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— Abstract

% We implement, optimize, and validate the linear-scalingp&Greenwood quantum transport simulation on graphicegaging
units by examining resonant scattering in graphene. Weidentvo practical representations of the Kubo-Greenwaothtila:
i a Green-Kubo formula based on the velocity auto-correlagiod an Einstein formula based on the mean square displateme
—— The code is fully implemented on graphics processing unitis &speedup factor of up to 16 (using double-precisioragtied to
— .our CPU implementation. We compare the kernel polynomiahodand the Fourier transform method for the approximatifon
the Dirac delta function and conclude that the former is nefiieient. In the ballistic regime, the Einstein formula candiroe
T~ .the correct quantized conductance of one-dimensionahgragp nanoribbons except for an overshoot near the band.ediges
(/) the diffusive regime, the Green-Kubo and the Einstein formalisraslamonstrated to be equivalent. A comparison of the length-
@ 'dependence of the conductance in the localization regirt@red by the Einstein formula with that obtained by the eguilibrium
E Green'’s function method reveals the challenges in defiirdength in the Kubo-Greenwood formalism at the strongtglized
L regime.
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CC) 1. Introduction been generalized to studying thermal conducti\m [22].- Be
O . . . sides the real-space Kubo methEHE—lO], which expresses th
—i Quantum simulations are very important tools to studyconductivity as a time-derivative of the mean square displa

transport phenomena in the nanoscale, both for electraths amnent, another seemingly firent approacH_[23], which ex-

phonons. There are mainly two numerical approaches fopresses the conductivity as a time-integration of the viloc

quantum transport simulations, one is the widely used nonauto-correlation function, has also been used to studyléwe e
o0 equilibrium Green’s function (NEGF) methdd [1] and the athe tronic transport properties of large-scale single-lag& and

is the Kubo-Greenwood methadd & 3]. Both methods have beemylti-layer graphene sheets, and disordered grapaene
o widely used to study the electronic properties of graphene, tidot lattices [25].

- two-dimensional sheet of carbon ators |4, 5]. Despite this, Although both of the above methods are based on the Kubo-

N~ ﬂeld of electronic transport in graphene has remained very a Greenwood formula, no connection has been made between
tively debated. ) them. One of our purposes is to identify the time-derivative
— 59 far, the NEGF method has been mpstly l,’sed to SIrnUIat§pproach and the time-integration approach as an Eingein r
. . relatively small systems, due to the cubic scaling of the-com 5451 and the corresponding Green-Kubo relation, and demo
2 putational &ort associated with matrix inversion. Although strate their equivalence numerically. Furthermore, achgh
an dficient iterative method]G] enables the simulation of very, ,iqation of Kubo-Greenwood formula based quantum trans-
s long systems, this method is still restricted to studyin@siu ot methods for all the transport regimes is also absent. We
one-dimensional (1D) systems, such as carbon nanotubes s aim to perform a comprehensive evaluation of the agplic
graphene nanc_)ri_bbons _(GNRS)' 'I_'he application of the NEG%ility of the linear-scaling Kubo-Greenwood quantum traors
m_ethod to re_allstlcally sized two-dimensional (2D) graphés g jation method for all three transport regimes: theitad|
still not feasible. diffusive, and localized regimes.

In contrast, for the Kubo-Greenwood method, a real-space To achieve the above. we find that afi@ent implementa
linear-scaling method has been develo;ﬂﬂb—lO] and used 1o ' P

study transport properties of both quasi-1D syste|ﬂs|_[_1|]1—1 Ion is very desirable. Despite the linear-scaling natdtbese

and 2D graphene sheets|[14-21]. Moreover, this method hargumerical methods, they are still computationally demagdi
' In most cases. Nowadays, the use of graphics processirg) unit

(GPUs) have played a more and more important role in com-
*Corresponding author putational physics; finding the solutions to many problems i
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using a single or multiple GPUSs [26]. In this work, we conside
the implementation of the Kubo-Greenwood quantum trarispor
simulation on the GPU, with a unified treatment of the various

involved theoretical formalisms and numerical techniquk’s
will evaluate the performance and correctness of our implem
tation, as well as the applicability of the method itself.

This paper is organized as follows. In sectidn 2, we prese
the theoretical background of the Kubo-Greenwood formula
and the Green-Kubo and Einstein relations which are both d
rived. In sectiof B, we give a detailed discussion of the in-
volved numerical techniques and their GPU implementations.p
After making a performance evaluation in sectidn 4, we thor

oughly evaluate the computational method ifietient transport
regimes in sectiop]5. Sectibh 6 concludes.

2. Theoretical formalism

The Kubo-Greenwood formuIaU[S] for DC conductivity

o-l'fVG(E) as a function of the enerdy at zero temperature is

2nhe?
Q

oKE(E) = Tr[Vid(E - HV,6(E-H)|. (1)
wherel is the reduced Plank constaats the electron charge,
Q is the system volumey,, is the velocity operator in the-

2
p(E) = Tr[ﬁd(E - H)], (8)
whereV(t) = UT()VU(t) = €"Y"ve MU is the velocity op-
erator in the Heisenberg representation, a(tf) the density of
states (DOS). The Green-Kubo relation constitutes esgdhnti

ntpe formalism used by Yuast al. [@,@].

For a specific Green-Kubo formula, there is generally a cor-
responding Einstein formula. By integrating the Green-&ub
ormula, we obtain the following Einstein formula, which-ex
resses the REC as a time-derivative of the mean square dis-

placement (MSDAX?(E, t),

d

oFYE, 1) = €®p(E) i

AX?(E, 1), 9)

Tr[ 26(E - H) (X(®) - X)?|
Tr[36(E - H)|

AXY(E, 1) = , (10)

whereX(t) = UT(t)XU((t) is the position operator in the Heisen-
berg representation. An alternative definition, in whicle th
derivative in the above equation is replaced by a division,

AX?(E, 1)

cHHE ) = ezp(E)T, (11)

direction,H is the Hamiltonian of the system, and Tr denotesis frequently used, since it gives smoother curves for th€ RE
the trace. The factor of two results from spin degeneracythanotY(E,t) does. The above Einstein relation is exactly the

For simplicity, we only consider transport along one dii@tt
Then, the above formula can be simplified to be

oG (E) = Z”ThezTr [VS(E — H)VS(E — H)].

2
By Fourier transforming one of th&functions in the above
formula,

1 +00 .
S(E-H) =5~ f dte E-HVR, (3)

we have

o(E) = g i e |5/ Ve MVS(E - H)|, (@)

00

or equivalently,

e

o(E) = & I " e [ ve™MhVS(E - H)|.  (5)

due to the remaining function. Through a change of vari-
ables,t — -t, we get the following Green-Kubo formula
[IZ, ], which expresses the running electrical condutstivi
(REC) as a time-integration of the velocity auto-correlati
(VAC) Cw(E. 1),

t
a®X(E, t) = ép(E) f Cw(E, t)dt, (6)
0

Tr[26(E - H) (VOV + V(1) /2]

CwlE) = Tr[26(E - H)]

. (M

real-space Kubo method [7210].

We will demonstrate the equivalence of the Green-Kubo for-
malism and the Einstein formalism numerically. Specifigall
we will show thatoF1(E, t) ando®K(E, t) are equivalent, while
oF2(E, t) deviates from the other two to some degree.

By going from the Kubo-Greenwood formalism to the
Green-Kubo or the Einstein formalism, the conductivity be-
comes a function of not only the enerBybut also the correla-
tion timet. Usually, one takes the following large time limit:

oC(E) = lim aCX(E,t) = lim oEYE, ). (12)
However, the convergence of this limit is only ensured fdr di
fusive transport, in which case the VAC decays to zero and the
MSD becomes proportional toresulting in a converged REC.
For ballistic transport, the VAC oscillates around a fixetlea
and the MSD increases quadratically with increasjmgsulting
in a divergent REC. In the localized regime, the VAC develops
negative values and the slope of the MSD decreases, resultin
in a decaying REC.

In this paper, we take graphene as our test system. Ws,use
to represent the number of dimer lines located along theagigz
edge and\y to represent the number of zigzag-shaped chains
across the armchair edge. Thus, ldpx Ny graphene sam-
ple hasN = NxNy carbon atoms, and the lengths in the zigzag
and armchair directions atg, = V3N,a/2 andLy = 3Nya/2,
respectively, wher@a = 0.142 nm is the carbon-carbon bond
length used. For 2D graphene, periodic boundary conditions
are applied in both directions; for quasi-1D armchair geaph
nanoribbon (AGNR) and zigzag graphene nanoribbon (ZGNR),



we use periodic boundary conditions along the transpangflo  3.1.2. Approximation of the ¢ function

tudinal) direction, and non-periodic boundary conditiateng The second approximation is related to &feinction. There
the perpendicular direction. are various kinds of methods to approximate this, including
We use a nearest-neighlmrorbit tight-binding Hamiltonian  the Lanczos recursion method (LRM_)__[ZEJ 30], the Fourier
for pristine systems: transform methﬁ(FTMmL__BZ], and the kernel polynomial
~ ~ method (KPM) [28]. The LRM and the KPM has been com-
H = (Z:} Hirmlmy(nl = _Z>7/°|m><nl’ (13) pared in Ref.[[28]. In this work, we use the FTM and the KPM
mn, mn

_ _ ~and give a comparison of them.
where the hopping parametgy is chosen to be 2.7 eV. With | the FTM é,@], thes function is approximated by a
this notation, the position and velocity operators can be extruncated discrete Fourier series expansion, and we caiteew

pressed as Egs. [I8¥21) as
X = 3" Xulmy(m, (14) N
m AT o .
i i PE)x —= ) Wad™MT/MEROS, (22)
V= 2[HXI = 2 ) (%~ Xa)Hmlm(nl.  (15) =
(mn)

+Nm

We also consider systems with random single vacancies, At iEnAT/T = VAC
. . E E t)r — R F 2
which are modeled by removing carbon atoms randomly ac- PEICW(ED nhQ Z W e[e' . (t)]’ (23)

=—Nm
cording to the prescribed defect concentrations. The tietec " N
centratiom is determined by the system sikleand the number AT S {EnAr
of vacancies\, asn = Ny/N. PE)AXY(E, ) ~ hQ W= ESE(), (24)
n=—Np

3. Numerical implementation whereFPOS, FYAC(t), andFMSP(t) are the Fourier moments:

3.1. Numerical approximations FLOS ~ (¢lU(nAT) (), (25)
Based on the discussion of the last section, we see that the VAC i

quantities that need to be calculated pf&), o(E)Cw(E,1), Fo () = (U OVU(nATU (1) Vig), (26)

andp(E)AX?(E, t). To facilitate the numerical calculation, we FMSD(t) ~ (g|[X, U(0)] U (nAT)[X, U (1)]|4). (27)

firstly rewrite p(E)Cw(E, t) andp(E)AX?(E, 1) in the following

symmetric forms (using the cyclic properties of the trace): Note that a window function should be applied before perform

ing the Fourier transform to suppress the unwanted Gibbs os-
O(E)Cu(E. 1) = éRe[Tr [U(t)V(S(E _ H)U(t)TVH (16) cillation. Usually, a Hanning window

1 n
p(E)AXZ(E, t) = éTr (X U®IT6E - X UW]|. (@7 Wo =1t COS( Ny + 1)] (28)

The reason for this will be apparent when we consider the GPUg ysed|[3l1]. We will discuss the choice of the time stepused
implementation. To achieve linear-scaling, we have to make, the above Fourier transforms when we compare the relative
three approximations presented below. performance of the FTM and the KPM in the next section.

In the KPM [Zék], thes function is approximated by a trun-

3.1.1. Approximation of the trace . ; .
The fi . L. q | cated Chebyshev polynomial expansion, and we can rewrite
e first approximation is to use a random vedgorto eval- Eqs. [T321) as

uate the trace [28]:

Nm—1
Tr[A] ~ (¢|AI$), (18) - 2 N DOS
pP(E) ——= ) h(2-6n)Ta(E)C~,  (29)
whereA is an arbitrary matrix operator, af is normalized to QV1-E? nzﬂ:J
the matrix dimensiomN, (¢|¢) = N. With this approximation, N1
we have VAC
5 p(E)Cw(E. 1) ~ On(2-6n0)Re| Ta(E)Cy ™ (1)
p(E) = 5 (#I6(E - H)ig), (19) nQ V1 - E? ZJ | (33))
2 . N1
2 rQ V1 - E?2 =0
P(E)AXZ(E, 1) ~ RS U®]'6(E - H)IX UW®II$). (21) (31)

whereT,(E) is thenth order Chebyshev polynomial of the first
kind andCP©S, CYAC(t), andCMSP(t) are the Chebyshev mo-

by using a higher number of random vectors. Quantitatively,mems:

DOS _
the relative error is of orde®(1/ VN, N) [2€], whereN; is the G ~ (@ITa(H)Ie). (32)
number of random vectors. CYAC (1) = (olU(MVT(H)U (1) 'V|p), (33)

The error introduced by this approximation decreases wiith i
creasingN. For a givenN, the accuracy can also be increased



CMSP(t) &~ (pI[X, U] Ta(H)[X, U(0)]le). (34) CPU and the GPU. Here we present the pseudo codes for cal-
culatingp(E), p(E)Cw(E, 1), andp(E)AX?(E, t) in Algorithms

,[d, andB, respectively. While f@i(E), we only need to cal-
Culate one set of moments, fofE)C(E, t) andp(E)AX?(E, 1),
we have to calculate a set of moments at each correlation time
tm (0 < m< Ng). Thus, calculating the conductivity is generally
much more demanding than calculating the DOS. Note that we

wherea = 1/(Nm + 1) is used. Note that the above Chebyshevnly calculate the moments in the GPU, and copy their results
expansions assume thdthas been scaled and shiftéd|[28] so {0 the CPU for performing the Fourier transform or the Cheby-
that the spectrum lies in the intervaif, 1] . shev summation. We could do all the calculations in the GPU,
Both the Fourier and the Chebyshev moments can be evallput it does not result in a significant gain in the overall perf
ated iteratively. Detailed algorithms will be presentecewhve ~ Mance, since the calculation of the moments takes the myajori

Similarly, a damping factor should be applied before penfor
ing the Chebyshev summation in order to suppress the Gib
oscillation. Usually, the Jackson dampihg![28]

Onh = (1 — na) cos(rna) + a sin(rna) cot(ra), (35)

consider the GPU-implementation. of the computation time. - _
In the previous subsection, we have writtéi)C,,(E, t) and
3.1.3. Approximation of the time-evolution p(E)AX?(E, 1) in symmetric forms. The advantage is that we

j can use the following iteration relations to calculate the-c

The third approximation is to evaluate the application @f t O . S
ductivity at diferent correlation times:

time-evolution operators on state vectors using a finitete
polynomial expansion. From the discussion above, we see

¥ —ut i
that there are three kinds of time-evolution operatdjgAt), U'(t+AQVie) = UHAYUTOVIg), (42)
U(AD)" = U(=At), and [X, U(t)]. Their operations can be eval- BU(t+ ADV = ($|U (U (ADV, (43)
uated very accurately andhieiently in a linear-scaling way by
using the Chebyshev polynomial expans@ E:k 34]: [X, U(t+AD]|p) = U(AD[X, U]y + [ X, U(ADIU (1)|p). (44)
Np-1

U(£At) ~ Z (2 = Som)(F) ™I (E) Tm(H), (36)  Algorithm 1 Pseudo code for calculatingE).
h ;
1: if use the FTMhen
N1 N 2: calculﬂtngoosscijn qu. [ZB)kin the GPUh
N m t 3 copy theF; ata from the GPU to the CPU
[X. U] ~ mzzo(z_ Som) (1) ‘]m(ﬁ) [X Tm(H)], - (37) 4:  calculatep(E) in the CPU using EqL(22)
5. end if
whereJn, g% is themth order Bessel function of the first kind.  6: if use the KPMhen
Time-evolution of quantum states has also been consideétedw  7: calculateCPSin Eq. (32) in the GPU
regard to GPU computation in other contexts| [35-37]. The s:  copy theCP°S data from the GPU to the CPU
above expansions assume that the spectrurhl@s in the in- 9 calculatep(E) in the CPU using Eq[(29)
terval [-1,1]. For a Hamiltonian with spectrum beyond this 10: end if
range, we need to shift and scale it, with a corresponding-opp
site scaling of the time intervalt. The order of expansioN,
depends on the time intervat and the desired accuracy. The Ajgorithm 2 Pseudo code for calculatingE)Cu/(E, t).
above summations can bffieiently evaluated by using the fol-
lowing recursion relationsf > 2):

m=0

Require: |¢) is the initial random vector
1. form=1toN; - 1do

Tm(H) = 2HTm_1(H) = Tm-2(H), (38) 2: calculateU *(t) V(o) iteratively using Eq.[(42)

3: calculate(¢|U(tm)V iteratively using Eq.[{43)
[X. Tm(H)] = 2[X, H] T a(H) + 2H[X, T a(H)] = [X. Tm 2], 4 if use the FTMhen
(39) 5 calculateF YA in Eq. (28) in the GPU
To(H) =1 Ti(H) =H, (40) 6: copy theF YA data from the GPU to the CPU
7 calculateo(E)Cw(E, tm) in the CPU using Eq[(23)
[X, To(H)] =0, [X Ta(H)] = [X. H]. (41) &  endif
o if use the KPMhen
3.2. GPU implementation 10: calculateCY"C in Eq. (33) in the GPU
In this subsection, we consider the GPU implementation oftL: copy theCy" data from the GPU to the CPU
the algorithms. We use CUDA [B8] as our developing tool. We 12: calculatep(E)Cw(E, tm) in the CPU using Eq[(30)

only discuss the relevant techniques of our CUDA implemen-13: end if
tation when appropriate; the reader is referred to tieial 14 end for
programming guide] for more details.
To achieve high performance, we implement nearly all of the The calculation of the moments in both the FTM and the
algorithms on the GPU, minimizing data transfer between th&KPM used in the above three algorithms can also be carried

4




Algorithm 3 Pseudo code for calculatingE)AX?(E, t).

Require: |¢) is the initial random vector
1. form=0toN; - 1do

2: calculate K, U(tm)]l¢) iteratively using Eq.[{44) Algorithm 5 Pseudo code for calculating the Chebyshev mo-
3: if use the FTMhen mentsCp, = (¢ |Th(H)|dR)-

4; calculateFMSP in Eq. (27) in the GPU 1 kernel:|go) — [6g)

5: copy theFMSP data from the GPU to the CPU 2. kernel:Co — (di|dho)

6: calculatep(E)AX?(E, ty,) in the CPU using Eq[{24) 3: kernel:|p) — Higo)

7 endif 4: kernel:Cy « (¢ |¢1)

8: if use the KPMhen 5: for n=2toNy — 1do

9: calculateC,’;"SD in Eq Bz-) in the GPU 6 kerneI:|¢2> — 2H|¢l> _ |¢0>
10: copy theCMSP data from the GPU to the CPU 7. kernel:Cp — (dildo)

11 calculatep(E)AX?(E, ty,) in the CPU using Eq[(31) 8 end for

12: end if

13: end for

out iteratively. We note that the Fourier moments in equntio
(23 -[27) can be expressed in a unified way:

Fn = (¢LIU(NAY)|gR). (45)

Different moments only fier in|¢_ ) and|¢r): for DOS,|¢.) = Algorithm 6 Pseudo code for calculatingoyy = U (£At)|din)
lpr) = I¢); for VAC, l¢1) = VUT()|¢) andigr) = UT(H)VIg); 1: kernel:|¢o) < |fin)

for MSD, [¢1) = I¢r) = [X, U(t)]l¢). Similarly, the Chebyshev . kernel: (1) — Hldo)

moments in equation§ (BZ-134) can be expressed uniformly as .. kernel: [doud — Jo (%) Ibo) + 2(¢i)J1(%) Ib1)

Ch = (¢ Th(H)|oR). 46 4: form=2toNy—1do
o ~ (DLTa(H)IdR A S A
Thus, we can present the calculations of theskedint mo- 6: kernel:|gout) < |dout) + 2(¢i)me(%) \$2)
ments in a unified way, as shown in Algorithids 4 &hd 5. 7: Permute pointergpo) « lo1), 91) < |d2), [d2) « |po)
8: end for

Algorithm 4 Pseudo code for calculating the Fourier moments
Fn = (¢LIU(NAT)|¢R).

1: kernel:|gp) < |¢Rr)

2: kernel:Fq < (¢LIpR)

3: for n=1to Ny do

4: calculategr) « U(A7)|¢R) in the GPU

5: kernel:Fy, « (¢Ll¢R)

6. end for _ -
7: kernel:|g) < lér) Algorithm 7 Pseudo code for calculatindgoy) =
8: for n=1toN,, do [X U(AD]Iin)

o  calculategy) « UT(A7)lg) in the GPU 1: kernel:|¢o) < |pin)

10:  kernel:F_y « (pLlgR) 2: kernel:|¢g) < O

11: end for 3: kernel:|¢1) « Higo)

4: kernel:|¢}) « [X, H]|¢in)
We next consider the time-evolution of quantum states. In 5. kernel:|¢ouy < 2(—i)J1(%) l7)
Algorithms[8 and17, we present the algorithms for evaluating 6: for m=2toN, - 1do
lpour = U(£A)|¢in) andlpoury = [X, U(At)]l¢in), accordingto 7. kernel:|¢z) < 2HI|¢1) — |do)
Eq. (38) and Eq[(37), respectively. In Algoritiin 6, besithes 8: kernel:|g}) « 2[X, Hll¢1) + 2H|¢Y) — |¢3)
input vector|¢i,), and the output vectdpou), we need three  g. kernel:|¢ou) — |dout) + 2(—i)me(%) %)
auxiliary vectors|¢o), |¢1), and|¢z). In Algorithm[4, we need 1. Permute pointerdo) « |¢1), (1) — 162), l¢2) — |po)
another set of auxiliary vectorgy), [¢7), andi¢3). Allof these  11.  Permute pointergsX) « [6X), [ — 162, 65 — 6%
vectors should be defined in global memory in order to pass»: end for
data between kernels.
An examination of Algorithm$§]6 and 7 reveals that, apart
from some simple linear transformations, the only nontriv-
ial calculations are the matrix-vector multiplicatiofigsy) =




Hlginy and|gouy = [X, H]lgin). In Algorithm[8, we present the CPU and the GPU implementation, we use two real vectors
the pseudo code of the CUDA kernel which evaluddgs) =  for a complex state vector, which can save nearly half of the
H|#in); the evaluation ofpour = [X, H]|¢in) is very similar. calculations compared with a naive use of the intrinsic demp
The strategy in Algorithril8 is to use one thread for one el-number. Both the CPU and the GPU code use double-precision
ement of the output vector. By using a block sizeSpf the  arithmetics.
number of blocks in the kernel iN(— 1)/Sy + 1, whereN is The major computation which scales linearly with the system
the number of sites in the system. Thus, this kernel is erelcut size is the Chebyshev iteration, which is used for both the-i
with the configuration ok<< (N — 1)/Sp + 1,Sp >>>. The  evolution and the KPM. We thus present a performance evalua-
if statement on line 1 is necessary to avoid manipulating intion of the Chebyshev iteration part of the code in some Hetai
valid memory in the case @i not being an integer multiple of We chose to present the testing resultddey = 2H|¢1) — |¢o);
Sp. Lines 2-7 are devoted to the calculationgfd{n], where  those forig}) = 2[X, H]l¢1) + 2H|#]) — |¢5) are similar.
the variable temp is used to reduce the global memory access, Figure[1 shows the results of the performance evaluation of
which is very time-consuming. We use a neighbor list to specthe Chebyshev iteration part, where the speedup factor-is de
ify the Hamiltonian, denoting the number of neighbors tesit  fined as the computation time in the CPU over that in the GPU.
as NN,, and indexing théth neighbor of siten as NLx. Fora  The computational time in the CPU scales linearly with respe
sparse Hamiltonian, NNs much smaller than the total number to the simulation size, which reflects the linear-scalingreaof
of sitesN. The NLy data should be coded in such a way thatthe algorithm. The computation time in the GPU also scates li
the indices of théth neighbor sites for all the sites are stored early approximately. The speedup factor increases fromitabo
consecutively, i.e., in the order of N§, NL1g, NL2g, - - -, NLog, 10.5 to about 16.5 with the number of atoms in the simulated
NL11, NL2g, ---, NLgk, NLik, NLg, ---. This special order system increasing from 0.2 million to 1.6 million and nearly
ensures coalescing in global memory access, which meains theaturates thereafter. For all the other calculations ssdihe
consecutive threads access consecutive data in the glamad m evaluation of the inner products, we also obtained a compara
ory. This requirement has also been noticed in our previouble speedup factor. The overall speedup factor of our GPU im-

work on molecular dynamics simulatiorEJ[39]. plementation over our CPU implementation is observed to be
about 16.
Algorithm 8 The algorithm for evaluatin@ou) = H|in) This speedup factor seems to be not very impressive. In-
Require: ¢in[m] is themth component ofpin) deed, in our recent work on exact diagonalization of the Hub-
Require; goun] is thenth component ofpous bard model using the LRM on the GPU [40], a speedup factor of
Require; n = blockldx.x * blockDim.x+ threadldx.x about 60 is obtained using double-precision. Theedénce in
Require: N is the number of sites in the system the speedup factor results from thefefent computational in-
Require: NN, is the total number of neighbor sites of site tensities of the problems. For example, in the Hubbard model
Require: NL is the index of theth neighbor site of site for a Hamiltonian size of 853776 (12 spin sites), the computa
1: if n < N then tion times for one Lanczos iteration in the CPU and the GPU
2 tempe0 are about 120 ms and 2 ms, respectively, giving a speedup fac-
3 for k= 0to NN, — 1 do tor of 60 @]. In comparison, for our tight-biding model Wwia
2 m — NL Hamiltonian size of 18) the computation times for one Cheby-
5 temp< temp+ Humdin[M shev iteration in the CPU and the GPU are about 12.8 ms and
6 end for 0.8 ms, giving a speedup factor of 16. We see that for a given
7 bouN] — temp Hamiltonian size, the Hubbard model is about 10 times more
g endif computationally intensive than the single-particle tightding

model and attains a higher speedup factor. Similar dep&eden
of the speedup factor on the computational intensity has als
been observed in our recent work on molecular dynamics sim-
4. Performance evaluation ulation @].

In this section, we compare the relative performance of ous.2, KPM versus FTM
GPU and CPU implementations, and the relative performance \we then give a comparison of the relative performance of

of the FTM and the KPM. the KPM and the FTM. For the FTM, the calculation of each
Fourier moment involves a time-evolution with a time step
4.1. GPU versus CPU The choice of the time step used in the FTM is related to the

We firstly evaluate the relative performance of our GPU im-Nyquist sampling rates used in digital signal analysishdtdd
plementation with respect to our CPU implementation. Thenot be too large to give aliasing errors, and not too smalkto r
comparison is made between a Tesla K20 GPU card and agiice the energy resolutidn {31]. The optimal valuaefcorre-
Intel Xeon E5-1620 @ 3.60 GHz CPU core. The serial CPUsponding to a maximum bandwidNE of the energy spectrum
code is implemented in/C++ and is compiled with an O3 op- Without aliasing error can be fixed to be
timization mode. Although the algorithms in the previous-se o
tion are presented by using a complex number notation, im bot At = AE" (47)
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Figure 1: (Color online) (a) Computation times for evaluatijgg) =
2H|¢1) — |0y in the CPU and the GPU and (b) the corresponding
speedup factor as a function of the system size. Doublegiecis
used for both the CPU and the GPU code.
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Figure2: (Color online) DOS as a function of energy for 2D graphene
of size 2048x 1024 (using 10 random vectors) with defect density
n = 1% calculated by the KPM witiN, = 1000 and the FTM with
2Nm + 1 = 1001.

For a scaled Hamiltonian with spectruml], 1], we haveAE =

2 andAt = h. Then, the dimensionless argument in the Bessel
function isz, which determines the number of Chebyshev itera-
tions in the time evolution operatbl(Ar) to be aboulN, = 20

for an accuracy of 13°. In contrast, the calculation of each
Chebyshev moment in the KPM only involves one Chebyshev
iteration.

To give a fair comparison of the relativéfieiency, we should
also consider the energy resoluti®B, which is related to the
number of momentsig, + 1 in the FTM andN, in the KPM.
Quantitatively, we have

2rh AE
oF = AT(2Nm+1)  2Np+1 (48)
inthe FTM E] and
oe = "AE (49)
Nm

in the KPM [28], respectively. Figuid 2 gives a comparison of
the DOSs calculated by the the KPM wit, = 1000 and the
FTM with 2N, + 1 = 1001. We see that they give consistent
results and the FTM indeed has a higher energy resolutionwhe
using the same number of moments.

By combining the above analysis, we come to the conclu-
sion that the KPM is about 26 ~ 6.4 times as ficient as the
FTM for achieving the same energy resolution. However, for
the transport simulations, thisftBrence of &iciency only mat-
ters in the difusive regime, where the correlation time step
should be relatively small, and the computation time is dom-
inated by the calculation of thé function. In the localized
regime, where the correlation time step is usually chosen to
be very large, the computation time is dominated by the time-
evolution [X, U(t)]|¢), and the relative féiciency of the KPM
over the FTM does not lead to a significant gain in performance
for the whole simulation.

5. Validation

In this section, we validate our GPU code by studying the
transport properties of 2D graphene and quasi-1D graphene
nanoribbons in both the ballistic, thefldisive and the localized
regimes.

5.1. Theballistic transport regime

For ballistic transport without any scattering, the VAC doe
not decay with time, resulting in a divergent conductivity.
finite conductance can only be deduced by introducing alrengt
scale. While there is no intrinsic definition of length in the
Green-Kubo and the Einstein formulas, a definition of length
in terms of the MSD,

L(E. t) = 2+/AXZ(E, 1)

is frequently usedﬂ@f_lm]. The conductance of a system
with width W can be defined as

(50)

G(E) oFY(E, 1). (51)

~LED
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Figure4: (Color online) Ballistic transport properties for prigiZ GNR of size 65538& 16 (using 100 random vectors). (a) Ballistic conductance
as a function of energy calculated by the Einstein formulg. (1)) and the NEGF method. (b) DOS calculated by the KPMtherdNEGF
method. (c)+/VZ(E) as a function of energy deduced from the calculated DOS anductance by using Eq_(52). (d) VACs as a function of
correlation time for the Dirac point and the next band edge.

Although the correlation timéappears in the above equation,
a converged time-independent (length-independent) vafue
G(E) can be obtained within a short correlation time. We note
that the factor of 2 in the above length definition is necessar

600 ¢ NPBC, 2048 x 1024 obtain correct results if we use the correct definition ofduwo:
500l | @ NPBC, 1024 x 1024 tivity, oF1(E, t), rather than the alternativeF?(E, t), which is
© PBC, 2048 x 1024 half of oFY(E, t) in the ballistic regime.
£ 400 * PBC, 1024x1024 To justify the factor of 2 in Eq.[{30), we examine the time-
= dependence of the length for pristine graphene witfedgnt
J‘é 300y sizes and dferent boundary conditions along the transport di-
2 00l AR 000000 ) rection, which is chosen to be the zigzag direction. By aipgly
o periodic boundary conditions in the transport directidrere
100} is no noticeable dierence in the results obtained by using a
longer sample (252 nm for 20481024 graphene) and a shorter
0 : : : ‘ : sample (126 nm for 1024 1024 graphene), which reflects the
0 100 200 300 400 500

time (fs) small finite size &ect in Green-Kubo-like formulaﬂbg]. In
contrast, by imposing a non-periodic boundary conditiotia
Figure 3: (Color online) Length defined by = 24/AX2(E,t) as a  transport direction, the ffusion of electrons is confined by the
function of the correlation time for pristine graphene witifierent  sample size, with the maximumftlision length as defined in
sizes and dferent boundary conditions along the transport directionEq_ (50) being the length of the sample. The factor of 2 cam als

(th‘? z19zag dlrectlon)_: penod_lc (P.BC.) and non-periodi®@C). The be understood intuitivelyx/AX2(E, t) is the absolute diusion

solid and dashed horizontal lines indicate the sample hsngjong the dist - directi d the fact fo s for th

transport direction: 126 nm and 252 nm for 1024024 graphene and !S anpe .|n one Irec_lon,.an . € lactor o accounts rer
diffusion in the opposite direction.

2048x 1024 graphene, respectively.
We now study the ballistic transport properties of a 65536
16 pure ZGNR by comparing the results with those obtained by
the NEGF method. As can be seen from Hi§j. 4 (a), the over-
all plateaus of the quantized conductance can be correaty p



duced by Eq.[{31), but the conductances around the band edg@sie may note that for the Dirac poimtF(E, t) has large fluc-

are overestimated. Markussetral. [IE] also noticed this prob- tuations when > 10 fs. This reflects the numericaficulty of

lem and argued that the overshoots near the band edges oricglculating the derivative in Eq[](9), especially for sntatie
inate from the nonequivalence between the expectatioresalu steps, and is probably the reason for the preference of using
of v(E) and the square root of the expectation value¢E).  o=%(E,t) instead ofoF1(E, t) in some previous works. How-
Here, we give an analysis of this problem from the numericakver, we stress that=?(E, t) is a wrong definition in principle
perspective. and should be used with caution.

In the ballistic regime, the VAC oscillates around some galu  The most interesting quantity in thefidisive regime is the
(see Fig[¥ (d) for an example), and an average valug(&)  semi-classical conductivityrs., Which is conventionally de-
can be well established over a short correlation time. Theis wfined ] to be the maximum value of the REC:
can express the MSD asx?(E, t) = V2(E)t?, which results in
the following expression for the conductance: ox(E) = maxo(E, 1), t > 0}. (53)

W Using this definition, the calculatec(E) (the solid line in Fig.

G(E) = ?eZP(E) VVZ(E). (52)  [B) exhibits a plateau of minimum conductivitynn = 4€?/(xh)

in the range ofE| < 0.25 eV, along with a peak around the

Fig. [4 (b) presents the calculated DOS and Eig. 4 (c) presentsirac point. Similar results have been obtained by Yaaal.
the deducedyV2(E). We see that botp(E) and y/V2(E) are  using the Green-Kubo formula [23] and by Cresital. using
singular near the band edges. Thus, the calculation ofsballi the Einstein formuld [21]. One may note that the peaks found
tic conductance in the Einstein formalism involves muitigt by Yuanet al. [23] are much lower than those found by Cresti
tions of big and small numbers, which is numerically unstabl et al. [21]. This diference partly results from theftérent
Since the MSD and the VAC are squared quantities, we obtainumerical approaches, but the major reason is that Gaesti
an overestimation rather than an underestimation of thdwon  use Eq.[(5B) to calculates(E), while Yuanet al. just integrate

tance. the VAC to some given correlation time.
A comment on the connection andffédgrence between the
5.2. Thediffusive transport regime Green-Kubo method in our work and the numerical approach

developed by Yuasmt al. is in order. After some algebra, we
can rewrite their formula for DC conductivity (Eq. (41) inRe
[IZ]) using our notations as:

We now turn to discuss the flisive transport regime. We
consider 2D graphene of size 2048024 with defect concen-
trationn = 1%. We use both the Green-Kubo formula and the
Einstein formula. The time step is chosen toAte= 0.1 fs, &2 [t
small enough to exhibit the detailed features of the badist- B0~ f Re[(sIVUT(VU®ISE - H)lg)|,  (54)
diffusive transition. 0

Figure[® (a-c) shows the VACs for ftirent energies as a which is equivalent to Eq. [16) and Eq[{20) in our work.
function of correlation time. We see that the VAC does notThe diference between our approach and their is mainly re-
decay monotonically. For the Dirac poit= 0.0 eV, the VAC lated to the numerical implementations. They firstly pre-
decays to zero within one fs and then develops negative yalueompute all the “quasi-eigenstatd€n) = §(Em — H)l¢) =
up to 5 fs, after which the VAC stays at zero for a relativelygo % Z;E_mNm gEnnAt/hy (nAT) @) for a given number of energy
time. For higher energie§ = 0.5 eV and 1.0 eV, apart from points E;,, and then store them in memory, before calculating
the expected exponential decay, there is also an oscillaton- o (E, t) using Eq. [B4). This strategy may be veffiéent, but
ponent. This oscillation has been discussed by de Laigsardi is not economic in terms of memory usage, restricting the-num
e al. [@], and is attributed to the Zitterbewegunfieet. A ber of energy points considered in one simulation to be atoun
spectral analysis shows that the frequeacyf the oscillation 64 [ﬂ].
is directly related to the electron energy by= 2E/h, which Although Eq. [5B) has been widely used, there is no rigorous
is consistent with the oscillation factor @¢Et/%) in the VAC  justification for using it. The reason for choosing this diifim
[16]. By going from the Green-Kubo to the Einstein formal- may be related to the unavoidable localizatidieets [16-2/1]
ism, these oscillations are smoothed out, as shown by the MSID most of the problems studied by this method. When local-
curves in Figuréls (d-f). The ballistic-to4@lisive transition is  ization takes place, the REC decays with increasing cdivela
featured by the decay of the VAC in the Green-Kubo formalismtime after achieving the ffusive regime, and it is fficult to
or the quadratic-to-linear transition of the MSD in the Egis  apply Eq. [IP) to find a time-independent (length-indepeide
formalism. os(E). Although Eq. [GB) works fine for higher energies, it is

From the VAC and the MSD, we can calculate RECs,problematic near the Dirac point. From F[d. 5 (g) we see that,
o®K(E,1), oFYE,1), and oF2(E,t), as shown in Fig.[J5 (g- the correctly defined REC drops abruptly from 1 fs to 5 fs and
i). We see that the derivative-based definition of the REC irmuch more slowly wheh> 10 fs. While the latter slow decay
the Einstein formalism is equivalent to the REC defined in thes a sign of weak localization, which is usually a precursior o
Green-Kubo formalismo=FY(E, t) = o®X(E, 1). In contrast, the strong localization, the earlier fast decay cannot bebatteid
division-based definition of the REC in the Einstein formaali  to a localization &ect. Thus, the peak value around 1 fs (cor-
deviates from the other two in the ballistic-tofftisive regime.  responding to a length of about 1 nm) cannot be taken as the
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20 5.3. Thelocalized transport regime

Although the Green-Kubo formula and the Einstein formula

=15 :;nvi)(rg:m have been demonstrated to be equivalent, we should point out
o~ _— that the Green-Kubo formula is not practical in the localaa

% min regime, for the reason presented below. To obtain the REC by
S 10f integrating the VAC, the time step should be very small; othe

g wise, the integration cannot be accurately evaluated wiém e

§ gl very small fluctuations in the VAC data. However, observing

localization requires a very long total correlation timedeaa
large number of steps when using a small time step. At each
time step, we need to calculate thdunction, which is very
time-consuming. Thus, the necessity of using a small tie st
in the Green-Kubo formula makes it impractical in the lopadi
Figure 6: (Color online) Semi-classical conductivity of 2D graphene regime. This probably explains why the results obtainedby i
of size 2048x 1024 (using 30 random vectors) with defect concen-tegrating (or summing) the VAC show no evidence of localiza-
trationn = 1% calculated by Eq.[(33) (labeled by “maximum”) and tion even for a relatively high (5%) level of resonant disard
Eq. (55) (labeled by "average”), using®(E.t). The horizontal line (23 [42]. In contrast, the Einstein formula is more suitzfole
denotes the value @fmi, = 4¢*/(xh). studying the localization behavior, since the numericales-
tion of the derivative-based REC does not require a sma# tim
step. We thus only use the Einstein formula in the following
discussions of localization.
We begin with a comparison of the results obtained by the
Einstein formula with those by the non-equilibrium Green’s
1 to function (NEGF) methotﬂl]. To our knowledge, a serious com-
ox(E) = — o®*(E. t)dt. (55)  parison of the two methods in the strongly localized regime i
271 still absent. We consider AGNRs with a fixed widiW (= 12

The time block should be chosen to represent the plateau {yn) and a defect concentratio_n of = 1% In the NEGF
which oK (E, t) saturates to before the onset of localization,Method, the lengths are set by Imposing two conducting leads
This kind of averaging has been widely used in the study ofong the transport direction. !n the Einstein formula,_ wleet
thermal conductivity using the Green-Kubo methbd [39, 41]_a sample size of 9% 32768 (which is long enough to eliminate
Using this alternative definition, the calculated(E) (the any finite size &ect in the transport direction) and calculate the
dashed line in Fig[]6) does not show a peak value around thigngths by Eq.L(30).

Dirac point, and is consistent with that obtained by g] (§3) DU to the &iciency of our GPU implementation, we can
the range ofE| > 0.25 eV. explore the strongly localized regime by cheaply calcaathe

. correlation function up to hundreds of picoseconds for tret fi

The existence of the peak for semi-classical conductigity i ime, eventually observing the saturation of the MSD. When
also not supported by the work of Ferreg@al. . The ' . )
bp y [@] y the MSD saturates, small fluctuations of the MSD can cause

directly evaluate the Kubo-Greenwood formula (Eq. (2)) by e

7 E1
panding both of thé-functions using the KPMES]. Since the Iirger:‘lu;:tuatlons Off re“I;IQSE[()“a (E[;t).f. Fo(;tunately,”v\ée no;ed,
KPM is equivalent to the FTM, as demonstrated earlier, theifhat the later part of the can be fitted very well by a Pade

method is also equivalent to Fourier transforming both ef th approximant of ordemfyni:
¢-functions,

|

LTS T
)

0 1 1
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
energy (eV)

value ofos(E). Alternatively, we definers(E) as the average
value over an appropriate time blogk< t < ty:

Zm:() ajtj
2 i
A B B » MR TR 9
O'KG(E) ~ Z Z ankelE(n+k)AT/hFX£C’ (56)
2mhQ N=—Nm k=—Niy Usually, m = n = 2 is enough to obtain a good fitting. An
example of the fitting is shown in Figl] 7 (a) for the energy

FYAC & (¢|U(NAT)VU (KAT)VIg), (579 E=03eV.

Without fitting, the RECoFY(E, t) calculated by Eq.[{9) can
which is in turn equivalent to applying an extra window func- even develop negative values. In contrast, the REEE, 1)
tion on the VAC before integrating it up to a given correlatio calculated by Eq. (11) exhibits a very smooth behavior eyen b
time (proportional toNy,) in the Green-Kubo formalism. The using the raw data of the MSD (Figl 7 (b)). In fact, there is no
extra window function (or damping factor, in the contextloét noticeable dference between the fitted and the raw data when
KPM) suppresses the localizatioffect and this direct method using the division-based definitiarf(E,t). However, in the
provides a more unambiguous way of determining the semistrongly localized regime whete < €/h, the two definitions
classical conductivity. Our new definition o£(E) is more or  can lead to a dierence of several orders of magnitude for the
less equivalent to this direct method. conductivity (Fig[¥ (b)).
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Figure 7: (Color online) Transport properties of AGNR of size 95

32768 (using 12 random vectors) with defect concentratica 1%

atE = 0.3 eV. (a) Raw and fitted MSD as a function of correlation

time. (b) Conductivity as a function of correlation time. tBanarked
by E1 and E2 correspond tg7*(E, t) defined by Eq. (9) and®?(E, t)

defined by Eq. (11), respectively. Foff?(E,t), results calculated

from the raw and the fitted MSD are compared. &6t(E, t), only the
results calculated from the fitted MSD are presented; thasa the

raw MSD have large fluctuations and cannot be shown complatel

the same plot.

12

With a reliable fitting method for obtaining smooth curves of
the MSD and the REC, we can give a quantitative comparison
of the length-dependent conductances as calculated by

w
with those calculated by the NEGF method, as shown in[Fig. 8.
In the NEGF method, the typical conductaricé [44]

Gyp(E, L) = " (60)

is used to represent the ensemble average over 10° re-
alizations of the defects. As expected, the conductandes-ca
lated by the NEGF method decay exponentially with the sample
length IZB]

Guyp(E, L) = Go(E)e <, (61)

whereé(E) is the localization length an@q(E) the number of
transport modes in the ribbon multiplied by the conductance
quantume?/h. The conductances calculated by the Einstein for-
mula also exhibit an exponential decay uBi(&E, L) ~ 0.1€?/h.
Within this range, the correct definition of the RE€E(E, t),
results in a very good agreement between the Einstein for-
mula and the NEGF method. However, f8(E, L) < 0.1€?/h,

the Einstein formula fails to capture the length-dependeric
the conductance by using either definition of the REC. In this
strongly localized regime, the conductances calculatethby
Einstein formula decay “super-exponentially” with incsea
length.

A better characterization of the range within which the Ein-
stein formalism and the NEGF method give consistent results
can be obtained by plotting the conductances as a function
of the reduced lengti./£(E), where the localization length
&(E) is deduced from the NEGF results. The length definition
L(E,t) = 2+/AX2(E,t) in the Einstein formalism can only be
trusted within this range. As shown in the insets of [Eig. & th
range can be determined to bgf(E) < 4, independent of the
energy.

This discrepancy puts the definition of length in the Ein-
stein formalism into question. Indeed, as seen from Fiy. 7,
the MSD will finally saturate with increasing correlatiomg,
which means that the length defined in Ef.](50) does not in-
crease after the saturation. Thus, the maximum length #rat c
be probed by the Einstein formula is bounded from above. In
fact, by solving Eq.[{50), Eq[($9), E4.](9) and E.1(61) simul
taneously, we can get analytical expressions for the leagth
the MSD:

L(E,t) = 2/AX(E. 1) = LO(E)In(tHl), (62)

to

wheret; andt, are two positive parameters depending on the
energy, andLo(E) is an energy-dependent length parameter.
However, our simulation results do not support this sohutio
the calculated MSD saturates much faster than logaritiipica
Conceptually, one unambiguous way to define the length of a
simulated sample is to connect it with two semi-infinite kead



along the transport direction, whiclffect the &ective Hamil-  approaches. Especially, we established a connection betwe
tonian of the sample by adding the “self energies” arisiogfr  our methods and a method which directly evaluates the Kubo-
the interactions between the sample and the leads. This ifGreenwood formula by expanding both of théunctions us-
evitably leads to the “mesoscopic Kubo-Greenwood formula’ing the kernel polynomial method. Although the Green-Kubo
[@], or equivalently, the NEGF methad [1]. formula is equivalent to the Einstein formula in thefdsive
regime, the former is not as practical as the latter in thalloc

_ ized regime. The reason is that the former is based on a time-

6. Conclusions integration and thus requires a small time step, while therla

) is based on a time-derivative and does not require a smadl tim
In summary, we have developed affi@ent quantum trans-  gtep,

port simulation code fully implemented on the GPU, which at- |, the |ocalized regime, the Einstein formula can produee re
tains a speedup factor of 16 (using double-precision) coetha g5 which are consistent with those obtained by the NEGF
with an optimized serial CPU code. This seemingly relajivel athod up to some critical length, < 4¢(E), where&(E) is
small speedup factor is obtained by considering the simplegne |ocalization length. Although the definition of lengthnc
tight-binding model for graphene, with only thre-diagonal only be trusted wheh < 4£(E), in practice, this is enough to
elements in each row (or column) of the Hamiltonian. We ex-gpserve the weak-to-strong localization transition. Memk

pect that much higher speedup factors can be obtained wheg needed to clarify the still controversial topics of Anstem
considering more complicated tight-binding models. Oté¢e  |4calization in graphene.

tronic transport has been considered in this work; extensfo

our GPU implementation to thermal transp@ [22] should be

straightforward and a higher acceleration rate can be éagec acknowledgements
due to the higher computational intensity resulting frora th

denser phonon Hamiltonian. Our methods can also be extended\ya thank Aires Ferreira. Aurélien Lherbier Stephan Roche
to study other properties such as local density of statels [49,q Shengjun Yuan for helpful discussions. This researsh ha

which serves an alternative method for studying Andersen 10peen sypported by the Academy of Finland through its Centres
calization. For the interested reader, our GPU code isaiail ¢ £y ollence Program (project no. 251748).

upon request.
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