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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−1 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” principle1. 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,2–8 linear scaling self-consistent field (SCF)

diagonalization alternatives9–13, as well as low-scaling variants of the Møller-Plesset pertur-

bation theory (MP2),14–18, Random-Phase-Approximation (RPA)19–22 and coupled cluster

(CC) theory.23–31

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.7,32,33 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. II, 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. III, followed by a comparison of the locality between co- and

contra-variant representations in sec. IV. 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. VI.

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. VII.
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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 (def2-TZVP) (d) P (def2-TZVPPD)

FIG. 1: Block-sparsity-pattern (32×32 blocks) of the converged Hartree-Fock SCF

one-particle density matrix for (AT)16 DNA-strand (1052 atoms). White pixels correspond

to blocks with (per element averaged) L2 norms of <10−10.

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. 1c), 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).34–38
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We demonstrate this effect here with computations on the ASCDB benchmark,39 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

ωB97X-V40 and illustrated its accuracy in combination with both augmented as well as

unaugmented basis sets from the Karlsruhe family (def2-X)41 as well as from Dunning’s

correlation-consistent basis sets (cc-pVXZ).42–45 All basis sets were used as provided by the

Basis Set Exchange.46 The resulting root mean-square deviations (RMSD) for the entire

benchmark as well as just the NCIs are given in table I.

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 2.41 kcal/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)4

DNA-fragment (e.g. 1440 s for def2-TZVPPD vs. 481 s for def2-TZVP), the gain in accu-

racy outweighs the additional cost, e.g. def2-TZVPPD is over 10 times faster as cc-pv6z

(1440 s vs. 15 265 s) 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.47

Nonetheless, Boys-Bernardi counter-poise correction, which was indeed shown to provide

significant improvements for NCIs,34,36,48–50 is rarely applicable to these situations in prac-

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 (ωB97X-V) and Basis set errors (M+B) and only basis set

error (B) [kcal/mol] referenced to aug-cc-pV6Z as root-mean-square-deviation (RMSD) for

full ASCDB benchmark39 (RMSD) and only non-covalent interactions (NCI RMSD). No

counterpoise corrections are applied. Timings are given in seconds for one full ωB97X-V

SCF calculation for an (AT)4-DNA fragment (260 atoms). Additional computational

details are provided in appendix A.

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

cc-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-pV5Z 1.28 16.46 1.40 2.81 6439

cc-pV6Z 0.47 16.49 0.41 2.47 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-pV5Z 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.1,51–55
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III. 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 ρ(r, r′)

instead of the atomic orbital (AO) 1-PDM Pµν . The real-space 1-PDM is easily computed

for a grid of coordinates r and r′ as

ρ(r, r′) =
∑
µν

Pµνχµ(r)χν(r
′) (1)

where χµ(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!

(a) ρ(r, r′) (STO-3G) (b) ρ(r, r′) (def2-SVP) (c) ρ(r, r′)

(def2-TZVP)

(d) ρ(r, r′)

(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

<10−10) of real-space density matrix ρ(r, r′) for (AT)16 DNA-strand (1052 atoms). One

grid-point per atom, each at 1 a u 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 10−6 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 ρ(r, r′) for (AT)16

DNA-strand (1052 atoms). One grid-point per atom, each at 1 a u 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 ρ(r, r′) and instead just results in slower

and slower decay for larger and more diffuse the basis sets. This is troublesome given that

ρ(r, r′) – unlike its AO analogue Pµν – 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. 4 where

the off-diagonal elements of the real-space 1-PDM ρ(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 10−4 is rapid and identical for all tested basis sets just like

in the (AT)16 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 10−6, 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 ρ(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 ρ(r, r′) for linear He10-chain (He-He

distance of 2.0 Å). Real-space grid points parallel to chain of nuclei at a constant distance

of 1 a u . 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
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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

Pµν =

∫
dr

∫
dr′χ̃µ(r)ρ(r, r

′)χ̃ν(r
′) (2)

is the contra-variant56 dual

χ̃µ(r) =
∑
µ

(S−1)µνχν(r) (3)

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. 5a to 5d), its contra-variant dual (as measured by the inverse overlap matrix S−1

in figs. 5e to 5h) defines the parameter space for the optimization of the 1-PDM.

(a) S (STO-3G) (b) S (def2-SVP) (c) S (def2-TZVP) (d) S (def2-TZVPPD)

(e) S−1 (STO-3G) (f) S−1 (def2-SVP) (g) S−1 (def2-TZVP) (h) S−1

(def2-TZVPPD)

FIG. 5: Block-sparsity-pattern (32×32 blocks) of overlap matrix (a-d) and inverse overlap

matrix (e-h) for (AT)16 DNA-strand (1052 atoms). White pixels correspond to blocks with

(per element averaged) L2 norms of <10−10.
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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−1 (4)

follows directly from the well-known idempotency relation57

PSP = P, (5)

since P is not rank-deficient in this special case. We argue that in a more general case,

S−1 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−1 (and consequently non-local contra-variant basis

functions χ̃ν(r)) as observed in fig. 5h 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−1 (figs. 5e to 5h)

and P (fig. 1) is arguably not just coincidental, but causal – a non-local S−1 can (and in

practice often will) lead to a non-local P, even if the corresponding co-variant overlap matrix

S (figs. 5a to 5d) is still sufficiently local.

V. THE INFINITE HELIUM CHAIN

So how precisely does the non-locality in S−1 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

ρ(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 χA(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

10



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−1 (eq. (4)) and off-block-diagonal contributions are zero by construction,

the conditions

P = S−1 = 1 = S (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:

SAB
χχ =

∫
drχA(r)χB(r) = δAB (7)

Next, this basis set is augmented with a diffuse basis function ∆A(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:

SAB
∆χ =

∫
dr∆A(r)χB(r) ̸= 0 A = B ± 1 (8)

SAB
∆∆ =

∫
dr∆A(r)∆B(r) ̸= 0 A = B ± 1 (9)

Introduction of ∆A(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

SAA
∆χ =

∫
dr∆A(r)χA(r) = 0, (10)

which may always be achieved through block-orthogonalization.

Finally, we define a new minimal basis set χ′
A(r) as an atom-wise linear combination of

the two above defined basis sets

χ′
A(r) = N

[
χA(r) + ω∆A(r)

]
(11)

11



with a normalization constant

N = (1 + ω2)−
1
2 . (12)

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

that χA(r) – while not exact – is sufficiently close to the exact minimal basis, ω is small and

can thus be approximated in first order (limω→0) by its negative SCF energy gradient58

ω ≈ −∂E

∂ω
= −2FAA

∆χ (13)

where

FAA
∆χ =

∫
dr∆A(r)F̂χA(r) (14)

denotes the mixed-basis Fock matrix elements and F̂ the corresponding Fock-operator. The

derivation of eq. (13) is given in Appendix B. This procedure is equivalent to a single step

of gradient descent without a scaling factor. Under the assumption that χA(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 ω to be proportional to its first order

energy gradient (i.e. eq. (13)). 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 χ′
A(r). The ansatz in eq. (11) to-

gether with the nearest-neighbor overlap conditions (eqs. (8) and (9)) leads to the tridiagonal

form

S = trid(t, 1, t) ≡



. . .
...
...
...
...
... . .

.

. . . t 1 t 0 0 . . .

. . . 0 t 1 t 0 . . .

. . . 0 0 t 1 t . . .

. .
. ...

...
...
...
...
. . .


(15)

where the off-diagonal element t is easily derived as

t = 4N2(FAA
∆χ S

AB
∆χ + (FAA

∆χ )
2SAB

χχ ) (16)

by inserting eq. (13) into the linear expansion of eq. (11). In the limit of a small gradient

or, equivalently, small ω, this reduces to

S = N2trid(s, 1 + s2, s), (17)

12



where s has the following proportionality condition:

s ∝ FAA
∆χ S

AB
∆χ (18)

The matrix inverse of this tridiagonal Toeplitz matrix is exactly known59 as

(S−1)µν = (−s)|µ−ν| (19)

which decays exponentially with respect to the distance from the diagonal |µ− ν|.

VI. UNDERSTANDING THE CURSE OF SPARSITY

In combination, eqs. (18) and (19) explain why even the quite local basis set χ′, which only

features nearest-neighbor overlap, still leads to exponential decay in S−1 and consequently

also P because the augmented basis is still minimal and therefore P = S−1 (eq. (4)) 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−1 and P. In particular, S−1 can be substantially more delocalized than S.

2. The rate of the exponential decay is proportional to the nearest neighbor overlap

SAB
∆χ and the intra-atomic Fock-matrix element FAA

∆χ , which (through eq. (13)) may be

regarded as how well the augmentation function ∆(r) improves the description of the

imperfect un-augmented basis set χ(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)x, explaining

the oscillations in fig. 4.

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.

13



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: Either, 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 posteriori

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

and then a second, larger basis set is employed as a one-shot correction.60–67 One particular

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

introduced perturbatively:66,67

Es =
∑
iα

tαi Fiα, (20)

where the singles amplitudes tαi are obtained by solving the linear equation

Fiα =
∑
k

tαkFik −
∑
β

Fαβt
β
i , (21)

and where i, j, k denote occupied molecular orbitals (MOs) and α, β denote orthogonalized

CABS basis functions.66,67 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.68 The so obtained results are presented in table II.

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).69,70 No counterpoise corrections

are applied. Timings are given in seconds for one full Hartree-Fock SCF calculation for an

(AT)4-DNA fragment (260 atoms). Additional computational details are provided in

appendix A.

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-pV5Z→aug-cc-pV5Z 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-pVQZa 0.333 0.714 -0.291 594

prune-cc-pV5Za 0.080 0.163 -0.068 1197

prune-cc-pV6Za 0.030 0.057 -0.025 2093

prune-cc-pVQZa→aug-cc-pVTZ 0.156 0.366 -0.135 884

prune-cc-pV5Za→aug-cc-pVTZ 0.036 0.070 -0.033 1650

prune-cc-pV6Za→aug-cc-pVTZ 0.021 0.055 -0.017 2757

prune-cc-pV6Za→aug-cc-pVQZ 0.020 0.034 -0.018 2992

a pruned to contain fewer high-lqn Gaussians as defined in appendix A.

Analogously to the ASCDB results of table I, augmentation with diffuse functions re-

duces the basis set errors for the NCIs in the S22 test set69,70 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 0.717 kcal/mol to 0.385 kcal/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 457 s to 680 s which is a substantial speedup

over the 2105 s 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→aug-cc-pVTZ provides nearly

basis set converged results with an RMSD of 0.036 kcal/mol at a lower computational cost

(1650 s) than full aug-cc-pVTZ (2105 s). 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 I 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. ω-B97X-V). The results are presented in table III.

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

TABLE III: Same as table I 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-pV5Z 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 kcal/mol vs. 2.40 kcal/mol for NCIs – at a slightly lower com-

putational cost (1310 s instead of 1440 s) 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-lqn 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−1, 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 CI-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

All calculations were performed with the FermiONs++ program package71,72 using the

resolution-of-the-identity Coulomb (RI-J) approximation in combination with the seminu-

merical exact-exchange method sn-LinK.5–7,68,73–76

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.73,77,78 Since no cc-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 grid79 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 lqn > 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.
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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-pV5Z 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 (2×32 cores@2.7GHz) server node.

Appendix B: The first order energy gradient

Applying Pulay’s SCF Gradient formula58

Ex =
∑
µν

Pµν(h
x
µν +

1

2

∑
λσ

Pλσ(µν||λσ)x)−
∑
µν

WµνS
x
µν (B1)

to Ex = ∂E
∂ωA

and collecting all terms results in

∂E

∂ωA

= 2
∑
B

(PAB
χχ FAB

∆χ −WAB
χχ SAB

∆χ ), (B2)

where W denotes the energy-weighted 1-PDM

Wµν =
∑
i

εiCµiCνi = (CϵCT )µν (B3)

with molecular orbital (MO) coefficients C and corresponding orbital energies ε.

Due to the translational symmetry of the helium chain (all atoms are symmetry equiva-

lent), all eigenvalues εi are identical, allowoing the matrix of Eigenvalues ϵ to be decomposed

as

ϵ = ε1, (B4)

where ε is one global scalar. Inserting eq. (B4) into the definition of W (eq. (B3) leads to

W = CϵCT = εC1CT = εCCT = εP = ε1, (B5)

where we utilized the definition of the 1-PDM

P = CoccC
T
occ = CCT (B6)
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and the fact that the basis is still minimal, i.e. there is no virtual space (Cocc = C). Finally,

the identities

PAB
χχ = 0 (B7)

SAA
χ∆ = 0 (B8)

SAB
χχ = 0 (B9)

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