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Several experimental values were reported for the binding energy of methyldiazonium ion, and they differ by
13 kcal/mol. Previous theoretical investigations also were associated with considerable uncertainty. The methyl
cation affinity (MCA) of N plays a crucial role as the anchor point for the absolute gas phase methyl cation
affinity scale, and an accurate value is thus especially pertinent. To resolve this longstanding controversy, the
reaction energy for the process CH3* + N — CH;3N,* has been determined using full fourth-order Maller—
Plesset perturbation theory, CI theory (CID, CISD), quadratic CI theory (QCISD, QCISD(T)), Gaussian-1
(G1) and Gaussian-2 (G2) theory, and coupled cluster methods (CCD, CCSD, ST4ACCD, CCSD(T)) with large
basis sets. The proton affinity (PA) of diazomethane, CH,N; + H* — CH;N,*, also was determined at these
theoretical levels. The best calculations all point to an MCA(N3) of 44.1 kcal/mol and to a PA(CH;N3) =
211.4 kcal/mol. While the PA(CH;N,) value falls within the experimental range, the calculated binding
energy of methyldiazonium ion is more than 4.2 kcal/mol lower than the latest experimental value and 5.3
kcal/mol above the earliest experimental value. These results strongly reaffirm that an experimental reevaluation

of the methyl cation affinity is warranted.

Introduction

The binding energy, Ey, of methyldiazonium ion, that is, the
methyl cation affinity (MCA) of dinitrogen, has long been a
matter of controversy. Twoindependent measurements of MCA-
(N,) were reported, and, with different data for reference
compounds, the resulting MCA values vary in the wide range of
38.2-51.2 kcal/mol. Foster and Beauchamp first measured the
heat of formation of methyldiazonium ion, AH{CH;N,*) = 223
keal/mol, by ion cyclotron resonance spectroscopy.2 Subse-
quently, these workers and Williamson measured the photoion-
ization appearance potential of CH;N,* from CH3N,CH; and
obtained AH{CH;N,*) = 209.4 kcal/mol.> The combination
with the latest value for the heat of formation of CH3N,CHj,*
AH{CH;N,CHj;) = 35.5 kcal/mol, gave AH{CH;N;*) =212.9
kcal/mol.5 With AH{CH;*) = 261.2 kcal/mol,¢ these three
AH{CH;N,*) values yield methyl cation affinities for N, of 38.2,2
51.2,3 and 48.35 kcal/mol, respectively.
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Previous theoretical estimates of MCA(N5) alsoare associated
with considerable uncertainty. At the STO-3G level, Radom’
obtained a value of 51.6 kcal/mol which seemed to support the
higher experimental value but it was recognized that this
apparently good agreement might be fortuitous. Indeed, better
Hartree-Fock level calculations with split-valence basis sets all
tend to underestimate MCA(N;) greatly and they alsoare rather
basis set dependent. Atthe RHF/4-31G level, Radom’ obtained
E,, = 28.5 kcal/mol and Simonetta et al. and Ford?® calculated
even lower values of 18.4 and 26.0 kcal/mol using more flexible
DZ+P and 6-31G* basis sets, respectively. The inclusion of
vibrational zero-point energies further reduces these theoretical
binding energies.>-!2 At the RHF/6-31G* level and including
thescaled vibrational zero-point energy corrections, for example,
avalue of 21.0 kcal/mol resuits for the binding energy.!? Clearly,
correlation effects cannot be neglected to even approximate the
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methyl cation affinity of N, as was shown by Ford,? Ikuta,!! and
us.12 Ford? reported a dissociation energy of 42.3 at MP3/6-
31G**//RHF/6-31G* without correction for internal motion
and a value of 38 kcal/mol for the reaction enthalpy, and he
pointed out that the binding energy change between the MP3/
6-31G** and MP4(SDQ)/6-31G** was only 0.1 kcal/mol. Thus,
Ford’s value was in close agreement with the earlier experimental
value. Tkutal! determined the methyl cation affinity at higher
basis set levels using correlated methods and found 44.0 = 1.0
kcal/mol as the most probable dissociation reaction enthalpy
based on MP2/6-311G(3df,2pd)//MP2/6-31G** energies, an
empirical estimate for the effects of higher order perturbations,
and inclusion of a thermochemical correction term. We studied
the dissociation of CH3N,* with Mgller-Plesset theory employing
more extended basis sets and reported!? our best previous value
of 43.3 kcal/mol determined at MP4(SDTQ=fc)/6-311++G-
(df,p)//MP2(full)/6-311G** and including unscaled MP2(full)/
6-31G* zero-point energy corrections. This value still remained
a few kilocalories per mole lower than the latest experimental
value.

Recent advances in the development of advanced modern
theoretical methods for the accurate evaluation of electron
correlation effects as well as in available hardware have made it
possible to reexamine the methyl cation affinity of N,. A reliable
value for the binding energy of the methyldiazonium ion is of
special significance since the absolute methyl cation affinity scale
constructed by Kebarle et al.5 employs the MCA of N as their
primary standard. Here, we report higher level ab initio
calculations on the binding energy of methyldiazonium ion to
resolve the controversy as to which experimental value is correct.
The association of CH;* and N, to methyldiazonium ion has
been examined using full fourth-order Mgller—Plesset perturbation
theory, CI theory (CID, CISD), quadratic CI theory (QCISD,
QCISD(T)), Gaussian-1 (G1) and Gaussian-2 (G2) theory, and
coupled cluster methods (CCD, CCSD, ST4CCD, CCSD(T)).
These calculations were based on geometries optimized at
correlated levels (MP2(full)/6-31G*), and large and well-
polarized basis sets up to 6-311+G(2df,p) were employed. With
these higher level energies for the methyldiazonium ion, we have
also determined an accurate theoretical estimate for the proton
affinity of diazomethane.!> The experimental PA(CH;N,) value
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has been bracketed by Foster and Beauchamp? via the gas phase
proton exchange equilibrium between methyldiazonium ion and
ammonia (PA(NH;) = 207.0 kcal/mol),'* azomethane (PA-
(CH;N=NCH,) = 212 % 5 kcal/mol), and methylamine
(PA(CH;NH,;) = 216 kcal/mol).!15 It was found that the proton
affinity of diazomethane falls in the range 207.0-212(%5) kcal/
mol; however, the upper limit is associated with considerable
experimental uncertainty.

H
H H PN \
X +H +
BN e ComNmN: | N CE—NmN:
/ “ / B 'l
H H

Results and Discussion

Gaussian-1 and Gaussian-2 Binding Energies. In G1 theory,!6
it is the general objective to approximate the total energy of a
high-level QCISD(T)/6-311+G(2df,p) caiculation through com-
putation of correction terms at lower levels.

E,, = E(combined) + AE(HLC) + AE(ZPE)

In the first step, the equilibrium geometries are determined at
the RHF/6-31G* and MP2(full)/6-31G* levels. The zero-point
energy correction AE(ZPE) is determined at the RHF/6-31G*
level and scaled by the factor of 0.8929.17 The total energy
E(combined) results as the accumulation of various frozen core
single-point calculations with the MP2(full)/6-31G* geometry.

E(combined) =
(MP4STDQ(fc)/6-311G**//MP2(fu)/6-31G*) +
AE(+) + AE(2df) + AE(QCI)
where

AE(+) = (MP4STDQ(fc)/6-311+G**) —
E(MP4STDQ(fc)/6-311G**)

AE(2df) = E[MP4STDQ(fc)/6-311G(2df,p)] -
E(MP4STDQ(fc)/6-311G**)

AE(QCI) = (QCISD(T)(fc)/6-311G**) -
E(MP4STDQ(fc)/6-311G**)

To better approximate experimental values, the AE(HLC) is a
“higher level correction” due to remaining basis set deficiencies
and it is described by the equation

AE(HLC) = -0.19n, - 5.95n,

where n,, is the number of a valence electrons and ngis the number
of B valence electrons. For G1 theory, the values determined in
most cases are within 2 kcal/mol of known experimental data.

The general objective of G2 theory!® is the same as with G1
with a few added corrections for basis set extensions and
modifications of the higher level correlation. Therefore, the
equation for the total electronic energy becomes

E, (G2) = E,,(Gl) + A + 1.14npair
where A is the summation of the following terms.

A(+2df) = E[MP2/6-311+G(2df,p)] -
E[MP2/6-311G**]

A(+) = E[MP2/6-311+G**] — E[MP2/6-311G**]

Horan and Glaser
A(2df) = E[MP2/6-311G(2df,p)] - E[MP2/6-311G**]

A, = E[MP2/6-311+G(3df,2p)] -
E[MP2/6-311+G(2df,p)]

The last term, 1.14npair, where npair is the number of valence
pairs, is an added correction which lowers the E(HLC) in G1
theory by 1.14 millihartrees to closer approximate experiment.

The values required for the G1 and G2 evaluations were
computed and are summarized in Table 1, and binding energies
are summarized in Table 2. Table 2 also contains total energies
and derived binding energies computed at other higher theoretical
levels for comparison. All of these higher level calculations were
carried out with the 6-3114+G(2df,p) basis set, that is, the same
basis set employed in the QCISD(T) calculation G1 theory
approximates. Geometry optimizations were performed within
Dy symmetry for CHy*,in D symmetry for N, in Cy, symmetry
for CH3N,*, and in Cy, symmetry for CH,N;!319.20 3t the RHF
level and with the inclusion of the perturbational effects of electron
correlation at the second-order Moller—Plesset?! level with the
6-31G* basis set, MP2(full)/6-31G*, using Gaussian92.22 The
Hessian matrix was computed analytically at the RHF/6-31G*
level for each structure to confirm that an extremum on the
potential energy surface had indeed been located and to determine
the vibrational zero-point energies (VZPEs).!12 VZPE corrections
to relative energies were scaled as described.

The binding energies for G1 and G2 theory are 40.79 and
41.39 kcal/mol, respectively. G2 theory accounts for basis set
effects associated with the additions of a third set of d functions
and a second set of p functions, and it also incorporates a correction
for the nonadditivity of energetic effects due to diffuse-sp and
2df basis set extensions. The third factor responsible for the
difference in the G1 and G2 values is the modification to the
“higher level correction”. The combination of all these contri-
butions results only in a minor increase of the G2 value compared
to the G1 theoretical estimate. Most importantly, both values
are about 2 kcal/mol below our best previously calculated value
and 7 kcal/mol lower than the latest experimental value.

Cl and QCISD Binding Energies. Since G1 theory approximates
the full size-consistent QCISD(T)/6-311+G(2df,p)?*level results,
we examined the methyldiazonium ion dissociation with directly
computed QCISD(T)/6-311+G(2df,p) energies using the MP2-
(full)/6-31G* geometries. At this level and including VZPE-
(RHF/6-31G*) corrections, we obtained E, = 40.71 kcal/mol
(Table 2), which is in excellent agreement with the G1 approx-
imation. The consideration of the triples excitations has significant
effects. Quadratic configurational interaction neglecting the
triples excitations results in a QCISD/6-311+G(2df,p)//MP2/
6-31G* + AVZPE(RHF/6-31G*) binding energy of 38.15 kcal/
mol, more than 2 kcal/mol lower than the G1 value.

We also studied the dissociation of methyldiazonium ion with
this same large basis set, 6-3114+G(2df,p), and employing CI
methods with double (CID) and both single and double substi-
tutions included (CISD)?4as well as Moller—Plesset perturbation
theory up to full fourth-order (Table 2) in the frozen core
approximation. The CID and CISD values were also lower than
the G1 and G2 values by about 3.5-4 kcal/mol and gave similar
binding energies of 37.25 and 37.65 kcal/mol, respectively.
Moller-Plesset perturbation theory up to the fourth-order level
showed fluctuations with binding energies ranging from an
overestimated MP2 value of 43.48 kcal/mol, to a low value of
38.72 kcal/mol for MP3, to an MP4 value of 41.57 kcal/mol.
The best MP4 level calculations are in excellent agreement with
the G1 and G2 calculations and with the directly computed
QCISD(T) binding energy.

Coupled Cluster Binding Energies. The binding energies were
also determined using coupled cluster theory with double
substitutions (CCD),25 with single and double substitutions



TABLE I:

Binding Energies of Methyldiazonium Ion
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Energies and Parameter Values for Gaussian-1 and Gaussian-2 Evaluations®?

theoretical level CH;N,* CH;,N; CH;* N,
RHF/6-31G -148.216056 -147.843784 -39.230640 -108.943949
RHF/6-31G* VZPE 30.70 21.56 21.15 3.94
MP2(full)/6-31G* ~148.666119 -148.310594 -39.329435 -109.261574
MP2(fc)/6-311G** ~148.728552 ~148.369869 -39.356178 -109.296781
MP4(fc)/6-311G** -148.769011 —148.408963 -39.379697 -109.316156
QCISD(T)(fc)/6-311G** -148.763342 —148.404377 -39.381068 -109.310209
MP2(fc)/6-311+G** —148.730937 -148.375696 -39.356306 -109.301350
MP4(fc)6-311+G** -148.771601 -148.414914 -39.379833 -109.320914
MP2(fc)/6-311G(2df,p) —~148.796338 ~-148.446610 -39.369400 -109.374505
MP4(fc)/6-311G(2df,p) -148.839782 -148.489061 -39.393570 -109.369833
MP2(fc)/6-311+G(3df,2p) —148.809878 —148.462376 -39.375143 -109.356661

parameter CH;N,* CH;N, CH,* N,
G1 Theory
MP4(fc)/6-311G** —-148.769011 -148.408963 -39.379697 -109.316156
AE(+) -0.002590 -0.005951 -0.000136 -0.004758
AE(2df) -0.070771 —0.080098 -0.013873 -0.053677
AE(QCI) 0.005669 0.004586 -0.001371 0.005947
AE(HLC) -0.049120 -0.049120 -0.018420 -0.030700
AE(ZPE) 0.043688 0.030686 0.030102 0.005610
total G1 energy -148.842135 -148.508860 -39.383395 -109.393734
G2 Theory
Ew(G1) ~-148.842135 -148.508860 —39.383395 -109.393734
A -0.011155 —0.009939 -0.005615 -0.004587
1.14npair 0.009120 0.009120 0.003420 0.005700
total G2 energy -148.844170 -148.509679 -39.385589 -109.392621

4 All single-point calculations with the geometry determined at the MP2(full)/6-31G* level. ® Total energies in atomic units. VZPE values in

kcal/mol.

TABLE 2: Total Energies Calculated with MP2(full)/6-31G* Geometries, Relative Binding Energies, and Proton Affinitiess*

theoretical level CH;,N,* CH;N, CH,* N, Ey Ey PA’ PA
RHF/6-311+G(2df,p) —148.255508 -147.892254 —39.244685 -108.971488 24.68 19.68 22795 219.79
MP2(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) ~148.798427 -148.452081 -39.369533 -109.351623 48.49 43.48 217.34 209.18
MP3(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.,797822 -148.450055 -39.388544 -109.339597 43.73 38.72 218.23 210.07
MP4(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.841988 -148.494479 -39.393707 -109.374066 46.57 41.57 218.07 209.91
CID(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) —-148.805930 ~148.453834 -39.392588 ~109.346005 42.25 37.25 220.94 212.78
CISD(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.812504 -148.462150 -39.393206 -109.351317 42.66 37.65 219.85 211.69
QCISD(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.809709 -148.458938 -39.392265 -109.348676 43.15 38.15 220.11 211.95
QCISD(T)(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.835302 -148.488434 -39.395037 -109.367410 45.72 40,71 217.66 209.50
CCD(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.802655 -148.449518 ~39.391656 -109.343153 42.57 37.57 221.60 213.44
ST4CCD(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.834900 -148.486128 -39.395011 -109.367382 45.50 40.49 218.86 210.70
CCSD(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) -148.807991 -148.456799 -39.392181 -109.347263 43.01 38.01 220.38 212.22
CCSD(T)(fc)/6-311+G(2df,p) —-148.834529 -148.487448 -39.395003 -109.366785 45.65 40.64 217.80 209.64
Gaussian-1 theory -148.842135 —148.508860 -39,383395 -109.393734 40.79 209.13
Gaussian-2 theory -148.844170 -148.509679 -39.385589 -109.392621 41.39 209.90

a Total energies (~E) in atomic units. CID and CISD energies are size-consistency corrected. 4 Binding energies (E3) of CH3;N,+ and proton affinities
(PA) of CH,N; are given in keal/mol. Ep’ and PA’ values do not contain VZPE corrections and Ey and PA values do include the scaled RHF/6-31G*

vibrational zero-point energy corrections.

(CCSD),? with double substitutions and including single and
triple contributions evaluated through fourth order using the CCD
wave function (ST4CCD),?" and with singleand double excitations
with noniterative inclusion of triple excitations (CCSD(T)).2328
Both calculations with the triple substitutionsincluded give binding
energies over 40 kcal/mol and close to the G1 and G2 values. The
twocoupled cluster calculations excluding the triples contributions
predict Ey, values of 37.57 and 38.01 kcal/mol for the CCD and
CCSD levels, respectively, and they are 2-3 kcal/mol lower.

Proton Affinity of Diazomethane. Diazomethane may be C-
or Ng-protonated. Berner and McGarrity?® showed that the
protonation of CH,N; in superacid media yields the methyldia-
zonium ion and the methylenediazenium ion in a ratio of 4:1, and
calculations indicate that the former ion is more stable in the gas
phase.3® Wethusreport the reaction energy for methyldiazonium
ion formation as the proton affinity of CH,N,.

With the data in Tables 1 and 2 for methyldiazonium ion and
diazomethane, we find that the proton affinity values of diaz-
omethane determined at our highest levels (MP4, QCISD(T),
CCSD(T), G1, and G2) all fall within the narrow range of PA-
(CH,N3) = 209.5 £ 0.5 kcal/mol.3! Thus, the predicted proton

affinity falls within the experimental range of 207-212(%5) kcal/
mol and it is substantially lower than the previous best theoretical
value.1%

Thermochemistry. The experimental values refer to enthalpies
measured at ambient temperatures, and the theoretical binding
energies calculated for the motionless state at 0 K need to be
corrected for the temperature dependence of the enthalpies. The
binding energies in Table 2 only include the scaled (factor 0.8929)
VZPE corrections calculated at the RHF/6-31G* level. We
examined the effects of this approximation and the consideration
of AAH instead of AAVZPE, and in Table 3 we have summarized
the pertinent data. Note that the values for methyldiazonium
ion, methyl cation, and dinitrogen agree very closely with the
respective values determined at the MP2(full) /6-31G* level.!2
Fordiazomethane, we also evaluated the thermodynamic functions
using the CISD/6-31G* vibrational data. We scaled these
frequencies by a factor of 0.92 to best match the experimental
vibrational frequencies,’? and the data thus obtained agree
excellently with the RHF/6-31G* data. As can be seen from
Table 3, the consideration of AAH, AAH = AAE + A(pV), instead
of AAVZPE results in an increase in the binding energies of



3992 The Journal of Physical Chemistry, Vol. 98, No. 15, 1994

TABLE 3: Thermochemical Data*?

molecule VZPE AE AS AG
H3CN,* 27.42 28.18 55.89 11.52
H,CN, 19.26 21.36 56.95 4.38
H,CN,; (CISD)¢ 19.16 20.77 57.44 3.65
HiC* 18.89 20.67 44,50 7.41
N, 3.52 5.00 45.69 -8.62
reaction AVZPE AAE AAS AAG

H;CN;* — CH3* + N, ~5.01 -191 3430 -12.73
CH;N, + H* — H,CN,* 8.16 623 -1.06 7.14

4« RHF/6-31G* data. 298.15 K. VZPE values scaled by 0.8929. All
numbers in kcal/mol except for AS and AAS, which are in cal(K-mol).
b The two lowest frequency vibrations were omitted for the computation
of the state functions of methyldiazonium ion. ¢ Using CISD/6-31G*
frequencies; see text.

methyldiazonium ion of ~3.1 kcal/mol, which is more than 1
keal/mol higher compared to the earlier estimates by Ikuta!! and
byus.!2 Similarly, the proton affinity of diazomethane isincreased
by ~1.9 kcal/mol when AAH is considered.

Conclusion

At the highest level in our previous study, MP4[SDTQ]/6-
311G**//MP2(full) /6-31G*+VZPE(MP2(full)/6-31G*), we
reported an enthalpy of 43.3 kcal/mol for the binding energy of
methyldiazoniumion. This value is well within the experimental
range but it is a few kcal/mol lower than the latest experimental
value of 48.3 kcal/mol. We pointed out that this latest
experimental value might be too high by ~5 kcal/mol in light
of our computations and considering that photoionization ap-
pearance potentials do not always provide reliable heats of
formation for ionic species. The higher level binding energies
reported here confirm our earlier work and support much more
strongly our conclusion.

The best calculations described here all point to a binding
energy of 41.0 £ 0.5 kcal/mol, more than 7.0 kcal/mol lower
than the latest experimental value and 2.5 kcal/mol above the
experimental value derived from ion cyclotron resonance spec-
troscopy. The inclusion of triples excitations is important as it
increases the Ey value by ~2 kcal/mol. Temperature-dependent
enthalpy changes certainly contribute to the difference between
theory and experiment, and the above discussion shows that such
effectsare not negligible and that they increase the binding energy
by ~3.1 kcal/mol. Note that the magnitude of the difference
|AVZPE - AAH] slightly exceeds the usual precision of 2 kcal/
mol for the calculated G1 and G2 data. With consideration of
the|AVZPE - AAH|value, our best estimate for the methyl cation
affinity of dinitrogen becomes 44.1 £ 0.5 kcal/mol. While Ford’s
computed MCA value agreed very closely with the earlier
experimental value, our present higher level study strongly
reaffirms the conclusion made earlier by us!2 and by Ikutal! that
an experimental reevaluation of the methyl cation affinity is
warranted. In addition, this conclusion has now been further
supported by the results presented for the proton affinity of
diazomethane; our best theoretical value, PA(CH,;N,;) = 211.4
+ 1.0 kecal/mol, lies within the experimental range.

Acknowledgement is made to the donors of the Petroleum
Research Fund, administered by the American Chemical Society,
and to the MU Research Board for support of this research. We
thank the NSF National Center for Supercomputing Applications,
Champaign-Urbana, IL, and the Campus Computer Center of
the University of Missouri for generous allowances of computer
time.

References and Notes

(1) Part of the projected Ph.D. Dissertation of C.J.H.
(2) Foster, M. S.; Beauchamp, J. L. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1972, 94, 2425,

Horan and Glaser

(3) Foster, M. S.; Williamson, A. D.; Beauchamp, J. L. Int. J. Mass
Spectrom. Ion Phys. 1974, 15, 429.

(4) Rossini, F. D.; Montgomery, R. L. J. Chem. Thermodyn. 1978, 10,
465.

(5) McMabhon, T. B.; Heinis, T.; Nicol, G.; Hovey, J. K.; Kebarle, P. J.
Am. Chem. Soc. 1988, 110, 7591.

(6) Traeger, J. C.; McLoughlin, R. G. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1981, 103,
3647.

(7) Vincent, M. A.; Radom, L. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1978, 100, 3306.

(8) Demontis, P.; Ercoli, R.; Gamba, A.; Suffritti, G. B.; Simonetta, M.
J. Chem. Soc., Perkin Trans. 2, 1981, 488.

(9) Ford, G. P. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1986, 108, 5104.

(10) Glaser, R. J. Phys. Chem. 1989, 93, 7993.

(11) Ikuta, S. J. Chem. Phys. 1989, 91, 1376.

(12) Glaser, R.;Choy,G.S.-C.; Hall, M.K.J. 4m. Chem. Soc. 1991, 113,
1109.

(13) The representation of diazomethane reflects the suggestion by Kahn
et al. and Cooper et al. to describe such molecules as hypervalent structures:
(a) Kahn, S.D.; Hehre, W. J.; Pople, J. A.J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1987, 109, 1871,
(b) Cooper, D. L.; Gerrat, J.; Raimondi, M. J. Chem. Soc., Perkin Trans. 2
1989, 1187. (c) Thesameistrue for hydrazoicacid: see, forexample: Glaser,
R.; Choy, G. S.-C. J. Org. Chem. 1992, 57, 4976. (d) The general problem
of representing electron densities adequately with Lewis resonance forms is
well recognized, and, for the case of diazonium ions, we have discussed this
issue in detail. See, for example: Glaser, R.; Choy, G. S.-C. J. Am. Chem.
Soc. 1993, 115, 2340. Chen, G. S.; Glaser, R.; Barnes, C. L. J. Chem. Soc.,
Chem. Commun. 1993, 1530.

(14) (a) Haney, M. A.; Franklin, J. L. J. Chem. Phys. 1969, 50, 2028. (b)
Haney, M. A; Franklin, J. L. J. Phys. Chem. 1969, 73, 4328.

(15) Haney and Franklin report the proton affinity of methylamine as 211
kcal/mol, but on the basis of a new value of 42 kcal/mol for the heat of
formation of methylamino radical by Benson and O’Neal (Benson, S. W.;
O’Neal, H. E. Kinetic Data on Gas Phase Unimolecular Reactions, NSRDS-
NBS 21; U.S. Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, 1969; p 35),
the value for PA(CH;NH;) was recalculated to be 216 kcal/mol.

(16) (a) Pople, J. A.; Head-Gordon, M.; Fos, D. J.; Raghavachari, K;
Curtiss, L. A. J. Chem. Phys. 1989, 90, 5622. (b) Curtiss, L. A.; Jones, C.;
Trucks, G. W.; Raghavachari, K.; Pople, J. A. J. Chem. Phys. 1990, 93, 2537,

(17) Francl, M. M,; Pietro, W. J.; Hehre, W. J.; Gordon, M. S.; Pople,
J. A. J. Phys. Chem. 1982, 77, 3654.

(18) Curtiss, L. A.; Raghavachari, K.; Trucks, G. W.; Pople, J. A. J.
Chem. Phys. 1991, 94, 7221.

(19) For previous computations of diazomethane, see: (a) Boldyrev, A.
1.;Schleyer, P.v. R.; Higgins, D.; Thompson, C.; Kramarenko, S. S. J. Comput.
Chem. 1992, 13, 1065. (b) McAllister, M. A.; Tidwell, T. T. J. Am. Chem.
Soc. 1992, 114, 6553. (c) Glaser, R.; Choy, G. S.-C. J. Phys. Chem. 1991,
95, 7682. (d) Hiberty, P. C.; Ohanessian, G. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1982, 104,
66. (e) Walch, S. P.; Goodard, W. A, IIL. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1975, 97, 5319,
(f) Hiberty, P. C,; Leforestier, C. J. 4m. Chem. Soc. 1978, 100, 2012. (g)
Harcourt, R. D.; Roso, W. Can. J. Chem. 1978, 56, 1093.

(20) We had previously noted that the Cj, structure of diazomethane
exhibits one imaginary vibrational mode at the MP2 level.!% We consider
this an artifact of the MP2 method since recent CISD optimizations by us and
others (CISD and QCISD: ref 19a) show the Cy, structure to be a minimum.

(21) (a) Moller, C.; Plesset, M. S. Phys. Rev. 1934, 46,1243. (b) Binkley,
J. S.; Pople, J. A. Int, J. Quantum Chem. 1975, 9, 229. (c) Pople, J. A.;
Seeger, R. Int. J. Quantum Chem. 1976, 10, 1. (d) Pople, J. A.; Krishnan,
R.; Schiegel, H. B.; Binkley, J. S. Int. J. Quantum Chem. 1978, 14, 91.

(22) Gaussian92,Revision A. Frisch, M. J.; Trunks, G. W.; Head-Gordon,
M,; Gill, P. M. W,; Wong, M. W_; Foresman, J. B.; Johnson, B. G.; Schlegel,
H.B.;Robb,M. A ; Replogle, E. S.; Gomperts, R.; Andres, J. L.; Raghavachari,
K.; Binkley, J. S.; Gonzales, C.; Martin, R. L.; Fox, D. J.; Defrees, D. J.;
Baker, J.; Stewart, J. J. P.; Pople, J. A.; Gaussian, Inc.: Pittsburgh, PA, 1992,

(23) Pople, J. A.; Head-Gordon, M.; Raghavachari, K. J. Chem. Phys.
1987, 87, 5968.

(24) Pople, J. A. Seeger, R.; Krishnan, R. Int. J. Quantum Chem. Symp.
1977, 11, 149.

(25) Pople,J. A.; Krishnan, R.; Schiegel, B.; Binkley, J. 8. Int. J. Quantum
Chem. 1978, 14, 545.

(26) (a) Cizek, J. Adv. Chem. Phys. 1969, 14, 35. (b) Purvis, G. D.;
Bartlett, R, J. J. Chem. Phys. 1982, 76, 1910. (c) Scuseria, G. E.; Janssen,
C. L.; Schaefer, H. F., I111. J. Chem. Phys. 1988, 89, 7382.

(27) Raghavachari, K. J. Chem. Phys. 1985, 82, 4607.

(28) For a comparison between QCISD and CCSD, see: Scuseria, G. E.;
Schaefer, H. F. J. Chem. Phys. 1989, 90, 3700.

(29) (a) Berner, D.; McGarrity, J. F. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1979, 101, 3135.
(b) McGarrity, I. F.; Cox, D. P. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1983, 105, 3961.

(30) Griengle, H.; Janoschek, R. Tetrahedron 1977, 33, 445.

(31) For solvent effects on the proton affinity of diazomethane, see: (a)
McGarrity, J. F.; Smyth, T. J. Chem. Soc., Chem. Commun. 1977, 347. (b)
McGearrity, J. F.; Smyth, T. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1980, 102, 7303. Note that
PA(CH,N,) is given here as 213.5 kcal/mol with reference to the 1974 paper
by Foster, Williamson, and Beauchamp. (c) Smith, R. H., Jr.; Koepke, S.
R.; Tondeur, Y.; Denlinger, C. L.; Michejda, C. L. J. Chem. Soc., Chem.
Commun. 1988, 936.

(32) Herzberg, G. Molecular Spectra and Molecular Structure; Van
Nostrand Reinhold Co.: New York, 1966; Vol III, p 623.



