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Abstract

We report an all-electron, atomic orbital (AO) based, two-component (2C) imple-
mentation of the GW approximation (GWA) for closed-shell molecules. Our algorithm
is based on the space-time formulation of the GWA and uses analytical continuation
of the self-energy, and pair-atomic density fitting (PADF) to switch between AO and
auxiliary basis. By calculating the dynamical contribution to the GW self-energy at
a quasi-one-component level, our 2C GW algorithm is only about a factor of two to
three slower than in the scalar relativistic case. Additionally, we present a 2C imple-
mentation of the simplest vertex correction to the self-energy, the statically screened
G3W?2 correction. Comparison of first ionization potentials of a set of 67 molecules
with heavy elements (a subset of the SOC81 set) calculated with our implementa-

tion against results from the WEST code reveals mean absolute deviations of around
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70 meV for GoWy@PBE and GoWy@QPBEO. These are most likely due to technical
differences in both implementations, most notably the use of different basis sets, pseu-
dopotential approximations, different treatment of the frequency dependency of the
self-energy and the choice of the 2C-Hamiltonian. However, how much each of these
differences contribute to the observed discrepancies is unclear at the moment. Finally,
we assess the performance of some (partially self-consistent) variants of the GWA for
the calculation of first IPs by comparison to vertical experimental reference values.
GoWoPBEO (25 % exact exchange) and GoWyBHLYP (50 % exact exchange) perform
best with mean absolute deviations (MAD) of about 200 meV. Explicit treatment of
spin-orbit effects at the 2C level is crucial for systematic agreement with experiment.
On the other hand eigenvalue-only self-consistent GW (evGW) and quasi-particle self-
consistent GW (qsGW) significantly overestimate the IPs. Perturbative G3W2 cor-
rections increase the IPs and therefore improve the agreement with experiment in
cases where GoWj alone underestimates the IPs. With a MAD of only 140 meV,

2C-GoWyPBEO 4+ G3W2 is in best agreement with the experimental reference values.

1 Introduction

Due to its favorable price-to-performance ratio, the GW approximation (GWA )™ (G: single-
particle Green’s function, W: screened electron-electron interaction) is one of the most

popular methods for the calculation of charged excitations in finite systems.®** Over the last

decade, the GWA has been implemented into a large number of electronic structure codes® =

and GW implementations for massively parallel architectures,**21"2# Jow-order scaling imple-
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mentations, effectively linear scaling stochastic formulations,?%*7 fragment-based
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approaches or embedding techniques®4*=% have enabled applications of the GW method
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to large biomolecules, nanostructures or interfaces.?*
A large numbers of studies has by now contributed to a thorough understanding of

the impact of technical aspects of these implementations, like the choice of single-particle



t OB a5 well as the

basis, pseudopotential (PP) approximations, or frequency treatmen
performance of various GIW approaches for the first ionization potentials (IP) and electron
affinities (EA) of weakly correlated organic molecules.*#“% More recently, the GWA has also

2004 and strongly correlated systems like open-shell

been benchmarked for core excitations
molecules® or transition metal compounds with partially filled 3d shells."*%2 Fully self-
consistent GW (scGW) calculations are relatively expensive, technically demanding, and not
necessarily very accurate for the calculation of IPs and EAs. #3448 Instead, the much cheaper
perturbative GoWy approach®¥ or its eigenvalue-only self-consistent extension (evGWV)
are typically the method of choice. Despite their often excellent accuracy, these methods
fail when the KS orbitals for which the GW corrections are evaluated are qualitatively
wrong.#4448 In the quasi-particle self-consistent GW method (qsGW),%6% the frequency
dependent and non-Hermitian GW self-energy is mapped self-consistently to an effective
static and Hermitian non-local potential which is a functional of the non-interacting single-
particle Green’s function. Therefore, the results are strictly independent of the KS density
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functional which is used as starting-point for the calculation. The available benchmark

data suggest that for molecules qsGW is at least as accurate as GW,. 204208

Less is known about the accuracy of the GWA for molecules containing heavier elements.
One reason for this is that for those systems only a limited number of accurate first-principle
results are available."*™ Another reason is that comparison to experimental data is com-
plicated by spin-orbit coupling (SOC) whose explicit treatment requires to implement the
GWA in a 2-component (2C) framework. While Aryasetiawan and coworkers have gener-

2 more than a decade ago, only a

alized Hedin’s equation to spin-dependent interactions
few 2C implementations of the GWA for molecules have been realized so far.™ The prob-
ably most systematic study of SOC effects in molecules has been performed by Scherpelz
and Govoni™ who have compiled a set of 81 molecules containing heavy elements (referred

to as SOCS81 in the following).™ They performed two-component (2C) GW@PBE™ and

GW@PBEO™Y calculations for this set using the WEST code*™* and found that SOC



can shift scalar relativistic (1C) first ionization potentials by up to 400 meV for molecules
containing iodine.™ Interestingly, they observed that the 1C results were often closer to
experiment than the 2C ones. Also, the fact that GWQPBE and GW@QPBEOQ are not nec-

A0MSIBIEZ quggests that the good performance of those

essarily very accurate for molecules
methods for these systems might at least partially be due to fortuitous error cancellation.
The accuracy of GyW, calculations based on starting points with a higher fraction of exact
exchange has however not been systematically investigated for molecules containing heavy
elements. Also, little is known about the performance of partially self-consistent approaches.

In efforts to improve over the GW approximation, also the role of higher order terms
in the expansion of the electronic self-energy in terms of W (vertex corrections), has been
assessed over the last years for small and medium molecules #2##8183588 The available results
suggest that they generally fail to improve consistently over the best available GW variants
when they are combined with QP approximations.4?#*%0 However, they can remove some of

R8T

the starting point dependence of GyW, and often tremendously improve the description

8291 'With the exception of one recent study which focused on first-row

of electron affinities.
transition metal oxides,®” the available benchmark results are limited to charged valence
excitations in mostly organic molecules. It is not known how these methods perform for
molecules containing heavier elements, where electron correlation effects and screening effects
might be stronger.

In this work, we address some of these open questions. We present systematic bench-
marks of 2C-GWA at different levels of self-consistency, ranging from GoWy, to qsGW. We
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also investigate the effect of the statically screened G3W2 term*” on the QP energies in a

2C framework. Our calculations are performed using a newly developed 2C (qs)GW imple-
mentation, a generalization of our atomic orbital based qsGW and GoW, algorithms.t20
Our 2C implementation retains the same favorable scaling with system size and increases the

prefactor of the calculations by only a factor of two compared to the 1C case. This relatively

small increase in computational effort is achieved by calculating the dynamical contributions



to the electron self-energy at a quasi-one-component level. Therefore, our new implementa-
tion also allows us to describe SOC effects in large molecules. All other quantities, including
the polarizability, are treated at the full 2C level without any further approximations.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In section [2| we review the 2C-GW
working equations and give a detailed overview of our implementation. After describing
the details of our calculations in section [3] we report the results of our detailed benchmark
calculations in section [2} First, to assess the influence of the different technical parameters
in both implementations, we compare GoWy@QPBEOQ IPs for SOC81 to the ones from Scher-
pelz and Govoni.™ We then use our new implementation to calculate the first ionization
potentials of the molecules in the SOC81 database using some of the most accurate available
GW approaches: qsGW, eigenvalue-only self-consistent GW (evGW), eigenvalue-only self-
consistent GW with fixed screened interaction after the first iteration (evGWj), and GoWy
based on hybrid starting points with different fractions of exact exchange. Finally, section

summarizes and concludes this work.

2 Theory

GW approximation and G3W?2 correction

The central object of this work is the GW + G3W2 self-energy,
SOEWFEW2(1 9) = y(1,2) + 297 (1,2) + 93W2(1,2) . (1)

Here,

S(1,2) = v (1)8(1,2) = —id(1,2) JdB u(1,3)G(3,3%) | 2)

with the Hartree-potential vy,

¥ (1,2) = iG(1,2)W(1,2) (3)



and

Ew“@m=—J%MG@$W@®G@@G@%W@%. (4)

Space, spin, and imaginary time indices are collected as 1 = (71, 01,i7). W is the screened

Coulomb interaction which is obtained by the Dyson equation
IWL%zW@@m+J%MW®@$ﬂW&®W%m. (5)

Here,

W(O)(l, 2) = ’Uc(’l"l, 7“2)50,0/5({?1 — tg) s (6)

is the bare Coulomb interaction and P is the polarizability in the random phase approxi-
mation (RPA),
PO(1,2) = —iG(1,2)G(2,1) . (7)

Finally, G is the interacting single-particle Green’s function which is connected to its non-
interacting counterpart G(°) by a Dyson equation with the electronic self-energy (] as its
kernel,

mLm:G@@m+J%M@WL$M&QMQ®. (8)

If necessary, one can transform all quantities to imaginary frequency using the Laplace

transform”#

f@»=4fﬁﬂhwm. (9)

The self-consistent solution of eqs. , , and is referred to as GW approximation.
Typically, is approximated. To this end, one defines an auxiliary Green’s function

G®) which is related to G by
@”=@WL%+J%M@WL$WWQQ@W&%, (10)

where v, is a (potentially local) generalized Kohn-Sham®** Hartree-exchange-correlation
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potential. G is then obtained from G®) by
G(1,2) = G¥(1,2) + Jd3d4G(S)(1, 3) [Zree(3,4) — vh2e(3,4)] G(4,2) . (11)
In the basis of molecular orbitals (MO) {¢.}, G* is diagonal,

GY) = O(in) Gz, (it) — ©(—iT) Gy (i7) (12)

pp

with greater and lesser propagators being defined as
Gy (iT) = —iO(ep)e " (13)

and

Gy (iT) = —iO(—¢p)e” 7 . (14)

Here, it is understood that all QP energies €, and KS eigenvalues e are measured relative
to the chemical potential © which we place in the middle of the HOMO-LUMO gap. O is
the Heaviside step-function and p,q,r,s... denote spinors. Under the assumption that the
KS eigenstates are a good approximation to the GW eigenstates, the off-diagonal elements

of the operator X .. — Vgze in can be neglected. This leads to

[EwC]pp (ep) — [U:EC]pp =6 — 655 ; (15)

Solving this equation as a perturbative correction is referred to as GoWy, while in evGW/,
eqs. , , and are solved self-consistently instead. Splitting the operator ¥ p,. —
UHze 1N into Hermitian and anti-Hermitian part and discarding the latter one, the

solution of can be restricted to its QP part only.?"® Restricting the self-energy further



to its static limit, a single-particle problem similar to the KS equations is obtained,

S [Bthacl = [zl } 04(r) = (e = 5) Bylr) (16)

q

where X1 = % (Z + ET) denotes the Hermitian part of the self-energy. Solving egs. , ,
and self-consistently is referred to as the qsGW 0 approximation.™ There are

67IT0IHI0A

many possible ways to construct the qgsGW Hamiltonian. In our implementation, we

use the expression

E(GW)(%) =
(=" ({ea})], = [ by P = (17)

ClEem@), s

with € = 0. If, as in our implementation,'® the self-energy on the real frequency axis is
calculated via analytical continuation (AC), eq. is numerically more stable!®% than
constructions of the qgsGW Hamiltonian in which also the off-diagonal elements are evaluated

at the QP energies. 067

Kramers-restricted two-component formalism

Recently, an 2C implementation of the GWA for Kramers-unrestricted systems has been
implemented by Holzer with O (N*) scaling with system size.™ In this work we will focus
on application to closed-shell molecules with no internal or external magnetic fields. This
allows us to simplify the treatment considerably as it possible to define a Kramers-restricted
set of spinors in which pairs of spinors are related by time-reversal symmetry.

We expand each molecular spinor in a primary basis of atomic orbitals (AO), { Xu}u=1

77777 Nbas’
1 R y
r b r bk, +ib r
bu(r) — 9251;( ) _ Z kX (T) _ Z ( ktu mu)Xu( ) , (18)
¢p(r) wo\ Oyuxu(r) n (kaw + "'béw)Xu(T)
where 1 (0 = 1) and | (¢ = —3) denote the different projections of spin on the z-axis.

Each spinor ¢, can be related by the time-reversal symmetry or Kramers’ operator K to a



Kramers’ partner ¢ with the same energy, €, = €z,

PO L T B GO T e O R OO "

di(r) . (7) Vi) =gy (r)
Using quaternion algebra it is possible to reduce the dimension of matrices that need to be
considered to half the original size.*% Alternatively, one may keep the full dimension, but
use the spinor pairing to define matrices as either real or imaginary. We will take the latter
approach in this work. Denoting pairs of spinors with (p,p), noting that K o5 = —¢, and
transforming a purely imaginary diagonal operator A that obeys A,, = Ap; and Ay, = —A7)

we can deduce

Alw,TT = Z pruAppb;Tu + Z bﬁTuAﬁﬁb;Tu = Z b;wAﬁﬁbﬁlV + Z b:mAppbpr = _A:u,u
P p p P
(20)
A;w,lT = Z bpluAppb;Tu + Z bﬁlﬂAﬁf)b;Tu = = Z b:ﬁTuAﬁﬁbﬁiv - Z b;mAppbplv = AZV,TL .
D D P P

Is is convenient to split this operator into real and imaginary components, and we use
the character of the MO coefficient products to label real (superscript R) and imaginary

(superscript 1) parts of the operator,
R R R R R I I I I
A;w,aa’ = Z bpauAppbpa’u + Z bﬁa,uAﬁiﬁbﬁa’u + Z bpauAppbpa’u + Z bﬁauAﬁﬁbﬁa’u (21)
D D D D
and
I R I R I I R I R
A/u/,crcr’ = Z bpcruAPPbpo’u + Z bﬁcruAﬁﬁbi)o’u - Z bpcruAPPbpo’u - Z bﬁcruAﬁﬁbf)o’u : (22)
p D p D

The time-ordered single-particle Green’s function fulfills eq. and therefore in AO basis



obeys the relations

Gium( T) = - Gﬁ:u( 7)

. < .

Convenient is sometimes also to re-express these quantities in a spin matrix basis. We then

(23)

get (denoting the unit matrix as 0, and the Pauli spin matrices as x, y and z)

GES (27—) :Guy M (7’7_> + G/u/ ll( ) 2G;z/ M ( )

<R

. NS . NS . . .
Gfuy (1) ZZGZMN(ZT) — ZG;V’H(ZT) = QZG;V N (i1),

Gij (i7) :wam (iT) — ny,u(”) = QG; TT( ),

which more clearly shows the relation to 1-component theories in which only the first Green’s

function has a non-zero value.

Polarizability in imaginary time

We next consider the polarizability. @107 Whereas in the complete formalism of Aryase-
tiawan and Biermann™ the polarizability includes the response of the charge density to
magnetic fields as well as the induction of current densities, both of these are considered
strictly zero in a Kramers-restricted formalism. We can then define the relevant part of the
polarizability in AO basis as

(iT) = 1O(T) Gl 50 (IT) G0 16 (—iT) +iO(=T)G L 00 (iT) Gy 1o (—iT) . (25)

pk,o0’ pkK,oco’

Due to the symmetry P (i7) = P(®)(—ir), we can focus on the first term which we split in

terms of real (R) and imaginary (I) components

G;n oo’ ( )G;A,O'/O'( ) G;n oo’ ( )G;;:J’J( ) G:m oo’ ( )G:){,O'/O'(_Z.T)

+7’G> (ZT)G:;TO'/O'( ) + ZGMH oo’ ( )G;;,J’J(_iT) :

puK,o0’

(26)

10



Kramers symmetry implies
D (G (1) G 1o (—T) G (iT) G o (i) = 0. (27)
o,0'=1,]

as well as
0 ) 0 )
P,LEIJ)T,I{)\T (ZT> :P;Eu)l,/{)\i (ZT)

0 . 0 .
P,LEI/)T,K)\l (27—> :P;Eu)l,n)\T (ZT> :

(28)

We proof these relations in appendix [Al Already in the primary AO basis this would reduce
the number of matrix elements that are to be calculated considerably. Further efficiency can
be gained by expanding the polarizability and the Coulomb potential in a basis of auxiliary

functions {fo},_; n,. With products of primary basis functions being expressed as

XM<T)XV<T) = Zc/wafa(r) . (29)

To calculate the fitting coefficients, we use the pair-atomic density fitting (PADF) method**& 42
in the implementation of ref. 114l The following working equations are however completely
general and can be implemented using any type of density fitting (DF). For instance, global
density fitting using the overlap kernel™® (also known as RI-SVS) or the attenuated Coulomb
kernel M7 which have already been used to achieve low-scaling GW implementations*®4
would be suitable choice as well.

For the polarizability we can eliminate the explicit dependence on spin in the transfor-

mation to the auxiliary basis and work with the spin-summed form

0) /. 0 .
PRGT) = Y CuvaPy aor (iT)cirs - (30)

O-O-/:T7i

Likewise we define spin-independent representations of the Coulomb potential and screened

11



interaction in the auxiliary basis as

vy = [ s o)l ) () (31)

Was(iT) = Jdrdr’fa(r)W(r, v ir) fa(r') (32)
Our final expression for the polarizability is

0)/- . R . R . I . I .
PO(ir) = ~2icua {G;W(ZT)G;W(W) — Gy (i7) Gy 4 (i)

(33)
R . R . I . I .
+Go 4 T)G oy, (07) — GZH,N(ZT)G:)\,N(ZT)} CrAB 5
or equivalently
0. 1. ~0,. <0, S, <z,
Pa,@ (ZT> = _izcwja {G;m (ZT)GI/)\ (ZT) - G,U,K (ZT)GV)\ (ZT) (34)

—G (i) Gy (i7) — GLo (i) Gy (i7) } e -

The first term in this expression is equivalent in the spin-restricted 1C formalism.* Evalua-
tion of or is therefore exactly four times more expensive than in a scalar relativistic
calculation. Equation (33| can be implemented with quadratic scaling with system size using

PADF .12

Polarizability in imaginary frequency and MO basis

The AO based implementation of the polarizability is advantageous for rather large molecules
only and it is computationally not efficient for the molecules in the SOC81 database typically
containing just a few often heavy atoms. The AO based algorithms become advantageous
when the local nature of the atomic orbitals can be exploited.™® This is only possible when
the system is spatially extended and many functions in the basis set decay fast with the
distance from the nucleus on which they are centered.

Especially for small systems with many heavy atoms, implementations in the canonical

12



basis are much faster since in those systems the locality of the AO basis cannot be exploited.
For this reason we also implemented the polarizability in the MO representation. In the
following, we will use ¢,7... to label occupied, and a,b... to label virtual orbitals. Using
eq. (12)) and these indices, eq. becomes

PO (i1) = —iO(r)e @I — i@ (—7)e (Gl (35)

arar

in the MO basis. Using @, the corresponding expression on the imaginary frequency axis is

PY (i) = — ! - ! . (36)

arar € — € — W €4 — € + 1w

Using the last equation on the r.h.s. of and , we can write down a transformation

from the auxiliary basis to the MO basis as

¢Z (r)¢a(r) = 2 Cmafa(’l‘) (37)
with
Ciaa = Z(bz}/‘b(m“ + b’:'ki#balﬂ)c#na = Ciga T Zcma

- Z blTH aTK 'LTﬂbaT"i + bziﬂbalﬁ + bzlubdlfi)CMKO‘ (38)

Z(szubaTn sz,ubaTn + bzlubalm bzlubalﬁ)clma .

BE

Using this expression, eq. becomes

¥ i%)(iw ) =Caia L, a(?czi(iw)caiﬁ

(39)
=2 {cfi,ReP), — ch mPO bl 2 { e 1mPS) + el RePi el

aial wa arat wa arat arat
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Screened interaction and self-energy

If necessary, the polarizability is transformed to the imaginary frequency axis where the

screened interaction is calculated in the basis of auxiliary functions using eq. ,

Was(iw) = Vag + Y Vay Py (i) Wi, (i) . (40)

7)

For the evaluation of the self-energy, we partition the screened Coulomb interaction as
W=W--uv. (41)

This allows us to use different approximations for the dynamical and static contributions to
the self-energy. To evaluate the self-energy on the imaginary frequency axis, we first define

the time-ordered self-energy*®
Yoo (iT) = Xy + O(7)X7 (i7) — O(—7)35 (i) . (42)

Here, the greater and lesser components of the self-energy are given by

~

[Zf]w,(m/ (it) = in)\,GU’ (i7)cunaWas (iT)curg (43)
and the singular contribution (Fock term) as

[X2) 0o = 1Gix 0o (iT = 07)CunaVasCung - (44)

KA\,o0!
Dynamical contribution In the basis of Pauli matrices, can be expanded as

<0 <z <z <y
> (i) + G2, (i) G2, (iT) —iG2, (iT ~
(2], (i) =i ::( ) ’jf ) ”:O( ) :j< ) CumaWap(iT)epns.  (45)
G\ (im) +iGL (im) G (i) — G, (i7)

14



In the correlation part of the self-energy we only calculate the contribution due to Gs",

ie., GZ",G>', G5 are set to zero. Therefore, using (24), eq. (45 reduces to

G2\ 1o (i7) 0 N

[2§]W (iT) = 2i CunaWap(iT)Curs - (46)

) 0 GELG7)

This quantity has the form as in the 1C formalism and in the same way as in our 1C
implementation.™ Notice also, that GS" has a prefactor of —i due to the definitions eqs.
and . We Fourier transform to the imaginary frequency axis using eq. @, for which
we follow the treatment of Liu et al.** From there, the self-energy is transformed back to
the MO basis and analytically continued to real frequencies using the algorithm by Vidberg

and Serene.™ For details on the AC for GoWy and qsGW we refer to our previous work.120

Hartree-exchange contribution Equation is recovered from by replacing W(ZT)
with v, and using D = G=(it — 07) instead of G=(i7). The resulting expression is identical

to the ones typically implemented in 2C-Hartree-Fock codes,121:122

DZ)\ + D, D,y —1iDy,
(3], = ) , ) | Cunavapcors (47)
D, +1iD,\ D, — D,

K.

where the different components of D are obtained as the 7 — 0 limit of eq. . In gsGW,

we also need to evaluate the block-diagonal Hartree-contribution to the self-energy,

[ZH]MV = CruvaVaBCr)p (48)

The full gsGW Hamiltonian is then constructed according to eq. and eq. is solved
in the MO basis from the previous iteration. The new set of MO expansion coefficients and

QP energies is then used to evaluate eq. in the next iteration.

15



The G3W2 Correction

As explained in ref. 49, we evaluate the contribution of the G3W?2 term to the self-energy as
a perturbative correction to the solution of the GWA. Relying on the assumption that GIW
already gives rather accurate QP energies we expand "2 around the GW QP energies

and obtain

€§W+G3W2 _ E}?’W ZG3W2( SW) ’ (49)

at zeroth order where $5%W? is evaluated using the GW QP energies obtained from the
solution of or . We restrict ourselves to the statically screened G3W?2 self-energy
which is obtained from (4) by replacing both W (1,2) with W(1,2)d(t; — t2).*? In terms of
G®) and in a basis of single-particle states (In case of GoW;, or evGW this would be the

basis of KS states, in case of gsGW the basis of qsGW eigenstates), this term becomes'**

occ vzrt occ vzrt .
= 0)pairW (iw = 0) W (iw = 0);q;
EG?’WQ W (iw ) paib ) aibp 0)pia; iajp
bp Z}Z €ate—€—¢€ ZZ €a— € — €+ € ’
(50)
with
W (iw = 0)pgrs = Jdrdr/aﬁp("‘)%(r)w(r, v iw = 0)p, (1) pl(r") . (51)
Using the transformation egs. and we write as
W (iw = 0)pgrs = Z dpgaCrsp (52)
with
dpga = Zcpqﬁw(iw = 0)ag - (53)

B

When complex matrix algebra is used, inserting this transformation into increases the
computational effort by a factor of 16 (notice that the denominator is always real) compared

to the 1C case. To reduce the computational effort, we use real matrix algebra and define

16



the intermediates

R/I,R/T _ R/I R/I
qurs - Z dpqa Crs,B
(0%
_wWRE _ Ll (54)
Epqrs _qurs - qurs
_1i/R,I I.R
qum —qum + qurs .
The final self-energy correction ([50)) is then evaluated as
occ virt oce virt
ZGSWQ(E ) _ Z Z €paibCaibp — fpaibfaibp Z Z €piajCiajp — fpiajfiajp (55)
pp p) — — - — .
F €q T € — € — € T a € — € — €T €

Here, the by far most expensive step is the calculation of the first four intermediates defined
in the first equation of . Therefore, evaluating is four times more expensive than

the corresponding 1C expression.

3 Computational Details

Choice of 2C-Hamiltonian

The 2C GW equations have been implemented in a locally modified development version of
the Slater Type orbital (STO) based ADF engine®** within the Amsterdam modeling suite
(AMS2022).1% In principle, the implementation is independent of the choice of the particular
choice of the 2C Hamiltonian. In the work, we use the zeroth-order regular approximation

(ZORA) Hamiltonian by van Lenthe et al, %2028 which can be written as'®
illeRA(’l") _ }AllZORA,SR<T) + hlZORA,SO(T) . (56)

The first term,
2

iLZORA,SR = Vg, - C - 57
1 (7‘) (% t(r) + p202 _ 'Uext('r')p ( )

17



describes scalar relativistic effects and we use this Hamiltonian in all 1C calculations. The

second term
2
pZORASO () - ¢ 7 (Vueg(r) X 58
1 (7) 2 () (Vear(1) % P) (58)

accounts for SOC. We employ the Hamiltonian in all of the following 2C calculations.

We also tested two Hamiltonians obtained from an exact transformation of the 4-component
Dirac equation to 2-components (X2C and RA-X2C, respectively. In the latter variant,
a regular approach to calculate the transformation matrix is used).*##130 In the X2C and
RA-X2C method implemented in ADF, first the 4-component Dirac equation for a model
potential (MAPA) of the molecule is calculated for the given basis set, using the modified
Dirac equation (MDE) by Dyall*3! for X2C, or using the regular approach®*? to the modified
Dirac equation (RA-MDE) for RA-X2C. In the basis set limit the MDE and the RA-MDE
should yield same results for the model potential (MAPA) but using a finite basis set, the
results for MDE and RA-MDE will differ."*¥ In a next step, these 4-component equations

134

are transformed to a 2C form."** We found, that the particular choice of 2C Hamiltonian

(ZORA, X2C or RA-X2C) only affects the final ionization potentials (IP) by a few 10 meV.

Basis Sets

In all calculations, we expand the spinors in in all-electron STO basis sets of triple- and
quadruple-¢ quality (TZ3P and QZ6P, respectively).™#? The STO type basis sets in ADF are
restricted to a maximum angular momentum of [ = 3, which complicates reaching the basis
set limit for individual QP energies.*"3% This is especially true for heavier elements with
occupied d- or f-shells where higher angular momenta functions are needed to polarize the
basis. 147

The numerical atomic orbital (NAO) based BAND engine™®# of AMS can be used

with basis functions of arbitrary angular momenta. To obtain converged QP energies we

therefore augment our TZ3P and QZ6P basis sets with higher angular momenta functions
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and calculate scalar relativistic QP energies. In the choice of the higher angular momenta
functions we follow the construction of the Sapporo-DKH3-(T,Q)ZP-2012 basis sets™"4 for
all elements in the fourth to the sixth row of the periodic table. In the following we denote
these basis sets as TZ3P+ and QZ6P+. Except for the Lanthanides, where the highest
angular momenta are [ = 5 and [ = 6, the augmented TZ (QZ) basis set typically contains
basis functions with angular momentum up to [ = 4 (I = 5) for elements beyond the third
row. The basis set definitions are included in the supporting information.

To calculate our final QP energies we first calculate complete basis set (CBS) limit ex-

trapolated scalar relativistic QP energies with the BAND code using the expression

GW,scalar 76P _ GW,scalar TZ3P
EgW,scalar(OBs) _ ESVV,scalar(QZGP_’_) . En (Q +) 6@7; ( +) 7
N,

1 _ bas
NTZ
bas

(59)

where eGWsealar(Q Z6 P+) (eGWsealar(T Z3P+)) denotes the value of the QP energy calculated

with QZ6P+ (TZ3P+) and NgsZ and NLZ denote the respective numbers of basis functions

bas

(in spherical harmonics so that there are e.g. 5 d and 7 f functions). This expression is
commonly used for the extrapolation of GW QP energies to the complete basis set limit for
localized basis functions.3” Spin-orbit corrections A% are then calculated with ADF using

the QZ6P basis set,
AX(QZOP) = "™ (QZ6P) — ,"*(QZ6P) (60)
The corresponding QP energies are then obtained as

GSW,QC<0B3) ZGSW,scalar(OBS> 4 AiC(QZGP> (61)

CWHEW220(0BG) —CW2C(OBS) + £HBW2(QZ6P) | (62)

This choice is well justified since the major part correction to the KS QP energies comes

from the scalar relativistic part of the GW correction. The spin-orbit correction and the
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G3W?2 corrections are typically of the order of only a few hundred meV in magnitude (also
see explicit values in the supporting information). Therefore, even relatively large errors in

these quantities while only have a minor effect on the final results.

Technical Details

We perform GW, calculations using PBE, PBE0O and BHLYP"42 orbitals and eigenvalues.
The latter functional contains 50 % of exact exchange which is typically the optimal fraction

AR oy G and qsGW calculations are per-

for GoW,y QP energies for organic molecules.
formed starting from PBEO orbitals and eigenvalues. In all calculations we set the numerical
quality to VeryGood.**¥ The auxiliary bases used to expand 4-point correlation functions
are automatically generated from products of primary basis functions. For this, we use a
variant of an algorithm introduced in ref. 113 which has recently been implemented in ADF
and BAND."™¥ The size of the auxiliary basis in this approach can be tuned by a single
threshold which we set to €., = 1 x 10719 in all partially self-consistent calculations and to
€auz = 1 x 1078 for GoW,. This corresponds to a very large auxiliary basis which is typi-
cally around 12 times larger than the primary basis and eliminates PADF errors for relative
energies of medium molecules almost completely.*4

Imaginary time and imaginary frequency variables are discretized using non-uniform bases

T = A{Ta}oer..n, and W = {wa},_,  y_ of sizes N; and N,, respectively, tailored to each

system. More precisely, @D is implemented as

Fliwy) = 937@7@ (63)
Fliwy) = QU F(itp) , (64)

where F' and F denote even and odd parts of F. The transformation from imaginary fre-
quency to imaginary time only requires the (pseudo)inversion of Q¢ and Q)| respectively.

Our procedure to calculate Q9 and Q®) as well as 7 and W follows Kresse and cowork-
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ers, HPHAEAY The technical specifications of our implementation have been described in the

appendix of ref. 135l

Convergence acceleration

For the molecules in the SOCS81 set, we have found that the evGW and evGW), calculations
converge within 5-8 iterations within an accuracy of a few meV when the DIIS implementa-
tion of ref. [146/ is used. All evGW results presented in this work have been obtained using
this DIIS implementation with a convergence criterion of 3 meV.

On the other hand, using our own DIIS implementation of ref.[16/the qsGW equations of-
ten do not convergence for the systems in the SOCS81 set. As discussed in the literature, 132447
this issue is related to multiple QP solutions which seem to occur frequently in systems con-
taining heavy elements. More sophisticated DIIS algorithms might offer a solution to this
problem.™ In addition to the switching between the QP peaks there is additional numerical
strain which most likely arises from precision issues from the AC of the self-energy. Espe-
cially problematic are the off-diagonal elements of the self-energy matrix which should be
zero at convergence. For a more detailed discussion we refer to our previous work.%

In this work, we have found a linear mixing strategy with adaptive mixing parameter
miz t0 lead to stable convergence of the qsGW SCF procedure after typically around 15
iterations. Specifically, we start the self-consistency cycle with afﬁﬁx = 0.3. In case the SCF
error decreases, we use the mixing parameter ozﬁgi)x = max{l.Z X afgi;l),o.f)} in the nth

©
miz

iteration. In case the SCF error increases, we reset the mixing parameter to «

4 Results

Comparison to WEST

In this section [4] we compare our results for SOCS81 to the ones calculated by Scherpelz et
al.™ with the WEST code.?1"4
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Multi-solution Cases

Before discussing the results in detail, we notice that Scherpelz and Govoni identified in total
14 systems®® in the SOC81 set for which the non-linear QP equations have multiple
solutions for GoW,@PBE.™ All of these solutions can be found graphically in the sum-over-

SISULSL or contour deformation

states formalism (analytical integration of the self-energy)
techniques, 2120452 by plotting the self-energy matrix elements as a function of frequency.
Also in cases where QP spectra are calculated with different basis sets it is possible to identify
the matching peaks in individual spectra and perform a reliable extrapolation to the CBS
limit.

AC, however, typically fails to detect all solutions in these cases. Furthermore, the
resulting QP energies will be rather inaccurate since it is impossible to build a Padé model
which reliably represents the energy dependence of self-energy matrix elements with strongly
varying frequency dependence (see ref. [74] for examples).2U123

The occurrence of multiple solutions can be an artefact of the starting point used in a
GoW, calculation.® It can also caused by a break-down of the single QP picture caused by
pronounced static correlation effects. The occurrence of multiple solutions complicates the
comparison of our results to WEST, since it is not clear if the same solutions are compared. It
also complicates the extrapolation of results to the CBS limit since it is unclear if the same
QP solution is found for all basis sets. Also comparison to experimental data is difficult
since it is unclear if the detected solutions correspond to QP or to satellite peaks in the

experimental spectra. For all these reasons, we decided to exclude these systems from the

following benchmark. This leaves us with 67 systems to which we refer to as SOC81*.

Scalar relativistic Ionization potentials
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Table 1: Scalar relativistic and 2C GyWy@QPBE and G\W,@QPBEO ionization potentials
(IP) for the SOC81* database calculated with ADF/BAND. The corresponding values from
WEST are given for comparison. All values are in eV.

ADF/BAND WEST
scalar 2C scalar 2C

GoWoy@  GoWo,@  GoW,@  GoW,@  GoW,@  GoWo@ GoW,@  GoW,Q@
Name PBE PBE0 PBE PBE0O PBE PBE0 PBE  PBEO
ALBr, 1032 1073 1030 1070 1038 1078 1034 10.74
AlBr, 1047 1085 1044 1081 1053 1091 1048  10.86
AlL 932 967 919 953 944 978 923 057
AsBr, 979 1014 976  10.09 9.8 1017 977  10.10
AsCL, 1053 1089 1053 1088 1067  11.00 1066  10.99
AsF, 1238 12.80  12.38  12.80 1249  12.89 1249 1289
AsF, 1448 1531 1447 1530 1451 1528 1449  15.26
AsH, 1042 1054 1042 1054 1033 1055  10.33  10.54
Asl, 88 933 870  9.09 899 939 872 911
Br 1029 1055 1016 1040  10.33 1059  10.16  10.42
Br(l 1069 1098 1059 1087 1079  11.06 1067  10.93
C,o H,Ru 680 872 680 872  7.00 - 6.90 -
C, 11, 5e 848 872 847 872 848 872 848  8.72
CoH,Cd 88 916 88 916 882 909 883  9.10
CoH,He 910 930 912 933 899 920 907  0.28
CoH,Se 814 838 814 838 817 841 812 841
CoH.Zn 942 970 942 970 938 965 938  9.65
CoHBrO 004 936 903 935 898 028 897 027
CIH,Se 872 808 872 8908 860 886 860  8.86
Ch,1 1037 1066 1012 1039 1052 1081 1020  10.48

CH;HgBr 9.56 9.98 9.48 9.87 9.72 10.11 9.59 9.97
CH;HgCl 10.09 10.64 10.07 10.61 10.30 10.76 10.26 10.72

CH,Hgl 885 923 866 900 908 938 879  9.09
CH,1 942 963 919 936 957 978 926 946
CI 886 926 864 905 891 928 876  9.04
CaBr, 9.66 1010 958 999 980 1024 967  10.10
Cal 899 929 879 906 909 948 879 918
CdBr, 10.05 1049 995 1036 1021  10.62  10.06  10.46
CdCl, 10.72  11.23 1070  11.19 1091  11.39  10.87  11.34
Cdl 929 962  9.06 936 941 976 9.09  9.43
CsF 849 951 849 950 824 908 824  9.08
HgCl, 10.66  11.08 1061  11.02 1093  11.35  10.85  11.28
I 934 964 905 9314 941 064 901 9.26
1Br 970 995 945 969 981  10.04  9.51 9.73
ICI 999 1024 974 997 1014 1037 985  10.07
IF 1044 1066 1014 1034 1055  10.80  10.23  10.47
Kr 13.28 1357  13.19 1345 1342  13.68 1327  13.53
Kif, 1256 13.28 1250 1322 1258 1330 1251  13.22
LaBr, 980 1032 977 1024 990  10.41 982  10.31
LaCl, 1058 1117 1057  11.15 1073 1126 1072  11.24
LiBr 879 916 870 905 895 935 881 9.21
Lil 810 848 790 825 835 865 804 8306
MgBr, 1037 1079 1027 1067 1049 1091  10.35  10.76
Mgl 952 987 930 962 962 997 9.3l 9.65
MoCyOg 855 1244 852 986 855 - 8.50 -

0sO, 11.82 1244  11.82 1242 1174 1241 1174 1241

Continued on next page
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ADF/BAND WEST

scalar 2C scalar 20

oo oVo oo oo oo oVo oo oo
Name PBE PBEO PBE PBEO PBE PBEO PBE PBEO
PBr 9.56 9.89 9.54 9.86 9.60 9.92 9.57 9.88
P0§r3 10.57 11.05 10.51 10.93 10.55 11.01 10.49 10.93
RuO4 11.48 12.24 11.48 12.24 11.45 12.19 11.44 12.18
SOBr, 10.12 10.58 9.97 10.52 10.17 10.57 10.13 10.52
SPBr, 9.47 9.77 9.45 9.75 9.45 9.82 9.43 9.79
SeCl, 9.13 9.45 9.10 9.43 9.24 9.53 9.24 9.53
SeO 11.05 11.65 11.04 11.64 11.03 11.61 11.03 11.60
SiBrZF3 11.68 12.00 11.57 11.87 11.78 12.10 11.64 11.95
SiH,I 9.80 10.06 9.59 9.81 9.93 10.17 9.64 9.86
SrBr, 9.39 9.79 9.30 9.67 9.49 9.92 9.35 9.77
SrCl, 9.90 10.39 9.89 10.38 10.00 10.49 9.97 10.46
Srl 8.79 9.07 8.60 .84 8.82 9.21 8.51 8.90
Tiér4 9.93 10.54 9.85 10.46 9.98 10.57 9.89 10.47
Til 8.77 9.35 8.61 9.17 8.90 9.42 8.65 9.17
Znér2 10.39 10.81 10.29 10.68 10.52 10.90 10.37 10.75
ZnCl, 11.19 11.66 11.16 11.62 11.36 11.79 11.32 11.75
/nF, 12.57 13.30 12.56 13.28 12.69 13.42 12.66 13.39
Znl, 9.55 9.89 9.32 9.62 9.63 9.96 9.30 9.63
ZrBr, 10.20 10.75 10.15 10.67 10.26 10.78 10.17 10.68
ZrCl, 11.26 11.82 11.25 11.80 11.35 11.93 11.32 11.91
Zrl, 9.20 9.57 9.04 9.38 9.17 9.62 8.93 9.36
MSD —0.07 —0.06 —0.04 —0.40
MAD 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.07
MAX 0.27 0.43 0.25 0.42

Table 2: Comparison of the implementations of 2C-GoW, in WEST and ADF/BAND.

WEST ADF/BAND
Single-particle basis Plane-wave Slater type orbital
All-electron No Yes
Frequency treatment Contour deformation Analytical continuation
QP equations Secant method Bisection
Relativistic Hamiltonian 2C-pseudopotentials ZORA
2C self-energy Static part only Static and Dynamic part

Table [1] shows our scalar relativistic and 2C IPs using GoW,@QPBE and G\W,@QPBEO
and for comparison the corresponding values from ref. [74 calculated with the WEST code.
As indicated by the mean signed deviations (MSD) in table[l, ADF/BAND tends to predict
lower IPs than WEST, independent of the starting point of the GyW, calculation. With
mean absolute deviations (MAD) of 100 meV for GoW,@QPBE and 90 meV for GoW,QPBEQ
in the scalar relativistic case and of 70 meV each in the 2C case, the deviations are of the

same order of magnitude as the ones we obtained for the GW100 database."#132
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Several technical aspects of the GW implementations in ADF/BAND and WEST which
are summarized in table 2l might contribute to the observed deviations. As discussed in the
preceding section, these are mainly related to the different frequency treatments in both
codes as well as differences in the single-particle basis. Importantly, WEST is based on
PPs while we used all-electron basis sets in all ADF and BAND calculations. As already
discussed extensively by Scherpelz and Govoni,™ the choice of the PP and the partitioning of
core, semi-core and valence electrons might heavily affect the values of the IPs. For instance,
in ref. (74, it was shown that using different valence configurations for iodine might induce
changes in IPs of the order of one eV.

In all-electron calculations, this issue is completely avoided. However, possible issues
might arise from inconsistencies in the augmentation of the TZ3P and QZ6P basis sets with
additional high-I functions. While it can be verified by comparison of TZ3P (QZ6P) results
to their TZ3P+ ( QZ6P+) counterparts that adding any higher angular momenta functions
will improve the quality of the AO basis, the effect is typically more pronounced on the
TZ than on the QZ level. This might then lead to larger inaccuracies in the CBS limit

extrapolation than in plane-wave based implementations.

Changes in Ionization Potentials due to Spin-Orbit Coupling

Finally, the agreement between ADF/BAND and WEST is slightly better for the 2C than for
the scalar relativistic calculations. This can be explained by the different division of scalar
and spin—orbit relativistic effects in both codes (see table . In particular, the division
between scalar relativistic and SOC effects is not unique and depends on the method of
separation.’??

This is also illustrated by the data shown in fig. [Tl where we plot the difference between the
first IP in the scalar and the 2C relativistic case calculated with WEST (x-axis) against the
one calculated with ADF. Overall, we find good agreement between both implementations.

WEST tends to predict slightly larger shifts due to SO coupling than ADF, especially for
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Figure 1: Comparison of the IP shift due to spin-orbit coupling as calculated with ADF
compared to WEST for GoW,QPBE and GoW,@QPBEO. All values are in eV.

GoWo@QPBE. This most likely indicates that ADF/BAND recovers more of the relativistic
effects in the scalar relativistic treatment than WEST. At the GoW,QPBE level we also
notice one significant outlier (CI,) where ADF/BAND predicts significantly larger shifts due
to SO coupling than WEST.

Comparison to experiment

Table 3: First ionization potentials (IP) for the SOC81* database calculated with different
2C GW methods. All values are in eV.

GoWo

Name PBE PBE0O BHLYP evGW,QPBE0 evGWQPBEO qsGW  exp.

Al,Brg 10.30  10.70 10.98 10.92 11.09 11.24  10.97
Al%r3 10.44  10.81 11.06 11.03 11.19 11.31 10.91
All 9.19 9.53 9.76 9.69 9.83 9.72 9.66
Aslgrg 9.76 10.09 10.33 10.26 10.38 10.50 10.21
AsCl, 10.53  10.88 11.15 11.05 11.17 11.40  10.90
AsF, 12.38  12.80 13.14 13.03 13.21 13.46  13.00
AsF, 14.47  15.30 15.81 15.74 16.13 16.62  15.53
AsH, 10.42  10.54 10.70 10.70 10.78 10.79  10.58
Asl, 8.70 9.11 9.34 9.19 9.28 9.41 9.00

Continued on next page
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G()WQ

Name PBE PBE0O BHLYP evGW,QPBEO0 evGWQPBEO qsGW  exp.

Br 10.16 1040  10.58 10.57 10.70 10.82 1051
Brll 1059 10.87  11.06 11.04 11.17 1133 11.01
CoH, Ru 683 712  7.44 7.24 7.43 787 745
OIS 847 872 8.8 8.86 8.96 0.03 871
CoH.Cd 88 916  9.34 9.32 9.45 058  8.80
CoHHg 912 933 957 9.54 0.63 077  9.32
CoHoSe 814 838 857 8.55 8.66 872 840
CoH.Zn 942 970 9.89 9.89 10.04 1010 9.40
C2HBrO  9.03 935 9.5 9.50 9.62 073 9.10
C'H,Se 872 898 916 0.13 9.24 024  8.86
Ch,1 1012 1039 10.67 10.53 10.63 10.64  10.45
CH.,HgBr 948 987  10.08 10.10 10.29 1030 1016
CH,HgCl 10.07 10.61  10.89 10.03 11.10 1132 10.84
CH,Hgl 866  9.00  9.20 9.20 9.33 028 925
CH,I 019 936  9.53 9.51 9.62 051  9.52
CI 864 005 931 9.19 9.32 027  9.10
CaBr, 958 999 1021 10.21 10.39 1048 10.35
Cal, 879 906 9.7 9.24 9.38 019  9.39
CdBr, 995 1036  10.59 10.61 10.79 10.92 1058
CdCl, 1070 1119 1151 11.50 11.71 11.07  11.44
Cdl 0.06 936 957 9.54 9.69 061 957
CsF 8§49 950  9.79 9.91 10.32 10.60  9.68
HgCl, 1061 11.02 1130 11.28 11.48 11.85 1150
I 0.05 934 945 9.45 9.55 040  9.35
1By 045 969  9.85 0.83 9.93 1005  9.85
IC1 074  9.97 1019 10.12 10.22 1023 10.10
IF 10.14 1034 1056 10.48 10.60 1057 1062
Kr 1319 1345  13.69 13.65 13.78 13.00 1377
K, 1250 1322 13.89 13.62 13.99 1437 1334
LaBr, 977 1024 10,51 10.47 10.67 10.80 1068
LaCl; 1057 1115 1150 11.42 11.64 11.08  11.29
LiBr 870 905 923 9.28 9.44 048  9.44
Lil 700 825 840 8.43 8.56 842 844
MgBr, 1027 10,67  10.88 10.90 11.07 1114 1085
Mgl 030 962  9.80 9.79 9.93 077 10.50
MoC,0y 852 874 9.0l 8.83 8.01 0.07 850
050, 1182 1242  12.83 12.71 12.07 1207 12.35
PBr 054 986 10.11 10.01 10.13 1027 9.99
POBr, 1051 1095 11.24 11.14 11.31 1149 11.03
RuO, 1148 1224 1272 12,52 12.82 1325 1215
SOBr,  10.07 1052  10.80 10.70 10.85 1102 10.54
SPBr, 945 975  10.00 9.94 10.09 1028 9.89
SeCl, 910 943  9.69 9.61 9.71 1000 9.52
SeO 1104 1164 1200 11.03 12.19 1249 11.76
SiBrF, 1157 1187 1209 12.04 12.18 1227 1246
SiHL, 1 959 981  9.99 0.98 10.09 10.00 978
SrBr, 930  9.67  9.88 9.89 10.08 1017 9.82
SrCl, 0.89  10.38  10.65 10.64 10.86 1110 10.20
Stl 860 884 9.02 9.01 9.15 0.0l  9.01
TiBr, 985 1046  10.80 10.70 10.87 11.06  10.59
Til 8§61 917 947 9.35 9.51 042 9.7
ZoBr, 1020 1068  10.90 10.02 11.09 1124 10.90
ZnCly 1116 11.62  11.91 11.91 12.11 1234 11.80

Continued on next page
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G()W()
Name PBE PBE0O BHLYP evGW,@QPBEO evGW@PBEO qsGW  exp.

ZnF, 12.56  13.28 13.72 13.85 14.30 14.73  13.91
Znl, 9.32 9.62 9.83 9.81 9.94 9.87 9.76
ZrBr, 10.15 10.67 10.99 10.90 11.09 11.24 10.86
ZrCl, 11.25 11.80 12.20 12.08 12.32 12.62 11.94
Zrl, 9.04 9.38 9.68 9.57 9.71 9.65 9.55
15
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Figure 2: Distribution of the deviations of IPs (in eV) obtained with different 2C methods
to the experimental reference values

In this section, we compare the different (partially self-consistent) GW variants against
experimental [Ps. Table |3| shows the first [Ps calculated at the 2C level using with six
different flavors of GW: GyW, based on PBE, PBEO and BHLYP orbitals and eigenvalues
(GoWHQPBE, GoW,@PBEOQ, GoW,@BHLYP respectively), evGW using PBEO orbitals and
eigenvalues (evGW@PBEO), eigenvalue-only self-consistent GW where the screened inter-
action is fixed at the PBEO level (evGW,@PBEO), and qsGW. MADs of all considered
methods are shown in table [d The deviations to experiment are also visualized in figure [2|

Since we take into account SO effects and since our IPs are complete basis set limit
extrapolated, vertical experimental IPs are a reliable reference. Besides errors due to the

technical parameters discussed in section [4] other potential sources of uncertainty are the
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neglect of vibronic effects in our calculations, as well as errors in experimental geometries.
Due to the lack of high-quality data from other ab initio calculations, these experimental

reference values are however the most suitable for our purpose.

Table 4: Mean signed deviations (MSD) and mean absolute deviations (MAD) to experiment
for the SOC81* set for different 1C-GW, 2C-GW and 2C-G3W 2 for different starting points
and different levels of partial self-consistency. All values are in eV.

GoWp@
PBE PBE0U BHLYP evGWy evGW  qsGW

1C-GW -0.45 -0.04 0.23 0.18 0.35 0.43

MSD  2C-GWw -0.54 -0.14 0.12 0.07 0.23 0.35
2C-GW + G3W?2 -0.46 -0.06 0.22 0.15 0.35 0.47
1C-GW 0.45 0.16 0.27 0.21 0.36 0.44

MAD 2C-GW 0.54  0.20 0.19 0.15 0.26 0.39

2C-GW + G3W2 046  0.14 0.25 0.20 0.37 0.49

Consistent with previous benchmarks on several sets of small and medium molecules, 4344404849152

GOWO0QPBE greatly underestimates the first IPs. GoW,@QPBEO and GoW,@QBHLYP per-
form much better, with GoWy@PBEO showing a tendency to underestimate and GoWy@BHLYP
to overestimate the experimental reference values. BHLYP contains 50 % of exact exchange
which is typically about the optimal fraction for the small and medium organic molecules in
the GW100 set.®# The good performance of GoW,@QPBEO indicates that a smaller fraction
of exact exchange might be beneficial for the systems in SOC81*. This might be due to
stronger screening effects in these systems containing heavy elements.

In contrast to the cited benchmark studies, evGW slightly, and qsGW more pronounced,
overestimate the reference values. Asshown in figure[2, gsGW is comparable with GoWW,@PBE
in showing a larger spread of errors than the best performing methods. The weak perfor-
mance of this method might be due to the stronger screening in the investigated systems
which is typically underestimated by qsGW. This then leads to overestimated IPs and
HOMO-LUMO gaps. This issue which is well documented for solids®HUHHA0 a0 q it has
been shown that it can be overcome by inclusion of an effective two-point kernel from time-
dependent DFT or the Bethe-Salpeter equation (BSE) with a statically screened exchange

kernel. 127100 Our results indicate that it might be worthwhile to explore such options also
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for molecular systems.

With a MAD of 150 meV, the best performing GW method is eigenvalue-only self-
consistent GW with the screened interaction kept fixed at the PBEO level (evGW,@QPBEO).
In an evGW calculation the QP gaps increase during the iterations, leading to underesti-
mated screening. This is compensates for by keeping the screening fixed at the PBEQ level
which explains the good performance of this method. It should be noted that despite the
partial self-consistency, 2C-evG'W) is a particularly economic method in our implementation.
The 2C polarizability is only to be evaluated once, while the self-energy, which is recalculated

in each iteration, is effectively of 1C form.

Effect of the perturbative G3W2 correction

The perturbative inclusion of the G3W2 term increases the first IPs. In contrast, in ref. |49
it was shown that the G3W2 term tends to decrease the IPs in the ACC24 set. As shown in
figure|3p), in case of GoW,@PBEQ the inclusion of this contribution improves agreement with
experiment, while for GoW,@QBHLYP and the partially self-consistent methods it worsens
it (figure [Bc) - f)). Typically, the contribution of the G3W2 term to the IP is only of the
order of about 0.1 eV. However, in some cases, we observe very large G3W2 shifts of up to
0.5 eV, for instance for RuO, and OsO, for all GW methods. This worsens agreement with
experiment but their larger effect underlines the importance of vertex corrections for these
systems. Out of all tested methods, with a MAD of only 140 meV, GoW,QPBEO + G3W?2

is the most accurate.

Shift of ionization potentials due to spin-orbit coupling

Generally, the SOC correction is negative, i.e. reduces the scalar relativistic IPs. This means,
in case of GoWy@QPBEO the scalar relativistic results are in better agreement with experiment
than the 2C ones. This is shown infigure ) On the other hand, for the accurate partially

self-consistent approaches but also for GOW0@BHLYP, as shown in figure [3¢) to figure [3g),
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Figure 3: Distribution of the deviations to experimental reference values of IPs. Shown
for each method are results for scalar relativistic, 2C and 2C calculations with perturbative
G3W?2 correction. All values are in eV.

it is crucial to take into account SOC. These observations are also reflected in the MSD and
MADs shown in table [4l

Finally, in figure [4 we investigate the change in first IPs due to the explicit treatment of
SOC among the different GW methods. On the x-axis, we plot the evGW IPs and on the
y-axis the GoW, ones for different starting points. A higher amount of exact exchange in the
underlying exchange-correlation functional increases the difference between the IPs at the 1C
and the 2C level. The same effect as for evGW can also be observed for qgsGW (see supporting

information). This can be explained by considering the more (less) pronounced relativistic
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Figure 4: Differences in 2C QP energies to 1C QP energies with GoW, using different starting
points (x-axis) compared to evGW. All values are in eV.

contraction of the lower (upper) components of a degenerate orbital set that is split by the
spin-orbit interaction."8!' The ionization takes place from the upper, more diffuse, orbitals
in which the exchange interaction is decreased as compared to the orbitals obtained with a
scalar relativistic method. These changes in the exchange interaction induced by relativity
are incompletely captured by an approximate exchange density functional approximation
resulting in a too small spin-orbit splitting. Employing some non-local exchange, as done in
DFT with hybrid functionals, or some form of self-consistency is required to obtain the full

magnitude of this subtle effect of relativity.

5 Conclusions

We have presented an all-electron, AO based 2C implementation of the GWA for closed-shell
molecules in the ADF™¥ and BAND"3? engines of AMS.™29 As in our 1C GW implementa-
tion,™ we leverage the space-time formulation of the GWA, AC of the self-energy, and the

PADF approximation to transform between the representations of 4-point correlation func-
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tions in the AO and the auxiliary basis to achieve formally cubic scaling with system size."?

The AO-based implementation of the 2C-GWA is particularly efficient: The evaluation of
the polarizability is only four times slower than in a 1C calculation. We furthermore only
consider the 1-component contribution to the Green’s function to evaluate the dynamical
part of the self-energy. All in all, this leads to a 2C algorithm which is only about two to
three times more expensive than its 1C counterpart.

While the effect of SOC can faithfully be estimated by combining a 2C DFT calculation
with a scalar relativistic GW calculation,™ the new implementation will be particularly
useful to calculate optical excitations within the 2C-BSEQGW method.

To verify the correctness of our implementation we have calculated the first IPs of a
subset of 67 our of the 81 molecules in the SOC81 dataset,™ which excludes the multi-
solution cases. We have then compared our results to the ones calculated by Scherpelz and
Govoni with the WEST code.”™ For scalar relativistic GoW,@QPBE and G,W,QPBEO first
IPs, we found MADs to the WEST results of below 100 meV, respectively. With MADs of
70 meV, respectively, the agreement at the 2C level is better than in the scalar relativistic
case, which can be rationalized by the different partition of scalar and spin-orbit relativistic
effects in both codes. Reaching agreement between GW codes for molecules containing
heavy elements is challenging due to relativistic effects and potentially larger errors due to
incomplete single particle basis and PPs. As for the GW100 database,*” further benchmark
results using different types of single-particle basis, for instance Gaussian type orbitals, will
be necessary to clarify the origin of the discrepancies between both codes.

Finally, we have used the new implementation to assess the accuracy of GoW;, based
on different starting points and of partially self-consistent approaches for the first IPs of
the molecules in the SOCS81 set. evGW and qsGW overestimate the experimental vertical
ionization energies. Especially the latter method performs poorly, which is in contrast to
the good performance for small and medium, predominantly organic molecules.**1%2 Both

methods are outperformed by GOWO0 based on PBEO and BHLYP starting points with
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fraction of 25 % and 50% of exact exchange. With a MAD of 150 meV, out of all GW methods
the best agreement with experiment is achieved when the screened interaction is kept fixed at
the PBEO level in an eigenvalue-only self-consistent calculation (evGIW,@QPBEQ). Including
SOC effects though explicit 2C calculations lowers the IPs while the inclusion of the statically
screened G3W 2 correction increases them. Since GOW0QPBEO alone tends to underestimate
the experimental reference values, 2C-GoW,PBEO + G3W2 profits from favorable error
cancellation and with a MAD of 140 meV is in excellent agreement with the experimental
reference values.

In our benchmarks, we restricted ourselves to 67 out of the 81 molecules in the SOC81
benchmark set. For the other cases the non-linear QP equation has multiple solutions.™
which are difficult to describe correctly with Pade models of the frequency-dependence of
the self-energy in an AC treatment. It is important to address this issue, since systems con-

taining heavy elements, including transition metal compounds where problems with AC are

ubiquitous, will be among the targets of 2C implementations. AC can be avoided by using an-

RIT50II51 2TBOITATE2 A ()

alytical integration of the self-energy or contour deformationtechniques.
of the screened interaction can also be combined with CD of the self-energy*2#1¢3 to compute
a single-matrix element of the self-energy in the MO basis with cubic scaling with system

size. This technique is therefore suitable for GoWj and also for evGW or BSEQGW calcula-

541164 TOI75I165

tions where Hedin shifts or other rigid scissor-like shifts of the KS spectrum can
be employed to avoid the explicit calculation of all diagonal elements of the self-energy. Since
in qsGW the full self-energy matrix is needed, such an algorithm would scale as O (N°) with
system size and is therefore only suitable for small molecules. Together with the already
mentioned convergence problems as well as the generally poor performance for the systems
considered herein, this is in principle a strong argument against the use of gsGW for such

systems.
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A Proof of Egs. 29 and 30

In this appendix we proof eqgs. and , which are valid under Kramers symmetry. We

employ relation eq. to first proof . In real space,

PO 1,97 1 i) = =i Y e =gl (r)g " (') gL (') 0L ()

= — i Y e DTG ()t () 0L () b ()

ia

PO | ¢ | iT) = PO(r |, ¢ |, iT)

(65)

with the last equality due to the symmetry of P, In the same way, we also show the

identity
PO 1,0 | it) = —i) e gl (m)o! (r') ok (r') ol (r)

= ()] ()0l ()64 )

=PO@ 1,0 |ir) = PO(r | o' 1,i7).
After transformation to the AO basis, these are the identities in (28]).

Equation ({27,

D) Gt (TG g (—i7) + Gl (i) G5 g (i) = 0.

uk,o0’ uk,o0’

U7UI:T7l

follows from the cancellation of terms in the sums due to the identities

I, R ) . R .
G;,M(”)G;\m(_”) = G;n,u(ZT)G;)\,H(_ZT)

R

. I . R . I .
G;,M(’LT)G:,\,M(_”) = ;n,u(”)Gfx,u(_”)

I

G2 (TG 1 (—iT) = — Goo 11 (4T) Gy (—iT)

R R

Grrr (iT)Grx 1 (—iT) = = G 1 (i) Gy 4 (—i7)

(66)

(67)

(68)
(69)
(70)

(71)

These relations follow directly from eq. , as in each of the four terms there is exactly one
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sign change upon applying Kramers’ symmetry.

B Computational timings

Table 5: Computational timings and first IP of Ir(ppy), for different basis sets at the 1C
and 2C level using GoWy@QPBEQ.

TZ3P QZ6P
1C 2C 1C 2C
Npas 1566 2895
Total  [core h] 41 82 728 1995
PO core h 14 53 409 1655
W core h 4 4 30 30
> core h 21 20 205 213
first TP [eV] 6.09 5.81 6.13 5.78

In this appendix we compare the computational timings of 1C and 2C GW calcula-
tions in our implementation. We report here timings for Tris(2-phenylpyridine)iridium
[Ir(ppy);), a molecule with 320 electrons which is widely used in organic light-emitting diodes
(OLEDs) due to its high quantum yields, enabled by thermally activated delayed fluorescence
(TADF) 1% Timing results for the full complex at the TZ3P and QZ6P level using the ADF
engine are shown in table . Systems like Ir(ppy); which contain many first- and second-row
atoms are suitable for AO-based implementations since they can exploit sparsity in the AO
basis. For clusters of heavy elements, for instance the Pb,,Se,5 cluster considered in ref. [74,
MO-based implementations are more suitable, even though their asymptotic scaling with
system size is less favorable.

As one would expect from the equations in section [2, independently of the basis set the
calculation of the polarizability is four times slower in the 2C case, while the timings for
the other most time-consuming parts of a GyW, calculation remain the same. In the QZ
calculations, the timings are dominated by the calculation of the polarizability and therefore
the 2C calculation is slower compared to the 1C calculation than for the TZ calculations.

A single iteration of a partially self-consistent calculation (both evGW and qsGW) is as
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time-consuming as a GoWj calculation. An evGW) calculation is more economic as a evGW
calculation, since the polarizability needs to be evaluated only once, saving about a factor

of 2 in each iteration.
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