, M. Pitonak, J. Rezac, and P. Hobza, “Comparative Study of Selected Wave
Function and Density Functional Methods for Noncovalent Interaction Energy Calculations
Using the Extended S22 Data Set.” |J. Chem. Theory Comput. 6, 2365-2376 (2010).

"J. Kussmann and C. Ochsenfeld, “Pre-selective screening for matrix elements in linear-
scaling exact exchange calculations.” .J. Chem. Phys. 138, 134114 (2013).

J. Kussmann and C. Ochsenfeld, “Preselective Screening for Linear-Scaling Exact
Exchange-Gradient Calculations for Graphics Processing Units and General Strong-Scaling
Massively Parallel Calculations,” J Chem Theory Comput 11, 918-22 (2015).

BF. Weigend, “A fully direct RI-HF algorithm: Implementation, optimised auxiliary basis
sets, demonstration of accuracy and efficiency.” [Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 4, 4285-4291
(2002).

™F. Neese, “An improvement of the resolution of the identity approximation for the forma-
tion of the Coulomb matrix,” |J. Comput. Chem. 24, 1740-1747 (2003).

H. Laqua, J. Kussmann, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Accelerating seminumerical Fock-exchange
calculations using mixed single- and double-precision arithmethic.” |J. Chem. Phys. 154,
214116 (2021).

76J. Kussmann, H. Laqua, and C. Ochsenfeld, “Highly Efficient Resolution-of-Identity Den-
sity Functional Theory Calculations on Central and Graphics Processing Units.” .J. Chem.
Theory Comput. 17, 1512-1521 (2021).

"F. Weigend, “Hartree-fock exchange fitting basis sets for H to Rn,” J. Comput. Chem. 29,
167-175 (2007).

R. Gulde, P. Pollak, and F. Weigend, “Error-Balanced Segmented Contracted Basis Sets of
Double-( to Quadruple-¢ Valence Quality for the Lanthanides,” J. Chem. Theory Comput.
8, 4062-4068 (2012).

™H. Laqua, J. Kussmann, and C. Ochsenfeld, “An improved molecular partitioning scheme
for numerical quadratures in density functional theory.” [J. Chem. Phys. 149, 204111
(2018).

27


https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.2c00215
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.2c00215
https://doi.org/10.1039/B600027D
https://doi.org/10.1021/ct1002253
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4796441
https://doi.org/10.1039/b204199p
https://doi.org/10.1039/b204199p
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.10318
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0045084
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0045084
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.0c01252
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.0c01252
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20702
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20702
https://doi.org/10.1021/ct300302u
https://doi.org/10.1021/ct300302u
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5049435
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5049435

	 The Conundrum of Diffuse Basis Sets: A Blessing for Accuracy yet a Curse for Sparsity 
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The conundrum of diffuse basis sets
	The curse of sparsity
	The blessing of accuracy

	The One-Particle Density Matrix in Real-Space Representation
	Locality of co- vs. contravariant basis functions
	The infinite Helium chain
	Understanding the curse of sparsity
	Possible solution: CABS-singles correction
	Conclusion and outlook
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary Material
	Data Availability
	Author Declarations
	Conflicts of interest
	Author Contributions

	Computational Details
	The first order energy gradient
	References


