arXiv:2106.04040v1 [physics.chem-ph] 8 Jun 2021

Exploring Spin Symmetry-Breaking Effects for Static Field Ionization of Atoms: Is There an Analog to the Coulson-Fischer Point in Bond Dissociation?

Leonardo A. Cunha,^{1, 2, a)} Joonho Lee,^{1, 3, b)} Diptarka Hait,^{1, 2, c)} C. William McCurdy,^{2, 4, d)} and Martin Head-Gordon^{1, 2, e)} 1)Department of Chemistry, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720 USA 2)Chemical Sciences Division, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley CA 94720 USA 3)Department of Chemistry, Columbia University, New York, NY 10027 USA 4)Department of Chemistry, University of California, Davis, CA 95616 USA (Dated: 10 June 2021)

Löwdin’s symmetry dilemma is a ubiquitous issue in approximate quantum chemistry. In the context of Hartree-Fock (HF) theory, the use of Slater determinants with some imposed constraints to preserve symmetries of the exact problem may lead to physically unreasonable potential energy surfaces. On the other hand, lifting these constraints leads to the so-called broken symmetry solutions that usually provide better energetics, at the cost of losing information about good quantum numbers that describe the state of the system. This behavior has been previously extensively studied in the context of bond dissociation. This paper studies the behavior of different classes of Hartree-Fock spin polarized solutions (restricted, unrestricted, generalized) in the context of ionization by strong static electric fields. We find that, for simple two-electron systems, UHF is able to provide a qualitatively good description of states involved during the ionization process (neutral, singly-ionized and doubly ionized states), whereas RHF fails to describe the singly ionized state. For more complex systems, even though UHF is able to capture some of the expected characteristics of the ionized states, it is constrained to a single M_s (diabatic) manifold in the energy surface as a function of field intensity. In this case a better qualitative picture can be painted by GHF as it is able to explore different spin manifolds and follow the lowest solution due to lack of collinearity constraints on the spin quantization axis.

a)Electronic mail: leonardo.cunha@berkeley.edu b)Electronic mail: jl5653@columbia.edu c)Electronic mail: diptarka@berkeley.edu d)Electronic mail: cwmccurdy@lbl.gov e)Electronic mail: mhg@cchem.berkeley.edu

I. INTRODUCTION

Discussions on the usefulness of symmetry-broken approximate solutions are a familiar topic in time-independent quantum chemistry.^{1–6} The issue is encapsulated in what Löwdin has called the “symmetry dilemma”^7: a more flexible trial wavefunction that does not necessarily preserve all of the symmetries of the exact Hamiltonian might lead to better energetics (i.e. lower energy on account of the variational principle) at the cost of losing good quantum numbers that characterize the state of a given system. Within the single determinant Hartree-Fock (HF) model, classification of these symmetry-broken solutions is based on group theory considerations^8, but most commonly in electronic structure one uses terminology that reflects constraints imposed on the orbitals the comprise the single determinant^9. For instance, requiring that both α and β spin-orbitals share a common set of spatial functions (i.e. the electrons are paired whenever possible) leads to the wellknown restricted closed-shell (M_s = 0) Hartree-Fock (RHF) and the more general (M_s ≠ 0) restricted open-shell HF (ROHF) models. RHF and ROHF are both eigenstates of total spin, Ŝ^2, and its z component, Ŝ_z. Lifting this spin pairing constraint, such that α or β spin orbitals can have different spatial functions, gives us the unrestricted Hartree-Fock (UHF) model, whose wavefunction is no longer an eigenfunction of Ŝ^2. Further symmetry lowering by abolishing the notion of separate sets of α and β orbitals leads to the generalized Hartree- Fock (GHF) wavefunction, which is not an eigenstate of either Ŝ^2 or Ŝ_z. Furthermore, number symmetry can also be relaxed following Hartree-Fock Bogoliubov theory,^{10,11} which yields a state that is not an eigenstate of the particle number operator (N̂).

Within a finite basis, the HF energy, E_{HF}(θ), is a function of orbital rotation parameters, θ that mix occupied and virtual orbitals.^{12–14} A solution of the Hartree-Fock equations zeros the orbital rotation gradient, such that ∇_θE_{HF} = 0 (i.e. it is guaranteed to be a stationary point). However a solution is not necessarily a minimum, and an analysis of the orbital Hessian, E^{θθ}_{HF}, is required to characterize the nature of a stationary point. If all of the eigenvalues of the Hessian are greater than zero, we have found a solution that is a local minimum, and is said to be stable. The question of which set of orbital parameters to include in the evaluation of the Hessian arises^{15}: if the HF solution is stable within the manifold determined by certain symmetry constraints (e.g. the RHF constraints), it is said that such a solution is internally stable. Lifting some or all of these symmetry constraints leads to characterization of the stationary point in manifolds of higher dimension than the one it was originally optimized in (e.g. characterizing an RHF solution in the space of UHF variations). This corresponds to an analysis of the external stability of the given solution. It might be useful to notice that stability analysis is closely connected with TDDFT/TDHF linear response equations^{6,16} which are routinely available in standard quantum chemistry packages.

For common problems in ground-state electronic structure, internal stability analysis avoids convergence to spurious saddle points and excited states. On the other hand, external stability analysis sometimes reveals interesting physical insight into the nature of electron correlation. For instance, when single bonds are stretched beyond the so called Coulson- Fischer (CF) point^{17}, the lowest triplet excited state (T_1) starts to mix with the singlet ground state (S_0) in a process known as the “triplet instability”,^{18,19} which leads to spin symmetry breaking. The resulting spin polarized UHF state has lower energy than the RHF state, but is no longer an eigenstate of Ŝ^2: the state is said to be spin-contaminated due to its mixed singlet-triplet character. The RHF solution that pairs electrons in order to keep a welldefined Ŝ^2 eigenstate fails to provide a qualitatively correct description of the dissociation process. The RHF pairing constraint, which fixes natural occupation numbers at 0 or 2 even at the dissociation limit (when one would expect the two orbitals to be singly occupied) leads to a state that spuriously preserves ionic character, which consequently fails to approach the correct asymptotic limit at complete dissociation. On the other hand, UHF is able to successfully provide a qualitatively accurate description of the ground state potential energy surface for single bond dissociation.^{13} Similar considerations apply to molecules that are singlet diradicaloid^{20–22} in character: because two orbitals have occupation numbers significantly different from two and zero, RHF cannot be qualitatively correct, while UHF exhibits spin contamination due to mixing of S_0 and T_1.

There are surely other situations in which similar symmetry dilemma arises, but where its consequences have not been so thoroughly explored as bond dissociation processes and singlet diradicaloids. One example lies in the interaction of atoms and molecules with strong electric fields.^{23–31} Strong field chemistry and physics is a rapidly developing field, because of the rich array of new highly non-linear phenomena that emerge. For example, a strong oscillating field will nearly ionize bound electrons in one direction in a first halfcycle followed by reattachment and near ionization in the opposite direction in the second half-cycle. This leads to high harmonic generation (HHG),^{32–36} the emission of radiation by the driven bound system at frequencies which are many times that of the applied radiation. HHG and related phenomena are building blocks for the new field of attosecond science.^{37–40} Therefore the use of quantum chemistry methods to model strong field phenomena is also attracting increasing interest.^{41–46} However, to date there has been no systematic exploration of the role of symmetry-breaking in the mean field HF method in this context, to our knowledge. This work represents a first step in this direction, though the issue of inadequate field-free Hartree-Fock reference for real-time methods in strong field environments has been briefly mentioned in some previous works.^{47–50}

By definition strong fields are those whose scale approaches the strength of internal electric fields experienced by the valence electrons of atoms and molecules (e.g. 1 a.u. for the H atom). Therefore the molecule and the field must be considered as a combined system, rather than treating the field as a perturbation. If such fields are static, then strong field ionization becomes possible, and some electrons may be unbound. Yet because the moleculefield system is treated as a whole, the symmetry dilemma may arise for at least some values of the applied field. In this sense, the magnitude of the field is a control variable similar to the degree of bond-stretching in the dissociation of a closed-shell stable molecule. This paper explores the role of symmetry-breaking in HF solutions for atom-field systems where a static field is scanned across values that can strip one or more electrons from the atom. This investigation is interesting in its own right, and also may help to set the stage for a subsequent analysis in the context of time-dependent fields. Our paper is arranged as follows: in Section II we discuss our approach to approximate the description of continuum-like states using ghost basis functions, an analysis of the HF spin symmetry-broken solutions for the static field ionization of helium and neon is presented in Sections III and IV, respectively, and in Section V we assess our main conclusions while presenting an outlook of future work.

II. STATIC FIELD IONIZATION IN A FINITE BASIS

The first issue that arises when applying an electric field to an atomic or molecular system is that, strictly speaking, bound states are no longer supported by the combined potential arising from the system and the field.^{51,52} These states are now resonances and a suitable discretization for both localized and continuum states are needed to describe them. From a theoretical perspective, the scattering community has developed a wide range of tools to treat these resonance states, such as exterior complex scaling (ECS)^{53–60}, complex absorbing potentials (CAP)^{61–69}, and different grids as schemes to discretize space^{70–76}. On the other hand, the quantum chemistry community has long advocated for the use of atomic orbital (AO) expansions based on Gaussian functions as an efficient way to compute ground and excited state properties of molecular systems. Since our goal is to study static field ionization exploring the common toolbox of quantum chemistry, we shall resort to the usual finite AO basis set treatment. What are the consequences of such choice? The most concerning one is that ionization losses are hindered, since electronic density will be constrained near the atom/molecule. Two possible ways^{77} of circumventing this issue are the use of highly diffuse basis sets and discretizing the relevant part of the space by adding a ghost atoms/functions that could be populated by electron density as ionization takes place. We have opted for this second option and added a series of ghost functions in a line passing through the atom and in the direction of the applied field. This allows us to capture some of the effects of ionization as electron density can escape the system and populate the discretized space (Fig. 1). This setup is inspired by previous works that aimed to study the real-time electron dynamics of systems in the context of strong fields and high-harmonic generation (HHG), where the addition of diffuse and ghost functions to the basis set is important for a good description of the Rydberg and unbound states of the system, respectively.^{77}

Given this setup for our problem, we also need to interpret what the exact results would look like in this finite basis set approach. We start our analysis by noticing that, assuming an adequate discretization of the space by the ghost centers, we can separate the problem/potential into two parts: one associated with the molecular/atomic system and another related to the artificial box that is effectively created by the extent of the ghost centers. Introductory quantum mechanics teaches us that, to first order, the energy levels of a charged particle in a box subjected to a uniform static electric field decrease linearly with the strength of the field.^{78} Moreover, increasing the field strength affects the molecular potential by suppressing the barrier to ionization for higher excited state (especially Rydberg states) and increasing the tunneling probability for low-lying states. In this sense, higher excited states easily become continuum-like states and “dive” down in energy as the field becomes stronger. At certain field strengths, these continuum-like states start to interact with the low-lying bound states and an avoided crossing is observed: the former bound state acquires

FIG. 1. Setup of our model for static field ionization. A series of ghost functions was added passing through the atom and in the direction of the field, allowing electron density to escape/ionize from the system (the grey crosses represent additional race track ghost functions, as discussed in Sec. IV).

continuum-like character by localizing around the edge of the artificial box, with an energy that decreases linearly as the field strength continues to increase. Notice that the applied electric field turns all of the states of the system into resonances with finite lifetime.^{78} and a proper discussion on how to obtain DC Stark lifetimes for several molecular system using quantum chemistry methods has already been presented elsewhere.^{43,44,79}.

Fig. 2 illustrates this process for a He atom (described by the functions contained in the aug-cc-pVTZ basis set^{80,81}) in an artificial box comprised of 18 hydrogen STO-3G^{82} s-type ghost centers spaced by 0.5 Å spanning a range of 4.5 Å around the atom (which should be adequate for an unambiguous determination of the state of ionization of the system given that this distance is much larger than the atomic radius of He). We shall focus on the behavior of the ground-state S_0 and the first singlet excited state S_1 as a function of field strength. Initially, in the absence of the field, these states are well separated in energy and there is no mixing between them. As the field strength increases, we observe the characteristic quadratic polarization effect on the energy (which can be described by perturbation theory).^{83} Higher lying states are more polarizable, so this effect becomes more evident. These high energy excited states are also more easily ionized and the transition between the quadratic behavior characteristic of a bound state to a linear dependence of the energy on field strength happens at lower fields. At F = 0.175 a.u., we observe an avoided crossing between the first singlet state (which has been previously ionized) and the unionized ground state. This leads to a change in character of the ground state after the avoided crossing: initially unionized, with both electrons localized around the atom, the ground state becomes singly ionized, with one electron detaching from the atom and localizing at the edge of the box. The second ionization is characterized by yet another avoided crossing between the singly ionized S_0 and doubly ionized S_1 at a field of F = 0.36 a.u. Between these two field strengths, we note that the singly ionized T_1 state is degenerate with the ionized ground state S_0. It is worth noticing that the potential energy curves presented here as a function of field strength are very similar to stabilization graphs proposed by Simons^{84} and widely used to describe temporary ions and other atomic/molecular resonances^{85}. There, information about the resonance’s lifetime can be obtained by an analysis of the avoided crossing that arise by changing the variational parameters associated with the basis set. Here, however, the basis set is fixed and the energy is plotted as a function of varying field strength.

Our goal is to understand how different approximations, such as HF and MP2 can recover this exact finite basis behavior. We shall put emphasis on the effects of allowing for spin polarization (i.e., difference between using restricted and unrestricted orbitals) to describe field ionization as an analog to what happens in bond dissociation of molecules. All calculations were performed with the Q-Chem 5.3 package^{86} following the same protocol: we used the aug-cc-pVTZ basis set for the atomic center and hydrogenic STO-3G s functions for the ghost centers. We also performed internal stability analysis in order to ensure that the solution within the domain of each HF class (RHF, UHF and GHF) was the lowest possible.

(a) Singlet states

(b) Triplet states FIG. 2. FCI (exact) results for the static field ionization of He for (a) lowest four singlet states, (b) lowest four triplet states. The “kinks” correspond to avoided crossings between continuum-like states associated to the artificial finite box and localized states from the atom. For the ground state, the crossings also give us the signature associated to ionization events. The atom is described by the aug-cc-pVTZ basis set, whereas each ghost center is described by hydrogenic STO-3G 1s function separated by 0.5 Å.

III. FIELD IONIZATION OF HE

A. Hartree-Fock (HF) Minimum Basis Model

We start our discussion about the relation between spin polarization and static field ionization by analyzing the behavior of the Hartree-Fock (HF) solution in a simple, yet instructive, minimum basis model of a two electron system. This model is comprised of a single basis function localized around the atom (represented by |A⟩ in Table I) and a single function (represented as |C⟩ in Table I) placed at a distance d from the atom in the direction of the applied field to represent the discretized continuum and that can support the flux of ionized electrons once the field is switched on. It should be noted that this is analogous to the toy model used to describe the bond stretching of H_2 in the minimum basis^{6,13}. Here, we have also assumed that the distance d is large enough such that there is no overlap between the orbitals representing the atom and the discretized continuum. Moreover, we assumed that the ghost function is diffuse enough that we can neglect its kinetic energy (⟨C|T̂ |C⟩ ≈ 0), but not too diffuse relative to the distance d. We can then construct the HF orbitals as linear combinations of these two functions.

In this toy model, the RHF solution is controlled by a single variational parameter θ that mixes the atomic basis function with the continuum-like ghost function (Table I). Analyzing the stationary and stability conditions of the energy obtained as the expectation value of the Hamiltonian with the RHF determinant leads to two limiting cases. The solution characterized by the double occupancy of the atom-centered orbital (θ = 0) is found to be stable when the product of the applied field strength (F ) and the distance between the basis functions (d) is less than the IP_1, the first ionization potential of the system (i.e. F d < IP_1). On the other hand, the θ =^π_2 solution, which corresponds to 2 electrons paired up on the ghost function that supports the ionized flux, is stable when F d > IP_2, where IP_2 is the second ionization potential of the system. At intermediate field strengths, IP_1 < F d < IP_2, the stable solution is given by a state that has mixed neutral and doubly ionized character. It is interesting to notice that RHF only allows for the combined ionization of the electron pair and the intermediate state associated with single ionization is never reached. Hence, we see that restricted HF (RHF) cannot recover the exact behavior shown in Fig. 2 for the ground state, as it only connects the neutral solution (with the electrons paired up on the atom) and the doubly ionized state. Model Assumptions 1a. |A⟩ - atomic spatial orbital 1b. |C⟩ - continuum-like orbital 2. ⟨A|C⟩ ≈ 0 3. ⟨C|T̂ |C⟩ ≈ 0 Spatial Orbitals |1⟩ = cos θ_1 |A⟩ + sin θ_1 |C⟩ |2⟩ = cos θ_2 |A⟩ + sin θ_2 |C⟩ Stable RHF - |Ψ⟩ = |1¯1⟩ θ = 0 0 < θ <^π_2 θ =^π_2 F d < IP_1 IP_1 < F d < IP_2 F d > IP_2 |Ψ⟩ = | |AĀ⟩ mixed solutions |Ψ⟩ = | |CC̄⟩ Stable UHF - |Ψ(θ_1, θ_2)⟩ = |1¯2⟩ θ_1 = θ_2 = 0 θ_1 = 0, θ_2 =^π_2 or θ_1 =^π_2 , θ_2 = 0 θ_1 = θ_2 =^π_2 F d < IP_1 IP_1 < F d < IP_2 F d > IP_2 |Ψ⟩ = | |AĀ⟩ |Ψ⟩ = | |CĀ⟩ or |Ψ⟩ = | |AC̄⟩ |Ψ⟩ = | |CC̄⟩ TABLE I. Analytic representation of molecular orbitals and ionization states predicted by HF for minimal basis model. |A⟩ and |C⟩ are the atomic and ghost/continuum basis functions, respectively. The stationary and stability conditions for RHF and UHF lead to different character of the solutions as a function of field strength and UHF is the only model capable of describing single ionization.

The analysis of the unrestricted case is more intricate and interesting. Two independent variational parameters (θ_1, θ_2) control the mixing of the basis functions for the independent sets of α and β orbitals (Table I). The stationary condition on the energy expectation value for the UHF determinant leads to four different solutions for the (θ_1, θ_2) pairs. The solutions (θ_1, θ_2) = (0, 0) and (θ_1, θ_2) = (^π_2 ,^π_2 ) reduce to RHF, corresponding to double occupation of the atomic and ghost orbitals, respectively. The former case is stable when F d < IP_1, whereas the stability for the latter is achieved when F d > IP_2. The difference in the UHF case is the possibility of achieving intermediate stable solutions (θ_1, θ_2) = (0,^π_2 ) and (θ_1, θ_2) = (^π_2 , 0) for the intermediate range of field strengths IP_1 < F d < IP_2. These extra UHF solutions are characterized by having one electron occupying the atomic orbital and the other one localized on the ghost function. Therefore, we see that UHF is able to characterize the singly ionized state. This ability, however, comes at a cost: in an analogy to the common problem of bond dissociation at the UHF level, these single determinant unrestricted solutions for the intermediate range of field strengths are composed of an equal mixing of singlet and triplet configurations that results in a spin-contaminated state with ⟨S^2⟩ = 1^{13}. Nonetheless, UHF is qualitatively able to describe the static field ionization behavior expected from our analysis of the exact results (Fig. 2), showing the three distinct regimes corresponding to the three possible levels of ionization. In addition, the large separation between |A⟩ and |C⟩ leads to a vanishing singlet-triplet gap, so the contamination has no direct impact on the energetics. Finally, we note that the 1:1 quantitative mapping between the position of the “kinks” in the energy curve as a function of field strength and ionization potentials (IPs) is only possible if the conditions outlined in Table I are satisfied. The model can be easily modified to account for the electrostatic repulsion between |A⟩ and |C⟩ and the kinetic energy of the populated ghost function (⟨C|T̂ |C⟩, leading to a better numerical agreement for the IPs. Alternatively, a decomposition of the total energy into atomic, continuum and interaction contributions could lead to better quantitative agreement for the IPs. Qualitatively, however, the main features do not depend on the specific nature of the ghost functions.

B. Wavefunction Methods in a Larger Basis

We move on to an analysis of the performance of other wavefunction based methods on a larger basis set to describe the static field ionization of He. We should point out that our emphasis is, once again, on the difference between how different flavors of self-consistent field (SCF) solutions can capture ionization effects in this discretized continnum model. In this case, He is represented by the larger aug-cc-pVTZ basis and the continuum is represented by a track of 18 1s hydrogenic STO-3G ghost basis functions spanning the range between -4.5 Å and 4.5 Å (with equal spacing of 0.5 Å between each ghost center) along the direction of the field. Fig. 3a summarizes the results in this larger basis set.

Just as expected from the analytical model, RHF cannot qualitatively describe the correct behavior for single-electron ionization due to the constraint that the two electrons are paired.

(a) SCF total energy,

(b) Dipole moment, (c) Mulliken charges on He, FIG. 3. (a) SCF total energy, (b) Dipole moment and (c) Mulliken charges on He as a function of field strength for the RHF and UHF solutions. In all cases, the RHF curve smoothly changes as the field strength increases, while UHF presents the characteristic kinks that are associated to ionization events.

For field strengths smaller than 0.175 a.u., we observe the neutral (two electrons localized around the atom) ground state, and for field strengths greater than 0.36 a.u., we observe the doubly ionized state of the atom. We notice a smooth transition between neutral atom and its atom dication state for intermediate field strengths. This can also be observed when we analyze how the total electric dipole (Fig. 3b) of the system and the charge of the He atom (Fig. 3c) change as a function of the applied field. UHF, on the other hand, captures the essential features expected from the exact solution: the energy curve shows three distinct regions separated by first derivative discontinuities. These kinks are associated with spinpolarization effects as illustrated by the transition between ⟨S^2⟩ = 0 to ⟨S^2⟩ = 1. The sharpness of this transition (i.e., how fast the spin polarization occurs) is highly dependent on the size of the basis set: for smaller basis sets, ⟨S^2⟩ seems to continuously change from 0 to 1, which indicates another remarkable similarity between the analysis presented in this work and the nature of the Coulson-Fischer point for bond dissociation. For larger basis sets, the spin polarization transitions appears to be much more sudden and discontinuous. We next consider the behavior of electric dipole and He charge for the UHF solution (Figs. 3b and 3c). We do however note that the numerical magnitude of the change in the dipole moment is directly proportional to the size of the box created by the ghost functions. Both observables indicate that UHF qualitatively captures the three distinct regimes expected for the ionization of helium: the polarization of the electron pair on the neutral atom, the singly ionized state and the doubly ionized state. Again, the ability of UHF to describe this singly ionized state comes at the cost of spin polarization as indicated by ⟨S^2⟩ = 1 for field strengths in the range that generates one unit of positive charge on helium.

Moreover, we briefly analyze the MP2 (Fig. 4) performance for strong field ionziation of He using restricted (RMP2) and unrestricted (UMP2) orbitals. As expected, since UHF is a better reference to describe all possible charge regimes for our systems, UMP2 recovers all of the qualitative features of the exact solution. By contrast, RMP2 seems to oscillate above and below the exact solution: for field strengths closer to the ionization points, RMP2 energies are, as expected, above the exact values and seem, at first, to follow the same pattern as the RHF curve. However, RMP2 drops below the exact curve for fields in the mid-range for the singly ionized state. This indicates the RMP2 is over-correcting for the bad reference provided by the restricted orbitals in this regime. Nonetheless, this behavior is not as catastrophic as in the RMP2 potential energy curve for the dissociation of H_2, where incipient orbital degeneracies cause a divergent PES as the bond length increases.^{13} Although not explored in the present work, this failure could be a fertile ground for an investigation of the efficiency of orbital-optimized MP2 schemes (OO-MP2) with regularization^{87} to cheaply but accurately recapture some of the correlation effects associated to field ionization.

Our final analysis for the He atom is based on an attempt to remove most of the electric field and spurious discretized continuum contributions to the total energy, accounting only for the purely electronic energy of the atom as a function of the field strength. Within the

FIG. 4. RMP2 and UMP2 results for the static field ionization of He. Due to the poor performance of the RHF reference, RMP2 presents energies lower than the exact ones, indicating that the MP2 amplitudes are overcompensating for the bad HF reference in the singly ionized regime. On the other hand, UMP2 is able to correctly recover almost exactly the FCI.

dipole approximation, we defined an internal energy operator Û: Û = Ĥ_{elec} − ^⃗μ · ⃗F (1) The electronic energy of the combined atom-continuum system can then be calculated via: E_{elec} = ⟨Ĥ_{elec}⟩ = E^{atom}_{elec} + E_{elst} + E^{ghost}_{elec} = ⟨Û⟩ + ⟨^⃗μ⟩ · ⃗F (2) Eq. 2 includes three main components: (i) the electronic energy of the isolated atom (E^{atom}_{elec} ), (ii) the electrostatic interaction between discretized continuum and He atom (E_{elst}), and (iii) the electronic energy of the populated discretized continuum (E^{ghost}_{elec} ).

In the limit of two non-interacting subsystems (the isolated atom and the discretized continuum represented by the ghost functions), the super-system wavefunction is given by the product of the two individual wavefunctions and the super-system density matrix (D) can be written as a direct sum of the atomic density matrix (D^A) and a density matrix associated with the ghost functions (D^G). For our setup, however, the definition of the atomic subsystem is somewhat fuzzy since, in the complete basis set limit for the atom, the most diffuse basis functions will overlap with the nearest ghost centers added to represent the continuum electrons. This situation could be ameliorated by increasing the distance between this nearest ghost center and the atom or by noticing that, after ionization, electrons will tend to occupy the ghost functions closer to the edge of the artificial box used for the discretization of the continuum states. This allows us to have a clear definition of the ghost subsystem and we can then define the atomic contribution as the difference between the total energy and the energy contributions from the ghost basis functions.

By following this approach, D^A and D^G are defined as blocks of the super-system density matrix associated with the electron density represented by basis functions localized around the atom and with the density represented by basis functions centered in the track of ghost centers, respectively. The electrostatic interaction can then be calculated as E_{elst} = ∑ μ,ν∈G D^G_{μν} V^G_{μν} + ∑ μ,ν∈G ∑ λ,σ∈A D^G_{μν} (μν|λσ)D^A_{σλ} (3)

In Eq 3, we separated the contribution of the attractive interaction between the electrons populating a ghost function and the He nucleus (which is accounted by the ghost function block of the nuclear attraction one-electron integrals, V^G) and the repulsive screening between the continuum-like electron density (D^G) and the remaining electron density localized around He (D^A).

The electronic energy of the populated discretized continuum is expressed as a trace over its subsystem density matrix, D^G: E^{ghost}_{elec} = 1 2 ∑ μ,ν∈G (F^G_{μν} + T^G_{μν} )D^G_{μν} (4)

where T^G is the kinetic component of the one-electron integrals for the ghost basis functions, F^G is a Fock matrix in which we replaced the usual one-electron integrals by only its kinetic component (since for the discretized continuum subsystem there is no nuclear attraction).

Eq. 4 is clearly correct in the non-overlapping limit. In the presence of overlap, Eq. 4 corresponds to the embedded mean-field theory^{88,89} decomposition of the total energy of two composite systems (in our case He and ghost centers) into the energies of each subsystem and their interaction energy. It is worth noticing that we have not explicitly included other energy contributions arising from the mixed atom-ghost density contributions or atom-ghost exchange effects in Eq. 2. Implicitly, these contributions are accounted for in the definition of E^{atom}_{elec} (Eq. 5) and are small due to large separation between the atom and the ghost function on the edge of the track.

Finally, the quantity of interest ΔE^{atom}_{elec} is given in terms of the atomic subsystem electronic energy at a given field strength E^{atom}_{elec} (F ) = ⟨Û⟩ + ⟨^⃗μ⟩ · ⃗F − E_{elst} − E^{ghost}_{elec} (5) relative to the corresponding quantity at zero field: ΔE^{atom}_{elec} = E^{atom}_{elec} (F ) − E^{atom}_{elec} (F = 0) (6) Based on our previous analysis, this approach should be more suitable for the UHF solution in which the separable density assumption holds to a greater extent and as it can properly account for ionization. Fig. 5 shows that the kinks in the total UHF energy (Fig. 3a and the dipole and charge discontinuities for the UHF solution (Figs. 3b and 3c) are, once again, intrinsically related to ionization events, as we can directly recover information about the first and second ionization potentials (represented by the dashed lines in Fig. 5) of He by removing the spurious field and ghost functions contributions to the total energy. Finally, the analysis based on the decomposition of the density matrix into its atomic and ghost contributions allows us to obtain more information about the electronic structure of each subsystem: an eigenvalue decomposition of the combined atom-ghost, atomic and ghost density matrices indicates the number of electrons for each subsystem as illustrated in Fig. 6.

IV. FIELD IONIZATION OF A NEON ATOM

In the previous section we thoroughly discussed how spin polarization is essential to qualitatively describe ionization by static fields in our model in which the continuum was discretized by a track of ghost functions placed along the direction of the applied electric field. At least for the He atom, we concluded that UHF properly captures, at the expense of spin contamination, the features associated with ionization within this limited model: we observe kinks in the potential energy curves as a function of field strength that are accompanied by discontinuities in the total electric dipole moment and the charge on the He atom. Now we move on to investigate if this simplest flavor of spin polarization (i.e., allowing α and β orbitals to have different spatial parts) is enough to capture the features of atomic ionization in a heavier atom. Fig. 7a shows the RHF and UHF energy for the Ne atom. Once again, we see characteristic spin polarization and kinks in the UHF potential

FIG. 5. ΔE^{atom}_{elec} as defined in Eq 6. UHF is able to correctly recover information about both first and second ionization potentials of He, whereas RHF, missing a proper description of the first ionization event, only captures the second IP. The IP’s were calculated at the HF/aug-cc-pVTZ+ghost track level of theory.

energy surface that are associated with ionization. We performed the same previous analysis for the electric dipole moment (Fig. 7b) and Mulliken charges on the Ne atom (Fig. 7c) and they both agree with our previous discussion: at the expense of losing information about the total spin of the system (i.e. spin contamination and our wavefunction not being an eigenstate of the Ŝ^2 operator), we can now ionize an odd number of electrons for Ne through UHF, whereas those states are not accessible through a RHF reference.

The electronic structure of Ne is more complicated than He which also allows us to analyze other qualitative features of the ionized states of the system as the strength of the applied field increases. With this is mind, it is important to point out what one would expect for each of the Ne ionized states within this limited discretized continuum model that we used in our analysis. Table II summarizes simplified electronic configurations expected for Ne, Ne^+, Ne^{2+} and Ne^{3+} and the track of ghost functions (with net charge 0, −1, −2, −3) that represent the continuum-like states. Even though a proper analysis of the nature of the real ionized states of the atom is hindered due to the single determinant nature of HF theory, one can notice that the S_1 and S_2 states in Table II corresponds to one of the components of the

(a) NOONs for He + ghost system (b) NOONs for He subsystem

(c) NOONs for ghost subsystem (d) Spin density for F = 0.25 a.u. FIG. 6. Natural Orbital Occupation Numbers (NOONs) for (a) He + Ghost complex system, (b) He subsystem (c) Ghost subsystem for the ionization of He in different regimes: neutral (F = 0 a.u.), singly ionized (F = 0.25 a.u.) and doubly ionized (F = 0.5 a.u.). (d) Spin density for the singly ionized state of He.

physical (field-free)^2P state of the Ne cation and^3P state of the Ne dication, respectively. Our goal now is to see how we can obtain qualitative information about these physical states through Hartree-Fock theory within our limited model for ionization.

For the first ionization, we expect one unpaired electron at both the atom and the ghost functions, leading to a spin-contaminated UHF state in a similar fashion to what was described for the He case (Fig. 6). Fig. 8 summarizes some of the features of the UHF for a field strength of F = 0.25 a.u., which lies within the region for single ionization. We can identify two unpaired electrons for the whole system (Fig. 8a). Performing an eigenvalue analysis

(a) SCF total energy (b) Dipole moment

(c) Mulliken charges on Ne (d) ΔE^{atom}_{elec} FIG. 7. Hartree-Fock calculations of the field ionization of Ne using the aug-cc-pVTZ basis set augmented by hydrogenic 1s STO-3G functions at the ghost centers. (a) SCF total energy, (b) Dipole moment, (c) Mulliken charges on Ne and (d) ΔE^{atom}_{elec} as defined in Eq 6 as a function of field strength for the RHF and UHF solutions. In all cases, the RHF curve smoothly changes as the field strength increases, while UHF presents the characteristic kinks that are associated with ionization events. The IP’s were calculated at the HF/aug-cc-pVTZ+ghost track level of theory.

on the partitioned density matrices for the atom subsystem (D^A) and the continuum/ghost subsystem(D^G) to obtain the natural orbital occupation numbers (NOONs) reveals that, as expected, each subsystem has a single unpaired electron (Figs. 8b and 8c): an α electron for the discretized continuum and an excess β electron for the atom (Fig. 8d), keeping M_s = 0 for the contaminated ground state.

Ionization State Ne configuration (only 2p orbitals) Ghost configuration |S_0⟩ (neutral) | |2p2_x2p2_y2p2_z⟩ |0⟩ |S_1⟩ (singly) | 2p^2_x2p^2_y2p^α_z ⟩ |C^α_1 ⟩ |S_2⟩ (doubly) | |2p2_x2pα_y 2pα_z ⟩ | |C2_1 ⟩ |S_3⟩ (triply) | |2p^α_x 2p^α_y 2p^α_z ⟩ | |C^2_1 C^α_2 ⟩

TABLE II. Simplified electronic configuration of Ne and ghost basis functions for the neutral atom and the first 3 ionized states |S_i⟩. Each C_i represents a ghost orbital that can be populated by ionized electrons.

The doubly ionized state in He simply corresponds to the pairing of the two electrons in one of the ghost functions, leaving behind just the atomic nucleus (Fig. 6, the curve indicated by a field strength of F = 0.5 a.u.). For Ne, however, we expect the second ionized electron to pair with the first one and localize around a ghost center while Ne becomes a triplet state characterized by two unpaired electrons with the same spin and consequently total M_s = ±1 (see Table II). This state, however, cannot be achieved by following the UHF potential energy curve which is constrained to the M_s = 0 subspace. Instead, the UHF solution for this doubly ionized state of Ne is characterized by a ⟨S^2⟩ = 1 spin contaminated state comprised of an α electron and a β unpaired electrons on the atom and no unpaired electrons for the track of ghost functions, as illustrated in Fig. 9. Some physical insight can be gained here by analyzing which states of the field-free Ne dication are included in the UHF M_s = 0 field dependent solution in the doubly ionized regime: the external field, breaking spherical symmetry, mixes the^1S and^1D states of Ne^{2+}. Moreover, due to spin symmetrybreaking in UHF, we observe that one of the components (M_s = 0) of the^3P is also included in the mixture. It should be noticed that such behavior also highlights one of the limitations of our approach to describe the ionized flux: by constraining electron density to escape the atom through a unique track of ghost functions, we observe a driving force towards pairing of the ionized electrons. This prevents neon from achieving the desired and expected triplet configuration. A possible, yet not explored in this work, way to minimize this issue would be to expand our description of the discretized continuum by adding more ghost functions into two separate parallel tracks (as illustrated by the grey crosses in Fig. 1), which would possibly allow the delocalization of the ionized electrons, leaving the atom subsystem with

(a) NOONs for Ne + ghost complex system (b) NOONs for Ne subsystem

(c) NOONs for ghost subsystem (d) UHF spin density FIG. 8. Analysis of UHF for the singly ionized regime of Ne (F = 0.25 a.u.), using NOONs for (a) Ne + Ghost complex system, (b) Ne subsystem (c) Ghost subsystem; (d) UHF spin density plotted for an isovalue of 0.002 a.u. (blue and red parts indicate an excess of α and β electrons respectively).

M_s = ±1 and the ghost subsystem with M_s ∓ 1, while maintaining the total M_s = 0 for the UHF solution.

Alternatively, since the main interest should be to capture as much physical insight for the atomic subsystem as possible within our limited model, it is possible to remove the M_s = 0 constraint in UHF by exploring the manifold of generalized Hartree-Fock solutions (GHF). In GHF, all of the exact spin symmetries of the system (namely Ŝ^2 and Ŝ_z) can be broken by taking spin-orbitals that no longer belong to two independent sets of α and β orbitals, but now are linear combinations of orbitals in both sets. This allows the spin-quantization

(a) NOONs for Ne + ghost complex system (b) NOONs for Ne subsystem

(c) NOONs for ghost subsystem (d) UHF spin density, FIG. 9. Analysis of UHF for the doubly ionized regime of Ne (F = 0.5 a.u.), using Natural Orbital Occupation Numbers (NOONs) for (a) Ne + Ghost complex system, (b) Ne subsystem (c) Ghost subsystem; (d) UHF spin density plotted for an isovalue of 0.002 a.u. (blue and red parts indicate an excess of α and β electrons respectively).

axis of individual electrons to rotate and not necessarily be parallel to each other in order to achieve the variationally lowest possible energy state. This extra flexibility does not mean that the GHF solution cannot be obtained through UHF though. A GHF wavefunction is said to be non-collinear (and sometimes referred to as a true GHF solution) if its spin cannot be quantized along some axis and this illustrates a real UHF → GHF instability of the orbital hessian.^{90,91} This is the case for the double bond dissociation in CO_2^{90,92} and for systems presenting spin-frustration.^{93,94}. If such a spin quantization axis exists, the GHF solution can be found by exploring UHF wavefunctions with different spin multiplicity or lying within different M_s manifolds. One can then find the difference between the number of up and down electrons by projecting the spin operators in this quantized axis.^{90} In this context, we see that GHF can provide a convenient way to adiabatically follow the lowest UHF solution independently of M_s constraints.

Figure 10a illustrates the behavior of the different M_s UHF solutions compared to GHF for the strong field ionization of the neon atom within the race track of ghost functions to represent discretized continuum states that we have been using so far. Even though we cannot notice significant differences between UHF and GHF in terms of their description of charges, dipoles and total number of unpaired electrons for the supersystem, the GHF potential energy curve follows the lowest UHF solution, highlighting its collinear nature. For instance, for field strengths lower than F = 0.15 a.u., we observe that the M_s = 0 UHF solution is the one with the lowest energy and that there is no difference between this solution and GHF, whereas the other M_s states are higher in energy. For electric fields ranging from F = 0.15 a.u. and F = 0.309 a.u. (single ionization), however, the M_s = 0 and M_s = 1 states become degenerate, characterizing the RHF→UHF instability previously discussed. For the regime between F = 0.309 a.u. and F = 0.60 a.u (which corresponds to the doubly ionized regime) the M_s = 1 UHF solution becomes the lowest in energy, illustrating the transition between different M_s subspaces that is captured naturally through GHF. Our first UHF analysis was constrained within the M_s = 0 subspace and, therefore, the wrong qualitative behavior (one α and one β electron) was observed for the double ionized state of the atom. GHF however, abolishes the M_s = 0 constraint and we can access the relevant doubly ionized state lying in the M_s = ±1 manifold (Fig. 10b) and Ne achieves the expected configuration with two unpaired α electrons which better resembles the M_s = ±1 component of the physical^3P field-free state of the Ne dication.

Finally, even though the plateau regions in Figs. 7b and 7c are well characterized by collinear GHF solutions that represent UHF wavefunctions with different M_s values, the transition between these ionization states might not present the same behavior. At the onset of ionization, we suspect that, similarly to what was observed for the RHF → UHF instability, one would need a non-collinear GHF solution to properly describe the transition between one ionized state to the other. However, due to the dependence of the sharpness of this transition on the size of the artificial box delimited by the ghost functions, we did not pursue further investigation of this question. Hence, we note that GHF was used merely as a tool to access the lowest UHF state possible without any initial constraints on the number of α and β electrons.

(a) Potential energy surfaces (b) Supersystem GHF effective number of up and down electrons FIG. 10. (a) Potential energy curves as a function of field strength for Ne. It is possible to notice that, depending of the field strength, different M_s UHF solutions become the lowest in energy and GHF connects these different subspaces by variationally targeting the unconstrained lowest energy state. (b) Difference between number of up and down electrons along the spin quantization axis for the GHF solution, indicating that for the doubly ionized regime (between F = 0.309 a.u. and F = 0.60 a.u), we have two unpaired α electrons left on the Ne dication.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In conclusion, the present work explored an analogy between the Coulson-Fischer point that has been extensively characterized for bond dissociation problems and static strong field ionization phenomena. Such extension is, at first, hindered by the fact that ionization implies an outgoing electron flux that is poorly described by the atom-centered Gaussian basis sets commonly used in electronic structure packages.^{86} Hence, our basic “race-track” model was introduced to account for this ionized flux by adding ghost basis functions spanning an appropriate region of space to allow some characterization of the continuum-like states of the ionized system.

A preliminary analytical analysis of the ionization problem of He in a minimum basis with a single distant ghost function hinted that ionization events, which would be characterized by the localization of the electron density at one of the auxiliary ghost centers of the “racetrack”, would not be well characterized by a restricted Hartree-Fock approach. In particular, the RHF solution could describe the neutral and the doubly ionized states of the system, but would lack any information about the singly ionized state given its electron-pairing constraint. This analysis also indicated the existence of a RHF → UHF instability for the singly ionized range of field strengths that was akin to the triplet instability that leads to spin polarization in the bond dissociation problem. The predictions from this toy model were validated by computations in a larger basis set. Moreover, the UHF potential energy surface as a function of field strength reveals kinks that, after an analysis of the charge population of the atom, the dipole moment of the system and the expectation value of the Ŝ2 operator, indicate the existence of an analog of the Coulson-Fischer point for static strong field ionization. We have also made an effort to eliminate possible spurious contributions stemming from our limited model of the discretized space by devising a partitioning scheme based on taking traces of the RHF and UHF density matrices over the appropriate basis functions centered only around the atom. Such scheme allowed us to, once again, determine the character of each state of the atom for different field strengths, as well as to recover information about the ionization energies of He. While RHF cannot represent the singly ionized state, UHF recovers the first and second ionization energies of He at the cost of breaking spin symmetry and being spin contaminated.

We then extended our analysis to a more complicated system: the Ne atom. The main takeaways are still valid: by constraining the HF solution to be an eigenfunction of Ŝ^2, i.e. constraining ourselves to the RHF manifold of solutions, we cannot describe ionization of an odd number of electrons as the strength of the external field increases. By exploring the solutions contained in the spin-polarized UHF manifold, on the other hand, we have a qualitatively correct description of the atomic charge associated with these ionized states. However, due to a strong drive to pair the electrons at the end of the auxiliary “race-track” of ghost functions and the constraint imposed on the value of ⟨Ŝ_z⟩ for UHF solutions, the results do not correspond to the expected Hund’s rule configuration of Ne for some field strengths. Thus, we also analyzed the use of GHF solutions to obtain a better qualitative description of the static strong field ionization of Ne. We observed that, while maintaining the same behavior as UHF for the atomic charges, GHF can properly rotate spins at the cost of losing information about the expectation value of Ŝ_z in order to give the proper highspin description of the unpaired electrons on the atomic subsystem. Exploring how different kinds of symmetry-broken solutions, such as allowing complex polarization in Hartree-Fock (cRHF, cUHF and cGHF),^{95–98} could also prove potentially useful to obtain qualitatively correct description of strong field ionization of more complex systems.

Even though the results and analysis presented in the current work were obtained for the case of an applied external static electric field, it can be argued that some of the consequences of imposing spin constraints on the Hartree-Fock solutions could also lead to a qualitatively wrong description of the real-time dynamics of the system when a physically meaningful laser pulse is used. For the more common problem of bond stretching in electronic structure, it has already been shown that using a qualitatively bad HF solution as the starting point for more elaborate methods that account for dynamic electron correlation could lead to failures in obtaining a good description of potential energy surface, for example. In this sense, work towards extending the analysis here to real-time time-dependent electronic structure is underway in our group. To achieve more physically meaningful results, a better approach to represent the continuum states, perhaps through a mixed gaussian-plane wave basis set or complex absorbing potentials, is needed.^{51,99}

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See supplementary material for the raw data (energies, dipole, charges) organized in XLXS format and additional plots (PDF).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported by the Director, Office of Science, Office of Basic Energy Sciences, of the U.S. Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231. L.A.C. would like to thank Dr. Josh Cantin and Juan Arias-Martinez for stimulating discussions. M.H.-G. is a part-owner of Q-Chem, which is the software platform in which the computations described here were carried out.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that supports the findings of this study are available within the article and its supplementary material.

REFERENCES

1W. Eisfeld and K. Morokuma, “A detailed study on the symmetry breaking and its effect on the potential surface of no 3,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 113, 5587–5597 (2000). 2C. D. Sherrill, M. S. Lee, and M. Head-Gordon, “On the performance of density functional theory for symmetry-breaking problems,” Chemical physics letters 302, 425–430 (1999). 3N. J. Russ, T. D. Crawford, and G. S. Tschumper, “Real versus artifactual symmetrybreaking effects in hartree–fock, density-functional, and coupled-cluster methods,” The Journal of chemical physics 120, 7298–7306 (2004).

4J. Dobaczewski, J. Dudek, S. Rohoziński, and T. Werner, “Point symmetries in the hartree-fock approach. ii. symmetry-breaking schemes,” Physical Review C 62, 014311 (2000).

5D. Hait, A. Rettig, and M. Head-Gordon, “Well-behaved versus ill-behaved density functionals for single bond dissociation: Separating success from disaster functional by functional for stretched h2,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 150, 094115 (2019), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5080122.

6D. Hait, A. Rettig, and M. Head-Gordon, “Beyond the coulson–fischer point: characterizing single excitation ci and tddft for excited states in single bond dissociations,” Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 21, 21761–21775 (2019).

7P. Lykos and G. W. Pratt, “Discussion on the hartree-fock approximation,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 35, 496–501 (1963).

8H. Fukutome, “Unrestricted hartree–fock theory and its applications to molecules and chemical reactions,” International Journal of Quantum Chemistry 20, 955–1065 (1981). 9J. L. Stuber and J. Paldus, “Symmetry breaking in the independent particle model,” in Fundamental World of Quantum Chemistry, Vol. 1, edited by E. J. Brändas and E. S. Kryachko (Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2003) Chap. 4, pp. 67–139.

10S. Ebata, T. Nakatsukasa, T. Inakura, K. Yoshida, Y. Hashimoto, and K. Yabana, “Canonical-basis time-dependent hartree-fock-bogoliubov theory and linear-response calculations,” Physical Review C 82, 034306 (2010).

11G. Bertsch and L. M. Robledo, “Symmetry restoration in hartree-fock-bogoliubov based theories,” Physical review letters 108, 042505 (2012).

12D. Thouless, “Stability conditions and nuclear rotations in the hartree-fock theory,” Nuclear Physics 21, 225–232 (1960).

13A. Szabo and N. S. Ostlund, Modern Quantum Chemistry: Introduction to Advanced Electronic Structure Theory, 1st ed. (Dover Publications, Inc., Mineola, New York, 1996).

14T. Helgaker, P. Jorgensen, and J. Olsen, Molecular electronic-structure theory (John Wiley & Sons, 2014).

15R. Seeger and J. A. Pople, “Self-consistent molecular orbital methods. xviii. constraints and stability in hartree–fock theory,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 66, 3045–3050 (1977).

16A. Dreuw and M. Head-Gordon, “Single-reference ab initio methods for the calculation of excited states of large molecules,” Chemical Reviews 105, 4009–4037 (2005), pMID: 16277369, https://doi.org/10.1021/cr0505627.

17P. C. Coulson and M. I. Fischer, “Xxxiv. notes on the molecular orbital treatment of the hydrogen molecule,” The London, Edinburgh, and Dublin Philosophical Magazine and Journal of Science 40, 386–393 (1949).

18J. Čížek and J. Paldus, “Stability conditions for the solutions of the hartree—fock equations for atomic and molecular systems. application to the pi-electron model of cyclic polyenes,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 47, 3976–3985 (1967), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1701562.

19Z. Tóth and P. Pulay, “Finding symmetry breaking hartree-fock solutions: The case of triplet instability,” The Journal of chemical physics 145, 164102 (2016).

20D. Stück, T. A. Baker, P. Zimmerman, W. Kurlancheek, and M. Head-Gordon, “On the nature of electron correlation in c60,” The Journal of chemical physics 135, 11B608 (2011).

21C. A. Jiménez-Hoyos, R. Rodríguez-Guzmán, and G. E. Scuseria, “Polyradical character and spin frustration in fullerene molecules: An ab initio non-collinear hartree–fock study,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry A 118, 9925–9940 (2014).

22J. Lee and M. Head-Gordon, “Distinguishing artificial and essential symmetry breaking in a single determinant: Approach and application to the c 60, c 36, and c 20 fullerenes,”

Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 21, 4763–4778 (2019).

23M. Y. Ivanov, M. Spanner, and O. Smirnova, “Anatomy of strong field ionization,” Journal of Modern Optics 52, 165–184 (2005).

24H. Reiss, “Limits on tunneling theories of strong-field ionization,” Physical review letters 101, 043002 (2008).

25X. Tong and C. Lin, “Empirical formula for static field ionization rates of atoms and molecules by lasers in the barrier-suppression regime,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 38, 2593 (2005).

26L. Holmegaard, J. L. Hansen, L. Kalhøj, S. L. Kragh, H. Stapelfeldt, F. Filsinger, J. Küpper, G. Meijer, D. Dimitrovski, M. Abu-Samha, et al., “Photoelectron angular distributions from strong-field ionization of oriented molecules,” Nature Physics 6, 428–432 (2010).

27S. Popruzhenko, “Keldysh theory of strong field ionization: history, applications, difficulties and perspectives,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 47, 204001 (2014).

28N. Shvetsov-Shilovski, M. Lein, L. Madsen, E. Räsänen, C. Lemell, J. Burgdörfer, D. Arbó, and K. Tőkési, “Semiclassical two-step model for strong-field ionization,” Physical Review A 94, 013415 (2016).

29A. Hartung, S. Eckart, S. Brennecke, J. Rist, D. Trabert, K. Fehre, M. Richter, H. Sann, S. Zeller, K. Henrichs, et al., “Magnetic fields alter strong-field ionization,” Nature Physics 15, 1222–1226 (2019).

30A. Ludwig, J. Maurer, B. Mayer, C. Phillips, L. Gallmann, and U. Keller, “Breakdown of the dipole approximation in strong-field ionization,” Physical review letters 113, 243001 (2014).

31I. V. Litvinyuk, K. F. Lee, P. W. Dooley, D. M. Rayner, D. M. Villeneuve, and P. B.

Corkum, “Alignment-dependent strong field ionization of molecules,” Physical review letters 90, 233003 (2003).

32Y. Mairesse, J. Higuet, N. Dudovich, D. Shafir, B. Fabre, E. Mével, E. Constant, S. Patchkovskii, Z. Walters, M. Y. Ivanov, et al., “High harmonic spectroscopy of multichannel dynamics in strong-field ionization,” Physical Review Letters 104, 213601 (2010).

33K. J. Schafer and K. C. Kulander, “High harmonic generation from ultrafast pump lasers,” Physical Review Letters 78, 638 (1997).

34I. P. Christov, M. M. Murnane, and H. C. Kapteyn, “High-harmonic generation of attosecond pulses in the “single-cycle” regime,” Physical Review Letters 78, 1251 (1997).

35J. Itatani, D. Zeidler, J. Levesque, M. Spanner, D. Villeneuve, and P. Corkum, “Controlling high harmonic generation with molecular wave packets,” Physical review letters 94, 123902 (2005).

36S. Ghimire and D. A. Reis, “High-harmonic generation from solids,” Nature physics 15, 10–16 (2019).

37F. Krausz and M. Ivanov, “Attosecond physics,” Reviews of modern physics 81, 163 (2009). 38M. F. Ciappina, J. A. Pérez-Hernández, A. S. Landsman, W. A. Okell, S. Zherebtsov, B. Förg, J. Schötz, L. Seiffert, T. Fennel, T. Shaaran, et al., “Attosecond physics at the nanoscale,” Reports on Progress in Physics 80, 054401 (2017).

39A. Scrinzi, M. Y. Ivanov, R. Kienberger, and D. M. Villeneuve, “Attosecond physics,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 39, R1 (2005).

40M. Drescher and F. Krausz, “Attosecond physics: facing the wave–particle duality,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 38, S727 (2005).

41S. Stopkowicz, J. Gauss, K. K. Lange, E. I. Tellgren, and T. Helgaker, “Coupled-cluster theory for atoms and molecules in strong magnetic fields,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 143, 074110 (2015), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4928056.

42H. Pathak, T. Sato, and K. L. Ishikawa, “Time-dependent optimized coupledcluster method for multielectron dynamics. iii. a second-order many-body perturbation approximation,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 153, 034110 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0008789.

43T.-C. Jagau, “Coupled-cluster treatment of molecular strongfield ionization,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 148, 204102 (2018), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5028179.

44T.-C. Jagau, “Investigating tunnel and above-barrier ionization using complexscaled coupled-cluster theory,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 145, 204115 (2016), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4967961.

45P. Krause, J. A. Sonk, and H. B. Schlegel, “Strong field ionization rates simulated with time-dependent configuration interaction and an absorbing potential,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 140, 174113 (2014), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4874156.

46P. Krause and H. B. Schlegel, “Strong-field ionization rates of linear polyenes simulated with time-dependent configuration interaction with an absorbing potential,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 141, 174104 (2014), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4900576.

47K. C. Kulander, “Time-dependent hartree-fock theory of multiphoton ionization: Helium,” Phys. Rev. A 36, 2726–2738 (1987).

48S. Kvaal, “Ab initio quantum dynamics using coupledcluster,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 136, 194109 (2012), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4718427.

49T. B. Pedersen and S. Kvaal, “Symplectic integration and physical interpretation of timedependent coupled-cluster theory,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 150, 144106 (2019), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5085390.

50H. E. Kristiansen, O. S. Schøyen, S. Kvaal, and T. B. Pedersen, “Numerical stability of time-dependent coupled-cluster methods for many-electron dynamics in intense laser pulses,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 152, 071102 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5142276.

51A. Ben-Asher and N. Moiseyev, “Complex absorbing potentials for stark resonances,” International Journal of Quantum Chemistry 120, e26067 (2020), https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/qua.26067.

52J. M. Brown and M. Kolesik, “Properties of stark resonant states in exactly solvable systems,” Advances in Mathematical Physics 2015 (2015).

53B. Simon, “The definition of molecular resonance curves by the method of exterior complex scaling,” Physics Letters A 71, 211–214 (1979).

54A. Scrinzi and N. Elander, “A finite element implementation of exterior complex scaling for the accurate determination of resonance energies,” The Journal of chemical physics 98, 3866–3875 (1993).

55T. Rescigno, M. Baertschy, D. Byrum, and C. McCurdy, “Making complex scaling work for long-range potentials,” Physical Review A 55, 4253 (1997).

56F. He, C. Ruiz, and A. Becker, “Absorbing boundaries in numerical solutions of the timedependent schrödinger equation on a grid using exterior complex scaling,” Physical Review A 75, 053407 (2007).

57N. Rom, E. Engdahl, and N. Moiseyev, “Tunneling rates in bound systems using smooth exterior complex scaling within the framework of the finite basis set approximation,” The Journal of chemical physics 93, 3413–3419 (1990).

58J. Morgan and B. Simon, “The calculation of molecular resonances by complex scaling,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic and Molecular Physics 14, L167 (1981).

59C. W. McCurdy and F. Martín, “Implementation of exterior complex scaling in b-splines to solve atomic and molecular collision problems,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 37, 917–936 (2004).

60D. A. Telnov, K. E. Sosnova, E. Rozenbaum, and S.-I. Chu, “Exterior complex scaling method in time-dependent density-functional theory: Multiphoton ionization and highorder-harmonic generation of ar atoms,” Phys. Rev. A 87, 053406 (2013).

61T. Sommerfeld and M. Ehara, “Complex absorbing potentials with voronoi isosurfaces wrapping perfectly around molecules,” Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation 11, 4627–4633 (2015), pMID: 26574253, https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.5b00465.

62D. Zuev, T.-C. Jagau, K. B. Bravaya, E. Epifanovsky, Y. Shao, E. Sundstrom, M. Head- Gordon, and A. I. Krylov, “Complex absorbing potentials within eom-cc family of methods: Theory, implementation, and benchmarks,” The Journal of chemical physics 141, 024102 (2014).

63R. Lefebvre, M. Sindelka, and N. Moiseyev, “Resonance positions and lifetimes for flexible complex absorbing potentials,” Physical Review A 72, 052704 (2005).

64R. Santra, “Why complex absorbing potentials work: A discrete-variable-representation perspective,” Physical Review A 74, 034701 (2006).

65A. Vibok and G. Balint-Kurti, “Parametrization of complex absorbing potentials for timedependent quantum dynamics,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry 96, 8712–8719 (1992).

66T.-C. Jagau, D. Zuev, K. B. Bravaya, E. Epifanovsky, and A. I. Krylov, “A fresh look at resonances and complex absorbing potentials: density matrix-based approach,” The journal of physical chemistry letters 5, 310–315 (2014).

67R. Santra and L. S. Cederbaum, “Complex absorbing potentials in the framework of electron propagator theory. i. general formalism,” The Journal of chemical physics 117, 5511– 5521 (2002).

68S. Feuerbacher, T. Sommerfeld, R. Santra, and L. S. Cederbaum, “Complex absorbing potentials in the framework of electron propagator theory. ii. application to temporary anions,” The Journal of chemical physics 118, 6188–6199 (2003).

69J. Muga, J. Palao, B. Navarro, and I. Egusquiza, “Complex absorbing potentials,” Physics Reports 395, 357–426 (2004).

70U. Manthe, “A time-dependent discrete variable representation for (multiconfiguration) hartree methods,” The Journal of chemical physics 105, 6989–6994 (1996).

71I. Sánchez and F. Martín, “Representation of the electronic continuum of withB-spline basis,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 30, 679–692 (1997).

72F. Martín, “Ionization and dissociation using b-splines: photoionization of the hydrogen molecule,” Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 32, R197–R231 (1999).

73H. Bachau, E. Cormier, P. Decleva, J. E. Hansen, and F. Martín, “Applications ofB-splines in atomic and molecular physics,” Reports on Progress in Physics 64, 1815–1943 (2001).

74R. G. Littlejohn, M. Cargo, T. Carrington Jr, K. A. Mitchell, and B. Poirier, “A general framework for discrete variable representation basis sets,” The Journal of chemical physics 116, 8691–8703 (2002).

75L. Tao, C. McCurdy, and T. Rescigno, “Grid-based methods for diatomic quantum scattering problems: A finite-element discrete-variable representation in prolate spheroidal coordinates,” Physical Review A 79, 012719 (2009).

76F. L. Yip, C. W. McCurdy, and T. N. Rescigno, “Hybrid gaussian–discretevariable representation for describing molecular double-ionization events,” Phys. Rev. A 101, 063404 (2020).

77E. Luppi and M. Head-Gordon, “Computation of high-harmonic generation spectra of h- 2 and n-2 in intense laser pulses using quantum chemistry methods and time-dependent density functional theory,” Mol. Phys. 110, 909–923 (2012).

78L. D. Landau and E. M. Lifshitz, “Chapter vi - perturbation theory,” in Quantum Mechanics (Third Edition), edited by L. LANDAU and E. LIFSHITZ (Pergamon, 1977) third edition ed., pp. 133–163.

79M. Hernández Vera and T.-C. Jagau, “Resolution-of-the-identity secondorder møller–plesset perturbation theory with complex basis functions: Benchmark calculations and applications to strong-field ionization of polyacenes,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 152, 174103 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0004843.

80T. H. Dunning Jr, “Gaussian basis sets for use in correlated molecular calculations. I. The atoms boron through neon and hydrogen,” J. Chem. Phys. 90, 1007–1023 (1989).

81R. A. Kendall, T. H. Dunning, and R. J. Harrison, “Electron affinities of the first-row atoms revisited. systematic basis sets and wave functions,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 96, 6796–6806 (1992), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.462569.

82R. F. Stewart, “Small gaussian expansions of slater-type orbitals,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 52, 431–438 (1970), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1672702.

83D. Hait and M. Head-Gordon, “How accurate are static polarizability predictions from density functional theory? an assessment over 132 species at equilibrium geometry,” Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 20, 19800–19810 (2018).

84J. Simons, “Resonance state lifetimes from stabilization graphs,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 75, 2465–2467 (1981), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.442271.

85B. J. Carlson, M. F. Falcetta, S. R. Slimak, and K. D. Jordan, “A fresh look at the role of the coupling of a discrete state with a pseudocontinuum state in the stabilization method for characterizing metastable states,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry Letters 12, 1202–1206 (2021), pMID: 33481599, https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.0c03738.

86Y. Shao, Z. Gan, E. Epifanovsky, A. T. B. Gilbert, M. Wormit, J. Kussmann, A. W.

Lange, A. Behn, J. Deng, X. Feng, D. Ghosh, M. Goldey, P. R. Horn, L. D. Jacobson, I. Kaliman, R. Z. Khaliullin, T. Kús, A. Landau, J. Liu, E. I. Proynov, Y. M. Rhee, R. M. Richard, M. A. Rohrdanz, R. P. Steele, E. J. Sundstrom, H. L. Woodcock III, P. M. Zimmerman, D. Zuev, B. Albrecht, E. Alguire, B. Austin, G. J. O. Beran, Y. A. Bernard, E. Berquist, K. Brandhorst, K. B. Bravaya, S. T. Brown, D. Casanova, C.-M. Chang, Y. Chen, S. H. Chien, K. D. Closser, D. L. Crittenden, M. Diedenhofen, R. A. DiStasio Jr., H. Dop, A. D. Dutoi, R. G. Edgar, S. Fatehi, L. Fusti-Molnar, A. Ghysels, A. Golubeva-Zadorozhnaya, J. Gomes, M. W. D. Hanson-Heine, P. H. P. Harbach, A. W. Hauser, E. G. Hohenstein, Z. C. Holden, T.-C. Jagau, H. Ji, B. Kaduk, K. Khistyaev, J. Kim, J. Kim, R. A. King, P. Klunzinger, D. Kosenkov, T. Kowalczyk, C. M. Krauter, K. U. Lao, A. Laurent, K. V. Lawler, S. V. Levchenko, C. Y. Lin, F. Liu, E. Livshits,

R. C. Lochan, A. Luenser, P. Manohar, S. F. Manzer, S.-P. Mao, N. Mardirossian, A. V. Marenich, S. A. Maurer, N. J. Mayhall, C. M. Oana, R. Olivares-Amaya, D. P. O’Neill, J. A. Parkhill, T. M. Perrine, R. Peverati, P. A. Pieniazek, A. Prociuk, D. R. Rehn, E. Rosta, N. J. Russ, N. Sergueev, S. M. Sharada, S. Sharmaa, D. W. Small, A. Sodt, T. Stein, D. Stück, Y.-C. Su, A. J. W. Thom, T. Tsuchimochi, L. Vogt, O. Vydrov, T. Wang, M. A. Watson, J. Wenzel, A. White, C. F. Williams, V. Vanovschi, S. Yeganeh, S. R. Yost, Z.-Q. You, I. Y. Zhang, X. Zhang, Y. Zhou, B. R. Brooks, G. K. L. Chan, D. M. Chipman, C. J. Cramer, W. A. Goddard III, M. S. Gordon, W. J. Hehre, A. Klamt, H. F. Schaefer III, M. W. Schmidt, C. D. Sherrill, D. G. Truhlar, A. Warshel, X. Xua, A. Aspuru-Guzik, R. Baer, A. T. Bell, N. A. Besley, J.-D. Chai, A. Dreuw, B. D. Dunietz, T. R. Furlani, S. R. Gwaltney, C.-P. Hsu, Y. Jung, J. Kong, D. S. Lambrecht, W. Liang, C. Ochsenfeld, V. A. Rassolov, L. V. Slipchenko, J. E. Subotnik, T. Van Voorhis, J. M. Herbert, A. I. Krylov, P. M. W. Gill, and M. Head-Gordon, “Advances in molecular quantum chemistry contained in the q-chem 4 program package,” Mol. Phys. 113, 184– 215 (2015).

87J. Lee and M. Head-Gordon, “Regularized orbital-optimized secondorder møller–plesset perturbation theory: A reliable fifth-order-scaling electron correlation model with orbital energy dependent regularizers,” Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation 14, 5203–5219 (2018), pMID: 30130398, https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00731.

88M. E. Fornace, J. Lee, K. Miyamoto, F. R. Manby, and T. F. Miller III, “Embedded mean-field theory,” Journal of chemical theory and computation 11, 568–580 (2015).

89F. Ding, F. R. Manby, and T. F. Miller III, “Embedded mean-field theory with blockorthogonalized partitioning,” Journal of chemical theory and computation 13, 1605–1615 (2017).

90D. W. Small, E. J. Sundstrom, and M. Head-Gordon, “A simple way to test for collinearity in spin symmetry broken wave functions: General theory and application to generalized hartree fock,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 142, 094112 (2015), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4913740.

91J. J. Goings, F. Ding, M. J. Frisch, and X. Li, “Stability of the complex generalized hartree-fock equations,” The Journal of chemical physics 142, 154109 (2015).

92C. A. Jiménez-Hoyos, T. M. Henderson, and G. E. Scuseria, “Generalized hartree–fock description of molecular dissociation,” Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation 7, 2667–2674 (2011), pMID: 26605457, https://doi.org/10.1021/ct200345a.

93T. F. Stetina, S. Sun, D. B. Williams-Young, and X. Li, “Modeling magnetophotoabsorption using time-dependent complex generalized hartree-fock,” ChemPhotoChem 3, 739–746 (2019).

94D. Yamaki, Y. Shigeta, S. Yamanaka, H. Nagao, and K. Yamaguchi, “Generalized spin orbital calculations of spin-frustrated molecules,” International Journal of Quantum Chemistry 84, 546–551 (2001).

95N. S. Ostlund, “Complex and unrestricted hartree-fock wavefunctions,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 57, 2994–2997 (1972).

96D. W. Small, E. J. Sundstrom, and M. Head-Gordon, “Restricted hartree fock using complex-valued orbitals: A long-known but neglected tool in electronic structure theory,” The Journal of chemical physics 142, 024104 (2015).

97J. Lee and M. Head-Gordon, “Two single-reference approaches to singlet biradicaloid problems: Complex, restricted orbitals and approximate spin-projection combined with regularized orbital-optimized møller-plesset perturbation theory,” The Journal of chemical physics 150, 244106 (2019).

98J. Lee, L. W. Bertels, D. W. Small, and M. Head-Gordon, “Kohn-sham density functional theory with complex, spin-restricted orbitals: Accessing a new class of densities without the symmetry dilemma,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 113001 (2019).

99S. K. Min, Y. Cho, and K. S. Kim, “Efficient electron dynamics with the planewave-based real-time time-dependent density functional theory: Absorption spectra, vibronic electronic spectra, and coupled electronnucleus dynamics,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 135, 244112 (2011), https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3671952.