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Algebraic diagrammatic construction (ADC) theory is a computationally efficient and accurate approach
for simulating electronic excitations in chemical systems. However, for the simulations of excited states in
molecules with unpaired electrons the performance of ADC methods can be affected by the spin contamination
in unrestricted Hartree-Fock (UHF) reference wavefunctions. In this work, we benchmark the accuracy of
ADC methods for electron attachment and ionization of open-shell molecules with the UHF reference orbitals
(EA/TP-ADC/UHF) and develop an approach to quantify the spin contamination in the charged excited
states. Following this assessment, we demonstrate that the spin contamination can be reduced by combining
EA /TP-ADC with the reference orbitals from restricted open-shell Hartree-Fock (ROHF') or orbital-optimized
Mpgller—Plesset perturbation (OMP) theories. Our numerical results demonstrate that for open-shell systems
with strong spin contamination in the UHF reference the third-order EA /TIP-ADC methods with the ROHF
or OMP reference orbitals are similar in accuracy to equation-of-motion coupled cluster theory with single

and double excitations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Charged excitations are an important class of light-
matter interactions that result in a generation of free
charge carriers (electrons or holes) in a chemical system.
Theoretical simulations of charged excitations find appli-
cations in determining the redox properties of molecules,
understanding the electronic structure of materials, in-
terpreting the photoelectron spectra, and elucidating the
mechanisms of photoredox catalytic reactions and genetic
damage of biomolecules.'” However, accurate modeling
of charged excitations is very challenging as it requires
an accurate description of electron correlation, orbital
relaxation, and charge localization effects.

Of particular interest are charged excitations of open-
shell molecules with unpaired electrons in the ground
electronic state. These excitations are common in atmo-
spheric and combustion chemistry,® '3 but are also key
to many important reactions in organic synthesis.!!»14-18
Simulating charged excitations in open-shell molecules
presents new challenges, such as an accurate descrip-
tion of electronic spin states and an increased importance
of electron correlation effects. In particular, inadequate
description of electronic spin in the ground or charged
excited states can lead to spin contamination that can
significantly affect the performance of approximate elec-
tronic structure theories. Spin contamination can be mit-
igated using a variety of theoretical approaches includ-
ing coupled cluster theory (in its state-specific!?? or
equation-of-motion'®2° formulation), orbital-optimized
methods,?537 and multireference theories.?®®! A com-
mon problem of these approaches is a high computational
cost that limits their applicability to small open-shell
molecules.
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An attractive alternative to conventional electronic
structure methods for simulating excited states is al-
gebraic diagrammatic construction theory (ADC).52756
ADC offers a framework of computationally efficient and
accurate approximations that can compute many excited
states incorporating the description of electron correla-
tion effects in a single calculation. Although the ADC
methods for charged excited states have been formulated
several decades ago,”” Y their development and efficient
computer implementation have received a renewed in-
terest recently.59-%® In particular, the non-Dyson ADC
methods®®:59:62:63 allow for independent calculations of
electron-attached and ionized excited states with accu-
racy similar to that of coupled cluster theory with single
and double excitations (CCSD),'*20 but at a fraction
of its computational cost. However, the applications of
ADC methods for charged excitations have been primar-
ily limited to closed-shell molecules, with questions re-
maining about their accuracy for systems with unpaired
electrons in the ground electronic state.52:93:6% Ag a finite-
order perturbation theory, ADC is expected to be more
sensitive to spin contamination than coupled cluster the-
ory and thus may be less accurate when the errors in
electronic spin become significant. However, a thorough
study of spin contamination in the ADC calculations of
charged excitations has not been reported.

In this work, we develop an approach to quantify the
spin contamination in ADC calculations of charged ex-
cited states of open-shell molecules and investigate how
the errors in describing the electronic spin affect the per-
formance of ADC methods. We further demonstrate that
the errors in charged excitation energies and spin con-
tamination can be reduced by combining the ADC meth-
ods with the reference orbitals from restricted open-shell
Hartree-Fock (ROHF)® or nth-order orbital-optimized
Mogller—Plesset perturbation (OMP(n))30-3470-73 theo-
ries. The resulting theoretical approaches are shown to
have similar accuracy to equation-of-motion CCSD for
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open-shell molecules with strong spin contamination in
the unrestricted Hartree—Fock reference wavefunction.

Il. THEORY
A. Algebraic diagrammatic construction theory

The central mathematical object in algebraic diagram-
matic construction theory of charged excitations is the
one-particle Green’s function (1-GF, also known as the
electron propagator) that contains information about
electron affinities (EA) and ionization energies (IP) of
a many-electron system.” "¢ In its spectral (Lehmann)
representation, 1-GF is defined as
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where p, ¢ index molecular orbitals of the system, w is a
complex frequency (w = w + in), Gype(w) and G_,q(w)
are the forward (EA) and backward (IP) components of
the propagator, respectively. In Eq. (1), |[¥}) is the
N-electron ground-state wavefunction with energy EY,
while |UN+1) and |[WN-1) are the (N +1)- and (N — 1)-
electron excited states with energies EN*! and EY L.
In Eq. (1), the numerators containing the expectation
values of creation (af) and destruction (a,) operators

P
(so-called residues) describe the probability of EA and
IP transitions with energies wi, = EN*! — BN and

w_p = EY — EN=1 respectively.
Eq. (1) can be rewritten in a matrix form for each

component of 1-GF individually:
Gi(w) =X (wl - y)'XL (2)

where the diagonal matrix Q- contains the transition en-
ergies Qi = Windnm and X is the matrix of spectro-
scopic (or transition) amplitudes with elements X, =
(0 Jap ) or X_gn = (U |af WX 1), Bq. (2) pro-
vides a prescription for calculating 1-GF, but is rarely
used in practice since the exact (i.e., full configuration
interaction) eigenstates |¥N*!) and excitation energies
win are prohibitively expensive to compute for realistic
systems and basis sets.

Algebraic diagrammatic construction theory
(ADC)??7°¢ provides a computationally efficient ap-
proach to circumvent this problem by approximating the
forward and backward components of the propagator
independently of each other using perturbation theory
(so-called non-Dyson approach).5®:5%:62.63 ADC starts by

reformulating Eq. (2) into its non-diagonal form
Gi(w) = Te(wl —My) T (3)

where M is the non-diagonal effective Hamiltonian ma-
trix and T4 is the matrix of effective transition moments.
The M4 and T4 matrices are expanded in a perturbative
series, which is truncated at order n,

Me~ MY + MY M (4)
Ti~ T +TV 4. 41, (5)

defining the ADC(n) approximation for the
propagator.®® Diagonalizing the My matrix

M.iY: =Y. 04 (6)

yields the approximate EA’s or IP’s, as well as the eigen-
vectors Y+ that can be used to compute the approximate
spectroscopic amplitudes X4+ = T, Y.

B. ADC equations from effective Liouvillian theory

Working equations for the matrix elements of M
and T4 can be derived from the algebraic analysis
of 1-GF,%? using the intermediate state representation
approach,®?°%6277 or the formalism of effective Liouvil-
lian theory.6367.7880 Here, we review the equations of
single-reference ADC theory derived using the effective
Liouvillian approach where the ground-state wavefunc-
tion |¥Y') is assumed to be well-approximated by a refer-
ence Slater determinant |®). Generalization of the effec-
tive Liouvillian and ADC theories to multiconfigurational
reference states has been described elsewhere. 9 51,8081

In the single-reference ADC theory, the perturbative
expansion in Egs. (4) and (5) is generated by separating
the Hamiltonian H into a zeroth-order contribution

HO =Ey+ Y ep{afa,} (7)
P
and a perturbation

1
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where Ey = (®|H|®) is the Hartree-Fock energy, ¢, are
the eigenvalues of the canonical Fock matrix (so-called
orbital energies)

occ

fE=ho 4+ ol 9)

hb = (plh|q) and v = (pq||rs) are the one-electron and
antisymmetrized two-electron integrals. Notation {...}
indicates that the creation and annihilation operators are
normal-ordered with respect to the reference determinant
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FIG. 1: Perturbative structure of the M4 and T4 matrices in ADC for charged excitations. Numbers indicate the perturbation order to
which the effective Hamiltonian H and observable @, operators are expanded for a particular block of M4 and T4, respectively.

|®). Indices p,q,r,s run over all spin-orbitals in a finite
one-electron basis set, while i, j, k, [ and a, b, ¢, d index the
occupied and virtual orbitals, respectively. We note that
the ADC zeroth-order Hamiltonian is equivalent to the
one used in single-reference Mgller—Plesset perturbation
theory.52

Starting with the zeroth-order Hamiltonian in Eq. (7)
and using the effective Liouvillian approach for deriving
the ADC equations, we arrive at the expressions for the
nth-order contributions to the My and Tymatrix ele-
ments:
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Here, square brackets denote commutators ([4, B] =
AB — BA) or anticommuators ([4, Bl = AB + BA).

The excitation operators h(m)T are used to form a set of

basis states |\Il(in;?) h(m)Jr |®) to represent the eigen-
states of (N £ 1)- electron system. For the low-order
ADC approximations (up to ADC(3)) only the zeroth-
(hf}j = a! and h(o)T = a;) and first-order (hS}ZLT =

aZaLai and h(,ll)j = aTa a;) excitation operators ap-

j 1
pear in the ADC equations. The H® and dl opera-
tors are [th-order contrlbutlons to the eﬁectlve Hamil-
tonian H = e —(r-T" )H (T=T") and effective observable

ap =e —(r-1" )ape(T ™ operators, respectively.

For each block of My and Ty defined by a pair of
excitation operators A #)T the effective operators H and
ap are expanded to different orders. Figure 1 shows the
perturbative structure of these matrices for the ADC ap-
proximations employed in this work (ADC(2), ADC(2)-
X, and ADC(3)). Explicit expressions for H!) and a(l)
are obtained from the Baker—-Campbell-Hausdorff (BCH)
expansions of H and Gp, €.8.:

H=H9 4+ Vv +[HO M 7O 4
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These equations depend on the amplitudes of excitation
operators T'%)

N
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that are calculated by solving a system of projected am-
plitude equations.%® The low-order ADC approximations
(ADC(n), n < 3) require calculating up to the nth-

a(n))

order single-excitation amplitudes (t; and up to the

(n — 1)th order double-excitation amplitudes (tfg’("—l)),
Additionally, the third-order contributions to the T4 ma-

trix of ADC(3) formally depend on the triple-excitation
amplitudes (¢ ab,:(k)) 7783 In practice, the £%°*) contribu-

tions are very small and we neglect them in our imple-
mentation of ADC(3).



C. Quantifying the spin contamination in ADC
calculations

The focus of this work is to investigate the spin
contamination in single-reference ADC calculations of
charged excited states (EA/IP-ADC) for open-shell
molecules. The accuracy of ADC approximations
strongly depends on the quality of underlying Hartree—
Fock reference wavefunction. In particular for open-shell
molecules, molecular orbitals and orbital energies appear-
ing in the zeroth-order ADC Hamiltonian in Eq. (7) are
usually computed using the unrestricted Hartree—Fock
theory (UHF), which may introduce spin contamination
into the ADC excited-state energies and properties. Spin
contamination can be calculated by subtracting the com-
puted expectation value of the spin-squared operator
(S?) from its exact eigenvalue for a particular electronic
state:84 86

AS? = (§?) — (8% (16)

computed exact *

Here, we present an approach based on effective Liouvil-
lian theory that allows to compute the S? expectation
values and spin contamination in the ADC calculations.
To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first study
of excited-state spin contamination in ADC. An investi-
gation of spin contamination in the related CC2 method
has been reported recently.®”

A general expression for the expectation value of spin-
squared operator with respect to a wavefunction |¥) has

the form:38-91
1 _
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where we use a bar to distinguish between the spin-
orbitals with o and f3 spin, 74 and I'71 are the one- and
two-particle reduced density matrices

V8= <\Il|a;;aq|\11> , P = (W|alalaa,|¥) ,  (18)

pUqstr
and Sg is the overlap of two spatial molecular orbitals
with opposite spin:

55 = <¢p|¢q> )

Evaluating (S2) for a charged excited state |¥) requires
calculating the excited-state one- and two-particle re-
duced density matrices (Eq. (18)), which are the ex-
pectation values of one- and two-body operators (O =
a]‘;aq7 a;ﬁa:gasa,,) with respect to |¥). An approach to
evaluate the operator expectation values in ADC using
intermediate state representation has been presented by
Trofimov, Dempwolff, and co-workers.?:79,64,65,68,92-94

Below, we demonstrate how the ADC excited-state re-

by € 0, By € B. (19)

duced density matrices and the expectation values of
spin-squared operator can be computed within the frame-
work of effective Liouvillian theory.

The expectation value of an arbitrary operator O for
an excited state described by the ADC eigenvector Yy,
has the form:

:tI - ZZYiTIMOj:p,VYiVI ) (20)

(n) nmv

where Oi v 18 the nth-order matrix element of the oper-
ator O and the summation over (n) includes all contribu-
tions up to the order of ADC approximation (m). In or-

der to obtain the expressions for O(inlzw we separate these
matrix elements into a reference (ground-state) contribu-

tion O(()n) (n)

and the excitation component AOY

o), = 055, + A0, . (21)

Equations for AOi uv can be obtained by analogy with
Egs. (10) and (11) for the matrix elements of the shifted
effective Hamiltonian. Simplifying Eqgs. (10) and (11) and
replacing H by O, we obtain:

k+l+m=n
k) A m
Ao, = 3 (@ o0nle)
klm
— 6,00 <q>|0<l>|q>>) . (22)
k+l4+m=n B
Ao, = N (— (@ o0n®) e)
klm
b (@IOD[2)) | (23)

where OO is the [th- order con‘grlbutlon to an effective
operator O = e~ (T~ TH0e(T=T") that can be obtained
from its BCH expansion
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Identifying the second term on the r.h.s. of Egs. (22)
and (23) as O((Jn)ém,, moving it to the L.h.s., and inverting

the sign of Eq. (23), we obtain the expressions for o

+uv
of an arbitrary operator:
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Combining Eq. (20) with Egs. (25) and (26) for O = aja,

and aTaqasar, we obtain the working equations for one-



and two-particle reduced density matrices of charged ex-
cited states for an arbitrary-order ADC approximation.
As an example, we present the equations for 7 and
I'?9 of ADC(2) in the Supplementary Information. Once
the excited-state 77 and I'7? are computed, we evalu-
ate the corresponding expectation values of spin-squared
operator and spin contamination according to Eqs. (16)
and (17).

D. Reducing the spin contamination in ADC using the
ROHF and OMP(n) reference orbitals

To reduce the spin contamination in ADC calculations
of charged excitations for open-shell molecules, we com-
bined our EA/IP-ADC implementation with the refer-
ence orbitals from i) restricted open-shell Hartree—Fock
(ROHF)% and ii) orbital-optimized nth-order Mgller—
Plesset perturbation (OMP(n)) theories.?0~3370-73 These
reference wavefunctions are known to either completely
eradicate or significantly reduce the spin contamination
in state-specific (usually, ground-state) calculations of
open-shell systems.30-72,87,95-97

To combine EA/IP-ADC with ROHF, we use the ap-
proach developed by Knowles and co-workers” in re-
stricted open-shell Mgller—Plesset perturbation theory.
Following this approach, the ROHF-based ADC meth-
ods (ADC(n)/ROHF) can be implemented by modifying
the unrestricted ADC implementation (ADC(n)/UHF)
as described below:

1. Using the ROHF orbitals we calculate the Fock ma-
trices (Eq. (9)) for spin-up (a) and spin-down ()
electrons and semicanonicalize them following the
procedure described in Ref. 95. The diagonal Fock
matrix elements calculated in the semicanonical ba-
sis are used to define the ADC zeroth-order Hamil-
tonian in Eq. (7). The off-diagonal Fock matrix
elements (f!) are included in the perturbation op-

a
erator V', which now has the form:

1
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2. The fi terms in V significantly modify the ADC
equations. First, these contributions give rise to the
fi-dependent terms in effective Hamiltonian ma-
trix M. Second, for V in Eq. (27) the Brillouin’s
theorem is no longer satisfied and the first-order
single-excitation amplitudes in excitation operator
TW (Eq. (15)) have non-zero values:

The t?(l) terms enter the projected amplitude equa-

tions for other amplitudes and give rise to new con-
tributions in the equations for all ADC matrices.

An alternative approach to mitigate spin contamina-
tion that we explore in this work is to combine the
ADC(n) methods with orbitals from the OMP(n) cal-
culations (ADC(n)/OMP(n)). Orbital optimization has
been shown to significantly reduce spin contamination
and improve the accuracy of correlated (post-Hartree—
Fock) calculations for open-shell molecules.?6 37 Consid-
ering the close relationship between ADC and Mgller—
Plesset perturbation theories, using the OMP(n) orbitals
to perform the ADC(n) calculations is a promising alter-
native to the UHF reference orbitals for molecules with
unpaired electrons.

We refer the readers interested in details of orbital-
optimized Mgller—Plesset perturbation theory to excel-
lent publications on this subject.?0 32 As for the ROHF
reference, combining ADC(n) with the OMP(n) orbitals
requires several modifications to the UHF-based ADC
methods as outlined below:

1. Upon successful completion of the reference
OMP(n) calculation, the Fock matrices for a- and
[B-electrons are semicanonicalized as described for
ADC(n)/ROHF. The diagonal Fock matrix ele-
ments are used to define the ADC zeroth-order
Hamiltonian in Eq. (7), while the off-diagonal f?
elements enter the expression for the perturbation
operator in Eq. (27).

2. The fi contributions in Eq. (27) give rise to new
terms in the effective Hamiltonian matrix M.

3. As in the reference OMP(n) calculations, all single-
excitation amplitudes and the corresponding pro-
jections of the effective Hamiltonian are assumed
to be zero in all ADC equations (£* ~ 0 and
(®|alag HP|®) ~ 0, Vk).

4. The converged OMP(n) double-excitation ampli-
tudes (t?;’(k)) are transformed to the semicanonical

basis®> and are used to compute the ADC matrix
elements.

Working equations for the ROHF-based EA/IP-ADC(n)
methods are provided in the Supplementary Information.
The equations for EA/IP-ADC(n) combined with the
OMP(n) reference orbitals can be obtained by setting
the terms depending on single-excitation amplitudes to
zZero.

Il. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

The ROHF- and OMP(n)-based EA/IP-ADC(2),
EA/TP-ADC(2)-X, and EA/IP-ADC(3) methods were
implemented in the developer’s version of PySCF? by
modifying the existing unrestricted ADC module. Addi-
tionally, for each reference (UHF, ROHF, and OMP(n))



we implemented the subroutines for calculating one- and
two-particle reduced density matrices (Eq. (18)), the
expectation values of spin-squared operator (Eq. (17)),
and spin contamination (Eq. (16)). Our implementa-
tion of the ADC reduced density matrices was vali-
dated by reproducing the EA/IP-ADC(2)/UHF dipole
moments of charged states reported by Dempwolff and
co-workers.5+:%8 For EA /IP-ADC(3), the reduced density
matrices incorporated contributions up to the third order
in perturbation theory. We are aware of only one previ-
ous implementation of EA/IP-ADC(n) with the ROHF
reference in the Q-Chem package.”® Numerical tests of
both EA/IP-ADC(n)/ROHF programs (PySCF and Q-
Chem) indicate that they produce very similar results
when the contributions from first-order single excitations
(Eq. (28)) are neglected in our PySCF implementation,
suggesting that these excitations may be missing in the
Q-Chem implementation of ADC(n)/ROHF. To the best
of our knowledge, our work represents the first implemen-
tation of the EA /TP-ADC(n)/OMP(n) methods. Specif-
ically, the EA/IP-ADC(2) and EA/TP-ADC(2)-X meth-
ods were combined with the OMP(2) reference orbitals,
while for EA/IP-ADC(3) we used the OMP(3) reference.

To benchmark the accuracy of EA/IP-ADC(n) with
the UHF, ROHF, and OMP(n) references, we performed
the calculations of vertical electron affinities (EA), verti-
cal ionization energies (IP), and excited-state spin con-
tamination for the lowest-energy charged states of 40 neu-
tral open-shell molecules shown in Table I. These systems
were classified into two groups based on the spin contami-
nation (AS?) in reference UHF calculation: (i) 18 weakly
spin-contaminated molecules with AS? < 0.1 a.u. and
(ii) 22 strongly spin-contaminated molecules with AS?
> 0.1 a.u. The equilibrium geometries of all molecules
were computed using coupled cluster theory with sin-
gle, double, and perturbative triple excitations combined
with the ROHF reference (CCSD(T)/ROHF)?!9,20,100-102
and are reported in the Supplementary Information. The
vertical EA’s and IP’s from CCSD(T)/ROHF were used
to benchmark the accuracy of EA/IP-ADC(n) with the
UHF, ROHF, and OMP(n) references. For comparison,
we also report the EA’s and IP’s from equation-of-motion
coupled cluster theory with single and double excitations
(EOM-CCSD).1972% In all calculations, the aug-cc-pVDZ
basis set'%® was used. All coupled cluster results were
obtained using the Q-Chem'%* and CFOUR!%® software
packages. Throughout the manuscript, positive electron
affinity indicates exothermic electron attachment (i.e.,
EA = Ex — En41) while a positive ionization energy
corresponds to an endothermic process (IP = Ey_1 —
EN).

TABLE I: Open-shell molecules studied in this work and their
ground-state spin contamination (a.u.) computed using UHF,
MP(n) (n = 2, 3) with the UHF reference, orbital-optimized
MP(n) (OMP(n)), and MP(n) with the ROHF reference.

System  State UHF MP(2) MP(3) OMP(2) OMP(3) MP(2) MP(3)

UHF _UHF ROHF ROHF
BeH 22t 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00
OH 2m 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.01
NH, 2B; 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.01
SH 2m 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
CHg 2A'1' 0.01 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.01
SF 211 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
OOH 24’ 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
CH, 3By 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
NH 3%~ 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
PH, 2B; 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
Siy 3%~ 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
SiF 21 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
FO 21 0.04 0.02  0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.01
0, 3¢y 0.05 o0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02  0.02
Sy 3¢y 0.05 o0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02  0.02
BO 25t 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00  0.01
BN 311 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.01
so 35~ 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02  0.02
NO 21 0.10 0.07  0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
NCO 2m 0.11 0.06  0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.01
AlO 25t 0.13 0.09 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
CNC 21y 0.14 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.02  0.03
NO, 24, 0.14 0.10 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
CH,CHO 24’ o0.19 0.11 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.01
c, 0 3%~ o0.21 0.12 0.13 0.02 0.02 0.03  0.02
BP 3m o0.22 0.17  0.18 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
C3Hg 24, 0.22 0.13 0.13 —0.01 0.01 0.03  0.04
Ny 2y 0.23 0.14 0.15 0.01 0.01 0.03  0.02
SCN 21 0.24 0.14  0.15 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.01
CH,CN 2B; 0.24 0.14 0.15 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.01
CyHy 24’ 0.25 0.17 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.00  0.01
CNN 3%~ 0.26 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.03  0.04
CyHy 2B; 0.27 0.16 0.17  0.00 0.01 0.01  0.02
CH 2m 0.33 0.33  0.33 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.01
CHN, 2A” 036 024 0.25  0.00 0.01 0.02  0.02
HCCN 34”7 0.40 0.23 0.24 —0.01 0.02 0.02  0.03
CN 25t 0.49 0.36  0.36 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.01
NS 21 0.51 0.41  0.42 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.01
sic 3 0.58 0.49  0.49 0.00 0.02 0.01  0.02
cpP 2xt 0.97 0.79  0.79 0.00 0.05 0.01  0.01
Average 0.18 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.01
Sum 7.03  4.84  4.98 0.02 0.25 0.45  0.54

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Benchmarking EA/IP-ADC with the unrestricted
(UHF) reference

We begin by analyzing the errors in vertical elec-
tron affinities (EA’s) computed using EA-ADC/UHF
for weakly and strongly spin contaminated open-shell
molecules (WSM and SSM), as defined in Section III.
The EA-ADC/UHF and EA-EOM-CCSD/UHF electron
affinities for both sets of molecules are shown in Ta-
bles IT and III, along with the reference results from
CCSD(T)/ROHF. Figure 2 illustrates how the mean ab-
solute errors (MAE) and standard deviations of errors
(STDV) change with the increasing level of EA-ADC
theory. For WSM, MAE reduces in the following or-
der: EA-ADC(2)-X (0.33 eV) > EA-ADC(2) (0.21 eV)
> EA-ADC(3) (0.18 €V), in a very good agreement with
the benchmark results from Ref. 63. This trend changes
for SSM where the MAE of EA-ADC(2) remains low
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FIG. 2: Mean absolute errors (MAE) and standard deviations
(STDV) in the EA-ADC vertical electron affinities (eV) for (a) 18
weakly and (b) 22 strongly spin contaminated molecules with the
ground-state UHF spin contamination of < 0.1 and > 0.1 a.u.,
respectively. Reference data is from CCSD(T). The aug-cc-pVDZ
basis set was used. See Tables II and III for data on individual
molecules.

(0.20 eV) but EA-ADC(2)-X and EA-ADC(3) show sig-
nificantly larger errors than for WSM (MAE = 0.38 and
0.29 eV, respectively). Increasing spin contamination in
the UHF reference wavefunction also affects STDV for
all three methods, which grows by at least 33% for EA-
ADC(2) and as much as 80% for EA-ADC(3). The EA-
EOM-CCSD/UHF method shows the smallest MAE and
STDV out of all UHF-based methods considered in this
study for SSM, indicating that it is less sensitive to sig-
nificant spin contamination in the UHF reference than
EA-ADC.

We now turn our attention to the IP-ADC/UHF and
IP-EOM-CCSD/UHF vertical ionization energies (IP’s)
of WSM and SSM presented in Tables IV and V, re-
spectively. The MAE and STDV for each method com-
puted relative to CCSD(T)/ROHF are depicted in Fig-
ure 3. As for EA-ADC, the largest MAE out of all
IP-ADC/UHF approximations is demonstrated by IP-
ADC(2)-X. For WSM, IP-ADC(3)/UHF is by far the
most accurate UHF-based IP-ADC method, with MAE
(0.09 V) smaller than that of IP-ADC(2)/UHF (0.44 eV)
by more than a factor of four. Upon increasing spin con-
tamination from WSM to SSM, the IP-ADC/UHF calcu-
lations show trends similar to those in the EA-ADC/UHF
results. In particular, the MAE of IP-ADC(3)/UHF in-
creases by a factor of three (from 0.09 to 0.27 €V), the
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FIG. 3: Mean absolute errors (MAE) and standard deviations
(STDV) in the IP-ADC vertical ionization energies (eV) for (a) 18
weakly and (b) 22 strongly spin contaminated molecules with the
ground-state UHF spin contamination of < 0.1 and > 0.1 a.u.,
respectively. Reference data is from CCSD(T). The aug-cc-pVDZ
basis set was used. See Tables IV and V for data on individual
molecules.

IP-ADC(2)-X/UHF MAE grows by ~ 12 %, while IP-
ADC(2)/UHF shows a small reduction in MAE from 0.44
to 0.40 eV. All three IP-ADC/UHF methods also ex-
hibit a very significant increase in STDV, indicating that
the growth in UHF spin contamination has a detrimen-
tal effect on reliability of these methods. The TP-EOM-
CCSD/UHF method is similar to IP-ADC(3)/UHF in
accuracy for WSM, but is significantly more accurate for
SSM.

To investigate how the performance of EA/IP-
ADC/UHF methods is affected by spin contamination
(AS?) in charged excited states, we computed the sum
and average of AS? for WSM and SSM presented in
Figures 4 and 5. The calculated AS? values for each
molecule are tabulated in the Supplementary Informa-
tion. For WSM, the AS? of IP-ADC/UHF decreases with
the increasing level of IP-ADC theory and is smaller than
the AS? in EA-ADC/UHF results. The IP-ADC/UHF
excited-state spin contamination is similar to the AS? in
UHF reference (Table I) for all WSM, except for Oy, Sy,
BO, and SO where the AS? of IP-ADC/UHF is signifi-
cantly larger. On the contrary, the excited-state AS? in
EA-ADC/UHF grows with the increasing order of ADC
approximation and is greater than the ground-state AS?
from UHF for all WSM, with the exception of SiF. Upon
transitioning from WSM to SSM, the average AS? in-



TABLE II: Vertical electron affinities (eV) of weakly spin contaminated open-shell molecules computed using EA-ADC, EA-EOM-CCSD,
and CCSD(T) with various reference wavefunctions (UHF, OMP, and ROHF). The aug-cc-pVDZ basis set was used in all calculations.
Also shown are mean absolute errors (MAE) and standard deviations (STDV) relative to the CCSD(T) results.

System Transition

ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3)

ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) EOM-CCSD CCSD(T)

UHF UHF UHF _OMP(2) OMP(2) OMP(3) ROHF _ ROHF _ ROHF UHF ROHF
BeH 2xnt o 1s+  _o.01 0.53 0.47 0.00 0.54 0.48 0.00 0.54 0.48 0.42 0.48
OH 2 - Iyt 1.33 2.11 1.22 1.80 2.60 1.21 1.41 2.22 1.27 1.50 1.63
NH, 2B — 'A; 0.35 0.95 0.16 0.64 1.26 0.22 0.44 1.07 0.22 0.41 0.54
SH 2 - xnt 1.99 2.47 2.01 2.10 2.60 2.04 2.05 2.55 2.05 2.05 2.12
CH,4 2A/1l - 14/1 —0.49 0.03 —0.47  —0.37 0.18 —0.39  —0.40 0.15 —0.40 -0.36 —0.24
SF 2 Iyt 1.98 2.45 2.00 2.04 2.51 2.08 2.05 2.53 2.04 2.02 2.08
ooH 24 5 1a/ 0.41 1.00 0.31 0.68 1.31 0.31 0.56 1.17 0.38 0.24 0.47
CH, 3By —»?2B; —0.42 0.23 —0.19  —0.30 0.38 —0.11  —0.36 0.32 —0.14 -0.11 0.02
NH 3w~ 52n —0.36 0.37 —0.18  —0.14 0.63 —0.10  —0.27 0.50 —0.11 -0.06 0.06
PHy, 2B - 'a; 0.89 1.32 0.95 0.98 1.41 1.00 0.97 1.42 1.01 0.97 1.04
Si2 3):7 — 2Hu 2.01 2.35 1.85 2.06 2.39 1.84 2.04 2.38 1.87 1.85 1.94
SiF 2 3n— 0.70 1.02 0.84 0.69 1.02 0.86 0.74 1.07 0.87 0.71 0.78
FO 2 — 12:g+ 1.91 2.46 1.47 2.06 2.69 1.62 2.10 2.62 1.50 1.66 1.83
0, 3v; -2y -o0.73 —0.15 —0.41  —0.43 0.23 —0.28 —0.51 0.12 —0.09 -0.53 —0.28
Sy 357 - 2mg 131 1.62 1.33 1.42 1.73 1.34 1.31 1.64 1.40 1.27 1.33
BO 2t 51— 2.5 2.65 2.10 2.09 2.59 2.30 2.26 2.76 2.18 2.29 2.36
BN 3m - 25t 2.92 3.42 2.46 3.36 3.79 2.40 2.92 3.43 2.49 2.71 2.91
SO 3vx— 21 0.62 1.01 0.84 0.81 1.22 0.84 0.63 1.05 1.00 0.69 0.83
MAE 0.20 0.33 0.18 0.17 0.51 0.14 0.16 0.42 0.16 0.12
STDV 0.18 0.15 0.15 0.22 0.25 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.06

TABLE III: Vertical electron affinities (eV) of strongly spin contaminated open-shell molecules computed using EA-ADC,
EA-EOM-CCSD, and CCSD(T) with various reference wavefunctions (UHF, OMP, and ROHF). The aug-cc-pVDZ basis set was used in
all calculations. Also shown are mean absolute errors (MAE) and standard deviations (STDV) relative to the CCSD(T) results.

System  Transition ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) EOM-CCSD CCSD(T)
UHF UHF UHF OMP(2) OMP(2) OMP(3) ROHF ROHF  ROHF UHF ROHF
NO 2 - 3xn— —0.59 —0.04 —0.27  —0.62 —0.07 —0.28 —0.60 —0.08 —0.41 -0.66 —0.49
NCO 2 - 1ot 3.41 3.74 2.95 3.87 3.78 3.03 3.82 4.13 3.05 3.14 3.28
AlO 2st 5 1st 260 3.46 2.63 3.26 4.15 2.60 2.24 2.65 2.84 2.84 2.51
CNC mg -3z 2.09 2.42 1.90 2.26 2.51 1.86 2.25 2.47 1.82 1.84 1.87
NO, 24, »1ay 1.35 1.70 1.22 1.33 1.76 1.44 1.41 1.78 1.27 1.21 1.33
CH,CHO 24’ — 14’ 1.26 1.69 1.16 1.77 2.14 1.28 1.63 2.00 1.31 1.24 1.49
c,0 3v— - 2n 2.97 3.20 2.47 3.19 3.26 2.56 3.22 3.37 2.57 2.60 2.68
BP 3 — 4 2.55 2.94 2.37 2.72 3.05 2.36 2.63 2.99 2.39 2.42 2.53
CyHg 249 - 1a;  —o0.03 0.34 —0.18  0.52 0.86 0.05 0.43 0.76 0.12 —0.04 0.20
N 2ng - 'sf 2.8 3.05 2.01 3.44 3.45 2.14 3.14 3.23 2.31 2.34 2.52
SCN 2 Iyn+ 3.33 3.66 3.13 3.71 3.99 3.27 3.61 3.93 3.29 3.24 3.35
CH,CN 2By — 14, 1.22 1.58 0.98 1.60 1.93 1.17 1.59 1.93 1.16 1.16 1.33
C,Hy 247 5 1Al —0.22 0.28 —0.28  0.18 0.64 —0.14  0.15 0.61 —0.15 -0.14 0.07
CNN 327 — 2H 1.41 1.86 1.17 2.15 2.42 1.31 1.73 2.14 1.49 1.31 1.51
CyHy 2p; — 1a; 0.35 0.70 0.16 0.80 1.12 0.37 0.76 1.10 0.41 0.32 0.52
CH 211 3n— 0.72 1.43 1.04 1.01 1.64 1.14 0.95 1.57 1.13 0.97 1.08
CHN, 247 5 1Al 1.62 1.92 1.08 2.16 2.24 1.18 1.97 2.19 1.34 1.30 1.49
HCCN 3A7 5247 111 1.59 1.10 1.71 2.10 1.32 1.63 2.07 1.30 1.24 1.46
CN 2et 5 1nt 349 4.08 3.49 3.60 4.10 3.76 4.25 4.62 3.59 3.52 3.69
NS 2 — 3y 1.32 1.73 1.44 1.06 1.34 1.14 1.24 1.52 1.03 0.94 0.95
SiC 3 29+ 2.05 2.49 1.97 2.70 2.96 1.93 2.34 2.72 1.94 2.03 2.19
cpP 25t 5 1+ 223 2.88 2.08 3.43 3.54 2.28 3.69 3.78 2.17 2.39 2.70
MAE 0.20 0.38 0.29 0.37 0.66 0.18 0.31 0.60 0.15 0.17
STDV 0.23 0.20 0.25 0.29 0.26 0.17 0.28 0.19 0.16 0.13

creases from ~ 0.05 to ~ 0.3 a.u. for IP-ADC/UHF and
from ~ 0.15 to ~ 0.34 a.u. for EA-ADC/UHF. In con-
trast to WSM, increasing the level of IP-ADC/UHF ap-
proximation for SSM does not lower the average AS?,
which remains relatively constant (~ 0.3 a.u.). The EA-
ADC/UHF results of SSM show a substantial increase in
total and average AS? from EA-ADC(2) to EA-ADC(3).

Overall, our results indicate that the increasing spin
contamination in UHF reference significantly worsens
the performance of EA/TP-ADC(2)-X/UHF and EA /IP-
ADC(3)/UHF methods, while the accuracy of EA /IP-
ADC(2)/UHF is affected much less. However, when
the UHF wavefunction is strongly spin-contaminated,

charged excited states computed using all UHF-based
ADC approximations exhibit a large spin contamination
(AS? > 0.1 a.u.). In Sections IV B and IV C, we inves-
tigate how the performance of EA/IP-ADC approxima-
tions is affected by reducing the spin contamination in
reference wavefunction.

B. Reducing spin contamination using the
orbital-optimized (OMP(n)) reference

Combining orbital optimization with conventional per-
turbation theories such as MP(n) (n = 2, 3) has been



TABLE IV: Vertical ionization energies (eV) of weakly spin contaminated open-shell molecules computed using IP-ADC,
IP-EOM-CCSD, and CCSD(T) with various reference wavefunctions (UHF, OMP, and ROHF). The aug-cc-pVDZ basis set was used in
all calculations. Also shown are mean absolute errors (MAE) and standard deviations (STDV) relative to the CCSD(T) results.

System Transition

ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) EOM-CCSD CCSD(T)

UHF UHF UHF _OMP(2) OMP(2) OMP(3) ROHF _ ROHF _ ROHF UHF ROHF
BeH 2ot S 1nt 834 8.18 8.28 8.31 8.15 8.25 8.34 8.18 8.28 8.32 8.31
OH 2 - 3xn— 11.79 11.91 13.03  11.99 12.16 12.91  11.76 11.90 13.05 12.64 12.75
NH, 2B; —3B; 1115 11.11 11.95  11.24 11.23 11.94  11.14 11.11 11.97 11.78 11.85
SH 2 - 3n— 9.79 9.62 9.99 9.81 9.65 9.99 9.79 9.63 9.99 10.03 10.01
CH4 2A/1, - 1A/1 9.40 9.15 9.64 9.34 9.10 9.63 9.34 9.11 9.61 9.60 9.64
SF 2n - 32— 9.79 9.70 10.09 9.75 9.68 10.13 9.79 9.70 10.08 10.19 10.11
OOH 24’ 34" 10.70 10.55 11.74  10.31 10.23 11.64  10.70 10.55 11.76 11.43 11.40
cH, %B; —24; 1011 9.81 10.27  10.08 9.80 10.25  10.07 9.78 10.26 10.24 10.27
NH SZ_ — 2H 13.04 12.68 13.41 13.07 12.74 13.38 13.01 12.66 13.39 13.29 13.33
PHy, 2B —la; 9.64 9.29 9.62 9.58 9.25 9.61 9.59 9.26 9.61 9.67 9.65
Siy 3-S5 4n— 751 7.20 7.59 7.35 7.07 7.55 7.47 7.18 7.57 7.74 7.66
SiF 21— Int 7.42 7.20 7.43 7.32 7.11 7.42 7.36 7.16 7.42 7.52 7.47
FO 2]_[ — 3):7 11.88 11.78 12.96 11.71 11.73 13.04 11.89 11.81 12.97 13.49 12.82
0, Svg > 2%mg 1126 10.99 12.39  11.01 10.88 12.52  11.30 11.09 12.41 12.09 12.24
Sy 827 > 2%ng 895 8.61 9.33 8.77 8.52 9.34 8.91 8.65 9.31 9.28 9.27
BO 2yt 5 1n 12.61 12.81 13.17  12.51 12.50 13.18  12.63 12.76 13.04 13.22 12.95
BN 3m - 4y~ 10.49 10.34 11.25  10.71 10.71 11.16  10.57 10.51 11.23 11.25 11.28
e} 39~ 5 2n 9.52 9.45 10.39 9.22 9.36 10.44 9.24 9.46 10.38 10.28 10.27
MAE 0.44 0.60 0.09 0.51 0.63 0.11 0.47 0.60 0.10 0.10
STDV 0.35 0.31 0.12 0.39 0.31 0.13 0.35 0.28 0.13 0.18

TABLE V: Vertical ionization energies (eV) of strongly spin contaminated open-shell molecules computed using IP-ADC,
IP-EOM-CCSD, and CCSD(T) with various reference wavefunctions (UHF, OMP, and ROHF). The aug-cc-pVDZ basis set was used in
all calculations. Also shown are mean absolute errors (MAE) and standard deviations (STDV) relative to the CCSD(T) results.

System  Transition ~ ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) ADC(2) ADC(2)-X ADC(3) EOM-CCSD CCSD(T)
UHF UHF UHF OMP(2) OMP(2) OMP(3) ROHF ROHF  ROHF UHF ROHF
NO 2 - Int 8.92 8.83 9.71 8.66 8.68 9.78 8.94 8.85 9.56 9.56 9.54
NCO 2 - 3xn— 11.14 11.08 11.57  11.14 11.20 11,70 11.22 11.19 11.61 11.70 11.69
AlO 25t 5 1+ 9.00 8.69 9.05 8.96 8.74 9.20 7.98 8.89 9.89 9.26 9.88
CcNC ng - 'sf o2 9.34 9.66 9.31 9.03 9.58 9.55 9.27 9.52 9.78 9.54
NC)2 2A1 — 1A1 10.19 10.19 11.22 9.70 9.96 11.53 10.23 10.33 11.11 11.23 11.08
CH,CHO 24’ - 1A’  9.97 9.56 10.25  9.65 9.41 10.18  9.77 9.53 10.11 10.22 10.16
c,0 35— - 2n 9.52 9.19 9.56 9.03 8.96 9.69 9.42 9.23 9.41 9.78 9.63
BP 3m - 4~ 8.91 8.52 8.94 9.01 8.79 8.98 8.91 8.71 8.96 9.18 9.16
C4Hy 24, 5> 1A, 7.04 7.51 8.09 7.43 7.07 7.91 7.56 7.22 7.82 8.05 7.98
N 2ng — 327 10.32 10.16 10.36  10.67 10.69 10.58  10.62 10.58 10.38 10.78 10.75
SCN 2 - 3xn— 10.09 9.88 10.24  10.09 9.96 10.37  10.27 10.08 10.36 10.45 10.41
CH,CN 2B —»'4; 10.04 9.64 10.20 9.63 9.32 10.10 9.92 9.60 9.99 10.23 10.09
C,H, 247 5 1Al 9.64 9.17 9.84 9.22 8.77 9.66 9.39 8.92 9.64 9.72 9.61
CNN 3%~ & 2n 11.31 10.93 11.36  10.80 10.51 11.25  10.94 10.54 11.24 11.40 11.17
C5H, 2p; - 1a;  8.52 8.13 8.67 8.06 7.72 8.51 8.31 7.95 8.43 8.66 8.53
CH 2 - et 10.39 9.95 10.37  10.43 9.98 10.40  10.42 9.96 10.39 10.46 10.44
CHN, 247 5347 9.0 8.76 9.44 9.54 9.42 9.62 9.55 9.29 9.57 9.76 9.74
HCCN 34" 24’  10.49 10.00 10.65 9.92 9.64 10.53  10.31 9.99 10.36 10.63 10.48
CN 2ut 5 1n 12.71 12.74 13.93  12.81 12.35 14.27  13.05 13.13 14.27 13.84 15.28
NS 2 - 1o+t 8.53 8.18 8.91 7.72 7.69 8.94 8.34 8.06 8.72 8.79 8.70
siC 3 — 4~ 8.28 7.98 8.23 8.56 8.41 8.54 8.35 8.11 8.49 8.68 8.73
CcP 25t - 30 10.45 10.13 10.39  10.75 10.62 10.49  10.66 10.53 10.42 10.78 10.74
MAE 0.40 0.67 0.27 0.56 0.74 0.18 0.44 0.61 0.16 0.17
STDV 0.58 0.47 0.39 0.55 0.57 0.30 0.56 0.40 0.23 0.36

shown to significantly improve their accuracy for the
open-shell molecules with significant spin contamina-
tion in the UHF reference wavefunction.”!:72:96:97,106 Tq_
ble I demonstrates that incorporating the orbital relax-
ation and electron correlation effects together in OMP(n)
reduces the ground-state AS? to almost zero for all
molecules studied in this work, while treating electron
correlation with the UHF orbitals (MP(n)/UHF) has a
much smaller effect on spin contamination, resulting in a
large AS? for most SSM.

Figures 4 and 5 depict the sum and average of AS?
in the lowest-energy charged states of WSM and SSM
computed using EA/IP-ADC(n)/OMP(n). Optimizing

the reference orbitals has a minor (~ 10%) effect on
the average AS? for WSM, but gives rise to a three-
fold reduction in the average AS? for SSM. The total
and mean AS? of electron-attached states computed us-
ing EA-ADC(n)/OMP(n) have similar values for WSM
and SSM at each order of perturbation theory, respec-
tively (Figure 4). For the ionized states, the average IP-
ADC(n)/OMP(n) spin contamination for SSM remains
significantly higher than that for WSM (Figure 5).
Figure 3 illustrates that reducing the spin contamina-
tion in ground and excited states does not significantly
affect the accuracy of IP-ADC for WSM (Table IV).
For SSM, using the OMP(n) orbitals increases the MAE
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FIG. 4: Sum and average of spin contamination in the
lowest-energy electron-attached state for (a) 18 weakly and (b) 22
strongly spin contaminated molecules computed using EA-ADC
with three different reference wavefunctions. The aug-cc-pVDZ
basis set was used.

and STDV in IP-ADC(2) and IP-ADC(2)-X vertical ion-
ization energies, while significantly lowering these error
metrics for IP-ADC(3) (Table V). The increase in IP-
ADC(2)/OMP(2) MAE relative to IP-ADC(2)/UHF sug-
gests that the smaller MAE of the UHF-based method is
a result of fortuitous error cancellation and that reduc-
ing the spin contamination in IP-ADC(2)/OMP(2) shifts
the balance of error worsening its performance. For both
WSM and SSM, IP-ADC(3)/OMP(3) shows nearly the
same MAE (0.18 eV) and smaller STDV (0.30 eV) rela-
tive to IP-EOM-CCSD/UHF, indicating that both meth-
ods are similarly accurate even for challenging open-shell
molecules.

Similar trends are observed when comparing the errors
in EA-ADC(n) vertical electron affinities computed using
the UHF and OMP(n) reference orbitals, as illustrated in
Figure 2. Using the optimized orbitals does not signifi-
cantly affect the accuracy of EA-ADC for WSM with the
exception of EA-ADC(2)-X, which shows a large (~ 0.3
eV) increase in MAE (Table IT). When using an orbital-
optimized reference for SSM, both EA-ADC(2) and EA-
ADC(2)-X increase their MAE by ~ 75 to 85 % relative to
the UHF-based methods (Table III). Optimizing the or-
bitals for EA-ADC(3) shows a significant (~ 33 %) reduc-
tion in the MAE for SSM that becomes nearly identical
to that of EA-EOM-CCSD/UHF (0.17 eV). Importantly,
these changes in the relative performance of EA-ADC(n)
methods for SSM restore the expected trend MAE (EA-
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FIG. 5: Sum and average of spin contamination in the
lowest-energy ionized state for (a) 18 weakly and (b) 22 strongly
spin contaminated molecules computed using IP-ADC with three
different reference wavefunctions. The aug-cc-pVDZ basis set was
used.

ADC(2)) > MAE (EA-ADC(3)) that is not observed for
the UHF reference.

To summarize, using the OMP(n) reference helps to
substantially lower the spin contamination in charged
excited states of SSM computed using EA/IP-ADC(n).
The reduction in AS? significantly improves the perfor-
mance of EA/IP-ADC(3), which show MAE and STDV
similar to EA/IP-EOM-CCSD/UHF. In contrast, using
the optimized orbitals affects the balance of error cancel-
lation in EA/IP-ADC(2) and EA/IP-ADC(2)-X increas-
ing their errors.

C. Reducing spin contamination using the restricted
open-shell (ROHF) reference

An alternative approach to reduce the spin contam-
ination in post-Hartree—Fock calculations is to employ
the ROHF reference (Section IID). We demonstrate this
in Table I, which shows that the MP(n)/ROHF ground-
state spin contamination is close to zero for most of the
open-shell molecules considered in this work.

Figures 4 and 5 present the excited-state AS? com-
puted using EA/IP-ADC/ROHF. As in Section IV B,
the largest differences with the EA /TIP-ADC/UHF results
are observed for SSM, where the ROHF-based EA/IP-
ADC show much smaller excited-state spin contamina-
tion. The EA/IP-ADC with ROHF and OMP(n) ref-



erences exhibit similar mean AS?, although the former
reference tends to produce somewhat larger spin contam-
ination, as reflected by the sum of AS? across the charged
excited states of all molecules.

We now compare the performance of EA/IP-ADC
methods with ROHF, OMP(n), and UHF refer-
ences. The MAE and STDV of EA/IP-ADC(n)/ROHF
are quite similar to those computed using EA/IP-
ADC(n)/OMP(n) as illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. Both
ROHF and OMP(3) are equally effective in improving the
accuracy of EA/IP-ADC(3) for SSM, with errors in ver-
tical electron affinities and ionization energies similar to
those from EA/IP-EOM-CCSD/UHF. When combined
with EA/TP-ADC(2) and EA/IP-ADC(2)-X, the MAE
produced by the ROHF reference tend to be smaller than
those from OMP(2) by ~ 10 to 20 %. This reduction
in error is correlated with somewhat higher spin con-
tamination observed in the EA/IP-ADC(2)/ROHF and
EA/TP-ADC(2)-X/ROHF calculations in comparison to
those computed using the OMP(2) reference and can
be attributed to error cancellation as described in Sec-
tion IV B.

Overall, our results demonstrate that the ROHF ref-
erence is as effective as OMP(n) in reducing the excited-
state spin contamination and the errors of EA/IP-
ADC(3) approximations. At the EA/IP-ADC(2) and
EA/TIP-ADC(2)-X levels of theory, the ROHF calcula-
tions exhibit smaller errors compared to OMP(n), but
may suffer from somewhat higher spin contamination.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we investigated the effect of spin contami-
nation on the performance of three single-reference ADC
methods for the charged excitations of open-shell sys-
tems (EA/IP-ADC(2), EA/IP-ADC(2)-X, and EA/IP-
ADC(3)). To this end, we benchmarked the accuracy of
EA /TP-ADC for 40 molecules with different levels of spin
contamination in the unrestricted Hartree-Fock (UHF)
reference wavefunction and developed an approach for
calculating the expectation values of spin-squared oper-
ator and spin contamination in the EA/IP-ADC charged
excited states. Our study demonstrates that the EA /IP-
ADC results can be affected by significant spin contam-
ination (AS?), especially when AS? in the UHF refer-
ence wavefunction is large (> 0.1 a.u.). For such strongly
spin contaminated systems, the average errors of third-
order ADC approximations (EA/IP-ADC(3)/UHF) in-
crease by ~ 60 % for EA and ~ 300 % for IP, relative
to molecules with the UHF AS? < 0.1 a.u. The ex-
tended second-order methods (EA/IP-ADC(2)-X/UHF)
also show significant increase (10 to 15 %) in their av-
erage errors upon increasing the spin contamination in
UHF reference, while the accuracy of strict second-order
approximations (EA/IP-ADC(2)/UHF) is affected much
less.

To mitigate the spin contamination in ADC calcula-
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tions, we implemented the EA/IP-ADC methods with
reference orbitals from restricted open-shell Hartree—
Fock (ROHF) and orbital-optimized nth-order Mgller—
Plesset perturbation (OMP(n)) theories. The results of
our work provide a clear evidence that the accuracy of
EA/TP-ADC(3) is quite sensitive to the spin contamina-
tion in reference wavefunction. For strongly spin con-
taminated open-shell molecules (AS? > 0.1 a.u.), com-
bining EA /IP-ADC(3) with ROHF or OMP(3) increases
their accuracy by ~ 30 to 50 %. While both ROHF and
OMP(3) are equally effective in reducing spin contamina-
tion and improving the performance of EA/IP-ADC(3),
the ROHF reference has a much lower computational
scaling with the basis set size (O(N?)) relative to that of
OMP(3) (O(NY)).

For EA/IP-ADC(2) and EA/IP-ADC(2)-X, using the
ROHF or OMP(2) orbitals reduces the spin contamina-
tion in ground and excited electronic states of open-shell
molecules, but increases the errors in vertical electron
affinities and ionization energies. Although employing
ROHF or OMP(2) leads to a significant loss in EA /IP-
ADC(2) and EA/IP-ADC(2)-X accuracy for calculating
the charged excitation energies, these reference wavefunc-
tions may still be preferred over UHF if one is interested
in calculating other excited-state properties that can be
sensitive to spin contamination.

VI. SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See the supplementary material for the working equa-
tions of EA/TP-ADC(n) with the ROHF reference, equa-
tions for the one- and two-particle density matrices,
Cartesian geometries of 40 neutral open-shell molecules,
as well as excited-state spin contamination and spectro-
scopic factors computed using all ADC methods.
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