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We elaborate on unconventional electronic structure methods based on geminals and their potential to advance
the rapidly developing field of organic photovoltaics (OPV). Specifically, we focus on the computational
advantages of geminal-based methods over standard approaches and identify the critical aspects of OPV
development. Examples are reliable and efficient computations of orbital energies, electronic spectra, and van-
der-Waals interactions. Geminal-based models can also be combined with quantum embedding techniques and
a quantum information analysis of orbital interactions to gain a fundamental understanding of the electronic
structures and properties of realistic OPV building blocks. Furthermore, other organic components present
in, for instance, dye-sensitized solar cells (DSSC) represent another promising scope of application. Finally,
we provide numerical examples predicting the properties of a small building block of OPV components and
two carbazole-based dyes proposed as possible DSSC sensitizers.

Organic photovoltaic (OPV) devices and dye-
sensitized solar cells (DSSC) represent an up-and-coming
technology. For instance, their ever-improving cell effi-
ciency (over 19%)1 and performance lifetime, combined
with low environmental impact and potential roll-to-roll
manufacturing, make OPVs competitive with conven-
tional silicon-based technologies. An additional advan-
tage of OPV-based materials is the diversity of organic
molecules that can be used to design building blocks of
donors, acceptors, and their interfaces. Unfortunately,
the experimental search for optimal OPV components is
costly and very time-consuming. Thus, reliable quantum
chemical methods combined with an efficient and flex-
ible software package design are of utmost importance
in the search for new, more efficient building blocks of
OPV materials.2,3 Commonly available models, like Den-
sity Functional Approximations (DFAs4), do not always
provide reliable results for large extended π-systems,5
common building blocks of OPVs,6 and lack system-
atic improvability.2 Difficulties originate from their elec-
tronic structures’ biradical or multi-reference nature,
which is often remarkably challenging to describe within
a single-reference framework. Geminal-based methods
are a promising alternative to conventional quantum
chemistry models, providing a more compact represen-
tation of the correlated wave function.7–11 Commonly
used examples are the wave function classes based on
the Antisymmetric Product of 1-reference orbital Gem-
inal (AP1roG12,13), also known as pair Coupled Clus-
ter Doubles (pCCD14), the Antisymmetrized Product
of Strongly orthogonal Geminals (APSG15), the Gen-
eralized Valence Bond (GVB)16, and their orbital opti-
mized variants.13,17–20 Combined with a reliable a pos-
teriori correction to account for the missing dynamic
correlation effects21–25, they allow us to model electron
correlation effects effectively and in a balanced way.26
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Yet, some further methodological developments are indis-
pensable to meet the requirements of OPV applications
and their transferability to other organic-based electronic
molecules like those encountered in DSSCs. Below, we
list the key challenges that geminal-based methods have
to overcome to become a potential driving force in the
design of modern organic electronic building blocks and
demonstrate some initial numerical examples.
Orbital energies. OPVs can, in general, generate elec-
tricity from sunlight if the energy of light is equal to or
greater than the donor-acceptor band gap offset. Thus, a
critical factor in designing novel organic-based donor and
acceptor molecules is the knowledge of the energies of the
Highest Occupied Molecular Orbital (HOMO) and the
Lowest Unoccupied Molecular Orbital (LUMO) and the
corresponding HOMO–LUMO gap. While these are eas-
ily obtained from the Hartree–Fock or DFA-based meth-
ods employing Koopman’s or Janak’s theorems, respec-
tively, they are not always reliable. Most geminal theories
work with natural orbitals, where a (natural) occupation
number is associated with each orbital, and orbital en-
ergies are not directly available. They must be deduced
from the existing wave function, simultaneously ensuring
efficiency and accuracy. One of the simplest approxima-
tions uses information about the diagonal elements of the
Fock matrix and the electron repulsion energy.27 More
reliable orbital energies can be obtained from the Ion-
ization Potential (IP)28–31 and Electron Affinity (EA)32
variants of Equation-of-Motion (EOM)33–35 applied on
top of a geminal reference wave function36. From the
IPs and EAs, we can deduce what is called the charge
gap in the solid-state community (also referred to as the
fundamental gap or HOMO–LUMO gap),

∆c = IP − EA. (1)

However, recent benchmark studies using the IP-EOM-
pCCD approach37 unravel the importance of dynamic
correlation energy in reproducing reference data for
small, compact organic molecules. Thus, we require
further methodological development and steeper com-
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putational scaling. The remedy seems to be deriving
and calculating orbital energies from the extended Koop-
man’s theorem (EKT) on top of orbital-optimized meth-
ods.38–40 The approximate orbital energies are then de-
termined by solving the secular equation

FC− ϵγC = 0, (2)

where C is the matrix of eigenvectors, ϵ is the diagonal
matrix of eigenvalues (orbital energies), γpq is the one-
particle reduced density matrix (1-RDM),

γpq = ⟨ΨN |â†pâq|ΨN ⟩, (3)

and F is the so-called generalized Fock matrix (aka La-
grangian),

Fpq = −⟨ΨN |â†p[Ĥ, âq]|ΨN ⟩ =
∑
r

hprγqr+2
∑
r,s,t

gprstΓqrst,

(4)
which can be expressed in terms of one- and two-electron
integrals, hpr and gprst, and reduced density matrices.
In the above expression, the two-particle reduced density
matrix (2-RDM) is defined as

Γpqrs = ⟨ΨN |â†pâ†qâsâr|ΨN ⟩. (5)

Thus, to calculate (approximate) orbital energies from
orbital-optimized geminal-based methods, the corre-
sponding 1- and 2-RDMs must be reliable. An alter-
native formulation of EKT, proposed by Ciosłowski and
coworkers,41 uses energy-derivative density matrices.
Electronic properties. The power conversion effi-
ciency of OPV devices can be improved by exploiting
building blocks that feature a complementary spectral
absorption range between the donor and the acceptor
and a strong absorption in the visible-near infrared region
to ensure a large short-circuit current. To predict such
properties through large-scale quantum chemical model-
ing, we must efficiently and reliably determine the elec-
tronic spectra (electronic excitation energies and associ-
ated transition dipole moments) and ground-state elec-
tronic properties like electronic dipole and quadrupole
moments. Optimizing these properties is indispensable
for improving charge separation, transport, and overall
device performance in organic solar cells. Having com-
puted the lowest excitation energy, also denoted as the
optical gap (∆o), and the charge gap (eq. (1)), we can
determine the exciton binding energy42

EBE = ∆c −∆o. (6)

The EBE denotes the energy required to dissociate an ex-
cited electron-hole pair into free charge carriers. Specif-
ically, the exciton is formed in the donor domain of the
OSC. At the same time, the acceptor material is meant to
provide a way to overcome the corresponding EBE and,
hence, separate the charges. Thus, we should be able
to predict reliable EBEs for the donor and the donor–
acceptor interface to steer the efficiency of OPV devices.

Most promising geminal theories for excited state cal-
culations are based on the extended random phase ap-
proximation22,43 and the EOM formalism.44–46 Although
most EOM-based methods yield size-intensive energies,
the corresponding properties derived from transition den-
sity matrices are not. Yet, the computations of transition
dipole moments from EOM could be more computation-
ally impractical due to the need to compute both left and
right eigenvectors. A remedy to this problem is linear-
response theory, which can be used in large-scale model-
ing.47 Finally, we should stress that a reliable prediction
of electronic dipole and quadrupole moments from gemi-
nal theories requires the inclusion of single excitations in
the theoretical model.
Non-covalent interactions. The materials of OPV’s
active layer should exhibit suitable aggregation proper-
ties to form nanoscale phase separations and interpen-
etrating networks. Thus, quantum chemistry methods
must accurately predict the intermolecular interaction
energies between large molecules. Such a task is remark-
ably difficult because the interaction energy often fea-
tures a considerable amount of non-covalent/dispersion
interactions, which are challenging to model reliably em-
ploying methods designed for strong electron correla-
tion. An exception are geminal-based approaches, which
proved to be reliable and computationally efficient in
describing systems featuring a mixture of non-dynamic
and non-covalent interactions.47–52 Apart from Symme-
try Adapted Perturbation Theory53 and a linearized
coupled-cluster correction on top of a geminal reference
function51,54, new geminal-based models are highly de-
sirable to facilitate modeling of non-covalent interactions
and large molecules. A promising approach to theo-
retically describe large-scale non-covalent interactions in
OPVs is a hybrid method that combines a given geminal
ansatz with a semi-classical dispersion correction. In such
models, the geminal part captures long-range electron
correlation effects, while short-range dynamic electron
correlation is handled by DFAs and a semi-classical dis-
persion correction to account for long-range dynamic cor-
relations.55 Furthermore, the commonly used exchange–
correlation functionals can be combined with a D3 dis-
persion correction and Becke–Johnson dumping.56
Quantum embedding with geminals. Another chal-
lenge the quantum chemical modeling of realistic OPVs
faces is the need to cope with many atoms. A promis-
ing approach to circumvent this problem and reduce the
computational cost dramatically originates from quan-
tum embedding techniques.57 Its idea relies on the fact
that electron correlation is ‘local’ in nature,58,59 allow-
ing us to partition the whole system into subsets.60,61
Examples are the WFT-in-DFT and WFT-in-WFT ap-
proaches, where a geminal wave function treats only a
small subset of atoms in the whole molecular structure.
In contrast, the remaining part is treated with a com-
putationally more efficient, albeit less accurate, method.
Such approaches effectively account for environmental ef-
fects also present in OPVs. So far, only the simplest static
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embedding model has been tested for geminals.62 More
reliable embedding schemes exploiting orbital optimiza-
tion procedures within geminals, similar to the ‘freeze-
and-thaw’ protocol,63 are yet to be developed.
Quantum entanglement and correlation. Due to
the restriction to electron-pair excitations, the corre-
sponding 1- and 2-RDMs can be calculated compu-
tationally more effectively than in conventional wave
function-based methods. The approximate 1- and 2-
RDMs obtained from (orbital-optimized) geminal-based
wave functions can be used to calculate the single- and
two-orbital entropies from which quantum entanglement
and correlation measures can be computed.64–70 The
single-orbital entropy determines the quantum entangle-
ment between each orbital and the orbital bath and can
be applied to deduce molecular bond-orders66,71,72 and
guide the partitioning of the quantum system.62,67,73–75
The so-called mutual information allows us to dissect
electron correlation into different types65 and quantify
the interaction between orbitals in the system (in terms
of orbital-pair correlations).73,76 Altogether, these tools
provide a deeper understanding of electronic structures
using the language of interacting orbitals. Being able to
scrutinize the interactions of the HOMO and LUMO or-
bitals with the remaining molecular orbitals might guide
the optimization process of developing new organic solar
cells and their building blocks.
Interpretational potential. Since geminal-based
methods exploit two-electron functions as the fundamen-
tal building blocks of the electronic wave function, the
corresponding molecular orbital basis (used to construct
each geminal) is typically localized on just a few centers
of the whole molecule. Due to these localized molecular
orbitals, the contributions to excited, ionized, or electron-
attached states feature several contributions (Slater de-
terminants) with small weights. Thus, the underlying
electronic structure differs from the conventional picture
we obtain when working with delocalized canonical or-
bitals like those predicted by DFAs. The significant ad-
vantage of a localized basis77,78 is the clear distinction
of the donor and acceptor regions or their interfaces.79
Electronic excitations can be unambiguously assigned to
specific molecular basins allowing to dissect the electronic
excitations into, for instance, charge transfer or local
ones, while HOMO and LUMO orbitals can be located
on, for instance, donor or acceptor domains. Such an
analysis is particularly beneficial in designing OPV build-
ing blocks that are desired to feature the HOMO/LUMO
on specified domains or increase the charge-transfer char-
acter in the excited states of interest.
Interoperable and reusable software. A key fac-
tor in developing new methods, like geminals, is their
implementation in modern software packages, fulfilling
the desired FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable,
and Reusable) features.80 While many geminal meth-
ods are scattered across different software platforms and
packages,47,81,82 the interoperability and reusability of
geminal-based software are indispensable for their faster

development, testing, and application to OPV-related
problems. Geminal-based methods could become a driv-
ing force for quantum chemical modeling of organic elec-
tronic compounds or their building blocks if such require-
ments are genuinely fulfilled.
Numerical examples. In the following, we illustrate
the performance of orbital-optimized pCCD methods in
predicting various molecular properties in three organic
molecules depicted in Fig. 1. These molecules represent
examples of how to advance the performance of organic
electronic components: Naphthalene diimide (NDI) as
an excellent acceptor (see Fig 1(a)) and two carbazole-
based dyes of DSSCs proposed in Ref. 83, namely CBA
(see Fig 1(b)) and CDA (see Fig 1(c)), respectively. The
electronic properties of those molecules in terms of the
HOMO and LUMO energies, IP and EA, and ∆c cal-
culated from the IP/EA-EOM-pCCD models using the
1h/1p (1 hole/1 particle) and 2h1p/2p1h (2 holes 1 par-
ticle/2 particles 1 hole) operators are presented in Ta-
ble I. For NDI, we compare the pCCD results to the
Restricted Hartree-Fock (RHF) and B3LYP84, and ex-
perimental results. For the carbazole-based dyes, the
performance of pCCD is compared to PBE85,86 (GGA
functional), PBE087 (hybrid functional with 25% of
HF exchange), CAM-B3LYP88 (range-separated hybrid
exchange–correlation functional with 19% and 65% of
HF exchange for the short and long-range, respectively),
and the statistical average of orbital model exchange–
correlation potential (SAOP).89

NDI, a member of the rylene diimide molecule
class,90–93 is composed of a naphthalene core—a conju-
gated π system—linked at both termini to imide units
(Fig. 1(a)). NDI and its derivatives showcase excellent n-
type semiconductor characteristics, rendering them suit-
able acceptors in organic solar cells (OSCs) due to
their robust electron acceptor properties, high chemi-
cal and thermal stability, substantial absorption coeffi-
cient, and prominent fluorescence.94 Theoretical investi-
gations95 demonstrated that the B3LYP functional yields
HOMO and LUMO energies in good alignment with ex-
perimental values. The overestimation of the HOMO en-
ergy by 0.47 eV leads to a larger HOMO–LUMO gap of
0.49 eV compared to experimental findings. Significantly
poorer results emerged with the RHF method, which de-
creases the HOMO energy by 1.96 eV and increases the
LUMO energy by 3.2 eV relative to B3LYP results. This
shift produces a massive ∆c energy of 8.80 eV. IP/EA-
EOM-pCCD(1h/1p) yields even more significant HOMO
and LUMO energy errors. If the IP/EA description is
treated more accurately and extended to the 2h1p/2p1h
level, the HOMO energy aligns excellently with exper-
imental results (within chemical accuracy), while the
LUMO is underestimated by 0.52 eV. The larger error
of the LUMO level increases the ∆c gap by 0.59 eV com-
pared to experiment. Note that the EA-EOM formalism
is more sensitive to the basis set size and environmen-
tal effects;96 hence, larger errors in LUMO energies are
expected.
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FIG. 1: The molecular structures of (a) naphthalene
diimide (NDI), two carbazole-based dyes with different
π-bridge units such as (b) benzodithiophene (CBA) and
(c) dithienopyrrole (CDA). For structures (b) and (c),

the donor, π-bridge, and acceptor components are
highlighted with blue, green, and red rectangles,

respectively. Structure (a) was relaxed using
B3LYP/cc-pVDZ, while (b) and (c) were optimized

using M06/6-31G(d), and their geometries are available
in the SI of Ref. 83.

The two carbozyle-based dyes shown in Fig. 1(b) and
(c) were proposed in Ref. 83 as new donor–π-bridge–
acceptor organic sensitizers for DSSCs. These dyes incor-
porate a carbazole donor and a cyanoacrylic acid acceptor
while utilizing benzodithiophene and dithienopyrrole as
the π-spacers in CBA and CDA, respectively. Accurately
determining the energy alignment between a sensitizer
and a semiconductor substrate (such as TiO2) is pivotal
in assessing the applicability of a dye in DSSCs. Hence,
the precise determination of the HOMO and LUMO en-
ergies is paramount. As indicated in Table I, the HOMO,
LUMO, and ∆c energies strongly rely on the fraction of
HF exchange and the choice of DFA. For instance, for
the CBA dye, the HOMO and LUMO energies vary by
up to 4.05 and 2.03 eV, respectively. Such substantial dis-
crepancies in the frontier orbital energies notably affect
∆c, ranging from 1.74 eV to 7.82 eV. Like NDI, ∆c de-
termined by IP/EA-EOM-pCCD(1h/1p) is significantly

TABLE I: Performance of various quantum chemistry
methods in predicting HOMO, LUMO, and ∆c energies

(in eV).
HOMO LUMO ∆c

NDI
B3LYP/6-311g(d, p)95 −7.25 −3.61 3.64
RHF/cc-pVDZ −9.21 −0.41 8.80
IP/EA-EOM-pCCD(1h/1p)/cc-pVDZ −9.89 0.42 10.31
IP/EA-EOM-pCCD(2h1p/2p1h)/cc-pVDZ −6.85 −3.11 3.74
Experimental95 −6.78 −3.63 3.15

CBA
PBE/TZ2P −5.46 −3.72 1.74
PBE0/TZ2P −6.23 −3.07 3.16
CAM-B3LYP/TZ2P −7.20 −2.26 4.94
SAOP/TZ2P −9.51 −1.69 7.82
IP/EA-EOM-pCCD(1h/1p)/cc-pVDZ −7.86 0.90 8.76
IP/EA-EOM-pCCD(2h1p/2p1h)/cc-pVDZ −4.91 −2.59 2.32

CDA
PBE/TZ2P −5.27 −3.47 1.80
PBE0/TZ2P −6.00 −2.94 3.06
CAM-B3LYP/TZ2P −6.94 −2.06 4.88
SAOP/TZ2P −9.23 −7.45 1.78
IP/EA-EOM-pCCD(1h/1p)/cc-pVDZ −7.51 1.05 8.56
IP/EA-EOM-pCCD(2h1p/2p1h)/cc-pVDZ −4.51 −2.40 2.11

reduced when the 2h1p/2p1h sectors are employed in the
IP/EA models. Finally, we should note that the local-
ized nature of the pCCD-optimized orbitals allows us to
locate the HOMO and LUMO across the dye sensitizer:
While the LUMO of both CBA and CDA is located on
the acceptor domain, the HOMO is centered mainly on
the π bridge (see Fig. 2).

In contrast to the frontier orbital energies, the discrep-
ancies in the lowest-lying excited state energies are much
less pronounced if DFAs are concerned, differing by a
maximum of 1.07 eV across the investigated functionals
(2.08/2.32 for PBE, 2.66/2.75 for PBE0, 3.11/2.88 for
CAM-B3LYP, and 2.04/2.23 for SAOP for CBA/CDA,
respectively). The first excitation energy further in-
creases in EOM-pCCD+S calculations to 4.76 eV for
CBA and 4.36 eV for CDA, respectively. A detailed
analysis of the excited state wave function at the EOM-
pCCD+S level of theory, considering about 90% of the
configurational weights, suggests that the lowest-lying
excited state of the CBA dye features around 30% charge
transfer character, involving electronic transitions be-
tween donor and acceptor units, from which the majority
(87%) entails charge transfer from the donor to the ac-
ceptor unit (see also Fig. 2(a)). In contrast, the charge
transfer character in the CDA molecule increases to 33%,
with a similar portion of 88% going from the donor to the
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FIG. 2: The pCCD HOMO and LUMO orbitals of the
(a) CBA and (b) CDA dyes. On the left-hand side, the

percentage of charge transfer character to the
lowest-lying excited state for each dye is included.

acceptor domain (see also Fig. 2(b)). A similar analysis,
considering only 71% (CBA) or 74% (CDA) of the con-
figurational space, is included in the SI.

Thus, our numerical examples illustrate that pCCD-
based methods can predict accurate molecular properties
(HOMO/LUMO energies and charge/band/fundamental
gaps). In contrast, the localized nature of the molecu-
lar orbital basis allows us to unambiguously identify the
domain on which the HOMO or LUMO orbitals are cen-
tered. Furthermore, each excited state wave function can
be broken down into electronic excitations centered on
specific domains, like local or CT excitations. Although
such an analysis might initially seem tedious, it is possi-
ble to fully automatize the assessment of the excitation
characters by assigning molecular orbitals to specific do-
mains. Finally, another challenge of geminal-based meth-
ods will be pushing the precision to chemical accuracy,
considering environmental effects or dynamical correla-
tion.
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