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Point defects in hexagonal boron nitride (hBN) are promising candidates as single-photon emit-
ters (SPEs) in nanophotonics and quantum information applications. The precise control of SPEs
requires in-depth understanding of their optoelectronic properties. However, how the surrounding
environment of host materials, including number of layers, substrates, and strain, influences SPEs
has not been fully understood. In this work, we study the dielectric screening effect due to the
number of layers and substrates, and the strain effect on the optical properties of carbon dimer and
nitrogen vacancy defects in hBN from first-principles many-body perturbation theory. We report
that the environmental screening causes lowering of the GW gap and exciton binding energy, leading
to nearly constant optical excitation energy and exciton radiative lifetime. We explain the results
with an analytical model starting from the BSE Hamiltonian with Wannier basis. We also show that
optical properties of quantum defects are largely tunable by strain with highly anisotropic response,
in good agreement with experimental measurements. Our work clarifies the effect of environmental
screening and strain on optoelectronic properties of quantum defects in two-dimensional insulators,
facilitating future applications of SPEs and spin qubits in low-dimensional systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Point defects in two-dimensional (2D) materials
emerge to possess outstanding quantum properties such
as stable single-photon emission, and have been exploited
as spin quantum bits (qubits) for quantum information
technologies [1, 2]. The single photon emitters (SPEs) in
2D materials are highly stable and tunable [2–4], and in
particular, their optical activation can be spatially con-
trolled and tuned by strain [5, 6], emphasizing the great
potential of SPEs in 2D materials.

The defect candidates with promising quantum prop-
erties exhibit deep-level states or form defect-bound ex-
citon. A large number of defects in hBN have been pro-
posed since the report by Tran et al. [7]. So far, spin
defect V−B has been unambiguously identified from ex-
periment [8–11] and theory [12, 13]. Many of the other
defects, whose atomic origins are yet to be determined,
were found to be ∼2 eV and ∼4 eV SPEs [14–17]. From
theoretical predictions, NBVN [7, 14], boron dangling
bonds [18], CBVN [19, 20], and carbon trimers [21–24]
were proposed to be defect candidates for the ∼2 eV
SPEs, while CBCN [25], CNON [26], Stone-Wales de-
fect [27], and carbon ring [28] were for the ∼4 eV SPEs.

Among the proposed defect candidates, only partial ex-
perimental observations can be explained. Most impor-
tantly, large variations of key physical properties includ-
ing Zero-Phonon Line (ZPL), photoluminescence (PL)
lifetime, and Huang-Rhys (HR) factor [22, 29] were ob-
served. The physical origin of such variation is undeter-
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mined, with only some plausible explanations. For ex-
ample, it is speculated that different substrates or sam-
ple thickness used in experiments may lead to varia-
tion [7, 15, 30]. Strain can be another source for the
variation, as indicated by the past experimental studies
[14, 31, 32]. Natural strain can be introduced when plac-
ing materials on top of substrates.

Theoretically, first-principles computation has been a
powerful tool for identifying and proposing new defects as
SPEs and spin qubits in 2D materials [33]. However, dif-
ferent structural models including monolayer, multilayer
or bulk hBN [13, 21–25] were used in different studies,
which lead to difficulties of comparing with experiments
and comparison among different theoretical studies. Fur-
thermore, the effect of substrates has been mostly exam-
ined at the mean-field level by DFT with semilocal func-
tionals, where excitonic effects are not considered [34–
36]. At last, the effect of strain on optical properties
such as absorption spectra, exciton binding energies, and
radiative lifetime has not been investigated to our best
knowledge.

In this work, from first-principles calculations, we in-
vestigate the environmental screening effect due to the
layer thickness and substrates, as well as the strain ef-
fect on the optoelectronic properties of point defects in
hBN. In order to pick representative defects for general
conclusions, we choose CBCN as an example of extrinsic
substitutional defects and NBVN as an example of native
vacancy defects, both of which were commonly found in
hBN and previously proposed to be possible ∼4 eV and
∼2 eV SPEs respectively. Our results provide an esti-
mation on how sensitive the excitation energy, exciton
binding energy, and ZPL are to strain, and we explain
their qualitative trends through molecular orbital the-
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ory. We also provide intuitive and comprehensive un-
derstanding of environmental screening effect on defect
properties through both first-principles many-body per-
turbation theory calculations and analytical models.

II. COMPUTATIONAL METHOD

The ground state calculations are carried out by den-
sity functional theory implemented in QuantumEspresso
package[37], with the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE) ex-
change correlation functional [38]. We use the SG15
Optimized Norm-Conserving Vanderbilt (ONCV) pseu-
dopotentials [39, 40] and 80 Ry wave function kinetic
energy cutoff (320 Ry charge density cutoff) for plane
wave basis set. The defect calculations are performed
with 6×6 supercell and 3×3×1 k-point sampling, based
on our convergence tests in previous studies [22, 31, 41].

We perform the many-body perturbation theory calcu-
lations with G0W0 starting from PBE electronic states
for the quasi-particle energies, and solve the Bethe-
Salpeter equation (BSE) for the optical properties [42]
with excitonic effects by the Yambo-code [43]. The GW
calculation is carried out with 8 Ry response block size
and 1800 energy bands for the dielectric matrix and self-
energy, while we use 5 Ry and 80 bands for the BSE
kernel and optical spectra calculations. With the 2D
Coulomb truncation technique [44], the quasi-particle en-
ergies are converged within 10 meV at 33.5 a.u. vacuum
size. More details on convergence tests can be found in
SI Fig.S1 and Fig.S2.

We then calculate the ZPL by subtracting the Frank-
Condon shift EFC from the BSE excitation energy, where
the EFC is obtained by the constrained DFT (cDFT)
technique [41]. By taking the excitation energy and
exciton dipole moment from the solution of BSE, we
then evaluate radiative lifetime for defects in 2D sys-
tems derived from the Fermi’s golden rule, with τR =
3πε0h

4c3/nDe
2E3µ2 [41, 45]. Here E is the exciton en-

ergy, c is the speed of light, µ2 is the modulus square of
exciton dipole moment, and nD is reflective index, which
is one for monolayer hBN.

For the study of layer thickness and substrate effects,
we apply our recently-developed sum-up effective polar-
izability (χeff-sum) with the reciprocal-space linear inter-
polation technique, in order to account for the impact of
substrates and multilayers[46, 47]. This method allows
us to separate the total interface into two subsystems
as substrate pristine layers and defective monolayer, al-
lowing a large saving of computational cost and avoiding
artificial strain from enforcing lattice matching at inter-
faces.
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FIG. 1: Structural and electronic properties of car-
bon dimer (CBCN) in hBN. (a) Atomic structure, (b)
defect-related wave functions, and the single-particle di-
agram of ground state at the level of (c) PBE and (d)
G0W0@PBE. The zero energy is aligned to the vacuum
level, and the defect states are labeled by their wave
function symmetry based on the irreducible representa-
tion of C2v symmetry group.
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FIG. 2: Structural and electronic properties of nitro-
gen vacancy (NBVN) in hBN with C2v symmetry. (a)
Atomic structure, (b) defect-related wave functions,
and (c) single-particle diagram of ground state at
G0W0@PBE level. The vacuum level and defect state
notations are set up in the same way as CBCN.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

A. Electronic and Optical Properties of Defects in
hBN

We start from the discussion of electronic structure
and optical properties of defects in monolayer hBN at
natural lattice constant, then followed by the discussion
of strain and layer thickness/substrate effects. We
choose carbon dimer (CBCN) and nitrogen vacancy
(NBVN) defects in hBN as our prototypical systems,
both of which are common defects in hBN. In particular
CBCN was identified as a defect candidate for 4 eV
SPE in hBN [48]. The atomic structures and electronic
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structures of CBCN and NBVN are shown in Fig. 1
and Fig. 2, respectively. The atomic structure shows
that both CBCN and NBVN belong to the C2v point
symmetry group. We label the defect wave functions
according to the irreducible representations to which
they transform. In particular, the 1b1 and 2b1 states
of CBCN, and 1b1↑ and 2b1↑ states of NBVN are of
interest, as they correspond to the optically allowed
intra-defect transitions [48, 49]. The comparison be-
tween the electronic structures at PBE and G0W0@PBE
levels in Fig. 1c and d indicates that the quasiparticle
correction shifts the occupied defect states downward
and unoccupied states upward, opening up the defect
gap of CBCN to 6.33 eV from 3.55 eV, and the defect
gap of NBVN to 4.30 eV from 2.06 eV at PBE.

We then carried out BSE calculations for the related
vertical excitation energy. The complete BSE spectra
and the exciton wave function are presented in the SI
Figs. S3 and S4. The results of CBCN indicate the pres-
ence of a single isolated peak related to the 1b1 → 2b1
transition at the BSE excitation energy (EBSE) of 4.44
eV, with a corresponding exciton binding energy of 1.89
eV and a radiative lifetime of 1.1 ns. The zero-phonon
line energy (EZPL) was calculated to be 4.32 eV by sub-
tracting the Frack-Condon shift (EFC) of 0.12 eV from
the BSE excitation energy. This result is in agreement
with previous studies, where a ZPL around 4.3 eV has
been obtained using cDFT with hybrid functional [48] or
GW&BSE with a finite-size cluster approach [50]

We acknowledge the intricate nature of local structural
distortion and optical transition of the NBVN defect, and
the related detailed discussion is presented in the SI sec-
tion III. However, to keep the main text concise, we fo-
cus on the 1b1↑ → 2b1↑ transition at C2v defect symme-
try. The vertical transition energy for 1b1↑ → 2b1↑ is
2.12 eV with a 57 ns radiative lifetime. The ZPL is 1.60
eV after subtracting the EFC 0.52 eV from the verti-
cal transition at BSE. Upon considering the transition to
the lower symmetry ground state at Cs symmetry due to
out-of-plane distortion, the ZPL energy increases to 1.70
eV. Our result for 1b1↑ → 2b1↑ transition related ZPL
is lower than the previous calculation [5, 51] at hybrid
functional, but consistent with previous BSE results at
the same structure [52]. This highlights the important
difference when excitonic effect is taken into account.

B. Effect of Strain

We investigate the effect of strain by applying it along
two in-plane uniaxial directions, where the parallel (‖)
strain denotes the strain along the C2 axis, and the per-
pendicular (⊥) strain denotes the direction perpendicu-
lar to the C2 axis. The uniaxial strain here is defined
as the stretching ratio of the lattice along a certain di-
rection, with its magnitude as ε = (l − l0)/l0, where l0
and l are the lattice lengths before and after the strain

is applied. ε denotes the macroscopic strain on the en-
tire system. The strain tensor can thus be written as
εi,j = εcosθicosθj [6] where θi(θj) is the angle between
strain axis and ith(jth) coordinate direction (as defined
in Fig. 1(a) and Fig. 2(a)).

Due to the C2v symmetry, the response of ZPL to the
applied strain at the first order depends only on two in-
plane diagonal components of the strain tensor, and thus
can be written as:

∆EZPL = ε(κ‖cos
2θ + κ⊥sin

2θ), (1)

where θ is the angle between the strain axis and C2

axis. The energy response to strain is quantified by two
linear strain susceptibilities κ‖(⊥). In order to understand
the determining factors on ZPL energy change (∆EZPL)
when applying strain, ∆EZPL can be decomposed into
different contributions as follows.

∆EZPL = ∆EPBE + ∆EQP −∆Eb −∆EFC, (2)

where ∆EPBE is the change of DFT single particle en-
ergy at the PBE level due to strain; ∆EQP is the change
of quasipartical energy correction; ∆Eb is the change of
exciton binding energy by solving BSE, and ∆EFC is the
change of excited state relaxation energy (Frack-Condon
shift) under strain.

We thus can separate ZPL’s strain susceptibility
(κZPL) into terms corresponding to different levels of con-
tribution from Eq. 2,

κ
‖(⊥)
ZPL = κ

‖(⊥)
PBE + κ

‖(⊥)
QP − κ‖(⊥)

b − κ‖(⊥)
FC . (3)

By providing all the strain susceptibility components in
Eq. 3, we can reveal the origin of ZPL response to strain.

The effect of strain on the structural, electronic, and
optical properties of CBCN in monolayer hBN is de-
scribed in Fig. 3. Fig. 3(a) displays the change in three
bond lengths, including the defect-defect bond length
(C-C) and the defect-nearest-neighbor bond lengths (C-
N and C-B). All three bond lengths increase linearly
with strain (where a positive sign denotes stretching
strain and a negative sign denotes compressing strain).
Fig. 3(b) illustrates the change in defect electronic energy
gap at PBE level (EPBE) and G0W0@PBE level (EGW).
Fig. 3(c) and (d) present the optical properties of the
defect emitter, including the absorption peak related to
1b1 → 2b1 transition at RPA and BSE levels (c), and
the corresponding BSE excitation energy (EBSE), ZPL
(EZPL), and exciton binding energy (Eb) as a function
of strain (d). Both the optical and electronic energy gaps
of the defect-related transition exhibit a linear red shift
with increasing strain, with the parallel strain resulting in
a larger response compared to the perpendicular strain.
However, the radiative lifetime (τR) and exciton binding
energy (Eb) show negligible response to the strain.

The linearity of response to strain in Fig. 3 suggests
that the linear response model represented by Eq. 1 and
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FIG. 3: Strain effect on electronic and optical properties of 1b1 → 2b1 transition at CBCN in hBN. (a) Bond
length change of the CBCN defect as parallel (to C2 symmetry axis, ‖) and perpendicular (⊥) strain is applied. (b)
Electronic energy gap change between defect states, including PBE and GW@PBE results along two directions of
strain. (c) Optical spectra (only energy range below the bulk-state transition shown) are red shifted as the strain
increases at both RPA level (blue) and BSE level (orange). The radiative lifetime is denoted as τR. (d) BSE excita-
tion energy and ZPL energy (up), exciton binding energy (Eb, down).

TABLE I: The bond length change rate (R) and strain susceptibilities (κ, with unit of meV/%) of CBCN

and NBVN under the parallel (‖) and perpendicular (⊥) strain. The subscript of R denotes the atomic dis-
tance/chemical bond of interest, surrounding the defect center. The subscript of κ represents various contributions,
i.e. “QP” denotes quasiparticle correction; “b” denotes exciton binding energy; “FC” denotes Frank condon shift;
“ZPL” denotes zero-phonon lines.

CBCN

RC-C RC-B RC-N κPBE κQP κb κFC κZPL

‖ 0.613 0.301 0.411 -41.58 -15.70 -8.90 1.30 -49.63
⊥ 0.144 0.629 0.688 -17.75 -11.40 2.82 4.64 -36.49

NBVN

RB-B RB-N - κPBE κQP κb κFC κZPL

‖ 0.463 1.664 - -59.70 -19.32 -14.27 40.35 -105.20
⊥ 2.072 0.490 - 44.96 1.00 2.05 6.31 38.02

Eq. 3 is adequate. As a result, the strain susceptibility
and bond length change rate (Rν ; related to the local
bond length change speed under strain, will be defined
later) are summarized in TABLE I. Similar calculations
were performed for the NBVN defect system, summarized
in the same table as well.

The results of ZPL strain susceptibility (κZPL) reveal
that the CBCN defect exhibits a similar negative strain
susceptibility (red shift of ZPL) in both ‖ and ⊥ compo-

nents, i.e. κ
‖
ZPL = −49.63 meV/% and κ⊥ZPL = −36.49

meV/%. On the other hand, the NBVN defect exhibits
a disparate strain response behavior in two directions,
where the ‖ component of strain susceptibility is nega-

tive (κ
‖
ZPL = −105.20 meV/%) and the ⊥ component

is positive (κ⊥ZPL = 38.02 meV/%). The sign difference
on strain susceptibility reflects the different bonding na-
ture of defects as discussed later. By substituting the
two components of strain susceptibilities into Eq. 1, one

can determine the ZPL energy shift under any uniax-
ial strain in the linear response regime. Previous ex-
perimental work has shown that the uniaxial strain sus-
ceptibility of 2 eV SPE ranges from -120 meV/% to 60
meV/% without specifying the strain direction [6, 53, 54].
Therefore, our calculated strain response for the NBVN

defect falls within the experimental strain susceptibility
range [55](more related discussion detailed in SI).

Our analysis of κZPL composition in Table I indicates
that the determining factors of strain response is differ-
ent between two defect systems. For CBCN defect, the
change from single-particle level at PBE and GW (κPBE

and κQP) has the dominant contribution, while exciton
binding energy κb and the Frank-Condon shift κFC have
a negligible impact. On the other hand, for the NBVN

defect, although κPBE and κQP still dominate, the other
contributions from κb and κFC have a sizable impact for

κ
‖
ZPL (not for κ⊥ZPL). Our analysis of the strain suscepti-

bility highlights the importance of many-body effects and



5

excited-state relaxation in determining the optical strain
response. These factors impact both the magnitude and
anisotropicity of the response. In light of these findings,
it is crucial to consider these effects in the study of strain
engineering for optical spectroscopy.

We then discuss the bond length change rate (Rν) of lo-
cal atomic distance ν (TABLE I) to identify the most rel-
evant molecule orbitals responding to strain. The bond
length change rate is defined as (dν − d0ν)/(d0ν), with
d0ν and dν as the local atomic distances before and after
applying the strain. This quantity indicates to what ex-
tent the macroscopic tensile/compression strain can be
transferred into the microscopic local structural change.
This helps us develop insights on optoelectronic proper-
ties based on molecular orbital theory, given the localized
nature of defect-related wave functions.

For example, in the CBCN defect system, C-C bond has
the largest change under the parallel (‖) strain to C2 axis
(therefore the largest RC−C), which induces change to
the corresponding molecular orbitals (MO) between two
carbon atoms. From the defect wavefunctions in Fig. 1b,
we can find the lower defect level 1b1 has a π bonding
character between two C atoms; instead, the higher de-
fect level 2b1 has a π∗ antibonding character. As a result,
the stretching of the C-C bond weakens charge density
overlap between two C atoms, leading to a decrease of
energy gap between π (1b1) and π∗ (2b1), shown as a
red shift in Fig.3(b) and (c). This change also results
in a negative strain susceptibility in Table I. Similar dis-
cussions can be applied to the NBVN defect system as
well; one exception is that the strain susceptibility is
positive when applying strain perpendicular to the C2

axis of NBVN defect, where we found the B-B distance
has the largest change (RB−B close to 1). Interestingly,
the highest occupied defect level 1b1 has a nearly non-
bonding character between two B atoms, but the lowest
unoccupied defect level 2b1 in the same spin channel has
a bonding character between two B atoms. Stretching B-
B bond will decrease the charge density overlap between
two B, which increases the energy of 2b1 but weakly af-
fects 1b1. As a result, the energy gap between two defect
levels is increased, which explains its positive κ along ⊥
direction, opposite to the others in Table I.

In summary, our study analyzed the effects of strain
on the electron and optical properties of hBN defects
through the use of two representative systems: the
carbon-dimer defect CBCN and the nitrogen vacancy
complex NBVN. Our calculations included both
many-body effects and relaxation of excited states in de-
termining the strain susceptibility of ZPL. Our findings
emphasized the importance of incorporating many-body
contributions in studies of optical spectroscopy under
strain. Additionally, we analyzed the different signs of
strain response susceptibility through molecular orbital
theory, after identifying the primary molecular orbitals
responding to strain.

Sn/Mo S

(a) (b)

(d)(c)

FIG. 4: Lattice structures of (a) defect in double-layer
hBN, (b) defect in three-layer hBN, (c) defect in bulk
hBN, (d) defect in monolayer hBN on MoS2 and SnS2

substrates.

C. Layer Thickness Dependence and Substrate
Effect

We next look at the layer thickness dependence and
substrate effects on defect emitter properties. We use
our implicit χeff-sum method [46, 47] to calculate prop-
erties of one isolated defect within 1-3 layers (Fig.4(a-
b)) and bulk hBN (Fig.4(c)). We choose the AA’ stack-
ing structure and set the inter-layer distance to the bulk
value of of 3.33 Å [56]. For the substrate effect study,
we choose two different transition metal dichalcogenides
(TMD) materials as substrates (Fig.4(d)) with layer dis-
tance to defective hBN 3.31 Å for SnS2 and 3.33 Å for
MoS2 substrates [46].

To validate the result from our implicit χeff-sum
method [46, 47], we compare its results with explicit bi-
layer calculations by using CBCN in hBN as an example.
In Fig.5, the panel above is the BSE absorption spec-
trum of defect-related peaks, where we show the explicit
(orange) and implicit (green) two-layer calculations give
similar results for carbon-dimer defect, which are both
red-shifted by 0.03 eV compared to the monolayer one
(blue). The table below summarizes the excitation en-
ergy (EBSE), electronic gap (EGW), and radiative life-
time (τR) of the defect emitter, calculated from explicit
and implicit interface methods.

We then show the results of layer thickness and sub-
strate effects on optical spectra by using implicit χeff-sum
method in Fig.6 (a) and (c). With increasing the num-
ber of layers or adding substrates, the position of defect
peaks remains nearly constant, with tiny shift (within
80 meV). The radiative lifetime (τR) also has negligi-
ble change. This result is consistent with experimental
observations, where defect emitters did not change its
ZPL energy either from 1L to 5L or with various sub-
strates [57].

In Fig.6(b) and (d) we show the layer thickness and
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EBSE(eV) τR (ns) EGW(eV) Eb(eV)
ML 4.469 1.1 6.336 1.867

Implicit 4.438 1.3 6.045 1.607
Explicit 4.431 1.3 5.958 1.527

Error(Im.-Ex.) 0.007 < 0.01 0.087 0.080

FIG. 5: Benchmark calculations of CBCN in two-layer
hBN for χeff -sum implicit method. The figure above
shows the absorption spectra at BSE. The table below
listed the BSE defect peak transition energy (EBSE),
radiative lifetime (τR), electronic energy gap between
defect states at GW@PBE level (EGW), and exciton
binding energy of the defect peak (Eb). The errors (Er-
ror) are the difference of results obtained by implicit
and explicit methods. We noticed there is an error can-
cellation between EGW and Eb.

substrate effect on GW energy gap (EGW) and exciton
binding energy(Eb) of intra-defect transitions. A mono-
tonic decrease of both EGW and Eb has been observed
as increasing layer thickness, where the change nearly
cancels each other, leaving the optical excitation energy
unchanged (Eopt = EGW − Eb). Interestingly, the sub-
strate/layer effects on two defect emitters are similar; e.g.
for CBCN, EGW decreases by 1.348 eV from monolayer
to bulk, and for NBVN it decreases by 1.370 eV. This
finding indicates that the defect state energy renormal-
ization by layer thickness and substrates weakly depends
on the specific defects, but is mostly determined by the
host environment.

We then qualitatively show that the energy renormal-
ization of EGW and Eb of defects is directly related to
the environmental dielectric screening surrounding the
defects, represented by total 2D effective polarizability
(α2D,tot) [58, 59]. α2D,tot can be calculated by summing
up the 2D effective polarizability from each subsystem
(α2D,tot = α2D,def + α2D,sub; “sub” denotes substrate
and “def” denotes defected hBN monolayer), where the
2D effective polarizability of the subsystem is obtained
by α2D = (ε − 1) · L/(4π). Here L is the supercell lat-
tice constant along the out-of-plane direction, and εsub is
the in-plane component of macroscopic dielectric tensor
of the substrate calculated by Density Functional Pertur-
bation Theory (DFPT) [60] (The dielectric constants are
listed in SI). We then use equation E = A/α2D,tot + C
to fit the relation between α2D,tot and EGW/Eb, with A
and C the fitting parameters. The results are plotted in

Fig.6(e), which shows the inversely proportional relation
can well describe the EGW and Eb dependence on envi-
ronmental screening surrounding the defects (from both
host hBN and substrates).

To better understand the insensitivity of defect optical
transition towards environmental screening, we present
an analytic model for analyzing the renormalization of
the defects’ exciton binding energy (Eb). Our analy-
sis suggests that the stability of the defect spectroscopic
peak position against the layer thickness and substrate
is a result of two factors: (i) the high localization of the
defect wave function and (ii) the defect-related optical
transition with no mixing with other transition involving
delocalized wave function from the host, as discussed in
detail below.

We start with the Hamiltonian for Bethe-Salpeter
equation in Wannier basis [61]:

HS(cv, c′v′, ~R) = EGWδcc′δvv′ −W cc′
vv′(~R)

+2δS0

∑

~R′

V̄ cvv′c′(
~R′)δ~R0 (4)

where v/c are the pairs of occupied and unoccupied

states, ~R is the real-space lattice site, S is the spin, W is
the screened exchange interaction between electron and
hole (the direct term), V̄ is the exchange term from the
Hartree potential, and EGW is the GW electronic energy
gap between c and v states. The Wannier function basis
is obtained from the Fourier Transform of the reciprocal-
space Kohn Sham wave function to the real-space lattice
:

av/c(~x− ~R) =
1

G3/2

∑

k

e−i
~k·~Rφv/c,k(~x) (5)

The exciton energy and wavefunctions are obtained by
diagonalizing the Hamiltonian:

∑

c′v′

Hs(cv, c′v′)φλ(c′v′) = Eλφλ(cv) (6)

where φλ is the of exciton wavefunction and Eλ is the
exciton energy.

We consider the perturbation from the dielectric
screening of pristine substrates or other pristine host ma-
terial layers. (Notice that the in-homogeneous local di-
electric environment from the host material around the
defect is part of the unperturbed Hamiltonian.) The first
order perturbed change to the exciton energy Eλ is then:

∆Eλ= 〈φλ| δĤs |φλ〉
=

∑

cv

∑

c′v′

〈φλ|cv〉 〈cv| δĤs |c′v′〉 〈c′v′|φλ〉 (7)

where the matrix element of perturbed Hamiltonian is:

〈cv| δĤs |c′v′〉 = δHS(c, v, c′, v′)

= δEc,vGWδc,c′δv,v′ − δW cc′
vv′ (8)
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 (e
V)
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(c) (d)(b)(a)

(e)

A=1.4 C=5.63

A=1.29 C=1.23

FIG. 6: Layer thickness and substrate effect on electronic and optical properties. (a)The BSE peak of CBCN and
NBVN defects with different layer number from 1L to bulk. (b) The exciton binding energy and GW energy of
CBCN and NBVN defects as a function of layer thickness. (c) The BSE optical spectra of CBCN defect in monolayer
hBN on various substrate. (d) The exciton binding energy and GW energy gap of CBCN defect in monolayer hBN
on different substrates. (e) The GW energy and exciton binding energy as the function of total 2D polarizability
(α2D,tot). The grey dashed line is the fitting result.

in which the first term is the renormalization of electronic
gap between the pair of c/v states. The second term is
the change of screened exchange interaction, which con-
tributes to the exciton binding energy change δEb, de-
fined as follows:

δEb= 〈φλ| δW |φλ〉
=

∑

cv

∑

c′v′

〈φλ|cv〉 〈cv| δW |c′v′〉 〈c′v′|φλ〉 . (9)

Since the exchange term from the Hartree potential
V̄ does not depend on dielectric screening, it does not
appear in the perturbative Hamiltonian.

Here we consider defect related Frenkel-like excitons,
whose wavefunctions usully have components only from
defect states, i.e the 〈φλ|cv〉 is nonzero only when c and
v are defect states. The previous study on the GW
band gap renormalization effect of dielectric screening on
benzene systems [62](with COHSEX model) has suggest
that, when δW (~x, ~x′) is smooth and slowly varying over
the spacial extension of the orbital, the GW energy gap
renormalization can be approximated by δEc,vGW = Pv+Pc
, where Pc/v is the static polarization integral for c/v
state,

Pc/v =
1

2

∫
d~x

∫
d~x′ac/v(~x)a∗c/v(~x

′)

δW (~x, ~x′)ac/v(~x
′)a∗c/v(~x). (10)

When defect orbitals are highly localized in real space,
the integration can be reduce to the classical limit, where
Pc/v = limρ→0δW (ρ) [62, 63].

The same argument can be applied to the second
term in Eq. 7, where the matrix element of two parti-
cle screened Coulomb interaction change can be written
as

δW cc′
vv′(

~R) =

∫

U.C.

d~x

∫

U.C.

d~x′a∗c(~x)ac′(~x)

δW (~x+ ~R, ~x′)av(~x′)a
∗
v′(~x

′). (11)

Since a single defect is not subject to a spacial periodic-

ity, we can ignore the inter-site interaction and set ~R=0.
Then we rewrite the equation with two-electrons’ dis-
tance ρ = |x−x′|, assuming the substrate screening being
homogeneous in-plane (which is a reasonable approxima-
tion according to our past work [46]),

δW cc′
vv′ =

∫

U.C.

d~x

∫

U.C.

d~x′a∗c(~x)ac′(~x)

δW (ρ)av(~x
′)a∗v′(~x

′). (12)

Given localized (Frenkel) exciton, ρ is rather small
or exciton wavefunction is spatially confined. With or-
thonormal condition of single-particle wavefunctions, we
have

δW cc′
vv′ ≈ limρ→0δW (ρ)

∫

U.C.

d~x

∫

U.C.

d~x′

a∗c(~x)ac′(~x)av(~x
′)a∗v′(~x

′)

= limρ→0δW (ρ)δc,c′δv,v′ (13)

Combining the discussions above on both terms in Eq.8,
we have the 〈cv| δĤs |c′v′〉 = 0 when c and v are both
defect single-particle states. Thus, the Frenkel-like exci-
ton, composed by localized defect-defect transitions, will
experience no change at presence of substrate screening.
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At last, we apply a static model for δW (~x, ~x′) de-
rived from image charges [63] and compare with ab-initio
GW/BSE results. The environmental screening potential
can be modeled as the potential energy of two charges in
the defect layer (with dielectric constant εdef ) on top of
substrate (with dielectric constant εsub) [63]. We assume
the region above the defect layer to be a vacuum.

W (~x, ~x′) = W (ρ) =
1

εdefρ
+ 2

∞∑

n=1

Ln12

ε{ρ2 + (2nd)2)}1/2

+L12

∞∑

n=0

Ln12

ε(ρ2 + {[(2n+ 1)d]2)}1/2 (14)

where d is the thickness of the defect layer, and L12 =
(εdef − εsub)/(εdef + εsub). We use the monolayer defect
system without any substrate (εsub = 1) as the reference,
then δW is defined as the change of W with and without
substrates:

δW (ρ, εsub) = W (ρ, εsub)−W (ρ, εsub = 1). (15)

(a)

(b)

FIG. 7: (a) The change of screened Coulomb potential
as a function of electron-hole separation (ρ) at differ-
ent substrate dielectric constants εsub. The calcula-
tion is performed using Eq. 14 and Eq. 15. The dash
line shows the localization range of defect wave func-
tion where 99% of density lies within 5 Å. (b) The δEb
comparison of model prediction by using Eq. 9, Eq. 14,
and Eq. 15 with results from full ab-initio BSE. Good
agreement between BSE results (blue dots) and model
prediction (orange line) is obtained in the relatively low
substrate dielectric constant range. In this range, δW
varies slower, better satisfying the approximation in
Eq. 12.

We plotted the change of screened Coulomb potential,

δW (ρ, εsub) in Fig. 7 (a), where the defect layer thick-
ness d = 6.66Å is extracted from inter-layers distance,
and defect layer dielectric constant εdef is obtained in SI

section V. The dashed line at 5 Å represents the max-
imum spanning range of the localized defect states 1b1
and 2b1.

Fig. 7(b) shows that the δEb calculated by Eq. 9,
Eq. 14, and Eq. 15 compares reasonably well with ab-
initio BSE calculations (blue dots), especially in low sub-
strate screening regime. The underestimation of δEb at
the high dielectric constant of substrates εsub range may
be due to an over-simplification of model W in Eq. 14.
Nevertheless, the full ab-initio GW/BSE calculation sug-
gests that the cancellation effect for defect state tran-
sitions between exciton binding energy (δEb) and GW
quasiparticle energy renormalization (δEGW ) still holds
even at high substrate dielectric screening.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have explored the impact of strain,
layer thickness, and substrate effects on the electronic
and optical properties of point defects in 2D insulator -
hexagonal boron nitride (hBN). Our investigation takes
into account the effects of many-body interaction and
excited-state relaxation. We first analyzed various con-
tributions to strain susceptibility of ZPL, and found the
dominant contributions often stem from the changes at
the single-particle level. We explained the ZPL shift di-
rection under strain through molecular orbital theory,
which is defect dependent, relying on the chemical bond-
ing nature at the defect center.

Next our ab-initio calculations demonstrate the ro-
bustness of optical peak position of defect single photon
emitters (SPEs) when varying number of layers and sub-
strates. We reveal the perfect cancellation between the
renormalization of quasiparticle energy gap and exciton
binding energy due to environmental screening. To fur-
ther understand this result, we derived analytical mod-
els based on solving BSE with Wannier basis for Frenkel
excitons, to reveal the underlying mechanism and the re-
quired condition, i.e. the localization nature of defect
bound exciton. We then use simple image-charge model
for screened Coulomb potential to further validate such
cancellation effect.

Our findings provide in-depth insights of mechanism
and conditions that control the environmental impact on
the properties of quantum defects, and shine light on the
emerging research on strain and substrate engineering of
quantum defects in 2D materials.
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T. F. Heinz, and J. A. Dionne, Nat. Mater. 19, 534
(2020).

[54] G. Grosso, H. Moon, B. Lienhard, S. Ali, D. K. Efe-

tov, M. M. Furchi, P. Jarillo-Herrero, M. J. Ford,
I. Aharonovich, and D. Englund, Nat Commun 8, 705
(2017).

[55] Y. Xue, H. Wang, Q. Tan, J. Zhang, T. Yu, K. Ding,
D. Jiang, X. Dou, J.-j. Shi, and B.-q. Sun, ACS Nano
12, 7127 (2018).

[56] O. Hod, J. Chem. Theory Comput. 8, 1360 (2012).
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I. NUMERICAL CONVERGENCE OF GW/BSE CALCULATIONS

Fig.S1 summarizes GW convergence tests using CBCN in hBN as an example. In Fig.S1(a) we show the band
number BndsRnXp = 1800 and dielectric function block size of 8 Ry converge quasiparticle energies up to 50 meV.
Fig. S1(b) shows that a vacuum size of 33.5 Bohr is sufficient, where the Coulomb truncation is utilized to accelerate
the convergence [? ]. Lastly, the wave function cutoff energy of 30 Ry is chosen for GW self-energy as shown in Fig.
S1(c).

(a) (b)

(c)

FIG. S1: GW convergence tests of HOMO-LUMO gap Egap of CBCN defect in hBN, with respect to (a) the number
of bands (BndsRnXp) and response block size (NGsBlkXp) for the dielectric matrix, (b) vacuum size, and (c) energy
cutoff of dielectric matrix and GW self-energy.

Fig. S2 (a) shows the BSE spectrum is converged at bands chosen for the BSE kernel from 100 to 180 (43 unoccupied
and 37 occupied bands) and the BSE Kernel size of 5 Ry. Fig.S2 (b) shows the BSE spectrum with respect to the
total number of bands chosen for dielectric matrices in the screened Coulomb potential.

II. BSE SPECTRUM OF CBCN AND NBVN DEFECTS IN HBN

CBCN defect in hBN - Fig. S3(a) shows the BSE spectrum of CBCN in monolayer hBN, which has a sharp peak
at 4.44 eV for defect state transition. The related exciton wave function is highly localized around the carbon defect
center, as shown in Fig. S3(b).

NBVN defect in hBN - Fig.S4 shows the BSE spectrum and exciton wave functions of three defect-transition
related peaks for NBVN. The BSE spectrum in Fig. S4(a) labeled the three peaks as A,B,C, which are related

∗Electronic address: yuanping@ucsc.edu
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FIG. S2: The CBCN BSE spectrum convergence test of CBCN, with respect to (a) bands used to construct the
electron-hole pair wave function in BSE (BSEBands) and screened interaction block size (BSENGBlk), and (b)
number of bands in GW level calculation for dielectric function (nbnd).

4.44 eV
1𝑏! → 2𝑏!

1𝑏! → 2𝑏!

𝜏"= 1.1 ns 
(a) (b)

FIG. S3: (a) The BSE spectrum of CBCN in hBN. (b) The exciton wave function related to the defect transition
1b1 → 2b1 in CBCN, with an isosurface level of 0.005 Å−3.

to the 1b1↑ → 2b1↑ transition. The main defect peak A, at 2.12 eV, is of primary consideration in the main text,
and its exciton wave function solely includes 1b1↑ → 2b1↑ transition. Peaks B and C are related to the mixing of
defect-defect state transition and defect-bulk state transition. The exciton wave functions are plotted with the hole
fixed at the substitutional Boron atom. Since the exciton wave function of peak B and C include delocalized bulk
state component besides the defect states, they are less localized than peak A, and thus more sensitive to the change
of environmental dielectric screening as we pointed out in the main text.

III. THE LOW-SYMMETRY STRUCTURE AND ITS OPTICAL TRANSITIONS OF NBVN

We investigated both in-plane (C2v symmetry) and out-of-plane distorted geometry (Cs symmetry) while considering
both possible excited states A1 and B′1, which could account for the observed SPE. We took into account both the
Frank-Condon shift and many-body effect, and summarized the energy diagram of two excited states and ground
state under different symmetries in Fig.S5.

Here we use multi-particle wave function label to denote the ground state and excited states. The B1 is the ground
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𝜏!= 57.6 ns 
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(a) (b)

FIG. S4: (a) The BSE spectrum of NBVN with three defect-related transitions A, B and C. (b) The three exciton
wave functions related to peaks A, B, C, with the hole fixed at the substitution Boron atom and an isosurface level
of 0.015Å−3.

state with the electron configuration of [1a1]2[1b1]1[2b1]0 as shown in the main text Fig.2. The excited state A1

corresponds to the electron configuration of [1a1]1[1b1]2[2b1]0, and B′1 corresponds to the [1a1]2[1b1]0[2b1]1.
Fig. S5(a) shows the energy diagram of the ground state B1 and the excited state A1, while Fig. S5(b) shows the

ground state B1 and the excited state B′1. The system is calculated under both C2v and Cs symmetries, denoted in
the parentheses, for all three states. The relaxation energy is calculated at the DFT level while the vertical excitation
energy is calculated by GW/BSE, which is given in Fig. S6. The ground state energy is found to be 0.11 eV lower
at Cs symmetry than C2v, with out-of-plane distortion of 0.66 Å, consistent with the previous studies [? ][? ]. On
the other hand, both A1 and B′1 excited states have lower energy at C2v symmetry. This indicates that both excited
states will experience a local structural distortion from Cs to C2v when excited from the Cs symmetry ground state.

0.11

B1(Cs)
B1(C2v)

A1 (C2v)

2.07
(dark in 
plane

A1 (Cs)

1.02

2.72 ZPL=1.70

ZPL=1.57

0.61

0.11

B1(Cs)
B1(C2v)

B1’ (C2v)B1’ (Cs)

2.12
2.02

0.520.41

ZPL=1.71

ZPL=1.71

(a) (b)

FIG. S5: The energy diagram of the transition from ground state B1 to (a)A1 and (b)B′1 excited state, where Cs

and C2v in the parentheses denote the symmetry of the state.
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The B1-to-A1 transition has been the main source of SPE, since it is the lowest transition and has been estimated
to have a 2 eV ZPL that lies within the experimentally observed SPE range [? ? ]. Fig. S5(a) shows that at C2v

symmetry, the B1-to-A1 transition is forbidden, but it becomes allowed as the symmetry breaks to Cs with a vertical
transition energy of 2.7 eV. The details of the absorption spectrum are presented in Fig. S6, which are consistent with
previous calculations at the same level of theory and the same structural symmetry [? ]. The most viable optical
excitation-recombination path for ZPL between B1 and A1 is to first excite from the Cs symmetry ground state to
Cs symmetry A1, undergo an ∼1 eV reorganization within A1(Cs), followed by local structural distortion to A1(C2v),
and then optically recombine to B1(Cs). Such a path has a long reorganization path and small ZPL of 1.57 eV (listed
in Fig. S6). We believe it is unlikely to provide a bright SPE peak that falls within the experimentally observed SPE
range of 1.6 to 2.2 eV.

We have chosen the B1-to-B′1 transition as our primary focus in our study. As depicted in the energy diagram in
Fig. S5(b), this recombination process involves a shorter relaxation path for the excited state. The B′1 excited state
in the Cs and C2v symmetry have similar relaxed energy, and therefore, can both contribute to an estimated ZPL of
1.7 eV.

(a)

B1’(Cs)

(b)

A1(Cs)

B1’(C2v)

B1’(Cs)A1(Cs)B1’(C2v)A1(C2v)

2.022.722.122.07(dark)𝐸!"#(eV)

48212158 ---𝜏$(ns)

FIG. S6: (a) The BSE spectrum of NBVN with in-plane (C2v symmetry) and out-of-plane (Cs symmetry) geometry.
(b) The BSE excitation energy and corresponding radiative lifetime for both structures.

IV. EXPERIMENT RESULT CONVERSION

In the experiment work we cited in main text the origin measurement of strain susceptibility is under the experi-
mentally defined strain, which usually denote as the strain that is applied macroscopically on substrate [? ] or applied
by homogeneous pressure [? ]. Therefore we converted the experimental data for proper comparison.

In Grosso et al’s work [? ] the ZPL strain susceptibility was measured as -3.1 meV, 3.3 meV, and 6 meV/% for
three different emitters. These results are not directly comparable to our calculated strain susceptibilities, because
their strain is applied and defined by the bending of the substrate, while our strain is defined by the stretching rate
of defect layer itself. They introduced the strain transfer rate among two consecutive layers as t ∼ 98%. The effective
strain at the emitter location is SN

eff = SN−1
eff · t = · · · = ε · tN . For number of layers N ∼ 150 in this experiment,

the local strain can be 20 times smaller than applied strain, i.e. Seff = ε · 0.05. We apply this conversion relation
to their experiment result and obtained the strain susceptibilities of -61 meV, 66 meV, and 120 meV/% for the three
emitters, which is of the same scale as our result.
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In Xue et al’s work [? ], 9 different SPE between 1.7-2.2 eV are investigated with external pressure. The
pressure-strain conversion table provided in this paper indicates a conversion relation of -0.049% strain per 1
GPa pressure for in-plane strain. The converted strain susceptibility in TABLE.S1 is ranges from -287 meV/%
to 214 meV/%. Although these values are for the biaxial strain, our calculated results fall within the appropriate scale.

TABLE S1: Measured data from experiment [? ]

ZPL(eV) 2.125 2.1 2.065 2.035 2.025 1.985 1.925 1.9 1.76
Pressure coefficient (mev/Gpa) -6.1 14.1 -4.5 2.7 -2.5 -10.3 -5.9 -3.9 -10.5

Strain susceptibility a (meV/strain) 124.49 -287.76 91.84 -55.1 51.0 210.2 120.41 79.59 214.29

abiaxial strain

V. SYSTEM DIELECTRIC CONSTANT AND 2D EFFECTIVE POLARIZABILITY

The Table S2 gives the dielectric constant and 2D effective polarizability of mono-layer(ML), two layers(2L), three
layers(3L) CBCN, as well as CBCN on SnS2 substrate(CBCN|SnS2) and MoS2 substrate (CBCN|MoS2). In this table
the εsub represents the dielectric constant of substrate or other layers, α2D,sub is the 2D effective polarizability of
substrate or other layers, and α2D,tot is the system total 2D effective polarizability.

ML 2L 3L CBCN|SnS2 CBCN|MoS2

α2D,tot 1.946 3.814 5.682 8.421 15.009
εsub 1 1.589 2.020 3.047 5.125

α2D,sub 0 1.868 3.735 6.475 13.063

TABLE S2: System total 2D effective polarizability α2D,tot, substrate dielectric εsub, and substrate 2D effective
polarizability α2D,sub of each CBCN system.

The dielectric constant of 2D systems depends on the lattice length along the out-of-plane direction, denoted as
L. We calculated the dielectric constant of the monolayer defective hBN system at L = 30.00 Bohr to be εdef (L =
30.00) = 1.815 at DFPT. In the image charge model for the screened potential change, we set the defective hBN
monolayer thickness to d = 12.59 Bohr, twice of the bulk hBN interlayer distance. To obtain the corresponding
εdef (L = 12.59), we use the 2D effective polarizability as the bridging quantity, which is independent on the lattice
length or vacuum sizes, i.e. αdef (L = 30) = αdef (L = 12.59). Combining this with the relation between 2D effective
polarizability and dielectric constant, α2D,def (L) = (εdef − 1) · L/(4π), we can determine the dielectric constant at
L = 12.59 to be εdef (L = 12.59) = 2.940, which is used in our model calculations in the main text.


