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Abstract
Non-covalent interactions between neutral, sterically hindered organic molecules generally involve a strong stabilizing contribution
from dispersion forces that in many systems turns the ‘steric repulsion’ into a ‘steric attraction’. In addition to London dispersion,
such systems benefit from electrostatic stabilization, which arises from a short-range effect of charge penetration and gets bigger
with increasing steric bulk. In the present work, we quantify this contribution for a diverse set of molecular cores, ranging from unsubstituted benzene and cyclohexane to their derivatives carrying tert-butyl, phenyl, cyclohexyl and adamantyl substituents. While
the importance of electrostatic interactions in the dimers of sp2-rich (e.g., π-conjugated) cores is well appreciated, less polarizable
assemblies of sp3-rich systems with multiple short-range CH···HC contacts between the bulky cyclohexyl and adamantyl moieties
are also significantly influenced by electrostatics. Charge penetration is drastically larger in absolute terms for the sp2-rich cores,
but still has a non-negligible effect on the sp3-rich dimers, investigated herein, both in terms of their energetics and equilibrium
interaction distances. These results emphasize the importance of this electrostatic effect, which has so far been less recognized in
aliphatic systems compared to London dispersion, and are therefore likely to have implications for the development of force fields
and methods for crystal structure prediction.

Introduction
In the recent years, perception of the vaguely defined ‘steric’
interactions as categorically repulsive has shifted towards
recognizing the crucial role of attractive dispersion in the bulky
systems [1]. London dispersion was shown to be capable of
bending σ-bonded acene dimers (2 in Figure 1A) [2] and stabilizing extremely crowded systems, hexaphenylethane (3) being
the mascot of this concept. As elegantly illustrated by Schreiner

and Grimme [3,4], while bare hexaphenylethane (3) is thermodynamically unstable due to significant Pauli repulsion between the phenyl rings, its analogue 4 carrying all-meta-tertbutyl substituents (termed ‘dispersion donors’) can be synthesized and characterized thanks to sufficient stabilization by
dispersion (Figure 1B). This realization sparked a race towards
the longest covalent C–C bonds [5,6]: already impressive

1482

Beilstein J. Org. Chem. 2018, 14, 1482–1490.

Figure 1: (A) Dispersion is insufficient to bend the heptacene σ-dimer, but becomes sizable enough in nonacene [2]. (B) Bare hexaphenylethane is
not thermodynamically stable, but its all-meta-tert-butyl derivative is [3,4]. (C) Thermodynamically stable (at B97D/6-31G(d,p) level) bilayer of a fully
saturated hydrocarbon, [24]-graphane [15].

1.67 Å in hexakis(3,5-di-tert-butylphenyl)ethane is not even a
limit and stable diamondoid dimer with a central C–C bond as
long as 1.71 Å has been achieved [7,8]. Bulky alkyl groups
assist not only in achieving the longest C–C bonds, but also the
shortest intermolecular H···H contacts [9], which are otherwise
tackled by squeezing them inside the cages [10]. Intermolecular
interactions in hydrocarbons are also subject to significant
dispersion contribution. In the unsaturated systems, from
benzene dimer to higher acenes and, ultimately, graphenes,
dispersion is increasingly the key force behind the π–π stacking
interactions [11]. Large and flat π-conjugated moieties (e.g.,
ligands) are even referred to as ‘sticky pancakes’ in homage to
strong attractive interactions between them [12-14]. Less intuitively, similarly strong attractive forces are found in extended
saturated systems, e.g., the double sheet graphanes and
[n]ladderane dimers, where the interaction occurs via the
CH···HC and CH···C contacts (Figure 1C) [15-24].
While London dispersion is deservedly paraded as the champion of ‘steric attraction’ in bulky hydrocarbons, several studies
have recently pointed to the somewhat less expected electrostatic contribution to it [25]. For example, “dispersion dominates and electrostatics commands” is the ‘punch line’ of the
2017 computational study on the σ–σ, σ–π and π–π stacking
interactions between benzene, cyclohexane and some of their
fluorinated derivatives [26]. The authors show that while electrostatics is not the largest stabilizing energetic contribution, it
is nonetheless the one that defines the trend in the total interaction energy for a range of investigated dimers. Electrostatic
stabilization in graphane and graphene dimers has been attributed to the charge transfer (σCH → σHC* hyperconjugative
interaction) [17], and a similar argument was used to suggest
the possibility of manipulating the band gap of patterned
hydrogenated graphene C4H bilayer by an external electric field
[27]. Furthermore, Schreiner et al. showed that approx. 10% of
the total interaction energy in the tris(3,5-di-tert-butyl-

phenyl)methane dimer (the system mentioned above for its
shortest intermolecular H···H contacts) comes from stabilizing
electrostatics [9]. Similarly, the interaction energy difference
between the all-meta-tert-butyl-hexaphenylethane and the bare
hexaphenylethane features ≈14% electrostatic contribution at
the ISAPT0/jun-cc-pVDZ level [28]. These studies have identified the penetration energy as the dominant component of the
electrostatic interaction energy. While at long range electrostatics is virtually entirely due to interactions between the permanent multipoles of the interacting species, at small interaction
distances it is instead strongly influenced and in some systems
even dominated by charge penetration [29]. The latter is an
outcome of the overlapping diffuse electron clouds of interacting molecules. The resulting attraction between the nuclei of
one molecule to the electron density of the other is greater than
the electron–electron and nuclei–nuclei repulsion. The crucial
role of charge penetration has been demonstrated for a diverse
range of chemical systems, including the saturated [9,28] and
unsaturated hydrocarbons [30], nucleic acids [31], metal ions
interacting with proteins [32], heteroaromatic cores that are the
common building blocks for organic semiconductors [33],
cyclophanes [34], Wilcox torsion balance systems [35], etc.
The recognized importance of charge penetration in various
chemical problems is paralleled by myriad developments aimed
at accurately describing intermolecular interactions. Effective
fragment potential (EFP) methods estimate it by adding a
damping term to their classical multipolar expansion [36,37].
To account for this effect, quantum mechanically derived force
fields (FFs) are fitted to semi-empirical [38], dispersioncorrected density functional theory [39], post-Hartree–Fock
[40,41], symmetry adapted perturbation theory (SAPT) [42-46]
data or to a combination of the latter two (e.g., the monomer
electron density force field, MEDFF) [47]. The latter approach
has been subsequently exploited in the machine learning parameterization of physics-based potentials [48]. Explicit correc-
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tions for the missing penetration term in standard FFs were also
introduced based on SAPT [49,50], a Gaussian electrostatic
model (GEM), which uses density fitting to afford continuous
description of molecular charge [51,52], a charge-distribution
model based on a promolecule augmented with point charges
[53] and a screened charge model with a molecular mechanics
outer density screening algorithm [54]. In the context of hydrocarbon chemistry, the need to include charge penetration in FFs
when modeling π–π and CH···π interactions in unsaturated
hydrocarbons has been emphasized by Sherrill et al. in 2009
[55]. Accordingly, several potentials with accurate electrostatics treatment have been developed and successfully applied to
describe the intermolecular interactions of anthracene [56],
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [57-60] and fullerene with
graphite [61]. However, the importance of introducing the penetration effects in the molecular mechanics united-atom and allatom force fields, commonly employed to describe the aliphatic
systems [62,63], including such industrially relevant representatives as graphane [64] and polyethylene [65], is far less – if at
all – recognized.
In the present work, we quantify the penetration energy in a
diverse range of hydrocarbon dimers, including π-conjugated
moieties and bulky aliphatic substituents. A direct one-to-one
quantitative comparison between the fairly polarizable sp2-rich
(π-conjugated) and the much less polarizable sp3-rich (aliphatic)
systems demonstrates that charge penetration is important in
both. While the energetic and structural consequences of
neglecting this term are more drastic in the former, the resulting errors in the aliphatic dimer systems are nonetheless significant, i.e., ≈50% in interaction energy and 0.3 Å in interaction
range. We discuss the implications of these results for the
modeling of intermolecular interactions involving extended
alkyl side chains, graphanes and various aliphatic systems in
general.

Results and Discussion
Here, we investigate the nature of non-covalent interactions for
a range of hydrocarbon dimers featuring both aromatic and aliphatic skeletons and bearing substituents, from methyl all the
way to bulky adamantyl (Figure 2). First, we consider the
dimers, constructed from the optimized monomers that are kept
fixed (frozen) in terms of all geometry parameters, except for
the intermonomer distance, d. Configurations, corresponding to
the lowest total interaction energy, Etot, in these constricted
energy profiles (see Figures S1–S3 in Supporting Information
File 1) are called ‘frozen dimers’ and are used in this work to
compare the various systems on equal grounds. Second, to go
beyond this somewhat constrained insight into the non-covalent
interactions in the hydrocarbons, we relaxed the geometries of
the frozen dimers. The resulting optimized dimers are, in

general, structurally similar to the frozen counterparts albeit
feature shorter interaction distances and in some cases undergo
pronounced changes (e.g., lateral shifts and tilts) upon
relaxation (see Figures S4 and S6 in Supporting Information
File 1).
We start by considering the electrostatic (Eelst) and non-electrostatic (Enon-elst) contributions to the total SAPT0/jun-cc-pVDZ
intermolecular interaction energies (Etot) of the investigated
dimers. The electrostatic part of Etot consists of the distributed
multipole and charge penetration terms (Eelst = EDMA + ECpen),
while the non-electrostatic contribution includes exchange,
dispersion and induction terms (Enon-elst = Eexch + Edisp + Eind).
This breakdown allows us to discriminate between systems,
driven by the non-electrostatic (Eelst < Enon-elst), and those,
driven by the electrostatic (Eelst > Enon-elst) terms. Comparison
between the two types of dimers – frozen and optimized –
reveals the following three classes of hydrocarbons (Figure 3):
1. Non-substituted and substituted by comparatively non-bulky
Me and t-Bu groups benzene and cyclohexane cores, 6a–c and
9a–c. These systems are associated with relatively small interaction energies, which do not change appreciably upon geometry relaxation. However, in their frozen dimers Etot is dominated by the non-electrostatic term, while in their optimized assemblies electrostatics takes over. The intermonomer distances d
are approx. 0.1–0.6 Å shorter in the optimized dimers, in which
the monomers have the freedom to shift, e.g., laterally, compared to the frozen ones. The electrostatic term is thus almost
entirely due to charge penetration (see Figure S7 in Supporting
Information File 1), which increases exponentially at shorter
range. The non-electrostatic term grows at a slower pace with
shorter d since it depends both on exchange, which increases
exponentially, and dispersion, which increases slower, i.e., as
1/d6 [66]. Similar behavior of ECpen and Eexch is rooted in their
dependence on the extent of density overlap [67] and the
following expression connecting them has been suggested as far
back as 1970 [68]: Eexch = –ECpen(a + b × d), where a and b are
empirical parameters. The extent to which this linearity holds
depends on the rank of multipolar extension, used to compute
the ECpen from Eelst, as well as the geometric features of the
molecular core and its dimer [69].
2. Extended sp 2 -rich cores 7, 8, 6f and 9f, which have the
freedom to shift and get significantly closer upon geometry relaxation (see Figure S8 in Supporting Information File 1).
Notably shorter interaction range in their optimized dimers (by
0.3–1.3 Å) compared to the frozen ones is associated with stabilizing effects, similar to those in class (I) above and thus dominated by enhanced charge penetration, albeit significantly
amplified by the extended system size (Figure 4).
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Figure 2: Studied monomer cores and their abbreviations, adopted here.

Figure 3: Breakdown of the SAPT0/jun-cc-pVDZ total interaction energies into electrostatic and non-electrostatic contributions in frozen (A) and optimized (B) dimers.
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3. Bulky, sterically congested sp3-rich cores 10, 11, 6d,e and
9d,e, which do not have the space to move considerably upon
optimization. This results in a moderate decrease in the intermonomer distances and interaction energies upon geometry relaxation (by approx. 0.1–0.7 Å) due to the competition between
destabilizing exchange and stabilizing dispersion, with the latter
becoming increasingly dominant as the bulk of the substituents
increases [3,4,28]. However, the associated shortening of the
multiple CH···HC contacts between the bulky cyclohexyl and
adamantyl units brings about appreciable – even dominant –
electrostatic stabilization (Figure 4). The extent of charge penetration increases with the increasing number of close-range
CH···HC contacts, e.g., from 9e (1,3,5-tricyclohexylcyclohexane) to 10 (less bulky perhydrotetracene) to 9d (1,3,5triadamantylcyclohexane, see Figure S8 in Supporting Information File 1).

Figure 4: Decomposition of the SAPT0/jun-cc-pVDZ energy
difference between the optimized and frozen dimers (i.e.,
∆E = Etotal or component[optimized] – Etotal or component[frozen]) for the
representative cores from classes (II) and (III), as well as the M06-2X/
def2-SVP geometries of their optimized dimers (clipped van der Waals
surfaces are shown in orange).

The crucial role of electrostatics is well appreciated in the interactions of polarizable π-conjugated cores [9,30]. Bulky sp3-rich

systems, despite being significantly less polarizable and generally featuring smaller (in absolute terms) stabilization, also
involve appreciable electrostatic contribution from charge penetration both in their intra- [28] and intermolecular (Figure 4)
assemblies.
The demonstrated quantitative significance of ECpen nonetheless does not directly reflect its qualitative importance, nor does
it reveal the implications of this term for the chemical and physical properties of the bulky π-conjugated and saturated hydrocarbons. To address this question, we have compared the
SAPT0/jun-cc-pVDZ energy profiles of the dimer interplanar
separation for representative class (II) and class (III) systems:
tetracene (7) and its fully saturated analogue, perhydrotetracene
(10, Figure 5A and B). For each monomer, four types of dimers
were compared – perfectly stacked (i.e., the frozen dimer) and
shifted transversally, laterally and in both directions by approx.
half the ring (Figure S11 in Supporting Information File 1). The
main purpose of this exercise is to mimic the results of geometrical relaxation with and without the charge penetration for a
diverse sample of dimer arrangements, i.e., beyond the model
frozen and optimized geometries. For tetracene, the shifted
dimer is energetically favored, while for perhydrotetracene the
stacked dimer is preferred. Our results in Figure 5C comparing
selected – shifted and stacked – dimers (see all four dimers
comparison in Figure S11 in Supporting Information File 1)
illustrate that in tetracene (7) neglecting the penetration effects
would result in a drastic underestimation of the energy difference between the stacked and shifted dimer geometries; in perhydrotetracene (10), even though this term accounts for almost
half the difference in Etot, the relative error would be less significant. In terms of geometries of the energetically preferred
dimers (Figure 5D), excluding ECpen leads to a longer interaction range both for 7 (by 0.5 Å) and, to a lesser extent, 10 (by
0.3 Å).
From the methodological viewpoint, these results have relevant
implications on the use of existing and for the development of
improved force fields (FFs) and other methods for the modeling
and crystal structure prediction of hydrocarbons. In the case of
π-conjugated complexes or assemblies, neglecting ECpen would
flatten the potential energy surface dramatically. As shown in
Figure 5, the penetration energy contribution strongly discriminates even between the slightly different (perfectly π-stacked
and shifted by ≈1.2 Å in long and short axis) geometries. This
contribution is therefore vital when exploring the free-energy
landscape. While the energetic consequences are less pronounced for the sp3-rich systems, the absence of charge penetration would lead to elongated intermolecular distances. This
might potentially be one of the reasons why the molecular
mechanics force fields, commonly applied to aliphatics (see
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Figure 5: Structures and SAPT0/jun-cc-pVDZ interaction energy profiles with and without the charge penetration contribution vs varying intermonomer distance d for stacked and shifted dimers of tetracene (7, A) and perhydrotetracene (10, B). (C) The absolute SAPT0/jun-cc-pVDZ energetic difference between the energy minima on the shifted and stacked dimer profiles with and without the ECpen. (D) The interplanar separation, corresponding to the minimum energy dimer for 7 and 10 with and without the ECpen.

Introduction), significantly underestimate the liquid density and
vapor pressure for long chain linear alkanes [70] and branched
alkanes [71], fail to accurately reproduce the chain length dependence of the tilt and twist angles in alkanethiol self-assembled monolayers [72] and increasingly deviate (by as much as
15%) from experimental data for the hydrophobic solvation free
energies of alkanes in alkanes with the increasing chain lengths
[73].

Conclusion
The significance of stabilizing dispersion and electrostatic
effects within sterically hindered hydrocarbons is well recognized. In such systems, electrostatic contributions are generally
dominated by charge penetration, which increases with system
size (bulk) and shorter interaction distances. In the present
work, we have performed a direct comparison between the sp2
and sp3-rich hydrocarbons and quantified the ECpen term of
their intermolecular interactions. The electrostatic effects are,
not surprisingly, important in systems with strong π–π interactions. Our results illustrate that the less polarizable saturated
hydrocarbon dimers with increasingly more and shorter
CH···HC contacts can also be significantly influenced by electrostatics. In absolute terms, the penetration energy is greater in
the π-conjugated systems and is thus crucial for the correct
modeling of the energetic and structural properties of their bulk
assemblies. In the bulky aliphatic systems, this contribution still
constitutes a significant portion of the total interaction energy

and accounts for approx. 0.3 Å difference in the interaction
range. This re-emphasizes the importance of accounting for
these effects even when modeling saturated hydrocarbons and
provides the context for the underperformance of the molecular
mechanics force fields, commonly applied to aliphatics.

Computational Details
Geometries of the isolated monomer cores were optimized at
the M06-2X/def2-SVP level using Gaussian 09 software
package [74]. The molar volume of each monomer was computed using the Monte-Carlo integration inside a contour of
0.001 electrons/Bohr3 density in conjunction with M06-2X/
def2-SVP density. The dimers were constructed from optimized monomers by translating one monomer with respect to
another along the perpendicular axis and, in some systems,
rotating it around this axis by 60° to achieved a staggered
arrangement (for details, see Figure S3 in Supporting Information File 1). A range of intermonomer distances, d, was
screened (3.0–6.0 Å or 4.0–7.0 Å depending on the system)
with a 0.1 Å step size (see Figures S1and S2 in Supporting
Information File 1). For each of these ‘frozen’ dimer geometries, the total interaction energy was evaluated using the
method, considered a bronze standard for non-covalent interactions [75] – the zeroth-order symmetry-adapted perturbation
theory (SAPT0) with jun-cc-pVDZ basis [76], which allows
decomposing the total interaction energy Etot into the exchange
Eexch, electrostatic Eelst, dispersion Edisp and induction Eind
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components. SAPT0 computations were performed using the
Psi4 code [77] and employed the density-fitting algorithm (DFSAPT) [78,79]. For the distributed multipole analyses (DMA)
[80] computations, the atom-centered multipoles up to the 8thorder were generated using Molpro [81] at the HF/6-311G**
level (see also Figure S5A in Supporting Information File 1
regarding the different basis sets in SAPT0 and DMA computations). The multipole–multipole interaction energies were computed up to 32-poles (i.e., including all R–n terms, where n ≤ 6)
using an in-house program of the Sherrill research group [31].
Charge penetration ECpen was evaluated as the difference between the electrostatic energy term of the SAPT0 total interaction energy, E elst , and the DMA electrostatic term E DMA .
Furthermore, for each system the dimer with the lowest Etot
(called here the ‘frozen dimer’) was then used as a starting point
for geometry relaxation at M06-2X/def2-SVP and PBE0-dDsC/
def2-SVP levels, producing the ‘optimized dimer’. The two
methods were used to allow comparison of different dispersion
treatments and yielded very similar results (for details, see
Figure S5B–D in Supporting Information File 1); for consistency, the M06-2X results are discussed in the manuscript.
Energy decomposition analyses for the optimized dimers were
performed in the same way as for the frozen dimers.

2. Ehrlich, S.; Bettinger, H. F.; Grimme, S. Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 2013,
52, 10892–10895. doi:10.1002/anie.201304674
3. Grimme, S.; Schreiner, P. R. Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 2011, 50,
12639–12642. doi:10.1002/anie.201103615
4. Rösel, S.; Balestrieri, S.; Schreiner, P. R. Chem. Sci. 2017, 8,
405–410. doi:10.1039/C6SC02727J
5. Schreiner, P. R.; Chernish, L. V.; Gunchenko, P. A.; Tikhonchuk, E. Y.;
Hausmann, H.; Serafin, M.; Schlecht, S.; Dahl, J. E. P.;
Carlson, R. M. K.; Fokin, A. A. Nature 2011, 477, 308–311.
doi:10.1038/nature10367
6. Fokin, A. A.; Zhuk, T. S.; Blomeyer, S.; Pérez, C.; Chernish, L. V.;
Pashenko, A. E.; Antony, J.; Vishnevskiy, Y. V.; Berger, R. J. F.;
Grimme, S.; Logemann, C.; Schnell, M.; Mitzel, N. W.; Schreiner, P. R.
J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2017, 139, 16696–16707.
doi:10.1021/jacs.7b07884
7. Fokin, A. A.; Chernish, L. V.; Gunchenko, P. A.; Tikhonchuk, E. Y.;
Hausmann, H.; Serafin, M.; Dahl, J. E. P.; Carlson, R. M. K.;
Schreiner, P. R. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2012, 134, 13641–13650.
doi:10.1021/ja302258q
8. Allinger, N. L.; Lii, J.-H.; Schaefer, H. F., III. J. Chem. Theory Comput.
2016, 12, 2774–2778. doi:10.1021/acs.jctc.5b00926
9. Rösel, S.; Quanz, H.; Logemann, C.; Becker, J.; Mossou, E.;
Cañadillas-Delgado, L.; Caldeweyher, E.; Grimme, S.; Schreiner, P. R.
J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2017, 139, 7428–7431. doi:10.1021/jacs.7b01879
10. Firouzi, R.; Shahbazian, S. ChemPhysChem 2016, 17, 51–54.
doi:10.1002/cphc.201501002
11. Grimme, S. Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 2008, 47, 3430–3434.
doi:10.1002/anie.200705157
12. Preuss, K. E. Polyhedron 2014, 79, 1–15.

Supporting Information

doi:10.1016/j.poly.2014.04.005
13. Wolters, L. P.; Koekkoek, R.; Bickelhaupt, F. M. ACS Catal. 2015, 5,

Supporting Information File 1
Additional figures, complete set of computed data and
geometries of the studied monomers and dimers.
[https://www.beilstein-journals.org/bjoc/content/
supplementary/1860-5397-14-125-S1.pdf]

5766–5775. doi:10.1021/acscatal.5b01354
14. Cui, Z.; Lischka, H.; Beneberu, H. Z.; Kertesz, M. J. Am. Chem. Soc.
2014, 136, 12958–12965. doi:10.1021/ja505624y
15. Fokin, A. A.; Gerbig, D.; Schreiner, P. R. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2011, 133,
20036–20039. doi:10.1021/ja206992j
16. Wagner, J. P.; Schreiner, P. R. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2014, 10,
1353–1358. doi:10.1021/ct5000499
17. Wang, C.; Mo, Y.; Wagner, J. P.; Schreiner, P. R.; Jemmis, E. D.;

Acknowledgements
This work has received support from EPFL and funding from
the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
program under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie grant agreement
No. 701885 “Single Molecule Junctions with Non-Conventional Architectures, Crafted in silico” and from the European
Research Council (ERC Grant 306528 COMPOREL). The
authors also thank Prof. Konrad Patkowski (Auburn University)
and Mr. Kun-Han Lin (EPFL) for helpful comments.

ORCID® iDs
Ganna Gryn’ova - https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4229-939X

Danovich, D.; Shaik, S. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2015, 11,
1621–1630. doi:10.1021/acs.jctc.5b00075
18. Echeverría, J.; Aullón, G.; Danovich, D.; Shaik, S.; Alvarez, S.
Nat. Chem. 2013, 3, 323–330. doi:10.1038/nchem.1004
19. Danovich, D.; Shaik, S.; Neese, F.; Echeverria, J.; Aullón, G.;
Alvarez, S. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2013, 9, 1977–1991.
doi:10.1021/ct400070j
20. Janowski, T.; Pulay, P. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2012, 134, 17520–17525.
doi:10.1021/ja303676q
21. Alonso, M.; Woller, T.; Martín-Martínez, F. J.; Contreras-García, J.;
Geerlings, P.; De Proft, F. Chem. – Eur. J. 2014, 20, 4931–4941.
doi:10.1002/chem.201400107
22. Li, Y.; Chen, Z. J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 2013, 4, 269–275.
doi:10.1021/jz301821n

Clémence Corminboeuf - https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7993-2879

23. Pastorczak, E.; Prlj, A.; Gonthier, J. F.; Corminboeuf, C.

References

24. Ninković, D. B.; Vojislavljević-Vasilev, D. Z.; Medaković, V. B.;

J. Chem. Phys. 2015, 143, 224107. doi:10.1063/1.4936830

1. Wagner, J. P.; Schreiner, P. R. Angew. Chem., Int. Ed. 2015, 54,
12274–12296. doi:10.1002/anie.201503476

Hall, M. B.; Brothers, E. N.; Zarić, S. D. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys.
2016, 18, 25791–25795. doi:10.1039/C6CP03734H
25. Podeszwa, R. J. Chem. Phys. 2010, 132, 044704.
doi:10.1063/1.3300064

1488

Beilstein J. Org. Chem. 2018, 14, 1482–1490.

26. Cabaleiro-Lago, E. M.; Rodríguez-Otero, J. ChemistrySelect 2017, 2,
5157–5166. doi:10.1002/slct.201700671
27. Li, F.; Li, Y. Theor. Chem. Acc. 2016, 135, 90.
doi:10.1007/s00214-016-1851-7
28. Parrish, R. M.; Gonthier, J. M.; Corminbœuf, C.; Sherrill, C. D.
J. Chem. Phys. 2015, 143, 051103. doi:10.1063/1.4927575
29. Sherrill, C. D. Acc. Chem. Res. 2013, 46, 1020–1028.
doi:10.1021/ar3001124
30. Hohenstein, E. G.; Duan, J.; Sherrill, C. D. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2011,
133, 13244–13247. doi:10.1021/ja204294q
31. Parker, T. M.; Hohenstein, E. G.; Parrish, R. M.; Hud, N. V.;
Sherrill, C. D. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2013, 135, 1306–1316.
doi:10.1021/ja3063309
32. Jing, Z.; Qi, R.; Liu, C.; Ren, P. J. Chem. Phys. 2017, 147, 161733.
doi:10.1063/1.4985921
33. Gryn’ova, G.; Corminboeuf, C. J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 2016, 7,
5198–5204. doi:10.1021/acs.jpclett.6b02585
34. Xia, J. L.; Liu, S. H.; Cozzi, F.; Mancinelli, M.; Mazzanti, A.
Chem. – Eur. J. 2012, 18, 3611–3620. doi:10.1002/chem.201103639
35. Sherman, M. C.; Ams, M. R.; Jordan, K. D. J. Phys. Chem. A 2016,
120, 9292–9298. doi:10.1021/acs.jpca.6b09193
36. Slipchenko, L.; Gordon, M. S. J. Comput. Chem. 2006, 28, 276–291.
doi:10.1002/jcc.20520
37. Smith, Q. A.; Gordon, M. S.; Slipchenko, L. V. J. Phys. Chem. A 2011,
115, 4598–4609. doi:10.1021/jp201039b
38. Grimme, S.; Bannwarth, C.; Caldeweyher, E.; Pisarek, J.; Hansen, A.
J. Chem. Phys. 2017, 147, 161708. doi:10.1063/1.4991798
39. Grimme, S. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2014, 10, 4497–4514.
doi:10.1021/ct500573f
40. Bukowski, R.; Szalewicz, K.; Groenenboom, G. C.; van der Avoird, A.
Science 2007, 315, 1249–1252. doi:10.1126/science.1136371
41. Donchev, A. G.; Galkin, N. G.; Illarionov, A. A.; Khoruzhii, O. V.;
Olevanov, M. A.; Ozrin, V. D.; Pereyaslavets, L. B.; Tarasov, V. I.
J. Comput. Chem. 2008, 29, 1242–1249. doi:10.1002/jcc.20884
42. Taylor, D. E.; Rob, F.; Rice, B. M.; Podeszwa, R.; Szalewicz, K.
Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2011, 13, 16629–16636.
doi:10.1039/c1cp21342c
43. McDaniel, J. G.; Schmidt, J. R. J. Phys. Chem. A 2013, 117,
2053–2066. doi:10.1021/jp3108182
44. Szalewicz, K. Acc. Chem. Res. 2014, 47, 3266–3274.
doi:10.1021/ar500275m
45. Van Vleet, M. J.; Misquitta, A. J.; Stone, A. J.; Schmidt, J. R.
J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2016, 12, 3851–3870.
doi:10.1021/acs.jctc.6b00209
46. Aina, A. A.; Misquitta, A. J.; Price, S. L. J. Chem. Phys. 2017, 147,
161722. doi:10.1063/1.4999789
47. Vandebrande, S.; Waroquier, M.; Van Speybroeck, V.; Verstraelen, T.
J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2017, 13, 161–179.
doi:10.1021/acs.jctc.6b00969
48. Bereau, T.; DiStasio, R. A., Jr.; Tkachenko, A.; von Lilienfeld, O. A.
J. Chem. Phys. 2018, 148, 241706. doi:10.1063/1.5009502
49. Wang, Q.; Rackers, J. A.; He, C.; Qi, R.; Narth, C.; Lagardere, L.;
Gresh, N.; Ponder, J. W.; Piquemal, J.-P.; Ren, P.
J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2015, 11, 2609–2618.
doi:10.1021/acs.jctc.5b00267
50. Rackers, J. A.; Wang, Q.; Liu, C.; Piquemal, J.-P.; Ren, P.;

52. Chaudret, R.; Gresh, N.; Narth, C.; Lagardère, L.; Darden, T. A.;
Cisneros, G. A.; Piquemal, J.-P. J. Phys. Chem. A 2014, 118,
7598–7612. doi:10.1021/jp5051657
53. Bojarowski, S. A.; Kumar, P.; Dominiak, P. M. ChemPhysChem 2016,
17, 2455–2460. doi:10.1002/cphc.201600390
54. Wang, B.; Truhlar, D. G. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2014, 10,
4480–4487. doi:10.1021/ct5005142
55. Sherrill, C. D.; Sumpter, B. G.; Sinnokrot, M. O.; Marshall, M. S.;
Hohenstein, E. G.; Walker, R. C.; Gould, I. R. J. Comput. Chem. 2009,
30, 2187–2193. doi:10.1002/jcc.21226
56. Grančič, P.; Bylsma, R.; Meekes, H.; Cuppen, H. M.
Cryst. Growth Des. 2015, 15, 1625–1633. doi:10.1021/cg5013507
57. Totton, T. S.; Misquitta, A. J.; Kraft, M. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2010,
6, 683–695. doi:10.1021/ct9004883
58. Totton, T. S.; Misquitta, A. J.; Kraft, M. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys.
2012, 14, 4081–4094. doi:10.1039/c2cp23008a
59. Tafipolsky, M.; Engels, B. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2011, 7,
1791–1803. doi:10.1021/ct200185h
60. Pascazio, L.; Sirignano, M.; D’Anna, A. Combust. Flame 2017, 185,
53–62. doi:10.1016/j.combustflame.2017.07.003
61. Donchev, A. G. Phys. Rev. B 2006, 74, 235401.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevB.74.235401
62. Chilukoti, H. K.; Kikugawa, G.; Ohara, T. J. Phys. Chem. B 2016, 120,
7207–7216. doi:10.1021/acs.jpcb.6b05332
63. Janeček, J.; Paricaud, P. Fluid Phase Equilib. 2016, 429, 27–36.
doi:10.1016/j.fluid.2016.08.023
64. Artyukhov, V. I.; Chernozatonskii, L. A. J. Phys. Chem. A 2010, 114,
5389–5396. doi:10.1021/jp1003566
65. Kumar, V.; Locker, C. R.; in ’t Veld, P. J.; Rutledge, G. C.
Macromolecules 2017, 50, 1206–1214.
doi:10.1021/acs.macromol.6b02458
66. Ryno, S. M.; Risko, C.; Brédas, J.-L. Chem. Mater. 2016, 28,
3990–4000. doi:10.1021/acs.chemmater.6b01340
67. Freitag, M. A.; Gordon, M. S.; Jensen, J. H.; Stevens, W. J.
J. Chem. Phys. 2000, 112, 7300–7306. doi:10.1063/1.481370
68. Murrell, J. N.; Teixeira-Dias, J. J. C. Mol. Phys. 1970, 19, 521–531.
doi:10.1080/00268977000101531
69. Misquitta, A. J.; Stone, A. J.; Fazeli, F. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2014,
10, 5405–5418. doi:10.1021/ct5008444
70. Müller, E. A.; Mejia, A. J. Phys. Chem. B 2011, 115, 12822–12834.
doi:10.1021/jp203236q
71. Mick, J. R.; Barhaghi, M. S.; Jackman, B.; Schwiebert, L.; Potoff, J. J.
J. Chem. Eng. Data 2017, 62, 1806–1818.
doi:10.1021/acs.jced.6b01036
72. Bhadra, P.; Siu, S. W. I. J. Phys. Chem. C 2017, 121, 26340–26349.
doi:10.1021/acs.jpcc.7b08092
73. Jorge, M.; Nuno, M. G.; Simões, C. J. V.; Silva, C. G.; Brito, R. M. M.
J. Comput. Chem. 2017, 38, 346–358. doi:10.1002/jcc.24690
74. Gaussian 09, Revision D.01; Gaussian, Inc.: Wallingford CT, 2009.
75. Parker, T. M.; Burns, L. A.; Parrish, R. M.; Ryno, A. G.; Sherrill, C. D.
J. Chem. Phys. 2014, 140, 094106. doi:10.1063/1.4867135
76. Jeziorski, B.; Moszynski, R.; Szalewicz, K. Chem. Rev. 1994, 94,
1887–1930. doi:10.1021/cr00031a008
77. Turney, J. M.; Simmonett, A. C.; Parrish, R. M.; Hohenstein, E. G.;
Evangelista, F. A.; Fermann, J. T.; Mintz, B. J.; Burns, L. A.;
Wilke, J. J.; Abrams, M. L.; Russ, N. J.; Leininger, M. L.;

Ponder, J. W. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2017, 19, 276–291.

Janssen, C. L.; Seidl, E. T.; Allen, W. D.; Schaefer, H. F.; King, R. A.;

doi:10.1039/C6CP06017J

Valeev, E. F.; Sherrill, C. D.; Crawford, T. D.

51. Cisneros, G. A. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2012, 8, 5072–5080.
doi:10.1021/ct300630u

Wiley Interdiscip. Rev.: Comput. Mol. Sci. 2012, 2, 556–565.
doi:10.1002/wcms.93

1489

Beilstein J. Org. Chem. 2018, 14, 1482–1490.

78. Hohenstein, E. G.; Parrish, R. M.; Sherrill, C. D.; Turney, J. M.;
Schaefer, H. F., III. J. Chem. Phys. 2011, 135, 174017.
doi:10.1063/1.3656681
79. Hohenstein, E. G.; Sherrill, C. D. J. Chem. Phys. 2010, 132, 184111.
doi:10.1063/1.3426316
80. Stone, A. J. Chem. Phys. Lett. 1981, 83, 233–239.
doi:10.1016/0009-2614(81)85452-8
81. MOLPRO, Version 2012.1; a package of ab initio programs,
http://www.molpro.net.

License and Terms
This is an Open Access article under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which
permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in
any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.
The license is subject to the Beilstein Journal of Organic
Chemistry terms and conditions:
(https://www.beilstein-journals.org/bjoc)
The definitive version of this article is the electronic one
which can be found at:
doi:10.3762/bjoc.14.125

1490

